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US COAST GUARD 
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

FOR
RECAPITALIZATION PROJECT USCG STATION MANASQUAN INLET 

OCEAN COUNTY, NEW JERSEY 

The US Coast Guard (USCG) is proposing to recapitalize facilities at USCG Station Manasquan Inlet, 
Ocean County, New Jersey, to include constructing a new Multi-Mission Building (MMB) that 
combines operations of the existing Station Building and Boathouse and includes duty section berthing 
space, as well as reconstructing portions of the waterfront.  In accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations 
implementing NEPA, and Department of Homeland Security Management Directive 023-01 and USCG 
Commandant Instruction M16475.1D, the USCG prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the 
proposed action. The EA evaluated the Proposed Action and No Action (status quo) alternatives; no 
other feasible alternatives that met the purpose and need were identified. 

No significant adverse impacts were identified for the Proposed Action Alternative the EA analysis. 
Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (36 CFR Part 800), the USCG 
consulted with the New Jersey State Historic Preservation Officer and negotiated a memorandum of 
agreement that provides stipulations to avoid and/or mitigate adverse effects on historic properties at the 
station. Permits and approvals would be required for Proposed Action, which would be secured by the 
Design-Build Contractor, in accordance with contract specifications, and may be subject to additional 
conditions for the protection of the environment.  

This action has been thoroughly reviewed by the USCG and it has been determined, by the undersigned, 
that this project will have no significant effect on the human environment.  This Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) is based on the attached USCG-prepared EA which has been determined to 
adequately and accurately discuss the environmental issues and impacts of the proposed action and 
provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining that an Environmental Impact Statement is not 
required.

Date JOHN R. POLAND Chief
Environmental Reviewer USCG SILC Environmental Management 

Division

I have considered the information contained in the EA, which is the basis for this FONSI. Based on the 
information in the EA and this FONSI document, I agree that the proposed action as described above, 
and in the EA, will have no significant impact on the environment. 

Date JOHN A. HEALY, P.E. Commanding Officer 
Captain, USCG
Responsible Official 

USCG Facilities Design and Construction Center
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.R.1049774717

Digitally signed by 
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US COAST GUARD
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

FOR
RECAPITALIZATION PROJECT USCG STATION ATLANTIC CITY

ATLANTIC COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

This U.S. Coast Guard Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared in accordance with 
Commandant's Manual Instruction M16475.1D and is in compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-190) and the Council of Environmental Quality Regulations dated 28 
November 1978 (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). 

This EA serves as a concise public document to briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for 
determining the need to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement or a Finding of No Significant 
Impact. 

This EA concisely describes the proposed action, the need for the proposal, the alternatives, and the 
environmental impacts of the proposal and alternatives.  This EA also contains a comparative analysis of 
the action and alternatives, a statement of the environmental significance of the preferred alternative, 
and a list of the agencies and persons consulted during EA preparation.

Date LYNN M. KELLER Environmental Protection Specialist
Environmental Preparer USCG SILC Environmental Management 

Division

Date JOHN R. POLAND Chief
Environmental Reviewer USCG SILC Environmental Management 

Division

In reaching my decision/recommendation on the US Coast Guard’s proposed action, I have considered 
the information contained in this EA on the potential for environmental impacts.

Date JOHN A. HEALY, P.E. Commanding Officer
Captain, USCG
Responsible Official
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1. BACKGROUND 
The 2013 Disaster Assistance Supplemental Act (P.L. 113-2) appropriated funds to rebuild U.S. 
Coast Guard (USCG) shore facilities damaged by Hurricane Sandy in October 2012 and to 
reduce damage from future storms by replacing damaged facilities with those that are hurricane 
and flood resilient.  

Hurricane Sandy recapitalization fund requirements state that new structures shall be built to 
withstand the 500-year flood and that structures be storm-resilient and meet or exceed facility 
construction requirements from Hurricanes Katrina and Ike. Executive Order (EO) 11988 
(Floodplain Management) requires Federal agencies funding "critical facilities" to construct them 
to withstand a 500-year flood level. Non-critical facilities must be constructed to withstand the 
100-year flood level. The Coast Guard also has a mandate to reduce the overall Federal footprint 
and right-size all facilities. 

USCG Station Manasquan Inlet, New Jersey, is located on Loughran Point in Point Pleasant 
Beach (Appendix A, Figure 1) and occupies two parcels of land separated by a public road. The 
Station contains a Station Building, an Unaccompanied Personnel Housing (UPH) building, and 
a Boathouse. The Station provides search and rescue, law enforcement, and environmental 
protection along 20 nautical miles of the New Jersey coastline between Long Shore and Seaside 
Heights. The Station operates six rescue craft, including two B-0 boats, two Response Boat-
Smalls, and two 47-foot Motor Life Boats.  

The Coast Guard is currently operating out of a Station Building, UPH, and Boathouse that were 
damaged by Hurricane Sandy and has determined that these buildings cannot reasonably be 
retrofitted to resist wind and flood conditions from future storm events.  

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the President's Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) Regulations (40 CFR parts 1500-1508), and the Coast Guard’s NEPA implementing 
procedures (COMDTINST M16475.1D) to evaluate the environmental impacts of the Proposed 
Action and the No Action Alternative. 

2. PURPOSE AND NEED  
Station Manasquan Inlet plays a vital role in ensuring public safety and providing port/waterway 
security and environmental protection along the New Jersey coastline. The existing buildings and 
waterfront at the Station were damaged by Hurricane Sandy and required immediate repairs after 
the storm to allow Station operations to continue. However, the existing Station Building, UPH, 
and Boathouse are not designed for nor can reasonably be retrofitted to resist anticipated future 
storm and flood conditions. In addition to incurring damage as a result of Hurricane Sandy, the 
Station Building, Boathouse, and UPH are functionally obsolete, and are no longer suitable for 
continued use by the Coast Guard for operations, maintenance, or storage. 

The purpose of the project is to improve the Station’s resilience to future storms and reduce 
down time for mission-critical facilities after storm events by constructing a new, hurricane-
resistant Multi-Mission Building (MMB) and make repairs/improvements to the waterfront along 
Point Pleasant Harbor.  
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3. ALTERNATIVES 
Two alternatives are evaluated in this EA: the No Action Alternative (status quo) and the 
Proposed Action. As described below in Section 3.3, Alternatives Considered and Dismissed, no 
other feasible alternatives that meet the purpose and need were identified. 

3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Coast Guard would continue to operate from non-hardened 
operational facilities situated below the base flood elevations for both the 100-year and 500-year 
storms. The existing facilities would continue to sustain flooding from future storm events, 
which would require the Coast Guard to spend significant funding on a recurring basis to repair 
damages. The down time after storms for these mission-critical facilities would reduce 
operational efficiency, negatively affecting the Coast Guard’s ability to fulfill its mission.  

3.2 Proposed Action 
The Station Building and Boathouse are considered critical facilities eligible for Hurricane Sandy 
recapitalization funds. Under the Proposed Action, the Coast Guard proposes to construct a 
19,500-square-foot new MMB and make repairs and improvements to the waterfront. Figure 2 in 
Appendix A shows existing facilities and the components of the Proposed Action; elevation 
renderings of the new MMB are also included in Appendix A.  

The new MMB would combine operations of the existing Station Building and the Boathouse 
and would include housing units to replace the duty section berthing provided by the existing 
UPH. The existing Boathouse would be demolished and the new MMB would be constructed 
within the footprint of the Boathouse and its adjacent parking lot and would be built to hurricane 
resistant building codes to withstand the 500-year flood. The new MMB shall have architectural 
design elements that allow the new structure to be more compatible with the Roosevelt-era 
architectural style of the historic Station Building. The UPH building would be demolished and 
replaced with parking. The Station Building and the 85-foot by 95-foot parcel on which it sits 
would be declared excess property and would be divested.  

Proposed waterfront work would include: 

• Installing a new sheet pile bulkhead within 18 inches seaward of the existing 
wood/steel/concrete bulkhead, between the boat ramp and adjacent property lines. The 
existing wood and steel sheet pile bulkhead is deteriorated and earth behind the bulkhead 
is washing out into the water, creating sinkholes in areas. A new, approximately 219-foot 
long sheet pile bulkhead will be constructed along the sides adjacent to the boat ramp, 
extending the entire length of the Coast Guard property.  The new sheeting will be 
installed using impact hammers. Any new whalers or tiebacks will be installed as 
required to support the new bulkhead; existing utilities will be installed, replaced, or 
relocated as needed.  Any utilities and other elements, such as mooring cleats, currently 
supported on the existing bulkhead will be replaced on the new bulkhead. The existing 
sinkholes behind the existing bulkhead and the space between the new and existing 
bulkheads will be filled with clean structural fill.  

• Replacing the boat ramp's wooden decking with a concrete deck. The existing wooden 
decking is slippery when wet, making boat maintenance activities on the ramp difficult. 
The wood decking and steel rails and rail supports (used to remove and launch boats 
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using the railcar) will be removed. The underlying concrete support slab and timber piles 
supporting the decking will be left in place and a new concrete topping slab extending to 
a depth of 1 foot below the water line will be constructed on top of and tapered down to 
the support slab. The concrete deck will have a non-slip finish with a color and finish to 
replicate the appearance of wood. Railcar rails and rail supports will be reinstalled (or 
replaced if needed).  All construction materials will be free of contaminants (no creosote-
coated or pressure-treated wood will be used).   

• Replacing the guide piles of the three floating docks on the west side of the Station so 
that storm surges cannot lift the docks above the guide piles. The twelve existing guide 
piles will be removed and replaced with new, taller piles.  The new piles should be able 
to provide 2 feet of freeboard above the dock guides during a 500-year flood event. Piles 
will be driven using pile drivers or impact hammers. New piles will be free of toxic 
materials (no creosote-coated or pressure-treated timber will be used). 

Station operations would continue uninterrupted during construction of the new MMB because 
the Coast Guard would operate out of temporary trailers and existing facilities both at Station 
Manasquan Inlet and other nearby USCG stations as needed (e.g., for vessel maintenance) until 
construction is complete.  

3.3 Alternatives Considered and Dismissed 
The Coast Guard considered relocating the entire Station or leasing space in a nearby facility; 
however, there is little available undeveloped land nearby and no adequate local facilities 
available for lease.  

The Coast Guard also considered modifying the existing Station Building and Boathouse to meet 
modern USCG mission needs and the Hurricane Sandy recapitalization fund requirements to 
withstand the 500-year flood event. Rehabilitation of the historic Station Building to meet 
mission needs would most likely not be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Properties (NPS 1995). Significant alterations to both structures 
would be required to meet mission requirements for boats, operations, and security. It is not 
structurally possible to renovate or elevate the Boathouse to accommodate modern larger size 
vessels due to the age and deteriorated condition of the building.   

The Coast Guard considered constructing a new MMB on the Station without demolishing the 
existing Boathouse. The existing Boathouse is located at the optimal location for a modern MMB 
at Station Manasquan Inlet, but the location is constrained by the water’s edge and adjacent 
commercial buildings that surround the USCG property.  There is no other suitable location on 
the Station Manasquan Inlet property that has waterfront access and enough space to construct a 
modern MMB that meets USCG mission requirements. 

Finally, the Coast Guard considered retaining the existing Station Building as-is instead of 
divesting it. However, the Coast Guard is mandated to reduce the Federal footprint and right-size 
all facilities, and there is no viable use for the existing Station Building since it does not meet 
mission requirements and cannot be reasonably retrofitted to do so. 

Therefore, these alternatives do not meet the purpose and need for the project and are not 
considered to be feasible; therefore, they were dismissed from further consideration. 
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4. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
This section describes the existing physical, socioeconomic, transportation, natural, and cultural 
resources in the project area and the effects the Alternatives are expected to have on these 
resources.  

4.1 Socioeconomic Environment 

4.1.1 Land Use and Zoning 

Station Manasquan Inlet is located at the tip of Loughran Point, which is zoned as Marine 
Commercial, and is surrounded on three sides by water. Land adjacent to the Station consists of 
medium density commercial and residential use, and is also zoned as Marine Commercial 
(Borough of Point Pleasant Beach 2007). The Station consists of two separate parcels, divided by 
Inlet Drive (a public road), and includes three buildings, three docks, two parking lots, and areas 
of mowed lawn.  

No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, land use on and around the Station 
would remain the same; therefore, there would be no impacts on land use. 

Proposed Action – Under the Proposed Action, although building configurations and footprints 
would change slightly, the land uses on and around the Station would not change and there 
would be no impacts on land use.  

4.1.2 Local Economy 

There are 35 full-time active personnel and 15 reserve duty personnel assigned to the Station. 
Personnel work 48-hour duty rotation shifts and are housed in the UPH building while on duty; 
there are typically 12 personnel staying in the UPH building at any given time. All USCG 
personnel assigned to the Station live in the surrounding communities; there is no permanent 
housing on the Station (Baynor, personal communication). 

No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, USCG personnel would continue to 
live near the Station and contribute to the local economy. 

Proposed Action – Because the Proposed Action would necessitate the demolition of two 
buildings where Station personnel currently work, the Coast Guard would set up temporary 
trailers and use nearby USCG stations as needed to allow operations to proceed uninterrupted 
during construction of the new MMB. USCG personnel would continue to live near the Station 
and contribute to the local economy. The Proposed Action would have no adverse impact on the 
local economy. The Proposed Action would create a minor, temporary beneficial impact on the 
local economy associated with construction jobs that may available to the local community and 
non-local construction workers contributing to the local economy by dining at restaurants, 
shopping at local businesses, and staying at hotels/motels. The transferal of the Station Building 
to another entity could also potentially have a small beneficial long-term impact on the local 
economy, particularly if it is converted to a museum or other public facility.  

4.1.3 Environmental Justice 

On February 11, 1994, President Clinton signed EO 12898, entitled “Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.” This EO requires 
that “each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by 
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identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-
income populations…” (Subsection 1-101). If such effects are identified, appropriate mitigation 
measures must be implemented. 

In Point Pleasant Beach, 11 percent of individuals live below the poverty level, compared to 9.5 
percent in Ocean County. The percentage of minority individuals in Point Pleasant Beach is 7.7 
percent, compared to 9 percent in Ocean County (USCB 2013). Because the impoverished and 
minority percentages of the Point Pleasant Beach population are each less than 50 percent 
overall, and are not meaningfully higher than the relevant reference populations of Ocean 
County, Point Pleasant Beach is not considered a low-income or minority population as defined 
by CEQ regulations (CEQ 1997).  

No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impact on low-
income or minority populations.  

Proposed Action – There would be no disproportionately adverse impacts to low-income or 
minority populations under the Proposed Action. No individuals, including those from low-
income or minority communities, would be displaced by the Proposed Action, nor will traffic, 
noise, and air quality impacts disproportionately affect low-income or minority communities. All 
populations would benefit from improved efficiency and resilience of USCG operations after 
storm events. 

4.1.4 Transportation 

Station Manasquan Inlet is located on Inlet Drive, which is a one-way street curving around the 
edge of Loughran Point; Broadway and Ocean Avenue both provide access to Inlet Drive. Inlet 
Drive is classified by the New Jersey Department of Transportation as an Urban Local road, 
while Ocean Avenue and Broadway are both classified as Urban Minor Arterials. The Station is 
approximately 0.5 mile away from Hawthorne Avenue/Route 35, which is classified as an Urban 
Principal Arterial (NJDOT 2004). 

No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impact on traffic on 
or near the Station because no construction would occur. 

Proposed Action – Under the Proposed Action, there would be minor temporary adverse impacts 
to traffic flow in and around the Station, especially on Inlet Drive, Ocean Avenue, and 
Broadway, due to additional vehicles accessing the construction area (e.g., haul trucks, 
construction worker vehicles, and heavy equipment transport trucks).  The Proposed Action 
would have no long-term impacts on traffic flow. 

4.2 Physical Environment 

4.2.1 Geology and Soils 

The Station lies in the Outer Lowland portion of the Atlantic Coastal Plain physiographic 
province (USGS 2013). The region is underlain by layers of sand and gravels that gently dip 
seaward. The general topography of the site is relatively flat, with surface elevations varying 
slightly between 7 and 8 feet North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88) in the 
northern half of the site containing the Station Building and the UPH. The surface elevations in 
the southern half of the site range between 5.5 and 6.5 feet (NAVD 88) with an average elevation 



 

Station Manasquan Inlet Recapitalization Project Final Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impact 6 

of 6 feet (NAVD 88). The geologic formation on the project site is the Belleplain Member of the 
Kirkwood formation, which consists of hard claystone bedrock at the base and medium-grained 
quartz sandstone at the top, sometimes containing substantial acid-producing deposits (NJDEP, 
2013a). The surficial geology of the site is listed as Salt-Marsh and Estuarine deposits, generally 
found to consist of silt, sand, organic muck and peat, clay and minor pebble gravel.  

Soils at the Station are mapped as Urban land-Hooksan complex; the Hooksan soil type is a 
sandy, poorly developed soil (NRCS 2013). All soils at the Station have been previously 
disturbed and may contain a layer of fill at the surface. 

Subsurface exploration at the site included seven geotechnical borings to analyze conditions and 
support foundation design for the project.  Five deep borings were advanced to an estimated 
depth of 77 feet below ground surface and two shallow borings to 12 feet.  No bedrock was 
encountered in any of the borings. Geotechnical borings were 8 inches in diameter, and were 
backfilled with controlled, clean, engineered fill. General soil properties of soil layers 
encountered consisted of (in order of descending elevation): surficial materials, fill materials, 
upper granular deposit, clay deposit, and lower granular deposit (USCG 2014). 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) states that federal agencies must “minimize the 
extent to which federal programs contribute to the unnecessary conversion of farmland to 
nonagricultural uses…” Soils that are already committed to urban development are not 
considered prime or unique farmland (7 CFR Part 658.2); therefore, because the Station is within 
the city limits of Point Pleasant Beach, the FPPA does not apply.  

No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would occur and there 
would be no impacts to geology or soils.  

Proposed Action – Under the Proposed Action, no impacts to geology would occur because 
construction activities would not be deep enough to affect bedrock. Construction activities would 
disturb 1.14 acres of soils at the Station. Stormwater runoff from construction activities is 
regulated under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), with implementation by authorized 
States through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program.   

Because the land-based construction limits meet the NPDES permit requirement threshold of 1 
acre, a New Jersey Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NJPDES) general permit for 
construction activity from the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) 
Division of Water Quality, Bureau of Nonpoint Pollution Control would be required. The 
Design-Build (D-B) contractor specifications state that the contractor must obtain a NJPDES 
permit prior to construction. The D-B specifications also require implementation of appropriate 
erosion and sediment control best management practices (BMPs) during construction. 

4.2.2 Air Quality 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), in accordance with the Clean Air Act, as amended 
in 1990, has set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The NAAQS are the 
primary guidelines used to measure air quality in regions or basins with respect to ozone, carbon 
monoxide, particulate matter less than 10 microns and less than 2.5 microns, nitrogen oxides, 
sulfur dioxide, and lead (EPA 2012). Areas that cannot attain compliance with the NAAQS are 
designated as non-attainment, while those areas that meet the NAAQS are designated as 
attainment. Areas that were previously in non-attainment and are redesignated to attainment are 
known as maintenance areas (EPA 2013).  According to the EPA, Ocean County is in a marginal 
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non-attainment area for ozone (NJDEP 2013b). The New Jersey Department of Environmental 
Protection (NJDEP) has its own State Implementation Plan for air quality and has been delegated 
the authority to implement and enforce emission standards for criteria and hazardous air 
pollutants (NJDEP 2013c).  

There is scientific consensus that some human activities, such as fuel combustion, are causing 
changes in Earth’s weather patterns, climate, and the atmosphere chemical composition through 
the creation of greenhouse gases (GHGs). GHGs include water vapor, carbon dioxide, methane, 
nitrous oxide, and hydrofluorocarbons. In 2007, New Jersey enacted the Global Warming 
Response Act which requires a statewide reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and 
a further reduction of 80 percent below 2006 levels by 2050 (NJDEP 2012a).  

The Coast Guard requested project review from NJDEP in a letter dated October 21, 2013.  

No Action Alternative – Current operation of vehicles, vessels, and stationary fuel burning 
equipment on the Station would continue under the No Action Alternative and there would be no 
impacts to existing air quality. 

Proposed Action – Under the Proposed Action, operation of construction equipment may cause 
temporary additional short-term and localized adverse impacts on air quality from point and 
fugitive emission sources. Because the number of vehicles and vessels operated at the Station 
post-construction will not change, there would be no changes to air quality from mobile sources.  

The Coast Guard anticipates that comfort heat and cooling in the proposed MMB would likely be 
provided by electric or natural gas-fired units, similar to the existing heating and cooling systems 
currently in use. Electric units would not affect air quality on site. New or modified stationary 
combustion equipment, such as gas-fired boilers, may be subject to permit issuance by NJDEP, 
depending on the size of the new or modified unit. It is anticipated that overall emission 
contributions from new or modified natural gas-fired equipment would be negligible.  

Because the number of vehicles and vessels operated on site post-construction would not change 
and minimal changes to stationary sources are anticipated, climate change contributions from the 
Proposed Action would be minimal.  

In a letter dated December 18, 2013 (Appendix C), the NJDEP Office of Permit Coordination 
and Environmental Review (OPCER) stated that a general conformity applicability analysis and 
possibly a conformity determination will be required in accordance with the EPA's Federal 
General Conformity regulation at 40 CFR Part 93, Subpart B, Determining Conformity of 
General Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans. For Federal or federally 
funded actions proposed in a non-attainment or maintenance area, the General Conformity Rule 
requires a determination of whether the action interferes with State plans to meet or maintain the 
NAAQs. 

Because the proposed project is a Federal action in a non-attainment area, the Coast Guard will 
require the construction contractor to complete a general conformity applicability analysis prior 
to beginning construction to ensure that the project meets the NAAQS; this requirement has been 
included in the D-B contractor specifications. If the conformity applicability analysis determines 
that the emissions are not exempt or above the minimum conformity thresholds (specified in 40 
CFR 93.153 or NJDEP regulations), then the construction contractor would be required to 
complete a conformity determination.  
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In a letter dated August 21, 2014, the NJDEP Bureau of Air Quality Planning stated that it would 
not be submitting any comments on the draft EA (Appendix F). 

4.2.3 Noise 

Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound. Sound is most commonly measured in decibels 
(dB) on the A-weighted scale, which is the scale most similar to the range of sounds that the 
human ear can hear. The Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) is an average measure of 
sound. The DNL descriptor is accepted by Federal agencies as a standard for estimating sound 
impacts and establishing guidelines for compatible land uses. EPA guidelines, and those of many 
other Federal agencies, state that outdoor sound levels in excess of 55 dB DNL are "normally 
unacceptable" for noise-sensitive land uses including residences, schools, or hospitals (EPA 
1974).  

Sounds at the Station are typical of an urban environment (e.g., vehicles, vessels, voices, heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning units). Boat noise is common not only from USCG vessels but 
from boats accessing nearby marinas and traveling along the inlet. A restaurant, stores, and 
residences are located within 500 feet of the Station. There is no permanent housing on the 
Station, but USCG personnel stay overnight at the UPH while on duty 

No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would occur and there 
would be no impacts on noise levels at or near the Station.  

Proposed Action – Under the Proposed Action, short-term increases in noise levels would occur 
during the construction period. Constructing a new bulkhead and replacing the floating dock 
piles would require pile driving that produces loud noise and may be heard up to 0.5 mile away; 
however, the noise would be intermittent and short-term. To reduce noise level impacts, 
especially to personnel staying at the Station overnight, nearby housing, stores, and the 
restaurant, construction activities would take place during normal business hours. Equipment and 
machinery used for the project would meet all local, State, and Federal noise regulations. The 
Proposed Action would not cause long-term increases in noise levels. 

4.2.4 Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Waste  

The Station has a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan that includes procedures 
for hazardous materials management and outlines emergency procedures in the event of a 
hazardous waste spill or incident. All hazardous materials and waste generated by the Coast 
Guard are transported to and disposed of at a permitted facility. 

No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, no changes in the use or disposal of 
hazardous materials related to Station operations would occur.  

Proposed Action – No changes in the use or disposal of hazardous materials related to Station 
operations would occur as a result of the Proposed Action. Construction activities would include 
the use and generation of hazardous materials (e.g., solvents, hydraulic fluid, oil, and antifreeze). 
The Coast Guard will determine specific hazardous materials (e.g., lead-based paint, asbestos-
containing materials, solvents, degreasers) that may be present or stored in the buildings to be 
demolished and whether any above-ground or underground storage tanks are present within the 
areas affected by the Proposed Action. Any hazardous materials discovered, generated, or used 
during demolition and construction would be handled and disposed of in accordance with 
applicable local, State, and Federal regulations. With implementation of safety measures and 
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proper procedures for the handling, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes 
during demolition and construction, no adverse impacts are anticipated. 

4.3 Natural Environment 

4.3.1 Flora and Fauna 

The Station has no plant communities other than mowed grasses and provides minimal habitat 
for wildlife, although birds and small mammals typical of urban areas may be present.  Aquatic 
biota such as barnacles and a variety of fish species are found in the marine environment 
surrounding the Station. The existing underwater environment in the vicinity of the Station 
experiences frequent noise and physical disturbance from boat traffic associated with the USCG 
vessels and other vessels in the surrounding area.  

On October 21, 2013, the Coast Guard submitted a letter requesting project review to NJDEP.  

No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts on flora 
and fauna because no construction would occur. 

Proposed Action – Activities under the Proposed Action would occur in developed areas and 
there would be no impacts to terrestrial plants or wildlife, although any wildlife present would be 
subject to construction noise. Construction of the new bulkhead and replacement of the floating 
dock piles would cause temporary impacts to the marine environment, including increases in 
turbidity and waves created by pile drivers, and noise from construction activities. Since there is 
already a human presence in the area and post-construction Station operations would be the same 
as existing conditions, no long-term impacts on aquatic biota would result from the Proposed 
Action. The Coast Guard would also implement erosion and sediment controls on land to 
minimize sediment reaching the water. The Proposed Action would have no long-term impacts 
on terrestrial or aquatic flora and fauna. 

4.3.2 Floodplains 

EO 11988 (Floodplain Management) requires that Federal agencies avoid direct or indirect 
support of development in the 100-year floodplain whenever there is a practicable alternative. 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has developed Flood Insurance Rate 
Maps (FIRMs) to identify special flood hazard areas and risk zones for communities.  

According to the FIRM for this area, the entire Station is located within the 500-year floodplain 
(subject to inundation by the 0.2% or greater annual chance flood event) and the 100-year 
floodplain, specifically zone AE, an area of high flood risk subject to inundation by the 1% 
annual chance flood event. The waterfront areas are within zone VE of the 100-year floodplain, 
with additional hazards due to storm-induced velocity wave action (a 3-foot or higher breaking 
wave) (FEMA 2006). After Hurricane Sandy, FEMA updated flood maps for several counties in 
New Jersey including Ocean County; the updated map for the Station shows the 100-year base 
flood elevation (BFE) as 11 feet (NAVD 88) and the 500-year BFE as 16 feet (NAVD 88) 
(FEMA 2013).  

No Action Alternative – There would be no impacts on floodplains under the No Action 
Alternative. The UPH, Station Building, and Boathouse would continue to be flooded during 
major storms because the first floor elevations of both buildings are below the 100-year and 500-
year BFEs. 
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Proposed Action – Because Station Manasquan Inlet is located entirely within the 100-year and 
500-year floodplains, no practicable alternatives to work in the floodplain exist. The new MMB 
would be constructed to withstand up to the 500-year flood event. The functionality of the 
floodplain at the Station would not be changed or reduced by the Proposed Action. The Proposed 
Action would have no impact on the 100- or 500-year floodplain.  

EO 11988 requires public review and completion of the Eight-Step Planning Process for 
Floodplains and Wetlands to identify, minimize, and mitigate floodplain impacts for federally 
funded and authorized construction in the 100-year floodplain. This EA serves as the Coast 
Guard's means of public review and includes the Eight-Step Planning Process (Appendix B) as 
required by EO 11988. 

4.3.3 Coastal Zone 

The Coastal Zone Management Act enables coastal states to designate state coastal zone 
boundaries and develop coastal management programs to improve protection of sensitive 
shoreline resources and guide sustainable use of coastal areas. The New Jersey Coastal 
Management Program (CMP) is administered by NJDEP. Station Manasquan Inlet is in the 
CMP-designated coastal zone (NJDEP 2013d).  

The USCG requested project review from NJDEP in a letter dated October 21, 2013.  

No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts on coastal 
zone resources managed under the New Jersey CMP because no construction would occur. 

Proposed Action –In a letter dated December 18, 2013 (Appendix C), the NJDEP OPCER stated 
that the project activities would require a Waterfront Development Permit (for in-water 
activities) and a CAFRA permit (for upland activities), or a Federal Consistency Determination.   

The Coast Guard has determined that the Proposed Action, with implementation of avoidance 
measures and appropriate agency coordination, is consistent with NJDEP CMP regulations. On 
January 10, 2014, the Coast Guard submitted a consistency determination to the NJDEP Division 
of Land Use Regulation (DLUR) (Appendix C). NJDEP issued its concurrence with the 
consistency determination for the project in a letter dated March 13, 2014, and issued a revised 
determination which included the Water Quality Certificate (WQC) in a letter dated April 16, 
2014 (Appendix C).  

The Proposed Action would have no impact on coastal zone resources. 

4.3.4 Waters of the U.S., including Wetlands 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulates the discharge of dredged and fill material 
into waters of the U.S. (WOUS), including wetlands, pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA. 
Projects that require a Federal Section 404 permit also require a State WQC under Section 401 of 
the CWA. EO 11990 (Protection of Wetlands) requires Federal agencies to avoid, to the extent 
possible, adverse impacts to wetlands. Discharges to surface water, including stormwater runoff 
from construction activities, is regulated under the NPDES permit program for construction 
projects that disturb more than 1 acre of soils.  

The Station’s waterfront along the Point Pleasant Harbor consists of a boat ramp, floating docks, 
and a wood/steel/concrete bulkhead wall. Point Pleasant Harbor waters are considered WOUS 
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and are classified as estuarine and marine deepwater wetlands (USFWS 2013a). Water depths 
adjacent to the Station vary from approximately 5 to 15 feet deep.  

On October 21, 2013, the Coast Guard submitted a letter requesting project review to the 
USACE Philadelphia District.   No response has been received to date. 

No Action Alternative – The No Action Alternative would not affect WOUS because no 
construction would occur. 

Proposed Action – Under the Proposed Action, construction activities occurring in the water 
would result in increased localized turbidity, minor and temporary adverse impacts on water 
quality, and minor impacts to WOUS for construction of the new bulkhead. The Coast Guard 
would implement erosion and sediment control measures to minimize sediment transport into 
marine waters; implement spill prevention and control BMPs to minimize potential for and 
impacts of a spill of pollutants such as fuel into marine waters; and minimize the duration of 
work in the water as much as possible.  

Permits required for work in WOUS include a CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certificate from 
the NJDEP Division of Land Use Regulation (DLUR), and a CWA Section 404 permit from the 
USACE. The work would likely be authorized under the USACE Nationwide Permit (NWP) 
program, specifically NWP#3 for repair of existing structures. A CWA Section 401 WQC from 
the NJDEP DLUR would also be required. 

Because the land-based construction limits meet the NPDES permit requirement threshold of 1 
acre, a NJPDES general permit for construction activity would be required (see Section 4.2.1, 
Geology and Soils). Implementation of appropriate erosion and sediment control BMPs would be 
required during construction. 

No response from the USACE has been received to date. A WQC was issued by NJDEP DLUR 
in a letter dated April 16, 2014 (Appendix C).  

4.3.5 Essential Fish Habitat and Other NOAA Trust Resources 

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA), as amended by 
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-267), established procedures designed to 
identify, conserve, and enhance Essential Fish Habitat (EFH), those waters and substrate 
necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding or growth to maturity, for those species 
regulated under a Federal Fisheries Management Plan. EFH guidelines require Federal agencies 
to prepare EFH Assessments to evaluate the effects of proposed actions on EFH and federally 
managed fish species and offer ways to minimize adverse effects of a proposed action.  

On October 21, 2013, the Coast Guard requested project review from the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). The NMFS 
Habitat Conservation Division responded in an electronic mail message dated December 2, 2013; 
the Protected Resources Division responded in a letter dated December 19, 2013 (Appendix C). 
As requested by NMFS, the EFH Assessment has been incorporated as a section of this EA. The 
EFH Assessment also addresses other NOAA Trust Resources and has been prepared pursuant to 
the MSFCMA implementing regulations (50 CFR Part 600) and consists of three sections – 
Summary of EFH Designations, EFH Assessment Worksheet for Federal Agencies, and EFH 
Assessment Impact Determination. 
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Summary of Essential Fish Habitat Designation 
10' x 10' Square Coordinates: 

Boundary North East South West 

Coordinate  40° 10.0' 74° 00.0' 40° 00.0' 74° 10.0' 

Square Description (i.e., habitat, landmarks, coastline markers): The waters within the square 
within the Atlantic Ocean affecting the following: from east of Lake Como, Lake Como, NJ, and 
Belmar, NJ, on the north, southwest past Spring Lake, NJ, Wreck Pond, Sea Girt, NJ, Brielle, NJ, 
Manasquan, NJ, Manasquan River, Manasquan Inlet (east of Riviera Beach, NJ), Point Pleasant 
Beach, NJ, Bay Head, NJ, Mantoloking, NJ, and the northern part of Island Beach, south to 
Normandy Beach, NJ. Also the waters within the northern part of Barnegat Bay affecting the 
Metedeconk River southwest of Laurelton, NJ, south of Beaverdam Creek and Wardells Neck, 
and east of Breton Woods, NJ, and affecting Metedeconk Neck, Kettle Creek, Herring I, Havens 
Cove, Green I, Silver Pt., Andrew Pt., and Swan Pt. 

Life History Stages for Managed Species with EFH Designations at Station Manasquan Inlet 

Species Eggs Larvae Juveniles Adults 

Atlantic cod (Gadus morhua)    X 

haddock (Melanogrammus aeglefinus)     

pollock (Pollachius virens)     

whiting (Merluccius bilinearis)    X 

offshore hake (Merluccius albidus)     

red hake (Urophycis chuss) X X X  

white hake (Urophycis tenuis)     

redfish (Sebastes fasciatus) N/A    

witch flounder (Glyptocephalus cynoglossus) X    

winter flounder (Pseudopleuronectes americanus) X X X X 

yellowtail flounder (Limanda ferruginea)  X   

windowpane flounder (Scophthalmus aquosus) X X X X 

American plaice (Hippoglossoides platessoides)     

ocean pout (Macrozoarces americanus) X X  X 

Atlantic halibut (Hippoglossus hippoglossus)     

Atlantic sea scallop (Placopecten magellanicus)      

Atlantic sea herring (Clupea harengus)    X 
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Life History Stages for Managed Species with EFH Designations at Station Manasquan Inlet 

Species Eggs Larvae Juveniles Adults 

monkfish (Lophius americanus) X X   

bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrix)   X X 

long finned squid (Loligo pealeii) N/A N/A   

short finned squid (Illex illecebrosus) N/A N/A   

Atlantic butterfish (Peprilus triacanthus)     

Atlantic mackerel (Scomber scombrus)     

summer flounder (Paralichthys dentatus)   X X 

scup (Stenotomus chrysops) N/A N/A X X 

black sea bass (Centropristis striata) N/A  X X 

surf clam (Spisula solidissima) N/A N/A X X 

ocean quahog (Artica islandica) N/A N/A   

spiny dogfish (Squalus acanthias) N/A N/A   

tilefish (Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps)      

king mackerel (Scomberomorus cavalla) X X X X 

Spanish mackerel (Scomberomorus maculatus) X X X X 

cobia (Rachycentron canadum) X X X X 

dusky shark (Carcharhinus obscurus)  X   

sandbar shark (Carcharhinus plumbeus)  X X X 

tiger shark (Galeocerdo cuvieri)  X X  

Clearnose skate (Raja eglanteria)  X X X 

Littlenose skate (Raja erinacea )   X X 

Winter skate (Leucoraja ocellata)   X X 

Summary of EFH designation obtained from http://www.nero.noaa.gov/hcd/index2a.htm  

• X = EFH has been designated within the square for a given species and life stage 
• N/A = Either there is no data available on the designated life stages for that species or those life stages 

are not present in the species’ reproductive cycle   
• HAPC= Habitat Area of Particular Concern. An EFH that is judged to be particularly important to the 

long-term productivity of populations of one or more managed species, or partially vulnerable to 
degradation, and should be provided additional focus for conservation efforts 

• In a letter dated August 21, 2014, the NJDEP Bureau of Marine Fisheries noted that other species which 
could be adversely affected by the project include alewife herring (Alosa pseudoharengus), American 
shad (Alosa sapidissima), and American eel (Anguilla rostrata). 

http://www.nero.noaa.gov/hcd/index2a.htm
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EFH Assessment Worksheet for Federal Agencies (Modified 08/04) 
Project Name:  Station Manasquan Inlet Recapitalization Project 

Date:  August 2014 
Project No.:  5090 

Location:  Station Manasquan Inlet is located on Loughran Point in Point Pleasant Beach 
Borough, Ocean County, New Jersey, and occupies two parcels of land separated by a public 
road (Inlet Drive). Station coordinates are:  N 40° 6' W 74° 2'. 
Preparer:  URS Group, Inc. (on behalf of USCG) 
Activities:  Much of the Station improvements consist of building demolition and construction 
activities which will be conducted in upland areas and will not affect fisheries habitat (Appendix 
A, Figure 2).  The aspects of the planned improvements at the Station that involve in-
water/waterfront work include: 

• Installing a new sheet pile bulkhead within 18 inches seaward of the existing 
wood/steel/concrete bulkhead, between the boat ramp and adjacent property lines. The 
existing wood and steel sheet pile bulkhead is deteriorated and earth behind the bulkhead 
is washing out into the water, creating sinkholes in areas. A new, approximately 219-foot 
long sheet pile bulkhead will be constructed along the sides adjacent to the boat ramp, 
extending the entire length of the Coast Guard property. The new sheeting will be 
installed using impact hammers. Any new whalers or tiebacks will be installed as 
required to support the new bulkhead; existing utilities will be installed, replaced, or 
relocated as needed.  Any utilities and other elements, such as mooring cleats, currently 
supported on the existing bulkhead will be replaced on the new bulkhead. The existing 
sinkholes behind the existing bulkhead and the space between the new and existing 
bulkheads will be filled with clean structural fill.  

• Replacing the boat ramp's wooden decking with a concrete deck. The existing wooden 
decking is slippery when wet, making boat maintenance activities on the ramp difficult. 
The wood decking and steel rails and rail supports (used to remove and launch boats 
using the railcar) will be removed. The underlying concrete support slab and timber piles 
supporting the decking will be left in place and a new concrete topping slab extending to 
a depth of 1 foot below the water line will be constructed on top of and tapered down to 
the support slab. The concrete deck will have a non-slip finish with a color and finish to 
replicate the appearance of wood. Railcar rails and rail supports will be reinstalled (or 
replaced if needed).  All construction materials will be free of contaminants (no creosote-
coated or pressure-treated wood will be used).   

• Replacing the guide piles of the three floating docks on the west side of the Station so 
that storm surges cannot lift the docks above the guide piles. The twelve existing guide 
piles will be removed and replaced with new, taller piles.  The new piles should be able 
to provide 2 feet of freeboard above the dock guides during a 500-year flood event. Piles 
will be driven using pile drivers or impact hammers. All construction materials which 
may come into contact with the water, including new piles will be free of toxic materials 
(no creosote-coated or pressure-treated timber will be used). 
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The work will be phased to allow one large and one small boat to remain in service at the site at 
all times. All construction activities will be within the existing basin footprint.   

Appropriate best management practices, including soil erosion and sediment control measures 
(e.g., silt fences), will be used at all times to minimize sedimentation and maintain water quality 
during all construction activities.  Unset concrete will not come into contact with surface waters. 
Vibratory hammers will not be used for driving of foundation piles due to the presence of loose 
granular deposits and high water table, which may increase the likelihood of sediment 
liquefaction.  

Existing Project Area Environment: Station Manasquan Inlet, New Jersey is located on 
Loughran Point in Point Pleasant Beach Borough, Ocean County, NJ, and occupies two parcels 
of land separated by a public road (Inlet Drive). The site is bounded by Manasquan Inlet to the 
north and Point Pleasant Harbor to the south.  
The Station’s waterfront along Point Pleasant Harbor consists of a boat ramp, floating docks, and 
a wood/steel/concrete bulkhead wall. Waters surrounding the Station are considered waters of 
the U.S. and are classified as estuarine and marine deepwater wetlands (USFWS 2013a).Water 
depths adjacent to the Station vary from approximately 5 to 15 feet deep. The navigation chart 
(NOAA Chart No. 12324 Intracoastal Waterway Sandy Hook to Little Egg Harbor) shows the 
maintained water depths at approximately 10 to 11 feet in the vicinity of the Station. The depths 
of these waters are not deep enough for the majority of managed fish species to regularly inhabit. 
Also, populations of the fish species listed in the EFH Assessment Worksheet generally do not 
occur this close to shore or around and below the docks.  Salinity along this reach of the Atlantic 
Coast ranges from approximately 21 to 33 parts per thousand (USACE 2001).  

Waters from Manasquan Inlet and upstream along the Manasquan River are classified by NJDEP 
as Special Restricted Areas for shellfish harvesting.  Based on this designation, shellfish 
harvesting at the Station is prohibited except under special permit from the NJDEP (NJDEP 
2012b). 

Station Manasquan Inlet is located just landward of Manasquan Inlet along a highly developed 
section of the Atlantic Coast.  The south bank of the Manasquan River and adjoining Point 
Pleasant Harbor are almost entirely hardened in the vicinity of the Station, with bulkheads, 
marinas, and private docks lining the entire shore. With the exception of Gull Island west of the 
Inlet and the Atlantic Ocean beaches, there are essentially no natural shorelines in the vicinity. 
 
 A description of the Station's geology and soils is provided in Section 4.2.1.    

1.  INITIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

EFH Designations Yes No 

Is the action located in or adjacent to EFH designated for eggs?    X  

Is the action located in or adjacent to EFH designated for larvae? X  

Is the action located in or adjacent to EFH designated for juveniles? X  

Is the action located in or adjacent to EFH designated for adults? X  
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1.  INITIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

EFH Designations Yes No 

Is the action located in or adjacent to EFH designated for spawning adults? X  

If you answered no to all questions above, then EFH consultation is not required - go to Section 
5. If you answered yes to any of the above questions proceed to Section 2 and complete 
remainder of the worksheet. 

 

2.  SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

Site Characteristics Description 

Is the site intertidal, sub-tidal, or 
water column? 

Subtidal waters are present at the site.  Manasquan Inlet is a 
maintained navigation channel that provides entrance to the 
Manasquan River and is the northern terminus of the Intracoastal 
Waterway in NJ. Point Pleasant Harbor is located to the south of 
the Station and the Atlantic Ocean is to the east. 

What are the sediment 
characteristics? 

The Station lies in the Outer Lowland portion of the Atlantic 
Coastal Plain physiographic province (USGS 2013), and geologic 
formation on the project site is the Belleplain Member of the 
Kirkwood Formation. The region is underlain by layers of sand 
and gravels that gently dip seaward. Geotechnical borings 
confirmed the mapped formations. Consistent with sandy soils 
common to the region and the findings of the geological borings, 
sandy sediments with some fines are expected in the boat basin. 

Is Habitat Area of Particular 
Concern (HAPC) designated at 
or near the site?  If so what 
type, size, characteristics? 

No, there are no HAPCs designated at or near the site.  

Is there submerged aquatic 
vegetation (SAV) at or adjacent 
to project site? If so describe 
the spatial extent. 

No, there is no SAV at or adjacent to the project site. 

What is typical salinity and 
temperature regime/range?  

Manasquan Inlet is within the seawater salinity zone, with salinity 
generally above 25 parts per thousand (NOAA 1985). 

Approximate temperature range: 35.6°F (January 2013) to 
78.3°F (August 2013) 

What is the normal frequency of 
site disturbance, both natural 
and man-made? 

The existing underwater environment in the vicinity of the Station 
experiences frequent noise and physical disturbance from boat 
traffic associated with USCG vessels and the Point Pleasant 
Harbor adjacent to the south of the Station. Due to the high 
density of shoreline development, including residential boat 
docks and marinas, human activity is common, particularly from 
late spring to early fall. There is a high volume of recreational 
boat traffic through Manasquan Inlet. Natural disturbances are 
infrequent, in the form of periodic extreme storm events.   
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2.  SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

Site Characteristics Description 

What is the area of proposed 
impact (work footprint & far 
afield)? 

Work will be limited to construction of an approximately 219-foot 
long sheet pile bulkhead wall, replacement of the boat ramp's 
wooden decking with a concrete deck, and replacement of the 
piles of floating docks.  Constructing the new bulkhead will 
require driving of sheeting and pile driving with an impact 
hammer.  These activities could produce loud noise and 
vibrations and may be heard up to 0.5 mile away; however, the 
noise would be intermittent and short-term. Work areas for 
construction of the new bulkhead will extend approximately 18 
inches seaward of the existing bulkhead. Direct impacts from 
these activities will be limited to the immediate work areas. 

 

3.  DESCRIPTION OF IMPACTS 

Impacts Y N Description 

Nature and duration of 
activity(s) 

  The proposed activities include: 

• Replace the boat ramp's wooden decking with a 
concrete deck. 

• Construct a new bulkhead along the waterfront. Fill 
and compact the sinkholes behind the existing 
bulkhead, as well as the gap between the new and 
existing bulkheads. 

• Replacing 12 guide piles at the floating docks on 
the southwest corner of the Station so that storm 
surges cannot lift the docks above the guide piles.  

The proposed activities are expected to take 
approximately two to four months to complete.   

Will benthic community be 
disturbed? 

X  

The benthic community within the Station boat basin is 
expected to be limited; however, any individuals 
present along the bulkhead area would be displaced, 
with mortality of non-motile individuals. The benthic 
community would be expected to reestablish within 
approximately 18 months.  Impacts to the benthic 
community would be short-term and limited to the 
immediate area of disturbance. 

Will SAV be impacted?  X No, there is no SAV at this site.  
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3.  DESCRIPTION OF IMPACTS 

Impacts Y N Description 

Will sediments be altered and/or 
sedimentation rates change? 

 X 

No, sediments will not be altered.  The project will not 
result in changes to sedimentation rates.  

In a letter dated August 21, 2014, the NJDEP Bureau 
of Marine Fisheries recommended restrictions on or 
mitigation measures for sediment deposition to protect 
winter flounder.  

The Coast Guard will implement erosion and sediment 
controls on land to minimize sediment reaching the 
water. 

Will turbidity increase? 

X  

Yes, temporary and minor localized increases in 
turbidity are possible during in-water construction 
activities. Driving of sheetpiles and installing new 
floating dock piles may temporarily increase turbidity in 
the immediate vicinity. As the sediments are 
predominantly sand, the turbidity plume is expected to 
dissipate quickly and should not affect mobile aquatic 
species, which are expected to vacate the area. 

Will water depth change?  X No, water depths will not change.  

Will contaminants be released 
into sediments or water 
column?  X 

No, contaminants will not be released into sediments 
or the water column. In compliance with NJDEP 
requirements, only contaminant-free construction 
materials will be used; no creosote-coated or pressure-
treated timbers will be used. No unset concrete will 
come into contact with the water column. 

Will tidal flow, currents or wave 
patterns be altered?  X No, there will be no alterations of tides, currents, or 

wave patterns.  

Will ambient salinity or 
temperature regime change?  X No, the work will not alter salinity or temperature.  

Will water quality be altered? 
 X 

No, water quality will be unaffected by the project 
activities. The NJDEP, Division of Land Use 
Regulation, issued a Section 401 WQC for the project 
in a letter dated April 16, 2014 (Appendix C). 

 



 

Station Manasquan Inlet Recapitalization Project Final Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impact 19 

4.  EFH ASSESSMENT 

Functions and Values Y N Describe habitat type, species and life stages to be 
adversely impacted 

Will functions and values of 
EFH be impacted for: 

   

Spawning 

X  

In a letter dated August 21, 2014, NJDEP Bureau of 
Marine Fisheries stated that anadromous species can be 
expected to be adversely affected by the impact 
hammers. To protect the anadromous species spawning 
run in this area, a timing restriction from March 15 
through June 30 is needed on any in-water disturbance, 
sediment-generating activities, and pile driving (Appendix 
F). 

Nursery  
X 

No, the proposed activities will not have an identifiable 
adverse impact on the functions and values provided by 
the project area’s habitats. 

Forage  
X 

No, the proposed activities’ footprint will not have an 
identifiable adverse impact on habitats necessary for 
forage. 

Shelter  X No, the proposed activities will not alter existing habitats 
that may afford shelter for aquatic species.  

Will impacts be temporary or 
permanent? 

 
 

The impacts that may occur will be negligible and 
temporary. No EFH will be permanently displaced or 
destroyed.  

Will compensatory mitigation be 
used? 

 
X 

No compensatory mitigation is necessary, as there is no 
identifiable significant adverse impact to the designated 
EFHs within the project footprint.  
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5.  DETERMINATION OF IMPACT 

  Federal Agency’s EFH Determination 

Overall degree of 
adverse effects on EFH 
(not including 
compensatory 
mitigation) will be: 

(check the appropriate 
statement) 

 
There is no adverse effect on EFH 

EFH Consultation is not required 

X 

The adverse effect on EFH is not substantial. 

This is a request for an abbreviated EFH consultation. This 
worksheet is being submitted to NMFS to satisfy the EFH 
Assessment requirement. 

 

The adverse effect on EFH is substantial.  

This is a request for an expanded EFH consultation.  A detailed 
written EFH assessment will be submitted to NMFS expanding 
upon the impacts revealed in this worksheet. 

 

There is no designated Critical Habitat for other NOAA Trust Resources within the project area 
(USFWS 2013d). 

 

6.  OTHER NOAA TRUST RESOURCES IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Species known 
to occur at site 
(list others that 
may apply) 

Describe habitat impact type (i.e., physical, chemical, or biological 
disruption of spawning and/or egg development habitat, juvenile nursery 
and/or adult feeding or migration habitat).   

For all fish and other species, see the table/discussions presented below.  

Shortnose 
Sturgeon 

Populations of federally endangered shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) 
occur in New Jersey in the Delaware River from the lower bay upstream to at least 
Lambertville, New Jersey, and in the Hudson River from upper New York Harbor 
to the Troy Dam. In a letter dated December 19, 2013, the NMFS Protected 
Resources Division stated that, because the action area (defined as the water 
areas within which project activities will occur) at Station Manasquan Inlet has 
never supported a historical population of shortnose sturgeon, and to date, no 
shortnose sturgeon have been observed in this system, shortnose sturgeon will 
not occur in the project area or be affected by the project. 

Atlantic Sturgeon 

Populations of federally endangered Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus 
oxyrinchus) occur in the western Atlantic Ocean from Canada to northeastern 
Florida. NOAA Fisheries determined that the New York Bight, Chesapeake Bay, 
South Atlantic and Carolina Distinct Population Segments (DPSs) of Atlantic 
sturgeon are endangered.  Individuals from these Atlantic sturgeon DPSs could 
occur in the project area and could experience temporary effects from the project 
including increases in turbidity, loss of prey, and acoustic impacts from pile driving. 
However, given the limited extent of in-water work proposed within an active 
USCG facility, the impact on Atlantic sturgeon is expected to be temporary and 
negligible. 
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6.  OTHER NOAA TRUST RESOURCES IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Species known 
to occur at site 
(list others that 
may apply) 

Describe habitat impact type (i.e., physical, chemical, or biological 
disruption of spawning and/or egg development habitat, juvenile nursery 
and/or adult feeding or migration habitat).   

Several listed species of whales occur seasonally in the waters off of New Jersey. 

North Atlantic 
right whales 

Federally endangered North Atlantic right whales (Eubalaena glacialis) are found 
off the coast of New Jersey from September 1 to March 31. However, due to the 
shallow water depths and near shore location of the project site, these whales are 
extremely unlikely to occur in the action area, and therefore would not be affected 
by the project. 

Humpback 
whales 

Federally endangered humpback whales (Megaptera novaeangliae) are found off 
the coast of New Jersey from February to April and from September to November. 
However, due to the shallow water depths and near shore location of the project 
site, these whales are extremely unlikely to occur in the action area, and therefore 
would not be affected by the project.  

Fin, Sei and 
Sperm whales 

Fin (Balaenoptera physalus), sei (Balaenoptera borealis) and sperm (Physter 
macrocephalus) whales, all federally endangered, are seasonally present in 
waters off of New Jersey, typically in deeper offshore waters.  Due to the shallow 
water depths and near shore location of the project site, these whales are 
extremely unlikely to occur in the action area, and therefore, would not be affected 
by the project. 

Several species of threatened and endangered sea turtles occur seasonally in New Jersey 
waters, including many bays and harbors, during the warmer months, typically from May to 
mid-November. The sea turtles in nearby waters are typically small juveniles. 

Loggerhead sea 
turtles 

The most abundant sea turtle species occurring in New Jersey waters is the 
federally threatened Northwest Atlantic DPS of loggerhead (Caretta caretta). This 
species is not likely to occur in the action area for this project. Therefore, the 
project activities are not anticipated to affect loggerhead sea turtles. 

Kemp’s Ridley 
sea turtle 

The second most abundant species occurring in New Jersey waters is the 
federally endangered Kemp’s Ridley (Lepidochelys kempi). This species is not 
likely to occur in the action area for this project. Therefore, the project activities are 
not anticipated to affect Kemp's Ridley sea turtles. 

Green sea turtle 

Although the federally threatened green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) may occur in 
nearby waters from June through October, it is not likely to occur in the action area 
for this project. Therefore, the project activities are not anticipated to affect green 
sea turtles. 

Leatherback sea 
turtle 

The federally endangered leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) is not 
likely to occur in the action area. Therefore, the project activities are not 
anticipated to affect leatherback sea turtles. 
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6.  OTHER NOAA TRUST RESOURCES IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Species known 
to occur at site 
(list others that 
may apply) 

Describe habitat impact type (i.e., physical, chemical, or biological 
disruption of spawning and/or egg development habitat, juvenile nursery 
and/or adult feeding or migration habitat).   

Hard and soft 
clams 

Waters adjoining Station Manasquan Inlet are classified as a Special Restricted 
Area for shellfish growing. These waters are condemned for shellfish harvesting, 
except with special permit from NJDEP; however, harvesting is prohibited in all 
marina and boat docking areas. Considering the small footprint of in-water work, 
any impact to shellfish habitat would be negligible and would not affect commercial 
populations. In a letter dated August 21, 2014, the NJDEP Bureau of Marine 
Fisheries stated that no impacts to shellfisheries are anticipated (Appendix F). 

 

EFH Assessment Impact Determination 
No Action Alternative – The No Action Alternative would not affect EFH because no 
construction would occur. 

Proposed Action – The Coast Guard has determined that there will be no substantial adverse 
effect on EFH from the Proposed Action because any impacts will be temporary and negligible. 
Temporary impacts on EFH may include increased turbidity, loss of prey, and acoustic impacts 
from pile driving. 

Construction activities will incorporate appropriate BMPs to comply with New Jersey’s Surface 
Water Quality Standards, pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA. In a letter dated August 21, 2014, 
the NJDEP Bureau of Marine Fisheries stated that anadromous species can be expected to be 
adversely affected by the impact hammers used for pile driving and a timing restriction from 
March 15 through June 30 is needed for any in-water disturbance, sediment-generating activities, 
and pile driving; this restriction has been incorporated into the D-B contractor specifications. The 
Bureau also recommended a timing restriction of January 1 through May 31 to protect migrating 
and spawning winter flounder, as well as restrictions on or mitigation measures for sediment 
deposition or increased flow-rates (Appendix F). The Coast Guard will implement erosion and 
sediment controls on land to minimize sediment reaching the water. The Proposed Action will 
not cause increased flow-rates.  

NMFS may require seasonal work restrictions from March 1 to June 30 to protect migrating 
alewife and blueback herring, and from December 1 to May 31 to protect migrating, spawning, 
and early life stages (eggs and larvae) of winter flounder.   

The benthic community within the Station boat basin is expected to be limited; however, 
individuals present along the bulkhead would be temporarily displaced. The benthic community 
would be expected to reestablish within approximately 18 months. Driving of sheetpiles for the 
new bulkhead and new floating dock piles may temporarily increase turbidity in the immediate 
vicinity. As the sediments are predominantly sand, the turbidity plume is expected to dissipate 
quickly and should not affect mobile aquatic species, which are expected to vacate the area. The 
repair and rebuilding of structures at the waterfront would generate noise which could deter 
species from using the area; however, because this is an active marina, anthropogenic 
disturbance is typical and any impact to aquatic species would be negligible.  
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Other NOAA Trust Resources Impact Determination 
No Action Alternative – The No Action Alternative would not affect other NOAA trust resources 
because no construction would occur. 

Proposed Action – The Coast Guard has made the following determinations regarding effects to 
other NOAA trust resources: 

Shortnose sturgeon does not occur in the project area; therefore, the Coast Guard has determined 
that the Proposed Action will have no effect on shortnose sturgeon.  

Individuals from several Atlantic sturgeon DPSs could occur in the project area. However, given 
the limited extent of in-water project area within an active USCG facility, the impact to Atlantic 
sturgeon, if any, is expected to be negligible. Therefore, the Coast Guard has determined that the 
Proposed Action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect Atlantic sturgeon.  

Humpback, fin, sei, and sperm whales and loggerhead, Kemp's Ridley, green, and leatherback 
sea turtles are unlikely to be found in the project area due to shallow water depths and the 
nearshore location of the project site. Therefore, the Coast Guard has determined that the 
Proposed Action will have no effect on listed whales or sea turtles. However, because there is a 
remote possibility that a listed whale or sea turtle could enter the project area, the Coast Guard 
would use a spotter to watch for whales and sea turtles during in-water construction; if a whale 
or sea turtle is spotted, construction activities would halt until the animal swims out of the area. 
The requirement to use a spotter has been incorporated into the D-B contractor specifications. 

In a letter dated August 27, 2014, the NMFS Protected Resources Division concurred with the 
Coast Guard's determination that the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect any listed 
species under NMFS jurisdiction (Appendix F). 

Considering the small footprint of in-water work, any impact to shellfish habitat would be 
negligible and would not affect commercial populations. In a letter dated dated August 15, 2014, 
the NJDEP Bureau of Marine Fisheries stated that no impacts to shellfisheries or listed species 
are anticipated (Appendix F). The Coast Guard has determined that the Proposed Action will 
have no effect on hard and soft clams.  

4.3.6 Threatened and Endangered Species 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) lists federally threatened or endangered species 
that may occur in Ocean County or should be included in the effects analysis for this project 
(Table 1; USFWS 2013b, 2013d). 

Table 1. Federally Listed Species that May Occur in Ocean County 

Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status 
Piping plover Charadrius melodus Threatened 
Roseate tern  Sterna dougallii dougallii Endangered 
Knieskern's beaked-rush  Rhynchospora knieskernii Threatened 
Swamp pink  Helonias bullata Threatened 
Seabeach amaranth Amaranthus pumilus Threatened 
Shortnose sturgeon** Acipenser brevirostrum Endangered 
Atlantic sturgeon** Acipenser oxyrinchus Endangered 
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Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status 
oxyrinchus 

Kemp's Ridley sea turtle** Lepidochelys kempi Endangered 
Loggerhead sea turtle** Dermochelys coriacea Threatened 
Leatherback sea turtle*   Dermochelys coriacea Endangered 
Green sea turtle*   Chelonia mydas Threatened 
Bog turtle Clemmys muhlenbergii Threatened 
* These species are addressed in Section 4.3.5, Essential Fish Habitat Assessment and Other 
NOAA Trust Resources 

 
No critical habitat has been designated within the project area for listed species under USFWS 
jurisdiction (USFWS 2013d). 

 On October 21, 2013, the Coast Guard submitted letters requesting project review to NMFS and 
USFWS. This section addresses the protected terrestrial species identified in the USFWS 
response letter dated November 15, 2013 (Appendix C). The NMFS Protected Resources 
Division responded in a letter dated December 19, 2013 (Appendix C). This response and 
protected aquatic species under NMFS jurisdiction are addressed in Section 4.3.5, EFH 
Assessment.  

On November 8, 2013, the Coast Guard submitted data request forms to the NJDEP Natural 
Heritage Program (NHP) to obtain NHP database information on protected species and 
ecological communities and the potential for state-listed species to occur on the Station and 
potentially be affected by the proposed recapitalization project. Based on the information 
provided in a letter from NHP dated November 19, 2013 (Appendix C), Table 2 lists state-listed 
species for which habitat may occur on the project site: 

Table 2. State-Listed Species Habitats that May Occur on the Project Site 

Common Name Scientific Name State Status Habitat Type 
Bald eagle  Haliaeetus leucocephalus Endangered Foraging 
Black-crowned night heron Nycticorax nycticorax Threatened Foraging 
Least tern  Sterna antillarum Endangered Foraging 
Osprey Pandion haliaetus Threatened Foraging, Nesting 
Yellow-crowned night heron Nyctanassa violacea Threatened Foraging 

 

No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would occur and there 
would be no impacts to federally or state-listed species. 

Proposed Action – In a letter dated November 15, 2013, USFWS identified four federally 
protected terrestrial species which occur in the vicinity of the Station – piping plover, seabeach 
amaranth, and northeastern tiger beetle (Cicindela dorsalis dorsalis), all listed as threatened, and 
the red knot (Calidris canutus rufa) a federal candidate species protected under the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act (Appendix C).  

A URS biologist conducted a site visit on October 3, 2013, and observed that undeveloped areas 
of the Station are either maintained by mowing and do not contain suitable terrestrial habitat for 
any federally or state-listed species.  
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In letter dated August 21, 2014, the NJDEP DWF Endangered & Non-game Species Program 
stated that no impacts to listed species are anticipated (Appendix F). 

The Coast Guard has determined that the Proposed Action would have no effect on any 
terrestrial federally or state-listed species. 

4.4 Cultural Resources 
Consideration of effects on cultural resources is mandated both by NEPA and by Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470-470w-6). 
Section 106 requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on 
historic properties and to afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) an 
opportunity to comment on such undertakings. The procedures for implementing Section 106 are 
contained in 36 CFR Part 800, Protection of Historic Properties.  

The New Jersey Historic Preservation Office (NJ HPO) is the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) for the State of New Jersey. On May 8, 2013, the Coast Guard submitted a letter 
initiating NHPA Section 106 project consultation for the Proposed Action (undertaking) to the 
NJ HPO (Appendix C).  On October 21, 2013, the Coast Guard also submitted a letter to NJDEP 
requesting project review.  The NJDEP OPCER responded in a letter dated December 18, 2013, 
that the NJ HPO was reviewing the undertaking and would provide comments on historic 
properties (Appendix C).   

On October 3, 2013, a site visit was conducted by a URS cultural resource specialist meeting the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards in the disciplines of archaeology 
and architectural history. 

On October 17, 2013, the Coast Guard sent letters to 13 Native American Tribes or Recognized 
Tribal Representatives to inform them of this undertaking and notifying them that formal Section 
106 consultation would be initiated. The following Tribes and Tribal Representatives were 
invited to participate in the consultation process:  

• Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
• Delaware Tribal Preservation Officer  
• Delaware Tribe of Indians 
• Nanticoke Lenni-Lenape Indians of New Jersey 
• Powhatan Renape Nation  
• Ramapough Lenape Indian Nation 
• Sand Hill Band of Indians  
• Sand Hill Indian Association  
• Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma  
• Stockbridge-Munsee Band of the Mohicans  
• The Cherokee Nation of New Jersey  
• The Cherokee Tribe of New Jersey  
• The Delaware Nation 
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The Stockbridge-Munsee Tribal Historic Preservation Officer responded in a letter dated March 
4, 2014, that, although the project is within Mohican territory, no cultural sites are located within 
the project area (Appendix C). The Delaware Nation responded in a letter dated November 14, 
2014, that the location of the project does not endanger known archaeological sites of interest to 
the Delaware Nation (Appendix C). No other responses were received from the other Tribes or 
Tribal representatives.   

4.4.1 Archaeological Resources 

The URS cultural resource specialist visited the offices of the NJ HPO on September 24, 2013, to 
research archival files and U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps and gather information 
about known archaeological sites located within 1 mile of Station Manasquan Inlet.  
Archaeological site files and previously completed cultural resource identification and evaluation 
reports were also reviewed to gather additional background information.   

No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would occur and there 
would be no adverse effects on archaeological resources. 

Proposed Action – There are no recorded archaeological sites within the areas proposed for 
demolition or construction and correspondence from the NJ HPO dated June 14, 2013, did not 
raise any concerns about potential effects to archaeological resources (Appendix C). Therefore, 
the Proposed Action would have no adverse effects on archaeological resources.   

4.4.2 Historic Architectural Resources 

During the visit to the NJ HPO offices, information was gathered about known historic 
architectural resources located within 1 mile of the Station.  National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) documentation for other properties in the vicinity was reviewed and duplicated.  
Previously completed cultural resource identification and evaluation reports were also reviewed 
to gather additional background information. 

Station Manasquan Inlet was determined eligible for listing in the NRHP and the New Jersey 
Register of Historic Places (NJHRP) on November 7, 1991 (NJ HPO 1991). 

U.S. Coast Guard Station Manasquan Inlet was built in 1936 as Coast Guard Station #105 
(Asbury Park Evening Press 1938). The Station replaced the Manasquan, Bay Head, 
Mantoloking, Chadwick Beach, and Toms River Stations because of its ocean access and 
protected mooring facilities.  Station Manasquan Inlet currently consists of three buildings: the 
main Station Building, UPH, and the Boathouse. The Station Building, built in 1935, and the 
Boathouse, built in 1937, were determined eligible for listing in the NRHP and the NJRHP on 
November 7, 1991.  The UPH Building, built in 1976, is a non-contributing element of USCG 
Station Manasquan Inlet (NJDEP 1991).  

The 1935 Station Building is a 2½ story, eave-oriented gable roofed building that evidences 
Colonial Revival style architecture. Its prominent square roof cupola is mounted on an octagonal 
pedestal and surrounded by a pediment with railing. A weathervane caps the roof peak. A three-
bay portico fronts the central entrance, surrounded by columns and posts and containing a railing 
along the portico roof edge. One-story eave-oriented additions are located on the gable or side 
elevations of the core building and three gabled dormers pierce the front slope of the gable roof 
(Kralik 1981). 
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Station Building 

The 1937 Boathouse is a one-and-one-half story cross-gabled frame building with wood siding. 
The moderate to low-pitched gable roof contains dormers similar to those found on the Station 
Building. The single bay garage doors appear to be later replacements, and openings for air 
conditioning units have been placed in the upper half story exterior walls. 

 

 
Boathouse 

No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would occur and there 
would be no adverse effects on historic architectural resources. 

Proposed Action – Under the Proposed Action, the historic Boathouse will be demolished and 
replaced with a new MMB. Retention of the Boathouse cannot be achieved in a manner that is 
consistent with the purpose and need for the project due to a number of factors, including the 
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site’s size limitations, the need for the MMB to occupy the waterfront site where the existing 
Boathouse is situated, and the inability to renovate or elevate the Boathouse to accommodate 
modern larger vessels and meet the Hurricane Sandy recapitalization fund requirements to 
withstand the 500-year flood event. The historic Station Building will be declared excess and 
made available for transfer by the General Services Administration to another Federal agency, 
non-profit or interested party. Rehabilitation of the historic structure to meet mission needs 
would most likely not be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties (NPS 1995). It also would not be possible to elevate or 
reinforce the structure to meet the Hurricane Sandy recapitalization fund requirements to 
withstand the 500-year flood level. The non-contributing UPH will be demolished and the site 
used for parking. 

In a letter dated June 14, 2013, the NJ HPO stated that the Proposed Action will have an adverse 
effect on USCG Station Manasquan Inlet (Appendix C). The Coast Guard has consulted with NJ 
HPO to mitigate adverse effects on historic properties at the Station. The Coast Guard invited 
ACHP to participate in the consultation process in a letter dated September 25, 2013; in a 
response dated October 31, 2013, ACHP stated that its participation in consultation to resolve 
adverse effects is not needed at this time (Appendix C).  

In a letter dated January 15, 2014 (Appendix C), the Coast Guard submitted the following to the 
NJ HPO for review:  a draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for Station Manasquan Inlet; 
preliminary design drawings; color rendered exterior elevation drawings of the new MMB; and a 
narrative entitled Integrating Historic Preservation Guidance into Design of New Facilities – 
USCG Stations Atlantic City and Manasquan Inlet (URS 2014). On January 16, 2014, the Coast 
Guard met with the NJ HPO to discuss these documents and drawings. In a letter dated March 7, 
2014, the NJ HPO provided several recommendations for inclusion in the MOA and stated it has 
no objection to the Coast Guard proceeding with the design as proposed in the submitted 
documentation. In its letter, the NJ HPO also requested the Coast Guard actively market the 
Station Building and pursue finding a new owner that will keep the historic building in active use 
(Appendix C).  

The 2014 Station Manasquan Inlet MOA was patterned after an MOA finalized in 2002 (but not 
executed because the project was not funded) for a similar project to reconstruct Station 
Manasquan Inlet, and incorporates relevant comments received from NJ HPO staff on that 2002 
MOA. The 2014 Station Manasquan Inlet MOA documents the Coast Guard's efforts to mitigate 
impacts to historic structures and stipulates mitigation measures as follows: 

• The Coast Guard will prepare historic documentation of the Boathouse and the Station 
Building to Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) standards and include 35-
millimeter digital photography. One original copy of the recordation documentation will 
be provided to the SHPO and duplicate copies will be provided to Rutgers University 
Library-Special Collections, Point Pleasant Beach Borough, and Ocean County Cultural 
and Heritage Commission. 

• The Coast Guard will construct the new MMB in a historic architectural style that will 
complement the existing Station Building.  

• The Coast Guard will create and maintain an exhibit including a history of Station 
Manasquan Inlet in the lobby of the new MMB.  
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• A historic covenant will be attached to the transfer of the existing Station Building 
requiring maintenance that will be carried out according to the Secretary of the Interior 
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, and 
the General Services Administration will take steps to actively market the building.  

• The USCG agrees to provide the SHPO with an inventory of active Coast Guard 
lifesaving stations in the State of New Jersey.  The inventory will contain:   

• Name and location of the station.   

• The date the station was constructed.   

• Whether the station has a boathouse.   

• Five (5) exterior photographs (35mm or digital) of the station. Photographs  shall 
depict  the main facades of the building and any significant details and/or viewsheds.  
All photographs shall be labeled. A CD will accompany any digital photos.   

• Whether the station has been determined eligible for listing on the National Register 
of Historic Places or is already listed.   

To meet historic preservation requirements as outlined in the MOA (Appendix D), Coast Guard 
design teams and URS architects developed preliminary design-build plans for the reconstruction 
of Station Manasquan Inlet in preparation for eventual award to a design-build contractor.  URS 
architectural historians who meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications (36 
CFR Part 61) in the discipline of architectural history provided background information on 
Federal preservation design standards (including the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (NPS 2001) and Sense of Place: Design 
Guidelines for New Construction in Historic Districts (Preservation Alliance for Greater 
Philadelphia 2007).  The goal for the building design was to ensure that the new MMB will be 
compatible with historic materials, features, size, scale, and proportion, as well as the setting, of 
the Station's existing historic buildings. 
URS architectural historians provided summary information under various design elements – 
setting, massing, volume, roof profile, materials, and fenestration pattern – to refine the new 
MMB to be constructed at Station Manasquan Inlet: 

• Setting (Building Approach) – Design consideration was given to all elevations that have 
a public presence.  

• Massing – The exterior wall planes have been broken up to reduce the sense of massing. 
To further break up the massing, details such as pilasters, corner boards, and cornice 
returns were introduced to the design and scaled to be proportionate to the building. 

• Roof pitch – The slope ratios of gables were revised to maintain the slope ratios of the 
existing historic building, making the new building more compatible with the existing 
historic Station Building.  

• Materials – Both wood clapboard and wood shingles were used to clad these Roosevelt-
era buildings. Modern cladding materials will replicate the forms of these materials to 
maintain reference to the historic building materials.  

• Fenestration Pattern 
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• Windows – the spacing of windows was revised to emphasize vertical lines. Windows 
were typically moved closer together, rather than placing windows close to building 
corners with large blind spaces between the openings. 

• Entrances – The tripartite commercial entry front is being retained, but sidelights and 
transoms are narrower and contain multiple panes instead of single large fixed glazing  

Revisions to the design plans for the new MMB were made as described above to create a design 
for a more contextual building within the historic setting of Station Manasquan Inlet.  

At an April 15, 2014, meeting with NJ HPO review staff, the Coast Guard was informed that the 
NJ HPO concurred with the revised design for the new MMB and that the design successfully 
integrated the use of new materials, resulting in new construction that blended with the nearby 
historic Station Building, and met the relevant stipulations in the draft 2014 MOA (personal 
communication, NJ HPO staff). The signed MOA is included in Appendix D. 

4.5 Summary of Impacts 
Impacts on resources from the No Action and Proposed Action are summarized in Table 3.  

Table 3. Summary of Impacts 

Resource No Action Proposed Action 

Land Use No impacts on land use. Building configurations and footprints would change 
slightly, but there would be no impacts on land use. 

Local Economy No impacts on the local 
economy. 

No adverse impacts on the local economy. Minor, 
temporary beneficial impacts on the local economy due 
to the potential need for local construction workers and 
non-local construction workers frequenting area 
businesses during the implementation of the Proposed 
Action. A potential long-term beneficial impact to the 
local economy would occur should the historic Station 
building be transferred to an entity that would draw 
tourists to the vicinity, such as a museum. 

Environmental 
Justice 

No impacts on low-income 
or minority populations. 

No disproportionately adverse impacts to minority or 
low-income populations. All populations would benefit 
from the Proposed Action.  

Transportation No impacts on 
transportation or traffic. 

Minor, temporary adverse impacts to traffic flow 
during construction. No long-term impacts on 
transportation or traffic. 

Geology and 
Soils 

No impacts on geology or 
soils. 

No impacts to geology. Minor, temporary adverse 
impacts to 1.14 acres of soils from ground disturbance 
and potential erosion. Erosion and sediment control 
BMPs stipulated in the D-B contractor specifications 
would minimize these impacts. The D-B contractor 
specifications also require the contractor to obtain a 
NJPDES general permit for construction activities that 
disturb more than 1 acre of soil. 
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Resource No Action Proposed Action 

Air Quality No impacts on air quality. Minor, temporary, and localized adverse impacts on air 
quality during construction due to equipment emissions 
and fugitive dust from construction activities. Because 
there would be no permanent increase in the number of 
vehicles and vessels operated at the Station, there 
would be no change in long-term mobile source 
impacts. The D-B contractor specifications require the 
contractor to prepare a general conformity applicability 
analysis to ensure the project meets the NAAQS. 

Noise No impacts on noise levels 
or sources. 

Temporary, minor adverse impacts due to increases in 
noise levels from operation of heavy construction 
equipment. No long-term impacts to noise levels or 
sources. 

Hazardous 
Materials/ 
Hazardous 
Waste 

No impacts on or changes 
to the handling and 
disposal of hazardous 
materials and waste. 

Any hazardous materials discovered, generated, or used 
during demolition and construction would be disposed 
and handled in accordance with applicable local, state, 
and federal regulations. With implementation of health 
and safety mitigation measures, no impacts are 
anticipated. 

Flora and Fauna No impacts on flora and 
fauna. 

No impacts on plants and wildlife, although any 
wildlife present would be subject to construction noise. 
Temporary adverse impacts to aquatic biota during the 
construction of the new bulkhead from noise and 
sedimentation. No long-term impacts on terrestrial or 
aquatic flora and fauna. 

Floodplains No impacts on floodplains. 
Station facilities would 
continue to be flooded 
during major storms. 

No practicable alternatives to work in the floodplain 
exist. The new MMB would be constructed to 
withstand the 500-year flood and built to hurricane-
resilient standards. The functionality of the floodplain 
would not be changed or reduced by the Proposed 
Action. No impacts on floodplains. 

Coastal Zone No impacts on coastal 
zone resources. 

The Proposed Action is consistent with the NJ Coastal 
Management Program. 

Waters of the 
U.S., including 
Wetlands 

No impacts on WOUS or 
wetlands. 

Minor, temporary adverse impacts on water quality 
during construction. Construction activities occurring 
in water would result in increased localized turbidity, 
minor and temporary adverse impacts on water quality, 
and a minor impact on WOUS for construction of the 
new bulkhead. The Coast Guard would obtain a CWA 
Section 404 permit prior to construction (NWP#3 for 
repair of existing structures is anticipated to apply). 
Appropriate best management practices will be used to 
minimize sedimentation and maintain water quality. A 
NJPDES general permit for construction activity would 
also be obtained from NJDEP Division of Water 
Quality, Bureau of Nonpoint Pollution Control. NJDEP 
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Resource No Action Proposed Action 
has issued a CWA Section 401 WQC for the project. 

Essential Fish 
Habitat and 
Other NOAA 
Trust Resources 

No impacts to regulated 
fisheries or protected 
species under NMFS 
jurisdiction. 

Temporary and negligible effects on EFH, including 
increased turbidity, loss of prey, and acoustic impacts 
from pile driving.  

Construction activities will incorporate appropriate 
BMPs to comply with New Jersey’s Surface Water 
Quality Standards.  The extent of acoustic impacts 
would depend on the depth of the water, diameter of 
the piles, and the type of hammer to be used, which 
will be determined by the D-B contractor. If the steel 
pipe piles will exceed 24 inches in diameter, NMFS 
may request that a wood cushion block be used to 
absorb sound energy and attenuate underwater noise; 
this mitigation measure, if needed, will be incorporated 
into the D-B contractor specifications. 

In a letter dated August 21, 2014, NJDEP Bureau of 
Marine Fisheries stated that anadromous species can be 
expected to be adversely affected by the impact 
hammers and a timing restriction from March 15 
through June 30 is needed on any in-water disturbance, 
sediment-generating activities, and pile driving. This 
restriction has been incorporated into the D-B 
contractor specifications. The Bureau also 
recommended a timing restriction of January 1 through 
May 31 to protect winter flounder, as well as 
restrictions on or mitigation measures for sediment 
deposition or increased flow-rates (Appendix F). The 
Coast Guard will implement erosion and sediment 
controls on land to minimize sediment reaching the 
water. The Proposed Action will not cause increased 
flow rates. 

NMFS may require seasonal work restrictions from 
March 1 to June 30 to protect migrating alewife and 
blueback herring, and from December 1 to May 31 to 
protect migrating, spawning, and early life states (eggs 
and larvae) of winter flounder.   

The benthic community present along the bulkhead 
would be temporarily displaced but would be expected 
to reestablish within approximately 18 months. Driving 
of sheetpiles and new piles for floating docks may 
temporarily increase turbidity in the immediate 
vicinity. As the sediments are predominantly sand, the 
turbidity plume is expected to dissipate quickly and 
should not affect mobile aquatic species, which are 
expected to vacate the area. The repair and rebuild of 
structures at the waterfront would generate noise which 
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Resource No Action Proposed Action 
could temporarily deter species from using the area. 

No effect on shortnose sturgeon; negligible effect on 
Atlantic sturgeon. No effect on listed whales or sea 
turtles. However, because there is a remote possibility 
that a whale or sea turtle could enter the project area, 
the Coast Guard would use a spotter during in-water 
construction; if a whale or sea turtle is spotted, 
construction activities would halt until the animal 
swims out of the area. The requirement to use a spotter 
has been incorporated into the D-B contractor 
specifications.  

No impact to shellfish habitat; no effect on hard and 
soft clams. 

Threatened and 
Endangered 
Species 

No impacts on threatened 
and endangered species. 

No impacts on federally or state-listed terrestrial 
threatened and endangered species.  

Cultural 
Resources 

No adverse effects on 
archaeological or historic 
architectural resources. 

No adverse effects on archaeological resources. Direct 
adverse effects on historic architectural resources; the 
Coast Guard has consulted with the NJ HPO to 
determine mitigation measures; this consultation 
resulted in NJ HPO acceptance of the revised MMB 
design. The Coast Guard will ensure the project 
includes the mitigation measures described in the 
MOA, including: 
• Historic documentation of the historic Boathouse 

and historic Station Building, including 35-
millimeter digital photography, that meets HABS 
standards. 

• Construction of the new MMB in a historic 
architectural style that will be compatible with the 
existing historic Station Building. 

• Creation and maintenance of an exhibit including a 
history of Station Manasquan Inlet in the lobby of 
the new MMB. 

• Attachment of a historic covenant to the transfer of 
the existing historic Station Building and active 
marketing of the building by the General Services 
Administration. 

• Mothballing and basic maintenance of the historic 
Station Building to ensure that its condition does 
not deteriorate prior to divestiture. 

• An inventory and basic documentation of active 
Coast Guard facilities with historic lifesaving 
stations and search and rescue functions. 

Stipulations for mitigation measures that will be 
implemented are outlined in the MOA (Appendix D). 
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5. REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 
The following list of potential permits and approvals are likely to be required for the Proposed 
Action. Any required permits, licenses, or approvals would be obtained prior to construction. 

• CWA Section 402/NJPDES Permit, NJDEP Division of Water Quality  

• General Conformity Applicability Analysis (and possibly a Conformity Determination), 
NJDEP  

• Federal Consistency Determination, NJDEP DLUR (received March 13, 2014, Appendix 
C) 

• CWA Section 404 Permit (authorization under NWP#3 anticipated), USACE 
• CWA Section 401 WQC, NJDEP DLUR (received April 16, 2014, Appendix C)  

• Memorandum of Agreement, NJ HPO (signed August 21, 2014, see Appendix D) 

6. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
According to CEQ regulations, cumulative impacts represent the "impact on the environment 
which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or 
person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time (40 CFR 1508.7)." In 
accordance with NEPA and to the extent reasonable and practical, this EA considered the 
combined effect of the Proposed Action and other actions occurring or proposed in the vicinity 
of the project site.  

Point Pleasant Beach and the entire New Jersey coast are undergoing recovery efforts after 
Hurricane Sandy caused extensive damages. The recovery efforts include a wide range of 
demolition and construction projects conducted by Federal, State, and local entities.  

Hurricane Sandy restoration projects proposed by USACE and NJDEP include shore protection 
and dredging projects in many of the coastal NJ counties (NJDEP 2014).  

New Jersey will receive $25.3 million in Federal grants, including $7.1million for state-led 
projects, to help protect coastal communities from future storms through state or local projects 
using science-based solutions. NJDEP and the Governor’s Office of Recovery and Rebuilding 
studied county and municipal projects that may be eligible for the program, as well as state 
projects (State of New Jersey 2014). Approved DEP projects for program funding include: 

• Reusing Dredged Material to Restore Salt Marshes and Protect Communities: Reuse 
dredge materials to restore 90 acres of salt marsh for Avalon, Stone Harbor and 
Fortescue. Enhanced salt marsh will provide wildlife habitat and reduce flooding and 
erosion impacts on nearby communities. 

• Building Ecological Solutions to Coastal Community Hazards: Develop, design and 
deliver green infrastructure techniques that add ecological value and enhance community 
resiliency for coastal communities. 

• Enhancing Liberty State Park’s Marshes and Upland Habitats: Create and improve 
Liberty State Park’s 40 acres of salt marsh and 100 acres of upland habitat in Jersey City. 
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Project will improve ecosystem resiliency and create a new publicly accessible area 
within the park. 

The Casino Reinvestment Development Authority uses casino reinvestments to fund projects 
statewide, including housing and neighborhood development (CRDA 2014). 

Cumulative impacts resulting from these projects and the proposed project would consist of 
typical construction-related impacts, including: 

• Minor, temporary beneficial impacts on the local economy due to the potential need for 
local construction workers and non-local construction workers frequenting area 
businesses. 

• Minor, temporary adverse impacts to traffic flow during demolition and construction. 

• Minor, temporary adverse impacts to air quality due to increases in criteria pollutants 
during demolition and construction activities.  

• Minor, temporary increases in noise levels from operation of heavy construction 
equipment. 

• Minor, temporary adverse impacts on water quality during construction due to increased 
turbidity. Appropriate best management practices will be used to minimize sedimentation 
and maintain water quality.  

• Minor, temporary impacts on aquatic species, including ESA-listed Atlantic, including 
increased turbidity, loss of prey, and acoustic impacts from pile driving, dredging, and 
other in-water work that may occur. 

• Temporary disturbance and possible displacement of birds and small animals from 
construction activities on land.  

These cumulative impacts are not anticipated to be significant, primarily because the projects 
would occur at a variety of times and locations along the New Jersey coast. No other cumulative 
effects are anticipated. 

7. AGENCIES AND PERSONS CONTACTED 
During the preparation of this EA, the following agencies and organizations were contacted by 
letter requesting project review. Responses received to date are included in Appendix C.  

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, New Jersey Field Office 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District 
• National Marine Fisheries Service 

• Habitat Conservation Division 
• Protected Resources Division 

• New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
• Historic Preservation Office 
• Division of Land Use Regulation, Coastal Management Program 
• Commissioner's Office 
• Natural Heritage Program 
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• Office of Permit Coordination and Environmental Review 
• Division of Fish and Wildlife Endangered & Non-game Species Program 
• Bureau of Marine Fisheries 

• Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
• Delaware Tribal Preservation Officer  
• Delaware Tribe of Indians 
• Nanticoke Lenni-Lenape Indians of New Jersey 
• Powhatan Renape Nation  
• Ramapough Lenape Indian Nation 
• Sand Hill Band of Indians  
• Sand Hill Indian Association  
• Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma  
• Stockbridge-Munsee Band of the Mohicans  
• The Cherokee Nation of New Jersey  
• The Cherokee Tribe of New Jersey  
• The Delaware Nation 

8. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
The Coast Guard is the lead Federal agency for conducting the NEPA compliance process for the 
Proposed Action. The Coast Guard's goal is to expedite the preparation and review of NEPA 
documents and to be responsive to the needs of the community and the purpose and need of the 
Proposed Action while meeting the intent of NEPA and complying with all NEPA provisions.  

The Coast Guard requested input from the public on the environmental issues to be addressed in 
the EA by publishing a public notice on October 4, 2013, in The Ocean Star (Appendix E). The 
notice described the Proposed Action and invited the public to submit comments to the Coast 
Guard by October 18, 2013. No comments were received.    

The Coast Guard notified the public of the availability of the draft EA through publication of a 
notice on August 1, 2014 in The Ocean Star (Appendix E). The draft EA was available for public 
review online at http://www.uscg.mil/d5/PublicNotices.asp or in hard copy at the Point Pleasant 
Beach Library located at 710 McLean Avenue, Point Pleasant Beach, NJ   08742, during normal 
business hours (Monday/Wednesday/Thursday from 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Tuesday from 1:00 
p.m. to 9:00 p.m., Friday from 1:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m., and Saturday from 10:00 a.m. to 1:00 
p.m.). The 15-day comment period concluded on 16 August 2014. Comments received on the 
draft EA have been incorporated into this final EA and are included in Appendix F.  

The Coast Guard notified the public of the availability of the Final EA and FONSI through 
publication of a notice on August 29, 2014 in The Ocean Star (Appendix E). The final EA, 
including public and agency comments, and the FONSI are available online at 
http://www.uscg.mil/d5/PublicNotices.asp, or copies may be requested from Lynn Keller, U.S. 
Coast Guard, SILC EMD, 1301 Clay St., Suite 700N, Oakland, CA 94612-5203, or by email at 
Lynn.M.Keller@uscg.mil.

http://www.uscg.mil/d5/PublicNotices.asp
http://www.uscg.mil/d5/PublicNotices.asp
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Eight-Step Planning Process for Floodplains and Wetlands 
USCG Station Manasquan Inlet Recapitalization Project 

Step Number Project Analysis 

1: Determine whether the Proposed Action is 
located in a wetland and/or the 100-year floodplain 
(500-year floodplain for critical actions), and 
whether it has the potential to affect or be affected 
by a floodplain or wetland. 

According to recent Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) mapping completed in 2013 after 
Hurricane Sandy, the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) 
Station Manasquan Inlet is entirely within the 100-
year, specifically zone AE with the waterfront areas 
within zone VE, and 500-year floodplain (FEMA 
Region II Coastal Analysis and Mapping “What is My 
Base Flood Elevation (BFE)? Address Lookup Tool,” 
http://www.region2coastal.com/sandy/table). Waters 
surrounding the Station (Point Pleasant Harbor) are 
considered Waters of the United States (WOUS) and 
are classified as estuarine and marine deepwater 
wetlands (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National 
Wetlands Inventory Mapper, 
http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/mapper.html). 

2: Notify public at earliest possible time of the 
intent to carry out an action in a floodplain or 
wetland, and involve the affected and interested 
public in the decision-making process. 

The Coast Guard published a public notice in the local 
newspaper The Ocean Star on October 4, 2013, 
informing the public about the Proposed Action. The 
public was invited to submit comments to the Coast 
Guard by October 18, 2013. No comments were 
received. 
 
The Coast Guard is preparing, in accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, 
the President's Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) Regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations 
[CFR] parts 1500-1508), and the Coast Guard NEPA 
implementing procedures (COMDTINST 
M16475.1D), an Environmental Assessment (EA) to 
evaluate the environmental impacts of the Proposed 
Action and the No Action Alternative.  The Coast 
Guard notified the public of the availability of the 
draft EA through publication of a notice on August 1, 
2014 in The Ocean Star. The draft EA is available for 
public review online or in hard copy at the Point 
Pleasant Beach Library. The approximately 2-week 
comment period concludes on August16, 2014. 
  

3: Identify and evaluate practicable alternatives to 
locating the Proposed Action in a floodplain or 
wetland. 

 

Because all of Station Manasquan Inlet is in the 100-
year and 500-year floodplain, there are no practicable 
alternatives to locating the Proposed Action outside of 
the floodplain. The Coast Guard considered relocating 
the entire Station or leasing space in a nearby facility; 
however, there is little available undeveloped land 
nearby and no adequate local facilities available for 
lease. The Coast Guard also considered modifying the 
existing Station Building and Boathouse to meet 
modern USCG mission needs and the Hurricane 
Sandy recapitalization fund requirements to withstand 
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Eight-Step Planning Process for Floodplains and Wetlands 
USCG Station Manasquan Inlet Recapitalization Project 

Step Number Project Analysis 

the 500-year flood event. Rehabilitation of the historic 
Station Building to meet mission needs would most 
likely not be consistent with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties. Structurally, it is not possible to elevate 
these structures without damaging them and 
significant alterations to both structures would be 
required to meet mission requirements for boats, 
operations, and security. The Coast Guard also 
considered constructing a new Multi-Mission Building 
(MMB) on the Station without demolishing the 
existing Boathouse, but there is no other suitable 
location on the Station Manasquan Inlet property that 
has waterfront access and enough space to construct a 
modern MMB that meets USCG mission 
requirements. Finally, the Coast Guard considered 
retaining the existing Station Building as-is instead of 
divesting it. However, the Coast Guard is mandated to 
reduce the Federal footprint and right-size all 
facilities, and there is no viable use for the existing 
Station Building since it does not meet mission 
requirements and cannot be reasonably retrofitted to 
do so. 

The above alternatives do not meet the purpose and 
need for the project and are not considered to be 
feasible and were dismissed from further 
consideration. Therefore, the Coast Guard is 
considering two alternatives: No Action and the 
Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action, the 
Coast Guard proposes to construct a new MMB that 
would combine operations of the existing Station 
Building and boathouse and would include housing 
units to replace the duty section berthing provided by 
the existing Unaccompanied Personnel Housing 
(UPH) building. The new MMB would be constructed 
within the footprint of the Boathouse and its adjacent 
parking lot  and would be built to hurricane resistant 
building codes to withstand the 500-year flood. The 
UPH building would be demolished and replaced with 
parking. The Station building and the 85-foot by 95-
foot parcel on which it sits would be declared excess 
and would be divested. The Coast Guard also 
proposes waterfront work that would include 
installing a new, approximately 219-foot long, sheet 
pile bulkhead between the boat ramp and adjacent 
property lines, replacing the boat ramp's wooden 
decking with a concrete deck, and replacing the guide 
piles of the three floating docks on the west side of the 
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Eight-Step Planning Process for Floodplains and Wetlands 
USCG Station Manasquan Inlet Recapitalization Project 

Step Number Project Analysis 

Station.  

4: Identify the full range of potential direct or 
indirect impacts associated with the occupancy or 
modification of floodplains and wetlands, and the 
potential direct and indirect support of floodplain 
and wetland development that could result from the 
Proposed Action. 

The new MMB would be constructed to withstand up 
to the 500-year flood event. The functionality of the 
floodplain at the Station would not be changed or 
reduced by the Proposed Action. Under the Proposed 
Action, construction activities occurring in the water 
would result in increased localized turbidity, minor 
and temporary adverse impacts on water quality, and a 
minor amount of fill in WOUS for construction of the 
new bulkhead.  

5: Minimize the potential adverse impacts from 
work within floodplains and wetlands (identified 
under Step 4), restore and preserve the natural and 
beneficial values served by wetlands. 

The Coast Guard would implement erosion and 
sediment control measures to minimize sediment 
transport into marine waters; implement spill 
prevention and control best management practices to 
minimize potential for and impacts of a spill of 
pollutants such as fuel into marine waters; and 
minimize the duration of work in the water as much as 
possible. Permits required for work in WOUS include 
a NJPDES general permit for construction activity, a 
Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 Water Quality 
Certificate (WQC) from the NJDEP Division of Land 
Use Regulation (DLUR), and a CWA Section 404 
permit from the USACE. The work would likely be 
authorized under the USACE Nationwide Permit 
(NWP) program, specifically NWP#3. The NJDEP 
DLUR has already issued a Section 401 WQC for the 
Proposed Action in a letter dated April 16, 2014. 

6: Reevaluate the Proposed Action to determine: 1) 
if it is still practicable in light of its exposure to 
flood hazards; 2) the extent to which it will 
aggravate the hazards to others; 3) its potential to 
disrupt floodplain and wetland values. 

No practicable alternatives to work in the floodplain 
exist. Because of the alternative items specified in step 
number 3, only the Proposed Action meets mission 
needs and site restrictions.  The functionality of the 
floodplain would not be changed or reduced by the 
Proposed Action and, therefore, would not aggravate 
flood hazards. No impacts to the floodplain are 
expected.  Minor, temporary adverse impacts on water 
quality would occur during construction. Spill 
prevention and safety response plans would be 
implemented to minimize impacts. Construction 
activities occurring in water would result in increased 
localized turbidity, minor and temporary adverse 
impacts on water quality, and a minor amount of fill in 
WOUS for construction of the new bulkhead. 
Appropriate best management practices will be used 
to minimize sedimentation and maintain water quality. 
The appropriate permits, as specified in step number 
5, would also be obtained. A Section 401 WQC has 
already been obtained. 
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Eight-Step Planning Process for Floodplains and Wetlands 
USCG Station Manasquan Inlet Recapitalization Project 

Step Number Project Analysis 

7: If the agency decides to take an action in a 
floodplain or wetland, prepare and provide the 
public with a finding and explanation of any final 
decision that the floodplain or wetland is the only 
practicable alternative. The explanation should 
include any relevant factors considered in the 
decision-making process. 

The Coast Guard notified the public of the availability 
of the draft EA through publication of a notice on 1 
August 2014 in The Ocean Star. The draft EA is 
available for public review online during a 15-day 
comment period that concludes on 16 August 2014. 

 

8: Review the implementation and post-
implementation phases of the Proposed Action to 
ensure that the requirements of the EOs are fully 
implemented. Oversight responsibility shall be 
integrated into existing processes. 

This step is integrated into the National 
Environmental Policy Act process and USCG project 
management. 
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Commanding Officer
United States Coast Guard
Shore Infrastructure Logistics Center

300 East Main Street, Suite 800
Norfolk, VA  23510-9104
Staff Symbol:   EMD
Phone: (757) 628-4168
Email:  James.M.Lewis@uscg.mi

5090
15 January 2014

Mr. Daniel Saunders 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
Mail Code 501-04B 
State of New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection, Historic Preservation Office 
P.O. Box 420 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0420 

Subj: Submittal of the Proposed Memorandum of Agreement and Preliminary Design 
Drawings – Hurricane Sandy Proposed Recapitalization Project to Rebuild USCG 
Station Manasquan Inlet, Ocean County, New Jersey, HPO Project #13-1059 

Dear Mr. Saunders: 

This letter and attachments have been prepared in order to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
effects to historic properties at United States Coast Guard (USCG) Station Manasquan 
Inlet, located at located at 61 Inlet Drive, Point Pleasant Beach, New Jersey.   

Please find a draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) as Enclosure (1).  This MOA is 
patterned after the 2002 USCG Station Manasquan Inlet MOA (finalized but not executed 
due to lack of funds) to rebuild, and incorporates recent comments received by your staff.  
This MOA documents USCG efforts to mitigate impacts to historic structures at this site, 
and is proposed for your review and signature. 

Over the last several months, USCG design teams and consultants have been developing 
preliminary design-build plans for the recapitalization effort in preparation for eventual 
award to a design-build contractor.  In order to ensure that the proposed design plans meet 
historic preservation requirements, as outlined in the attached draft MOA, USCG requests 
your review and comment on the drawings at this time.  Encl (2) consists of color rendered 
exterior elevation drawings of the proposed new Multi Mission Building.  Encl (3) consists 
of the preliminary design drawings that detail the proposed demolition of the existing 
historic Boathouse structure and non-contributing Unaccompanied Personnel Housing 
structure, proposed waterfront work, and design plans to construct a new Multi Mission 
Building on the site of the existing Boathouse. 



SUBJ: USCG STATION MANASQUAN INLET, OCEAN COUNTY, NEW JERSEY 

Page 2 of 2 

As outlined in the draft MOA, USCG has taken great care to incorporate historic 
architectural components compatible with the existing historic district into the new design 
plans for the proposed Boat Maintenance Facility.  In order to more specifically call out 
historic architectural components that have been integrated into the preliminary drawings 
to meet the historic architectural style of this area, please see Encl (4), prepared by 
USCG’s consultant, URS Corporation.

In order to utilize Hurricane SANDY funding allocated to rebuild Station Manasquan Inlet, 
USCG must meet abbreviated contract award schedules, and, therefore, Coast Guard 
kindly requests your expedited review of the enclosed MOA and design drawings.   Ms. 
Lynn Keller, of my staff, has a meeting planned with Ms. Michelle Hughes and Mr. 
Jonathan Kinney of your staff on 16 January 2014 to further discuss the project and the 
attached submittals.  If you have any questions or would like additional clarification, 
please contact Mr. Jim Lewis of my staff at (757) 628-4168. 

Sincerely,

John Poland 
USCG SILC  
Environmental Management Division Chief 
By Direction 

Enclosure: (1) Memorandum of Agreement Among the U.S. Coast Guard and the New 
Jersey State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the Hurricane 
SANDY Recapitalization Effort at Coast Guard Station Manasquan Inlet, 
New Jersey, January 2014. 

(2) Station Manasquan Inlet Rendered Exterior Elevations, Proposed New 
Multi Mission Building, 13 January 2014 

(3) Station Manasquan Inlet Preliminary Design Drawings, 13 January 2014 
(4) Integrating Historic Preservation Guidance into Design of New 

Facilities—USCG Station Atlantic City and Manasquan Inlet 

Copy: CG SILC (w/o Encl) 

POLAND.
JOHN.
R.1049774717

Digitally signed by POLAND.
JOHN.R.1049774717 
DN: c=US, o=U.S. Government, 
ou=DoD, ou=PKI, ou=USCG, 
cn=POLAND.JOHN.
R.1049774717 
Date: 2014.01.15 09:03:06 -05'00'
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From: karen.greene@noaa.gov [mailto:karen.greene@noaa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, December 02, 2013 10:16 PM 
To: Lewis, James M CIV 
Subject: Hurricane Sandy Recapitalization Projects - USCG Station Atlantic City, Manasquan and Sandy Hook, 
New Jersey 

Hello, 

I apologize for taking so long to reply to your October 21, 2013 letter to Mr. Lou Chiarella concerning the proposed 
recapitalization projects to rebuild the US Coast Guard Stations in Atlantic City, Manasquan Inlet and Sandy Hook, 
New Jersey.  I am the regional biologist for NMFS' Habitat Conservation Division.  I currently cover NY, NJ, DE 
and eastern PA, so these projects fall within my geographic region.  I will happy to provide any technical assistance 
that you may need.  

All of the project areas have been designated as essential fish habitat under the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  Additional 
information about the MSA and EFH can be found on our website at www.nero.noaa.gov/habitat .  Based upon the 
information provided in your letter, consultation will be needed on these projects.  

Consultation involves the preparation of an EFH assessment by the lead federal action agency.  The assessment can 
be included in the draft EA, but it must be identified as a separate section.  It can also be done separately, but we 
find including it in the draft EA is more efficient for all.  Our website site includes a worksheet that can be used as 
an assessment in many cases.  It may also be helpful to talk with the Philadelphia District Army Corps of 
Engineers.  They have a great deal of experience in writing EFH assessments for these types of projects.  

When preparing the assessments, please use the information on our nero tables, not the EFH mapper from our 
headquarters.  At this time, the mapper does not contain information of many of the local federally managed species 
such as bluefish, summer flounder and inshore winter flounder.   I will be happy to assist you as your develop these 
assessments. 

All three stations are mapped as shellfish habitat either on the Department of Interior's 1963 maps or later maps 
done by the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection.  I can scan and send copies of these maps if you'd 
like them.  In mapped shellfish beds, all structures in and over the water are required to be of non- polluting 
materials.  Treated lumber would be considered a polluting material since it leaches metals into the surrounding 
waters and sediments.  Creosote would also be considered a polluting material and its use is banned in NJ's aquatic 
environment.  

Numerous other species move through the inlets including diadromous species such as alewife, blueback herring, 
striped bass and American eel.  Depending upon the nature and location of the work proposed, seasonal work 
restrictions may be needed to protect the upstream migration of these species.  In the case of the Manasquan Inlet, a 
timing restriction of 12/1 to 5/31 and 3/1 to 6/30 may be needed to address concerns about migrating alewife and 
blueback herring (3/1 to 6/30) and migrating, spawning and early life stages of winter flounder.  For Sandy Hook, it 
is likely that winter flounder early life stages would be of concern due to the dredging (1/1 to 5/31 restriction for 
eggs and larvae).  Also, expansion of the footprint of the dredged basin would be discouraged due to mapped 
shellfish beds.  Winter flounder eggs and larvae would also be a concern in Atlantic City. 

Threatened and endangered species under NMFS' jurisdiction such as Atlantic sturgeon and sea turtles may also be 
present at all three locations.  The CG should coordinate with our Protected Resources Division in Gloucester, MA 
if you have not already done so. Danielle Palmer is the contact for NJ.  

I hope this information helps you in the preparation of the EAs for these projects.  If you would like to discuss or 
need more information, please call or e-mail me.  If you would like a more formal response, a letter can be prepared, 
but it is likely that it will take several weeks to be issued due to workload constraints.   



 

Thank you.  

Karen Greene 
Fishery Biologist/EFH Coordinator 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Habitat Conservation Division 
James J. Howard Marine Sciences Laboratory 
74 Magruder Rd. 
Highlands, NJ 07732 
732 872-3023 
732 872-3077 (fax) 
karen.greene@noaa.gov 
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November 19, 2013 
Erica C. Antill 
URS Corporation 
12420 Milestone Center Drive, Suite 150 
Germantown, MD 20876 

 

Re: USCG Station Manasquan Inlet Rebuilding Project 
 

Dear Ms. Antill: 
 

Thank you for your data request regarding rare species information for the above referenced project site in Point Pleasant 
Beach Borough, Ocean County. 
 

Searches of the Natural Heritage Database and the Landscape Project (Version 3.1) are based on a representation of the 
boundaries of your project site in our Geographic Information System (GIS).  We make every effort to accurately transfer 
your project bounds from the topographic map(s) submitted with the Request for Data into our Geographic Information 
System. We do not typically verify that your project bounds are accurate, or check them against other sources.   
 
We have checked the Landscape Project habitat mapping and the Biotics Database for occurrences of any rare wildlife 
species or wildlife habitat on the referenced site.  The Natural Heritage Database was searched for occurrences of rare plant 
species or ecological communities that may be on the project site.  Please refer to Table 1 (attached) to determine if any rare 
plant species, ecological communities, or rare wildlife species or wildlife habitat are documented on site.  A detailed report 
is provided for each category coded as ‘Yes’ in Table 1.  
 
We have also checked the Landscape Project habitat mapping and Biotics Database for occurrences of rare wildlife species 
or wildlife habitat in the immediate vicinity (within ¼ mile) of the referenced site.  Additionally, the Natural Heritage 
Database was checked for occurrences of rare plant species or ecological communities within ¼ mile of the site.  Please 
refer to Table 2 (attached) to determine if any rare plant species, ecological communities, or rare wildlife species or wildlife 
habitat are documented within the immediate vicinity of the site.  Detailed reports are provided for all categories coded as 
‘Yes’ in Table 2.  These reports may include species that have also been documented on the project site. 
 
The Natural Heritage Program reviews its data periodically to identify priority sites for natural diversity in the State.  
Included as priority sites are some of the State’s best habitats for rare and endangered species and ecological communities.  
Please refer to Tables 1 and 2 (attached) to determine if any priority sites are located on or in the vicinity of the site.   
 

A list of rare plant species and ecological communities that have been documented from Ocean County can be downloaded 
from http://www.state.nj.us/dep/parksandforests/natural/heritage/countylist.html. If suitable habitat is present at the project 
site, the species in that list have potential to be present.   
 

Status and rank codes used in the tables and lists are defined in EXPLANATION OF CODES USED IN NATURAL HERITAGE 

REPORTS, which can be downloaded from http://www.state.nj.us/dep/parksandforests/natural/heritage/nhpcodes_2010.pdf.   
 

If you have questions concerning the wildlife records or wildlife species mentioned in this response, we recommend that 
you visit the interactive NJ-GeoWeb website at the following URL, http://www.state.nj.us/dep/gis/geowebsplash.htm or 
contact the Division of Fish and Wildlife, Endangered and Nongame Species Program at (609) 292-9400. 
 

PLEASE SEE ‘CAUTIONS AND RESTRICTIONS ON NHP DATA’, which can be downloaded from 
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/parksandforests/natural/heritage/newcaution2008.pdf. 
 



Thank you for consulting the Natural Heritage Program.  The attached invoice details the payment due for processing this 
data request.  Feel free to contact us again regarding any future data requests. 

 

Sincerely, 
 

                
 

Robert J. Cartica 
Administrator     

c: NHP File No. 13-4007411-4397 



Table 1: On Site Data Request Search Results (7 Possible Reports)

Rare Plants/Ecological Communities Possibly On Site: No

Rare Plants/Ecological Communities On Site/Immediate Vicinity: No

Natural Heritage Priority Sites On Site: No

Landscape 3.1 Species Based Patches On Site: Yes

Landscape 3.1 Vernal Pool Habitat On Site: No

Landscape 3.1 Stream/Mussel Habitat On Site: No

Other Animals Tracked by ENSP On Site: No

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 Page 1 of 1
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Table 2: Vicinity Data Request Search Results (6 possible reports)

Rare Plants/Ecological Communities within the Vicinity: Yes

Natural Heritage Priority Sites within the Vicinity: No

Landscape 3.1 Species Based Patches within the Vicinity: Yes

Landscape 3.1 Vernal Pool Habitat within the Vicinity: No

Landscape 3.1 Stream/Mussel Habitat within the Vicnity: No

Other Animals Tracked by ENSP within the Vicnity: No
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October 31, 2013  
 
Mr. John Poland 
Environmental Management Division Chief 
U.S. Coast Guard 
Shore Infrastructure Logistics Center 
300 East Main Street, Suite 800 
Norfolk, VA  23510-9104  
 
Ref: Proposed Rebuilding of the USCG Station Manasquan Inlet 

Point Pleasant Beach, Ocean County, New Jersey 

 
Dear Mr. Poland: 
 
The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) recently received your notification and 
supporting documentation regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking on properties listed 
on and eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Based upon the information you 
provided, we have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual 

Section 106 Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800) does not 
apply to this undertaking. Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to 
resolve adverse effects is needed. However, if we receive a request for participation from the State 
Historic Preservation Officer, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, or another party, we may reconsider 
this decision. Additionally, should circumstances change, and you determine that our participation is 
needed to conclude the consultation process, please notify us.  
 
Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), 
developed in consultation with the New Jersey State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and any other 
consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation 
process. The filing of the Agreement and supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to 
complete the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  
 
Thank you for providing us with your notification of adverse effect. If you have any questions or require 
further assistance, please contact Katharine Kerr at 202-606-8534, or via email at kkerr@achp.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 

Raymond V. Wallace 
Historic Preservation Technician 
Office of Federal Agency Programs 















 

 

Appendix D 
Memorandum of Agreement  
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Public Involvement  



NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 
Final Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact 

Hurricane Sandy Proposed Recapitalization Project 
Rebuild USCG Station Manasquan Inlet, New Jersey 

 
The US Coast Guard (USCG) proposes to construct a new Multi-mission Building (MMB) and 
reconstruct portions of the waterfront at USCG Station Manasquan Inlet, Point Pleasant Beach, 
New Jersey. The 2013 Disaster Assistance Supplemental Act (P.L. 113-2) appropriated funds to 
rebuild USCG shore facilities damaged by Hurricane Sandy in October 2012 and to prevent 
damage from future storms by replacing damaged facilities with those that are hurricane and 
flood resilient.  The Coast Guard has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) pursuant to 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) that evaluates the Proposed Action and the No 
Action Alternative, and provides information and comparative analyses. Based on the analysis in 
the EA, the Coast Guard has issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the proposed 
action. The final EA, including public and agency comments, and the FONSI, are available for 
review online at http://www.uscg.mil/d5/PublicNotices.asp, or copies may be requested from 
Lynn Keller, US Coast Guard, SILC EMD, 1301 Clay St., Suite 700N, Oakland, CA 94612-5203, 
or by email at Lynn.M.Keller@uscg.mil. 



PUBLIC NOTICE     
 

  
Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Assessment 

Hurricane Sandy Proposed Recapitalization Project 
Rebuild USCG Manasquan Inlet, New Jersey 

 
 
Interested persons are hereby notified that the United States Coast Guard (USCG) has prepared 
an environmental assessment (EA) to rebuild critical shore facilities at Station Manasquan Inlet, 
New Jersey, pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969, the President's Council on Environmental Quality Regulations (40 CFR parts 1500-1508), 
and the Coast Guard’s NEPA implementing procedures (COMDTINST M16475.1D). The EA also 
fulfills the requirement for project review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966 (36 CFR Part 800). The 2013 Disaster Assistance Supplemental Act (P.L. 113-2) 
appropriated funds to rebuild USCG shore facilities damaged by Hurricane Sandy in October 
2012 and to prevent damage from future storms by replacing damaged facilities with those that 
are hurricane and flood resilient. 

 
Proposed Action:  The USCG proposes to construct a new Multimission Building 
(MMB) that would combine operations of the existing Station Building and 
boathouse and would include housing units to replace the duty section berthing 
provided by the existing Unaccompanied Personnel Housing (UPH). The new 
MMB would be constructed within the footprint of the existing boathouse and its 
adjacent parking lot, and would be built to hurricane resistant building codes and 
to withstand the 500-year flood. The UPH building would be demolished and 
replaced with parking. The Station Building and the 85-foot by 95-foot parcel on 
which it sits would be declared excess property and would be divested. The 
USCG also proposes to rebuild the existing bulkhead along the waterfront, 
replace the boat ramp's wooden decking with a concrete deck, and replace the 
guide piles of the existing floating docks with taller ones so that storm surges 
cannot lift the docks above the guide piles. The USCG is consulting with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer to avoid and/or mitigate adverse effects on 
historic properties at the site.  
 

The Draft EA describes the need for the project, the alternatives, and the environmental impacts 
of the alternatives. The Draft EA also contains a comparative analysis of the alternatives, a 
statement of the environmental significance of the impacts of the alternatives, and a list of the 
agencies and persons consulted during EA preparation. The Draft EA will serve as a concise 
public document to briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining the need to 
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). 
 
The Draft EA will be available for comment beginning August 3, 2014, and can be viewed and 
downloaded from the USCG's website at http://www.uscg.mil/d5/PublicNotices.asp or viewed at 
the Point Pleasant Beach Library located at 710 McLean Avenue, Point Pleasant Beach, 
NJ  08742, during normal business hours (Monday/Wednesday/Thursday from 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 
p.m., Tuesday from 1:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., Friday from 1:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m., and Saturday from 
10:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.). 
 
The comment period for the Draft EA will end approximately two weeks after the initial notice 
publication date of August 1, 2014. Written comments on the Draft EA may be submitted no later 
than August 16, 2014, via USPS mail, fax, or electronic mail to:  
 
Lynn Keller, EI, PMP 
Project Manager       
Environmental Protection Specialist  
USCG SILC EMD (det) Oakland 
1301 Clay Street, Suite 700N 
Oakland, CA 94612 
510-637-5513 (fax) 
Lynn.M.Keller@uscg.mil 





PUBLIC NOTICE     
 

  
Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Assessment  

          Hurricane Sandy Proposed Recapitalization Project 
Rebuild USCG Station Manasquan Inlet, New Jersey 

 
 
The  United States Coast Guard (USCG) intends to prepare an environmental assessment (EA) 
for the proposal to rebuild shore facilities at Station Manasquan Inlet, New Jersey, pursuant to the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the President's Council 
on Environmental Quality Regulations (40 CFR parts 1500-1508), and the Coast Guard’s NEPA 
implementing procedures (COMDTINST M16475.1D). The EA will also fulfill the requirement for 
project review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (36 CFR Part 
800). The 2013 Disaster Assistance Supplemental Act (P.L. 113-2) appropriated funds to rebuild 
USCG shore facilities damaged by Hurricane Sandy in October 2012 and to prevent damage 
from future storms by replacing damaged facilities with those that are hurricane and flood 
resilient. 

 
Proposed Action:  The USCG proposes to replace the Station building and 
Boathouse facilities at USCG Station Manasquan Inlet, both of which are eligible 
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). To improve 
resilience and reduce down time for mission critical facilities after future storms, 
these new, hardened shore facilities will be constructed above the 500-year flood 
elevation, where practicable, and to hurricane resistant building codes. The 
existing historic Station Building will be declared excess and divested out of the 
USCG property inventory and a new elevated hurricane-resistant Multi-Mission 
Station building will be constructed on the site of the existing boathouse and its 
adjacent parking lot. USCG will consult with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer to avoid and/or mitigate adverse effects on historic properties at the site.  
The bulkhead will be re-built as part of this project to improve its resilience to 
future storms. The existing, non-historic Unaccompanied Personnel Housing 
(UPH) building will be demolished and replaced with additional parking.  
 

Alternatives will be evaluated by the USCG in the EA, including the No Action Alternative and the 
above-described Proposed Action. The USCG may consider other reasonable alternatives 
identified during the public scoping process.   
 
The EA will describe the need for the project, the alternatives, and the environmental impacts of 
the alternatives. The EA will also contain a comparative analysis of the alternatives, a statement 
of the environmental significance of the impacts of the alternatives, and a list of the agencies and 
persons consulted during EA preparation. The EA will serve as a concise public document to 
briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining the need to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). 
 
Public Scoping Period:  The Coast Guard is seeking public input on the scope of environmental 
issues to be addressed in the EA.  Please submit your written comments by October 18, 2013, 
via USPS mail, fax, or electronic mail to:  
 
Lynn Keller, EI, PMP 
Project Manager       
Environmental Protection Specialist  
USCG SILC EMD (det) Oakland 
1301 Clay Street, Suite 700N 
Oakland, CA 94612 
510-637-5513 (fax) 
Lynn.M.Keller@uscg.mil 
 

mailto:Lynn.M.Keller@uscg.mil






 

 

Appendix F 
Comments Received on the Draft EA 



Dean Amundson 
Environmental Planning Program Manager 
United States Coast Guard 
Shore Infrastructure Logistics Center 
300 East Main Street, Suite 800 
Norfolk, VA 23510-9104 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
GREATER ATLANTIC REGIONAL FISHERIES OFFICE 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 

AUG 2 7 2014 

Re: Hurricane Sandy Recapitalization Project Rebuild USCG Station Manasquan Inlet, 
New Jersey 

Dear Mr. Amundson: 

We have completed an Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 7 consultation in response to your 
letter we received on August 1, 2014. We concur with your determination that the proposed 
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, any species listed as threatened or 
endangered by us under the ESA of 1973, as amended. Our supporting analysis is provided 
below. 

Proposed Project 
You are proposing to rebuild the existing bulkhead along the waterfront and replace the guide 
piles of the existing floating docks with taller ones at USCG Station Manasquan Inlet, New 
Jersey, which is located on Loughran Point in Point Pleasant Beach. Approximately 219-foot 
long steel sheet pile bulkhead will be installed via an impact hammer. 

Twelve existing guide piles will be removed and replaced with taller piles. The piles will be 
steel or concrete and the diameter of the piles has not been determined yet. The piles will be 
driven via impact hammers. 

You are also proposing to construct a new building on land and replace the boat ramp's wooden 
decking with a concrete deck, neither of which will involve in-water work and will have no 
effect on ESA-listed species. This construction will not be considered further in this 
consultation. 

Description of the Action Area 
The action area is defined as "all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action 
and not merely the immediate area involved in the action" (50 CFR § 402.02). For this project, 
the action area includes the project footprint as well as the underwater area where effects of pile 
driving (i.e., elevated levels of underwater noise) will be experienced. Analysis of pile driving 
activities indicate that effects of increased under water noise will be experienced from a 10-1,000 
meter radius of the pile to be driven/drilled (Illingworth and Rodkin, Inc. and Jones and Stoke 



2009; HDR Alaska, Inc 2011). As such, the action area is considered to be that area of the 
Manasquan River located within a 10-1,000 meter radius of piles being driven. This area is 
expected to encompass all of the direct and indirect effects of the proposed project. The action 
area lies within a naturally shoaling tidal river with strong currents, depths of up to 15 feet, and 
mixed silty, sandy and muddy bottoms. 

NMFS Listed Species in the Action Area 

Atlantic Sturgeon 
There are five DPSs of Atlantic sturgeon listed as threatened or endangered. Atlantic sturgeon 
originating from the New York Bight, Chesapeake Bay, South Atlantic, and Carolina DPSs are 
listed as endangered, while the Gulf of Maine DPS is listed as threatened. The marine range of 
all five DPSs extends along the Atlantic coast from Canada to Cape Canaveral, Florida. 

Atlantic sturgeon spawn in their natal river, with spawning migrations generally occurring during 
February-March in southern systems, April-May in Mid-Atlantic systems, and May-July in 
Canadian systems (Murawski and Pacheco 1977; Smith, 1985; Bain 1997; Smith and Clugston 
1997; Caron et al. 2002). Young remain in the river/estuary until approximately age 2 and at 
lengths of 30-36 inches before emigrating to the open ocean as subadults (Holland and Yelverton 
1973; Dovel and Berggren 1983; Dadswell2006; ASSRT 2007). After emigration from the natal 
river/estuary, subadults and adult Atlantic sturgeon travel within the marine environment, 
typically in waters between 16 to 164 feet in depth, using coastal bays, sounds, and ocean waters 
(Vladykov and Greeley 1963; Murawski and Pacheco 1977; Dovel and Berggren 1983; Smith 
1985; Collins and Smith 1997; Welsh et al. 2002; Savoy and Pacileo 2003; Stein et al. 2004; 
Laney et al. 2007; Dunton et al. 2010; Erickson et al. 2011). 

Based on the above information, adult and subadult Atlantic sturgeon from any of the five DPSs 
could occur in the action area but are not likely to occur at the pile driving site, which is very 
shallow (i.e., less than 15 feet). However, as young remain in their natal river/estuary until 
approximately age 2, and early life stages are not tolerant of saline waters, no eggs, larvae, or 
juvenile Atlantic sturgeon will occur within the waters of the Manasquan River. 

Effects of the Action 
Pile Driving 
The installation of piles via pile driving can produce underwater sound pressure waves that can 
affect aquatic species. The proposed project will involve the installation of steel sheet piles via 
an impact hammer. Based on the available literature (i.e., Illingworth and Rodkin, Inc. and Jones 
and Stoke, 2009), the table below (Table 1) describes the estimated average underwater noise 
levels produced by the driving of this type of pile. The estimated underwater noise levels are 
taken from a distance of 10 meters from the pile being driven. 

The underwater noise levels produced during the installation of the replacement guide piles will 
be quieter than that of the driving of the steel sheet piles. If steel pipe piles of 24 inches or 
greater are used, a wood cushion block will be placed on top of the piles throughout the 
installation process. The cushion block will absorb sound energy, attenuating underwater noise. 
Based on the best available information, wooden cushion blocks can reduce source level 
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pressures by 11 to 26 dB (Illingworth and Rodkin, Inc. and Jones and Stoke 2009). The method 
used to remove the existing piles has not been determined. One method that may be used that 
will produce underwater sound pressure waves is by a vibratory extractor. Any underwater noise 
levels produced by a vibratory extractor would be below noise levels produced by the driving of 
steel sheet piles. Given this information, we will analyze the underwater noise levels generated 
by the driving of the steel sheet piles. 

Table 1. Estimated average underwater noise levels produced by the driving of steel sheet 
piles. 

Estimated Estimated 
Peak Noise Estimated cumulative sound 

Hammer Level Pressure Level exposure level 
Type Pile Type (dBPeak1

)_ (dBaMl) (cSEL)3 

Steel Sheet 
Piles Impact 205 189 179 

These levels are dependent not only on the pile and hammer characteristics, but also on the 
geometry and boundaries of the surrounding underwater and benthic environment. As the 
distance from the source increases, underwater sound levels produced by pile driving are known 
to attenuate rapidly. Using data from Illingworth and Rodkin, Inc. and Jones and Stoke (2009), 
underwater noise levels produced from the driving of steel sheet piles will attenuate 
approximately 5 dB per doubling of distance, up to 20 meters, and from 20 meters on, attenuate 
approximately 10 dB per doubling of distance. 

Pile driving affects fish through underwater noise and pressure which can cause effects to 
hearing and air containing organs, such as the swim bladder. Effects to fish can range from 
temporary avoidance of an area to death due to injury of internal organs. The type and size of 
pile, type of installation method (i.e., vibratory vs. hammer), type and size offish (smaller fish 
are more often impacted), and distance from the sound source (i.e., sound attenuates over 
distance so noise levels are greater closer to the source) all contribute to the likelihood of effects 
to an individual fish. The available literature on effects of pile driving on aquatic species is 
difficult to summarize due to inconsistent methods of measuring underwater sound, the diversity 
of pile driving methods and receiving substrates, and the differing tolerances of aquatic species 
to underwater noise. Generally, however, the larger the pile and the closer a fish is to the pile, 
the greater the likelihood of effects. 

1 Peak sound pressure level is the largest absolute value of the instantaneous sound pressure and is expressed as dB re: I flPa. 

2 Root Mean Square (RMS) pressure is the square root of the time average of the squared pressure and is expressed as dB re: I 
flPa. Current thresholds for determining impacts to sea turtles typically center around RMS. 

3 Sound Exposure Level (SEL) is defined as that level which, lasting for one second, has the same acoustic energy as the transient 
and is expressed as dB re: lf.1Pa2•sec. Accumulative or cumulative SEL (cSEL) is calculated as SELcumulative = SELsingle 
strike+ 10 log(# ofpile strikes). 
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An interagency work group, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, 
has reviewed the best available scientific information and developed criteria for assessing the 
potential of pile driving activities to cause injury to fish (Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working 
Group (FHWG) 2008). The workgroup established dual sound criteria for injury, measured 10 
meters away from the pile, of 206 dB re 1 11Pa Peak and 187 dB accumulated sound exposure level 
(dBcSEL; re: 111Pa2•sec) (183 dB accumulated SEL for fish less than 2 grams). While this work 
group is based on the U.S. West Coast, species similar to Atlantic sturgeon were considered in 
developing this guidance (green sturgeon). As these species are biologically similar to the 
species being considered herein, it is reasonable to use the criteria developed by the FHWG. 

Based on the best available information, peak pressure levels and cSEL levels produced by the 
driving of steel sheet piles described in Table 1 will produce underwater noise levels below 206 
dB re 1 11Pa Peak and 187cSEL (see Table 1) within 10 meters of the pile being driven. As such, 
the installation of sheet piles is extremely unlikely to cause injury to Atlantic sturgeon. 

In addition, for purposes of assessing behavioral effects of pile driving at several West Coast 
projects, NMFS has employed a 150 dB re 1 11Pa RMS sound pressure level criterion at several 
sites, including the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge and the Columbia River Crossings. As 
we are not aware of any studies that have considered the behavior of Atlantic sturgeon in 
response to pile driving noise, given the available information from studies on other fish species 
(i.e., Anderson eta!. 2007; Purser and Radford 2011; Wysocki et al. 2007), we consider 150 dB 
re 1 11PaRMs to be a reasonable estimate of the noise level at which exposure may result in 
behavioral modifications. As such, for the purposes of this consultation, we will use 150 dB re 1 
11Pa RMS as a conservative indicator of the noise level at which there is the potential for 
behavioral effects (e.g., temporary startle to avoidance of an ensonified area). 

Based on attenuation rates, underwater noise levels are expected to be below 150 dB re 1 11Pa RMS 
at a distance beyond 150 meters from the pile being driven. In the worst case, sturgeon would 
avoid the area where noise levels are above 150 dB re 1 11Pa RMS· Given the small size of the 
area where noise levels will be elevated at any one time (i.e., an area with a radius of no more 
than 150 meters), and the large width of the river (1 km) a large area for a zone of passage will 
exxist. Temporary avoidance of the noisy area would involve small changes in the movements 
of individual sturgeon but any changes in movement will not be detectable or measureable. 
These small behavioral changes are not expected to result in any increased energy expenditure or 
cause any disruption to normal behaviors such as foraging, migrating or resting. As such, all 
effects to Atlantic sturgeon from pile driving will be insignificant and discountable. 

Water Quality 
The installation and removal of piles will disturb bottom sediments. However, little increase in 
sedimentation or turbidity is expected to result from these construction activities. If any 
sediment plume does occur, it is expected to be small and suspended sediment is expected to 
settle out of the water column within a few hours and any increase in turbidity will be short term. 
Additionally, sturgeon are expected to be able to temporarily avoid the area and continue normal 
behaviors in nearby waters. Therefore, there would not be any disruption of essential behaviors 
such as migrating or foraging. As such, any effects of installation or removal of piles are 
expected to be insignificant. 
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Addition of Floating Docks 
The replacement of a floating dock may create new areas of shading that did not exist previously. 
Due to the small area to be covered by the structures, dissolved oxygen levels in the action area 
are not expected to be impacted by the minor amounts of increased shading. Atlantic sturgeon 
are not likely to occur at the pile driving site, as discussed above. Therefore, alteration of habitat 
(e.g., shading) due to this project is not expected to remove critical amounts of prey resources 
from the action area. Also, a floating dock will not cause any obstruction to migrating sturgeon 
and thus will not alter the habitat in any way that prevents sturgeon from accessing other areas. 
Based on this information, the effects on Atlantic sturgeon migration and foraging from the 
addition of a floating dock are expected to be insignificant and discountable. 

Conclusions 
Based on the analysis that any effects to listed species will be insignificant or discountable, we 
are able to concur with your determination that the proposed project is not likely to adversely 
affect any listed species under NMFS jurisdiction. Therefore, no further consultation pursuant to 
section 7 of the ESA is required. 

Reinitiation of consultation is required and shall be requested by the Federal agency or by the 
Service, where discretionary Federal involvement or control over the action has been retained or 
is authorized by law and: (a) If new information reveals effects of the action that may affect 
listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered in the 
consultation; (b) If the identified action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an 
effect to the listed species or critical habitat that was not considered in the consultation; or (c) If 
a new species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the identified action. 
No take is anticipated or exempted. If there is any incidental take of a listed species, reinitiation 
would be required. Should you have any questions about this correspondence please contact Dan 
Marrone at 978-282-8465 or by email (Daniel.Marrone@noaa.gov). 

NMFS Habitat Conservation Division (HCD) is responsible for overseeing programs related to 
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) designated under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act and other NOAA trust resources under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act. HCD is currently reviewing the DEA and accompanying EFH assessment. Comments and 
EFH conservation recommendations will be provided to you separately. If you wish to discuss 
this further, please contact Karen Greene (732-872-3023 or karen.greene@noaa.gov). 

Ec: Greene, NMFS/HCD 
Marrone, NMFS/PRD 

Sincerely, 

PJ/~ 
rJohn K. Bullard 

Regional Administrator 

File Code: H:\Section 7 Team\Section 7\Non-Fisheries\USCG\Inforrnal\2014\Manasquan Inlet Recapitalization PCTS: NER-2014-11442 
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