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SENATE, No. 1948 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

INTRODUCED JUNE 25, 19fW 

By Senator PALLONE 

Jl.eferred. to Committee on Na.tnr.al Resources and .Agricultnre 

.A:s A.cr providing for the partial iinaneieg of the reaeim:bing, 

planning, acquiring. dewoping, constructing• and IJ1ai:a±a:ini:ng m 
certain shore protection projects,. ereati.Dg a. Shore Protection · 

Trust Fund iri the Department. of the. Treanry;, impoaing a ta:x: 

cm the rental of certain facilities, mppJeme.n.ting 'fitle: 13 of the 

Re.vised Sta.tutes,_ and making an appropriatiion.. 

1 &. x:r E?UCT.ED by Ui,e Senate, IIM.- Ge-.eral A.&af:mbly sf Aie Btak 

2- of New Jet"seg: 

1 1. The. Legislature: :finds and declares tllat-~ 

2 a. The restoration, maintenance, and protectiGn of. etn: beaches, 

3 dunes, riv-erfmnts, bayfronta, and mlet-s, a.l'e eueutial to the welfare 

4 of the communities prGXimate to those re8111111::CQS SDd w the· State's 

5 economy~ 

6 b. New Jersey's dense population, expanding commercial dffelop-
7 ment, and thriving tourist industry abaglutely 1equire a shorefroirl: 

8 ai:ea. that is adequately prot.ected andaeeesaible to &e pulic; 

9 c. The restoration, maintenance,, and preteetiOll. Gf the Statals 

10 ahol:e ueas::ceqme a auhirtantiaJ md at.able~ af hndi.ng; and 

11 d. .A. p:i::Ggr.a.m supported by th<nre who are- the principal bene

~, ficiuieis of the :tecreationsl r.eamlroes- Gf. the ,.nrr,11&eW-.a along, ar 

13 p:comnaa to,, the shou aren1. is the mast a:pp:mprmta. aml equita~ 

U mes;n1, at pmucling thiF funding, 

l ~ A.a used in. thia act: 
j a. "Department" mmns the Deputme:ii flf Envitmtro1:•trtal P~ 

3 tectiirn.; 
4 b. "Director" means the Director of the-~ t::Ii. Taxatim 

5 in the Department of the- THMO:CT,. 



6 c. "Fund" means the Shore Protection Trust Fund created pur-

7 suant to section 4 of this act ; 

8 d. "Hotel or motel" means a building regularly used and kept . . . - .. . . 

9 ope:o. principally for the lodging of guests, but shall not include 

10 single-family residences or duplex units offered for rental. 

11 e. "Shore municipality" means any of the 87 municipalities 

12 identified on the inventory of shorefront municipalities of the De-
18 parttnent of Environmental Protection, defined as such on the basis 

14 of the dependence 'of "these municipalities · on the shorefroi1t 

15 economy and on the presence of, or proximity to, shorefront recrea-

_16 tionalresources. :·:·::_' _:: .-. ·.::>·,::~ < 
l 3. a. In every shore municipality there is levied upon all charges 

2 for:lodging 'at ·every.:hoter a~d ·motel, and for .access· to· '6r use of 

3 every campground facility, a tax of 2%, to be coUected and for

,4 --:wa-rded · by ·the owriers or_- proprietors · of 'these· faciTities -to the 

'5 :·DiTector of" the· Dii'ision of Taxation ."in the Department of the 

,6- · Treasury for deposit in the "Shore Protectio:rfTrust Fund" created 

:7· : pursuant to section 4 of this -act. 

d3 ·_: b. (1) .Every owner or proprietor of a hotel, motel, or campground 

9 _ facility shall,·:ori .or before the 20th day of the.month ·roiio·wing the 

10 close of ea_ch calendar quarter, and quarterly thereafter, render a 

ll: ';fettirn under· oath to the director on a· form or forms· prescr1bed b~-

12 the director indicating the amount of money in ·fees· collected, and, 

13 at that time, the owner or proprietor shall forward the full amom1t 

14 ··of- the :tax due: 

15 .. (2) ·Every owner or proprietor of a hotel, motel, or campground 

16 · facility shall, ·within 90 days of the e:ffective date of this act, 

17 register with the director on forms which the director shall pre-

18 : · scribe: • 

19 ·: · ..: , ·: · (a) If a return required by this act is not filed, odf a."re-tu:rn 

20 . ·.when ·filed. is "incorrect or insufficient iii the opinion · of the 

21: ·_ •· :., -director,· .the amount of tax ·due shall ·be determined by tlie 

22 · - · · ·director -from an~; "information as inay be available. Notice of 
23 . . : · · that" determinatiori shall be given to ~e taxpayer liable."f or the 

24 · · · payllient of the tax. The determination :shall finally and 

25 · '.'_ · -irrevocably :fix the· tax •.unless the person against-whom •it is 
26 assessed, within 30 days a#er:receiving notice of_the determina.: 

27 tion, shall apply to the director :for a hea:ring;-:or--unless the 

28 .:· -· .director·reconsiders:the matt-ei". After the hearing the director 

29 shall give notice of this determination to the person t,nih:on1 tJie 

ao : ·.:: <tax is.:~siea . .- · ~ - ·:-:.:·: :·:::: :-:::· : -, '- ~.::: -: -:.-: ·--::.: _ 
31 (b) .!Jly taxpayer wh9.'t&i-lf:to:fi.le:a r.et1nn -w:hen 'due·~r fo 

32 pay any tax when it becomes due, as herein provided, shall be 



3.3 -:· subject to the pemilties and interest proYided i:1 tlui"State Ta.\ 

~-:: . UniformProcedure Law," R. S. 54:48-1 et seq. If the director 

35 ·_ ·determines that the failure to comply with any pi:ovision of this 

36 section was excmable under the circumstances, the director may 

37 remit part or all of the penalty as appropriate. 

38 c. (1) Any person failing to file a return, failing to pa~· the tax, or 

39 filing or causing to be filed, or making or causing to be made, or 

40 giving or causing to be giYen any return, certificate, affidaYit. 

41 representation, information, testimony or statement required or 

42 'authorized by this act, or rules or regulations adopted l1ereund'?r 

43 which is willfully false, or failing to keep any record'- required 

44 by this act or rules and regulations adopted hereunder, shall. in 

45 addition to any other penalties herein or elsewhere prescrihed, he 

46 guilty of a crime of the fourth degree. 

47 (2) The certificate of the director to the effect that a tax has not 

48 been paid, that a return has~ not been filed, that information lrns 

49 not been supplied or that inaccurate information has been supplied 

50 pursuant to the proYisions of this act or rules or regulations 

51 · adopted hereunder shall be presumptive evidence thereof. 

52 d. In_ addition to the other powers granted to the director in this 

53 section, the director is authorized and empowered : 

54 (1) To delegate to any officer or employee of the division any of 

55 :the powers and duties of the director as the director deems 

56 necessary to carry out efficiently the provisions of this section, and 

57 the person or persons to whom that power has been delegated sha 11 

58 possess and may exerci-se all of the powers and perform all of the 

59 duties delegated by the director; 

60 (2) To prescribe and distribute all necessary forms for the im-

61 plementation of this section. 

62 e. The tax imposed by this section shall be governed in all 

63 respects by the provisions of the "State Tax Uniform Procedure 

64 Law," R. S. 54 :48-1 et -seq. except only to the extent that a specific 

65 provision of this section may be in conflict therewith. 

l · 4. There is created in the Department of the Treasury a special 

·2 fund, to be kno-wn as the "Shore Protection Trust Fund," to carry 

:3 -- out the purposes of this act. The fund shall be credited with all 

·4 · revenues collected pursuant to section 3 of this act and all interest 

<5 · · received.from the investment of moneys in• the fund. Moneys in the 

·-0- fund are gpeci:ficaily dedicated to meeting the cost of shore restora

:7 :tfon, :maintenance, and protection projects iri shore municipalities, 

8 which projects shall be developed by the Depattnient of Environ

~- mental :f>r-ofoction -:S.na· which . shall be consist~nt with the New 

ro · J e:fsey Shore· Protection ·Master Plan prepared pursuant to section 



4 

11 5 of P. L. 1978, c. 157; except that an amount not to exceed 15% of 

12. the estimated annual reveunes generated far deposit in the fund 

1.3 may be expended on emergency and other critical projects in shore 

14 municipalities not anticipated in the master plan. Moneys in the 

15 fund may also be appropriated as the required nonfederal share 

16 of any State-federal project for tl1e restoration, maintenance, or 

17 protection of a shore area. :Moneys ir:i the fund shall not be e-xpended 

18 except in accordance with appropriations from the fund made by 

19 law. 

1 5 .. One year after the effective date of this act, and annually there-

2 after, the department shall submit a report to the Governor, the 

8 Legislature, and to the chairmen of the General Assembly Energy 

4 and Natural Resources Co~ittee, the General Assembly Agri-

5 culture and Environment Committee, the Senate Energy and En-

6 vironment Committee and the Senate Natural Re"Sources and Agri-

7 culture Committee, or their designated successors, on the imple-

8 mentation of this act. The report shall contain a priority list of 

9 projects eligible for funding from the "Shore Protection Trust 

10 Fund," the projects funded during the preceding year, and a 

1l complete operating and financial statement of the program's opera-

12 tions during the year. 

1 6. There is appropriated to the Departmeut of the TreasUTy from 

2 the General Fund the sum of $100,000.00 to cover the cests of 

3 administering this act. 

1 7. This act 'Shall take effect 90 days following enactment. 

STATEMEKT 

The purpose of this bill is to establish a substantial and stable 

funding source of revenue to finance shore protection, beach 

restoration, and shorefront maintenance projects. 

Specifically, the bill imposes a 2% tax on hotel and motel charge1i 

and on campground access and user fees in shoref ront mmrici

palities, revenues of which are to be deposited in a "Shore Protec

tion Trust Fund." The fund shall help support shore protection 

projects in those municipalities where the tax is imposed. The New 

Jersey Shore Protection Master Plan shall govern the selection of 

projects to be funded, except that up to 15o/a of the estimated amma.l 

revenues may be expended for ema-gency· and critical projects 

unanticip.ated by the master plan. The fund shall also cover the 

nonfederal share of airy State-fe<lecal project to r.estore., pro.teci, crr 

maintain ahom ar.eas. 

T.he bill appz:apri.at'=S $100,000.00 to th~ Department of the 

Treasury from the General Fund to c-over the- administrative costs 

required to initiate the program. 
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SENATE, No. 2248 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY .'"'-----
IN'l'RODl7CED SEPTEMBER 20, 1984 

By Seuator P ALLOXE ... 

. . . 

_ Referred to Committee on Revenue, Finance and Appropriation8 

. . 

.AN ACT to authorize the creation of a debt ol' the State of New 

Jersey by the issuauce of Londs of tl1e State i11 tlic aggreg-atc _ 

principal. amount of $100,000,000.00 for tl,e purpose of State 

projl:!cts aud the making of State gra11ts and loa11S to countiEc-s 

and municipalities_ f~r the researching, planning, acquirin~. 

developing, constructing and maintaining of county a1id municipal 
. ' . . . . 

shore pi:eserYation projects; providing the ways and means to 

_ pay the interest on the debt and also to pay and discharge tlle 

· principal thereof; pr°'·iding for the submission of this act to the 

people at a geueral election: and proYiding au appropriation 

therefor. 

1 BE rr ENACTED by the Senate anJ Ge11eral Assembly of the.. State . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . 

2 _ ofNew Jersey: 

1 1. This act shall be knov.'11 and may be cited as the "Shore 

2 - Preservation Bond Act of 1984." 

1 2. The Legislature find$ and determines that: 

2 a. The rest_or~tion, maintenance and protection of our beaches, 

3 dunes, riverfronts, bayfronts and inlets are essential to the welfare,_ 

4 -~~!flIIlerce and prosperity of the people of the State. 

5 · ·b; Th~ .State's growing populatioA, expanding cotnmercial de- _ 
. . 

6 velopment and _tourist industry all require _ a shoreline which is 

7 · adequately protected and accessible to the public. 

8 c. The Shore Protection Master Plan prepared by the Department 

9 of _Envfronmental Protection pursuant to P. L. 1978, c. 157 ha$ 

10 identified the need for additional State fundi11g for State and local 

11 shore preservation projects and has recommended a method of 

-12 ailocating that funding. 



.;.-. 
' ··. . . 

13 d. State assi1'ta11<''--' tc, <'<.>untie!i' and iim:1kipa1itie:; for ~11orv 

14 preserYatimi projecb can. best be pro'-dded through a program. of 

15 . mat~hh1g grnn_ts filHl loam:: to cotinti('S and municipalities, and loai1,; 

16 . which assist them iii pro'dding the local share of these grants .. 

17 e .. The aYailability of State shore preserYation.fui1ds will e11able . 

18 Ke\\' Jerse}: to attract feder~l funds for joint .State-federal shore 

. 19 preserYatio11 projects;.· 

. 1 .· 3. As used· in this act, unless the _context _indicates a different. 

2 .· meaning or inte1H: 

3 a. "Bonds'' meaus the bonqi-: authorized to he h,sued. or isrni~tt 

¾ unqer this act : 

5 b. "Commissi011" means the New Jersey Commission on Capital 

6 Budgeting and Planning; 

7 c. •'Commissioner" means the Cortimissioner of Environmental 

8 .Protection; ,, . 

9 ·•· 
' ' . ,, . ,. . . . ' 

d. 11Construct" and '~construction" mean, in addition to the usual 

10 :mea11ings thereof, acts. of construdio~1, rec?nstruction, improw-

. U ment, rehabilitatio1i, relocation, deniolitio•n, renewal, repair, replare. 

1.2- · ment, extensio11, improvement and l,ettermeut: . .· 

13 e .. tlCost·· means tl1e expern::es ji1curred in co11neetioll ·with: tlw 

14 acquisitio~ by pu,:rha;e; lPa~e oi· otherwise, tl1e de,•elopme11t. and tlw 

15 · constroction of any project authorized by this act; the. acquisition· 

16 bypurcllase, lease _or otherwise, and the development of any real or 

17 personal property, including afr~- rights or interests therein. and 

18 the execution of ·any agreements a:.nd franchises deemed' by tlw · 
< .-. • 

19 · department to be· necessar)·. or useful· and conYE>nient in connecti 011 

20 with any project: the procurement · of engineering; ins11ection. 

21 planning, legal, financial or ~ther professional ~ervi~es, including:, 
' ' 

22 the services of a bond registrar or an anthenticatinp: agent: thr 
23 issua~ce of bonds, or any interest or discount therem~; the admill-

24 istrative, organizational, operating or. othn expenses incident to.· 
. ' 

25 the_ fi~ancfog, completing and_ placing into sen·ice, projrrt~ au-

26 thorized by this act; the establishment of a reserYe fu1id. or funds 

27 for "·orking capital, operating, maintenance or 1·eplacE>ment 

28 ~xpenses a~d for the pay1nent or security of principal or inter~st on 
29 bonds, as the Director of the Dh~ision of Budp-et and Aecountii1g 

30 in the Department of the Treasury may determine; and reimbursP-

31 rnent to any fund of the State from which moneys may have- been 

32 transferred or adya~1ced to the fund or fu11d~ created by this act 

83 · or of an~· moneys expe1~deci for or in 'co1mect'io1; ,~·ith an~· project 

34 author.ized b~· this act. 

_ 35 f. i'Department'' means the Department of Environ~1ental Pro~ 

. 36 tection; 



3 

3i . g. ''Pi·oje<"f' 11wn1if- irny work r~lat i11g to E-hnre 1n·escrYatio11. 

38 whether undertaken i,ill~ly or jointly by the State. n com)ty, ri 

3fl :nmnicipalitj·, or agei1cieF thereoL 

· 1 4. 'l'he com1nissiouer shall adopt, pun:uant to law, the rule~ an<l 

2 regulations 11ecesi-ar~· t~ earry out the proYisions. of' this act. Tl11· 

3 commissioner shall review a11d consider the findings an<l recom-

4 mendatimis of the commissiou fo · thl:' administration of the pi·o-

5 visions of this act. . . 

1 5. a. Bonds of the State of Xe,t Jers~y are authorizt.:J to Lt• 

2 · ~sued in tbe aggregate principal amou11t of $100,000,000.0ll for tlw 

3 purpose of financing tbe cost of ·State projects and the makiug of 

4 State grants and loans to counties and municipalities for lhe co~t 

5 of researching, planning, acquiriug. developing, constructing au<l 

6 maintaining county and n1unicipal projects. · 

•. 7 · b. Of the total moneys available pursua11t to this act, (1) 

·. 8 $70,000,000.00 is allocated for State projects anu for Stitt<• grant,-
. . 

· 9 to counties a11d municipalities, or agencies the1;eof, f"oi· county and 

· lO municipal projeets; and (2) $30,000,000.00. is al10C'.ate11 for State· 

ll 
12 
13 

loalis to counties and municipalities for county a.n<l muuicipnl 

projects. 
. : . 

. c. State grants to counties aud municipalities, or agencies thei·eof, 

14 made pursuant to this act shall provide no more than 75% of tht
.-15 .total cost of a coui1ty or municipal project, and the a:ff ected county 

16 01· municipaHty, or agency U1ereof, shall provide the remai11dn. 

17 · d. State loans to couuties and municipalities, or agencies thereof, 

18 made pursuant to this act may be used to provide the couuty or 

19 municipal share of State grants for count):or municipal projects; flf; -

20 .the case may be,·made from the Shore Preservation Fund or other 

21 State funds appropriated 01· otherwu;e made available for similar 

22 purposes. 

23 e. ,,hen a federal ~geucy pays part of the cost of a projeet, thP 

24 State aud iocal share shall be computed after deductin~ t11!:' feclt-ral 

25 contribution . 

.26 f. Loa11 rates shall be estaLlished by the State Trea~urer takinp;. 

27 illto consideration rates available in the capital mark<.'~S for COlll-

28 parable maturities and comparable credit quality. Local goven:

. 29 ments may secure interim f111ancing under tliis act to enable a pro,jcct 

30 to be u11dertakeu before permanent financiug is secured or may 

31 secure permanent financing under this a.et with a final maturity 
I • • • • 

32 related to the expected useful life of the project being financed. 

1 6. The bonds authorized under this act shall be serial bonds, term 

_. 2 bo11ds or a combination thereof, and shall be know11 as "Shore 

3 . Preservation Bonds ... These bond8 shall he issued from time to time 
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4 as the issuilig- officials hPr0i11 nanw<l !'l1all -.lt•h•rminf•, aud ma:· hP 

5 iss-µed in coupon form. fullr regii:tered form or book-entry form. 

6 These bonds may be made subject to redemption prior to maturity 

7 and sl1all mature and be paid not latn than 85 year~ from their 

8 respective dates of issuance. 

1 7. Tlie Go,·ernor, the State Treasurer and the Director of the 

. 2 Division of Budget and Accounting in the · Department of the 

3 Treasury, or any two of these officials, herein referred to as "the 

4 issuing officials," are authorized to carry out the provisions of this 

5 act relating to the issuance of bonds, and shall determine all 

6 matters in connection therewith, subject to the pro,risions of this 

· 7 act. If an issuing officiaUs absent from the State or incapable oi 

'. 8" _ acting for an?' reason, the _pQwers and duties of that issuing official 

9 shall be exercised and performed by the person authorized by law 

10 to act il:i_an official capacit~~in tl1c place of that issuing official. 

1 8. Bonds issued in accordance with the provisions of this a.ct shall 

·2 be a direct obligation of the State of Kew· Jersey, and the_ faith and 

3 credit of the State are pledged for the payment of the interest_ 

4 thereon ·a$ it becomes due and for the payment of the principal at 

5 maturity. The principal of and intereston the bonds shall be exempt 

(5" from taxation by th~ State or by any county, municipality or other 

,. 7 ·taxing district ohhe State. 

i; i . 9. The bonds shall be signed in the name of the State- by the 

2 . Governor orby the facsimile signature thereof, under the Great Seal 

3 ·of the State, which seal may be by facsimile or by way of any other 

· 4 · form oi reproduction ·on the ·bonds, a11d attested by the manual or 

· 5 · facsimile si~ature of the Secretary of ·State, or an assistant Secre-

6 tary of ~tate, and shall be countersigned by the facsimile signature 

7 · of the Director of _the Division of· Budget and Accounting in the 

8 Department of the Treasury and may be manualJy authenticat~d 

9 _ by an authenticating agent or bond registrar,· as the issuing official"' 

'10 shall determine. Interest coupons, if any, attached to the bouds 

11 shall be signed by the facsimile signature of the director. The bonds 

12 may be issued notwithstanding that an issuing official signing them 

i3 or whose manual or facsimile signature appears thereon has ceased 

14 to hold office at the time of issuance, or at the time of the delivery 

15 of the _bonds to the purchaser. 

1 10. a. The bonds shall recite that they are issued for the purposes 

·2 set forth in section 5 of this act and that they are issued pursuant 

3 to this act and that this act was submitted to the people of the State 

· 4 at the general election held in the month of November, 1984 and 

5 that this act was approved by a majority of the legally quali:fied 

6 voters of the State voting thereon at the election. This recital shall 
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7 be conclusiYe. f'Yide11re of th(• Yalidity of the honct- irnd of tlw 

8 authority of the State to issue tliern. Any liond1-; containing thir-

9 recital shall in an:· suit, action or proceeding im·oh-ing their 

10 validity be conch1,:iwly deemed to hf' fully authorized hy thir- act 

11 and to haYe been issued, sold, executed and deliYned in conformity 

12 herewith and with all other provisions of laws applicable lwreto. anrl 

13 · shall be incontestable for any cause. 

1.4 b. The bonds shall lie issued in denominations and in such form or 

15 forms, whether coupon, full~- registered or hook-entry and with or 

16 without provisions for the intercha11gt>nhility therE>of. a,: may b 0 

17 determined by the issuii1g officials. 

· 1 11. When the bonds are issued from time to time, the bonds of 

2 each issue shall constitue a separate series to hE: <l.esig11ated Ly the 

8 issuing officials. Each series of bonds shall bear the rate or rates of 

4 interest as may be detcrmine'tl by the issuing officials, "·hich interest 

5 shall be payable semiannually; except that the first and last interest 

. 6 periods may be longer or shorter, in order that interwning- semi-

7 annual payments may be at convenient dates. 

·.1 12. The bonds shall be issued and sold at such price or prices 

',2 and under such terms, conditions and regulations, as the issuing 

· 3 .officials may prescribe, after no~ice of the sale, publ~shed at least 

4 once in at least three newspapers published in rthis ·Sta.t~, and at 

· 5 ··least once in a publication ·carrying municipal bond. notices and 

6 devoted primarily to financial news, published in this State or intlw 

. . 'i City of New York, in the State of Kew York, the first notice to 

.. 8 , appear at least five days prior to the day of bidding. The notice of 

9 sale may contain a provision to the effect that any or all bids in 

10 pursuance thereof may be rejected. In the event of rejection or of 

11 failure to receive any acceptable bid, the issuing officials, at any 

·12 time within 60 days from thP date of the advertised sale, may sell 

13 the bonds at r. priYate sale at such price or prices and under sU:cl1 

i4 terms and conditions as the issuing officials may prescribe. Th<> issu-

15 ·mg officials may sell all or part of the bonds of any series as issuecl 

16 to any State fund or to the federal government or any agency 

17 thereof, at a private sale, without advertisement. 

1 13. Until permanent bonds are prepared, the issuing officials rn.ay 

•. · 2 issue temporary bonds in such form and with -such privileges as to 

3 their registration and exchange for permanent bonds ns may ht> 

4 determined by the issuing officials. 

1 14. The proceeds from the sale of the bonds shall be paid to tliP 

2 State Treasurer who shall hold these proceeds in a separate fund, 

3 which shall be known as the "Shore Preservation Fund." Thr 

4 proceeds of this fund shall be deposited in such depositories as may 

i.i.5 ·be selected by the State 'l'reasurer to the credit .of the fund. 



6. 

1 15; a. T}1(' moue;-·S in t11t'"Shore Presenatio11 Fund'' .are speeiti-

2 callyd'edicated and shall b€ applied to tlie co8t of the purposes set 

3 forth in section 5 of this act, aud all such mm,eys are ap}H'O])l'iated 

4 for those purposes, and no such moneys shall be expen<le<l for thosf? 

5 purposes, except 8.8 otherwise authorized in this a.ct, without thf' 

6 specific appropril1tion thereof by the Legislature, but bonds ma~· be 

7 issued as herein proYide<l, notwithstanding that tl1e Legislature has 

8 not adopted an act :making a specific appropriation of any of the 

9 moneys. 

10 b. At any time prior to the issuance and sale of bonds under this 

11 . act, the State Treasurer is authorized to transfer from available 

12 money in any fw1d of the treasury of the State to the credit of the 

13 "Shore Preservation Fund," such sum as he may deem necessar~·. 

14 The sum so transferred shalt, be returned to the same fund of the 

15 treasury by the State Treasurer from the proceeds of the sale of 

16 the first issue of bonds. 

17 · c. Pending their application to the purposes provided in this act, 

18 the moneys in the "Shore Preserrntion Fund" may he inwsted and 

19 reinvested as are other trust funds in the custody of the State 

20 Treasurer, in the manner provided by law. Net earnings recefred 

. 21 from the investment or deposit of the fund shall be pai<l into the 

22 . General· Fund. 

· 1 16. If any coupon bond, coupon or registered bond is lost, muti

. 2 lated or destroyed, a new bond or coupon shall be executed and 

3 delivered of like tenor, in substitution for the lost, mutilated or 

4 destroyed bond or coupon, upo11 the owner furnishing to the issuing 

5 officials evidence satisfactory fo them of the loss, mutilation or 

6 destruction of the bond or coupon; evidence of the ownership 

7 thereof; and evidenC'e of the security, indeIDJ1ity and reimbursement 

8 for expenses connected therewith, as the issuing officials may 

9 require. 

l 17. The accrued interest received upon the sale of the bonds shall 

· 2 • be applied to the discharge of a like amount of int.erest upon the 

3 bonds when due. Any expense incurred by the issuing officials for 

4 advertisiug, engraving, printing, clerical, authenticating, register-

5 ing, legal or other services necessary to carry out the duties in1-

6 posed upon them by the provisions of this act shall be paid from 

7 the proceeds of the sale of the bonds by the State Treasurer, upon 

8 the warrant of the Director of the DiYision of Budget and Account-

9 iug in the Department of the Treasury, in the same manner as other 

10 obligations of the State are paid. 

1 18 .. Bonds of each series issued hereunder shall mature, includ-

2 tng any sinking fund redemptions, not later than the 35th year 

3 from the date of issue of the series, and in such amounts as shall 
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.4 be deterrni11ed by tl1'" i!-t;uinp: oft:irial~. The issuing ofliciah ma:-

5 - reserYe to tl.e Sta:te by appropriate proYision in the bonds of any 

6 · _ series the power to redeem any of thE> bonds prior to matui·ity at_ 

7 SU<!h price an<l upo11 1:;uch terllls a11d conditions as ma~· he provided 

8 _ in the bonds. 

1 19. The i~suiug officials 1nay at a·nr time and from time to time -• 

2 i$sue refunding bonds for the purpose of refundh1g in whole or fo 

3 part an equalprincipal amount of the bonds of au~- series issu_ed 

4 and outstanding- hereunder, which by their terms are suhjeC't to 

5 ·_redemption pri01· to maturity, provided tl1e 1·efunding bonrls slml!, 

6 mature at anv time or times not later than the latest maturih· chit~, ... . . - . . . . . 
7 - of the series,· a11d the agµ-regate amount of interest to he paid on -

8 the refundiug- bonds, plus_ tl1e premiun1. if any, to be paid 011 tia• 

9 bonds refunded, shall not exceed the ag!?l'egate amount of iufrrest 

10 which would he paid 011 the"bouds refuuded if the bonds ";ere not 

ll so refunded. Refundii1~ bonds shnll constitute direct obligatio11~ of._ · 

12 · the State of New Jersey, a11d tl1e .faith and credit ~f thl=l StatP are· 

13 pledged for the pa),llent of the principal thereof and the int<>rest_ 

]4 thereon. 'l'he proceeds receh·ed frorti the. sale of refunding l,onch: 

15 shall be held iu trui:t and applied to the paYJllent of the bcmd:,; Tl'· 

· 16 · funded thereby.· Refunding bonds shall be entitled to all the hen<'· 

17 fits of this act a11d subject to all ifs limitations except as to tJit• 

18 maturities thereof and to the e>,.-tent herein otherwise expressly 

19 provided. 

1 20. To pro,·ide funds to meet the interest and principal pay1nent 

2 requirements for the bonds issued under this act and outstandinµ-, 

3 there is apptopriated in the order following: 

· 4 a. R-evenu~ deriYed from the ~ollection of taxes uuder the "Sale!" 
. . 

5 and Use Tax Act,'' P. L. 1966, c. 30 (C. M:32B-l et seq.), or so 

6 much thereof as ma~· be required: and · 

7 b. -- If, at any time, funds necessary to meet the interest and 

8 principal payments on outstlm<lin~ honds issued under this act, ar,, 

_ 9 insufficient or not available, there shall be assessed, levied and 

10 collected annually iil each of the municipalities of the counties of thi~ 

11 State, a tax on the real and personal property upon wl1_ich 111,micipal 

12 foxes are or shall be assessed, levied· and collected, sufficient to meet 

' · 13. the hlterest on all outstandii1g bonds issued hereunder and on the 

l4 bonds proposed- to be issued under this act in the calendar year iii 

15 which the tax is to be raised and for th(' pa),uent of bonds falling 

16 due iu the year following the year for which the tax; is le~:ied. Tht> 

17 tax shall be asl;iesse<l, leYied and collected in the same manner and 

. 18 at the same. time as other taxes upon tealand personal property. 

H) · The govE>rnin~ hody of ea_r.h mu11icipality shall pay to the trea~urn 



8 

20 of thf: county in which :lit nnwicipality h locatell, 011 01 befon-

21 December 15 in each year, the amount of tax herein directed to be 

22 assessed and leYied, a1:d the county trearnrer shall pay the amom1t 

23 of the tax to the State Treasurer ou or before December 20 in each 

24 year. 

25 If 011 or before December 31 in auy year, the issuwg officials, by 

26 resolution, determine that there are moneys in the General Fund 

27 beyond the lleeds of the State, sufficient to meet the principal of 
28 bonds falling due and all interest payable in the ensuing calendar 

29 year, the issuing officials shall file the resolution in the office of the 

30 State Treasurer, whereupon the State Tr~asurer shall transfer 

31 the mol,leys to a separate fund to be designated b_y him, and· shall 

32 pay the principal and interest out of the _fund as the same shall 

33 become due and payable, aud the other sources of payment of the 
' ~ 

34 principal aud interei,;t pl'ovided for in this section shall not then be 

35 available, and the receipts for the year from the tax specified in 

86 subsection a. of this section sl1all be considered part of the Geiittal 

37 Fund, available for general purposes. 

· 1 21. Should the State Treasurer, by December 31 of any year, deem 

2 it necessary, because of the insufficiency of funds collected from tlw 

3 sources of revenues as herein provided, to meet the interest and 

4 principal payments for the year after the ensuing year, theu the 

5 State Treasurer shall certify to .the Director of Budget aud Account-

. 6 ing in the Department of the Treasury the amount necessary to be . 

7 raised by taxatio11 for those purposes, which is to be assessed, 

8 levied a11d collected for and in the ensui11g calendar year. The 

9 director shal1, on or before March 1 following, calculate the amount 

10 1n dollars to· be assessed, levied and collected in each county as 

11 herein set forth. This calculation shall be based upon the corrected 

12 assessed valuation of each county for the year preceding the year 

13 in which the tax is to be assessed, but the tax shall be assessed. 

-14 .levied and collected upon the assessed valuation of the year i11 which 

15 the tax is assessed and levied. The director shall certify the amount 

16 to the county board of taxation and the treasurer of each county. 

17 The county board of taxation shall include the proper amount int~~ 

18 current tax levy of the -several taxing districts of the county in 

19 proportion to the ratables as ascertained for the current year. . . 

1 22. For the purpose of complying with the provisions of the State 

2 Constitntion, t}1iF act shall he suhmitted to the people at the general 

3 election to be held in the month of Sovember, 1984. To inform the 

· 4 people of the contents of this act, it shall be the duty of the Secre-

5 tary of State, after this i,;ection takes effect, and at least 15 days 

· 6 ·:prior to the general election, to publish this act iu at least 10 news-

7 papers published in the State and to notify the clerk of each county 



8 of this State of the pnssaw· of tlii~ aC't: a11d the clerb rPspeC'tin,Jy. 

9 in accordance with the· instructions oi' the Secrf'tary of State, ~hall 

10 ha,;e each of the ballots printed as follo,'i·s: 

11 If you appro,;e of the act entitled below, make a cross ( X). plu--

12 (+), or check(\/) mark in the square opposite the word '·Ye~ ... 

13 If )'OU disapprow• the act entitled below, make a cros:; l >(), plu,-

14 (+),or check ( \/) mark in the square opposite the word '·:Xo.'' 

15 If voting machines aTe used, a vote of "Yes'' or "Ko'' shall be 

16 equivalent to these markings respectively. 

Yes. 

I 
! r-

No. 

SHORE PRESERYATION BoNP Iss-c1: 

Should the ''Shore Preservation Bond 
Act of 1984" which authorizes the State 
to issue bonds in the amount of 
$100,000,000.00 for the purpose of financ
ing the cost of State projects and the 
making of State grants and loans to 
counties and municipalities for the re
searching, planning, acquiring, develop
ing, co11structiug and maintaining of 
county and municipal shore preiervation 
projects, pro,;idi11g the ways and meaus 
to pay the interest on the debt mid also 
to pay and discharge the principal there
of, be approved? 

OOEBPRETIVE STATEME?l't 

· Approval of this act would authorize 
the sale of $100,000,000.00 in bonds to be 
used for State shore preservation pro
jects and for State grants and loans to 
counties and municipalities for the 
deYelopment, construction and mainte
nance of county and municipal shore 
preservation projects. j 

17 The fact and <late of the approYal or passage of this act, as the 

18 case may be, may be inserted i11 the appropriate place after the 

19 title in the ballot. Ko other requirements of law as to noti<'e or 

20 procedure, except a" l1erein provided. need be adhered to. 

21 The votei; cast for and against the approYal of this act, hy ballot 

22 or voting machine, shall be counted and the result thereof returned 

23 by the election oflicer, and a canvass of the election had in the sam~ 

24 manner as is provided for by law in the case of the election of a 

25 Governor, and the approval or disapproval of this act so determined 

26 shall he declared in the same manner as the result of an election for 

27 a Governor, and if there is a majority of all vote-s cast for and 

28 against it at thf' ell"ction in favor of the approval of thi!'> act, then 

29 all the proviisions of this act not made effective theretofore ihal1 

30 · take effect forthwith. 
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2 ment of State for expenses in connection with the publication of 

3 notice pursuant to section 22. 

1 24. The commissioner shall submit to the State Treasurer and the 

2 commission with the department's annual budget request a plan for 

3 the expenditure of fund8 from the "Shore Preservation Fund" for 

4 the upcoming fo,cal year. This plan shall include the followin~ 

5 information: a performance evaluation of the expenditure!" made 
6 from the fund to date; a description of programs planned during the 

7 upcoming fiscal year; a copy of the regulations in force governing 

8 the operations of programs that are financed, in part or in whole, 

9 - by funds from the "Shore Preservation Fund"; and an estimate of 

10 expenditures for the upcoming fiscal year. 

1 · 25. Immediately following the submission to the Legislature of 

2 the Governor's annual budget message, the commissioner shall 

3 submit to the General Assembly Agriculture and Environment 

4 Committee, the Senate Energy and Environment Committee, or 

5 their successors, and the Subcommittee on Transfers of the Joint 

6 Appropriations Committee, or its successor, a copy of the plan 

7 called for under section 24 of this act, together with such changes 

8 therein as may have been required by tl1e Governor's budget 

9 message. 

1 26. Not less than 30 days prior to entering into any contract, 

2 · lease, obligation, or agreement to effectuate the purposes of thiE-

3 act, the commissioner shall report to and consult with the Suli-

4 committee on Transfers of the Joint Appropriations Committee, or 

5 its successor. 

1 27. This section and sections 22 and 23 of this act i,hall take effect 

2 immediately and the remainder of the act sha1l take effect as pro-

3 vided in section 22. 

STATEMENT 

This bill would authorize a referendum to approve a 

$100,000,000.00 Shore Preservation Bond issue to be used for State 

shore preservation projects and for State grants and loans to 

counties and municipalities for the cost of researching, pl!J.nning, 

acquiring, developing, constructing and maintaining county and 

municipal projects. State grants would provide no more than 75% 

of the cost of these projects, with municipalities providing the 

remainder. State loans to counties and municipalities may be used 

to provide the county or municipal share, as the case may be, of 

State grants available from the Shore Preservation Fund or other 

State funds for these purposes. 



SENATE COKCURRENT RESOLUTIOK No. 120 

. STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

IXTRODrCED SEPTE~IBER 13, 1984 

By Senator PALLOXE 

R.ef erred to Committee on Energy and Em·ironment 

A CoNcURRENT RESOLUTION proposing an amendment to Article 

VIII, Section II of tbe Oo:qstitution of the State of Kew Jersey. 
~- ~ 

1 BE IT BEsoL-rnD by the Senate of the State of New Jersey (the 

2 General Assembly concurring): 

1 1. The following proposed amendment to the Constitution of tbe 

2 State of New Jersey is agreed to: 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

3 Amend Article 'VIII, Section n by adding the following 

4 paragraph: 

5 4. There shall be credited to a special account in the General 

6 Fund an amount equivalent to l/6th of the revenue derived from 

i the sales and use tax imposed pursuant to P. L. 1966, c. 30 

8 ( C. 54 :32B-1 et seq.) collected from all sources within tbe counties 

9 of Atlantic, Cape May, Monmouth and Ocean pro-dded, however, 

10 the dedication and use of such revenues as provided in this 

11 paragraph shall be subject and subordinate to (a) all appropriations 

12 of revenues from such taxes made by laws previously enacted in 

13 accordance with Article VIII, Section II, paragraph 3 of tbe State 

14 Constitution in order to provide the ways and means to pay the 

15 principal and interest on bonds of the State presently outstanding 

16 or authorized to be issued under such laws or (b) any other use of 

· li those revenues pre-viously enacted into law. This amount shall be 

18 appropriated from time to time by the Legislature, only for the 

19 purposes of paying or financing the cost of planning, acquiring, 

20 engineering, constructing, maintaining, reconstructing, repairing 

21 and rehabilitating State, county, and municipal shore protection 

22 projects affecting the beaches, dunes, riverfronts, bay fronts and 
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23 inlets of those counties. It shall not be competent for the Legisla-

24 ture to borrow, appropriate or use this amount or any part thereof 

25 for any other purpose, under any pretense wbate'\"er. 

1 2. \\1.ien this proposed amendment to the Constitution is finally 

2 agreed to, pursuant to Article IX, paragraph 1 of the Constitution, 

3 it shall be submitted to the people at the next general election 

4- occurring more than three months after such final agreement and 
5 shall be published at least once in at least one newspaper of earl1 

6 county designated by the President of the Senate and the Speaker 

7 of the General Assembly and the Secretary of. State, not less than 

8 three months prior to the general election. 

1 3. This proposed amendment to the Constitution shall be sub-

2 mitted to the people at the election in the following manner and 

3 form: 

4 There shall be printed on each official ballot to be used at the -

5 general election, the following: 

6 a. In every municipality in which voting machines are not used, 

7 a legend which shall immediately precede the question as follows: 

8 If you favor the proposition printed below make a cross (X), 

9 plus ( +) or check ( ,1) in the square opposite the word "Yes." If 

10 you are opposed thereto make a· cross ( X ) , plus ( +), or check ( ,1). 

11 in the square opposite the word ":Ko." 
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12 b. In every munidpality the following que;;tion and interprctatiH 
13 statement: 

Yes. 

No. 

DEDICATION OF CERTAIN SALES AND u SE 

TAXES FOR SHORE PROTECTION 

PROJECl'S 

Do you appro,e amending Article. 
VIII, Section. II of · the Constitution of 
the State of Kew Jerse, to dedicate an 
amount equfralent to· 1/6th of the 
re,enue derived from the sales and use 
tax collected "Within the counties of 
Atlantic, Cape May, Monmouth, · and 
Ocean, which has not been prenously 
subject to any other use, . to a special 
account in the General Fund, and au
thoriiing the. Legislature to enact laws 
appropriating these mone~-s only for 
the purposes of paying or financing the 
cost of planning, acquiring, engineering, 
constructing, maintaining, ·reconstruct
ing, repairing and rehabilitating State, 
county and municipal shore protection 
projects in those counties T 

INTERPRETIVE STATEMENT 

If this proposed constitutional amend
ment· is adopted, 1/6th of the sales and 
use tax collected in Atlantic, Cape May, 
Monmouth and Ocean counties will go 
into . a special account in the Gene.ral 

. Fund, to be appropriated by the Legis
lature only for the purposes of paying 
or :financing the cost of planning, 
acquisition, engineering, construction, 
maintenance, reconstruction, repair and 
rehabilitation of shore protection pro
jects in those counties. 

STATEMENT 

The purpose of this proposed constitutional amendment is 

expressed in the interpretive statement. 
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SDlATOR LAI.JRrnCE s. iEISS (Chairman): Gcxxi rrornin~, ladies 

and gentlemen. On behalf of the Senate Revenue, Finance and 

Appropriations Canmi ttee, I welcome yoo to today's puolic hearing. 

Before we begin I would ll.ke to make sane introductions. 'Ihe only 

legislator on the Ccmni ttee who is here, at the m:m:nt, is Senator 

Pallone, or1 my left. On the Carmittee staff, we have Rosemary Pramuk; 

Tc;Jn Marshello, a member of the staff; and Alan Kooney, staff 

specialist. '!he other Committee members should be arriving at a little 

later this norning. I will introduce them as they arrive. 

The subject matter of this hearing concerns the funding needs 

for shore protection an:j pr'-5ervation. We hope to hear fran yoo ai.:>out 

the scope of the problem we face in New Jersey in preserving our 

beaches arrl shore for public use. we also hope to hear any suggestions 

or recorrrr-=rrlations for solving sane of these proolerns. In this 

context, the Carmittee has before it, for discussion purposes, pieces 

of legislation sponsored by my colleague, Senator Pallone. Senator 

Pallone is the Comnittee' s resident shore expert, tJy virtue of his 

being a member fran that area. The rest of us are seasonal or 

occasional interlopers, except for me. I am very close because I am 
fran MiQdlesex County and the beach runs right in front of my hoose. 

But, nevertheless, we do share a concern for the irreplaceable resource 

of our beaches and that which it represents. 

Senator Pallone's three bills suggest alternative methods for 

financing shore protection in a stabilized manner. Bill S-1948 would 

impose a 2% tax on rrotels, hotels, arrl campground rentals in the 87 

shore mmicipalities to capitalize a Shore Protection Trust Fund. Bill 

S-2248 prq;x:>ses a $100 million shore bon:J issue to supplement the $50 

million program authorized ~ the voters in 1983, and $10 million of 

that has already been allocated. Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 120 

prq;x:>ses a constitutional amendment to dedicate a portion of the sales 

tax collections in the four shore counties to shore projects. we 

welcane your · caments on these, as well as other prqx>sals that you 

might want to discuss. 

In the way of housekeeping chores, I 

this hearing is scheduled for half a day only. 

wish to inform you that 

We hope to wind up at 



noon because we have a regular Corrmittee meeting beginning at l: 30 

p.m. with a sizable agenda that may take us into the wee hours of the 

norning. Therefore, I would request that you keep your prepared 

testim:>ny as brief as possiole, so the CCJrmittee memoers may ask 

questions, and others will be afforded an- opportunity to speak. If you 

have written testim:my, please see that copies are available for the 

Comnittee's use and for the hearing reporters. 

Thank you very much for your coq;,eration and, with that, I 

will call the first witnesss; he is Assemblyman John_ Hendrickson, 

Assistant Minority Leader, forrrer Mayor, arrl present member of - the 

Council of Eagleswood. John. 

ASSBMBLDIAN JQIN T. BBNDRICKS:N, JR.: First of all, thank you very 

nuch, Senator, for allowing me to testify here today. · I do not have 

any written testim:>ny. When I heard that you were having hearings, I 

thought that I should cane up to express my o:mcerns, as an elected 

official of the shore carmunities of the great State of New Jersey and, 

of course, our wonderful county of Ocean. 

I lean, at this time, to a portion of the sales tax. 'Ihe 

explanation, I believe, is that the portion of the sales tax should be 

of a little broader scope than what the SCR is saying now - just for 

beach protection. When we have those rx:>rtheasters and hurricanes, it · 
. ' 

not only does damage to our beaches arrl our dunes alon:; our coast, but 

it also fills the nouth of the estuaries and channels for our 

sport fishing. These need to be open to keep the brackish water 

oonstantly flowing into the bay. If- our estuaries are not dredged 

periodically, what is goin:; · to happen is that our water will back up 

and stagnate ~ will not have that ebb and flow. we will not know oor 

bays arrl back bays as we know them now. 

What I would prcpose is, not only shore protection, but a 

natural resources fuoo to be taken fran a portion of the sales tax. 

Of course, that would have to go through Management and Budget as a 

fiscal note, so that we would have an idea of what we could sustain in 

bonding. 

I believe we also have a lot of prOblem.s on the northern side 

of our State -- just lately - with flooding. I believe that, with our 
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need for water, particularly in the northern sections-- Not too many 

years ago, we ha::l to stop washing cars aoo so forth. 

I think we should be taking a broad approach to our problems 

in the whole State of New Jersey, by using a portion of that sales 

tax. As nuch as possible oould be used to replenish the bond noney, 

rather than to continue bonding without a constant source. 

We have always helped the large cities with safe and clean 

streets and law protection aoo so forth. It has been an obligation of 

the whole State. I feel our beaches - and keeping the natural 

resources that we have in th~ back bays and our barrier islands - are 

also important. I knaw an argument can be made regarding beach 

access. Like everywhere else, the beaches have to be maintained by 

that local nunicipality •. 

The great State of New Jersey is based on an a::l valorem tax 

base. Through that ad valorern tax base, throughout the State of New 

Jersey, eadl one of the residential units adds to the residential tax 

base of that municipality. I don't believe those taxpayers can anynore 

bear the brunt of an increase in taxes than can anybody else in the 

State of New Jersey. When we start talking about ad valorern tax base, 

it is the greatest source of revenue. I knaw that we have had a lot of 

tax-study cxmnissions. we have not been able to do nuch with it. I am 

adamant on the ratio of equalized-value fonnula. I don't believe it is 

fair to all the nunicipalities. 

I tried to briefly give you an idea of what I thinK is the 

direction. I think we need a broad approadl to a natural resources 

fund, whidl includes oeadl protection, dredging, ana flocx:hl')9 problems 

in the great State of New Jersey. 

'lbank you for allCMing me to testify. Are there any 

questions? 

SENA'IDR PALI.rnE: I just wanted to ask yoo about this natural 

resources fund. In other w:>rds, instead of saying dedicating one-sixth 

or one :i;:,enny on the sales tax in the four counties, we would simply use 

it for the whole State? 

ASSEMBLYMAN HENDRICKSON: I believe that is the proper, fair 

approach, not knawing exactly how much rroney. I haven't had a fiscal 

3 



note on that side. But I believe it is an approach in the right 

direction, and that it will help us. I believe the State needs it. 

SENATOR PALLCl~: In other words, we could then use it, not 

only for shore protection, out for the la,ces as well, for dredgi03 and 

all the different things that cane up periodically, with regard to 

natural resources. 

I just want to ask you one thing. You mentioned sanething 

about using the m::mey to pay off the interest on the bonas. 1'""0r 

exanple, on oor current Shore Protection Bond? '!'he way the dedicated 

sales tax is set up in this bill, it would simply go into a fun::! that 

would be used for shore protection projects in the same way we 

currently use the nriney fran the bo!Xl issue to pay for projects. You 

. indicated that maybe we should use it, initially, to pay off the 

interest? • 

ASSEMBLYMAN HENDRICKSO-J: We shoold be using it to la,.,er the 

interest rates in the bonding because of the problem in the amount of 

bonds that the State of New Jersey has out at this time. I believe we 

both understarrl that we cannot continually go in the direction we are 

going, in bonding for everything we need in the State of New Jersey. 

It is just not a way to go without inundating the future. 

SENATOR PALI.ONE: .<xie of the questions that came up with this 

broader natural resources fund was whether or· not we would have to 

specify that a c:ertain amount of the rroney oe used, for exarrple, for 

shore .protection versus dredging or versus lakes. I kna,., there was 

sane concern on the part of the shore municipalities or municipal 

officials that if we did it on a large basis, we may not get that much 

for shore protection. I suppose we cnuld build that into it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HENDRICKSON: There is no question that a 

percentage should be b.lilt in for shore protection. We also know that 

it is with our weather- It depends .on what is actually happening to 

our environment, as to ha,., much we need one year, or how little we need 

another year, in shore protection. I believe, over the years, that 

fund could be built and set aside; that would be a tremerrlous help to 

those municipalities that are hit b'j energencies. I also believe that 

we ought t~- I kn~' that the Department of Environmental Protection 
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is looking for other ways of protecting our beaches. There has been a 

lot of thought given to another barrier reef being installea anci so 

forth. 

SENATOR PALI..a-IB: Thanks a lot. 

SENATOR WEISS: Thank you, senator. John, I have a question 

for you. It· was a very interesting ~nt you made before, about the. 

estuaries and the back-up of water, when those estuaries in the flocx::l 

plains are, in fact, filled with sanethirrg else - normally buildings 

and/or landfill or whatever. \>llat about developnent in the shore 

areas? 

ASSEMBLYMAN HENDRI~: · We have the Wetlands Act of 1971 

and 1972. Predominantly}, our wetlands have . been preserved and 

rightfully so. I believe we have learned a lesson that hindsight is 

better ·than foresight; you will not see too many nore · lagoon 

developnents built in the State, I think, because of the problems we 

have had. But, the Wetlands Act has taken care of the developnent 

along our coast and the protection of our wetlands. 

SENATOR WBISS: I gather, then, what you are saying is that 

you are satisfied that the Wetlands Act, CAFRA, and all are sufficient 

to keep us fran being inundated try the next hurricane or the next few 

hurricanes or for the next 10 years? 

ASSEMBLYMAN HENDRICKSON: I believe we have learned, like 

everybody else - through hardship - that in the shore areas we can 

nCM build in different areas. I don't have that kioo of anxiety -

because of any fear of hurricanes - for residential units being 

built. We do have the flcxxi plain heights nCM on piling. There is a 

whole litany of things we are doing out there to protect ourselves. 

You asked rre about the wetlands; again, the wetlands have 

protected the saltwater marshes in the State of New Jersey. At the 

expense of the tax base of those municipalities, we hcrl another law 

passed. I was not against the act, but the way it was addressed. 

We are losing the a::! valorem tax base in our municipalities, because if 

you cannot use your land, you do not want to pay 100% taxes on it. 

That is a whole other scq:,e. So when you ask if I am satisfied with 

the wetlands, I am satisfied that we have the protection there for our 

environment; I am not satisfiea with the return to the municipalities. 
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SENATOR WEISS: I asked you that question because you were a 

former mayor of your town and I thought you would be conversanf with 

it. 

ASSEMBLiMAN HENDRICKSON: We are just putting sewers down 

there n:,w to try to protect it nore. It is very inp:>rtant to us -- if 

I may take another minute - on the western side of tne bays to keep 

our estuaries open as far as dredging goes. It is not only for the 

sport-f ishi03 industry, but it is for our ccmnercial hard-shell clam 

and oyster industry - the whole thing -- in order to allow the egress 

to the bays. More importantly, or just as important, is to keep those 

estuaries open so that we get the flow of the brackish water to 

maintain the environment of the bay. 

listen? 

careful. 

SENATOR WEISS: Thank you very much. 

ASSEMBLYMAN HENDRICKSON: Thank you. 

SENA'IOR WEISS: Thanks for caning today. 

Mr. Bodnar of Treasury, are you here to testify or just to 

MR. OODl~: Just to listen. 

SENATOR WEISS: Okay. We are going to spend your noney so be 

Senator Pallone? 

SENATOR PALW.-.JE: I just wanted to briefly give a little 

rundown about the three pieces of legislation and why I think they are 

irrportant. Obviously, tnose people who are here representing shore 

municipalities -- legislators, mayors, councilmen, freeholders, or 

whatever - kno... that we have a definite problem: We do have inadequate 

funding right now for shore protection. Estimates vary, in terms of 

well 0\7er $100 million, for needy shore protection projects that are on 

the l:xx>ks, that have been applied for through DEP, and that really need 

to be done. So, even with the current booo issue, whicn was passed in 

1983 for $50 million, if we were to spend all of that noney today, we 

know that we would have a shortfall of well over ~50 million for needed 

shore protection projects. 

I think the reason why so many people in the shore area have 

asked me, and have asked their other legislators, for some sort of 
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stable funding for shore protection is because they recognize that 

without that staole funding source forthcoming, within the ~ext few 

years, we are simply not going to have enough noney for shore 

protection. We have traditionally, in this State, relied up:>n a series 

of bond issues as the mechanism for funding shore protection. What 

that means is that we haven't traditionally relied upon general revenue 

sources or annual appropriations for shore protection. The reasons for 

that are varied. But, in order for us, in the future, to care up with 

enough m::>ney, on an annual basis, for shore protection, I think the 

feeli03 is that we can't continue to rely on bonas. we can't expect a 

lot of noney to come fran <_ieneral revenue sources, but rather we have 

to look for a stable funding source. 

My own preference, after talking to various legislators-

I knc,,,;, this has been goi03 on nc,,,;, for years, aoo sooe of you have been 

to several conferences in the past year where we discussed the 

subject. My own impression is that the overall preference· is for a 

dedicated sales tax. That is why I put forward one of the proposals 

whicn is before you this norning: taki03 one-sixth or one penny fran 

the six-cents sales tax, in the four coastal counties - Monrrouth, 

Ocean, Atlantic, and Cape May - and dedicating that, through a 

referendum that ',t,Quld have to go to the voters, to shore protection 

projects. That is the ideal situation, and I would like to see us, as 

legislators fran the shore area, p.1sh for that as the preferred 

alternative. 

Ha,.,ever, I think, at the same time, we have to recognize that 

there may be other alternatives. One of the other things that I have 

put forward, and which is before you today, is a hotel, notel, and 

carrpsite tax - or what is kno.m as a resort tax - which, unlike the 

sales tax option, ',t,QUld generate a new source of revenue. We knc,,,;, that 

whenever you are 9oi03 toward existi03 revenue sources - through the 

sales tax or through sane other rnechanisrn - you are going to run into 

people fran other parts of the State, who are goi03 to say, "If we 

dedicate the sales tax, or a portion of it, in your county, I may want 

to use it in my county for education, housing, or other purposes." 
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It seems to me, the advantage of hotel and notel taxes is 

that, with them, you are generating a new source of incane. . It is a 2% 

tax on hotels, motels, and canpsites in 87 municipalities, which have 

been identified in a survey that was put out in Mardi of this year Of 
DEP. If anybody·\tt'Ould like to have a copy of that, we would certainly 

furnish· it to you,· or we would furnish it through DEP. The 87 
nunicipalities, with. the exception of ooe nunicipality, are in the same 

. four coastal counties. In addition, there is one tOwr.'n in Burlington 

County which is also on the coast. 

The idea with the hotel arxl notel tax is that we would take 

t:his 11D11ey and put it into a Shore Protection Fund, wich ~ld only be 

used for projects in those 87 municipalities. Another advantage of 

it is the fact that the m:>riey would be used without requiring a match 

fran the local municipality. As you know, presently, if a municipality· 

- for exarrple, Allenhurst - applies to the UEP or .to the State and 

wants a shore protection project, the State will put up 75%, but the 

; local municipality has to put up 25%. This would 'not require that. 

This -would have the rioney 100% · funded through the Shore Protection 

Fund. Similarly,. if there are Federal matching funds available, the 

State and local match would care exclusively fran this fund. -

I, frankly, think that we should look at the hotel and notel 

tax as an alternative to the sales tax, only because of the fact that 

. it may be nore easily salable to, the rest of the State. 
' ' 

However, there is another thiD3 which . I think should be 

recognized today -- and I know that Senator Van Wagner is going to be 

here later · and indicated he .would liKe to talk about this briefly -

an:3 that is, we do have to look. in terms of using general revenue 
•. . . 

funds, in part, to finance shore_protection. 

In other words, ~ether or oot we go ahead with the sales tax 

altet"J'.lative, dedicated sales tax, hotel am mtel tax, or any other 

stable funding source, I -would like to · see us cane up with a fonnula 

.·.for· the use of general revenue funds, in order to match whatever is·· 
. ' 

raised through a stable funding source~ If we cane up with a ax-cent 

dedicated sales tax, I think that we should look into the possibility 

of cx:ming up with a formula which would match that mney with general 



revenue funds. The reason for that is simple: We, in the shore area, 

of course, should put up sorre of the noney to finance shore protection 

projects, whether it is through a dedicated sales tax, a hotel tax, or 

another proposal. At the same time, I think, on a State level, there 

should be_a recognition that State funds should be used on a Statewide 

basis for shore protection. So, I would recarvreoo that whatever 

proposal is used for stable funding, sane sort of general revenue 

formula be attached to it, on an annual basis. 

I wanted to stress, again, that because we do have a backlog 

of projects, we may also have to think in terms of another booo issue. 

The third proposa\ that is before you today is a $100 million 

dollar bond issue, which is very similar to the $50 million one that 

was passed in 1983. Again, that $100 million figure was taken simply 

fran the fact that we have $100 million worth of backl03 projects in 

the State which need to be funded. In other words, even though we may 

be talking about a stable funding source with the need, for example, of 

$20 million to $30 million to fund projects on an annual basis, we 

still have to recognize that there is a backl03 of $100 million worth 

of projects today for shore protection. 

Another thing which we should lc:>d( into is the possibility of 

clearing up that backlog of projects through another oond issue, and 

then using the stable funaing proposals, on an annual basis, after 

those projects are cleared up. You may all say, "There is a lot of 

noney involved here." We are talking about a lot of m::mey. I have had 

mayors, councilmen, and freeholders fran the various counties of the 

shore sey to me, "We have this project am it is not being funded; it 

is an expensive project, and our tourist iooustry is dependent on it." 

Then, I think it is incumbent upon us, as legislators, to think in 

tenns of these funding proposals, even if they do arrount to a sizable 

anount of noney. 

I knCM that various proposals have been put forth about ho,.,, 

much noney we really need. Just based on what I have seen, I think we 

really do · have to think in terms of a revenue source that is going to 

bring us $20 million to $30 million · a year arrl not less than that, 

based on the proposals which I have seen so far. 
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I asked Senator Weiss to hold this hearing today because I 

kno.v that many of yoo want to address these varioos issues. J arii very 

happy to see that he was kind enough to have this Cormlittee hearing. 

Obviously, these proposals which I have mentioned are only sOOE of the 

things that can be considered. I knCM that there are various others 

out there. I wnuld encourage anyoody who has a proposal to talk about 

that as well, · and not sinply to focus on the ones before the 

carmittee. '!hanks again. 

SENA'IDR WEISS: '!hank you, Senator. I would like to 

introduce Senator Leanna Brown who has arrived. Gocrl norning. 

SENA'IDR ~: Good noming. 

SENA'IDR WEISS: The next. speaker is Mr. John Weingart, 

-Director of Division of Coastal Resources • 

.Jati EDG\RT: Thank you. Good noming. 

SENA'IDR WEISS: Good noming. 

MR. WEINGARr: I would like to start by congratulatiD3 the 

Corrani ttee for holding this hearing. As you kno.v, we are no.v spending 

noney fran the secorrl shore protection borrl issue ever approved in New 

Jersey. The first one was approved in 1977. No one really began to 

· focus on ho.v to pay for shore protection ·after that boOO issue was 

exhausted; those funds were basically exhausted in 1982. 

We · just approved another borrl issue last November, arri we 

have just begun to spend the m:>ney fran that. We have noney to spend 

for another two to four years under that 0000 issue. I think it is an 

appropriate time to begin to talk about what we are going to do when 

those funds are exhausted. I am delighted that this hearin;3 is being 

held. Other meetings like this have oeen held CNer the last few nonths 

in different locations. 

Senator Pallone just gave you a brief history of shore 

protection fundill:3 in New Jersey. The last major coastal storm in New 

Jersey was in 1962. New Jersey got a large infusion of Federal funds, 

which basically carried the State througn the 1960s. As those funds 

got to be exhausted, the State turned to the Legislature for additional 

appropriations; those appropriations were not forthcoming. There were 

annual appropriations of less than $1 million each year. Sanetirnes 
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there were no appropriations at all. . That led to the proposal for a 

bond issue in 1977 and, again, for a borx:1 issue in 1!:HB. 

After the bond issue was passed in 1983, we held a number of 

public hearings ,around the shore to ask local officials and local 

residents for their suggestions as to .hCM that noney should be spent. 

That is how we got the list of $100 million worth of projects that 

Senator Pallone referred to. we had local officials CXJne to very ~11 

attended public hearings and ask for projects which totaled over ~1 uo 
million when the bond issue was $50 million, of which $10 million was 

for loans; only ~40 million was for grants. 

I think the figure that Senator Pallone just gave of a need 

for $20 million to ~30 millibri a year is accurate. I .think there are a 

number of principles which, I think, should be in the shore protection 

funding proposal. I would like to run through those principles aoo to 

talk a little bit about the three specific proposals before you. Fran 

my point of view, I think it is premature to endorse a specific 

proposal at this point. For one thing, I think,, any approach to shore 

protection has to recognize that we are not talking about a solution. 

we, · in the DEP, are not claiming that if. you· give us a certain arrount 

of noney, we are going . to solve the problem. We are saying that we 

have a continuing need here, like repaving a toad. The beach is going 

to migrate, it is going to move, and this is going to happen no matter 

what we do and no matter what we put on the shore. We are not going to 

take noney and buy sand and glue it to the beach. It is going to go 

away. Fran year to year, we can't estimate exactly what the expenses 

will be. Sare of the projects will work very well arx:i last for five to 

ten years, if we are lucky. Others will be unlucky, and they will last 

less than a year. I think everyone should realize, in going into it, 

that this. is what we are talking about. I think that kind of program 

is worth it because of the benefit the shore gives to New Jersey 

residents and the benefit which the tourist eooncmy gives to the State 

as a whole. 

The report, whidl Senator Pallone ~ntioned, estimates that 

the tourist eoonany c.-ontributes ~5 billion · a year to the State's 

eooncmy~ we are talJdng about $15 million to $20 million a year for 

shore protection; that is obviously a small portion of that. 
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The second principle, I think, which should be a part of any 

··shore protection fundiJl3 proposal is to recognize that shore protection 

benefits the State as a whole, b..lt it benefits Shorefroht 

municipalities the most. That is recognized in the current arrangement 

where the State pays 75% of the cost of the . project, and the 

shorefront municipality, itself, pays 25%. 

The third principle, l believe, is that we must look to 

generating that new source . of funding to pay for shore protection. 

· Traditionally, when shore protection had to cxnpete with all the other 

neec;is · of the State in the legislative appropriations process, shore 

protection lost out. · Shore protection is likely to gain Jiore if we can 

cane up with a source of · f ll{}ding that is sonehc:M related to .the ooast 

and is an additional funding that was not ocrning in previously. 

· Fourth, 1 think we do not need a · new agency for shore 

protection. Sane of the proposals you will hear about today, I 

.imagine, will talk about the. need for sane kirx:i of new agency~ I think 
. . . ' ' 

the Department of Environmental Protection is well set up now to 

administer shore protection funds. The only difficulty we wou.la have 

is if. funds a::xne iri erratic amounts. We would then have a difficult 

ti,re gaining the necessary staff to speno those funds. That is to say, 

~f we were suddenly to get . a large infusion of funds for one year; we 

would have difficulty determining whether or ha,, to hire staff to spend 

those funds, knowing that those funds may not be there two years fran 

na,.,i, and what would we do with the staff we just hired? That is one of 

the reasons why a stable, continuous source of funding would enable us 

to better inplernent the shore protection program. 

Fifth, r think we need to recognize that we have a Shore 

Protection Master Plan in place in New. Jersey. There is not a need to 

do a massive study as part of any funding alternative that •is 

developed. We have a Master Plan; we are the only State in the country 

to. have such a plan. It talks specifically about each area of the 

~here arx:l the best approaches to shore protection in those areas. The 

plan is flexible so. that as events and .knowledges change, we can 

acccmnodate those changes in the plans. 
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That plan recognizes a number of things which I thiM shoula 

be part of any shore protection program. It is part of the ·shore 

protection now and it should continue to be; that is, the dune 

protection am land-use practices along the shore should-be part of the 

consideration of any shore protection funding. Shore protection State 

noney should not go to maintain or improve a beac:h in an area where 

land-use decisions are going to waste that noney or cause that noney to 

be wasted even faster. 

Relatea to that, p.ililic access should be assured for all 

residents in the State on aw beach at which the State spends noney for 

shore protection. That i~ the case now, and I believe that should · 

continue. 

Shore protection funding should provide flexibility; it 

should proviae the Department of Environnental Protection with the 

ability to respond to emergencies, including hurricanes. It should 

mean that if there is a storm - as there was this weekend am if 

that storm had been worse, we should be in a position to be undertaking 

projects today to repair some of that damage fran the storm. 

Fortunately, that was not necessary, but that kind of flexibility 

should be in a program. 

Related to that, we should be able to respond to new 

situations. Senator Bradley was able to attach ~2 million in Federal 

noney for dune creation and dune protection. A budget bill was just 

signed by the President last nonth. That noney has to be matchea by 

20% in State noney. We should have a shore protection process that 

· allows the Department of Envirorurental Protection to matdl those funds 

whenever possible. 

Program.s should provide predicabili ty in terms of funding -

which I mentioned before -- and in tenns of staffing so that we can 

prepare for a project: do engineering studies one year, knowing that 

we are likely to have the funds to do the project the next year. 

Lastly, the process should provide a means for the State to 

continue to work closely with the affected municipalities and counties 

and with the Corps of Engineers so that we can attract any available 

Federal noney, and also attract the expertise of the Federal agencies 

to projects we unaertake. 
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Those are the factors I think should be considered in the 

shore protection funding bill. Regarding the specific proposals before 

you today, the bond issue, I think, is inappropriate. Having spoken to 

numerous groups last year when the tx>rrl issue was being debated, there 

was wide public skepticism about the use of bonds to pay for sand, when 

you kno.\1 it is a continuing expense arrl you kno.\1 you are going to have 

to do it for the foreseeable future and beyond. I think that argument 

is still there. Regarding the notion that we have a need of $100 

million, this really isn't a backlog, in the way that the dredging 

projects, for exanq:,le, might have a backlog. It is a continuing need. 

If we did those projects, we,.. \t.Uuld still have a need for projects, of a 

large scale, for the future. we are also not in a position 

administratively to truce an infusion of $100 million and spend it in a 

year or two arrl catch up. 

A prOfX)sal . for a sales tax is related to the notion of 

generating new funds. I will leave that to members of the Ccmuittee, 

but I think, again, a prOfX)sal that \t.Uuld generate new funds would have 

a larger chance of success. 

That, brings us to the third proposal of S-1948 for a hotel, 

nK>tel, aoo campgrourx:i tax. I think this is a pranising alternative, 

and I would like to see and participate in nore discussions on that. 

One suggestion I would make, to begin with, is that seasonal homes be 

cdded to that proposal. Obviously a large number of people who use the 

shore are those who rent seasonal homes, really on the same basis as 

they do hotels, motels and, to sane extent, campgrounds. 

Lastly, I · want to ref er to the natural resources fuoo idea 

that Assemblyman Hendrickson nentioned. That idea has also been 

suggested in a different fonn bj local officials in Stone Bartx>r and 

cape May. Their proposal would be a statewide funding source of sane 

sort that could be tied in, not only to shore protection am dredging, 

rut also to Green Acres, and be a dedicated fund which would eliminate 

the need for tx>th Green Acres and shore protection tx>oo issues in the 

future. . As the Stone Harbor officials prOfX)sed it, there would be a 

tax on the sales tax. Another possibility would be a Statewide hotel 

and notel tax that would go into sane kind of fund like that. 
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As I said in the beginning, I think it is a little premature 

for me to say one proi:,osal is the best, at this point. I think there 

are other ideas that may come forward. 

Again, I congratulate you on all these hearings. I would be 

happy to answer any questions. 

SENA'IOR Wi:ISS: 'lhank you very much, John. Senator Pallone, 

do you have any questions? 

SENA'IOR PALI.0-JE: I just want to ask you two quick 

questions. You mentioned a separate authority. I agree with you that 

we should simply be looking for a nechanism to fuoo shore protection 

projects. We can use the traditional process of having the Legislature 

appropriate funds, based on~a priority list that is recoovnendea by D~, 

without the necessity of having either a State or a regional 

authority. But, I was just going to ask you, John, what do you see as 

the advantage of not rroving to an authority approach, whether it is a 

State authority or regional authority? Obviously you have a vested 

interest; you are in DEP and you are the head of the Coastal 

Resources. 

MR. WEIOOAR.r: I guess, to begin with, the notion that if 

sanething is not broken, don't fix it. With the process we have at 

DEP, we are nc:M able to spend the shore protection funds, and I think 

that works. Also, I think. there are Statewide interests in shore 

protection that need to be protected. While a local agency could be 

structured so that would happen, I think. that would have to· be 

carefully done. The notion of dune protection and public access to the 

beaches have traditionally been things that sorre municipalities have 

not paid as nuch attention to as, I believe, the Legislature and the 

State as a whole would want them to. A State agency is in a position 

to do that. 

There is also a trenendous am::>unt of folk wisdan aoout shore 

protection and a tremendous number of proposals of how things should be 

done. The State now has expertise to evaluate those proposals, and we· 

certainly rely on the expertise of many nunicipal officials, 

consultants to municipalities, arrl so forth. But, it doesn't seem to 

be practical to assemble another staff to do that when there already is 

a staff that can cio that. 
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SENA'IDR PALI...Cl'JE: I have one other question. I just want the 

Ccmnittee to be aware, as part of the testim::my, of the Federal 

Disaster Declaration and the noney that came fran that, as a result of 

the March storm of this year. Many representatives of the 

nunicipalities said to me, "We got so ruch noney, but it was a 

shortfall i we didn't get as much as we needed to put our beaches and 

our structures back to what they were before the March storm." One of 

the main concerns was that they didn't get m::>ney for beach 

restoration. '!hey may have gotten it for a structure, a pavilion, or a 

bulkhead, but not for replenishment of the oeaChes. To what extent is 

· that true? Was noney available . for beach replenishment fran the 

Federal Disaster Declaration? 

M,R. WEINGART: To a large extent, that is true. The Federal 

Emergency Management Agency has er- p::>licy which the State has strongly 

disagreed with. We didn't )mo.,., that it existed until the March storm 

cam: up, that they would not reimburse noney - or not pay noney - for 

putting sand on beaches. They \tK>uld pay for repair of structures. It 

is a policy wnich seems, to me, contradicts much of the other policies 

of that agency. It certainly contradicts the policies of the State, 

that often bead1 restoration is the nost effertive means of shore 

protection. . '!he policy they adopted after the storm is still under 

review, and nc,,.; nore than six nonths after the storm, we still don't 

have answers to many of the questions asked or requests made as a 

result of the storm. Their p:>licy, so far, has been largely to pay for 

structures. Sometimes, structures have even been sandfencing, which I 

think has been good, but not for sand itself. 

SENA'IDR PALI..CNE : And as a consequence, a . lot of the 

m.micipalities were not able to replenish their beaches which were 

damaged. 

MR. WEINGARI': Both the rnunicipali ties' anj nost of the 

State's requests for reimbursement were not granted. 

SENA'IUR PAI...r.OOE: '!hanks a lot. 

SENA'I\'.JR WEISS: Thank you vecy much, John. 

Next, we have Assemblyman Kline, District 2. Gcx:x'i norning. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN J •. EO.iARD KLINE: Good rrorning, Senator Weiss and Cormnittee 

members. I am here today as a State Assernolyrnan in District '2, ·oot I 

aHl also here today as the Mayor of the City of Brigantine, whim is a 
· shore canm.mi ty north of Atlantic City. 

I am here today in favor of the 0000 issue. I am speaking on 

behalf of District 2 and the City of Brigantine. We favor this 

particular 0000 issue to help in restoring the beachfront ccmnuni ties 

which have been damaged by storms, erosion, and other problems. 

I am also here today to speak of experiences I have ha::i as 

a mayor of a shore oatmJnity. I have been an elected official in the 

City of Brigantine for five~years. Since I have been in City hall as 

the mayor, I have instituted a Dune Management Plan. I have brought up 

a ccpy fran my office. If copies are needed for the Ccmnittee, I will 

make them available. We have spent 0ver ~SO thousand on this Dune 

Management Plan for the City of Brigantine. 

over the years, the previous mayor, John Rogge, startea a 

plan with the State of New Jersey on building jetty groins, jetty 

rocks, or timber groins every seven blocks within the City of 

Brigantine. He carre up the beach and constructed seven of those 

structures, and it has built our dunes tremendously, and our 

beachfront. We have a very gcxxl beachfront, and I am very proud of 

it. And, I am proud of the aune system that we have in the City of 

Brigantine. 

Funds ran dry. 'lhe State's help stopped, and we never 

canpleted our every-seven blocks of jetty rocks. At the north end of 

the island in the City of Brigantine, we need two nore jetty groins. 

We would be applying or working with the State of New Jersey on 

whatever funding would becane available, through either a oond issue or 

a new tax through the sales tax, or whatever. over the past few years, 

the City of Brigantine has spent $50 thousand on a Dune Management 

Plan. We also have spent alrrost i.;200 thousaoo on floodgate valves and 

flood controls in the back bays of the City of Brigantine. 

In our Dune Management Plan, we have stepped forward - and I 

believe I was told we were one of the only towns along the Jersey coast 

that had designed and planned a building restriction line -- and 
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planned by saying what a dune was, where the dunes are not to be 

touched, what is buildable ground, what is unbuildaole ground, and what 

are considered dunes. r-bst canmunities will not do that. ·, It does 

cause proclems with your local developers or realtors aoo different 

pecple involved in the canmunity because you are now setting the law 

down on what is buildable an::l unbuildable. we steppea forward an:J did 

that. We designed this Dune M~agement Plan and put in a building 

restriction law. We spent many dollars. We have cooperated with the 

DEP and with the State of New Jersey b:r' trying to work t03ether in the 

management of our dunes aoo protection of our island. we are no,.,, to 

the point where we have spent, out of city funds, many thousands of 

dollars. We are naw to the~point where we would like to continue with 

our jetty groins, but we need a plan or noneys to becane available for 

the City of Brigantine so that we can move and construct sucn jetty 

rock systens. 

Our carmunity would work 

Stat~funded and partially city-funded. 

with a plan partially 

We can live with that. We 

understand · that sare ccmnunities have other problems. Our major 

concern is our dune systen and the protection of our beachfront. 

Therefore, we will place this as a tq:> priority. Our residents would 

rather see us, in the City of Brigantine, go for a year or two without 

paving a few streets and put that amount of noney tc,,.,,ara a 

Stat~cooperation plan on dune sys,tens. We will support any kind of 

funding. 

Also, in the City of Atlantic City we have lost a great 

amount of beachfront near the Bally Hotel Casino. If any of yoo ever 

go to the broadwalk, walk in front of the Bally Casino, and you will 

note that the ocean is now right up to the broadwalk. I grew up in 

Atlantic County; on many days I could go to the broadwalk in Atlantic 

. City aoo there was a gcx::rl walk to the waterfront. '!here was plenty of 

saoo; there was a couple of hundred yards of sand before you hit the 

water's edge. This particular area, no,.,,, has the ocean directly right 

up to the broadwalk. Atlantic City will be in great need, in the near 

future, of sane kioo of protection plan, or the broadwalk will re in 

jeq:>ardy in Atlantic City. We all know that Atlantic City is the new 

shining dianooo in this State. The spotlight is on Atlantic City fran 
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casino gaming. This is an area where, I believe, the State of New 

Jersey should be cooperating with Atlantic City. Thej shoula work 

together. We should have sane plan put forward for the management of 

the beachfronts in Atlantic City. we cannot do that without funding. 

Therefore, I am here today to push for support for this bond 

issue that is oefore us and what the public hearin:3 is on. I am also 

here to say that we must oontinue with a yearly plan of funding for 

beachfront protection. '!hank you. Are there any questions? 

SENA'roR WEISS: '!hank you v~ry nuch. Assemt>lyman, I don't 

have a question for you, but thanks for caning and testifying. I kn0,,,1 
. ~ 

what you are talking about; I have been in Brigantine a number of 

times. 

. ASSEMBLYMAN KLINE: You are welcane in Brigantine any time. 

SENA'IOR WEISS: '!hank you. 

Next, we have Dr. Norbert Psuty. 

DR. RlRBERl' PSC11Y: Good rorning. Mr. Chairman and members of the 

camdttee, I am here to speak in oehalf of oontinuing support for 

shoreline protection and shoreline management in the State of New 

Jersey. Perhaps my views are slightly different, as I identify what I . 

·· think are sane .of the important problems within the State. 

I don't think · that the issues associated with shoreline 

management i11 the State of New Jersey can be solved entirely just by 

throwing money at the shoreline or at the problem. It is a oontinuing 

problem. It is one that the State of New Jersey has faced for many 

years and will oontinue to face ir{ the future. Basically, there is a 

canbination of an insufficient anount of sand at the shoreline am a 

long history of develqxnent in which we really sort of put the 

structures at the water's edge. '!he problem can't be solved until we 

either recognize that we have to dO sc::xnething to put the sand back in 

place on these beaches or try to change sanething which we refer. to as 

a sediment budget. I think it is sanething which bas to be done by 

virtue of a phenanenon called "beach nourishment.• 

My own background is that of working in shoreline management, 

shoreline protection, and sedimentation. I am a geographer and 

geologist at Rutgers University. I am the Director of the Center for 
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COastal and Environmental Studies. I have been wondng in tht=; area of 

coastal geonorphology for about 25 . years, and specifically. in Ne-w 

J~rsey, since 1969. We have done a variety of studies up and down the 

. shoreline of New Jersey. . We have done studies in other areas, so we . 

have sane ideas about the relative · inp:)rtance and relative dynamics of 

the shoreline for New Jersey. I think I have a good handle on the 

kinds of situations that we find within the shorelines of New Jersey~ 

I · also think, similar to the , previous speakers' testi.nony, 

that we won't really have a. solution to the problem until we start 

looking at sane Statewide guideli_nes toward shoreline management. I 

think it is .very difficult tt> approadl _this on a camunity-by-carmunity 

basis. I think Statewide guidelines . for dune · management and beach 

management are necessary.· I think that has to happen, if you are going 

to approach this on oore than an unit-~unit or~ hoc basis. 
I further suggest that, ·in. the process· of reacting to 

shoreline erosion am of. stonns, for example, we, as a State, need to 

look at the kinds of approaches that we are applying. That is, we need 

to evaluate the variety of things whic.n · we are doi113 so that if, in 

fact,· there. are favorable situations, we can repeat them. But if, in 

fact, we are .· exacerbating the problem . by putting in structures that 

just increase erosion hazards~ we ·J'leed toknaw that as well. 

I think we,. as a State, need to work ciosely with our 

shoreline camunities to be available to evaluate sane of the small 

programs that they•have going, whether they are sandfencing, bulldozing 
. . 

the sand to create dunes, or just attempts at putting Christmas trees 

up, for example. None of these things have really been identified as 

being effective in produci~ coastal dunes, over .. a long period of 

time. I think that, as a State, we need to do sanething to help these 

ocmnunities in terms. of, what ,1 call, their ad hoc approac.nes to 

shoreline management. They are short-tenn. '1'hey are inexpensive. 

They may or may oot work. we really donit have a hancUe oo them. 

I conclude by indicating that I . think we need to locic at 

sanething which is a little further down the road, and that is the 

issue which was posed before: post-disaster planni113 followi113 major 

stonns and major JlDdifications of the shoreline. I really think that 
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the State c:Mes it to citizens to have sane kind of plan to •,put. into 

effect so that, in fact, we don't repeat the sane mistakes of the past 

and we don't · have the same structures going back into the · same 

• hazardous locations, thus merely prolonging this effect of disaster 

which oould occur 0ver and 0\.1er again. Those are rey ocmrents. 

SENATOR WEISS: 'l'hank you very much, Dr. Psuty. I sanehc:M 

got the inpression, through your. cxmnents, that if you could have, you 

would have said, "Let's put the barrier islanas back the way they were 

and take all the buildings and nove them back 6 miles, or whatever it 

takes, to get them 9ff the shoreline.• Is that really what you are 

saying? 
., 

DR. PSU'l'Y: I don't think that is the point I am trying to 

make. · I do think there is· a hazardous area which is near the 

shoreline. I do think we have structures whidl are just sort of at the 

water's edge. There is very little that can be. done, unless we are 

going into really massive sanJ nourishment programs to protect those 

buildings which ar~ at the water's edge. 

I think in terms of long-range planning aoo post-disaster 

planning, you have to axne back to a concept of producing a buffer 

between the _beadl aoo the next area of developrnent, whether it be 

casinos or residential developnents. It doesn't really matter. I do 

think there has to l:>e sare ·buffer zone, whether it .is dunes, 

oonstruction · setbacks, whatever. I do think there is opportunity for 

resiaential developrnent aoo ccm:nercial development · to exist side by 

side in the barrier islaoos. I don't think you have to abandon the 

barrier islands am just sort of let them go. But, I ck>n't think the 

entire island is adaptable to having developrnent oo it. I don't think 

that you should have developrnent near ~e water's edge and; therefore, 

I think there is a necessity to have sane sort of buffer zone or 

setback area in the construction on the barrier islands .• 

SENAroR WEISS: Dr. Psuty, do you think that we can stabilize 

the shoreline. and, at the same time, encourage development so that we. 

don't defeat our purpose? 

DR. PSUTY: In the long-term - the long-term meaning decades 

-- I don't think it is possible to stabilize our shoreline. I think 
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the deficits of sediment are so great that we, as a State and really as 

a nation, cannot afford the massive inputs of funds that it w9uld take 

in order to really stabilize. the shoreline. I do think there are sane 
areas where essentially high values aoo trem:ndous use woula maKe it 

possible to do that. I would think that developed areas, such as 

· Atlantic City, with the trem:ndous capital which is invested there, 

might be able to afford the stabilization, as Miami Beach has, for 

exanple. I don't think that the values that are represented ~ 

structures of single-family residenc-es would really provide the basis 

for investing huge arrounts of noney in shoreline stabilization. I do 

think that it is sanething which has to be taken up on a case-by-case 

basis, but in the long-run," the history of shoreline change is such . 

that these islands are noving underneath those buildings. our attempts 

at stabilization have shown that we just can't step the processess. We 
can try to live with them. We can try to plan for the changes, but I 

don't think we can step the process. 

SENA'IOR WEISS: Thank you. Are there any questions? 

$ENA'IOR PAI..IilIB: I just want to ask one question. You seem 

to be irrplying that perhaps we need to do a little nore research for 

sane alternative for shore protection, in term,5 of dune restoration and 

beach restoration. I generally get the irrpression that the answers are 

all there and all we need is the noney. But you seem to imply that 

isn't the case and maybe we should be spending a little noney on a few 

nore studies. 

DR. PSUTY': Yes, but not just studies. I think there are two 

aspects here: one, there are a number of programs in effect right now 

that really need evaluation; that is a kind of study to detennine 

whether or not it is achieving the.objective tor which it is originally 

planned. I think, for exarrple, sane of the programs within the 

shoreline managem:nt plan need evaluation following their 

inplementation, rather than just saying, •1t is good and we have done 

it, and now we will go on to the next priority item." I really think 

we owe it to the citizens of the State to be able to evaluate what it 

is we are doing at the shoreline. So, that is one type of study. 
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In addition, I think there is opportunity for studies that 

would, for exarrple, show the effectiveness of dune stabilization, as 
well as the effectiveness of planting sandfences to essentially produce 

the effective barriers that we need to protect our carrnunities against 
storm surge and mass erosion. 

I do think there are sare areas for study. I think there is 

research we can do within the State which is rather unique. o..ir State, 

anong the rest of the states in the country, has one of the higher 

levels of developnent of the shoreline. We don't react as a natural 
shoreline. We can't really~go to Cape Hatteras arx:i take the data fran 

there and apply it to the State of New Jersey. we really have to find 

out what is occurring in our State. Are these groins am structures 

producing different responses to the waves and currents off our 
shoreline? In that sense, we really have to generate sate new 
information. 

I think we, as a State, are in an advantageous position to 

produce information which, in fact, will eventually become valuable to 

the rest of the country. We will be in a position of experienci03 a 
lot of these problems before many other portions of this oountry will 

be. we are in a position of bei03 able to take advantage of this 

developed scenario which we have along our shoreline, as far as finding 

out a little nore about what happens in developed situations an::l making 

use of that information on a national basis. I really think we are in 
an excellent position for that. 

SENA'IDR WEISS: Thank you very ltllch, Dr. Psuty. I appreciate 

your testimony. 
Or. Villane, Assemblyman. Good norning. 

ASSBMBLYMf\N. ~ M. VILLANE, JR.: Good norning, Mr. Chainnan, 

Senators, and staff. 
SENATOR WEISS: How are you? 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILIANE: I am fine, thank you. How have you 

been, Senator? 
SENA'IOR WEISS: Fine, thanks. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VII..IA~: we naven' t seen so much of other since 

the Appropriations Committee ended, out it is nice to see you again. 

SENA'IDR WEISS: It has been a while. 
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-- ASSEMBLYMAN, VILLANE: I ··would like to thank you for the 

opportunity to be here tooay. It is a favorite subject of 11;ine: As 

you well kn0,,,1, I represent 24 municipalities in l-bnmouth County, 2_1 of 

whidl border on the water. 

I had to chuckle just a bit at Dr. - Psuty. It seems like 

researchers always like ·to do nore research. It seems like people who 

happen to be in the academic area think that academic study is the best 

W8!J to speoo dollars. 

SENAroR WEISS: You like to fix teeth. 

A.SSF.MBLYMAN VILIANE: That is right. (laughter) Except I 

don't work for the State and ask -them to support ·me; do I? I work for 

myself. 

Let me just tell you generally about the philosophy. There 

are a couple of philosophies about shore protection. One of the 

philosophies is to rove to Pennsylvania and __ let nature take its 

course. Another philosophy is, perhaps,- we can iive side-by-side with 

erosion and shore protection, and maybe we ought to help Atlantic City 

because it_is generatinga lot of dollars am it is a showcase •. Maybe 

we ought not to help Brigantine because it is a little t0,,,1n ana there 

aren't too many people; mayoe we ought_ to let Monnouth Beach and Sea_ 

Bright float out to s~a. 

· I represent 186 ,oou people who live primarily on the coast. 

I thinK it is my job, as a representative in the State Legislature~ to 

provide the ciollars to do those things that have been scientifically 

proved capable of being done to protect our Shores. 

The philoscphy goes on a little bit further. The philosophy 

is: Are you willing to make an investment in shore protection, seeing 

h0,,,1 tourism, fishing, am recreatioo generate about $8 billion a year 

in· revenue in the State of New Jersey? I think that states, like 

Florida, have recognized that - the tourism business is worth_ the input 

of dollars for shore protection~ States like Florida have done 

of £shore mining and have made an investment in their tourism business. 

They have made an investment in _shore protection. Those things are 

possible, plausible, am are being done all over. 
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Historically, before 1977, New Jersey never had a general 

appropriation of rore than ~ 1 • 2 million in the Shore Protection ·Funa. 

Since the passage of the original shore protection bill of $20 million 

in 1977, there hasn't been a single annual appropriation on a regular 

basis fran the General Funa. 

Last year:, as you knc,,..,, Senator, you helped ire get a bill 

through the Senate which provided $50 million for shore protection. I 

really lock at the $50 million born issue that was passed last year as 

emergency funding to give us sane time to provide a permanent source of 

funding for shore protection. we need a permanent basis, whether it is 

a a:mnitment by the State .;;of a portion of the sales tax, a tax on 

hotels aoo motels, or a user fee for people who use the beaches. 

Whatever it is, we need sane permanent source of funding. 

As John. Weingart rrentioned, it is very difficult, on an 

annual basis, to study and work with the dynamics of shore erosion when 

you aon't knc,,.., where your next dollar is caning fran, or if, indeed, 

there is going to be a next dollar. We have a little time nc,,.., to do it 

because we have some $40 million left in the appropriation process 

because of the bond act. '!his gives us sane time to work on shore 

protection aoo a permanent source of funding. 

There are a lot of things to do. You ought to knOw he,,.., shore 

erosion happens. Geologists study and tell you that the water level is 

rising because the icebergs are rrelting. Other people tell you that 

the water is dryiD3 up and that the planet is 9ettiD3 hotter. Lots of 

those things are long-range and kind of theoretical and academic, but 

the bottan line is that the shores are eroding because government and 

man have done things to the natural source of sui;:ply of sand. We have 

closed up the inlets to many lakes, ponds, small rivers, arxi creeks all 

ewer the coast of New Jersey. we stopped the natural opening of 

barrier islands because of the develcpnent. We have not allowed the 

Shrewsbury and the Navesink Rivers in t-bnmouth County to flo.v directly 

into the ocean, thus bringing the sediments fran upland dcMn to the 

beaches to actually naturally nourish the beaches. 

We have done sane other things. The Federal government 

protects the inlets all over the State of 1'lew Jersey. The philosophy 
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and the mentality of protecting an inlet at the Federal iev~l in the 

State of New Jerse-y is to build a barrier to step the natural :rrovement 

of sand as it noves up and down the coast of New Jersey. New Jersey is 

unique in that it has a littoral flo,.i that goes both directions: north 

and south, with the nodal division of that flow of natural novement of 

sand occurring sanewhere in Morurouth--- in Ocean County, sooth of 

Bayhead. So, there is a natural novement in nourishment of sand that 

goes along the coast. There is a natural erosioo that takes place 

every winter, and there is a natural replenishment of sand, to sane 

degree, that occurs every spring. 

What we have done, "and the · way we have allowed the government 

to proceed, is the way you protect an inlet fran shoalill9 in or 

becaning too shallo,.i: you build a barrier, and that barrier is called 

a groin. N<M the problem with the groin is that, oo the southerly 

side, where the sand builds up in such great arrounts - as it does in 

Point Pleasant Beach in Ocean County - the Federal philosophy was if 

that didn't oo it, let's build a jetty or the groin further out. And 

they have done that oo several different occasions. They go out and 

they build a bigger barrier to prevent the natural m:wement of sand to 

proceed up the coast. What we have done with Federal dollars and with 

the geologists' philosophy is we have actually stq>ped the natural 

novement of sand. 

Now there are sane things which we can do, in spending noney, 

to help nourish the beadles. Cne is to prarote the natural :rrovement of 

sane through mechanical means. If we are going to block the sand 

medlanically fran fillin;J into the rivers, then we ought to pass a bill 

in my House in the Assembly which provides for sand transfer. We have 

a bill j.n for $1.5 millioo to allaw for two experimental - nore than 

experimental - but functioning sand-transfer devices that would 

take the sand where it is impeded medlanically at the nouths of the 

Manasquan River and the Shark River and allow for a natural transport 

of that sand where we have medlanically blocked that sand. That is ooe 

thing which we ought to do. 
The other thill9 that we should be doir~ is really taki03 a 

look at what the government has done in the state of Florida. The 
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State of Florida has been tne recipient of a lot of Federal aollars, of 

course, ana some state dollars, used to renourish those beaqhes frQi1 

offshore mining pits -- a very engineeringly sound technique. It was 

done in the 1950s in the State of. New Jersey at Sea Girt - very 

successfully. And, we haven't done that in the State of New Jersey. 

What we do in the State of New Jersey is primarily react to a 

problem. I· am not being critical of the DEP, but they are reacting to 

a problem rather than looking to measures to prevent sare of the 

erosion in the State of New Jersey. 

As noted before, the philosophy of sare people ~ that you 

should rove 1rway fran the ooast - is fine, except for those people who 

live in shore municipalities. And, they certainly do need the help and 

protection of the State government. That was my philosophy when I 

sponsored legislation in the past, aoo is my philosophy in supporting 

legislation ncM. 

Senator, in June of this year, I asked for a meeting. We had 

talked about shore protection for a long time, and I have been involved 

with it for awhile. I asked for a meeting, and Legislative Services 

put together a meeting here in the State House: as a matter of fact, 

here in this building. We asked all the mayors, the freenolder 

directors, the State Senators, and the State Assemblymen fran all the 

shore municipalities to come to a meeting arx1 discuss their ideas of 

hON to provide noney on a stable basis for shore protection. It was an 

unusual meeting in that we had sare 40 or 50 people attend it. There 

were mayors, freeholders, senators, councilmen, and assemblypeople. At 

that meeting, Senator, not one person left the roan until everybody had 

testified. I don't think I have ever been at a meeting - and I don't 

think you have - where everybody ha:9 the courtesy to stay to hear 

everybody else speak. Sanetimes, of course, you can't do that. At 

this meeting, we really harmered aroum a lot of different ideas and 

came up with nine different proposals as ways of providing pennanent 

funding for shore protection. 

What I pranised, at this meeting in June, was to send them a 

letter -- a survey form and ask them to respooo to the nine 

different proposals and what they thought would oe a gooj source of 
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stable funding. The whole philosophy was that if I am going to prop:>se 
-a piece of legislation that I would make available to ,all the 

legislators fran shore counties, then I would like to find out a sense 

of the supp:>rt that I have fran mayors, senators, and freeholders. I 

sent a letter to sane 87 public elected officials, and of those t37 

people who were surveye:d, and as of this morning - I just got Senator 

Pallone's five minutes ago; he forgot to seoo it to~ - I got sane 50 
responses. I think that is pretty gcx:>d. You have to understaoo where 

this survey and questionnaire cane fran. These cane fran the mayors, 

freeholders, and legislators tran the four shore counties - Monrrouth, 
Ocean, cape May, and Atlantic. I think there is sanewhat of a built-in 
bias to the response. These~people have the problems of erosion, and I 
think their input was important. 

I hck:3 suggested to the '"'people in Legislative Services that 

another idea which we should pursue would be to survey the rest of the 

State, to add to their support regarding different ways of funding, and 

then compare that to people who live at the shore or in the counties 
whidl are represented along the coast. 

The questions which I purp::>sed to all the elected officials 

were: 

1. A tax on beach fees. That would be a user tax for those 

people who directly go on the beach. we ha:i thought of, perhaps, a 25-

or SO-cent tax on the beach admission, or a portion of the annual beach 

fee. That tax on beach fees was not very well received. Of the SO 

respondents, only 9 of them thought that would be first, second, or 

third choice. There were only 4 first choices to a tax on beach fees. 
It would be very interesting to find out what the rest of the 

State thinks regarding a tax on beach fees. 

2. The next one was a proposal that was made by senator 

Pallone: a tax on hotel, notel, and seasonal rentals. I don't think 

he included seasonal rentals, b..tt we have a lot of them in our 

district. That received even less support than a tax on beach fees. 

'lbat received four first-place answers, four second, and zero for third 

place. 
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We also got several letters fran shore mmicipalities saying 

that they didn't think it was fair to tax that i;::ortion of the tdurist 

industry specifically when there were a lot of people involved in 

tourism, am not just hotels, rrotels, arrl seasonal rentals. 

3. '!he third question was a question of providing revenues · 

fran bonds issued by a shore protecti<"'n authority. The philosopny of a 

shore protection authority would take the politics, the government, and 

bureaucracy out of providing dollars for shore protection arrl deciding 

where the dollars went. '!hat has been a very well received idea. Of 

the 50 respondents, 13 thought that was the best idea, four thought it 

was the second best, and 10 thought it was the third best. And, 

indeed, a shore protection authority to raise the rroney arrl to expend 

the dollars out of the hands of government is a goo:l idea. I am not 

entirely sure they should be separated fran government all that much. 

I think an authority certainly has to work with a environmental agency, 

like the Department of Envirorurental Protection in the State of New 

Jersey. 

4. The fourth. question that I applied to these elected 

officials regarded an annual appropriation fran the General State 

Fund. This question received, in total, sare 30 resi;::onses sayiTB that 

was either the best, second best, or third best idea. . It has always 

been a popular idea - that an annual appropriation is the right wey to 

go. In fact, just a year ago, Mr. Pallone didn't think that l:x:>nding 

was the right way to go, but thought, perhaps, a better way to go was 

through an annual appropriation. You, Senator, kno.,.i the contest that 

there is for dollars for an annual appropriation. Depending on ho.,.i 

rich or how poor we are, shore protection is an easy one to put by the 

boards. So, I think we need a rrore stable source than just an annual 

appropriation. 

5. The fifth question concerned State General Obligation 

Bonds. I was surprised at how little support the General Obligation 

Bonds had, after the goo::3 resp::mse we frctn the booo issue just last 

year. In total, only three people thought that was the best idea; 

three thought it was in the second-best idea; arrl four tnought it was 

the third-best idea. '!here doesn't seem to be a whole lot of supfX)rt 

for General Obligation Bonds for shore protection. 
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Tnere were three other questions that we asked. They were 

generally about an· idea that was pronbted · in the south part of the 

State. It talks about a tax on household goods and personal effects 

for nonresident taxpayers. For example, if somebcx:ly has a shore house, 

and they live in Pennsylvania, then the State would apply a personal 

property tax on the.contents of that property. It i~ a very narrON and 

selective· tax. I am not sure it would be oonstitutional. Very few 

people thought that was a gOCXl idea. In fact, only one thought it was 

the best idea. 

The next one ooncerned a fractional increase in the property 

tax rate, the proceeds of which would be dedicated to shore 

protection. That idea ca,me fran one of the mayors s,f a shore 

municipality, who said, "If the tax rate in your tCMn is $3.40, and you 

add one penny on the tax rate of assessed valuation, for all the towns 

along the shore, that would provide enough dollars for shore protection 

aoo a dedicated fund." That hcd very little support. None of the 

respondents was really interested in changing the broad-based tax in 

the State of New Jersey. 

The last suggestion is an increase in the property tax, the 

· proceeds of· which are to be dedicated to a natural resources fund, 

awlied to shore protection, parks, forestry; maintenance, protection, 

Green Acres ao:;iuisition am maintenance, fish, garre am wildlife. In 

other words, an annibus kind of a ·snall, snall tax, oollected all over 

the. State of New Jersey to be dedicate6 for all the environmental 

things we do in the State: parks, recreation, fishing, dredging, shore 

protection, et cetera. That hcd the least support of anything. The 

most universal ooncept had the least support. 

In surrmary, it appears as though the things which have the 

nost support are the annual appropriations, revenues fran a tx:>nd issued 

by a shore protection authority, and a dedication of a portion of a 

sales tax. 
I don't have a· handle on whether or. not a piece. of 

legislation like that, Senator, oould get through the State 

Legislature. I don't kna,.; whether that would be a dangerous precectent 

to establish, where you take a fund like the sales tax and begin to 
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take a piece of it in a dedicated form for different things. I don't 

knCM hCM that would be received by the Senate or the Assembly. But 

jest in case it is received, I put a bill in the Legislat~re -- I 

haven't put it in it, but I am offeri03 it to all my oolleagues - that 

would provide one-twelfth, a half of one cent, on the sales tax to be 

dedicated to shore protection. 

Legislative Services indicated to me that one half of one 

penny of the sales tax in shore counties - just the four counties 

involved in the southern part of New Jersey - would raise $10 million 

a year. I believe that $1 O million 1s enough on a regular basis to 

provide the shore protection that we need in the State of New Jersey. 

The other bill whi,ph I have ha:3 preparea is a bill to· create 

a bonding authority. That authority is to assess the needs for shore 

protection and also to fioo a way to pay back those bonds. 

Senator, I thank you very much. I kno,.i I had a long 

presentation, but this is an area I have been · worki03 in for a long 

time. I appreciate you and your Carmi ttee hearing these ideas today. 

I hope that we can, on a long-range· basis, f ioo some stable source of 
, 

funding for shore protection, rather than a:xning to the State each year 

and trying to get some small appropriation to rover our problems. 

SENA'IOR WEISS: Thank you very IIU.lch, Doctor. There is just 

one thing. Yoo indicated sanethi03 about inlets and, I tnink, the 

Shrewsbury and Navesink Rivers; what inlet? 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: I beg your pardon? 

SENA'IOR WEISS: What inlet? 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: I have to explain that to you. I am a 

local history ruff, and historically-

SENA'IOR WEISS: There was an inlet there. before Sandy Hook; 

is that what you were talking atx:>ut? 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: Historically, the barrier island of 

t-bnrrouth Beach, Sea Bright, and Sandy Hoak has been q>ened four or five 

different times. The· saoo fran those rivers used to pour out into the 

Atlantic Ocean and nourish the beaches. As late as 1866 or 1867, there 

was an opening. In 1855, the national geodetic survey indicatea that 

Sandy Hook, indeed, wasn't part of the barrier island, but Sandy Hook 

31 



was a portion of the Rumson point of land which oomes off the Jersey 

Coast. 

SENA'IOR WEISS: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: Thank you. Are there any other 

questions I could answer? 

S.t:NATOR PAI..I.a-IB: · Doctor, the sales tax proposal that you put 

forward is similar t.o mine, in the sense that we are dedicating a 

percentage of it in the four c:ounties. But, you are talki03 about one 

half of a percent, whereas I talked atx:>ut one penny or one-sixth of 

it. We have been operati03 all along, I thought, on the assumption 

that we needed about $20 million to $25 million or even $30 million 

dollars annually. Now you suggest that we are talking in terms of, I 
. .. 

guess, $10 million to $12 million. I am just wondering where you get 

. that figure, because based on the backlog in the number of projects 

that have been suanitted to DEP, and fran what John said, it would seem 

that we really need nore like $20 million to $30 million. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VI~E: I think that like professors of geology 

at the State institutions, you need the noney as much as you want it, 

and you try for as IIUch as you can get. I don't think the State of New 

Jersey and its Department of Environmental Protection can speoo nore 

than $10 million a year. 

SENATOR WEISS: Gentlemen. Doctor, please finish your 

statement. I don't want this to digress into a debate; it is a 

hearing. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: I understand. Frank and I are wor.tdng 

on this together. 

SENATOR WEISS: I understand. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: I don't think DEP can sperrl nore than 

$10 million a year on a regular basis. In 10 years to spend $100 

million dollars would be fantastic. If you lock historically at the 

State of New Jersey, the nost noney ever spent in the State was spent 

last year, but not by the State. The Federal Government spent $18 

million in part. We haven't spent $10 million. We haven't spent $5 

million a year in the State of New Jersey. And, a good deal of what we 

have spent has been used to do catch-up work and repair jobs. 

Thank you again, Senator. 
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SENATOR WEISS: Thank you again, sir. 

Sal Bucolo, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers? On, Mr.; Bucolo, 

Senator Van Wagner would like to testify. May I call him first? 

(affinnative response) I didn't realize he had a tine constraint. 

mwIOR RICliARD VAN ~: With the Canmittee's and the next 

witness' indulgence, I have a neeting on a matter-~ 

SENA'IOR WEISS: (interrupting) Yoo don't have to explain, 

Richard. Just go ahead. 

SENA'IUH V~ w.AGNER: (continuing) -that is before the 

Legislature. I just want to briefly address the Camli ttee on this 

issue, which I think is probably, in order of priority, one of the most 

irrportant issues that we, as a policy-making body, can address in terms 

of the basic econany of this State. 

First of all, let rre say that in cx:rning here today, I am also 

representing, to sate extent, the views of my two colleagues in the 

Assembly -- Assernblywanan Jacqueline Walker and Assemblyman William 

Flynn. 

I've watched with interest the. debate over the manner in 

whidl m::>ney will be raised to provide a stable and consistent source of 

funding for projects which have, J:::rj everyone's admission, been lagging 

for sate tirre in the shore area. Again, I would like to underscore the 

fact that it is my belief - and I think it is generally shared in the 

Legislature - that the protection of the shore" and the orderly 

develoµnent of the shore, and providing for the kinds of activities 

that the shore provides to this State is, in fact, an important issue 

to all of us, regardless of where our location may be. The shore area 

is a very important resource of this State. 

Before I discuss my feelings oo the funding sources, I would 

like to address my remarks, Mr. Chairman, to an area that hasn't been 

addressed so far, and that is the nethodology J:::rj which this camdttee 

primarily will decide to distribute the m::>ney that is raised either by 

a tax on hotels and notels or J:::rj a tax that might be dedicated fran a 

portion of the sales tax. Perhaps what I am suggesti03 is that 

concurrent with this deliberation on these bills you have oefore you, 

there be sane type of formula distribution develq>ed that woula also 
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-
provide an arrount of rroney fran general appropriations fran the State 

,· -
of New Jersey to rnatdl that source of revenue that is specified as 

being allocated to those a:mnunities. 

Frankly, I would. share the view of the 30 respondents that 

Assemblyman Villaine talked about before with a formula apparatus or . 

mechanism which would provide the stable source of funding, 'and 

basically leave it to the Legislature to appropriate that arrount of 

nr:>ney, havi03 made a policy statement · that shore protection is, in · 

fact, a statewide priority. 

I would also suggest that in any event, regardless of hcM the 

noney might be raised, that,. it will ultimately be the decision of the 

Legislature - primarily this Ccmnittee, aoo the Asserroly Ccmnittee -

to decide how much and what m::>neys will be appropriated for the p.Jrpose . 
of shore protection. 

I think that perhaps part of the issue, or a major portion of 

the issue, to be faced here is the nechanisrn by which these coomunities 

might receive the noney, and the manner in which the Legislature will 

appropriate that noney aoo distribute .it to those cxmnunities. I say 

this because I represent an area that is not necessarily considered 

part of the shore in many cases. It is an area called the Raritan Bay 

area. It suffers as nuch, in many cases, . fran shore protection needs 

as any of the amnunities alon:J the oceanfront. In many cases, it has 

been the beneficiary of shore protection bond issues and appropriations 

that this Legislature has made. But, I think in developin:J a manner in 

which a stabilized source of funding is to be distributed, certainly 

the criteria should be developed so that these amnuni ties can also 

avail themselves of whatever noneys might be available under that 

appropriation. 

In tenns of the source of revenue, I '11 just express my o.,;n 

views am those of my colleagues. Our first inclination is that with a 

$600 million surplus, the last thin:J in the world that the Legislature 

should be talking about is taxation. I think fundamentally we would 

all agree on that issue. However, we do have two prq;>osals before us, 

and in lookin:J at those proposals, it has been the determination of 

myself, Assemblyman Flynn, and Assemblywoman Walker that if we were to 
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favor a proposal, it would be a reduction in the 2% ~rop:>sal 

recxxnrnended by Senator Pallone to 1 % • We would exteoo the tax ff the 

principle of taxing hotel and rotel uni ts in .the shore area is' based on 

the direct benefit that those facilities enjoy as a result of being 

located at the shore. It is our opinion that that 1 % or one penny 

should be extended to all of those facilities, including surrrner 

rentals, that benefit directly fran being located at the shore. 

As interesting as Dr. Villane's proposal is, and the 

prcposals of sane of the others in the Assembly and the Senate, 

regarding the allocation of a portion of the sales tax, I frankly don't 

believe the dedication prooision will receive the approval of the 

voters of this State. I think it would be a difficult administrative 

process for the Division of Taxation to inplement the kinds of audit 

and post-audit procedures that would have to be put in place to 

determine that that portion of noney was properly allocated. In any 

event, it seems to me that it would be very difficult to sell the 

dedication prooision across the toard. 

Let rne put in priority what I feel arrl my colleagues in the 

Assembly feel might be the best consideration for resolving this 

problem. We will have to CC>fle to a consensus agreement in both houses 

in any event. We would, of course, prefer the direct appropriation's 

route. We. would underscore that with the fact that we believe that 

appropriation should be tied to a formula based on the criteria that 

might be developed by any number of experts who are in this roan, 

people who have worked in the c.urmunities along the shore, and with our 

own people in the Department of Environrrental Protection. That fonnula 

might then provide those nunicipalities with an q>portunity to at least 

anticipate the arrount of noney that is available arrl the arrount of 

noney that they might be able to apply for and obtain through the State 

of New Jersey. 

If it is detennined that there should be a specific source of 

revenue, then it is our feeling in District 13 that that revenue raiser 

should be a 1% tax on those facilities, such as hotels, motels, and 

sumner rentals, whidi would directly benefit fran being located in the 

shore area. Therefore, they would receive a direct benefit fran any 
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kind of infrastructure development that takes place in the shore 

region. That would be our secor-x:l reccmrendation. 

My third recommendation, which is specifically m1 o.,m, is, I 

think all of us together should explore the concep~ of establishin3 a 

Shore Protection Authority, as has been recxmnended, I think, l:rj both 

Senator Pal:one and Assemblyman Villane, or at least cy Assemblyman 

Villane in his survey. 'Ihat kind of authority would provide a 

structure, at least for the direction an:! management of how best those 

noneys might be developed fran a financial p:>int of view and from an 

application and implementation p:>int of view. 

In any event, I think we have reached a p:>int where. we can 

recognize clearly that the .. ~conany of this State on an overall basis 

has benefited greatly by perhaps one of the irost beautiful natural 

resources that this State enjoys, and that is its ooastline. I feel 

oonfident that this Legislature, through the influence of this 

coomittee and its fine Chairrnan, will care to a consensus and develcp a 

program that will provide that kind of consistent and stable funding. 

Thank you for your time, Mr. Chairrnan. 

SENA'IDR WEISS: Richard, thank you very nuch for caning here 

this norning. I'm sorry I held yoo s:> long, but it becarre necessary. 

SENA'IDR VAN WAGNER: I appreciate that. 

(Senator Van Wagner walks a:wey from witness table.) 
' 

SENA'lUR WEISS: Where are you going? Saneone may have a 

question for you. You're runnin3 away, but if you are in a hurry, go 

on. 

SENA'IDR ~ WAGNER: No, I' 11 be glad to answer any questions 

if there are any. 

, SENATOR WEISS: I 'rn sorry I delayed you. Thank you again for 

c:nning. 

SENA'roR V~ WAGNER: Mr. Chairman, I' 11 provide a written 

statement on behalf of myself, Assemblywanan Walker, and Assemblyman 

Flynn. 

SmATOR WEISS: All right, we look forward to receiving it. 

Tnank you. 

SENATOR VAN WN;NER: 'lllank you, Mr. Chainnan and the 

Carmittee. 
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SENATOR WEISS: Mr. Bucolo. 

SAL BJCDLO: Good rrorning. 

SENATOR WEISS: Good norning. 

MR. BUCOLO: My name is Sal Bucolo, and I am with tne Corps 

of Engineers in Philadelphia. I would like to give you the Corps' 

perspective of beach erosion problems along the New Jersey shore. 

Any of you who own shore-front property, or are familiar 

with the shore, are aware that the beaches along the New Jersey coast, 

in their natural state, are in oontinuous novement and are not static 

pieces of real estate in the usual sense. There is a continuous action 

of waves and currents which results in changes along the shoreline. 

We have reliable ~urveys of the Jersey shore dating back to 

1842. During this nore than a century of records, there have been 

irregular novements of the shoreline with losses an:3 accretions varying 

with regard to lx>th time and location. HCMever, considering the entire 

period of record, the result has been a net loss of beaches. 

It is extremely difficult to analyze the record and 

rationalize the irregularities. Nevertheless, ~ considering all the 

engineering parameters and the natural processes which affect the 

shore, coastal engineers have made great progress toward an 

understanding of the beach erosion process. 

To give you an idea of what the Corps thinks the seriousness 

of the problem is in New .;Jersey, in the early . 1970s, the Corps 

OJl'li)leted the National Shoreline Study for the entire country at the 

request of Congress. Along the New Jersey shore, of the 148 miles fran 

Sandy Hoak to Cape May, 124 miles were identified as critical erosion 

areas. I am not including the Delaware/Raritan Bay area, which also 

had problems. A critical erosion area was a qualitative judgment, 

which included consideration of the extent of past erosion, as well as 

the am:>unt of developrent aloll3 the shore. 

What are the typical solutions to the problem? 'lllese vary 

fran structural to non-structural. They range fran cxxnplete protection 

to abandonment of the beach, as sane people prcp:>sed. · Abandonment of 

the beach in New Jersey is kioo of aifficult to do because of the 

arrount of developnent that is there. It is not really the way to go. 
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· Sane more typ:i.cal solutioris are: beach fill and pericx:lic 

nourishment, whid1 is the most used in the country, .az-xj probably the 

nost used in New Jersey. We can generally get the sand fran offshore •. 

. There are reservoirs of · sar:id . off . the ex>ast. · Sanetiines, if it is 

suitable sand, you can get it f:ron t;.he inlets. Al;so, to keep the sand 

in notion, .as Other peOl)le have said before me, there are proposals to 

bypass. sand or bade-pass sand around jetties. 

· Sane of the structural features that · can oe · used, arri have 

been used elsewhere along the NewJer~ey shore, are groins, b.llkheads, 

bre~aters, jetties, . am sea .· walls. . It should be emphasized that 

. structures are usually ooly _ considered in oonjunction with a source of . 

sand on the beach, or defin~ beach· fill_··a1ongside or in front. of· the 

structure • 

. Let me emphasize that all the . normal ooastal erosion 

solutions qualify for Federal government participation. 

The Cprps and the State· .. have a long history · of close 

involvement in beach erosion in New Jersey, especially since 1962 when 

considerable damage resulted fran the March, - 1962 stonn. Since 1962, 

the Corps has expended about $13 million in New Jersey for beach 

erosion, rrost of which was · for energency restoration work. Both the 

Corps ano . the State have cx:mpleted master plans for the entire coast •. 

They differ in scope and sanewhat in method, b.lt they both follow 
. . 

accepted coastal engineering practices to accatplish the end product, 

which is beach erosion control~ ·The Corps plan is greater in scope and 

includes navigation features at the inlets. '!hat · is primarily the 

biggest difference in scope. 
The cost for initial ·construction along the entire· pc>ast can 

range up to several hundreds · of millions of dollars. · Annual 

maintenance, once this is in placei. cx:,uld average about $10 to $20 

· million,· or even nore, aependi03 upon the severity of stoim activity. 

If Federal government involvement is sought, as it has been in the 

_ past, traditional cost-sharing has historically averaged around 50% 
·, : . 

Federal and · 50% non-Federal~ Nlere there are cost-sharing proposals 

before.• .. the congress, and the Administration is proposing new 

cost-sharing proposals, it could change this slightly. I'm not sure 

how yet. 



Beach erosion in New Jersey should be oonsidered se_ri~s in 

rrost areas. It has been of national interest to protect aoo maintain 

coastal industries along the coast. There is no doubt that New Jersey 

shores are one of its rrost valuable resources, arx:1 they also supports 

one of its major industries - tourism. 

That ooncludes my testim:>ny. Thank you for allowing ire to 

speak. 

SENATOR WEISS: '!hank you very mudl for bei03 so patient. I 

just have one question for you, since you represent the U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers. I think this is highly impossible at the manent, but 

what if all the groins were rem:>ved? Would we still be faced with the 

problem? We heard sare earlier testim:>ny today indicati03 that in that 

instance, one side of whatever groin there is would fill up with sand, 

the other side would be left barren, an1 then beadl erosion would then 

ensue. 

MR. BUCOLO: That depends upon the area along the coast. 

Some areas have too many groins in place. 

SENA'IOR WEISS: Are there studies available £ran the 

l)epartment that you could forward to-

MR. BUCOLO: (interrupting) We have a master plan available, 

yes, sir, of studies of nost of the areas in the State. DEP does also. 

SENATOR WEISS: It seems to ne as if those islands may have 

been out there for about 10,000 years, and they hadn't washed a:way 

until humans got to them and dia what they did. 

MR. BUCOLO: Sanetimes the groins are spaced too close 

together, sir. 

SENATOR WEISS: If you can forward a copy Of that, sir, I 

would appreciate it. Thank you very much. 

MR. BUCOLO: Certainly, thank you. 

SENATOR WEISS: Oh, wait, Mr. Bucolo, Senator Pallone has a 

question. 

SENAroR PALLClm: Mr. Bucolo, are you familiar with the Anny 

Corps' project that has been proposed for the Sea Bright/Monnouth 

Beach/Long Brandl area? The feederbeadl project? 

MR. BUCOLO: Yes. 



SENA'IDR P.ALLCNE: I was just wondering if we could also-- I 

don't know how extensive that document· is, could we al&> get that 

proposal, or design work, or whatever it is, as part of the record? I 

knCM we have made sare requests to try to get it, but we haven't been 

able to get it. so, if you could send that to us, I would appreciate 

it. 

MR. BUOOLO: I would be glad to. 

SENA'IDR PALI.OOE: '!bank you. 

SENA'IDR WEISS: '!hank you very nuch, sir. Mr. Leon Avakian. 

Are you gentlemen together?~ (negative response) 

~ AVAKIAN: I'll be very brief. Thank you, Senator. 

SENA'IQR WEISS: Thank you, sir. Are you down here as an 

engineer? 

MR. AVAKIAN: Yes. I would first like to thank all of you 

for this opportunity, Senators, staff, legislators, arrl guests. 

I am a municipal engineer, and I have had beach-front 

experience for over 30 years. I am in the front-line trenches when it 

canes to stopping the damage, or·· repairing the damage. I am ver--1 

concerned about that because most of what I would like to be doing 

would be called "planning." HCMever, what we have been forced to do, 

because of lack of funding, is to beccm: reactionary. When you are 

reactionary to a storm, you spend many nore dollars than you ought to 

spend. Hence, it would be my· very strong reccmnendation that we 

resolve this matter of stabilized . funding so that we can nove fran the 

reactionarym::>de to a maintenance node sanetine in the near future. 

Regarding the scope of the need, because I have been involved 

for so many years, I've hcrl the experience of attending State.meetings 

where the Appropriations Camtittee heard requests fran runicipalities 

fran up aoo down the State coastline. My experience indicates, fran 

the past 30 years, that approximately 10% is requested annually of what 

is really needed. Yoo can use that figure aoo be within the ball 

park. I have estimated that if we were to repair the entire coastline 

in one sweep, we would need approximately $500 million. That is the 

scope of the need. 
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When we talk alx>ut urgent projects, and we talk about ~50 

million and $100 million, we are still referring to only a portion of 

the total need. Then we rrove fran urgent projects to less urgent 

projects, and we still have the oontinuing need for maintenance. Until 

we reach the maintenance node, we will never solve this problem. 

I would like to ccmrent on the authority for a nanent. Tne 

ooncept of the authority has been discussed, and r~iscussed, at 

oonferences held ~ interested ana ooncerned citizens, ana it canes 

fran a frustration, not fran anything less. '!he frustration is that we 

have never hcKJ enough none~ to protect our beaches. At the present 

time, the beaches I am involved with are perhaps three feet lower than 

they should be, ana between 50 and 100 · feet narrower than they should 

be. 'Ibis simply invites disaster during the time of a storm. 

So, once again, at the municipal level, our ooncerns are rrore 

for the reestablishment of oor beaches to not only protect then against 

stonns, but to get into that maintenance node so we can annually 

· anticipate · 1esser funding for these projects. More importantly, and 

singularly important, it would provide the width of beach that is 

needed for the increased recreational action that is praroted, for 

instance, by the Governor's off ice. we want folks to care to the 

shore, but one of oor towns has no beach throughout 500 feet. So, what 

gcxx:i does it do to invite people if they have no beach· to sit upon and 

enjoy? 

Thank yoo very much. 

SENAroR WEISS: Thank you very much, sir. Senator Pallone; 

do yoo have a question? (affinnative response) 

SENAroR PALLCNE: I just want to tell the c:cmni ttee that Leon 

Avakian also happens to be the engineer for the Deal Lake Ccmnission. 

You've heard a lot about Deal Lake, I'm sure, over the last few 

nonths. So, just in case, he may be bacx again. 

SENAroR WEISS: Is that where all the herring is? (laughter) 

My wife buys it, but it is already pickled. (laughter) 

SENA'IDR PAI..LCX--JE: I w~ted to ask you two questions. First 

of all, I mentioned the Federal Disaster Aid before. I think there is 

a general oonception that the rroney m.micipalities received fran the 
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Federal Disaster Aid oasically took care of the proble.'Tls that car.re oot 

of the March storm. I wanted you to address that because I :kne,., you 

were working directly with the tc,,,ms in terms of what t~ of funding 

was available, aoo whether or not is was sufficient to deal with some 

of the proolems that came up fran the destruction of that storm. 

MR. AVAKIAN: FBMA provided funding simply to repair the 

damage that was caused by the storm, 1IDstly for structural elements 

that existed, suc:n as buildings, boardwalks, bulkheads, etc. It also 

prcwided funding for cleanup by nunicipal forces or oontractual 

forces. However, FEMA still, to this day, refuses to recognize the 

need for mitigation of the problem that exists, and that could take 

place very simply. by placin3 nore sand on the beach, so that the next 

time we had a storm, we wouldn't have the extent of Qamage that we've 

experienced in the past. 

If you were to plot a curve of the damage created by storms 

over the past several years, it is advancing exponentially, ana we are 

very concerned about this. · What happens is, the beach drops one foot 

after a particular storm, ano it stays there. You can· expect · those 

bulkheads to have that much nore pressure against than. '!he follcx,,,ing 

year, or two years later, /you lose another foot of beach. 'l'nis has 

been going on ncx,,, for about . 15 years where we have not had the 

replacement saoo that Dr. Villane spoke about. 

We can address these issues; we nust not sit and wait for 

other things to take place while we have this emergency situation. 

That is what we have at the present time. 

SENA'IOR PALI.aIB: I don't want to proloI13 this because I know 

we have other speakers, but I think it is inportant that the Conrnittee 

and the Legislature recognize that even with regard to the State match 

Which came about as a result of the FEMA IIDl'ley, we were ooly talking 

about fundiI13 those proposals that were approved by FE.MA. In other 

words, there were two bills. In fact, I happen to be the Senate 

sponsor of the two bills: one, whic:n was basically to allocate the 

FEMA 1IDney we got fran the Federal government to the m.micipalities, 

and two, the State match for that FEMA IIDney. 
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The ncmey could only be used for those projects that were 

Federally authorized. We still have a lot of projects, particulariy 

when we talk about beach nourishment, which were not funded through 

that Federal Disaster Aid with the State match. I want to emphasize 

that because I don't think people realize it, except those who are 

right there on the beach. 

MR. AVAKIAN: That is oorrect. Municipalities are paying 25% 

of the C'OSt of these projects. I'll give yoo an example. 

A bulkhead was damaged in Bradley Beach; it was wiped out. 

The boardwalk was wiped out there. FD1A responded t:7j all""7ing "x" 

number of dollars for the",, replacement of those structures. · Their 

dollar values are calculated fran handtxx:>ks, textbooks, arx:i that sort 

of thing. So, the mmicipality will get its boardwalk and bulkhead 

back, but the sand is gone. And, the next storm that canes will wipe 

out that same boardwalx and that same bulkhead. It is the reactionary 

node we have been in, and we have to turn that arourrl and get to the 

maintenance node, as I said before. 

SENATOR PA.I..I.rnE: Thank you. 

SENATOR WEISS: Thank you very much, sir. 

MR. AVAKIAN: Thank you. 

SENA'IOR WEISS: I appreciate your testinony. Mayor Vaccaro 

of Allenhurst? 

MYat il'RIN VACCAIO: I want to thank you for giving me the 

opportunity to be here this ITOrning to testify before you. 
SENATOR WEISS: Thanks for being so patient. 

MAYOR VACCAOO: I YoOuld like to give you a little bit of my 

background. I am a licensed engineer in this State; I an a graduate 

engineer. That was my profession until I retired in 1972. I have been 

in public office since 1968, and I have been Mayor for a number of 

years. I am also the acting chairman of the citizen element of the 

Beach Erosion carmission. 

While I am here, I YoOuld like to c:xmrent on the Beach Erosion 

Canmission. It was established by the Legislature in 1948, an::J for 

many years it served as a forum for ooth sides of the Legislature to 

discuss beach problems and also to guide the selection of projects and 
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expenditure of the funds. It is cc:mposed of four members oJ the 

Asse.mly, four members of the Senate, am four citizens at large, who 

are appointed by the Governor. '!be Governor has made his four 

appointments; the Assembly has made its four appointments; but, for 

sane reason., the Senate has not done so for the past three or four 

years. I think you are missing a very good opportunity to reestablish 

that ccmnittee to a working a::mnittee so it can serve its · initial 

purpose, whidi was to get feedback to the Legislature - both sides of 

the Legislature -- on problems concerning the beaches. I think if we · 

had that, a lot of the questions being asked here today woulo already 

be answered, and the members of that ocmnittee would be the persons 

relaying then to their respective sides of the houses. 

No.v, I would like to get into my presentation. I am sure we 

are all aware that during the course of civilization, we have gotten to 

where we are now because we have learned to rope and work with nature. 
. . 

We ,don't just avoid nature, and we just don't back away because nature 

behaves in a certain way. As I said, for ages we have learned to work 

with nature. We have many proJects that have had that in mind. We 

would have disaster along the Mississippi River if we did not have 

flood control ireasures. we wouldn't have any farms if we didn't take 

dcMn the trees, till the soil, and oontour it so as to take advantage 

of nature's forces. 

Likewise, we have an oceanfront. We have bays and rivers. 

To be able to enjoy them, we have to kno.v haw to worK with nature. we 
have to be willing to make that a:xrmi.tment. 

For many years, we have haj a natural development of our 

shore front. People ·· noved in the area because . they 1 iked the 

environment. They liked to go bathing, they liked healthful effects of 

being near the ocean, and using the ocean. It has developed into the 

second largest econany in our State. Various figures have been cited 

- $5 billion, $6 billion, $7 billion, you name it - but anyway, . it is 

in the neighborhocx:i of $6 billion to $7 billion per year. It isn't 

only shore related; it is not only the business which is generated by 

people visiting the shore. It is also the other business that is 

generated throughout the State in manufacturing the products that 
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enable people to go to the shore and enjoy it. This consists of boats,• 

bathing attire - you could go on item for item - and f(X)j. · There is . . 

a great variety of b.lsinesses that are involved· in supporting 

beach-related activities. 

Our approach to ensuring that we have a beach to enjoy has 

been one of vacillation, really. we have used a Band-Aid approach. We 

have reacted to emergency. We know we have technology. we have had 

many studies done to tell us how the ocean behaves am how nature is 

acting. We know pretty well what to do to cope with it, b.lt we chose 

not to make the ccmnitment to do it in the proper fashion, whid1 is: 

You cannot attack and addre$S yourself to isolated, individual problem 

areas. One has to address the entire shoreline. You cannot pour noney 

into Atlantic City and ignore Brigantine, Ocean City, or what have you, 

because nature acts on a regional basis. wnatever you put into 

Atlantic City is going to disappear unless you take care of the entire 

shoreline. 

There was a study done -- a nurnbe~ of studies. The Corps of 

Engineers made an in-depth study starting back in 1953. It was 

ccmnissioned by Congress to perform a study. They made a subsequent 

reevaluation of that study in 1967 arx:i published reports in 19b8. The 

1968 report reaffirmed what they had found in their 1957 study, and 

that is, on a regional basis we have to replenish the sand whid1 is 

lost through the natural forces of nature, and we have to b.lild 

a structure to hold it there. Unless we do that, we are tightin:J a · 

losing battle. 

In 1977, we had a 0000 issue of $20 million for each 

project. If you look at the study that was made and the results of the 

recc:mnended projects, you will fioo that there were reccmnendations for 

. spending $20 million. It totaled $20 million. So, obviously, it was 

not an unbiased approad1 to the overall problem. The projects that 

were implemented were basically isolated projects in isolated 

ccmnunities. In fact, &m:!thing like $3 millioo of $4 millioo was 

poured into Ocean City for sand replenishment. It disappeared. 'Why? 

It was done late in the season, and they didn't construct the necessary 

jetties. There was no work done on either side, so the sand was 

basically lost. 
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we have to put the beacl1es back into a condition that will 

provide the kirx'i Of·• enjoyment that we feel will be an attracti~n to our 

visitors -- to the· entire State. we have an inoustry, and we have to 

invest noney in it in order to keep it prosperous am attracti\7e. You 
·· can · take any · business, b.lt you cannot ignore the capital ·· structure. 

You have to keep investing; yc,u have. to maintain it. we have lgnorec1 

that capital investment.' · .. We have. allowed it. to just whittle away to 

· . the point were right rn1, .. all · we are doing .. is applying Band-Aid 

·treatments here, there, and elsewhere. 
. . . 

'l'he $50 million borx'i issue is l'lCMhere near enough to address 

· the entire problem. In 1981, the.Corps of Engineers estimated it would 

~t sanewhere in the vicinity of $300 million to put in large anounts 

of .sand and to put in the necessary·stabilizing structures to bring the 
.· . ~ . -

~aches back to ~· reasonable condition., .· Cl>viously; there would have to 

be maintenance · applied periodically fran . that pqint on. '!hey 

reocmnended feeder beaches where, fran time to time, sana woula be put 

in, and· the sand would then migrate along the· seashore and replenish 

what had been lost. 

Mention has been rnade · as to what has caused sane of the 
. . 

problem, arx'i obviously, it is the fact that ~ no longer have nature 

itself providing the replenishment of the sand.· Every time we dredge a 

dlannel, we are making that channel deeper. we are taking sarrl that 

would nocnally be Oh the_ beaches and putting it out into the ocean._ 

When we increase · the speed of flow, we push the saoo out 

further, rather than allowing it to migrate along the shore. I'm not 

saying we shouldn't dredge; I'm saying we should recognize that when we 
·. do it, we are working against nature, so therefore, we have to do 

. . . . 

· sanething else to canpensate. - 'lhe canpensation is feeder beaches. 

For~the last five years, I have been espousing the_ cause for 

using a portion.of our sales taxes for these. projects. As I mentioned, 

the oost put on the entire project - the initial cost t7j. the Corps of 

Engineers several years ago...;. was $300 milliqn. 'Ibey were willing to 

put ~ · At · 1east we were assured that the Federal government 'WOUld 

contribute rou~hly 50%~ which would be $150 million, arrl the State 
. . 

'WOUl.d have to cane up with $150 million. _ The State of New Jersey 
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didn't have the wherewithal, so it was unable to match the f urids: The 

project has.never gone forward. 
1 

If we had taken 1% of the sales tax in the four seashore 

counties, the data which I received frari the State Treasury tells me 
. . . 

that.~ wuld have realized about $21 million in 1983. The figures are 

oddly based on a total sales of sanewhere in the vicinity of $6. 7 

billion in those four oounties. As I said, oddly it is al.mQst the same 

anount as the $6 billion value of the tourism industry in the State • 

. Only 311 of .that is taxable - roughly aie-third of the total sales is 
. . 

taxable. '!'bat means that yo..i have roughly $2.1 billion in taxaole 

sales in the four oounties. One percent of that 1110Unts to our $21 

million per year •. 

I wuld use it in this fashion: 'ibere is no doubt that we 

should address ourselves to the entire shoreline. I feel tnat we 

should have a bond issue in the neighborhood of $150 million to $200 

million, aJ'¥3 ask the Federal government to matdl those.funds. We would 

then use about $16 million of the $21 million to basically pay for 

those bonds. A $15o-million booo issue costs us roughly $15 million 

per · year for 15 years, assuming they will mature · in 15 years·• That is 

· another. thing we have lost sight of. When we cane up with a · bond 

issue-- A $SO-million bond issue oosts the State roughly $5 million a 

year. . I would use $l5 miiliai or ~16 millioo of that tax IIDlley to 
anortize · the bonds and to pay interest. 'ibat wuld leave roughly ~4 · 

million a year to be used for periodic maintenance. Fran data I have 

seen, that should suffice •. It would replenish the feeder beaches, aoo 
I feel that if we were to engage in a program .of this sort, we could 

restore our beaches and maintain them. '!'be l:lurden 'WOul.d be p.1t ai the 

area of the State which benefits JOOSt _,,;. the four counties - although 

we m.ist reoognize that the benefits of . tourism apply to the entire 

· State. 

'!'hank you •.. 

·SENMOR WEISS: 'l'hank you very much, Mayor~ I'm glad yoo are 

an engineer; you can straighten these things out for us, at least part 

of the way. I understand yoo are· being straightened out by the 

gentleman sitting behind you. 
MAYOR VACT:,J:,,J-0: Yes, we work together. 

47 



$ENATOR WEISS: . (laughter) Yes, since you work together • .. 
Thank y~ vecy mucb. Are there ·any questions? (negative resP?nse) If · 

not, thanks for being ~ patient,. and thanks for· your testim:>ny. 

Mr. Ken Smith, Director of the New Jersey Shore and Beach 
Preservation Association. ·._ Mr. Smith. 

. . 

. -KEN attm: Good m::>rning. I•· appreciate the opportunity · to . speak 

before you. 
SENAroR wEISS: Are these papers the ones you asked to be _ 

·· passed qut? 

MR. &aTH: Yes,. there are three papers that I've written. 

Let me explain them. - One may oe a little bit redundant. 'Ibey were 

tal)ts that were given in Mol"ITIOUth County last spring, ard in California 
. ~ , . . 

. about two weeks ago. The lines I liked, I used again. 

One is about a municipal service taxing unit, whid'l was a 

proposal for the adaptation of a mechanism that was used in Florida on 
.. : . ·. : . 

privately-financed beach projects. You_ can go ewer this, I tnink it . 

· · mlght be adaptable to the local shore. 

As J: said, I appreciate the q:,portunity to be here, but I'm 
·. . . .. . . 

not happy to be here~ If a general appropriation had cane out evecy 

year fran the-Legislature in the area of $20 mill.ion or $30 million, I 

wouldn't be _here. 

I want to she,,,., you a good exanple of why I i:IT\ here. · · This is 

oor local paper, The Beach Haven Times,· fran Long Beach Island. 'l'he 

date is October 3. '!his is an article with regaro to Barnegat Inlet 

and the jetty project, which we have looked for for a long time. - It 

says, ~Jetty Funding Passage Seen Likely._"· The very next day, The 
Atlantic City Press said, •eongres;s, Deep Six, is Funding for Jetty." 

It is a see-saw pattern that we've seen. 

SENATOR WEISS: For that, you are going to _have to go· to 

Washington. (laughter) 

· · <{:\'j":':{:;;)~• '. SMI'ffl: The finaneing of_ beach projects has been a 
three-rit,; circus for a long time. I have gone . to many meetings, and 

many of them are quite depressing because they accent the erosion 
problems, but don't talk to sare of the cures. · Displays of coastal 

engineering are just displays if you don't have a funding mechanism to 

bade them up. 

48 



This year, I think we are finally getting down to .. sane 

specifics, and I am happt about that. 

What I think is necessary is this: Beach nourishment is the 

JroSt ecologically souoo aoo safe method of maintaining the beaches. 

Sand transfer is a help. It doesn't replace the sand deficit, but it 

does xeep the san:3 noving oo.,m the ooast. When you stabilize the 

inlets, you should take the spoils, p.1t them in the litterol drift, and 

take then down tne ooast. N"len yoo build groins, they do not create 

sand; they only trap it. If you don't fill then with sand, you are 

defeating your purpose. The bottan line, of course, is that this all 

costs noney. 
~ 

With regard to burlding lines, Dr. Psuty mentioned that we 

need to address sane critically eroding areas. I don't know what is 

considered critically eroding. I don't kncM if an area is wiped out 

every 20 years if that would be considered critically eroded on the New 

Jersey ooast. It might be sanewhere else, but in ~ew Jersey where you 

have such tremendous recreational pressures, I think it is justified, 

even if it is every five years, to rebuild that structure. The value 

of a cne.-family hane or one duplex on the coast does not accrue just to 

the property owner. It is a trade-off, and the benefit that the public 

at large gets by having a facility to enjoy the recreation at the shore 

makes it well worthwhile. 

Let me talk about the resort tax. I proposed the resort 

tax. It wasn't my original thought though; I got it fran SCJTE folks 

down in North carolina. I was at our annual meeting last year in 

Florida, and I mentioned this inability to firrl a good, stable revenue 

source. '!hey told me that in New Hanover County, they p.1t in a 2% 

resort tax on hotels, m::>tels, and similar lodgings. It te>d{ t""10 tries 

to get it through the Legislature down there. '!here was a lot of 

grumbling and a lot of skepticism about it, but it went through. It 

has worked so well that other towns are using it. I talked with the 

Finance Director of Myrtle Beach. '!hey put in a 2% aco::mIOCiation tax· 

on top of a 4% sales tax, and they expect to bring in $1.3 million in 

revenue this year. 
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I can understand why the rrunicipal officials are in favor of · .. 
an annual appropriation; so.· am I. 
ail my proposals about other taxes. 

If we get it; fine. Then I' 11 stop 

If.· we C'OUld get a dedicated sales 

tax, I would be in favor of it. I think nost of it is already in 

place. If you oould. extend. it· to seasonal family banes -- single 

family banes --- I would be in favor of that. It 1$ probably a 11:ore 

equitable way to go. 

Failing that, first of all, I think you are going to have a 

hard time · in the Legislature with · it. At -my distance fran _the· 

Legislature~ and fran my infrequent· talks with legislators, I am told 

that it doesn't have a chance. 

Let me talk about the · re.sort tax. First of all, _the 

advantages of a resort tax are: · ·· 

1. It· is a virtuctlly direct· user fee, nostly- paid oy 

tourists; 

2. It is a fairly pa~nlesstax. The 2~ tax on a $500-a-week 

rental is·$10.00. A 2% tax on a $50.QO meal in·a restaurant is $1.00. 

People whan I've talked to about it have· not canplained about it. I't 

is the kind of taxation that doesn't hurt. It is like going to the 

dentist. it is a ·small pain to relieve a great ache; 

3. - It is an easily collectible tax. I would extend it to_ 

meals and restaurants also. 

SENATOR WEISS: You knCM, they haven't paid that tax yet, so 
'. . . 

it doesn't hurt. Wait until the day they have to pay it. 

MR. SMITH: . Yes, . I Jeno,,,~ Nobody likes taxes, and. I 

understano _that. I don't like them either, but I think that at the 

shore, necessity is the nother of invention. If I were a betting man, 
. -

I would alnost bet that we are going to ge~ to sane type of a user""'.fee 

basis. We are going to have to; whether it is a .resort _ tax or 
: ·, .· . 

whatever. 

Let me address the beach fees. I looked at dedicating sane 
, 

of the surplus fran_ beach fees to -a shore protection fund. When you 

finish ~ing up ·· the oosts .of lifeguards, surmer ].X>lice, beac.n 

cleaning, arrl minimal storm damage restoration; forget it; there is no 

surplus. Even if there were, its contribution to shore protection

fU11ding would be insignificant. I have discounted that altogether. 
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This tax, for the nost part, is not_ paid for by th~ lQCals. 

They are already paying enough. I.oca].s have paid in over 30-% of the 

total cost of shore protection 0\7er the last 25 years. Yes, it would 

be oollected under my proposal between Menorial Day and Labor Day, and 
yes, if you were a local and you were going toa restaurant.there,_you 

would have. to pay it. But,· I think. the net benefits of the tax far 

outweigh your.inconvenience. 

Number four, it can .be dedicated; it would be dedicated. In 

North carolina, it. is dedicated 80%. by state law _;_ 80% for beach 

protection, and 20% for tourism prarotion. With that dedication, we 

could be sure that the revenue would stay in the area where it was 

collected. 

A study done by the DEP found that tourists spent $5 billion 

in the coastal zone in 1982. I don't . think mudl of the noney frc:in the 

r;;ales taxes has really gone back to the coastal areas. TQis woula 

resolve that somewhat. 

It would generate the kinds of funds that are needed for 

major shore protection-projects. If it didn't generate those kinds_ of 

funds, it oould at least help you nake bonding nore viable,. because if 

you have a stable funding source that could help_ to pay off _the 

indebtedness on bonds, - then it will look a Iittle bit better -than by 

·_ taking them out of general obligations. It is• well-recarmended t,y 

other areas that. have tried it. · The main thing . is, it provides a 

sanewhat stable source of . funds, whidl may accumulate eadl year, to be 

spent as the projects CXJne up for bid. '!he stability will help us to 

plan m:>re positively and accurately because we kno.v the funds will oe 

there. 

There has been an argument that we. will drive tourists away. 

On Long Beach Island, they are backed Up 30 miles on a weekencr - a 

Saturday - an:;3 a $10.00 fee on a rental is not going to drive anyone 

il!ilay. We have 25% of the nation's p:>pulation living within 300 miles 

of Atlantic City. Our location has predetermined our role. We are 

alnost 100% developed, so the aeveloi;ment question and the set-back 

question, I think, are noot. The facilities are there, am people are 

o::ming to use them. Instead of going round and round, pleading with 

the State for general appropriations-
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With regard to a natural resource fund, I would like w see 

what kind of noney would be put into that fund, but I am a little 

concerned .that we would have to carpete with other areas of the State, 

and that we would be on an unequal basis. 

As I said, I am partial to a sales tax. Failing that, I 

think a resort tax is the wey to go. It has been tried in other areas, 

and it has worked very well. It has to include seasonal family hanes, 

single family banes, and rentals to make the equity of the oollection 

ratio. Without that, yoo will destroy it. You have Wildwood and 

Wildwood Crest payin; for Long Beach Island. You have Long Beach 

Island, where there are 30 motels and about 9,000 rental units. You 

can't ask those 30 ·notels · to take up the whole· burden, and even if you 

did, it would be insignificant. .,.&;,, there has to be a way to include 

the rentals. 

I think that is aoout all I have to say. 

SENATOR WEISS: Mr. Smith, thank you very much. 

MR. SMITH: You' re welcane. 

SENA'IOR WEISS: Are there any questions? Senator Ewing? 

SENATOR E.WING: I have a couple of questions. What do you 

think a.oout having a 1 % sales tax added to the 6%, just for those four 

CXlUnties? 

MR. SMITH: If you could do it, I would be in favor of it. I 

think everyone should be taxed. I'm not too happy about singling out 

one industry, rental properties, or restaurants. I would rather see it 

collected fran everyone who makes noney in the ooastal zone. 

Another thin; about taxes is, you are not payin; the tax; the 

burden is the inex>nvenience of collecting it. Nlat do we do with 

taxes? You go out to a restaurant. You've got your bill, you've got 

the sales tax added on, and it is passed on to the consumer. If that 

can be done in a wey that doesn't drive consumers away, then that is 

the art of taxation. 

SENATOR WEISS: I have one other question. You saio they 

provide 200,000 jobs in the surrrnertime. What percentage of those go on 

unenploym:nt? 

52 



MR. SMI'lli: Well, I don't kno.v. I honestly don't kno.,.i. It 

is a seasonal employment increase, but not all of that is i:1 the 

cx:>astal counties. 'lbere are people who come· fran other areas of the 

S'tate, and other states, to work at the shore. 'lb_ere is a pretty good 

seasooal enployment fluctuation in the coastal counties, primarily 

because they are based upon tourism. 

SENATOR E.WING: I was just wondering though. It would be 

interesting to kno.v ho.v many go on unemployment, because that puts a 

hell of a burden oo the other eight ironths. ·There are two sides to the 

- story, you kno.v. 

MR. SMI'm: Yes, I agree with you. 
~ . . 

SENA'IDR WEISS: '!be Other side is, it keeps them off· 

unenployment for three nonths_. (laughter) 

Thank you very much, Mr. Smith. we appreciate your testim:>ny 

and your patienc-e. 

Mr. Don O'Brien, New Jersey Hotel · and Mot~l Association? 

Mr. O'Brien. 
-- . 

~ O'BRIEN: Mr. Chairman and Comnittee members, my name is Don 

Qi Brien. I am Executive Vic-e President of·- the New Jersey Hotel/Motel 

Association. I am here to oonvey the Association's endorsement of the 

idea to provide a stable funding source for shore protection programs. 

_I will then discuss the issues we hope yoo will take into oonsideration 

as you attempt to develop an equitable nethod of raising the nec-essacy 
funds. 

. . 

Certainly, the pounding taken by the Jersey shore during the 

last couple of days, fran the high tides generated by Hurricane 

Josephine, dramatizes the fact that nature p:>ses a <X>nstant threat to 

our State's JOOSt valuable resourc-e. 

There are several options available to us. First, we 

can take no action and . allCM existing beaches to be destroyed, while 

other beaches are created by the natural fore-es of wind and tides; 

seex>nd, we can institute piecemeal reclamation projects fundea through 

a canbination of State tx>nd issues and Federal_ aid; finally, we can p..1t 

in place .a long-tetm stable program to fight nature and retain our 

beaches as they exist today. 
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A.·· few years agoi the State Department of Enviro111nental 

Protection proposed legislation which, essentially, embraced :the _first 

option:.· letting nature .take its oourse. The hue and cry raised over 

this bill, the so-called Beacn and Dune Protection Act, was enorIIDUs. 

So, it should be obvious, politically. and eex>nanically; that New 

Jerseyans do not want to sit back arrl let nature taxe its course. 

Today, we clre embarking on the second. option: restoring the. 

beaches here arrl there -with State and Federal funds. There is growing 
. . . 

a::noem, however, that such ooe-shot funding programs· will eventually 

becooe exh'austed, whlle the programs.will continue forever. 

This brings .us to the third option: a stable source of 

funding to finance a continuous program of beach preservation and· 

restoration. This is a great idea, but, naturally, the question 

arises: Who should pay? 

We believe that sound, necessary' programs which are intended 
. . . . - . . . 

to ber1efi t the. public should be paid for on an equal basis .b'j everyone 
who. benefits. This principle is reflected in two of the bills which 

are before_ you today: s-2248, the proposed $100 million booo issue 

1«1ich would supplement projects· financed b'j an existing ~nd issue and 

which, of course, would be borne t,y all the taxpayers of· the State; and 

~120, a proposed dedication of a portion of the sales tax collected 

in the shore counties to create a special fund for beach preservat.ioo . 

and restoration. Both of these bills reflect the reality· that the 

entire State has a stake in the oondition of our beaches. 

A third bill before you tcx1ay,. S-1948, .enbodies a 

short-sighted, inadequate approach. It would require hotels, 11Dtels, 

and canpgrounds in shore cx:nm.mities to oollect an occupancy tax., the 

proceeds of which would be used strictly for beach. preservation. The 
. . . . . . 

n:>tioo that hotels and mtels in shore camunities should be the sole 
. ·.·· . . ·. 

source of f~s distresses us. First, the idea·· seems based on the 

premise that hotels and 11Dtels . benefit mre fran the beach than any 

other segment of the business ccmnuni ty, . and, therefore, should bear 

the entire burden of keeping the beaches whole. ·Seoond, it appears to 

reflect a · parochial · theory of taxation that we in the hotel ~notel 

industry of ten see f . a theory which holds that the bulk of hotel patrons 
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are out-of-staters who are ripe for the picking, a theory which holds 

that a hotel tax will result in New Yorkers, Pennsylvanians! and. 

Canadians paying for projects which will benefit New Jerseyans. · 

Let ne state clearly that WH/MMA believes S-194c; is oased on 

this false premise. Hotels and m:>tels are not the only segment of the 

business or residential carmunities wicn benefit fran wide, sandy 

beaches. If the Legislature is of a mind to construct a bill which 

taxes enterprises which benefit fran the beach, then all enterprises 

should be taxed equally. '!his includes anusement piers, arcades, 

supermarkets, taverns, restaurants, pizza shcps, boat rentals, 

bakeries, party boats, gift shops, and so forth. In fact, every 

seasonal business in each of our shore ccmnuni ties should pay an 

EqUitable share of the cost of a contin\JOIJs program to restore and 
~ 

preserve the beacnes. 

There is another segment of the shore cc:mnuni ty that should 

have to pay a share of the cost: haneowners who rent their houses 

during the slll'lltler. I am sure you realize that s\.lllner rentals along oor 

ooast constitute an enormous b..lsiness; the costs of rental properties 

are going up in direct proportion to their proximity to the beach. I 

doubt there is any other b..lsiness along our shore which benefits nore 

fran the beaches than private haneCMners who rent their hanes to others 

during June, July, and August. 

If you believe hotels and m:>tels in shore carmunities are 

obligated to pay a share of keepiJl3 the beaches whole, then yoo nust 

cgree that S\.ITIIT)2r rentals should be taxed, as well. lt«:>uld these taxes, 

then, be paid m:,stly by out-of-staters? WOUld New Jerseyans, in 

effect, be getting a free ride by taxing hotels and m:,tels, other 

businesses, and sumner rentals? We do not think so. 

It has been our experience that nost people who visit the 

Jer8e'j shore are New Jerseyan.s who live in non-shore counties aJ'Xl save 

their 110ney all year, in order to enjoy a week or two at the beach in 

the stmner. So, while yoo are develcpi03 the stable fundill3 idea, we 

think you should bear in mind the greatest p::,rtion of the program will 

be borne by New Jerseyans, not by oot-of-staters. 
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If business and summer-rental taxes are justified, there is 

one last segment of our shore ccmnunities that should_ n<_?t be 

ooerlooked. '!hat is the year-round population which will derive the 

g·reatest benefit fran a continui119 program to enj(¥ the beaches. No 

EqUitable revenue plan would be canplete without factoring in the 

year-round residents of shore carmunities who would enj(¥ the long-term 
benefits of beach protection. 

In surrmary, I would like to reiterate that the New Jersey 

&?tel,lftk>tel Association endorses the idea that the restoration and 

protection of our beaches, dunes, riverfronts, bayfronts, arrl inlets 

is essential to shore camunities and to the State's eronany. 
Furthernore, we believe all residents, property owners, 

businesses, and industries should pay a prqx,rtionate share of this 

program. Sinc-e all will benefit, none can claim exenption, arrl in our 
view, oone should. To do otherwise \110Uld be unfair and discriminatory, 

and would negate the principle of fair taxation. 

Mr. Chainnan, I thank you. 

SENATUR WEISS: Mr. O'Brien, we thank you for comi119 today, 

and for giving us your ideas on how this thing ought to \110rk. I was 

anxiously awaiti119 to hear what the New Jersey Hotel,IMotel Association 

had to say. (laughter) Are there any questions? 

SENATOR PALLCNE: Mr. O'Brien, you enp1asizea the equity and 

what you consider the discriminatory nature of the hotel and m:>tel 

tax. The main thrust of the criticism toward it is sanethi119 you did 

oot address; and I thought you might. I felt that, fran a practical 

point of view, was a very good idea because it would be easy to 

administer. Furthermore, it really \110uld not tx>ther anyone that nuch, 

because if you are talki119 about a $50 mtel nxtn you are really only 

talking atx>ut $1 , which CX>Uld be added to the bill in the same way as 

the sales tax, and administered in the same WErJ as the sales tax. It 

CXXJld be added to the bi 11 and sent 01 to the Treasury Department. One 

of the strengths of the proposal, I have always felt, is that, 

practically, it is easy to administer, anci it is not going to affect 

the industry that much. 
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There was testirrony about the long lines of people traveling 

to and fran Long Beach Island this summer; so, in effect, this is not 

going to hurt anyone, New Jerseyans or New Yorkers.· I just wanted to 

address . that briefly. Do you honestly feel this would, in any way, 

hurt your industry? 

MR. 0' BRIEN: Whenever you add taxes to any ind us try, you 

have a certain effect on the clients of that industry. If it is $1 for 

each ~so, it then bea:Jies $2 for each $100, until, eventually, you 
reach the point where you may price yourself out of the market. The 

custaners may go elsewhere. The beaches of Delaware and Long Island, 

you know, are oot that far away. Bear in mind, however, that the lines 

of traffic going into Long Beach Islarrl were not going to hotels and 

notels; they were going to the beaches. 

SENA'IDR PAI..U:l-IB: This is really what I was going to ask 

you. F'ran my experience in Monmouth County, I believe we need nore 

hotels and motels. There is an effort to try arrl get nore. In the 

sunrner we just do not have enough lodging. So, my feeling is that we 

are not going to hurt the industry, because there is a real need for 

nore hotels and notels; if anything, right row, we have a shortage. 

MR. O'BRIEN: our resp.:>nse, Senator, is this: If there is 

going to be a tax, it should be an equitable ooe. Hotels and note ls 

are not the only ones to benefit. 

SENATOR P.ALU:NE: I understaoo your position; I was looking 

at it fran a practical point of view. 

MR. O'BRIEN: We believe sanething should be done about the 

shore; therefore, we endorsed the proposal that there should be 

sarething done. Don't make hotels and m:,tels the only groups to bear 

the b..trden. 
SENAroR WEISS: '!'hank you. 

MR. O'BRIEN: Thank you, Senator. 

SENA'IDR WEISS: I have two other witnesses. I '\t,Under if they 

are here. Mr. Magno of Schoor Engineering? (affinnative response) 

You are on next, sir. Is Robert Starosciak here? (affitmative 

response) All right. You are the last witness, &> oe real patient. I 

have no one else on my list. Excuse me, Ron Gilmartin of »:::>nrrouth 
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County is also here. You will have to be third, sir, since I have 

already made the announcement. 

I&VE IIM:3): I am here on behalf of my cxrtpany, SChoor, DePalrna & 

Glllen. we·are located in the b:>rough of sea Bright, which is probably 

the ccmnunity nost in need of shore protection. 

I don't think I have to b:>re you bj telling you of the need 

we have in Sea Bright for beaches. A good example was this weekend 

when the State highway had to be closed, for probably the fifth or 

sixth time this year, because of flooding. 
~ 

There are no beaches in sea Bright. 'lbe water o::xnes right 

OY'er the sea wall and floods the town. I fioo it very positive that 

the Legislature is going to a pennanent funding source. We believe the 

m::>st equitable - even though it may be the toughest to get through the 

Legislature - is the sales tax method. The peq:,le who benefit the -m::>st would pay the nost into it. OJtsiders wtX> cate to the shore, and 

definitely _appreciate the shore, would pay their proportionate shares 

while at the shore. 

That, we believe, is the way to go right now. It is, at 

least, the first step, even though it may be the m:::>St difficult to get 

through the Legislature. 

'lbat is all I wanted to address. 1baric you. 
SENA'IOR WEISS: 'lbank you very nuch, Mr. Magno. Are there 

a.rTj questions? (no questions) 'lbank yoo for caning down. 

MR. ~: '!hank you. 

SENATOR WEISS: Our next witness is Robert Starosciak, 

Exeaitive Assistant, New Jersey Alliance for Actioo. · 

KaRr STAR)SCIAK: Senator, thank you for giving our associatioo the 

time to make a brief statement. 'lbe New Jersey Alliance for Action, as 

you may know, is not a newcx:mer in its advocacy for the protectioo of 

oor a:>asts and waterways, which are an invaluable enviroomental and 

ecx:,nanic asset. Our 130-mile shoreline plays a great part in our 

eoonany. water plays a key role in the cx:mnerce of 0.1r State - nuch 

more than most of our residents realize. 

In the past, the Alliance for Action has spoken out on 

problems of ·aredge-dumping aoo treatment, enhancement of :New Jersey's 
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urban and coastal ports and navigable waterways. '!be vast area of New 

Jersey known to DDSt of us sinply as "the shore" is an area of en<?rrrous 

beauty and inportance to New Jersey's environment and econany. 
We support New Jersey's Shore Protection Bond Issue, but we 

want it known to the menbers of this Carmittee and members of the State 

Legislature that·. a ex>ntinui03 source of fundi03 is needed ·for the 

protection of our .shore region and its ex>astal resources. 
We have advocated, in the past, our endorsement of the 

Transportation Trust Fund as a stable JID'letacy source for ·our State's 

road network. We, · too, advocate the need to have a certain anount of 
-noney dedicated to· saving our shoreline. 'lbe shore needs savi03, _and 

_the Alliance for Action believes that. to do 8rrJ less than preserve our 
shore for future generations is to deny New Jerseyans one of its 

proudest assets. 

Obviously,.the shore is-inportant to tourism, one of.our nost 

inp::>rtant _industries. Yet, eadl year; . we watdl thousands of cubic.· 

yards of saoo wash ENay slo.dy into the ocean, or we watch storms such _ 

as those experienced in Maren of this year quickly damage our·coast and 

harm our residents. 

i\'le shore is also an environmental buffer to New Jersey

inland areas and serves a valuable,· protective function in our 
" ' 

ecology. - We nust act to preserve our New. Jersey ~re. our State can 
take a leadership role in its future. Should we delay too long, the 

shore, as we ·ncM )cno.,i it, probably will not be there for· us in the 

future. 

i\'lat last point is one that all the members of this camdttee 
should p)llder. 'lbe New Jersey Alliance for Action asks this Omnittee 

to recannend to ·· the full Legislature the dedication and creation of a 

stable fund for the preservation of our valuable New Jersey coast. 
,1'bank you. 

SENMOR NEISS: I didn't think you were going to finish .that 
quic::kly~ you said it would be short, but you are usually not that 

short. Are there any questions? · (no questions) 

Bob. 
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Mr. Ron Gilmartin will be our next witness. Is there anyone 

else who wants to testify? (affirmative response fran Sally -Mollica, 

seated in audience) I'm sorry. I made the assunption -- perhaps I 

should not have - that yoo two were together. (negative response fran 
Ms. lk>llica) All right. We will save the best for last, present 

oarpanyexcluded. 

Mr. Gilmartin. 

KM GIIMRl'IN: My. name is Ron Gilmartin. I sn the Coordinator of 

Emergency Management for lbroouth County. My situatioo is a little 

different than the other two gentlenen who testified. I an in charge 
of protecting the lives of the people along the shore areas in case a 

disaster occurs. 

I \ll!Orked during the March 29 storm, when 39 out of 53 

of our camuinities were damagea ~ of the storm •. Since ·then, I have 
. . 

chedced out the beaches, and part of what Senator Pallone said about 

beach erosion is true. For instance, during the storm, Clif:fWCXXl 

Beach lost $3 million worth of saoo; they will not receive any Federal 

funding for the loss, because, according to FEMA, it is not 

"life-endangering." If the loss of the sand is not life-endangering, 

they will not replenish it. 

As I have checked the beaches, I have seen other problems 

along the shore. · In the spring, normally, aey sands that have eroded 

during the winter will return; this year the sands have oot cane back 

at all. In June, Sea Bright lost eight feet of saoo fran behim sane 

of its bulkheads. 'lhe water, now in nost of the J,bnmouth County 

municipalities on the bay and the ocean, is up to the bulkheads. 'l'here 

is oo blffer-state left. 

If Hurricane Diane hac hit Mol"IOOUth County, the prediction 

made by the New Jersey State Police and Or. Neil Frank that a 

100-year hurricane would hit, would have cane true. A 100-year 

hurricane is predicted to hit the State, because the last time the eye 

of a hurricane touched down over New Jersey was in 1821. '!bat year it 

tOJched down in cape May and Atlantic County, the Delaware River and 

Atlantic OCean net, and killed everyone there. '!bey are predicti03 

that if a 100-year hurricane came ashore it would create a 20-foot 

surge on tq) of 14 feet of mean, high water. 
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If you correlate that to Monmouth County, you can estimate 

it would knock out anywhere fran five to 20 blocks of hanes. ·with the 

problem I have in Sea Bright and Monmouth Beach, the sea wall would 

go. So, unless there is sufficient sarrl to Duffer the ocean, the 

disaster that has been predicted could be catastrophic. A 100-year 

hurricane hi~Galveston arrl killed 6,000 people in 30 minutes; that was 

in ·1900. Correlated to that, you are talking about 250,000 people 

being killed in 30 minutes ·in Monm::>uth County. 

This is what I am faced with: I have oo beach; and the water 

is on top on the bulkheads. If a disaster occurs arrl a lot of water· 

cx:mes ashore, there is simply no place for it to go. It will destroy 

lives arrl homes. My probfem, then, is lives. I cannot correlate 

dollars and cents into lives. · I think that is up to you. 

I heard you have $600 million in surplus; this would be the 

ideal time to cut loose with sane of it; you don't have to tax anyone; 

you don't have to go the hotel arrl notel tax; arrl it would be an ideal 

Wcfi to start. You cquld correlate he7,y you want to fund it afterward, 

but it wouid be an ideal wey to start. Half of $600 million is $300 

million; that would take care of nost of the programs I have heard 

about today. 

SENATOR WEISS: I knoo you are joking • 

. MR. GII.MARI'IN: No, I cm not joking. I think it is an ideal 

way to go. 

SENATOR WBISS: Do you .i010,v of the demanas on the surplus? 

Without going to my list, I could give you $1.5 billion 't.Qrth of 

spending against the $600 million.· 

MR. GII&RI'IN: I could, too, but I figured: What the heck, 

we're here, so why not go for the gusto? 

SWATOR WEISS: I just thought it would be a good time to 

remird you. 

MR. GII&RI'IN: '!be roney is there. They found $600 million, 

so I figured this was the ideal tine to utilize it. '!be shore could 

use it - not only Monmouth County but also Atlantic City, which 

everyone is talking about. Ari.I if yoo take those four• shore 

ccmnunities, there is a lot of revenue generated that is needed. 
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I want to reiterate that lives are in danger. In sane of the 

shore ccmnunities - Sea Bright, Monmouth Beach, ana right bel_o.,., in 

Long Branch - the people ~uld be seriously inundated with water. The 

problem is that there are no beaches left in Monmouth County. 

That is all I have to say. 

SENATOR WEISS: Thank you very much, Mr. Gilmartin. I 

understand where you are caning fran. I am familiar, as are nost 

people here, with Sea Bright. I have one question. I don't want to 

prolong this meeting; Ms. Mollica would like to speak. You said 

sanething, h~ever, about a 100-year stonn arxi there is 1 O feet of 

mean, high water aoo 34 feet-

MR. GilliARI'IN: 14 feet of mean, high water with a 20-foot 

surge--

SENA'roR WEISS: 'lbat brings up a 34-foot wave, if you will. 

HCM high a wall do you prcp::>se? 

MR. GII.&RI'IN: A 20-foot-high wall. 

SENA'IOR WEISS: ¾hat about the 14 feet of water that would 

care over it? 

MR. GII.Jo1ARI'IN: That is what the State Polic-e are predicting 

- not me. And Dr. Neil Frank has been predictir¥J hurricanes for 40 

years. 

SENATOR WEISS: All right. I just wantect to firx:l out how 

high this castle was going to be. Nevertheless, it ~uld help sane. 

Thank you very much. 

SENA'IOR EWIN:;: Senator, excuse me. Has there been any 

effort made via Mount Laurel to least-cost housi03 alo03 the the beach 

areas and so forth? 

MR. GII.&RI'IN: I am not an environrrentalist, per se. I an a 

layman. I ~rk for the cx:>unty. The way they are building houses, they 

have to build above the flood plain. 

SENAroR EWIN3: But what about least-cost housi03? 

MR. GIIMARI'IN: I don't know what you mean. 

SENA'IDR EMINS: Well, have you heard of the fobunt Laurel 

decision? 
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MR. GII1-1ARI'IN: Yes. There is no place, really, to buila in 

the area I am from. Most of the resources alo113 the seashore hav~ been 

built on. There are only one or two ccmnunities that are no,.., being 

looked into for Mount Laurel. Holmdel is one; aoo there are a few 

others. 

SENA'roR EWING: They are back fran the shore, though. 

MR. GII1'1ARTIN: Right. The shore cxmnunities are built up;_ 

there is not nn.ic:h nore oo whidl you could build. Arx:i fran what yoo are 

saying about Mount Laurel, most of the shore carmunities are fairly 

poor to begin with, so it really wouldn't involve them. 

SENA'IOR EWING: W1at do they dlarge for a house dc:Mn there in 

the sunmer? Are they that poor? 

MR. GII.MARI'IN: It all depends on what you are looking for. 

I live in Keansourg. I'm just a poor tx:1j fran Keansburg. I oon't live 

in ooe of the rich areas on the island; I live on the peninsula. 

(laughter) 

SENA'.IUR WEISS: He can go to Harvey Cedars or Loveladies. 

SENATOR EWING: Is that 20-foot wall of water going to care 

through Keansburg? 

MR. GIII-1ARI'IN: If it comes through Keansburg, I' rn ready to 

p.mt. I 'rn back in Freehold, so I 'rn not--

SENATOR WEISS: (interrupting) well, you care to Perth 

lmroj, will you? (nore laughter) 

SENATOR EWING: You'll be floatin:j up here. 

MR. GII1-1ARI'IN: I don' t want to cane up here, either. I '11 

be in Freehold where I can--

SENATOR EWING ( interrrupting) Be where you have to be: 

administerin:j the coast. 

MR. GILMARI'IN: 'Ihe toms that are renting now, mainly, are 

Belmar and Spring Lake. There are atly a few- towns left that allc:M 

haneowners to rent out their banes during the surrmer nonths. A lot of 

towns have passed ordinances which ban the sunmer rental of private 

banes in ftk>nm::>uth County. 

MR. GII1'1ARI'IN: Homeowners can't use their houses for surmer 

rentals in ftbnmouth County. A lot of towns have those ordinances rt:::M. 

Spring Lake Heights-
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SENATOR EWIN:3: (interrupting) Can they deny them that 

privilege? 

MR. GIIW\RTIN: They did in Spring Lake Heights. The 

ordinance was written about six or seven years ago. In Keansburg, 

there is no surrmer rental; the same applies to Union Beach and 

Middletown. In Sea Bright there is vecy little surrmer rental. 

SENAroR EwIN3: Are you allOvled to rent cars? 

MR. GII.MARI'IN: I hope so. Yoo would have to talk to the 

Mayor and Council. I am not the governing oody, so I really can't tell 

you. 

SENA'.roR EWIN3: I can't believe they can deny saneone the 

right to rent their property. 

MR. GII.MRl'IN: Here is a good example: A friend of mine 

bought a house in Spring Lake Heights with the assumption that he could 

rent it out during the sunmer. Afterwards, he was told he CX>Llld not do 

so. He ran into problems with it-

SENAroR WEISS: (interrupting} And he took it to CX>Urt. 

MR. GII&RI'IN: Yes. He todc it to court, arrl he lost. 

SENA'IDR EWIN3: He lost? 

SENATOR WEISS: He lost. I knON the case. 

MR. GII&RTIN: Several towns have passed these ordinances 

which forbid private haneowners to rent their hanes durill3 the sumner. 

SENAroR WEISS: '!hank you. 

MR. GII&RI'IN: '!hank you. 

SENAroR EWIN3: '!bat's fascinating. That better not happen 

in Atlantic City or they can't rent those roans. 

SENAroR · WEISS: Q.lr last speaker is Ms. Sally Mollica, 

Chairperson of the Monroouth County Environmental Council. 

SMU· ICILICA: Good afternoon, Senators. I an sally Mollica, 

Councilwanan in Marlboro Township, Director of ~mouth County Consumer 

Affairs, Chairperson of the Burnt Fly Bog Advisory camtittee, and 

Chairwanan of the ~nnouth County Environmental Council. 

The Environmental Council believes it is very inp>rtant for 

Monrrouth County to stay in the forefront of the fight to save our 

oceanfront. Our merit>ers try to take every available opportunity to 

speak at legislative hearings, as well as at public forums. 
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Monmouth is blessed with 27 miles of ocean coastline. We 

have well over 500,000 people. Our nost valuable resource i§ the 

ocean. It is the basis of our touring and fishing industrie~. It is 

the basis of recreation, which is the bulk point for our citizens, not 

ooly of our particular area but also fran all O'ver the State of New 

Jersey, as well as its outlying areas. 

I will not go into the sharing we receive fran the 

preparation of Atlantic City, which helps our senior citizens aoo our 

sdlools. We have gone through quite a bit of hearing this norning. As 

a town councilnent>er, I will say . that I have certain reservations abalt 

·bonding to solve problems of the present and future. That, hc:Mever, is 

personal; I have reservations about it. 

SENATOR WEISS: You may find sympathizers here. 

M.S. MOLLICA: It is imperative that we look at alternative 

nethods to help solve our econanic problems. The sales diversion -

tax diversion seems to be the choice nost favored by local 

officials. If the Monm:>uth county Environmental Council can offer an 

in-depth study to you in the envirol"lln:ntal arena, we exteoo this 

service to you. It was certainly good to see a disposition, but I 

.changed the word to •service." 

We are a volunteer group; we have the staff and oourtesy of 

the Monrcouth County Board of Health and Planning Board. we do in-depth 

studies; we follow all the environmental issues in every facet; and if 

we can be of any service we certainly offer that to you. Thank you. 

S~'roR EWING: It is interesting that the other gentleman 

brought up the fact that certain places do not let haneowners rent -

. their houses during the summer. Why, then, should these vast sums of 

noney be spent just to protect a few individual hareowners? 

MS. M:>LLICA: When you brought your question forth with 

regard to Mount Laurel, you brought in another facet. Yoo are 

referring to what he--

SENATOR EWING: ( interrupting) He said there are certain 

carmunities that do not permit surrmer rentals. Now, the people who o.,.rn 

the banes in these carmuni ties use them all or part of the year; 

therefore, we are only protecting those particular hanes that are 

owned. No one else ever uses them. 

65 



MS. MJLLICA: 'Ihe established policy though, sir, is· the 

. ccmriunity's policy that has been put into a local Ordinance. 

SENA'IOR EWIOO: I agree, but you people cire asking for noney 

to ~rotect a few, individual, private haneowners. 

MS. t«>LLICA: No, no~ I am not saying that, sir. What l am 

saying is that we are looking for alternative methods to enable the 

preservation of the beachfront - all along the ooast, which t,10uld be to 
. ' . . . . . . 

the benefit of the entire State ·of New Jersey. I .believe you ai:-e 

CDlfusing what I am saying with sanething SCIDeOne else said. 

SENATOR FELa-1AN: He is wrestling with a mral question. 

'!bat• s what he is wrestling ~with -~ a m:::>ral question. Am I correct? 

SENA'roR EW'ING: Yes. I don't see - why we should spen:i m:::,ney 

to protect a few individuals who•o,m banes;. 

M.S. t«>LLICA: I don't think we are protecting a few-
- . 

liENA'IOR EWIOO: (interrupt~ng) If we were to protect Island 

Beach and Sandy HOOK - places like that - that are canpletely open to 

the public, then, sure. 

MS. ;,DLLICA: I don't believe that, sfr. I was in the inlet, 

in the inner area. -- I was born and raised on the west· Coast in the 

state of Washington, and that entire state - as does ?-4ew Jersey --

depends on its oceanfront. And you are going into other areas, not 

just hateowners that yoo _feel are a:3jacent to the shore. - You are going 

into nuch mre. We - are ·- talking about industry: fishing, tourism. 

SanehCM, I feel you are only looking at. it tran the point of helping 

one person on one particular beachfront, and I. don't think we are 

looking at that. 

I wasn't going to mention user fees at this point, but I 

nust. _ I an very nich in favor of them. It . is a CXIIIIDl'l-&ense issue. 

_ If you are going to use sanething~ then pay for it~ perhaps, then, you 

--will take better care of it. I· wasn't going to bring everything up. I -

tried to shorten my testim:>ny since I am the last speaker, but I am 

now rari03 to go. (laughter) 

SENA'IOR WEISS: 'l'tlank you very mudl. I have another question 

for you fran Senator Pallone. 

MS. K:>LLICA: - I knCM he has another hearing to attend. 
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SENA'IDR P~E: I just wanted to mention, Senator ~ing, 

that nost of the beachfront in · Monioouth County is municipally 

q,erated. That is true in some of the to..ms that were mentioned that 

might have that kind of rental restriction. The beaches are public -

and are run by the ta.oms in rrost of those places - so even if there 

· are certain restrictions regardifi3 rentals, they do not prooibit anyone 

fran using the beaches. Of course, there have been various court 

decisions that deal with that arx3 which require public access. Even 

the Shore Protection Bond that we are mw tapping requires p.lblic 

access before funds are used,. 

SEW\TOR WEISS: Thank you. My thanks to Senator Pallone, 

Senator Ewing, Senator Feldman, arx3 to Senator Bra.om, even though she 

is no loI"i3er here. M.s. Mollica, thank you for being so patient. I 

know you have been here for a long time. I saw you here early this 

norning. 

~- M:>LLICA: Did yoo think I was his secretary? (indicating 

man sitting next to her) 

SENMUR WEISS: No. I really didn't give it a thought. I 

saw that F.gyptian medallion you are wearing and thought it was 

sanething else. {laughter) 

MS. M:>LLICA: '!'hank you. Have a good day. 

SENATOR WEISS: Sinc-e there is no one else to testify, I am 

going to adjourn this hearing. 'We have another ooe this afternoon. I 

thank everyone for participating. It was an enlighteni03 disC'Ussion. 

Thank you. 
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NEW JERSEY 

SHORE I BEACH 
PRESERVATION ASSOCIATION 

A SECTION Of THE AMERICAN.SHORE AND IEACH PRESERVATION ASSOCIATION 

NEW JERSEY'S APPROACH TO THE 
RISING COST OF SHORE PROTECTION 

I very much appreciate the invitation to speak on New Jersey's 

approach to shore protection funding. First, to any transplanted 

New Jerseyans who may be here, greetings from the Garden State, a 

place where, when ·you're dealing with shore protection, it helps to 

be an eternal optomist. I hope to briefly coyer_ the history of shore 

protection funding in our state, and to cover the different proposals 

which are currently being discussed. 

The role of tourism and the concomitant development of New Jersey's 

-coast have been predetermined by our location, which is adjacent to the 

New York and Philadelphia metropolitan areas and centrally situated 
' . 

along the almost continuous Washington to Boston urban belt. Within 

a 300 mile radius of Atlantic City lives 251 of the nation's popula

tion, and one has a feeling in the summer that all of those people 

are at the Jersey Shore. We are almost 1001 developed with billions 

of dollars in real estate amounting to about one fifth of the state's 

total real estate value. Tourism is the second largest business in 

our state, and close to 90% of the tourist dollars are generated in 

the four coastal counties of Monmouth, Atlantic, Ocean and Cape May. 

IOX 475, SHIP BOTTOM, NJ 08008 

97-8507 
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We account for an average seasonal employment increase of over 200,000 

jobs, and the enormous benefit of our tourist economy has~ major im

pact on.businesses throughout our state. 

From 1959-to 1980, a total of 56 million dollars were spent on 

shore protection in New Jersey. The breakdown was roughly $17 million 

locai, $27 million state, and $12 million· in federal ·dollars. Most of 

the federal money was spent after the 1962 storm,-one of the worst on 

record. 

In the late seventies, state funds began to dry up, and in 1977 

New Jersey spent a grand total of $42,000 to protect 127 miles of coas· .. 
During this period the responsibility for shore protection was in the 

hands of the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection,_ and 

it was there that we ran into trouble. The Corps of.Engineers-had 

· updated a 20 year old proposal for a comprehensive restoration of the 

Jersey coast, with inlet s_tabilization, sand bypassing systems, and 

beach nourishment. The projects had been tabled due to the lack of 

·a state commitment to the non-federal costs. Further, the D.E.P. at ·-
the turn of ,the decade was 'in the grip of some rather radical environ

mentalists who didn't think that development was the proper use of a 

barrier island. A bond issue in 1977 for $20 million dollars was votec 

in, but the D.E.P. sat on the mohey while they launched another study 

of the coast. The culmination of that study was a Sho_re Protection 

Master Plan, a voluminous work that ~roposed relocation schemes and 

setback lines and dismissed engineering solutions as short term and 

expensive. In 1980 a Dune and Shorefront Protection Act was intro

duced which would have prohibited, without compensation, the rebuild

ing of any structure between the ocean and the first parallel paved 

road which was damaged more than 50% by a storm. Setbacks lines are 
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· all right'where there is no development, but where you have billions 

of dollars of existing homes, the effects can be disastrous. To make 

a long s~ory short, the coastal residents went wild and the bill was 

hooted down after several stormy public hearings. It was a resounding 

defeat for the "let nature take its course" proponents, and with the 

election: of Governor Kean in 1980 came a new commitment to shore pro

tection. 

Some projects are completed,·some underway, and the state is now 

working with the corps to mesh their two plans. A Shore Protection 

Advisory Group has been invited to meet with the D.E.P. on a regular 

basis and our meetings have been productive. 

But, with all the commitment, all the planning, and all the 

technical expertise, it all boils down to one·th1ng: fundin_g. Dis

plays of coastal engineering, without funding mechanisms, are .orily 

displays. 

We passed another.Shore Protection Bond Issue last year, in the 

amount of $50,000;-000. The ~oters gave it a good majority, but we 
I. 

barely squeaked it through the legislative in time for the ballot. 

We also had a hell of a time trying to.convince our Capital Budgeting 

Commission to approve it. We started with $70,000,000 and were lucky 

to get $50,000,000 •. As it stands, it is really just a drop in the 

bucket. While I supported the bond issue, knowing how badly we needed 

some new money, I had reservations about bonding as a major source 

of shore protection money. I think you are asking for trouble if· 

you rely on long term bonding to finance projects which may last 10 

years, or.5 years, or one season. There is a growing determination 

in our state government not to increase our bonded indebtedness, and 

I do not see it as a reliable factor in the planning process for future 



shore Protection. 

The Corps of Engineers 1980 estimate fo~ New Jersey's.c6ast of 

$324,000,000 ~ill be approaching $400,000~000 very soon, with a state 

share of ~t least half of that. A severe storm in March of this year 

caused us to d_ip into already earmarked funds i and another bad winter 

can lec[lve us broke .and vulnerable. 
. . 
The budget constraints on the federal level are obvious, and we 

are hanging on by our fingernails_ for passage of a·water projects bill 

now before Congre.ss. At this Association's 1981 meeting_ in Wildwood 

Crest, General Heiberg, then Director of Civil Works_ for the Corps, 

stressed that federal funds for beach restoration would.be hard to 

come by in BO's. At that meeting, Congressman William Hughes noted 
. -

that he had heard the term "creative financing" used at·the conference. 

He remarked •all ·that means is that we're throwing it back to you" to 

the locals •. And he wasn't ;being facetious; he.was being realistic. 

In New Jersey the local communities have paid on the average 30% 

of all shore protection money_ spent. We have a cost-sharing arrange

ment which is' 7_5% state - 25% local. · We are further hindered by a 

spending caps.law which prohibits.us from budgeting more than 5% over 

the previous year's budget. All of this combines to put multimillion · 

dollar beach restoration projects out of reach for most of our munici

palities. 

We charge beach fees, which average about $6.00 to $10.00 a seasoi 

to handle the maintenance of our beaches. There was a proposal to take 

the surplus and dedicate it to a beach protection fund. But, after you 

total up the costs of lifeguards, beach maintenance, litter cleanup, 

auxiliary summer police, wages and benefits for summer employees and 



linor storm damage repairs, forget it! There is no surplus. Even if 

~here was, its contribution to major funding would be insignifi~ant. 

A proposal I personally favor is the dedication of 1/6 of the 

;1 sales tax collected in coastal counties to beach protection. How

tver, I don't think it has a chance. Sales taxes in New Jersey go 

lirectly into the general fund, and the legislature has resisted any 

Lttempts to dedicate any part of them for any purpose. The argument 

Lgainst it is that once we dedicate sales taxes for shore protection, 

tvery special interest group will come out of the woodwork and demand 

;heir own dedication. I can understand that. We at the shore place a 

tigh priority on our economic and recreational worth. What many of us 

:orget is that when you go inland, particularly to Camden and Newark, 
. 

,ur priorities are rather low compared to their problems. 

Last year, at our meeting in Florida, I spoke with Col. Denison 

!I.bout this nagging inability to find a good funding mechanism. He told 

ne that his home county in North Carolina had just enacted a 2% resort 

tax, which is a le;y on the g~oss receipts derived from the rental of 

any room, apa~tment, or similar lodging in the county. The proceeds 

are designated 80% for beach protection and 201 for tourism promotion. 

In subsequent conversations he told me the tax was working very well, 

so well in fact that other towns were instituting it. At his suggestion, 

I apoke with the finance director of Myrtle Beach. They recently en

acted a 21 accommodations tax on top of a 41 sales tax and expect to 

generate 1.3 million dollars this year for shore protection. 

Armed with several studies of New Jersey's tourist economy, which 

is over $5 billion dollars a year, I came up with a conservative esti

mate of about $30 million dollars a year which could be generated by a 
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2% tax on hotels, motels, single family and duplex rentals and meals 

in restaurants. 

The advantages are: 

1. 'It is a virtually direct user f«ee, mostly paid by 

tourists. 

2. It is a fairly painless tax. The art of taxation is 

to make· it as painless as poss.ible. A $10.00 tax on a $500 a. 

week rental shouldn't hurt, nor should _an extra dollar on a 
. . 

$50 dinner. Some public education is necessary, but most 

·people l talked to said they wouldn't mind paying it to main

tain·· our beaches. 

3. It is well recommended by other areas that have 

tried it. 

4. It would generate funds for major projects and help pay 

for annual maintenance. Further, it could be used as security 

to make bonding viable for the largest projects. 

5. Most importan_tly, it would provide a somewhat stable 

source.of funds which may accumulate each year to be spent as 
. . . 

projects come up to bid.· Its stability will remove uncertainty 

from the planning process and help us to plan more positively 
. / . 

and accurately, because we know·the funds will be there. 

Whether it will be a resort tax, dedicated sales tax, general 

appropriation (highly unlikely) or a combination of several funding 

sources, our main thrust in New Jersey is to come up with a stable 

funding source for shore protection. We know from experience that 

. we cannot rely on the federal and state governments to bail us out. 

We are also proposing the creation of a regional coastal authority 

to administer the funds. It would.be staffed by coastal representa-
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tives and -would, hopefully, shield us from the occasionally UJ1favor

able political winds that blow from time to time in our state capitol. 

A bill was introduced this summer for a 21 resort tax on hotels, 

motels and campgrounds. In my View, it was rather hurriedly thrown 

together and did not include single familr and duple~ rentals. These 

types of rental properties make up the majority of rental units at 

the Jer~ey shore, and their exclusion robbed the bili of an equitable 

collection ratio, and I could not support it. For example, my home 

town, Long Beach Island, has about 10,000 rental units, of which 30 
·-

are motels. It's not fair to ask them to c·arry the load for everyone 

else. 

The resort tax was not very favoral;>ly received but, hopefully, 
. -

it etarte~ people thinking. My response was, •well, what's your 

-idea?" I've _been to many meetings on shore protection, and many are 

quite depressing. There•s·a certain "why me" attitude when it comes 

to taxation, even.though we all know what to do with taxes.- we put 
.. 

them onto the consumer. Our·only inconvenience is in the- collection. 
! .. 

The same rhetoric is tossed around at all these meetings, phrases 

like, •we need to get our act together: or 'Something's gotta be done." 

The worst-one is, "The state has to recognize the importance of the 

shore." Maybe so, but so far it hasn't. And all our pleading and 

platitudes have not put one grain of sand on our beach. 

We are at a point in New Jersey that we have never been before. 

We are at last talking about specifics, the nuts and bolts of differ~ 

ent funding mechanisms. With some patience and compromise, I think 

we~ll pull it together. 
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October 11, 

.. 

Long Branch, New Jersey 07740 

.Rei Shore Protection 

Dear Senator Pallone: 

1984 

.. , ... \ .. I' :.. ' J J.~ • l )j. ' ?' 

J-'lh""T J-t:l,J.ftAJ J', 

R'J<:JiE..,ll )t, ~l \I\:~-,,; 

Dan J~cibbson invited me to testify on a structure for providing 
~ rational approach to long teim beach erosion problems in 
New Jersey. I was pleased that you wanted me to testify, 
but I have a conflict on the 16th which I cannot rearrange. 
I discussed this with Dan. · 

I am enclosing a copy of my remarks which were delivere~ 
to the conference held earlier this year at Monmouth College 
on the subject of beach erosion. I hope you will find the 
comments useful, and I certninly would like to have them 
included in the record which is being made by the Committee. 
As l indicated to Dan. I would be glad to provi~e any further 
information or support for this.project, and I look forward 
to.discussing it with you in the future. 

JLI</sg 
encl. 

Si 

J<:raft 



METHODS FOP. FINANCING BEACH EROSION PROJECTS-

New J~rsey beaches are among the State's mos~ valuablr 
recreational and economic resources. Methods for preve-ting 
beach erosion and preserving this natural resource require 
new and innovative financing methods. Presented below 
is a description of the traditional methods fc:ir financing 
beach erosion projects and the limitation~ that are inherent 
in these methods. Also discuss·ea below are proposed methods 
for financing the improvements that contemplate financing 
on a multi-jurisdictional or regional basis. .Iri our view, 
the regional"approaches will provide for coordinated efforts 
throughout the shoreline areas most affected by beach erosion 
and will provide for the most efficient ad~inistratidn 
and allocation of the limited resources available for such 
purposes. 

I. Traditional methods for financing beach erosion 
projects. 

The traditional methods for financihg beach erosion 
projects include: a. grant and low-interest loan moneys 
made available to shoreline communities by the State of 
N~w Jersey from the proceeds of the issuance of State general 
obligation bonds; b. moneys.appropriated by such communities 
and · raised in current budgets or through the issuance of 
general obligation bonds. 

Competition for state moneys is keen and the moneys · 
to be allocated are extremely limited. Reliance only· upon 
the State is not an effective method to provide for the 
full cost of beach _erosion projects. The problem is 

· exacerbated by virtue of a second level of competition 
for moneys appr6priated by referendum specifically for 
tideland i~~rovemehts. 

The other traditional method for financing beach 
projects by -a municipality is through the issuance of its 
general obligation bonds pursuant to the Local Bond Law, 
N.J.S.A. 40A:2-l et ~- If the governing body of a 
municipality determines to bond for beach improvements, 
it may adopt a bond ordinance to finance the improvements. 
The bond ordinance will specify the period of usefulness 
of the improvement within the li~itations contained in 
the Local Bond Law. Permanent bonds to finance beach erosion 
projects may be outstanding for a period not exceeding 
15 ye•rs. The total time period for the is~uance of general 
obligation bonds is extended by the temporary financing 
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periods that permit the municipality to issue bo~d 
anticipation notes. N.J.S.A. 40A:2-8. Generally, th8se 

· notes may be issued for a period of not exceeding 1 year 
and renewea from time to time for an aggregate temporary 
fin~ncing period not to exceed 5 years. 

There are drawbacks to financing beach erosion projects 
with the issuance of general obligation debt. By themselves, 
municipalities do not have sufficient borrowing power to 
provide funds necessary. to correct or eliminate completely 
beach erosion problems. The financing of erosion projects 
on a munici.,pal level does not allow for a coordinated 
regional effort to a problem that should be addressed on 
a multi-jurisdictional basis. The beach erosion plans 
developed by one community might be harmful or inconsistent 
with the beach erosion project of another. The causes 
of beach erosion are not limited to one particular area 
along the New Jersey shoreline. A regional approach to 
planning and financing a coordinated plan to control beach 
erosion is a solution worth exploring. 

II. New regional approaches for financing beach erosion 
projects. 

_ An alternative to the traditional approaches ~or 
financing beach erosion projects is the financing of such 
projects on a multi-jurisdictional or regional basis. Such 
an approach would permit coordinated planning and financing 
and would eliminate the waste in resources resulting from 
individual municipal planning and financing efforts. Under 
~xisting law, all beach improvements including beach erosion 
projects could be undertaken on a county-wide level by 
a county improvement authority pursuant to the County 
Improvement Authorities Law {N.J.S.A. 40:37A-44 et ~·). 
On a broader regional basis these improvements could be 
undertaken through a newly created authority capable of 
overseeing all of the shoreline activities, including beach 
erosion projects, along the New Jersey coastline. 

The concept of the development of a county or regional 
authority to oversee New Jersey beaches is consistent with 
the "Public Trust Doctrine." Essentially, this doctrine 
provides that the ownership, dominion and sovereignty over 
lands flowed by tidal waters is vested in the State, in 
trust for the people of the State. Under this doctrine 
the public has the right to use and to enjoy the the 
tidelands for recreational shore activities. Matthews 
v. Bayhead Improvement Association, 95 N.J. 306 (1984). 
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Arguably, the public's right to use and to enjo9 th~ 
tidelands and the State's capacity as trustee for such 

•purposes also places upon the State or another governmental 
entity some responsibility for overseeing such resources 
to assure that they are not squandered or depleted. A 
multi-jurisdictional approach to the beach erosion problem 
may be the most. effective way to assure that the beaches 
can be preserved for the use and benefit of all of the 
citizens within the State of New Jersey. 

Pursuant to the County Improvement Authorities Law, 
such authori.ties are authorized to undertake within the 
County various public facilities including facilities for 
the recreation and entertainment of the public. In order · 
to finance beach erosion projects, the Improvement Authority 
may issue obligations secured by revenues derived from 
beach user fees and other revenues. Of course, it must 
be determined prior to the issuance of any obligations 
that the revenues will be sufficient to pay for the costs 
of operating and maintaining the projects, the cost of 
paying debt service on any obligations issued by the 
Authority and of funding any reserves established in 
connection with any issuance of the debt. In addition, 
the State and any municipality within the County may 
appropriate and· donate funds to the · Improvement Authority 
in order to aid the acquisition, construction or operation. 
of the public facility; 

The problem of financing beach erosion projects by 
separate County Improvement Authorities is similar to the 
problems encountered when each municipality attempts to 
correct its own beach erosion problem. Without coordinated 
efforts, it is quite possible that the projects undertaken 
by one Improvement Authority might jeopardize or negate 
the activities undertaken by a separate Improvement Authority 
along a different area of the coastline. It should be 
noted that County Improvement Authorities do not . have the 
authority to undertake improvements or public facilities 
outside of the County boundaries, except in connection 
with the acquisition, construction and operation of garbage 
or solid waste public facilities. It is not possible for 
one Improvement Authority to assume jurisdiction over the 
beaches located within the boundaries of another County. 

An alternative multi-jurisdictional approach to the 
beach erosion problem is the creation of a new regional 
authority to plan, implement, oversee and finance beach 
improvements including beach erosion projects. The new 
regional authority could. be created on the order of the 
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Hackensack Meadowlands Development Commissio-~ ( the 
"Commission") created by the New Jersey State Legis'"'.l.ature 
in 1968. N.J.S.A. 13:17-1 et~- The concept surrounding 
the creation of the Corr~ission was to provide for the 
coordinated comprehensive planning and development of the 
Meadowlands area encompassing portions of Hudson and Bergen 
Counties. Presumably, any regional a~thority created for 
the purpose of coordinating beach improvements would ~nclude 
the counties of Atlantic, Cape May, Monmouth and Ocean. 

The members of this · regional authority would include 
representatives from each County comprising the 
jurisdiction~! boundaries of the Authority including certain 
ex officio members such as the Commissioner of the Department 
of Community Affairs, the Commissioner of the Department 
of Environmental Protection and a representative of the 
United States Army Corp of Engineers. These members will 
be responsible for developing the comprehensive master 
plan ·for beach operation and maintenance, including 
preserving . the shoreline and the methods for implementing 
and financing the plan. 

The regional authority would be authorized and enpowered 
to undertake all actions necessary to plan, implement, 
finance and oversee beach improvement projects. These 
powers would include the power to enter into contracts, 
to undertake necessary investigations, examinations and 
surveys necessary to carry out the purposes of the Authority, 
to acquire land and other personal property including the 
authority to exercise the power of eminent domain, to accept 
grants or loans from any federal, state or other pubic 
agency or govetnrnental entity, to mortgage, foreclose, 
sell or assign any interest in real or personal property 
and to issue obligations to finance any beach improvements. 

The regional authority will develop a comprehensive 
regional master plan that will consider tidal flows along 
the entire New Jersey coastline and develop the most 
efficient problem identification and resource allocation 
procedures. The regional approach will avoid the problem 
of having one municipality or county undertake a project 
that · might be damaging to another shoreline project. One 
drawback to the regional authority approach is that . the 
municipalities might be required to divest themselves of 
beach property or at least the financial benefits from 
the collection of beach user fees. In our view, the benefits 
of the regional approach far outweighs any problems that 
would have to be overcome. 
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