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ASSEMBLYMAN DAVID W. WOLFE (Chairman): My name is 

Assemblyman Dave Wolfe, from Ocean/Monmouth County, and I· d 

like to call the third meeting of the State Beach Erosion 

Commission to order. 

This particular Commission, designated. by the 

Legislature, is comprised of eight legislators and four public 

members, the purpose being to assess the status of the 172 

miles of coastline in the State of New Jersey. Our first 

meeting was an organizational meeting. The second meeting that 

we held was primarily an update from the State and also from 

the Corps of Engineers on several ongoing projects that were in 

progress at the moment. 

meeting 

Today's meeting will 

is to talk about--

focus on-- The purpose of the 

Officials from FEMA will discuss 

with us some · of their projects, but primarily the Commission 

today is interest.ea · in the criteria for an engineered beach. 

That will be one of the focuses for our meeting today, and then 

we will open up for public discussion. 

When some of you came in, 

pieces of paper -floating around. 

paper which some of you signed. 

tablet has been placed on the front 

there 

One was 

In the 

of this 

were two different 

a yellow piece of 

meantime, a white 

table. If you wish 

to speak either now or perhaps during the testimony a little 

bit later on, simply just f i 11 out one of these forms and put 

it up here with us. We'll try to take you people in the order 

that you indicated that you would like to speak. 

Everyone will get a chance to speak today. This is 

very informal. We basically follow Robert"s Rules, and we will 

not really interrupt the speakers while they are speaking. 

I'd like to introduce the people who are here today. 

I'd like them to introduce themselves. We'll start at the end 

with the Senator. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: Senator Cafiero, District 1. 
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SENATOR GORMLEY: Senator Gormley, District 2. 

MR. LeBLANC: (Committee Aide) George LeBlanc, Office 

of Legislative ~ervi~es. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: I'm 1 Assemblyman Gibson, from 

District 1. 

ASSEMBLYMAN NICKLES: Fred Nickles, District 2. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: I might. add that Assemblyman 

Gibson really will be Chairing the meeting today because I will 

h~ve to leave for a few hours. Hopefully we'll be out of here 

within a few hours, but he will be taking over. 

So at this· time, we would like to begin by calling on 

representatives of FEMA to speak before us, and whoever wishes 

to speak from them first may come forward. Simply state your 

n~me and your· position, and make your presentation. 

JOSEPH GAL IN ·1 S: I'm Joe Galinis. I'm the Public 

Assistance Officer for the current northea~ter disaster here in 

New Jersey. It was designat~d back in December of '92. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: -Excuse me. May I interrupt you 

for a minute? 

Are you from Assemblyman Smith's office? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER FROM AUDIE~CE: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Would you like to come up and sit 

up here? (addressing Assemblyman Smith's representative) 

Sir, would you like to- have a seat there. You can 

speak right into the microphone. (addre~sing the witness) 

MR. GALINIS: As I said, I'm the Public Assistance 

Off.icer currently- for the disaster that is still ongoing in a 

field,office out of Brick, New Jersey. My understanding is I'm 

here to discuss the criteria for beach erosion as it applies to 

the FEMA rules and regulations. 

I have handouts which basically will provide technical 

details to meet the FEMA eligibi 1 i ty. Those should be provided 

to your engineers. FEMA is not in the business of designing 

the beach. We will review it at the time of an incident. 
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There_ are two types of categories that basically FEMA 

can provide Federal assistance after a presidential 

declaration. C~tegory "B" is the emergency ~rotective measures 

for which just about every beach on the Jersey shore has 

received some type of money or funding through New J~rsey OEM. 

The permanent beach restoration: Currently, there are 

only two towns that have been recognized by FEMA as· an_ 

engineered beach in the State of New Jersey; the rest do not. 

They do not meet the criteria, and the criteria, as I said, is 

explained in detail in the handout that I have. 

My understanding is you would like to know some of the 

funding -- the overall funding that we have provided? 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: We're primarily-- That may be one 

of the things, but our primary concern is the criteria for 

designation as an engineered beach. Would you indicate the two 

towns in New Jersey that are des,ignated as having engineered 

beaches? 

MR. GALINIS: Currently the two towns are _Avalon and 

Sea Isle City, which have received permanent restoration, work 

for beaches. A lot of towns have received dune grass, sand 

fencing, and so forth like that, up and down the coast. But as 

far as permanent beach restoration work, those are the only two 

towns that received any type of funding. 

There is a map that is within the handout that we have. 

provided that will give you a snapshot of what we have provided 

to the DEPE of the State of New Jersey, because they are the 

applicant in this-current disaster for all sand related issues. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Mr. Galinis, we're looking over 

the criteria for the beach nourishment projects. It is a 

rather lengthy document. 

MR. GALINIS: It is. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: It· s got a lot of what look -like 

algebraic equations in here, sines and cosines, and "X"s and 

"Y"s. Could you synopsize the basic criteria? 
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MR. GALINIS: (witness begins showing ~!ides) All 

right, if I may. Basically, this is part of the handout that 

was in there that meets the FEMA emergency work criteria. The 

next slide would be for giving more of-- I'm not going to read 

it because it is -part of your handout. Basically, any 

emergency work is to protect property, life, and health safety 

issues, and it is very limited; as you can see. 

This is what constitutes ~ermanent work. 

slide) These are two different categories--

(indicating 

SENATOR GORMLEY: Excuse me. "A," "E," "O," could you 

do me a favor? ' 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Could you go back to the first · 

slide? 

SfNATOR GORMLEY: I appreciate all the slides and 

everything. Could you outline this in p,ain- English for 

people~ Thatrs what the hearing is about, to sort of translate 

for the public and translate for the legislators so we can get 

a better sense of how we can get more people into the various 

categories so we can get more aid. That's the bottom line. 

That.~s what this is about. That"s why some officials and 

mayors are here today. 

So could you give us your synopsi~ of it in three or 

four minutes so we can get an outline from your point of view 

what it is; what are the principal criteria. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Before you begin, I'd just like to 

introduce Assemblyman Gaffney, one of our hosts. 
' . 

Assemblyman, thank you for coming. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: ,Thank you, Assemblyman. 

good to be here. 

It's 

MR. GALINIS: Sir, basically to qualify for the 

permanent work on a beach, the beach must conform to the '44. 

Code of _Federal Regulations: 206.26. I can read to you exactly 

what it says, As I stated--

SENATOR GORMLEY: Is that one of the regulations that 

Al Gore wants to get rid of? 
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MR. GALINIS: These are the 

that 

regulations. The 

technical side of how to conform to is in the handout. 

It's very lengt_hy and very detailed. The engineers for each of 

the towns, or in conjunction with the State should work that. 

FEMA does not design your beaches. We are not in that 

business. We go in after a presidential declaration and 

determine the eligibility. If you have met the eligibility 

criteria--

SENATOR GORMLEY: What are the principal criteria that 

were met by Avalon and by Sea Isle City? What were the 

principal things? Give me the highlights. 

MR. GALINIS: They have a profile that they have 

designed their beach. They have maintained it to that profile, 

and they have-- It includes proper grain size, and it's 

imported from another source. They h~ve a renourishment 

program. They capitalize in the{r budget, and they do that. 

Not every year do you need to renourish your beaches, 

but every so often you have to look at your beach, take another 

profile, and bring it back to that profile. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: All right. When you talk about 

renourishing, what are we talking? What did they do to 

renourish? 

MR. GALINIS: They have an ongoing program for 

renourishment. , I don't have the specifics of their program, 

but it must meet the criteria as stated in the '44--

SENATOR GORMLEY: Oh. Excuse me for one second. 

ANDREW A. PRE VITI, P.E.: I have the-­

SENATOR GORMLEY: Would you please. 

MR. PREVITI: (individual speaks from 

segments of comments are indiscernible) My name 

audience; 

is Andy 

Preyiti, Municipal Engineer of Sea Isle City. Our specific 

renourishment is (indiscernible) and to meet the criteria, it 

has to be done at least within a five-year period of time. 

After you do your initial nourishment you have to monitor it; 
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you have to study how much sand you've lost; and in your report 

you prepare prior to renourishment, you have to estimate how 

much you are g_oing to lose. At a point in time within that 

five-year period, you have to pump more sand (indiscernible) 

The purpose of that is so that you can -- your city can budget 

the money to do that (indiscernible) 

That Sea Isle City has done. The most recent was done 

in 1992. The City ·budgeted the money on their own and 

nourished the beach. And be'cause of that we qualified -- at 

least a section of our beach qualified. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Could you use the microphone, 

please? 

SENATOR GORMLEY: All right. Wait until you get up to 

the mike. 

How much money a year do you set aside for this? 

MR. PREVITI: (complies and moves to microphone) Well 

most of it-- There is a small amount in the budget as a line 

item a few hundred thousand dollars for it -- things like 

planting grass and erecting fence. But the nourishment 

projects are primarily capital programs, and they're done 

through a bond ordinance. We try to anticipate a year in 

advance what the needs would be for the next year, artd then 

introduce a bond ordinance that would have the funds available 

to use for your nourishment projects. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: What is the percentage match? 

MR. PREVITI: Well, it used tb be 75/25 percent. It 

still is, but for 'the past seven or eight years there haven't 

been fun~s available from the State, so Sea Isle City has opted 

to fund their own project. We have an agreement with the State 

of New. Jersey, when they have funds available, they will 

reimburse us. But we just couldn't wait until the--

SENATOR GORMLEY: How long was that? Eight years 

overdue? Is it going on confederate currency right now? 
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MR. PREVITI: The nour1shment we did in 1990 was 

probably a couple of years overdue, and then we had to do a 

little more war~ in 1992 af~er the winter storms. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: So from -your perspective of -the 

local town in ter~s of working out~- In other words. the State 

assisting with FEMA, it's a matter of getting a coordinated 

program, possibly taking the new $15 million we've set aside 

.for projects or whatever, and taking a portion of it to see how 

many towns possibly are willing to do a match or a portion of 

· the match in conjunction with additional State moneys to see 

how far we can stretch the dollars? 

MR. PREVITI : Yes. We have more of an engineered 

beach than what qualifies as an engLneered beach. The section 

of our beach that qualifies under the FEMA · regulation is from 

74th to 90th streets. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: What's an engineered beach? 

MR. PREVITI: Well, it's something that an engineer 

designed, to put it as simply as possible. 

SENATOR GORMLEY:· Okay, fine. Not just any--

MR. PREVITI: But that's .my definition of it, or an 

engineer"s definition of it. FEMA's definition is that it has 

to be maintained every five years, and there has--

SENATOR GORMLEY: It has to be replenished every five. 

years? 

MR. PREVITI: Yes. It has to be maintained or 

replenii;;hed at' least once · in a five-year period. That's been 

the big stumbling· block. We have an engineered beach from 47th 

Street down to 90th · Street in Sea Isle City. However, the 

stretch from 47th to 74th has not been maintained in over 10 

years. -Mostly it has not been necessary to maintain it, but in 

other sections it is neces~ary, but the City just does not have 

the funds. The area that they maintained recently was the 

hardest hit in the winter storms. They put their money where 

-it was needed most. Another area was left to do, possibly next 

year, using its own funds again. 
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SENATOR GORMLEY: So what FEMA is. Saying is that if 

there is a match -- a match and an engineered beach, they' 11 

follow after a.match. They"ie looking for some matching funds 

in the process. 

MR. GALINIS: You've got to meet the ·criteria of 

setting up a profile and maintaining to that profile. Beach 

renourishment is part of that, at least once every five years 

going back in and bringing it back to that profile that. you 

have set. 

MR. PREVITI: That's the main stumbling· block that we 

have had. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: Now let's go to-- The problem f~H 

the municipalities, therefore, is the cost of replenishment or 

renourishment, or whatever yo~ want to call it. It is a 

capital cost beyond a beach community's budget capacity. 

MR. PREVITI: Exactly. In my opinion, exactly. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: Good. Profiles, criteria-- Stay 

there for a second. (directing witness to remain at table) We 

might actually understand all this~ 

So, ftom,your perspective, and I know we're going to 

_get more testimony-- We' re seeing a lot of local officials 

today. The. point is, l!,ow do we work out the mix to .stretch the 

p.ollars further, and how do we provide for that municipality 

those capital funds? Do we even do a different mix? · So far 

we've thrown all the burden back on you. , Do we say to some 

municipalities, "Listen, can you~-" There seems to be no 

negotiations here·. In other words, "Listen, you. can only do 
I 

this in your budget·.". Suppose we come up with, "You do 11. 5 

perc~nt, and we"ll do 13 percent," or whatever, to come up with 

the amount · of mo.ney necessary to do their level of 

replenishment tp get the State money. Is that what we should 

be stri~ing for? It would ~ppear to be the case. 

MR. PREVITI: Yes, but municipalities such as Sea Isle 

City cannot indefinitely fund their own projects as they have 
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done_ for the. last two years, and Avalon has done the same 

thing. There reaches a point where your bonding capacity 

starts diminishing< and you just can't afford to do it. 

SENATOR - GORMLEY: What percentage of your bond 

capacity has been used up by replenishment? 

MR. PREVITI: I. don't know that offhand. Sea Isle 

City's financial condition is very good. They have -been 

fortunate and able to retire · some bonds before they matured, 

and they're in pretty good condition. But going forward in the 

next five or ten years, my own opinion is I don't think that 

they can afford to do these projects on top of every other 

capita 1 project that they are responsible for: water, sewer, 

- roads,- and everything else. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: Gbod. 

ASSEMBLYMAN NICKLES: Mr. Chairmah? 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN NICKLES: I would assume that one of our 

purposes today is--

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: May I sit down now? (laughter) 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Sure, but we know where you are. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: Give him a portable mike . 

. ASSEMBLYMAN NICKLES: I would assume that one of our 

purposes is to determine how to spend. or appropriate the $15 

million which the Legislature created. Is that correct? 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: No. That is not the purpose of 

today's hearing. We discussed last hearing where the $15 

million is currently going. I was going to add that the 

Committee was quite dismayed to learn at our second meeting 

that it was the intent of the State to use that moneys to match 

the moneys that were_already going to ongoing Corps of Engineer 

projects.. It was the Cammi ttee' s belief that that money was 

designated for emergencies and for projects of an emergent 

nature, not on an ongoing nature that had already been 

committed over the previous years. Sd that's something with 

which we will be dealing in the future. 
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However, today -- just getting back to what both the 

Senator and Assemblyman were saying Mr. Galinis has 

indicated to us that only two communities in the State 'of New 

Jersey qualify for this particular section of the Federal 

moneys. Our concern as legislators is why, number one,. not to 

penalize those communities who obviously did what they were 

supposed to do, but how were the communities in the State of 

New Jersey told what these criteria were four, five, or six 

years ago so they could do this? How was that information 

disseminated to the municipalities, and why was it that only 

two out of all the coastal communities in the State of New 

Jersey chose to follow through on those guidelines? 

We're not here to castigate those two communities. 

Obviously, they did what they did. But our concern as 

legislators is, when we were faced with a crisis, we we,nt to 

the State. The State basically did what they could do, and 

they were prohibited f~om going further because the other 

municipalities had not done what Federal regulations were. 

So I think one of the things we have to get to the 

bottom of today 

the communities, 

is, how was that information disseminated to 

and why only two out of all the coastal 

communities were prepared? 

Mr. Galinis, you're obviously a Public Assistance 

Officer; you're not an engineer? 

MR. GALINIS: No. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: And you're giving us information. 

Could you tell the Committee, if you could, when these criteria 

were designated by FEMA, how many years ago? 

MR. GALINIS: In 1984 was the first occurrence, to my 

knowledge, when the beach issue arose in the State of New 

Jersey. At that time, the FEMA had provided to the State -- I 

believe it was OEM at that time -- what is the criteria to 

become eligible in the future for permanent beach restoration. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: So you' re saying these criteria 

have been in existence for almost nine years? 

MR. GAi,INIS: Nine years. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Right. ~' And whose-- I shouldn't 

be asking you, but we have to find out. Whose responsibility 

was it or is it to so notify the mtinicipalities of the State of 

what they must do? Do you know? 

MR. GALINIS: Not offhand, sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: So you job is simply to notify the 

State? 

MR. GALINIS: At the time of the disaster, we 

interface with whoever is responsible at the State level -- at 

this time it's OEM -- and the municipalities who .are within the 

declared area. We go over the eligibility not only for 

beaches, but for all other categories of work. At that time it 

was done. They chose not to at their own discretion. We 

cannot force them to do something. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Okay. So we' re not here to-­

Time has gone by, so what we're concerned about today is, what 

can we do now to do what needs to be done? 

MR. GALINIS: My own opinion, sir, is to work closely 

with your State OEM people who know the FEMA rules and 

regulations, and with your DEPE. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Okay. 

Assemblyman? 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: I was going to mention the 

gentleman there had his hand up. But I think you're right, 

Assemblyman. So often at these types of hearings, it appears 

that we're trying to fix the blame instead of fixing the 

problem-. I would rather see us come out of here with something 

constructive today in fixing the problem. 

A quick question, though, on a related matter: In 

this-- Where you declare as ah engineered beach, the beach has 

to be engineered and brought every five years-- Do you ever--
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Does FEMA give any consideration to· the fact that there is a 

thing ca I led Mother Nature out .there; that Ocean City• s Beach 

could be at Cape May Point next year, and so forth through 

Mother Nature; and that's never going to stop? How does that 

plug into this criteria that you're mandating on municipalities? 

In other words, they could do the best job -- Sea Isle 

could do the best job they could ever do, spend a lot of money,· 

and I' 11 guarantee you their beach could be down in Cape May 

Point next year throtigh no fault of their own. 

MR. GALINIS: Again, sir,. to st~te the rules that I'm 

govern~d to enforce, they've got to meet the criteria of having 

an engineered beach, which is fairly simple. But to capitalize 

money and · to do. something -'- spend money -- to renourish the 

beach if it's needed after an- event, ~hether it's 

presidentially declared or not, is up to that community. It is 

not FEMA. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Mr. Cha·i rman? 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: Have we fixed the problem? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER FROM AUDIENCE: Mr. Chairman? 

Questions, please? 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: We have to follow Robert• s Rules 

of Order. If you have any questions, you' 11 have to come up 

and fill out one of these· forms to speak, otherwise we' 11 be 

here a long time. 

Go ahead. 

~R. GALINIS: Sir, FEMA -· does not dictate to the -

states, let alone the communities, how to spend their money. 

That is their choice. At the time of a presidential 

declaration, we come in and if you tell us.that you have beach 

, erosion_, we' re going to ask a series of questions: basically, 

what is your profile, what. have you done over the last five 

years or so to maintain that profile, what have you done. The 

towns provide the documentation., and if it meets the criteria, 
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they're eligible. Two cities have chosen that path. The 

others, for whatever reason. of which I am not f ami 1 i ar -- it's 

not in my province to really comment or not; 

SENATOR GORMLEY: Let us assume from 1984 on that I 

would assume most municipalities interested 

replenishment would have looked at the regulations. 

in beach 

Isn't the 

bottom line the 25 percent match for the towns that wanted to 

do it? 

MR. PREVITI: It's 100 percent. In order to meet 

FEMA's regulations, it's 100 percent. It's not just 

engineering the beach, it's building the beach. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: It's building a beach to get their 

match--

MR. PREVITI : In our case, $25 million to build a 

beach. You can't be eligible until you build a beach. 

ASSEMBLYMAN NICKLES: And you have to put all the 

capital up front first in order to be eligible? 

MR. PREVITI: Yes, then you're eligible. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Time out. Do you want to stand 

and give your name, who you are, and from whence you speak. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: He was fine. It was my fault. 

'I'm sorry. 

RICHARD DE ANEY: I was answering the question. My 

name is Rich Deaney. I'm the City Administrator of Ocean City. 

I think I can shed some light on this, especially in 

light of Senator Gormley' s questions. If you want to get to 

the heart of it,· it's money. We do know how to engineer the 

beach. Mr. Previti engineered the beach down in Sea Isle. 

He's our engineer. He can engineer a beach here in Ocean 

City. The fact is, we have eight miles of beach. It cost $25 

million to replenish part of the beach this year. We were 

fortunate enough to be eligible, not. under FEMA, but under• the 

Army Corps of Engineers and the DEPE. So we did get a lot . of 

13 



beach replenished -- five million yards of sand, the largest 

project on the East Coast -- not because of FEMA, but because 

of the Army Corps of Engineers. 

A third of our island was not eligible under the Army 

Corps of Engineers. It would be eligible under FEMA. We are 

attempting to get a portion of that engineered. The reason we 

are is because we have that replenished already now. It"s very 

easy to get that engineered. We already have the sand 10 feet 

high, 100 feet, 30-to-l slope -- $25 million worth of sand. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: You a 1 ready have the capita 1 

expended? 

MR. DEANEY: Exactly. But these other towns can't, 

and on a third of our island, we can't either. It would cost 

us of our own money another $2. 5 mil lion to do another 12 

blocks from 36th Street to 60th Street that need doing. The 

water comes up to the bulkheads in that area. We would love to 

have it engineered. We can design it. We've already done the 

topographical studies. It cost us $20,000 or $30,000 to do 

that. We can't afford the $2. 5 mil lion on top of that, 100 

percent. 

The reason why we can"t is because we're going to lose 

some of that over the next five years. So aft~r we spend the 

$2. 5 mil lion of our own money, we' re going to have to again 

spend another $2. 5 million of' our own money unless we have a 

storm to the degree that we had the storm in December, in which 

the President declares the emergency, 

cost match and helps you. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: What was 

match ratio? 

then FEMA comes 

the match? What 

in on a 

is the 

MR. GALINIS: 

of eligible costs. 

The minimum Federal share is 75 percent 

MR. DEANEY: 

Gormley. We think we 

We have a 

need a large 
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what we already have. We have $15 million of State money that 

ought to be used as part of this partnership somehow. A lot of 

different ideas. 

The Federal government, through FEMA, consistent with 

its own goal of repetitive loss reduction, should fund initial 

beach reno~rishment in the geographic areas not otherwise 

assumed by the Army Corps of Engineers. When the Army Corps 

has assumed certain areas because of the economic viability of 

those portions of the community-- They make their own 

judgments through their own complicated formulas, and they' re 

doing a big project up in Monmouth County now that is 20 miles 

long Sandy Hook down to Asbury Park. They did Ocean City. 

They did Cape May. 

That's one section of beaches. But there are a lot of 

beaches and areas where they don't have jurisdiction and don't 

want to take jurisdiction. We suggest that the FEMA ta~e 

j uri sdict ion in those areas, and where needed, do an ini ti a 1 

beach replenishment funding under a cost share. The Federal 

government is going to have to get more involved, not just come 

in here at that point. 

Secondly, the municipal government should 'be 

responsible for obtaining all the necessary property easements, 

and to topographically survey and monitor beach profiles on a 

regular basis at regular time intervals to maintain dunes, dune 

fencing, and dune plantings. 

We think we have a role, and part of that roie is to 

quarterly, 1 or every half year go out and topographically survey 

-- that's expensive, but it's within the realms of all of our 

municipil governments to do -- to see how the beach has changed 

over the seasons we know it changes to see how it's 

changed.· 

We think that we should also be responsible for 

obtaining all the easements so that the public has access to 

the beach up and down the State, from one end to the other. If 
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we're going to use public funds, we should acquire that at our 

expense~- or the property at our expense, whatever it takes to 

get access to tpe beaches. 

Thirdly,· that the . State and the county governments--
' Here"s an area where the county governments, frahkly, don't do 

. their share. Two out of the four coastal counties participate;. 

two out bf the four coastal counties do not. The State and the 

county governments shbuld be responsible for funding periodic 

beach renourishment on a regular basis when the topographical 
I 

information suggests it to be appropriate as developed by the 

municipal governments; that is, if we monitor but . gradually 

lose during this five-year period --- there is no big storm 

where there is a presidential emergency, but we• re going to 

just lose -- that the county and State governments use s6me of 

this .$15 million to keep this at that kind of a profile, o~ to 

help keep it at that profile, or _to meet three-quarters of that 

profile, or to keep it from getting to a drastic situation 

where we lose our, ·tourism dollars; that large-scale 

renourishment by the Federal governme~t be financed every 10 to 

15 years if necessary, and also after these major storm events. 

That keeps up the tourism dollars that we• re looking 

for iri this State. Beaches just in Ocean City alone pr6vide 3 

percent of the tourism dollars for the State of New Jersey --

just· Ocean City. I don't know what Atlantic City does, what 

Wildwood does, and what Cape May does, but we' re talking about 

3 percent of the tourism business being done just in the City 

of Ocean City alone. So it does generate a lot of dollars, and 

you've got the $15 million revolving fund. I think there is a 

formula here that can be used. ' 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: 

sits down. 

Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Deaney 

Thank you, Mr. Deaney. That was very comprehensive. 

I appreciate what you had to say. · You may be able to answer 

this question. 
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Mr. Galinis, jump in if, in fact, you do have the 

answer. 

I was surprised to find that there are only twq 
' engineered beaches in the whole State if, in fact, that's the 

way it sets by· the time we finish this hearing. The problem 

may be greater than we think. 

Aren't those municipalities that have had Federal 

projects ongoing wouldn't they be considered engineered 

beaches?, Isn't Ocean City, at least this part, considered an 

'engineered beach at this point? 

MR. DEANEY: The part that the Army Corps participated 

in is an engineered beach. If we have any disasters though, 

FEMA will not have jurisdiction over that part because the Army 

Corps will· maintain jurisdiction. So it's kind of separate 

from what you' re talking about here. But it is an engineered 

beach, and the Army Corps is committed to continue to come in 

every three or four years. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: So you don't really need the FEMA 

funds because the Army Corps of Engineers is as good, if not 

better than the FEMA,funds? 

MR. DEANEY: For the portion that is under the 

ju'risdiction of· the Army Corps, that's correct. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: The south end of your beach is 

not engineered, and you would be interested in that to be 

engineered in the long run? 

MR. DEANEY: Absolutely, as is the inlet .. 

. ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: But if there was a storm, they 

would not be eligible for FEMA moneys because~-

MR. DEANEY: We are not eligible for FEMA moneys now 

from 36th Street to 60th Street. 

. MR . GAL IN IS : FEMA is forbidden by law to take the 

responsibility where another Federal agency is actually there, 

and it's within their jtir~sdictional--
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MR. DEANEY: But we can't -get up to that criteria 

without massive funding, and I'm not saying that Ocean City 

needs it any more than the rest of the beaches. We're probably 

$100 million worth-- Easily, in my ~stimation, $100 million to 

get all of our beaches up to the standards that we could all 

have engineered beaches. We'd be glad to spend the money for 

the engineering. We just don't have the money. 

ASSEMBLYMAN NICKLES: Mr. Chairman, through you. 

Before you sit down, sir. I'm finally getting a 

handle on this, and let me see if I can put it, perhaps, in a 

version that I can readily understand it. 

You have the 

certain r-espons ibi li ty. 

catastrophe, and the 

Army Corps of 

FEMA comes in 

biggest problem 

Engineers, who has a 

when there is a major 

is that the local 

communities the beach communities don' t have the funds 

themselves in order to replenish the beaches. That's where you 

need a leverage of money, and that's perhaps .where the $15 

million is a start 

budget should be going. 

If I could use 

One of the things we 

that the Legislature created in this 

an analogy, 

tried to do 

when we had this past-­

was to tell the other 

legislators throughout the State that the replenishment of our 

beaches is similar to road repairs arid maintenance during the 

course of the years. Every so often, "X" number of dollars has 

to be designated for reengineering or replacing the bed of the 

road -and the surf ace. Basically, is that what you' re facing 

her~? You need money leveraged so that the .loca 1 communities 

can keep up with that five-year project instead of bleeding the 

taxpayers of that community? 

MR. DEANEY: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN NICKLES: Okay. 

MR. DEANEY: But I also want to make myself clear, the 

$15 million 

wonderful 

as wonderful as it is, and it really is 

does not help. It is not enough to make that 
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initial beach replenishment. The capital that that takes is 

well beyond that. It would be pJenty, in my estimation, for a 

recurring beach replenishment. If that were to be used 1n 

Avalon and Sea Isle now, they could keep their beaches up every 

three or four years, but that initial amount is not that--

ASSEMBLYMAN NICKLES: Through the Chair. We recognize 

that $15 million is only the first-time start, but it was the 
' 

first time that this has ever been placed in the State budget. 

I know I, as I'rrt sure every legis'lator sitting here, would like 

to see that expanded. What we're trying to do is have. 

fact-finding to know what to do, how to best use it, and where 

we can go in the future. 

We appreciate your comments. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Okay. Thank you. 

I'd like to thank you fpr your information. 

As I indicated before, we do have a list of people who 

have indicated they wish to speak. 

We were talking to Mr. Galinis, and you had a 

question, Mayor Macinries. 

He wished to speak and I told him he had to wait until 

every0ne else was done. 

But Mayor Macinnes, since this gentleman spoke, do you 

have something you'd like to say. I know you had signed up 

before to speak. 

MAYOR WILL I AM M. Mac INNES: (speaking 

from audience) Yes, sir, if I may. Bill Macinnes, Borough of 

Sea Girt. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Do you want to come up to the 

microphone, so we can record this. 

MAYOR MacINNES: (witness complies) Mr. Chairman, 

Bill Macinnes, Borough of Sea Girt in Monmciutb County. I 

1 i stened with interest to what the FEMA represent ;;it i ve had to 

say. When I was standing in tl~e middle of a junk pile after 
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that severe storm 1n December, and finally the FEMA reps 

arrived some month and a half later, it was the first time I 

started to hear about eng~neered beaches. When I got more 

information on engineered beaches, I found out we would never 

be able to afford an engineered beach of any kind -- not like 

Sea Isle, or Avalon, or Cape May. We are too small to try to 

engineer a beach, to try to allocate funds for dredging sand 

directly from the ocean. We don't have an inlet that we can 

dredge from. Even if we did, we probably couldn't handle that. 

When I say "we," I'm talking about any small community 

up and down the Jersey coast cannot handle that kind of an 

expenditure with everything else that they have to do. We can 

do such things as we are doing ourselves, and have been doing: 

setting up dune tiers, stabilizing them, and planting them. We 

did that prior to the storm, and we've done that since the 

storm. But in your criteria, that doesn't count. That's not 

an engineered beach, although it does help maintain the berm of 

the beach, and it does help to protect the beach. 

If you get a supers to rm, then everything goes, 

including all the work that we have done to set up the dune 

tier structures -- all gone. Now we start from scratch again, 

but without your help because we can never, never qualify, 

insofar as, we don't have the resources to conduct that type of 

a project. 

So I just don't know where your small towns would be 

going with this program. The big towns, the cities, they have 

the resources to -do some of the work, but certainly not all of 

it, as we've heard. So I'm sort of mystified as to what FEMA 

can ever do for a significant number of sma 11 c'ommuni ties in 

the State. 

We were told that you would not do any beach work. 

But now I find out that there is a possibility that you will do 

some beach work for some communities -­

all the communities on the Jersey coast. 

limited to me. 
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I wish something could be done to enable FEMA to do a 
little bit more in the way of assistance to those of us who 

have severely e~oded beaches. Fifty percent of our beaches are 

· to the point where we probably have to discontinue bathing 

facilities at those beaches. I don't right now see. any way of 

our being able to continue the buildup of _the - beach. Some of -

them are eroded to the point - where I can't even build dunes 

anymore. The ocean is too close now. High tide brings the 

ocean up to the dune structures. 

So we' re in a real catch-22 here, and I think that 

must be addressed by our legislators, because the· small towns 

just won't be able to do a thing except watch erosion increase. 
' SENATOR GORMLEY: Excuse me. I have a question. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Senator? 

SENATOR GORMLEY: Mayor, may I ask you a question? 

Do you have any estimates of what the cost-- What's 

the budget in the town? What's your budget, and what's the 

cost for the projects that you need? Do you have any estimate 

of the project costs and your overall budget? I just would 

like to get a comparison to demonstrate what it's like for a 

small town. 

MAYOR MacINNES: Well, the overall budget for the town 

is only-­

school. 

I'm talking about for' the municipality, not the 

budget. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: Not the school, just the municipal 

MAYOR MacINNES: It's approximately $1.5 million. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: What's it cost for the project? 

MAYOR MacINNES: The project-- We have not really 

received a cost for the reestablishment of the beach. We' re 

talking about one mile of beach that must be raised up-100 feet 

or rather, moved out a minimum of 100 feet and probably 

raised 10 to 12 feet. That sand will all have to be.dredged in 

from the ocean. I see no other way of that being 
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accomplished. You certainly can't truck in that much sand. I 

think the cost would be beyond belief. So we have not had an 

initial estimate on what it would take to restore our beach. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: But it wouldn't be an off-base 

guesstimate to say it far exceeds your annual municipal budget? 

MAYOR MacINNES: Oh, yes. Yes, definitely. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: Okay. I just want to chatr acter ize 

the--

MAYOR MacINNES: Even our percentage would far-- I'd 

have to stop all the capital projects -~·roads, sewers, and so 

forth -- in order to be able to make any kind of an effort. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: You'd just have to stop everything 

for about four or five years. 

MAYOR MacINNES: It seems that would be the case. And 

then there goes our Moody's rating and everything else for 

bonding. It would be a severe strain. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Thank you very much I Mayor and 

Senator. 

I might add, obviously the purpose of this meeting is 

to gauge the status of local communities and what their needs 

are. The Commission will write a report to the Legislature, 

and also to the Governor, with recommendations. Obviously, 

this is one of the reasons for our meeting today. 

Does anyone have any additional questions for Mr. 

Galinis? (no response) 

If not,• Mr. Galinis, thank you very much. We 

appreciate your testimony. 

We have a number of people from the Uni,ted States 

Corps of Engineers, and I don't know if anyone wishes to go 

first. Mr. Pfeifer, Mr. Keon, and Mr. Tunnell? 

JOHN TUNNELL: I'm John Tunnell. 

ASSEMBtYMAN WOLFE: Okay, Mr. Tunnell, would you state 

your area of responsibility, and also indicate to the people 
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here today 

project-wise 

how the State of 

by the Corps from 

also from the N~w York office. 

New Jersey is 

the Philadelphia 

divided 

office, 

up 

and 

MR. TUNNELL: I 'rn John Tunell. I'm the Chief of the 

Project Development Branch for the Philadelphia District. As a 

result, I'm responsible for a 11 the projects that the Corps 

ends up implementing through its planning process for· the 

entire Philadelphia District. 

In regards to the State of New Jersey-~ 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Excuse me. Would you please 

indicate where that district is. 

MR. TUNNELL: Yes, I was going to do that. 

For the State of New Jersey, the boundary between the 

Philadelphia District and the New York District is the 

Manasquan River. Everythin~ north of the Manasquan belongs to 

New York, and everything south, including the Delaware Bay, 

belong~ to the Philadelphia District. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: So therefore the State of New 

Jersey and its concerns must cope with funding and compete with 

funding for two different regions, correct? 

MR. TUNNELL: Well, two different Corps distiicts, one 

di vis ion. The North Atlantic Di vis ion covers everything from 

the New York District down through the Norfolk District, so 

there is one regional office of the Corps that is responsible 

for most of the northeast coastline. 

I'm here today on behalf of the Philadelphia 

District. Our Colonel, Rich ~olosky, (phonetic spelling) was 

unable to make it today, and I've been asked to make a sma 11 

presentation. 

The Corps o.f Engineers employs a two-phased planning 

process in the ,development of our shore protection projects. 

The first phase, known as the reconnaissance phase, is· 100 

percent federally funded that's the Corps of Engineers 

funding and is generally about 12 months long. 
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The primary purpose of this initial phase is to 

confirm the problems at hand, and to determine whether it is in 

the Federal int;:erest to address the problems and proceed with 

further investigations into the cost-shared fe~sibility stage. 

In addition, the reconnaissance phase d~velops the 

scope and schedule for future studies, and· identifies a 

non-Federal sponsor willing to cost share in the feasibility 

study and construction phases. , 

The subsequent feasibility phase is cost-shared 50/50 

between the Corps and the non-Feder a 1 spons.or. Now, I should 

point ·out that that 50 percent for a non-Federal sponsor also 

includes up to one half of that amount as an in-kind service, 

which could be surveys, data collection, various aspects of the 

details of an investigation. As a result, we get into a much 

more detailed look at the problems at hand. 
( 

This phase includes a formulation process, which is 

. basically th~ entire planning of a project, that identifies the 

most viable solution by comparisons of benefits, costs, . and 

environmental impacts of a wide range of alternatives. The 

feas ibi li ty stage is typically three · to four years in length, 

culminating in a report which, if favorable, is submitted to 

Congress for the authorization Of ~ Federal construction 

project. 

The Corps is studying much of the Atlantic coa.st of 

New Jersey and its complex ~oastal resources ·as we speak. The 

following will summarize the ·status of studies being 

accomplished by our district. 

A limited reconnaissance study was· completed in the 

fall of 1990 under our New Jersey shore protection 

authori~ation . . This report identified the need for additional 

studies for hurricane and storm damage reduction, as well as 

related purposes including water quality. As you recall, back 

in the late '80s you had all the water quality problems, so 

Congress involved the Corps in that process, as well as the 

traditi6nal beach erosion mission. 
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Currently, the Philadelphia District is evaluating New 

Jersey's shore protection and water quality problems through a 

series of -site~specific studies for six reach~s. These reaches 

encompass virtually the entire length of New Jersey's Atlantic 

coastline. 

At this time, reconnaissance reports for two reaches 

of the study -- the Brigantine Inlet to Great Egg Harbor Inle~, 

and the Townsend's Inlet to Cape May Inlet have been 

completed. Each, study has now progressed into the feasibility 

phase. The Townsends Inlet feasibility study was initiated in 

December of 1992, and the Bri~antine to Gteat Egg Harbor Inlet 

feasibilitz study was initiated in March of '93. In each case, 

the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and 

Energy is the non-Federal cost-sharing sponsor. 

In addition, Federal Fiscal Year 1993 funds were used 

to initiate a reconnaissance study for the Lower Cape May 

Meadow, which is loc 9ted between Cape May City and Cape May 

Point, sometimes called Lower.Township. The primary purpose of 

this study is for the restoration of fish and wildlife habitat 

which is negatively impacted by the excessive etosion and 

flooding al--9ng this location. Als~, there is flooding and 

erosion problems for the Town of West Cape May that is included. 

Federal Fiscal Year '94 funds are budgeted to expand 

the study to include Cape May Priint due to strong congressional 

and local interest. Also included in the President's Fiscal 

Year 1994 budget are funds to initiate a reconnaissance study 

from Barnegat Inlet to Little Egg Inlet, which encompasses 

almost the entirety of Long Beach Island. 

In addition to the Atlantic shores of New J.ersey, we 

are also evaluating erosion control problems within the 

Delaware Bay. A reconnaissance study for the Delaware Bay 

coastline of New Jersey and Delaware was completed and approved 

to proceed into the feas ibi 1 i ty phase. This study identified 

potential Federal interest in shore protection at a number of 
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locations .in New Jersey including areas near the· mouth of the 

~orris River, the Villas, Reeds Beach, Pierces Point, and 

Oakwood Beach, otherwise known sometimes as Elsinboro. 

The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 

. and Energy signed a cost-sharing agreement in · July of . this 

year, and we have initiated that feasibility study. 

With reg~rd to constrtiction projects, the Philadelphia 

District has recently ~ompleted three coastal projects south of 

the Manasquan Inlet. These projects are the Barnegat Inlet 
, \ 

south jetty, and -beach 'fill at the Cape May Inlet· to Lower 

Township, and Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Peck Beach projects. 

The Barnegat Inlet project consists of a new south 

jetty, channel dredging, and an access· walkway on that new 

jetty. The project was completed in 1992 at a total cost of 

$43 million. 

The Cape May Beach Nourishment Project was constructed 

in 1991, and · it's first scheduled cycle for . periodic 

nourishment was completed this past April. The Cape May 

project is currently - undergoing some storm rehabilitation 

construction stemming from last December's severe coastal 

storm. Total costs for the Cape May project to date are 

. approximately $16.4 milliop. 

Initial construction of the Great Egg Harbor to Peck 

Beach beach t'ill was completed in May of 1993. During this 

past summer, this project also received beach fill for storm 

rehab construction. Total costs to date are approximately just 

under $30 million~ 

That completes my formal present'ation. Jf you have 

any questions, I'll be more than glad to entertain them. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Mr; Chairman, the Senator was 

iriterested in approximate ~osts for the Mayor's project. Take 

Ocean City• s for example, you said just under $30 million -­

$29 million? 

MR. TUNNELL: Yes. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: How many miles did you do? 

MR. TUNNELL: We did about four miles, I guess it is. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Four? So we're talking $5 

million to $6 million ,a mile? 

MR. TUNNELL: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: So not too unlike a major 

highway, is it? 

MR. TUNNELL: No. It's expensive to engineer a beach 

erosion project. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Five million dollars a mile. 

MR. TUNNELL: 

engineering aspects. 

There's a lot that goes into the 

There are a lot of environmental 

concerns. There is a lot of geotechnical work to identify the 

nature and condition of the sand naturally on your beach versus 

where you are going to borrow that material from. There ·are a 

lot of construction costs associated with access to the beach 

area. The big dredge that you saw off Ocean City this summer 

and 19st summer takes up a large range of locations from which 

it wi 11 operate. We have to identify those borrow areas and 

properly evaluate the environmental and engineering aspects of 

that. 

Plus, there is the planning process from our 

perspective. Although it is a sm~ll percentage of the cost, it 

involves the Federal criteria for the Corps of Engineers for 

establishing a favorable benefit to cost ratio, and also 

assuring that we· have no major adverse environmental impacts. 

It's a big job. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Senator? 

SENATOR GORMLEY: Now, if you - have taken over a 

project and there is erosion on that project -- as we went over 

with the previous set of witnesses -- you' re then responsible 

and you will come back in? 
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MR. TUNNELL: Our program~- for example, let me take 

Ocean City for example--

SENATOF GORMLEY: Okay. 

MR . TUNNELL : 

life. In which case, 

per iodica1 ly -- and· I 

--is engineered for a . SO-year economic 

over the next 50 y)ears we will come in 

think for Ocean c'ity it's about every 

four years -- we'll come in and restore the beach. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: Now, let me give you -- I think it's 

better than a hypothetical. Let"s assume we'll pi~k a. town 

-- Sea· Girt calls you. They would _like to get on.· your list 

very much. How do they go about that? 

MR. TUNNELL: Normally, we direct them to New Jersey 

DEPE, who has traditionally, for 30-some years, been the 

cost~sharing sponsor, at least with our District. There is 

usually some agreement worked out; some prioritization of when 

we would get to a particular location, and usually we 

eventually get there. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: How many m} les . of the New Jersey 

coast-- We talk about the 170 miles. How many miles are now 

under the Army Corps, therefore would be exempt from FEMA 

funding? 

MR. TUNNELL: Well, that would only be the Borough of 

Cape May and Ocean City, and the Sea Bright project, which is 

just starting. 

SENATOR GORMLEY:· How many miles are we talking about, 

nine or ten miles? 

MR. TUNNELL: I guess maybe -- probably about 15 miles. 

SENATOR GORMLEY: Okay. I assume you have some sort 

of priority list~ or the next sites under review. What are the 

next prime sites that might very well come under your--

MR ~ TUNNELL : Well, as I explained, we do have the 

current feasibility studies working for the so~called seven 

mile beac'h area, and the Atlantic City and Brigantine areas. 

They are currently in the feasibility stage. They are furthest 
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along in progression to a construction project. I~ looks like 

the Long Beach Island and Cape May Point areas are comln~ along 

next. 

These priorities are somewhat driven by politics and 

somewhat driven by agreements between ,the · State and 

municipalities. We sort of respond to that. Oftentimes, 

though, a lot of politics at the Federal level come into play, 

and then funds are added and we are told to start at a 

particular location. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Assemblyman? 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: I'm shocked to hear politics is 

involved here. (laughter) Are you saying that Congressman 

Hughes has more influence than some other Congressman? I find 

that hard to believe. 

MR . TUNNELL : Mr. Hughes has been very successful on 

this. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: Mr. Hughes has been very. 

successful, hasn't he? It's interesting. 

After a municipality-- Do you know of any 

• municipalities in New Jersey that have tried to become eligib)e 

through the DEPE, as you said or whatever, and have been 

unsuccessful? 

MR. TUNNELL: Recently, no. Some years back we had 

gee, back in the late '60s we had a large program in New 

Jersey, but then New Jersey went through a severe fiscal crisis 
I 

and the entire program sort of dissipated at that point. So 

we're back into it again. 

We're working very smartly -- ourselves, and the State 

-- to make sure that the funds are there before we commit any 

resources to go too far along. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: I was just concerned that there 
' mig.ht have been a municipality that would have applied through 

the DEPE and for whatever you didn't feel it met the 

criteria or whatever--
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MR. TUNNELL: No, we're not that far along yet. We 

have to wait for the completion of a feasibility study to 

determine whether it meets Corps criteria. Up front, the only 

criteria would be whether there are funds for cost sharing df 

th~ feasibility study. Currently, it's usually been New Jersey 

DEPE that has provided that funding. So we haven't had to get 

involved with the local percentages yet, although, at Ocean 

City and Cape May there were local percentages which were met, 

and I guess the same thing is occurring at Sea Bright. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: We all know, Mr. Chairman, that 

politics never enters into DEPE consideration. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Mr. Tunell, I'd like to thank you 

for giving us a fiscal jogging of our minds. As ye know, the 

.Legislature has provided for $15 million for shore c· rotection. 

I'm not a mathematician, and I'm here with my little pen, but 

we're talking about $850 million at $5 million per mile for our 

beaches. So thank you for waking us up. 

Does anyone else have a question for Mr. Tunell? (no 

response) Okay, if not, Mr. Keon? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER FROM AUDIENCE: I have a question. 

ASSEMBLYMAN ·WOLFE: You have to sign up. Have you 

signed up? We' re not going to be hearing questions yet, sir. 

Questions are at the end of their testimony. 

MR. TUNNELL: Ted Keon is on my staff. He will not be 

here. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Okay. Mr. Pfeifer? 

THOM AS PFEIFER: Good morning, I'm Tom Pfeifer. I 

am the Chief of the Ocean and Estuary Section in the Planning 

Division from the New York District Corps. As John Tunell just 

mentioned, the New York District covers the area from the 

Raritan Bay area of New Jersey south to the Manasquan Inlet. 

Thank you for the opportunity to be here. Colonel 

York from the New York District was unable to make it, and Mr. 

Bruce Bergen is on travel. He· s the Chief of Planning. I 
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think he had planned to be here this morning. He asked me to 

come down artd just mention.to you the jobs that .we have ongoing 

in New Jersey.. I' 11 ~ention them· to you·, starting with the 

Atlantic Coast. 

I know it was already mentioned this morning. We· have 

the Sea Bright to Ocean Township portion of the shore project, 

It is about 12 miles long. It calls for an engineered beach -­

~ designed beach -- that would run about 12 feet above mean low 

water in height, and would have a berm about 100 feet wide. 

There would also be the notching of approximately 15 groins in 

that area. 

The renourishment cycle: There is planned 

renourishment for those beaches after the initial construction 

that. would be approximately every six years. L mention that I 

think that's kind of an interesting number compared to what 

you've heard this morning regarding the FEMA criteria. c. 

The project cost for the Sea Bright to Ocean Township 

reach is a total cost cif $183 million. 1 • That includes the 

State's construction of the seawall up in Sea Bright. The 

•-· remaining cost, as the seawall i-s essentially completed, is 

$143 million, of which approximately $40 million would be 

non-Federal, which would be State~ county, or a portion to the 

~ local communities. 

Tbe first construction for the Sea Biight to the Ocean 

Township area wi 11 be focused on the Sea Bright and Monmouth 
. ' 

Beach areas, one of the most critical portions of that shore. 

We expect to start that sometime in our Fiscal Year '94. 

Fiscal Year '94 for, the Federal government begins this October 

1. Subsequent contracts moving further south along the beach 

would be initiated in approximately one"'" to two-year increments 

following that. As I mentioned, that project. is ready for 

construction within the n,ext number. of ·months, or perhaps the 

next season when we're able to advertise bids for it. 
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The ~outhern portion fro~ Asbury Park to Manasquan 

Inlet is a similar beach design. It also has a 10-0-foot·-wide 

berm. There is no dune, by the way, in either of these 

projects. It is a 100-foot-wide flat berm, approximately 12 

feet _above mean low water. The cost for the Asbury to 

Manasquan reach is approximately it's $48.5 - million, of 

which about $17 mi Ilion would be non-Federal. The nourishment 

cycle for the Asbury to Manasquan reach is also apprpximately 

once in every six years. 

Both of these projects, as Jo~n Tunnell mentioned, 

require considerable environmental monitoring to ensure that 

the projects interface with the envi ronmen't as we've expected. 

Slight modifications to the nourishment procedures could be 

done, depending on what we determine during monitoring and what 

its impact is on the environment. 

That's the oceanfront area o-f the Jersey shore for the 

New York District. We have just recently -- in fact in March 

of this year, 1993 -~ completed a reconnaissance repoit for the 

Raritan and Sandy Hook Bay area.· The reconnaissance report 

looked at all. the communities from the mouth of the Raritan 

River on out to essentially the -- to where the Navesink River 

is, or just short of_ Sandy Hook itself. 

The reconnaissance_ report was favorable in that- it 

recommends future study in the ;form of a feasibility study for 

the areas of Port Monmouth, Leonardo, Highlands, Union Beach, 

and Keyport. It also · recommends further st_udy for - the 

Cliffwood Beach area in Aberdeen, but we expect that we will 

use another- ongoing study authority · to look at that one. So 

th~t the Cliffwood Beach area would probably not be part of the 

Corps' shared feasibility. 

John mentioned that the cost of tne studies is a 

fraction bf the construction costs. It's certainly the case.­

I mentioned some very large figures to you. The estimated cost 
-( 

for the feasibility phase, whi¢h would be split 50/50 with _:,__ 

32 



to thi~ point,· it would be the State~- would be somewhere in 

the $1.5 million to $2 million range to study the Port Monm6uth 

region· and des~gn a project f-or the Port Monmout_h area of the 

Raritan/Sandy Hook Bay. The project that surf aced dud.rig the 

reconnaissance phase for that area would have a cost of -about 

$7.2 million. 

That's basically the construction and study 

1 involvement for the New York District Corps in New Jersey. It 

essentially covers, probably, all of the open coast of the New 

Jersey ~horeline within our District regibn. 

Other projec~s that affect coastal areas will b~ 

future studies on the Arthur Kill primarily for navig~tion 

improvements; and in the Lower Hackensack River Basin, 

primarily· the Meadows areas the · areas affected - by tides. 

The Hackensack River Basin investigation·· is just a study at 

·this point. It will be ~ntering th~ reconnaissance phase. 

That c~mpletes my prepared statement. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Does anyone · have any' questions? 

(no response) 

I'd like to thank you. At the last meeting, I 

believe, representatives from the State indicated the status of 

some of the projects. Senator Ciesla asked the question about 

the priorities or the_ stated timetable for the projects north 

of the Manasquan Inlet. They se~rn to be following the reverse 

flow of the ocean. The tides basically carry· the sand north, 

and the projects are beginning at the northern end of the 

region and then following south. His q1.i'estion was, "Wouldn't 

it have been more realistic to start at the lower end and build 
\ 

it up that way?~ The response he got was, "It was already in 

the program." 

MR. PFEIFER: Yes, he's correct. From a strictly 

,coattal engineering point of view, 1t would probably be 

advantageous · to work from the t.ipdrift of the southern end of 

the beaches to the north. However, the most critical areas of 
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the shore that are in the news every time we have a storm are 

up irt that Sea Bright area, so that's where the initial 

construction was focused. Areas that were considered at the 

time the studies began -- back in the mid-'80s-- Actually, 

these were studied back 1n the ·sos and •~os, but there was a 

lull. At that time, I. don•·t believe the State was ready to 

participate, so with the occurrence of the additional storms 

there was renewed interest. 

were most critical. 

So we focused on those areas that 

There is. an allowance made in the design for 

constructing from the northern end to the· south, and those 

designs include temporary feede.r beaches that will act as an 

extra slug of sand that will move -- that will drift northward 

for each increment that"s constructed. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: Mr. Chairman? 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Yes. 

SENATOR 

particular, 

about, you 

can 

CAFIERO: Just so all of us, or me in 

get a handle on the figures we're talking 

said $5 mi I lion· a mi le to make al 1 these beaches 

engineered beaches? Is there any way we can . get a handle on 

the figures that, had. all these beaches in New Jersey been 

engineer~d beaches over the past, what that may have related to 

in savings to your expenditures by storm damag·e? 

MR. GALINIS: If the beaches are under the 

jurisdiction of the Corps, they would not fall within our 

criteria to start with. They are responsible. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: Okay. I"m not trying to fix 

responsibility. I'm trying to fix all New Jersey. If all of 

New Jersey's 170 miles of beaches had been engineered beaches 

-- looking back over the past five years what was spent to go 

back after the damage control -- is there any way we can figure 

out whjt would have been saved and not been necessary by damage 

control had those beaches been engineered? 
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MR. PFEIFER: It would be very difficult to make any 

kind of estimate like that. If you had an engineered beach, it 

would have survived some of the storms that we've had, 

certainly, _in much better fashion than the present condition of 

the beaches. But it's pretty hard to say. 

Our renourishment cycles, which include a large amount 

of sand in anticipation of normal storms that would occur over 

the SO-year project life-- That estimate would be-- That 

estimate is based on what we expect to happen to the engineered 

b~ach, as to what has to be expended to renourish it. 

Just what would happen if we had built it five years 

earlier, I really don't know. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Thank you. 

MR. TUNNELL: I think I could help out on that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Yes. 

MR. TUNNELL: I think you ought to look at it more 

from the standpoint of the total cost that you would save, as 

opposed to just the cost of the project. For example, I' 11 

take Ocean City. We would have saved-- We have :;;aved more 

than the value of that project probably already in the past 

couple of years of storms that we've had, just in the damages 

that we've preyented to the oceanfront development. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: That's what I'm trying to get at. 

If we' re looking at approximately $5 million per mile for 170 

miles--

MR. TUNNELL: You're probably protecting locations 

that exceed that value in damages that occur. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: That would· have happened had the 

beach not been engineered? 

MR. TUNNELL: That would have happened had the beaches 

not been in place. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: Well, that's the figure I'm trying 

to get at, because we're trying to find a way to fund an $850 
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million project. I mean, if you can see the savings by 

spendifig that money, maybe we ~an get some combination together 

between--

MR. TUNNELL: I think Ocean City could speak for that 

for us, because they've gone public with some of that. But 

tha~'s, you know-- From our perspective, the Corps the 

benefits have to outweigh the costs, and our benefits are 

st ructura 1 damage prev·ent ion to the oceanf rent properties, for 

the most part, because recreation·· isn't in vogue, hasn't been 

in vogue since the Cacter administration. So we're basically 

in the structural-saving business, and we will not construct a 

project if the benefits don't outweigh the costs. So we' re 

'projecting costs, like Tom says, of $143 million. We have our 

projects. The benefits by far exceed that as far as the 

savings that would occur over a 50-yea~ economic cycle. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: Thank you. 

MR. DEANEY: To your question, exactly, Senator: We 

have _estimated that if we did not have this beach project in 

place _ last year,· accelerating it one year, we would have lost 

$100 million worth of -.., there would have been a $100 million 

loss to the economy. That's broken down this way: As much as 

$25 million from property damage. That's an estimate, because 

we wouldn't have known exactly what would have been lost, but 

considering the boardwalk and the beachfront property in the 

primary boardwalk area-- We have a $500 million tourist 

business, and we estimate that _would have been affected at 

least by the balance. So our overall estimate is $100 million. 

The cost of the project a lone was $29 mi 11 ion, as I 

said. The property damage would have been about the same. The 

rest would have been through loss of tourist business. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: If we could get some master 

mathematician who can equate all these losses going down the 

line -- · whether it's taxes into the ,State of New Jersey by loss 
(: 

of the tourism business, the cost of properties, and who would 
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have to· foot the bill for that -- that's what we'-re going ·to 

hi;ive to get our handle on to find out where we can get a 

package togethe~ that makes it worthwhile, as you said, to fund 

this thing and get this stuff all out of the way. That's a 

possibility any more. 

So those figures are vital--

MR. DEANEY: In relationship to Ocean City, those 

numbers could be projected. We have 8 miles of co'ast, you have 

125 or whatever you have. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Mr. Chairman, building on the 

area that the Senator has taken us, to the Army Engineers: You 

include 

damage 

in your feasibility studies the 

costs. That's part of the study. 
l . . 

actual savings in 

These studies that 

are in progress and that we'll be seeing will show the savings 

that we certainly would save as to -destruction from a storm, 

right? Isn"t that so? 

MR. PFEIFER: Yes, yes, absolutely. 

· . ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Are you studying the whole_ 

. coast? I heard so rriany projects -- -study projects -- does it 

include the, whole coa~st? 

MR. PFEIFER: It appears that we've covered most of 

the coast. The Corps doe~ its studies wherever it"s authorized 

to do them, so we have a separate authOrizatiori for the 

Atlantic coast. We ha•e a separate authorization for the 

Raritan/Sandy Hook Bay area. But since we"re looking-- It 

appears from the· New York District's end, we're .covering all 

the New York District coast of New Jersei, and I think John had 

mentioned that with his completed ~rojects and the studies 

ongoing~ he has most qr nearly all of the southern Jersey coaat 

covered. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: So we' re establishing a good_ base 

of planning ~s to how to ~olve the problem that is everybody's 

problem in this room. 
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Let 

presented to 

me share some figures 

us. Assemblyman Wolfe 

with you that · staff has 

talked . about maybe $800 

million to $900 million worth of construction, beach 

nourishment, etc. up and down the coast to get it in check; 

thereafter, we would be eligible for storm aid or continuing· 

work by the Army Engineers in the SO-year thing. That sounds 

like a lot of money. That's the total cost, and it may be more 

than that. But as a round figure, that's the total cost. The 

local share and the State share would be less because the 

Federal government 

thereabouts. 

is committed to some 65 percent or 

Let me share some figures ~ith you -- just to put that 

in perspective -- of what the Federaf disaster aid came to in 

New Jersey. for the past couple of storms. These· two winter 

storms that we had, .if I've got the figures right, were $252 

mil li.on.. Now, that's 1 ike one-quarter of what we' re talking 

about for the total project cost. 

So it seems to me that this is entirely feasible. 

This is something that we should really be approaching, and 

rather ~uickly. That was made up of-- Just to show you, that 

included private damage -- individuals, business administration 

loans because of loss of business, somewhere around $47 million 

for business, $159 million of public funds, $10 million funds 

for another area. The total was $252 million on these figures 

that we have,. 

So it does · show me that if we' re going to save $252 

mi 11 ion -- because that was wasted because of these storms -­

this kind of an approach is very necessary and very practical. 

ASSEMBLYMAN· WOLFE: I'd like to thank you very much. 

I'd like to ask if you and representatives from your office, 

and Mr. Galinis could remain during the questioning? Perhaps 

the public will have questions that they would like to ask 

beyond what weive asked. 
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Mr. Bernard Moore, of the Department of Environmental 

Protection and Energy, is with us in the audience. He gave us 

an excellent report at our last meeting. 

Bernie, would you like to speak? Do you have anything 

you would like to present today? 

your folder with you. 

I guess you do; you've got 

B E R N A R D J. MOORE: No, Mr. Chairman. I'm just 

here to give some credence, to the. idea that we are a working 

partner with the Army Corps of Engineers. 

work very closely with one another. Your 

of the coast is under study is correct. 

We have been; we 

assumption that a 11 

It is our idea that 

that way, with the Army Corps projects, we can get the bigger 

bang for our buck, reduce our costs, and also maintain the 

coastline in a reasonable fashion. 

So I'm just here to answer any questions that you may 

have at the end. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Okay. Thank you very much. 

At this time, I'm going to switch seats with 

Assemblyman Gibson. He is the Vice-Chairman. I have to either 

go pDt money in the'meter or get arrested, so-- (laughter) 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: You're leaving? 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: No, I'll be back. 

AS.SEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Then we won't switch seats; w,e' 11 

just switch responsibilities. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Oh, we wi 11. Then before I leave, 

we will proceed with the testimony of people who have indicated 

that they would like to speak. I think what we' 11 do is just 

f o I low the order of the ye I low' sheet, first of a 11, because 

that was circulating first. Some of you have come up since we 

have be9un and signed up on these white forms. 

There are four people from FEMA. Do you wish to 

speak, Mr. Duel, Mr. Dobinson, Mr. ,Jellets? Did ~nybody wish 

to speak? (negative response Er0m audience) C?n you stick 

around? 
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UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER FROM AUDIENCE: Certainly. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: You were in Bricktown, weren't 

you? I saw you_ there. 

Okay, Mayor Macinnes, you've spoken. 

speak again? 

MAYOR MacINNES: Yes, sir, briefly. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Here's your chance. 

Do you wish to 

MAYOR MacINNES: Gentlemen, my first thing is a 

question to FEMA. Now, I heard a figure of $292 million-­

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Two-hundred fifty-two. 

MAYOR MacINNES: Two-fifty-two. So far you've 

delivered 20 percent of the money to our borough, of the FEMA 

funds that we were initially scheduled to get. Now here we are 

some nine months later. I'm wondering where the other 80 

percent of these moneys are being held, and why are they being 

held when we've submitted all the necessary documentation? Is 

there some plan now to start phasing that money into the towns 

that need it? 

MR. GALINIS: The process is that the Feder a '.I. 

government, as it does its damage survey reports and we process 

them, we turn the funding and the responsibility for the 

management for the program over to the State of New Jersey. 

That is the same in any state or anywhere that FEMA goes. 

To answer your question, I'd be talking out of sch6ol 

as to why the State of New Jersey has not provided any funding 

to your community, or only up to 20 percent. I cannot answer 

that, sir. We have provided the f~nding to the State .. 

MAYOR Mac INNES: Wel 1, I feel the time has come now 

that somebody has got to start pushing this. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: We' 11 acknowledge your concern, 

and through staff we' 11 try to get an am;wer as to where the 

balance of your FEMA money is. 

MAYOR Mac INNES: Fine. My main comment is this: It 

was touched on.with the Army Corps' project that references the 
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FEMA beaches and the time that's going to take place between 

no~ and when the ongoing project (inally reaches the beach 

sections or re~ches in southern Monmouth County. 

IO miles of beach, or more. 

That's some 

You' re saying one to three years. Wel 1,. we know it 

It's going to be probably three to isn't going to be one year. 

four years, and by that time, I think ero~ion will nicely take 

ca re of about three-quarters of our beach. Now, 

looked at a ·beach that is completely stripped 

have you ever 

of its sand. 

People th.ink that the sand on a beach goes right _on down; it 

keeps on going. Well, it doesn't.' There happens to be 

compressed layers of clay ~nd gravel dowri there -- black clay, 

round clay, and gravel under the sand. This year after the 

storm, we witnessed half of our beach in that state -- no sand, 

clay and gravel. That's what I'm afraid we're facing in the 

future if something isn't attempted by the Army Corps. The way 

I see it, the feeder beach has a lot of pQssibilities. 

If you could preestablish feeder beaches along the 

stretches of New Jersey beachfront areas that are not going to 

get the project for three, four, or maybe even five years from 

now, I think the feeder beach could help alleviate some of the 

long-range erosion that's going to take place, lessening your 

costs in the long iun because there will be less erosion to try 

to dea 1 with. It. wi 11 give us at least some time to try to 

realize an accretion of sand for our beaches. 

We really have reached that point where there is 

nothing else that will satisfy us. Besides the project, there 

is nothing else that can be done by the State or by the 

municipality that is going to alleviate the condition of 

erosion. that we're experiencing right now. 

The feeder beach was something the Army Corps tried 

back in 1967. They built the feeder beach at Sea Girt National 

Guard base. 

one-time shot. 

It worked; it wotked quite well. It was a 

They went out and they dredged sand from about 
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a half a mile or so into the Sea Girt National Guard beach. 

They built up a tremendous pile of sand, which constitutes the 

feeder heach, because then during the year that drifts off into 

the littoral flow, which in our half of the State from 

Barnegat north -- is from south to north, and down here is from 

north to south. 

But it doesn't · seem to me that that's a horrendous· 

project for the Army Co rps to take care of. You' re' 

establishing three or four feeder beaches along that section of 

beaches that would work for us over a long period of time and 

give us something before you finally get around to .getting the 

moneys, which we know ate going to be very d.ifficult with the 

squeeze on the Federal budget and the squeeze on the State 

budget. The counties, I've given up on. I don't think the 

c6unties that aren't participating in beach restoration now are 

· going to be convinced that they should do it in the future, 

because their costs are also going up. They didn't contribute 

before for that reason~ I rian't see them contributing now. 

So in other words; what we' re looking at is quite a 
few communities on our seacoast New Jersey coast -- that 

aren't going to get anything for a very long period of time. 

But I feel that these feeder beaches have a part to play in 

restoring and offering some partial restoration of some· of · our 

beaches.· I'd like to see that reviewed and at least looked 

at. I'm not asking for const~uction, just the feeder beach. 

Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Thank you. 

Is Mr. Moore still here. (no response) Okay, we' 11 

talk to him later. 

Thank you, Mayor.· 

Ms. Elizabeth Bergus, Strathmere? You can have a seat. 

When you people come up, you can have a seat. 

E L I Z A B E T H R. B E R G U S: . That's all tight. I 

just want to make a few comments on this. 
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r think the Army Corps of Engineers has left out one 

~rea, which is Corsons Inlet to Townsends Inlet in their study, 

and certainly ~he BIB Cammi ttee of Cape May County Beach Inlet' 

and Bay has requested that they include this . 

. Now, we've heard about Sea Isle City's engineered 

beaches, but to the north end, four to five times last year 

that road was impassible. There is no engineered beach there. 

By the same token, t·hey' re isolating the community of 

Strathmere when that road gbes out. That road also ~appens to 

be designated by OEM as the evacuation road, and at the very 

beginning of any storm, as Assemblyman Gibson will tell you, 

it's out. It's gone, because i·t's not cost...:effective. 

That's the dirty word, I think, that all of you 

gentlemen-- I wish_, you would look-- It's the dirty word. 

I've heard this in the BIB Committee; I've heard it from the 

Army Corps of Engineers; and I've heard it from-- ·It's not 

cost-effective. . 
Now, you've got a major highway going down there, 

. J 

which I think is cost-effective. The community may not be, but 

there it is. So I am requesting that you ask the ~rmy Corps of 

Engineers to do a study, totally, along the coast. In.elude 

everything. We did ask them to incltide that Reeves Beach ~reai 

and they did that. But now they've left a vital portion out. 

Thank you. 

ASS~MBLYMAN WOLFE: Thank you. You mentioned the BIB 

Committee? 

MS. BERGUS: BIB -- beach, inlets, and bays.· 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: I notice going through the roster 

of people who wish · to speak, there is a Mr. Gourley -- John 

Gourley .. 

po you also wish to speak? (affirmative response fro~ 

auoience) Come on up. 

JOHN GOURLEY: My name is John Gourley. I live in 

Wildwood Crest, and I'd like to speak about Cape May Point. 
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Over the years -- and I've done some research on this 

in 1714, 'the Cold Spring Presbyterian Church was founded on 

the shores of the Delaware ·Bay. Since it"s been moved int6 the 

interior, the old sit~ i~ now over a quarter ot a mile out into 

the Delaware Bay. So in 279 years since the church was moved 

out of there, there has been an erosion problem averaging seven 

feet per year. 

My question to the Engineers is, what possibly can be 

done to save the Cape May Point_ area. I know I've fished out 
, 

here for 45 years, and I know quite a . bit about the channels 

that run . around Cape May Point, and the erosion · problem that 

builds u~ there. Acro~s the mouth of the Delaware Bayi there 

are sand hills that run from Cape May Point all_ the way 9ver to 

the ship channel on the Delaware side. We wonder what they're 

going to do to save the Borough of Cape May Point. I know 

they've done a lot of work down there, but I saw the other day, 

when I ran my boat through the concrete ship-- It used to· be a 

whole ship but now it's falling apart through erosion so that 

there's a chann~l that goes right through the ship. 

I'm trying to find out, for the benefit of. the BIB, 

what the ArJTiy · Engineers can do, or plan to do about t:r;ying to 

save Cape May Point. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON': Mr. Gourley, before you leave, 

you should know that we' re very sensitive to the problems of 

Cape May Point. As you may know, there i-s hopefully a pi lot 

reef project that is going to go in down there. While that 

only affects about 1000 feet of beach, we"re looking for, with 
.. 

enthusiasm, the results of the that. Some of the other 

speakers wh6 are here today I hope will share with us some of 

the results in Avalon in particular, where one is already in 

place. We hope that may lend some help to Cape May Point. 

MR. GOURLEY: I know there was one of those artificial 

reefs put in at Sea Isle City, but they . took it out. I went 

down and. inspected that at an extremely low tide. It was 
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working, but then the municipalities like to beautify their 

beaches and make them nice for their tourists, so they 

bulld9zed all the sand that that thing built up so it wouldn't 

be a lump of sand in the middle of the beach. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: The original installation at Sea 

Is le City was an ear lier generation of the product that is 

going in now. Also, the location in Sea Is le City I don't 

think was well-chosen, in that there was some sod at the 

location. I think the structure sank in. 

So we're looking forward to the results of the one in 

Avalon, as you sound like you' re aware of. Ma}'.:be when the 

speakers from Avalon have something to say today, we' 11 hear 

some of the hopefully good results that they may be finding 

there. 

MR. GOURLEY: All right. Thank you very much. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Excuse me. Before we have the 

next person come up, I really had a question, maybe for 

clarification. The Mayor of Sea Girt raised a question, and I 

n'eed some clarification. Mr. Mac Innes indicated that FEMA had 

indicated that they would reimburse the town for certain 

expenses. Twenty percent had been 

indicating that eighty percent was 

received, and 

not • received. 

he's 

The 

representative from FEMA indicated that that money had been 

turned over to the State. 

MR. GALINIS: It's in the State"s hands. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Okay. Now, I was going to ask Mr. 

Moore. Maybe this isn't in your area, but do you know the 

process for releasing that money that has come from FEMA to the 

State? 

MR. MOORE: The money comes from FEMA and it goes to 

the State Police, the Office of Emergency Management~ who then 

disperses it to the communities and to the other agencies. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Okay. We'll follow up. Thank you. 

We have several Smiths who wish to speak. 
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SENATOR GORMLEY: Simultaneously? 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: I don't know. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Mr. Chairman, 

indicated to me they have somewhere to go. 

someone had 

Can I interrupt 

your schedule for a second and give Freeholder Gessel a chance? 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: As long as the parking meter 

doesn't get me, that"s okay, sure. 

GARY GESSEL:· Gentlemen, thank you. I appreciate you 

interrupting your schedule. I wi 11 be brief and not 

redundant. Mr. Deaney from Ocean City, I think; brought out a 

number of very important points and drove home exactly what the 

problem is. 

Essentially, it's good to hear that everyone realizes 
~ 

that we have a beach erosion. problem and that we need to do 

something about it, so we won't go into the need. But really 

what it comes down to is a plan that is funded. . The problem 

with the issue is basically the funding. I think we know 

pretty much where the beach erosion is. Through Bernie 

Moore-- I heard Bernie say a nu~ber of times that he can put 

the plan in place, but where is the money going to come from? 

The municipalities don"t have it; they are unable to do it. 

The counties are very, very concerned, but quite frankly, it's 

beyond the county budgets also. The funding really needs to 

come from a combination of State and Federal, with help from 

the counties and help from the municipalities. 

What I would ask you to consider and to bring back is, 

put together some type of proce~s that is going to put together 

that plan, and · some type of funding mechanism that does not 

require the municipalities to, engineer a beach first, before 

they become eligible for the funding. 

I'm here today not only as a Cape May County 

Freeholder, but also as a representative of the Jersey Shore 

Partnership. Tom Gagliano, who is the founder, is recovering 

and doing very· well, but was unable to make the trip down 
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today. He asked me to speak for the Partnership. That group 

had labored very, very hard for - the stable source of funding 

that was_ brough_t i_nto the process last year. We recognize that 

that was a very difficult thing to go through for the 

Legislature, but that is only the first step. 

We need more money. We need it quickly _ because we 

have the ideas here of what to do. The municipalities cannot 

afford - to put ih an engineered beach based on the way the 

current process is set up. Somehow, there has got to be a 

change to that process to enable for engineered beaches to 

occur now, and then for funding to work for the shared costs 

between everyone involved with th~ project. 

I won't say any more. I know you have other 

speakers._ I do appreciate you letting me make my comments. 

Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFE: Thank you. 

I'm going to ask for Mr. Robert Smith, from Cape May 

City. 

R O B E R T S M I T H: Thank you. I am the Municipa 1 

Coordinator for the City of Cape May. As you knbw, we're the 

recipients of the beach renourishment program. Also, as stated 

ear 1 ier, Avalon and Sea Is le City are the_ only two engineered 

beaches in the State of New Jersey. 

close. 

Naturally, we're very 

My question is, with the renourishment program in 

place and the profile studies, I believe, have been undergone, 

what is left to become an engineered beach at that point? We 

certainly have been enhanced by the reno~rishment program, and 

we would carry through to b~come an en_gineered beach. 

I guess Mr. Tunell would be able to respond to that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Did you hear his question, Mr. 

Tunnell? 

Yes; 

MR. TUNNELL: (speaking from audience; no microphone) 

I think what we a re dea 1 ing with here is, we have our 

program for restoring beaches versus the FEMA SITUATION. What 
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the FEMA folk mentioned was fortified (indiscernible). They 

sort of lose jurisdiction in the declaration. So we have the 

authority. We have been out there already this year to 

renourish. We go back every two years, and then we were• 

inundated with another major storm that exceeds our nourishment 

cycle~ We have the ~uthority to back out--

MR. SMITH: Okay, thank you. It is probably something 

you will pick up-- It sounds as if there are still 

requirements to go befdre we become a complete engineered beach. 

MR. TUNNELL: You don't need that. The Corps of 

Engineers' product--

MR. SMITH: We don't fall under FEMA. 

MR. TUNNELL: If you don't fall under FEMA, we will 

come back out and restore the beach so it meets certain 1-aws. 

MR. SMITH: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: You won It have to worry about it 

for about 45 years or 47 years, depending on when your--

MR. SMITH: I understand that. I was just trying to 

see the difference between the two as far as the engineering 

studies go. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Actually, I think they are · even 

financially better off-- Is the percentage higher when the 

Army Engineers are in there? 

MR. TUNNELL: It's 65/35 for initial and periodic 

nourishing. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: And the percentage with FEMA?· 
MR. GALINIS: After a declaration, it is 75, Federal 

share. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Well, you are not quite as well 

off. 

MR. TUNNELL·: Wel 1, Cape May is better off, because 

they are unique and actually they a-re 90/10 because we had a 

problem attributed to the Cape M?Y jet ties. There is a whole 

different formula that we got into there. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN. GIBSON: I would build a few more jetties 

like that. 

All right. Thank you, Mr .. Smith. 

A question occurred to me_ earlier that may be 

worthwhile: The two municipalities that are engineered 

Avalon and Sea Isle -- after a period of time, as long a~ there 

is a FEMA in place, they will always be eligible for 

reimbursement through FEMA? 

MR. GALINIS: As long as they continue to meet the 

criteria of engineering their beach .to the profile. As long as 

they do the beach renourishment, they maintain a capital budget 

and are using that money, and meet all the criteria for wha.t·we 

Clas~ify as an engineered beach, yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: And it has to be a Federal 

declaration as well. 

MR. GALINIS: 'rhat's right. We do not come in b~iore 

a Federal declaration. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: So they could have serious 

erosion ·on an engineered beach that was not eligible for a 

Federal declaration, and then they would suffer; whereas, if 

the Army Engineers did, in fact, construct ·the beach, they 

would be guaranteed that the beach would be maintained for the 

next 50 years. I don't know which one is the best. Actu~lly, 

they are both worthwhile to have. 

All right. Harry Butts will be the next person. 

HARRY de BUTTS: Harry deButts. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Harry deButts. I'm sorry. 

MR. deBUTTS: I am the Director of Public Workq for 

Avalon. I am also the Office of Emergency Management; I am the 

Coordin_ator for Avalon. I wanted to let you know that the 

administration. and Counci 1 in Avalon are strongly behind the 

Bea·ch Commission, in that we h,wf); taken the bull l:iy the horns 

ourselves and have run with it. The cost of doing that a~d of 

looking down the road to the future costs-- We feel-that this 

is the right way to go. 
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The relationship we have developed with FEMA, the Army 

Corps, Bernie Miller, the DEPE, and the State Po 1 ice, who is 

the OEM, has been outstanding. The information about the 

Stafford Act was made available to us in 1987, when we did our 

initial beach fill our $5 million beach fill ~nd the 

criteria we had to follow to maintain the engineered beach we 

had then. That led to our getting earth movers and bulldozers 

through surplus at nominal costs and developing an annual 

budget in our municipal budget to move sand where we ha4 sand 

that accretes, because maintaining a profile means two things: 

It means keeping it down where it builds, and keeping it up 

where it dies. It is a two-sided sword. It isn't just where 

it goes away. It is maintaining the profile. 

So we got a permit through DEPE to move the sand on 

our south beaches, which accrete sand, and transport it north 

during the winter season, outsidP of the wildlife problems we 

have, to the north side where w~ have the erosion problem. 

The other factor which should not be overlooked is, 

when you have a disaster strike time and again, time and again, 

time and again, there will come a time when FEMA is going to 

say, "Enough is enough. You h~ve to deal with the problem, not 

just the disaster." That is what has led to the artificial 

reef that we installed in Avalon. It is something we are doing 

to try to preclude a strike again, again, and again. We did 

get hurt seriously in the Halloween storm. That was where we 

had our biggest erosion, and we got nothing. Even though we 

had the engineered beach, without the presidential declaration, 

because no other towns have done it, there was nothing to be 

had. So we had to fund the costs of putting the sand back on 

our be~ch following the Halloween storm to match a profile that 

we then got when we had the January 4 strike, because you don't 

get the whole beach fi.1'1.Q; you only get that part that was 

actually damaged during the event. So if you had erosion 
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before the event, you have to be abl~ to document what it was. 

So you need the before and after the event documentation, which 

we do with our Dr. Farrell from Stockton State College. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Harry, we're glad you're here. 

We are both proud of what Avalon is doing. 

municipalities are envious, I am sure. 

Many.of the other 

Is anyone else going to talk about what the status is, 

or the results so far as measured from the pilot reef? 

MR. deBUTTS: We would like to have Dr. Bruno from 

Stevens Institute · be the speaker' on the results of the reef 

project, because he is the technica 1 expert who not only did 

the initial tank testing of the device, but is also under 

contract to provide us with the technical data of what the 

results will be. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON; And that will not be today. 

MR. de BUTTS: It won't be today. We haven't actually 

had a storm event of any magnitude that would say yes or no to 

anything. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Okay. Staff just advised me that 

that is on the agenda for our next hearing. 

MR. deBUTTS: Right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: I think there are some questions, 

though, about engineered beaches. You live with it, and it's 

practical. One that was suggested was scraping with 

bulldozers, where you might go down to the low water and scrape 

it up. If that is done and you'bring it back to the contour--

MR. deBUTTS: Right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: --,that you engineered in the 

first place, you are able to successfully bring it back to the 

contour:, the work o_f doing that bulldozing-- That effort is 

not necessarily eligible for FEMA reimbursement? 

MR. deBUTTS: Not at all. That is our contribution to 

demonstrate to FEMA that we are, in fact, expending Borough 

funds to meet their criteria. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: When they do ,come in and ;give you 

money, you still only get a percentage of that money? 

MR. deBUTTS: Yes. It's 75/25. The Governor, in the 

last disaster, ·said that the State government would pick up the 

25 percent. At least that is what I was led to believe. But 

to say that FEMA is reconstructing our beaches is not true, 

because the January storm, which was preceded by the Halloween 

storm-- The loss we had in the Halloween storm, we had to eat 

completely. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Because there was not a Federal 

declaration. 

MR. deBUTTS: No declaration. So even though it is an 

engineered beach, the loss was totally Avalon's. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: That was the Halloween storm? 

MR. deBUTTS: Correct. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: The January storm there was a 

Federal declaration? 

MR. deBUTTS: Correct. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: And you do expect reimbursement? 

MR. deBUTTS: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: D_id you get your. reimbursement? 

MR. deBUTTS: We have gotten a percentage of it. 

Again, there is a misunderstanding on the paperwork flow-­

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Always. 

MR. deBUTTS: --because that is a monumental 

undertaking with any Federal agency, I find. I don't 

necessarily say it is a FEMA problem or a-State problem; it is 

a problem in going through the paperwork that has been 

established as what we are supposed to do following these 

disasters. I don't say it is FEMA's fault or the State's 

fault; it is just th~ system. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Checks and balances. 

Assemblyman Gaffney, did you have a question? 
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ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: Maybe not so much directly at 

you, but just a question to both FEMA and the Army Corps. I 

guess I am trying to decipher what I am hearing here today. 

There is a note here from our staff that this Commission we 

wish to consider -- that any municipality that has participated 

in the Corps of Engineers' Shore Protection Beach Fill Project 

possesses, by definition, an engineered beach. Have we al 1 

agreed on that now? I just want to make sure. Therefore, it 

really isn't a decision that this Commission has to-- It can 

be--

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Either/or. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: Either/or. But once the Corps 

gets invo 1 ved, ttien the end product is an engineered beach. 

Okay. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: And in Ocean Ciy's case, the 

north end is engineered where they have had a Federal project, 

but the south end is not as yet engineered. 

MR. deBUTTS: The Army Corps study that is currently 

going on along with the seven-mile beach-- They have a 

completion date for a wrap-up of this of a 1996-'97 time frame, 

which then goes back to the Federal government for funding for 

whatever projects they determine would be appropriate, which 

means you are looking at 1998, 1999, or the year 2-000. The 

question is getting from here to there. So I ask you to 

consider that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Thank you very much for your 

comments. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: One question, Mr. Chairman: How 

difficult was it to separate ~he damages that resulted from the 

January storm with the override from the October storm for 

which you qualified for FEMA help? 

event, 

and do 

MR. deBUTTS: We immediately, after any given- storm 

anything · of any 

a profile study 

significance, have Dr. Farrell come in 

immediately after the event. FEMA 
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did come out to do a survey to determine whether or not a 

declaration would be, in fact, given, following the Halloween 

storm. It was then determined that there was no damage that 

could be documented to make it a declaration. So Dr. Farrell 

had actually done a study iight after the Halloween storm, and 

we knew where we stood. So that gave qs the information to 

know what happened to us on Janu~ry 4. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: 

storms come closer--

Had you not done that, or had those 

MR. deBUTTS: Yes, it would have been a real problem. 

You have to be able to show what your loss was from that 

particular event. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: So if you hadn't done that, they 

came so close, back to back, that you didn't have time to do 

it, you would not have gotten reimbursed, or you--

MR. deBUTTS: I don't know. That would have to have 

been, I guess, an item of discussion. You know, we have a good 

working relationship with FEMA and everybody, but we do have 

our differences and we do have our closed doo~ sessions. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Councilman Lemma? Councilman 

Lemma is from Wildwood. Wildwood has some sand to--

SENATOR CAFIERO: Yes, sand for sell. We have three 

miles of it; three miles of running beach. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Sand for sale. They have other 

kinds of problems. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: Is it true that Wildwood is 

going to have to install a tram from the Boardwalk to the ocean? 

C O U N C I L M A N J A M E S 

sounds . ridiculous, but I am here--

beach erosion. After every storm, 

A. LEMM A: Well, it 

All right, 

our beach is 

everybody has 

longer. Here 

is what we are really concerned about. It is affecting our 

ourflow line. I was here more to talk, like, to the Engineers 

that it is affecting our ourflow lines, and we are not going to 

have the moneys to replace these ourflow lines. 
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Now, our local engineer tells ~s that it is not going 

to be too long and, you know, we are going to have to replace 

them. So it i~ storm-related, even though, you know, it seems 

ridiculous -- erosion -- we are suffering from extension. In 

the last storm, if you had come down to Wildwood, you would 

have s~en a big mound of sand right on down about 30, 40 feet 

off the waterline. We had to send our Public Works down there 

with the backloaders and the front-end loaders. 

It soundsJ ridiculous, but it's, you know, gotng to 

affect oui ourflow line. That is the only problem. 

ASSEMB.LYMAN GIBSON: It's a-:- ... 
COUNCILMAN LEMMA:· Excuse me~ The· only damage we had 

was in the back bay when we h~d the itorm that came over the 

"' bulkhead. We only had the damage-- The safest place in a 

storm in Wildwood is on the Boardwalk. 

ASEi'EMBLYMAN GIBSON: It is a legitimate part of the 

real storm problem, and I am glad you brought it up. 

I would ask the Army Engineers, maybe, to address that 

question. You said something about water quality is now part 

of your studies. ·See, if Wildwood has outflow lines, they 

should probably realize, and these are being buried by sand, 

and they have to periodically extend these outflow lines. 

Clearly, a result of increasing instead of an erosion, but the 

same problem. Are they eligible for aid on something like that? 

MR. TUNNELL: They are eligible for 90/10. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Maybe they are eligible fo,r 90/10 

since it was your good jetty that--
; 

MR. TUNNELL: What has happened is, the Corps is not 

neciessarily in the-- We can study water quality, but we can't 

implement it--

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Okay. 

MR. TUNNELL: --because that cause.s us ,to then jump 

over into the EPA's jurisdiction. We are working with the 

State very closely to identify the sources of the water quality 
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problems. We are bringing our coastal expertise to bear to 

understand the hydrodynamics and flow regimes and so forth that 

exist for the contaminants that make it out of the back bay 

into the oceanfront and so forth. It gives the State folks a 

better understanding -- and EPA folks a better understanding of 

the sources of the problems we found. We·are lending more of 

our (indiscernible) expertise in that arena than we are as far 

as construction. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Well, could you consider that and 

give us a formal response as t6 what Federal aid may be 

available, or something like that? 

MR. TUNNELL: From a water quality standpoint? 

ASSEMBLYMAN GI.BSON: No, from a construction 

standpoint, wi thbut the water quality, just because .of the " 

jetty that is there. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: It is really an erosion problem. 

The erosion at Stone Harbdr is--

MR . TUNNELL : Well, no one knows what the source of 

the erosion is, so, you know, quite frankly, a storm sewer 

outflow extension is not included in the formula. It has 

become a locally provided feature of the project. Ocean City's 

cost sharing formula, as well as Cape May's, requires, in 

accordance with F~deral law, that this is an item o:fi local 

cooperation, so they provide it, but.they do get credit for it 

against their 25 percent. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Okay, that's the answer. On 

Ocean City"s project, the storm drains had to be--

MR. TUNNELL: Extended. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: --extended because of the sand 

you were pumping in there. How much aid did Ocean City get in 

the extension of those? Zero, but the money they spent, did 

that count toward their participation in the proj~ct? (no 

resp·onse). So they got more than zero then. l'hey got something 

anyway. 
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Would you look into that for us, and see if there is 

something out there that the City of Wildwood might enjoy? 

Anythi~g else, Councilman? 

COUNCILMAN LEMMA: Somebody suggested that we ought to 

color code our sand along our neighbors, and whatever color we 

get, tell them to come and get their sand, you know. (laughter) 

All right, thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Sea Isle's is white/ They'll be 

glad to have it all back, if you can get it to them. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who 

has left now, from Cape May point, who was talking about the 

church 279 years ago that has moved inland-- I would imagine 

my comments earlier about Mother Nature-- It is highly 

possible that in 279 years Wildwood's beach will be normal and 

Ocean City will need a tram to get into ·the ocean, because it 

is not nice to fool with Mother Nature. 

COUNCILMAN LEMMA: (speaking from audience at this 

point) Just one last· thing: From our Boardwalk, our 

borderline has to be at least 1800 feet at least. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Joseph Martin, Commissioner, 

Borough of Longport. 

C O M M I S S I O N E R J O S E P H - A. MART IN: May 

I sit over here? 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Sure. 

COMMISSIONER MARTIN: I would like to ask Ken Smith to 

come up with me. 
\ 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Bring in the heavyweight.· 

COMMISSIONER MARTIN: The reason I asked to come up 

here is because I would like to preface my remarks by paying 

Bernie .Moore a very, very sincere compliment on the action he 

took to put a plan together that became an emergency situation 

at the point in Longport. It was predicted that we were going 

to have spring tides at the Ju 1 y ful 1 moon. I think we had a 

lot more than that, because the point washed out at the corner 
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that you see here. It is 11th Avenue~ and the jetty going out 

to the beach; then the homes belong here (demonstrating). All 

these homes ar_e protected by bulkheads. As the storm washed 

the bulkheads out, . those property owners would be affected by 

that, and they would· have to stand their own expense. 

My main concern and I had a. very difficult time 

getting this point across to the press -- was that we were not 

·showing the people who lived in the point area who had those 

big, very fine homes that we were taking steps just to protect 

them. My concern was the scouring out of the point where the 

bulkhead met 11th Avenue·. I think Bernie had to come down to 

the beach. I don't know who else -you had with you, Bernie, 

because I. can't remember all the names. A lot of people said 

the dredging they did over in Ocean City caused this. I am not 

here to discuss that. Our good friends in Ocean City gpt their 

beach back, and we are very happy about that. 

When I was asked -by New Jersey News where the beach 

went, I said, "Just · call up Mother Nature and ask her." The 

point I am making is that unbeknownst to us, and through the 

efforts of Ken Moore -- Ken Smith, I'm sorry -- the Coastal 

Advocate, who came aboard about two · .weeks before this-- Is 

that right?. (no response) My time frame-- I get lost with my 

time frame. The fact that I am new to government, I do not 

know all of these technicalities, who to ask, and where to go 

for money. It boils down that the project the estimate was 

$400,000, which they would be looking to the Borough of 

Longport for $100-,000. 

Our immediate reaction from the 

should we help those people down there? 

residents was, "Why 

They knew what was 

going t:o happen." They didn't know what was going to happen, 
' ' ' . 

but they. claimed they did. So they do not want to pay that. 
,;, 

. We had discussed- this, and we were to ~o out and look for other 

funds. 
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I met Senator Bradley on the beach when he was doing 

his Beach Walk, and I asked him to come up and look at this. 

He didn't have the time, but he said he was going to send one 

of his representatives back the next week. He has never shown 

up. I was in touch with Senator Lautenberg's Office, and they 

responded right away. In fact, right before I came over I 

talked to Liz O'Donohue (phonetic spelling) from Senator 

Lautenberg' s Off ice. There is no-- Al 1 I am looking fot ·is 

$100,000. They are sending me some information on where I 

might apply for more grants. 

Liz told me that there was no money at FEMA for this, 

so. I have to address a question to FEMA, because now I 

understand that if it is an emergency, there could be funds 

available for a project that was declared an emergency by the 

Department of Environmental Protection Agency. Is that right, 

Bernie? 

MR. MOORE: ( speaking from audience; no microphone) 

Yes, but it is not eligible for FEMA funding because it was not 

declared an emergency by them. Okay? It has to be a natural 

disaster that affects the coastline or affects an area, and 

then a request is made to the Federal government for aid. Thi~ 

is a localized problem.·. It is not a major coastal event or a 

natural disa~ter which would precipitate a Federal invo~vement. 

COMMISSIONER MARTIN: We all stand up here and say the 

government should give us funds. I have had a lot of criticism 

from -- not all the people in Longport, because wheri we passed 

a resolution to do this job, there-were many people who stood 

up and applauded the governing body for having the courage to 

stand up and t~ke this position. 

the press about_, "U.S. Pushes 

I am all for .creating peace 

WW II. I didn't have any of 

I read an article in 

Startup Funds for Palestinians." 

thFoughout the,world. I served in 

my boys go, and I don't want to see anyone else's boys go. But 

here is a guy down in Washington who out of a hat is going to 
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pull $25 million for the United States to donate to help these 

guys get started. Get started doing what? I mean, that is 

where I think the pressure ought to go; to cut down on throwing 

money at the people in these countries who turn around and_,,,post 

signs after they get the money -- .·put. signs up whi~h say, 

"Yankee Go Home.''. I think that is the big problem. There is 

too much money being spent in Washington, where here is a 

little community like Longport-- I have to echo Mayor 

Macinnes' comments that they are a small community and they do 

not have a lot of tatables -- mercantile ratables. 

We have Aussie's, a gas ~tation, and a bankrupt 

restaurant. Everybody is not employed in Longport. I live on 

the north side. I think the Legislature should put some 

pressure on Washington to divert some. of the funds that are 

going overseas over here, and get our problems straightened 

out. "Charity be.gins at home," is the old thing -- the old 
( 

saying. 

Longport, back in the late '70s or early 'B0s, built a 

10- or 12-block seawall. At that time that ·was the last word. 

Today you do not do those things. We ar~ looking to do 

something else to recapture that area. 

Back in the early part of the century, Longport lost 

10 blocks. I understand -- I wasn't here at the time -- that 

is what is now known as Ocean City Gardens. So maybe we can 

get Senator Gormley to don his green uniform again and we can 

invade the Longport Gardens and seize it back for Longport. I 

say that in jest.-

. So you see, there are a lot of communities which have 

real nice homes in them, but there are also nice people back 

there ~ho are right up to their ever-loving with taxes. Any 

help we could get from other sources, we would appreciate, and 

I_ know·Mayor Macinnes would appreciate, also. 

A question to John Tunnell, and then I will get off: 

On the inlet,· you are studying the coastal-- This is for the 

Army Engineers' person. 
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MR. TUNNELL: Right. 

COMMISSIONE.R MARTIN: Oh; okay. Knowing that there 

were 10 blocks lost -- knowing now that there were 10 bocks 
. . 

. lost from a storm, and, at one time this was the lower island 

w.here the seawall was put back to prevent that, .. what studies 

are being done for this part -- for the Longport part.of that? 

· MR. TUNNELL: '(speaking from audience)· We have a 

feasibility study underway from th~ New Jersey Shore Protection 

Fund, and. the .first reach of thqt, that (indiscernible) ·is1and 

area, we-,.. (remain_der of sentence indiscernible; no 

microphone) We now are currently in the data collection 

phase. We will. get into some .real serious work next the next 

fiscal year. Our people will be in contact. 

COMMISSIONER MARTIN: .Okay. The Mayor asked me to be' 

Project. Coordinator. for this particular one. 

the.money." 

He said, "Find 

Now, there is also a question -- . or a suggestion was 

made by Tammy DiGiacomo and John Garofola of replenishipg this 

beach from 11th Ayenue .· up to 32nd. Knowing that. there are 

hou.ses bui 1 t .out there . too . far, they are saying now that 

putting the big rocks there ~rid then starting · dunes-- That 

would .have to become. a replenishment project. · Could you 

address tha't? 

· MR • TUNNELL : ·They asked• me to. move up to the 

microphone, 

• We will look at any plausible solution to th.e problems 

as part of ~ur feasibil~ty study. So we will address 

stiucturaf measuies, as w~ll as beach fill. In the area of an 

inlet, beach fill doesn'_t· 'always hold too well,. so we are 

probably talking more. of an· armoring· process that would s·olve 

your immediate problem.· So I guess t.he plan that .. Bernie's 

folks. have come up with is probably your best .solution at this 
- . . . . . . 

point. 

COMMISSIONER MARTIN: Okay. Do you think ext.ending 

the jetties out, or putting another jetty in this area-~ 

. I 
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MR . TUNNELL : I think we would have to look at that 

from the standpoint of the impacts of any structures, because, 

you know, all-- You can look up and down the coast and see the 

impacts of the little finger groins that have been constructed 

over the years. They all have, you know, a positive effect on 

the updrift side and a negative effect on the downdrift side. 

COMMISSIONER MARTIN: Yes. 

MR. TUNNELL: And when you· are in inlets, they do 

other crazy things; like they become tidal current trainers and 

so forth, so as to divert flows into areas that you did not 

expect -- the conversion for when you are working in an inlet 

area to get into a real understanding of the impact of what you 

are trying to produce. 

With· all of our expertise over the years of building 

jetties at inlets, we caused.the problem at Cape May City. We 

acknowledged that, you know, many years later. We had to come 

along and put in a very expensive beach fill project. 

So you · really need to get a true engineering 

understanding, and you are going to the right source in working 

with the DEP folks as to what the impacts would be of any type 

of . structural solution at this point. We are many years· away 

from any solution, so if you are looking for something 

immediate, I would say you are on the right track with Bernie. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: Mr. Martin, as Mr. Tunnell said 

through you, Mr. Chairm,rn-- As Mr. Tunnell acknowledged 

ear 1 ier that politics occasionally does enter into this, and 

since you already contacted Senator Lautenberg and you are 

. getting a response from there and I know you have been 

working through our office and through Senator Gormley's 

office-_-

COM11ISSIONER MARTIN: Yes? 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: --why don't we all try to work 

together through Senator Lautenbe rg · s off ice, s in'ce the timing 

may be right since he is running for reelection next year? We 

might be able to get the $100,000, or work on that point. 
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COMMISSIONER MARTIN: Okay. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: 

our attention. 

Thank you for bringing that to 

K E N N E T H J. SMITH: Mr. Chairman, I signed up. Do 

you want me to come back later? 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Stay up here with us, Mr. Smith. 

~e are glad to have you. I do have some oth~~s that I promised 

to call on. The administrator, Andy Bednarek, from Avalon, and 

his engineer. Did you want to share some things with us? 

ANDREW J. BEDNAREK: (speaking from audience) 

I have some specific questions-~ 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Okay. 

MR. BEDNAREK: I was sent on here by my Mayor, Martin 

Pagliugfli. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: You have the distinction of being 

probably the only administrator of an engineered beach in the 
~ ' 

State of New Jersey. There are two engineered beaches, but I 

don't . think the other municipality has an administrator, so . 
welcome to our hearing. 

MR. BEDNAREK: Thank you very much. 

We are not here to do any check thumping, but what we 

wanted to do--- The Mayor has asked that I come before the 

Committee and thank you for the opportunity to spend a, couple 

of minutes with you to acknowledge and reaffirm the fact. that 

we do have engineered beaches in Avalon. It is not that 

difficult to do -- engineered beaches. We have had engineered. 

peaches since, I- believe, around 1985. We have a consulting 

agreement ·with Dr. Farrell, a professor at Stockton College. 

As a result of having engineered beaches, we can testify that 

we have been able to successfully obtain FEMA funding. as a 

result of some of the storms we have had -in the .J.ast since 

we'have had the engineered beaches. 

One of the points that Marty wanted me to bring to the 

Committee is possibly if you da consider some type 0f 
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legislation, that you may w~nt to consider, in the distributio~ 

of funds out of the stable funding source for beach 

replenishment-- You may want to consider including that 

beaches are .required; shore towns are required -- to .h.ave. 

this engineered beach as part of the statute.. Then you might 

want to use some of those funds to offset some increased 

engineering ~osts or consulting costs out of that stable 
'·. 

funding source to help municipalities out. 

We are spending, I believe, $8500 this year for the 

quarterly beach moni'toring with Dr. Farrell. It '.s money, but 

it is not that expensive when you view it in terms of what you 

are eligible for if and• when. that storm event occurs, and we· 

all know that it is go1ng to happen. I mean, we have been 

pummelled over the last couple of ye·ars, not just Avalon, but 

up and down the coast. 

So with that in mind, we put that on the table for you 

to consider. I think Bob might have a _few points he wants to 

make. Bob Mainberger is our engineer with Killam Associates. 

Thank you very much. 

ROBERT MA I H BERGER: I just have some specific 

questions I wa~ted to get involved with; one I know'that, Jack, 

you are interested in. The reef prqject, just to give you an 

update, was completed around the 27th or the end of July. The 

area just now is ·stabilizing to the point where we are doing 

the initial monitoring with Dr. Bruno's group of Stevens 

Institute. So we really won't have any per se ~ocumentation on 

the effect of this or that until we get the stabilization 

results, know where we are, 

get a feel for what is going 

and then following a storm we can 

on. And of course, every storm is 

may push sand in different 

looking at a long term. Any 

an inc,H vidua 1 

directions, so 

event, 

you are 

which 

really 

immediate, let's say, success that was gained by.one particular 

storm, you really don't want to jump on that because you are 

looking at a 18- ~r 20-month monitoring period. A storm with a· 
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rip in the opposite direction could, say, you 

doesn't work, or one could say that it does. 

have to be very careful in that assessment:. 

know, that it 

So you really 

A couple of quick questions I wanted to try to 

clarify. One, I would like to talk to the FEMA representative, 

because, as you a re aware, I mean, it is very important to try' 

to establish what is required. You are going to find that most 

of the requirements for an engineered beach came out of 

memorandum which was handed down in, 1984 from Samuel Speck, who 

was the Regional Director at the time. That should be 

something that all of you should get your hands on. It is 

dated May 9, 1984. That was a memorandum that came down to 

he was the Associate Director at the time -- all t~e regional 

director·s. 

I also have a question regarding FEMA to Mr. 

Galinis: As you are aware, the 1992 FEMA regulations, Section 

44, Chapter 1, have the very specific detailing of due 

requirements, which has become a major issue as far as the 

square footage, cross section which is 540 square feet -- or 

the dune cresting above the still water 100-year storm flood 

elevation. That has been indicated as maybe becoming a 

criteria for any shore or landward side reimbursement, or 

hazard mapping, or for firm mapping and future insurance. 

Is that going to become a specific requirement in the 

,near future? 

MR. GALINIS: (speaking from audience; no microphone) 

I am on the 

referring·· to, 

Division. We 

refer to you 

Disaster Assistance Program. What you are 

sir, is our Natural Technological Hazards 

administer the Flood Insurance Program. I can 

a name and a number after this meeting you may 

refer to on that. 

MR. MAINBERGER: 

going to become--

Okay. So you don't know if that is 

MR. GALINIS: I will not speak to you on that. 

MR. MAINBERGER: Okay. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: We would be interested in hearing 

a response on that, too. 

MR. . MAINBERGER: Right, because there has been so·me 

moving around on this. Maybe Mr. Moore could shed a . little 

light bn this, that another state is working in that same 

direction. They have a new growth market, I think. Mr. Moore, 

is there anything else that is gciing to work on that dune cross 

section situation? 

MR. MOORE: (speaking from audience) Well, the dune 

cross section is with regards to the National Flood Insurance 

Program; One of the criteria that is being suggest.ea, and we 

endorsed, is that we restudy the coastline with regard to the 

dunes and the runoff in the velocity zones within that area. 

That study has sta·rted. · I do not believe that criteria has 

been established to date. It will probably be several years 

before it gets to that point of the hard and fast rule. 

MR. MAINBERGER: That is an understatement. 

MR. MOORE: That's an understa'tement, · but the State 

implements and follows the · policy guidelines that FEMA 

establishes. 

MR. MAINBERGER: The FEMA criteria is, there as far as 

any--

MR. MOORE: Yes. They are also going to have to 

restudy the areas and proceed if that is practical. This was 

discussed at a meeting we had up on Long Beach Island. 

· MR. MAINBERGER: Okay. I would be interested in that. 

I'm sorry to bother you again, Bernie, but you are 

also helping NJDEP in ranking some of the hazardous mitigation 

grant programs from the grant applications from the last 

disast~r, along with FEMA and the Emergency Management Group of 

the State Police. Do :you know if the rankings of those grant 

applic~tions that haven't been· kicked out yet have been 

completed and when they will be approved? 

66 



MR. MOORE: Rankings are still going on. The rankings 

are being adjusted because the amount of funds that are 

available for litigation have been aggressively reduced, 

because of the amount of money that has been approved by FEMA 

for storms. Initially when a storm hit and everyone was out 

there doing their thing, it was anticipated that the cost of 

the storm would be well over $100 million, which pays 10 

percent, or $10 million is available for litigation. That was 

in error. The information that was passed out and delivered 

was wrong. T,he amount of money is somewhere, probably around 

$3 million -- or somewhere in that category. 

So problems that had been approved now have to 'be 

relocked at and reran. 

MR. MAINBERGER: Is that $3 million °0n the Federal 

side and $3 million matching which would come out of the local 

side, or is that $3 million total, $1.5--

MR. MOORE: That's $3 million total. 

MR. MAINBERGER: Total, okay. 

MR. MOORE: We have-- The State does have approval 

for ranking .. It is not just all DEP. 

MR. MAINBERGER: Right. 

MR. MOORE: There are other key people from DOT and 

Community Affairs and other expertise units that are, you know, 

participating. 

talking 

MR. MAINBERGER: Okay. Thanks. 

I just have one other question, 

about sources of sand for 

because I know we are 

this renourishment. 

Certainly, Avalon, Sea Isle City, and other places have an 

advantage if they can get sand readily from an inlet or 

something of that nature, where it is secreting or it needs to 

be removed or there is a maintenance project going by. 

Getting back more toward the Army Corps of Engineers, 

in the northern section of 

stretch and you don't have 

New Jersey where you 

an inlet and you are 
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borrowing sand oceanside, has the Army Corps of Engineers 

identified specific sites for their own purposes past the 

Manasquan Inlet from the New York side, and from the 

Phi 1 ade lphi a side up to the Manasquan Inlet, so that private 

entities or municipal governments could utilize the Army Corps 

of Engineers' borrow zones to end their study work, to include 

in their applications for ienourishment? 

MR. PFEIFER: (speaking from audience; no microphone) 

Okay. We have identified borrow areas that needed projects. 

In doing the exploration, you find areas with suitable sand and 

areas where the sand quality is not as good. But we pick out 

an area that we feel is of sufficient quality and quantity to 

nourish the -- to build the beach and to renourish the beach 

for the fifth-year period. It is in that area that we have 

data information. There are areas that the State would like to 

use, you know, that are n~t necessarily under our 

j ur i sdict ion. The 1 and is there under the water. I am sure 

the State could use our information and then designate its own 

areas -- the municipalities. 

MR. MAINBERGER: Or a municipality, because--

Oceanside Borough's own site analysis is a very expensive 

proposition. 

MR. PFEIFER: It is. So long as it doesn't encroach 

on the areas designated for the Federal project, I don't think--

MR. MAINBERGER: Do you know exactly how far you 

overlap Oceanside south of Manasquan and whether the 

Philadelphia District may need to help you? Have you 

identified sites up to that point? 

MR. TUNNELL: ( speaking from audience; no microphone) 

We, too, have identified sites through the study process and 

through the 

situat:fons 

cons t ru.ct ion 

were found, 

and engineering 

.sayin.g as long 

process. 

as there 

Similar 

is no 

encroachment on the areas that are identified (several words 

indiscernible) through all the information out there. 
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Our New Jersey Shore Protection Study will docuf(lent 

some of that. There is actually a section in the '92 water 

resources bill that dealt with information gathered at the 

local--

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER FROM AUDIE~CE: I'll have to look 

that up. 

there 

bi 11. 

MR. TUNNELL: I don't think it was ever funded, but 

was some .legislative direction that was set in that 

It just hasn't been funded. It .would cover local 

communities applying on lo.cations un.der that bill. 

MR. MAINBERGER: Fine. I am sure that kind of cost-­

Would that be limited at the three-mile limit? Everything jou 

would do would be inside of that, or--

MR. TUNNELL: We don't limit ourselves except for the 

costs involved. 

MR. MAINBERGER: Okay. That's all I have. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Stay there a second. I have a 

question that has been developing during the morning. I had 

thought, at the beginning of this hearing, that an engineered 

beach was simply engineering, not so much construction. But it 

seems like some• of the municipalities are concerned that they 

don't have the money to have an engineered beach. They think 

they have to make an investment. They have to build ~Pa berm 

and spend that money and bring outside sand in to build up that 

berm. In many cases, that is probably true. 

In Avalon's case and you may not go a 11 the way 

back to the beginning; Ken Smith can jump in, or anybody can 

answer this for me-- In Avalon's case, when they first started 

to measure Avalon, for the most part a great deal of Avalon's 

beach was a magnificent beach, already there. It really 

didn't, in my opinion, need any addition a 1 sand. Now that it 

is done it is eligible, but it seems like somewhere along staff 

we have seen some memos or some advice that· you have to bring a 

different sand in. 
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If, in fact, the town -- and, you know, somebody can 

answer-- If, in fact, the town has their engineer, measures 

it, sho~s that it has the volume and the profile and everything 
I 

it needs to last for five years, or more, but it didn't do 

anything, it was {u~t there-- They knew it; they measured it; 

it doesn't need to be adjusted. It's there. Now they get a 

storm, they lose it, the President declares a disaster, and 

they are not eligible for Federal reimbursement because they 

physically didn't do anything. 

Is it true that they wouldn't get Federal 

reimbursement · to replace the sand they lost, that nature put 

there, but they measured, and they documented, and they--

MR. PFEIFER: The criteria is to maintain the beach to 

the profile that has been established. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Or greater? 

MR. PFEIFER: Or greater. But you have to at least-­

Once you set your criteria and your profile, you have to 

maintain it .to that profile .. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Okay. 

MR. PFEIFER: That is at the barest minimum. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Then let's say they have set the 

beach to the profile and the sand is above that profile. The 

five...,year storm, the engineers say, and everybody agrees with 

them -- the five-year storm -- there is more than enough sand 

there.· The profile is actually below the physical natural 

level that is there. Now they lose it, 

anything, just left it above this profile. 

Will the Federal government, 

declared, pay them to replace that? 

but 

if 

they didn't do 

a disaster is 

MR. PFEIFER: If I understand your question, sir, they 

are above-- After the storm they are still above the-­

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: No, before the storm. Before the 

storm, but after the--

MR. PFEIFER: But they have-­

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: They measured it. 
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MR. PFEIFER: The storm created damage to the beach, 

but they are still at the five-year storm level? 

MR. Sf1ITH: No. Suppose you have a 100-foot . wide 

beach, a nice optimal beach width. Maybe this is the problem. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Yes, it is--

MR. SMITH: I know where you are headed, Jatk. We are 

a community that fortunately has so~e . stability to its . beach. 

You designed and engineered it, whether you had to or not. You 

· have been lucky. You haven't had any problem on that beach. 

where down just below 1;:he beaches had problems. The big one 

hi ts, and all of a sudden that beach is taken out. What once 

was a viable, healthy beach that did not need ren6urishment·at 

the minimum five-year interval -- okay? -- now is looking for 

FEMA to reimburse them. And FEMA says, "Well, that is a 

natural beach. It doesn't qualify ,because you haven't 

renourished it." What if they didn't have to renourish it? 

MR. PFEIFER: Does the town have the documentation and 

profiles or studies or whatever over the five years to justify 

their not needing to renourish that beach? 

ASSEMBLYMAN.GIBSON: Yes, in the hypothetical case. 

MR. PFEIFER: If they have that documentation, 

hypothetically, they should be eligible at that point. But if 

- they, do not have that 

there was no need to 

type of documentation to support t:t~at 
I 

do something atter an event~ whether 

declared or not, they are going to r_un into a problem. 

the documentation. 

It's. 

MR. SMITH: So ther.e should also be some type · of a 

written commitment that we are .going to defend this profile, if 

we need to. If we don't, then--. See, that· is where the 

five-ye_ar renourisliment-,-- That's been a problem. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: That is what some of us in the 

Leefislaturi have been talking about. We think there are 

municipalities out there that only need some engineering; only 

need some information; only need some .guidance; do not really 

71 



need the physical construction dollars. Then if 1 a storm hits, 

that minimal cost will make them eligible for these Federal 

reimbursements. We think there,may be a lot of municipalities 

out there like that. Maybe we' re wrong, but if there are we 

want to find them. In fact, I introduced legislation Monday 

that aims at trying to get to that point. There are plenty of 

opportunities for this, I believe. Senator Cafiero mentioned 

this sometime back at one of his ·hearings. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: At one of the meetings of the 

Committee that Senator Kyrillos held-- Scott Weiner was there, 

and I said, "It would be so nice if somebody could get two 

1 i tt le handy books, or handy-dandy home do-it-yourself guides 

for municipalities that say: 'What do we have to do to get an 

engineered beach? What are the most effective ways to maintain 

the beach?"' whether it is Christmas trees or rubber tires, 

whatever it is, so that towns with 500 people, or 10 feet of 

beach, don't spend a lot of money to get what is already in the 

minds of the experts. The bill that Jack just put in is going 

to get these people, hopefully, to get to the engineered level, 

and maybe many, many beaches that but for want of the 

engineering expense have engineered beaches, and had they had 

that information when the storm hit, they would have known what 

they lost and would have qualified. So maybe we are heading in 

the right direction. 

MR. SMITH: Mr. Chairman, if I may, through yoµ, I 

just want to address Senator Cafiero"s comment. The problem is 

with many communities that they basically just want to do:beach 

scraping,· maintenance of dunes, some profiles, and they feel 

that that is sufficient to qualify them under FEMA. There are 

not a lot of communities that h_ave that optimal beach that you 

are talking about. What happens is, they get caught. 

Manasquan, at the last Commission meeting, complained 

that they did not understand what the criteria was. 

Unfortunately, and it's a question of dollars, communities are 
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looking at the least expensive way to provide the protect ion. 

But you have to look at that beach as a sand-sharing system, 

and the profiles are critical to this, because you have to know 

what is going on offshore also; v-?hat the flow for that beach 

is. There is a lot more to it than just beach scraping. In 

fact, one of the points that FEMA makes is that beach scraping, 

by itself, does not qualify a community, because·a11 you are 

doing is shifting_ the existing sand around. You are not 

necessarily maintaining an optimal profile a designed 

engineered profile. 

MR. MAINBERGER: Just a quick addition: I know you 

are talking engineered beach, engineered beach. FEMA criteria 

is not just engineered beach, but it is improved beach. They 

specifically indicate in their guidelines that if it is a 

natural beach, it doesn't count. Sb you just can't go out 

there and say -- and have a natural beach and say -- get your 

engineer to go out there and say, "Oh, this is perfect. This 

is our engineered beach." They are not going to come through 

for you. You are going to have to lose it; you are going to 

have to rebuild it, build it 1 to an engineering condition, and 

from that point to maintain it to get into that system. And 

you are going ,to have to do the studies before that, tell them 

what you expect to lose. You have to put into place the 

ordinances, in your budget how much you are going to do, and 

adopt a maint-enance program. There is a very specific list 

the that FEMA gives in these directives that came down to 

directors -- the~e memos that you want to look at. Also, you 

know, the different sections of Chapter 44 of the FEMA 

regulations, which talk about requirements for a beach and 

where you are eligible and where you are not. 

I know you' re saying, "Can't we just go up and down 

and- if it is a good one, let's say it is ours, have our 

engineer certify it, and that· s it." Right now, that doesn't 

cut the cake with FEMA, according to the regulations. 
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SENATOR CAFIERO: Mr. Chairman, what I am saying is~­

You've got to build it, they won't fix it, is that what you're 

saying? 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: 

to, unfortunately. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: 

That is what it is coming back 

Well then maybe we ought to 

memorialize Congress to change that regulation into some towns 

fortunate enough to have a beach to qualify for the engineered 

standards from the profile, will double qualify if th~y do 

that. I don't see any justification to say, "Well, we don't 

want to replenish because God bui 1 t it first." That doesn't 

make sense. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: It's like--

MR. MAINBERGER: I think, people, it came to the point 

that when you are in . a sit_uation where God is building and 

building and building it, you are not after to fix it, because 

if it is not broken, you are not looking to fix it. Now that 

you are seeing a lot-- See, things are changing now. You are 

not getting that natural sand resource coming to the shore, 

because a lot of inlet areas are stabilized; a lot of rivers 

are stabilized; the sand isn't washing down. It is not 

continually refeeding these areas with sand, so some areas are 

just getting stripped away. That is why you are looking at 

these renourishment programs now. 

SENATOR CAFIERO: I think there is something wrong 

with ( that logic. You said with the cost picture. Your cost 

figures are up. You got something as a gift. You didn't lose 

anything, because somebody gave it to you for nothing. That 

doesn't make any sense~ If it has value, it h~s value whether 

it got_ there by your efforts or heaven sent or nature or 

whatever it is. 

MR. MAINBERGER: Well, that's true. 

SENATOR_ CAFIERO: So maybe we ought to memorialize 

Congress to--
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MR. MAINBERGER: That is more in a political pursuit 

than--

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: You are not setting the criteria; 

you are just interpreting the criteria. 

MR. MAINBERGER: No. We're just saying if you look at 

the criteria that we have seen, because we have had this 

argument with FEMA in that line. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Wel 1, we want to take a look at 

that. 

All right. Thanks, Bob. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: Mr. Chairman, through you, Mr. 

Markowski, do you have anything to add to this from Margate? 

COMM. T~OMAS s. MARKOWSKI, JR.: Yes, I 

would l~ke to make a statement. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: Come on up, sir. 

COMMISSIONER MARKOWSKI: My name is Tom Markowski. I 

am Commissioner of Public Works in Margate, New Jersey. The 

subject that has just come up at this particular point in your 

questions from two or three of you people, is very germane to 

our particular situation. 

In Margate, we have had a relatively little problem 

through the years with beach -- with loss of beach. We would 

accrete some, we would lose some, but it stayed relatively 

stable, to my eyes. I have been a resident of the city for 35 

years. I don't know whether the Army Corps of Engineers or 

FEMA will agree or disagree with that point. I have been a 

resident, lived _there, used the beach~ We have lost very 

little. We have gained a little. There has been relatively 

little change. 

The storms of October, December, and March actually 

killed us. We spent $80,000 after the October storm 

rearranging the beach, not just scraping it. Our beach .builds 

up along the bulkheads. The residents complain. The sand 

blows into the street and blows onto their expensive lawns. We 
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move it away. We put it back where it was, so to speak. It 

cost us $80,000 to rearrange it after the October storm. We 

had built dunes with city money; we planted grass on two 

different · occasions. Unfortunately, that preceded the two 

storms. The storms totally washed it away. 

I have been in contact with the Office of DEP and the 

Office of Emergency Management at the State level, trying to 

get the specifics of what is an engineered beach. Fol lowing 

the October storm, we applied for Federal funds and were told 

that we didn't have an engineered beach, and we were not 

subject to it. December came along, another heavy storm, the 

same response. I charged right out trying to find out what we 

had to do to obtain an engirteer~d beach. I was told there were 

going to be a couple of meetings, which apparently did not 

occur. I attended a meeting, together with the Mayor and 

fellow Commissioners and our City Engineer, in February in Long 

Branch, where there was great discussion. Dr. Stuart--

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER FROM AUDIENCE: Farrell. 

COMMISSIONER MARKOWSKI: --Farrel 1 was there also. I 

applied for and I asked for help in finding out how we, the 

City of Margate, could qualify as an engineered beach. I still 

have not been given a particular response. I was told last 

month that there would be some future meeting that 

municipalities would be invited to and those specifics would be 

~ade available. Unfortunately, I walked into this meeting late 

this morning. I am told that there was some basic information 

given at the beginning of the me~ting about what was an 

engineere~ beach. But I felt, Senator Cafiero, as you pointed 

out, that we may have met that criteria of being an engineered 

beach without having the "designation" of being in that 

particular position. I am endeavoring to find out what ~e have 

to do to qualify so that we can have Federal funds available .if 

and when this particular problem happens again. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: So far we have learned that you 

certainly have to measure it. You have engineers there and you 

have to have a maintenance program. It does sound like you 

have to have had spent some money to replace it at one point in 

time. That last part we are not satisfied with -- some of us 

aren't. 

He is on the Atlantic City island. 

MR. TUNNELL: les, Absecon island~ 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Is he part, of an Army Corps of 

Engineers' project? (no response) You may be in better 

shape-- Do you want to address that? 

MR. TUNNELL: (speaking from audience) You are part 

of the Brigantine study~ the study that is underway. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Oh, the study. Didn't the Army 

Corps pump sand into Atlantic City several times? 

MR. TUNNELL: Yes. That has been deauthorized. That 

is an old project from--

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: They didn't enjoy the 50-year-­

MR. TUNNELL: Back then it was only 10. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: --maintenance guarantee that we 

get now. Okay. 

Commissioner Markowski, You are as interested as we 

are in--

COMMISSIONER MARKOWSKI: Absolutely. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: --continuing to try to establish 

for Margate an engineered beach, together with your engineering 

people. It may be, at least at this point, that there has to 

.be some physical maintenance work done there to be eligible. 

· Then there has to be a storm, a declaration, and so on. · We 

hope that all of these things do not take place, but that's 

kind of the--

COMMISSIONER MARKOWSKI: It is inevitable. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: This, that, or it's now. The 

Army Engineers are studying your island and if, in fact, you 

are eligible for a project, then you not only get sand, you get 
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a nice beach, but they guarantee it and maintain it for the 

next 50 years. Maybe we are all going in that direction. It 

is not going to .happen for awhile, but hopefully it is going to 

happen. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: Through you, Mr. Chairman, can 

Commissioner Markowski get some satisfaction before he leaves 

the building today? 

MR. MOORE: I'll talk to him. 

COMMISSIONER MARKOWSKI: Thank you very much. Thank 

you, Assemblyman. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Bob Roman, Mayor of Mantoloking. 

M A Y O R R O B E R T A. R O M A N: I would like to 

thank the Chair and this Commission for holding these public 

hearings, and especially today having the Army Corps of 

Engineers, along with FEMA, here. I think it is very important. 

Our town, for 12 years, had a fantastic dune program. 

We went along just swell until the winter storms hit. In fact, 

in 1991, our town was nationally recognized for our dune 

program. Well, after the storm, of course, our dunes were 

decimated and our beaches were reduced greatly. 

At this point, we are looking to get into the big 

boys' game in looking at this managed beach program. We have 

learned an awful lot since the winter storms. We have an awful 

lot more to learn. Many people who were here today have been 

of great help to us. 

I do have a question for the Army Corps of Engineers. 

I feel like a stepchild this morning. No. one has really 

mentioned the reach from Point Pleasant Beach to Seaside. Is 

there anything being considered for that area? 

MR. TUNNELL: That is a part of the New Jersey Shore 

Study. It has not been started, but it has been identified as 

one of the future study areas. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: It's authorized. 

MR. TUNNELL: For study . 

. ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Okay. 
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MAYOR ROMAN: From where you sit, if everything goes 

well, when do you think "something could be done if the study is 

approved? 

MR. TUNNELL: Well, the study has been approved. It 

just hasn't been funded for the reconnaissance phase. It all 

depends on the funds N~w Jersey has and when we can get 

started. Well, we could start anytime, but we don't want to 

jump start the funding mechanism. 

MR. SMITH: Mr. Chairman, I have a question for John, 

just a quick one: If New Jersey were to secure the Federal 

funding for the recon phase of that, is your District ready to 

go? Would you be ready to mobilize the next step? 

MR. TUNNELL: We could go tomorrow. 

MAYOR ROMAN: Is this a case then of--

MR. SMITH: We go to Washington every year-­

MAYOR ROMAN: Yes. 

MR. SMITH: --to the Maritime Advisory Council 

Bernie is with that and request certain appropriations for 

coastal projects. Long Beach Island, this year, was in the 

loop for the 100 percent first reconnaissance phase study. 

Really, my question was: Do you have the capacity and the 

sources there that can mobilize for that type of study, because 

you are looking at five to seven years before you put a grain 

of sand on the beach. So we would like to get you in that loop 

as soon as we can. 

MAYOR ROMAN: Do you think we are talking about 

anywhere between .1997 and the year 2000-, 

done? 

for something being 
I 

MR. SMITH: For a timetable on that I would defer to 

John. I mean, it wouldn't be in before '95 FY '95. 

MR. TUNNELL: No, the earliest we could be in would be 

FY· '95. It is feasible assuming funding mechanisms are in 

place in New Jersey respective but obviously we wi 11 not 

start a study if New Jersey cannot fol low through, because it 

would lead to disaster. If we start and stop--
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MA~OR ROMAN: Right. 

MR. TUNNELL: --there is no way to get back into the 

game, 

there. 

so we should make sure that the funding mechanism is 

I can foresee it as a possibility definitely to start. 

benefits 

now has 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: That is one of the biggest 

of this permanent source of beach funding the State 

on an annu'al basis; that we can set a long-range 

planning to match Federal aid that is available. 

from what staff has prepared for us, that part of 

I do see, ~ 

the first 

expenditure are these studies. We have committed, you know, a 

big share to these studies, and al though we would certainly 

like to see beaches built, we've got to do this planning to be 

eligible for this. And, do we have the funds? 

MR. TUNNELL: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Okay. So you are going to get 

your study. 

MAYOR ROMAN: Fine. 

The next thing I would like to ask is: I understand 

that FEMA has a handout today with the game rules. of what you 

have to do for a managed beach. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Do we have enough for--

MR. GALINIS: Yes, we do. 

MAYOR ROMAN: I was wondering:· Does the Army Corps of 

Engineers have anything we can also have that has their list of 

criteria on any of the programs that tney have? 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: The criteria for the Army Corps 

would be to be eligible for a study -- you are going to get a 

study -- and then once that study is completed, if, in fact, 

the study is feasible, they wi 11 be ready. We have to then 

have the money, and it would be a matter of priority up and 

down the coast. That part of your question, I think, is a 
couple·of years away toward answering~ 

MAYOR ROMAN: 

UNIDENTIFIED 

Okay, fine. 

SPEAKER FROM 

FEMA study -- the handout for today? 
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ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Well, you can have· that today, 

yes. 

Does anyone else w~nt to speak? Yes, sir, Andy? 

MR. PREVITI: My name is Andy Previti. I spoke to you 

earlier. 

There are a couple of things that I wanted to bring 

up. One, I wanted · to ask John Tunnel 1 if Ludlam Is land is 

included for a reconnaissance and feasibility study? 

MR. TUNNELL: It's targeted. 

MR. PREVITI: Do you have an idea of the time frame? 

MR. TUNNELL: Probably sometime after '95. 

' MR. PREVITI: Has it been funded? 

MR . TUNNELL : 

that period. 

I can secure the Feder a 1 funds after 

MR. PREVITI : 

one that--

Because I think that Island is the only 

clear. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: And we have the State funds. 

MR. PREVITI: --is not included in the program. 

MR. TUNNELL: All the locations are-- Let me get it 

The entire J~rsey coast is covered under the study 

authority and produced in various phases of getting into that 

process. 

MR. PREVITI: Right. 

MR, TUNNELL: So it is not a question of having to go 

out and get the authority. It is a question of us bringing it 

into the Federal budget when New Jersey is ready to go. 

MR. PREVITI: The other comment I would 1 ike to make 

is: I heard earlier from speakers that or I got the 

impression that they felt that FEMA was an agency to help them 

build their beaches, and that's really not what they are. 

Their name is Emergency Management, and they only respond to 

emergencies. 

If we are looking for some type of program similar to 

how we rebuild roads, then we have to look at the Feder a 1 
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government, possibly the Army Corps of Engineers, and the State 

setting up a program similar to the Municipal Aid Road Program; 

that there would be a constant source of money, and there would 

be a consta·nt program to give this money to municipalities to 

do what they had to do with.th~ir beaches. 

I will give you two examples that relate to Sea Isle 

City: In 1986, we had plans ---, specifications prepared, sent 

to Bernie's office, following a recommended plan that the Corps 

of Engineers recommended in '66 after the '62 storm. _Those 

groins were to be built following that plan. The plan_ 

languished in Trenton because there were no funds to come up 

with the 20 or 75 percent State share to build the 

structu~es. So Sea Isle City again decided, you know, "We 

can't wait. We have to do this." They funded it themse 1 ves, 

and_ that· kind of community -- as Assemblyman Gibson well knows 

t6ok the.bull by the horni, and they got it done. 

' The groins were built. We put in our own beach fill. 

But, as I said earlier, they cannot continue to do this over 

time. There has to be a much better program to just organize 

things and to fund it. If you patterned it after the Federal, 

State, municipal program for road maintenance and 

reconstruction, that might'be a good basis to go forward with 

some kind of better plan than we have riow. 

One other thing I would like to mention that 
' . 

:Administrator Bednarek from Avalon mentioned -- about requiring 

in any legislation the State does requirements for an 

engineered beach.- If you are going to do that, I would only 

ask you to be much more specific in the statute than the 

Federal statute. The Federal statute is very vague~ The 

regulat.ions got clearer after Hurricane · Gloria in '85, _and I 

think today it is a lot easier to understand what an engineered 

beach is in relation to how FEMA defines it. 

But if you are going to require municipalities to have 

engineered beaches, I would ask you to make it very' clear in 

the legislation, describing what the qualifications are so that 
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it is easy to_ follow what the qualifications are. Fortunately 

for me, I have been working with FEMA since 1977 -- Hurricane 

Bel le, I think_ it was. But it took a good number of years to 

understand what to do. Finally, after '85-- I think Avalon 

was in the same boat. We have a good working relationship with 

them because we share Towns ends Inlet and we pump sand out of 

that usually under joint projects. It has taken that long, say 

from '85 until now, to understand what the requirements are and 

to convince the ·municipality that, "This is what you have to 

do, and you are going to have to spend some money up front to 

do it• II Fortunately, we are both in a position where we do 

have at least portions of our beaches engineered beaches. 

The other thing I would like to mention is the term 

"natural beach'~ and 'how it relates to communities such as Se.a 

Isle City and Avalon. Avalon has a big dune system. It is 

considered natural dune. I don't believe any work has ever 

been done to it. If a big storm hits and damages that, I don't 

believe they are eligible for any kind of reimbursement - or 

assistance from FEMA. Is that correct? 

that:...-

MR. GALINIS: If there is improved property behind 

MR. PREVITI: Well, it would be open for emergency. 

MR. GALINIS: Emergency. 

MR. PREVITI: Yes, that's all. Emergency berm is very 

minimal structure. It's there for a five-year design stor~ to 

withstand that storm. 

Another -great point -- and I am sure Ms. Burgess, if 

she is still here -:- she has left is the north end of Sea 

Isle City. The north end of Sea Isle City is considered a 

natural. beach. · I think it was pumped in by the Corps at the 

'62 storm. It has not been maintained, so it has reverted to 

more or less a natural beach designation. 

any kind of permanent assistance there. 

We don't qualify for 

All we qualify for is 

emergency, which, again, is just a five-year berm. 
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As part of the DSR procedure after a storm, there is a 

program for hazard mitigation. They will work with us to see 

if we can do something to prevent the storms from causing the 

same kind of damage in the future. For the north end of Sea 

Isle, a hazard mitigation report was done. It was sent to the 

State, I' believe. I received a copy of the response, and it is 

not cost-effective to do anything permanent in the north end of 

Sea Isle City. 

So, while one sect ion of Sea Is le is considered an 

engineered beach, the riorth end, which is very vulnerable ~oday 

to anything-- A good northeaster is going to blow out the sand 

that's there and wash it over the road again. There is nothing 

that FEMA can do to help us with that, and that is where we 

really need assistance from Federal, Corps of Engineers, the 

State of New Jersey, to address those problems. I know the 

Assemblyman is aware of it because we have both gotten sand in 

our shoes walking along that area. 

Thank you for listening to me. I hope you will 

continue your efforts. Assemblyman Gibson being a professional 

engineer, I think he is aware of all the problems we have to 

deal with along the coast, and being a resident of Sea Isle 

City, I am sure · has a lot of experience with that problem. I 

hope your role in this will continue to be as beneficial to our 

community as it has in the past. 

Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GIBSON: Thank you. 

Anyone else? (no response) 

I want to thank everybody for coming, the legislators 

and the staff. We thank the City of Ocean City for hosting the 

room, and the Army Engineers and the State personnel and the 

FEMA personnel. Thank you all. 

(HEARING CONCLUDED) 
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FEMA EMERGENCY WORK 

'Emergency work is eligible for assistance when it is 
necessary to: 

Eliminate immediate threats to life, public health, 
and safety; and, 

Eliminate an immediate 
additional damage to or 
public or private property. 

hazard that 
destruction of 

threatens 
improved 

Emergency work is limited to the essential measures 
required to protect against a similar disaster expected to 
occur not less frequently than every five years, or to restore 
protection as existed prior to the disaster whichever is 
lesser. 

Emergency work must provide benefits to the community at 
large, and must have a favorable benefit-to-cost ratio. 



FEMA PERMM.i"'ENT WORK 

FEMA provides grants for the repair, restoration, 
reconstruction, or replacement of eligible public and 
private non-profit. facilities on the basis of the design 
of the facilities as they existed immediately prior to 
the disaster. 

Permanent work to restore or replace a natural beach is 
not eligible for FEMA assistance. A beach is considered 
an eligible facility only when that beach has been 
improved and regularly maintained prior to the disaster. 



EMERGENCY WOR.lC ON BEACHES 

Emergency work on beaches is typically .the 
construction of a sand berm designed to protect 
the landward areas from a storm producing a 5-
year recurrence interval· tide. 

This sacrificial berm is intended to provide 
protect"ion from immediate threats of damage, 
and to allow for the repair, reinforcement, 
and/or relocation of improved property. , 
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PERMANENT WORK ON BEACHES 

Replacement of sand on an unimproved natural beach is not 
eligible. 

Work on an improved beach may be eligible under the 
following conditions. 

(1) the beach was constructep. by the placement of 
sand (of proper grain size) to a designed elevation, 
width, and slope; and 

(2) a maintenance program involving periodic 
renourishment of sand must have been established and 
adhered to by the applicant. 



DOCUMENTATION FOR IMPROVED BEACH ELIGIBILITY 

For each nourishment and subsequent renourishment, the 
following should be provided: 

* Design Study (Compatibility Analyses, Projected 
Life, etc.) 

* Plans, Profiles, and Specifications 

* Contract Documents 

* As-Built Plans with Final Quantities and Cost 

Documentation should also be provided to demonstrate that a 
"maintenance program involving periodic renou~ishment of 
sand" has been "established and adhered to by the 
applicant." This can include ordinances or resolutions 
committing to renourishment after a specified time period or 
when a specified percentage of the previous nourishment is 
'lost. Mechanisms for initiating and funding future 
renourishment's should be identified. 
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Beach NouI:'ishment Project criteria 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) does not provide 
detailed criteria defining a beach nourishment project eligible for 
permanent work funds under Public Assistance, because FEMA's 
function is to ad.minister · grants for the repair of existing, 
damaged public projects; it does not provide guidance on the design 
of public projects. Section 206.226 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 44 1 , describes an eligible improved beach as: 

(i) The beach was constructed by the placement of sand (of 
proper grain size) to a designed elevation, width, and 
slope; and 

(ii) A maintenance program involving periodic renourishment of 
sand must have been established and adhered to by the 
applicant. · 

These criteria were· established to assure that eligible beach 
nourishment projects would be designed, constructed, and maintained 
as designed in the same manner as any other permanent public 
project. · 

FEMA's eligibility criteria for permanent work on beaches were 
based on criteria taken from a review of ,U. s. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) beach nourishment projects. Although elements of 
the designs differ, many basic concepts are consistent in the USACE 
projects. Many of these elements are detailed in Chapter 5 of the 
Shore Protection Manual 2 • This USACE publication states that at a 
minimum, a beach nourishment project must consider the following: 

• Determination of the long-shore transport characteristics 
of the project siie and deficiency of material supply 
(average annual erosion); 

• Determination of the composite sand characteristics; 

• Evaluation· and selection of source of material · for 
nourishment and all future renourishments, including 
consider~tions for overfill due to different material 
characteristics and advanced nourishment; 

• Determination of beach berm and dune elevations and 
.widths based on design level of protection, average 
annual erosion, and renourishment schedule; 

• Determination of wave adjusted foreshore slopes; 

• Determination of and compensation for beach nourishment 
transitions such as initial profile. adjustments, end 
losses, and expected erosion until renourishment; and 

• Determination of renourishment needs and requirements. 
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one item not discussed in detail in the 1984 Shore Protection 
Manual is the need for subaqueous beach nourishment. Dr. James R. 
Houston, ·chref, Coastal Engineering Research Center, USACE, 
Waterways Experiment Station, has in several recent publications3•4•5 

.stated that projects where the subaqueous portions of the beach 
profile are not nourished, and where maintenance renourishment is 
,not planned, should not be considered adequately designed beach 
nourishment projects - they can only be considered emergency 
projects. 

currently, FEMA and the' USACE are participating in a National 
Research Council study . on beach nourishment. The appointed 
committee of leading national experts will define the criteria for 
proper beach nourishment · projects ~nd will comment on FEMA' s 
eligibility criteria for Public Assistance funds. This study is 
scheduled for completion in May 1994. Until that time, if criteria 
for a beach nourishment project more detailed than provided by FEMA 
are required, the criteria provided in the Shore Protection Manual 
and subsequent.publications should be utilized. 
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Near shore slopes are usually gentle. seaward of the bar. Slopes are 
steeper inshoi:-e of the bar and may be as steep as 1 on 5 at the waterline with 
coarse sand. Anaiyses of profiles at eroding beaches indicate that it may be 
assumed that the slope· seaward of a depth of 8 meters ( 26 feet) will remain 
nearly unchanged, that the point of slope break E will remain at about the 
same elevation, and that the profile shoreward of the point of break in slope 
will remain nearly unchanged. Thus, the ultimate depth at the wall may be 
estimated as follows: 

(a) In Figure 5-2, let B represent a water depth of 8 meters, 
E the point of slope break at the depth of about 2 meters ( 6 .S feet), 
and C the present position of the berm crest. If it is desired to build a 
structur~ with an economic life estimated at SO years at point A and it is 
found that n is the annual average loss of beach width at the berm, then in 
SO years without the structure. this berm will retreat a distance SOn to 
point D. 

(b) From D to the elevation of point E, draw a profile D-F 
parallel to C-E, and connect points B · and F. This dashline~ D-F-B, will 
represent the approximate profile of beach after SO years without the struc­
ture. The receded beach elevation at the structure's location will be 
approximated by point A'. Similar calculations may be made for anticipated 
short-term beach losses caused by storms. Storm erosion generally results in 
a greater loss of beach material above the mean low water (MLW) level, because 
the superelevation of the water level ( storm surge) allows storm waves to act 
on the upper part of the beach. 

Other factors considered in planning and design are the depth of wall 
penetration to prevent undermining, tiebacks or end walls to prevent flanking, 
stability against saturated soil pressures, and the possibility of soil slump­
ing under the wall. 

III. PROTECTIVE BEACHES 

1. Functions. 

Beaches can effectively dissipate wave energy and are classified as shore 
protection structures of adjacent uplands when maintained at proper dimen­
sions. Existing beac.hes are part of the natural coastal system and their wave 
dissipation usually occurs without creating adverse environmental effects. 
Since most beach erosion problems occur when there is a deficiency in the· 
natural supply of sand, the placement of borrow material on the shore should 
be considered as one shore stabilization measure. It is advisable to investi­
gate the feasibility of mechanically or hydraulically placing sand directly on 
an eroding shore, termed beach restoration, to res tore or form, and subse­
quently maintain, an adequate protective beach, and to consider other remedial 
measures as auxiliary to this solution. Also, it is important to remember 
that the replenishment of sand eroded, from the beach does not in itself solve 
an ongoing erosion problem and that periodic replenishment will be required ac 
a rate equal to natural losses caused by the erosion. Replenishment along an 
eroding beach segment can be achiev~d by stockpiling suitable beach material 
at its updrift erid and allowing longshore processes to redistribute che 
material along the remaining beach. The establishment and periodic repl~nish­
ment of such a stockpile_ is termed ar-r::..-·:.c:.::.l b.;:ac.,z no:...r--~sr:m:i"!~. Artifici;il. 
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nourishment then maintains the shoreline at its restored position. Whim 
conditions are suitable for artificial nourishment, long reaches of shore may 
be protected at a cost relatively low compared to costs of other alternative 
protective structures. An ad_ditional consideration is that the widened beach 
may have additional benefits as a recreation feature. 

Under certain conditions, a properly designed groin system may improve a 
protective beach. However, this method must be used with caution, for if a 
beach is restored or widened· by impounding the natural supply of littoral 
material, a corresponding decrease in supply may occur in downdrift areas with 
resultant expansion or transfer of the problem area. Detrimental effects 
of groins can usually be minimized by placing artificial · fill in suitable 
quantity concurrently with groin construction to allow downdrift bypassing 
of littoral material; such stockpiling is called fiZ'ling the groins. Groin 
construction should be sequential from fartherest downdrift to the _most 
updrift location within the system in order to achieve maximum natural filling 
of the groin compartments. 

Groins may be included in. a beach restoration project to reduce the rate 
of loss and therefore the nourishment requirements. When groins are con­
sidered for use with artificial fill, their benefits should be carefully 
evaluated to determine their justification. Such justification could be based 
on the fact that groins will provide a greater reduction in the annual nour­
ishment costs than the increase annual charges for groin construction ( see 
Ch. 5 , Sec •. VI, l O) • 

2. Limitations. 

The decision to use groins as part of a protective beach depends first on 
the availability of suitable sand for the purpose, and if available, on the 
cost per unit volume of fill and the cost of groin construction. Often the 
cost per cubic meter of sand for small projects is quite high due to the 
high expense of mobilizing and demobilizing the equipment needed for project 
construction, whereas for larger fills the same expense consc'itutes a much 
smaller proportion of the project funds. Also, artificial nourishment can be 
quite costly per unit length of short shore segments because of the rapid 
erosion of the widened beach which projects significantly seaward of the 
adjacent shores to create a soft e"f'odibl,e hea.d7,and on which wave energy is 
focused. The resulting high nourishment requirements may be justified for 
short lengths of beach· in cases where the artificial nourishment prevents the 
enlargement of the problem area to downdrift shores. Difficulties may be 
encountered in financing a shore protection method (in this case) which pro­
vides protection beyond the immediate problem area. The use of coarser than 
natural, and consequently.more stable, fill material in the original restora­
tion may reduce nourishment requirements, but may be less suitable as wildlife 
habitat or for human recreation. The introduction of unnatural material may 
also have other undesirable long-term effects to adjacent shorelines. A 
sacrificial veneer of fine material over coarser, more protective material 
would emulate natural conditions at some west coast and Hawaiian beaches. 

Planning of a protective beach by artificial nourishment requires th~ 
following: 
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(a) Determination of the longshore transport characteristics of the 
project site • .and adjacent coast and deficiency of material supply to the 
pro~lem area. 

( b) Determination of the 
the existing beach material, or 
littoral movement. 

composite average 
native sand, in 

characteristics of 
the zone of a~tive 

(c) Evaluation· and selection of borrow material for the initial beach 
fill and periodic nourishment, including th~ determination of any extra 

· amount of borrow material required for placement based on the comparison 
of the native beach sand and borrow material. · 

(d) Determination of beach berm elevation and width. 

(e) Determination of wave-adjusted foreshore slopes. 

(£) Determination of beach-fill transftion. 

(g) Determination of feeder-beach (stockpile) location. 

a. Direction of Longshore Transport and. Deficiency of Supply. The me_thods 
of determining the predominant direction of longshore transport are outlined 
in Chapter 4, Section V. The deficiency of the material supply is the'rate of 
loss of beach material--the rate at which the material supply must be 
increased to balance the transport by littoral forces to prevent net loss. If 
no natural supply is available as downdrift from a major littoral barrier, the 
net rate of longshore transport required will approximate the deficiency in 
supply. A comparison of surv-eys of accreting or eroding areas over a long 
period of time is the best method of estimating the longshore .transport rate 
( the nourishment required to maintain stability of the shore). Collecting 
long-term survey data both before and· after · project construction is 
recommended. When surveys suitable for volume measurements are unavailable, 
approximations computed from changes in the shore position, as determined from 
aerial photography or other suitable records, are often necessary. Fo-r such 
compu~ations, the reZ.ationship in which l square meter of change in beach 
su-rface area equi::r.Z.s 8 cubic mete-rs of beach m::z.teT'iaZ. (l square foot of change 
in beach su1'f ace area equaZ.s l cubic ya'T'd of beach mate-rial.) appea1's to 
p-rovide acceptable vaZ.ues on e:r:posed seacoasts. This relationship presumes. 
the active beach profile extends over a range in elevation of approximately 8 
meters (27 feet). The relationship should be adjusted accordingly for shores 
with greater or less extensive active beach profiles. · 

b. Description of Native Beach Sand. It is first necessary to sample and 
characterize native beach sanq to· obtain a standard for c,omparing the suita­
bility of potential borrow sediments.· Native s.ediments constitute those beach 
materials actively affected by beach processes during· a · suitable period of 
time ( 1-year minimum). During a year, at least two sets of samples should be 
collected from the surface of the. active beach profile which extends from an 
upper beach elevation o'f wave-dominated processes seaward to an offshore 
depth or "seaward limit" of littoral sand movement. Ideally, a "winter" and 
"sumr.ie r" beach condition should be sampled. The textural properties of all 
sar.i;,les are then co:nbined or averaged to form the native "composite" sampl': 
·.;hich serves as the native beach textural standard. Textural properties o.t 
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native sand are selected for the comparison because they · result from the 
selective winnowing and distribution of sediment across the active profile by 
shoreface processes; their distribution reflects a state of dynamic equilib­
rium between sediments and processes within the system. See Hobson (1977) and 
Hands· and Hansen (in preparation, 1985) for specific sampling guidelines, a 
discussion of composite samples, and a determination of offshore limits for 
sampling. 

c. Selection of Borrow Material. After the characteristics of the native 
sand andthelongshore transport processes in the area are determined, . the 
next step is to select borrow material for beach fill and for periodic nour­
ishment. As explained in the previous paragraph, an average native texture, 
called · the native aomposite, is used to evaluate the suitability of potential 
borrow sand because the native textural patterns are assumed to be the direct 
response of sand sorting by natural processes. Simply stated, it is assumed 
that these ·same processes will redistribute borrow sand that is placed on the 
beach in a similar textural pattern as the native sand along the profile 
considering the ,differences between native and borrow sand texture. Sorting 
and_ winnowing action by waves, tides, and currents will therefore tend to 
generally transport finer sizes seaward, leave the coarsest sizes slightly 
shoreward of the plunge point, and cover the beach face and remaining offshore 
areas with the more medium sand sizes. Some sediment :s'izes that are in borrow 
material and not in the native beach sand may not be stable in the beach 
environment. Extremely fine particle sizes are expected ultimately to be 
moved offshore and lost from the active littoral zone while fragile grains, 
such as some shells, will be broken, abraded and possibly lost. These kinds 
of changes to the borrow sediment will, through time, make the texture of the 
beach fill more like the original native sediment but will, in the process, 
reduce the original volume of fill placed on the beach. 

Borrow sediments containing organic material or large amounts of the finer 
sand fractions may be used as beach fill since natural sorting and winnowing 
processes can be expected to clean the fill material. This has been con­
firmed with fills containing foreign matter at Anaheim Bay and Imperial Beach, 
California, and Palm Beach, Florida. Also fill material darkened by organic 
material (Surfside/ Sunset Beach, California) or "reddened" by oxidized clay 
minerals ( Imperial Beach, California) will be bleached quickly by the sun to 
achieve a more natural beach color. Material finer than that exposed on the 
natural beach face will, if exposed on the surface during a storm, move to a 
depth compatible with its size to form nearshore · slopes flatter than normal 
slopes before placement. Fill coarser than the sand on the natural beach 
will tend to remain on the foreshore and may be expected to -produce a steeper 
beach. However, coarser material moved offshore during storms may not be 
returned to the beach during poststorm periods. - The relationship between 
grain size and slope is discussed in Chapter 4, Section V,2,f. If borrow sand 
is very coarse, it will probably be stable under normal as well as more severe 
conditions, but it may make the beach less desirable for recreational use or 
as wildlife ha~itat. If the borrow material is much finer than the native 
beach material, large amounts will move offshore and be lost from the beach. 
Angularity and mineral content of the borrow macerial may also prove important 
factors in its redistribution, deflation, and the esthetic qualities of the 
beach. 
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The distribution of grain sizes naturally present on a stable beach repre­
sents a state of dynamic equilibrium between the supply and the loss of mate­
rial of each size.'· Coarser particles generally have a lower supply rate and 
a lower loss rate; fine ·particles are usually more abundant but are rapidly 
moved alongshore and offshore. Where fill is to be placed on a natural beach 
that has been relativeiy stable (i.e., exhibiting a steady rate of change or 
dynamic stability, or only slowly receding) the size characteristics of the 
native material can be used to evaluate the suitability of potential borrow 
material. Borrow material with the same grain-size distribution as the native 
material is most suitable for fill; material slightly coarser is usually 
suitable. If such borrow material is available, the volume required for fill 
may be determined directly from the project dimensions, assuming that only 
insignificant amounts will be lost through sorting and selective transport and 
that the sorting is not significantly different from the native material. In 
cases where these conditions do not apply, an additional volume of fill may be 
required as determined by an overfill factor. 

( 1) · Overfill Factor. Unfortunately it is often difficult to find 
economical sources of· borrow material with the desired grain-size distribu-. 
tion. When the potential borrow material is finer than the native material, 
large losses of the beach-fill material often take place immediately following 
placement. Currently, there is no proven method for computing the amount 
of overfill required to satisfy project dimensions. Krumbein' s ( 1957) study 
provides a quantitative basis for comparison on the material characteristics 
considered to have the greatest effect on this relationship. Subsequent work 
by Krumbein and James (1965), James (1974), Dean (1974), and James (1975) 
developed criteria to indicate probable behavior of the borrow material on the 
beach. The use of the overfill criteria developed by James (1975) will give 
the best results in the majority of cases. It should be stressed, however, 
that these techniques have not been fully tested in the field and should be 
used only as a general indication of possible. beach-fill behavior. 

The procedures require that enough core samples be taken from the borrow; 
area to adequately describe the composite textural properties throughout the 
entire\ volume of the borrow pit (see Hobson, 1977). Textural analyses of both 
borrow and native beach samples can be obtained using either settling or siev­
ing grain-size analysis techniques. The composite grain-size distributions 
are then used to evaluate borrow sediment suitability. 

Almost any offshore borrow source near the shore will include some 
suitable size material. Since the source will control cost to a major degree, 
an evaluation of the proportional volume of borrow material with the desired 
characteristics is important in economic design. The overfill criteria 
developed by James (1975), presented graphically in Figure 5-3, give a 
solution for the overfill factor, RA , where 

RA • the estimated number of cubic meters of fill material required 
to produce 1 cubic meter of beach material when the beach is 
in a condition compatible with the native material, 

a = the standard deviation and is a measure of sorting (see Ch. 4, 
• Sec. II) where 



' 

( 5-1) 

/ 

· M ·= the phi mean diameter of grain-size distribution (see Ch. 4
1 

cj) s~c. II) where 
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Figure 5-3. Isolines of Che adjusted overfill factor, RA ,for values of phi 
mean difference and phi sorting ratio (from Ja~es, 1975). 
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This technique assumes that both composite native and borrow material 
distributions. ar~. nearly lognormal. This assumption is correct for the 
composite grain-size distribution of most natural beaches and many borrow 
materials. Pronounced· bimodality or skewness might be encountered in poten­
tial borrow sources that contain multiple layers of coarse and fine material, 
such as clay-sand depositional sequences, or in borrow zones that crosscut 
flood plain deposits associated with ancient river channels. 

The four possible combinations that result from a comparison of the 
composite grain-size distribution of native material and borrow material are 
listed in Table 5-1 and indicated as quadrants in Figure 5-3. 

The engineering application of the techniques discussed above requires 
that basic sediment-size data be collected in both the potential borrow area 
and the native beach area. Ari estimation of the composite grain-size charac­
teristics of native material should follow the guidelines in Hobson ( 1977). 
The determination of the composite distribution of the borrow zone material 
depends on the variation of materials and their individual properties. If the 
textural properties of the potential borrow material exhibit considerable 
variation in both area and depth, extensive coring may be required to obtain 
reliable estimates of the composite distribution of properties. Since 
detailed guidelines have not been established for evaluat,ing borrow deposits, 
it is recommended that core sampling be carried out as a two-phase program-­
the first phase inventories the general borrow region and the second phase 
samples in detail those areas with the greatest po;ential. 

"(2) Renourishment Factor. James ( 1975) provides a second approach to 
the planning and design of nourishment projects. This approach, which relates 
to the long-term maintenance of a project, asks the basic question of how 
often renourishment will be required if a particula·r borrow source is selected 
that is texturally different from the native beach sand. With this approach, 
different sediment sizes will have different- residence times within the 
dynamic beach system. Coarse particles will generally pass more slowly 
through the system than finer sizes. This approach also requires accurate 
composites of native and borrow sediment textures. 

To determine periodic renourishment requirements, James ( 1975) defines a 
renourishment factor, RJ , which is the ratio of the rate at which borrow 
material will erode to the rate at which natural beach material is eroding. 
The renourishment factor is given as 

(5-3) 

where /:J. is a winnowing function. The 6. parameter is dimensionless and 
represents the scaled difference between the phi means of noneroding - and 
actively eroding native beach sediments. James (1975) estimates values of 6 
ranging between O .5 and 1.5 for a few cases where appropriate textural dat 3 

were available and recommends 6. = 1 for the common situation where the cex-. 
tural properties of noneroding native sediments are unknown. Equation (S-3) 
is plotted in Figure 5-4 for 6 = 1 • Figure 5-3 should be used for 



Table 5-1. Relationship·s of phi means and phi standard deviations of native 
material and borrow material. 

Category i Relationship of Phi Means Relationship of Phi Standard Deviations 
Quadrant 

' 
. 

Case in Fig, 5-3 : 

I l 
I 

M~ > \n I ;, 
Sorrow material is finer than 

! na.tive material CJ~> CJ~ 

Sorrow material is more poorly sorted 
II 2 M~ < M,;n than native material 

Sorrow material ia coarser than 
native material · 

III 3 M~ < M,;n 

Sorrow material is coarser than 
native material CJ• b < CJ,;n 

Sorrow material is better sorted than 
native material 

IV 4 M~ > M,;n 

Sorrow material is finer than 

i native material 

determining initial quantities of beach fill, and Figure 5-4 for determining 
how often renourishment may be required. 

The renourishment and fill factors are not ma.thematically related to one 
another. Each relationship results from unique models of predicted beach-fill 

\__ 

behavior which are computationally dissimilar although both use the comparison 
of native and borrow sand texture as input. Nevertheless, the models address 
the different problems in determining nourishment requirements when fill that 
is dissimilar to native sediments is to be used (fill factor) and in predict­
ing how quickly a particular fill will erode (renourishment). For design 
purposes, the fill factor, RA , or. its equivalent, should be applied to 
adjust both initial and renourishment volumes (see Table 5-2). The renourish­
ment factor, RJ , should be considered an independent evaluation of when 
renourishme·nt will be required. Both models are simplistic descriptions of 
complex beach relationships, and there will be cases where the RA and RJ 
values calculated for a particular borrow material suggest quite different 
responses from that material. One example is where the models suggest both 
that overage is required and that the borrow will erode much slower than 
native· beach sediments. This situation could arise with coarser and more 
poorly sorted borrow sand where early ,winnowing would remove the overage vol­
ume of unstable finer sizes and leave a coarser-than-native sand that erodes 
slowly. For cases like this and in all cases where these models are applied, 
engineering judgment and experienc.e must accompany design application. 
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Table 5-2. Comparfson of composite grain-size distribution parameters and 
beach fill, Brunswick County, ~orth Carolina. 

---Sediment sources 

Native -- Borrow II ·-Borrow I 
( Yellow Banks) 

I 

I (Middle ground) 
L ·• . - = . 
Textural properties 

4>16 1.10 6.58 1.22 

4>a4 2.70 2.54 2.66 
-

Phi mean, Mcp 1.90 1.56 1.94 

Phi sorting, a cp a.so 0.98 0.72 

a cp/ a q,n ----- 1.23 0.90 

(Mcpb - Mijln) / a cpn ----- -0.43 0.05 

Percent sand 100.00 89.00 95.00 

·• 

Fill factors 

RA ----- 1.00 1.20 

Re (see eq. 5-4) 
, ______ 

1.12 1.26 

RJ ----- o.s1 1 1.16 

Fill requirements ; 

1 

Initial f111 2 6,033,000 6,757,000 7,602,000 
(m3) 

Yearly nourishment3 232,000 232 ,000 1 269,000 
(m3/yr) ' 

-~ 
Use a 
needs. 

retreat rate (RJ) of unity to determine first renourishment 
Use fill performance data for future renourishment planning. 

2 Values are ·· adjusted products of initial fill needs (6,033,000 cubic 
meters) times Re• 

3 Values are the adjusted first-yeru> nourishment volumes (RJ x 232,000 cubic 
met~rs per year). RJ =- 1 is used for determining first nourishment using 
the middle..;ground shoal borrow sediments as explained in footnote 1 above. 
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Application of both the overfill and renourishment techniques is demon­
strated in the. fo~J.owing example problems. 

* * * * * * * * ****.***EXAMPLE PROBLEM 1 * *"* * * * * * * * * * * * * 

GIVEN: Composite native beach material phi parameters 

4>a4 = 2.47q, (0.18 mm) 

q, 16 = 1.41 q, (0 .38 mm) ' 

Composite borrow material parameters 

FIND: 

'a4 • 3.41, (0.09 mm). 

, 16 • 1.67, (0.31 mm) 

(a) The fill factor, RA 

(b) The renourishment factor, RJ 

SOLUTION: ----
(a) Using equation (5-2) 

M = z. 4z + 1.4 l = 1.94 (0.26 mm) ,n 2 
and 

Mq,b = 3 •41 i 1.67 = 2.54 (0.17 mm) 

Using equation (5-1) 

a = 2.A7 - 1.41 = 0 53 q,n . 

and 

= 3.41 - 1.67 = 0.87 
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the phi sorting ratio is 

0 ipb 0.87 
O'ipn = 0.53 = 1.64 

... 
and the phi mean difference is 

Mipb - Mipn 
---------- = 

2.54 - 1.94 
0.53 

From Figure 5-3, the fill factor is 

RA• 2.25, i.e.,' 2.3 

= 1.13 

(b) From Figure 5-4, the renourishment factor is 

RJ ,. 1.33, i.e., 1.3 

The results indicate that the project requires 2.3 cubic meters · of this 
borrow material fill to satisfy each cubic meter required by the project 
dimensions. Pe;riodic renourishment using the $ame borrow material must be 
provided 1.3 times as often as using original nativelike sediments in order 
tol!l,8.intain project dimensions. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * ·* * *******EXAMPLE PROBLEM 2 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

GIVEN: C.Omposite native beach material phi parameters 

'P84 = 3.10 (0.12 mm) 

'P16 = 1. 86 ( 0. 28 tmn) 

C.Omposite borrow material phi parameters 

'Ps4 = 3 .-25 ( 0 • 11 mm) 

'P16 = 0.17 (0.89 mm) 
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FIND: 

-
(a) The fill factor,_ RA 

(b) The renourishment factor, RJ 

SOLUTION: 

(a) Using equation (5-2) 

and 

• 4 + •16 M ,. _8 __ _ 
• 2 

M a 3.lO; 1•86 • 2.48 (0.18 IIDD) 
•n 

M 3.25 + 0.17 "" 1.71 (0.31 IIDD) •b ,. 2 

Using equation (5-1) 

and 

a•n. 3.10 - 1.86. 0 _62 

a .. 3.25 i 0.17 .. 1 ,54 •b 

The phi sorting ratio is 

~ebb =-~ =- 2.48 
•n • 

and the phi mean differen~e is 

From Figure 5-3, the fill factor is 
• 

(b) From Figure 5-4 and equation (5-3), the renourishment factor is 

s-1s 2 2 X 



The. results indicate that the project requires 1.15 cubic -meters of this 
borrow material fill to satisfy each cubic meter required by the project 
dimensions. If the beach requires periodic renourishment, the renourishment 
must only be provided O .022 times as often from the borrow material as from 
nativelike material in order to maintain the desired beach profile. Please 
note that very low RJ values, as in this example p~oblem, should be 
applied in design with caution. A conservative approach is ~ecommended, or 
initially using an RJ .. equal to unity in these cases f~r planning the first 
renourishment and then later adjusting the value in accordance with the 
results of mon.i,.toring the performance of the project. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * .-. * * '* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
The location of the borrow source is also a factor to be considered in 

project design. In the past, readily available sources have frequently been 
bays, lagoons, and onshore sites. Onshore sites generally require less 
sophisticated material-handling equipment than for offshore sites but the cost 
per cubic meter of land-derived material is often very high, which makes these 
sites unattractive borrow sources. Bay and lagoonal sediments are generally 
finer and more poorly sorted than na,tive beach sand. , Although these textural 
differences often result in volumes of borrow material several times that· . . 
required by project dimensions, these sources are still often selected as the 
most cost effective due to the proximity of bays and lagoons to project sites 
and because of the shelter they provide to d.redging equipment. Few bays and 
lagoons are. currently available as sources because of environmental consid­
erations. The development of more seaworthy and innovative dredging plants 
has made· offs,hore sources of borrow material more attractive, and to. date, 
offshore sources have generally · provided fill materials that are initially 
more compatible with native beach sands. 

Hobson ( 1977) evaluated two borrow areas for beach fill at Oak Island, 
No.rth Carolina--the Yellow Banks area on the mainland and the middle-ground 
shoal at the mouth of the Cape Fear River. U .s., .. , Army Engineer District, 
Wilmington (1973), found it practicai to account for the proportion of grain 
sizes finer than sand, which are considereq. unstable on· the beach,· by 
increasing the fill factor using the following formula: 

R_ "" 100 (5 4), 
-"G • "'A x % sand -

where Re is the modified fill factor. Comparisons of the. two borrow areas 
are shown in Table 5:..2. 

For this particular project, the estimated mobilization-demobilization 
expenses and cost per cubic meter of fill estimates, used in the original 
General Design Memorandum (U.S. Army Engineer District, Wilmington, 1973), 
favor the Yellow Banks area even when renourishment is considered. However, 
as the use of offshore borrow sites becomes more commonplace and the tech­
niques of their exploitation better understood, the costs of offshore sedi­
ments are likely to become more economical when compared with conventional 

\ 
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sources. 
tic;m of 
County, 

Offshore borrow sites have been used successfully in the construe­
major beach restoration projects at Rockaway Beach, New York; Dade 

Florida; Redondo_ Beach I California; and Harrison County I Mississippi. 

d. Berm Elevation and Width. Beach berms are formed by th~ deposit of 
material by wave action. The height of a berm is related to the cycle change 
in water level, normal foreshor~ and near shore slopes, and the wave climate. 
Some beaches have no berms; others have one or several. Figure S-S illus..:• 
trates a beach profile with two berms. The lower berm is the natural or 
normal berm and is formed by the uprush of normal wave action during the 
ordinary range of water level fluctuations. The higher berm, or storm berm, 
is formed by wave action during storm conditions. During most storms, waves 
and wave setups will cause an increase in the normal water level on the 
beach. Wave overtopping and backrush with sufficient duration may completely 
obliterate the natural beach b.erm. 

lllutf 
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Figure 5-5. Beach berm system. 

The degree of protection to the backshore depends greatly on the effec­
tiveness of the storm berm. Beach berms must be carefully considered in the 
planning Qf a beach fill. If a beach fill is placed to a height lower than 
the natural berm crest, a ridge will form along the crest and high water may 
overtop the berm crest causing ponding and temporary flooding of the backshore 
area. Such flooding, if undesirable, may be avoided by placing the fill to a_ 
height slightly above the natural berm crest elevation. Several alternative 
techniques may be employed to estimate the height of the berm for design 
purposes ( see Ch. 7, Sec. II). If a beach exists at the site, the natural 
berm crest height can be measured and future berm elevations can be 
estimated. An· estimate may also be made by comparing the beach p•rofile at the 
site with beach profiles at sites of similar exposure characteristics (waves 
and tides) and- similar size beach material. If enough wave data applicable to 
the project site (either developed from synoptic surface weather charts or 
actual records) are available, wave runup (discussed in Ch. 7, Sec. II) can be 
estimated to establish a design berm crest height and adjacent beach slope. 

I 

Criteria for specifying berm width depend on several fact6rs. If the 
purpose of the fill is to restore an eroded beach to protect backshore 
improvements from major storm damage, the width may be dete/rmined as the 
protective width which has been lost during storms of record plus the mini~um 



required to prevent wave action from reaching improvements. Where the beach 
is used for recre'¼tion, the justification for the increased width of the beach 
may be governed by the area required for _recreational use. Alt_hough there is 
no current formally -established standard in the United States, previous values 
of 7 to 9 square meters (75 to 100 square feet) of ·dry beach per bather have 
been . used. Where the beach fill serves as a stockpile to be periodically 
replenished, the berm should be wide enough to accommodate the recession 
expected during the intervals between nourishment operations. 

e. Slopes. The toe of. a stockpile of beach material should not extend 
deeper than the effective limiting depth of sediment transport by wave-driven 
longshore curre·nts. Chapter 4, Section V,2,c can be used to calculate this 
maximun depth. Also, the study of general offshore topographic relationships 
provides estimates of this 9-meter depth below low water datum for eastern and 
western seacoasts and about a 6-meter depth on the Great Lakes and guif 
coasts. The, initial slope of any beach fill will naturally be steeper than 
that of the natural profile over which it is placed. The subsequent behavior -
of the slope depends on the characteristics of the fill material and the 
nature or the wave 'Climate. 

Design slopes are generally used for computing,. fill r'equirements since 
natural processes are expected to generally shape the profile -into an environ­
mentally equilibrated form. In practice, the initial foreshore .. slope of a 
fill is designed parallel to the local or comparable natural beach slope above 
low water datum. The design of the offshore slope shoul.d be determined after 
careful investigation of all pertinent data from low water datum to the appro­
priate offshore depth. The design slope is derived through- synthesis and the 
averaging of existing data ·within and adjacent to the problem area, and is 
usually significantly flatter than the foreshore slope. Design slopes based 
on such data are usually in the range of 1: 20 to 1: 30 from low water datum to 
the intersection with the exi_sting bottom. 

Construction slopes are seldom the same as design, slopes because of the 
working limitations of equipment used to place and shape the fill, and because 
the selective sorting of the fill by waves and currents will naturally shape 
the profile after nourishment. Two constr1.1ction appfoaches are recommended. 
One is to overbuild the upper part of the beach and :·the other approach is to 
create an initial construction profile that extends significantly offshore •. 

The "overbuilding" approach was adopted for fills at _Carolina Beach in 
1970 and Wrightsville Beach in 1981. This method places the required fill 
volume onshore at an elevation equal to the natura-1 beach berm elevation 
and has a fill slope that is steeper than the equilibrium design slope on 
the. seaward· side. A part - of the fill is placed underwate.r, in an amount 
determined by the _fill' s berm width and seaward slope. Readjustment of the 
fill s-ediments into a more equilibrated profile shape is . accomplished almost 
entirely by waves and currents that erode and redistribute the artificially -
piled sediments and remove the finer unstable sizes through winnowing action. 

-· In general, the fill volume placed should. be adequate to establish the design 
profile, after winnowing, and to provide an advance nourishment supply of 
sediment. The total volume can be determined by using both the design draw­
ings and the calculated yearly rate of sediment loss from . the beach, and by 
applying the overfill -ratio, R:\ , to these values in cases where the borrow 
material to be used is dissimilar to native beach sediments. Scarping is one 
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problem that may be encountered in the overbuilding approach. Steep scarps 
may develop at' the· toe o_f the fill as. waves begin the readjustment, and these­
scarps may make ac·cess to the beach difficult, as occurred in · a Californi1:1, 
beach-fill project constructed at Surfside and Sunset Beaches in 1979. The 
scarping process may also increase erosion rates of the fill as large volumes 
of sand avalanche into the littoral ,system when waves oversteepen or undercut· 
the fill slope. Scarpiog does not always· develop but it can result more 
easily when there is an abrupt transition between· a steep fill slope and a 
flatter natural offshore slope. · 

The second approach, which may reduce scarping, is to,initiall,y place more 
of the fill offshore. Redistribution of the sediment across the profile by 
waves and currents will still take place after construction to reequilibrate 
profile shape, but much of the reworking will occur offshore of the fill 
rather than onshore. Using this construction approach, beach nourishment 
projects in · 1975 and 1977 at Rockaway Beach, New• York, were conducted 
hydraulically with the contractor's payment dependent on the amount of 
material placed on the beach to the offshore depth where the 1 :30 design slope 
met the existing · bottom. This approach also provided the contractor an 
incentive to minimize his fill losses. In comparing the. two approaches, the 
offshore depth at Rockaway Beach ranged between 4 and 6 meters below MLW datum 
versus depths of -1 to ~3 meters mean sea ievel (MSL) for the overbuilt fill. 
sections at Carolina and Wrightsvi_lle Beaches ip North Carolina. 

Both construction approaches result in an "onshore fill sec;tion that is 
placed to a desired berm width and has steep initial slopes. This onshore 
fill eventually adjusts to a natural slope and narrows the berm, leaving the 
impression that much of the fill has been lost, although it has only moved 
offshore to reestablish a stable profile. · 

f. Beach-Fill Tl'ansition. The alinement of a nourished beach segment 
generally 'parallels the existing shoreline but is offset seaward by the width 
of the fill. The nouris.hed segment can be· thought of as a subtle headland 
that protrudes. from the existing coast. Transition from the fill to the 
existing shoreline can be accomplished either by constructing "hard" struc­
tures, such as groins and jetties, which compartment the fill or by filling 
transition zones between. the terminal ends of the beach fill and the · 
unrestored beach •. 

Groins, jetties, and headlands do allow an abrupt ter:mination of the beach 
fill at the project limits. · However, these hard structures are oft.en quite 
costly, unacceptable esthetically, and more importantly, they may interrupt or 
modify the natural long shore· transport flow in an· area. If groins are 
selected to ~erminate a fill, Chapter 5, Section VI should be used to 
determine design components such as cross section, materials, and length. 

If filled transition zones are selec,ted, their length and transition angle 
will determine the additional volume of fill, and hence the cost, req_uired for 
the project. The orientation of the transition shoreline will differ from the 
natural shoreline alinement, resulting in different erosion rates since the 
rate of lit~oral transport depends on the relative angle bet:ween the breakers 
and a particular shoreline segment; 

j 
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One method of evaluating different transition plans is co compare total 
life cycle costs for the beach restoration and periodic nourishment projects 
with alternace_combinations of transition angle and length and select the plan 
that provides optiml.l!U improvement (e.g., the plan with the lowest life cycle 
costs to accomplish the project. objectives). Chapter 4, Section V ,3 provides 
equations and procedures for determining longshore transport races along beach 
segments with varied transition angles. As the transition angle decreases, 

( 1) The expected rate of· erosion per unit length of the transition zone 
decreases. 

(2) The length of the transition fill increases and hence the volume of 
requi~ed fill increases. 

(3) The volume of fill required for periodic nourishment increases in 
order to maintain the longer length of project shoreline. 

These varying relationships make possible an · optimization procedure to 
minimize the cost of a transition plan. 

An example situation could be to minimize transition costs for a beach 
fill on a beach which 

(1) Is widened 56 meters (184 feet). 

(2) Requires 7 .5 cubic meters of fill per square meter (0.9 cubic yard 
per square foot) of beach. 

( 3) Is eroding at a rate of 22 cubic meters per linear meter (8 .8 cubic 
yards per foot). 

( 4) Has a left-to-right yearly littoral transport rate of 425 ,000 cubic 
meters (555,900 cubic yards) generated by waves with a breaker angle of 
23 °. 

( 5) Has a right-to-left yearly littoral transport rate of 85,000 cubic 
meters (111,200 cubic yards) generated by waves with a breaker angle of 
15.5°. 

A comparison of alternate transition plans for this example indicates that 
minimal costs would be achieved with a long transition segment (1070 meters or 
3510 feet) oriented at about 3° to the existing shoreline. This example is 
intended to illustrate that optimal transition zones are generally quite long 
and oriented at gentle angles to the existing shore. It may sometimes be more 
practical, however, to either compartment the beach-fill material with groins 
or construct fairly sharp transition angles and deal with high rates of fill 
loss at project boundaries· if land ownership constraints or other factors 
preclude the construction of the optimum transitJon. 

g. Feeder Beach Location. Dimensions of a stock pile or feeder beach are 
generally governed primarily by economic considerations involving comparisons 
of costs for different nourishment intervals. Therefore, planning a stockpile 
location must be considered in conjunction with stockpile dimensions. If the 
problem area is part of a continuous and unobstructed beach, the stockpile is 
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located at the updrift end of the problem area. Until the stockpile material 
is transported ~y littoral processes to the beach area downdrift of the 
stockpile location, that beach may be expected to recede at the same rate as 
determined from historical survey data. If economically justified, stockpiles 
may be placed at points along, the problem area, which will decrease the time 
interval between stockpile placement and complete . nourishment of the area. 
Stockpile lengths from a few hundred• meters to a kilometer have been employed 
successfully. If the plan invo.lves a feeder beach just downdrift of a coastal 
inlet, ..ave refraction and inlet currents must be considered to locate the 

. feeder beach so that a minimum, of material is transported into the inlet. A 
supplementary structure (such as a groin) may be needed to reduce the material " 
movement into the inlet caused by either tidal currents or a change .in 
longshore transport. 

The nearly continuous interception· of littoral material on the updri.ft 
side of an inlet and the mechanical transportation of the material to a point 
on the downdtift shore (sand bypassing) constitute a form of· stockpiling for 
artificial nourishment to the downdrift shore. In this type of operation, the 
size of the stockpile or feeder beach· will generally be small; the stockpile 
material will be transported downdrift by natural forces at a rate about equal 
to or greater than the' rate of deposition. For the suggested location of the 
stockpile or. feeder beach for this type of operation, see Chapter 6, ,Section V 
( SAND BYPASSING). The .need for a jetty or groin between the stockpile or 
feeder beach and the inlet to prevent the return of the 'material to the inlet 
should be evaluated if such structures do not already exist. 

( 
IV. SAND DUNES 

1. Functions. 

Sand. dunes are an iuiportant protective formation. The dune ridges along 
the· coast prevent the movement of storm tides and waves into the land area 
behind the beach. Dunes prevent storm waters from flooding the low interior 
areas. . Dune ridges, .. which are farther inland, also protect but to a lesser 
degree than foredunes. Well-stabilized· inland ridges are a second line of 
defense against erosion should the foredunes be destroyed by storms~ The use 
of native vegetation may be desirable to stabilize the dune sand that might 
migrate over adjacent areas and damage property (see Fig. 5-6). Stabilizing 
dunes also prevent· the loss of their protection. At locations that have an 
adequate natural supply of sand and are subject to inundation by storms, a 
belt of dunes can provide protection more effectively at a lower cost than a 
seawall.· ( see Ch. 6, Sec. IV) • 

Sand dunes near· the beach· not only protect against high water and waves, 
but also serv~ as stockpiles to feed the beach. Sand accumulation on the sea­
~rd slope of a dune will either build or extend ·the· dune toward the shore­
line. This sand, once in the dune, may be returned to the beach by a severe 
storm and thus nourish the bea.ch. · Figure 5-7 is a schematic diagram of a 
st~rm wave attack on the beach and dune. As shown, the initial attack of 
storm waves is on the beach berm fronting the dune. Waves attack the dune 
when the berm is eroded. If the wave attack lasts long enough, the waves can· 
over.top the dune, lowering the dune crest·. Much of the sand· eroded from. the 
berm and dune is transported directly, offshore and deposited in a bar forma­
tion. This process helps to dissipate incident wave energy during· a storm, 
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SENATE AND GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
BEACH EROSION COMMISSION ADDRESS 

SEPTEMBER 15, 1993 

Asemblyman- Gibson and members of the Joint Senate and 

Gener al Assembly Beach Eros ion Commission, on behalf of Ocean 

City thank you for the kind· invitation to address you about our 

beachfill project and ocean City's cost sharing approach to beach 

erosion. 

5. 4 million yards of sand was placed upon the Ocean City 

beaches from the Egg Harbor Inlet to 36th Street. · Imagine 175 

football f-iled filled 25 feet high with sand. That's equivalent 

to the quantity pumped in Ocean City in 1992-1993., No other 

beach pumping project of this magnitude has been attempted before 

on the east coast. 

The program authorized by the Federal government, is under 

the direction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in cooperation 

with the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and 

Energy. 

The Committee on Public Works of The House of 

Representatives adopted a resolution approving the Great Egg 

Harbor Inlet and Peck's Beach beach replenishment project. 

After the initial beachfill from the Inlet to 36th Street 

there will be periodic renourishment over the next 50 years. 

The beach profile after the initial dredging is to elevation 

10 feet from mean sea level and a level berm that extends at 

least 200 feet eastwardly from the boardwalk, bulkhead or dune 

from ~hich sand slopes 30 to 1 until reaching mean sea level.· 

A comb i n a t ion o f pub 1 i c fund in g sources supports the 

estimated $24 Million project. Sixty-seven percent of the total 

has been funded by the Federal government, 25% was supported by 

the state and the remainder, 8%, is being funded through local 

city funds. 
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Ths Decemb~r 11th to 14th storm result~d in a 27% sand loss 

from beach erosion from 4 days of multiple consecutive 

devastating high tides, but it is important to remember that 

beach erosion during storms is normal, and in fact expected. 

Beaches are in a continual state of change. Sand moves on and 

off shore and along the shore seasonally · and as the result of 

waves, tide changes and storms. The beach constructed in Ocean _ 

City takes into account all of these dynamic forces and has been 

designed in height, width and slope to act as a buffer to protect 

property from wave at tack by sacrificing sand to the energy of 

the ocean. That means that the project did its job by 

sacrificing sand to the ocean rather than allowing damage to 

oceanfront boardwalk and commercial and residential properties. 

Storms in both October 1991 and January 1992 devastated 

beach, dunes 

properties. 

and boardwalk and some commercial and · residential 

Without the beach replenishment project and with 

diminished protection, almost certainly much of the boardwalk and 

commerical property in the center of town would have been damaged 

so badly in the pecember 1992 storm that repairs would not have 

been possible before the 1993 tourist season, resulting in losses 

of perhaps $100 Million t,o private and public property and a 

sizeable portion of the $500 Million tourist business. 

The sand "bank" from 36th Street to 60th Street in Ocean 

City has been depleted. There is no reserve sand left with which 

to build dunes, and the beaches are flooded to the bulkhead 

during many high tide occurrences, especially at full moon, new 

moon and du/ing any rain event accompanied by wind. The City 
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will need to pufup approximately 2.5 miles of beaches, comprising 

about 62 acres, or 1. 2 million cubic yards of sand. - This sand 

will be needed to re-establish our beaches and to provide a 

foundation for construction of dun~s. In the sh6rt run and as a 

mitigation effort,_ sand pumping should be used to build' .a 

foundation at an appropriate elevation (8 feet or - inore) for 

dunes to be constructed and maintained. It takes 100 feet of 

"dry beach" above the high tide line to enable enough dry san~ 

to blow and be caught by sand fencing in order for dunes to 

build. 

In the longer term, a beach replenishment strategy should 

be more widely adopted. 

concluded that: 

The Arrriy Corps of_ Engineers has 

"Beach nourishment represents the least environmentally 

damaging structural method of reducing potential storm 

damages at a reasonable cost and in a way that is both 

socially acceptable and yet is feasible and proven to work 

in high energy environments." 

Beach nourishment is· aesthetically more pleasing than other 

' structural alternat-ives because it represents the smallest 

departure from the existing condition~ in a visual and physi~al 

sense. 
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To insure that beaches will always be available to all 

populations, Ocean City suggests a more agressive cost-sharing 

approach to beach maintenance. Because the federal and state 

governments are maintaining a wide inventory of infrastructure 

categories such as highways, bridges and national and state 

' parks, they should be more wifling to contribute toward the 

maintenance of their seashores as well. · Local governments also 

have important roles in order to be ~ruly partners. 

a four part partner~hip: 

We sugg~st 

1. that the federal government, through FEMA, · consistent with 

the goal of Repetitive Loss Reduction, fund initial beach 

renourishment in. geographic areas not otherwise assumed by 

the Army Corps of Engineers; 

2. that the municipal government be responsible for obtaining 

all necessary property· easements and to topographically 

survey and monitor beach I?rofiles on a regular basis at 

regular time i~tervals and to maintain dunes, dune fencing 

and dune plantings; 

3. that the . state and county governmentp be responsible for 

funding periodic beach renour ishmen t on a regular bas is 

when topographical information suggests it to be 

appro~riate as developed by municipal governments; and 

4. that large scale renour ishmen t be financed by the federal 

government every 10 to 15 years, if necessary, and also 

aft€r major storm events consistent with National Disaster 

Declaration policy. 



9/15/93 STATEMENT BY MAYOR JOHN J. PANTALONE 
SENATE -& GENERAL ASSEMBLY BEACH EROSION COMMISSION 

OCEAN CITY, NEW JERSEY 

I would like to thank Assemblyman Gibson for his valuable work 
with the Senate and General Assembly Beach Erosion Commission and 
the opportunity to speak with our distinguished guests this 
morning. 

There is no doubt that the Jersey shore, and more 
specifically, the beaches of Cape May County, are of great 
importance to our state and local economies. There can also be no 
doubt that as elected and appointed officials, we have the 
responsibility to pursue all reasonable measures to ensure the 
continued preservation and replenishment of this great natural 
resource. 

As some of you may know, the Borough of Wildwood Crest does 
not presently suffer from any beach erosion. As a matter of fact, 
our situation is quite to the contrary. We are both very proud and 
thankful that our beaches are among the finest and most beautiful 
on the entire eastern seaboard. 

However, notwithstanding our great fortune, I fully understand 
the need to rectify the continued beach erosion problems that 
plague our neighboring communities. I completely support the 
development and implementation of a long range comprehensive beach 
preservation program to help those communities remedy a very 
serious problem that threatens the lifeblood of the entire Cape May 
County tourist industry. 

Before closing, I would like to take this opportunity to make 
one additional observation concerning the preservation of our 
environment. This statement is largely directed to those federal 
representatives in attendance this morning. The federal government, 
which owns a third of all land in the United states, is reportedly 
spending an incredible $115 billion a year to enforce environmental 
laws and regulations. 
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Page Two 
Mayor John J. Pantalone 
statement to the senate & Assembly Beach Erosion Commission 

To police this enormous amount of federally 1owned land, the 
number of law enforcement personnel assigned to carry out of all 
the new environmental laws and regulations must rival the total 
numbers of local police officers nation-wide. 

It seems that every couple years, a few scaremongers convince 
large numbers of people that a hideous environmental threat looms 
on the horizon, thus creating another excuse for the continued 
expansion of government power. Right now there are unchallenged 
claims of global warming, air pollution, ozone depletion, 
endangered species, and depleted wetlands. In each case, government 
intervention makes the problems worse, not better. 

I encourage every representative here today, particularly the 
federal representatives, to carefully evaluate such claims, sift 
out those charges based not on scientific fact but only political 
correctness, and therefore avoid the continued implementation of 
rules and regulations which cause the unnecessary expenditure of 
billions of dollars from our hard-working taxpayers. 

Thank you. 

-END-


