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FORWARD

In 1972, the Congress enacted the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) to address
increasing stresses on the nation’s coastal areas. Administered by the National Oceanic &
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the CZMA created a partnership of federal and state
government to reduce conflicts between land and water uses in the coastal zone, protect fragile
coastal resources, and provide for economic development. To this end, the CZMA seeks a
balance between preservation and economic development, and promotes the wise use of the
valuable resources of the nation’s 95,000 miles of shoreline.

Under the CZMA partnership, the federal government and participating states share the
responsibility for effectively managing coastal areas and resolving conflicts between competing
uses. State, commonwealth, and island territories are on the front line, developing and
implementing coastal zone management programs which are designed to meet their individual
needs, but also take into account the broader national interest in wise management of coastal
resources. NOAA promotes and supports the joint federal-state interest in coastal management
by: assisting states with development and implementation of programs; providing federal funds
for implementing these programs; ensuring that state CZM interests are represented at the
federal level and that the federal interest is adequately represented at the state level; providing
technical assistance; and, participating in the development of national coastal land, water, and
resource policy. This document is one in a series, developed by the Office of Ocean and
Coastal Resource Management (OCRM), that will provide a general analysis and state-by-state
summary of coastal zone management program policies used to address coastal resource
management issues in the United States.

The National Coastal Management Program

Participating States/Territories/Commonwealths 34

Length of Shoreline of Approved Programs 92,789 miles
Coastal Management Professionals 1,100 plus
Annual Value of Cooperative Agreements $100 million
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Beach nourishment is the process of placing sand on an eroding beach to provide a
buffer against wave action and flooding or to improve the recreational value of the
beach. A beach nourishment project once completed, typically lasts between three and
ten years depending upon the site, project plan, and number and intensity of storms
(Weggel, 1995). Beach nourishment is one of the more controversial coastal
management techniques in use today. Without question, it is expensive. Estimated 10
year costs to maintain nourished beaches along developed shorelines range from $3.3
million to $17.5 million per mile (Trembanis and Pilkey, 1999). Many tout nourishment
as the only way to revive and maintain urban coastal tourist and recreational
economies, such as those in Miami Beach, Florida, and Ocean City, Maryland, which
are dependent on wide coastal beaches. However, critics contend that beach
nourishment is an unreliable management option because of its uncertain longevity and
long-term maintenance costs and the fact that the benefits of beach nourishment
projects may be inequitable, benefiting only coastal landowners and businesses at the
expense of federal or state taxpayers’ money.

Section 1 of this report provides an overview of the problem of beach erosion, various
means of addressing this problem, and discusses issues regarding the use of beach
nourishment. Section 2 of the report provides an overview of state, territorial, and
commonwealth coastal management policies regarding beach nourishment and
attendant funding programs. Appendix B provides individual summaries of all 33 beach
nourishment programs and policies.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Human Interaction With Natural Coastal Processes

The Natural Shoreline

Marine shorelines are dynamic, constantly changing in response to the forces of rain,
wind, and wave action. These natural forces erode inland and coastal sources of sand,
transporting it to the near shore area. Once the eroded sand reaches coastal waters it
moves along the shoreline and is exchanged back and forth between onshore beaches
and dunes and offshore sand bars. This process of erosion and sand movement is
exacerbated by seasonal and episodic climatic events as well as long-term sea level
changes.

Human Interference

For the most part, our modern culture’s propriety for building static structures in a
dynamic coastal environment has been based upon the belief that the forces of nature
can be tamed through structural engineering. This theory and its implementation has
manipulated, but not controlled the forces which dictate the movement of our beaches.
Humans have constructed large systems of dams and inland navigational structures on
our rivers and hardened the coastal shoreline with seawalls, both of which interfere with
the natural supply of sand. Harbors and channels have been dredged to provide for
marine navigation, with little thought given to the use of clean dredged material as a
resource for maintaining the natural beach system. In the past, dredged sediments
were derisively referred to as “spoils” and were simply dumped in deep offshore waters
or in upland disposal facilities where they were no longer available to replenish coastal
sand beaches.

We have significantly modified the natural coastal shoreline by siting high density
permanent residential, second home, resort, commercial and industrial development
along it. In the past, settlers built small-scale expendable structures along shorelines, in
part, out of respect for coastal storms and the natural movement of the shoreline.
Postwar development has increased the concentration of both people and structures
along the coasts and at the same time our arrogance that proper engineering will
protect us and our permanent structures. It is this intense development juxtaposed to
the coast which creates the “coastal erosion” problem. Where a beach and dune
system naturally changed shape or even moved further inland through time without
concern, this process now threatens humans who have located resorts, houses, and
businesses along these constantly changing areas. Despite the reality that we cannot
control these processes, coastal population and development continue to increase
along with the recreational demand on the limited number of public beaches.
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1.2 Alternative Means of Managing Beach Erosion

Overview of Alternatives

Until recently, erosion protection methods were classified into two categories: structural
and non-structural. Structural erosion protection includes both “hard” and “soft”
shoreline stabilization methods.

¢ Hard Structural Stabilization: construction of seawalls, bulkheads, groins, jetties or
other solid structures.

e Soft Structural Stabilization: beach nourishment, dune creation and restoration,
sand scraping and dune reshaping.

* Non-Structural: land use controls, construction setbacks, and relocation or strategic
retreat.

Hard Structural Stabilization

Some of the first efforts to manage beach erosion involved hard structures made of
stone, concrete, or wood. Groins, jetties, and breakwaters are either employed to trap
sand or to reduce wave energy at a specific location. Seawalls and bulkheads are used
to armor a segment of the shoreline so as the fix the shoreline in a permanent location.
Research over time has found that these approaches are not without negative
consequences. Groins and similar structures effectively trap sand, but deprive down
shore beaches of sand. Thus, redirecting rather than solving the problem. Vertical
seawalls tend to exacerbate erosion of adjacent unarmored beaches and, in the long
run, may not be strong enough to stand up to the forces of the ocean. This type of
structure may not effectively protect the beach or the structures built on the beach. As
a result, many coastal programs discourage the use of hard structures and several
prohibit their use. While hard structures may not be the preferred means of managing
erosion, they may be the only means of protecting expensive public investments such
as navigational channels or coastal roads that cannot feasibly be relocated further
inland when threatened by coastal erosion.

Soft Structural Stabilization

The last several decades have seen an upsurge in the use of soft approaches to
erosion management. This method seeks to manage the natural beach and dune
system by replenishing the sand supply through beach nourishment using sand from on
shore and offshore sources. These soft approaches also include efforts to manage
coastal dunes as an integral part of the beach system with dune creation, restoration,
and reshaping to reduce the impact of sand movement on coastal structures. While
these approaches are aesthetically pleasing compared to hard structures and
preferable because they mimic natural processes, they remain susceptible to the forces
of the ocean.

Non-Structural Approaches

Non-structural approaches to erosion such as land use controls, attempt to address the
problem by managing the placement of structures within the shoreline area that is likely
to erode within a set period of time (25-30 years). Coastal construction setback
programs, which limit new development in these types of high hazard areas, are used
by many coastal programs.
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Limiting post-storm redevelopment in areas subject to severe erosion, is an example of
a broader strategy of coastal retreat. Retreat programs favor removing or relocating
structures further back from the eroding shoreline rather than repeatedly repairing storm
damaged structures and hardening the shoreline. The National Park Service has
implemented a retreat policy for years for the barrier islands of the Cape Hatteras
National Park. More recently, the Park Service has relocated the Cape Hatteras
Lighthouse inland, rather than armoring the beach in front of it. Land use controls are
effective at preventing the future coastal erosion problems in undeveloped and low
density coastal areas, but they are less effective in addressing erosion problems in
highly developed and urban shorelines where the extent of public and private
investments may limit the fiscal and physical ability to retreat.

1.3 Issues Regarding Beach Nourishment

Costs and Benefits

Beach nourishment projects are very expensive due to the high cost of moving sand
from a borrow site to the beach and the subsequent costs involved in maintaining the
beach. Generally, the project site must be renourished on a periodic basis (e.g. every 3
to 7 years). For example, the beach at Cape May, New Jersey, has been renourished
10 times between 1962-1995, at a total cost of $24,669,771(Duke University Program
for the Study of Developed Shorelines). Ocean City, New Jersey’s beach has been
renourished 22 times between 1952-1995 at a total cost of more than $83,104,502
(Duke University Program for the Study of Developed Shorelines). Trembanis and
Pilkey have estimated the 10 year cost of maintaining nourished beaches along the
developed shorelines of New Jersey, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Florida using
1996 costs per mile and frequency of renourishment. This analysis showed that the
average cost per mile across all four states would be $5.9 million per mile; with New
Jersey having the highest cost of $17.5 million per mile and South Carolina having the
lowest cost of $3.3 million per mile.

Project Longevity

The efficacy of beach nourishment varies greatly from project to project. In some
areas, nourishment provides only short-term benefits, while other areas like Miami
Beach, have experienced long-term benefits. In several cases, the rebuilt beach has
quickly eroded to pre-project profiles due to major storm events. In some cases,
emergency renourishment projects are required which further increase long-term costs.
One example is the 1982 nourishment of the beach in Ocean City, New Jersey which
cost $2.5 million but lasted only two and a half months. Reasons for such discrepancies
in performance can include poor project design, unanticipated coastal storm events, or
use of incompatible sand grain size. The unknown life of the rebuilt beach and the
resulting need for maintenance renourishment are the principle causes of uncertainty in
determining the long-term costs and benefits of such projects. As a result, more effort is
being devoted to understanding the physical processes which govern erosion and
accretion and to developing specific performance measures which can be used to
define and measure beach nourishment project goals over the long-term.
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Sand Sources

One of the major obstacles in performing beach nourishment operations is finding an
available large supply of suitable sand. Several states have undertaken research to
identify offshore sand resources. For example, in 1992, New Jersey established the
Cooperative Study for Offshore Beach Replenishment Sands. This study identifies and
characterizes beach sand source areas located in federal waters. The sites are
evaluated for possible use as additional sand source areas for New Jersey beach
replenishment projects. As of 1998, eight target areas have been delineated and are
under environmental review by the Minerals Management Service (Schmidt, 1998).

Other states, such as California and Florida, are placing emphasis on the beneficial use
of dredged sediments from navigation projects as a source of sand. Florida was one of
the first states to recognize that Federal inlet dredging and beach renourishment
projects were not integrated and that dredged materials were often disposed of in
offshore areas that did not support the nourishment of beaches near such inlets.

In the case of California, the U.S. Navy, at the urging of local and regional governments
as well as the California Coastal Commission, agreed to place 7 million cubic yards of
sand from a dredging project on to the beaches of San Diego County. Unfortunately,
the sand to be used for beach nourishment was found to contain munitions and
chemical contaminants and was deemed unsuitable for use. This is an example of how
the beneficial use of dredged materials must be carefully evaluated and planned in
order to avoid problems in the long run.

Public Access

In cases where large amounts of public funds are expended to rebuild coastal beach
and dune systems, the public should be able to access the nourished beach area. This
right should include convenient perpendicular access at well-marked access points and
the provision of adequate support facilities such as parking, shuttle services, restrooms,
and food services. ldeally, private coastal development fronting the restored beach
should also be designed to provide for access to the beach for the general public, while
avoiding structural designs which impede visual and physical access to the coast.

Environmental Effects

Beach nourishment projects can have serious long and short-term environmental
effects at: the beach where the nourishment takes place; the borrow site; and, nearby
areas of the water column and the water bottom. Potential negative effects include:
disturbance of species' feeding patterns; disturbance of species' nesting and breeding
habitats; elevated turbidity levels; changes in near shore bathymetry and associated
changes in wave action; burial of intertidal and bottom plants and animals and their
habitats in the surf zone; and, increased sedimentation in areas seaward of the surf
zone as the fill material redistributes to a more stable profile (National Research
Council, 1995). Of particular concern are the impacts to endangered species such as
sea turtles and shorebirds which use the beach as nesting areas.

Effects on Landside Development
Another concern is that beach nourishment may provide an incentive to develop in
coastal high hazard areas subject to hurricane and other types of coastal storm
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damage. Beach nourishment could induce development in high hazard areas by giving
landowners and local officials a false sense of security and protection from storm waves
and wind. Beach nourishment may also spur efforts to redevelop storm damaged or low
density urban shorelines at higher densities. Such redevelopment may temporarily
benefit the local landowners, businesses and governments, but it may also alter the
ability of the public to access and use the beach. Taxpayers may also be exposed to
greater liability in the form of disaster assistance when responding to storm damage.

1.4 OCRM Beach Nourishment Policies

Given the high cost and the environmental issues related to beach nourishment,
OCRM'’s policy regarding beach nourishment is one of caution. OCRM'’s position is that
all available alternatives to the problem of beach erosion, particularly the option of land
use controls and retreat, need to carefully be examined within the context of a long-
term analysis of costs and benefits. This analysis must articulate both public and private
benefits associated with each alternative.

OCRM'’s policy regarding the use of funds available to states under Section 306A of
the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, is that such funds can not be
used for hard stabilization structures and beach nourishment. This policy is derived
from the legislative history of the Act and scientific and public policy considerations
regarding such techniques. The legislative history of the Act ( H.R. Report. No. 1012,
96" Cong., 2d Sess., 45 (1980), prohibits the expenditure of 306A funds “...To finance
large-scale erosion-prevention structures which are capital-intensive with little long-term
effect.” As a matter of policy, OCRM does not find it prudent to fund beach
nourishment projects, given the limited amount of section 306 funds and the high cost
of such projects including the anticipated maintenance costs. However, OCRM does
allow states to spend section 306A funds for planning beach nourishment projects in
certain limited instances. For further information on these policies see OCRM’s 306A
Guidance dated March 2, 1999.

2. STATE, TERRITORY, & COMMONWEALTH PROGRAMS

2.1 Policies on Beach Nourishment

Summary

Of the thirty-three states surveyed, twenty-one have beach nourishment policies and
one is in the process of developing policies (see Table 1). The twenty-one states with
some type of policy are AL, CA, CT, DE, FL, GA, HI, LA, MA, MS, NH, NJ, NY, NC,
NMI, OH, PA, RI, SC, TX and, VA. The one state currently developing policies is the
Virgin Islands. The remaining eleven states have no formal nourishment policies. Itis
important to note that states were identified as having beach nourishment policies if
they explicitly referred to beach nourishment, beach creation, or structural/non-
structural erosion control activities (dependent upon the individual state’s regulatory
definitions). It should not be assumed that a state without formal beach nourishment

5



BEACH NOURISHMENT REPORT
MARCH 2000

policies, cannot and does not regulate beach nourishment activities under other coastal
management policies or environmental regulatory programs. For specific information
on individual state regulatory authorities, please refer to appendix B.

Ten out of the thirty-three states have a continuing funding program for beach
nourishment. These states include: CT, DE, FL, HI, LA, MA, MI, MS, NJ, and VA. Nine
states (CA, GA, NH, NC, NY, OH, PA, SC and TX) fund projects on a project-by-project
basis, whereas fourteen do not have a source of state funding (see Table 1). There
appears to be a strong correlation between state policies and funding mechanisms:
twenty-seven of the thirty-three states have either beach nourishment policies and
corresponding funding programs or do not have beach nourishment policies and do not
have a state funding program. The remaining six states have either policies with no
funding program or no policies with a funding program. For example, Rhode Island has
a state beach nourishment policy, but no dedicated state funding mechanism and
Maryland has a state funding program for beach nourishment but they do not have a
state beach nourishment policy.

Permit Requirements

The types of permits required by states for beach nourishment projects are varied.

New York and Delaware both have policies that regulate beach nourishment projects as
shore protection structures which require a permit. However, New Jersey regulates
nourishment as a non-structural shoreline protection measure. All other states that
allow beach nourishment, review it under their general permit regulations, treating it is
as an alteration to shoreline features, dredged material disposal or construction below
the mean high tide line. For example, Connecticut's Coastal Management Program
regulates nourishment under, "General Permits for Dredging, Erection of Structures and
Placement of Fill.”

There are varying definitions of beach nourishment among state coastal management
programs regarding whether it is a structural or non-structural form of erosion control.
New York State laws (N.Y. Envtl. Conserv. Law 843 and N.Y. Exec. Law 842) and
regulations (N.Y. Comp. Codes R. & Regs. tit. 6, 8505 and N.Y. Comp. Codes R. &
Regs. tit. 19 8600) define beach nourishment as a structural erosion protection
measure that requires a permit. Conversely, the California Resources Agency
Shoreline Erosion Protection Policy states that, "Shoreline erosion protection projects
should use non-structural solutions such as beach nourishment as the recommended
alternative unless it is not feasible."

Sand Sources

Twenty-nine states, territories, and commonwealths regulate sand mining activities.
Five of these states (CA, MS, NJ, NY, RI) explicitly allow near shore sand mining for the
purpose of obtaining sand for beach nourishment projects. In California, sand mining
for the purpose of beach nourishment is allowed, providing there is no feasible, less
environmentally damaging alternative. Mississippi's policy prohibits near shore sand
mining unless the material is being obtained for beach nourishment. Likewise, New
Jersey's policy gives priority to sand mining for beach nourishment projects, provided
the extraction site is acceptable.
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Table 1 - State, Territory, & Commonwealth Beach Nourishment Program Summary

STATE Beach Nogrishment Related Policies | State Funding Program
Policy
Alabama Y abcde N
Alaska N abe N
American Samoa N abe N
California Y abcde C
Connecticut Y bcde Y
Delaware Y abcde Y
Florida Y bcde Y
Georgia Y abcde C
Guam N abce N
Hawaii Y bcde Y
Louisiana Y abcd Y
Maine N abcd N
Maryland N abc Y
Massachusetts Y abcde Y
Michigan N abcd N
Minnesota N abe N
Mississippi Y abc Y
New Hampshire Y abcde (03
New Jersey Y abcde Y
New York Y abcde C
North Carolina Y abcde C
Northern Mariana Is. Y abe N
Ohio Y abcde C
Oregon N abce N
Pennsylvania Y abe C
Puerto Rico N abce N
Rhode Island Y abcde N
South Carolina Y bcde C
Texas Y abde C
Virgin Islands D abe N
Virginia Y abc Y
Washington N abce N
Wisconsin N abce N

Beach Nourishment Policy: Yes (Y), No (N), Developing (D). Related Policies: Near Shore Sand Mining (a),
Dredge and Fill (b), Sand Scraping/Dune Reshaping (c), Dune Creation/Restoration (d), Public Access (e).

State Funding Program: Yes (Y), No (N), Case-by-Case Funding (C). *Note - A designation of “Yes” to the Beach
Nourishment Policy means that the state may have one or several policies dealing with permitting requirements,
preference statements, or technical guidance. The designation of “Yes” does not however, reflect the level of
complexity and/or detail of state policies.
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Use of Dredged Materials to Nourish Beaches

While the majority of states, territories, and commonwealths require a permit for all
dredging activities, only twelve actually recommend use of dredged materials
specifically in policy language, for beach nourishment projects. Of these twelve states,
six (CA, CT, FL, NJ, NC, RI) include specific sand compatibility requirements in their
use policies. The other six states (LA, MS, NH, NY, VA, TX) just recommend beneficial
use of the dredged materials. Though no sand compatibility requirements are
specifically stated within Virginia's policy, the Secretary of Natural Resources is
responsible for determining whether the dredged material is suitable for beach
nourishment.

Although many states do not explicitly state in their coastal management program policy
language that suitable dredged material should be used for beach nourishment
projects, it may be that case that beneficial use is supported in policy guidance
language. The Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management Program, is one example of
this. Their Ports Policy #1 states, “Ensure that dredging and disposal of dredged
material minimize adverse effect on water quality, physical processes, marine
productivity and public health.” However, the policy guidance language that supports
this policy states that, “...Clean sandy dredged material should be used for beach
nourishment, if a suitable site can be identified.” This is applicable to all dredging
projects that are publicly funded and is encouraged for all projects that are privately
funded. On average, there are 25 publicly funded, mostly small, maintenance dredging
projects that use dredged material for beach nourishment in Massachusetts per year.

In California, their requirements are that dredged material must be suitable in quantity,
size, distribution and chemical constituency in order to be used for beach nourishment.
Uncontaminated dredged sediments with 75% sand or greater are encouraged for
beach nourishment in New Jersey. In Connecticut, their policy allows the reuse of
dredged materials for, "Beach nourishment depending on quality of sand; minimizing
water quality impacts; fill beach slope to maintain same natural beach slope; and, limit
destruction to dune vegetation and shorebird nesting and breeding habitat.”

Sand Placement

Sand placement is an important element of beach nourishment project design and can
effect the performance of the renourished beach. However, only six states' (CA,FL,
NC, OH, RI, SC) policies include specific regulations as to where the sand should be
placed. Florida's policy takes into account the effect dredging has on long shore
sediment transport and requires, “(a) All construction and maintenance dredging of
beach-quality sand be placed on down-drift beaches; or if placed elsewhere, an
equivalent quality and quantity of sand from an alternate location be placed on these
beaches; and, (b) On an average annual basis, a quantity of sand should be placed on
the down drift beaches equal to the natural net annual long shore sediment transport.”
North Carolina's policy states that, "Clean, beach quality material dredged from
navigation channels within the active near shore, beach or inlet shoal systems must not
be removed permanently from the active near shore, beach or inlet shoal system unless
no practical alternative exists. Preferably, this dredged material will be disposed of on
the ocean beach or shallow active near shore area where environmentally acceptable
and compatible with other uses of the beach."

8
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2.2 State Beach Nourishment Funding Programs

As more states are beginning to use beach nourishment as a shoreline protection
measure, funding is becoming a bigger issue. States must provide for the continuing
costs associated with this cyclical process. For example, Florida Statute 161.091 was
substantially revised in 1998 to create a continuing funding mechanism for beach
preservation, restoration and renourishment. The Ecosystem Management and
Restoration Trust Fund was allocated $10 million in fiscal year 1998-1999; $20 million
in fiscal year 1999-2000; $30 million in fiscal year 2000-2001 and each fiscal year
thereafter. Though South Carolina does not have a continuous funding program, the
state spends an average of $3 million annually on a case-by-case basis for beach
nourishment projects.

Relationship to Landside Coastal Policies

One of the concerns associated with beach nourishment is that it may provide an
incentive to develop in coastal hazard areas. As a result, states with optimal conditions
for beach nourishment have opted to create specific guidelines that must be followed to
ensure that funded projects will meet statewide hazard management objectives. One
example is Florida’s Ecosystem Management and Restoration Trust Fund, which is
used to carry out the proper state responsibilities in a long-range, statewide beach
management plan for erosion control, beach preservation, and storm and hurricane
protection. Another example is Maryland’s Ocean Beach Replenishment Fund, which
requires beach nourishment projects be part of an integrated plan for providing storm
and flood protection in order to receive funding.

Cost Sharing

One of the issues surrounding beach nourishment is the equity issue of who receives
the benefit of beach nourishment and who actually pays for the cost of the project.
There is considerable disagreement over the use of federal dollars for beach
nourishment in cases other than primary navigation projects. Currently (1999), the
federal formula for cost sharing shore protection projects is 65% federal, 35% local; the
responsibility of the remaining project costs are divided among state, local and private
funds. Individual state funding programs handle this cost share division differently.

The State of Florida determines those beaches which are critically eroding and in need
of nourishment, and authorizes appropriations to pay up to 75% of the actual costs of
repair. The local government in which the beach is located is responsible for the
balance of such costs. It is the intent of the Legislature to cost-share projects equally
between the state and local sponsors. New York provides another example of cost
share division. There, the non-federal portion is usually shared 70% state, 30%
county/municipality. State law does allow anywhere from a 50/50 split between the
state and county/municipality, to a 70/30 split. The result is usually: 65% federal, 24.5%
state, 10.5% county/municipality.

Public Access
Many coastal programs require that public access be a part of any publicly restored and
maintained beach project. Twenty-six states have some form of public access
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requirements and CA, CT, NJ, and NC, all have developed explicit policies requiring
public access to beaches that have been nourished using public funds. Remaining
states without public access policies directly related to beach nourishment, may only
contain general, overarching, public access policies that are applicable to its complete
program.

California's Shoreline Erosion Protection Policy states that, “Public access is provided
to the shoreline areas where the erosion protection project is to be carried out unless
the area is unsafe.” Connecticut requires public access as a condition in permitting
new beach stabilization structures. New Jersey's Standards Relevant to Beach
Nourishment state that, "Public access to the nourished beach be provided in cases
where public funds are used to complete the project.” Finally, North Carolina's
Shoreline Erosion Policy requires the following for state involvement (funding or
sponsorship) in beach restoration or sand nourishment projects, “(a) The entire restored
portion of the beach be in public ownership; and, (b) The local government must
provide adequate parking, public access and services for public recreational use of the
restored beach.”

3. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This report has provided a look into the Nation’s coastal states, territories, and
commonwealths’ beach nourishment programs and policies. It has attempted to
summarize how states plan for, permit and fund beach nourishment activities.

The report must be read with this in mind; each one of the 33 individual states despite
all having coastlines in common, all have varied issues, geography, and resource
concerns. Coastal erosion is certainly a predominant and concurrent issue that all 33
programs have and will continue to face in the future. States that have more of an
erosion concern such as Florida and other East Coast states with coastal barrier
beaches, tend to have more comprehensive approaches to beach nourishment projects
with established policies and funding mechanisms for dealing with it. In turn, states with
less of a coastal erosion concern, such as Minnesota, do not have a formal beach
nourishment policy or a funding program.

Based upon the information contained within this report, it is OCRM'’s view that most,
states, territories, and commonwealths have some mechanism and/or policy in place
that fittingly addresses their own degree of erosion. This is not to say that further
planning, development, and improvement are not recommended. States need to take a
comprehensive look at their state specific needs and issues in order to develop a long-
term beach management program, which examines the benefits and costs of various
management options. This planning process should involve stakeholder interests which
include but are not limited to: tourism and recreation; economics; engineering; society
and community; and, the environment.

It is recommended that states that undertake a lot of dredging on an annual basis that
do not have a recommendation/policy/viewpoint on the beneficial use of clean, suitable
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dredged material from navigation projects for beach nourishment purposes, review their
position or lack of one. The need for beach nourishment in many cases can be met
with the end-product of many navigation projects, saving in time spent on finding a sand
source for nourishment and disposal costs for navigation. Beneficial use may not be
ideal for every nourishment scenario, but it is an option worth investigating for meeting
long-term needs.

Alternative options to beach nourishment for addressing coastal erosion problems such
as land use controls, construction setback lines, and retreat policies all need to be
considered in long-term planning strategies. This is particularly true in cases where a
rapidly eroding shoreline is sparsely developed and where the long-term cost of
maintaining a nourished beach is extremely high. OCRM recognizes that the coastal
erosion problem cannot feasibly be solved by using alternative policy options alone. In
some cases, beach nourishment may be the only method that will protect critical
infrastructure and coastal communities.

State planning efforts to address coastal erosion problems will be effective only if they
define their long-term goals, carefully consider the costs and benefits of all
aforementioned options, and constantly seek-out new solutions. It is with all of these
planning elements in mind that the Nation’s coastal states, territories, and
commonwealths will be able to address this critical coastal zone management task.
Therefore, it is recommended that all states review the adequacy of their beach
management, nourishment policies and funding programs during the next update of
their section 309 enhancement grant strategies.
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Survey Instrument Used to Collect
Beach Nourishment Program Information

[STATE]
BEACH RENOURISHMENT PROGRAM SURVEY

1.0 State Renourishment Policy
1.1 Yes/No/Developing
1.2 Policy Citation and Description

2.0 Related Policies

2.1 Near Shore Sand Mining Regulations

2.2 Dredge and Fill Regulations

2.3 Sand Scraping/Dune Reshaping Regulations
2.4 Dune Creation/Restoration Regulations

2.5 Public Access Regulations

3.0 Beach Renourishment Funding Program
3.1 Yes/No/Developing

3.2 Amount of State Funding

3.3 Cost Share Requirements

3.4 Summary of Projects Funded (1995-98)

4.0 Recent State Documents on Renourishment
4.1 Title
Abstract

4.2 Title
Abstract

5.0 Important Issues Regarding Renourishment

5.1 [Issue]

5.2 [Issue]
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ALABAMA
BEACH NOURISHMENT PROGRAM

1.0 State Nourishment Policy

1.1 Alabama has a coastal management program encouragement policy for beach
nourishment.

1.2 Policy Citation and Description

Alabama Coastal Area Management Plan, January 1999. Section 4, Erosion Policy
Statement. This policy encourages: the beneficial use of sand and sediment for beach
nourishment purposes when dredging for ports, harbors, and waterways; the
development of a comprehensive shoreline management plan to reduce and manage
erosion; the use of beach sand bypass systems in dredged areas where hardened
shoreline stabilization structures exist; and, to develop strategies and plans that work
within the littoral system and that meet coastal infrastructure needs.

Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM) Rules and Regulations -
Division 8 Coastal Area Management Program. Ala. Admin. Code r. 335-8-1-.09. This
requires that all federally permitted/licensed beach nourishment projects are consistent
with the policies of the Alabama Coastal Area Management Plan.

2.0 Related Policies

2.1 Near Shore Sand Mining Regulations

Alabama Coastal Area Management Plan, January 1999. Section 4, Mining and
Mineral Resource Extraction Policy Statement. This policy encourages mining
operations, and directly related development, engaged in the extraction and/or
processing of construction sand, industrial sand, gravel, and other minerals to avoid
hydrologically sensitive areas, including oyster reefs, submerged grassbeds and other
productive shallow water areas, with the exception of those activities related to beach
nourishment and shoreline stabilization.

ADEM Rules and Regulations - Division 8 Coastal Area Management Program. Ala.
Admin. Code r. 335-8-2-.08. No person shall remove primary dune or beach sands
and/or vegetation or otherwise alter the primary dune system, construct any new
structure, or make any substantial improvement to any existing structure, on, beneath
or above the surface of any land located between mean high tide and the construction
control line. The mining of sand from the area between the construction control line
and mean high tide is prohibited under these program rules.

2.2 Dredge and Fill Regulations

ADEM Rules and Regulations - Division 8 Coastal Area Management Program. Ala.
Admin. Code r. 335-8-2-.02. This regulation prohibits dredging and filling activities in
close proximity to existing natural oyster beds and existing submerged grass beds. In
order for an activity to be permitted or certified it must meet water quality standards and
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the dredging and/or filling of adjacent and non-adjacent wetlands must meet stringent
regulations.

2.3 Sand Scraping/Dune Reshaping Regulations

ADEM Rules and Regulations - Division 8 Coastal Area Management Program. Ala.
Admin. Code r. 335-8-2-.08. No person shall remove primary dune or beach sands
and/or vegetation or otherwise alter the primary dune system, construct any new
structure, or make any substantial improvement to any existing structure, on, beneath
or above the surface of any land located between mean high tide and the construction
control line. As such, sand scraping and dune reshaping is prohibited under these
program rules.

2.4 Dune Creation/Restoration Regulations

ADEM Rules and Regulations - Division 8 Coastal Area Management Program. Ala.
Admin. Code r. 335-8-2-.08. No person shall remove primary dune or beach sands
and/or vegetation or otherwise alter the primary dune system, construct any new
structure, or make any substantial improvement to any existing structure, on, beneath
or above the surface of any land located between mean high tide and the construction
control line. However, properly designed beach and dune nourishment projects which
add appropriate beach quality sand materials to the beach and dune system seaward of
the construction control line are considered to be beneficial to the overall health of the
system. Dune enhancement projects which utilize clean beach quality sand from
upland sources normally require, and are regularly granted, written authorization from
the ADEM Coastal Programs. This authorization is conditioned to minimize vehicular
access and also to ensure that damage to vegetation is repaired and sand fencing is
placed to help stabilize the dunes.

Alabama Coastal Area Management Plan, January 1999. Section 3, Beach and Dune
System Policy Statement. Dune creation and expansion and removal of fixed
structures that contribute to shoreline erosion is encouraged. The maintenance of the
natural attributes of beach and dune systems in the Alabama coastal areas and
assurance of adequate public access is encouraged.

2.5 Public Access Regulations

Alabama Coastal Area Management Plan, January 1999. Section 3, Shoreline
Resources Policy Statement. It is the policy of the Management Program to encourage
increased shoreline public access to the coastal waters for commercial and recreational
users. Section 3, Beach and Dune Systems Policy Statement. It is the policy of the
Management Program to preserve and enhance the public access to those beaches
that are important for shoreline stability, recreational potential, and tourism.

3.0 Beach Nourishment Funding Program

3.1 No, there is no state nourishment funding program, but the Army Corps of
Engineers is encouraged to place sand on downdrift side when dredging inlets at
Perdito Pass and Dauphin Island at Government Cut.
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3.2 Amount of State Funding
Unknown

3.3 Cost Share Requirements
Unknown

3.4 Summary of Projects Funded (1995-98)

1) Dauphin Island

1996, beach nourished as a federal navigation project.
Cost: $55,000 - Federally funded

*Source: Duke University Program for the Study of Developed Shorelines Explanation
of the funding category: this does not mean that all the funds used for a particular
project were obtained exclusively from that source, but that the source listed was the
primary source. For example, most federally funded projects are given authorization by
Congress but local governments may still pay for 25% of the cost.

4.0 Recent State Documents on Nourishment

4.1 No information available.

5.0 Important Issues Regarding Nourishment

5.1 No information available.
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ALASKA
BEACH NOURISHMENT PROGRAM

1.0 State Nourishment Policy

1.1 The state does not have a beach nourishment policy. Man-induced erosion has yet
to become a major problem because of the small percentage of inhabited coastline. In
areas already developed, structural solutions to erosion may be most appropriate for
economic and social reasons since these areas may not be able to accommodate the
non-structural solutions which would otherwise be preferred. In areas where
development is imminent or anticipated, either structural or non-structural solutions may
be applied depending on circumstances and conditions (Alaska Coastal Management
Program, Shoreline Erosion Planning Process).

1.2 Policy Citation and Description
Not applicable.

2.0 Related Policies

2.1 Near Shore Sand Mining Regulations

Standards of the Alaska Coastal Management Program. Alaska Admin. Code tit. 6,
§80.110(b) Mines and Mineral Processing. Allows sand and gravel extraction from
coastal waters, intertidal areas, barrier islands and spits only where no feasible and
prudent alternative exists to meet the public need for the sand or gravel.

2.2 Dredge and Fill Regulations

Standards of the Alaska Coastal Management Program. Alaska Admin. Code tit. 6,
§80.040(2) Coastal Development. The discharge of dredged or fill material into coastal
waters must, at minimum, comply with the standards contained in Parts 320-323, Title
33, Code of Federal Regulations.

2.3 Sand Scraping/Dune Reshaping Regulations
Not applicable.

2.4 Dune Creation Restoration Regulations
Not applicable.

2.5 Public Access Regulations

Standards of the Alaska Coastal Management Program. Alaska Admin. Code tit. 6,
880.060(b) Recreation. Districts and state agencies shall give high priority to
maintaining and where appropriate, increasing public access to coastal water.

3.0 Beach Nourishment Funding Program

3.1 There is no state funding program for beach nourishment.
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3.2 Amount of State Funding
Not applicable.

3.3 Cost Share Requirements
Not applicable.

3.4 Summary of Projects Funded (1995-98)
Not applicable.

4.0 Recent State Documents on Nourishment

4.1 No information available.

5.0 Important Issues Regarding Nourishment

5.1 No information available.

* Please Note: The Alaska Coastal Management Program did not provide OCRM with
comments on this beach nourishment survey.
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AMERICAN SAMOA
BEACH NOURISHMENT PROGRAM

1.0 State Nourishment Policy

1.1 The state does not have a policy regarding beach nourishment.

1.2 Policy Citation and Description
Not applicable.

2.0 Related Policies

2.1 Near Shore Sand Mining Regulations

Am. Samoa Code Ann. 818.0205. Provides that all land from the highwater line
seaward is included within the park system and shall be administered by the Director of
Parks and Recreation.

Am. Samoa Code Ann. 818.0208. Provides that no one may remove an attraction on
park property and that violation of the rule is a class B misdemeanor with fines up to
$500 and/or 6 months imprisonment.

Am. Samoa Code Ann. 815.0302. Promulgated by Director of Parks and Recreation,
prohibits removal of sand and gravel. Department of Public Safety is authorized to
enforce statute by investigating alleged offenses and referring them to the Attorney
General’s Office.

2.2 Dredge and Fill Regulations

Am. Samoa Admin. Code §26.0220 F.1.b. Coastal Management Program
Administrative Rules. Activities regulated in wetlands by a land use permit include:
placing fill; filling, dumping, or depositing of any soil, stones, sand, gravel, mud,
aggregate of any kind or garbage either directly indirectly, on any coastal wetlands; and
the dredging, excavating or removal of soil, mud, gravel, flora fauna or aggregate of any
kind from any coastal wetlands.

2.3 Sand Scraping/Dune Reshaping Regulations
Not applicable.

2.4 Dune Creation/Restoration Regulations
Not applicable.

2.5 Public Access Regulations

Am. Samoa Admin. Code. §226.0220 G. Coastal Management Program Administrative
Rules. This regulation states that: (1) recreation opportunities and shorefront public
access shall be improved and increased for the public; (2) public access shall be
maintained, improved and increased in accordance with the Department of Parks and
Recreation Act, including physical access where feasible shall be provided to shorefront
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areas suitable for recreation and visual access to the ocean shall be maintained where

feasible; and, (3) public land shall be managed to maintain physical and visual public
access.

3.0 Beach Nourishment Funding Program

3.1 There is no state funding program for beach nourishment.

3.2 Amount of State Funding
Not applicable.

3.3 Cost Share Requirements
Not applicable.

3.4 Summary of Projects Funded (1995-98)
There is one man-made beach at the Rainmaker Hotel in Pago Pago Harbor. (Private)

4.0 Recent State Documents on Nourishment

4.1 The American Samoa Coastal Management Program funded a report completed by
Oceanit Laboratories in 1996 which investigated and made recommendations on
shoreline erosion mitigation at Utulci Beach, a public beach in the Pago Pago Harbor
area. On of the recommendations for this area was beach nourishment.

5.0 Important Issues Regarding Nourishment

5.1 On-Shore Sand Mining

The taking of beach sand for personal use is a large problem. Sand mining is an on-
going practice which is culturally acceptable, in some areas this activity has caused
serious erosion problems. Compliance and enforcement problems are being
addressed with revisions of the Administrative Rules and enforcement and monitoring
manual.
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CALIFORNIA
BEACH NOURISHMENT PROGRAM

1.0 State Nourishment Policy

1.1 The state has beach nourishment policies.

1.2 Policy Citation and Description

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, §13000-14000. California Coastal Commission (CCC)
Regulations. Statewide CCC permit program for any development within the coastal
zone. Development broadly defined as the . . . discharge or disposal of any dredged
material; grading, removing, dredging, mining or extraction of any materials; change of
density or intensity of use of land . . . The CCC favors beach nourishment to reduce
shoreline recession rates, due to adverse impacts associated with large coastal
protective structures.

Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30233(b). California Coastal Act. Dredge spoils suitable for
beach nourishment should be transported for such purposes to appropriate beaches or
into suitable longshore current systems.

California Resources Agency'’s Policy for Shoreline Erosion Protection. This policy is
not a statewide policy, it is only applicable for those agencies that are part of the
Resources Agency. Shoreline erosion protection projects should use non-structural
solutions such as beach nourishment as the recommended alternative, or as part of the
recommended alternative, unless it is not feasible. Beach nourishment is encouraged
to protect against erosion when: (a) it does not conflict with significant living marine
resources; (b) it will not result in adverse effects elsewhere on the coast; and (c)
measures are included in the project to maintain the affected beaches in a nourished
state.

Cal. Gov't Code 866632. San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission (BCDC). This statute gives the BCDC authority to review and issue
permits for projects that will place fill, extract materials, or make any substantial change
in use of any water, land, or structure, within the area of the Commission’s jurisdiction.

2.0 Related Policies

2.1 Near Shore Sand Mining Regulations

Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30233 (a)(6). California Coastal Act. Permits mineral extraction,
including sand for restoring beaches, except in environmentally sensitive areas,
providing there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative.

2.2 Dredge and Fill Regulations

Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30233 (a), (b). California Coastal Act. Dredging is permitted
where there is no less environmentally damaging alternative and where mitigation
measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects. Dredge
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spoils suitable for beach replenishment should be transported for such purposes to
appropriate beaches or into suitable longshore current systems.

California Resources Agency’s Policy for Shoreline Erosion Protection. This policy is
not a statewide policy, it is only applicable for those agencies that are part of the
Resources Agency. All dredged or excavation material removed within the coastal zone
or nearshore waters, which is suitable in quantity, size, distribution and chemical
constituency, is to be discharged (a) directly onto a natural beach in an appropriate
manner for effective beach nourishment and in a manner to protect significant natural
resources and the public use of such resources at those locations; or (b) when beach
nourishment is not needed or appropriate at the time of dredging, the sand should be
deposited at locations for eventual use for beach nourishment, provided that suitable
locations are available and steps are taken to protect both significant natural resources
and the public use of such resources at those locations.

Cal. Gov't Code 866650. San Francisco Bay Plan, Part IV Development of the Bay and
Shoreline - Dredging 1-11. These are the BCDC'’s enforceable policies for permitting of
dredging activities within the San Francisco Bay area.

2.3 Sand Scraping/Dune Reshaping Regulations
Yes, under land form alteration and habitat protection policies.

2.4 Dune Creation/Restoration Regulations
Yes, under land form alteration and habitat protection policies.

2.5 Public Access Regulations

Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30211. California Coastal Act. Development shall not interfere
with the public's right of access to the sea where acquired through use or legislative
authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal
beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation.

California Resources Agency'’s Policy for Shoreline Erosion Protection. This policy is
not a statewide policy, it is only applicable for those agencies that are part of the
Resources Agency. Public access is provided to the shoreline areas where the erosion
protection project is to be carried out unless the area is unsafe.

3.0 Beach Nourishment Funding Program

3.1 There is no state funding program for beach nourishment. However, the State of
California does fund beach nourishment projects on a case-by-case basis. Very few
beach nourishment projects actually receive state funds, and the legislative procedure
can take up to 18 months.

Cal. Harb. & Nav. Code 865-67.4 Department of Boating and Waterways (DBW).
Administers "Shoreline Erosion Funds" which provides funds to state agencies and
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local governments for construction of shoreline protective devices and beach
nourishment on public beaches and park lands.

Cal. Harb. & Nav. Code 865-67.4 Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR): Coastal
Erosion Protection. a) Beach Nourishment Projects: Replenish, restore or renourish
beachfronts. b) Shoreline Stabilization: DPR adopted the Coastal Erosion Policy to
discourage armoring in state beachfront parks, avoid construction of new permanent
facilities in areas subject to coastal erosion and to promote use of expendable or
movable facilities in areas subject to erosion.

California Coastal Commission - Beach Sand Mitigation Fund. Permit conditions
attached to the requests for shoreline armoring which require fees to go into a regional
fund to pay for placement of sand on the beach within the same littoral cell area through
offshore dredging or sand transport from inland sources. The program has limited funds
that are for use as mitigation in the cell or sub-cell where the impacts occurred.

3.2 Amount of State Funding
Varies from year to year depending on the number of projects approved by the State
legislature. Very few beach nourishment projects receive state funds.

3.3 Cost Share Requirements
CA Department of Boating and Waterways: Shoreline Erosion Funds - State 75%,
Local 25%.

Department of Parks and Recreation: Coastal Erosion Protection. Joint Federal, State,
and Local.

California Coastal Commission: Beach Sand Mitigation Program. There is no cost
sharing component to this program. These funds must be used for an actual
nourishment project, not for planning or design. They can be used for the local cost-
share portion of a federal or state project.

3.4 Summary of Projects Funded (1995-98)

Surfside Beach / Sunset Beach Project, 1995-1996. This project was cost shared with
the Army Corps of Engineers, the state provided 2.685 million dollars towards the
project.

Seal Beach Project, 1999. State funds - 960,000 dollars.

San Diego Regional Beach Sand Project, 1999-2000. This project will nourish 13 San
Diego County Beaches with 13 million cubic yards of sand from 7 offshore borrow sites.
Total cost is expected to be $14 million. This project was developed from the 1997 San
Diego County and Homeporting Project (originally appropriated 4.7 million dollars),
which was intended to be the primary sand source.

3.5 Other Public Agency Funding Sources
Local Governments: Recreational beach use.
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State Organizations: (California Department of Transportation). Coastal development
mitigation.

Federal Organizations: (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers). Commercial boating, coastal
development protection and coastal development mitigation

Non-Profit Organizations: (Re-SAN DIEGO). Recreational beach use.

4.0 Recent State Documents on Nourishment

4.1 Title Preliminary Findings and Recommendations for the Santa Monica
Mountains/Malibu Regional Cumulative Assessment Project (ReCAP) November 1998

Abstract

Chapter 5: Shoreline Armoring. Beach Nourishment Opportunities. As much of the
ReCAP project area is already developed and armored, beach nourishment may
provide the best long-term solution to protecting beaches. Preliminary
Recommendation: LCP Planning for the City of Malibu and Los Angeles County should
include policies to establish periodic nourishment of key beaches vulnerable to wave
damage.

4.2 Title California’'s Ocean Resources: An Agenda for the Future

Abstract

Chapter 5C: Shoreline Erosion. The physical configuration of the California shoreline is
dynamic and constantly changing due to coastal erosion. The rate of this erosion is
determined by natural events, such as rough seas, high tides, nearshore currents,
rainfall and runoff, landslides, and earthquakes, as well as human developments that
restrict the sources of sand for beaches. Historically, most beaches in California were
relatively narrow, but varied depending on the factors influencing erosion. In the last 20
years, the State has suffered major public and private property losses from severe
erosion in such coastal areas as Marin, Santa Cruz, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara,
Los Angeles, Orange and San Diego counties. The challenges for the State of
California are to better understand its eroding coastline and to improve its assessment
of how natural and economic resources can be protected.

4.3 Title SANDAG Shoreline Preservation Strategy.

Abstract

Proposes an extensive beach building and maintenance program for the critical
shoreline erosion problems in the region as well as a number of actions to support this
program. The Strategy contains a comprehensive set of recommendations on the
beach building program, and on financing and implementation.
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4.4 Title The Economic Value of California’s Beaches. By: Drs. Philip King and
Michael Potepan.

Abstract

This study found that: (a) the state’s beaches contribute over $27 billion to the state’s
economy; (b) residents and tourists made over 575 million visits to California beaches
in 1995; (c) beach-related spending supports more than 500,000 jobs, over 3.5% of
state employment; and (d) Californians value their beaches at $17.5 billion in 1997
dollars.

5.0 Important Issues Regarding Nourishment

5.1 San Diego County Beaches and Nourishment Efforts

The U.S. Navy was dredging in San Diego Bay to create a deepwater berth for a
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier. This became known as the U.S. Navy’'s Homeporting
Project. In response to pleas from coastal communities, the Navy had agreed to place 7
million yards. of dredged sand on north county beaches rather than disposing of it five
miles off Point Loma. Homeport was viewed as the “chance of a lifetime” for the
denuded beaches still recovering from the 1982-83 EIl Nino storms. The project was to
cost $14.33 million.

Unfortunately, sediment samples from the area to be dredged did not reveal that the
sediments contained munitions. Once the dredging began and the munitions were
discovered, efforts to screen the sand before using it to nourish the beach failed, and
munitions still made their way onto the beach. As a result, the dredged material had to
be disposed of at an EPA approved offshore disposal area.

5.2 Los Angeles Basin Contaminated Sediments and Disposal

Los Angeles County's coastline includes two of the nation's largest commercial ports
and several major marina complexes and small-vessel harbors. Maintenance of
authorized depths in existing channels and berthing areas and expansion and
modernization of ports, harbors, and marinas, requires periodic dredging in virtually all
of these facilities. Some of the sediments dredged from these harbors contain elevated
levels of heavy metals, pesticides, and other contaminants. In most cases, the
concentrations of these contaminants do not approach hazardous levels. However, the
sediments contain enough contaminants that they are not suitable for unconfined ocean
disposal.

Additionally, the State's Bay Protection and Toxic Cleanup Program has identified bays
and estuaries containing areas with contaminated sediments. Remediation of these
sites may require dredging and disposal of this material. Disposal of any contaminated
dredged materials requires special management, such as placement in a confined
aquatic disposal site, capping, or disposal in an upland site. Additionally, some ports
and harbors have considered other management techniques, such as treatment and
beneficial re-use.
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Recently, the ports and harbors have delayed or canceled several dredging projects
because of contaminated sediment issues. The regulatory agencies evaluated
disposal options for these projects on a case-by-case basis without the benefit of a
regional perspective on management alternatives, cumulative impacts, and long-term
solutions to prevent re-contamination of sediment. This approach has lead to public
concern over the ecological and human health implications of contaminated dredged
material disposal. To resolve these issues, the regulatory and resource agencies, ports
and harbors, environmental groups, and other interested parties agreed to establish a
task force. The mission of this Contaminated Sediment Task Force is to prepare a
Contaminated Sediment Long-Term Management Strategy for the Los Angeles region.

5.3 California Beach Nourishment Programs

Many programs have been established in California with regards to beach nourishment.
This illustrates the growing interest in the state regarding beach nourishment as an
erosion management strategy. Several programs that should be mentioned include:

1) Opportunistic Sand Program. Carlsbad (San Diego County) started this program in
order to provide a quick permit response for placing terrestrial and aquatic sources of
sandy material at specified feeder beaches as source material for the littoral cell. The
program details quantities, qualities, testing requirements, placement restrictions, etc.
for this sediment.

2) California Coastal Coalition (CalCoast). An organization of coastal cities formed to
bring coastal issues to the attention of the sate legislature.

3) Los Angeles County. Los Angeles County, Division of Beaches and Harbors has
started a beach nourishment task force.

4) BEACON. BEACON is a beach nourishment group for Santa Barbara and Ventura
Counties that has been active for many years.

5) Shoreline Erosion Committee of the San Diego Association of Governments
(SANDAG). This organization formed to study shoreline issues, and to develop and
implement solutions to regional erosion problems. The guiding principles for local
decisions on replenishment are: a commitment to a unified approach; address local
needs and maximize positive regional impact; and, encourage cooperation and
coordination and complete a regional sand program by spring 2000. Right now,
SANDAG has a commitment from the Navy for 14 million to undertake a regional sand
program to replace the program the Navy terminated. They are supporting a detailed
environmental review effort and hope to use offshore sources of sand for a spring 2000
regional beach nourishment effort.

6) Orange County Beach Task Force.
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CONNECTICUT
BEACH NOURISHMENT PROGRAM

1.0 State Nourishment Policy

1.1 The state has some policies regarding beach nourishment.

1.2 Policy Citation and Description

Conn. Gen. Stat 822a-90 to 22a-112. Connecticut Coastal Management Act (CCMA).
Conn. Gen. Stat 822a-92(b)(2)(F). Coastal Hazard Areas: Development to minimize
hazards to life and property and promote nonstructural solutions to flood and erosion
except where structural alternatives are necessary to protect existing inhabited
structures, infrastructure and water-dependent uses.

Conn. Gen. Stat §22a-92(b)(2)(J). Coastal Hazard Areas: Maintain natural relationship
between eroding and depositional coastal landforms; minimize adverse impacts of
erosion and sedimentation on coastal land uses through nonstructural mitigation;
structural solutions are permissible when necessary and unavoidable for protection of
infrastructure, water-dependent uses, existing inhabited structures, and where not
feasible, less environmentally damaging alternative and where all reasonable mitigation
measures and techniques minimize adverse environmental impacts.

Conn. Gen. Stat §22a-92(c)(1)(B). Tidal Wetlands: Disallows any filling of tidal
wetlands and nearshore, offshore and intertidal waters for the purposes of creating new
lands from existing wetlands or coastal waters unless adverse impacts on coastal
resources are minimal.

2.0 Related Policies

2.1 Near Shore Sand Mining Regulations
Not applicable.

2.2 Dredge and Fill Regulations

Conn. Gen. Stat 822a-92 (b)(1)(D), 22a-92(c)(1)(D), 22a-359(a) as referenced by 22a-
92(a)(2). CCMA. Coastal Structures and Filling: requires that all structures in tidal
wetlands and coastal waters are designed, constructed and maintained to minimize
adverse impacts on coastal resources, circulation and sediment patterns, flooding and
erosion, and to reduce to the maximum extent practicable the use of fill; filling of tidal
wetlands and nearshore for the purpose of creating new land is disallowed; and, the
commissioner of environmental protection shall regulate dredging and the placement of
fill.

Conn. Gen. Stat §22a-359 to 22a-363f. Structures, Dredging and Filling: regulates
dredging and erection of structures and the placement of fill in the tidal and coastal
waters to prevent or alleviate shore erosion, preserve wildlife habitat, development of
adjoining uplands, etc. Requires state permit for placement of structures, fill or
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dredging below High Tide Line (HTL) consistent with CCMA policies. Incorporates
regulation of commercial excavation of in-water sand and gravel, which requires
$2.00/cubic yard royalty payment. Activities that may be consistent include:

a) Filling along beach/dune for beach nourishment depending on quality of sand,
minimizing water quality impacts, fill beach slope to maintain same natural beach slope,
and limit destruction to dune vegetation/shore bird nesting/breeding habitat;

b) Disposal of appropriate dredged material for beach nourishment or dune
management.

Conn. Gen. Stat §22a-92 (c)(1)(C), 22a-92(c)(1)(D), 22a-92(c)(1)(E), 22a-383 as
referenced by 22a-92(a)(2). All of these citations are part of Connecticut’'s Coastal
Management Program Policies on Dredging and Navigation.

2.3 Sand Scraping/Dune Reshaping Regulations
Yes, but only as part of beach/dune nourishment/filling.

2.4 Dune Creation/Restoration Regulations
Conn. Gen. Stat 822a-92(b)(2)(C). Beaches and Dunes: Encourage the restoration and
enhancement of disturbed or modified beach systems.

2.5 Public Access Regulations

Connecticut Coastal Management Program. Part IV. Coastal Policies and Use
Guidelines. Coastal Recreation and Access. Public access is encouraged and
required as a condition in permitting new beach stabilization structures.

3.0 Beach Nourishment Funding Program

3.1 There is state funding for beach nourishment. Conn. Gen. Stat §25-69 to 25-95.
State Assistance. Flood and Erosion Control Program.

3.2 Amount of State Funding
Flood and Erosion Control Program funds $1.5 million annually in projects, but not
much beach nourishment.

3.3 Cost Share Requirements
Beach nourishment is mostly an Army Corps of Engineers activity, but the state does
provide some matching funds.

Conn. Gen. Stat 825-71. The state is authorized to pay for the total cost of flood and
erosion control projects benefiting state property, 66% of the cost of such projects
benefiting municipal property and 33% of the cost of such projects benefiting private

property.
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3.4 Summary of Projects Funded (1995-98)

Savin Rock Beach - West Haven Beach Nourishment/Revegetation/Rock Armoring
Project, state funded project. Restored sand to .25 mi of Savin Rock Beach using
71,500 cubic yards of sand, 700 tons of armoring stones. Cost: $2.29 million (State 2/3
+ Local 1/3); cost of dune revegetation was $55,000

*Source: Tina Bernd-Cohen

4.0 Recent State Documents on Nourishment

4.1 No information available.

5.0 Important Issues Regarding Nourishment

5.1 No information available.
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DELAWARE
BEACH NOURISHMENT PROGRAM

1.0 State Nourishment Policy

1.1 The state has some policies regarding beach nourishment.

1.2 Policy Citation and Description

Regulations Governing Beach Protection and Use of Beaches. Part 4. Activities
Requiring a Permit or Letter of Approval from the Division. 4.03: Construction of Beach
Erosion Control/Shore Protection Structures/Facilities Seaward of the Building Line. A
permit is required for beach nourishment projects. 4.07: Mitigating Measures. Allows
beach nourishment to be used as a form of mitigation.

Division of Soil and Water Conservation: Shoreline and Waterway Management
Section. Responsible for beach preservation projects, such as major beach
Nourishment along oceanfront communities. Key programs include:

1) Dune Maintenance Program - conducts dune construction and maintenance on all
public beach lands including repairing coastal storm damage to dunes, planting dune
grass, erecting dune fence, and constructing and maintaining pedestrian and vehicular
dune crossings; and, 2) Technical Engineering Program - monitors the condition of the
state’s beaches through surveys designed to measure actual sand losses. This work
element has supplied critical data needed to determine beach nourishment needs and
has been a basis for federal assistance for sand replacement in declared disasters in
Delaware.

The Division also coordinates with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on all federal
shoreline protection studies and projects and oversees the operation of the Sand
Bypass Facility at Indian River Inlet. The facility is designed to maintain the coastline on
the north side of the inlet and protect the coastal highway and bridge approach at that
location. It operates by excavating (dredging) sand accumulated on the beach south of
the inlet jetty and pumping it to the north side beach to replace that which is lost
annually due to normal erosion processes and storm occurrences.

2.0 Related Policies

2.1 Near Shore sand Mining Regulations
Del. Code Ann. tit. 23, 81707. Establishes guidelines for sand removal; with the
exception of gravel.

Del. Code Ann. tit. 7, 86805. A permit is required to alter, dig, mine, move, remove or
deposit any substantial amount of beach or other materials, or remove a significant
amount of vegetation on any beach seaward of the Building Line which may affect
enhancement, preservation or protection of beaches.

B-17



BEACH NOURISHMENT REPORT
APPENDIX B

2.2 Dredge and Fill Regulations

Del. Code Ann. tit. 23, 81706. No sand shall be dug, mined, removed or carried away
from any public or private beach extending from mean high watermark to the Ocean
Highway between Rehoboth and the Maryland state line.

2.3 Sand Scraping/Dune Reshaping

Del. Code Ann. tit. 7, 86803. Allows construction, reconstruction and maintenance of
dunes when necessary in order to prevent and repair damages from erosion of public
beaches.

2.4 Dune Creation/Restoration

Del. Code Ann. tit. 7, 86803. Allows construction, reconstruction and maintenance of
dunes when necessary in order to prevent and repair damages from erosion of public
beaches.

2.5 Public Access Regulations

Del. Code Ann. tit. 7, 84701(c). Publicly owned beaches and shorelines shall be
managed and maintained to assure adequate and continued public access to these
areas within the carrying capacity of the resource.

3.0 Beach Nourishment Funding Program

3.1 There is state funding program for beach nourishment. Del. Code Ann. tit. 7, 86808
establishes the Beach Preservation Fund.

3.2 Amount of State Funding
By law, the balance of the Fund must be at least $1 million at the beginning of the fiscal
year.

3.3 Cost Share Requirements

The state provides through bond bills (for construction activities) and general bonds
(hotel and accommodation tax). Local: individual towns may pay a portion of the cost
and may also be reimbursed by the state for the contribution.

3.4 Summary of Projects Funded (1995-98)

Rehoboth Beach/Dewey Beach/Bethany/South Bethany/Fenwick Island Nourishment
Project 1998 - Storm and Erosion - 20,033 ft. public beach + 4,478 ft. private beach
nourished. Cost: $5.492,236 (15.8% Federal; 81.3%State; 2.9% Local) - an additional
$1,141,109 was spent by private interests for nourishment of their own property.

4.0 Recent State Documents on Nourishment

4.1 Title Delaware’s Environment: Protecting Our Valuable Lands.

Abstract

The section entitled “Delaware’s Goal: Protecting Coastal Areas” addresses the
guestion: What is Delaware doing to protect its coastal areas? Delaware is conducting
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beach nourishment projects which replenish sand to eroding beaches and is working
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to develop and implement long-term solutions to
the state's most critical erosion problems. The state also regulates coastal construction
to protect dunes and maintains dunes and beaches using volunteers to assist in
planting beach grass to capture drifting sand and build up dunes. A study is being
conducted on coastal vulnerability and construction standards. DNREC administers the
Coastal Zone Act and is in the process of developing regulations to assist the
department in those responsibilities. The Act prohibits any new heavy industry in the
Coastal Zone and regulates manufacturing and bulk product transfers. By participating
in the federal Coastal Zone Management Program, the State has been able to develop
a more coordinated and comprehensive system for managing its coastal resources.

4.2 Title Erosion Control: Non-structural Alternatives. A Shorefront Property Owner’s
Guide

Abstract

This publication is designed to help waterfront property owners evaluate their specific
situation and select the erosion response which can best protect property and benefit
the environment. The most commonly used techniques for erosion control have been
the installation of physical structures such as bulkheads or rip-rap.

5.0 Important Issues Regarding Nourishment

5.1 Essential Fish Habitat Program

Delaware is concerned that the Essential Fish Habitat program might conflict with their
Coastal Management Program's policy of beach nourishment. They have developed a
demonstration project that the state is contributing $50,000 towards.
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FLORIDA
BEACH NOURISHMENT PROGRAM

1.0 State Nourishment Policy

1.1 The state has some policies regarding beach nourishment.

1.2 Policy Citation and Description

Fla. Stat. ch. 161.041. Permits required. A coastal construction permit is required for
any physical activity undertaken specifically for shore protection purposes or artificial
nourishments.

Fla. Stat. ch. 161.082. Review of innovative technologies for beach nourishment. The
department is directed to periodically review innovative technologies for beach
nourishment and, on a limited basis authorize, through the permitting process,
experimental projects that are alternatives to traditional dredge and fill projects to
determine the most effective and less costly techniques for beach Nourishment.

Fla. Stat. ch. 161.088. Declaration of public policy respecting beach erosion control
and beach restoration and nourishment projects.

Fla. Stat. ch. 161.101. State and local participation in authorized projects and studies
relating to beach management and erosion control.

Fla. Stat. ch. 161.091. Beach management; funding; repair; and maintenance strategy.
Ecosystem Management and Restoration Trust Fund is used to carry out the proper
state responsibilities in a long-range statewide beach management plan for erosion
control; beach preservation, restoration, and nourishment; and storm and hurricane
protection. The department strategy includes: (a) Maximizing the infusion of
beach-quality sand into the system; (b) Extending the life of beach nourishment
projects and reducing the frequency of Nourishment; and, (c) Promoting inlet sand
bypassing to replicate the natural flow of sand interrupted by inlets and ports.

Fla. Stat. ch. 161.141. Property rights of state and private upland owners in beach
restoration project areas. If an authorized beach restoration, beach nourishment, and
erosion control project cannot reasonably be accomplished without the taking of private
property, the taking must be made by the requesting authority by eminent domain
proceedings.

Fla. Stat. ch. 161.142. Declaration of public policy relating to improved navigation
inlets. While there is a need for maintaining navigation inlets, inlets alter the natural drift
of beach-quality sand resources, which often results in these sand resources being
deposited around shallow outer-bar areas instead of providing natural nourishment to
the downdrift beaches. Therefore: (a) All construction and maintenance dredging of
beach-quality sand should be placed on the downdrift beaches; or, if placed elsewhere,
an equivalent quality and quantity of sand from an alternate l