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Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study

PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT
AMONG
THE U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
AND
THE NEW YORK STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
REGARDING
THE FIRE ISLAND TO MONTAUK POINT, SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK
REFORMULATION STUDY

WHEREAS, the US Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (District) is proposing
to undertake measures to reduce coastal storm damages and minimize impact along
the Atlantic Coast from Fire Island to Montauk Point and the backbay and mainland
areas along the Great South, Shinnecock and Moriches Bays (Project); and

WHEREAS, the Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point, New York, Combined Beach Erosion
Control and Hurricane Protection Project was authorized by the River and Harbor Act of
14 July 1960, and subsequently modified in accordance with Section 31 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1974 and Sections 103, 502 and 934 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986 (P.L. 99-662), and Public Law 113-2; and

WHEREAS, the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation is the
non-federal sponsor; and

WHEREAS, the Project consists of the continuation of authorized inlet navigation
projects, including ebb shoal dredging and the placement of sand on adjacent beaches;
measures for residential/non-residential structures consisting of wet/dry flood-proofing,
relocations, acquisitions/demolitions and the construction of ringwalls; breach response
along the barrier islands; beach and dune fill with renourishment every four years for up
to thirty years; modifications (tapering or shortening) of existing groins; and the
construction of coastal process features; and

WHEREAS, the Areas of Potential Effect include the offshore borrow sites; the near shore
sand placement and groin modification areas; the mainland locations for measures for
residential/non-residential structures, which extends from the Nassau-Suffolk County
border on the west to First Neck Lane on the western edge of Southampton Village to
the east and from the bayshore north to Montauk Highway; and the location of the
individual coastal process features (Appendix A); and

WHEREAS, the Area of Potential Effect for the mainland measures for residential and
non-residential structures includes the Shinnecock Indian Nation (federally-recognized),
tribal lands and Unkechaug Indian Nation (state-recognized) property, however, no
Project actions are proposed for these areas (see Appendix A).

WHEREAS, the continuation of the current inlet management, including the dredging of
the ebb-shoal and its placement on the adjacent shoreline and the modifications (tapering
or shortening) of existing groins will not have an adverse effect on historic properties
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(Appendix B); and

WHEREAS, the previously developed Breach Response Plan has its own process for
coordination with the New York State Historic Preservation Office (New York SHPO) in
the event of a breach of the barrier island; and

WHEREAS, the Fire Island Light Station Historic District/Fire Island National
Seashore, including the William Floyd Estate, the Beach Road Historic District,
the Cutting (Bayard) Estate-Westbrook, Bellport Village Historic District, the
Remsenberg Historic District, the Quogue Summer Colony Historic District, the
Quogue Historic District, the Canoe Place Historic District, and a portion of the
Southampton Village Historic District are located within the Areas of Potential
Effect for the Atlantic shoreline and mainland portions of the Project (Appendix
C);

WHEREAS at least 70 archaeological sites and more than 150 buildings,
structures and objects that are listed, determined eligible or potentially eligible
for the National Register are also located within the Areas of Potential Effect
(see Appendix C); and

WHEREAS, a portion of the Sugar Loaf Hill Shinnecock Indian Burial Ground
Critical Environmental Area designated by the Town of Southampton in 1990,
which includes the Shinnecock Indian Contact Period Village Fort and Burial
Ground, is located along Montauk Highway in the Town of Southhampton within
the Area of Potential Effect (see Appendix C); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800, the regulations implementing Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (54 U.S.C § 306108), the District has
determined, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(c) that implementation of Project actions
will have the potential to have adverse effects on properties listed on or eligible for listing
on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and within the Areas of Potential
Effect for near shore sand placement, offshore borrow areas, mainland locations and
individual coastal process features; and

WHEREAS, the District has notified the Advisory ACHP on Historic Preservation
(ACHP) of the potential for the Undertakings to affect historic properties and that a
programmatic agreement will be prepared; and

WHEREAS, the District has consulted and will continue to consult with the NYSHPO,
the Shinnecock Indian Nation, the Delaware Tribe of Indians (federally-recognized
tribes), the Unkechaug Nation, the Fire Island National Seashore, and municipal and
county historic societies, and other appropriate consulting parties to define and
implement process for taking into consideration the effects of the Project on
historic properties; and
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WHEREAS, the District involved the general public through public scoping and
review periods (July through October 2016) of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) process, which affords all persons, organizations, and government
agencies the right to review and comment on proposed major federal actions that are
evaluated by a NEPA document and participate in public meetings during the review of
the feasibility report; and

NOW, THEREFORE, the District, New York SHPO, and ACHP agree that the
Undertakings shall be implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in
order to take into account the effects of the Project on historic properties.

STIPULATIONS
|. BEACH AND DUNE FILL - NEAR SHORE/TIDAL ZONE

A. The District shall conduct a remote sensing survey(s) of the near shore tidal zone
anticipated for the beach fill and placement Area of Potential Effect that were not
previously surveyed, or have not been previously disturbed by the placement of
sand, or in which sand will be placed and for which the limit of fill will extend into
the near shore area.

B. The District shall evaluate the targets identified by this remote sensing survey(s) as
potential resources to determine if they are cultural resources. If determined to be
cultural resources, an assessment of the integrity of the sites and their historic
significance, in accordance with the eligibility criteria of the National Register of
Historic Places, will be conducted. Following that evaluation a determination will
be made regarding the effect the Project will have on any items determine to be
eligible for the National Register and the need for further investigation.

C. The District will coordinate these investigations in accordance with the process
identified in Stipulation XI.B below.

II. OFFSHORE BORROW AREAS

A. A remote sensing survey, to include but not limited to the use of magnetometer
and side scan sonar, of any borrow area not previously surveyed and/or not
previously used will be conducted to identify any potential cultural resources.

B. If targets and/or anomalies are identified, the District will designate a buffer zone
around each potential resource, as determined by the nature of the
target/anomaly, for avoidance during the dredging of the borrow area. Buffer
zone(s) shall be clearly delineated on construction plans. No construction
activities, including the removal of sand, anchoring, anchor dragging, etc., which
could potentially impact these features will occur within the designated buffer
zones.
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C. If any targets and/or anomalies cannot be avoided, the District will undertake

coordination and consultation as identified in Stipulation XI.B.2 below.

D. A geomorphological study of the offshore borrows areas to aid in the identification

of borrow areas that have the potential for buried landsurfaces will also be
conducted. This investigation may include, but not limited to, the research and
analysis of locations of ancient watercourses and/or the analysis of soil cores, etc.

E. The District will coordinate the results of any geomorphological

studies/investigations in accordance with the process identified in Stipulation XI.B
below.

MAINLAND LOCATIONS FOR RESIDENTIAL AND NON-RESIDENTIAL
MEASURES

. NON-STRUCTURAL MEASURES

. Non-structural measures include flood proofing, elevation, and

acquisition/demolition and involve the alteration of buildings and structures. The
District will identify the properties to be acquired/demolished, flood-proofed and/or
relocated and determine if these properties are listed or eligible for the National
Register based on, but not limit to:

a.review(s) of the National Register and/or the NYSHPO CRIS or subsequent
database; and/or

b.additional field investigations; and

c. consultation in accordance with Stipulation XI.B.3 below.

As part of these investigations, the District will also determine if archaeological
survey(s) are required and carry out these investigations, if necessary. All
investigations will be coordinated in accordance with Stipulation XI.B.3 below.

If a property is determined to be eligible for the National Register, the District will
determine in accordance with Stipulation XI.B.3 below, if the historic property will
be adversely affected by the proposed non-structural measure and, if adversely
affected, ways to resolve the adverse effect(s) in accordance with Stipulation V.

Archaeological investigations associated with non-structural measures, if required,
should be a part of any treatment plan identified as part of the resolution of
adverse effects in accordance with Stipulation V.

The District will coordinate the results of investigations in accordance with the
process identified in XI.B.3 below.
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1.

B. RINGWALLS

The District will determine the location of ringwalls. Prior to construction, the District
will conduct archaeological investigations for the placement of each ringwall, unless
the research determines the location has been previously surveyed and/or disturbed.

For any identified archaeological site, the District will determine if the property is
eligible for the National Register. If a property is determined to be eligible for the
National Register, the District will determine in accordance with Stipulation XI.B.3
below, if the historic property will be adversely affected by the proposed ringwall
construction and, if adversely affected, ways to resolve the adverse effect(s) in
accordance with Stipulation V.

The District will coordinate the results of any investigations completed in accordance
with the process identified in XI.B below.

IV. COASTAL PROCESS FEATURES

A.

The District will determine, in coordination and consultation with the New York
SHPO, the Shinnecock Indian Nation, the Delaware Tribe of Indians, the Unkechaug
Indian Nation, and the Fire Island National Seashore for areas within its boundaries,
and relevant local historical societies and organizations regarding what
investigations are necessary to determine if the construction of any coastal process
features would have an adverse effect on historic properties. The District would
carry out investigations, as necessary, to identify historic properties, determine the
proposed features effect, including review of the CRIS or subsequent database.

The District coordinate the results of any investigations completed in accordance
with the process identified in XI.B below.

If a property is determined to be eligible for the National Register, the District will
consult with the NYSHPO, relevant signatories and interested parties to resolve the
adverse effects in accordance with Stipulation V.

V. RESOLUTION OF ADVERSE EFFECTS

A.

The District shall continue consultation in accordance with XI.B below, as
appropriate, pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.6 to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse
effects to historic properties.

The District shall notify the NYSHPO, the Shinnecock Indian Nation, the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, the Fire Island National Seashore for
adverse effects to historic properties within its boundaries, municipalities, and
property owners and others as necessary to provide documentation regarding the
identification and evaluation of the historic properties. The District will work with the
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VI.

NYSHPO, the Shinnecock Indian Nation, the Delaware Tribe of Indians, the
Unkechaug Indian Nation, municipalities, and property owners and others as
necessary to determine how best to resolve any adverse effects and document the
proposed resolution.

Once there is agreement on how the adverse effects will be resolved, the District
shall prepare treatment plan that will identify the activities to be implemented that will
resolve the adverse effects. The treatment plan will be provided for review and
comment prior to implementation.

If there are disputes and/or disagreements on the resolution of adverse effects, the
District shall seek to resolve such objection through consultation in accordance with
procedures outlined in Stipulation XII.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND OUTREACH

A. The District shall inform the public of the existence of this PA and the District’s plan

VII.

for meeting the stipulations of the PA. Copies of this agreement and relevant
documentation prepared pursuant to the terms of this PA shall be made available
for public inspection via the District’'s website. Information regarding the specific
locations of terrestrial and submerged archaeological sites, including potential
wreck areas, will be withheld in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act
and National Register Bulletin No. 29, if it appears that this information could
jeopardize archaeological sites. Any comments received from the public related to
the activities identified by this PA shall be taken into account by the District.

. The District shall develop publically accessible information about the cultural
resources and historic properties investigations for the Undertaking in the form of
brief publication(s), exhibit(s), or website.

CURATION

Any collection resulting from the investigations undertaken as part of the agreement
are the property of the landowner at the time the collection was made. The District
does not retain ownership of any collection removed from land(s) it does not own.

The District shall ensure that all collections resulting from the identification and
evaluation of surveys, data recovery operations, or other investigations pursuant to
this PA are maintained in accordance with 36 CFR Part 79 until the collection is
turned over to the landowner or other entity. Minimally, the District will ensure that
analysis is complete and the final report(s) are produced and accepted by the New
York SHPO before the collection is provided to the landowner.

. The District shall be responsible for consulting with landowners regarding the

curation of collections resulting from archaeological surveys, data recovery

February 2020 6
Programmatic Agreement



Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study

operations, or other studies and activities pursuant to this agreement. The District
shall coordinate the return of collections to non-federal landowners. If landowners
wish to donate the collection, the District, in coordination with the New York SHPO,
determine an appropriate entity to take control of the collection.

D. The District shall be responsible for the preparation of federally-owned collections
and the associated records and non-federal collections donated for curation in
accordance with the standards of the curation facility.

VIIl. UNANTICIPATED DISCOVERY
A. The following language shall be included in construction plans and specifications:

“When a previously identified cultural resource, including but not limited to
archaeological sites, shipwrecks and the remains of ships and/or boats, standing
structures, and properties of traditional religious and cultural significance to the
Shinnecock Indian Nation and/or the Delaware Tribe of Indians are discovered
during the execution of the Project, the individual(s) who made the discovery shall
immediately secure the vicinity and make a reasonable effort to avoid or minimize
harm to the resource, and notify the Project’s Contracting Officer's Representative
(COR) and the District. All activities shall cease within a minimum of 50 feet from
the inadvertent discovery (50-foot radius ‘no work’ buffer) until authorized by the
District and the Project COR.

B. If previously unidentified and unanticipated properties are discovered during
Project activities, the District shall cease all work in the vicinity of the discovery
until it can be evaluated in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.13 “Post Review
Discoveries”. Upon notification of an unanticipated discovery, the District shall
implement any additional reasonable measures to avoid or minimize effects to the
resource. Any previously unidentified cultural resource will be treated as though it
is eligible for the NRHP until such other determination may be made.

C. The District shall immediately notify the New York SHPO, the Fire Island National
Seashore for unanticipated discoveries within the its boundaries, and the
Shinnecock Indian Nation and Delaware Tribe of Indians within 48 hours of the
finding and request consultation to determination the nature of the find, the
National Register eligibility and the assessment and resolution adverse effects, if
identified.

1. Ifitis determined the unanticipated discovery is not eligible for the
National Register, then the suspension of work in the area of the discovery
will end.

2. Ifitis determined that the cultural resource is eligible for the National
Register, then the suspension of work will continue, and the District, in
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consultation with the NYSHPO, the National Park Service for
unanticipated discoveries within the Fire Island National Seashore, the
Shinnecock Indian Nation, and the Delaware Tribe of Indians will
determine the actions to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to the
historic property and will ensure that the appropriate actions are carried
out.

3. If there is a disagreement on the appropriate course of action to address
an unanticipated discovery or effects to an unanticipated discovery, then
the District shall initiate the dispute resolution process set forth in
Stipulation XII below.

IX. DISCOVERY OF HUMAN REMAINS

A. If any human remains and/or grave-associated artifacts are encountered during
any of the investigations, including data recovery, the District shall follow the
NYSHPO Human Remains Discovery Protocol (2018; see Appendix D) and, as
appropriate, develop a treatment plan for human remains that is responsive to
the ACHP’s Policy Statement on Human Remains” (September 27, 1988), the
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (PL 101-601) and , US
Army Corps of Engineers, Policy Guidance Letter No. 57 (1998) Indian
Sovereignty and Government-to-Government Relations with Indian Tribes.

B. The following language shall be included in the construction plans and
specifications:

“When human remains, suspected human remains, or indications of a burial are
discovered during the execution of a Project, the individual(s) who made the
discovery shall immediately notify the local law enforcement, coroner/medical
examiner, and the Project COR and the District, and make a reasonable effort to
protect the remains from any harm. The human remains shall not be touched,
moved or further disturbed. All activities shall cease within a minimum of 50 feet
from the area of the find (50-foot radius ‘no work’ buffer) until authorized by the
District.”

X. PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS AND STANDARDS

A. The District shall ensure that qualified professionals meeting the National Park
Service professional qualifications for the appropriate discipline [National Park
Service Professional Qualification Standards, Secretary of the Interior's
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation (48 FR
44738-39)] are used to complete all identification and evaluation plans related to
this undertaking, to include remote sensing surveys, underwater investigations,
historic structure inventory and documentation.
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B. All historic structures surveys carried out pursuant to this PA will be undertaken
in accordance with the standards and guidelines of the NYSHPO and the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36
CFR Part 68).

C. All archaeological investigations carried out pursuant to this PA will be
undertaken in accordance with the New York State Archaeological ACHP’s
Standards for Cultural Resource Investigations and the Curation of
Archaeological Collections in New York State (1994) and Cultural Resources
Standards Handbook (2000), the NYSHPO Archaeological Report Format
Requirements (2005), and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR Part 68).

Xl.  ADMINISTRATIVE TERMS
A. REPORTING

1. Each year following the execution of this PA until it expires or is terminated, the
District shall provide the New York SHPO, Fire Island National Seashore, the
Shinnecock Indian Nation, the Delaware Tribe of Indiands, the Unkechaug Indian
Nation, and local historical societies and organizations (Appendix E), a summary
report detailing work undertaken pursuant to this PA. This report will include any
scheduling changes, problems encountered, project work completed, PA activities
completed, and any objections and/or disputes received by the District in its efforts
to carry out the terms of this PA. Copies of the summary report with be posted in
the District project website.

2. Following authorization and appropriation, the District shall coordinate a meeting or
equivalent with the signatories to be held annually on a mutually agreed upon date
to evaluate the effectiveness of this PA and discuss activities carried out pursuant
to this PA during the preceding year and activities scheduled for the upcoming
year.

B. COORDINATION, CONSULTATION, AND REVIEW PERIODS

1. Fire Island National Seashore, including the William Floyd Estate
a. For all activities involving properties and/or investigations within the
bounds of the Fire Island National Seashore, the District will obtain the
required National Park Service permits to complete investigations.

b. The District will provide the draft and final reports pertaining to the
investigations within the bounds of the Fire Island National Seashore,
including the William Floyd Estate, to the Fire Island National Seashore,
the New York SHPO, the Shinnecock Nation, the Delaware Tribe of
Indians, and the Unkechaug Indian Nation for review.

February 2020 9
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c. Coordination and consultation on eligibility determinations, the need for
additional investigations within the Fire Island National Seashore based on
results of completed investigations will include the Fire Island National
Seashore Service, the New York SHPO, the Shinnecock Nation, the
Delaware Tribe of Indians, and the Unkechaug Indian Nation.

2. Borrow Areas
a. All draft and final reports pertaining to investigations of Project borrow
areas will be provided to the New York SHPO, the Shinnecock Nation, the
Delaware Tribe of Indians and the Unkechaug Indian Nation for review.

b. Coordination and consultation on eligibility determinations, the need for
additional investigations for targets and anomalies will include the New
York SHPO, the Shinnecock Nation, Delaware Tribe of Indians, and the
Unkechaug Indian Nation.

3. Nearshore Sand Placement, Coastal Process Features, Measures for Residential
and Non-Residential Structures, and Ringwalls
a. All draft and final reports pertaining to investigations of the nearshore, the

coastal process features, the measures for residential and non-residential
structure Areas of Potential Effect outside of the Fire Island National
Seashore will be provided to the New York SHPO, the Shinnecock Indian
Nation, the Delaware Tribe of Indians, the Unkechaug Nation, the relevant
municipality(ies) and local historical society(ies) or historic preservation
group(s) for review (see Appendix E).

b. Coordination and consultation on eligibility determinations, the need for
additional investigations, etc., resulting from the reviews completed in
Stipulation XI.B.3.a above will include the New York SHPO, the
Shinnecock Nation, the Delaware Tribe of Indians, the Unkechaug Indian
Nation, the relevant municipality, its local historical society or historic
preservation group(s) (see Appendix E), and the landowner(s).

4. Unless otherwise stated, all review periods will be 30 calendar days and any
comments resulting from those reviews must be submitted to the District in writing
(via electronic or regular mail).

5. With the submission of final reports, the District will respond to comments,
identifying how comments were/were not taken into account as part of report
revisions or recommendation for additional action.

6. If aresponse is not received by the end of the review period, the District will
assume concurrence with the subject determination, evaluation, plan, report or
other document submitted.
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Xll.  DISPUTE RESOLUTION

1. Should any signatory object in writing to the District at any time to any actions
proposed or the manner in which the terms of this PA are implemented, the
District and the signatories shall attempt to resolve any disagreement arising
from implementation of this PA.

2. If there is a determination that the disagreement cannot be resolved, the District
shall forward all documentation relevant to the dispute to the ACHP and
request the ACHP’s recommendations or request the comments of the ACHP
in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.7(c).

3. The ACHP shall provide the District with its advice on the resolution of the
objection within thirty (30) days of receiving adequate documentation. Any
ACHP recommendations or comments provided in response will be considered
in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.7(c), with reference only to the subject of
the dispute. The District shall respond to ACHP recommendations or
comments indicating how the District has taken the ACHP’s recommendations
or comments into account and complied with the ACHP’s recommendations or
comments prior to proceeding with the Undertaking activities that are the
subject to dispute. Responsibility to carry out all other actions under this PA
that are not the subject of the dispute will remain unchanged.

4. If the ACHP does not provide its advice regarding the dispute within the thirty
(30) calendar day time period, the District may make a final decision on the
dispute and proceed accordingly. Prior to reaching such a final decision, the
District shall prepare a written response that takes into account any timely
comments regarding the dispute from the signatories to the PA, and provide
them and the ACHP with a copy of such written response.

X, WITHDRAWAL AND TERMINATION

1. Any signatory may withdraw its participation in this PA by providing thirty (30)
days advance written notification to all other signatories. In the event of
withdrawal, any signatory to this PA may terminate it by providing 30 calendar
days, written notice to the signatories. In the event of withdrawal, this PA will
remain in effect for the remaining signatories.

2. This agreement may be terminated in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800,
provided that the signatories consult during the period prior to termination to seek
agreement on amendments or other actions that would avoid termination. Any
signatory requesting termination of this PA will provide thirty (30) days advance
written notification to all other signatories.
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XIV.

XV.

XVI.

3. In the event of termination, the District will comply with 36 CFR 800.4 through
800.6 with regard to individual undertakings covered by this Agreement.

DURATION AND SUNSET CLAUSE

. This PA shall take effect upon execution by the District, the New York SHPO, and

the signatories with the date of the final signature.

. This PA will continue in full force and effect until the construction of the

Undertaking is complete and all terms of this PA are met, unless the Undertaking is
terminated or authorization is rescinded or a period of five years from execution of
the PA has passed, at which time the agreement may be extended as written
provided all signatories concur.

AMENDMENT

. This PA may be amended upon agreement in writing by all signatories. Within

thirty (30) days of a written request to the District, the District will facilitate
consultation between the signatories regarding the proposed amendment.

. Any amendments will be in writing and will be in effect on the date the amended

PA is filed with the ACHP.
ANTI-DEFICIENCY ACT

All requirements set forth in this PA requiring expenditure of funds by the District
are expressly subject to the availability of appropriations and the requirements of
the Anti-Deficiency Act (31 U.S.C. 1341). No obligation undertaken by the District
under the terms of this PA shall require or be interpreted to require a commitment
to extend funds not appropriated for a particular purpose. If the District cannot
perform any obligation set forth in this PA because of unavailability of funds that
obligation must be renegotiated among the District and the signatories as
necessary.
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PROGAMMATIC AGREEMENT
' AMONG
THE U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
AND
THE NEW YORK STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
REGARDING
THE FIRE ISLAND TO MONTAUK POINT
SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK
REFORMULATION STUDY

Execution and implementation of this PA evidences that the District has satisfied its
Section 108 responsibilities 36 CFR 800.6(b){1)(iv) for all individual undertakings of the
Project, and has afforded the New York SHPO and the ACHP an opportunity to
comment on the undertaking and its effects on_historic properties.

=WAE— . gasen

Thomas D. Asbery . Date
Colonel, U.S. Army
Commander and District Engineer
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PROGAMMATIC AGREEMENT
AMONG
THE U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
AND
THE NEW YORK STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
REGARDING
THE FIRE ISLAND TO MONTAUK POINT
SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK
REFORMULATION STUDY

Execution and implementation of this PA evidences that the District has satisfied its
Section 106 responsibilities 36 CFR 800.6(b)(1)(iv) for all individual undertakings of the
Project, and has afforded the New York SHPO and the ACHP an opportunity to
comment on the undertaking and its effects on historic properties.

Q%&%(ﬁ\ 2 [ 1o

R. Daniel Mackay % Date
Deputy Commissioner for Historic Preservation/SHPO
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic

Preservation
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PROGAMMATIC AGREEMENT
AMONG
THE U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
AND
THE NEW YORK STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
REGARDING
THE FIRE ISLAND TO MONTAUK POINT
SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK
REFORMULATION STUDY

Execution and implementation of this PA evidences that the District has satisfied its
Section 106 responsibilities 36 CFR 800.6(b)(1)(iv) for all individual undertakings of the
Project, and has afforded the New York SHPO and the ACHP an opportunity to
comment on the undertaking and its effects on historic properties.

Alex Romero Date
Superintendent
Fire Island National Seashore
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT - APPENDIX A

FIRE ISLAND TO MONTAUK POINT, SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK
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APPENDIX B

FIRE ISLAND TO MONTAUK POINT, SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK
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Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau
Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643

OFFICE OF PARq,

B

2 )

ﬁ New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
5

Q
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NEW YORK STATE

Bernadette Castro
Commissioner April 5, 1999

Frank Santomauro

Chief, Planning Division

Department of the Army

New York District, Corp of Engineers
Jacob K. Javits Federal Building
New York, NY 10278-0090

Dear Mr. Santomauro:

RE: CORPS
Storm Damage Protection
Islip/Brookhaven, Suffolk County
96PR1724

Thank you for requesting the comments of the State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO). We are reviewing the recent submission in accordance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.

We concur with the survey plan and look forward to reviewing the
resulting report.

If you have any questions, feel free to contact Ellen Cesarski at
(518) 237-8643 ext. 281. Please be sure to refer to the SHPO Project Review
(PR) number noted above.

Sincerely,

Ot Runporct

Ruth L. Pierpont
Director, Historic Preservation
Field Services Bureau

RLP:bsd

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency

3 printed on recycled paper
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New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau
S NEw York sTATE 2 Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 518-237-8643

Bernadette Castro
Commissioner
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March 17, 2003

Chris Ricciardi

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Ptanning Division

26 Federal Plaza

21st Floor

New York, New York 10278

Re: FIMP Reformulation Project

Chris,
I have just a few thoughts on the scope of the survey:

Contexts:

| think it should be emphasized to the bidders that sufficient research should be done prior
to field work to develop the contexts needed for the evaluation of properties and, in particular,
historic districts. The development of the south shore took several directions in several waves,
such as initial settlement, agriculture and fisheries, venue for wealthy New Yorkers to establish
their country estates, expansion of the railroads, summering by the middle class ~ this
especially in the Hamptons in the late 19™ century when many private residences were
converted to boarding houses to cater to the summer folk.

State-Wide Survey

As stated in the NHPA, Sec. 101:

(b)(3) It shall be the responsibility of the State Historic Preservation Officer to administer the
State Historic Preservation Program and to —

(A) in cooperation with Federal and State agencies, local governments, and private
organizations and individuals, direct and conduct a comprehensive statewide survey of
historic properties and maintain inventories of such properties;

| guess, then, that it behooves us to find a way to make the survey product something that we
can use to enhance our state-wide survey. Much of the FIMP area was surveyed in the late
1970s and early 1980s, but the inventory forms generated are out of date. The surveys were
also not as comprehensive as hoped; those doing the field work tended to ignore newer
structures in favor of 18" & 19™ century buildings that appeared to their eyes as "historic." The
surveyor should contact our office regarding prior surveys and evaluation, but many inventoried
buildings were not evaluated at the time of survey and will likely have been altered.

Let's keep thinking about a format that can be used by USCOE & our office. The Town of Islip
has borrowed all our inventory forms so that they can scan them for their own use. They will be
providing us with copies of the forms as tif files with a resolution of 150 v. the 300 you specify.

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Agency

O printed on recycled paper




Fire Island to Montauk Point Page 2
Historic Structures Survey
March 17, 2003

Scope

...Both time & space. Since the project was authorized over 40 years ago, | think we can
assume at least 10 years to completion of the "non-structural” solution. In this case the 50 year
guideline for NRHP eligibility should be liberalized; perhaps structures constructed prior to 1963
should be evaluated. The description of the project area as just south of the Montauk Highway
would seem larger than needed, particularly in the Mastic beach area. Will the 10 year flood
plain maps be provided for bidding purposes ?

The Draft Scope/RFP notes that the survey will be of approximately 1600 structures. This
seems low. Is this the total number in the survey area or only those that may be NRHP eligible
by being 50 (407?) years old?

Misc.
OPRHP should probably SHPO, given that this is a federal undertaking.

I'm sure your doing this already, but just to make sure...the project should be coordinated
with the NYS Department of State as well as DEC.

Steve Resler

New York State Department of State
Division of Coastal Resources

41 State Street, Albany, NY 12231-0001
Phone: (518) 473-2470; Fax: (518) 473-2464
E-mail: sresler@dos.state.ny.us

We have a new database that is in most ways an improvement over the old except in
printing reports from our survey database. This needs more programming time which, at the
moment, is an expense we would be able to fund. We can generate tables of listed properties
and eligible properties, but they would be in HTML format with a rather amateurish appearance.
I'm not even that certain all data was "migrated" successfully from the old system to the new.

Keep me posted on your thoughts regarding format, scope & methodology. Call me at
(518) 237-8643, x3283 if useful, or james.warren @ oprhp.state.ny.us.

Jgmes Warren
.P. Program Analyst




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

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF 15 June 2003

Environmental Analysis Branch

Re:  Cultural Resources Technical Management Group meeting for the US Army Corps of
Engineers — Fire Island to Montauk Point Storm Damage Reduction Project

The United States Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, (Corps) is currently
undertaking a Reformulation Study of the Fire Island to Montauk Point (FIMP) area. As part of
this study, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is being prepared. Not only focusing on
the natural environmental, the EIS will take into consideration cultural resource issues such as,
but not limited to, archaeological remains both on land and under water, the landscape and how it
has changed over time and the current built environment (i.e. standing structures). The Corps
invites you, and other members of your organization with expertise in these areas to attend and
participate in this data gathering process.

Aside from providing those in attendance with an update on the FIMP Project, the main goal will
be to devise a plan of action that will allow for the identification and data collection of the
various standing structures and landscapes within the project area. A sampling of standing
structures/landscapes within the project area is beginning this summer. As part of this inventory,
the Corps will be looking to identify structures that are currently located on the National Register
of Historic Places, State and local landmarks, historic districts, as well as to identify structures,
districts and/or landscapes that may be eligible for the National Register, State or local
landmarks. This is a daunting task that is going to require the corporation and involvement of
many groups.

We have scheduled a workshop meeting for Friday, August 8, 2003 between the hours of 10am
and 1pm. Thanks to the generosity of the National Parks Service the meeting will be held at the
Fire Island National Seashore Headquarters in Patchogue, New York in the River Room.
Directions from Sunrise Highway are:

Sunrise Highway to the Waverly Avenue (South) Exit

Follow the bend to the left — to West Avenue (also called Holbrook at this point)

Go through the first traffic light (Main Street) and then through the second traffic light (the Rail
Road tracks) and continue down West Avenue.

Look for the signs that say to the ferry terminal. The Fire Island National Seashore Headquarters
is on the right just at the corner of West Avenue and Laurel Street)




Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study Mailing List — June 2003

Federal/State/Local Officials:

Cynthia Blakemore, Robert Kuhn,

Douglas Mackey, Mark Peckham

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation
and Historic Preservation

Historic Preservation Field Service Bureau

Peebles Island - P.O. Box 189

Waterford, New York 12188-0189

(518) 237-8643

Jim Warren

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation
and Historic Preservation

‘Historic Preservation Field Service Bureau

Peebles, Island - P.O. Box 189

Waterford, New York 12188-0189

Phone: (518) 237-8643 x 3283

Richard Martin, Director

Division of Cultural and Historic Services
Suffolk County Parks Department
P.O.Box 144

West Sayville, New York 11796

(631) 854-4949

Michael S. Bilecki,

Chief Resource Management
Fire Island National Seashore
Department of the Interior —
National Park Service

120 Laurel Street

Patchogue, New York 11773
(631) 289-4810 (ext. 234)

Richard Stavdal

Fire Island National Seashore
Department of the Interior —
National Park Service

120 Laurel Street

Patchogue, New York 11773
(631) 399-2030

Daniel J. Lenihan

Submerged Cultural Resources Unit
Department of the Interior —
National Park Service

P.O. Box 728

Sante Fe, New Mexico 87504-0728

Steve Pendry, Archaeology Branch
Northeast Cultural Resources Center
Department of the Interior —
National Park Service

400 Foot of John Street

Lowell, Massachusetts 01852

Gary Gentile

Regional Cultural Resource Coordinator
NYS Department of Transportation
State Office Building

250 Veterans Memorial Highway
Hauppauge, NY 11788-5518

(631) 952-6219

Tom Oelerich, Acting Regional Director
NYS Department of Transportation
State Office Building

250 Veterans Memorial Highway
Hauppauge, NY 11788-5518

Jeanmarie Brennan

Town of Islip - Dept. of Planning
655 Main Street

Islip, NY 11751

(631) 224-5450

Fax: (631) 224-5444
Jeanmarie-brennan@hotmail.com

Native American Groups:

Peter E. Smith, Sr., Chairman

Trustees of the Shinnecock Indian Nation
P.O. Box 5006

Southampton, New York 11969-5006




Individuals:

Mr. Bellows, Chairperson

Landmarks and Historic Districts Board
52 Lewis Street

Southampton, New York 11968

(631) 283-2282

David J. Bernstein and Daria Merwin
Long Island Institute of Archaeology
Department of Anthropology

S-549 Social and Behavioral Studies

SUNY-Stony Brook

Stony Brook, New York 11794-4364
(631) 632-7615

Robert Hefner
18 Sag Harbor Road
East Hampton, New York 11937

Lynne C. Maher, President

Long Island Divers Association

P.O. Box 56

Brookhaven, New York 119719-9540
(631) 286-3505
lynmermaid@aol.com

Gary Nilsen, President

Institute for Marine Archaeology
P.O. Box 770

Deer Park, New York 11729

Nancy Solomon, Director

Long Island Traditions

382 Main Street

Port Washington, New York 11050
(516) 767-8803 or (516) 767-8805 (fax)
litrad@i2000.com

Dr. Gaynell Stone

2322 North Wading River Road
Wading River, New York 11792
(631) 929-8725

Dr. John Strong

Suffolk County Archaeological Association
54 Harthorne Road

Southampton, New York 11968

(631) 283-4338 or (631) 287-8203
jstrongl@optonline.net

Museums:

East End Seaport Maritime Museum
P.O. Box 624 — Third Street
Greenport, New York 11944

(631) 477-2100

East Hampton Historical Society Marine
Museum

Bluff Road

East Hampton, New York

(631) 267-6544

Doug Shaw, Administrator
Long Island Maritime Museum
P.O. Box 184

West Sayville, New York 11796
(631) 447-8679

Montauk Point Lighthouse Museum
P.O. Box 943

Montauk, New York 11954

(631) 668-2544

Robert MacKay, Director and Sharla Bolton
Society for the Preservation of

Long Island Antiquities (SPLIA)
161 Main Street - P.O. Box 148
Cold Spring Harbor, New York 11724
(631) 692-4664 (631-692-5265 - fax)

Helen Watkin, Director

South Street Seaport Museum

Long Island Marine Education Center
202 Woodcleft Avenue

Freeport, New York 11520

(516) 771-0399

Elaine Barcel, President
Southold Indian Museum
P.O. Box 268

Southold, New York 11971
(631) 765-5577




Historical Society — Town Historians:

Amagansett Historical Association
Montauk Highway at Windmill Lane
P.O. Box 7077

Amagansett, New York 11930

(631) 267-3020

Alice Zaruka, President

Village of Babylon Historical and
Preservation Society

P.O. Box 484

Bablyon, New York 11702

(631) 669-7086

Bay Shore Historical Society
22 Maple Avenue
Bay Shore, New York 11706

Bayport Heritage Association
P.O.Box 4

Bayport, New York 11705
(631) 472-4625

Bellport-Brookhaven Historic Society
12 Bell Street

Bellport, New York 11713

(631) 286-0888

Geoffrey Fleming

Bridgehampton Historical Society

P.O. Box 977

Bridgehampton, New York 11932
(631) 537-1088 or (631) 537-4225 (fax)
bhhs@hamptons.com

David Overton, Office of the Historian
Town of Brookhaven

Brookhaven Town Hall

205 S. Ocean Avenue

Patchogue, New York 11772

(631) 654-7897

East Hampton Historical Society
101 Main Street

East Hampton, New York

(631) 324-6850 or x9885 (fax)

Fire Island Lighthouse Preservation Society
4640 Captree Island

Captree Island, New York 11702

(631) 661-4876

Hampton Bays Historical Society

P.O. Box 588

Hampton Bays, New York 11946-0588
(631) 728-9325

Carl Starace, Community Historian
Town of Islip

214 Tahulah Lane

West Islip, New York 11795

(631) 661-0137

Central Islip Historical Society
490 TIrving Street
Central Islip, New York 11795

Thomas Curr, President

East Islip Historical Society

P.O. Box 389

Great River, New York 11739-0389
(631) 581-9085

Al Chiesa

East Islip Historical Society

P.O. Box 389

Great River, New York 11739-0389
(631) 581-9085

Islip Hamlet Historical Society
P.O. Box 601
Islip, New York 11751

Friends for Long Island’s Heritage
1864 Muttontown Road
Syosset, New York 11791

Mary and Warren Seeley
Manorville Historical Society
P.O.Box 4

Manorville, New York 11949-0004

Montauk Historical Society
RFD#2 —P.O. Box 112
Montauk, New York 11954




Moriches Bay Historical Society
P.O. Box 31

Center Moriches, New York 11934
(631) 878-1776

Ocean Beach Historical Society
P.O. Box 701
Ocean Beach, New York 11770

Ann Swezey, Village Historian
Greater Patchogue Historical Society
P.O. Box 102

Patchogue, New York 11772

Sag Harbor Historical Society

P.O. Box 1709

Sag Harbor, New York 11963-1709
(631) 725-5092

Nancy Donohue

Sagtikos Manor Historical Society
179 Anchorage Drive

West Islip, New York 11795

(631) 661-8348 or (631) 661-1256 (fax)

Charles Webber, President
Sayville Historical Society
P.O. Box 41

Sayville, New York 11782
(631) 563-0186

Emily Oster, Historian

Town of Southampton

116 Hampton Road
Southampton, New York 11968
(631) 283-1612

Adele Cramer, Curator
Southampton Colonial Society and
Historical Museum

P.O. Box 303

Southampton, New York 11968

Southampton Historical Society
17 Meeting House Lane
Southampton, New York 1196
(631) 283-2494 '

Southold Historical Society
P.O.Box 1

Southold, New York 11971
(631) 765-5500

Stony Brook Historical Society
P.O. Box 802
Stony Brook, New York 11790

Suffolk County Archaeological Association
P.O. Box Drawer AR
Stony Brook, New York 11790

Bob Muller

United States Lighthouse Society —
Long Island Chapter

P. O.Box 744

Patchogue, New York 11772

(631) 207-4331 or (631) 645-5230 (fax)
BobMuller@LILighthouseSociety.org

Wally Broege, Director

Suffolk County Historical Society

300 West Main Street

Riverhead, New York 11901

(631) 727-2881 or (631) 727-3467 (fax)
histsoc@suffolk.lib.ny.us

Marsha Hamilton

Suffolk County Historical Society

300 West Main Street

Riverhead, New York 11901

(631) 727-2881 or (631) 727-3467 (fax)
histsoc@suffolk.lib.ny.us

Westhampton Beach Historical Society
Mill Road - P.O. Box 686
Westhampton Beach, New York 11978
(631) 288-1139




Fire Island National Seashore Headquarters
River Room

120 Laurel Street

Patchogue, NY 11772

Park Headquarters

Phone: (631) 289-4810

Fax: (631) 289-4898

We hope that you, or a representative of your organization, will be able to attend this working
session. Any information that your organization can provide with regard to known or eligible
National Register structures, districts or landscapes will be greatly appreciated. Without the help
of your organization this project will not work as effectively and efficiently as it should.

It is important to know who will be attending the meeting prior to August 8th.Please, Please
RSVP to:

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

by phone, fax or e-mail no later than August 1, 2003.
Thank you very much for your consideration and your participation in our meeting as well as

your continued interest in the Reformulation Study. Whether you or a representative from your
organization can attend or not, we will continue to keep informed as to the progress of the Study.

Sincerely,

SN P

Leonard Houston




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

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

11 July 2003
Environmental Analysis Branch

Dave Spirtes, Superintendent
Fire Island National Seashore
120 Laurel Street .

Patchogue, New York 11772

Dear Mr. Spirtes:

On behalf of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, I would like to request that
we use the facilities at the Fire Island National Seashore for a meeting with regard to the Fire
Island to Montauk Point (FIMP) Project.

As part of the ongoing Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), the Corps is conducting a
Cultural Resource — Buildings Survey of the project area. The Project’s Archaeologist, Chris
Ricciardi, has been working with Michael Bilecki and Richard Stavadal to coordinate on this
effort.

Mr. Bilecki suggested that we contact to with regard to using the NPS’s facility to hold a meeting
relating to this project. The meeting date would be Friday, August 8, 2003 at 10am. The
meeting should last till approximately 1pm. Aside from our State partner, the Department of
Environmental Conservation, other State, Federal and local agencies and institutions are to be
invited. We expect anywhere from 10 to 30 people to attend.

I hope that we can secure your approval for this meeting. Please let us know as soon as possible.
If you have any questions with regard to this request please contact Chris Ricciardi at (212) 264-
0204,

Thank you very much.

Smcerely,

Leonard Houston
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch




STATE OF NEW YORK
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
250 VETERANS MEMORIAL HIGHWAY
HAUPPAUGE, N.Y. 11788-5518

SUBIMAL CHAKRABORTI, P.E. JOSEPH H. BOARDMAN
REGIONAL DIRECTOR COMMISSIONER

July 30, 2003

Mr. Christopher Ricciardi, Archaeologist

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Planning Division
Jacob K. Javits Federal Building

26 Federal Plaza - Room 2131

New York, NY 10278-0090

Dear Mr. Ricciardi:
This letter is in reply to your request that the NYSDOT send a representative from its Long Island
(Region 10) office to your planned workshop on August 8, 2003. The subject of the workshop is the

“Fire Island to Montauk Point Storm Damage Reduction Project.”

Mr. Gary Gentile, Sr. Landscape Architect, will attend this workshop and will be our contact person
for items relating to Cultural Resources and Landscape Archeology.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Gary at (631) 952-6210.

Vel'y tl'uly y ours,

Christopher Cotter, R.L.A.
Regional Landscape Architect




AMAGANSETT HISTORICAL ASSOCIATION

P.O. BOX 7077, AMAGANSETT, NY 11930 (631) 267-3020

September 13, 2003

Christopher Ricciardi, Archaeologist

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Planning Division
Jacob K. Javits Federal Building

26 Federal Plaza — Room 2131

New York, NY 10278-0090

Re.: Reformulation Study — Fire Island to Montauk Point Storm Damage Reduction
Project — Cultural Resource Historic Structure Survey

Dear Mr. Ricciardi:

With reference to the above-captioned study, please see the enclosed maps of two
Historic Districts in Amagansett.

The Main Street Historic District contains three properties already listed on the National
and State Registers of Historic Places. This and the Bluff Road Historic Districts contain
many structures that are eligible for inclusion on these registers. A survey of these
structures, and the preliminary National Register nomination forms, has been prepared by
Robert Hefner, an architectural historian under contract as a consultant to the East
Hampton Town Board.

Additional information about these districts, and the details of the eligible structures
within them, may be obtained from:

Planning Department
Town of East Hampton
300 Pantigo Place

East Hampton, NY 11937,

Please feel free to contact us if we may of further assistance.

Sincerely,

@CL‘//C\W.

Peter Garnham
President, Board of Trustees

The Amagansett Historical Association is a 501(c)(3) non-profit educational institution
with an absolute charter from the New York State Board of Regents.
Donations are tax deductible to the full extent permitted by law.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
NEW YORK, N.Y. 10278-0090

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF September 24, 2003

Environmental Analysis Branch

Ms. Ruth L. Pierpont, Director —

Bureau of Field Services

NYS Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation
Peebles Island - P. O. Box 189

Waterford, New York 12188-0189

Re: CORPS
Fire Island to Montauk Point (FIMP) Reformulation Project
Suffolk County, New York

Dear Ms. Pierpont:

The New York District of the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is undertaking a
Reformulation Study of an extended hazard-prone corridor along the south shore of Long Island.
The purpose of the ongoing Fire Island to Montauk Point (FIMP) Reformulation Study is to
identify, evaluate and recommend long-term solutions for hurricane and storm damage reduction
for homes and businesses within the floodplain extending along 83-miles of ocean and bay
shorelines from Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point. The study considers all areas within the
maximum estimated limit of flooding, and is located entirely within Suffolk County. The
objective of this study is to evaluate and recommend a long-term, comprehensive plan for storm
damage reduction, which maintains, preserves or enhances the natural resources. The New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) is the USACE non-Federal partner.

The USACE has retained URS Corporation to undertake a Cultural Resource Historic Structural
Survey of the project area. This historic resource survey, combined with earlier studies, will
allow for the identification and evaluation of historic properties, the assessment of effects as
related to multiple project alternatives, and the opportunity for ongoing consultation regarding
alternatives which avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects to historic resources. Due to the
large size of the project area and the early nature of project alternative planning, this survey will
be part of a phased identification and evaluation, per 36 CFR 800(4)(b)(2).

The information from this historic resource survey will also be useful in the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). As part of this process, the USACE will coordinate
review of this project under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16USC470)
and its implementing regulations 36 CFR Part 800 with the New York State Office of Parks,
Recreation & Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP). Information from the historic resource
survey will also be used by Allee, King, Rosen and Fleming (AKRF), a consulting firm, which is
assisting the USACE in undertaking the EIS.




This letter is to inform your agency that URS will be assisting the USACE with this project and
in carrying out Section 106 consultation responsibilities.

Please find enclosed a work plén for this project. The work plan provides detailed information
regarding the project goals, methodology and approach. We welcome input and comments from
the NYSOPRHP regarding this work plan.

Unless otherwise directed, further consultation will be conducted directly with James Warren of
your office, the Regional Coordinator for Nassau and Suffolk Counties.

If you have any questions, please contact the Project Archaeologist, Chris Ricciardi, at (212)
264-0204. Thank you for your time and cooperation.

Sincerely,

v

Leonard Houston
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosure

cc:
James Warren, NYSOPRHP
Steve Tull, URS
Brian Beckenbaugh, URS

Anne Locke, AKRF




Work Plan

Project Scope

URS Group (URS) has been contracted by the United States Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) to
conduct a Historic Resource Survey identifying historic properties listed, eligible for, or potentially
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places within the area for the Fire Island to
Montauk Point (FIMP) Reformulation Project. The project is being conducted in support of a large-
scale study of non-structural coastal flood mitigation alternatives (elevation, demolition, acquisition,
flood proofing, etc.) across an approximately 240 square-mile project area in Long Island (from Fire
Island to Montauk Point.)

URS will undertake a Historic Structures Survey for the areas lying along the south shore of Long
Island from Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point, New York. Given the large project area this project
will be part of a phased identification and evaluation, per 36 CFR 800(4)(b)(2). This project will
provide a comprehensive view of historic resources within the project area, but will also employ a
sampling methodology in which representative resources are documented. This project will also
identify areas where further research, evaluation or consultation may be undertaken as particular
USACE non-structural projects become better defined. USACE has given a target number of 1600
field forms to be produced.

Project Objectives

The objectives of the project are based on the assumption that there are at least 1600
properties/resources within the area of potential effect which may be fifty years of age or older. With
that understanding, the objectives for the Historic Properties Survey of Fire Island to Montauk Point
Reformulation Project Area are to:

e Identify above-ground historic resources (inclusive of landscapes, landscape features,
structures, sites, districts, and objects) that could be considered eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places in accordance with the criteria established in the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, sections 60.1-60.4 within the area of potential
effects.

e Provide the USACE with a discussion of a sample decision-making process to minimize
adverse effects of coastal flooding to historic properties, potential mitigation measures which
offset adverse effects to historic properties, and other future project initiatives (including
items for future programmatic consultation).

Project Methodology and Approach
L Initial Coordination

A. Identification of SHPO/THPO
On behalf of USACE, URS will coordinate the Historic Resource Survey in
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office, known as the New York
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP). URS will consult
with OPRHP regarding the work plan and methodology, research design,
identification, evaluation and assessment of effects for historic properties within the
project area. Although state-recognized tribal groups may have historic ties to the




project area, none has formally designated a Tribal Preservation Officer.
Consultation with tribal groups will occur as outlined in 36 CFR 800.2(c)(2).

B. Consulting Parties.
USACE and URS have created a preliminary list of groups and individuals who may
have historic ties or a specialized knowledge of the project area’s historic resources.
This list includes members of historical societies, advocacy organizations and local
government officials. USACE and URS will refine this list in consultation with
OPRHP, have taken initial steps to communicate and consult with these groups, and
will continue to communicate with them throughout the Historic Resource Study, as
described in 36 CFR 800.3(f).

C. SHPO Coordination
URS has made initial informal contact with the OPRHP.
URS, on behalf of USACE, will initiate formal and continue written and informal
consultation with OPRHP, as described in 36 CFR 800.3(c)(3).

URS will work closely and consistently with the OPRHP throughout the project.
URS will make every effort to make data compatible with that which is housed in the
OPRHP’s collection. URS, with USACE, will also consult with OPRHP through the
review of project deliverables (including the work plan, research design, survey data
and conclusions, and report).

D. Coordination with other reviews
This Historic Resource Survey will provide information for use in an ongoing
separate Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) being conducted in support of the
National Environmental Policy Act, as described in 36 CFR 800.3(b).

Although this Historic Resource Survey will demonstrate an appropriate level of
involvement by the OPRHP, consulting parties, and the public, it is also assumed that
the separate ongoing EIS effort will provide ongoing consultation as well as adequate
opportunities for public involvement, as described in 36 CFR 800.2(d)(3).

II. Area of Potential Effects

A. The Reformulation Project area is defined by the USACE, is the area falling within
the ten year flood plan between Fire Island Inlet and Montauk Point, roughly
bordered by the Montauk Highway to the area’s north. The specific initial project
area, and the focus of the Historic Resource Study, will be within or proximate to the
ten-year flood plain.

B. The Area of Potential Effects, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(d) as “the geographic
area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations -
in the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist.” In
consultation with OPRHP, URS will further define the APE to include areas within
or proximate to the specific initial project area. The inclusion and level of
appropriate documentation for historic districts partially within the APE will be
discussed. :




III.

Research & Historic Context Development

A.

Goals: .

With the goal of aiding research efforts, URS will produce a research design utilizing
historic maps, information provided by local historical organizations, and other
background research resources which will outline important thematic topics,
expected associated property types a preliminary bibliography and significant
questions. The research design will be developed in consultation with OPRHP.

The research design will be used as the basis for conducting a detailed research
program utilizing primary and secondary information sources. This research will
establish the foundation for the development of a historic context.

The historic context include a narrative history of the project area, a detailed analysis
of historic and architectural contextual themes associated with the project area, a
detailed description of typical property types associated with each contextual theme,
and specific evaluation criteria (including character-defining features) for each
property type. The historic context will serve as a project tool in the identification
and evaluation of historic properties.

Anticipated Topics:

Tt is anticipated that, at a minimum, the following themes will be discussed within the
research design: farming, maritime industries, duck hunting, Native American
populations, extension of railroad services and roadways from New York City and
the boroughs, resort development, post WWI and WWII residential and commercial
developments, and the advent of storms impacting the project area.

Identifying Previous Research:

URS will review all information on identified historic properties and information on
potentially significant properties that have not yet been officially identified through
survey for the purpose of determining the property’s eligibility for the Register.

Stakeholder Involvement

Additionally, through the assistance of the USACE, URS will seek public
involvement in identifying properties holding significance for particular
communities.

URS will also contact the Shinnecock Tribal Council in attempt to gather information
allowing for the identification of properties on and off tribal lands that may be of
religious and cultural significance to the tribal nation, and potentially are eligible for
listing on the Register. URS will work with USACE to identify other social groups
with historic ties to the project area.

Level of Research Required to Develop the Historic Contexts of the Area of Potential
Effect:

Tn accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(b)(1), URS will in good faith carry an appropriate
level of investigation to identify historic properties within the area of potential effect
including background research, oral history interviews, sample field investigation,
and field survey.




The level of research necessary for a survey of this type is limited to the
identification and description of historic general trends, groups, and events occurring
in the communities within the area of potential effect and how the development of the
communities was impacted by these factors. This information will set up a
framework for future identification and evaluation efforts for the SHPO and USACE.
URS will use the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Identification
of Historic Properties as a yardstick by which to measure efforts against.

F. Anticipated Sources to be Utilized:
i, Primary sources

1. Back issues of local Long Island and New York City newspapers and
magazines

Family papers and records

Accounts of travelers

Church Histories

Maps-plat, tax, fire, insurance, historic, and land survey

Photographs

Sk

ii. Secondary sources

1. Historic Preservation Plan formulated and updated by the New York
Office of Recreation, Parks, and Historic Preservation

2. Inventories of previously identified historic properties and
archeological sites

3. Local and regional histories compiled in files, monographs, and
pamphlets held in the local historical societies and public libraries

4. HABS/HAER Reports and the National Register of Historic Places

The American Guide Series

6. Various other available resources produced from other studies and
inquiries regarding the history of physical development of Long
Island more specifically the southeastern section of the island within
the project area

9,

G. Research Methods

In researching the historic contexts associated with the area of potential effect, URS
will use the following methods:

1.

2.

Identify sources and relevant bodies of data in existing information using
the bibliographies and citations.
Assess the reliability of the information:

a. Determine if any potential biases by the author may affect the
accuracy and impartiality of their retelling of an event or
occurrence

b. Identify any major gaps in data

Synthesize the information gathered into a narrative with reference to the
issues important to the historic contexts identified.

Identify those properties emblematic or associated with the appropriate
historic context

Determine areas within the area of potential effect with a high
probability for significant properties associated with the historic contexts
utilizing historic maps, atlases, plats, and survey information from other
studies




Iv.

6. Create hypotheses based on preceding research and establish the likely
condition and type properties to be investigated

7. Identify the information necessary to be obtained through the survey
(allow this to inform the type questions asked on the survey/field form)

H. Repositories to be Utilized:
i, United States Army Corp of Engineers New York District Archives
ii. New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation
iii. New York State Museum
iv. Fire Island National Seashore (National Park Service) .
v. Suffolk County Planning Commission
vi. Suffolk County Historical Society
vii. Shinnecock Tribal Council
viii. State University of New York at Stony Brook
ix. Long Island University
x. Hofstra University-Long Island Studies
xi. United State Library of Congress-HABS/HAER Surveys & Map Collections
xii, Queensboro Public Library
xiii. New York Public Library
xiv. Local town historical societies
xv. Local town public libraries

Field Survey

A. Strategies for Surveying Project Area
The project area approximately encompasses 249 square miles. As previously
mentioned, clearer and more precise boundaries for the project area will be necessary
prior to the initiation of the field survey. URS will divide 1600 field forms across the
geographic range prior to beginning the fieldwork, based upon population levels,
potential for historic properties, and other information from the historic context. URS
will produce a Historic Resource Survey providing baseline locations for
concentration of resources within the Area of Potential Effect; this will be the basis
of a phased identification and evaluation effort, which will identify areas for future
evaluation, and may be used as USACE project alternatives become more
specifically defined.

B. Field Form Production
URS will produce 1600 field forms for properties which are approximately fifty years
of age or older within the area of potential effect. Resources identified through the
research design, and/or fieldwork, which may be considered to meet the threshold of
“exceptional significance” but which may be less than fifty years of age or older, will
be recorded. The fieldwork will identify various classes of properties, important
resources, representative resources-those typical within in a large district, and those
resources requiring further investigation.

C. Flexibility of Field Forms
Field forms will be based on the basic historic resource form (known as the “blue
form”) used by OPRHP with augmentation to better accommodate the particular
needs of this project. URS will produce variations of forms that may be used for
broad property categories, such as buildings, landscape features, districts, and




traditional cultural properties. The forms will also contain basic evaluative
information for determining a property’s integrity.

The field form will relate each surveyed site to a developed context and specific
property type; however the field form will not contain individual written building
descriptions or statements of significance.

The form will also contain basic construction information for buildings to be used in
confirming data needed for USACE non-structural alternatives.

D. Documentation Standards

Those properties surveyed will occur typically in areas determined to have a high
probability of historic properties. In effort to not miss any historic properties, a
cursory windshield investigation will occur in areas thought to have a lesser
probability of historic properties. Identifying areas with high probability of historic
properties will be accomplished through various means:

» Windshield survey

» Existing survey information

> Historic map research
URS may undertake representative documentation of districts and/or collections of
similar resources in which representative character-defining features are documented
(including streetscapes) and approximate boundaries are noted. More specific
information, such as the documentation of contributing and non-contributing
resources, and precise boundary delineation, would not be included as part of this
initial Historic Resource Survey, but could be determined at a later date as USACE
alternatives become better defined.

As outlined in 36 CFR 800.11(a), URS will ensure that a determination, finding, or
agreement under the procedures is supported by sufficient documentation to enable
any reviewing parties, including OPHRP, to understand its basis. During a phased
identification or evaluation project, the documentation standards regarding
description of historic properties may be applied flexibly, as described in this work
plan.

E. Strategy for Surveying Properties Dating Circa 1954
A resource is typically fifty years of age or older to be considered eligible for listing
in the National Register of Historic Places. Some surveyed resources within a larger
district may have portions that were constructed after 1954. In addition, field
identification of properties built in the early to mid 1950s (as opposed to the mid to
late 1950s), is difficult even with a trained eye; for these reasons the survey may
include some properties which are slightly less than fifty years old.

However, URS will make reasonable efforts to ensure that those properties surveyed
meet this basic age criterion through the use of maps, aerial photography, and other
sources that will help determine the stages of post WW II development.

Additionally, URS will set up a general framework for evaluating post-1954 building
types in accordance with the National Register Multiple Property Documentation
Form and accompanying National Register Bulletin, “Historic Residential Suburbs in
the Unites States 1830-1960.”




F. Survey Methodology
Sixteen hundred (1600) historic sites will be surveyed from a public right-of-way, at
a reconnaissance level. The Survey information is intended to identify properties
potentially eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, as part of a
phased identification and evaluation.

Although the survey will focus on resources not previously surveyed, some update of
previously surveyed sites may be needed if this information is inaccurate or in need
of update.

Survey information will be entered directly into a handheld computer that will later
be synchronized with a MS Access database. The database will allow querying and
GIS mapping, in accordance with section 112 (a)(2) of the National Historic
Preservation Act.

Geographic information, including UTM numbers, will be identified for each
property with a commercial handheld GPS (Global Position System) unit. Property
addresses will also be recorded when clearly visible from the right-of-way.

Each of the 1600 sites will be digitally photographed, with a minimum of one
photograph per property. The images will have a resolution of no less than 300 dpi
and will be in tiff format. Representative photographs will be integrated into the final
report, but the entire survey product will also be made available as an appendix.

URS will conduct survey documentation according to the standards defined by the
Secretary of Interior in the Standards and Guidelines for Identification of historic
properties.

V. Evaluation

A. URS will, on behalf of USACE and in consultation with OPRHP, apply the National
Register criteria to each surveyed property, as outlined in 36 CFR 800(4)(c). Rather
than individualized written determinations of eligibility, URS will rely upon the
application of detailed evaluation criteria developed for specific property types
(developed in the project historic context) as well as general standards described in
National Register Bulletin 15, “How to Apply the National Register Criteria for
Evaluation.” This approach is consistent with 36 CFR 800.11, in which

documentation standards for a phased identification and evaluation project may be
applied flexibly, as described in this work plan.

B. The passage of time, changing perceptions of significance, or incomplete prior
evaluations may require URS, on behalf of USACE, to reevaluate properties
previously determined eligible or ineligible, in consultation with OPRHP.

C. URS acknowledges that Native American tribes and certain other traditional social
groups may possess special expertise in assessing the eligibility of historic properties
that may possess religious and cultural significance to them. Traditional Cultural
Properties will be identified and evaluated using National Register Bulletin #38
“Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Traditional Cultural Properties”




VI. Assessment of Effects

A. Adverse effects, as described in 36 CFR 800.5(2), are actions which may impair
character-defining features which qualify a property for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places. In consultation with the OPRHP, URS (on behalf of
USACE) will undertake an application of the criteria of adverse effect to those
resources that URS (on behalf of USACE and in consultation with OPRHP) has
found to be listed in, eligible for or potentially eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places.

B. This is a flexible application of the criteria of adverse effect, in which typical and
representative adverse effects are described and evaluated for specific property types;
as the exact project alternatives for each historic resource within the project area has
not been determined. Different project alternatives, such as retrofitting or relocation,
may have different effects upon different property types.

The flexible approach will allow this Historic Resource Survey to be an important
decision-making tool later in the USACE planning process. Where alternatives under
consideration consist of corridors or large land areas (such as this project), or where
access to properties is restricted, URS may use a phased process in applying the
criteria of adverse effect consistent with phased identification and evaluation efforts
conducted pursuant to Sec. 800.4(b)(2).

VII. Further consultation

A. URS will discuss, in broad terms, measures allowing USACE to minimize adverse
effects to historic properties, eligible, potentially eligible for, or listed in the National
Register of Historic Places.

Specifically, this decision-aiding process will allow USACE to consider the
application of the least intrusive alternatives for the most historic properties, while
achieving cost-effective non-structural project alternatives. This decision-aiding
process will be discussed only for broad planning purposes.

B. URS will also discuss multiple project alternatives mitigating adverse effects to
historic properties, eligible, potentially eligible for, or listed in the National Register
of Historic Places. Approximate project costs and details will be discussed, although
only for broad planning purposes.

C. URS will also outline broad programmatic interagency procedures scaled for future
phases, if any, of the USACE project. These may allow for ongoing, phased
identification, evaluation, and decision-making for historic properties. These items
will be discussed only for broad planning purposes.

i. These alternatives will be discussed in consultation with OPRHP.

D. Itis anticipated that additional consideration of project alternatives, including
avoidance, will be included as part of the separate, ongoing EIS effort. Itis
anticipated that additional public involvement and consultation with OPRHP and
consulting parties will be conducted in support of the EIS.




VIII.

IX.

Report
An illustrated final survey report will be produced with an introduction stating the
purpose and goals of the report and summarizing all pertinent section of the report.

Section 1, will be concerned with research design and historic context. It will be divided

" into sub categories: objectives, properties investigated and recorded, and methodology for

how data was collected for both the historical context and for the surveys.

Section 2 will be dedicated to the description of the physical setting of the identified
significant properties. This section will include photography, maps, site context, and
pertinent environmental data.

Section 3, will be a brief summary of the other studies and surveys that have been
conducted within the project site or adjacent to it.

Section 4 will be a description of field methods used and the rationale for the methods in
gathering data during the survey. The section will explicitly describe how information
was gathered and analyzed. '

Section 5 will focus on the analysis and synthesis of the information gathered in the
background research and surveys. This section will show how the properties surveyed are
a part of, and contribute to the Historical Context of the project area. Additionally, this
section will identify the types of historic properties found.

Section 6 will contain the conclusions and recommendations ascertained through the
survey. The conclusions will focus on what properties were identified as being potentially
eligible for the National Register. The section will discuss recommendations for areas

and properties requiring additional study.

Section 7 will be citations for references used for the project.

Appendices:

a. Log of Persons/Institutions contacted as part of the project.
b.  Supporting documentation

c. Resumes of key personnel

d. Scope of work

* All reports will be produced in accordance with the format specifications described in
the Scope of Work developed by the USACE.
Public Participation

As described in 36 CFR 800(2)(d) the public will be given the opportunity to participate
and voice their views in a manner that reflects the nature and complexity of the

undertaking.

The public has been asked by USACE for their assistance in identifying historic
resources and themes through their local historical societies, town historians, or tribal
councils.




X.

218

Notices and information about the Historic Resource Survey will be established through a
media campaign including brief announcements in local newspapers and mailings to local
public libraries and historical societies, and summarized information placed on USACE’s
web site, with an opportunity to contact USACE with input.

It is also assumed that the separate ongoing EIS effort will provide adequate
opportunities for public involvement; including formal public comment, as described in
36 CFR 800.2(d)(3).

These efforts for public involvement are in keeping with requirements of Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, as well as 36 CFR 800.3 (e)
36 CFR 800.3 (f), and 36 CFR 800.2 (d).

Qualifications
As described in 36 CFR 800.2(a)(1), all key URS project staff will meet or exceed
relevant Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 CFR 61),
including Historian, Architectural Historian, Folklorist, Historic Preservationist and/or

Cultural Anthropologist, as required by project conditions.

Project Timeline
Attached Excel Spreadsheet

10




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

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

September 26, 2003
Environmental Analysis Branch

Re: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — New York District
Fire Island to Montauk Point (FIMP) Reformulation Project
Phase I Structural Building’s Survey — Draft Work Plan

To Whom It May Concern:

The New York District of the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is undertaking a
Reformulation Study of an extended flood hazard-prone corridor along the south shore of Long
Island. The purpose of the ongoing Fire Island to Montauk Point (FIMP) Reformulation Study is
to identify, evaluate and recommend long-term solutions for storm damage reduction for homes
and businesses within the floodplain extending along 83-miles of ocean and bay shorelines from
Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point.

The USACE has retained URS Corporation to undertake a Cultural Resource Historic Structural
Survey of the project area. This historic resource survey, combined with earlier studies, will
allow for the identification and evaluation of historic properties, the assessment of effects as
related to multiple project alternatives, and the opportunity for ongoing consultation regarding
alternatives which avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects to historic resources.

In August of 2003, you, or representatives from your organization, attended an information
meeting held at the National Park Service’s headquarters in Patchogue. At that time you
expressed interest in reviewing the Scope of Work that was being developed to best undertake
this daunting task.

Enclosed, please find enclosed a work plan for this project. The work plan provides detailed
information regarding the project goals, methodology and approach. We welcome input and
comments from you with regard to this work plan.

If you have any questions, please contact the Project Archaeologist, Chris Ricciardi, at

(212) 264-0204. Comments on the Draft Work should also be addressed to Mr. Ricciardi
christopher.g.ricciardi@usace.army.mil. Thank you for your time and cooperation.

Sincerely,
Leonard Houston

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosure




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

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

14 November 2003

Environmental Analysis Branch

Mr. Frank Manhardt, President
Bay Shore Historical Society
40 Hiawatha Drive
Brightwaters, New York 11718

Dear Mr. Manhardt:

On behalf of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (District), I want to
thank you, and Ms. Priscilla Hancock, Research Librarian, for the information you provided to
the District with regard to historical properties within the area of Bay Shore and Brightwaters.

The data collected from the various historical societies within Fire Island to Montauk
Point (FIMP) Storm Damage Reduction Project Reformulation Study area will be used in the
Environmental Impact Statement. The information gathered will assist the District in acting as a
responsible steward of historic resources within the project area.

If you have any questions, please contact:

Christopher Ricciardi, Archaeologist
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Planning Division
‘ Jacob K. Javits Federal Building
26 Federal Plaza — Room 2151
New York, New York 10278-0090
Phone: (212) 264-0204
Fax: (212) 264-0961
E-mail: christopher.g ricciardi@usace.army.mil

Once again, thank you for assisting the District with the project.

Sincerely,

Sy,

Leonard Houston
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch




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

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

29 December 2003
Environmental Analysis Branch

Orla M. Smyth

Town of Islip —

Department of Planning and Development
One Manitton Court

Islip, New York 11751

Re:  Fire Island to Montauk Point (FIMP) Project — Historical Structures Survey

Dear Ms. Smyth:

On behalf of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (District) I want to .
thank you for assistance with regard to the District’s Fire Island to Montauk Point (FIMP) —
Historical Structures Survey Project. The information you provided will greatly help us in our
endeavor to identify as many of the historic structures within the project area as possible.

Upon completion and review of the report, the District will be happy to send you a copy
of the report for the Town’s files. ' .

Once again, thank you for your assistance. If you have any questions, please contact the
Project Archaeologist, Chris Ricciardi, at (212) 264-0204 or at
christopher. g ricciardi@usace.army.mil(.)

Sincerely,

osephine Axt, Acting Chief,
Environmental Analysis Branch




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

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

16 June 2004
Environmental Analysis Branch

Re:  Cultural Resources Technical Management Group Request for the US Army Corps of
Engineers — Fire Island to Montauk Point Storm Damage Reduction Project

The United States Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, (District) is currently
undertaking a Reformulation Study of the Fire Island to Montauk Point (FIMP) area. As part of
this study, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is being prepared. Not only focusing on
the natural environmental, the EIS will take into consideration cultural resource issues such as,
but not limited to, archaeological remains both on land and under water, the landscape and how it
has changed over time and the current built environment (i.e. standing structures).

Last year you, or representatives from your office, participated in the FIMP Cultural Resources
Technical Management Group (CRTMG) to discuss the upcoming Historic Structures Building
Survey Project. This fieldwork for this work has been completed and the draft report is in
production. We would like to send you a draft of the report for your comments and review.

The document is large, approximately 4500 pages. We will not be sending the entire document
but rather the text chapters only. The full report contains a large appendix with the various
recording forms, databases and photographs. The entire draft document can be reviewed, if you
wish, on CD-ROM. The document comprises at least four CDs. As this is a draft only, no
portion of the report can/should be released and/or discussed with the general public. The
information in this report will be made public, and available for comment, along with the FIMP
DEIS. The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation will be
concurrently reviewing the complete draft report as well.

If you would rather not participate in the review of this document please let us know. We
anticipate that the draft document will be ready for review by the end of July. A meeting of the
CRTMG will be scheduled for September to discuss the draft report and to update you on other
developments within the Project.

If you have any questions please contact the Project, Archaeologist, Christopher Ricciardi:

Christopher Ricciardi, Ph.D., R.P.A., Project Archaeologist

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Planning Division - Environmental Branch
Jacob K. Javits Federal Building

26 Federal Plaza — Room 2151

New York, New York 10278-0090

Phone: (212) 264-0204

Fax: (212) 264-0961

E-mail: christopher.g.ricciardi@usace.army.mil




Thank you very much for your consideration and your participation in the FIMP Reformulation
Study.

Sincerely,
-

S 7

4~ Leonard Houston
cc: FIMP Cultural Resources Technical Management Team

Ron and Marilyn Abrams — Representatives — Shinnecock Native American Nation
Fred Anders — NYS Department of State — Division of Coastal Resources
Amy Balaban — Town of Brookhaven — Division of Environmental Protection
David Bernstein and Daria Merwin — Long Island Institute of Archaeology —
SUNY Stony Brook

Michael Bilecki — National Parks Service

Jeanmarie Brennan — Town Of Islip — Department of Planning

Wally Broege — Suffolk County Historical Society

Mollie Frerichs — Mastic-Shirley Historic Society

Jeffrey Fullmer, NYS Department of State — South Shore Estuary Reserve
Gary Gentile — NY'S Department of Transportation — Cultural Resource Coordinator
David Griese — Fire Island Lighthouse Preservation Society

Thomas Isles — Suffolk County Division Office — County Planning

Randy King —Shinnecock Native American Tribal Council

Robert MacKay and Sharla Bolton — Society for the Preservation of

Long Island Antiquities

Richard Martin — Suffolk County Parks Department
- Tom Oelerich — NYS Department of Transportation

Bertram Seides — Ketcham Inn Foundation

Orla Smith — Town of Islip Planning Division

Nancy Solomon — Long Island Traditions

Georege Stafford — NYS Department of State — Division of Coastal Resoutces
Richard Stavdal — National Parks Service

Dr. Gaynell Stone — Suffolk County Archaeological Association

Paula Valentine — National Parks Service

Margrete Wolfson — Town of Easthampton




Preserving America’s Heritage

December 17, 2019

Nancy J. Brighton

Deputy FPO

Cultural Resources Community of Practice Lead HQ
US Army Corps of Engineers

441 G Street NW

Washington, DC 20314-1000

Ref:  Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study
Suffolk County, New York

Dear Ms. Brighton:

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received your notification of adverse effect for the
referenced undertaking that was submitted in accordance with Section 800.6(a)(1) of our regulations,
“Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800). The background documentation included with your
submission does not meet the specifications in Section 800.11(e) of the ACHP’s regulations. We, therefore, are
unable to determine whether Appendix A of the regulations, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing
Individual Section 106 Cases, applies to this undertaking. Accordingly, we request that you submit the
following additional information so that we can determine whether our participation in the consultation to
resolve adverse effects is warranted.

o Copies or summaries of any views provided by consulting parties, the public, and the New York
State Historic Preservation Officer.
e Copies or summaries of any views or comments provided by any affected Indian tribe.

Upon receipt of the additional information, we will notify you within 15 days of our decision.

If you have any questions, please contact Christopher Daniel at 202-517-0223 or via e-mail at

cdaniel@achp.gov.

Historic Preservation Technician
Office of Federal Agency Programs

Sincerely,

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

401 F Street NW, Suite 308 ® Washington, DC 20001-2637
Phone: 202-517-0200 « Fax: 202-517-6381 « achp@achp.gov « www.achp.gov



Preserving America’s Heritage

January 29, 2020

Nancy J. Brighton

Deputy Federal Preservation Officer and Cultural
Resources Community of Practice Lead

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

441 G Street NW

Washington, DC 20314-1000

Ref:  Proposed Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study
Suffolk County, New York

Dear Ms. Brighton:

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received your notification and supporting
documentation regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking on a property or properties
listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Based upon the information you
provided, we have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual
Section 106 Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not
apply to this undertaking. Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to
resolve adverse effects is needed. However, if we receive a request for participation from the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, affected Indian tribe, a
consulting party, or other party, we may reconsider this decision. Additionally, should circumstances
change, and you determine that our participation is needed to conclude the consultation process, please
notify us.

Pursuant to 36 CFR 8800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Programmatic Agreement (PA),
developed in consultation with the New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and any other
consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation
process. The filing of the PA and supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to
complete the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

Thank you for providing us with your notification of adverse effect. If you have any questions or require
further assistance, please contact Christopher Daniel at 202 517-0223 or via e-mail at cdaniel@achp.gov.

Sincerely,
g A
Artisha Thompson

Historic Preservation Technician
Office of Federal Agency Programs

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

401 F Street NW, Suite 308 ® Washington, DC 20001-2637
Phone: 202-517-0200 « Fax: 202-517-6381 « achp@achp.gov « www.achp.gov



NEWYORK | Parks, Recreation

STATE OF

oreortunv: | and Historic Preservation

ANDREW M. CUOMO ERIK KULLESEID
Governor Commissioner

February 6, 2020

Nancy Brighton

Supervisory Archaeologist

US Army Corps of Engineers, HQ
441 G Street NW, 3G71
Washington, DC 20001

(via email)

Re: USACE
Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study
19PR08164

Dear Ms. Brighton:

Thank you for requesting the comments of the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). We
have reviewed the proposal in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate only to
Historic/Cultural resources.

Our comments do not include potential environmental impacts to New York State Parkland that
may be involved in or near your project. Such impacts must be considered as part of the
environmental review of the project pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act and/or the
State Environmental Quality Review Act (New York Environmental Conservation Law Article 8).
Comments relating to impacts to NYS parkland should be sought directly from the New York
State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation.

We have reviewed the revised document and have only one additional change. Please update
Mr. Mackay’s signature block to read: R. Daniel Mackay, Deputy Commissioner for Historic
Preservation/SHPO, NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation.

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment on this agreement. If | can be of any further
assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me at john.bonafide@parks.ny.gov or (518) 268-
2166.

Sincsexely,

U oS

ohn A. Bonafide

Director,

Technical Preservation Services Bureau
Agency Historic Preservation Officer

CcC: Carissa Scarpa, ACE (via CRIS email)

Division for Historic Preservation
P.O Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 « (518) 237-8643 * www.parks.ny.gov
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10278-0090

: 16 January 2020
Planning Division -

Mr. John Bonafide
Director 7
Technical Preservation Bureau and
Agency Preservation Officer
New York State Division for Hlstorlc Preservation
PO Box 189
Waterford, New York 12188- 0189

RE: USACE
Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study

19PR08164
Dear Mr. Bonafide;

Thank you for providing comments on the proposed Programmatic Agreement for
the Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study (Enclosure 1}. The Programmatic
Agreement has been revised to address your comments as follows:

s Sections IV and Xl now includes specific reference to updatlng the
research for each of the resource types; and

s Appendix D has been corrected; -

In addition, a ‘Whereas’ clause (new no. 11) has been added to include the

acknowledgement of the ‘Sugar Loaf Hill Shinnecock Indian Burial Ground Critical

Environmental Area’ within the Area of Potential Effect (Enclosure 2).

The District will ensure that the information from the existing reports are included
in CRIS, in addition to those from future investigations. Please review the attached and
provide any additional comments. If the Agreement is acceptable, the District will route
it for signature. The District has not received any additional comments.




If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Nancy J.
Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or Carissa Scarpa at
Carissa.A.Scarpa@usace.army.mil. Thank you for your assistance with this project.

Peter Weppler
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures




NEWYORK | Parks, Recreation

STATE OF

oreortunv: | and Historic Preservation

ANDREW M. CUOMO ERIK KULLESEID
Governor Commissioner

January 2, 2020

Nancy Brighton

Supervisory Archaeologist

US Army Corps of Engineers, HQ
441 G Street NW, 3G71
Washington, DC 20001

(via email)

Re: USACE
Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study
19PR08164

Dear Ms. Brighton:

Thank you for requesting the comments of the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). We
have reviewed the proposal in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate only to
Historic/Cultural resources.

Our comments do not include potential environmental impacts to New York State Parkland that
may be involved in or near your project. Such impacts must be considered as part of the
environmental review of the project pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act and/or the
State Environmental Quality Review Act (New York Environmental Conservation Law Article 8).
Comments relating to impacts to NYS parkland should be sought directly from the New York
State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation.

Based upon our review, the New York SHPO offers the following comments on the DRAFT
Programmatic Agreement for this undertaking:

1. Whereas clauses 9 and 10 lists a series of properties and sites identified as being National
Register listed or eligible. The NYSHPO is familiar with some but not all the identified
properties. We note that the survey methodology was developed 17 years ago. We also
note that the survey data found in Appendix C does not appear to have been submitted to
this office. It does not appear that records for most of the resources were entered into our
previous database (SPHINX) or the current CRIS application. Thus, we have little in house
information on many of these properties.

Please also be aware that our office, in consultation with the National Park Service, is how
completing a significant multi-year post superstorm Sandy grant funded resilience survey of
much of your project area. We would suggest working with our office to find an appropriate
means to move the Appendix C data into CRIS and to then cross reference it with the
ongoing Sandy survey work.

2. We support the general language of Sections IV and Xl as they relate to Whereas clauses 9
and 10. These sections appear to allow for updating survey data and additional information
gathering on resources (both above and below ground) if deemed relevant by the parties. As

Division for Historic Preservation
P.O Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 « (518) 237-8643 * www.parks.ny.gov
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you know, survey data is not static and must be updated and renewed in order to be
relevant for decision making.

3. The NYSHPO notes that the language used in Appendix D relating to Unanticipated
Discoveries and the Discovery of Human Remains is an older version of what our office is

now using. We have included our current language for your review and possible insertion in
the document.

If I can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me at (518) 268-2166 or
john.bonafide@parks.ny.gov.

ohn A. Bonafide

Director,

Technical Preservation Services Bureau
Agency Historic Preservation Officer

att: NYSHPO Discovery of Human Remains Protocol (2018)



State Historic Preservation Office/
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
Human Remains Discovery Protocol
(August 2018)

If human remains are encountered during construction or archaeological investigations, the New
York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) recommends that the following protocol is
implemented:

Human remains must be treated with dignity and respect at all times. Should human remains or
suspected human remains be encountered, work in the general area of the discovery will stop
immediately and the location will be secured and protected from damage and disturbance.

If skeletal remains are identified and the archaeologist is not able to conclusively determine
whether they are human, the remains and any associated materials must be left in place. A
qualified forensic anthropologist, bioarchaeologist or physical anthropologist will assess the
remains in situ to help determine if they are human.

No skeletal remains or associated materials will be collected or removed until appropriate
consultation has taken place and a plan of action has been developed.

The SHPO, the appropriate Indian Nations, the involved state and federal agencies, the
coroner, and local law enforcement will be notified immediately. Requirements of the corner
and local law enforcement will be adhered to. A qualified forensic anthropologist,
bioarchaeologist or physical anthropologist will assess the remains in situ to help determine if
the remains are Native American or non-Native American.

If human remains are determined to be Native American, they will be left in place and protected
from further disturbance until a plan for their avoidance or removal can be generated. Please
note that avoidance is the preferred option of the SHPO and the Indian Nations. The involved
agency will consult SHPO and the appropriate Indian Nations to develop a plan of action that is
consistent with the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA)
guidance. Photographs of Native American human remains and associated funerary objects
should not be taken without consulting with the involved Indian Nations.

If human remains are determined to be non-Native American, the remains will be left in place
and protected from further disturbance until a plan for their avoidance or removal can be
generated. Please note that avoidance is the preferred option of the SHPO. Consultation with
the SHPO and other appropriate parties will be required to determine a plan of action.

To protect human remains from possible damage, the SHPO recommends that burial
information not be released to the public.

Division for Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 « (518) 237-8643 * www.nysparks.com



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
) 26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10278-0090

20 November 2019 '
Planning Division

Mr. John Bonafide
Director
Technical Preservation Bureau and
Agency Preservation Officer ' s
New York State Division for Historic Preservation
PO Box 189 :
Waterford, New York 12188-0189

Dear Mr. Bonafide;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire [sland to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey. '

.The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches
and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures, such
as elevations, flood-proofing or the construction of ringwalls around groups of buildings
and structures within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mainland. The proposed plan wouid include: portions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties including more than 70 archaeological sites dating
from the Early Archaic period through the early 20t Century. There are more than 150
eligible or listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The
proposed plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites,
historic sites and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process
~ features; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the
offshore borrow sites.




The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2016. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four publlc meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 2016.

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

~ The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the Fire
[sland National Seashore, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware Tribe of
Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, and Unkechaug Indian Nation, a New York
state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations in Suffolk
County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618.. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

- Sjhcerely,

eter Weppler
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures
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Planning Division November 22 2019

Harry Wallace

Chief

Unkechaug Nation

151 Poospatuck Lane
Mastic, New York 11950

~ Dear Mr. Wallace;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of aiternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Histaric Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island,
Moriches and Shinnecock inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural
measures such as elevations, flood-proofing, or the construction of ringwalls around
groups of buildings and structures within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response
plan; 4) beach and dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean
Beach, and 5) the construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier
island and the mainiand. The proposed ptan would include: portions of the Towns of
Babhylon, Islip, Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages;
and the Fire Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway
to the north, Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the
Atlantic Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties including more than 70 archaeological sites dating
from the Early Archaic period through the early 20t Century. There are more than 150
eligible or listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries.
The proposed plan has the potential o have an adverse effect on archaeological sites,
historic sites and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process
features; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the
offshore borrow sites. :




The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental [mpact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2016. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 2016. ‘ .

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects. to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
Yark State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a-
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in-Suffolk Gounty (Enclosure 3),

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
“31, 2019. lf you have any guestions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project. '

'Pet r Weppler
Chief, Environmental

Enclosures
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November 21, 2019

Planning Division

Barry R. Dlouhy

Bay Shore Historical Society
22 Maple Avenue

Bay Shore, New York 11706

Dear Mr. Dlouhy;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the Fire
Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches and
Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures, such as
elevations, flood-proofing or the construction of ringwalls, around groups of buildings
and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each set of
measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural resources
and historic properties, more than 70 archaeological sites dating from the Early Archaic
period through the early 20" Century. There are more than 150 eligible or listed
structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The proposed plan
has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites, historic sites and
underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process features; 2)
residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the offshore
borrow sites.



The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2018. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 20186. ' .

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a-
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. if you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Peter Weppler

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures
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November 21, 2019

Planni-ng Division

Mary Bailey

President

Bayport-Blue Point Heritage Association
PO Box 4

Bayport, New York 11705

Dear Ms. Bailey;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of aiternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long.Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the compietion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island,
Moriches and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural
measures such as elevations, flood-proofing, or the construction of ringwatlls around
groups of buildings and structures within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response
plan; 4) beach and dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean
Beach, and 5) the construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier
island and the mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of
Babylon, Islip, Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages;
and the Fire Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway
to the north, Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the
Atlantic Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties including more than 70 archaeological sites dating
from the Early Archaic period through the early 20" Century. There are more than 150
eligible or listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries.
The proposed plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites,
historic sites and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process
features; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the
offshore borrow sites.




The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2018. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 20186. ' .

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a-
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. if you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Peter Weppler

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures
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Planning Division

Joan Kaelin

Bellport-Brookhaven Hlstoncaf Society
31 Bellport Lane

Bellport, New York 11713

Dear Ms. Kaeling;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Istand to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies mcludlng a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island,
Moriches and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural
measures such as elevations, flood-proofing, or the construction of ringwalls around
groups of buildings and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach
response plan; 4) beach and dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at
Ocean Beach, and 5) the construction of coastal process features at location on the
barrier island and the mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the
Towns of Babyion, Islip, Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12
incorporated villages; and the Fire Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by
the Montauk Highway to the north, Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County
border to the west, and the Atlantic Ocean to the south within Suffolk County
{Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties including more than 70 archaeological sites dating
from the Early Archaic period through the early 20 Century. There are more than 150
eligible or listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries.
The proposed plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites,
historic sites and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process
features; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the
offshore borrow sites.




The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 20086.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2016. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 2016.

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, and Unkechaug Indian Nation, a
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
- for your assistance with this project.

Peter Weppler
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures
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Planning Division

Barbara M. Russell

Town Historian

Town of Brookhaven

1 independence Hill
Farmingville, New York 11738

Dear Ms. Russell;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island,
Moriches and Shinnecock inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural
measures, such as elevations, flood-proofing, or the construction of ringwalls around
groups of buildings and structures within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response
plan; 4) beach and dune fili along the barrier istand, the removal of groins at Ocean

~ Beach, and 5) the construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier
island and the mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of
Babylon, Islip, Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages;
and the Fire Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway
to the north, Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the
Atlantic Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties including more than 70 archaeological sites dating
from the Early Archaic period through the early 20" Century. There are more than 150
eligible or listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries.
The proposed plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites,
historic sites and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process
features; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the
offshore borrow sites. '




- The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 20086.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2016. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 20186,

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this prOJect

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures
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20 November 2019
Planning Division :

Susan Bachor

Historic Preservation Representative
Delaware Tribe of Indians

Special Assistant Eastern Office

PO Box 64

Pocono Lake, Pennsylvania 18347

Dear Ms. Bachor:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic Coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches
and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures, such
as elevations, flood-proofing, or the construction of ringwalls around groups of buildings
and structures within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mainland. The proposed plan would include: pertions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County {Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties including more than 70 archaeological sites dating
from the Early Archaic period through the early 20t Century. There are more than 150
eligible or listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The
proposed plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites,
historic sites and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process
features; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the
offshore borrow sites.




The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2008.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental impact Statement for the Fire
fsland to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2016. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 2016.

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation, a federally-
recognized tribe, and the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a New York state-recognized tribe,
and a number of historical societies and organizations in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. If you have any questions or would like to have an in-person meeting or
conference call regarding this project, please contact Nancy J. Brighton at
Nancy.J.Brighton@usace. army. mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you for your assistance
with this project.

Peter Weppler
Chlef Envrronmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures
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November 22, 2019

Planning Division

East Islip Historical Society
PO Box 8
East Islip, New York 11730

Dear Society Chair;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the Fire
Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches and
Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures, such as
elevations, flood-proofing or the construction of ringwalls, around groups of buildings
and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each set of
measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural resources
and historic properties, more than 70 archaeological sites dating from the Early Archaic
period through the early 20" Century. There are more than 150 eligible or listed
structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The proposed plan
has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites, historic sites and
underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process features; 2)
residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the offshore
borrow sites.



The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2018. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 20186. ' .

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a-
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. if you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Peter Weppler

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures
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November 22, 2019

Planning Division

Sarah Medenhall Luhmer
President

East Quogue Historical Society
PO Box 174

East Quogue, New York 11942

Dear Ms. Luhmer;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches
and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures, such
as elevations, flood-proofing or the construction of ringwalls, around groups of buildings
and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties, more than 70 archaeological sites dating from the
Early Archaic period through the early 20" Century. There are more than 150 eligible or
listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The proposed
plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites, historic sites
and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process features; 2)
residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the offshore
borrow sites.



The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2018. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 20186. ' .

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a-
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. if you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Peter Weppler

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 19278-0090

November 21, 2019

Planning Division

Fire Istand Lighthouse Preservation Society
4640 Captfree Island
Captree Island, New York 11702

Dear Society President;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of iwo cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island,
Moriches and Shinnecock [nlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural
measures such as elevations, flood-proofing, or the construction of ringwalis around
groups of buildings and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach
response plan; 4) beach and dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at
Ocean Beach, and 5) the construction of coastal process features at location on the
barrier island and the mainfand. The proposed plan would include: portions of the
Towns of Babylon, Islip, Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12
incorporated villages; and the Fire I[sland National Seashore. The area is bounded by
the Montauk Highway to the north, Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County
border to the west, and the Atlantic Ocean to the south within Suffolk County

- (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties including more than 70 archaeological sites dating
from the Early Archaic period through the early 20" Century. There are more than 150
eligible or listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries.
The proposed plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites,
historic sites and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process
features; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the
offshore borrow sites.




The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006,
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
[sland to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2016. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 2016.

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic -
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware .
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, and Unkechaug Indian Nation, a
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organlzahons
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mit or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Sincerely,

Peter Weppler
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclostires




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S, ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10278-0090

20 November 2019
Planning Division

Alex Romero

Superintendent

Fire Island National Seashore
120 Laurel Street

Patchogue, New York 11722

Dear Mr. Romero;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic Coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches
and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures such
as elevations, flood-proofing, or the construction of ringwalls around groups of buildings
and structures within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mairtland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
[sland National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic propetiies includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties including more than 70 archaeological sites dating
from the Early Archaic period through the early 20t Century. There are more than 150
eligible or listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The
proposed plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites,
historic sites and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process
features; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the
offshore borrow sites. :




The Fire island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cuttural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2016. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 2016. '

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report and the programmatic agreement, were revised to
develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

The District would like to invite the Fire Island National Seashore, National Park
Service, to be a signatory to this agreement. Please review the attached and provide -
any additional comments by December 31, 2019. If you have any questions or need
additional information, please contact Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@
~ usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you for your assistance with this project.

Sincerely,

Peter Weppler
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10278-0090

November 22, 2019

Planning Division

Brenda Sinclair Berntson

President

Hampton Bays Historical and Preservation Society
116 West Montauk Highway

Hampton Bays, New York 11946

Dear Ms. Berntson;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the Fire
Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches and
Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures, such as
elevations, flood-proofing or the construction of ringwalls, around groups of buildings
and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each set of
measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural resources
and historic properties, more than 70 archaeological sites dating from the Early Archaic
period through the early 20" Century. There are more than 150 eligible or listed
structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The proposed plan
has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites, historic sites and
underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process features; 2)
residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the offshore
borrow sites.



The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2018. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 20186. ' .

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a-
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. if you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Peter Weppler

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10278-0090

November 22, 2019

Planning Division

Historical Society of Islip Hamlet
PO Box 601
Islip, New York 11751

Dear Society President;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches
and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures, such
as elevations, flood-proofing or the construction of ringwalls, around groups of buildings
and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties, more than 70 archaeological sites dating from the
Early Archaic period through the early 20" Century. There are more than 150 eligible or
listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The proposed
plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites, historic sites
and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process features; 2)
residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the offshore
borrow sites.



The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2018. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 20186. ' .

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a-
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. if you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Peter Weppler

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10278-0090

November 22, 2019

Planning Division

Nancy Solomon

Executive Director

Long Island Traditions

382 Main Street

Port Washington, New York 11050

Dear Ms. Solomon;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the Fire
Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches and
Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures, such as
elevations, flood-proofing or the construction of ringwalls, around groups of buildings
and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each set of
measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural resources
and historic properties, more than 70 archaeological sites dating from the Early Archaic
period through the early 20" Century. There are more than 150 eligible or listed
structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The proposed plan
has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites, historic sites and
underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process features; 2)
residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the offshore
borrow sites.



The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2018. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 20186. ' .

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a-
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. if you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Peter Weppler

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10278-0090

November 22, 2019

Planning Division

Edward DeGennaro

President

Mastic Peninsula Historical Society
PO Box 333

Mastic, New York 11950

Dear Mr. DeGennaro;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches
and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures, such
as elevations, flood-proofing or the construction of ringwalls, around groups of buildings
and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties, more than 70 archaeological sites dating from the
Early Archaic period through the early 20" Century. There are more than 150 eligible or
listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The proposed
plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites, historic sites
and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process features; 2)
residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the offshore
borrow sites.



The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2018. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 20186. ' .

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a-
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. if you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Peter Weppler

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10278-0080

November 21, 2019

Planning Division

Bert Seides

President

Moriches Bay Historical Society
15 Montauk Hwy

Center Moriches, New York 11934

Dear Mr. Seides

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study locked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island,
Moriches and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential buiiding and commercial structural
measures, such as elevations, flood-proofing, or the construction of ringwalls around
groups of buildings and structures within the 10-year flocdplain; 3) the breach response
plan; 4} beach and dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean
Beach, and &) the construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier
island and the mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of
Babylon, Islip, Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages;
and the Fire Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway
to the north, Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the
Atlantic Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties including more than 70 archaeological sites dating
from the Early Archaic period through the early 20% Century. There are more than 150
eligible or listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. :
The proposed plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites,
historic sites and underwater sites through 1} the construction of the coastal process
features; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the
offshore borrow sites.




The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2008,
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2016. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 2016.

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3). :

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Peter Weppler
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
) 26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10278-0090

20 November 2019 '
Planning Division

Mr. John Bonafide
Director
Technical Preservation Bureau and
Agency Preservation Officer ' s
New York State Division for Historic Preservation
PO Box 189 :
Waterford, New York 12188-0189

Dear Mr. Bonafide;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire [sland to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey. '

.The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches
and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures, such
as elevations, flood-proofing or the construction of ringwalls around groups of buildings
and structures within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mainland. The proposed plan wouid include: portions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties including more than 70 archaeological sites dating
from the Early Archaic period through the early 20t Century. There are more than 150
eligible or listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The
proposed plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites,
historic sites and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process
~ features; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the
offshore borrow sites.




The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2016. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four publlc meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 2016.

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

~ The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the Fire
[sland National Seashore, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware Tribe of
Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, and Unkechaug Indian Nation, a New York
state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations in Suffolk
County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618.. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

- Sjhcerely,

eter Weppler
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures
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U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
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November 21, 2019

Planning Division

Carol Kushner

" President
Ocean Beach Historical Society
PO Box 701 :
Ocean Beach, New York 11770

Dear Ms. Kushner

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformuiation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan inciudes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire [sland,
Moriches and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural
measures such as elevations, flood-proofing, or the construction of ringwalls around
groups of buildings and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach
response plan; 4) beach and dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at
Ocean Beach, and 5) the construction of coastal process features at location on the
barrier island and the mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the
Towns of Babylon, Islip, Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12
incorporated villages; and the Fire Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by
the Montauk Highway to the noirth, Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County
border to the west, and the Atlantic Ocean to the south within Suffolk County
(Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties including more than 70 archaeological sites dating
from the Early Archaic period through the early 20 Century. There are more than 150
eligible or listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries.
The proposed plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites,
historic sites and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process
features; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the
offshore borrow sites.




The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related fo cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformutation Study on July 2016. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 20186.

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. - Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, and Unkechaug Indian Nation, a
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Sincerely,

Peter Weppler
Chief, Environmentd Analysis Branch

Enclosures




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.8. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10278-0090

November 21, 2019

Planning Division

Greater Patchogue Historical Socieiy
PO Box 102
Patchogue, New York 11772

Dear Society President;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the compietion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island,
Moriches and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural
measures such as elevations, flood-proofing, or the construction of ringwalls around
groups of buildings and structures within the 10-year floodplain; 3} the breach response
plan; 4) beach and dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean
Beach, and 5) the construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier
island and the mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of
Babylon, Islip, Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages;
and the Fire Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway
to the north, Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the
Atlantic Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties including more than 70 archaeological sites dating
from the Early Archaic period through the early 20" Century. There are more than 150
eligible or listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries.
The proposed plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites,
historic sites and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process
features; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the
offshore borrow sites. :




The Fire Island to Montauk Point. Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2016. It was available for public ‘
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 2016.

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were '
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, and Unkechaug Indian Nation, a
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2018. If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Sinceyely,

Peter Weppler

Chief, Environment&t’Analysis Branch

Enclosures




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
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November 22, 2019

Planning Division

Alexandra Parsons Wolfe

Executive Director

Preservation Long Island

16 Main Street

PO Box 148

Cold Spring Harbor, New York 11724

Dear Ms. Wolfe;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches
and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures, such
as elevations, flood-proofing or the construction of ringwalls, around groups of buildings
and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties, more than 70 archaeological sites dating from the
Early Archaic period through the early 20t Century. There are more than 150 eligible or
listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The proposed
plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites, historic sites
and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process features; 2)
residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the offshore
borrow sites.



The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2018. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 20186. ' .

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a-
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. if you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Peter Weppler

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10278-0090

November 22, 2019

Planning Division

Chester Murray and Peter J. Rothenberg
Co-Chairs

Quogue Historical Society

114 Jessup Avenue

PO Box 1207

Quogue, New York 11959

Dear Sirs;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches
and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures, such
as elevations, flood-proofing or the construction of ringwalls, around groups of buildings
and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties, more than 70 archaeological sites dating from the
Early Archaic period through the early 20t Century. There are more than 150 eligible or
listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The proposed
plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites, historic sites
and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process features; 2)
residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the offshore
borrow sites.



The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2018. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 20186. ' .

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a-
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. if you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Peter Weppler

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10278-0090

November 22, 2019

Planning Division

Christine Gottsch

President

Sagtikos Manor Historical Society
PO Box 5344

Bay Shore, New York 11706

Dear Ms. Gottsch;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches
and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures, such
as elevations, flood-proofing or the construction of ringwalls, around groups of buildings
and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties, more than 70 archaeological sites dating from the
Early Archaic period through the early 20" Century. There are more than 150 eligible or
listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The proposed
plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites, historic sites
and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process features; 2)
residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the offshore
borrow sites.



The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2018. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 20186. ' .

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a-
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. if you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Peter Weppler

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures
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November 21, 2019

Planning Division

Sayville Historical Society
39 Edwards St
Sayville, New York 11782

Dear Society President;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study locked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island,
Moriches and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural
measures such as elevations, flood-proofing, or the construction of ringwalls around
groups of buildings and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach
response plan; 4) beach and dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at
Ocean Beach, and 5) the construction of coastal process features at location on the
barrier island and the maintand. The proposed plan would include: portions of the
Towns of Babylon, Islip, Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12
incorporated villages; and the Fire Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by
the Montauk Highway to the north, Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County
border to the west, and the Atlantic Ocean to the south within Suffolk County
(Enclosure 1). '

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties including more than 70 archaeological sites dating
from the Early Archaic period through the early 20t Century. There are more than 150
eligible or listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries.
The proposed plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites,
historic sites and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process
features; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the
offshore borrow sites.




The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2016. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 2016.

- The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, and Unkechaug Indian Nation, a
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures
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20 November 2019
Planning Division

Bryan A. Polite

Chairman

Shinnecock Indian Nation

PO Box 5006

Southampton, New York 11968

Dear Chairman Polite;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic Coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1} inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches
and Shinnecock [nlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures, such
as elevations, flood-proofing, or the construction of ringwalls around groups of buildings
and structures within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cuitural
resources and historic properties including more than 70 archaeological sites dating
from the Early Archaic period through the early 20t Century. There are more than 150
eligible or listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The
proposed plan has the potential fo have an adverse effect on archaeological sites,
historic sites and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process
features; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the
offshore borrow sites.




The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the -
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2016. It was available for public-
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 2016. :

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report and the programmatic agreement, were revised to
develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Delaware Tribe of Indians, a federally-
recognized tribe, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a New York state-recognized tribe, and
a number of historical societies and organizations in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. If you have any questions or would like to have an in-person meeting or
conference call regarding this project, please let contact Nancy J. Brighton at
Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you for your assistance
with this project.

Sincgyely,

Peter Weppler :
Chief, Envircnmental Ana|y3|s Branch

Enclosures
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November 21, 2019

Planning Division

Tom Edwards

Executive Director

Southampton History Museum
PO Box 303 '
Southampton, New York 11969

Dear Mr. Edwards;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New. York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island,
Moriches and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural
measures such as elevations, flood-proofing, or the construction of ringwalls around
groups of buildings and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach
response plan; 4) beach and dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at
Ocean Beach, and 5) the construction of coastal process features at location on the
barrier island and the mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the
Towns of Babylon, Islip, Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12
incorporated villages; and the Fire Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by
the Montauk Highway to the north, Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County
border to the west, and the Atlantic Ocean to the south within Suffolk County
(Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties including more than 70 archaeological sites dating
from the Early Archaic period through the early 20" Century. There are more than 150
eligible or listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries.
The proposed plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites,
historic sites and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process
features; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the
offshore borrow sites. |




The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2016. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 20186.

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, and Unkechaug indian Nation, a
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Sincerely

Peter Weppler

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.5. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10278-0090

November 21, 2019

Planning Division

Dr. Gaynell Stone

Suffolk County Archaeological Association
2322 North Wading River Road

Stony Brook, New York 11790

Dear Dr. Stone;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the
Fire Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cuitural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island,
Moriches and Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural
measures such as elevations, flood-procfing, or the construction of ringwalls around
groups of buildings and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach
response plan; 4) beach and dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at
Ocean Beach, and 5) the construction of coastal process features at location on the
barrier island and the mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the
Towns of Babylon, Islip, Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12
incorporated villages; and the Fire Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by
the Montauk Highway to the north, Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County
border to the west, and the Atlantic Ocean to the south within Suffolk County
(Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each
set of measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural
resources and historic properties including more than 70 archaeological sites dating
from the Early Archaic period through the early 20 Century. There are more than 150
eligible or listed structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries.
The propesed plan has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites,
historic sites and underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process
features; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the
offshore borrow sites. '




The Fire‘Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 20086.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2016. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 2016.

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enciosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, and Unkechaug Indian Nation, a
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Chief, Environntental Analysis Branch

Enclosures




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10278-0090

November 21, 2019

Planning Division

Victoria Berger

Executive Director

Suffolk County Historical Society
300 West Main Street
Riverhead, New York 11901

Dear Ms. Berger;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the Fire
Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches and
Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures, such as
elevations, flood-proofing or the construction of ringwalls, around groups of buildings
and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each set of
measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural resources
and historic properties, more than 70 archaeological sites dating from the Early Archaic
period through the early 20" Century. There are more than 150 eligible or listed
structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The proposed plan
has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites, historic sites and
underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process features; 2)
residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the offshore
borrow sites.



The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2018. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 20186. ' .

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a-
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. if you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Peter Weppler

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10278-0090

November 21, 2019

Planning Division

Village of Babylon

Historical and Preservation Society
PO Box 484

Babylon, New York 11702

Dear Society Chair;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) has prepared the Fire
Island to Montauk Point, Suffolk County, New York, Reformulation Study Final
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. The study looked at
a variety of alternatives for coastal storm risk management along the Atlantic coast of
Long Island in Suffolk County. The cultural resources investigation completed for this
study consisted of the review of previous surveys within the files of the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (Cultural Resources Information System), and the New York
State Museum as well as the completion of two cultural resources studies including a
historic structures survey.

The proposed plan includes: 1) inlet sand bypassing across Fire Island, Moriches and
Shinnecock Inlets; 2) residential building and commercial structural measures, such as
elevations, flood-proofing or the construction of ringwalls, around groups of buildings
and structures, within the 10-year floodplain; 3) the breach response plan; 4) beach and
dune fill along the barrier island, the removal of groins at Ocean Beach, and 5) the
construction of coastal process features at location on the barrier island and the
mainland. The proposed plan would include: portions of the Towns of Babylon, Islip,
Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton; 12 incorporated villages; and the Fire
Island National Seashore. The area is bounded by the Montauk Highway to the north,
Montauk Point to the east, the Nassau County border to the west, and the Atlantic
Ocean to the south within Suffolk County (Enclosure 1).

The Area of Potential Effect for historic properties includes the footprint of each set of
measures. Within the Area of Potential Effect there are a number of cultural resources
and historic properties, more than 70 archaeological sites dating from the Early Archaic
period through the early 20" Century. There are more than 150 eligible or listed
structures, including several historic districts and three cemeteries. The proposed plan
has the potential to have an adverse effect on archaeological sites, historic sites and
underwater sites through 1) the construction of the coastal process features; 2)
residential building and commercial structural measures; and 3) use of the offshore
borrow sites.



The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study has been in development
since the early 2000s. The Corps had conducted public meetings related to cultural
resources and the development of the historic structures survey and context in 2006.
After Hurricane Sandy, the study reformulation included the effects of the storm on the
south shore in Suffolk County. Most recently, the Corps, in coordination with the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation, made the draft Hurricane Sandy
General Re-evaluation Report with Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fire
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study on July 2018. It was available for public
comment through October 2016. Four public meetings were held in Suffolk County in
September 20186. ' .

The draft integrated feasibility report included a draft programmatic agreement
that identified activities the Corps will undertake to identify adverse effects to historic
properties based on project plans as they are developed. Based on comments received
during the public review, the report, including the programmatic agreement, were
revised to develop the attached revised programmatic agreement (Enclosure 2).

The revised programmatic agreement is being sent for a final review to the New
York State Historic Preservation Office, the Shinnecock Indian Nation and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians, who are federally-recognized tribes, the Unkechaug Indian Nation, a-
New York state-recognized tribe, and a number of historical societies and organizations
in Suffolk County (Enclosure 3).

Please review the attached and provide any additional comments by December
31, 2019. if you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Nancy J. Brighton at Nancy.J.Brighton@usace.army.mil or 202-761-4618. Thank you
for your assistance with this project.

Peter Weppler

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosures
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VI. INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES ELIGIBLE FOR LISTING IN THE
NATIONAL REGISTER: PRELIMINARY STUDY LIST

The historic resources surveyed within the APE were intended to represent the full spectrum of
existing types and styles in aboveground resources, 50 years old or older, associated with the
historical contexts of the project area. One thousand four hundred and ninety historic resources
were surveyed; of those, 49 were identified as being potentially eligible for the National Register
of Historic Places as individual resources.

The majority of the 49 properties were located in the easternmost parts of the APE; 11 are in
Quogue and eight in West Hampton Bays. Only one resource of those surveyed was identified
as being built prior to 1840; this property is in Babylon. The prevailing primary context of the
potentially eligible resources was early suburbanization, for which the period of significance
falls between 1890 and 1920. More than half of the individual resources on the potentially
eligible list are residential properties.

These properties have been identified through fieldwork and general contextual research as
retaining sufficient integrity and demonstrating significance as outlined in both this report and
National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the Criteria for National Register Evaluation
(Andrus 2002). These properties may be further evaluated (based upon more intensive research
and/or fieldwork) as the FIMP’s proposed actions and priority areas are further developed and
refined. Other properties not inventoried and/or not included below may also exhibit potential
for listing in the National Register. This list is intended as a baseline collection of significant
properties. As part of the phased approach to Section 106 compliance, this list is intended to
serve as a preliminary decision-aiding tool rather than as a definitive authority. The following
list of properties have been determined to be associated with one or more the relevant historical
contexts of the APE and are thought to fulfill at least one of the Secretary of Interior’s
established criteria necessary for listing on the National Register.

6.1



9

SURVEY_ID | STREET_NAM [ STREET_ | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use: | Current Use: | Primary Context: Secondary Period of | PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
SUF Context: Sianificance
44 SA1f Cedar babylon residence residence early suburban residential 1890-1920  DSCN022 | Folk Victorian SALf 105_671.00
l.ioa
SURVEY_ID STREET_NAM | STREET_ | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use: | Current Use: [ Primary Context: Secondary Period of | PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
SUE Context: Sianificance
23 SAIf Willow St babylon residence residence early nationhood  residential 1800-1840  DSCNO19 | Colonial Revival SALf 105_569.00
7.ina
SURVEY_ID [ STREET_NAM | STREET_ | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use: | Current Use: [ Primary Context: Secondary Period of | PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
SUF Context: Sianificance
111 SA1lf yacht club Rd babylon commercial institutional | postwar suburban | Resort 1945-1960  DSCNO30 | Hotels / Motels SA1f 106_764.10
7.ina
SURVEY_ID [ STREET_NAM | STREET_SU (Village/| Original Use: | Current Use: | Primary Context: Secondary Period of PHOTO |Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
F Hamlet Context: Significance:
138_SAlf sequams lane east islip institutional institutional | early suburban Resort 1890-1920  DSCNO342.j Landscape features/ SA1f 105_1084.00
na
137_SAlf sequams lane east islip maritime maritime early suburban Resort 1890-1920  DSCNO343.j Recreation SALf 105_1085.00
P9
SURVEY_ID [ STREET_NAM | STREET_SU (Village/| Original Use: | Current Use: | Primary Context: Secondary Period of PHOTO |Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
E Hamlet Context: Sianificance:
29_SA1f fire island Ave babylon | institutional institutional | postwar suburban | institutional 1945-1960  DSCN0205.j Modern SA1f 106_731.00
SURVEY_ID | STREET_NAM [ STREET_SU |Village/| Original Use: | Current Use: | Primary Context: Secondary Period of PHOTO |Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
F Hamlet Context: Significance:
161 SA1Lf Eaton islip residence residence early suburban Residential 1920-1945  DSCNO371.j Colonial Revival SALf 109 _1110.00
na
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
65_SA2a mowbray bay shore residence early suburban Resort 1890-1920 DSCNO050 | Vacation home - Cott | SA2a
8.jpg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
64_SA2a mowbray bay shore residence early suburban Residential ~ |1920-1945 DSCNO51 | Craftsman SA2a 116_390.00
0jpg
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
16_SA2a cottage bay shore residence early suburban Residential 1 1920-1945 DSCN045 | Folk Victorian SA2a 117_289.00
2jpg
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
49 SA2a homan bay shore residence industrialization Maritime/ind | 1865-1890 DSCN048 | Folk Victorian SA2a 116_179.00
8.pg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
76_SA3d 4 leo patchogue residence early suburban Residential 1 1920-1945 DSCN063 | Craftsman SA3d 153 984.00
2.jpg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
36_SA3d maiden la patchogue residence industrialization Residential | 1865-1890 DSCNO55 | ltalianate/2nd empir | SA3d 153 1009.00
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SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
29_SA3d 41 maiden la patchogue residence early suburban Residential 1 1890-1920 DSCN054 | Folk Victorian SA3d 153 655.00
4jpg
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
39_SA3d 556 ocean patchogue commercial | early suburbanizatio commercial |1865-1890 DSCN055 | 19th ¢ Commercial SA3d
4.jpg
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
25_SA3d brightwood | St patchogue residence early suburban Residential 1 1890-1920 DSCNO054 | Colonial Revival SA3d 153 _642.00
0.pg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T SUF Context: Sianificance:
26_SA3d brightwood ' St patchogue residence early suburban Residential 1 1890-1920 DSCN053 | Craftsman SA3d 153 648.00
9.ina
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
33_SA3d 23 maiden la patchogue residence early suburban Residential 1 1890-1920 DSCNO054 | Colonial Revival SA3d 153_659.00
8.pg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
147_SAde riviera mastic beach residence early suburban Residential 1 1920-1945 DSCNO061 | Vacation home - Cott | SAde 186_1119.00
8.pg
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
235_SAde huntington mastic beach residence early suburban residential/res 1 1920-1945 DSCNO071 | Vacation home - Cott | SAde 179 1071.00
ort 3.jpg
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
225 _SAde 16 astoria Rd mastic beach residence early suburban Residential | 1920-1945 DSCNO70 |Vacation home - Cott ' SAde 179_1200.00
Lipg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
36_SA4f laffayette mastic residence early suburban Residential 1 1920-1945 DSCNO042 ' Modern SA4f 185_230.00
3ipg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
34_SA5b 112 senix moriches residence early suburban Residential 1 1890-1920 DSCN083 | Colonial Revival SA5b 189 300.00
5jpg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
63_SA5h bay moriches residence early suburban Resort 1920-1945 DSCN087 | Vacation - Cottage SA5h 194 480.00
Lipg
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:




¥'9

50_SA5b moriches institutional | early suburban Resort 1890-1920 DSCNO85 | Shingle / Stick SA5b 194 156.00
5.ina
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
46_SA5h 11 convent la moriches institutional | early suburban institutional | 1890-1920 DSCNO85 | Shingle / Stick SA5b 194 362.00
0.pg
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
18_SAS5c 70 watchogue east moriches residence early suburban Residential 1 1890-1920 DSCNO089 | Folk Victorian SA5c 200_84.00
7ipg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
9 SA6a jagger la westhampton residence early suburban Residential 1 1920-1945 DSCNO013 | Colonial Revival SA6a 207_176.00
beach 0.jpg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
30_SA6a 10 lott Ave westhampton residence early suburban Residential 1 1890-1920 DSCNO016 | Shingle / Stick SA6a 210 112.00
beach Ljpg
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T SUF Context: Sianificance:
31_SA6a 24 lott Ave westhampton residence early suburban Residential 1 1890-1920 DSCNO016 | Colonial Revival SA6a 210_110.00
beach 2.ina
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
28_SA6a 8 lott Ave westhampton residence early suburban Residential 1 1920-1945 DSCNO015 Beaux Arts SA6a 210_106.00
beach 7.Jpg
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
29_SA6a 5 lott Ave westhampton residence early suburban Residential 1 1920-1945 DSCNO15 | Colonial Revival SA6a 210_109.00
beach 8.jpg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
12_SA6a jagger la westhampton residence early suburban Residential ~ |1890-1920 DSCNO013 | Colonial Revival SA6a 207_181.00
beach 3.jpg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
24_SA6h 35 beach la quogue residence early suburban Resort 1890-1920 DSCN026 | Shingle / Stick SA6b 215 21.00
5jpg
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
54_SA6b sunswyck west hampton ' residence early suburban Residential | 1865-1890 DSCN098 | Colonial Revival SA6b
5jpg
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
16_SA6b ocean Ave quogue residence early suburban Resort 1890-1920 DSCN025 | Folk Victorian SA6b 219 23.00

5jpg
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SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
941_SA6b library west hampton | residence early suburban Residential ~ |1890-1920 DSCN094 | Folk Victorian SA6b 213 191.00
Ling
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
17_SA6b 21 quogo neck | la quogue residence early suburban Resort 1920-1945 DSCN025 | Vacation home - esta | SA6b 215 112.00
8.Jpg
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
15_SA6b 40 odean Ave quogue residence postwar suburban | Resort 1945-1960 DSCN025 ' Modern SA6b
4.pg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
27_SA6b 28 beach la quogue residence postwar suburban  Residential | 1945-1960 DSCN026 Modern SA6b 215_26.00
9.jpg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
24_SA6c sunset Ave east quogue residence early suburban Residential 1 1890-1920 DSCN022 | Shingle / Stick SA6C 218 101.00
8jpg
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
999 SA6c 29 shinnecock | Rd quogue residence early suburban Resort 1890-1920 DSCN023 Vacation - estate SA6C 219 80.00
8.Jpg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
986_SA6e shinnecock | Rd quogue residence early suburban Resort 1890-1920 DSCNO024 | Vacation estate SA6C 219_76.00
3ipg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T SUF Context: Sianificance:
969 _SA6c 31 shinnecock quogue residence early suburban Resort 1890-1920 DSCN024 | Colonial Revival SA6C 219 59.00
4.ina
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
752_SA6c bayside east quogue residence early suburban Residential 1 1945-1960 DSCN021  Minimal Traditional SA6C 222 _178.00
5jpg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
998 SA6c 26 shinnecock | Rd quogue residence early suburban Resort 1890-1920 DSCN023 | Colonial Revival SA6C
9jpg
SURVEY_ID [ Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
9 SAT7b 296 mountauk hampton bays residence early suburban Resort 1920-1945 DSCNO019 | Colonial Revival SATh 230_115.00
hwy Lipg
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
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5 SA7b tepee hampton bays residence early suburban Residential 1 1920-1945 DSCNO018 | Vacation home - Cott | SA7b 230_105.00
6.ina
SURVEY_ID | Address or Street | STREET_NA [ STREE | Village/Hamlet: | Original Use:| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO | Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
Location: M T_SUF Context: Significance:
16_SA4f 118 riveria Rd mastic residence early suburban Residential 1 1920-1945 DSCNO040 | Split Level SA4f 185_747.00

0.iba




DISTRICTS ELIGIBLE FOR LISTING IN THE NATIONAL
REGISTER: PRELIMINARY STUDY LISTS

According to National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the Criteria for National Register
Evaluation (Andrus 2002), a district “results from the interrelationship of its resources, which
can convey a visual sense of the overall historic environment or be an arrangement of historically
or functionally related properties.” In addition, the bulletin notes that a district “may even be
considered eligible if all of the components lack individual distinction, provided that the
grouping achieves significance as a whole within its historic context.”

Within the APE, 10 historic districts were identified. The districts are primarily residential,
however, one in Lindenhurst is associated with the maritime and fishing industry. The majority
of the residential districts are associated with the primary contexts of early or postwar
suburbanization, spanning almost 70 years in history. The district identified in Mastic has a
considerable number of vacation or seasonal homes, and the West Hampton district has 13
properties of the 31 associated with the secondary context of resort development. Although
resort and vacation community construction historically occurred in the western portion of
Suffolk County along the South Shore, today it seems as though more properties associated with
seasonal use and resort activities are located further east.

The following study areas feature districts that are likely to be eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places. Within the APE, 10 areas stood out as being potentially eligible
historic districts. These properties have been identified through fieldwork and general contextual
research as retaining sufficient integrity and demonstrating significance as outlined in both this
report and National Register Bulletin 15. These properties may be further evaluated (based upon
more intensive research and/or fieldwork) as the FIMP’s proposed actions and priority areas are
further developed and refined. Other properties not inventoried and/or not included below may
also exhibit potential for listing in the National Register. However, this list is intended as a
baseline collection of significant properties. As part of the phased approach to Section 106
compliance, this list is intended to serve as a preliminary decision-aiding tool rather than as a
definitive authority; accordingly, some of the properties below may be later determined as non-
contributing properties. This list is intended primarily to show the probability for eligible
districts, and includes portions of subarea 1C and 1E, as well as subareas 1F, 3D, 4A, 4F, 5B,
6A, 6C, and 7B. The following individual properties are located within the above district areas.

6.7
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Maritime/Fishing District Area - 1C

| SURVEY_ID | Village/Hamlet: |0rigina| Use: | Current |  Primary Context: | Secondary | Period of PHOTO Building Type/Style: | Subarea | USACEID | Setting |
llce: Conteyt® | Sinnificance
98_SAlc Lindenhurst maritime maritime | early suburban maritime/ind 1 1920-1945  DSCNO0167.jpg Maritime - Fishing p SAlc 99_1126.00 1
SURVEY_ID [ Village/Hamlet: |Original Use: | Current Primary Context: Secondary | Period of PHOTO Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID | Setting
Use: Context: | Significance
90_SAlc Lindenhurst maritime residence | early suburban maritime/ind 1 1920-1945  DSCNO0156.jpg Maritime - Fishing p SAlc 99 1128.90 1
97_SAlc Lindenhurst maritime maritime | early suburban maritime/ind 1 1920-1945  DSCNO0163.jpg Maritime - Fishing p SAlc 99_1128.20 1
SURVEY_ID [ Village/Hamlet: |Original Use: | Current Primary Context: Secondary | Period of PHOTO Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID | Setting
Use: Context: | Sianificance
93 SAlc Lindenhurst maritime maritime | early suburban maritimefind ' 1920-1945 | DSCN0159.jpg Maritime - Fishing p SAlc 99 1128.60 1
SURVEY_ID | Village/Hamlet: |Original Use: | Current Primary Context: Secondary | Period of PHOTO Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID | Setting
Use: Context: | Significance
94_SAlc Lindenhurst maritime maritime | early suburban maritime/ind 1 1920-1945  DSCNO0160.jpg SAlc 1
SURVEY_ID [ Village/Hamlet: |Original Use: | Current Primary Context: Secondary | Period of PHOTO Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID | Setting
Use: Context: | Significance
95_SAlc Lindenhurst maritime maritime | early suburban maritime/ind 1 1920-1945  DSCNO0161.jpg SAlc 1
Residential District Area — 1E
SURVEY_ID [ STREET_NAM | STREET_SU [ Village/Hamlet: | Original Use: | Current Primary Context: Secondary Period of PHOTO Subarea USACEID
E Use: Context: Sianificance
26_SAle Venetian Rd babylon residence residence  early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCN0014.jpg SAle
Residential District Area — 1F
SURVEY_ID | Addressor | STREET_NAM STREET_SUF | Village/Hamlet: | Primary Context: | Secondary Context: | Period of PHOTO Building Type/Style: | Subarea [ USACEID
Street Significance:
| neatinn:
25_SA1f 129 prospect St babylon early nationhood residential 1800-1840 | DSCN0200.jpg Colonial / Vernacula | SALf 105_502.00
165_SA1Lf 188 eaton islip postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 | DSCNO0375.jpg Split Level SA1f 109_1105.00
140 SA1f seauams lane east islin postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 | DSCN0345.ina Colonial Revival SA1f 105 1081.00
182_SA1lf 9 hiawatha Rd babylon early suburban residential 1920-1945 | DSCN0398.jpg Vacation - Cottage SALf 106_632.00
79_SA1lf 162 araca Rd babylon early suburban residential 1920-1945 | DSCNO0268.jpg Colonial Revival SALf 106_589.40
19_SA1f 6 shore Rd babylon early nationhood residential 1800-1840 | DSCNO0189.jpg Folk Victorian SALf 105_531.00
181 SA1lf hiawatha babylon early suburban residential 1920-1945 | DSCN0397.jpg Folk Victorian SA1f 106_631.00
116_SA1lf 19 lewis babylon postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 | DSCNO0315.jpg Cape Cod Revival SALf 105_833.00
170_SA1Lf 254 sequams lane cntr islip early suburban residential 1920-1945 | DSCNO0385.jpg Cape Cod Revival SALf
120_SA1lf 4 lewis babylon postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 | DSCNO0319.jpg Ranch SA1f 105_823.00
121 SA1lf 5 lewis babylon postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 | DSCN0320.jpg Ranch SALf 105_824.00
196_SA1Lf fire island Ave babylon early suburban commercial 1890-1920 | DSCNO0413.jpg 20th ¢ Commercial SALf 105_684.00
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early suburban

early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
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postwar suburban
postwar suburban
postwar suburban

postwar suburban
early suburban

early suburban
postwar suburban

early suburban

residential
residential
residential
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residential
residential

residential
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residential
residential

residential

residential
maritime/ind
residential
residential
maritime/ind
residential

residential

residential
residential
residential
residential

residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential

residential
resort

residential
residential

residential

1865-1890
1920-1945
1920-1945
1945-1960

1920-1945
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1945-1960
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1945-1960

1945-1960

1890-1920
1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945

1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945
1945-1960
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DSCN0215.jpg

DSCN0329.jpg
DSCNO0337.jpg
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DSCN0187.jpg
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DSCN0236.jpg
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DSCN0267.jpg
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DSCN0297.jpg
DSCN0383.jpg
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DSCN0281.jpg
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DSCN0353.jpg

DSCN0350.jpg
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106_591.40
106_589.50
106_634.00
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105_1074.00
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106_635.00
105_1038.00
105_1051.00
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52
142

160
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postwar suburban
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early suburban
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residential
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residential
residential
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residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
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residential
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residential
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residential
residential
residential
residential

residential
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1920-1945
1945-1960

1920-1945
1945-1960
1945-1960
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1945-1960

1920-1945
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1945-1960

DSCN0300.jpg
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DSCN0276.jpg
DSCN0208.jpg
DSCN0334.jpg
DSCN0313.jpg
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DSCN0298.jpg
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DSCN0194.jpg
DSCNO0301.jpg
DSCNO176.jpg
DSCN0280.jpg
DSCN0184.jpg
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Minimal Traditional
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Folk Victorian
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Colonial Revival
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Modern
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Modern
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105_281.00
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105_594.00
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residential
residential
residential
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residential
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residential
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1945-1960
1945-1960
1945-1960
1945-1960
1890-1920
1920-1945
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1945-1960
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1945-1960
1920-1945
1945-1960
1945-1960
1920-1945
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1945-1960
1945-1960
1920-1945
1890-1920

1920-1945

DSCN0223.jpg
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DSCN0227.jpg
DSCN0245.jpg
DSCN0221.jpg
DSCN0248.jpg
DSCN0226.jpg
DSCNO0387.jpg
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DSCN0261.jpg
DSCN0260.jpg
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DSCNO0177.jpg
DSCNO0406.jpg
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DSCN0347.jpg
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Modern

Modern

Minimal Traditional
Modern

Folk Victorian

Cape Cod Revival
Modern

Cape Cod Revival
Colonial Revival
Colonial Revival
Folk Victorian
Colonial Revival
Colonial / Vernacula
Hotels / Motels
Minimal Traditional
Split Level

Ranch

Minimal Traditional
Colonial Revival
Landscape features /
Recreation

Colonial Revival
Colonial Revival
Colonial Revival
Folk Victorian
Modern

Vacation home - Cott
Minimal Traditional
Ranch

Bungalow
Recreation-boat hous
Ranch

Ranch

Maritime - one room
Georgian revival
Folk Victorian

SALf
SALf
SALf
SALf
SALf
SA1f
SALf
SALf
SALf
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SALf
SALf
SALf
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SALf
SALf
SALf
SA1f
SALf
SALf
SALf
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SALf

105_559.00
105_337.00
105_598.00
105_280.00
105_671.00
105_283.00
105_593.00
105_1043.00
109_1112.00
105_569.00
105_535.00
105_539.00
105_528.00
106_764.10
105_1026.00
105_829.00
109_1106.00
105_1025.00
105_1053.00
105_1084.00
105_1085.00
109_1110.00
109_1108.00
105_543.00
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106_731.00
105_688.00
105_591.70
106_577.00
106_579.00

106_628.00
105_683.00

105_806.00
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30_SA1f babylon early suburban resort 1890-1920 | DSCNO0206.jpg SALf
123 SA1lf Fire Isld & Virginia | AVE babylon early suburban transportation 1890-1920 | DSCN0322.jpg SALf
102_SA1lf araca Rd babylon early suburban residential 1890-1920 | DSCNO0295.jpg SALf
58_SA1f lighthouse babylon early suburban resort 1920-1945 | DSCN0238.jpg SA1f
135_SA1f eaton islip early suburban resort 1890-1920  DSCN0339.jpg SALf
77_SA1f araca babylon early suburban resort 1920-1945 | DSCNO0265.jpg SALf
10_SA1f babylonfislip early nationhood maritime/ind 1800-1840 | DSCNO0180.jpg SALf
18_SA1f willow St babylon/islip early nationhood maritime/ind 1800-1840 | DSCNO0190.jpg SA1f
110_SA1f babylon early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0305.jpg SALf
70_SA1f sumpwams Pl babylon early suburban residential 1920-1945 | DSCN0252.jpg SALf
152_SAlf sequams way islip early suburban residential 1920-1945 | DSCNO0361.jpg SALf
151 SA1lf sequams way islip early suburban maritime/ind 1920-1945 | DSCN0359.jpg SA1f
133_SA1lf post PI babylon POST WWwII maritime/ind 1945-1960  DSCN0337.jpg SALf
149 SA1Lf sequams lane east islip postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 | DSCNO0356.jpg SALf
72_SA1f hewlett babylon early suburban residential 1890-1920 | DSCNO0255.jpg SALf
126_SA1lf robbins - west of fi babylon early suburban suburb/resort 1890-1920 | DSCNO0324.jpg SA1f
73_SAIf cormack babylon early suburban residential 1890-1920  DSCN0257.jpg SALf
71_SA1lf hewlett babylon early suburban residential DSCN0254.jpg SALf
Residential District Area — 3D
SURVEY_ID |Address | STREET_NAM | STREET_SUF |Village/Hamlet | Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID
or Street : Context:  [Significance:
Location
15_SA3d 5 beach patchogue early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0527.jpg  Bungalow SA3d 153 609.00
27_SA3d ocean Ave patchogue early suburban residential 1890-1920  DSCNO0542.jpg  Folk Victorian SA3d 153 651.00
97_SA3d west patchogue early suburban residential 1890-1920  DSCNO0656.jpg  Colonial Revival SA3d 152_341.00
76_SA3d 4 leo patchogue early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCN0632.jpg  Craftsman SA3d 153 984.00
36_SA3d maiden la patchogue industrialization residential 1865-1890  DSCNO0551.jpg  Italianate/2nd empir SA3d 153 1009.00
70_SA3d rider patchogue postwar suburban ' residential 1945-1960  DSCNO0625.jpg  Colonial Revival SA3d 153 997.00
90_SA3d laurel patchogue early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0649.jpg  Bungalow SA3d 153 373.00
91 SA3d 107 laurel patchogue early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0650.jpg  Minimal Traditional SA3d 153 372.00
49 _SA3d 13 sunset la patchogue DSCNO0601.jpg | Bungalow SA3d 153 160.00
62_SA3d 32 smith St patchogue early suburban resort 1920-1945  DSCNO0616.jpg  Vacation home - Cott SA3d 153 1023.00
60_SA3d 47 smith St patchogue early suburban resort 1920-1945  DSCNO0614.jpg  Vacation home - Cott SA3d 153 1029.00
68_SA3d rider patchogue early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0623.jpg  Colonial Revival SA3d 153 1026.00
57_SA3d smith St patchogue early suburban resort 1920-1945  DSCNO0611.jpg  Vacation home - Cott SA3d 153 1024.00
71_SA3d 388 rider patchogue early suburban residential 1945-1960  DSCNO0626.jpg  Ranch SA3d 153 996.00
42_SA3d smith patchogue early suburban residential 1890-1920  DSCNO0558.jpg | Folk Victorian SA3d 153 1001.00
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37_SA3d
58_SA3d
96_SA3d
19_SA3d
72_SA3d
32_SA3d
78_SA3d
77_SA3d
61_SA3d
56_SA3d
98 _SA3d
16_SA3d
83_SA3d
81_SA3d
82_SA3d
23 SA3d
22_SA3d
55_SA3d
86_SA3d
80_SA3d
93_SA3d
63_SA3d
59 SA3d
65_SA3d
48 SA3d
52_SA3d
46_SA3d
47_SA3d
53_SA3d
88_SA3d
89_SA3d
67_SA3d
64_SA3d
92_SA3d
40_SA3d
45 SA3d
79_SA3d
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43

29

49

250

39
37

43
100
30
45

11
37
14
16
20

111
18
25
105
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pine
rider
maiden
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smith
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smith
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sunset
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smith
smith
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St
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early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
postwar suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
postwar suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
postwar suburban
postwar suburban
postwar suburban
postwar suburban
postwar suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
early suburban
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postwar suburban

early suburban

residential
resort
maritime/ind
resort
residential
residential
resort
residential
residential
maritime/ind
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
maritime/ind
residential
residential
residential
resort
resort
residential
residential
residential
resort
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
resort
residential

1840-1865
1920-1945
1890-1920
1920-1945
1945-1960
1890-1920
1890-1920
1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945
1945-1960
1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945
1945-1960
1945-1960
1945-1960
1945-1960
1945-1960
1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945
1920-1945
1840-1865
1945-1960
1920-1945

DSCN0553.jpg
DSCN0612.jpg
DSCNO0655.jpg
DSCNO0531.jpg
DSCN0627.jpg
DSCN0547.jpg
DSCN0635.jpg
DSCNO0633.jpg
DSCNO0615.jpg
DSCN0610.jpg
DSCNO0657.jpg
DSCNO0528.jpg
DSCNO0641.jpg
DSCNO0639.jpg
DSCN0638.jpg
DSCNO0537.jpg
DSCN0536.jpg
DSCNO0609.jpg
DSCNO0644.jpg
DSCNO0640.jpg
DSCN0652.jpg
DSCNO0617.jpg
DSCN0613.jpg
DSCNO0619.jpg
DSCNO0600.jpg
DSCNO0604.jpg
DSCN0598.jpg
DSCN0599.jpg
DSCNO0606.jpg
DSCNO0647.jpg
DSCN0648.jpg
DSCNO0621.jpg
DSCN0618.jpg
DSCNO651.jpg
DSCN0562.jpg
DSCNO0597.jpg
DSCNO0637.jpg

Greek Revival
Vacation home - Cott
Maritime - Fishing p
Vacation home - Cott
Minimal Traditional
Queen Anne

Hotels / Motels
Craftsman

Vacation home - Cott
Maritime - Fishing p
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Vacation home - Cott
Vacation home - Cott
Vacation home - Cott
Vacation home - Cott
Vacation home - Cott
Recreation

Colonial Revival
Bungalow

Minimal Traditional
Vacation home - Cott
Vacation home - Cott
Vacation home - Cott
Minimal Traditional
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Minimal Traditional
Minimal Traditional
Minimal Traditional
Folk Victorian
Bungalow

Vacation home - Cott
Colonial / Vernacu
Bungalow

Colonial Revival
Vacation home - Cott

Bungalow
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153_1014.00
153_1027.00
152_315.00
153 590.00
153_995.00
153_660.00
153_975.00
153 983.00

152_349.00
153 602.00
153_628.00
153_632.00
153_634.00
153 594.00
153 591.00
153_202.00
153_378.00
153 631.00
153_378.00
153_1022.00
153_1028.00
153_1019.00
153_158.00
153_174.00
153_157.00
153_159.00
153_173.00
153 518.00
153_374.00
153_1016.00
153_999.00
153 371.00

153_156.00
153_640.00
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21 _SA3d
14_SA3d
41_SA3d
75_SA3d
30_SA3d
87_SA3d
13_SA3d
95_SA3d
66_SA3d
43 SA3d
39_SA3d
34_SA3d
29_SA3d
73_SA3d
35_SA3d
85_SA3d
44_SA3d
51_SA3d
74_SA3d
25 _SA3d
26_SA3d
33_SA3d
28 _SA3d
69_SA3d
31_SA3d
24_SA3d
18 _SA3d
54_SA3d
20_SA3d
50_SA3d
94_SA3d
84_SA3d
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residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
residential
resort
residential
commercial
residential
residential
residential
residential
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resort
residential
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residential
residential
residential
residential

residential
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resort
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residential
residential
residential

1920-1945
1920-1945
1865-1890
1920-1945
1890-1920
1890-1920
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1920-1945
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1890-1920
1945-1960
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1890-1920
1890-1920
1890-1920
1890-1920
1945-1960
1890-1920
1890-1920
1920-1945

1920-1945
1945-1960
1920-1945
1890-1920

DSCNO0534.jpg
DSCN0526.jpg
DSCN0559.jpg
DSCNO0634.jpg
DSCNO0545.jpg
DSCNO0645.jpg
DSCN0525.jpg
DSCNO0654.jpg
DSCN0622.jpg
DSCNO0557.jpg
DSCN0554.jpg
DSCNO0549.jpg
DSCN0544.jpg
DSCN0629.jpg
DSCN0550.jpg
DSCNO0643.jpg
DSCN0596.jpg
DSCNO605.jpg
DSCN0630.jpg
DSCNO0540.jpg
DSCN0539.jpg
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Residential District Area — 4A

SURVEY_ | Address | STREET_NAM | STREET_| Village/ Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO Building Type/Style: | Subarea USACEID

ID or Street SUF Hamlet: Context: Significance:

Location:

22 _SAda bellport postwar suburban | residential 1945-1960 DSCNO770.jpg Ranch SAda 161_46.00
20_SAda williams bellport postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 DSCNO766.jpg Ranch SAda
5 SAda 39 reels early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO0750.jpg Bungalow SAda 161_377.00
19 SAda (17 williams bellport postwar suburban | residential 1945-1960 DSCNO765.jpg Minimal Traditional SAda 161 51.00
2_SAda DSCNO0747.jpg Modern SA4a 161_368.00
39_SAda shore Rd bellport postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 DSCNO0796.jpg Minimal Traditional SAda 161_112.00
10_SAda s. dunton Ave bellport early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO756.jpg Bungalow SAda 161 383.00
38 _SAda elgin Pl bellport early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO0793.jpg Minimal Traditional SAda 161 114.00
8 SAda 12 yacht Rd bellport early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO755.jpg Vacation - Cottage SA4a 161_379.00
1_SAda early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO0745.jpg Colonial Revival SAda 161_369.00
3 SAda s. dunton Ave early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO0748.jpg Bungalow SAda 161_367.00
33 _SAda ocean Ave bellport early suburban institutional | 1920-1945 DSCNO785.jpg Institutional - Cult SAda 161 99.00
7_SAda S. dunton bellport early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO0753.jpg Bungalow SA4a 161_366.00
13_SAda s. dunton bellport early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO760.jpg Cape Cod Revival SAda 161_384.00
40_SAda shore Rd bellport early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO0798.jpg Vacation home - Cott | SAda 161 103.00
11 _SAda s. dunton Ave bellport early suburban residential 1945-1960 DSCNO0757.jpg Ranch SAda
4 SAda 305 S. dunton early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO0749.jpg Bungalow SA4a
17_SAda williams bellport early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO0763.jpg Minimal Traditional SAda 161_48.00
28_SAda wall St bellport postwar suburban | residential 1945-1960 DSCNO0777.jpg Ranch SAda 161_58.00
6_SAda 37 reels early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO0751.jpg Bungalow SAda 161 _375.00
24_SA4a summit bellport early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO0772.jpg Colonial Revival SA4a 161_35.00
31_SAda summit bellport postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 DSCNO0781.jpg Minimal Traditional SAda 161_68.00
21 _SAda summit bellport early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO768.jpg Cape Cod Revival SAda
23 SAda (22 williams bellport postwar suburban | residential 1945-1960 DSCNO0771.jpg Ranch SAda 161_45.00
15_SAda 247 S. dunton Ave bellport early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO0761.jpg Colonial Revival SA4a 161_385.00
29 SAda 4 brown bellport postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 DSCNO0777.jpg Ranch SAda 161_54.00
27_SAda wall St bellport postwar suburban | residential 1945-1960 DSCNO776.jpg Ranch SAda 161_59.00
26_SAda roosevelt Blvd bellport early suburban residential 1945-1960 DSCNO0774.jpg Ranch SAda 161_39.00
12_SAda | 266 S. dunton Ave bellport DSCNO0759.jpg Minimal Traditional SA4a
18_SAda williams bellport early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO0764.jpg Cape Cod Revival SAda 161_49.00
37_SAda shore Rd bellport postwar suburban | residential 1945-1960 DSCNO0792.jpg Modern SAda 161_113.00
32_SAda summit bellport postwar suburban | residential 1945-1960 DSCNO0782.jpg Minimal Traditional SAda
30_SAda summit bellport early suburban transportation | 1920-1945 DSCNO0780.jpg SA4a
35_SAda ocean Ave bellport early suburban institutional | 1920-1945 DSCNO0788.jpg SAda
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34_SAda ocean Ave bellport early suburban resort 1920-1945 DSCNO0787.jpg SAda
36_SAda bellport early suburban maritime/ind | 1920-1945 DSCNO0790.jpg SAda
9 SAda bellport early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO0754.jpg SA4a
16_SAda s. dunton Ave bellport early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO0762.jpg SAda
41 SAda roosevelt, shore, bellport early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCN0800.jpg SAda
su

Residential District Area — 4F
SURVEY_ |Addres| STREET_ |STREE [Village/Hamlet| Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO Building Type/Style: | Subarea USACEID

ID sor NAM T_SUF : Context:  [Significance:
33_SA4f e laffayette mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0420.jpg Vac home - Cottage SA4f 186_235.00
36_SA4f laffayette mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0423.jpg Modern SA4f 185_230.00
22_SA4f 66 longfellow Rd mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0409.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185 _738.00
57_SA4f 17 west dr mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0460.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f
43_SA4f mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0430.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185_240.00
23_SA4f beaver mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0410.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185_269.00
42 _SA4f mastic post WWII residential 1945-60 DSCN0429.jpg Ranch SA4f 185 _238.00
2 SA4 9 riveria mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0381.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 191 852.00
37_SA4f laffayette mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0424.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185_229.00
1_SA4f park mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0380.jpg Ranch SA4f 191 854.00
54_SA4f mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0444.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185_187.00
28_SA4f laffayette mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0415.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185 _258.00
11_SA4f riveria mastic early suburban commercial 1920-1945  DSCNO0391.jpg 20th ¢ Commercial SA4f 185_832.00
31_SA4f 80 laffayette mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0418.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185_260.00
16_SA4f 118 riveria Rd mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0400.jpg Split Level SA4f 185_747.00
35_SA4f laffayette mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0422.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185 231.00
30_SA4f laffayette mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0418.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185_259.00
27_SA4f elm mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0414.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185_257.00
24 _SA4F 19 beaver mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0411.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185 _268.00
7_SA4f riveria mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0387.jpg Ranch SA4f 185 _835.00
50_SA4f forest mastic early suburban residential 1945-1960  DSCNO0440.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185_212.00
49 _SA4f forest early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0439.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185 _213.00
38_SA4f laffayette mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0425.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185_199.00
34_SA4f laffayette mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0421.jpg Minimal Traditional SA4f 185 233.00
48 _SA4f 164 forest mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0438.jpg Cape Cod Revival SA4f 185_210.00
47_SA4f forest mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0437.jpg Cape Cod Revival SA4f 185_220.00
41 _SA4f grove mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0428.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185 _228.00
39_SA4f laffayette mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0426.jpg Minimal Traditional SA4f 185_200.00
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13_SA4f elm Rd mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0393.jpg Cape Cod Revival SA4f 185_826.00

21 _SA4F 62 longfellow Rd mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0408.jpg Split Level SA4f 185_739.00

4_SA4f riveria mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0383.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 191 846.00

9 SAdf 79 riveria mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0389.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185_834.00

3 SA4f 8 riveria mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0382.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 191 853.00

6_SA4 39 washington mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0386.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185_844.00

5_SA4f riveria mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0385.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 191 845.00

14_SA4F 67 elm Rd mastic postwar suburban | residential 1945-1960  DSCNO0394.jpg Split Level SA4f 185_749.00

12_SA4f riveria mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0392.jpg Ranch SA4f

15 _SA4f 72 riveria mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0398.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185 _748.00

17_SA4f riveria Rd mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0401.jpg Minimal Traditional SA4f 185 _746.00

18_SA4f 45 longfellow Rd mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0404.jpg Ranch SA4f 185_743.00

59 _SA4f 33 magnolia mastic e. suburban residential 1900-1945  DSCNO0464.jpg Minimal Traditional SA4f

19 SA4f 37 longfellow Rd mastic postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960  DSCNO0406.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185 _744.00

20 _SA4f 56 longfellow Pl mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0407.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185_740.00

32_SA4f 15 laffayette mastic postwar suburban | residential 1945-1960  DSCNO0419.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 186_236.00

25_SA4f 53 beaver mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0412.jpg Colonial Revival SA4f 185_560.00

40_SA4f grove mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0427.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185 _227.00

46_SA4f forest mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0436.jpg Cape Cod Revival SA4f 185 _244.00

44 _SAAf mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0431.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185 _241.00

55_SA4f mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0445.jpg Vacation - Cottage SA4f 185_110.00

53_SA4f riviera mastic postwar suburban | residential 1945-1960  DSCNO0443.jpg Modern SA4f 185_196.00

51_SA4f hemlock mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0441.jpg Minimal Traditional SA4f 185_193.00

56_SA4f mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0446.jpg Vacation home - Cott SA4f 185_106.00

52_SA4f hemlock mastic postwar suburban  residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0442.jpg Minimal Traditional SA4f 185_197.00

29_SA4f laffayette/elm mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0416.jpg SA4f

45_SA4f forest mastic early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0435.jpg SA4f 185_243.00
Residential District Area — 5B
| SURVEY_ID | Address [ STREET NA | STREET_| Village/Hamlet: | Primary Context: | Secondaw Period of PHOTO Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID

ar Streat M QlIE Contevt- | Qinnificanc

34_SA5h 112 senix moriches early suburban residential 1890-1920 ' DSCNO0835.jpg Colonial Revival SA5b 189_300.00
44 _SA5h union Ave moriches postwar suburban  commercial |1945-1960 |DSCNO0846.jpg Maritime - Fishing p SA5b 194 137.00
6_SA5b 5 merritt la moriches early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0804.jpg Colonial Revival SA5b 193_324.00
65_SA5h bay moriches postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 ' DSCN0873.jpg Minimal Traditional SA5h 194 492.00
53_SA5h inlet view dr moriches postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 ' DSCN0860.jpg Cape Cod Revival SA5b 194 168.00
22_SAS5b orchard neck moriches early suburban residential 1920-1945 ' DSCN0823.jpg Minimal Traditional SA5b 193 378.00
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61_SA5b 15 laura lee moriches postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 | DSCN0869.jpg Ranch SA5b 194_12.00
52_SA5h inlet view dr moriches postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 ' DSCN0856.jpg Minimal Traditional SA5h 194 169.00
50_SA5h moriches early suburban resort 1890-1920 ' DSCNO855.jpg Shingle / Stick SA5b 194 _156.00
11_SAS5b orchard neck moriches postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 ' DSCNO811.jpg Ranch SA5b 193 348.00
17_SA5b orchard neck Rd moriches early suburban residential 1920-1945 'DSCNO0818.jpg Vacation - Cottage SA5b 193 365.00
13_SA5h 18 orchard neck ' Rd moriches early suburban residential 1945-1960 ' DSCN0813.jpg Minimal Traditional SA5h 193 355.00
10_SA5b orchard neck ' Rd moriches early suburban residential 1920-1945 ' DSCN0808.jpg Minimal Traditional SA5b 193 345.00
39_SA5h 6 old iouth Rd moriches postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 ' DSCNO0841.jpg Colonial Revival SA5b 189 _276.00

nec
7_SA5b 7 merritt la moriches early suburban residential 1920-1945 ' DSCN0803.jpg Colonial Revival SA5b 193 323.00
21_SAS5b orchard neck Rd moriches early suburban residential 1920-1945 ' DSCN0822.jpg Cape Cod Revival SA5b 193 377.00
20_SA5h 43 orchard neck ' Rd moriches postwar suburban  residential 1920-1945 ' DSCN0821.jpg Minimal Traditional SA5h 193 376.00
46_SA5h 11 convent la moriches early suburban institutional 1 1890-1920 | DSCNO0850.jpg Shingle / Stick SA5b 194 362.00
42_SA5h union Ave moriches early suburban maritime/ind DSCNO0845.jpg SA5b
4_SA5h red bridge + moriches postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 ' DSCN0801.jpg SA5b

bellevi
8 SAbb orchard neck ' Rd moriches early suburban residential 1920-1945 ' DSCN0805.jpg SA5h
56_SA5h moriches DSCN0864.jpg SA5b
37_SA5h moriches industrialization maritime/ind DSCN0839.jpg SA5b
36_SA5b old south Rd moriches early suburban resort 1890-1920 | DSCN0838.jpg SA5b

neck
18_SA5h moriches industrialization maritime/ind 1 1890-1920 ' DSCNO0819.jpg SA5h
28_SA5b south St moriches early suburban resort 1920-1945 ' DSCN0829.jpg SA5b
24_SAS5b moriches early suburban residential 1890-1920 ' DSCN0825.jpg SA5b
Residential District Area — 6A
SURVEY_ | Addressor | STREET_NAM | STREET_SUF Village/Hamlet: Primary Context: | Secondary Period of PHOTO Building Type/Style: | Subarea USACEID

ID Street Context: Significance:
| neatinn®

20_SA6a 285 oneck language westhampton beach | early suburban resort 1890-1920 DSCN0143.jpg Vacation home - esta | SA6a 210_120.00
21 _SA6a 285 oneck la westhampton beach | early suburban resort 1890-1920 DSCN0144.jpg Vacation home - esta | SA6a 210 119.00
8 SAGa jagger westhampton beach | postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 DSCN0128.jpg Cape Cod Revival SA6a 207_175.00
18_SA6a fiske Ave westhampton beach | early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCN0139.jpg Colonial Revival SA6a 210_113.00
27_SA6a 14 halsey Ave westhampton beach | early suburban residential 1890-1920 DSCNO155.jpg Shingle / Stick SA6a 210_105.00
26_SA6a halsey Ave westhampton beach | early suburban resort 1890-1920 DSCN0154.jpg Colonial Revival SA6a 210_104.00
16_SA6a fiske Ave westhampton beach | early suburban resort 1890-1920 DSCN0138.jpg Vacation home - esta | SA6a 210_114.00
17_SA6a 29 fiske Ave westhampton beach | early suburban resort 1890-1920 DSCN0140.jpg Colonial Revival SA6a 210_115.00
7_SA6a jagger St westhampton beach | postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 DSCN0127.jpg Cape Cod Revival SA6a 207_172.00
22_SA6a oneck la westhampton beach | early nationhood residential 1750-1800 DSCN0149.jpg Colonial Revival SA6a 210 121.00
34_SA6a 32d honeysuckle la westhampton beach | industrialization residential 1890-1920 DSCN0166.jpg Folk Victorian SA6a 210_2.00
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1 SA6a 9 potters neck la westhampton beach | postwar suburban | resort 1945-1960 DSCNO0121.jpg Modern SA6a 210_264.00
4 SABa 10 sandpiper westhampton beach ~  postwar suburban  resort 1945-1960 DSCN0124.jpg Ranch SA6a 210_254.00
19_SA6a |15 fiske Ave westhampton beach | early suburban resort 1890-1920 DSCN0142.jpg Shingle / Stick SA6a 210_117.00
24_SA6a 264 oneck westhampton beach | early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCN0152.jpg Colonial Revival SA6a 210_102.00
23_SA6a oneck westhampton beach | early suburban resort 1920-1945 DSCN0150.jpg Vacation home - Cott | SA6a 210 118.00
6_SA6a sandpiper westhampton beach postwar suburban  resort 1945-1960 DSCN0126.jpg Ranch SA6a 207_240.00
9_SA6a jagger la westhampton beach | early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCN0130.jpg Colonial Revival SA6a 207_176.00
30_SA6a 10 lott Ave westhampton beach | early suburban residential 1890-1920 DSCNO161.jpg Shingle / Stick SA6a 210_112.00
3 SA6a |15 tanners neck g westhampton beach | postwar suburban | residential 1945-1960 DSCNO0123.jpg Colonial Revival SA6a 210_262.00
2 SA6a 4 tanners neck westhampton beach ~  postwar suburban  resort 1945-1960 DSCN0122.jpg Ranch SA6a 210 _263.00
5 SAGa sandpiper westhampton beach | postwar suburban  resort 1945-1960 DSCN0125.jpg Ranch SA6a 210_255.00
10_SA6a 14 jagger la westhampton beach | early suburban residential 1890-1920 DSCN0131.jpg Colonial Revival SA6a 207_180.00
25 _SA6a 232 oneck la westhampton beach | postwar suburban  residential 1945-1960 DSCN0153.jpg Ranch SA6a 21098.00
31 SA6a 24 lott Ave westhampton beach | early suburban residential 1890-1920 DSCN0162.jpg Colonial Revival SA6a 210_110.00
28_SA6a |8 lott Ave westhampton beach | early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO157.jpg Beaux Arts SA6a 210_106.00
29 SA6a |5 lott Ave westhampton beach | early suburban residential 1920-1945 DSCNO0158.jpg Colonial Revival SA6a 210_109.00
12_SA6a jagger la westhampton beach | early suburban residential 1890-1920 DSCN0133.jpg Colonial Revival SA6a 207_181.00
35_SA6a shore Rd westhampton beach | early suburban institutional 1890-1920 DSCN0167.jpg SA6a
11_SA6a jagger la westhampton beach | early suburban residential 1890-1920 DSCN0132.jpg SA6a
32_SA6a lott, halsey, fiske westhampton beach | early suburban resort 1890-1920 DSCN0164.jpg SA6a
Residential District Area — 6C
SURVEY_| Address | STREET_NAM | STREET_SUF | Village/Hamlet: [ Primary Context: | Secondary | Period of PHOTO Building Type/Style: Subarea USACEID | A Events/Patterns | B Important
ID or Context: | Significance: Persons
Street
Location:
14_SA6c west end east quogue postwar suburban residential 1945-1960  DSCN0217.jpg | Ranch SA6C 222_197.00 0 0
18_SA6c sunset Ave east quogue early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCN0222.jpg  Bungalow SA6C 222_95.00 0 0
20_SA6c 51 sunset Ave east quogue postwar suburban residential 1945-1960 | DSCN0224.jpg  Ranch SA6c 222 97.00 0 0
10_SA6c bayside Ave east quogue early suburban residential 1920-1945 | DSCN0213.jpg  Minimal Traditional SA6c 222_183.00 0 0
6_SA6C bayside Ave east quogue early suburban resort 1920-1945  DSCN0210.jpg  Minimal Traditional SA6C 222_188.00 0 0
11_SA6c bayside Ave east quogue early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0214.jpg  Vacation home - Cott | SA6c 222 _179.00 0 0
15_SA6c bayshore east quogue postwar suburban residential 1945-1960 | DSCN0220.jpg  Minimal Traditional SA6c 222_196.00 0 0
19 SA6c 53 sunset Ave east quogue postwar suburban residential 1945-1960  DSCN0223.jpg | Ranch SA6C 222 96.00 0 0
760_SA6c 65 west end east quogue postwar suburban residential 1945-1960  DSCN0216.jpg | Ranch SA6C 222_198.00 0 0
102_SA6c 5 bayside hampton bays | postwar suburban residential 1945-1960  DSCN0200.jpg  Minimal Traditional SA6C 222_189.00 0 0
3_SA6c bayside hampton bays | postwar suburban residential 1945-1960  DSCN0201.jpg  Minimal Traditional SA6C 222 _169.00 0 0
8 SA6C bayside Ave east quogue early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCN0212.jpg  Minimal Traditional SA6C 222 185.00 0 0
750_SA6c 142 shinnecock Rd quogue early suburban resort 1890-1920  DSCNO0247.jpg  Shingle / Stick SA6C 219_68.00 0 0
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5 SA6c bayside Ave east quiogue early suburban resort 1920-1945  DSCN0211.jpg  Minimal Traditional SA6C 222 187.00
2 SA6c 38 shinnecock Rd quogue early suburban resort 1890-1920  DSCN0237.jpg  Vacation - estate SA6C
23_SA6c 45 sunset Ave east quogue early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCN0227.jpg  Bungalow SA6C 218 100.00
24_SA6c sunset Ave east quogue early suburban residential 1890-1920  DSCN0228.jpg  Shingle / Stick SA6C 218 101.00
21 _SA6c 49 sunset Ave east quogue postwar suburban residential 1945-1960  DSCN0225.jpg  Minimal Traditional SA6C 222 98.00
999 SA6c 29 shinnecock Rd quogue early suburban resort 1890-1920  DSCN0238.jpg | Vacation - estate SA6C 219 80.00
986_SA6C shinnecock Rd quogue early suburban resort 1890-1920  DSCNO0243.jpg  Vacation estate SA6C 219_76.00
28_SA6c stone la east quogue early suburban resort 1890-1920  DSCNO0236.jpg  Shingle / Stick SA6C 218_58.00
918_SA6c shinnecock Rd quogue early suburban resort 1920-1945  DSCN0242.jpg  Colonial Revival SA6C 219 58.00
969 SA6c 31 shinnecock quogue early suburban resort 1890-1920  DSCN0244.jpg  Colonial Revival SA6C 219 59.00
995_SA6c shinnecock la quogue early suburban resort 1890-1920  DSCN0241.jpg  Vacation home - esta | SA6c 219 _77.00
752_SA6c bayside east quogue early suburban residential 1945-1960  DSCN0215.jpg  Minimal Traditional SA6C 222 _178.00
998_SA6c 26 shinnecock Rd quogue early suburban resort 1890-1920  DSCN0239.jpg  Colonial Revival SA6C
751 _SA6c 36 niamaug quogue early suburban resort 1890-1920  DSCN0249.jpg  Vacation home - esta | SA6¢c
12_SA6c niamaug quogue early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCN0250.jpg  Vacation home - esta | SA6c
25_SA6c sunset Ave east quogue postwar suburban residential 1945-1960  DSCN0231.jpg | Ranch SA6C 218_86.00
26_SA6c sunset Ave east quogue early suburban residential 1945-1960  DSCN0232.jpg  Colonial Revival SA6C 218 85.00
4 _SA6c bayside Ave east quogue early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCN0202.jpg  Minimal Traditional SA6C 222 170.00
9 _SA6c bayside Ave east quogue early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCN0207.jpg  Minimal Traditional SA6C 222_171.00
22_SA6c sunset Ave east quogue early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCN0226.jpg  Bungalow SA6C 218_99.00
7_SA6c bayside Ave east quogue early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCNO0205.jpg SA6C
997_SA6c quaquanantuck la quogue industrialization maritime/ind | 1865-1890 | DSCN0240.jpg SA6C
1_SA6c bayside Ave east queoge postwar suburban residential 1945-1960  DSCN199.jpg SA6C
16_SA6c east quogue early suburban maritime/ind | 1890-1920 | DSCN219.jpg SA6C
27_SA6c sunset Ave east quogue early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCN0233.jpg SA6C
13_SA6c shinnecock- quogue early suburban resort 1890-1920  DSCNO0251.jpg SA6C
17_SA6c w:ggae%% - hallock east quogue early suburban residential 1920-1945  DSCN0221.jpg SA6C
Residential District Area — 7B

SURVEY_ID Addressor | STREET_NAM [ Village/Hamlet: | Original [ Current Primary Context: Secondary | Period of PHOTO Subarea USACEID

Street Location: Use: Use: Context: | Significance

13_SA7b 294-6 montauk hwy hampton bays residence | residence  early suburban resort 1920-1945 | DSCNO0196.jpg SA7b
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Sugar Loaf Hill Shinnecock Indian Burial
Ground Critical Environmental Area (CEA)

Effective Date of Designation: 11-15-90 Designating Agency: Town of Southampton
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[ ] Sugar Loaf Hill Hinnecock Indian Burial Ground CEA

Base Map: DOT 1:24,000 Planimetric Images
Disclaimer: This map was prepared by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation using the most current data available. It is
deemed accurate but is not guaranteed. NYS DEC is not responsible for any inaccuracies in the data. Please contact the designating authority for

additional information regarding legal boundary descriptions.
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State Historic Preservation Office/
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
Human Remains Discovery Protocol
(August 2018)

If human remains are encountered during construction or archaeological investigations, the New
York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) recommends that the following protocol is
implemented:

Human remains must be treated with dignity and respect at all times. Should human remains or
suspected human remains be encountered, work in the general area of the discovery will stop
immediately and the location will be secured and protected from damage and disturbance.

If skeletal remains are identified and the archaeologist is not able to conclusively determine
whether they are human, the remains and any associated materials must be left in place. A
qualified forensic anthropologist, bioarchaeologist or physical anthropologist will assess the
remains in situ to help determine if they are human.

No skeletal remains or associated materials will be collected or removed until appropriate
consultation has taken place and a plan of action has been developed.

The SHPO, the appropriate Indian Nations, the involved state and federal agencies, the
coroner, and local law enforcement will be notified immediately. Requirements of the corner
and local law enforcement will be adhered to. A qualified forensic anthropologist,
bioarchaeologist or physical anthropologist will assess the remains in situ to help determine if
the remains are Native American or non-Native American.

If human remains are determined to be Native American, they will be left in place and protected
from further disturbance until a plan for their avoidance or removal can be generated. Please
note that avoidance is the preferred option of the SHPO and the Indian Nations. The involved
agency will consult SHPO and the appropriate Indian Nations to develop a plan of action that is
consistent with the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA)
guidance. Photographs of Native American human remains and associated funerary objects
should not be taken without consulting with the involved Indian Nations.

If human remains are determined to be non-Native American, the remains will be left in place
and protected from further disturbance until a plan for their avoidance or removal can be
generated. Please note that avoidance is the preferred option of the SHPO. Consultation with
the SHPO and other appropriate parties will be required to determine a plan of action.

To protect human remains from possible damage, the SHPO recommends that burial
information not be released to the public.

Division for Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 « (518) 237-8643 * www.nysparks.com
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Victoria Berger

Executive Director

Suffolk County Historical Society
300 West Main Street
Riverhead, New York 11901
director@schs-museum.org

Barry R. Dlouhy

Bay Shore Historical Society
22 Maple Avenue

Bay Shore, New York 11706
bayshohissoc@optonline.net

Village of Babylon

Historical and Preservation Society
PO Box 484

Babylon, New York 11702
info@babylonhistorical.org

Mary Bailey

President

Bayport-Blue Point Heritage Association
PO Box 4

Bayport, New York 11705

Joan Kaelin

Bellport-Brookhaven Historical Society
31 Bellport Lane

Bellport, New York 11713

East Islip Historical Society
PO Box 8

East Islip, New York 11730
eihs@eastislip.org

Brenda Sinclair Berntson

President

Hampton Bays Historical and
Preservation Society

116 West Montauk Highway

Hampton Bays, New York 11946
Hamptonbayshistoricalsociety@gmail.co
m

February 2020

Fire Island Lighthouse Preservation
Society

4640 Captree Island

Captree Island, New York 11702

Historical Society of Islip Hamlet
PO Box 601

Islip, New York 11751
isliphamlethistory@gmail.com

Nancy Solomon

Executive Director

Long Island Traditions

382 Main Street

Port Washington, New York 11050
info@longislandtraditions.org

Edward DeGennaro

President

Mastic Peninsula Historical Society
PO Box 333

Mastic, New York 11950
mastichistory333@gmail.com

Bert Seides

President

Moriches Bay Historical Society
15 Montauk Hwy

Center Moriches, New York 11934

Carol Kushner

President

Ocean Beach Historical Society
PO Box 701

Ocean Beach, New York 11770

Greater Patchogue Historical Society
PO Box 102
Patchogue, New York 11772

Christine Gottsch

President

Sagtikos Manor Historical Society
PO Box 5344

Bay Shore, New York 11706
christine@sagtikosmanor.org
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Sayville Historical Society
39 Edwards St
Sayville, New York 11782

Alexandra Parsons Wolfe

Executive Director

Preservation Long Island

16 Main Street

PO Box 148

Cold Spring Harbor, New York 11724
awolfe@preservationlongisland.org

Tom Edwards

Executive Director

Southampton History Museum

PO Box 303

Southampton, New York 11969
tedmonds@southamptonhistory.org

Dr. Gaynell Stone

Suffolk County Archaeological
Association

2322 North Wading River Road
Stony Brook, New York 11790
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Barbara M. Russell

Town Historian

Town of Brookhaven

1 Independence Hill
Farmingville, New York 11738

Jon Stanat

President

Westhampton Beach Historical Society
PO Box 686

Westhampton Beach, New York 11978

Chester Murray and Peter J.
Rothenberg

Co-Chairs

Quogue Historical Society
114 Jessup Avenue

PO Box 1207

Quogue, New York 11959
info@quoguehistory.org

Sarah Medenhall Luhmer
President

East Quogue Historical Society
PO Box 174

East Quogue, New York 11942
Eastquoguehistorical@gmail.com
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Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Final EIS Appendix L. Pertinent Correspondence

On February 14, 2019 the USACE NYD sent letters to the following agencies:

NOAA/NMFS/Habitat Conservation Division (portions also included in Appendix D)
USEPA Region 2

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service — FWCAR coordination (also included in Appendix J)
New York State Department of State (also included in Appendix G)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service — CBRA coordination (also included in Appendix O)
East Hampton Planning (also included in Appendix G)

Village of Ocean Beach (also included in Appendix G)

All seven of these letters included the FIMP Project Description as Enclosure 1.

Four of these letters included the FIMP Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan as
Enclosure 2. Refer to the FEIS and FGRR main text for the final Project Description. Refer to
Appendix J of the FGRR for the final Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan.

USACE New York District October 2019



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NY 10278-0090

Envirenmental A'nalysis Branch

February 14, 2019

Mr. David Stilwell

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
3817 Luker Road

Cortland, New York 13045

Subject: Atlantic Coast of Long Island, Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point (FIMP), New
York Coastal Storm Risk Management Project, Coastal Barrier Resource Act (CBRA)

Dear Mr. Stilwell:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (District) is pleased to
provide the final project description for the FIMP General Reevaluation Report (GRR)
and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (Enclosure 1).

The District, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) and their local partners, and other agencies, including the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) have participated in extensive coordination to finalize the
project description, in particular the details of the Coastal Process Features (CPFs)
which are designed to achieve no net loss of sediment into the back bay system as part
of the mutually acceptable plan as well as for compliance with Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act by creating early successional habitat for piping plovers
(Charadrius melodus).

The following updates have been made to the project based on the extensive
sponsor, [ocal partner, resource agency and public coordination since the release of the
July 2016 Draft GRR and EIS:

1.. Updated sand quantities in tables and text

2. Additional language regarding “no net loss” of sediment (how to achieve the
goal of approximately 4.2 million cubic yards of sand)CY

3. Additional section on proactive breach response triggers (ex: Southampton
transitioned from Proactive to Reactive for Real Estate purposes)

4. Updated discussion of Downtown Montauk related to beach nourishment

5. Additional language describing that vacant land will be acquired as part of
mainiand nonstructural plan

6. Updated description of current list of CPFs, including renumbering sites and
the removal of sites that do not have landowner support and are no longer
included (Cupsogue, Sunken Forest, Point of Woods, Carrington, Regan
Property)




7. Incorporated an updated CPF table with quantities to achieve the
approximate 4.2 MCY. The quantity in the table alone will not achieve the 4.2
MCY guantity and therefore Adaptive Management will be utilized to reach
the overall total

8. Included a description of mainland CPF's.

The purpose of this letter is to reaffirm and supplement the District’s March 29,
2017 request for Service concurrence for the FIMP project exception determination
under Section 6 of CBRA (16 U.S.C. § 3505). The Project falls within portions of three
Coastal Barrier Resource System (CBRS) units.

Please refer to attached completed CBRA Determination Template provided by
the Service’s CBRA website (Enclosure 2).

Based on this review, the District has concluded that the Project meets the
above-referenced exceptions and therefore is consistent with the purposes of CBRA.
The District request that the Service notify us if you do not concur with this
determination. To facilitate your review, please find enclosed maps that overlay the
Project on each of the respective CBRA zones (Enclosure 3) to illustrate where the
Project overlaps into these zones. If you should have any questions, please contact Mr.
Robert J. Smith of my staff at 917-790-8729.

Sincerely,

U

Peter Weppler
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

ceC
USFWS-LIFO

Enclosure 1 FIMP Final Project Description
Enclosure 2 CBRA Determination Template
Enclosure 3 Maps that overlay the Project on each of the respective CBRA zones




USFWS CBRA PROJECT INFORMATION
(per Template)
Project Location

The action or project is located in Suffolk county, New York within (or partially within)
Unit(s) NY-59/59P, F-12 and F-13/13P of the Coastal Barrier Resources System
(CBRS).

Description of the Proposed Action or Project

The Recommended Plan for the Fire Island to Montauk Point New York Hurricane
Sandy project area provides a systems approach for Coastal Storm Risk
Management (CSRM) that balances the risks to human life and property, while
maintaining and restoring the natural coastal processes and ecosystem integrity.
The Second Interim Report of the Disaster Relief Appropriations Act, 2013
designates that the Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point, NY, Coastal Risk
Management Study meets the criteria for an “Authorized But Unconstructed”
project and therefore, this study is being completed at full federal expense. The
initial construction will be 100% federally funded, if constructed using the authority
of PL113-2.

Applicable Exception(s) under 16 U.S.C. 3505(a)
Identify the appropriate exception(s) for the action or project under the CBRA (16 U.S.C.
3505(a)).

General Exceptions

. 16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(1): Any use or facility necessary for the exploration, extraction,

or transportation of energy resources which can be carried out only on, in, or
adjacent to a coastal water area because the use or facility requires access to the
coastal water body.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(2): The maintenance or construction of improvements of
existing Federal navigation channels (including the Intracoastal Waterway) and
related structures (such as jetties), including the disposal of dredge materials
related to such maintenance or construction. A Federal navigation channel or a
related structure is an existing channel or structure, respectively, if it was authorized
before the date on which the relevant System unit or portion of the System Unit was
included within the CBRS.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(3): The maintenance, replacement, reconstruction, or repair, but
not the expansion, of publicly owned or publicly operated roads, structures, or
facilities that are essential links in a larger network or system.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(4): Military activities essential to national security.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(5): The construction, operation, maintenance, and rehabilitation
of Coast Guard facilities and access thereto.



USFWS CBRA PROJECT INFORMATION
(per Template)

Specific Exceptions
These exceptions must also be consistent with all three purposes of the CBRA (see
"Justification" section below).

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(A): Projects for the study, management, protection, and
enhancement of fish and wildlife resources and habitats, including acquisition of
fish and wildlife habitats, and related lands, stabilization projects for fish and wildlife
habitats, and recreational projects.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(B): Establishment, operation, and maintenance of air and
water navigation aids and devices, and for access thereto.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(C): Projects under the Land and Water Conservation Fund
Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-4 through 11) and the Coastal Zone Management Act
of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1451 et seq.).

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(D): Scientific research, including aeronautical, atmospheric,
space, geologic, marine, fish and wildlife, and other research, development, and
applications.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(E): Assistance for emergency actions essential to the
saving of lives and the protection of property and the public health and
safety, if such actions are performed pursuant to sections 5170a, 5170b, and 5192
of title 42 and are limited to actions that are necessary to alleviate the
emergency.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(F): Maintenance, replacement, reconstruction, or repair, but
not the expansion (except with respect to United States route 1 in the Florida Keys),
of publicly owned or publicly operated roads, structures, and facilities.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(G): Nonstructural projects for shoreline stabilization that
are designed to mimic, enhance, or restore a natural stabilization system.

Justification for Exception(s)

Based on the District’s review, going east to west, the project affects the

following units: F12 Southampton, F-13/F-13P Tiana Beach and NY-59/59P Fire Island,
NY 59P, but meets the exceptions provisions under Section 6 of the CBRA. The
purpose of the Project is to strengthen the natural protective features of the south shore
of Long Island’s barrier system for coastal storm damage protection. It does not seek to
encourage encroachment of development or alterations to the coastal barriers.

For units F-12 and F-13/13P, the District determined that the Project meets the

following additional conditions under 16 U.S.C. § 3505 which provides rationale that the
project be exempt “if the expenditure is for the maintenance or construction of



USFWS CBRA PROJECT INFORMATION
(per Template)

improvements of existing Federal navigation channels (including the Intracoastal
Waterway) and related structures (such as jetties), including the placement of dredge
material related to such maintenance or construction.” The Project's proposed
improvements to inlet sediment management will provide navigation benefits to three
inlets (Shinnecock, Moriches and Fire Island Inlet) by decreasing the frequency of
maintenance dredging and affording safer passage through the inlets and will allow for
better retention of sediment which will decrease shoaling within the navigation channel
maintaining critical access to U.S. Coast Guard Stations at Moriches and Shinnecock
Inlets. The project includes sand bypassing at the inlets within units F-12 and F13/13P.
These activities include dredging of sand from the inlet and placing sand on the down
drift beach. These actions are designed to mimic the natural movement of sand that
would occur in the absence of the inlet. Both the dredging and placement fall within this
category.

For the parts of the project affecting NY-59/59P, this activity falls under the
CBRA'’s exception for “nonstructural projects for shoreline stabilization...designed to
mimic, enhance, or restore a natural stabilization system.” 16 U.S.C. §3505(a) (6)(G).
The Project meets §505(a) (6) (G)’s precondition that it be consistent with the CBRA’s
purposes. The Project minimizes the loss of human life by replacing the beach to its
original pre-Sandy condition in order to avoid further erosion and loss of Fire Island, and
to reestablish the functionality of these beaches as part of the coastal barriers that
contribute to the resiliency of upland communities. Additional loss of the beach could
result in the damage to structures on Fire Island, damage and loss to structures within
the backbay communities of the mainland of Long Island and potentially resulting in the
loss of life. The Project involves renourishing a beach with sand and not the
development of buildings or structures that the CBRA seeks to avoid. By keeping Fire
Island National Seashore, Robert Moses State Park and Smith Point County Park as a
public beach. These beaches are popular summer recreational destinations within the
New York City area and provides much needed comfort to persons of all ages and
socioeconomic backgrounds during hot summer days. The beach nourishment activities
at these areas are protective of life, safety and the environment (without the Project, the
beach can continue to erode, impacting the wildlife and natural resources of the project
area). Federal funding is not being used for commercial or residential development that
CBRA construes as wasteful. Rather the federal funding is being used for a beneficial
purpose that is consistent with the CBRA'’s purpose.

It is noted that for the units designated at “P”, known as otherwise protected
areas, the only Federal funding prohibition is Federal flood insurance.

The legislative history of the CBRA supports the finding that the project falls
within the exemptions. See S. REP. NO. 419, 97th Cong., 2d Sess. 8 (Oct. 1, 1982)
(listing, as an exemption from the CBRA,“[n]onstructural projects such as the planting of
dune grass or beach nourishment which mimic, enhance, or restore natural stabilization
systems would be permitted for shoreline stabilization”); H.R. REP. NO. 841, 97th
Cong., 2d Sess. 17 (Oct. 18, 1982) (“Nonstructural projects for shoreline stabilization,
such as the planting of dune grass or other beach nourishment which mimic, enhance,



USFWS CBRA PROJECT INFORMATION
(per Template)

or restore natural stabilization systems would be permitted [under the CBRA].”); Coastal
Barrier Resources Act Advisory Guidelines, 48 Fed. Reg. 45,664, 45,667 (Oct. 6, 1983)
(noting that “[t]he legislative history cites the planting of dune grass or other beach
nourishment activities as examples of these projects”). See also 127 Cong. Rec. 7572
(Apr 28, 1981) (remarks of Sen. John Chafee, the CBRA’s sponsor) (specifically naming
“dredge and fill activities” as an exception to the CBRA’s prohibition on federal
assistance).

Contact Information
Include contact information and where the response should be sent.

Peter Weppler

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Planning
26 Federal Plaza - Room 2151

New York, NY 10278-0090

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Response

Below is the Service's response to Army Corps of Engineers request for a
consultation under the CBRA for the Fire Island to Montauk Point New York Hurricane
Sandy project for Coastal Storm Risk Management (CSRM) This response represents
the Service’s opinion. The final decision regarding the expenditure of funds for
this action or project rests with the Federal funding agency. The Army Corps of
Engineers has fulfilled its obligation to consult with the Service under the CBRA for this
particular action or project within the CBRS. Please note that any new commitment of
Federal funds associated with this action or project, or change in the project design
and/or scope, is subject to the CBRA'’s consultation requirement.

The Service has reviewed the information provided by The Army Corps of Engineers
, and believes the referenced action/project is:

O Not located within a System Unit of the CBRS and the CBRA does not apply
(except with respect to the restrictions on Federal flood insurance)

O Located within a System Unit of the CBRS and meets the exception(s) to the CBRA
selected above

O Located within a System Unit of the CBRS and meets different exception(s) than
the one(s) selected above (see additional information/comments below)

O Located within a System Unit of the CBRS and does not meet an exception to the
CBRA (see additional information/comments below)



USFWS CBRA PROJECT INFORMATION
(per Template)

O Due to many competing priorities, the Service is unable to provide an opinion on the
applicability of the CBRA'’s exceptions to this action/project at this time. The Army
Corps of Engineers may elect to proceed with the action/project if it has determined
that the action/project is allowable under the CBRA. Please note that any new
commitment of Federal funds associated with this action/project or a related future
project is subject to the CBRA’s consultation requirement.

Additional Information/Comments
Include any additional information/comments.

This response does not constitute consultation for any project pursuant to section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et
seq.) or comments afforded by the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401; 16
U.S.C. 661 et seq.); nor does it preclude comment on any forthcoming environmental
documents pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (83 Stat. 852; 42 U.S.C.
4321 et seq.).

SERVICE FIELD OFFICE SIGNATORY AND TITLE DATE
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CPF Number

CPF Name

CPF Purpose

CPF Description

1 Democrat Point West ESA Regrade and devegetate; modify pond to improve functionality of existing wetland/create new
foraging habitat; conserve on site sand volume.

2 Democrat Point East ESA Regrade and devegetate bay side; modify sand stockpiles to form barrier between recreation and
ESA areas; conserve on site sand volume.

3 Dunefield West of Field 4 ESA Devegetate ocean side; maintain vegetation buffer with road on north side.

4 Clam Pond CSRM Bay side fill placement to simulate cross island transport; possible living shoreline on north side
per adaptive management plan.

5 Atlantique to Corneille CSRM Bay side fill placement to simulate cross island transport.

6 Talisman CSRM Bay side fill placement to simulate cross island transport.

7 Pattersquash Reach CSRM/ESA Devegetate bay side; shallow water bay side fill placement; south boundary follows Burma Rd
alignment, includes physical barrier.

8 New Made Island Reach CSRM/ESA Devegetate bay side; shallow water bay side fill placement; south boundary follows Burma Rd
alignment, includes physical barrier.

9 Smith Point County Park Marsh CSRM Bay side marsh restoration; fill placement to simulate cross island transport; regrade marsh
elevation filling ditches and creating channels for tidal exchange.

10 Great Gun ESA Devegetate ocean side parcel.

11 Dune Rd Bayside Shoreline CSRM Bay side fill placement; bulkhead/groin removal; possible additional fill within offshore channel.

12 Tiana Bayside Park CSRM Bay side fill placement at east side of site; PED will determine fate of existing gabions.




DEPARTNIENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW YORK DISTRICT
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK NEW YORK 10278-0090

Environmental Analysis Branch

February 14, 2012

Mr. Matthew Maraglio

Consistency Review

NYS Department of State

Office of Planning, Development & Community Infrastructure
99 Washington Avenue

One Commerce Plaza - Suite 1010

Albany, New York 12231

Subject: Atlantic Coast of Long Island, Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point (FIMP), New
York Coastal Storm Risk Management Project, Coastal Zone Consistency
Determination (CZM)

Mr. Maraglio:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (District) is pleased to
provide the final project description for the FIMP General Reevaluation Report (GRR)
and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (Enclosure 1), the final Monitoring and
Adaptive Management Plan (Enclosure 2), District’s Final Coastal Zone Consistency
Determination as well as local Waterfront Revitalization Program Policy Statements and
Waterfront Assessment Forms (Enclosure 3) and District Final Responses to the New
York State’'s comments (Enclosure 4) on the July 2016 Draft GRR and EIS received via
letter dated October 28 2016.

The District, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) and local partners, and other agencies including the New York State
Department of State (NYSDOS), have participated in extensive coordination to finalize
the project description, in particular the details of the Coastal Process Features (CPFs)
which are designed to achieve no net loss of sediment into the back bay system as part
of the mutually acceptable plan as well as for compliance with Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act by creating early successional habitat for piping plovers
(Charadrius melodus).

The following updates have been made to the project based on the extensive
sponsor, local partner, resource agency and public coordination since the release of the
July 2016 Draft GRR and EI[S: '

1. Updated sand quantities in tables and text

2. Additional language regarding “no net loss” of sediment (how to achieve the
goal of approximately 4.2 million cubic yards of sand)

3. Additional section on proactive breach response triggers (ex: Southampton
transitioned from Proactive to Reactive for Real Estate purposes)




Updated discussion of Downtown Montauk related to beach nourishment
Additional language describing that vacant land will be acquired as part of
mainland nonstructural plan

6. Updated description of current list of CPFs, including renumbering sites and
the removal of sites that do not have landowner support and are no longer -
included (Cupsogue, Sunken Forest, Point of Woods, Carrington, Regan
Propetty)

7. Incorporated an updated CPF table with quantities to achieve the
approximate 4.2 MCY. The quantity in the table alone will not achieve the 4.2
MCY quantity and therefore Adaptive Management will be utilized to reach
the overall fotal

8. Included a description of mainland CPF's.

Sl

The District has carefully considered and responded to all New York State
comments (Enclosure 4) and has incorporated the comments where appropriate
- in the GRR and EIS. These documents will be available in mid-February for each
agency to back check and then finalize their respective environmental
coordination. The District requests that NYSDOS please provide concurrence on
the District's CZM Determination no later than April 15, 2019 in order to be
included in the Final EIS and maintain the overall project schedule for project
approval

The District looks forward to working with your office to complete the Feasibility
phase and throughout the Pre-Engineering and Design and Construction phases and
thanks you for your continued assistance and input to this process which helps to
advance the execution of this regionally-significant project.

If you require any additional information, please feel free to contact Mr.
Robert Smith, Project Biologist at 917-790-8726.

Singgrely,

Peter Weppler
Chief, Environmental section

Enclosure 1 FIMP Final Project Description

Enclosure 2 FIMP Final Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan

Enclosure 3 Final Coastal Zone Consistency Determination

Enclosure 4 District Response to NYS comments on July 2016 Draft GRR and EIS

cc: Town of East Hampton-Frank
Village of Ocean Beach-Brautigam




NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF
STATE COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Policy Statement Supplement to Federal Consistency Assessment Form

Project: Fire Island to Montauk Point (FIMP) Reformulation Project
Applicant: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District

Applicable Policies: In accordance with the Coastal Management Program (CMP) policies of
New York State (NYDOS 2006), 26 policies were identified as potentially applicable to the
proposed Project. These policies are presented below, followed by an explanation of Project
consistency. Policies that are clearly not applicable are not discussed.

Policy 1 Restore, revitalize and redevelop deteriorated and underutilized waterfront areas
for commercial, industrial, cultural, recreational and other compatible uses.

Determination — The New York District is proposing measures to provide shore protection and
reduce storm damage reduction for the south shore of Long Island, New York, from Fire Island
to Montauk Point. The majority of Fire Island lies within the legislative boundaries of the Fire
Island National Seashore (FIIS). The study area includes the barrier island chain from Fire
Island Inlet to Southampton inclusive of the Atlantic Ocean shorelines, and adjacent back-bay
areas along Great South, Moriches, and Shinnecock Bays. The study area also includes portions
of the Towns of Babylon, Islip, Brookhaven, Southampton and Easthampton, as well as 12
incorporated Villages, the entirety of FIIS, the Poospatuck Indian Reservation, and the
Shinnecock Indian Reservation. The area/land supports a variety of commercial, industrial,
cultural, recreational and other compatible uses. The Project will help to stabilize the south
shore of Long Island, protecting it from storm damage, and protecting these uses. The without
Project condition would eventually impact commercial, industrial, cultural, recreational and
other compatible uses. CENAN has determined that the Recommended Plan would be
consistent with, and would advance, this policy.

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

Determination — The Project area supports a variety of public recreational activities. Numerous
water dependent uses, such as marinas, beaches, parks and small business which support the
summer tourism industry are located within the Project area. The Project will help to stabilize
the south shore of Long Island, protecting it from storm damage, and protecting these uses.

The without Project condition would eventually impact public recreational activities. CENAN
has determined that the Recommended Plan would be consistent with, and would advance, this
policy.

1 FIMP Reformulation Project
CZM Program



Policy 4 Strengthen the economic base by encouraging the development and enhancement
of those traditional uses and activities that have provided such areas with their
unique maritime identity.

Determination — The Recommended Plan would insure that traditional uses of the south shore of
Long Island would be enhanced and preserved. The Recommended Plan would stabilize the
shoreline and manage the risk from coastal storm damage to the surrounding area, thus
encouraging the development and enhancement of those traditional uses and activities that have
provided the Project area with its unique maritime identity. Therefore, the District has determined
that the Recommended Plan would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 5 Encourage the location of development in areas where public services and facilities
essential to such development are adequate.

Determination — The Recommended Plan would manage the risk of coastal storm damage to
existing infrastructure along the south shore of Long Island from hurricane and storm surge
flooding. Risk management would provide stability and enhancement to existing and future
development Projects. The without Project condition would eventually impact development as
contractors would be hesitant to develop in an unstable, unprotected environment. Therefore,
CENAN has determined that the Recommended Plan would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 7 Significant coastal fish and wildlife habitat will be protected, preserved, and
where practicable, restored so as to maintain their viability as habitats.

Determination - All of Great South Bay and many adjoining marshes and natural areas are
designated as Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitat (SCFWH). Policy 7 states that
filling of shallows, grading, shoreline alteration and dredging are among generic activities most
likely to affect protected habitats. These activities are integral to the proposed Project which
consists of dredging sand from offshore borrow areas for placement on the Atlantic shoreline
of Fire Island to create enhanced beach area and dunes for coastal storm risk management. No
dredging will occur within State-designated SCFWH. No filling or grading will occur within
marshes or wetlands; beach and dune fill will be focused on the Atlantic shoreline; material
placement on the bay side of the barrier island would reestablish coastal processes associated
with breaching and overwash.. Fill placement along the Atlantic shoreline of Fire Island in the
Project area will create wider beaches and dunes to minimize breaching and overwashing. The
Coastal Process Feature (CPF) aspects of the Recommended Plan would offset the corresponding
reduction in early successional sandy habitat to yield no net loss of habitat for sensitive species.
There will be no change in existing tidal exchange patterns, only a continuation of the non-
storm induced conditions.

A comprehensive assessment of potential Project impacts to threatened and endangered species
and habitats was conducted and is presented in Chapter 4 of the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) prepared for the Project and the Biological Assessment (BA) (see Appendix B).
The proposed activities would be undertaken in a manner consistent with this policy.

2 FIMP Reformulation Project
CZM Program



Policy 8 Protect fish and wildlife resources in the coastal area from the introduction of
hazardous wastes and other pollutants which bio-accumulate in the food chain or
which cause significant sub-lethal or lethal effect on those resources.

Determination — The material that may be obtained from the offshore borrow areas, consists
primarily of clean, coarse-grained sand. The material that would be dredged and used for beach
nourishment on the down drift beaches would not contain hazardous wastes or other pollutants
that would bio-accumulate in the food chain or cause significant sub-lethal or lethal effects on
those resources. Sediment re-suspension is likely to cause temporary increases in turbidity;
however, these increases would be limited in duration and spatial extent and are not expected to
significantly affect fish or aquatic wildlife in the Project areas. The proposed activities would
not adversely affect fish and wildlife resources and would be undertaken in a manner consistent
with this policy.

Policy 12 Activities or development in the coastal area will be undertaken so as to minimize
damage to natural resources and property from flooding and erosion by protecting
natural protective features including beaches. dunes, barrier islands and bluffs.

Determination — The Long Island south shore barriers, inlets, and associated beaches, dunes, and
nearshore areas are natural “defenses” that help preserve coastal lands and property from
damage and reduce the danger to resources and property resulting from flooding and erosion.
The proposed activities would be conducted in the inlets, mainland (10-year floodplain non-
structural building retrofits, floodproofing, relocation, and acquisition, and road raising in 4
locations), and barrier islands. These properties and their associated coastal processes ordinarily
provide varying levels of risk management measures to the barrier island upland areas, the south
shore bays, and Long Island south shore mainland. The purpose of the Project is to implement
measures that will augment and restore the natural protective capabilities of the barrier islands,
inlets, and mainland.

The nourishment of beaches and dunes with appropriate material is an allowable activity
pursuant to the coastal erosion hazard area regulations contained in 6 NYCRR Part 505 (see
also Policy 35), and is a non-structural erosion control measure preferred over structural
measures by the State in its tidal wetlands, erosion hazards, and coastal management program
statutes and regulations (see Policies 17, 35, and 44). Restoring the natural protective
characteristics of the barrier island, inlets, and associated beaches, dunes, and nearshore areas
(resulting in the protection of the barrier island itself, the bay-system and the mainland of Long
Island) would be consistent with and further promote Policy 12, which is to minimize damage
to natural resources and property by protecting the naturally occurring protective characteristics
and the associated physical processes.

Policy 13 The construction or reconstruction of erosion protection structures shall be
undertaken only if they have a reasonable probability of controlling erosion for
at least thirty years as demonstrated in design or construction standards and or
assured maintenance or replacement programs.

3 FIMP Reformulation Project
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The proposed Project is a long-term (50-year) plan for storm damage reduction.

Policy 14  Activities and development, including the construction or reconstruction of erosion
protection structures, shall be undertaken so that there will be no measurable
increase in erosion or flooding at the site of such activities or development, or at
other locations.

Determination — The proposed Project consists of beach fill, breach response plans, groin
removal, inlet maintenance and sand bypassing, coastal process features (CPFs), and non-
structural measures (10-year floodplain non-structural building retrofits, flood proofing,
relocation, and acquisition,), as well as periodic renourishment for coastal storm risk
management for the south shore of Long Island. No structures that would generate increases in
erosion or flooding will be constructed. The Project is consistent with and would advance this
policy.

Policy 15 Mining, excavation or dredging in coastal waters shall not significantly
interfere with the natural coastal processes which supply beach materials to
land adjacent to such waters and shall be undertaken in a manner which will
not cause an increase in erosion of such land.

Determination — The Recommended Plan includes the removal of material from offshore
borrow sources. The borrow areas are located more than 1 mile offshore, where excavation
and dredging has been demonstrated to have a negligible impact on the nearshore coastal
processes, and will not cause an increase in coastal erosion. Best management practices will be
followed during all dredging activities and the proposed dredging depth in the borrow areas
will not reduce the flow of sediments to adjacent areas. Coastal processes along the shoreline
sand placement areas will not be interfered with as only natural sands will be placed; no
structures or shoreline hardening is proposed. Monitoring and Adaptive Management will be
conducted throughout the project 30 year life to confirm these expectations. The proposed
activities are consistent with this policy.

Policy 16 Public funds shall only be used for erosion protective structures where
necessary to protect human life, and new development which requires a location
within or adjacent to an erosion hazard area to be able to function, or existing
development; and only where the public benefits outweigh the long-term
monetary and other costs including the potential for increasing erosion and
adverse effects on natural protective features.

Determination — The Project will minimize breaching and overwashing of the barrier islands
and is a necessary measure for storm damage reduction on the barrier islands as well as the
south shore of Long Island. The Project will enhance and recreate natural protective features of
the barrier islands through beach renourishment and berm construction and coastal process
features. Benefits to the human and natural environments outweigh the expenditures of public
funds. This has been demonstrated through the completion of a comprehensive economic
assessment of the Reformulation Plan. The Project is consistent with this policy.

4 FIMP Reformulation Project
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Policy 17 Non-structural measures to minimize damage to natural resources and
property from flooding and erosion shall be used whenever possible.

Determination — The proposed use of suitable dredged sand for beach nourishment and dune
creation is a non-structural measure. The beach nourishment minimizes damage to natural
resources and property from flooding and erosion by strengthening natural protective
characteristics and providing the sediments necessary for these characteristics to function (see
also Policies 12 and 15). Non structural measures will also be utilized to protect buildings on the
mainland. The policy explanation states that consistency with this policy requires the use of such
non-structural measures when they are appropriate and available. The Project is consistent with
this policy.

Policy 18 To safeguard the vital economic, social and environmental interests of the State
and of its citizens, proposed major actions in the coastal area must give full
consideration to those interests, and to the safeguards which the State has
established to protect valuable coastal resource areas.

Determination — The Project will reduce the frequency and degree of breaches and overwashes
of the barrier islands and mainland and thereby afford coastal storm risk management to the
barrier as well as communities on the south shore of Long Island. In addition, several of the
inlets (such as Fire Island Inlet and Moriches Inlet) are regionally important navigation inlets
that must be stabilized and maintained. The areas adjacent to the inlet support regionally
important water-dependent and water-related uses, including commercial fishing and
recreational boating facilities, public parklands, and other uses. The physical character of the
barriers must be maintained to protect these uses.

The south shore of Long Island also supports a variety of public recreational and commercial
activities. The south shore of Staten Island’s coastline must be maintained to protect these
uses. The without Project condition would eventually impact public recreational and
commercial activities. The Project would provide coastal storm risk management to an
important public recreational area and adjacent commercial and residential properties with
minimal short-term impacts to economic, social, and environmental resources. Therefore,
the District has determined that the Recommended Plan would be consistent with and
advance this policy.

Policy 19  Protect, maintain, and increase the level and types of access to public water related
recreation resources and facilities.

Determination — The beach areas in the proposed Project area support a variety of public
recreational activities (see also Policies 18 and 20). The Recommended Plan would result in
positive impacts on recreation as a result of better coastal storm risk management in the Project
area. The without Project alternative would result in increased flood risks and increased
erosion, thereby decreasing recreational potential in the area.
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Buffer areas approximately 1,000 feet in length will be closed during construction activities for
safety reasons. Although a reduction in public access to the work site during construction
would occur, this impact would be temporary. As beach placement activities are completed
within each 1,000-foot compartment, the buffer is shifted accordingly. Public use of the beach
area would be restored at that time. The proposed activities would be undertaken in a manner
consistent with this policy. Also, over the 50-year Project life the proposed activities would
advance the policy to protect, maintain, and increase public access to and use of public water-
related recreation resources and facilities.

Policy 20 Access to publicly-owned foreshore and to lands immediately adjacent to the
foreshore or the water's edge that are publicly-owned shall be provided and
it shall be provided in a manner compatible with adjoining uses.

Determination — Many of the lands and waters adjacent to and at the sites of the proposed
activities are publicly-owned and accessible underwater lands and parklands that support a
variety of public uses are present in the area (see also Policies 18 and 19). Based on the Policy
19 analysis above, the proposed activities would be undertaken in a manner consistent with
and would advance this policy.

Policy 21 Water dependent and water enhanced recreation will be encouraged and
facilitated, and will be given priority over non-water-related uses along the
coast.

Determination — Many of the lands and waters within the Project area are publicly-owned and
currently support a variety of public water dependent uses such as fishing, boating and
beaching. The Project will protect and enhance these uses in the long-term, with only staggered
short-term loss of use during construction, as described under Policy 19. The proposed Project
is consistent with and will advance this policy.

Policy 22 Development when located adjacent to the shore will provide for water-related
recreation whenever such use is compatible with reasonably anticipated
demand for such activities, and is compatible with the primary purpose of the

development.

Determination — The Project is not “development” per se, but is a coastal storm risk
management measure. Water-related recreation is a primary land use in the Project area and
will remain as such. The Project will protect and enhance these water-dependent recreational
uses in the long-term, with only staggered short-term loss of use during construction, as
described under Policy 19. The proposed Project is consistent with and will advance this
policy.

Policy 23 Protect, enhance and restore structures, districts, areas or sites that are of
significance in the history, architecture, archeology or culture of the State,
its communities, or the Nation.
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Determination — The Fire Island Light Station (Town of Islip) and the Beach Road Historic
District (Village of Southampton) are the only properties within the study area that are listed on
the National Register. A number of other structures, each more than 50 years of age, which
may possess the requisite characteristics and integrity to be eligible for the National Register are
visible from the beach (JMA 2000), including: the Robert Moses State Park Tower; the former
Point O' Woods Life Saving Station (presently the Fire Island Hotel and Resort), and houses in
various communities in the study area (see Table 3.10-1 of the EIS). The Project will afford
additional coastal storm risk management to existing properties on the National Register, as
well as the other identified structures. The Project will not affect archaeological site or marine
resources, such as shipwrecks. The Project will protect cultural resources and is consistent with
this policy.

Policy 24 Prevent impairment of scenic resources of statewide significance.

Determination — Portions of East Hampton have been designated as scenic resources of
statewide significance (NYSDOS 2010). Although some of these portions of East Hampton are
within the Project area, CENAN is not proposing any actions in these areas that will impact
these scenic resources of statewide significance. Consequently, the Project will not impair
scenic resources of statewide significance.

Policy 25 Protect, restore, or enhance natural and man-made resources which are not
identified as being of statewide significance, but which contribute to the
overall scenic quality of the coastal area.

Determination — Implementation of the Recommended Plan would require the use of large
construction equipment, such as dredge barges and excavators that would visually interrupt the
natural landscape during construction activities. These short-term impacts would be similar to
visual impacts that currently occur and would not be significant. Long-term, the Recommended
Plan would reduce the impacts from storm and flooding events that may cause significant
erosion or breaching of beaches, dunes, and shorelines. By reducing these types of impacts, the
Recommended Plan will contribute positively to the overall scenic quality of the coastal area.

Policy 30 Municipal, industrial, and commercial discharge of pollutants, including but not
limited to, toxic and hazardous substances, into coastal waters will conform to
State and National water quality standards.

Determination — The Project will not discharge pollutants. The Project is likely to result in
sediment re-suspension and associated increases in turbidity during dredging in the borrow
areas and during sand placement along the shoreline. These turbidity increases will be
temporary and will not result in a violation of this policy.

Policy 35  Dredging and dredge spoil disposal in coastal waters will be undertaken in a
manner that meets existing State dredging permit requirements and protects
significant fish and wildlife habitats, scenic resources, natural protective features,
important agricultural lands and wetlands.
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The proposed dredging of clean, relatively coarse-grained accumulated sand from offshore
borrow areas will not adversely affect significant coastal fish and wildlife habitats (see Policy

7), natural protective characteristics (see Policies 12, 14, 15, 17, and 18), or wetlands (see
Policy 44).

The proposed dredging activities would take place in waters greater than 6 feet deep, and are
therefore not required to meet the regulatory standards contained in the State’s tidal wetlands
land use regulations in 6 NYCRR Part 661. However, the use of the dredged material for beach
nourishment in the areas adjacent to the Atlantic Ocean tidal wetland littoral zone would
require a tidal wetlands permit (see Policy 44). The sand placement area is within state
designated significant fish and wildlife habitats. The State tidal wetlands regulations in 6
NYCRR Part 661 indicate that the use of the dredge material for beach nourishment in an area
adjacent to tidal wetlands is a generally compatible use; however, such a use is dependent on
several character and resource values and the effects of such nourishment and its associated
dredged materials might have on intertidal wetlands and adjacent areas. The material to be
dredged and used to nourish the beaches is compatible with the material currently on the
beaches. The nourishment of beaches and dunes where necessary and appropriate is an
activity that may be authorized pursuant to the coastal erosion hazard area regulations in 6
NYCRR Part 505 (see also Policy 12).

The Project will be implemented in such a manner as to avoid adverse impacts to these habitats
during construction to the extent practicable. Along with the twelve barrier island CPF sites
that will serve to reestablish coastal processes and create bayside early successional habitat,
long-term benefits to significant fish and wildlife habitats are anticipated as the placement of
the beach fill would lead to larger and wider beach areas that could be used for breeding and
nesting by shorebirds.

There is an overriding need to maintain the physical character of the barrier island and its
associated natural protective characteristics, as well as the natural resource values of these
characteristics. An EIS has been prepared for the Project which details the potential impacts to
natural and cultural resources. In addition, all required permits, such as a NYSDEC Tidal
Wetlands Permit, Section 401 Water Quality Certificate, Clean Water Act Section 404 permit,
will be acquired and all permit conditions will be complied with.

Consultation and coordination with State and Federal resource agencies (US Fish &Wildlife
Service, NOAA Fisheries, National Park Service and State Natural Resource agencies) will be
conducted and species specific seasonal restrictions and mitigation measures will be put in
place. The proposed activities will be conducted in a manner consistent with this policy.

Policy 38 The quality and quantity of surface water and groundwater supplies will be
conserved and protected, particularly where such waters constitute the primary
or sole source of water supply.

8 FIMP Reformulation Project
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Determination — The Project will not affect water supply sources. Temporary increases in
turbidity may occur during dredging and sand placement activities; however, these will be
limited to construction periods and will be limited in spatial extent and duration. Best
management practices will be implemented to minimize impacts. The Project is consistent
with this policy.

Policy 41 Land use or development in the coastal area will not cause national or State
air quality standards to be violated.

Determination — The Project will result in mobile air emissions sources during construction
only. No stationary sources are proposed. A conformity analysis is being conducted for the
Project and any required mitigation measures to offset temporary emissions increases will be
implemented. A detailed air impact analysis is included with the EIS prepared for the
Recommended Plan. The Project is consistent with this policy.

Policy 43 Land use or development in the coastal area must not cause the generation
of significant amounts of the acid rain precursors: nitrates and sulfates.

Determination — Refer to the response to Policy 41; the Project is consistent with this policy.

Policy 44 Preserve and protect tidal and freshwater wetlands and preserve the
benefits derived from these areas.

Determination — As demonstrated above in the Policy 35 analysis, the proposed activities
would take place areas adjacent to the Atlantic Ocean littoral zone and intertidal wetland areas.
The proposed activities are compatible uses according to the tidal wetlands land use
regulations in 6 NYCRR Part 661. The proposed activities include one of the preferred non-
structural erosion control measures identified in the State erosion hazard area regulations, the
Coastal Policies contained in the State’s Coastal Management Program document, the State
tidal wetlands land use regulations, and Article 42 of the Executive Law and its implementing
regulations in 19 NYCRR Part 600. The beach nourishment activities will result in physical
changes to the intertidal area that will adversely affect some invertebrates at the site of the
beach nourishment activities while the Project is being undertaken (see Policy 35 analysis).
However, these adverse effects would not be significant, would be temporary, and would not
result in significant adverse effects nor significantly impair the benefits derived from the tidal
wetland areas. The barrier island bayside CPFs would also result in placement of material into
estuarine littoral zone wetlands; placement would avoid vegetated wetlands and SAV and
would serve to reestablish coastal processes and benefits to the ecosystem associated with
breaches and overwashing. The proposed activities would be undertaken in a manner
consistent with this policy.
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FIRE ISLAND TO MONTAUK POINT, NY COASTAL STORM RISK MANAGEMENT STUDY - DRAFT GENERAL REEVAULATION REPORT AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (JULY 2016)
This document presents a summary of NYS' review comments for the subject reports, and the USACE's response to comments.
NYS' comments were documented in an October 28, 2016 letter from Mr. Alan A. Fuchs, P.E. (Director, NYSDEC Bureau of Flood Protection and Dam Safety) to Mr. Robert Smith (Planning Division, USACE New York District).
The comments in the letter and this document are organized by NYS Office: NYSDEC and NYSDOS.

Comments are abridged for clarity and space. Comment ID numbers were assigned by USACE in order to organize this document.
Referenced page numbers are those from either NYS' letter, or the USACE's reports.

Key to Terms

BLC = baseline condition. BRP = breach response plan. CEHA = Coastal Erosion Hazard Area. DEC = New York State Department of Environmental Conservation. DOS = New York State Department of State. FEIS = Final Environmental Impact Statement.
FEMA = Federal Emergency Management Agency. FGRR = Final General Reevaluation Report. FIMI = Fire Island to Moriches Inlet. FVC = future vulnerable condition. LWRP = Local
NYS CMP = NYS Coastal Management Program. NYSDEC = New York State Department of Environmental Conservation. NYSDOS = New York State Department of State. OMRR&R = Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement and Rehabilitation.
TSP = Tenatively Selected Plan. USACE = U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. PED = Pre-construction Engineering Design. USGS = U.S. Geological Survey. WQC = water quality certificate. WOSI = West of Shinnecock Inlet.

| Waterfront Revitalization Programs. NYS = New York State.

COMMENT# | SECTION [ PAGE | COMMENT [ RESPONSE

NYSDEC

NYSDEC 001 General Coastal Process Features The plans for the Coastal Process Features have been revised based on extensive coordination with NYS, DOI, and other partners. The FGRR and

NYSDEC 002 General Sunken Forest Bay Shoreline Process Restoration FEIS include updated descriptions of the plan.

NYSDEC 003 General Reagan Property

NYSDEC 004 General Great Gun Wetland Restoration

NYSDEC 005 General Tiana Marsh Restoration, Upland Enhancement and SAV

NYSDEC 006 General WOSI Bay Shoreline and Wetland Restoration

NYSDEC 007 General Atlantique
Bay Side of Barrier Islands in Great South Bay

NYSDEC 008 General Robert Moses State Park- To offset the impact of the loss of overwash habitat at the Lighthouse Tract, enhance shorebird
habitat at Democrat Point by establishing a better, more reliable connection between the existing tidal pond just west of
the jetty and Fire Island Inlet. The minimization of dune height at the Lighthouse Tract is not a sufficient offset for the loss
f averwach hahitat which will result fram the nraiect

NYSDEC 009 General Robert Moses State Park - Landward of Field 5. In order to compensate for the loss of cross island and other coastal
process features which will occur as a result of the proposed beach fill, remove Phragmites and restore Spartina sp. in the
tidal marsh which exists in the northern portion of the barrier island at this location. Re-establishing a fully functioning tidal
march will nravide coactal starm rick raduction henefit

NYSDEC 010 General Village of Saltaire - Clam Pond should be included in the report for further evaluation and potential inclusion in the subset
of appropriate sites chosen to move forward for desian consideration

NYSDEC 011 General Carrington Tract - Bay Shoreline Between Cherry Grove & Fire Island Pines should be included in the report for further
evaluation and potential inclusion in the subset of appropriate sites chosen to move forward for design consideration.

NYSDEC 012 General Bay Shorelme Between Regan Propeny & Tahsman Beach should be included in Ihe repon for further evaluation and

b e site

NYSDEC 013 General

NYSDEC 014 General
Great South Bay wetland properties on mainland in towns of Islip and Brookhaven

NYSDEC 015 General Islip Meadows (USACE ldentifier T-22) should be considered for nonstructural acquisition, structure removal, and

i is si from the report?)

NYSDEC 016 General Timber Point Tidal Wetland should be considered for nonstructural acquisition, structure removal, and subsequent wetland
restoration

NYSDEC 017 General Pepperidge Hall Tidal Wetland site should be considered for nonstructural acquisition, structure removal, and subsequent
wetland restoration

NYSDEC 018 General Bellport Bay Tidal Wetlands should be considered for nonstructural acquisition, structure removal, and subsequent wetland
restoration

NYSDEC 019 General Fireplace Neck Tidal Wetlands should be considered for nonstructural acquisition, structure removal, and subsequent
wetland restoration
Great South Bay Islands

NYSDEC 020 General Why was John Boyle Island (USACE Designator T-11) removed from the report? DEC believes this site should be
considered as a potential site for modification/enhancement to provide habitat for several types of sensitive bird-species.
This could include roosting/rookery habitat for wading birds; sparsely vegetated, sandy areas for tern species and
evnanded tidal flat hahitat to henefit multinle snecias
Moriches bay - Barrier Island Bayside shoreline

NYSDEC 021 General Smith Point County Park - In the area west of the existing dredged material disposal site and near West Inlet and New

Made Islands, evaluate the potential and feasibility of restoring the extensive, mosquito-ditched tidal marsh to offset the
loss of coastal processes such as overwash and cross island sand movement which will occur due to the FIMP beach fill.
This will enhance the resiliency of the marsh and this section of the barrier island.
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NYSDEC 022

General

Spit at Westhampton. Real estate-related legal issues will prevent FIMP-related activities from being developed here at
this time.

NYSDEC 023

General

Bayside of Cupsogue Beach County Park should be included in the report for further evaluation (plovers?) and potential
inclusion in the subset of appropriate sites chosen to move forward for design consideration.

Moriches Bay - Mainland Bayside shoreline

NYSDEC 024

General

Coastal process restoration may also be done on the mainland in this area in conjunction with the 4,100 homes which will
be elevated as part of the FIMP action. As mentioned above, functioning tidal marshes can provide significant coastal
storm risk reduction capacity.

Acquisition of Certain Mainland Properties (Southeast corner of Mastic peninsula; mouth of Forge River) The acquisition of
homes in very low density areas in proximity to significant marsh areas should be explored because such situations
provide the opportunity for the restoration, expansion or sea-level-rise-related migration of large tracts of wetland with the
minimal effort of removing a few houses and simple roads.

Moriches Bay Islands

NYSDEC 025

General

New Made Island. This island is in close proximity to Smith Point County Park, which received extensive beachfill via the

NYSDEC 026

General

Fire Island to Moriches Inlet (FIMI) project and is proposed to continue to receive beachfill as needed for 30 years under
FIMP. This island appears to have the potential to be relatively easily modified to improve its habitat potential for such
listed species as least terns and potentially other listed shorebirds which may not be benefitting from the large scale
beachfill taking place on the barrier island.

Shinnecock Bay - Bayside of Barrier Islands

NYSDEC 027

General

Overwash Fan at Mermaid Lane. This site should be investigated to determine the feasibility of filling the relic dredged
channel to match the bathymetry of the surrounding, undisturbed areas as a way of improving the stability of the barrier
island and potentially developing an overwash feature or wetland..

NYSDEC 028

General

The East Quogue Overwash should be evaluated for potential inclusion in the subset of appropriate sites chosen to move
forward for design consideration.

NYSDEC 029

General

The Overwash Site Immediately East of Tiana Pavilion Parking Lot should be evaluated for potential inclusion in the

NYSDEC 030

General

NYSDEC 031

General

Evaluate the feasibility of modifying one or more of the Warner Islands to compensate for the barrier island processes
interrupted by the project and to maintain and enhance habitat for endangered and threatened species of shorebirds.

NYSDEC 032

General

Water quality is integral to habitat quality. Mainland house raising should provide for the ability to upgrade septic systems
where appropriate. The elevation of upland housing provides the majority of the benefits for the FIMP project. How does
the USACE propose to assure these benefits are acquired through the house raising program in FIMP?

Groin Modifications

NYSDEC 033

General

Westhampton Groin Field DEC has no objection to the concept of the modification of this existing groin field. On beach
construction work will be subject to the familiar April 1 through August 31 no work activity window to protect listed species
of nesting shorebirds. The optimum work sequence from the coastal processes perspective should also be determined, IE:
should the groin modification proceed from east to west, or from west to east?

Modification of the Westhampton groin field is no longer a feature of the Recommended Plan. The FGRR and FEIS include updated descriptions of
the plan.

NYSDEC 034

General

Ocean Beach Groins. While DEC has no objection to the concept of the shortening of the Ocean Beach groins, there does
not appear to be a compelling justification to remove them completely. This work will also be subject to the spring/summer
no work window to protect shorebird nesting.

The full extent of modification and/or removal of the Ocean Beach groins will be determined in the project design phase. USACE will continue
coordinating with NYS about this project feature. The FGRR and FEIS state that final design will be determined during Pre-construction Engineering
Design, and that the project cost estimate assumes complete removal of the groins. USACE concurs that project construction may be subject to no-
work windows to protect shorebird nesting.

NYSDEC 035

General

Georgica Groins. It does not appear that significant justification exists to remove these structures at this time.

Modification of the Georgica Pond groins is no longer a feature of the Recommended Plan. The FGRR and FEIS include updated descriptions of
the plan.

Inlet Modifications

NYSDEC 036

General

DEC is concerned that ebb shoal dredging has the potential to impact the storm resiliency functions of downdrift areas by
interrupting the movement of material in the littoral system. We suspect that the ebb shoal is the feature by which material
from the updrift side of the inlet can bypass to the downdrift side. Using the ebb shoal as a borrow source will result in it
behaving as a deposition basin. The impact of conducting such dredging has not been provided in any assessments
provided to date. Before undertaking any actions to impact ebb shoal locations, USACE must model and provide data that
evaluates the potential impact of such actions. In addition, any proposal to remove material from inlet ebb shoals must be
preceded by complete benthic physical and biological characterizations of the proposed dredging area. If use of an ebb
shoal is authorized, the Water Quality Certification will include requirements for post dredging physical and biological
amnlina and monitaring of the dredae area

The purpose of dredging the ebb shoal is to restore littoral transport by placing sand that accumulate in the Inlet ebb shoals directly on the downdrift
beach. USACE concurs with requirements for post-dredging physical and biological sampling if requested per Water Quality Certificate conditions.
Further investigations of the impacts of ebb shoal dredging will take place during Pre-construction Engineering Design.
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NYSDEC 037 General What is the project life for the sediment bypass areas? Are they tied to the 30/50 year renourishment? Or are they tied to  |Inlet bypassing from the navigation channel and ebb shoal is expected to take place during the entire 50 year period of analysis. While It is
inlet navigation authorization to continue past year 30? Additionally, what happens if the volume of sand is inadequate the [expected that a sufficient volume of sand is available from the navigation channels and ebb shoals for the needed inlet bypassing, offshore or
fill the sediment management areas to design? Will offshore or upland fill be used to fill in any shortfalls (both for initial upland fill will be used to meet any shortfalls. The FGRR and FEIS include text that clarifies this matter.
canctriiction and renonrishment)?
NYSDEC 038 General Fire Island Inlet. Please note that the subaerial spit west of the Democrat Point jetty is prime piping plover habitat which  [Dredging of the subaerial spit west of the Democrat Point jetty is not a feature of the Recommended Plan.
cannot be disturbed or removed by dredging or related activities.
Sediment Management
NYSDEC 039 General From a permitting perspective, DEC has no objection to the concept of sand placement at the Downtown Montauk or Sand placement at Sagaponack (Potato Road) is no longer a feature of the Recommended Plan. The FGRR and FEIS include updated descriptions
Sagaponack (Potato Road) sites to restore or enhance the movement of sand in the longshore transport system. The of the plan. USACE acknowledges that the standing windows restricting on-beach work to protect nesting shorebirds will apply to the Montauk
standard windows restricting on-beach work to protect nesting shorebirds will apply. Beach sand placement action.
NYSDEC 040 General From a logistical standpoint, DEC would like to understand the rational for choosing the Sagaponack site due to the Sand placement at Sagaponack (Potato Road) is no longer a feature of the Recommended Plan. The FGRR and FEIS include updated descriptions
anticipated high cost of real estate, and current existence of a private erosion control district of the plan.
Traditional Dune & Beach Fill
NYSDEC 041 General DEC has already authorized the dune alignments for the three FIMI contract areas, so the landward toe or baseline of the {In the major NPS Federal tracts (including the Otis Pike Wilderness area), the baseline would be allowed to migrate landward. Outside the Federal
fill areas are essentially fixed already. These locations are considerably landward of the pre-Sandy proposed alignment.  |tracts, the established FIMP dune alignment will generally be maintained within the adaptive management framework detailed in FGRR Appendix J
Can the baseline be allowed to migrate landward in areas without infrastructure? In a scenario in which a major storm hits  "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan.” The FGRR includes information to clarify this point.
the area 15 to 16 years after FIMP is approved and implemented, will the green baseline depicted on the project map be
moved landward?
NYSDEC 042 General The reports must spell out very clearly the beach/dune maintenance or restoration activities local interests/municipalities  |FGRR Appendix F "Real Estate Plan" and FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements" specify the beach/dune maintenance or restoration
would be allowed to undertake on the beach with their own resources. activities that local interests/municipalities would be allowed to undertake on the beach with their own resources. The project OMRR&R manual will
also include this information; it will be finalized during Pre-Construction Engineering Design. Project modifications can be requested post-
construction and would be considered as part of a permit process.
NYSDEC 043 General What level of protection do the three proposed cross-section templates provide? When (what frequency storm) would one |The design alternatives were not specifically designed to provide a particular level of protection; instead, a reasonable range of alternatives were
expect some overwash to occur with each template? developed to provide a range of protection to allow for optimization. The life-cycle economics model is ultimately the tool which was used to identify
the benefits afforded by the various alternatives now and in the future. That said, modeling results suggest that the Annual Exceedance Probability
of overwash (defined as start of dune lowering) for the Small, Medium and Large beachfill templates would be approximately 0.2%, 0.1% and
0.03% along the barrier islands from Fire Island Inlet to Southhampton Beach.
NYSDEC 044 General A monitoring plan template for the offshore borrow areas was agreed upon, approved, and included in the WQCs for the  |Post-dredging monitoring reports/ assessments for the FIMI, WOSI, and Rockaway projects will be provided under separate cover.
FIMI, WOSI and Rockaway projects. Please provide the required post-dredging monitoring reports/assessments for these
projects as soon as possible.
NYSDEC 045 General Borrow area monitoring will be an essential requirement for the use of offshore borrow areas under the FIMP. We must FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan" includes a description of borrow area monitoring requirements. The plan includes
have this information in order to assess impacts from the dredging on the biological and sediment resources of the borrow {Information including pre- and post-dredging bathymetry, sedimentation rates, recovery rates, benthic community monitoring requirements.
areas. Information such as pre and post dredging bathymetry, sedimentation rates and recovery rates along with a
characterization of any changes to the benthic biota of the borrow sites after dredging should be provided. A borrow area
monitoring plan which sets forth the above information for the proposed borrow sites and a selection of undredged control
sites must be included in the final FIMP document. The plan must also speak to the necessity for final reporting with
conclusions on the project's impact to borrow area resources. The post dredging study provided for one of the borrow
areas used for WOSI described a completely different benthic community populating the borrow site. This demonstrates
the importance of pre and post dredging monitoring.
Mainland Nonstructural
NYSDEC 046 General The reports should recognize and note that every road raising undertaken as part of The FIMP essentially creates a small |Road raisings are no longer a feature of the Recommended Plan. The FGRR and FEIS include updated descriptions of the plan.
levy. What is the level of protection of the road raisings?
NYSDEC 047 GRR,Formulatio [P.121 How were the floodplains used for the non-structural analysis determined? When was the data derived? Are the elevations |The floodplains for the nonstructural analysis were determined by the modeled stillwater elevations, which has recently been updated and provides
n (Section C) stillwater or do they include wave runup? Do they include SLR? Will any additional analysis be done during PED to further |the basis for the revised recommended nonstructural plan. Since it is site specific, wave run-up was not considered in the stillwater elevation model.
refine the locations of buyouts? Sea level change was been included. Additional analysis to further refine the locations of buyouts will be completed during Pre-construction
Engineering Design.
NYSDEC 048 The fill placement associated with the road raisings / levy construction has the potential to fill wetland areas. In such Road raisings are no longer a feature of the Recommended Plan. The FGRR and FEIS include updated descriptions of the plan.
cases, the wetland fill will require mitigation.
NYSDEC 049 One of the places where significant road elevation is proposed is Mastic Beach, a location containing extensive areas of ~ |Road raisings are no longer a feature of the Recommended Plan. The FGRR and FEIS include updated descriptions of the plan.
both tidal and freshwater wetlands. The report should include an explanation of how the road elevation projects, through
the placement of fill to create levees or berms, will affect the hydrology of the freshwater wetland areas "captured" within
the limits of the berm areas. Will the freshwater wetlands survive as freshwater features, will they be converted to
Phragmites-dominated basins, or somehow become tidally influenced?
NYSDEC 050 How will stormwater drainage be handled in the areas circumscribed by the elevated roadways? Pump stations, other? Road raisings are no longer a feature of the Recommended Plan. The FGRR and FEIS include updated descriptions of the plan.
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NYSDEC 051 As proposed, FEMA will not remap the floodplain after the road raising work is completed. Homes protected by the Road raisings are no longer a feature of the Recommended Plan. The FGRR and FEIS include updated descriptions of the plan.
elevated roads / levees will continue to be located in Zone AE and will not be eligible for the same flood insurance
premium reduction available to homes which are elevated in the same AE Zone. Can the USACE design, construct, and
provide the necessary analysis to FEMA to allow the road raisings to qualify for FEMA levee certification? This would
remove the protected 1020 structures from the FP, eliminating the need for flood insurance.

NYSDEC 052 There appear to be some locations where the acquisition of only a few properties in a very low density area would allow  |Consistent with the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) policy waiver (October 11, 2017), buyouts in the Mastic peninsula are included in
the removal of the buildings and the roadway servicing the parcels, providing the opportunity to expand the existing the Recommended Plan. The FGRR and FEIS include updated descriptions of the plan.
wetlands in the area or allow for their natural migration in response to sea level rise. There are locations, such as the
southeastern corner of the Mastic peninsula and the mouth of the Forge River, where the acquisition of a few houses
would allow for the connection of large tracts of wetland acreage which could provide substantial storm damage reduction
for the nearby residential areas.

NYSDEC 053 Home raisings must include all associated work necessary to achieve a safe and sanitary condition. This includes sanitary [USACE concurs and acknowledges that home elevations must include all associated work necessary to achieve a safe and sanitary condition.
hookups, state and local freeboard requirements, and any other items the construction might necessitate to get a USACE will continue coordination with NYS, local municipalities, and homeowners to ensure compliance with safety standards that are required for
certificate of occupancy. a certificate of occupancy.

Breach Response Plan

NYSDEC 054 The premise of the tentative federal selected plan (TSP) is that all breaches will be closed at some point, by either human |The primary reason that the current breach at Old Inlet has not caused significant loss of life or property is because the area has not been impacted
action or nature. This approach is understood, but the timing of such should be more nuanced to include the ability to by a major hurricane since Hurricane Sandy (2012). Modeling has shown that with the Old Inlet Breach open, additional flooding would occur that
assess an open breach in the Otis Pike Wilderness or other large publicly owned tracts before the decision is taken as to  |could exacerbate damages (see Appendix A Sub-Appendix 1 "Storm Surge Modeling Stage Frequency,” Plates I-1 through 1-27). Specifically, post-
when to actively close it. For example, the breach currently open at Old Inlet has not to date caused significant loss of life  |Hurricane Sandy numerical modeling efforts detailed in Appendix A Sub-Appendix 4 "Numerical Modeling of Breach Open at Old Inlet" show that
or property based on the storms experienced, and actually has been shown to be responsible for an improvement in although the breach open conditions at Old Inlet have a very small effect (up to 1 inch) on daily tidal fluctuations and small storm tides, they could
overall water quality in eastern Great South Bay with associated positive effects on marine habitats and fishery resources. |have a large effect (up to 22 inches) on storm tides during severe hurricanes and nor'easters. USACE and partner agencies have a coordinated
Based on the breach size and location it may be beneficial to monitor the breach over a longer period of time. breach response process and the identification of a Bayesian protocol as a means to satisfy multiple agency priorities. The process was proposed

and agreed upon in concept in several working level meetings. The USACE anticipates further development in Pre-construction Engineering
Design, and anticipates a collaborative approach to identifying the substantive detail. Participants from DOI have been in general agreement with
this approach in these workshops. USACE and DOI have identified the need for separate contingency criteria for the Otis Pike Wilderness Area
versus other Federal tracts. The FGRR includes an updated description of the breach response plan.

NYSDEC 055 The wording of the Conditional Breach Response Plan should be corrected or clarified with regard to the conditions under |The FGRR, FEIS, and their appendices clarify the wording for each of the four breach response plans: Proactive, Reactive, Conditional and
which action will be taken to close an open breach. It should state that action will be taken if the breach is not closing Wildness Response Plans. The FGRR includes a table that identifies the applicable breach response plan for each project reach. For areas
naturally within 45 days of opening or modeling indicates the breach will not close. identified for Conditional breach closure, the Breach Closure Team, which includes representatives from NPS, USACE, and USGS, would evaluate

whether the breach is likely to close naturally, with action initiated by day 60 to close the beach if it has not closed naturally. For areas identified for
"Wilderness" breach closure, the breach would only be closed if if is determined that leaving the breach open would have an significant adverse
effect.

NYSDEC 056 The report indicates that the Proactive zone- of the Breach Response Plan is predicated on maintaining a 25 year level of |The FEIS includes a desription of the thresholds and methods used for determining project performance.
protection. How will this 25 year level of protection be measured: shoreface damages only, or must the barrier island itself
drop below the 25 year level before action is taken? According to the last bullet under "beach and dune fill", for years 31-

50, any areas that had been renourished will be switched to proactive breach response. Please provide details on this.
Does this mean that the dune height will be built back to +13 instead of +15? Does this include the sediment bypass and
sediment management areas?

NYSDEC 057 Once a breach has been closed mechanically, what does it mean to ‘maintain’ the closure elevation to +9 feet? Isthata |Breach closures in areas where beachfill is proposed will be maintained according to the corresponding beachfill design template. Breach closures
minimum elevation, a maximum elevation or both? in Conditional Breach Response areas will not be maintained. Breach closures in Proactive Breach Response areas would be maintained according

to the Proactive Breach Response protocols.

NYSDEC 058 Once it has been determined that a breach will be closed mechanically, can local interests, with their own resources Generally, state and local entities can undertake with their own funds on FIMP-breach closure sites if and as permitted by USACE and other
(money), add additional sand or snow fence to try to increase ground elevations above the Breach Response Plan design [agencies. All activities proposed by local interests would be considered as part of a permit process. FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements"
template? The plan must be very explicit and clear in describing the types of activities state and local entities can summarizes this point.
undertake with their own funds on FIMP-breach closure sites.

Beyond Year 30
NYSDEC 059 The TSP indicates that after year 30 the Traditional Beachfill component is discontinued, leaving only the Breach The FEIS includes a table that clarifies by sub-reach which actions are included in the initial construction, and also the specific lifecycle

Response Plan (BRP). The rationale for the assignment of a particular reach of shoreline to one of the Proactive,
Reactive or Conditional Response categories depends upon whether the BRP is, or isn't in effect along with Traditional
Beachfill activities. The report fails to recognize or explain this distinction. For example; the infrastructure surrounding the
pavilion in Smith Point County Park will receive a lower BRP level of protection than the undeveloped portion of the park
serviced by Burma Road to the east. This only makes sense when the pavilion is receiving periodic traditional beachfill.

management for years 1-30 and 31-50.




COMMENT # SECTION PAGE COMMENT RESPONSE

NYSDEC 060 The plan must be very explicit and clear in describing the types of activities state and local entities can undertake with their |FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements" includes a statement that local interests could supplement the beachfill, particularly after year 30, to
own funds within the Project footprint after year 30. The report is unclear as to whether or not the TSP imposes a maintain the design template. Such activities should be coordinated with the USACE and non-federal sponsor to ensure no violation of
prohibition of beach fill by local efforts for the final 20 years of the project. For example, if the state and local agencies environmental regulations. Fill greater than the design template would be considered on a case by case basis and would be subject to the
must strictly adhere to this plan, after year 30, Robert Moses State Park would have to allow much of its beach to erode  [regulatory permit process. USACE will continue coordination with NYS and local municipalities about this matter.
away and stand by as the park is reduced to some critical level before action can be taken. Furthermore, since USACE
projects are ineligible for FEMA disaster assistance, RMSP will no longer be able to seek disaster assistance funding from
EEMA

NYSDEC 061 The mainland Non-Structural program should be evaluated to determine if the proposed Breach Response Plan continues |The plan for the mainland provides for coastal storm risk management for a total of 4,432 structures that are located within the existing 0.1%
to provide sufficient risk reduction after year 30. exceedance floodplain. Of these, 3,675 would be elevated, 650 would receive flood proofing, 93 would receive ringwalls, and 14 would be bought

out. The FGRR and FEIS include updated descriptions of the plan.

NYSDEC 062 Stockpiles. The plan should consider the creation of strategically placed sand stockpiles throughout the project area to The Recommended Plan does not currently include the creation of stockpiles, but assumes that sand could be trucked-in from available quarries.
provide a material source for state and local entities to act in response to non-declared storm events. Historically, stockpiles have been constructed on an ad-hoc basis, but there have been limited opportunities given available real estate. Stockpiles

could be considered during Pre-construction Engineering Design.

NYSDEC 063 Adaptive Management. Given the low level of detail included in the reports for most features and activities, the few Acknowledged. Please note that FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan” includes an updated description of monitoring and
recommendations for adaptive management we were able to develop have been incorporated into our comments under  |adaptive management activities.
the previous sections.

NYSDEC 064 Public Access Plan. The USACE needs to provide feedback on the public access plan submitted by NYDEC, and confirm  [Acknowledged. Once all plan details have been finalized, the USACE will provide feedback on the Public Access Plan to ensure that it meets
that the plan meets USACE requirements for public access. USACE requirements.

NYSDEC 065 Damages Summary. Executive Summary Page 6: The inclusion of this chart is confusing to include without also including  The referenced table has been revised to indicate the breakout of damage categories, future breaches, and references to Appendix D "Benefits.”
more of the descriptions of the categories (Appendix D section 7.1), specifically the difference in tidal inundation and
breach damages categories. At the least Appendix D should be referenced to provide additional information. The summary
should also break out damages caused by backbay inundation by future breaches.

NYSDEC 066 Project Area. What type of projects will local communities and residents be able to undertake within the project area FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements" includes a statement that local interests could supplement the beachfill, particularly after year 30, to
following project completion (such as private beach nourishment projects)? This needs to be explicitly described in the maintain the design template. Such activities should be coordinated with the USACE and non-federal sponsor to ensure no violation of
GRR, along with what the process is for approvals. environmental regulations. Fill greater than the design template would be considered on a case by case basis and would be subject to the

regulatory permit process. USACE will continue coordination with NYS and local municipalities about this matter.
Specific Comments - GRR
NYSDEC 067 DGRR ESP.18 Please provide definition of “fully funded". "Fully funded" refers to the anticipated total project cost when taking into account future inflation. A footnote to be added defining “fully funded" in
Economics the FGRR Executive Summary.
NYSDEC 068 DGRR ES P. 6, Tab. 1.|Expected Average Annual Damages in Without Project Future Condition. The table presents $4,732,600 damage The Wilderness Breach breach is considered a permanent feature and impacts flood levels throughout the project lifecycle. Future breach damages
inundation from open Wilderness Breach, and $3,578,400 damage inundation from future breaches; less damages from  |are a comparatively infrequent occurrence and are limited to a 9-12 month duration. The short duration of future breaches relative to the permanent
future breaches than from the existing Wilderness Breach? What are the assumptions? The same comment on p. 15, Tab. |opening at the Wilderness Breach results in lower damages over the lifecycle. The FGRR includes a description of the assumptions used in this
3 and p. 75, Tab. 25. determination.
NYSDEC 069 DGRR ES P.6, Tab. 1 |ltreads that, "Tidal inundation occurring due to inlet conditions, wave setup, storm-related breaching and overwash in The impact and damages of a breach forming during a storm cannot be separated from other the impacts of overwash. Damages from a breach
back bay is $115,398,800." Do we know what the tidal inundation is occurring due to breaching only? Do we know what  |remaining open have been evaluated separately. The FGRR provides estimates for damages for flow through the inlet only (a no breach or
the tidal inundation is occurring due to inlet condition only? overwash scenario).
NYSDEC 070 DGRR ES P.6, Tab.1 |Executive Summary Page 6: The inclusion of this chart is confusing to include without also including more of the The referenced table has been revised to indicate the breakout of damage categories, future breaches, and references to Appendix D "Benefits." In
descriptions of the categories (Appendix D section 7.1), specifically the difference in tidal inundation and breach damages |addition, text was added to clarify this matter.
categories. At the least Appendix D should be referenced to provide additional information. The summary should also
break out damages caused by backbay inundation by future breaches.
NYSDEC 071 DGRR ES P.11, Inlet Modifications (Continuation of authorized project+ ebb shoal dredging). Will the continuation of maintenance dredging |While future maintenance dredging of the authorized channel is not a project cost, dredging of the authorized channel to the authorized depths and
of the authorized channel (that we have existing agreements for) be part of the FIMP project cost now or just the ebb dredging of the ebb shoal is included in the initial project cost, since the area is being used as a borrow source The borrow source for future
shoal dredging? periodic nourishment/sand bypassing could come from a combination of the navigation channel, ebb shoal, or another borrow site.
NYSDEC 072 DGRR ES P.12, Please add what elevation this provides. The referenced table clarifies by sub-reach the specific plan for both the initial construction and actions to be undertaken over the project life cycle.
Reactive Breach
Response

NYSDEC 073 DGRR P. 20, Coastal  |Coastal Process Features. What are the ramifications of inlet management now being considered as coastal process The inlet management actions included as part of the Coastal Process Features would not have any impact on Federal funding available to
Process features? Does this have any impact on the funding available to complete other coastal process features? construct other coastal process features.
Features

NYSDEC 074 DGRR P. 40, Closing  |Closing Breaches. It reads that closure would take between 9 and 12 months, as was the case in 1980 and 1992. Was not |Text in the FGRR clarifies that the 1996 Breach Contingency Plan is no longer applicable. The FGRR states that for the without-project condition,
Breaches the existing Breach Contingency Plan, 1996, developed to respond more quickly to any breaches (much quicker than closure was estimated for 9-12 months. For the with-project condition, clssure was determined to take between 2.5 to 3 months.

closing the Westhampton breach) to avoid significant damages and additional cost for closure? The typical response was
up to 11 months, so the Breach Contingency Plan called for up to 2.5 - 3 months (?).




COMMENT # SECTION PAGE COMMENT RESPONSE
NYSDEC 075 DGRR P. 109, What type of projects will local communities and residents be able to undertake within the project area following project The FGRR includes a statement that local interests could supplement the beachfill, particularly after year 30, to maintain the design template. Such
completion (such as private beach nourishment projects)? This needs to be explicitly described in the GRR, along with activities should be coordinated with the USACE and non-federal sponsor to ensure no violation of environmental regulations. Fill greater than the
what the process is for approvals. design template would be considered on a case by case basis and would be subject to the regulatory permit process. USACE will continue
coordination with NYS and local municipalities about this matter.
NYSDEC 076 DGRR P. 109, Barrier Island Breach Response, Proactive Breach Response. Please be clear that areas that will receive re-nourishment  [The FEIS clarifies that areas that will receive renourishment for 30 years will receive Proactie Breach Response for 31 through 50 years, after re-
for 30-y, will receive Reactive Breach Response for 31 through 50 years, after re-nourishment will end. nourishment is scheduled to end.
NYSDEC 077 DGRR P.112 Will the Cupsogue receive beach and dune fill, as the Westhampton Interim project area? There was a breach at The FEIS includes text summarizing that the Recommended Plan for Cupsogue Park area includes a 15 ft. dune and 9.5 ft berm, 30 years of
Cupsogue in 2012 that was closed per existing Breach Contingency Plan to +9.5 ft (no dune allowed). The TSP calls for  |periodic nourishment, and a proactive beach response after 30 years.
+15ft dune in this location, but Reactive Breach Response +9ft. - Is that correct?
NYSDEC 078 DGRR P. 113, Tab. 31 |OK to locals putting fill on the beach within the design template and will be included in OMRR&R. However, please note  [FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements” includes a statement that local interests could supplement the beachfill, particularly after year 30, to
that all activities that any local interests may conduct would be coordinated by the USACE prior to any implementation to | maintain the design template. Such activities should be coordinated with the USACE and non-federal sponsor to ensure no violation of
ensure no violation of NEPA is recommended. Each activity would be reviewed on a case by case basis. All activities will |environmental regulations. Fill greater than the design template would be considered on a case by case basis and would be subject to the
be identified in the OMRR&R manual which will also be coordinated with the nonfederal sponsor and local interests. Fill ~ [regulatory permit process. USACE will continue coordination with NYS and local municipalities about this matter.
greater than the design template would be considered on a case by case basis and may be subject for application for
permit (408).
NYSDEC 079 DGRR P. 113, Tab. 31 |Please revise "Contingent Breach Response" to "Conditional..." to be consistent throughout the Report. The FGRR consistency uses the phrase "Conditional Breach Response."
NYSDEC 080 DGRR P. 113, Tab. 31 |[lt reads that Smith Point County Park West will receive beach, dune and re-nourishment. According to Fig. 22. Overall The referenced table clarifies that only a berm (no dune) will be provided in the Smith Point County Park West reach.
Plan, there will be no dune, Please clarifv
NYSDEC 081 DGRR P. 113, Tab. 31 |lt reads that Sediment Management at Potato Rd and Montauk Beach will be for 50-years. - Is that correct? The FEIS states that sediment management will be provided for Montauk Beach for 30 years after project construction. Action at Potato Road is no
longer included in the Recommended Plan. The FGRR and FEIS include updated descriptions of the plan.
NYSDEC 082 DGRR Will there be any Breach Response for Gilgo Beach? The Recommended Plan does not include a breach response plan for Gilgo Beach.
NYSDEC 083 DGRR P. 138, Borrow |lt reads that NYSDEC will provide the USACE with authorization to use the Borrow Area as sand source through a New | The FGRR clarifies that USACE will coordinate with NYSDEC about an OGS permit prior to construction.
Area York State Department of Environmental Conservation Law Section 401 WQC. - How about the OGS permit for borrow
area?
Engineering Appendix
NYSDEC 084 Engineering Section 4.6.5 Section 4.6.5 discusses the breach open condition, and states several instances where multiple breaches within the same  [Historical evidence, hydrodynamic modeling, and inlet/breach stability analyses do not support the existence of two breaches within the same
reach cannot co-exist. How was this assumption developed? Did the analysis include the inlets? reach. The tidal prism of one breach would become dominant, and the other breach would naturally close. Text has been included in FGRR
Appendix A "Engineering" to explain why adjacent breaches would not remain.
NYSDEC 085 Plates (Appendix Westhampton groins not shown on plans. Modification of the Westhampton groins is no longer a features of the Recommended Plan. The FGRR and FEIS include updated descriptions of
Al) the plan.
NYSDEC 086 Plates (Appendix What proactive areas are getting sand during initial construction? These areas need to be identified on the plans, and With recent construction of the FIMI project, it is assumed that the FIMI and Westhampton template (based on erosion rates and sediment
Al) included in the report (and exec. summary). modelling) are already at the FIMP template and won't require additional sand during initial construction. There are five proactive subreaches that
are anticipated to receive sand during initial construction: Shinnecock Park West (2 locations), Sedge, Tiana, and WOSI. All proactive breach areas
will be surveyed prior to initial nourishment. The FGRR includes information about sand nourishment areas during initial construction.
NYSDEC 087 Appendix D P.39,Tab.16 |There is less inundation damage from future breaches versus an open breach at Wilderness Area. What are the The Wilderness Area breach is considered a permanent feature and impacts flood levels throughout the project lifecycle. The future breach
Benefits Summary of assumptions? damages are a comparatively infrequent occurrence and are limited to a 12 month duration. The short duration of future breaches relative to the
Without Project permanent opening at Old Inlet results in lower damages over the lifecycle.
Annual Damages
NYSDEC 088 Appendix D P. 40 It reads that "The modified TSP includes +15 ft dune at Lighthouse Tract" According to Fig. 2. TSP from the GRR, there is [FGRR Appendix D "Benefits" clarifies that Proactive Breach Response with 13 ft. dune (no planting) will be provided in the Lighthouse Tract.
Benefits only Proactive Breach Response proposed at the Lighthouse Tract. See below on p. 41, Proactive Breach Response- +13
Please clarifv.
NYSDEC 089 Appendix D P.41 It reads "Shortening of 1-15 groins at Westhampton®, is that correct? In some portion of the Report it reads 1-13 groins. Modification of the Westhampton groins is no longer a features of the Recommended Plan. The FGRR and FEIS include updated descriptions of
Benefits the plan.
NYSDEC 090 Appendix D P.41 Need to add Reactive Breach Response to the Breach Response Plan. Is future re-nourishment included in the TSP for  [Reference to Reactive Breach Response information is included in FGRR Appendix D "Benefits." The Recommended Plan for the Montauk Beach
Benefits Potato Road and Montauk Beach? feeder beach provides for about 450,000 cy per 4-year renourishment cycle for 30 years. The feeder beach at Potato Road is no longer a feature of
the Recommended Plan.
NYSDEC 091 Appendix D Under Inlet Modification Plan (Continuation of authorized project + ebb shoal dredging), will the continuation of Maintenance dredging of the authorized channel is not a feature of the Recommended Plan. However, dredging of the ebb shoal is a project
Benefits maintenance dredging of the authorized channel (that we have existing agreements for) be part of the FIMP project cost ~ |feature. Some additional volume from the channel may be utilized for initial construction as a project cost. After initial construction, only ebb shoal
now/just the ebb shoal dredging? dredging or dredging from the inlet in excess of amount needed for channel maintenance would be a project feature/cost. FGRR Appendix A
"Engineering" (Table 7-9-3), and Table 35 of the FGRR main report now match the policy waiver approved by the Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Civil Works) (October 11, 2017).
NYSDEC 092 Appendix D P.45 It may be good to revise "Responsive BRP" to "Reactive BRP" to stay consistent. Reference to "Responsive BRP" has been revised to "Reactive BRP" in FGRR Appendix D "Benefits."

Benefits




COMMENT # SECTION PAGE COMMENT RESPONSE

NYSDEC 093 Appendix D P. 46, Tab. 18- |Why closure cost is higher Without the Project versus With the Project? Will the breach be closed quicker with the Project |Breach Response Plans provide for rapid closure of breaches. With their absense in the future-without project condition, it is likely that closure

Benefits Breach Closure |versus per Breach Contingency Plan? Quicker than 3 months? would take at least 9-12 months to close because of the need to obtain funding and regulatory approvals. Because the breach is likely to grow
Cost bigger over time, it requires more quantities of sand to fill the breach and higher overall costs vs. in the with-project condition.

NYSDEC 094 Appendix | P.1-2, Project  |Report reads that the project has a planned re-nourishment The renourishment period is stated as 30 years in FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan."
Physical Description life of 50 years. - This needs to be revised to "30-years".
Manitoring

NYSDEC 095 Appendix | P.1-2, Project  |Modification of Westhampton groin field - Please add Modification of the Westhampton groins is no longer a features of the Recommended Plan. The FGRR and FEIS include updated descriptions of
Physical Description that the plan also includes modification to Ocean Beach groins. the plan, including reference to modification/removal of the Ocean Beach groins.
Monitoring

NYSDEC 096 Appendix | P.1-2 Report reads that "Interim sediment management projects have been initiated along Fire Island ... " - Please specify what [FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan" includes a statement that the Fire Island to Moriches Inlet (FIMI) and Downtown
Physical projects have been initiated. Montauk stabilization projects have been initiated along Fire Island.
Monitoring

NYSDEC 097 Appendix | P.1-3 Report reads under project layout that the beach fill plan will be maintained for 50-y? Does it mean that the project will be  |[FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan" clarifies that the renourishment period is 30 years, and the OMRR&R period is 50
Physical re-nourished for 50-years or required to be maintained for 50-y? Please clarify. years.
Monitoring

NYSDEC 098 Appendix | P.1-3,Breach  |Please list all three Breach Response Plans, provide description and breach closure templates for Reactive and FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan" includes a description and breach closure templates for Reactive and Conditional
Physical Response Plan  [Conditional Breach Response. Breach Response plans.
Monitoring

NYSDEC 099 Appendix | P.1-9, par. d. Please add Ocean Beach groin Modification. FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan" includes reference to modification/removal of the Ocean Beach groins.
Physical Groin
Monitoring Modification

NYSDEC 100 Appendix | P. 1-13, Tab. D-1 |The table includes 50-y re-nourishment. Please revise the renourishment cycle. It should only be 8, if nourishment will only |The referenced table in FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan" includes information about the 30 year period of
Physical be for 30-years. renourishment, and additional monitoring actions requested by USGS. Certain monitoring will be required for 50 years, such as site visits, structure
Monitoring inspections, long range beach profiles, LIDAR surveys, overwash/breach bay profiles, post-storm LIDAR topography, web server maintenance, and

data analysis. Breach Profiles and Post-storm LIDAR data collection has been increased to 5 rather than 4, since USACE projects 5 breaches will
occur during the 50 year period (vs. 8 in the without-project condition).

NYSDEC 101 Appendix | P. 1-15, Fig. D-1 |Project Plan - Please replace with the most current plan. FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan" includes a description of the Recommended Plan.
Physical
Monitoring

NYSDEC 102 Appendix | P. 1-21, Tab. DA-|Beach Profile Inventory- Should not Gilgo Beach be included in the monitoring (beach profiles, shoreline change Gilgo Beach receives by-passed sand under the Fire Island Inlet and Shores Westerly to Jones Inlet Beach Erosion Control and Navigation Project
Physical 3 monitoring)? replenishment. When bypass sand placement is put at Gilgo Beach as part of the FIMP project, such placement will be monitored under the FIMP
Monitoring project.

NYSDEC 103 Appendix J P.1 Report reads "50-year nourishment life" - needs to revise to 30-y. The renourishment period is stated as 30 years in FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements."
Operation,
Maintenance,
Repair,
Replacement
and
Rehabilitation

NYSDEC 104 Appendix J P.2,Tab. 1 Initial Beachfill Quantities includes only initial fill volume at Fire Island. Should not this table include initial sand quantity for [Reference to initial beachfill quantities has been removed from FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements." This information will be included in
Operation, the entire project area? the OMRR&R manual, which will be developed in consultation with the project sponsor during Pre-construction Engineering Design. The OMRR&R
Maintenance, Manual will be formally adopted upon completion of initial construction.
Repair,
Replacement
and
Rehabilitation

NYSDEC 105 Appendix J P.3, par. a Report reads that Maintenance Repair, Replacement & Rehabilitation is grading and reshaping the beach using sand Information about federal and local responsibilities for grading and reshaping, and technical details about these actions will be included in the
Operation, beyond the project design section. - What does that mean? Would this require bringing sand from outside of the project ~ [OMRR&R manual, which will be developed in consultation with the project sponsor during Pre-construction Engineering Design. The OMRR&R
Maintenance, area? If so, who will be responsible for it? The USACE? On other projects, the locals are usually responsible only for Manual will be formally adopted upon completion of initial construction.
Repair, grading and reshaping the beach to original elevation by bringing sand from areas of excessive accumulation to areas of
Replacement depletion within the project area only. If sufficient accreted material beyond the design section is not available within the
and project limits, beach nourishment should be initiated, which is cost-shared between the partners. Please be clear about

Rehabilitation

that in this paragraph. The same comment in the Westhampton Manual, p.4, par. a.
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NYSDEC 106

Appendix J
Operation,
Maintenance,
Repair,
Replacement
and
Rehabilitation

P.4

It looks like Tab.3 includes re-nourishment quantities for 50-y project life. Please revise to reflect quantity for 30-y of re-
nourishment.

Table 3 was removed from FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements."

NYSDEC 107

Appendix J
Operation,
Maintenance,
Repair,
Replacement
and
Rehabilitation

P.4

Report reads that "while reaches GSB-3A require initial fill, re-nourishment is not expected in the future” Is that correct?
According to Fig. 2. TSP from GRR, it looks like this area will be included under re-nourishment. Please clarify.

The referenced statement has been removed from FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements."

NYSDEC 108

Appendix J
Operation,
Maintenance,
Repair,
Replacement
and
Rehabilitation

Please specify what are the OMRR&R responsibilities for areas that will receive new beaches and dunes, sand from Inlet
Management (sand bypassing); and Breach Response.

Information about federal and local responsibilities will be included in the OMRR&R manual, which will be developed in consultation with the project
sponsor during Pre-construction Engineering Design. The OMRR&R Manual will be formally adopted upon completion of initial construction.

NYSDEC 109

Appendix J
Operation,
Maintenance,
Repair,
Replacement
and
Rehabilitation

P. 6, Tab. 4

Initial Dune Quantities includes sand quantities only for Fire Island. The table would need to be updated to include other
area such as Cupsogue, Pikes Beach where sand will be placed during initial construction.

The referenced statement has been removed from FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements."

NYSDEC 110

Appendix J
Operation,
Maintenance,
Repair,
Replacement
and

P.8, par. F

Report reads that "Any major repair, replacement, or rehabilitation design shall be approved by the District Engineer prior
to execution, and inspected afterward for satisfactory accomplishment of the design." - Should not the USACE be
responsible for major repair and replacement? See Tab. 6. Summary of Responsibilities, p. 17.

Major rehabilitation, replace, and repair is generally a non-Federal responsibility. Exceptions include actions taken as part of post-disaster recovery
and repair projects. Table 6 has been removed from FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements."

NYSDEC 111

Appendix J
Operation,
Maintenance,
Repair,
Replacement
and
Rehahilitation

P.12,Tab.5

Coordinates of Profile Origin Points - Gilgo Beach should be added to the monitoring, Tab. 5 should be updated.

Table 5 has been removed from FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements."

NYSDEC 112

Appendix J
Operation,
Maintenance,
Repair,
Replacement
and
Rehabilitation

P. 15, par. 3

Report reads that the number of profiles to be surveyed over the 30-y project life ... " -Should not the project life be 50-y
and 30-y for re-nourishment; and beach profile survey should be done over 50-y?

Breach profile surveys will be conducted for the 50 yr project life to ensure proactive project thresholds are being met from years 31-50. Text in
FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements” has been corrected.

NYSDEC 113

Appendix A to
Appendix J
Operation,
Maintenance,
Repair,
Replacement
and

Rehabilitation

P.A6,Tab. A1

Construction Activities from 1996 to the present - Please update the table to include all of the constriction activities; it only
includes years 1996-2009.

Table A.1 has been removed from FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements."
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NYSDEC 114

Attachment E
(Westhampton
Interim
OMRR&R
Manual) to
Appendix J
Operation,
Maintenance,
Repair,
Replacement
and
Rehabilitation

P.3,Tab. 1

Construction Activities - Please update to include last PL 84-99 repairs.

Attachment E has been removed from FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements." Information about construction activities at Westhampton,
including the last PL 84-99 repairs, are included in the FGRR main report.

NYSDEC 115

Attachment E
(Westhampton
Interim
OMRR&R
Manual) to
Appendix J
Operation,
Maintenance,
Repair,
Replacement
and
Rehabilitation

P. 4, par. a.
Maintenance,
Repair,
Replacement
and
Rehabilitation

Report reads that " ... maintenance, repair, replacement and rehabilitation are used interchangeably. These are defined
collectively as (a) Grading and reshaping the beach using sand beyond the project design section." What does that mean?
Would this require bringing sand from outside of the project area? If so, who will be responsible for it? The USACE? On
other projects, the locals are usually responsible only for grading and reshaping the beach to original elevation by bringing
sand from areas of excessive accumulation to areas of depletion within the project area only; not beyond the project
design section (?) Please clarify. On p. 8, par. 18. Maintenance Responsibilities, it reads that" ... the Superintendent will be
responsible only for maintaining the dune and berm cross-section in the most effective condition, but will not be
responsible for replacing lost material from offsite sources."

Attachment E has been removed from FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements."

NYSDEC 116

Appendix A to
Westhampton
Interim
OMRR&R
Manual

P.8 TableAl

Construction Activities - Please update the table to include PL 84-99 repairs for Westhampton.

Appendix A has been removed from FGRR Appendix K "OMRR&R Requirements." All construction activities from 1996 to present are described in
the FGRR main body.

NYSDEC 117

Appendix A to
Westhampton
Interim
OMRR&R
Manual

Will the Westhampton Interim OMRR&R Manual be replaced by the FIMP OMRR&R Manual that would cover the entire
project area?

The FIMP project supersedes the Westhampton project. Information about how all or some of the Westhampton OMRR&R manual is superceeded
by FIMP will be included in the OMRR&R manual, which will be developed in consultation with the project sponsor during Pre-construction
Engineering Design. The OMRR&R Manual will be formally adopted upon completion of initial construction.

NYSDEC 118

Appendix K
Adaptive
Management
Plan Outline

P.5

Please spell out O&M.

FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan" includes a definition of O&M.

NYSDEC 119

Appendix K
Adaptive
Management
Plan Outline

P.6

"breach" needs to be revised to "beach” in first par. Breach Response. "Proactive Breach Response is a plan where action
is triggered when the breach and dune ... " to" ..... the beach and dune ... ".

FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan" includes the word "beach" instead of "breach."

NYSDEC 120

Appendix K
Adaptive
Management
Plan Outline

P.6

Please present "Breach Response" and "Beach and Dune Fill" as separate project features, as the remaining ones ...... ,
and delete "Barrier Island" or present them as "Barrier Island Breach Response" and "Barrier Island Beach and Dune Fill".

FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan" includes “breach response” and “beach and dune fill" as separate project features.
The phrase "Barrier Island" has been deleted from the text.

NYSDEC 121

Appendix K
Adaptive
Management
Plan OQutline

P.6

At what dune and berm elevation would the Proactive Breach Response be initiated?

FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan" includes a description of Proaction Beach Response triggers.

NYSDEC 122

Appendix K
Adaptive
Management
Plan Outline

P.6

What design level does the Proactive Breach Response provide for?

The Proactive Breach Eesponse template provides for approximately a 4% Annual Exceedance Probability.

NYSDEC 123

Appendix K
Adaptive
Management
Plan Outline

P.6

What design level does the Reactive Breach Response will provide for?

Reactive Breach Response actions vary based on site-specific characteristics.
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NYSDEC 124

Appendix A
Breach
Response
Protocol to
Appendix K
Adaptive
Management
Plan

Will a Conditional Breach Response Plan apply to all publicly owned tracts on Fire Island? or just to Federally owned
tracts? Will Conditional Breach Response Plan apply to Smith Paint County Park/part of? According to Fig. 2.TSP from the
GRR, Proactive and Reactive Breach Response Plan apply to Smith Point County Park. Please clarify. If the Conditional
applies only to Wilderness Area, please change "publicly owned tracts" to "Federally owned tracts". See comments below:

Conditional Breach Response will apply to Federally owned tracts except for Talisman (Reactive) and the Lighthouse Tract (Proactive). A separate
Conditional Breach Response Plan exists in the Wilderness Area. Other publicly-owned tracts include Robert Moses (Reactive) and Smith Point
County Park (Proactive). The FGRR and FEIS include updated descriptions of the plan. Please note that a summary of the Breach Response
protocol is included in the FGRR main body, and is no longer included in FGRR Appendix A “Engineering" or FGRR Appendix J “Monitoring and
Adaptive Management Plan."

NYSDEC 125

Appendix A
Breach
Response
Protocol to
Appendix K
Adaptive
Management
Plan

P. 15, par. 3

Conditional Breach Response. Please change "Publicly-owned tracks along Fire island" to "Federally owned tracks ... "

The referenced text was revised to state “Federally owned tracts." Please note that a summary of the Breach Response protocol is included in the
FGRR main body, and is no longer included in FGRR Appendix A "Engineering" or FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan."

NYSDEC 126

Appendix A
Breach
Response
Protocol to
Appendix K
Adaptive
Management
Plan

P. 16, second
paragraph

"Within the large, publicly owned tracts of land along
Fire Island there is a desire to determine the likelihood of natural breach closure ... " Please revise "publicly owned tracks"
to "Federally-owned tracks".

The referenced text was revised to state “Federally owned tracts." Please note that a summary of the Breach Response protocol is included in the
FGRR main body, and is no longer included in FGRR Appendix A "Engineering" or FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan."

NYSDEC 127

Appendix A
Breach
Response
Protocol to
Appendix K
Adaptive
Management
Plan

P. 16, paragraph
6

Locations Considered for Conditional Breach Response -
please revise "Publicly owned tracts" to "Federally-owned tracts". Please delete Smith Point County Park.

The referenced text was revised to state “Federally owned tracts." Please note that a summary of the Breach Response protocol is included in the
FGRR main body, and is no longer included in FGRR Appendix A "Engineering" or FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan."

NYSDEC 128

Appendix A
Breach
Response
Protocol to
Appendix K
Adaptive
Management
Plan

P. 17, paragraph
8

Please revise "Publicly-owned Tracks" to "Federally-owned Tracks".

The referenced text was revised to state “Federally owned tracts.” Please note that a summary of the Breach Response protocol is included in the
FGRR main body, and is no longer included in FGRR Appendix A "Engineering" or FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan."

NYSDEC 129

Appendix A
Breach
Response
Protocol to
Appendix K
Adaptive
Management
Plan

P. 17, paragraph
8

Please revise "(see 5.c below)" to “(see 8.c below)".

The reference has been corrected. Please note that a summary of the Breach Response protocol is included in the FGRR main body, and is no
longer included in FGRR Appendix A "Engineering" or FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan."

NYSDEC 130

Appendix A
Breach
Response
Protocol to
Appendix K
Adaptive

Management
Dlan

P. 18, par. c)

Please revise "Publicly-owned Tracks" to "Federally-owned Tracts".

The referenced text was revised to state “Federally owned tracts.” Please note that a summary of the Breach Response protocol is included in the
FGRR main body, and is no longer included in FGRR Appendix A "Engineering" or FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan."

NYSDEC 131

Appendix A
Breach
Response
Protocol to

P. 18, par.9

Please revise "4.b above" to "8.b above".

The reference has been corrected. Please note that a summary of the Breach Response protocol is included in the FGRR main body, and is no
longer included in FGRR Appendix A "Engineering"” or FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan."
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NYSDEC 132 Appendix A P.18 Please revise "(see 6. below)" to “(see 10. below)". The reference has been corrected. Please note that a summary of the Breach Response protocol is included in the FGRR main body, and is no
Breach longer included in FGRR Appendix A "Engineering"” or FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan."
Response
Protocol to
Appendix K
Adaptive
Management
Plan
NYSDEC 133 Appendix A P.20,par. 12  |Report reads that "The Science and Engineering Advisory Team will come together to exercise the probabilistic Bayesian |The Science and Engineering Advisory Team will determine if site conditions have degraded enough to hit thresholds that warrant breach response.
Breach of breach closure, to predict natural breach closure or growth within fourteen days of breach occurrence ... If a full breach
Response does not form, no breach closure activities will be enacted” Is that correct? No Conditional Breach Closure, if a full breach
Protocol to does not form?
Appendix K
Adaptive
Management
Plan
NYSDEC 134 Appendix A P.21,par. 13  |Revise "publicly owned tracts" to "Federally owned tracts." The referenced text was revised to state “Federally owned tracts." Please note that a summary of the Breach Response protocol is included in the
Breach FGRR main body, and is no longer included in FGRR Appendix A "Engineering" or FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan."
Response
Protocol to
Appendix K
Adaptive
Management
Plan
NYS DOS
NYSDOS 001 Appendix A p.24 Relative Level of Effort Examining Coastal Barrier Processes Versus Mainland Flood Risks: The overwhelming majority of [FGRR Appendix A "Engineering" includes a discussion of hydrodynamic modeling used to produce the stage-frequency curves for the mainland.
Engineering: effort has been dedicated to modeling coastal barrier processes, with scant effort to study or describe the effects of The information was used in the HEC-FDA economic modeling, the results of which are presented in FGRR Appendix D "Benefits."
Comment 1 storms, tides and sea level rise on mainland communities. Since most of the damages occur in the mainland
communities, more effort should have been dedicated to understanding the causes, impacts and relative geographic
vulnerabilities there. If information on mainland risks is not available to be cited in the engineering reports, general
statements in the introductory material concerning factors that contribute to risk (low elevation, proximity to surges, lack of
protective features or vegetation), erosive fill soils, insufficient depth to groundwater, etc.) would be helpful. If available,
these particular items would be helpful to support risk management.
NYSDOS 001a Appendix A p.25 Which areas are most frequently affected, which are infrequently effected, and which areas are relatively secure? Which |FGRR Appendix A "Engineering" includes flood inundation maps that illustrate the potential impacts of relative sea level change. Because of the
Engineering: areas are effected by flooding through the navigation inlets with no breach event, and given the possible high rates of sea |complexity of the system it is not possible to identify specific areas that are impacted by potential tidal surge traveling through the inlets.
Comment la level rise, which additional areas might be affected or how might flood water depths increase?
NYSDOS 001b Appendix A p.25 In the event breaches occur, estimates of areas that will experience minimal or no increased flooding, areas that will Itis not possible to say definitively which areas will experience flooding or not in the event breaches occur. Flooding depends on numerous factors
Engineering: experience significant increased flooding, what are the increased areas flooding due to the breach, and what are the such as the location of the breach and hydrodynamics.
Comment 1b increased depths of flooding due to the breach?
NYSDOS 001c Appendix A p.25 Delineate areas where there is inadequate depth to groundwater to allow septic wastewater systems under current Analysis of groundwater conditions is not within the scope of the study. Site-specific analysis of groundwater conditions relative to septic systems
Engineering: conditions. Also, delineate areas where there would be inadequate depth to ground water given higher sea level rise will be conducted during Pre-construction Engineering Design if required for permitting of nonstructural construction.
Comment 1c projections to the end of the project life (50 years).
NYSDOS 002 Appendix A p.25 End of Project Life conditions: There is no estimate of change in overall risk or vulnerability in the project area at the end of |Periodic nourishment/ breach response are needed in order to continue to realize project benefits. Project benefits are expected to decrease when
Engineering: the project life. There is no way to evaluate whether the proposed measures actually reduce risk of storm damages in the |the periodic renourishment ends after 30 years.
Comment 2 project area. Estimated "benefits" are reduced damages during the life of the project only. What condition will the area be
in when the project is over? It would be helpful to reiterate the project goal and vision that by the end of the project the
region should be less vulnerable and ecologically healthier.
NYSDOS 003 Appendix A p.25 Portrayal of Breach Effects: A primary goal of the project is to prevent breaches from occurring. Although breaches are a |The Recommended Plan includes breach response plans, monitoring, adaptive management, and land management. A specific breach response
Engineering: normal, albeit infrequent, event for unmanaged coastal barriers, and necessary for long-term barrier survival, management [plans is identified for each of the project subreaches. A conditional breach plan would be used for the large Federal tracts managed by the NPS,
Comment 3 of barriers such as Fire Island, where the landscape has a long history of human use and modification, needs to recognize |that would allow up to 60 days for a breach to close naturally. There is also a Wilderness breach plan where the breach would be closed only if it is

and incorporate other factors. Given the situation, it would be more realistic to set an objective to minimize breaches
where they would have significant detrimental effects in the near term, while federal, state and local partners aim for land
use change and other adaptations over the long term. An outcome of this modified approach might be that the breach
response protocol include consideration of breach open conditions in Federal tracts, as well as incorporation of rigorous
monitoring of the physical condition of any breach and bay water levels during normal and storm conditions such that both
benefits and consequences of the breach are documented and evaluated.

determined that it would result in a significant impact. A description of monitoring of any breach during normal and storm conditions is included in
FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan." Monitoring data will enable the appropriate level of response and is part of the
project's adaptive management strategy. Federal land management responsibility is limited to the Federal tracts managed by the NPS, and also
where permanent easements have been obtained for the construction and maintenance of the project. For all other areas, enactment and
enforcement of land use regulations is a state and local responsibility.
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NYSDOS 004 Appendix A Sea Level Rise (SLR): Most analyses are reported relative to historic rates of SLR. This is no longer realistic. It would be  [A description of project performance under different relative sea level change projections is included in the FGRR.
Engineering: more beneficial if sections referring the SLR reported how conditions might change if higher rates (high USACE estimates)
Comment 4 prevail. Descriptions of flood risks and coastal processes should include information on accelerating effects due to the
estimated higher range of SLR, to help describe potential futures that served as the boundary for project
recommendations.
NYSDOS 005 Appendix A Major Storm Occurrence: The analyses anticipate breaches with major storms, but do not describe alternative Adaptive management of natural migration of the coastal barrier are not a plan feature. However, response to the breaches because of the natural
Engineering: management responses. Coastal barriers migrate landward in correlation with sea level rise. How will management migration of the coastal barrier can be adaptively managed through monitoring and appropriate responses through adaptive management.
Comment 5 activities be modified in the future to accommodate these natural processes?
NYSDOS 006 Appendix H Land The Appendix does not make a clear distinction between actual measures that are being recommended in the TSP and FGRR Appendix H "Land Management Plan" includes a clear description of actions that are recommended for local consideration. Federal land
Management further actions for local/state/federal consideration (e.g., acquisition). We have indicated in the comments several management responsibility is limited to the Federal tracts managed by the NPS and also where permanent easements have been obtained for the
Comment 1 instances where this distinction could be improved, but overall the language could be clarified. It appears that p. 14, construction and maintenance of the FIMP project. For all other areas, enactment and enforcement of land use regulations is a state and local
Section VII, outlines TSP actions that contribute to improved land use management; however, they are general in nature  [responsibility. In conjunction with the Project’s Annual Inspection with local interests, reporting of any new development within the project area to the
and could be improved by indicating specific actions and locations. This information could also be placed in the appropriate federal, state, and local entities responsible for enforcing applicable land use regulations may occur.
introduction of the Appendix to give readers a better understanding, perhaps in the form of an executive summary.
NYSDOS 007 Appendix H Land Recommendations in this appendix focus on local/state/federal actions. The following language can be inserted into the  [The suggested language is included in FGRR Appendix H “Land Management Plan."
Management appendix as an additional resource being developed for municipalities under the Community Risk and Resiliency Act
Comment 2 (CRRA): "As it pertains to improved local land use management, DOS, in cooperation with DEC, is preparing model local
laws that include consideration of future physical climate risk due to flooding, storm surge, and sea level rise under
authority of the Community Risk and Resiliency Act. These model laws, which include categories for zoning, floodplain
development management, resilient constriction, and more, will be made available for use by municipalities. These model
local laws can be adapted for use by municipalities that are interested in better managing risk on the local level. "
NYSDOS 008 Appendix | Need clarification of who will be responsible for what aspects of monitoring activities, particularly where there is overlap.  [FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan" identifies an interagency team that will be responsible for overseeing the
Physical monitoring.
Monitoring
NYSDOS 004 Main GRR P.6, It should be noted that damages from breaches remaining open are only 6% of the total damages in the without project Damages from breaches remaining open are one of the damage categories identified in the FGRR.
Report - Quantification of |condition. There is a great emphasis on damages from breach open conditions, when in fact the damages calculated are
Executive Problem quite low. Consider similar additions to section 4.5.5, Bayside Damage Models, p. 71-72 and Damage Categories, Breach-
summary Open Conditions, p.75
NYSDOS 005 Main GRR P. 16 Project Performance and Residual damages. Consider modifying the language within this section (see comment). Also,  [The FGRR states that under the current condition (without-project condition), the largest source of damages is flooding in the back bays through the
Report - clarify which measure/combination of measures 50% of damage reductions come from. existing maintained inlets. The majority of the damages that are experienced are due to flooding to the mainland communities that occurs during
Executive storm events. This flooding is due to the combined effects of tidal surge through the inlets and wind and wave setup within the bays. The FEIS
summary includes a statement that shorefront damages are reduced by 50% in the with-project condition.
NYSDOS 006 Main GRR Language that the report ... acknowledges the continued flooding that is likely to occur with the existing breach in the The word “continued” was removed from the FGRR. In addition, a better definition of the Wilderness Conditional Breach response plan is included
Report - wilderness area" is misrepresentative. Prior DOS comments recommend comparison of USACE breach models to those  |in the FGRR.
Executive studies performed by USGS on water levels in the bay after the Wilderness breach. For this reason, we recommend the
summary term "continued" be removed.
NYSDOS 007 Main GRR P.12 For the bullet on barrier island segments, please clarify that breaches will impact development adjacent to the breach on  [The referenced bullet in the FGRR pertaining to barrier island segments is correct. The bullet pertaining to mainland areas in the FGRR is clearer
Report - Section the island itself. The bullet on mainland areas, clarify that the portions of the mainland that are vulnerable to tidal flooding |about how most of the damages take place on the mainland due to storm surge through the inlets.
1- Introduction, experience the majority of flooding through the maintained inlets.
Section 1.6
NYSDOS 008 Main GRR p.18-19 As it relates to the NYS sea level rise projections, please provide a descriptive comparison between the rates proposed by |A comparison between USACE sea level change projections and NYS sea level change projects is not required per USACE guidance. USACE will
Report - Section the USACE and the state projections. Are they comparable? If not, how will this project comply with the state adopted consider NYS sea level change projections as part of the climate change analysis, and may graphically show differences in the projections if
2- Existing rates? As has been observed from public meetings, there is some confusion on how the USACE plans to incorporate sea  |possible.
Conditions, level change, and at which rate (see comment)
Section 2.1.5
NYSDOS 009 Main GRR p. 19-20 There is reference to interruption of littoral drift that leads to erosion. Please provide an example, such as 'shore The FGRR states that perpendicular structures, such as groins or jetties, along the shoreline can interrupt the littoral drift, leading to erosion.
Report - Section perpendicular structures, such as groins or jetties'. There should be specific reference to stabilization structures as a
2- Existing contributing factor to interruption of littoral drift.
Conditions,

Section 2.1.7
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NYSDOS 010 Main GRR p.25 Please clarify whether separate models/efforts (i.e., USGS v. USACE) were used to reach the conclusions about tidal The FEIS states that models utilized to determine tidal elevations storm water levels included models developed in conjunction with the North
Report - Section elevations and storm water levels. Also see Section 4.6, Damage Sensitivity and Uncertainty, p.77 Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study and FEMA December 2012 stage frequency curves, which includes wave set up.
2- Existing
Conditions,
Section 2.1.9.4
NYSDOS 011 Main GRR p. 26 First bullet, please clarify the size of a breach that "is large enough”. The Wilderness breach has not increased bay tide The referenced phrase "large enough" is a relative term sine it is not possible to specifically quantify the size of breach that makes it big enough
Report - Section levels. result in impacts. The FGRR includes a statement that the Wilderness Breach has not increased bay tide levels. However, closing breaches
2- Existing contributes to the sustainability of the barrier island, providing risk management to the communities of the island and back bay.
Conditions,
Section 2.1.11
NYSDOS 012 Main GRR p. 26 This section is not clear as to the main cause of mainland flooding. First it says that the topographic condition of the barrier |The FGRR identifies “topographic condition" as the potential to breach or overwash. The referenced section emphasizes that the existing inlets "act
Report - Section is the cause, then it says that surge through the inlets is the main cause. Does the topographic condition of the barrier both as hydraulic conveyances and hydraulic constrictions which limit the storm surge entering the bays." Given the complexity of the system,
2- Existing refer to its' potential to breach? Does the topographic condition of the barrier refer to its' potential to breach? The report associating a percentage to the flooding from the inlets may be misleading.
Conditions, states earlier that the flooding through the maintained inlets is the main cause of back bay flooding, and that breaching
Section 2.1.12 has the potential to contribute to back bay flooding. We recommend clarifying what is meant by topographic condition, and
if it means the potential to breach or overwash, consider rewording this section to put the emphasis on flooding from surge
through the maintained inlets. It would be helpful if the USACE could associate a percentage to the flooding from the inlets
(e.g., 60% of the flood damages to the back bay occurs from surge entering the maintained inlets).
NYSDOS 013 Main GRR p.31 Please make the following changes to the description of the NYS CMP: (see comment) The FGRR includes the requested language: "The CMP and Article 42 establish a balanced approach for managing development and providing for
Report - Section the protection of resources within the state's designated coastal area. The policies of New York State, reflected in the CMP, express clear
2- Existing preference for non-structural solutions for erosion and flooding, such as elevating or flood-proofing buildings. Municipalities are encouraged to
Conditions, prepare Local Waterfront Revitalization Programs (LWRPs) in order to refine the state's CMP and take local factors into account. In communities
Section 2.2.5 with fully approved LWRPs, federal actions must be consistent with the LWRP policies in order for a consistency determination to be issued."
NYSDOS 014 Main GRR p.39 There should be discussion of existing efforts such as stormwater infrastructure upgrades and home elevation or The FGRR Section 3.2 includes the following language: "The WOPFC does not anticipate significant upgrades of stormwater infrastructure or
Report - Section acquisition. There is reference to these efforts under Section 3.3, but there should be discussion of the local and coastal storm risk management measures for individual residences (eg. elevating homes) unless significant federal funding such in was case
3- Without state/federal actions beyond the USACE in the local risk management section. following Hurricane Sandy is provided."
Project Future
Condition,
Section 3.2
NYSDOS 015 Main GRR p. 40 Closing Breaches- There should be the opportunity to revisit a breach open condition under the adaptive management The FGRR includes a summary of more recent breach closures. The Recommended Plan includes specific Subreaches for which conditional
Report - Section protocol being developed for the TSP. In addition, how long did it take to close the breaches after Sandy? The USACE breach closure (and also Wildness breach closure) and adaptive management responses that allow for a breach open condition.
3- Without presents breach closure scenarios from 1980 and 1992, but there are more recent closures that could also be used as
Project Future examples and which demonstrate a greater range of management scenarios.
Condition
NYSDOS 016 Main GRR p.42 As it relates to water quality, studies conducted within the bay after the Wilderness breach have shown positive The FGRR and FEIS include descriptions of benefits to water quality.
Report - Section improvements in water quality. Considering that the WOPFC leaves the Wilderness breach open, mention of the benefits
3- Without to water quality should be included.
Project Future
Condition,
Section 3.4,
Environmental
resources
NYSDOS 017 Main GRR Given the proposed groin modifications at Ocean Beach, the report should reconsider the potential for breach in the area | This matter will be considered during design of the Ocean Beach groin modifications (Pre-construction Engineering and Design).
Report - Section west of the Ocean Beach groins. How will these modifications change the rate of erosion, and will this action lower the
4- Problems and vulnerability for a breach to occur there?
Opportunities,
Section 4.4.1.1
NYSDOS 018 Main GRR Sediment and Inlet management alternatives. Did the USACE undertake any modeling to show that shallowing the inlets ~ [All modelling assumed inlet channel maintenance to their authorized depths.

Report - Section
5- Plan
Formulation,
Section 5.4.2.2

(the minimum to maintain navigability) did not reduce back bay flooding?
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NYSDOS 019 Main GRR P.91 Clarify that although the elevation and floodproofing options are voluntary, acquisition would be mandatory if The FGRR includes language to explain the difference between voluntary and mandatory nonstructural measures.

Report - Section recommended under the TSP.
5- Plan

Formulation,

Section 5.4.2.4

NYSDOS 020 Main GRR P.117 The report states that 195 structures would be "rebuilt". Please define what this entails. "Rebuild" refers to structures that, because their condition, are not able to be elevated and would be demolished and rebuilt above the 1%
Report - Section floodplain. Due to a USACE policy determination, the final nonstructural component of the Recommended Plan does include any “rebuilds.” The
6- Identification FGRR includes a description of plan changes.
of the Tentatively
Selected Plan,

Section 6.1.2

NYSDOS 021 Main GRR P.119 Reactive and Conditional breach response, p. 119 states "The breach closure plans will include an additional quantity of ~ [The Recommended Plan calls for placement of 4.2 million cy of sand on bayside of barrier island to ensure no net loss of sediment band and to
Report - Section sand on the bayside of the barrier island to replicate this process, to enhance the long-term stability and resiliency of the  |replicate the natural coastal processes that are impacted from both the berm and dune and breach closures.

6- Identification closure action." We- have not seen information elsewhere regarding this proposed measure for the reactive and
of the Tentatively conditional breach response. The EIS BCP Appendix (1), states that this additional sand on the bayside "could" be
Selected Plan, included, for the conditional breach only (p. 1-3). We recommend including this additional back bay sediment in both the
Section 6.1.3.2 conditional and reactive BCP: In addition, any coastal process features that emulate these back bay shoals in areas
identified as vulnerable to breaches would be favorable.

NYSDOS 022 Main GRR Table 44 Under the environmental impact of reduction in potential for breaching/overwash, clarify that the overwash will be reduced [The FGRR includes a description about how overwash will be less likely to occur in the communities, but more likely to occur in the unpopulated
Report - Section in community areas, but will be encouraged in more natural areas. areas where only a conditional breach response plan is provided.

6- Identification
of the Tentatively
Selected Plan,
Section 6.4

NYSDOS 023 Main GRR P. 141-42 Although the adaptive management plan will include climate change considerations, the physical monitoring plan should | The physical monitoring plan will consider climate change impacts, as detailed in FGRR Appendix J "Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan."
Report - Section also consider climate change impacts. Not only should the monitoring plan understand physical processes and their
6.9 Coastal interaction with project performance, but also how climate change impacts those physical processes and project
Monitoring performance.

NYSDOS 023 Main GRR P.151 The report states that the nonstructural measures do not "enhance the resiliency of the coastal system". However, Nonstructural measures do not have the ability to adapt to changing conditions; however, they would increase the area's ability to withstand and
Report - Section nonstructural measures, such as elevation, greatly improve the resiliency of the community as a whole. Elevation rapidly recover from disruption due to coastal storms. Adaptability is incorporated into the nonstructural algorithm to take into account accelerated
8-Executive measures do not try to constrict or resist the natural coastal processes and water movement; this is a preferred approach [sea level change over 50 years.

Order (EO) to risk reduction.
11988 And

Public Law 113-2

Considerations,

Section 8.2.1

NYSDOS 024 Main GRR P.151 The report states that "The intent is to replicate the function of beaches in areas that were once part of natural, The FGRR includes a clarifying statement about the Recommended Plan replicating the “function of beaches" and beaches' ability to "provide
Report - Section undeveloped systems that have subsequently experienced significant human development and utilization." Trying to resiliency and reduce storm damages".
8-Executive stabilize beaches and barrier islands in order to provide storm risk reduction fundamentally means that they can't behave
Order (EO) as natural features. Suggest adding the following language: "It is acknowledged that the beach exists in tandem with
11988 And human development, and actions to provide coastal storm risk reduction may inhibit the natural functioning of the beach.

Public Law 113-2 In order to truly replicate natural beach functioning, structures that encroach on the beach or interrupt coastal process, or
Considerations, development that relies on an artificially maintained beach template, must be moved."

Section 8.2.1
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NYSDOS 025 Main GRR The assessment in this section could be improved with more detail on how each of the three systems (environmental, The FGRR includes a description about how the environmental, social, and economic systems are accounted for and maintained over the long-
Report - Section social, and economic) are accounted for and maintained over the long-term. While the project is economically justified for ~ |term.
8-Executive the USACE, what are the considerations for the local responsibilities? Will the local sponsors be able to meet financial
Order (EO) commitments in the near-term? While these answer cannot be predicted over the long-term, there should at least be
11988 And consideration of the local perspective and potential hardships faced. The environmental concerns are evaluated and
Public Law 113-2 accounted for, but how does this pertain to sustainability over time? There should be mention of the adaptive management
Considerations, plan. Social accounts go beyond maintenance of recreation areas. For example, consideration of any socially vulnerable
Section 8.2.2 populations, such as low income or isolated populations. Finally, it should be noted that the nourishment timeline has been
Sustainability/Ad decreased from 50 years to 30 years. This decreases the commitment of limited resources, which is a more sustainable
aptability approach.
NYSDOS 026 - Appendix A A-19 The subparagraph on barrier breaches emphasizes the risk to homes but fails to point out this is a natural process that The "Problem Identification” section of FGRR Appendix A "Engineering" includes a summary of problems in the study area. The two bullet points
Comment la Engineering, sustains the barrier over time. In order to achieve community resilience it will be necessary to understand barrier directly above the reference text discuss the need for additional data collection and scientific study.
Section 1.4 processes, so it would be helpful if this observation was included in the report. In addition, the original Breach
Contingency Plan recognized the need for more study of breaches to help determine when and how they could be left
unmanaged. It would be helpful if the report emphasized this need also.
NYSDOS 026- Appendix A A-19 Back Bay segment. This subparagraph emphasizes that barrier breaches increase flooding. The existing breach at Old The "Problem Identification” section of FGRR Appendix A "Engineering" includes a summary of problems in the study area. The two bullet points
Comment 1b Engineering, Inlet demonstrates no increase in bay flooding. The paragraph should be modified to indicate the potential for increased  |directly above the reference text discuss the need for additional data collection and scientific study.
Section 1.4 flooding due to breaching on the barrier is variable. In addition, most backbay flooding is due to water flowing in through
the navigation inlets. The paragraph should add this information so that residents and local governments are properly
lartad to tho nrimansiccs
NYSDOS 026- Appendix A A-19 Atlantic Ocean Shoreline. This subparagraph refers to variable risks "...due to the nature of the existing development. ..".  [The referenced sentence states, "Within this area, the damages are more localized, due to the nature of the existing development and physical
Comment 1¢ Engineering, This should be modified to "due to the location of existing development relative to high- risk areas". It is the location, conditions." Within the referenced area, damages are localized due to the nature of the existing development (including elevation, type of
Section 1.4 rather than the type of development that creates the risks de