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AGENCY COORDINATION AND COLLABORATION

A major component of the North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) was
coordination and collaboration with others. This study was consistent with, and conducted in
collaboration with, Federal, non-governmental (NGO), tribal, state, and local partners. Public
Law (PL) 113-2, Chapter 4 specifies “... that the Secretary shall conduct the study in
coordination with other Federal agencies, and state, local and tribal officials to ensure
consistency with other plans to be developed, as appropriate...”.
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SUMMARY

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is conducting the North Atlantic Coast
Comprehensive Study (NACCS), a comprehensive and integrated evaluation study that will
identify measures that reduce storm and flood damage risks in areas affected by Hurricane
Sandy in a manner that is consistent with the need to promote a resilient and sustainable
coastal region. This study will be consistent with, and conducted in collaboration with, Federal,
non-governmental (NGO), tribal, state, and local partners and a report will be delivered to
Congress by January 2015. Public Law (PL) 113-2, Chapter 4 specifies “... that the Secretary
shall conduct the study in coordination with other Federal agencies, and state, local and tribal
officials to ensure consistency with other plans to be developed, as appropriate...”.

The North Atlantic coast remains extremely vulnerable to Nor’easters, hurricanes, and the
associated effects of sea level rise and climate change. The goals of the NACCS are to:
e Provide a Risk Reduction Framework consistent with USACE-NOAA Rebuilding
Principles.
e Support Resilient Coastal Communities and robust sustainable coastal landscape
systems, considering future sea level rise and climate change scenarios, to reduce risk
to vulnerable population, property, ecosystems and infrastructure.

The NACCS provides:

e An analysis of seal level rise scenarios and climate change, and how those might
affect coastal populations, infrastructure, ecosystems, and implementation of risk
reduction strategies;

e Significant closure of data gaps in coastal hydrodynamic modeling, economic benefit
pools and analyses of natural and nature-based features (NNBF);

e The identification of activities and areas warranting further analysis; and

e The identification of institutional and other barriers to providing comprehensive risk
reduction to affected

The NACCS will not include site-specific data or designs leading directly to projects for
construction or implementation.

PURPOSE
This public involvement plan and engagement strategy provides a comprehensive approach for
planning, integrating, and executing all communication associated with the NACCS.

SCOPE

The plan identifies key target audiences and spokespersons, establishes communication goals
and objectives, and lays out an implementation strategy to engage and inform agencies,
congressional interests, public, and the media on the study.
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GOALS
¢ Increase understanding on the purpose and expected outcomes of the NACCS.
o Promote methods for USACE to receive input and feedback from the diverse
stakeholder community.
o Facilitate positive relationships among agencies, congressional interests, media, and the
general public by keeping them fully informed and engaged about the status of the

NACCS.
e Provide a forum for USACE to develop and deliver a consistent message to diverse
audiences.
AUDIENCES

There are a variety of audiences that must be considered and regularly communicated with
regarding the NACCS. These audiences are:

o Federal and state agencies, including New York City and the District of Columbia

¢ Regional entities and non-governmental agencies

e Tribes

e Academia

¢ Communities affected by Hurricane Sandy

e Media

The team recognizes that there will be many agencies, local governments, and the public who
are outside the study area. These individuals will be watching and following the study and its
analyses to incorporate lessons learned, use transferable data and information, and develop
coastal risk reductions for their regions and communities.

THEMES
e Collaborative Approach
e Public Safety and Preparedness

TALKING POINTS - North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study

e The NACCS will identify measures that reduce storm and flood damage risks in areas
impacted by Hurricane Sandy in a manner that is consistent with the need to promote a
resilient and sustainable coastal region.

e The study does not give authorization or appropriation to any of the projects that may be
identified but will help establish and define a path forward for projects that may help
reduce risk to the North Atlantic region from significant storms.

e The comprehensive study will address coastal storm damage risks in the region and
examine the best approaches to reduce vulnerabilities.
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TALKING POINTS - Collaborative Approach

e This study is a joint effort between Federal, state, and local government, as well as
NGOs and tribes, and takes into account the best science and engineering available.

e USACE and its partners worked diligently and quickly in the immediate aftermath of
Hurricane Sandy to ensure the safety and well-being of those affected. USACE will
remain dedicated to the recovery of the region through the NACCS such that future risks
can be reduced.

¢ Communication with the public and stakeholders is a key component of the NACCS.
USACE will use a diverse set of communication tools and forums to engage and inform
interested audiences in the study.

Figure 1: NACCS Interagency & Public Collaboration

NACCS: Interagency & Public Collaboration
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TALKING POINTS - Public Safety and Preparedness

Public safety is always a top priority. In conducting this study, USACE will collaborate
with other agencies to develop information that will help inform future decision-making in
regard to preparedness planning, choosing risk reduction techniques and projects for
implementation, and promoting regional coastal resilience.

COMMUNICATION STRATEGY/ACTION MATRIX

Updates should be provided as new information is available. This table provides an outline of
what communication activities the team plans to incorporate throughout the course of the study.

Activities focused on congressional interests are coded YELLOW. Additional briefings
will occur upon request and will be added to the table as they occur.

Activities focused on interagency and tribal collaboration are coded GREEN. USACE
planning chiefs will conduct additional state coordination which will be tracked as
strategic engagements (Attachment 1) as they occur.

Activities focused on public engagement are coded - Due to the large geographic
scale of the study area (numerous states, major cities, and over 31,000 miles of
shoreline), traditional public meetings are not planned throughout the region. However,
as the needs of the region are diverse and the impacts of Hurricane Sandy were
different, the team recognizes the need to be flexible to allow the maximum extent of
public participation as is possible within the scope, scale, and budget of this study.
Social media, on-line communications, and other methods will be used to reach as many
of the interested public as possible.
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Table 1: NACCS Communication Activities

Public Affairs

Prepare factsheet Office (PAO) Immediate Staff action Complete
and team
Prepare talking points PAO Immediate Staff action Complete

Prepa_re Frequently Asked PAO and team | Immediate Staff action Continuous
Questions (Attachment 2)

Develop congressional and PAO and
government officials email list Government
for notifications of progress and | Accountability
developments Office (GAO)

Immediate Staff action Complete
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Send notification to

copgressmnal gnd LTS PAO and GAO | Immediate Staff action Complete
officials regarding availability of

website and updated scope, etc.
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Method of

Action Date to Occur

Action Responsibility | Trigger

Send natification to
congressional and government
officials email list announcing

2 days prior to

; - PAO and GAO Staff action )
upcoming submission to submittal
Congress and on-line availability
of final report
Submit final NACCS to PAO and team Staff action January 2015

Congress and post on-line

Attachment 6 includes more detailed documentation of the strategic and team
communication strategy.

11
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ATTACHMENT 1: USACE STRATEGIC ENGAGEMENTS: COMPLETED (last updated: 09/22/2014)

o Area/ 23Y

Heather Discuss the NACCS study, spatial
: . : Jensen, Patty . ;
27 March 2013 The Nature Conservanc Philadelphia SIS B Doerr, Ja COEEE] G AIET LR, el HEHElS
y District (NAP)  phone calls Ay The Nature Conservancy (TNC)
Odell, Jennifer :
Greene studies.

Implementing the National Ocean
Policy. Includes Federal, state, and
tribal groups with coastal interests.

Roselle Henn,

5 April 2013 Mid-Atlantic Region Arlington, VA Workshop e Wi

Roselle Henn, Provide information on the NACCS

8 April 2013 NJ Joint Field Office (JFO)  Lincroft, NJ Brief Joe Vietri to Federal and state partners.

The Metropolitan Waterfront
Alliance includes 620 organizations

NYC/New .
9 April 2013 Waterfront Alliance York District Pgnel . Rosel!e Henn, I i New_York and N?W Jer_sey
Discussion Joe Vietri Harbor region. Panel discussion on
(NAN) :
what and how government analysis
will dictate our resilience course.
. Provide information to interested
10 April 2013 NY JFO Elc\)(rest Al Brief ‘I]?(;)essll:ceat:-ilenn, Federal and state partners on the

NACCS.

12
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Area / By

Focus on East Coast cities (not

17 April 2013 Union _of Concerned NYC Roundtable Rosel!e Henn, such Sandy ar_eg) will include city
Scientists Joe Vietri and county officials and a separate
press session.
Roselle Henn Discuss draft scope of work and
22 April 2013 NJ Governor’s Office Trenton Office L ' opportunities to leverage resources
Joe Vietri . .
and align planning efforts.
Roselle Henn Discuss draft scope of work and
23 April 2013 NYS Governor’s Office DC Office L ' opportunities to leverage resources
Joe Vietri . .
and align planning efforts.
EPA (George Pavlou,
DERUL REBE Discuss the NACCS.
emEE T DIEEier Joer Roselle Henn Outcome: EPA to identify SME's to
LUy 200k Mgﬂhews, Clean Wat_er UED MEEHTY Joe Vietri work with our Technical Teams
Division; Judy-Ann Mitchell, (action complete)
NEPPS Regional PIELE).
Coordinator
11-12 May 2013 Northeast Regional Ocean Rhode Island ~ Meeting Roselle Henn Coastal Hazards Resiliency

Council (NROC)

Committee report out to NROC.

13
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. Area / By

Speak about rebuilding the
shoreline.

15 May 2013 Congressman Bishop D.C. Meeting Joe Vietri

Meet with JFO and other state
representatives to discuss potential
new projects identified in the post-
Sandy recovery efforts. Brief
overview of the NACCS Study.

New Jersey Department of
16 May 2013 Environmental Protection Trenton, N.J.  Meeting
(NJDEP)

Heather
Jensen

Community stakeholder workshop
Roselle Henn,  to identify new policies and best
Joe Vietri practices that will guide the

restoration of the Jersey Shore.

23 May 2013 Monmouth University New Jersey Workshop

Restoring New Jersey’s Beaches
for a More Resilient Future.
Objective: plan and implement

Joe Vietri, Lynn Sandy recovery shore protection

23 May 2013 New Jersey NAN/NAP Workshop Bocamazo, Jeff projects that address community

Gebert needs to reduce risk and
vulnerability, and enhance
community resilience and
ecosystem services.

Maryland Department of Baltimore

29 Jisy 2085 Natural Resources (DNR)  District (NAB)

Meeting Amy Guise Brief MD DNR on the NACCS.

14
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. Area / By

Brief the U.S. Environmental

New England Protection Agency (EPA) on the

SlliE 2008 SEA District (NAE) TS <EBE EmaE integration of climate change
considerations in the NACCS.
New England Federal Presentation of projects and
. New . Roselle Henn,
3 June 2013 Partners (NEFP) Climate England/NAE Meeting Jason Engle resources devoted to New England

Workgroup Meeting

Federal Emergency : .

4 June 2013 Management Agency NAB Meeting Amy Guise megglsi i R & @ i
(FEMA) Region Il ’

4 June 2013 ?gai"'ver LEEEE () NAB Meeting Dave Robbins  Brief DC SJ on the NACCS.

RAND presentation and discussion
at the Rockefeller Foundation on
participatory decision processes
post-Sandy.

states post-Sandy.

5 June 2013 Rockefeller Foundation NY/NJ Presentation Tom Hodson

15
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Area / By

Rollout of the NYC report, “A

Stronger, More Resilient New
Available for York.” Will be available to answer
11 June 2013 Mayor Bloomberg NYC questions Roselle Henn questions on how the NACCS will

continue to work with the city to

synchronize our planning efforts.

Technical exchange, partnering,
NACCS project and collaboration regarding the

. USACE (Modeling Working Working delivery team computing of the joint probability of
IS U A0 Meeting) SEeR, N Meeting (PDT) (Lynn Hurricane Sandy and historical
Bocamazo) coastal storm forcing parameters
from Maine to Virginia.
Conference . Tribal hurricane preparedness
13 June 2013 FEMA All call Marc Paiva conference call.

Harbor Estuary Program’s Provide an overview of the
14 June 2013 (HEP’s) Citizen Advisory NJ Meeting Roselle Henn
Committee AL

16
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17-18 June 2013

26 June 2013

26-27 June 2013

28 June 2013

10 July 2013

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
United States Army Corps of Enginee‘_rs

. Area / By

USACE

CT Natural and Cultural
Resources Task Force

USACE (Measures Working
Meeting)

Coastal Resiliency Task
Force

Barnegat Bay Partnership

All

CT/NAE

NY

NY

NAP

Webinar

Meeting

Working
Meeting

Conference
Call

Phone Call

NACCS PDT
(Lauren Leuck,
Amy Guise)

Marc Paiva

NACCS PDT

Roselle Henn

Heather
Jensen, Stan
Hales

Pre-measures meeting webinar to
define the study's scope and
objectives, enable participants to
discuss key terminology, share
questions, and lay out goals and
outcomes for the meeting.

Presentation of newly completed
CT Community Recovery Resource
Guide. Opportunity to provide
input/leverage info.

Bring together diverse groups to
gather input and discuss how to
reduce risk and promote resilience
for those areas affected by
Hurricane Sandy.

Provide an overview of the
comprehensive study.

Discuss the NACCS study and
Barnegat Bay Partnership’s post-
Sandy observations on habitat and
species impacts.

17
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11 July 2013

11 July 2013

12 July 2013

16 July 2013

19 July 2013

22 July 2013

23 July 2013

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
United States Army Corps of Engineers

. Area / By

NYU

Chesapeake Bay Program
(CBP)

Partnership for the
Delaware Estuary

USACE

HQUSACE

Delaware Nation

Federal Climate Partners
for Mid-Atlantic

NYC

NAB

NAP

NY

Washington,
DC

NAB

Mid-Atlantic

Workshop

Brief

Phone Call

Meeting

Meeting

Webinar

Conference
Call

Donald
Cresitello

Amy Guise

Heather
Jensen,
Danielle
Kreeger

Donald
Cresitello

Joe Vietri,
Roselle Henn,
Amy Guise

Tomma
Barnes, Marc
Paiva, David
Robbins

Jason Engle

J

Regional Infrastructure Resilience
Coordination Workshop #1.

Brief CBP on the NACCS.

Discuss the NACCS study and
partnership of the Delaware
Estuary’s post-Sandy observations
on habitat and species impacts.

NY Bay Recon Meeting

NACCS In Progress Review (IPR)

Provide an overview of the
comprehensive study.

Opportunity to present the
comprehensive study climate
change plan and progress to date.

18
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Area / By

Provide an overview of how green
infrastructure is being applied to
30 July 2013 USACE ALL Webinar Dave Robbins  the comprehensive study and
obtain relevant input or data from
interagency partners.

Monmouth Provide an update on coastal
University’s projects for the New York/New

31 July 2013 Ocean Studies Board Urban Meeting Don Cresitello  Jersey region that addresses some
Coastal of the vulnerabilities exposed by
Institute : NJ Sandy.

Discuss the NACCS document
higher level communication about

PA Department of Heather .
1 August 2013 Environmental Protection NAP Email Jensen, erggjggt’t:n?oﬁg:it g.ocr:](_)ntact
(PADEP) Christian Viot > P gon-
specific post-Sandy observations
on habitat and species impacts.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Email and Heather Discuss the NACCS and confirm
2 August 2013 Service (USFWS)/National  NAP ohone call Jensen, Randy the refuge’s post-Sandy habitat and

Wildlife Refuge at Tinicum Brown species impacts.

19
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Area / By

Heather Discuss the NACCS and confirm
2 August 2013 agﬁfirigﬁfﬁffz%umes NAP Email Jensen, Randy the refuge’s post-Sandy habitat and
9 9 Brown species impacts.

6 August 2013 MD Silver Jackets Team NAB Meeting Dave Robbins  NACCS overview and status.

Chesapeake Bay Briefing interagency group on the

Sl e Management Board SRR Y AU comprehensive study.
13 August 2013 DC Silver Jackets Team DC Meeting Dave Robbins NACIES DYERTS gnd L o
Focus Area Analysis.
Roselle Henn,
. Joe Vietri, Brief deputy commissioner at DEP
13 August 2013 NYC DEP NYC Meeting Donald on the NACCS.
Cresitello
Heather Discuss the NACCS and confirm
14 August 2013 PADEP NAP Email Jensen, David PADEP’s post-Sandy observations
Burke on habitat and species impacts.
19 August 2013 HR Wallingford NAB Meeting PDT and International Coordination on Sea

Jonathan Simm Level Rise and Climate Change.

Amy Guise, NACCS IPR: provide update on the

AU AlglLs. il LEHEE IS Meeting Dave Robbins  status of the NACCS.

20



@

. Area / By

20 August 2013

21 August 2013

23 August 2013

29 August 2013

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)

United States Army Corps of Engineers

New Jersey Audubon
Society

North Atlantic Division
(NAD)

State of New Jersey,
Historic Preservation Office

USACE

NAP

NAD

NAD

ALL

Phone Call

Meeting

Letter

Webinar

Heather
Jensen, Jean
Lynch

Joe Vietri,
Roselle Henn

Jesse West-
Rosenthal, Joe
Vietri

Tomma
Barnes, Paul
Wagner, Todd
Bridges, and Al
Confrancesco

? o
i

Discuss the NACCS and NJ
Audubon’s post-Sandy
observations on habitat and
species impacts and habitat
restoration efforts.

Chief of Engineers Comprehensive
Study Brief.

Assessment of coastal flood risk
and vulnerability population areas
impacted by Hurricane Sandy.

Ecosystem goods and services
webinar for interagency group.

21
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Area / By

5 September 2013

5 September 2013

10 September 2013

9-10 September
2013

NAD

USACE

USACE

Dutch Minister of
Infrastructure and the
Environment and U.S.
Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development

ALL

ALL

NAB

NY

Meeting

Webinar

Telecon

Forum/Meeti
ng

Donald
Cresitello,
Roselle Henn,
Lynn
Bocamazo, Bill
Curtis

NAB Staff

Roselle Henn,
Amy Guise

Joe Vietri,
Roselle Henn,
Lynn
Bocamazo,
Donald
Cresitello,
Peter Weppler

NACCS brief to the Coastal
Engineering Research Board
(CERB). Lynn discussed breach
response and Donald spoke of the
PPE. Bill Curtis presented on
Engineer Research and
Development Center (ERDC)
Coastal Research efforts; did a
thorough review of the work ERDC
is undertaking to support the
NACCS.

USACE NACCS, Middle Potomac
Washington, D.C. and Metropolitan
Area Focus Area Analysis
Stakeholder Meeting.

Chief’'s Environmental Advisory
Board: NACCS Update.

Provide an update of all the major
ongoing efforts by governmental
entities as related to Hurricane
Sandy recovery and rebuilding.
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Area / By

9-11 September
2013

11 September 2013

12 September 2013

12 September 2013

12 September 2013

Northeast Shore and Beach
Preservation Association

USACE

USACE

USACE

USACE

Mid-
Atlantic/North
Atlantic

NAD

ALL

ALL

VA

Conference

Meeting

Webinar

Webinar

Telecon

Jeff Gebert,
Lynn
Bocamazo,
Donald
Cresitello, JB
Smith, Todd
Bridges

Joe Vietri,
Roselle Henn,
Lynn
Bocamazo,
Donald
Cresitello

Amy Guise,
David Robbins,
Karla Roberts,
Robert Nyman,
Mark Tedesco

Lynn
Bocamazo,
Jason Engle,
Chris Massey,
Norberto Nadal

Roselle Henn

Included presentations of Hurricane
Sandy impacts and overview of
USACE projects and the USACE
Hurricane Sandy Coastal Projects
Performance Evaluation Study.

Technical Exchange NYC Special
Initiative for Rebuilding and
Resiliency (SIRR) Modeling Team.

NYNJ Harbor Estuary Program and
Long Island Sound joint meeting
with the Management and Citizen
Advisory Committees.

Numerical Modeling/Climate
Change Webinar for interagency

group.

USACE-United States Geological
Survey (USGS) quarterly meeting:
brief on NACCS.

23
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Area / By

12 September 2013

16 September 2013
18 September 2013

23 September 2013

23 September 2013
25 September 2013

2 October 2013

American Planning
Association —Long Island
Section and LI Regional
Council

USACE/DOI/NYS/NYC/Roc
kefeller Foundation/NGOQO’s

USACE

Office of Management and
Budget (OMB)/Council on
Environmental Equality
(CEQ)/Assistant Secretary
of the Army for Civil Works
(ASA [CW])

USACE

USACE

New Jersey Institute of
Technology (NJIT)

City of Long
Beach, NY

TBD

ALL

CEQ,
Washington
DC and
telecon
HQUSACE

Washington,

DC

ALL

Faculty and
Students at
NJIT

Symposium

Workshop

Telecon

Telecon

Meeting

Webinar

Forum

Joe Vietri,
Roselle Henn

Joe Vietri,
Roselle Henn,
Peter Weppler

Full NACCS
PDT

David Leach,
Joe Vietri,
Roselle Henn,
Amy Guise,

David Robbins,

NACCS PDT
Leads

Roselle Henn
J.B. Smith, Ty

Wamsley,
Dave Robbins

Tom Hodson

American Planning Association -
Long Island Section and the LI
Regional Planning Council
symposium entitled “Long Island
Reconstruction and Resilience —
Learning from other Regions and
the Europeans.”

All Hand’s Jamaica Bay Workshop.

NACCS Findings Discussion.

Crosswalk of NACCS Goals and
Questions, Products and
Deliverables, and Expenditures.

Subcommittee meeting.

Vulnerability and Exposure
Assessment webinar for
interagency group.

Technology and Society Forum:
Flooding in NYC due to Hurricane
Sandy.

24
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Area / By

‘Hard’ engineering innovations and
Joe Seebode, enhancement of natural
Don Cresitello  infrastructure and barriers to create
long-term resilience for the region.

7 October 2013 Audubon, New York New York Meeting

Collaboration webinars for tribes to

8 October 2013 National Academy Science  Mobile, AL Meeting Roselle Henn brief on the NACCS.

First brief for MG Peabody and

25 October 2013 ﬁgaAbg%W)Sa;nd dMg ne HQUSACE Brief ‘I]?%?séll;gt:-ll’enn update for Ms. Darcy in preparation
¥ y =Y for her congressional testimony.
USET hosted-discussions,
. Cherokee, presentations, and committee
28 October 2013 Ur_nted Slomi) e =T North Meeting John Haynes meetings to develop strategies to
Tribes, Inc. (USET) . ) .
Carolina continue its work to promote and

protect Tribal Nations sovereignty.
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Area / By

Incorporating climate change in the

Federal Teleconfere NACCS. Provide consistent, up-to-
29 October 2013 USACE Climate nce Jason Engle date coastal forcing information for
Partners use in the NACCS and future

project planning studies.

Align NACCS, Sandy investigations
and nature-based features
landscape design initiative.

Joe Vietri,

29 October 2013 Rockefeller Foundation New York, NY Meeting Soesle e

Discuss the challenges of
managing storm water on military
installations within the Chesapeake
Bay Watershed at the regional
SAME conference, which took
place at the Sheraton City Center,
downtown Baltimore.

Society of American Military : Dave Robbins,
Engineers (SAME) Baltimore, MBH (Canierence Jason Rinker

6-7 November 2013

EPA hosted-meeting with New
Discussion Bill Hubbard Engl_and communities to bU|[d
Forum resilience and prepare for climate
change.

8 November 2013 EPA Region 1 New England

26
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11-15 November

2013 CERB Charge PDT NAP
P B NROC gf‘”agansett’
20 November 2013 USACE IWR

21 November 2013 USACE HQUSACE

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)

Meeting

Meeting

Meeting

Brief

. Area / By

Roselle Henn,
Bill Curtis, JB
Smith, Pete
Blum, Jeff
Lillycrop, Julie
Rosati, Monica
Chasten

Bill Hubbard

TBD

Joe Vietri,
Roselle Henn

Identify a resilience pilot to illustrate
a theoretical metric for evaluating
system performance in response to
the CERB charge. The meeting
identified two possible pilot areas:
Delaware Bay (outer portion and
adjacent coasts of NJ and DE) and
Barnegat Inlet. Roselle indicated
they will be coordinating with the
larger PDT, but their
recommendation is to carry both
options forward and to defer final
selection until a full review of
available data has been conducted.

Report on modeling workshop
outcomes and overall update on
the comprehensive study.

NNBF policy meeting.

Quarterly IPR with HQUSACE.
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Area / By
21-22 November USACE \IIDVgs g, Meeting NNBF technical meeting.

Validate State of NJ Governor’s
Office input to NACCS. Meeting
with Executive Director Marc
Ferzan, Deputy Executive Director

Joe Vietri, :
e Bl USACE State House, 1o ating Sesale Mein, | L CIEAEE BUELY: Cire Sjgecs
Trenton, NJ Advisor Eric Daleo of the
NAN, NAP ) X
Governor’s Office of Recovery and
Rebuilding to discuss vulnerable
areas identified by the comp study
and plans for visioning sessions.
National Oceanographic
. and Atmospheric Coastal Resilience. Using coastal
Lt 22 RS Administration (NOAA) Sl e TBD TBD planning and management to
2013 MD >
Center for Weather and advance coastal resilience.
Climate Prediction
Pre-Brief ASA (CW),
gglg agﬁféfn?‘:ﬁ:a_l S VTC or CG, Mr. Leach,
12 December 2013 Plannina Center of Washington, Meeting Joe Vietri, CG’s brief to OMB/CEQ.
9 DC Roselle Henn

Expertise (CSRM-PCX),
HSMD
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Area / By

Conduct tribal webinars that will
provide an opportunity for tribal
17 December 2013 USACE NAB Webinar Marc Paiva feedback and input into
development and implementation
of the NACCS.

HQUSACE led initiative with NAS-
National Research Council on
coastal policy in the Atlantic and
Gulf regions.

National Academy of

17 December 2013 Science (NAS)

Elizabeth, NJ  TBD TBD

Todd Bridges,

Paul Wagner, o .
19 December 2013 g’:’nﬁi’hERDC’ NABICEM NAB Webinar Emily Vuxton, g‘::ﬁ:ﬁfcvaelb?r?;'ers and Other
Ginger Croom, :
Mark Dunning
Align NACCS, Sandy
, . Joe Vietri, investigations, and nature-based
8 January 2014 Rockefeller Foundation New York, NY Meeting Roselle Henn features landscape design
initiative.

Washinaton Align NACCS with Federal efforts
14 January 2014 Carnegie Institute DC gton, Forum Joe Vietri for adaptation in metropolitan
America.

Discuss Department of Interior
NAB Meeting Amy Guise (DOI) grants and USACE
partnerships.

National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation

17 January 2014
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17 January 2014
24 January 2014

27 January 2014

4 February 2014

4 February 2014

4-5 February 2014

HQUSACE, CSRM-PCX,
HSMD

Yale University

Stakeholders

Stakeholders

Stakeholders

Environmental Commission
of the World Association for
Waterborne Transport
Infrastructure

HQUSACE,
NAD

Hartford, CT

NYNJIHT

Nassau
County Back
Bays — NY

Delaware
Back Bays

Brussels,
Belgium and
PIANC, HQ

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
United States Army Corps of Enginee‘_rs

. Area / By

Meeting

Symposium

Partnering
Meeting

Visioning
Session
Meeting

Visioning
Meeting

Meeting

Mr.Leach,
HSMD, Joe
Vietri, Cliff

Jones, Roselle

Henn

Roselle Henn

District Staff

District Staff

District Staff

Todd Bridges

Sandy Sync.

Yale University Panel on Coastal
Protection, Sea Level Rise, and
Hurricanes.

Convene various stakeholders from
Federal, state, and local
government agencies and other
organizations to discuss the vision
of the areas with respect to coastal
flood risk and resilience.

Convene various stakeholders from
Federal, state, and local
government agencies and other
organizations to discuss the vision
of the areas with respect to coastal
flood risk and resilience.

Convene various stakeholders from
Federal, state, and local
government agencies and other
organizations to discuss the vision
of the areas with respect to coastal
flood risk and resilience.
Environmental Commission of the
World Association for Waterborne
Transport Infrastructure (PIANC)
EnviCom is composed of
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Area / By

representatives from more than a
dozen countries and organizations.
An overview of Natural and Nature-
Based Features (NNBF) work was
given and “Working with Nature”
philosophy discussed.

. OMB/CEQ Briefing - Washington, . Joe Vietri, Overview and progress update of
Io [RE DGRy 208, ASA(CW)/NAD DC Y Roselle Henn comprehensive study.

Present the NACCS sea level rise
(SLR) analysis and discuss how
District Staff DC agencies and stakeholders are

10 February 2014 Stakeholders UiEsmgem, | WIS

o€ MEEITY planning to address future impacts
from SLR and flooding.
USACE/State
Chair/EPA/USF
BN B Committee updates on coastal
13 February 2014 North Regional Ocean Portsmouth, Meetin agﬁznfgg:ﬁy hazards resilience, ocean and
y Council NH 9 9 coastal ecosystem health, and
(BOEM)/Easter :
ocean planning.
Research
Group, Inc.
(ERG)
NOAA Social Coast Forum / Social
Science for Coastal Decision-
Making. NOAA Coastal Services
Charleston SUEE DITRET, Center is hosting the second
18-20 February 2014 N[OV ’ Forum Charlie S )
SC biennial Social Coast Forum to see

Chesnutt . :
and share how social science tools

and methods are being used to
address the nation’s coastal issues.

USACE/USGS/NOAA/ _ . Interagency Interagency meeting on the
21 [FEIETUEIn 200 Department of Homeland CRgbmlE) | Wheeng POCs USACE'’s proposed approach to
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. Area / By

27 February 2014

27 February 2014

28 February 2014

4 March 2014

6 March 2014

Security (DHS)/National
Park Service
(NPS)/National Science
Foundation (NSF)/Air Traffic
Control (ATC)/Coastal
States Organization (CSO)

American Shoreline and
Beach Preservation
Association

Stakeholders

Stakeholders

Coastal States
Organization, 2014 Winter
Member’s Meeting

Stakeholders

Washington
DC

Rhode Island

Connecticut

Washington,
DC

Baltimore, MD

Summit

Visioning
Meeting

Visioning
Meeting

Meeting

Visioning
Meeting

Joe Vietri, Amy
Guise

District Staff

District Staff

Roselle Henn,
Charley
Chesnuitt,
Lauren Leuck

District Staff

integrated coastal resilience to
understand what other agencies
are doing in the area of coastal
resilience, discuss the proposed
USACE path forward, and get
feedback on the USACE approach.

Present an update on the
comprehensive plan.

Convene various stakeholders from
Federal, state, and local
government agencies and other
organizations to discuss the vision
of the areas with respect to coastal
flood risk and resilience.

Convene various stakeholders from
Federal, state, and local
government agencies and other
organizations to discuss the vision
of the areas with respect to coastal
flood risk and resilience.

Army Corps of Engineers and a
New Horizon in Partnerships. How
the coastal programs can engage
and benefit from the NACCS.
Convene various stakeholders from
Federal, state, and local
government agencies and other
organizations to discuss the vision
of the areas with respect to coastal
flood risk and resilience.
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. Area / By

12 March 2014

27 March 2014

1-8 April 2014

8-10 April 2014

10 April 2014

16 April 2014

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
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Delaware River Basin
Commission (DRBC)

U.S. Naval Academy
(USNA) Oceanographic
Engineering Speaking
Engagement

USACE

Virginia Military Institute in
Lexington

Delaware Department of
Natural Resources and
Environmental Control
(DNREC)

North Atlantic Landscape
Conservation Cooperative
(LCC)

Steering Committee

Delaware

Annapolis,
MD

All (webinars)

VA/NAO

NAP

Portland,
Maine

Conference

Annual
Lecture

Webinar

Symposium

Meeting

Meeting

J.B.Smith

BG Savre and
Joe Vietri

PDT

David Robbins,
Rachel Haug

J.B. Smith

Michelle
Haynes

Quarterly DRBC general
conference/commissioners
meeting. Brief overview of the
comp study and scope synopsis.
J.B. gave a presentation on
resilient adaptation to increasing
risk as it relates to NACCS.

The USNA has an annual lecture,
the Bock lecture, that seeks to
bring in influential leaders in ocean
engineering to address about 250
midshipmen majoring in ocean
engineering and naval architecture.
Draft Analyses webinar series (6
total) to provide background and
context for the interagency review.
25" Annual Environmental Virginia
Symposium: NACCS presentation
and discussion.

Discuss progress of the NACCS
with Delaware partners.

Overall goal of the meeting:
consensus on vice chair, executive
committee, new members; priorities
for and balance between science
development and science delivery;
advancing LCC communications;
continued involvement in State
Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP)
updates; supporting landscape
conservation design; and achieving
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Area / By

LCC coastal priorities through
Hurricane Sandy resilience
projects. USACE will present on
NACCS Overview and NNBF
Policy challenges.

EXW O an_stal Resili?nfce: The .
. : nvironment, Infrastructure, an
21-23 May 2014 USACE-ERDC Westin Canal Conference  Todd Bridges Human Systems. NACCS NNBF
Place . )
will be discussed.
EAC\:\;Q}ONnY;E; Er?\r/?rgzmental N_ew_York _ MW_A, NY/NJ Harbor Coalition and
29 May 2014 Defense District Meeting Roselle Henn Environmental Defense
Working with Nature (WwN) as part
of the 33" PIANC World Congress.
San Todd Bridges,  Regional, Local, U.S., and
1-5 June 2014 PIANC World Congress Erancisco. CA Workshop Monica International perspectives on
' Chasten working with nature. Innovative
Approaches and overcoming
Technical Hurdles.
USET 2014 Semi-Annual Meeting.
USACE will provide a presentation
Culture and Heritage Bar Harbor, on the current status and draft
2 June 2014 Committee Maine Meeting Marc Paiva analyses of the NACCS to USET
member Tribes on your committee
and generate feedback and
discussion.
Old Dominion University Dr. Kelly Burks- Focused on tools and technology
4 June 2014 (ODU) Norfolk, VA Meeting Co.pes that can be used to assist in a
"whole of government plus
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12 June 2014
17 June 2014
27 June 2014

10 July 2014

USACE-USGS HQ

USACE-NCPC

Sandy Regional
Infrastructure Resilience
Coordination (SRIRC)

Silver Jackets — Water
Science Center

Rebuild by Design's Policy
and Implementation

Chesapeake Bay Program,
Management Board Chair

Reston, VA

Washington
D.C.

New York

Troy, NY

Cooper
Union,
Manhattan

NAB

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
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. Area / By

10 June 2014
11 June 2014

Meeting

Meeting

Meeting

Meeting

Meeting

Teleconfere
nce

ERDC Reps,
Jason Engle

USACE,
DDOE, NCPC

Roselle Henn

USGS, FEMA,
USACE,
NYSDOS

Naomi
Fraenkel

Amy Guise,
Dave Robbins

industry" approach to mitigating
and adapting to seal level rise
(SLR) and coastal storm threats in
the Hampton Roads area on the
North Atlantic coast. ). Dr. Burks-
Copes presented the tools and
technologies ERDC has developed
to assess impacts to critical
infrastructure threatened by coastal
storms and SLR, including their
efforts in support of the NACCS.

Discussion and update on post-
Sandy activities.

NACCS briefing.

NACCS briefing.

NACCS briefing.

Sandy Recovery discussions.

A presentation on the replicable
process & framework for identifying
site-specific solutions to reduce risk
and promote resilience, which was
developed through a study of
vulnerability assessments,
resilience metrics, modeling, and
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Area / By

other aspects of the NACCS study.

Dr. Kelly Burks- A presentation on NNBF as it

10 July 2014 Coastal Working Group NAB Conference Copes relates to NACCS.
National Academy of Debriefing a resilience report
21 July 2014 Sci y NAB Meeting Roselle Henn completed by the National
ciences :
Academy of Sciences.
22 July 2014 ASFRM Coastal Issue NAB Webinar Dave Robbins  Presentation of the NACCS.
Committee

Meeting with Gloucester County
Planning Dept. to discuss
integration of the NACCS into their
hazard mitigation plan and master
plan to be updated in Spring and
November of 2015, respectively.

Federal Interagency Washinaton NACCS team to provide an update
27 August 2014 Floodplain Management D.C gton, Meeting Roselle Henn to the FIFM-TF on the NACCS
Task Force (FIFM-TF) T status and progress.

To review the coastal engineering
challenges within the southwest
Pacific coastal region, focusing on
regional sediment management
and the beneficial (re)use of
dredged material to improve the
resilience of our coastal systems
and to identify research and
technology that is needed to help
Districts and the Nation meet those
challenges.

Gloucester County Planning

22 July 2014 Department

NAP Meeting J.B. Smith

91°% Coastal Engineering
Research Board Meeting

9-11 September
2014

San . Roselle Henn,
Francisco, CA Meeting Julie Rosati
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Area / By

Provide a presentation on the
NACCS and introduce the NJBB

11 September 2014 INNESTI\VEIENETS Gl New Jersey Meeting J.B. Smith Integrated Strategy data collection
effort.
Coastal Sediment
San : Roselle Henn,  Lessons learned post-sandy and
L SR IUEMIDE! 200 ?/Ianage)ment g Francisco, CA HEEIE Julie Rosati coastal resiliencyp ¢
CSMW ' :

A 10-member Japan Ministry of

Land, Infrastructure, Transport and

Tourism Delegation received a

Infrastructure, Transport . . Sandy Hurricane Recovery

and Tourism Delegation a2 BRI Eorcwllla,H Program and NACCS briefing,

(MLIT) oselle Henn followed by a question and answer
discussion hosted by Mr. Joe
Forcina and Ms. Roselle Henn.

Japan Ministry of Land, Joseph

16 September 2014

USACE STRATEGIC ENGAGEMENTS: SCHEDULED (last updated: 09/22/2014)

Area/ 3%

Agency / Organization District Whom

Purpose

. . Dr. Kelly- Basics training event prior to the
%1244 Sa gl éizzzztggigggllmate NYC, NY Summit Bur_ks/KathIeen strategic engagement 22-24
White September 2014.
Dr. Burks-Copes will be focusing her

Association of Climate lectures on conducting vulnerability
24-26 September Change Offic_:ers, “Basics of Crowne Plaza Dr. Kelly assessments and will offer case
2014 Sea Level Rise and Impacts Times Boot Camp Burks-Copes,  studies from her efforts to_ support

on Coastal Assets & Square, NY Jason Engle the Navy’s Task Force Climate

Infrastructure” Change initiatives. Mr. Engle will

focus on the Comprehensive
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Evaluation of Projects with Respect
to Sea Level Change platform and
the work he has been doing to
support SLR modeling and impact
assessments for the NACCS.
USACE patrticipation at the
International Center for Water
Hazard and risk Management
(ICHARM) symposium.

Presenting/co-authoring a paper on
UIEIE) Sl o] [EE Gl e gemert Netherlands Conference <O NACCS at the ICE Coastal

2015 Conference Simm
Management conference.

ASBPA 2014 National Coastal

30 September 2015 iefa/A 15 Tokyo, Japan  Symposium  Bill Curtis

American Shore and Beach Virginia Conference. Presentation of “North
15 October 2014 Preservation Association Begch VA Conference  Joe Vietri Atlantic Comprehensive Study:
(ASBPA) ' Valuable Tools for Coastal

Communities”.

Provide a presentation on NACCS

12 November 2014 ASCE Met Section COPRI NYU Poly Meeting Ié%r::r;mazo for the ASCE coastal oceans ports
and river group.
Rebecca SAME Middle Atlantic Region
. . Patton, Roselle Training & Education. Presentation
L MOV USACE Mld-AtIantlc Conference  Henn, Todd on resilience planning and design:
2014 Region : : : . ?
Bridges, Brian  addressing sea level rise and climate
Batten change.
Discussion on Performance Metrics
A Community of Ecosvstem Dr. Kell for Ecosystem Goods and Services
8-12 December 2014 . y y NAB Conference ‘ y Generated by Natural, Nature-based
Services (ACES) Burks-Copes

(NNBF) and Structural Features in
the Post-Sandy Environment.
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ATTACHMENT 2: DRAFT FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS (continuous
expansion)

Q1: What is the North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive study and what is it not?

Al: The NACCS will not result in a list or set of projects ready for design and construction. The
coastal framework will identify risk areas; a diverse set of structural, non-structural, and
programmatic risk reduction and coastal resilience measures; benefits; parametric costs;
institutional barriers; and areas and activities warranting further analysis. This will enable
projects and programs to proceed in an integrated way such that the costs and benefits of near-
term and long-term implementation can be realized in a regional and systems context.

Q2: How were the impact areas defined/ranked?

A2: The County Impact Assessment was completed by the FEMA Modeling Task Force
(MOTF) and includes a composite of surge, wind, precipitation, and snow impacts from
Hurricane Sandy. The data are publicly available on the web (http://fema-
data.esri.com/GISData/MOTF/Hurricane%20Sandy/FEMA%20MOTF-
Hurricane%20Sandy%20Products%20README%2004182013.pdf).

Q3: Does the study cover the entire coastline for Hurricane Sandy impacted area or only
for USACE project areas?
A3: The study covers tidally influenced, Hurricane Sandy-impact areas (as defined by the FEMA
impact analysis and NOAA Sandy storm surge extent) in the USACE North Atlantic Division (the
area from Maine to Virginia).

Q4: How are other Federal, state, and local agencies being incorporated into the study?
A4: There are many opportunities for incorporating agency and tribal input.
e Interagency subject matter experts provided input to the NACCS scope of work and
have been embedded in the technical teams.
¢ An Interagency Collaborative Webinar Series was launched to facilitate input on specific
topics.
e A public website (www.nad.usace.army.mil/CompStudy) was set up with opportunities to
provide input on resilience and to sign up for a subscribe list.
o Two Federal Register notices were published soliciting input and peer reviewed data
sets.
o Extensive media and agency engagements have been accepted to provide information,
presentations, and panel discussion representation.
e Several of the draft analyses were shared with state and tribal stakeholders for
verification prior to being incorporated into the NACCS.
e In early 2014, there will be an interagency review period for detailed validation of
analyses.

Q5: What opportunities will be available for public input?
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A5: Public participation is critical to comprehensive coastal risk reduction and resilience. Across
the extensive geographic area of the NACCS, public input is being solicited through the
following forums:

e A public website (www.nad.usace.army.mil/CompStudy) was set up with opportunities to
provide input on resilience and to sign up for a subscribe list.

o Extensive media and agency engagements have been accepted to provide information,
presentations, and panel discussion representation.

e USACE has established and maintained state-by-state (including DC and NYC)
communications and is using public input provided to the state agencies as input to the
NACCS.

o Community-level engagement and interagency visioning will be stated as critical to
preparing for future risk reduction and regional resilience at a local and site-by-site scale.

Q6: What type of review will the comprehensive study undergo?
A6: The comprehensive study will undergo internal document quality control (DQC), agency
technical review (ATR), and interagency and subject matter expert review.

Q7: Will the geographic information system (GIS) data from the study be available to the
states/localities?

A7: Yes, GIS data compiled for the NACCS (minus sensitive data) will be available as a
geodatabase to our stakeholders and partners.

Q8: How is the North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study expected to influence ongoing
activities?

A8: USACE envisions stronger and more transparent coordination and collaboration among
agencies when planning and implementing risk reduction and resilience measures into the
future. Any interim products or data completed as a result of the NACCS will be immediately
available on the NACCS website (www.nad.usace.army.mil/CompStudy) for use by our partners
in their efforts and initiatives. These interim products will be shared prior to the final report being
processed.

Q9: What are the effects of sea level rise combined with storm surges?
A9: It is anticipated that this combination of events will exacerbate coastal flooding and will be
assessed, in detail, as part of the study.

Q10: How aware are people in the communities of the potential risk?

A10: This will become known as coordination, and engagement with the public, local, and state
agencies and tribal communities continues. Strategic communications will be developed with the
States, DC, and NYC.

Q11: Will there be a comparison of the cost to protect coastal communities to justify their

existence?
A11. No specific benefit cost ratios at a community level will be calculated.
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Q12: What models will be utilized to complete the NACCS?

Al12: The NACCS will utilize existing model outputs from the Sea, Lake, and Overland Surges
from Hurricanes (SLOSH) to present the inundation from CAT 1-4 for risk identification.
Additionally, existing floodplain delineations obtained from FEMA as they relate to the 100-year
floodplain will be included in the study, which include water surface elevations obtained from
various coastal hydraulic models, including the ADvanced CIRCulation (ADCIRC) model. As
part of the NACCS, USACE will develop updated ADCIRC modeling from VA to ME to establish
a baseline model from which future detailed investigations would use and apply to a site-specific
study location.

Q13: Does the North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study look at retreat and if so, how
drastically?

A13. The comprehensive study will look at a very large and diverse set of structural, non-
structural, and programmatic risk reduction and coastal resilience measures, including retreat.
Combinations of measures may be appropriate, and the level of application of the measures will
be the decision of state and local entities.

Q14: Will the North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study predict precipitation out into the
future?

Al4: The study will forecast future conditions and anticipated changes, incorporating risk and
uncertainty, as appropriate.

Q15: Are we envisioning that this is an opportunity to bring up strategy
recommendations that come through New York City and State (e.g., New York State 2100
Report)?

Al15: Yes. It is important that this study be consistent with, and informs, ongoing plans and
strategies by others.

Q16: The slides show that the Project Management Plan (PMP) was due on March 15,
2013. Is this already completed? Can it be shared?

Al16: A summary of the scope of work is available on the NACCS website
(www.nad.usace.army.mil/CompStudy).

Q17: Are there any studies being conducted to look at rebuilding higher and/or stronger?
Al7. There are many ongoing initiatives and studies by other agencies. Each study has its
charge and/or goals and may include looking at a range of rebuilding options.

Q18: Is there less willingness of Congress to provide funds for beach nourishment?
A18: USACE cannot speculate on congressional intent to fund, or not, specific projects or
mission areas.

Q19: How were the focus areas identified?

Al19: The focus area analysis was conducted as a part of the North Atlantic Coast
Comprehensive Study (NACCS) authorized under the Disaster Relief Appropriations Act of
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2013 (Public Law [PL] 113-2), Title X, Chapter 4 approved 29 January 2013. Specific language
within PL 113-2 states, "... as part of the study, the Secretary shall identify those activities
warranting additional analysis by USACE." Due to the extensive east coast study area, focus
areas were identified to allow evaluation of coastal flood risk management at a smaller scale.
The areas identified were known to be highly vulnerable and represented coastal geography,
populations and risks from the northern areas to the southern areas of the study boundary that
currently do not include USACE structural flood risk management measures. The Focus Area
Analyses (FAASs) are included in the NACCS State Analyses and District of Columbia Appendix.

Q20: What is the next step for the FAAs?

A20: USACE was authorized by the Disaster Relief Appropriations Act of 2013 to "...conduct a
comprehensive study to address flood and storm damage risk of vulnerable coastal populations
in areas affected by Hurricane Sandy...". The FAAs were an opportunity to collaborate with
stakeholders to obtain and present more specific data in developing the comprehensive study to
address flood and storm damage risk to vulnerable coastal populations; however, more
intensive feasibility studies would be necessary in order to fully identify problems, needs and
opportunities, and develop alternatives and financing strategies for those solutions.

Q21: Will there be public review of the NACCS report and when?

A21: PL 113-2 specifically requires the comprehensive study to align with regional planning
efforts. In order to accomplish this within the legislatively set timeframe for completion and to
embrace the extensive geographic area impacted by Sandy, we have enlisted state and local
governments, and tribal representatives to serve as our conduit to input from their respective
constituents. While the study is not a decision document, it has been scoped as a foundation
and catalyst for further in depth analyzes and the full public review required to screen feasible
alternatives. In addition, the comprehensive study has sought to engage technical subject
matter experts across all levels of government, academia, NGOs, and the private sector on a
national and international basis. The study's public website, launched in May 2013, has allowed
for public input on resilience and other key aspects of the study and to receive updates on the
study as they become available. In addition, a Federal Register notice was published on
October 4, 2013, requesting peer reviewed data relevant to the comprehensive study.
Submissions are being accepted until December 31, 2013. This input, as well as input gathered
from numerous public engagements, was used in developing the NACCS.
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ATTACHMENT 3: WEBSITE SCREENSHOT (FEBRUARY 4, 2014)
www.nad.usace.army.mil/CompStudy

NORTH ATLANTIC DIVISION

Search North Atlantic DivisiarCy

HOME > COMPSTUDY

The goals of the Comprehensive Study are to:

1) Provide risk reduction strategies—reduce risk to which vulnerable coastal
populations are subject

2) Promote coastal resilient communities—ensure a sustainable and robust
coastal landscape system—considering future sea level rise and climate change
scenarios—to reduce risk to vulnerable population, property, ecosystems, and
infrastructure.

The $19.5 million Comprehensive Study is due to congress in January 2015. The
final study will include a coastal framework as well as storm suite modeling,
coastal GIS analysis, and related evaluations, for the affected coastlines. The
study will identify existing nature-based infrastructure, include an evaluation of
the performance of nature-based infrastructure during Hurricane Sandy and
other recent storms, and consider the performance of nature-based
infrastructure in reducing the impacts of coastal storm flooding, as well as other

Participants from New York state, New York

: City, New Jersey, Connecticut, Delaware, New
impacts at a larger scale and as a system. ) :
Jersey, and Washington D.C. representing
" : federal agencies, academia, non-governmental
Click here for a narrated overview the study goals, scope, products and : g S 6 9
schediile organizations and private industry collaborated

June 26 and 27 at the Stevens Institute of
Technology in Hoboken, N.J.

Click here for a scope synopsis of the project management plan

Give us your feedback : Contact Us |

Send us an e-mail if you have feedback for us regarding coastal resiliency to future storms and E-mail: dil-cenado-pa@usace.army.mil

climate change; include your preferred contact information if you'd like a response. Phone: 347-370-4550

Click here to send us an e-mail with your preferred contact information to receive updates on
this study.

Collaboration |
Webinar series and other presentations Federal Agencies

ROFM
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ATTACHMENT 4: NEWS RELEASE DRAFT (TEXT ONLY)

Corps of Engineers begins post-Sandy comprehensive study of North Atlantic
coast

Contact

Justin Ward

North Atlantic Division Public Affairs
347-370-4550

BROOKLYN, N.Y. — As directed by Congress with the passage of the Disaster Relief
Appropriation Act of 2013, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers scientists and engineers launched a
collaborative study today to determine how best to reduce flood and storm damage risks for
people and communities along the North Atlantic coast.

According to the Act, the study was authorized up to $20 million to “... address the flood risks of
vulnerable coastal populations in the areas that were affected by Hurricane Sandy within the
boundaries of the North Atlantic Division of the [U.S. Army] Corps [of Engineers].”

The Act requires completion of the study by January 2015.

While compiling the study, officially known as the North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study,
scientists and engineers will consider future sea-level rise scenarios and integrate economic,
climatological, engineering, environmental, and societal data from Virginia to Maine to develop a
comprehensive framework to reduce coastal flood risk and promote resilience, said Mr. Joseph
Vietri, Director, National Planning Center of Expertise for Coastal Storm Risk Management, who
is leading the effort for USACE.

According to Vietri, the study will be collaborative, comprehensive and integrated, and
conducted in partnership with Federal, tribal, state, and local government representatives as
well as non-government organizations, academia, technical experts, and interested parties.

For more information on the North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study please visit
http://www.nad.usace.army.mil/CompStudy.

HH#
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ATTACHMENT 5: SAMPLE SOCIAL MEDIA POSTS

Facebook (To be released 28 May)

Press Release:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers launched a two-year collaborative study today to determine
how best to reduce flood and storm damage risks for people and communities along the entire
North Atlantic coast. The study will be collaborative, comprehensive, and integrated, and
conducted in partnership with Federal, tribal, state, and local government representatives as
well as non-government organizations, academia, technical experts, and interested parties.
More info can be found here: LINK TBD

NY Times article:
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers launches study to recommend methods to improve resilience of
Sandy-impacted coast LINK TBD via @nytimes

Webpage:
Did you know there are 31,000 miles of coastline from Virginia to Maine? And that, through its

post-Sandy North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, the Army Corps and its partner will
study this entire coastline to determine the best flood and storm damage risk reduction
measures? More info on the study, which kicked off today, can be found here:
http://www.nad.usace.army.mil/CompStudy

Facebook (To be released 31 May)

Hurricane Season:

Hurricane season officially starts tomorrow. Find out how an ongoing U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers study will determine the best flood and storm damage risk reduction measures to
protect the coast from future storms http://www.nad.usace.army.mil/CompStudy

Twitter (To be released 28 May)

Press Release:

Today #USACE launched a 2-year study of the northeast to determine best measures to
improve coastal resilience. More LINK TBD #Sandy

NY Times article:
#USACE launches study to recommend methods to improve resilience of #Sandy impacted
coast LINK TBD via @nytimes

Webpage:
There are 31K miles of coast from VA to ME to be studied by #USACE to determine measures

to improve resilience http://goo.gl/S1At0 #Sandy

Twitter (To be released 31 May)

Hurricane Season:

Hurricane season starts 6/1. Find out how an ongoing #USACE study will look at ways to
improve coastal resilience http://goo.gl/S1At0 #Sandy
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ATTACHMENT 6: DETAILED PDT COMMUNICATIONS
PDT ACTIONS

Strategic Coordination and Collaboration:

¢ Numerous Federal, state, and local government agencies; NGOs; and tribal partners will
be interested in providing data, resources, input, and feedback to the NACCS. There is
dedicated time in the schedule devoted entirely to elicit agency validation and
collaborative discussions with the numerous stakeholders. Clearly communicating the
goals, objectives, and outcomes of the NACCS will be a key component to interagency
and international input and collaboration.

e The USACE Institute for Water Resources and Engineering Research and Development
Center are key contributors to the NACCS. In addition to IWR and ERDC expertise,
subject matter experts from across USACE and the interagency team are embedded in
the technical teams and analyses.

e A strong and diverse USACE and interagency team have been assembled, with new
members continuing to join, at the strategic and tactical levels of the study. Experts are
involved and participating in the process and development of the study in addition to
being available to participate in later review efforts.

e The draft Project Management Plan was shared with the Joint Field Offices, Federal
agencies, states and tribal officials for review on 22 April, with comments due 3 May
2013. Over 260 comments were received with responses available for coordination by
28 June 2013.

e A Non-Federal entity or contractor will facilitate the exchange of scientific information
through a series of collaborative working meetings on technical topics related to
resilience and Federal, state, NGO, and academia collaboration.

o Due to the large geographic scale and numerous, diverse stakeholders, virtual and
targeted communications must be used to disseminate information as opposed to
individual meetings with every stakeholder group. As a result, a targeted working
meeting/webinar approach will be utilized to share information with interested
stakeholders and solicit input.

o USACE will work with each state to share information and updates as well as to solicit
public input and feedback. Such forums will include engaging across Silver Jackets,
Coastal Zone Management, and state government teams.

o A website will be hosted by NAD and updated to provide a factsheet, frequently asked
guestions, the Project Management Plan, PowerPoints with voice over/recordings,
progress on the NACCS, and links to partner websites. The public will be further
engaged via this website with opportunities to provide targeted information and
feedback. Social media will be used in a “push-pull” link to the website.

e Mr. Joe Vietri and Ms. Roselle Henn will regularly coordinate with Mr. Josh Sawislak
related to Hurricane Sandy Rebuilding Task Force (TF) progress, challenges and
recommendations. Ms. Alicia Gould (USACE Liaison to the TF) and Mr. Kevin Warner
(Science Lead for the TF) are engaged in biweekly meetings with the NACCS team.
HQUSACE Executive Team (Ms. Karen Durham-Aguilera and Mr. Mark Mazzanti) will
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regularly brief the Task Force Principals. Dr. Kate White is the USACE representative on
the Task Force Science Group and will provide updates to the NACCS Team. Dr. White
facilitated a briefing on the NACCS by Ms. Henn to the Task Force Science Group on 23
April 2013.

Mr. Joe Vietri and Ms. Roselle Henn will conduct strategic outreach with Joint Field
Offices (JFOs) in New Jersey and New York; the Northeast Regional Ocean Council and
the Mid-Atlantic Regional Council on the Ocean (MARCO) responsible for implementing
the National Ocean Policy; and the NYC Mayor’s Office. The purpose of the initial
strategic outreach is to gain input and consensus on the NACCS approach and identify
points of contact for in depth coordination with technical team members. Agencies,
points of contact, key meeting dates, and other information will be captured and tracked
as strategic engagements.

Ms. Roselle Henn and appropriate technical leads will conduct strategic outreach with
environmental resource agencies, including DOI: National Park Service, USGS, Fish and
Wild Service, BOEM and NOAA, National Marine Fisheries. The purpose of the outreach
is to identify the points of contact for in depth coordination with technical team members
and to provide periodic updates to the leadership of those agencies. Agencies, points of
contact, key meeting dates, and other information will be captured in an agency
coordination template.

Corps of Engineers Institute for Water Resources (CEIWR), primarily Mr. Charley
Chesnutt, and the Command Center will conduct strategic outreach with NOAA. A NOAA
representative has been added to the biweekly meetings.

NGO coordination will occur through at least one working meeting. Other forums and
communications are under development. Coordination with NGOs with whom USACE
has memorandums of understanding (MOUSs) for the exchange of scientific and technical
data are underway.

The NACCS is a highly collaborative effort. Congress passed Federal Advisory
Committee Act (FACA) in 1972 as one of the Federal government’s Sunshine Laws that
ensure agency decisions occur under the daylight of public review. Related laws include
the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA, 5 U.S. Code [USC] 552) and Privacy Act (PA, 5
USC 552a). This document provides key principles and practical advice for determining
if a collaborative effort falls under the parameters of FACA (5 USC App.). The
parameters of FACA (5 USC App.) have been reviewed, and the NACCS does not
trigger FACA.

Team Communications:

NACCS updates will be provided weekly via the HQ conference calls (Tuesdays, 1pm)
and NAD conference calls (Wednesdays, 1pm).

The Command Center maintains daily communication with technical leads, as well as
weekly meetings (Wednesdays, 10am to 2pm) focused on execution, integration, and
emerging issues. Every other Wednesday meeting will include an expanded team
representing IWR, ERDC, TF, and other key USACE team members to ensure continual
updates, incorporation of new information, and resolution of issues. The five District
Planning Chiefs within the North Atlantic Division will regularly coordinate with the States
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and will be the lead for scheduling meetings and briefings. District review of the Project
Management Plan occurred 10 to 17 April 2013.

e The NACCS technical leads and their teams will also coordinate with their respective
Federal and state representatives.

o The Engineering Standards and Criteria Team is led by the Engineering Technical Lead,
Lynn Bocamazo. The team met on 10 and 11 April 2013 with 16 technical specialists.
The focus of this team is on refining coastal risk-based design and design criteria. Future
virtual meetings will be planned using the same team over the next few months to
finalize the design criteria for the range of possible risk reduction measures included in
the NACCS.

e Ms. Denise Reed, Environmental Advisory Board, will serve as on-board quality control
and in an advisory capacity for the duration of the NACCS.

o The USACE Sharepoint intranet includes a page for internal team communications and
information.

https://team.usace.army.mil/sites/NAD/PDT/SandyCoastal/Comprehensive%20Study/Forms/Alll

tems.aspx
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Table 2: HUD Task Force Recommendations

HUD TF Corps Actions Identified NACCS Activities

(Joint) Recommendation 1. Facilitate
incorporation of future risk assessment, such
as sea level rise, into rebuilding efforts with
the development of a sea-level rise tool.

the

Sea-level rise analysis is being conducted for four
scenarios — 2018, 2068, 2100, 2118; mapping will
be produced based on the analysis, which could be
developed into a tool in the future.

NNBF are identified in the list of risk management
measures presented in the NACCS report. The
NNBF Technical Report also provides significant
analyses of these features.

(Joint) Recommendation 19. Consider green
options in all Sandy infrastructure
investments.

(Joint) Recommendation 20. Improve the

understanding and decision-making tools for
green infrastructure through projects funded
by the Sandy Supplemental.

The NNBF Technical Report characterizes these
features, presents a conceptual approach for
developing coastal vulnerability metrics, discusses
performance metrics for ecosystem goods and
services generated by NNBF, and provides a
framework for assessing and ranking NNBF
alternatives.

(Joint) Recommendation 21. Create
opportunities for innovations in green
infrastructure technology and design using
Sandy funding, particularly in vulnerable
communities.

Several working meetings have been held as a part
of the collaboration component of the NACCS. The
measures working meeting was held in June 2013 in
addition to two NNBF working meetings (technical
and policy) that were held in the fall of 2013. Both
the measures working meeting and the NNBF
technical working meeting focused on identifying
innovative ways to use NNBF as a means to provide
flood risk management.

(Joint) Recommendation 23. Ensure Sandy
recovery water infrastructure investments are
timely, resilient, sustainable, and effective.

The comprehensive study and its analyses are
being completed within 2 years and will provide a
succinct framework from which states/localities can
make decisions about their most vulnerable
communities.

Recommendation 4. Apply Infrastructure
Resilience  Guidelines to  all Federal
infrastructure investments for Sandy recovery.

The NACCS is consistent with the NOAA/USACE
Infrastructure  Systems  Rebuilding  Principles;
however, the NACCS does not establish guidelines
for all Federal infrastructure investments.

Recommendation 5. Consider  applying
Infrastructure Resilience Guidelines nationally.

The NACCS is consistent with the NOAA/USACE
Infrastructure  Systems  Rebuilding  Principles;
however, the NACCS does not establish guidelines
for all Federal infrastructure investments.

Recommendation 6. Federal, state, and local
agencies should continue to coordinate Sandy
recovery infrastructure resilience projects.
(Includes Recommendation 24. Ensure Sandy
recovery water infrastructure projects are
coordinated with other infrastructure
investments.)

As a major component of the NACCS, the team is
coordinating with other Federal, state, and local
agencies to identify existing and planned projects.
The study team has also requested via a Federal
Register Notice and through regular
communications that agencies provide peer
reviewed data, studies, or reports that could be of
benefit to the NACCS. Received references are
noted in the report.

Recommendation 7. Institutionalize regional
approaches to resilience planning in the NDRF
and the National Mitigation Framework.

Not addressed by NACCS.
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HUD TF Corps Actions Identified

NACCS Activities

Recommendation 8. Establish a Sandy Regional

Infrastructure Permitting and Review Team
that leverages the Executive Order 13604
framework for Sandy projects.

" Not addressed by NACCS.

Recommendation 9. Leverage the Executive
Order 13604 framework  to identify
opportunities to expedite and improve other
types of review processes through
programmatic agreement or consultation
where appropriate.

Not addressed by NACCS.

Recommendation 10. Disaster recovery efforts
should account for the temporary staffing
needs of Federal, state, and local governments
who conduct reviews and permitting of Federal
disaster recovery projects.

Not addressed by NACCS.

Recommendation  11. Provide technical
assistance to states and localities to help
optimize  Sandy recovery infrastructure
funding, share best practices, leverage
resources, advance sustainability, and meet
the needs of vulnerable communities.

The NACCS assists states and localities by
identifying those vulnerable coastal populations and
identifying measures that could be analyzed further
in a refined study.

Recommendation 22. Develop a consistent
approach to valuing the benefits of green
approaches to infrastructure development and
develop tools, data, and best practices to
advance the broad integration of green
infrastructure.

The NNBF Technical Report characterizes these
features, presents a conceptual approach for
developing coastal vulnerability metrics, discusses
performance metrics for ecosystem goods and
services generated by NNBF, and provides a
framework for assessing and ranking NNBF
alternatives.

Recommendation 24. Ensure Sandy recovery
water infrastructure projects are coordinated
with other infrastructure investments.

Not addressed by NACCS.

Recommendation 59. Support New Jersey
planning efforts, including pilots for New
Jersey local resilience partnerships, and
encourage Federal agencies, the State of New
Jersey, non-profits, and philanthropic
organizations to provide both financial and
technical support for the formation and
operation of the local resilience partnerships.

A major effort of the NACCS is coordination and
collaboration with other Federal, state, and local
agencies; NGOs; tribal organizations; and
academia. The NACCS report references and is
consistent with studies or reports provided by these
stakeholders.

Recommendation 60. Package the variety of
existing resources and tools for community
planning and capacity building into a
coordinated suite of assistance that enhances
and streamlines access for impacted
communities.

The NACCS provides a framework by which states
and localities can further assess areas of
vulnerability. The study also includes information
from and provides reference to many plans by
others.
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Base, Alabama 36112-6335, telephone
(334) 953-1303.

Tommy W. Lee,

Acting Air Force Federal Register Liaison
Officer.

|FR Doc. 2013-14567 Filed 6-18-13; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 5001-10-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army
[Docket ID USA-2013-0020]

Proposed Collection; Comment
Request

AGENCY: Department of the Army, DoD.
ACTION: Notice.

In compliance with Section
3506(c)(2)(A) of the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1995, the Department
of the Army announces a proposed
public information collection and seeks
public comment on the provisions
thereof. Comments are invited on: (a)
Whether the proposed collection of
information is necessary for the proper
performance of the functions of the
agency, including whether the
information shall have practical utility;
(b) the accuracy of the agency’s estimate
of the burden of the proposed
information collection; (c) ways to
enhance the quality, utility, and clarity
of the information to be collected; and
(d) ways to minimize the burden of the
information collection on respondents,
including through the use of automated
collection techniques or other forms of
information technology.

DATES: Consideration will be given to all
comments received by August 19, 2013.
ADDRESSES: You may submit comments,
identified by docket number and title,
by any of the following methods:

¢ Federal eRulemaking Portal: http://
www.regulations.gov. Follow the
instructions for submitting comments.

e Mail: Federal Docket Management
System Office, 4800 Mark Center Drive,
East Tower, Suite 02G09, Alexandria,
VA 22350-3100.

Instructions: All submissions received
must include the agency name, docket
number and title for this Federal
Register document. The general policy
for comments and other submissions
from members of the public is to make
these submissions available for public
viewing on the Internet at http://
www.regulations.gov as they are
received without change, including any
personal identifiers or contact
information.

Any associated form(s) for this
collection may be located within this

same electronic docket and downloaded
for review/testing. Follow the
instructions at hitp://
www.regulations.gov for submitting
comments. Please submit comments on
any given form identified by docket
number, form number, and title.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: To
request more information on this
proposed information collection or to
obtain a copy of the proposal and
associated collection instruments,
please write to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, 441 G Street NW.,
Washington, DC 20314-1000, Attn:
CECW-CO, or call Department of the
Army Reports clearance officer at (703)
428-6440.

Title; Associated Form; and OMB
Number: Application for a Department
of the Army Permit; ENG Form 4345,
OMB Control Number 0710-0003.

Needs and Uses: Information
collected is used to evaluate, as required
by law, proposed construction or filing
in waters of the United States that result
in impacts to the aquatic environment
and nearby properties, and to determine
if issuance of a permit is in the public
interest. Respondents are private
landowners, businesses, non-profit
organizations, and government agencies.
Respondents also include sponsors of
proposed and approved mitigation
banks and in-lieu fee programs.

Affected Public: Individuals or
households; business or other for-profit;
not-for-profit institutions; farms; Federal
government; State; local or tribal
government.

Annual Burden Hours: 984,000

Number of Respondents: 89,450

Responses per Respondent: 1

Average Burden per Response: 11
hours

Frequency: On Occasion.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Summary of Information Collection

The Corps of Engineers is required by
three federal laws, passed by Congress,
to regulate construction-related
activities in waters of the United States.
This is accomplished through the
review of applications for permits to do
this work.

Dated: June 12, 2013.

Aaron Siegel,

Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison
Officer, Department of Defense.

[FR Doc. 2013-14633 Filed 6-18-13; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 5001-06-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army; Corps of
Engineers

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive
Study

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, DoD.
ACTION: Notice of Study Initiation.

SUMMARY: The Congressional response
to the devastation in the wake of
Hurricane Sandy included a mandate to
collaborate with federal, state, tribal and
local government agencies to regionally
address the vulnerability of coastal
populations at risk within the
boundaries of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) North Atlantic
Division. The goals of the North Atlantic
Coast Comprehensive Study authorized
under the Disaster Relief Appropriations
Act, Public Law 113-2, are to (1) reduce
flood risk to vulnerable coastal
populations, and (2) promote coastal
resilient communities to ensure a
sustainable and robust coastal landscape
system, considering future sea-level rise
and climate change scenarios. In
addition, the Comprehensive Study will
identify activities warranting further
analysis and institutional barriers to
comprehensive implementation. A draft
of the North Atlantic Coast
Comprehensive Study will be available
for public review and comment in early
2014 and a final report is due to
Congress in January 2015. The study
will identify those areas warranting
more detailed evaluations; however,
USACE is not authorized to develop
designs or implement such projects at
this time. Although potential
environmental impacts will be generally
evaluated, National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) compliance
processes will not be completed due to
the scale of the study. Full NEPA and
other environmental compliance would
be required as part of future detailed
evaluations before any actions could be
implemented.

ADDRESSES: For media contacts please
contact Mr. Justin Ward, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Public Affairs, 302
General Lee Avenue, Brooklyn, NY
11252, at justin.m.ward@usace.army.mil
or at (347) 370-4550.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Justin Ward, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Public Affairs.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The North
Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study
will include a coastal risk reduction
framework, by State, including a range
of structural, non-structural and
programmatic measures for
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approximately 31,000 miles of shore
and coastline, planning level cost
estimates and anticipated risk reduction
and benefits per measure. The
Comprehensive Study will also include
storm suite modeling, coastal GIS
analyses, economic evaluations, an
assessment of green infrastructure and
ecosystem goods and services, regional
sediment management and climate
change and sea-level rise
considerations. Additional information
and a study area map may be found at:
http://www.nad.usace.army.mil/
CompStudy. Furthermore, interested
parties can access the Web site and
subscribe to receive periodic electronic
mail updates on the study’s progress.

Dated: June 11, 2013.
Amy M. Guise,
Chief, Planning Division, Baltimore District,
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
[FR Doc. 2013-14561 Filed 6-18-13:; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3710-58-P

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
[Docket No. ED-2013-1CCD-0042]

Agency Information Collection
Activities; Submission to the Office of
Management and Budget for Review
and Approval; Comment Request;
Streamlined Clearance Process for
Discretionary Grant

AGENCY: Department of Education (ED),
Office of the Secretary/Office of the
Deputy Secretary (OS)

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44
U.S.C. chapter 3501 et seq.), ED is
proposing an extension of an existing
information collection.

DATES: Interested persons are invited to
submit comments on or before July 19,
2013,

ADDRESSES: Comments submitted in
response to this notice should be
submitted electronically through the
Federal eRulemaking Portal at http://
www.regulations.gov by selecting
Docket ID number ED-2013-ICCD-0042
or via postal mail, commercial delivery,
or hand delivery. Please note that
comments submitted by fax or email
and those submitted after the comment
period will not be accepted. Written
requests for information or comments
submitted by postal mail or delivery
should be addressed to the Director of
the Information Collection Clearance
Division, U.S. Department of Education,
400 Maryland Avenue SW., LBJ, Room
2E105 Washington, DC 20202-4537.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Electronically mail
ICDocketMgr@ed.gov. Please do not
send comments here.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Department of Education (ED), in
accordance with the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1995 (PRA) (44 U.S.C.
3506(c)(2)(A)), provides the general
public and Federal agencies with an
opportunity to comment on proposed,
revised, and continuing collections of
information. This helps the Department
assess the impact of its information
collection requirements and minimize
the public’s reporting burden. It also
helps the public understand the
Department’s information collection
requirements and provide the requested
data in the desired format. ED is
soliciting comments on the proposed
information collection request (ICR) that
is described below. The Department of
Education is especially interested in
public comment addressing the
following issues: (1) Is this collection
necessary to the proper functions of the
Department; (2) will this information be
processed and used in a timely manner;
(3) is the estimate of burden accurate;
(4) how might the Department enhance
the quality, utility, and clarity of the
information to be collected; and (5) how
might the Department minimize the
burden of this collection on the
respondents, including through the use
of information technology. Please note
that written comments received in
response to this notice will be
considered public records.

Title of Collection: Streamlined
Clearance Process for Discretionary
Grant.

OMB Control Number: 1894-0001.

Type of Review: Extension without
change of an existing collection of
information.

Respondents/Affected Public: State,
Local, or Tribal Governments.

Total Estimated Number of Annual
Responses: 1.

Total Estimated Number of Annual
Burden Hours: 1.

Abstract: Section 3505(a)(2) of the
PRA of 1995 provides the OMB Director
authority to approve the streamlined
clearance process proposed in this
information collection request. This
information collection request was
originally approved by OMB in January
of 1997. This information collection
streamlines the clearance process for all
discretionary grant information
collections which do not fit the generic
application process. The streamlined
clearance process continues to reduce
the clearance time for the U.S.
Department of Education’s (ED’s)

discretionary grant information
collections by two months or 60 days.
This is desirable for two major reasons:
it would allow ED to provide better
customer service to grant applicants and
help meet ED’s goal for timely awards
of discretionary grants.

Dated: June 14, 2013.
Stephanie Valentine,
Acting Director, Information Collection
Clearance Division, Privacy, Information and
Records Management Services, Office of
Management.
[FR Doc. 2013-14641 Filed 6-18-13; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4000-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
[Docket No. ED-2013-1CCD-0053]

Agency Information Collection
Activities; Submission to the Office of
Management and Budget for Review
and Approval; Comment Request;
Program for International Student
Assessment (PISA 2015) Recruitment
and Field Test

AGENCY: Department of Education (ED),
Institute of Education Sciences/National
Center for Education Statistics (IES).
ACTION: Nolice.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44
U.S.C. chapter 3501 et seq.), ED is
proposing a revision of an existing
information collection.

DATES: Interested persons are invited to
submit comments on or before July 19,
2013.

ADDRESSES: Comments submitted in
response to this notice should be
submitted electronically through the
Federal eRulemaking Portal at http://
www.regulations.gov by selecting
Docket ID number ED-2013-ICCD-0053
or via postal mail, commercial delivery,
or hand delivery. Please note that
comments submitted by fax or email
and those submitted after the comment
period will not be accepted. Written
requests for information or comments
submitted by postal mail or delivery
should be addressed to the Director of
the Information Collection Clearance
Division, U.S. Department of Education,
400 Maryland Avenue SW., LB], Room
2E105 Washington, DC 20202-4537.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Electronically mail
ICDocketMgr@ed.gov. Please do not
send comments here,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Department of Education (ED), in
accordance with the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1995 (PRA) (44 U.S.C.
3506(c)(2)(A)), provides the general
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farmland; hydrology and hydraulic; air
quality; threatened and endangered
species and critical habitat.
Socioeconomic issues include
navigation; induced flooding; land use;
property values, tax revenues;
population and housing, community
and regional growth; environmental
justice (effect on minorities and low
income populations), community
cohesion; public services, recreation,
transportation and traffic, utilities and
community service systems and
cumulative effects of related projects in
the study area.

6. Environmental Consultation and
Review. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) will assist in
documenting existing conditions and
assessing effects of project alternatives
through the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act consultation
procedures. Consultation will be
accomplished with the USFWS and the
National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) concerning threatened and
endangered species and their critical
habitat per the Endangered Species Act.
The NMFS will be consulted regarding
the effects of this proposed action on
Essential Fish Habitat per the
Magnuson-Stevens Act. The USACE
will consult with the State Historic
Preservation Officer per the National
Historic Preservation Act.

7. Availability. The draft EIS is
estimated to be available for public
review and comment no sooner than the
spring of 2015. At that time a 45-day
public review period will be provided
for individuals and agencies to review
and comment on the DEIS. All
interested parties are encouraged to
respond to this notice and provide a
current address if they wish to be
notified of the DEIS circulation.

Dated: September 26, 2013.
Richard L. Hansen,
Colonel, U.S. Army District Commander.
[FR Doc. 2013-24234 Filed 10-3-13; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3720-58-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army; Corps of
Engineers

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive
Study

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, DoD.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) is requesting peer
reviewed information that would be
useful in the preparation of the North

Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study
(Hurricane Sandy). The USACE is
preparing a report that will be submitted
to Congress in 2015. The goals of the
North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive
Study authorized under the Disaster
Reliel Appropriations Act, Public Law
113-2 are to (1) provide risk reduction
strategies to reduce risk to which
vulnerable coastal populations are
subject, and (2) promote coastal resilient
communities to ensure a sustainable
and robust coastal landscape system,
considering future sea level rise and
climate change scenarios, to reduce risk
to vulnerable population, property,
infrastructure and ecosystems.

DATES: The USACE will accept data and
literature in response to this request
until December 31, 2013.

ADDRESSES: Methods for submission
include: Email: Send information by
electronic mail to: NACCS@
usace.army.mil. Please include your
name and contact information in the
body of your email. Fax: Fax
information to: (410-962—4698), ATTN:
Mr. David Robbins. Mail: Send
information by mail to: Mr. David
Robbins, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
10 South Howard Street Baltimore
Maryland 21201, ATTN: North Atlantic
Coast Comprehensive Study.

Electronic files should avoid the use
of special characters, any form of
encryption, and be free of any defects or
viruses. Information on a CD ROM
should be formatted as a MS Word, Rich
Text, or Adobe Acrobat PDF file.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: IFor
further information, please contact: Mr.
David Robbins, Project Manager, at
David.W.Robbins@usace.army.mil, or by
telephone at (410) 962—-0685.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Congressional response to the
devastation in the wake of Hurricane
Sandy included a mandate to address as
a regional system the vulnerability of
populations at risk in the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) North
Atlantic Division. The draft analyses of
the Comprehensive Study will be
coordinated amongs! interagency
stakeholders in early 2014 and a report
will be submitted to Congress in 2015.

The USACE would appreciate
receiving information from the public to
facilitate the preparation of the Study.
The USACE prefers information which
has been peer reviewed. Interested
persons may provide scientific analyses,
studies, and other pertinent scientific
information, preferably information
which has undergone scientific peer
review. The USACE will consider all
submissions but will give preference to
all peer reviewed data and literature

sources. Please understand that not all
data and sources provided may be
reflected in the draft analyses socialized
in early 2014, but the resources will be
incorporated into the final report.

Brenda S. Bowen,

Army Federal Register Liaison Officer.
|FR Doc. 2013-24237 Filed 10-3-13; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3720-56-P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[ER-FRL-9011-5]

Environmental Impacts Statements;
Notice of Availability

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal
Activities, General Information (202)
564-7146 or hilp://www.epa.gov/
compliance/nepal.

Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact

Statements
Filed 09/23/2013 through 09/27/2013
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9.

Notice

Section 309(a) of the Clean Air Act
requires that EPA make public its
comments on EISs issued by other
Federal agencies. EPA's comment letters
on EISs are available at: http://
www.epa.gov/compliance/nepa/
eisdata.html.

EIS No. 20130287, Final EIS, USFS, ID,
Idaho Panhandle National Forests,
Revised Land Management Plan,
Review Period Ends: 11/26/2013,
Contact: Mary Farnsworth 208-765-
7223.

The above document was
inadvertently omitted from EPA’s
Federal Register Notice Published 09/
27/2013. The review/wait period will
start 09/27/2013 and end 11/26/2013.

EIS No. 20130288, Final EIS, USACE,
TX. Luce Bavou Interbasin Transfer
Project, Review Period Ends: 11/04/
2013, Contact: Jayson Hudson 409—
766-3108.

EIS No. 20130289, Draft EIS, USACE,
CA, Los Angeles River Ecosystem
Restoration Integrated Feasibility
Report, Comment Period Ends: 11/18/
2013, Contact: Erin Jones 213-300—-
9723.

EIS No. 20130290, Draft EIS, NPS, CA,
Restoration of Native Species in High
Elevation Aquatic Ecosystems Plan,
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National
Parks, Comment Period Ends: 11/25/
2013, Contact: Woodrow Smeck 559—
565-3101.

EIS No. 20130291, Final EIS, BOEM, 00,
Gulf of Mexico OCS Qil and Gas Lease
Sales: 2014 and 2016; Eastern
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Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 6/Thursday, January 9, 2014/Notices

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army; Corps of
Engineers

Intent To Prepare a Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for
the Route 460 Location Study From
Prince George County to the City of
Suffolk, Virginia

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, DOD.

ACTION: Nolice; correction.

SUMMARY: The email address listed for
Alice Allen-Grimes under the FOR
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT section of
the notice published in the Federal
Register on Friday, December 27, 2013
(78 FR 78948) was incorrect. The email
address should read as follows:
alice.w.allen-grimes@usace.army.mil.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Alice Allen-Grimes, email:
Alice.W.Allen-Grimes@usace.army.mil;
(757) 201-7219.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: None.

Brenda S. Bowen,

Alternate Army Federal Register Liaison
Officer.

[FR Daoc. 2014-00152 Filed 1-8-14; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3720-58-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army; Corps of
Engineers

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive
Study

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, DoD.
ACTION: Notice of study initiation;
correction on study review.

SUMMARY: Information included in the
Federal Register Notice published on
June 19, 2013, 78 FR 36753, has
changed. The notice published on June
19, 2013 stated: “A draft of the North
Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study
will be available for public review and
comment in early 2014 and a final
report is due to Congress in January
2015.” As the study advanced, it has
been determined that formal public
review and comment period of a draft of
the North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive
Study report document will not occur in
early 2014 as previously stated.
However, in order to prepare a report in
the legislatively set time frame for
completion of 24 months and to
embrace the extensive geographic area
impacted by Hurricane Sandy, as well
as Lo promote public involvement

throughout, various mechanisms to
provide information to the public and
solicit input have been established. The
Study’s public Web site, launched in
May 2013, has allowed for public input
on resiliency and other key aspects of
the Study, and offers interested
stakeholders the opportunity to receive
updates on the Study as they become
available. In addition, a Federal
Register notice was published on
October 4, 2013 requesting peer
reviewed data relevant to the
Comprehensive Study. Submissions
were accepted through December 31,
2013, to allow for adequate time to
review and consider for incorporation.
This input, as well as input gathered
from public engagements, is being used
in development of the Comprehensive
Study. In addition, the Comprehensive
Study has sought to engage technical
subject matter experts across all levels
of government, academia, NGO's, and
the private sector, on a national and
international basis. PL 113-2
specifically requires the North Atlantic
Coast Comprehensive Study to be
conducted in coordination with other
federal agencies, and state, local, and
tribal officials to ensure consistency
with other plans to be developed. While
the Study is not a Decision Document,
it has been scoped as a foundation and
catalyst for further evaluation of coastal
flood risk. Subsequent federal agency
decision documents would likely
include a public comment period
required for screening feasible
alternatives in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act.

ADDRESSES: For media contacts please
contact Mr. Justin Ward, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Public Affairs, 302
General Lee Avenue, Brooklyn, NY
11252, at justin.m.ward@usace.army.mil
or at (347) 370-4550.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.

Justin Ward, U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers, Public Affairs.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: None.
Dated: December 18, 2013,

Amy M. Guise,

Chief, Planning Division, Baltimore District,

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

[FR Dac. 2014-00151 Filed 1-8-14; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 3720-58-P

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Applications for New Awards;
Educational Technology, Media, and
Materials for Individuals With
Disabilities—Stepping-Up Technology
Implementation

AGENCY: Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitative Services, Department of
Education.

ACTION: Notice.

Overview Information: Educational
Technology, Media, and Materials for
Individuals With Disabilities—
Stepping-up Technology
Implementation Notice inviting
applications for new awards for fiscal
year (FY) 2014.

Catalog of Federal Domestic
Assistance (CFDA) Number: 84.3278.
DATES:

Applications Available: January 9,
2014.

Deadline for Transmittal of
Applications: March 10, 2014.

eadline for Intergovernmental
Review: May 9, 2014,

Full Text of Announcement
1. Funding Opportunity Description

Purpose of Program: The purposes of
the Educational Technology, Media, and
Materials for Individuals with
Disabilities Program ? are to: (1) Improve
results for students with disabilities by
promoting the development,
demonstration, and use of technology;
(2) support educational activities
designed to be of educational value in
the classroom for students with
disabilities; (3) provide support for
captioning and video description that is
appropriate for use in the classroom;
and (4) provide accessible educational
materials to students with disabilities in
a timely manner.

Priority: In accordance with 34 CFR
75.105(b)(2)(v), this priority is from
allowable activities specified in the
statute (see sections 674 and 681(d) of
the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) (20 U.S.C. 1400 et
seq.)).

c}ﬁbsolure Priority: For FY 2014 and
any subsequent year in which we make
awards from the list of unfunded
applicants from this competition, this
priority is an absolute priority. Under 34

1'This program was formerly called “Technology
and Media Services for Individuals with
Disabilities.” The Department has changed the
name to Educational Technology, Media, and
Materials for Individuals with Disabilities and
updated the purposes of the program to more
clearly convey that the program includes accessible
educational materials. The program’s activities and
statutory authorization (20 11.5.C. 1474) remain
unchanged.
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Table 3: Stakeholder Participation in Working Meetings and Webinars

American Association of Port Authorities
American Littoral Society
American Shore and Beach Preservation Association (ASBPA)

American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE), Coasts, Oceans, Ports and
Rivers Institute (COPRI)

Association of State Floodplain Managers (ASFPM)

Atkins Engineering

Audubon Society

Avalon, NJ

Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) Headquarters (HQ)
BOEM Region

Boston Water and Sewer Commission

Coastal Engineering Research Board (CERB)

City of Portsmouth, NH

Coastal States Organization (CSO)

Columbia University

Connecticut

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Connecticut State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)

Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control
Delaware SHPO

District of Columbia State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
District of Columbia Department of the Environment

Department of Transportation (DOT), Headquarters (HQ)

DOT Region

Drexel University

Ducks Unlimited

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Headquarters (HQ)

EPA Office of Research and Development (ORD)

EPA Region

ERG

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Headquarters (HQ)
FEMA Region

Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) Headquarters (HQ) — Climate
FWS HQ — Engineering

FWS, North Atlantic LCC

FWS Region

Gahagan and Bryant Associates, Inc.

HR Wallingford

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Headquarters (HQ)
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HUD Region

Hurricane Sandy Rebuilding Task Force

Jersey Shore Partnership

Joint Field Office (JFO) — CT

Joint Field Office (JFO) — NJ

Joint Field Office (JFO) — NY

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

Louis Berger Group

Maine Department of Agriculture, Conservation and Forestry
Maine State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
Maryland Department of Natural Resources

Maryland State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
Massachusetts State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
Massachusetts Department of Public Health
Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management
Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MA)

Moffat & Nichol

Monmouth University

MWH Global

National Association of Flood and Stormwater Management Agencies
(NAFSMA)

Narragansett Indian Tribe

National Fish and Wildlife Federation (NFWF)

National Waterways Council

National Wildlife Federation

New Hampshire

New Hampshire State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection

New Jersey Governor's Office of Recovery and Rebuilding
New Jersey Institute of Technology

New Jersey State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) - LCC Coordinator
NOAA at NY JFO

NOAA Coastal Services Center (CSC)

NOAA Headquarters (HQ)

NOAA NE Regional Office

NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)

NOAA NMFS - Sandy Hook Field Office

NOAA National Weather Service (NWS)

NOAA Region
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NOAA Restoration Center - Sandy Hook, NJ

Northeast Climate Science Center

National Park Service (NPS), Fire Island National Seashore
NPS Gateway National Recreation Area

NPS Headquarters (HQ)

NPS Northeast Regional Office

Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), Region
New York City (NYC) Department of Planning

New York City (NYC) Environmental Justice Alliance
New York City (NYC) Parks

NYC Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability
NY-NJ Harbor Coalition

Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
Polytechnic Institute of New York University

Princeton University

Restore America's Estuaries

Rhode Island

Rhode Island State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
Rockingham Planning Commission (NH)

Rutgers University

SRA International

Stevens Institute of Technology

Stockton University

Stockton University - Coastal Research Center

Stony Brook University

Taylor Engineering

Tetra Tech

The Conservation Fund

The Nature Conservancy

The Water Institute of the Gulf

Trust for Public Lands

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)

U.S. Naval Academy

United South and Eastern Tribes (USET)

University of Delaware

University of Maine

University of Maryland

University of New Hampshire

University of New South Wales

University of Rhode Island

University of Southern Maine

62



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)

United States Army Corps of Engineers

URS Corporation

Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS)

Washington, DC

Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution
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As part of the efforts for the North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) a series of
visioning meetings were held throughout the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) North
Atlantic Division region. Five USACE Districts (New England, New York, Philadelphia,
Baltimore, and Norfolk) conducted in-person visioning and partnership meetings with
representatives from Federal, state, and regional entities; non-governmental organizations
(NGOs); academia, business, and industry; local governments; and the public.

The purpose of the visioning meetings was to continue dialogue with the states and other
stakeholders to develop a shared vision for resilience in response to risk and exposure, building
upon the previous discussions and information that have been compiled to date.

In coordination with the information assembled for the focus area analysis, the coastal
community outreach efforts were aimed at providing stakeholders with information about the
NACCS, asking stakeholders about their perceptions about coastal flood risk and management
approaches, and stimulating discussion across interagency boundaries.

The focus areas were identified as areas that were vulnerable to incur potential damage from
future coastal storms. The purpose of the focus area analysis was to identify problems, needs,
and opportunities for coastal storm risk management activities.

The meetings reaffirmed that coastal storm risk management is a reality faced by many
stakeholders. The visioning meetings aligned with the main findings from the NACCS analyses,
interagency collaboration and outreach. The results also showed that comprehensive, long-term
and future planning and pre-planning efforts among all stakeholders are an important
component to coastal storm risk management. A report was generated to summarize the
findings and is provided as Attachment 7 at the end of this document.
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June 26 Opening Plenary Summary

The USACE was directed to lead a comprehensive study of the North Atlantic Coast in light of
Hurricane Sandy. This is the first of many opportunities to contribute to the study. The study
USACE has developed is an interagency, multi-level endeavor by bringing together as many
voices as possible, as well as the best science to contribute to this study. The study will be
completed by January 2015 when it is submitted to Congress. This study is focused on the
North Atlantic coast, which covers the region from Maine to Virginia. This area covers 31,000
miles of coastline, and the goal of the study is to identify a range of measures to reduce risk
along this coastline. This area has a very diverse geographic area, so a range of measures is
required to develop the most effective solutions. It is the goal of the meeting to discuss the
measures that have already been identified and put into place as well as identify new measures,
and determine how effective these measures are or will be.

June 26 Session 1: Identify Measures
The first breakout session of the meeting was very open-ended and allowed for participants to
brainstorm the realm of possibilities for measures that could reduce risk and create resilience.
No restrictions were placed on the discussion and identification of measures. Participants were
divided into diverse breakout groups to discuss and brainstorm the key question of - what
actions or measures reduce risk and/or create resilience? Participants shared their knowledge
and thoughts on new and innovative structural, non-structural, programmatic, and other
measures that could reduce risk and create resilience along the coastline. Measures were
collected into four categories:

1. Structural

2. Non/Structural

3. Green Infrastructure

4. Policy/Programmatic

June 26 Session 2-3: Refine Measures

After the initial list of measures was generated, participants spent the remainder of day 1 further
exploring the measures in breakout groups organized by category. These breakout groups
further defined and refined the measures, discussed their costs and benefits, and distilled them
into the different shoreline types and characteristics of the North Atlantic coastline — rocky coast,
bluffs, beaches, wetlands, estuaries/lagoons, urban (barrier island and mainland). Following is a
summary of each group’s discussion:

Structural

The structural measures breakout group looked at offshore measures (can be used in urban
areas), beach measures (geomorphic processes), shoreline measures (protection/wall), flood
water control measures, and the associated impacts of these measures. Measures they
considered included flood barriers (i.e. tidal gate), sediment bed load collector system, very low
profile groins, sand bypass and back passing systems, jetty notching and weir jetties, green
walls, and new polders for water storage, to name just a few. They discussed the benefits and
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costs of these measures based on their shoreline protection, flood reduction, natural system
resiliency, adaptability, social value, and robustness.

Non/Structural

The non-structural breakout group focused on various measures that had mixed feasibility. For
example, the group thought mixed land use, such as creating passive recreation space to be
used for retention during storms, was feasible. Though it is very difficult to acquired suitable
land, this measure yields high benefit. Just in time operation management, such as Managing
flows in the urban environment, predictive rainfall, understanding the risk, overland flow routing,
reduced urban runoff, sacrificial storage, building resistance, reuse of existing sewer system, is
highly feasible. The challenge with these measures include timing, water quality, public
acceptance, and regulatory issues. Erosion-based setback requirements - such as rolling
easements or a more resilient dune system - prevents development within the hazard zone.
While highly technically feasibility these type of measures can be met with political resistance.

Green Infrastructure

The Green Infrastructure defined their scope as measures that serve an engineering function or
result in risk reduction, to include existing natural features. Measures they identified included the
creation, protection, enhancement or restoration of current and future buffering habitats:
wetland, coastal wetlands, tidal flats, sea grass; and other submerged aquatic vegetation,
maritime forests, river banks, shorelines, and barrier islands. The group also looked at beneficial
use of dredged material for wetland restoration, soft solutions to bulkheads-greening sills and
berms, acquiring open space and conservation land in upper watersheds and urban
environments, and flume repair/fish passage dual use, to name a few.

The group thought that risk reduction is not just about protecting people but also ecosystems.
They discussed criteria for selecting measures such as the measure’s ability to reduce risk,
provide floodwater storage, and attenuate waves. They also compared the measures by the
benefits they provided - carbon capture, ecological/environmental, socio-economic, flood risk
management, and shoreline stabilization. Finally, they ranked the measures by feasibility,
defined as cost, technical, ease of permitting, negative environmental impacts, and property
ownership. As an aside, they noted that a lot of adaptation measures to climate change are not
necessarily addressing the climate issues but other issues that make the system more resilient
overall.

Policy/Programmatic - General

The general policy/programmatic looked at a very large number of measures. One example is
vulnerability assessments, necessary to design resilience strategies, focus limited resources,
and develop a shared understanding of what needs to be done. These are very feasible, but in
order to be effective, must be linked to a feasible action. Another example is building codes with
sea level rise and climate change in mind. This would reduce building vulnerability and is
feasible at state and local level. Another example of measures they considered was stronger
links and integrated funding between FEMA and Army Corps. A benefit to FEMA recognizing
Corps projects as beneficial mitigation projects would be reduced federal liability during
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response and recovery. When this group looked at feasibility, they considered how realistic is it
that the measure can be implemented (technical - applicable to the shorelines of the North
Atlantic Division area, materials available, etc.; cost; acceptability — political and social
limitations).

Policy/Programmatic - Education, Outreach, Research

This group looked at numerous measures but focused on four they thought were most
important: conduct coastal research, develop a community toolkit, refine storm intensity
classification beyond wind, and monitor sediment movement. Education is a broad topic but
critical because it encourages personal responsibility for family safety and property. It is very
feasible using the lessons from Texas, Louisiana and gulf coast.

This group felt it was very important to implement a (Inter)-Community Knowledge Toolkit for
local communities whether it is physical or virtual to provide information on past history of
projects and their successes or failures. This would include a data-base for the lessons learned
through domestic research projects, gives the community a place to start, and is very feasible
given a plethora of examples for other states.

There were many new coastal research topics discussed, such as more consistent shoreline
monitoring,  sediment  transport  studies, surge  modeling/understanding,  surge
propagation/behavior, storm impact to back barriers, wave, surge, and wind impacts on
structures, etc. All these options are technically feasible as long as there is funding. Funding for
pure research is not there; this research would be more feasible if directly connected to climate
change impacts. Finally, this group identified a critical need to reduce redundancy for research
between NOAA, USACE, and USGS.

June 26 Closing Brief

At the close of the first day, the participants had developed a list of measures and refined those
measures by five different categories: Green Infrastructure, Structural, Nonstructural, and
Policy/Programmatic — General and Education, Outreach and Research. The participants self-
selected into these categories that they then focused on during the afternoon. Finally, there was
a report-out for each group to share their discussions. Green Infrastructure focused on
measures that would reduce risk and included the benefits and feasibility of implementation;
how to protect, create, and manage coastal habitats. The structural group divided their
measures into two subcategories: beach measures, which focus on shore parallel structures,
and flood water, which focuses on structures upland from the shoreline. The overarching benefit
is robustness if the structures perform as they are designed. Nonstructural found that measures
identified in this category would be difficult to implement because of the policy issues that need
to be considered. The Policy/Programmatic groups determined that there was an array of
measures that could be implemented. These measures included community involvement, and
looking at different types of weather that impacts the northeast, not just hurricanes, as well as
looking at these projects over a longer period of time to consider additional factors. They also
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determined that the feasibility is determined by cost and authorization; the benefits include long
term cost savings, and reduced exposure to flood damage.

June 27 Sessions 4, 5, and 6.

On Day 2 of the workshop, participants organized themselves by geographic region:
Massachusetts and Rhode Island; DC, Maryland, Virginia, and Delaware; Connecticut, New
York, and New York City; and New Jersey and Pennsylvania. These geographic breakout
groups looked at existing or planned measures in their region and whether they were sufficient
or needed to be maodified. In light of the measures identified and refined on the first day, the
group then looked at strategies to combine measures to reduce risk and build resilience in the
different regions, as well as the compatibilities and redundancies that should be considered
when grouping measures. They also discussed barriers to implementing the measures identified
on the first day and mechanisms to overcome these barriers. These conversations were
captured spatially on large maps, whereby the participants mapped the existing and planned
measures and then used the maps to identify where along the coastline the measures
discussed could/should be implemented. Following is a summary of each group’s discussion:

Massachusetts and Rhode Island

The primary focus of the breakout group was vulnerabilities to highest risk areas, particularly
reducing risk to vulnerable populations and critical infrastructure. Reducing risk to ecological
communities was also considered. Integrating living shorelines with beach nourishment was
suggested by the group as was combining gray structures with living shorelines and
nonstructural measures. In bays and estuaries of this region, living shorelines would be
appropriate particularly given future sea level rise. There are many existing structures in this
region and it would be ideal to incorporate more green features within them. Building a living
shoreline behind a sill or placing green features in front of old sea walls could be some methods
to accomplish this integration. Providing room for inland migration of shoreline habitat would
also be desirable. Although oyster reefs are not indigenous in offshore areas, they could be
considered for near shore regions but there may be policy issues with this feature. In areas
where cities are closer to the shoreline, the suggestion was made to create a free standing
structure where a dune can be built over the top of it and then have another fall back structure
that can feature additional green infrastructure. The difficulty in implementing beneficial use
projects and using offshore sand was mentioned as a challenge in this region.

Site-Specific Measures: The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has geographic information
system layers including a wetland map that can provide information for the study to consider.
There is typically no significant surge in urban areas of Massachusetts and so this should be
taken into account when measures are proposed. The south shore of Cape Cod will require
beach nourishment while existing groin structures should be changed to low profile groins.
Hurricane barriers, flood gates with walls, have been effective in New Bedford, MA as well as
Providence, RI. Additional green features and dredging in Providence would be desirable.
Increasing green infrastructure in the upper watershed of Upper Bay would also be helpful. In
Nantucket Sound and Martha’s Vineyard Sound waves are fetch limited so sacrificial berms
cannot be used. Buzzards Bay is an area of potential risk as there are significant flooding pass
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ways and the barrier island system cannot be extended. In Plymouth, MA the dunes have
provided flood protection although the area likely requires beach renourishment.

DC, Maryland, Virginia, and Delaware

The breakout group chose to focus their efforts on the areas within the three states that they
thought were most vulnerable based on the property, ecosystem, infrastructure, and people at
risk. The areas they focused on were Ocean City MD, the Delaware coast, DC, the Chesapeake
Bay, Virginia Beach, and the Prime Hook National Wildlife Refuge. For each area they
discussed the existing infrastructure, needed modification and additions, barriers, and case
studies.

Ocean City: There are many types of existing infrastructure around Ocean City as well as
planned beach nourishment, island restoration, living shoreline projects, and wetland
restoration. In addition, this area needs to remove erosional features that are causing problems,
create a sand bypassing system (case study - Delaware Indian River Inlet), elevate structures,
soften hard infrastructure or make it transportable, restore wetlands and marshes in the back
bay areas, and address the loss of potable water. The group noted barriers to setbacks, by-
outs, flood insurance, acquisitions, and relocations.

Prime Hook National Wildlife Refuge: There are ongoing marsh restoration studies, beach fills
and ditch digging in the refuge. Planned projects include dredging materials at Broadkill beach.
There is the possibility to use sediments from the main channel deepening to fill a breach and
conduct existing marsh maintenance and beach nourishment. Barriers include the increasing
cost/diminishing resource of sediment and inability to use federal money to repair beaches.
There is a need for better coordination between federal, state, and regional agencies, where all
the players come up with a long-term regional sediment management plan. There is also a need
to have the local communities share part of the cost.

Washington D.C.: There are many existing projects that protect the city from river flooding. New
ideas are always being considered and there are plans for a D.C. Silver Jackets team. However,
there is no identified funding for moving forward and many actors are proceeding on their own,
uncoordinated. The east bank of the Potomac is a national park and needs to be raised. Hains
Point needs to be relocated/abandoned. Buildings need to be built with plans for water
management. The issue in DC is that there is a mismatch with responsibility and authority. It is
the most politically complicated piece of real estate in the country. A National Capital Planning
Commission is needed (case study - stabilizing the Jefferson Memorial, a national icon suffering
from sea-level rise).

Chesapeake Bay: In the bay area there are many ongoing living shoreline projects in Maryland.
Maryland is looking carefully at its “blue infrastructure” and thinking about where they would pay
for land acquisition for buffers and how to restore sea grasses. There are many needs in the
area, especially for data and mapping. Maryland has shoreline maps from 1800 to 1995, but
nothing from 1995 to the present. There is also a need to update the topography maps for the
region and the littoral drift map for the bay. Maryland is looking to apply SEDTRAN, a model
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developed to predict the inflow sediment concentration distribution within the coastal zone. 20%
of the entire shoreline of the Chesapeake Bay has been armored with bulkheads, which has had
a huge impact on the sediment transport system. There is also an opportunity to use dredged
material in new ways as the Corps of Engineers transfers some dredging responsibilities to the
state of Maryland.

Connecticut, New York, New York City, and Long Island

The breakout group first discussed the North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study overall and
how the information gained the last two days will be used internally by the Corps to identify how
to reduce risk and promote resiliency. However, the Corps cannot build all the projects needed
for the region, nor is it appropriate. The projects will be built by a variety of organizations and
groups at the Federal, State, and local level. The Corps will take the measures and proposed
projects identified at this meeting and through other engagements and include the information in
the study where appropriate. The breakout group discussed both measures and issues from
both a regional and a site-specific perspective.

Regional and General Issues: General barriers to projects were discussed by the breakout
group. Frequently, implementing projects that cross different municipalities bring up a multitude
of barriers that slow down the progress of the project. Given that there are many large projects
in the area, this can be major factor in getting projects completed. The key to most projects are
their interactions with the entire shoreline system which can sometimes be a barrier because of
the fact that these issues can cross state boundaries. There has been a lack of monitoring of
natural systems and the performance of man-made solutions over time. This makes it very
difficult to access information about these systems and make conclusions and predictions about
the success of certain proposed methods. Federal authorizations can be barriers in this region
as there are a multitude of challenges and restrictions that the Corps and other agencies and
states have to contend with for projects. Some of these issues can be overcome via some
Congressional direction. Also, if a project or study is within a group that is under the Sandy
legislation, there is room to maneuver in terms of authorization. Funding needs are a major
barrier to accomplishing the projects discussed by the group. There are concerns that once the
Hurricane Sandy money runs out, the project will hit a dead end. Eventually, organizations will
have to join forces to develop options for funding as no government entity has the cash to fund
these projects. Federal funding is not coming with adequate administrative dollars which is
essential to satisfying the up-front cost of most projects. Cost-benefit analyses and the weeding
out of certain projects tend to be a barrier due to the complexity of that process. Upgrades to the
septic systems in the 50 and 100 year floodplain are needed throughout the region. Federal
authorization to deal with septic systems is lacking and there are permitting issues at the local
level as well.

Site-Specific Solutions and Potential Barriers: Other measures were identified by the group with
suggestions on sites where they could be implemented. Storm surge barriers and offshore
breakwaters were solutions considered by the group. Concerns with implementing these types
of projects include permitting, environmental issues, funding needs, and political and social
debates that they promote (i.e. views being disrupted). Local surge barriers were suggested at

72

4:*'

-



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)

United States Army Corps of Engineirs
=

a smaller scale for the New Town/Coney Island area. Potential issues with this location and
project would be the fact that it is a Superfund site, permitting, and Jamaica Bay. Breakwater
islands were proposed in Brooklyn, Staten Island, and off of the Rockaways. Funding and
permitting for these projects would be barriers to overcome in their implementation. Relocation
of communities to higher ground was suggested for areas such as Breezy Point but there are
significant social and political issues with such a measure. Decreasing the water depth of
Jamaica Bay and stopping the Corps dredging activities were suggested. Issues with
authorization for this activity, the impacts to navigation and public perception were discussed as
significant roadblocks to overcome. Offshore artificial reefs were proposed for Bay Ridge Flats.
Human health concerns and a knowledge barrier regarding the growth of oyster reefs were cited
as potential problems. Relocation of the navigation channel to allow redevelopment was
suggested for the Rockaways. Congressional authorization, funding requirements, and
permitting were discussed as the major barriers to applying this solution. Implementation of the
Coastal Erosion Hazard Areas (CEHA), a permitting program that allows the State of New York
to identify coastal erosion hazard areas and regulate activities within those areas, would be
helpful. The group identified current issues with CEHA which include capacity at a state level
meaning that there are not enough bodies to accomplish the requirements of the program and
financial resources are needed for compensation. Facilitating barrier island migration was also
suggested as a solution. Updated evacuation clearance times in New York and New Jersey are
being pursued.

New Jersey and Pennsylvania

There was much discussion among this breakout group about the measures that have been
successful and what new measures could possibly be implemented in the future. Numerous
measures have been used or proposed for the New Jersey coastline. The group highlighted the
various actions that have been taken along the shoreline and where else these and other
activities could be applied.

General Measures: There is a need to identify new borrow areas for sediment. In-water
transfer locations could be developed and used to temporarily store sediment for beach
nourishment projects. Using dredge material for wetland habitat creation was suggested but the
regulatory issues with using dredge material to fill open waters or create habitat can be a major
barrier. Multiple lines of defense that include beaches, dunes, and back berms should be
implemented. For those beach fill projects that have been completed or are planned, a dune
needs to be part of that project or plan. Beaches should be made higher and wider. Roads and
properties should be elevated, especially in back bay areas where flooding was seen during
Sandy and in other events. Urban dikes, flood gates, and walls could be used to protect the
shoreline as it is not always cost effective to elevate structures. A barrier to using flood gates
and other structures is that they can lead to increased flooding for communities that do not
choose to protect themselves to the same level. The coastline needs to be looked at as a
system. Increasing backpassing projects to get sand to erosional areas would be ideal in some
situations along the coast. Bypassing can also be used to maintain inlet channel alignment by
preventing sediment build up within the channel. Building low berms with a mix of material can
have benefits for both wildlife and flood protection.
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Site-Specific Measures: Legislative action is needed in New Jersey to address the variation and
discrepancy in dunes along the shoreline. At the entrance of back bays narrow spots in the
channel could be ideal for a gate that could limit the flooding in SeaBright and other
communities. Ocean City, NJ does not have a dune authorized, but a dune should be added for
the entire New Jersey coastline, including Ocean City. A dune strategy for the Jersey Shore
should be developed that addresses how the dunes function as a system and how they should
be maintained going forward. At Bradley Beach and Fletcher Lake in New Jersey a maritime
forest is being constructed and planted along with stabilization and revegetation of the
shoreline. A groin field for Brigantine Beach, NJ is being considered. Living shorelines may be
a solution for areas meant to be kept natural such as the Forsythe National Wildlife Refuge that
was damaged during Sandy. Areas like Mordecai Island, NJ have used geotubes to stop
erosion. The city of Avalon, NJ has beneficially used dredged material for its coastline and uses
high dunes and other flood mitigation methods to reduce flood risk for the city.

June 27 Closing Briefs of Maps

The participants broke out into 4 groups based on geographic region: Massachusetts and
Rhode Island; DC, Maryland, Virginia, and Delaware; Connecticut, New York, and New York
City; and New Jersey and Pennsylvania. The Massachusetts and Rhode Island group currently
have measures in place that work well in some areas, but there are others that need
improvement; new measures identified focused on green infrastructure in that area, but also
identified areas that would benefit from seawall improvements, groins, and drainage
improvements. The Washington, DC, Virginia, Maryland, and Delaware group focused on
prominent geographic areas, and showed the benefits and challenges of each area. One
overarching theme for this group was the difficulty surrounding jurisdiction, if those issues can
be overcome by different federal and local governments as well as private groups working
together, the identified measures can be enacted. New York, New York City, and Connecticut
are already involved in a number of USACE projects; but also have the barrier of institutional
and governmental complexity. New Jersey and Pennsylvania identified a mix of measures that
are already being implemented, and have identified new measures that would be beneficial, but
again there are a lot of regulatory issues that need to be addressed.

June 27 Closing Summary

This study takes a comprehensive look at the North Atlantic Coast and how to reduce risk and
create resiliency to prevent damage along the coast. The USACE will release a draft framework
in September 2013 of the finding from this conference. The objective of this conference was to
bring together a diverse group of experts to discuss and identify current and new opportunities
to reduce risk and promote resiliency. Many goals were accomplished over the course of the
conference, which included: establishing all measures currently in use and identifying new
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measures that can be applied to reduce risk along the coast, considering the appropriate
location for certain measures, and examining where current measures can be improved to
develop a final solution. There were some barriers identified that were common along the area
identified in this study, including the regulatory, social, and political barriers, as well as the
difficulty in incorporating considerations for future storms. This study will work toward a
streamlined process for reducing risk and building resiliency.
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Executive Summary

As part of the efforts for the North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS), a series of visioning
meetings were held throughout the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) North Atlantic Division
region. Five USACE Districts (New England, New York, Philadelphia, Baltimore, and Norfolk) conducted
in-person visioning and partnership meetings with representatives from Federal, state, and regional
entities; non-governmental organizations (NGOs); academia, business, and industry; and local
governments. A total of seven visioning meetings and two partnership meetings were conducted
between January and March of 2014.

The purpose of the visioning meetings was to continue dialogue with the states and other
stakeholders to develop a shared vision for resilience in response to risk and exposure, building upon
the previous discussions and information that had been compiled to date. Partnering meetings were
held in two locations in New York to continue dialogue with Federal, state, and local stakeholders in
smaller settings where visioning was not as necessary due to existing comprehensive regional plans.

Similar to what is reported in the NACCS, these meetings reaffirmed that coastal storm risk
management is a reality faced by many stakeholders throughout the study area. A summary of the
most prominent common themes identified during the visioning and partnering meetings is included
below. Details on stakeholder responses and feedback are included in Sections 3 and 4 of this report.

The reports from the visioning meetings aligned with the findings delivered from the NACCS main
report, which include:
= Coastal populations and infrastructure are vulnerable.

=  Methods of coastal storm risk management strategies must be redundant, robust, and
adaptable to the future uncertainty of coastal flood risk.

=  Flooding from storm surge and intense precipitation events/stormwater runoff threatens
coastal communities.

= |nteragency coordination and collaboration are quintessential to progress in making informed
decisions.

= Low-lying shorelines, such as inland bays or back bays, are significantly susceptible to flooding.

= A common vision and coastal risk framework are needed to make decisions for future
conditions.

= Addressing coastal storm risk is a shared responsibility borne by Federal, state, regional, local
and other stakeholders.

= Emphasis on data collection, hazards and impacts prediction, support modeling, and the
advancement of resources are needed to provide a complete, holistic picture.
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Section 1
Meeting Background and Purpose

1.1 Background

As authorized under the Disaster Relief Appropriations Act of 2013 (Public Law [PL] 113-2), the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is conducting the North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study
(NACCS).

Specific language within PL 113-2 states, “...as a part of the study, the Secretary shall identify those
activities warranting additional analysis by the Corps.” Under contract from the USACE South Atlantic
Division, Jacksonville District (Contract W912EP-10-D-0010, Task Order 006), a series of
reconnaissance-level, focus area analyses were conducted within the USACE North Atlantic Division as
part of the NACCS. The focus areas were identified as areas that were vulnerable to incur potential
damage from future coastal storms. The purpose of the focus area analysis is to identify problems,
needs, and opportunities for coastal storm risk management activities, and to determine whether
there is interest to participate in future phases of study.
Within the boundaries of the USACE North Atlantic Division, the nine focus areas (Figure 1) are:

=  Coastal Rhode Island

= Coastal Connecticut

= New York-New Jersey Harbor and Tributaries

= Nassau County Back Bays, NY

= New Jersey Back Bays

= Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast

= Baltimore Metropolitan Water Resources Area, MD

= Middle Potomac - Washington, D.C. and Metropolitan Area
= The City of Norfolk, VA
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Figure 1. NACCS Focus Areas

During the focus area analysis, the extent of stakeholder engagement and actual stakeholder response
varied depending on the focus area, the severity of impacts attributed to Hurricane Sandy, and the
existing relationship between the USACE regional districts and the stakeholders. Establishing and
maintaining close coordination with stakeholders and local communities is a vital component to the
NACCS. Therefore, a series of visioning and partnership meetings were conducted for nearly all of the
focus areas to engage representatives from Federal, state, and regional entities; non-governmental
organizations (NGOs); academia, business, and industry; and local communities and governments to
discuss coastal storm risk management. The intent of the visioning meetings was to share information,
generate thoughtful discussion, and begin the process of local collaboration for a common vision to
manage coastal flood risk and increase resilience within coastal communities. The visioning meetings
were intended to:

= Be an educational opportunity to help participants understand the risks they may face in the
future;

= Be a coordination opportunity to provide a forum for dialogue to reach a common vision on
risk management and resilience;

=  Focus on areas that need additional information provided by states and other stakeholders;
=  Discuss how communities can use the NACCS analyses moving forward; and,

= Discuss ways to leverage additional Federal resources.
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The general outcome from each visioning meeting was twofold. Stakeholder engagement and
thoughtful discussion allowed for meeting attendees to acknowledge a common vision, yet discuss

diverse

concerns and perceptions, which can be further emphasized in the overarching goals and themes of

issues. Additionally, the visioning meetings provided insight regarding the stakeholders’

the NACCS.

In total, seven visioning and two partnering meetings were conducted. Due to scheduling conflicts and
in response to the needs of the state and local stakeholders, a visioning meeting for the New Jersey
Back Bay focus area was not conducted. In addition, a visioning meeting was not held for the New
Jersey portion of the New York-New Jersey Harbor and Tributaries focus area.

1.2

Overview of Report Organization

This report documents the proceedings of the visioning meetings and is organized in the following
sections:

The interim deliverables for each visioning meeting included a meeting summary, an attendance list,

Meeting Logistics (Section 2)
Stakeholder Response Analysis and Common Themes (Section 3)
Observations of Unique Regional Features (Section 4)

Conclusions (Section 5)

photo documentation, and the attendees’ worksheets. They are provided in Appendix A through
Appendix G to supplement the material summarized in this report. For each partnering meeting, a
memorandum for record was developed to document the meeting discussion. They are provided in
Appendix H and Appendix I.

in
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Section 2
Meeting Logistics

2.1 Overview

As part of the overall NACCS and in coordination with the information assembled for the focus area
analysis, the coastal community engagement efforts are aimed at providing stakeholders with
information about the NACCS, asking stakeholders about their perceptions about coastal flood risk
and management approaches, and stimulating discussion across interagency boundaries. The visioning
and partnering meetings were conducted for nearly all of the focus areas to engage representatives
from Federal, state, and regional entities; non-governmental organizations (NGOs); academia,
business and industry; local governments; and in one instance, a member of the general public, to
discuss coastal storm risk management. A total of 248 attendees participated in the nine meetings
(seven visioning meetings, two partnering meetings).

A typical in-person, visioning meeting was divided into two parts: a presentation summarizing the
overall NACCS followed by facilitated, small group discussions. The partnering meetings were held in-
person or via teleconference call, with a smaller, targeted group of stakeholders to discuss specific
coastal storm risk management strategies and to enhance communication and partnership between
agencies. Table 1 describes the location, date, and number of attendees for all meetings conducted as
part of these engagement efforts. Interim deliverables with introductory meeting materials for each
meeting are provided in Appendix A through Appendix G. Memorandums for record of the partnering
meetings are provided in Appendix H and Appendix I.

Table 1. Meeting Summary

Location Date Number of Attendees
ng zz:tgfx:“?é;ez Harbor and Tributaries, January 27, 2014 21
Nassau County Back Bays, NY February 4, 2014 25
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast February 4, 2014 30
Washington, D.C. (National Capital Region) February 10, 2014 35
Coastal Rhode Island February 27,2014 33
Coastal Connecticut February 28, 2014 33
City of Baltimore, MD March 6, 2014 30
City of Norfolk, VA March 11, 2014 31
Ei\gszir:i-\lerv://;ﬁres;! Harbor and its Tributaries, March 17, 2014 10
*Partnering Meeting
CDM 2-1
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2.2 Attendees

With coordination and direction from the local USACE district, a list of stakeholders was compiled and
introductory meeting materials and invitations were distributed via email. Prospective attendees were
asked to respond to the email invitation. Some visioning meeting attendees received forwarded
invitations, or were proxies for original invitees, and were therefore not included in preliminary
contact lists. Federal, state, and local affiliations accounted for the large majority of the attendees as

summarized in Table 2.

Table 2. Affiliation Breakdown

Affiliation of Meeting Attendees Percent of Total

Federal 32%
State 26%
Local 24%
NGO 6%

Academic 5%

Private 5%

County 3%

2.3 Meeting Format

Before each visioning meeting, attendees who had confirmed their meeting attendance were divided
into pre-assigned small groups. The group assignments were intended to mix attendees of different
affiliations to provide a diverse range of insight and priorities, as well as an opportunity to express
opinions in a smaller group setting. Attendees who arrived on-site without registering were randomly
assigned a group. Each group was also assigned a discussion facilitator from CDM Smith. The overall
meeting was moderated by a CDM Smith representative.

Typically, the visioning meeting was divided into two parts: a presentation and a facilitated discussion.
In most instances, the meeting was opened by either a representative from the USACE regional district
and/or the local stakeholder(s) who hosted the meeting. A USACE spokesperson or a CDM Smith
spokesperson presented an overview of the meeting detailing the meeting purpose, the NACCS
background, and study timeline. After the general overview, the content of each meeting was
customized to address specific issues and interests under the direction of the USACE regional districts.
The additional information is summarized in Table 3. The meetings, at a minimum, addressed area-
specific coastal storm risk management, but most addressed the focus area analysis, ongoing Federal

recovery projects, and finally, state recovery efforts.

CDM
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Table 3. Area-Specific Presentations

Location ‘ Area-Specific Presentations
New York-New Jersey Harbor and its Tributaries, e  NYC Mayor’s Office, Special Initiative for Rebuilding and Resiliency
New York City* (SIRR) Efforts
Nassau County Back Bays, NY e  Focus Area Analysis

e  USACE New York District Sandy Recovery Projects
e  New York (State) Rising Community Reconstruction Program

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast e  Focus Area Analysis
e  USACE Philadelphia District Continuing Authorities Program (CAP)
Projects
Washington, D.C. (National Capital Region) e  C(Climate Change Considerations in the NACCS
Coastal Rhode Island e  Focus Area Analysis

e  USACE New England District Sandy Recovery Projects and Coastal
Storm Damage Investigations Initiated
e  State Recovery Efforts

Coastal Connecticut e  Focus Area Analysis

e  USACE New England District Sandy Recovery Projects and Coastal
Storm Damage Investigations Initiated

e  State Recovery Efforts

Baltimore Metropolitan Area e  Focus Area Analysis

City of Norfolk, VA e Summary/Output of Norfolk Comprehensive Flood Risk
Management Analysis Scoping Charrette
e  USACE Norfolk District CAP Projects and Limited Revaluation

Report
New York-New Jersey Harbor and its Tributaries, e  Sandy Impacts to the Hudson River Valley
Hudson River Valley* e  Sandy-Related Projects and State Coordinated Response

*Partnering Meeting

Following the opening presentations in the visioning meetings, attendees were divided into their
predetermined groups for the facilitated, small group discussions. Depending on the visioning meeting
and meeting size, small groups typically ranged from five to ten attendees. In some visioning
meetings, separate breakout rooms were used whereas in others, one large room was split into
multiple corners to accommodate the groups.

Input from the attendees on key issues that related to coastal storm risk management was provided in
the small groups. The foundation for each attendee’s input was from a worksheet addressing a
question. Each attendee was asked to provide their individual written response on the provided
worksheet. They silently generated their response to each question. Analysis of the worksheet
responses is detailed in Section 3. For the majority of the meetings, three general topics discussed
were vulnerability, potential solutions, and institutional/policy change related to coastal storm risk.
Although there were slight modifications in wording, the worksheet questions were:

Q.1 How is your community (or agency/organization) most vulnerable to coastal storm risk?

Q.2 Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 promising changes (or solutions) to
address this vulnerability?

Q.3 What is the most prominent policy change or legislative change (or solution) that could
improve coastal resilience?

CDM
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The Washington, D.C. and the City of Norfolk visioning meetings presented slightly different questions.
The Washington, D.C. visioning meeting was a concurrent meeting of the District of Columbia Flood
Risk Management Working and the Monumental Core Climate Change Adaptation Working Group.
Thus, the focus of the area-specific presentation was on climate change considerations in the NACCS.
The one question asked was:

Q.1 What are the implications of Sea Level Change (SLC) on your agencies’ missions, objectives, or
operations?

The City of Norfolk visioning meeting was also slightly different due to a previous charrette conducted
in August 2013. The USACE Norfolk District conducted a comprehensive flood risk management
analysis scoping charrette focused on the City of Norfolk. Since initial stakeholder discussions
regarding vulnerabilities and potential solutions were part of this charrette, the focus of the March
2014 visioning meeting was shifted to other related topics. The questions asked as part of the City of
Norfolk visioning meeting were:

Q.1 What are the major institutional barriers that limit comprehensive coastal planning?

Q.2 What are prominent policy changes or legislative solutions that could improve coastal
resilience?

Q.3 What management strategies/approaches are currently working to reduce risk from coastal
storms?

Q.4 What strategies should be implemented to reduce risk from coastal storms?
Q.5 What is an acceptable level of risk?

After each question, each attendee read their response aloud as an opportunity to provide their input
as time allowed. Then, the group, as a whole and with the help of the facilitator, summarized the main
themes and responses for each question on large poster sheets. This was repeated for all questions.
The completed worksheets were collected at the end of each meeting. At the conclusion of the group
discussions, a volunteer from each group presented their group’s findings and reported it to the entire
audience. Characteristically, each visioning meeting had repeated answers amongst groups. Per each
visioning meeting, the main themes from the report-out for all groups were further summarized as
part of the interim deliverable. A general comment card was also distributed to participants
requesting their feedback on the process, the NACCS, and any other remarks. All general comments
submitted are summarized by visioning meeting in Section 3.2.

In comparison to the visioning meeting format previously described, the USACE New York District
conducted two partnering meetings, one for New York City and another for the Hudson River Valley.
These were both focused on coastal storm risk management measures and strategies. The meetings,
which were held in conjunction with stakeholders from New York City and New York State, were
informal in comparison to the other visioning meetings. Memorandums of record summarizing the
discussion from these partnering meetings are included in Appendices H and I.
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Section 3
Stakeholder Response Analysis and Common
Themes

3.1 Response Analysis

Evaluation of the stakeholder written responses to questions provides further insight on the feedback
which was left unspoken due to time constraints. Observations of group dynamics, even in a small
group setting, demonstrated that specific observations of certain individuals tended to dominate the
discussion and, in some instances, heightened certain priorities over others. Therefore, for further
analysis, each stakeholder worksheet was assessed to identify any underlying trends, which was then
compared to the group summaries for corroboration in each visioning meeting as further detailed in
Section 4.5.

Written responses that identified with certain topics or keywords were counted and totals were
tallied. Professional judgment was used to interpret responses on attendees’ worksheets. In some
instances, attendees may not have answered the question as it was intended, but in the spirit of
capturing the responses as it was written, they were considered. All responses from each visioning
meeting were compiled and then compared to other visioning meetings. The response analysis did not
weight results to the number of meeting attendees as listed in Table 1; therefore, some meetings may
show greater numbers than other meetings. Provided in the following sections is a description of
overlap, trends, and commonalities on specific issues.

3.1.1 Vulnerabilities

In total, 42 different topics from six of the seven visioning meetings were identified in response to the
first question regarding vulnerabilities: “How is your community (or agency/organization) most
vulnerable to coastal storm risk?” As mentioned previously in Section 2.3, the City of Norfolk visioning
meeting addressed a variation of this topic during the charrette in August 2013 and therefore, was not
included in this analysis.

The purpose of the figures and tables on the following pages is to graphically represent the overall
trends as interpreted from the responses. After studying each attendee’s response and attributing
them to certain topical groups by tally, the results were graphed in Figure 2 to show the responses
with the most tallies summed for all visioning meetings that addressed the subject of vulnerabilities.
The 17 different topics shown in Figure 2 were attributed to at least 20 unique attendees. The cutoff
number for the primary topical groups shown was chosen arbitrarily, but at a natural break in the
dataset.

The first column of Table 4 lists the topical groups: the general statements that were used to assemble
the interpreted response from each attendee. The numeric values within each table are the
summation of all of the responses attributed to that topical group for the specific visioning meeting
listed in the table header. This raw data was used to create Figure 2, but is parsed out to show both
the similarities and differences in responses for every visioning meeting. The top ten responses from
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each visioning meeting are highlighted in red to accentuate the distribution of responses. Figure 3 is a
word cloud representation demonstrating the different words or phrases that visioning meeting
attendees used to describe the vulnerabilities.

The most common responses were related to obvious impacts from flooding — both from storm surge
and stormwater runoff caused by extreme precipitation. Two broad, distinct physical entities were
identified as being particularly vulnerable. The general category of natural systems and resources
(includes ecosystems, wetlands, tidal creeks, marshes, and wildlife habitats) and aging infrastructure
(including, but not withstanding, roads, bridges, properties, structures, tunnels, etc.), were identified
in all meetings. Similar to the themes of natural systems to include a multitude of terms, the general
term “coastal infrastructure” also had a variety of interpretations. For example, some attendees listed
“blocked roads, bridges, and tunnels” — which could be attributed to both the coastal infrastructure
and the public safety theme. Depending on the context of the attendee’s response, the response
could be counted for multiple themes. Unless explicitly stated or duplication occurred on the
attendee’s sheet, an attempt was made to characterize each individual’s thought process. In addition,
codependence of listed vulnerability groupings was noted, but not explicitly identified. For example,
both natural systems and coastal infrastructure are vulnerable to flooding and to erosion and scour.
These instances, although valid, were considered separately.
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Infrastructure (Aging, Coastal, Structural)

Natural Systems and Resources

Storm Surge Inundation, Flooding

Precipitation/Rainfall, Riverine, Stormwater Drainage, Flooding

Utilities (Sewer, Water, Energy and Power Grid)

Erosion, Land Loss, Scour

Coastal Development

Public Safety, Evacuation

Need for Comprehensive Planning Efforts, Decision Making

Sea Level Change (SLC)
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Figure 2. Responses from Visioning Meetings: Vulnerabilities
(This figure does not include the City of Norfolk visioning meeting.)
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Table 4. Responses by Visioning Meeting to Topic #1: Vulnerability

Answer Themes BALT CONN DEL DC NASS RI
Infrastructure (Aging, Coastal, Structural) 24 43 26 26 17 25
Natural Systems and Resources s 17 26 12 10 il
Storm Surge Inundation, Flooding 11 13 17 11 10 10
Precipitation/Rainfall, Riverine, Stormwater Drainage, Flooding 9 6 15 12 5
Utilities (Sewer, Water, Power Grid) 6 11 3 12 9
Erosion, Scour 6 12 0 7
Coastal Development 2 4 1 14
Public Safety, Evacuation 10 7 5

Need for Comprehensive Planning Efforts, Decision Making 7 7

Sea Level Change (SLC) 8 9

Work Force/Service Disruption, Continuity of Operations 3 11

Levees or other flood risk management measures &)

Floodplain, Flood Risk Management 11

Emergency Response Costs and Planning

Risk Level Identification and Communication

Economic Impacts

Low-Lying Areas

Resource Management Responsibilities

Asset Identification, Data Collection, and Uncertainty

Operation and Maintenance Issues

Water Quality Impacts, Contaminants

Recovery Decisions

Navigation, Ports, Harbors

Recreational Resources

Public Transportation (Light Rail, Bus)

Insurance Losses

Elderly, Special Needs, Vulnerable Populations

Access to Isolated Communities

Low Income Communities

Tax Base Impacts

Climate Change

Wind

Sedimentation

Forecasting, Predictions, Projections, Storm Surge and Riverine Modeling

Historic and Cultural Resources

Interagency Coordination and Communication

Sheltering

NED Projects, Optimized vs. Design

Fisheries

Sinkholes

Crawl Spaces/Illegal Basements

Not At Risk
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Figure 3. Word Cloud for Topic #1: Vulnerability
3.1.2 Solutions

Similar to the tallying methodology and topical groupings as described in Section 3.1.1, the attendees’
responses were summarized for the second subject regarding potential solutions: “Based on one
vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 promising changes (or solutions) to address this
vulnerability?” In total, 33 different topics from the visioning meetings were identified. Although
phrased slightly differently, questions 3 and 4 from the City of Norfolk visioning meeting are
considered applicable for current and future measures in the context of this question.

Figure 4 shows the responses that garnered the most tallies summed for all visioning meetings that
addressed the subject of solutions. The 20 different topics were attributed to at least 15 unique
attendees. The cutoff number for the primary topical groups shown was chosen arbitrarily, but at a
natural break in the dataset. For graphing purposes, complete topical group listings are shown in
Table 5. Similar to the procedure discussed in Section 3.1.1, the first column of Table 5 lists the topical
groups, the numeric values within each table are the summation of all of the responses attributed to
that topical group for the specific visioning meeting listed in the table header. The top ten responses
for each visioning meeting are highlighted in red. The data presented in Table 5 was used to create the
bar graph in Figure 4. Figure 5 is a graphical, word cloud representation used to answer this question.

The most common responses and themes were related to “community scale” and “building scale”
measures. The community scale measures included proper zoning and land use regulations, floodplain
management to limit development and redevelopment after a disaster, as well as community retreat.
The building scale measures included floodproofing, building requirements and standards, as well as
elevating structures and other types of mitigation, either structural or nonstructural, measures.
Another recurring theme was design guidance and standards for future conditions attributed to
climate change, SLC, and increased severity and likelihood of precipitation events. The results from all
visioning meetings also show that comprehensive, long-term and future planning, and pre-planning
efforts are important components to a solution for coastal storm risk management. These responses
generally ranked in the top ten topics per visioning meeting, but did not receive the greatest number
of tallies to promote it as a primary theme, but more as a common theme. Understandably, many
aspects of comprehensive planning and pre-planning are required in the most commonly represented
solutions.
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Responses for Topic #2: Solutions

(Community Scale) Zoning, Floodplain and Landuse Regulations and...

Design Guidance and Standards for Future Conditions...

(Building Scale) Floodproofing, Freeboard Standards, Nonstructural...

Natural and Nature Based Features

Restoration and Stabilization of Existing Natural Features

Public Education (schoolchildren), Community Engagement (via ...

Information and Data Collection, Studies & Monitoring, Coastline...

Effective, Targeted Risk Communication

Proactive Long-Term, Planning, Pre-Planning as part of Interim Decision-...

Risk Identification Inventory, assessment, consideration of primary and...

Forecasting, Predictions, Projections, Storm Surge and Riverine Modeling

Sustainable Funds/Economy Resource, Capacity Building

Interagency Coordination, such as the Silver Jackets, govt

Incentives to Act/Mitigate

Limit or Target Public Investment in Infrastructure

Emergency Planning, Services, Early Warning System or Notification, to...

Flood Insurance Legislation Requirements and Reform (Reflective of Risk)

Green Infrastructure (stormwater, LID)

Preserve Open Space, Create Buffers or other Adaptation Measures

Multi-use, Redundant, or Combination of Measures and Infrastructure

30 40 50
Number of Responses

60

70

80

Figure 4. Responses from Visioning Meetings: Solutions
CDM (The full-length topical group descriptions are found in the first column of Table 5.)
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Table 5. Responses by Visioning Meetings to Topic #2: Solutions

Answer Themes BALT CONN | DEL DC NASS NORF  RI
(Community Scale) Zoning, Floodplain and Land use Regulations
and Management, Development and Redevelopment 4 17 5 3 8 15 5
Restrictions, Retreat
Design Guidance and Standards for Future Conditions
(SLR, coastal flood hazards, increased precipitation, climate 13 10 4 11 6 4 7
change, range of scenarios)
(Building Scale) Floodprooflh.g, C(l)des and Standards, 3 4 12 0 7 6 )
Nonstructural Measures, Mitigation, Elevate
Natural and Nature Based Features 10 7
Restoration and Stabilization of Existing Natural Features 13
Public Education and Awareness, Community Engagement 12 8 3 5 3
Inforn.1at|on. and Data Collection, Studies & Monitoring, Coastline 1 5 4 5 1 4 4
Mapping, High Water Marks
Effective, Targeted Risk Communication 7 9 1 0 1 6 3
Risk Identification Inventory and Assessment to consider primary
4 9 6 5 1 5 4
and secondary effects
Proa.u:.tlve Long-Term, Planning, Pre-Planning as part of Interim 5 7 5 7 7 4 7
Decision Making Process
Foreca.stmg, Predictions, Projections, Storm Surge and Riverine 11 0 7 5 0 3 1
Modeling
Sustainable Funds/Economy Resource, Capacity Building 5 2 3 2 5 6
Interagency Collaboration and Coordination (Silver Jackets) 5 5 0 4 2 8 1
Incentives to Act/Mitigate 1 4 0 4 0 4 9
Limit or Target Public Investment in Infrastructure 2 6 B 0 2 0 9
Fl I Legislation Requi Ref Refl
.ood nsurance Legislation Requirements and Reform to Reflect 5 3 0 1 0 8 1
Risk
Emergency Planning, Services, Early Warning System or
e L. . 9 3 0 6 3 4 2
Notification, to enhance Public Safety
Green Infrastructure (Stormwater, Low Impact Development) 3 3 9 0 2 3 3
Preserve Open Space, Create Buffers or other Adaptation 0 0 0 0 0 8 0
Measures
Multi-use, Redundant, or Combination of Measures and 4 7 1 0 n 0 E
Infrastructure
Di - th Di
|sas.ter.Response Planning with Disaster Response Teams ) 4 0 0 5 0 5
(Navigation)
Places Utilities Underground 1 1 1 0 2 2 3
Public/Private Partnerships 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Recovery Planning and Decisions 1 2 0 1 0 0 0
Benefit-Cost analysis 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
FEMA Community Rating System 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
Grey Infrastructure 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Simplify P_ermlttmg Proc_ess to Encourage Acquisition and 0 0 0 0 0 5 0
Preservation of Properties
Cross-Training 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
Salt-Tolerable Plantings 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
Regional Sediment Management 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Memorandums of Understanding/Memorandums of Agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
CDM 3-8

Smith




Space

Insurance Modeling 't Surge Flood LID
R F Retreat Beickit Propulu Lneourage l}“)(l""""\“] A5 . Elevate
Rating I’ uture UU ities /\“ arencss ( ”"Ll" e ”L Im np aintings [ " I I‘hA\‘l\
(_;!.i_,) ( wdition R gmnl] \\ arning nn ergeney [Vliemor: r i ] ) “ i TrOCess( K
T Sustamnable e R ‘(1\111(1 ant C, u“ boration F L,(,(Ip, 0. j,“L espoll'llslelﬁ s Mt ’)]"L l“
R, N Bt 1( S Publidgen-
Asexsicag [Redevelopmen 1,,““,";‘:,1’1 IS rh Str Ct re
ange I l \ I ‘ I
Notifieation & Siarmvvates T Totorabl
Sed B ld L)n\u n- I\l II|L ros raimng S 2 t lt lerable
s Features uilding easures 1saeter$ OYs| 01[ -
t ng N los ul () c Cost Dtorm Ote | D1 l/ntmn
4 . annlng <1xnuin 1[1«\!\‘ da \ be 1 ¢ lty
[\)‘”'” ton \] ik Hu\ln [ me r m _\ uisition ln[lmun), \,‘l“l““ L\l ik ””LRu( uireme ni\()\mlm e
1[)t( l\ugn‘.s {“l = I r:n( 1(“]\r I‘“k““m Intera l ernutting | SH:I;;I;‘I”“U”
lnlcrun scenarios [ I L "}1 imnee u C:ip.wll\ p it ¢ R ‘Rn(nm
t Buffers' r t Eduecation b
Data C;n;‘(;“ hazards Ba xul

Figure 5 - Word Cloud for Topic #2: Solutions

3.1.3 Policy Challenges

The same approach in Sections 3.1.1 and 3.1.12 was used to analyze the responses for solutions to
address policy and institutional barriers: “What is the most prominent policy change or legislative
change (or solution) that could improve coastal resilience?” As mentioned in Section 2.3, during the
Washington, D.C. visioning meeting, attendees were asked to respond to one question regarding the
implications of SLC on their agency or their community. The responses relating to solutions to
overcome policy challenges were separated from those that were geared towards vulnerabilities.
Since the subject of policy challenges or solutions to address such challenges was not explicitly
expressed, the results of the Washington, D.C. visioning meeting are not included for this specific
guestion. Generally, the responses corroborated those that were expressed in other visioning
meetings.

Figure 6 shows the responses that garnered the most tallies summed for all visioning meetings that
addressed the subject of solutions to overcome policy challenges. The 14 different topics were
attributed to at least 15 unique attendees. Again, the cutoff number for the primary topical groups
shown was chosen arbitrarily, but at a natural break in the dataset. For visualization purposes,
complete topical group listings are shown in Table 6. Similar to the procedure discussed in Section
3.1.1, the first column of Table 6 lists the topical groups, the numeric values within each table are the
summation of all of the responses attributed to that topical group for the specific visioning meeting
listed in the table header. The top ten responses for each visioning meeting are highlighted in red.

The most common responses and themes were related to community scale policy changes in regards
to land use, zoning, and imparting further restrictions on development within the existing and future
floodplain. Retreat was also considered as part of the community-scale policies. In addition,
interagency coordination and collaboration was a common theme amongst all visioning meetings.
Increase in funding, staffing, and general capacity building to ensure that local communities are
adequately prepared for coastal storms was another commonality amongst all meetings. Figure 7 is a
graphical, word cloud representation used to answer this question.
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Responses for Applicable Visioning Meetings: Topic #3 Policy Challenges

(Community Scale) Zoning, Floodplain and Land Use Regulations and...

Interagency Coordination and Communication

Increase in Funding and Staffing (Capacity Building)

Flood Insurance Legislation Requirements and Reform

(Building Scale) Floodproofing, Freeboard Standards, Nonstructural...

Simplify process, Encourage Acquisition and Preservation of Properties (all...

Incentives to retrofit properties and mitigate hazard, offset impacts

Long-Term, Local Development Strategies

Forecasted, predicted SLR and climate impacts, future conditions

Preserve Open Space, Create Buffers or other Adaptation Measures

Development of Critical Coastal Assets database and Risk Assessment

Update/expedite regulatory process and permitting

Design Guidance and Standards for Future Conditions...

Public/Private Partnership
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Figure 6. Responses from Visioning Meetings: Policy Challenges

(This figure does not include the Washington, D.C. visioning meeting. The full-length topical group descriptions are found in the first column of Table 6.)

CcCDMm
Smith

3-10




Table 6. Responses by Visioning Meetings to Topic #3: Challenges

Answer Themes BALT CONN DEL NASS NORF RI
(Community Scale) Zoning, Floodplain and Land Use ]
Regulations and Management, Development and 13 10 9 8 11 17
Redevelopment Restrictions, Retreat

Interagency Coordination and Communication 2 9 3 28 5
Increase in Funding and Staffing (Capacity Building) 3 6 10 12 2
Flood Insurance Legislation Requirements and Reform 6 5 5 8 4
(Building Scale) Floodproofing, Codes and Standards, 4 4 6 6 5 6
Nonstructural Measures, Mitigation, Elevation

Simplify process, Encourage Acquisition and Preservation

of PFr)opyeI:ties (all parties) ° ; 3 > 4 2 0 10
Long-Term, Local Development Strategies 2 4 2 3 7 5
Incentives to retrofit properties and mitigate hazard

offset impacts Prep ° ’ 4 3 1 3 3 9
Preserve Open Space, Create Buffers or other Adaptation

Measures i P P 4 > 4 2 0 6
Forecasted, predicted SLR and climate impacts, future

conditions ’ ° 8 1 2 1 6 3
Development of Critical Coastal Assets database and Risk

Assessrl:ent 4 4 4 4 0 3
Update/expedite regulatory process and permitting 2 0 6 2 3 5
Public/Private Partnership 1 3 2 0 8 2
Design Guidance and Standards for Future Conditions

(SLR, coastal flood hazards, increased precipitation, 2 0 2 4 7 1
climate change, range of scenarios)

Needs for a cultural shift, supplementary education 1 2 4 0 2 5
Benefit-Cost analysis 1 4 4 1 2
Effective, Targeted Risk Communication 2 2 0 0 1
Encourage Natural and Nature-Based Features (NNBF) 1 4 0 1 1
Consistent authorities across all levels (local, state,

Federal) ( 0 0 0 0 10 0
Information and Data Collection, Studies & Monitoring, 0 0 0 0 6 0
Coastline Mapping, HWMs

Invest in Green Infrastructure 0 0 2 1 0 2
Multi-use, Redundant, or Combination of Measures and

Infrastructure 0 0 0 0 1 0
FEMA Community Rating System 0 0 0 0 1 0
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Figure 7. Word Cloud for Topic #3: Policy Challenges

3.2 General Comments

In the same format as the worksheets, general comment worksheets were provided to all attendees at
some point during the visioning meetings. Most attendees provided verbal feedback, but some
attendees used the sheet to comment on general flood risk management measures, observations
from the visioning meeting, or comments about some of the information displayed. The original
worksheets are part of the interim deliverables for each visioning meeting provided in Appendix A
through Appendix G. The sheet stated, “Please use this space and the back if you have comments that
you would like to convey to the NACCS team.” The general comments from each visioning meeting are
summarized herein.

Comments received for the City of Baltimore visioning meeting:

e An attendee provided further detailed discussion and elaboration of the flooding associated
with coastal storms that affect Greater Baltimore. In addition, the attendee supplied general
comments discussing the potential of coastal flood risk to infrastructure, utilities, and
electrical supply.

e An attendee requested consideration of the socio-economic makeup of coastal populations.
The comment was aimed on demonstrating the parity between affluent populations utilizing
vulnerable coastal areas for recreation and less affluent populations with no choice, and little
means to live in vulnerable coastal areas. The attendee stressed that a certain responsibility
must be burdened by those who live in these vulnerable areas and for state and local
governments to consider mandating a “risk fee” for provided services.

e An attendee stated that the greatest challenge his agency faces is to accurately forecast water
levels and predict the potential impact of water level rise on communities. A lack of
consistency in modeling without ground-truthed impacts results in an increased hazard to
local communities and their residents. He encouraged those conducting the study to consider
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abandonment of a singly, deterministic storm surge forecast and rather provide a range of
possible associated hazards and attributable scenarios.

Comments received for the Washington, D.C. visioning meeting:

e Inresponse to specific meeting visuals, an attendee requested more distinct coloration of
storm surge impacts on the map of Washington, D.C. under certain SLC scenarios. In response
to the presentation, the attendee suggested the graphic depicting the USACE High SLC plots
have appropriate titles and axes labels. In general, the attendee also suggested that the study
provide scientific and technical information at a lay person level.

e An attendee provided comments regarding the presentation, stating that it was well
presented, but too abbreviated due to the time constraints.

Comments received for the Coastal Connecticut visioning meeting:

e An attendee provided feedback requesting information regarding how the costs and benefits
are calculated for current USACE projects in the context of associated present risk and how it
is calculated or portrayed over the life of the project, potentially several decades. The
attendee suggests that a comprehensive assessment is needed to evaluate the cost
effectiveness of alternative structural and nonstructural approaches for coastal erosion
control and references the disaster risk assessment that was performed for the Gulf of Mexico
entitled, “Building a Resilient Gulf Coast.” In addition, the attendee suggests the crucial need
to connect regional approaches/studies for sediment management to the work being
performed as part of regional ocean planning through two agencies: Northeast Regional
Ocean Council (NROC) and the Mid-Atlantic Regional Ocean Council (MARCO). The attendee
considers this pertinent to coastal storm risk management. Lastly, the attendee presented the
need to ensure that all USACE projects are conducted in the context of a regional resilience
framework. The examples presented for Connecticut are to suggest the State to establish a
state-based framework to provide guidance, similar to what is currently provided, to some
extent, in Connecticut State Hazard Mitigation Plan. This also includes concurrent plans for
conservancy and/or development. By placing USACE projects within the context of regional
resilience, the overall risk portfolio for Connecticut could potentially be reduced. The projects,
specifically dredging and restoration projects can be singularly linked to this regional resilience
framework. The attendee suggests that it would enhance comprehension and project
integration from local to state agencies.

Comments received for the Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast visioning meeting:

e An attendee suggested additional engagement efforts to the communities in the Delaware
Inland Bays area, in addition to the stakeholders at the county level.

e An attendee commended the presenters on an excellent concise process, which was both
well-organized and facilitated. The attendee suggested that those stakeholders that were not
present should be given an opportunity to provide feedback. The attendee felt that the
resulted mix of site-specific and broad solutions would be helpful to prioritize and identify
areas that are most vulnerable.
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e An attendee suggested providing follow-up communication to the stakeholders who were
unable to attend to provide an opportunity for feedback, similar to the topics and questions
posed in the facilitated discussion.

e An attendee provided feedback that further engagement efforts are needed for all
communities, that the USACE planning process is too cumbersome and does not result in
enough action. In regards to the format of the meeting, the attendee noted that the group
discussion was worthwhile.

e An attendee encouraged USACE to reach out to and aid smaller communities to be included in
future processes.

e An attendee suggested that the meeting materials be provided to all attendees further in
advance. The attendee also noted that it was unclear how the input being sought would be
incorporated into the overall NACCS, specific to vulnerability and potential solutions. The
attendee also suggested that more material and information be provided regarding the
authorizing legislation, the outcomes from the NACCS, and the connection to the Continuing
Authorities Program.

e An attendee appealed to USACE to review the comments and incorporate them into future
planning needs for the State of Delaware

e An attendee stated that they gleaned more information regarding the NACCS, but that the use
of abbreviations was confusing and ill-defined.

e An attendee suggested that the input from communities and representatives should be
shared amongst all stakeholders. The attendee expressed gratitude and the intent to stay
involved.

e An attendee stated that the next steps, as presented in the visioning meeting, were not well
defined and that any further feedback and input may not contribute to any further
information. The attendee stated that the visioning meeting seemed duplicative of
information that was already received as part of the focus area analysis. The attendee asked
to share information and the report to request specific feedback from stakeholders, including
those at the municipal and county government level. The attendee noticed that no
representatives from New Castle County were present at the meeting, which is a gap in
communication since the issues that county faces may be different than those faced for
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast communities.

e An attendee encouraged USACE and local stakeholders to move forward and seek Federal
funding for bayfront beaches.

e An attendee requested that a focus area/visioning meeting specific website be created so that
documents and information could be easily shared amongst stakeholders.

e An attendee stated that the visioning meeting was productive, but that the results or
outcomes from the meeting may be lost.
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e An attendee requested that stakeholders are kept informed as the process and the NACCS
continues and requested that USACE considers more public involvement.

Comments received for the Coastal Rhode Island visioning meeting:

e An attendee requested that State and local governments are kept informed during the NACCS
review process to bolster collaboration, communication, and cooperation.

e An attendee suggested that there is overlap between NACCS, a study being performed by CRC,
URI Bay Campus, and the statewide planning program with the hope that the organizations
could correspond to share work.

e An attendee noted that most adjustments will have to, by definition, occur at the local level.
The local communities have the least resources and the capability to deal with these issues.

e An attendee expressed interest in maintaining engagement and discussion for the area of
South Kingston, Rhode Island.

e An attendee provided comments regarding appreciation of the discussion invoked as part of
the visioning meetings. The attendee suggested a potential opportunity to provide coastal
property owners a similar meeting to engage them in discussions and inform them of the
potential realities of living in a high risk area.

Comments received for the Nassau County Back Bays visioning meeting:

e An attendee made a note to discuss the project life span of 50 years for the Long Beach Storm
Reduction Project.

Comments received for the City of Norfolk visioning meeting:

e An attendee provided insight regarding the perceived impediments for resilience measure
implementation, which were funding for large-scale, high impact resilience measures and
capacity of the local communities to raise such funds — cooperation from state and Federal
sponsors would be required. Secondly, the attendee requested a clear definition of the goals
for coastal storm risk management, specifically whether communities should consider
hardened defenses or retreat.

e An attendee suggested revising the question regarding “an acceptable level of risk”. The
attendee suggested that it should specify what is at risk (such as life, property, natural
defense, environment), and/or the scope of risk (local, individual people, regional, or global).

e An attendee suggested that for future stakeholder meetings, more time be allotted to discuss
within the small group setting in order to debate and consider the topics.

e An attendee posted the question, “How do we get from framework to implementation?
Studies will identify risks, what is the process for implementation?” In addition, the attendee
noted that two state agencies, VADEQ and VRMC, were not present at the visioning meeting,
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but these two agencies are important in the permitting and therefore, the implementation
process.

e An attendee expressed the need for a clear use and goal of the NACCS. The attendee was
under the impression or belief that money is available at the end of the NACCS for
implementation of projects. Initiation of collaboration needs to happen at the Federal level.
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Section 4
Observations of Unique Regional Features

Every visioning meeting had the same primary goal, which was to continue dialogue with stakeholders
to develop a shared vision for resilience in response to risk and exposure, building on the previous
discussions and information that had been pulled together to date. The visioning meetings were
intended to share information, generate discussion, and begin the process of local collaboration for a
common vision to reduce coastal flood risk and increase resilience within coastal communities. Topics
discussed included vulnerabilities, solutions, and challenges related to flood risk as described in
Section 3. The discussion topics were designed to be similar, but the essence of each visioning meeting
was decidedly unique. These slight differences between visioning meetings are discussed in this
section.

4.1 Hurricane Sandy Impacts and Stakeholder Feedback

The severity of impacts from Hurricane Sandy provided unique insight and revealed a range of
reported experiences and responses from the visioning meetings. Some areas also suffered damages
from Hurricane Irene in 2011. Two focus areas that were considered as experiencing “very high storm
impact,” as conveyed by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Hurricane Sandy Impact
Analysis Map, did not have standard visioning meetings. Leading up to the period of visioning
meetings, the New York-New Jersey Harbor and Tributaries focus area and the New Jersey Back Bays
focus area were undergoing a variety of major stakeholder engagement efforts via other state and
Federal programs.

Stakeholders were being asked to provide similar information as part of the disaster recovery efforts
conducted by FEMA and the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Rebuild by Design
efforts in addition to local and state recovery and resilience efforts (e.g., New York Rising Community
Reconstruction Program). Stakeholders from these focus areas expressed “data request fatigue” as
they were still enduring the multiple requests as part of the recovery process. For each visioning
meeting, the severity of impacts from Hurricane Sandy (from the FEMA Impact Analysis Map) was a
significant factor in the themes of general responses and is presented in Table 7.
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Table 7. Hurricane Sandy Impacts to Stakeholder Feedback

Visioning Meeting Severity of Hurricane Sandy Impacts

Nassau County Back Bays Very High Storm Impact: Stakeholders expressed that they were overloaded with
information and data requests. The missions and requests from different agencies
overlapped. Damages from Hurricane Sandy severely impacted the communities in
this area and the recovery process was ongoing, the memory from Hurricane Sandy
was still apparent.

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware High Storm Impact: Tidal flooding caused record high water levels during Hurricane
Bay Coast Sandy. Flooding occurred in predictable areas. Impacts were felt along the
Delaware Coast. General consensus during the visioning meeting was that the
impacts could have been worse if the storm path had been different. Local and
state stakeholders acknowledged this opinion and recognized that the NACCS was
an opportunity to plan for future coastal storms.

Washington, D.C. (National Capital Moderate Storm Impact: During Hurricane Sandy, continuity of operations was
Region) moderately disrupted, but widespread tidal flooding was not publicized as
apparent. However, the DC Silver Jackets and other stakeholders recognized that
coastal flooding does occur, most recently attributed to Hurricane Isabel. Riverine
and interior drainage flooding is a primary focus.

Coastal Rhode Island Moderate to High Storm Impact: Coastal Rhode Island experienced impacts due to
Hurricane Sandy. At the visioning meetings, communities expressed the need for
completion of recovery projects in particularly damaged areas to prevent damages
from future coastal storms.

Coastal Connecticut High to Very High Storm Impact: Similar to coastal Rhode Island, impacts from
Hurricane Sandy were experienced and communities expressed the need for
completion of projects to prevent damages from future coastal storms.

City of Baltimore High Storm Impact: For Hurricane Sandy, widespread tidal flooding and disruption
was not publicized to have majorly impacted the area. Similar to Washington, D.C.,
severe flooding occurred more recently attributed to Hurricane Isabel.

City of Norfolk High Storm Impact: The City of Norfolk experienced flooding during Hurricane
Sandy, but similarly for the region, did not experience the brunt of the storm. Due
to its particularly low-lying areas, the City is often subject to flooding due to coastal
storms.

4.2 Shoreline Features and Focus Area Characteristics

Aside from the distinctions of each visioning meeting, notable differences in the regional
geomorphology, shoreline usage, and land type provided additional differences in outcomes from the
visioning meetings. As part of the NACCS, shoreline type and classifications developed by the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) - Environmental Sensitivity Index (ESI) were used to
generally characterize the majority of the focus areas. The physical expanse of locations was also
considered in observing differences. The focus areas ranged from a city-scale (Washington, D.C.) to
county-scale (Nassau County) to statewide (Coastal Connecticut). These variances contributed to the
specificity of how certain solutions and challenges were framed.
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Visioning Meeting

Table 8. Location Characteristics

NOAA-ESI Shoreline Type

Distinguishing Physical Characteristics

Nassau County Back Bays

Beaches (Exposed),

Manmade Structures (Sheltered and
Exposed),

Wetlands/Marshes/Swamps (Sheltered)

City of Long Beach and associated small incorporated
villages fronted by a barrier island. Focus area analysis
was on back bay areas.

Delaware Inland Bays
and Delaware Bay Coast

Beaches (Exposed),

Manmade Structures (Sheltered and
Exposed),

Wetlands/Marshes/Swamps (Sheltered)
Vegetated high banks (Sheltered)

Small incorporated towns and villages with rural areas
of unincorporated communities. National Wildlife
Refuges along protected coastal areas in Delaware Bay.

Washington, D.C.
(National Capital Region)

Manmade Structures (Sheltered and
Exposed),
Vegetated low banks (Sheltered)

Dense, urban metropolitan area subject to tidal
influence from Potomac River and Chesapeake Bay.
Historical and cultural resources such as national
monuments, museums, and governmental buildings
are significantly important.

Coastal Rhode Island

Beaches (Exposed)

Manmade Structures (Sheltered and
Exposed)

Wetlands/Marshes/Swamps (Sheltered)

Patchwork of high density coastal populations
characterized by town or city centers with a mixture of
areas that are exposed and sheltered.

Coastal Connecticut

Beaches (Exposed)

Manmade Structures (Sheltered and
Exposed)

Wetlands/Marshes/Swamps (Sheltered)
Vegetated low banks (Sheltered)

Patchwork of high density coastal populations
characterized by town or city centers, most subject to
influence from Long Island Sound.

City of Baltimore

Man-made Structures (Sheltered and
Exposed),
Wetlands/Marshes/Swamps (Sheltered)

Dense, urban metropolitan area subject to tidal
influence from Chesapeake Bay. Baltimore’s Inner
Harbor is significantly important to the local economy.
The Port of Baltimore is significantly important to the
regional economy.

City of Norfolk

Man-made Structures (Sheltered and
Exposed),
Wetlands/Marshes/Swamps (Sheltered)

Dense, urban area subject to tidal influence at the
mouth of Chesapeake Bay. Norfolk Harbor and naval
facilities are significantly important.

4.3 Customization of Presentation Materials of Local USACE

Districts

Generally, each local USACE district dictated how information was disseminated, the format of the
meeting, and how the visioning meeting was conducted. In some cases, the meetings also took state
or local stakeholders’ preferences into consideration (e.g., Washington, D.C.).
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Visioning Meeting

Table 9. USACE District Preferences
Presentation Specific Details

Nassau County Back Bays

Representatives from New York State discussed the concurrent, ongoing efforts
relating to the statewide coastal community resilience efforts called New York
Rising. A summary of the stakeholder feedback received from the focus area
analysis was discussed.

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware
Bay Coast

The USACE Philadelphia District discussed further details of the NACCS and
presented a simple flow chart describing the different components of the overall
study. The flow chart discussed the main body of the report, the state-specific
appendices, and the focus area analysis. A summary of the stakeholder feedback
received from the focus area analysis was discussed.

Washington, D.C. (National Capital
Region)

The visioning meeting coincided with the District of Columbia Flood Risk
Management Working Group and the Monumental Core Climate Change
Adaptation Working Group monthly meeting. The meeting, held at the National
Capital Planning Commission office, was primarily focused on climate change,
particularly SLC, and its impacts to the region. The discussion of the NACCS SLC
analysis aligned with the NASA SLC analysis that the Monumental Core Climate
Change Adaptation Working Group has adopted. In addition, information from the
NACCS regarding structural measures, natural and nature-based measures, non-
structural and policy/programmatic options, were presented. The focus area
analysis was not explicitly discussed.

Coastal Rhode Island

The USACE New England District provided information regarding current and
future coastal storm risk management efforts for coastal Rhode Island. The focus
area analysis was not explicitly discussed. Potential flooding and impacts defined
by the SLOSH storm surge model was also presented.

Coastal Connecticut

Similar to Rhode Island, the USACE New England District provided information
regarding current and future coastal storm risk management efforts, which was
discussed for coastal Connecticut, but the focus area analysis was not explicitly
discussed. The SLOSH storm surge model was mentioned as a product used for risk
identification and to identify susceptible areas, but graphical representation of
flooding and impacts was not presented.

City of Baltimore

The USACE Baltimore District provided an overview and update of the NACCS and
presented a flow chart describing the components of the concurrent efforts and
the connection between each NACCS work product. The focus area analysis was
also discussed, including a summary of the stakeholder feedback received from the
focus area analysis.

City of Norfolk

Since the USACE Norfolk District had already conducted an in-person workshop
and charrette in August 2013, vulnerabilities and susceptible areas were already
discussed with stakeholders. The Norfolk District had performed a significant
amount of analysis as part of the comprehensive coastal flood risk management
report (similar to the other focus area analyses). To avoid redundancy, the
facilitated discussions and worksheet questions were focused on
institutional/policy challenges and an acceptable level of risk.

4.4 Stakeholder Representation

The invitee list for each visioning meeting typically included a variety of individuals from local, state,
and Federal agencies. Prior to each meeting, the stakeholders were divided into facilitated discussion
groups in an attempt to distribute local, state, Federal, and other stakeholders amongst all groups.
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Some regions have strong local authority and representation (such as Connecticut and Rhode Island)
whereas in other regions, management is allocated at the county or state-level (Delaware and

Maryland).

Within each facilitated discussion group, the individuals from each group could provide specific insight
to their community’s or agency’s experience in addressing coastal storm risk. The attendees ranged
from a local building inspector and their concerns on a site-specific scale to the director of a state
emergency management agency that views the emergency response process on a regional or state
level. This type of parity was apparent —and in all cases, provided perspective to all parties in
understanding the levels of coordination required for coastal storm risk management.

Table 10. Stakeholder Representation

Visioning Meeting Stakeholder Representation

Nassau County Back Bays

Representatives from local communities attended. The type of local stakeholders
who attended ranged from building inspectors to deputy town commissioners to
local village engineers. State representatives from the NY Rising Community
Reconstruction Program and from the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation were also present. Since the focus area was for
Nassau County, there was also representation at the county level.

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware
Bay Coast

There was a significant state presence at the visioning meeting and in particular
from DNREC. DNREC was a lead contributor the focus area analysis and was an
avenue for local communities to provide information. Local community officials,
such as mayors and commissioners, attended as well as a private citizen.
Representation from local NGOs specific to the region contributed focus to the
ecosystems goods and services that the area provides. No county-level
representatives were present at this meeting.

Washington, D.C. (National Capital
Region)

The visioning meeting was attended by stakeholders from various Federal agencies
that represented a broad array of agency missions and objectives. On occasion,
representatives from certain agencies described that they could not participate or
speak on behalf of their agency. Those that did express their opinions were
focused on the continuity of operations (during and after a storm event) due to the
functional importance of the Nation’s Capital. Other District agencies representing
Metro Washington, D.C. were represented.

Coastal Rhode Island

The visioning meeting was attended by representatives from local communities
such as engineers and planners, mayors, and building officials. Many of these
communities have worked closely with the state and in with neighboring
communities. Some conversations during the facilitated discussion were
exceptionally fervent due to differing opinions in coastal zone management. It was
evident during this meeting that the state, local, and Federal agencies have a high
level of collaboration already.

Coastal Connecticut

There was a significant state presence at the visioning meeting and in particular
from the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, the
meeting host. Representatives from local communities attended, but no
representation was present at the county level.
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Visioning Meeting Stakeholder Representation

City of Baltimore The visioning meeting was attended by representatives from both the state and
county level, in addition to the additional stakeholders from Federal agencies. This
visioning meeting also coincided with the Maryland Silver Jackets meeting. Of
those that attended, there was only one representative from the City of Baltimore.
Coordination also occurred with representatives from the Port of Baltimore, but
due to inclement weather and scheduling conflicts, they did not participate in-
person at the visioning meeting.

City of Norfolk The visioning meeting was attended by multiple representatives from the City of
Norfolk including from the engineering, emergency management, and operations
departments. Stakeholders representing the Navy were present. There were state
representatives from the Department of Emergency Management and Department
of Health, but representatives from the Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality were not present.

4.5 Comparison of Stakeholder Responses to Report-Out
Summaries

Section 3 presents the analysis of the individual stakeholder responses and the common themes that
were represented in the response worksheets. An interim deliverable was developed for each
visioning meeting. Within each interim deliverable, a summary of primary themes was reported. These
primary themes, per topic, were derived from the summary posters that were used to present the
group summary during the report-out portion of the visioning meeting. Comparison between the
individual stakeholder response worksheet and these primary theme summaries is presented in this
section to demonstrate the differences in how individuals answered the question and how the in-
person group dynamic influenced what was reported. Observations of the trends associated with
stakeholder responses are also captured in this section. Additional narratives are provided to address
the three general topics discussed in the visioning meeting: vulnerabilities, solutions, and
policy/legislative changes.

4.5.1 Vulnerabilities

The majority of stakeholder responses and poster summaries were synchronized regarding
vulnerabilities. The visioning meeting attendees recognized that the areas where visioning meetings
were held are susceptible to coastal, riverine, and stormwater flooding. The primary themes across
most visioning meetings generally aligned, and specifics for each meeting are listed below in Table 11.

Review of the graphics and tables summarized in Section 3.1.1 was performed concurrently with the
review of the report-out summaries. Of particular note were results from the Washington, D.C.
visioning meeting. Unsurprisingly, since climate change was the main topic discussed at the visioning
meeting, it was an often referenced topic. In addition, both the attendee response sheets and the
summary report-out indicated that historical and cultural resources are highly vulnerable assets which
are subject to flooding. Interpreted responses also indicated that Washington, D.C., with many of the
Nation’s essential operations and staff, indicated that disruption of services and operations is another
particular vulnerability. For the City of Baltimore, an important theme was vulnerability of navigation,
ports, and harbors, most likely because Baltimore is famed for its Inner Harbor and historic seaport
area. During the visioning meetings, attendees at both the Rhode Island and Connecticut meetings
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expressed concern about current and future coastal development or coastal redevelopment in cases
that had been impacted by Hurricane Sandy.

Visioning Meeting and

Observations from Worksheets

Nassau County Back Bays

Stakeholder responses generally
aligned with the summary of
primary themes.

Table 11. Synopsis of Reported Vulnerabilities

Interim Deliverable Summary of Vulnerability

Low-lying topography
Insufficient height and coverage of existing bulkheads
Issues with aging infrastructure and location of key infrastructure in high risk areas, such
as:
o  Development within the floodplain and low-lying areas
o Utilities are mostly above-ground
o  Aging stormwater infrastructure
Long-term/ongoing regional sediment management and beach maintenance is lacking
Safety
o  Evacuation planning needed
o  Lack of necessary communication
o Lack of education
Cost and economics
New construction in high hazard areas
Habitat impacts
Coastal erosion and flooding

Delaware Inland Bays and
Delaware Bay Coast

Stakeholder responses generally
aligned with the summary of
primary themes. However, it is
noted that during review of
stakeholder worksheets, no
written responses regarding
modeling efforts were recorded.
Through facilitated discussion,
this was considered a

Loss of land, habitat, and environmental concerns
o Delaware Seashore camp grounds, docks, and marinas
Deterioration of beach
Coastal forests
Tidal marshes
Freshwater wetlands
o  Agricultural land loss caused by saltwater intrusion
Coastal flood risk and realistic flood loss information is not communicated adequately to
the public.
o  Communicate information that is easy to understand
o Unincorporated communities are not represented in planning decisions
o  Proper (scientifically-based) identification and communication of storm type

O O O O

vulnerability. Risks to utilities/infrastructure
o Loss of electrical power
o Health risks from releases of hazardous material
o Loss of business
o  Transportation system threatened by rising waters and are a threat to public
safety
Coastal flooding/storm surge
o  Current building codes are lenient, building standard flood levels are too low
o Build to new codes that include effects of barrier beaches, inlets
Stormwater conveyance
Existing modeling efforts produce results that are too low, which impacts development and
building requirements, and provides the public/decision makers with a false sense of
security.
CDM
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Visioning Meeting and

Interim Deliverable Summary of Vulnerability

Observations from Worksheets

Washington, D.C. (National
Capital Region)

Stakeholder responses generally
aligned with the summary of
primary themes. Historical and
cultural resources were identified
as particularly vulnerable assets.
Discussion also centered on the
vulnerability of the Metro and DC
Water infrastructure. In addition,
SLC was identified in stakeholder
responses, but was not explicitly
captured in the report-out
summary.

Health, safety, and welfare
Flooding
o Buildings and mechanical systems
o  Critical infrastructure
o Historical and cultural resources
o Transportation
o Utilities
o Medical facilities
o Emergency response
Cascading impacts
o  Environmental impacts on habitats, biological resources
o Displacement of coastal operations (and waterfront)
=  Maintenance and continuity of operations for facilities and staffing
o  Cultural resources and infrastructure including National monuments and
museums
o  Recreation in tourism areas and redefinition of park boundaries
Future infrastructure and design standards
o Incorporating into capital planning and facilities plans
= Community/regional approach

Coastal Rhode Island

Stakeholder responses generally
aligned with the summary of
primary themes.

Natural systems
o  Beach, dune systems
o  Back bay barriers, coastal wetlands
o Eel grass habitats
Storm exposure (inland and coastal—southerly exposure)
o Habitat loss
o  Generally low topography
- Coastal hazards/flooding
. Riverine flooding
=  Sealevel change
= Storm surge
o  Contamination
o  Erosion

o  Emergency response
o  Low-lying roads/ wash-over of sand onto roadways/ evacuation/detour routes
o  Debris from trees
Infrastructure
o  Public and private
Above ground utilities and power supply
Septic systems/wells
Wastewater treatment plant
Drinking water lines
o Coastal development
Socioeconomic and cultural
o Town and regional identity as coastal communities
Property-by-property or town-by-town decisions
Economic drivers—tourism and tax base
Potential loss of tax base
Adaptive capacity of communities
Lean from past storms, but improve interagency coordination
Changing mindset

O O O O

O O O O O O

in

4-8




Visioning Meeting and
Observations from Worksheets

Coastal Connecticut

Stakeholder responses generally
aligned with the summary of
primary themes. Comprehensive
planning effort was noted in
stakeholder responses and a
mention of poor historical
planning is interpreted as a need
for comprehensive planning.
Erosion and scour were also
noted in some stakeholder
responses — land loss was

interpreted as a similar response.

Interim Deliverable Summary of Vulnerability

Low-lying areas (extensive shoreline)

Many residences

Utilities

Infrastructure — including major highways and rail lines
Coastal and inland flooding

Sea level change

Public amenities

Economic impacts

(¢]

O O O O

o

Recovery costs
Implementation costs
Business loss of use

Loss of tax base

Tourism loss

Economic growth opportunity

Environmental impacts

o Habitat/land loss of wetlands, marshes, and bluffs

o Sensitive ecological areas

o  Water quality

o Human health

o Needs for “green” infrastructure/buffer
Infrastructure

o  Age/capacity

o  Water, WWTP, Power, Housing

o Tree damage/debris

o Roadways for emergency access and evacuation

o  Amtrak and other rail routes

o  Shelters required for people and pets

Poor historical planning

(e]

O
O
O

Mitigation

Preparedness and through national response framework
Education/community engagement

Social vulnerability
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Visioning Meeting and

Interim Deliverable Summary of Vulnerability

Observations from Worksheets

City of Baltimore e  (Critical infrastructure- Vulnerable to inundation flooding and aging
o Utilities
Transportation systems (including navigation channels)
Power grid
Wastewater treatment plants
Other facilities
Communication systems
Stormwater systems
Military facilities
Conowingo Dam
e  Stormwater and interior flooding
Lack of flood risk management projects
Wind impacts
Uncertainties associated with weather forecasting, SLC, and associated impacts
e  Natural resources/systems
o  Services they provide are compromised
o  Systems are impacted by storm events and can become a liability
e Social considerations
o  Public safety
o  Communities, vulnerable populations
o Hospitals/schools
o Emergency response system/access/communication
o  Food supply and resilience planning after a hazard event
e  Economic losses/impacts
o Impacts to business/tourism
o  Cost of road detours
o Underfunded operations and management budgets compared to capital
improvements
o  Flood insurance/mapping changes
= Uninsured residents in special flood hazard areas without a mortgage
requiring a flood insurance policy
City of Norfolk N/A, vulnerabilities were not explicitly discussed during this visioning meeting.

Stakeholder responses generally
aligned with the summary of
primary themes.

O O O O O O O O

4.5.2 Solutions

The majority of stakeholder responses corresponded to poster summaries. Visioning meeting
attendees at various locations recognized that, in general, solutions would work if applied in the
correct context. Review of the summarized results from the attendee worksheets in Section 3.1.2
provided insight into the potential preferences of certain areas.

Both the City of Baltimore and Washington, D.C. did not explicitly state potential “community scale”
or “building scale” measures as a top tier solution to managing coastal flood risk. Most likely, difficulty
in obtaining public acceptance of more stringent land use regulations or the impracticality of elevating
historic structures disqualifies it as an appropriate solution.

However, the attendees at the City of Norfolk visioning meeting reported the “community scale”
measures as its top potential solution. As mentioned in Section 3.1.2, comprehensive planning was
another common theme amongst all visioning meetings.
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Attendees at the Delaware visioning meeting identified that the restoration and stabilization of
existing natural features was a top solution and this could be attributed to the multiple wildlife
refuges within the study area.

An observation that is not clearly evident in the table below, involves two focus areas that are
adjacent to each other and yet resulted in differing opinions regarding solutions. Solutions discussed
in coastal Rhode Island revolved around the concept of balancing “managed retreat” with “loss of tax
base.” This was discussed, at length, during the breakout sessions in Rhode Island. However, in coastal
Connecticut, the concept of “managed retreat” was only peripherally discussed. Part of the reason for
avoiding the phrase “managed retreat” during the Connecticut visioning meeting was due to a prior,
statewide legislative attempt to incorporate retreat as a potential policy. The general public reacted
negatively to the possibility of legislative reform and the topic has not been publicly vetted since.

Visioning Meeting and

Observations from Worksheets

Table 12. Synopsis of Reported Solutions

Interim Deliverable Summary of Solutions

Nassau County Back Bays

Stakeholder responses generally
aligned with the summary of
primary themes. “Interagency
coordination” was expressed on
stakeholder worksheets, but was
not explicitly summarized.

e  Zoning policy and building code
o Infrastructure evaluation
e  Elevate roads/homes/businesses
e Smart reconstruction — two sides of the spectrum were recognized:
o  Retreat from the shoreline, or
o  Build and engineer solutions to protect the shoreline development
o  Both types of solutions should be considered in any planning effort
e  Preventing access via the Jones Inlet
e  Fund the Long Beach Project
e  Environmental concerns
e  Buyouts
e  Prepare communities for evacuation planning —identify protected routes
o  Protect routes
o Communication

Delaware Inland Bays and
Delaware Bay Coast

Stakeholder responses generally
aligned with the summary of
primary themes. “Risk
Identification and Assessments”
were expressed on stakeholder
worksheets, but are not explicitly
summarized.

e Unique and out-of-the-box solutions
e  Better modeling
o Improve flood prediction models and maps
e  Better communication
o Improve education/engagement
e Beach nourishment/structural measures
o Coastal relief/restoration
o Raise seawall
o Jetty wall repair
o  Storm surge barriers
o  Wetlands restoration
e Land Use Policies and Building Permit Standards
o Update/create future decision standards by taking coastal flooding into account
o  Smart planning
e  Potential upgrades and assessments
o  Manage development for transportation infrastructure
Elevation of marshes/structures/infrastructure
Storm drain assessment
Relocation of homes
Tide gates
Dikes

O O O O O

Washington, D.C. (National
Capital Region)

N/A. Specific solutions were not explicitly discussed during this visioning meeting.

in
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Visioning Meeting and
Observations from Worksheets
Coastal Rhode Island

Interim Deliverable Summary of Solutions

Proactive adaptation and future mitigation planning

Stakeholder responses generally
aligned with the summary of
primary themes. Although
restoring natural systems is listed
as a solution in the summary,
“Green Infrastructure” and
“Natural and Nature-Based
Infrastructure” was expressed in
worksheets, but are not listed
herein.

o  Coastal monitoring and better data
Improved mapping
Low impact development
Sea level change planning
Move utilities underground
Build roads at an elevation to prevent overwash
Design infrastructure
o  Alternative power sources
Policy changes
o Increasingly stringent building codes and flood insurance
o  Creating a sustainable economy
Human influence
o  Restore natural systems
o Move commercial nodes
Increased awareness/engagement
o  Funding/public-private
Infrastructure
o Lead by example
o Retreat/elevate/move/acquire
o  Relocate WWTPs or flood-proof critical infrastructure
o  Address vulnerable septic systems
o Developmentin “smart” places
Regional zoning (across town borders)
o Designate areas of protection, retreat, and restoration
Provide incentives
Develop criteria
Conduct proactively
Enhance coordination

O O O O

in
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Visioning Meeting and

Interim Deliverable Summary of Solutions

Observations from Worksheets

Coastal Connecticut e Community education and capacity building
o  Education/collaboration on “real-risk” and unknowns
Stakeholder responses generally o Identify vulnerabilities (infrastructure)
aligned with the summary of o Decide how/where to rebuild
primary themes. . Planning

o  Design resilient infrastructure
o  Hazard mitigation planning
o  Protect natural defenses
o  Planning and decisions for shoreline retreat and hardening
o  Coordinate emergency planning
e  Research, reliable data, and innovation
e  Policy changes
o  Building codes
o Increase minimum standards such as those related to risk and uncertainty of
forecasted SLC scenarios
= Atstate level
= Allow communities to better enforce
= Address rebuilding post-storm
=  |dentify resources (long term recovery coordinator at regional and
local levels)
o  Zoning codes such as Coastal A-Zone regulations
o  Buyouts, including funding
o Discourage buildings in sensitive areas
e Property acquisition - elevate, planned and managed retreat, adapt
o Difficult politically
o  Economicincentives
o  From most vulnerable areas to help increase natural buffer

CDM
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Visioning Meeting and

Interim Deliverable Summary of Solutions

Observations from Worksheets

City of Baltimore e Infrastructure
o  Evaluate existing infrastructure
Stakeholder responses generally o Maintain access to public infrastructure without increasing risk
aligned with the summary of o Identify high risk areas and critical assets
primary themes. o Identify backup facilities

e  Future planning
o  Consider future scenarios and conditions for infrastructure design and
operations
Floodplain management and mitigation
Identify areas of natural protection
Develop a better understanding of risks and vulnerabilities
Collaboration across agencies / communities / NGOs / jurisdictions (example:
Silver Jackets)
Education/engagement
o  Pre-position assets and continue future planning instead of retroactively
= Use of historic events (i.e., Hurricane Isabel) as a baseline assessment
for flood risk management
o Incorporation of SLC criteria
e  Environmental
o Improve mapping/modeling to inform solutions and identify high risk areas
o Improve information regarding the effectiveness of storm risk management
techniques
e  Communication
o  Move to analysis of a range of scenarios vs. one scenario when communicating
risk
Early warning and emergency plan systems
Develop a common language to communicate risk
Dissemination of flood depth grids
Public engagement and education
= Safety, evacuation, preparedness
= Uninsured property owners currently in the floodplain
e  Risk assessment
o  Support data collection to inform future planning and design efforts to limit risk
o  Support science to improve forecasting and warning systems
o  Enhance state-mandated rebuilding regulations
o Identify all risks-coastal, riverine, etc.
=  |nventory of exposed areas
= Determine risk sensitivity of structure
=  Adaptive capacity

O O O O

o

O O O O

City of Norfolk e  More comprehensive strategy

o  Use of money for biggest positive impact
Stakeholder responses generally o Include private industry
aligned with the summary of o  Must be multi-level, multi-tiered approach
primary themes. e Improve communication of risk

o  Use graphics
o Risk identification with home sales and planning decisions
e  Well defined egress and evacuation routes
e Compare physical barriers vs. economics cost of relocation of major cities
e Uniform guidance and data assets
e  Flood insurance actuarial rates
e  Funding for attending regional forum discussions
e  Regional approach to generator locations
o  Solar charging stations for cell phones [public]

CDM
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4.5.3 Policy Change or Legislative Solution

The manner in which the visioning meetings were designed allowed for duplication of answers similar
to those that were described and summarized in the previous section, 4.5.2, in regards to general
solutions and management of coastal storm risk. Review of the summarized results from the attendee
worksheets in Section 3.1.3 provided insight into the potential preferences of stakeholders in certain
areas. Interagency coordination and communication was a repeated challenge for most visioning
meetings. The need for collaboration and consensus was particularly expressed in multiple visioning
meetings.

The Cities of Baltimore and Norfolk have both recently undertaken SLC impact studies and the policy
challenges associated with implementation of the recommendations from those studies was
discussed.

The City of Norfolk also had animated discussions regarding the need for public-private partnership in
order to provide an economically sustainable waterfront area. Typically, allowable funding was
identified as a significant policy change that would aid in implementation of proper coastal
management.

Attendees from the Nassau County visioning meeting discussed the need for funding and capacity
building to support the disaster recovery efforts.

Also, a lot of discussion revolved around potential changes to the FEMA National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP) and the potential changes from the Biggert-Waters Act of 2012. On March 21, 2014,
the Homeowner Flood Insurance Affordability Act of 2014 amended some of the legislative mandates
listed in the Biggert-Waters Act of 2012. Nevertheless, the responses listed herein reflect the
responses from the visioning meetings that took place prior to the passage of the law. The
documented suggestions to potential policy changes or legislative solutions are still valid.

CbMm
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Table 13. Synopsis of Reported Policy Challenges and Possible Solutions

Visioning Meeting and
Observations from Worksheets

Interim Deliverable Summary of Policy Challenges

Nassau County Back Bays

Stakeholder responses generally
aligned with the summary of primary
themes.

Benefit-cost analysis to be completed before reconstruction. The current
situation seems to be spending money in a lot of different places without a
concerted effort by all parties to identify the best solutions.
Funding:
o  For mitigation/resilience/safety
o  Forimproved reconstruction
o  Flexibility
o To maintain open space
o Improved timing of funding
100% Federal funding
Partnership—clearer definitions of roles and responsibilities
o Legislative
Fiscal
Levels of government
Interagency
Regulatory consistency
. Decision making transparency
=  Federal funding
Floodplain management
o  Building/zoning codes
o Insurance (cost and structure)
Increased coordination and leadership between Federal, state, and local
agencies

O O O O

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware
Bay Coast

Stakeholder responses generally
aligned with the summary of primary
themes. Stakeholder responses also
suggest using “Community-scale
Floodplain Management and Zoning”
as a policy change, but was not
explicitly summarized.

Adoption of stricter building codes and standards to improve building
resilience

Changes to NFIP programs (incentives)

Provide/disseminate information on costs and risks of coastal flooding
Flood risk maps for future scenarios

Funding mechanisms to address cost share issue

FEMA/USACE data sharing

Streamlined permitting for living shorelines (natural and nature-based
features)

Changes in “Federal Standard” regarding dredge material disposal
Federal budgeting should consider regional budgeting instead of by business
lines

Washington, D.C. (National Capital
Region)

Although specific policy solutions were
not discussed, the summary of primary
themes discussed policy issues and
therefore is summarized here.

Policy and regulation
o Differences between different levels of government
o Management of existing policies
o Changes/improvements to datasets, etc. that are provided to
communities and other agencies
o  Capacity building to instill flood risk issues
Valuation/monetary assessment for vulnerabilities

in
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Visioning Meeting and
Observations from Worksheets

Interim Deliverable Summary of Policy Challenges

Coastal Rhode Island

Stakeholder responses generally
aligned with the summary of primary
themes. Stakeholder responses also
indicated that “Incentives” would be a
potential policy change, but was not

e  Policy reform
o  Policy change to maintain and better protect existing coastal
resources
Science and engineering based policy
Implement solutions in sustainable way
Flood insurance reform
o  Pass carbon cap and trade tax to curb greenhouse gases

O O O

explicitly summarized. e  Construction
o Enforcement of existing policies, regulations
o More stringent codes on reconstruction and new construction
o  Reduce repetitive loss claims
o Limit construction and reconstruction in areas subject to frequent
storm damage
o  Stop funding reconstruction and use free market to dictate
construction/reconstruction
o Development of Standards
= Require standards that account for risk and uncertainty
associated with forecasted SLR scenarios
=  Require CRMC permit that incorporate SLR setbacks
e  Rolling “Easement”
o No current mechanism in state
o Some type of legacy lease
o  State or community could buy out property, allow current
landowner to resize for a set period of time (~30 years)
e Develop plan for prioritized mitigation
o  Get local buy-in
o  Buyouts
= “] strike and you’re out” for new construction
=  “Buyer beware” for vulnerable areas
e  Funding
o Increased cost of compliance
o  Mitigation funding as temporary solution
o  Taxstructure reform
e Investment support
o Datasharing
e  Education (statewide curriculum)
o Resilience
o SLC
o  Awareness of alternative solutions
CDM
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Visioning Meeting and

Interim Deliverable Summary of Policy Challenges

Observations from Worksheets

Coastal Connecticut e  Regional planning authority and guidance

o  Prioritize coordination and communication
Stakeholder responses generally o  Consistency and continuity among state/various Federal agencies
aligned with the summary of primary = Incentivize to encourage resilience and mitigation projects
themes. Stakeholders expressed o Need for regional planning authority since individual decision
“Interagency Coordination and making among towns are inconsistent
Collaboration” as a potential policy o Mandate benefit-cost risk analysis before any Federal/state funds
change, but it was not explicitly are expended
summarized. = 50year-minor improvements

. 75 year-major improvements
o  Educate legislators on benefit-cost analysis to focus better on
infrastructure resilience projects

e  Funding

o Public/private funding to incentivize adaptation

o  Fund high impact and open space projects
e  Refine Biggert-Waters 2012 (BW2012), but do not repeal
e  Revise land use and building codes to restrict or prohibit development

especially in vulnerable area

City of Baltimore e  Flood management

o  Easier process for buyouts and floodplain restoration
Stakeholder responses generally o  Develop new long-term design standards
aligned with the summary of primary o  Consider implementation of systemic, redundant approaches to
themes. minimize “down time”

o Mandate flood insurance to consider sea level rise and other
projected future conditions
o  Changes to zoning and planning to account for inundation risk
o  Pay for your risk
o Improve incentives for floodplain restoration including wildlife
habitat
o  Consideration of multiple future scenarios to inform planning and
design and warning statements
o  Limit support to current properties in floodplains
e Enhanced agency, stakeholder, and policy maker communication and
coordination
e  Coordinate interagency Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) to facilitate
action
e  Risk assessment
o  Funding for forecasting improvements
o  Education of risk

CDM
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Visioning Meeting and

Interim Deliverable Summary of Policy Challenges

Observations from Worksheets

City of Norfolk e  Find ways to address repetitive flood losses
e  Engage local stakeholders in process and provide accurate information to
the public
e  Local land use policies, constraints on development
e Authority

o  Give more authority to agencies that do technical work and longer-
term funding
o  Give local authority to do comprehensive planning
o Provide/determine a lead for information dissemination and
information credibility
o Have one group/agency in charge of a study
e  More funding (public/private)
o  Short-term/mid-term/long-term
o Incremental, sustained effort
o Incentives to promote desired behavior
o Creative solutions for financing
e  Legislative change on a commonwealth level
o One common future condition to plan/design to
o  Priorities for state and local
o Address policies which limit natural feature capabilities
o State leadership when working together

CDM
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Section 5
Conclusions

The communication and learning experienced at the visioning meetings should continue through the
duration of the NACCS and well into the follow-on relationships between Federal, regional, state, and
local stakeholders. Most participants indicated that they were given an opportunity to provide USACE
input during the visioning meetings. The goal of providing straightforward information regarding the
NACCS, generating thought-provoking discussion, collecting the attendees’ input on broader coastal
storm risk management issues, and translating that input into common themes to inform the NACCS
was achieved.

Two major observations were clear as part of the visioning meetings. First, the severity of impacts
from a disaster will dictate the extent of stakeholder feedback, type of information, and level of
stakeholder engagement. The two, substantially large focus areas that were most severely impacted
by Hurricane Sandy, New York-New Jersey Harbor and its Tributaries and New Jersey Back Bays, did
not conduct true visioning meetings. Both areas suffered from burdensome data and information
requests as well as a multitude of various stakeholder engagement meetings, engagement events,
town halls, etc. These areas experienced differing priorities from a multitude of Federal and state
agencies, a lack of local capacity and staff to address such request, and general disaster fatigue. To
some extent, a similar response was conveyed by the attendees of the Nassau County Back Bays
visioning meeting.

The second lesson is that communication through the avenues of interagency collaboration is
guintessential to engage and involve the population of local, state, academic, private, and other

stakeholders. The cooperation between all of the agencies, be it Federal, state, and regional entities, is

needed to deliver a shared vision to the local communities. Communities, who often bear the burden
of knowing the absolute specifics of the issues that they face and the capacity to which they can
implement coastal risk management measures, may follow suit in cooperation and could provide and
seek additional support.

Ohith
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Appendix A: Nassau County Back Bays Visioning
Meeting Interim Deliverable



US Army Corps of Engineers

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study
Nassau County Back Bays
Visioning Meeting
Interim Deliverable

February 4, 2014

1:00 PM -3:00 PM

A series of visioning meetings are being held throughout the region in support of the North Atlantic
Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS). On Tuesday, February 4, 2014 the U.S Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) New York District conducted an in-person visioning meeting with representatives from state

agencies, local communities, and concerned citizens with specific focus and dialogue related to the
Nassau County Back Bays Focus Area. Twenty-four people attended the 2 hour meeting (see Attachment
A), including individuals from the following organizations:

Federal Agency:

State Agencies:

Communities:

Other:

Location:

Presentation:

US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC)
New York Rising Community Reconstruction Program (CRP)
Department of State South Shore Estuaries Reserve (DOS SSER)

Town of Hempstead
Village of Freeport
Village of East Rockaway
Village of Island Park
Nassau County

Bioengineering Group
CDM Smith (meeting facilitation team)

Merrick Road Park, 2550 Clubhouse Road, Merrick, New York

The meeting agenda, included as Attachment B, consisted of two main parts.
The first segment was driven by a presentation provided by Donald Cresitello,
(USACE) on the overview of the NACCS, and Ginger Croom (CDM Smith) on an
overview of the Focus Area Analysis conducted for this area as part of the
NACCS. Anthony Ciorra (USACE) presented an overview of USACE Sandy
Recovery efforts in Nassau County, and Long Island in general. Zachary Richner



(New York Rising) presented an overview of the NY Rising Community
Reconstruction Program. These presentations are included in Attachment C.
The second part of the meeting was a facilitated discussion aimed at surfacing
participant insights on the vision for the local coastal issues. Photographs from
the meeting are included in Attachment D.

Following the presentation, questions and discussion topics were raised.
Questions/Discussion:

e A member of the audience raised a question regarding other ongoing recovery efforts, such as
Rebuild by Design, and whether the NACCS study team was coordinating efforts. Donald
Cresitello answered that coordination with these other efforts is being considered and will be
conducted to the extent possible. The NACCS is trying to coordinate with other programs to
obtain additional relevant information to the extent possible.

e A member of the audience asked whether funds that will become available as part of the NY
Rising Community Reconstruction Program could be used as the non-federal cost share for
potential USACE projects, and the response was affirmative.

At the conclusion of the question and answer period, a brief break was followed by facilitated
discussions with attendees broken out into three groups for brainstorming sessions. Each participant
was asked to provide their ideas on a worksheet (Attachment E). The following section presents a
summary of the primary themes addressed among the attendees from the small group discussions.

Summary of Primary Themes from Facilitated Discussion:

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm risk?
e Low lying topography
e Insufficient height and coverage of existing bulkheads
e |ssues with aging infrastructure and location of key infrastructure in high risk areas, such as:
o Development within the floodplain and low-lying areas
o Utilities-mostly above-ground
o Aging stormwater infrastructure
e Longterm / ongoing regional sediment management and beach maintenance is lacking
e Safety
o Evacuation planning needed
o Lack of necessary communication
o Lack of education
e Cost and economics
e New construction in high hazard areas
e Habitat impacts
e (Coastal erosion and flooding

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 promising solutions to address
this vulnerability?
e Zoning policy and building code
o Infrastructure evaluation



e FElevate roads/homes/businesses
e Smart reconstruction — two sides of the spectrum were recognized:
o Retreat from the shoreline, or
o Build and engineer solutions to protect the shoreline development
o Both types of solutions should be considered in any planning effort
e Preventing access via the Jones Inlet
e Fund the Long Beach Project
e Environmental concerns
e Buyouts
e Prepare communities for evacuation planning — identify protected routes
o Protect routes
o Communication

Question 3: What is the most prominent policy change or legislative solution that could improve
coastal resilience?

e Cost-benefit analysis to be completed before reconstruction. The current situation seems to be
spending money in a lot of different places without a concerted effort by all parties to identify
the best solutions.

e Funding:

o For mitigation/resilience/safety
o Forimproved reconstruction
o Flexibility
o To maintain open space
o Improved timing of funding
e 100% Federal funding
e Partnership—clearer definitions of roles and responsibilities
o Legislative
Fiscal
Levels of government
Interagency
Regulatory consistency
= Decision-making transparency
= Federal funding
e Floodplain management
o Building/zoning codes
o Insurance (cost and structure)
e Increased coordination and leadership between federal, state, and local agencies

O
o
o
o

At the conclusion of the group discussions, one volunteer from each group stood and presented their
groups’ findings. A general comment card was distributed to participants requesting their feedback on
the overall process. Their responses are included in Attachment F.



List of Attachments

Attachment A — List of Meeting Attendees and Sign-in Sheets

Attachment B — Meeting Agenda and List of Handouts

Attachment C — Meeting Presentation

Attachment D — Photograph Log

Attachment E — Breakout Session Responses (to be further summarized in final deliverable)

Attachment F — General Comments (to be further summarized in final deliverable)
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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study

Nassau County Back Bays

Visioning Meeting - Facilitated Breakout Groups

Name

|0rganization

Group A

Ginger Croom

CDM Smith (facilitator)

Zachary Richner

New York Rising CRP

Alan Fuchs NYSDEC
Ron Masters Town of Hempstead
Joe Madigan Village of Freeport

Sergio Mauras

Village of Freeport

Group B

Lauren Klonsky

CDM Smith (facilitator)

Phyllis Elgut New York Rising CRP
Eric Star NYSDEC

Michelle Gibbons NYSDEC

Donald Cresitello USACE

Roman Rakoczy USACE

Juan Garcia

Village of East Rockaway

Jonathan Smith

Village of Freeport

Kent Katter

Village of Island Park

Group C

Jamie Lekfowitz

CDM Smith (facilitator)

Sherry Forgash DOS SSER Office
Brian Schneider Nassau Conty
Satish Sood Nassau County
Sean Sallie NCDPW
Peter Scully NYSDEC
Other
Michael Scarano Bioengineering Group
Nanette Vignola-Henry CDM Smith

Mike Foley

Town of Hempstead







NACCS Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays - 2/04/2014
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Attachment B

Meeting Agenda and List of Handouts



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays

Merrick Road Park
2550 Clubhouse Road, Merrick, New York

February 4, 2014
1-3 pm

L. Introductions
IL Agenda Overview and Meeting Purpose
II1. USACE NACCS
a. Update
b. Focus Area Analysis
IV. Other Updates
BREAK
V. Facilitated Discussion Topics
a. Vulnerability
b. Potential Solutions

c. Policy and Institutional Barriers

VL Closing Remarks/Adjourn



List of Handouts

Agenda

Slide Deck handouts

8.5 x 11 map of the Focus Area Analysis boundary

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) Study Synopsis



Attachment C

Meeting Presentation



North Atlantic Coast

Comprehensive Study
Nassau County Back Bays
Visioning Meeting

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
National Planning Center of Expertise for
Coastal Storm Risk Management

4 February 2014

Introductions

USACE

Donald E. Cresitello
Roman Rakoczy

= Anthony Ciorra

= Peter Weppler

NYSDEC

= Alan Fuchs

= Eileen Murphy
= Peter Scully

CDM Smith - USACE Contractor
= Ginger Croom

= Lauren Klonsky

= Jamie Lefkowitz

= Nanette Vignola-Henry

®
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Agenda

II. Agenda Overview and Meeting Purpose
I11. USACE NACCS

» Update

» Focus Area Analysis
IV. Other Updates

BREAK

V. Facilitated Discussion (small groups)
VI. Closing Remarks/Adjourn

®

3 BUILDING STRONG,

Meeting Purpose

Meeting focus: Continued dialog with State and local
stakeholders to develop a shared vision for resiliency in
response to risk and exposure

Meeting outcomes: Feedback received from this meeting
will be incorporated into the USACE NACCS report to
Congress in January 2015

®
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Sandy Overv1ew

U Hurricane/Post-Tropical
Cyclone Sandy moved to the U.S.
Atlantic Ocean coastline 22-29
October 2012

U Affected entire east coast:

24 States from Florida to Maine;
New Jersey and New York to
Michigan and Wisconsin

U Areas of extensive damage from
coastal flooding: New Jersey,
New York, Connecticut

U Public Law 113-2 enacted
29 January 2013

Photo credits unknown 5 BUILDING STRONGg

NACCS Background

“That using up to $20,000,000* of the funds provided herein, the Secretary shall conduct a
comprehensive study to address the flood risks of vulnerable coastal populations in
areas that were affected by Hurricane Sandy within the boundaries of the North Atlantic
Division of the Corps..” (*$19M after sequestration)

= Complete by Jan 2015 Goals:

=Provide a Risk Reduction
Framework , consistent with
USACE-NOAA Rebuilding Principles

= Support Resilient Coastal
Communities and robust,
sustainable coastal landscape
systems, considering future sea level
rise and climate change scenarios, to
reduce risk to vulnerable population,
[ B o -om o | property, ecosystems, and

Pt - Moieeatn iz impael

[~ [ infrastructure.
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Technical Teams Products

O USACE Enterprise 0 Coastal Framework
0O Agency Subject Matter = Regional scale
Experts = Collaborative

* Engineering = Opportunities by

= Economics region/state

» [dentify range of potential
solutions and parametric
costs by region/state

» Identify activities
warranting additional
analysis and
social/institutional barriers

= 0 NotaDecision Document
gt - L ' = No NEPA
» No Recommendations D

7 BUILDING STRONG,

= Environmental, Cultural, and
Social

= Sea Level and Climate Change

= Plan Formulation

= Coastal GIS Analysis

Focus Area Analysis

Nassau County Back Bays

8 BUILDING STRONG,
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™ Vidnarabls Ares
Focus Area Andlyss Bouraary
I FEmA MOTF Moericans Sandy Stom Surge Extent
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Feedback Requested (Fall 2013)

= 1. Problem identification for your area:
» Did your area experience storm surge?

» Specify particular areas and water bodies
within your jurisdiction that experienced storm
surge.

» What factors, if any, exacerbated damages from
storm surge?

il
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Feedback Requested (Fall 2013)

= 2. Description of damages for your area:

» Provide a narrative including the types of
infrastructure damaged or temporarily out of
use, structure (building) damages, personal
injuries/fatalities.

®
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Feedback Requested (Fall 2013)

= 3. Prior related studies or projects (local,
state, federal) in the damaged area

= 4, Measures that your jurisdiction has
considered to address the problem

12 BUILDING STRONG,
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Stakeholder Information

Nassau County - Letter & Preliminary Damage
Assessments of Facilities

City of Long Beach - Meeting and Reports
» Hurricane Sandy Storm Damage Report

» Conditions Evaluation of Bulkheads & Outfall
Structures

» Comprehensive Plan Technical Memorandum Existing
Conditions / Issues and Opportunities

» Coastal Protection Study
Town of Hempstead - Meeting and Correspondence

Village of Cedarhurst - Letter

®
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Stakeholder Information

New York State Standard Multi-Hazard Mitigation
Plan (2011)

Nassau County, New York Multi-Jurisdictional
Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan (2007)

New York Recovers Hurricane Sandy Federal
Recovery Support Strategy (2013)

®
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Stakeholder Identified Problems

Coastal Flooding

Beach and Dune Erosion

Stormwater / Collection System Flooding
Aging Infrastructure

®
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Stakeholder Identified Measures

Replace or repair and/or elevate aging bulkheads,
and harden shorelines

Elevate bridges and other county roadways

Develop a collection system maintenance/
management plan

Construct stormwater force mains
Install tide valves
Provide submersible operation and emergency

power at critical facilities

®
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Stakeholder Identified Measures

Maintain County ponds to manage flooding
Constructed reefs
Rehabilitate wetlands within South Oyster Bay

Restore dune and beach systems (include dune
vegetation)

®
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Stakeholder Identified Measures

Identify buyouts and relocation in high risk areas
Improve hazard mitigation communication
Develop bayside storm protection plans

Update building codes and zoning regulations
Apply regional sediment management

Enhanced floodplain management

®
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NACCS Next Steps
(Six Month Snapshot)

Early March 2014: Interagency release of
the draft analyses

March 2014: Series of webinars to
discuss/present the draft analyses with
interagency partners

April-June 2014: Incorporation of input
and finalization of the report for full
review process

19 BUILDING STRONG,
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NACCS Current Status

» Draft Analyses Completed in September 2013

* Internal Review of Draft Analyses currently
ongoing

» Five/Six Webinars in the Collaboration Series
Completed

= Public website offers information and status
updates
(www.nad.usace.army.mil/compstudy)

20 BUILDING STRONG,
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QUESTIONS

®
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Agenda Check-in

= [V. Other Updates
BREAK

= V. Facilitated Discussion (small groups)

a. Vulnerability
b. Potential Solutions
c. Institutional/Policy Challenges

= VI. Closing Remarks/Adjourn

22 BUILDING STRONG,
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Other Updates

= USACE
» Sandy Recovery (other than NACCS)

= NYS

» New York Rising Community Reconstruction
Program

23 BUILDING STRONG,
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New York District-Sandy Recovery

o hhiigre - Flamapo, N CRY Faifil
ey i Honwalk
MBtwan Houer [ Long iand
: i custin
% Stamiard Souind
] 5 & While Plins
| o
* 3 & .k . ¢
w11 Mo {
Hepatiang w A e a G
| - o ‘Yonkers . o R
Vi eionon ot et Southampls
i Parsippany Glinon Gnk Hursmgto o s e

Houppinge

Marisliong Manhattan sz
Hcksyite
Sh
> A ~~Queens
w e York __ | Hempstead
i abld W reabon
Elizatas Rrooklyn Freepon

Description # of Projects

Restore Previously Built 8
Projects

Operations & Maintenance 29

10 Mrgnir]
20 %y

‘ Authorized / Ongoing 7
2b ‘ Authorized / Unconstructed 4

Ongoing Studies / New
> 1
Projects

2d Continuing Authorities 3
Program
®

BUILDING STRONG,

Program Estimate: $3.25 B
62 Projects

24
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Phase

la

1b

2a

2b

2c

2d

Sandy Recovery Project Phases

Description # of Projects Initial Estimate Current Estimate
FCCE Repair/Restore 8 $336 m $298 m
o&M 29 $489 m $203 m
Authorized / Ongoing 7 $1.29b $1.29 b
Authorized / Unconstructed 4 $553 m $553 m
Ongoing Studies / New n $17 m $17 m
Projects (study costs only)

(est. consifgcrtri‘on cost) S8
Continuing Authorities 3 $3m $10m

Program

Total Current Program Estimate (62 projects): ~$3.25 B ‘

®

25 BUILDING STRONG,

New York Rising Community
Reconstruction Program

®

26 BUILDING STRONG,
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BREAK

®

27

BUILDING STRONG,

Agenda Check-in

= V. Facilitated Discussion (small groups)
a. Vulnerability
b. Potential Solutions
c. Institutional/Policy Challenges

= VI. Closing Remarks/Adjourn

®

28

BUILDING STRONG,
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Small Group - Instructions

Group Assignments

» Groups identified as A, B, or C based on name tag and table
¢ Group A: Ginger Croom
» Group B: Lauren Klonsky
* Group C: Jamie Lefkowitz

Discussion Topics
» Vulnerability
» Potential Solutions
» Institutional or Policy Challenges

Complete Individual Response Forms
Develop Summary
Report-out

®

29 BUILDING STRONG,

Discussion Topics

. How is your community most vulnerable to
coastal storm risk?

. Based on one vulnerability noted above,
what are 1-2 promising solutions to
address this vulnerability?

. What is the most prominent policy change
or legislative solution that could improve
coastal resilience?

®

30 BUILDING STRONG,
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Small Group Report-Out

= Group A
= Group B
= Group C

31 BUILDING STRONG,

®

Contact Information

= Donald E. Cresitello- USACE
» Donald.E.Cresitello@usace.army.mil
» 917-790-8608 (ph)
= Roman Rakoczy - USACE
» Roman.G.Rakoczy@usace.army.mil
» 518-698-4330 (ph)
» Ginger Croom - CDM Smith (USACE Contractor)
» croomgl@cdmsmith.com
» 617-452-6594 (ph and fax)
» 617-999-9631 (mobile)

32 BUILDING STRONG,

®
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Path: C:\GIS\NACCS\MXD\Nassau_BackBays_VS.mxd
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Legend

@ Vulnerable Area

D Focus Area Analysis Boundary
| FEMA MOTF Hurricane Sandy Storm Surge Extent

Study Boundary developed from:

1. E-mail communication with USACE New York District
(07/26/2013)

2. FEMA Modeling Task Force Hurricane Sandy Storm Surge
Extent (Accessed 07/15/2013)

3. US County and NY Town Boundaries
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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study — Visioning Meeting
Nassau County Back Bays

Photo 1- Presentation for the Visioning Meeting

Photo 2 - Participants gather and prepare for the meeting

Meeting Date - February 4, 2014



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study — Visioning Meeting
Nassau County Back Bays

Photo 3 - Zachary Richner from the New York Rising Community Reconstruction Program provides a program update.

Photo 4 - Meeting shifts toward breakout session discussions

Meeting Date - February 4, 2014



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study — Visioning Meeting
Nassau County Back Bays

Photo 5 - Ginger Croom (CDM Smith) prepares to document responses from the breakout session discussion
n T PR \

Photo 6 - Ginger Croom (CDM Smith) leads break out session.

Meeting Date - February 4, 2014



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study — Visioning Meeting
Nassau County Back Bays

Photo 7 - Jamie Lefkowitz (CDM Smith) documents responses from the breakout session discussion

Photo 8 -Brian Schneider (Nassau County) presents a summary of responses from Group C.

Meeting Date - February 4, 2014



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study — Visioning Meeting
Nassau County Back Bays

Photo 9 - Ron Masters (Town of Hempstead) presents a summary of responses from Group A.

Meeting Date - February 4, 2014
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study {NACCS)
Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays / February 4, 2014
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays / February 4, 2014
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays / February 4, 2014
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?
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USACE North Atl: tic Coa: Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Sessio
Nassau County Back Bays / ebruary 4, 2014
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study {(NACCS}
Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays / February 4, 2014
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk? '
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study {(NACCS)
Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays / February 4, 2014
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays / February 4, 2014
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays / February 4, 2014
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays / February 4, 2014
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?
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US2 ENort A antic Coast Comprehensive Study (N2 S)
Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays / ebruary 4, 2014

Name:
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Question 1: nHow 1s your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?
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Question 1: How is your community to coastal storm
risk?







USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays / February 4, 2014
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?
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Visioning Session
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study NACCS)
Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays / February 4, 2014

Name: EMAIL:
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerabilitv?
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?
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Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays / February 4, 2014
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays / February 4, 2014
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?
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Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays / February 4, 2014
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?
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Visioning Session
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Question 3: What is the most promine... . _.._, _..ange or legislative

solution that could improve coastal resilience?
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Question 3: What is the most prominent policy change or legislative
solution that could improve coastal resilience?
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Name: EMAIL:
Organization:
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Question 3: What is the most prominent policy change or legislative
solution that could improve coastal resilience?
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Name: EMAIL:

Organization:

Question 3: What is the most prominent policy change or legislative
solution that could improve coastal resilience?

/700/7/&&740/’2 01[ ﬁa/m (/OC&/ J%CWZ@ "‘@6/&97-

0 wonk  colleetivaly ., S
ca o h 032,{% i? - M/ﬂmlé\gf st
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Nassau County Back Bays / February 4, 2014

Name:Joncthaq Saith EMAIL:

Organization:

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Question 3: What is the most prominent policy change or legislative
solution that could improve coastal resilience?
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Question 3: What is the most prominent policy change or legislative
solution that could improve coastal resilience?
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Question 3: What is the most prominent policy change or legislative
solution that could improve coastal resilience?
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Name EMAIL:
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Question 3: What is the most prominent policy change or legislative
solution that could improve coastal resilience?
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Question 3: What is the most prominent policy change or legislative
solution that could improve coastal resilience?
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Question 3: What is the most prominent policy change or legislative
solution that could improve coastal resilience?
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Nassau County Back Bays / February 4, 2014
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Question 3: What is the most prominent policy change or legislative
solution that could improve coastal resilience?
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Question 3: What is the most prominent policy change or legislative
solution that could improve coastal resilience?
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Attachment F

General Comments
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Appendix B: Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware
Bay Coast Visioning Meeting Interim Deliverable



US Army Corps of Engineers

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast
Visioning Meeting
Meeting Notes

February 4, 2014

10:00 AM - 12:00 PM

A series of visioning meetings are being held throughout the region in support of the North Atlantic
Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS). On Tuesday, February 4, 2014 the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) Philadelphia District conducted an in-person visioning meeting with representatives from the
Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control (DNREC), local communities,
non-profit organizations, and concerned citizens with specific focus and dialogue related to the
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast.

In general, a high level of collaboration was evident among state and federal agency staff as well as local
communities and NGOs represented at this meeting. There was significant dialogue regarding how
information being developed as part of the NACCS is being coordinated with stakeholders, as well as
how information obtained during the visioning session would be incorporated into the NACCS.

Thirty people (see Attachment A) attended the 2 hour meeting, including individuals from the following
organizations:

Federal Agency: US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

State Agencies: Delaware Department of Transportation (DelDOT)
Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control (DNREC)
Delaware Emergency Management Agency (DEMA)
Office of State Planning Coordination

NGOs: Alliance of Bay Communities
Delaware Center for the Inland Bays
Delaware Wildlands
Partnership for the Delaware Estuary
University of Delaware — Sea Grant

Communities: Bowers Beach
Little Creek
Pickering Beach
Prime Hook Beach



Other:

CDM Smith (meeting facilitation team)

Location: St. Jones Reserve, 818 Kitts Hummock Road, Dover, DE 19901

Presentation: The meeting agenda, included as Attachment B, consisted of two main parts.

The first segment was driven by a presentation provided by J. Bailey Smith
(USACE) on the overview of NACCS, the Focus Area Analysis, and the USACE
Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) (Attachment C). The second part was a
facilitated discussion aimed at surfacing participant insights on the vision for the
local coastal issues. Photographs from the meeting are included in Attachment
D.

Following the presentation, several questions and discussion topics were raised.

Questions/Discussion:

A member of the audience asked if representatives from the three Delaware Counties were
present. J. Smith replied that they were invited, but did not RSVP to attend. As a follow-up,
there was discussion regarding how presentation materials would be made available to the
communities, representatives, and others who were unable to attend. J. Smith replied that it
was a decision that will be made as part of the overall study/stakeholder outreach.

A member of the audience asked about what was meant by the term “sustainable coastal
landscape”. J. Smith replied that it was used as a general term and that the findings of the
NACCS could help communities properly adapt to sea level rise. It will include examples of
maintaining dune or shoreline edge elevations or minimum beach widths to achieve greater
resiliency so that communities can return to normalcy after a storm event.

A member of the audience asked about the meaning of the phrase “review and enhance coastal
guidelines” in respect to the focus area analysis. J. Smith replied that the responses shown from
the focus area analysis were simply responses that were gathered as part of an expedited
analysis of coastal needs and potential measures. Some of the responses may be more
appropriate for a state-level discussion on guidelines.

A member of the audience provided comments regarding the communities at risk along the
Delaware Bayshore and Inland Bay areas. Coastal communities, both on the open coast, back
bay and inland bays, are all exposed to potential flooding. Although there are ideas and
measures being presented in this type of forum, not everything has the potential to be funded.
The NACCS, Focus Area Analysis, and CAP are opportunities for measures that are fundable to
demonstrate to Congress that forward investment in coastal risk reduction needs to a priority.
Peter Blum (USACE) provided comments about the NACCS, the USACE process, and potential
funding avenues. He considers the NACCS an “incubator” for projects and that the
information/knowledge being assembled can be leveraged with current USACE authorizations,
discretionary funding as part of the potential Omnibus Bill process, or for local partnership to be
established as part of the next step past the Focus Area Analysis to a Feasibility Study.

A member of the audience, representing the community of Little Creek, asked about how
certain bayshore communities are being categorized both at the federal and state level. Little
Creek does not necessarily have a shorefront, but is still impacted by coastal storms. Both Tony
Pratt (DNREC) and J. Smith confirmed that Little Creek, and similar communities, are considered
coastally impacted although less vulnerable compared to communities on the open coast. The



concept of the NACCS and the Focus Area Analysis is to reduce coastal flood risk to all coastal
communities.

e A member of the audience asked about when the public is provided an opportunity to review
the material set forth during the meeting and the NACCS. J. Smith answered that information is
publically available on the USACE North Atlantic Division website, or through an internet search
of the North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study. Webinars are also being used to inform the
public. The decisions to release draft reports or information specific to the meeting has not been
finalized.

e A member of the audience asked about more detail regarding the state appendices. J. Smith
replied that as part of the NACCS, a state-by-state vulnerability analysis was performed and is an
intermediary step between the overall Comp Study and the focus area analysis. The Delaware
state appendix is broader than the Focus Area Analysis, but does characterize specific areas of
vulnerabilities of the state.

e A member of the audience expressed concern regarding the timely manner of the dissemination
of information. They were specifically concerned about the ability to provide comments or
questions regarding the draft analysis. Although the meeting was intended to demonstrate the
openness of the process, they felt as if this part of the process was not clearly defined.

e A member of the audience suggested that a website be made available for the public, or for
communities/stakeholders that were not able to attend, to show the process and the steps that
USACE are currently undertaking to ensure an open dialogue.

o A member of the audience asked for further clarification of the CAP. He referred to
communication between DNREC and USACE in December of 2012 with respect to a letter of
interest sent for flood abatement measures as part of Section 205. Peter responded with
information regarding the procedure. Typically, a CAP project does not require Congressional
approval and is generally available for projects that are on a smaller scale, that are not locally or
hydraulically connected. The requirements are much simpler in terms of funding and require a
letter of interest from the community.

e A member of the audience asked what the cost-share is for a CAP project. Peter replied a 50%
federal, 50% local sponsor cost-share.

At the conclusion of the question and answer period, a brief break was followed by facilitated
discussions with attendees broken out into three groups for brainstorming session. Each participant was
asked to provide their ideas on a worksheet (Attachment E). The following section presents a summary
of the primary themes addressed among the attendees from the small group discussions.

Summary of Primary Themes from Facilitated Discussion:

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm risk?
e Loss of land, habitat, and environmental concerns
Delaware seashore camp grounds, docks, and marinas
Deterioration of beach
Coastal forests
Tidal marshes
Freshwater wetlands
o Agricultural land loss caused by saltwater intrusion
e Coastal flood risk and realistic flood loss information is not communicated adequately to the
public.

O O O O O



o Communicate information that is easy to understand

o Unincorporated communities are not represented in planning decisions

o Proper (scientifically-based) identification and communication of storm type
Risks to utilities/infrastructure

o Loss of electrical power

o Health risks from releases of hazardous material

o Loss of business

o Transportation system threatened by rising waters and are a threat to public safety
Coastal flooding/storm surge

o Current building codes are lenient, building standard flood levels are too low

o Build to new codes that include effects of barrier beaches, inlets
Stormwater conveyance
Existing modeling efforts produce results that are too low, which impacts development and
building requirements, and provides the public/decision makers with a false sense of security.

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 promising solutions to address

this vulnerability?
Unique and out-of-the-box solutions
Better modeling
o Improve flood prediction models and maps
Better communication
o Improve education/outreach
Beach nourishment/protection measures
o Coastal relief/restoration
o Raise seawall
o Jetty wall repair
o Storm surge barriers
o Wetlands restoration
Land Use Policies and Building Permit Standards
o Update/create future decision standards by taking coastal flooding into account
o Smart planning
Potential upgrades and assessments
o Manage development for transportation infrastructure
Elevation of marshes/structures/infrastructure
Storm drain assessment
Relocation of homes
Tide gates
Dikes

O O O O O



Question 3: What is the most prominent policy change or legislative solution that could improve

coastal resilience?

e Adoption of stricter building codes and standards to improve building resilience

e Changes to NFIP programs (incentives)

e Provide/disseminate information on costs and risks of coastal flooding

e Flood risk maps for future scenarios

e Funding mechanisms to address cost share issue

e FEMA/USACE data sharing

e Streamlined permitting for living shorelines (nature and natural based features)

e Changes in “Federal Standard” regarding dredge material disposal

e Federal budgeting- consider regional budgeting instead of by business lines

At the conclusion of the group discussions, one volunteer from each group stood and presented their
groups’ findings. A general comment card was distributed to participants requesting their feedback on
the overall process. Their responses are included in Attachment F.



List of Attachments

Attachment A — List of Meeting Attendees and Sign-in Sheets
Attachment B — Meeting Agenda and List of Handouts
Attachment C — Meeting Presentation

Attachment D — Photograph Log

Attachment E — Breakout Session Responses (to be further summarized in final deliverable)

Attachment F — General Comments (to be further summarized in final deliverable)
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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast
Visioning Session - Facilitated Breakout Groups

Group A
Frannie Bui CDM Smith (facilitator)
Jim Bailey Alliance of Bay Communities

Ron Hunsicker

Bowers Beach

Kate Hackett

Delaware Wildlands

Mike Powell DNREC
Bob Scarborough DNREC
Patrick Cooper DNREC

Constance Holland

Office of State Planning Coordination

Jim Kirkbride Pickering Beach
Group B
Debra Beck CDM Smith (facilitator)
Bob McDevitt Bowers Beach
Chris Bason Delaware Center for the Inland Bays
Jeff Reed DelDOT
Don Knox DEMA
Tony Pratt DNREC
Susan Love DNREC
Glenn Gauvry Little Creek

John Robinson

Prime Hook Beach Organization

Wendy Carey

University of Delaware - Sea Grant

Brian Mulvenna

USACE

Group C
Mark Dunning CDM Smith (facilitator)
Gene Donaldson DelDOT
Karen Bennett DNREC
Kimberly McKenna DNREC
Stephen Johnson DNREC
Virgil Holmes DNREC

Jennifer Adkins

Partnership for the Delaware Estuary

Nancy Lawson

Pickering Beach

J. Bailey Smith

USACE

Peter Blum

USACE




NACCS Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast - 2/04/2014
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Attachment B

Meeting Agenda and List of Handouts



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast

Delaware National Estuarine Research Reserve, St Jones Reserve
818 Kitts Hummock Road, Dover, DE 19901

February 4, 2014
10am-12 pm
L. Introductions
IL Agenda Overview and Meeting Purpose

IIL. USACE NACCS

a. Update
b. Focus Area Analysis

IV. USACE Continuing Authorities Program (CAP)

BREAK
V. Facilitated Discussion Topics
a. Topic 1 - Vulnerability
b. Topic 2 - Solutions
c. Topic 3 - Policy/Institutional
d. Report Out

VL Closing Remarks/Adjourn



List of Handouts

Agenda

Slide Deck handouts

8.5 x 11 map of the Focus Area Analysis boundary

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) Study Synopsis



Attachment C

Meeting Presentation



2/4/2014

North Atlantic Coast

Comprehensive Study
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coas
Visioning Meeting i

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
National Planning Center for
Coastal Storm Risk Management

4 February 2014

Introductions

= J. Bailey Smith, USACE

= Charles McIntosh, USACE
= Peter Blum, USACE

= Kim McKenna, DNREC

* Tony Pratt, DNREC

= Mike Powell, DNREC

= Mark Dunning, CDM Smith
= Debra Beck, CDM Smith

= Frannie Bui, CDM Smith

®
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Agenda

II. Agenda Overview and Meeting Purpose
I11. USACE NACCS
» Update
» Focus Area Analysis
IV. USACE Continuing Authorities Program
BREAK
V. Facilitated Discussion (small groups)
VI. Closing Remarks/Adjourn

®

3 BUILDING STRONG,

Meeting Purpose

Meeting focus: Continued dialog with State and
local stakeholders to develop a shared vision for
resiliency in response to risk and exposure

Meeting outcomes: Feedback received from this
meeting will be incorporated into the USACE
NACCS report to Congress in January 2015.

®
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Sandy Overv1ew

U Hurricane/Post-Tropical
Cyclone Sandy moved to the U.S.
Atlantic Ocean coastline 22-29
October 2012

U Affected entire east coast:

24 States from Florida to Maine;
New Jersey to Michigan and
Wisconsin

U Areas of extensive damage from
coastal flooding: New Jersey,
New York, Connecticut

U Public Law 113-2 enacted
29 January 2013

Photo credits unknown 5 BUILDING STRONGg

NACCS Background

“That using up to $20,000,000* of the funds provided herein, the Secretary shall conduct a
comprehensive study to address the flood risks of vulnerable coastal populations in
areas that were affected by Hurricane Sandy within the boundaries of the North Atlantic
Division of the Corps..” (*$19M after sequestration)

= Complete by Jan 2015 Goals:

=Provide a Risk Reduction
Framework , consistent with
USACE-NOAA Rebuilding Principles

= Support Resilient Coastal
Communities and robust,
sustainable coastal landscape
systems, considering future sea level
rise and climate change scenarios, to

7 property, ecosystems, and

Vb - Mogeeate iz el

[~ [ infrastructure.

— g
“Cy L= _ .

®
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reduce risk to vulnerable population,

2/4/2014



Technical Teams Products
0 USACE Enterprise 0 Coastal Framework
O Agency Subject Matter = Regional scale
Experts = Collaborative
= Engineering * Opportunities by

region/state

» [dentify range of potential
solutions and parametric
costs by region/state

» Identify activities
warranting additional
analysis and
social/institutional barriers

=0 NotaDecision Document
= No NEPA
» No Recommendations D

7 BUILDING STRONG,

= Economics

= Environmental, Cultural, and
Social

= Sea Level and Climate Change

= Plan Formulation

= Coastal GIS Analysis

Focus Area Analysis

Delaware Inland Bays and
Delaware Bay Coast

8 BUILDING STRONG,
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Feedback Requested (Fall 2013)

= 1. Problem identification for your area:
» Did your area experience storm surge?

» Specify particular areas and water bodies
within your jurisdiction that experienced storm
surge.

» What factors, if any, exacerbated damages from
storm surge?

®
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Feedback Requested (Fall 2013)

= 2. Description of damages for your area:

» Provide a narrative including the types of
infrastructure damaged or temporarily out of
use, structure (building) damages, personal
injuries/fatalities.

®

1 BUILDING STRONG,

Feedback Requested (Fall 2013)

= 3. Prior related studies or projects (local,
state, federal) in the damaged area

= 4, Measures that your jurisdiction has
considered to address the problem

12 BUILDING STRONG,

®
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Stakeholder Information

Delaware Natural Resources and Environmental
Control (DNREC) - Letter

Town of South Bethany Beach - Letter

New Castle County Hazard Mitigation Plan
Sussex County Hazard Mitigation Plan

City of Lewes Mitigation and Climate Adaptation
Action Plan

®
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Stakeholder Identified Problems

* Flooding by coastal storms
» Storm surge
» Wave action
» Erosion

= Stormwater runoff
= Aging infrastructure

®
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Stakeholder Identified Measures

Strengthen existing flood risk management measures
Develop integrated flood risk management systems
Create wetlands for stormwater retention

Nourish beaches and dunes

Acquire or elevate floodprone structures

Incorporate regional sediment management practices
Enhance waterfront zoning and permitting

Review and enhance coastal area design guidelines

®

15 BUILDING STRONG,

NACCS Current Status

Draft Analyses Completed in September 2013
Internal Review of Draft Analyses currently
ongoing

Five/Six Webinars in the Collaboration Series
Completed

Public website offers information and status
updates
(www.nad.usace.army.mil/compstudy)

®
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NACCS Next Steps
(Six Month Snapshot)

Early March 2014: Interagency release of
the draft analyses

March 2014: Series of webinars to
discuss/present the draft analyses with
interagency partners

April-June 2014: Incorporation of input
and finalization of the report for full
‘ review process

17 BUILDING STRONG,

USACE

Continuing Authorities
Program (CAP)

18 BUILDING STRONG,

2/4/2014



USACE Hurricane Sandy CAP Overview

= Nine legislative authorities

= USACE can plan, design and implement
certain types of water resources projects

» Federal Interest Determination, feasibility
phase and implementation phase

®

19 BUILDING STRONG,

USACE CAP - Legislative Authorities

AUTHORITY PROJECT PURPOSE

Section 14, Flood Control Act of 1946, as  Streambank and shoreline erosion protection of public works

amended and non-profit public services

Section 103, River and Harbor Act of 1962,

Beach erosion and hurricane and storm damage reduction
as amended (amends Public Law 79-727)

Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960,

Navigation improvements
as amended

Section 111, River and Harbor Act of 1968, Shore damage prevention or mitigation caused by Federal
as amended navigation projects

Section 204, Water Resources

Beneficial uses of dredged material
Development Act of 1992, as amended

Section 205, Flood Control Act of 1948, as
Flood control
amended
Section 206, Water Resources . .
Aquatic ecosystem restoration
Development Act of 1996, as amended
Section 208, Flood Control Act of 1954, as
amended (amends Section 2, Flood Removal of obstructions, clearing channels for flood control
Control Act of August 28, 1937)

Section 1135, Water Resources
~ Development Act of 1986, as amended

Project modifications for improvement of the environment ,

20 ouiDING STRONG,
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USACE CAP - Federal Interest
Determination Phase

» Federal Interest Determination (FID)phase
includes:

» Letter of Support
» FID report
» Pathway to Feasibility phase

il )
21 BUILDING STRONGg
USACE CAP - Feasibility Phase
= Feasibility phase includes:
» Development of alternative plans
» [nitial design and cost estimating
» Environmental analysis
» Real Estate analyses

®

22 BUILDING STRONG,

2/4/2014

11



USACE CAP - Implementation Phase

* [mplementation phase includes:
» Final design
» Contract plans and specifications
» Permitting
» Real estate acquisition
» Contract procurement
» Construction

®

23 BUILDING STRONG,

USACE CAP - Typical Funding

= Federal Interest Determination 100% Federal funding
= First $100,000 of feasibility phase federally funded

= Remaining funding for feasibility phase is 50/50 cost share
with a non-federal sponsor

= Non-federal sponsor signs a Feasibility Cost Sharing
Agreement (FCSA)

* [Implementation

» 65/35 cost share

» Federal limit < $7,000,000 depending on authority
= Focus Area Feasibility Study 50/50 cost share

®
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Delaware CAP Requests

Delaware Bayshore (Section 205)

Specific locality identification to commence
FID

Letters of Support submittal

Implementation of FAR-selected plan
through CAP implementation authority

®
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Agenda Check-in

BREAK

= V. Facilitated Discussion (small groups)
a. Vulnerability
b. Potential Solutions
c¢. Institutional/Policy Challenges

= VI. Closing Remarks/Adjourn

®

27 BUILDING STRONG,

Small Group - Instructions

= Group Assignments

» Groups identified as A, B, or C based on name tag and table
e Group A: Frannie Bui
e Group B: Debra Beck
¢ Group C: Mark Dunning

= Discussion Topics
» Vulnerability
» Potential Solutions
» Institutional or Policy Challenges

= Complete Individual Response Forms
= Develop Summary
= Report-out

®

28 BUILDING STRONG,

2/4/2014
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Discussion Topics

1. How is your community most vulnerable to
coastal storm risk?

2. Based on one vulnerability noted above,
what are 1-2 promising solutions to
address this vulnerability?

3. What is the most prominent policy change
or legislative solution that could improve
coastal resilience?

il )
29 BUILDING STRONGg
Small Group Report-Out

= Group A
= Group B
= Group C

)

30 BUILDING STRONGg

2/4/2014

15



2/4/2014

Contact Information

= ]. Bailey Smith - USACE Philadelphia District
» |.B.Smith@usace.army.mil
» 215-656-6579 (office)

31 BUILDING STRONG,
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Photograph Log
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Photo 2 - i i
0 2 - J. Smith (USACE) presenting an overview of the Focus Area Analysis

Meeting Date - February 4, 2014



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast

Photo 3 - Peter Blum (USACE) providing comments about the Comp Study, the USACE process, and potential funding avenues

Photo 4 - Attendees listen to J. Smith (USACE) as he presents the NACCS overview

Meeting Date - February 4, 2014



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast

Photo 5 - J. Smith (USACE) presents a diagram depicting the overall NACCS process

Contact Informatiom

Photo 6 - Presenter J. Smith (USACE) provides his contact information

3
Meeting Date - February 4, 2014



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast

Igl 3 ”__.,-_

=l

Photo 7 - Mark Dunning (CDM Smith) explaining breakout sessions

Photo 8 - Constance Holland (Office of State Planning Coordination) presenting responses from Group A

4
Meeting Date - February 4, 2014



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast

Photo 9 - Susan Love (DNREC) presenting responses from Group B

7z

Photo 10 - Jennifer Adkins (Partnership for the Delaware Estuaries) presenting responses from Group C

Meeting Date - February 4, 2014



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast

Photo 11 - Tony Pratt (DNREC) adding to the discussion

Meeting Date - February 4, 2014



Attachment E

Breakout Session Responses
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?

Tidad Widplds Voderaddll ) posnom, mdiddwdied — [ tedn to
N v furkdy, fon Wum,mcomw

ocqum
Trshin abvr hAal wellnds VidraaHe o Sadutucly W
(M bddibe o phne)

(MEers Vitliszisnle 0 Splidb AWM% f
Augdno Arae nhuy WIS, geomtl. drolf vy

Podrar_b

——

e viunds  Ndunsble dy <ﬁ/ﬂ/~fb S OVEUND SM\/A,% £

S masl M dinkble &0 g+ Lm ¢ veadsi
habizt

Hageswd (S \illasse fo b fosb 2ASLI+ D885
b Qw}MO it g %@%b QD A Wbl
luss Ay ehnd?, il (@ff |

S W1ty Db e YD
/{AfL W Hiz W /il ao, | %7/0 @@Mﬂﬁ/\)



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

== ‘ o w L' e a.l.-.[s“ﬁ'sz'
Name: .-A-\w%'m-\-b\\ EMA"‘S T@ftou‘fcui we T

Organization: A U & e C{’S 4\( Cruwnu&u w t ‘e

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?

>e,{.o\~u\g_.(_ \,suL...K D\-t-@ Q-2 t\'s w—u;tJu(kcinte

¥ro c£'+hﬂl.\~.. 5‘-‘“—6"—-/>u-¢ T. _bga'y‘q_ edesS.omn,

Oh—;“\-\.do&?oﬁ_ﬁ%gc)’ QO\-GA—LU—UU-:{‘; - tS:'-L \ﬁl{’ oA
Y %U??ofb—t— S;p_gw\_\'fk-e. QQ uu:L:l‘-ﬁ.







USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: AL %@vuu:ﬁ“ EMAIL: |y 0 . beos et @/
Organization: D\\)(LE—L f’@l)\\ Shke. . de UAA—

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?

e

{

3 Rliepilliom Hicnbor + kddfrd Neck V%ﬁwf_w% |

\0&< &g /,WM &

¥ Todak Modhes + e leathon P ~ropdere
Pty rtagduvw [wif (au ek “Tuncteen

1o wet buﬁ_—or mﬁﬂ;’ﬁijf WW”}%M%-WEL-

£ 0 gpaiul %pwm - leuees + foifh 3 ‘Eb%glfl
ke CoMMe ¢xiom .

%mex (aros T dpam v %%W\

T&w MMUL%S. O’pﬁfa:h&ﬂer LU 4o o g+

Lt aulwagements Umdor s Seehon.
= sk RS (el 07 Bbe,

x Coustul &M@@r%"@ Lot | @ (RA - Dadusase

Sidor ded e + Flo0d c o A
Detin apynnumclizs (Had
 fnemdo rhes g(gom% :—WQ (ol fotu7)
0 4 Spukn gk 0 Wwald(de wwa

:@/PLLW%,'E@M% —+—
2o Vet Tl brel do s flopd o

v




o

USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: ﬂﬁ/ s EMAIL: ﬁé, £, fobm@ (Hdace,
Organization: (/SM?; @/fgy,/,m,'f_

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?

— Oort Quilont wudilet o mmrddotes,  ctune ol
— ;(LUQ///CM;\/ /WW zmz CWV%
D Leved tise”
-5 Ouad s & Lo SHrpetea ot vl
+? /Mc&/ (:ﬂwd Q\J%JMS’:
_ e M Mamcead” /Z%/J/Q‘EW

Moawishoren? € Deeslpizy 7007 Agpe Mool




&

o
N

‘QV\ CCCQ‘%\VCOMMWl _9 ™ ULS(O /g%

USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: WM C EMAIL: WCW@UMQ&U\ )
Organization: (| p /| ) care Sop (e

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Question 1: How is your commumty most vulnerable t coast Istorm y
risk? >, ca gw &dacdy (\i ctaem Wew g@h

ﬂW/!d(X?/WU
1 Oy — o cure @l v
}Q/\MMQ Q:V\o @Jé’«%‘y %@ jﬂ ("{%g@
\\{Sw\ QQQQ.W\Q tedan ~e

> <M U

W‘@ OQQ@
dane ﬁ%é mﬁﬁ@“%‘ﬁ

e
\;M@b\gj\j/\ {\Mf \ (Mc@k)
%\Q}\/\d rwl(-e O Lo -

U MMNECQBG@\ C Ommwubw; a/&/ﬂC/
D¢ 4 lewnd\ @(U] S




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS}
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name:f\Do\gk C) OQJ/l EMAIL: PO.)NALb Lo op\eﬁ‘ﬁa&m&} A
Organization:

m(\{)\@;ﬁ, \x\\u\ SN QD Q‘N\ \S ﬂ%%’m’q\ﬂm

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?

=5 Ovensgy & %ﬁ&& @O«A\L,'s B\A@'Qfm:— DARALBRG

m\n“%\\h AU Co met Qeshoaedy
PN f E“"/V\\U"\L.K Mub\)\e.\

S Wiqeeed ssue
Du~a | \PYNIN VS o

QoI ont\hals Hpd 1 W Who,
B@»&b/ venwwid, | et

— G Bl ot res S Flodiy Py \

— @ v dhon & eamgeual (o Nawdkng
— B Yo b e

— Dﬁ“”‘i\\::{\)@ Ao S HN@\\J&\V\\@

\)50 \ ‘SVS \V‘M{\/\J\X

'Q Wrwan \/\/\\a‘ Nod) Lo AdbSe \'\’Ps\\mc\_Q
— Do/ m Rﬂw«pww



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

- | e, T

Organization: JEcAwhig JATAEITIF (s vl 7

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?

/o Tl TG T TS T e
% i ZJZ r/fl%z r@/ia. W)ty WAEASED KA
s DX %WM LTS, fwz.(;yfé yizs
i (O Ao Sl T
% IS AEAS I A WE //VJ/KM?‘
. frE O A f TN

HETE
(W evrl £
o <
L& T K FIRD
St yroe Aot T EL

DETIN
TUBLIC /‘% 75 1”(/




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: GLEAint (AL VRST EMAIL:
3. al
Organization: maos of L/TTLE CREEE ERDG @ Hors ESHOE cRAD. o &

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?

-~ FlooDinGy
s PRoER VYL W LAND
¢ STRUCTLRES  RES. L Com,
« RoADS . nAmy :t.-GECOWDAIZL?"
. ETEe DA S
. VGETLAD wATEL MrhedCo E1EAT ™

. RIVEL. Flow & oPRuER DAm [SPIliwn's STRoCTORES
e




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

-  / e Khackelte
Name%ﬁ/ LD/C{JL EMAIL: e e il fands, orc]

Organization: Q/),Q{WU‘QJ Wd Lads

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm

I‘iSk? CC./\%AH\L"IF igi % Y %m J\/ﬂﬁ/ﬁn d (I“L( £

@Qr} [endd SFvit Ut

’\ﬂf \fcymﬁ' o +d qﬂ s las) ()@) - ce«\c/
((LUQJ&(E}( o emidlioas ¢ 7[} A S“fmle/
?e—dﬂjd ‘ \j gy ate. “Q\Qf;/{}} - \?LD f,o\ﬂizﬂ)&

) j@mla/\oﬂ el ‘WQM*M«C\] cr/a,\j

( f@/r\QLQﬂ’/ 0L Nba-p

Op2 4 | e

< py DE  Banthee ana. Qv nid el

. \t€/ L JCQf
N fvere S dad [ane)  ancd La y

£ 6l mie ]S < 5\8 nvu Thee “&@,ﬁ\,ts\’, QM\DQJ

(Lo M kg Lig \7(0 Jd {‘?Lb/zz\lgf
Q(—Q o ™ afhan \Cﬂm Ha (/U.N’ { nie ,

Yogoihon, e | aﬂﬁ
[ or( habitat ((d/\d oo wifes fﬂfﬂ{) ) lo]
roso S dnd  Had sl { cubre ! kuﬂ?fé]be i
Eéigﬁlmw it of inig ey ik Vi
“pdal Wy uféifd{éw f

d(b’ﬂf‘f[[‘? Spely [



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: Uonmé-lloqu EMAIL: Connio. IW@S@:«/‘&.M
Organization: L@dﬂ dﬁﬁ,?h’mnu@
e’ Stute Sppon et

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?

Jﬂc o \}A{d}/ [annis Lo ‘f
; ) A ?Hnnmg " wndes

Cl

ms 7
| ) Cﬁ«ﬁtéd&b&i&u . J@‘Md’“‘"







USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: f{om //\w%(chcJ“c- EMAIL: /Onw/af/{ms,fd/m/@‘y@fwo, a

Organization: '/‘ELCW o1 /X@uﬁyg

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?

SToRm. DI &
A 137~ Froo /P/Z’Lj(




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014
{LQ{;LLQM ~jt_\_.\q ms onm Cg‘i
e

Name: éx‘w\w Sm\wwgcsn\ EMAIL: S delus

Organization: () OREC- Lrv ot

JsSTE o iz Ba7ss
Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?

Lo ss ot ci\(’c‘gr-vm;ir/(
@Q\&us 04 (_;Q \Aa AR G e
N VR N G
Conln s‘\(wﬂ\\'\ '(M’u.z,fxe o(’ '(*wach' -
¢ \eomay) (o /;/ reabien ¢

Lags ‘g£ (/)usi\nes%s \L\«Q b \CIUE‘\LVS

- \WS % <',K(‘lrvt X‘\u T C

M



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: j/ ) %{/,Q/q‘/g/? r DE. EMAIL: 5/1:1*(!‘/2/475/5/0/5

Organization: W/CCGQM:Q o I

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?

(*

&

FLOOD/ASG/ ot b F O THE '7%/}\/ AND  FREIA
THe weET LAnDS WHicH RHoLbEr CERM G
vepelh.  Doeing  moST STomms e ortY

hecesy wdmp TU PICCFA G- Bt 1 (oa)e

Diciae (hg Rehcll 18 A Jiiniy  ffonse shes
(ki e Ancn . THE Shodd LINE /5
C/WN&/% AVO RCD ucm\/c T Hod SES e CAHB
I/LC/MIKOOUUAC) A ed

Pe=fcet Mol shnon7  SPEMS g0 e que Aos]
BB VI©0s | T mety Aeb> DOmM v s RRYTEY ApfRont ho
PE’oTchf/W(; Vﬁ S feeelrvE

\‘D@Jﬂ@/ SeuR S OF iﬁ{#/ﬁ (ern? epe TE A~

” e MGULUHM@T

@y & AST XET

-



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehens :¢ dy (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coa / | uary4, 2014

Name: EM .

Organi

risk?




.

USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: //U.a ny [ﬁuﬁéf\’) EMAIL; % 1938 @ /40[,,86771,

Organization: p.i}((r,»/sz){dc%

/()e.j? den

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm

risk?

fU r#) #er and v‘% . - f{o gr}w _:DUIMS o ,ﬁea(;&.
88% G C[)wf 6 ajL \f—%ﬂ (26 /Qddd/ @ L%L %;?% [Ud/ltm/
¢ wmg- W‘H) p DM;,B

i ﬁﬂ/w/}’:—/ooct//'ﬂg /@dﬂf\/‘ammﬂ A
(uild [ e ara.

o
“&rﬁm 74’5* |
GU VF \HQW’ J\,JYHC’_ GQ{K

v She @Ui"s'
, auer
o1 deains Clod ‘%’“ﬁm




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: v) Om AN Lo EMAIL: 22 / el ’
G /’(q /TE

Organization: ¢ 3

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?

* Mur/ (’f))wfw w Ms hove )fCJ/ﬁ’ff SN R Y

- y R "'L/--...,
Yeir %awrr/ MwL)q‘w“”ﬂf proaros T we #has AR

05 koSS
: e e R T _;*(/K/f/ ,/‘,L;{;/_,{ ey .u,_- /)//P(f 2T
! fiij( I Gl v e ye o T pri Mo abin
- T S |

( |§

ba 5L/2 /J\ MUK'”L(' CP” eri: lm( 155 e wdiire IS
-







USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: WW\' {LLC[&@I'AMI EMAIL: L‘w&aﬂvh,]hmc{éénwa@ M Oté' LWe
Organization: D& T2C & ( Syl lind * (UQLGVWCQ/(

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?

g |
\/-ﬂ,.[a%m/\,ﬁkﬁ - \i‘b‘&écwfvo} P(ﬂf&i%[ﬂb Mw-m/@é\ﬁ\(&wdv \rb’\gé%
AN live osoa (mcaa%\ o )@m} Slglut

acle wi by (adiing Lot




USACE North Atlantic Coast Compre ens .y (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Co: I bruary 4, 2014

risk?










USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensivé Study {(NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: _1omn R C5RinS ¢ EMAIL: "RITR (33 AL covm

Organization: . :
B ‘?@”Zi N HC’,UK_BEY-\¢H OQGFTN 1 Z AT C’P}_(EO )

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?

TFAISK 15 Tuso 7010

[V

{ T2 - .

> FICOM FPOTENT M ST SURG-
On .
/P’ZOTEC_‘T'H\]C,
IBV}?/fi'DE

-

- .DUV\J&_

'S CONTINUING L

LS vap BE N Ry ¢ D1

Breacks Agen (v
NORTI C—)?Q'—H = CC)""W rION TS

ONE L/NC>




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: ﬂ;/))}: 5({_’4 V{;L)\,‘)v// EMAIL:
Organization: Nl T

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm
risk?

C oes Lu( f’“‘/ou"’kj Y, <) \—OL’M SuvgR
Propee g eohafls o Blod Ru combel St

4 Loalon

Ft.).xf)ﬁs (Mfar/&[‘g € cr L/o’\/ wwf’/»k/] OLkL).—JS 0Oc G Ly o b ~e
I+ fﬁ*“"""’»r&ﬂ few LT EL[WJ( &)»73 cx/J

p)"‘{ S5 - NE e 7 (ten -
e LW‘-‘J‘

Lp Ay ek se
H«\%r iJJ:LC/*l/‘-"-\ 1 M'f’]ov\'} ,\Nf\ e ‘¥

A L
C,C/‘—r,‘s Iy l"l'> 5 HVM S 7 \ . S‘\y‘) (A;*(,:?Wv v
JQ T tewvicae vety 27
o (AL Sf’w“ ’ . ﬂﬂ-— \»./JF[) C«—l\"‘f‘"‘
' — ; 7%"‘ Ao e ch:t\'v
[ A | {

L el peie

Ji /
5o WMQ f“u““ o

OJ eua-(,/f’\,(/\/.




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: \MW&M AAlns EMAIL: | PSS C Dl aopae
Organization: p s Lg c&//m WDlarona @Mff{ J

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

gl Sedmsnk wwémwu@ , ol

- V@{/UUZ}@MWM
= b e pad (f, Ardirment

W&Mr V\Lodmt i
etd Cotaarind — i fliotuo




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: X B ""'\ | EMAIL: (Sbu\HJ.eQ‘(\'e Cw.liﬂs (2
Organization: N\ﬂ; . '"e&‘( Commen s @ Cowtod.we

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

BzaoLL 32 R wA I;-e ‘o‘ta ﬂ-t-:t\.hn.q—-uu;ufatf%w e ¢
)R—"—:H aqe Ma—w'eom-:t:,f Wan shes







USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

¢

Name: Cifgu,u& ’RQMJ—F EMAIL: |, 0 M&H‘Q

Organization: D\\%C FI#L\) Shade . de L un

Question 2: Based on ane vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

3 Ceshro Wqauilosy [uacflond ety aion eppur
¥ Taarttae St st (s frafion o cactryd
% Bedhn MBUMNSA M s feut
% YWwrnoviive OBE Lhe Lo slendccs
& uaproue A cedvork  daATRe

4 Wl cadcdmenk o urludiz,

8 Q&M U\MW v lpca tﬂ/b&

} Mg s lin o q/Wé/ﬂ&Q e
%%@A/W

¥ @4@—— LRl ve st gchon
y MM dauelop + 3 Suchirg CM,WSW&

e

A

s Bdupadr b 200mes Yo m/\rﬁw‘( m@ fbmfdmx




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study {NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: % 3y EMAIL:
Organization: (L/SA<CE

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

_(‘atﬂp\ mem’\’ﬁ% /7 r(;/f/)/

~ SWJ{W/(W? WOW/W /C/w@, VZOM Cool
OREM yfah 4 M pllan
Conhers Scoupln A o w1 fé’ Sa!

ﬁ;&w o driked QW -
/WW % %/Za()gl VISR D Al prdsd




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name. U\'\Ql\&&'\ C a ke EMAIL: uutw@aé\d\- (OC’\JU\
Organization: U\MMS\M E){\g E@)W J&R M{ﬁ

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Question 2;: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

§UWF&M\JMH d S.g@gs/%“‘ 69@ M&I@ Qﬂ
Yo oy inbediudiure wuac, ot
@)\Qﬂcﬂ(\f/ﬂ) Qﬂ Ny TOWVUN)
< Yoomuwaker Sv/ét\em% g% o
/

Toed flan MM\&&W& ,
\\(\\&WC\ Yulds r/\&/ Et'/U/(j ( cﬁ\ﬁg

ek Wc&\ci f‘&ﬂ»&@/w\




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name:“%’i(’\“‘\f\)}'\ EMAIL: Dohni . Lo&@/ff%» A

Organization:

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

2 ke usadleu Jh o P‘W&@‘ %
AO\DOS {\\Qm@é\wm\vxg [ CAG

" el Sespalong reogg




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: KE’U/% EMWSJ//{/ EMAIL: MEWMML@
Organization: ‘ZE’/MM/K %ﬁ%f%@”ﬂ#/ﬁj/@%fﬂ/f e

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

/, MaAae sy St i e
4 W % ot runie Y, 392%4 GRS
Y




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: GHENN CAQVRT EMAIL: -

n . . QIZC'J?.
Organization: muYboa oF (,TRE CREEY ERDG € Honse sHe € ciA®

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Question 2: Based on one vulnerabhility noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

{ CTisd 77 I
- RWEL DNEDGE , cPAwEL sTROCTULE TG Too

WETLACD DA ABE PLEERCE s~ o 1Tl ATiO o

Sy




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: O@Wm {+ g, N hecketto

Organization: e 1l faads O_raj

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

g0

L _
6 et wigehos | of
& st N redtoAtoA Wﬂﬁfﬂij’ (, o~ et cates (‘ﬁ’t/\QLL'\AJ

G aveThme s i~ no~~SPaltho g | aﬂMwM (nps St

R W R
@ ;'f”lf,r@(DJ‘ Gi&/&ﬂfﬁ@ " 0\7[! &l{(\,g{/ \_{C((-\Mdo)u_q ~<all -
th 'Qrfof@_ f\lﬂmt !M,’QL{B {377 q‘p llfﬂW\d,M',r?({

drid s

wettads ¥ mesies (~h'y oot <
~+h 8}4 o b,e/ru“idx})d\( f‘e~u;1)




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: COY\3+0‘HCQ— C‘ Hv‘D”(M’WC\ EMAIL:

Organization:

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what ar@
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

=

;&l”ﬂ' @?& b MW A @ loean
\LDewet - ’beep

Bolle Po — o oo WWWM’W"”

ﬂlﬂ/ﬂ@,ﬂtﬂw«/ — Nt facloosns




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehens :Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware It "and Bays and Delaware Bay Co: / February 4, 2014

Name: ER
Organization:

| 2: ‘
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

: 74
Name: {2y %w-s el EMAIL: von/d hon s relee /‘ﬁ//w' Car,
Organization: 7;;& s o Afbwt’fg

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

Ser WAt REFB 2
%3/’%/”/4 ?‘gf //1’7["/9 C/E’W\_é’,ﬂ)bs
%IOP//UKI ELEVAT 197 ,prf) VSN N

e My, wren fofcd”

f




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

g Sedngon

Organization:

Name: EMAIL:

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

PQ \DLU&\\O\‘\ .\64(\ d_\OOJ@ ﬁf@uv\cl Sif}fdi_j{ ]]‘OVM}(S
T)Mcs L ¥(d Va/y/é/’ftzféf‘ fo SUrgL .

ovz PG Ra0E  TASK systEen S
/‘







USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

EMAIL: f,%(/%f @ Aol (om

Name: '/UUVM LMU am
Organization: (?J-, Keein /66&1:/’)
@dewﬁf

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

p’m;b\é O\Oré/ /\-arﬁzr C\\bung n “H 8@(&/_\ rea -
d:’)aﬂow - Poééf:b.(j QJMVL‘
i, Coock Lot | o aret
fBeach <

<

6’)%#}5,, @PO ed dﬁc&;ﬂa,?e
CO UFR A one v b le,
YO 72 “QOO(;UD@ aA /p,‘oﬁ)e,rwﬁ
[E)OU s€ A 00&#41"671 ol oy Road —




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

< 24 /0 ('\" .z_f],/l
Sy nan !

EMAIL: ::. ‘.:/'-':" ot /0 P .
*3’“'1?“//;’ : / e

Name;

Organization: ¢ Y

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

' R iy 4]
o A)s _:)'/fr-,.f ;)fu--/f’CI ‘l'm’é’ ﬁdif’:b ) z_‘)//f“//,-w.w.'/'//’f VORI [ehront?

‘ I [ o, 5 :',:.M:-/',/:f» 7 [ Larad ey
' Ve ol o B A S [t g ,, , {
‘ .-
ﬂ r[.-)/a;/ 2t "-.'J\ (KTP woe !
a4

V;I }.,:. IR - T / = o PYOS ';.3/'?‘ EEaN

o ~pfod %Z)

Ly O

S VOIRRTEITRS
\j
<[).’of-@c orbol l

‘ . P croe 4
L / RPN P ‘ DTN N / )
¢ T//"‘:\' ,M f '(J ..):../ ¢ " s [?J r P

¢ T Ke s [sou well, 04 AT rf’;‘.‘-’:/'f./‘/ it J oo /

{ .
¢ b o
o







USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: o MLk EMAIL:
Organization:-T)g/ DALE C /C)‘\,um l;mp}( LUML&/LUW/?

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

o I

V7 = Y l/amalwa%%
' o adarcce (osses.
_ o e scdiwrank (bété}f &&%% fo by

- CuaXe webland Iowﬁa‘%mn ba cle Darinevs .

>












USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: 70 m ReGinson EMAIL: 2 Tr2 G Ao Con
Organization: . ’
PHBO éf&me |‘ltcmw_'BD4c>

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

1> "POher"_“]ﬁ—L INCLUS I ow N T H

IO Yiman P ran CSW For TEACH
/’ZLPLU\Jlﬁf"MCT\fy H’u.ot dmy Flome
"Puen)c Borney |

AL

‘Z) DONALNE  To CE QUSEn AN
SOV wp CHUP‘-"‘:ULLY.D’)M LvrvL
oIy BY THe TsH U0 we
Stevice woHe Glons THe

LD aT Yy BRoA cbeny Az

(’ 5, TRoudmn ?MD




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: /}_(, gcmgw)/( EMAIL:

Organization: » R EC

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2
promising solutions to address this vulnerability?

T\VLQJJ/J\ { Loqu'v\ t 5&"" - % L ‘\,L ‘,L
) %’L” /"‘”“QMIV) o ' ‘ T l 7
o..—,/q ) \%‘*‘lo\
L~ lw\wj fory }

' g@ Lo o
d CL)OS\\U\ % \—UAN é(b”u‘b‘ E/\J«y LJL&AVF o (e Lo ; )
5‘;4/5}\, (/ﬁ,} A uVen \..w/.) / rﬁw&l[ ; {w‘uh/ . -.1-() [ H—cf
f

Q‘)L\/\qa—ﬁ‘/ lN.#')(»L }g




USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
' Visioning Session
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014

Name: vadﬂ'f Al EMAILUMms G Dl ate vy,
Organization: pﬁ/\mﬁﬁuﬁ) pffﬂ/\& QA aAL ESTKM/{ ﬂj

Question 3: What is the most prominent policy change or legislative
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Question 3: What is the most prominent policy change or legislative
solution that could improve coastal resilience?
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Appendix C: Washington, D.C. (National Capital
Region) Visioning Meeting Interim Deliverable



US Army Corps of Engineers

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study
National Capital Region
Visioning Meeting
Meeting Notes

February 10, 2014

1:00 PM - 3:00 PM

A series of visioning meetings are being held throughout the region in support of the North Atlantic
Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS). On Monday, February 10, 2014, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) conducted an in-person visioning meeting hosted by the National Capital Planning Commission
with representatives from the District of Columbia Flood Risk Management Working Group, the
Monumental Core Climate Change Adaptation Working Group, other federal agencies, non-profit
organizations, and CDM Smith to discuss the NACCS with specific focus and dialogue regarding climate
change and sea level change considerations.

In general, a high level of collaboration was evident among the District, federal agencies, and NGOs
represented at this meeting. There was significant dialogue regarding how information being developed
as part of the NACCS is being coordinated with stakeholders, as well as how information obtained during
the visioning session would be incorporated into the NACCS. The USACE sea level change presentation
and related facilitated discussion topic framed the response. Many participants highlighted the
significant cultural and historical assets that are vulnerable to future flooding.

Thirty-five people attended the 2 hour meeting (see Attachment A), including individuals from the
following organizations:

Federal Agency: Department of Defense (DoD)
Department of Justice (DOJ)
General Services Administration (GSA)
Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC)
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
National Parks Service (NPS)
Department of the Treasury
USACE Baltimore and Jacksonville Districts
U.S. Global Change Research Program (USGCRP)

District Agencies: Department of Homeland Security (DHS)
District of Columbia Water and Sewer Authority (DC Water)
District Department of the Environment (DDOE)
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG)
National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC)



NGOs:

Other:

Location:

Presentation:

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA)

Center for Clean Air Policy (CCAP)
Smithsonian

CDM Smith (meeting facilitation team)
CH2MHILL

PEPCO

University of Maryland

NCPC: 401 9th Street NW, North Lobby, Suite 500, Washington, DC

The meeting agenda, included as Attachment B, consisted of two main parts.
The first segment began with an introduction and opening remarks provided by
Amy Tarce (NCPC). Phetmano Phannavong (DDOE) provided additional remarks
describing efforts to include the District as part of a more focused analysis in the
NACCS. Karla Roberts (USACE, Baltimore District) presented an overview of the
NACCS, followed by Dave Robbins (USACE, Baltimore District) presenting coastal
flood risk management measures incorporated in the NACCS and next steps to
complete the report. A presentation on the considerations for assessing climate
change in the NACCS with emphasis on sea level change impacting the DC area
was then given by Jason Engle (USACE, Jacksonville District). These
presentations are included in Attachment C. The second part of the meeting
was a facilitated discussion aimed at surfacing participants’ insights. Many of
those who attended are members of the Monumental Core Climate Adaptation
Working Group and District of Columbia Flood Risk Management Team.
Photographs from the meeting are included in Attachment D.

Following the presentation, questions and discussion topics were raised.

Questions/Discussion:

(0]

A member of the audience commented on the nature/nature-based measures and
policy/programmatic measures. She asked whether USACE will provide guidance for
specific policies at different detail levels (state, local, tribal, etc.). Dave replied that the
Comp Study will evaluate existing policies and identify institutional barriers facing
implementation. The Comp Study is an opportunity to address current policy challenges.
A member of the audience asked a question regarding the exposure analysis comparing
the coastal areas of Maryland exposed to Chesapeake Bay and Washington, DC. Dave
responded that storm surge from Hurricane Sandy was used to identify the extent of the
study area. Although DC experienced minor impacts, the potential for increased water
surface levels caused by sea level change reveal these possible vulnerabilities. This is the
purpose for performing a focused analysis and to continue dialogue with DC and its
stakeholders.



A member of the audience asked about the tables of measures and its inclusion as part
of the report or as a reference, as part of the framework. Dave responded that the
tables will be presented in the Comp Study report.

A member of the audience acknowledged that the Comp Study addressed current
vulnerabilities, but asked whether future vulnerabilities were also being considered.
Dave responded that future vulnerabilities are being considered based on EPA
population estimates, projected development densities and patterns, and other future
projections. These future scenarios are overlain with inundation mapping to assess
impacted areas.

A member of the audience stated that new LiDAR data was being flown for the DC area
slated to occur within the 2014/2015 timeframe. She asked if data from the Comp Study
or information about the vulnerability maps would be publicly available. Dave
responded that the exposure and vulnerability data is a raster-based dataset to be
compiled as a spatial geodatabase. Each grid cell is 10-meters to allow for a larger scale
analysis given the study area. Site-specific analysis will have to be performed at a
different scale, but at a community-level, the information is adequate for analysis. The
purpose is to propose a framework and a suite of tools that address risk and incorporate
it into future planning.

A member of the audience asked about the economic analysis that was being performed
by the USACE technical team as part of the Comp Study. Dave responded that USACE is
currently updating the depth-damage functions for structures or buildings given the
physical damage and interior contents as a product associated with the NACCS. In
addition, costs are being evaluated for loss of life and emergency services. USACE also
acknowledges secondary and tertiary effects similar to how other computer programs,
such as HAZUS, consider costs and benefits. They are currently in the stage of
performing expert elicitations.

A member of the audience asked about the analysis and project implementation that
happened Post-Hurricane Katrina. Dave answered that a system providing a 100-year
level of protection was being implemented in the Gulf Coast. As part of that system, a
robust, layered approach was implemented and includes wetland restoration. Jason
provided information regarding the Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration Plan
(LACPR) and Mississippi Coastal Improvements Program (MsCIP) on the different
projects that are currently being undertaken.

A member of the audience asked which Congressional committee would receive the
Comp Study report. Dave responded that he was unsure, but that he would follow-up.
A member of the audience referred to her previous question about future vulnerabilities
and asked whether a similar tool for viewing sea level rise, which was available for New
York and New Jersey, was being incorporated or provided as part of the Comp Study.
Members of the audience responded that the tool was only available for NY/NJ and that
it would not be part of the Comp Study scope once the report is delivered.

A member of the audience asked about detailed depth-damage curves and
considerations for the DC area in terms of cultural resources, national treasures, and
historical properties. Dave responded that there were no immediate plans to develop
specialized depth-damage curves for culturally significant properties. Allowable projects
must comply with a cost-benefit ratio of greater than or equal to one. More detailed
analyses would take into consideration the OSE or culturally significant structures when
evaluating economic damages prevented. Each structure that is culturally significant
would require further consideration.



(0]

A member of the audience recommended that a standard set of curves should be
developed for historical properties. Dave responded that certain facilities, on the list of
properties that were impacted by Hurricane Sandy, did not have specific damage
information since the damages were varied, therefore a standard set would not be
applicable.

A member of the audience requested verification of the location of the NOAA tide gage
used in the statistical analysis. Jason confirmed that long-term NOAA tide gage for the
DC area was used. In general, the tide gages used were chosen based on gage records
greater than 40 years without major data gaps.

At the conclusion of the question and answer period, a brief break was followed by facilitated

discussions with attendees divided into four groups for brainstorming sessions. Each participant was

asked to provide their ideas on a worksheet (Attachment E). The following section presents a summary

of the primary themes addressed among the attendees from the small group discussions.

Summary of Primary Themes from Facilitated Discussion:

Please identify three key implications of SLC on your agencies’ missions, objective, or operations.

e Health, safety, and welfare

*  Flooding
0 Buildings and mechanical systems
0 Critical infrastructure
0 Historical and cultural resources
0 Transportation
0 Utilities
0 Medical facilities
0 Emergency response
e Policy and regulation
0 Differences between different levels of government
0 Management of existing policies
0 Changes/improvements to datasets, tools, etc. that are provided to communities and
other agencies
0 Capacity building to instill flood risk issues

» Valuation/monetary assessment for vulnerabilities
* Cascading impacts

(0]
(0]

(0]
0]

Environmental impacts on habitats, biological resources
Displacement of coastal operations (and waterfront)
= Maintenance and continuity of operations for facilities and staffing
Cultural resources and infrastructure
Recreation in tourism areas and redefinition of park boundaries

e Future infrastructure and design standards

(0]

Incorporating into capital planning and facilities plans
= Community/regional approach



At the conclusion of the group discussions, one volunteer from each group stood and presented their
groups’ findings. A general comment card was distributed to participants requesting their feedback on
the overall process. Their responses are included in Attachment F.
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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study

National Capital Region
Visioning Session - Facil

itated Breakout Groups

Name |Agency
Group A
Ginger Croom CDM Smith
John Scheri DC Water
Bradley Provancha DoD
Louis Naber DOJ
Susan Walker NAVFAC
Amy Tarce NCPC
Darlene Finch NOAA
Shirley Harmon PEPCO
Eric Bradley Treasury
Dave Robbins USACE
Emily Seyller USGCRP
Group B
Tim Feather CDM Smith
Maureen Holman DC Water
Phetmano Phannavong |DDOE
Amanda Campbell MWCOG
Colin Clarke NAVFAC
Jane Passman Smithsonian
Group C
Lauren Klonsky CDM Smith
Walter Nielsen DoD WHS
Erich Lutz NAVFAC
Richard Owen NAVFAC
David Stirrett Smithsonian
Martha Newman USACE
Sandra Knight University of Maryland
Group D
Frannie Bui CDM Smith
Merideth Secor DHS
Anthony Mondy GSA
Stan Briscoe NPS
Karla Roberts USACE
Suzanna Sterling-Dyer WMATA
Other
Shana Udvardy CCAP
Laurens van der Tak CH2MHILL
Erin Morrow MWCOG
Michael Sherman NCPC
Mathieu Philippot NCPC
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Attachment B

Meeting Agenda and List of Handouts



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
National Capital Region

February 10, 2014
1pm-3pm

National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC)
Main Commission Meeting Room
401 9th Street NW
North Lobby, Suite 500, Washington, DC

AGENDA
L. Introductions
IL. Agenda Overview and Meeting Purpose
III. USACE NACCS Update
IV. Climate Change Considerations in the USACE North Atlantic Coast
Comprehensive Study
a. Methodology
b. Results
c. Q&A
BREAK

V.  Facilitated Discussion (small groups)
a. What are the implications of SLC on your agencies’
missions/objectives/operations
b. Report out on small groups

VI. Adjourn



List of Handouts

Agenda

Slide Deck handouts

USACE Climate Change Adaption handout

NACCS Sea Level Change Analysis map focused on the study area
NACCS Sea Level Change Analysis map of the overall area

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) Study Synopsis



Attachment C

Meeting Presentation



North Atlantic Coast

Comprehensive Study
National Capital Region Visioning Meeting

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
National Planning Center for
Coastal Storm Risk Management

10 February 2014

Introductions

=  Amy Tarce - NCPC, Monumental Core Climate Adaptation Working Group
= Phetmano Phannavong - DDOE , DC Flood Risk Management Team

USACE

=  Amy Guise

= Dave Robbins

= Karla Roberts

= Martha Newman

CDM Smith (USACE Contractor)
= Ginger Croom

= Frannie Bui

= Tim Feather

= Lauren Klonsky @‘

L]
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Agenda

II. Agenda Overview and Meeting Purpose

I11. USACE NACCS Update

IV. Climate Change Considerations in the NACCS
BREAK

= V. Facilitated Discussion (small groups)

What are the implications of Sea Level Change on your agencies’
missions, objectives or operations?

Adjourn

BUILDING STRONG,

Meeting Purpose

* Joint meeting of Monumental Core Climate Adaptation
Working Group and DC Flood Risk Management Team

» Meeting focus : Climate Change Considerations in the
North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)

» Meeting outcomes: Feedback received from this meeting
will be incorporated into the USACE NACCS report to
Congress in January 2015.

BUILDING STRONG,
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Sandy Overview

U Hurricane/Post-Tropical Cyclone
Sandy moved to the U.S. Atlantic
Ocean coastline 22-29 October 2012

O Affected entire east coast:

23 States from Florida to Maine; New
Jersey to Michigan and Wisconsin, and
District of Columbia

O Areas of extensive damage from
coastal flooding: New Jersey, New
York, Connecticut

U Public Law 113-2 enacted
29 January 2013

Photo credits unknown BUILDING STRONGg

Background

“That using up to $20,000,000* of the funds provided herein, the Secretary shall conduct a
comprehensive study to address the flood risks of vulnerable coastal populations in
areas that were affected by Hurricane Sandy within the boundaries of the North Atlantic
Division of the Corps..” (*$19M after sequestration)

= Complete by Jan 2015 Goals:

=Provide a Risk Reduction
Framework , consistent with
USACE-NOAA Rebuilding Principles

= Support Resilient Coastal
Communities and robust,
sustainable coastal landscape
systems, considering future sea level
rise and climate change scenarios, to
reduce risk to vulnerable population,
property, ecosystems, and
infrastructure.

|t
I - e

BUILDING STRONGg
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Technical Teams Products

0 USACE Enterprise 0 Coastal Framework

O Agency Subject Matter = Regional scale

Experts = Collaborative

» Opportunities by
region/state

= Identify range of potential
solutions and parametric
costs by region/state

» Identify activities
warranting additional
analysis and
social/institutional barriers

13 Nota Decision Document
= No NEPA
= No Recommendations

BUILDING STRONGg

= Engineering

= Economics

= Environmental, Cultural, and
Social

= Sea Level and Climate Change

= Plan Formulation

= Coastal GIS Analysis

Structural & NNB Measures

Measures

‘WetlandsiMarshes/
Swamps (Shaltered)

Vegetated low banks
| | (Sheitered)

Man-made structures

Man-made structures
(Shelterad)

Rocky shores
| pishatewil
Beaches (Exposed)
| [
Scarps (Exposed)
Scarps (Sheltered)

Rocky shores
| [i{Exposed)

Structural
_ Storm Surge Barrer
Beach Restoration
| Breakwaters and Beach
Restoration
Groins and Beach Restoration
| Shoreline I
Stabilizaton/Protection i 1 i i 1 i 1
Deplayatie Floodwall ® |
Drainags Improvements x *® x x % * ¥ x
e e el R T e S Rl I SRS S 2 R LR
Features | |
Living Shoreline | | | [EE2 |
[ IS " la— L je===
Reefs
SAV Restoration”
Overwash Fan'
Drainage Improvements %o | k] B EEEEEETE
"The applicabilty of slorm sarge barniers cannol be defermined based on shoreine hype. |t deponds on olfer
faciors such as coastal geography.
“SAV restorabon i not associated with any paricular shoreding type. inbialy asaumed fo apply to welisnd
e
Cwerwash fans may apply fo the back side of bamer islands which are nof expicitly denified in the NOAA-ESH
shoreling database. -
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Non-Structural and
Policy/Programmatic Options
[ s

Tabie IV-6. Non - Structural Moasiures Matrix
Typical Design Level

Aggregated Measure Category Spacific Measures {Return Perod in Years)
Storm Tide Waves
Flocdpeoating 1 I
Butiding Retrofit m:‘%g"ﬁ; 5100 0100
Ringwals
and Sopaen 5100 5100
Early Warning Systems I
Emergency Response
Systoms.
Elevating Roads
Enhanced Flood Waming & | . memove Suctures for A N
Evacuation Planning Botter Channel Functian ox
beidges)
Fioatabie Developmaent
Fioodabie Development

Aggregated Measure Category

Table IV-7. PolicyProgrammatic Measures Madrix

Floodplain Management
Landuse Planning

Surerunicipal Policy

Natural Resources

Surtace Water Management

Increase Awareness in
- Vinersbie Constal Populitions | |

BUILDING STRONGg

Current Status

Draft Analyses Completed in September 2013
Internal Review of Draft Analyses currently
ongoing

Five/Six Webinars in the Collaboration Series
Completed

Public website offers information and status
updates

(www.nad.usace.army.mil/compstudy)

- m

BUILDING STRONGg
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Next Steps
(Six Month Snapshot)

End of February 2014: Interagency release
of the draft analyses

March 2014: Series of webinars to
discuss/present the draft analyses with
interagency partners

April-June 2014: Incorporation of input
and finalization of the report for full
review process

BUILDING STRONG,

QUESTIONS

BUILDING STRONG,
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Contact Information
USACE

= Amy Guise
Phone: 410-962-6138
Email: Amy.L.Guise@usace.army.mil

= Dave Robbins
Phone: 410-962-0685
Email: David.W.Robbins@usace.army.mil

= Karla Roberts
Phone: 410-962-3065
Email: Karla.A.Roberts@usace.army.mil

n

BUILDING STRONG,

Contact Information

National Capital Planning Commission
= Amy Tarce
Phone: 202-482-7241

Email: amy.tarce@ncpc.gov

District Department of the Environment (DDOE) Watershed Protection

Division
= Phetmano Phannavong
Phone: 202-439-5715
Email: phetmano.phannavong@dc.gov

n

BUILDING STRONG,
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Climate Change Considerations
in the North Atlantic Coast
Comprehensive Study

Jason A. Engle
Jacksonville District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
jason.a.engle@usace.army.mil

BUILDING STRONG,

Climate Change Assessment for NACCS:
Two-Phased Approach

Objective: provide consistent, up-to-date coastal forcing information for
use in the NACCS and future project planning studies.

Phase I: Storm Tide and Sea Level Change Initial Assessment
» New analysis based on existing data
» Used for engineering design criteria and validation of Phase Il numerical Modeling
» Phase I draft report delivered October 2013

Phase II: U.S. Army Engineering Research and Development Center ‘CSTORM’
analysis
» Modern, risk-based storm climatology: Joint Probability Method (JPM)
¢ Similar analysis performed for Gulf of Mexico following Hurricane Katrina
¢ Future SLR incorporated into modeling
¢ Evaluate storm climatology scenarios (frequency, track, intensity, etc)
¢ Completely updated future storm risk with SLR

» Phase Il delivery by January 2015

BUILDING STRONG,
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Water Level Measurements, Washington D.C.
NOAA Station 8594900, Water Street, Pier 5

Washington, DC 3.16 +/-0.36 mmiyr

060

Source: HOAA

Data with the average seasonal

cycle removed

0,45 [~ Higher 85% confidence interval
Linear mean sea level trend

— Lower 95% confidence interval

1600 |9I|D I?II.‘D I?lIl FEI-lEI |9I5CI |E:F£I |9l?(' |9IBB |?lm .'.‘DIL‘U 20‘\0 2020
L]
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Extreme Water Levels
Phase I: NOAA WL Gage Data Analysis
23 North Atlantic gages with
Record 1Al H H
station Station Name First Year Last Year Length SUﬁICIent data quantlty/quallty
D (vears) HACCE (BS04600 Washingion, DCh
590G canput 201 3-Sap-10]
8410140 Eastport, ME 1947 2012 66 Water LeVeI MeaSUI’ementS
8413320 Bar Harbor, ME 1912 2012 101 =
8418150 Portland, ME 1921 2012 92 3
8443970 Boston, MA 1932 2012 81 i
8447930 ‘Woods Hole, MA 1965 2012 48 '2 o
8449130 Nantucket Island, MA 1930 2012 83 g
8452660 Newport, RI 1938 2012 75 2
8454000 Providence, RI 1938 2012 75 g
8461490 New London, CT 1947 2012 66
8510560 Montauk Point Light, NY 1931 2012 82 1%,‘0 T T ) )
8516945 Kings Point, NY 1893 2012 120 ear
8518750 The Battery, NY 1932 2012 81 MNACCS (BS04900 Washingtan, DC)
8531680 Sandy Hook, NJ 1911 2012 102 5 FEremSim ot 2013 Sep 10l
8534720 Atlantio City, NJ 1965 2012 48 g | Monthly Maximum Water Level
8536110 Cape May, NJ 1919 2012 94 =4
8557380 Lewes, DE 1943 2012 70 Z |
8571892 Cambridge, MD 1902 2012 111 B3
8574680 Baltimore, MD 1928 2012 85 §
8575512 Annapolis, MD 1937 2012 76 _§ 2
8577330 Solomons Island, MD 1931 2012 82 é
8594900 i DC 1927 2012 86 Ey
8638610 Sewells Point, VA 1975 2012 38 g |
8638863 | Chesapeake Bay Bridge Tunnel, VA 1947 2012 66 5o 5% 5 =5 oo
Year
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Extreme Water Level Return Period, Washington D.C.

Return Mean EWL 90%
Period Confidence
NAVD88-FT | NAVD88-FT
Water Level Return Period, Washington 1 3.5 3.6
D.C. 10 5.9 6.5
20.0 25 71 8.2
50 8.3 9.9
18.0
/ 100 9.6 11.9
16.0
/ 500 13.8 18.0

>
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N
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Elevation NAVD88-FT
5
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g
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o
o

10 100 1000
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SLR Scenarios

USACE 2011: Sea-Level Change Considerations for Civil Works Programs
NOAA 2012: Global Sea Level Rise Scenarios for the United States National Climate Assessment
NASA: Adapting to a Changing Climate, Federal Agencies in the Washington, DC Metro Area

Washington D.C. Sea Level Change Scenarios

9 /

MEAN SEA LEVEL, FT
>~ o
[}

0
1980 2000 2020 2040 2060 2080 2100 2120 2140
YEAR

USACE Low
USACE Int
USACE High
——NOAA Highest
® NASA Low
® NASA High

'n
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Extreme Water Levels with Historical Sea Level Trend
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Extreme Water Levels with Intermediate Sea Level Change
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Extreme Water Levels with High Sea Level Change
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Washington D.C. Flooding Thresholds (NOAA)
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USACE Intermediate SLC Scenario

Sea Level Rise impacts on Flooding
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USACE High SLC Scenario
Sea Level Rise Impacts on Flooding
12
10 //
6 /
/ —/ ———Sea Level Change
2 6 z .
E / / o) = 1-year RP
k] ==Minor FS
<4 — i 7 Mod FS
= Major FS
2 |
1850 19‘00 2000 20‘50 2100 2150 2200
2 —
Axis Title

'n

BUILDING STRONGg

2/10/2014

13



Climate Change Adaptation

Coasts are sensitive to sea level rise, changes in the frequency
and intensity of storms, increases in precipitation, ocean
acidification and warmer ocean temperatures.

Resilience is ability of a coastal system to withstand
environmental loading by minimizing or avoiding impacts and
the ability to recover from impacts efficiently.

Resilience of a system is enhanced through climate change
adaptation planning.

Climate change planning first requires understanding the
potential changes to the coastal landscape and then accurate
prediction of the impact to people and infrastructure

BUILDING STRONG,

Climate Change Adaptation

Climate change forecasts are inherently uncertain
Because of this uncertainty, climate change adaptation
planning is less quantitative, more future-oriented

Due to climate change uncertainty, adaptation for
existing/known vulnerabilities and exposures should not
be lumped in with climate change adaptation planning

Climate change adaptation strategies must be flexible to
accommodate changes that are uncertain and that may be
progressive in nature.

BUILDING STRONG,

2/10/2014
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Adaptation Plans

= (Climate change adaptation planning will key in on
regional/site specific critical climate thresholds such as sea
level elevations, etc.

= Site-specific plans are likely to include concurrent actions
and progressive actions where one measure is phased out
while another is phased in at critical thresholds.

= Example: Floodplain management + wetland creation +
seawall + flood-proofing

BUILDING STRONG,

NAACS Climate Change
Future Actions

* Combined SLC and EWL analysis for all NOAA gage
locations

» Climate change adaptation examples

= Suggestions?

BUILDING STRONG,
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Climate Change Adaptation Resources
and Documentation

Post-Sandy Climate Change Information
http://www.corpsclimate.us/Sandy/

USACE Climate Change Adaptation Policy Statement
http://www.corpsclimate.us/docs/USACEAdaptationPolicy3June2011.pdf

USACE Climate Change Adaptation Plan and Report

http: //www.corpsclimate.us/docs/sept 2011 usace climate change adaptati
on plan and report.pdf

USACE Coastal Risk Reduction and Resilience: Using the Full Array of Measures
http://www.corpsclimate.us/docs /USACE Coastal Risk Reduction final CW

TS 2013-3.pdf

'm

BUILDING STRONG,

QUESTIONS

'n
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Agenda Check-in

BREAK

= V. Facilitated Discussion (small groups)

What are the implications of Sea Level Change on your agencies’
missions, objectives or operations?

* Adjourn

BUILDING STRONG,

Small Group - Instructions

= Group & Room Assignments
» Groups identified as A, B, C, or D on name tag
» Groups A, B - stay in room
e Group A: Ginger Croom
¢ Group B: Tim Feather
» Groups C,D - small meeting rooms
e Group C: Lauren Klonsky
e Group D: Frannie Bui

= Discussion Topic

What are the implications of Sea Level Change on your agencies’
missions, objectives or operations?

= Complete Individual Response Forms
= Develop Summary

= Report-out I

BUILDING STRONG,

2/10/2014
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Small Group Report-Out

Group A

Group B

Group C

Group D

BUILDING STRONG,
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Stay in Touch!

Public website offers information and status updates
www.nad.usace.army.mil/compstudy

USACE Points of Contact
= Amy Guise
Phone: 410-962-6138
Email: Amy.L.Guise@usace.army.mil
= Dave Robbins
Phone: 410-962-0685
Email: David.W.Robbins@usace.army.mil
= Karla Roberts
Phone: 410-962-3065
Email: Karla.A.Roberts@usace.army.mil

BUILDING STRONG,
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Photograph Log



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting
National Capitol Region

Photo 1- Phetmano Phannavong (DDOE) providing introductory remarks

Photo 2 - Karla Roberts (USACE) begins the NACCS presentation with an overview of the meeting agenda

Meeting Date - February 10, 2014



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting
National Capitol Region

Photo 3 - Dave Robbins (USACE) presents Structural & NNB Measures to the participants

Photo 4 - Ginger Croom (CDM Smith) facilitates Jason Engle’s presentation to the audience

2
Meeting Date - February 10, 2014



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting
National Capitol Region

Photo 5 - Participants attending the Visioning Meeting take notes

Photo 6 - The forum is opened up for questions and discussion
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Meeting Date - February 10, 2014



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting
National Capitol Region

Photo 8 - Emily Seyller (USGCRP) presents the responses of Group A to the others

4
Meeting Date - February 10, 2014



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting
National Capitol Region

Photo 9 - Colin Clarke (NAVFAC) presents the responses of Group B to the others

Photo 10 - David Stirrett (Smithsonian) presents the responses of Group C to the others
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Meeting Date - February 10, 2014



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting
National Capitol Region

Photo 11 - Meredith Secor (DHS) presents the responses of Group D to the others

Meeting Date - February 10, 2014
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Breakout Session Responses



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
National Capital Region / February 10, 2014

Name: Evtc Brodle: ) EMAIL: evic,br‘oeu“l‘(@wmgéb
fedlie

Organization: :y;,? {—a
"’"’(“‘FeasurT
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Small Group Discussion: Please identify three key implications of SLC on
your agencies’ missions, objective, or operations.
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
National Capital Region / February 10, 2014

Name: o\ Clacke EMAIL: (Colin, C\arke@mj,,m{)

Organization: /\[A\/fp((' \/\/AS[\r\\ﬁw\on

Small Group Discussion: Please identify three key implications of SLC on
your agencies’ missions, objective, or operations.
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
National Capital Region / February 10, 2014

Name: [Doclenc Foae S EMAIL: )\, \eme. Fimc
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
National Capital Region / February 10, 2014
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Small Group Discussion: Please identify three key implications of SLCon -

your agencies’ missions, objective, or operations. 0/‘;:@;0
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
National Capital Region / February 10, 2014

Name: Mousaeattoluan EMAIL: Nauroed Wolman @
Organization: \D OCwkar. CoM_

Small Group Discussion: Please identify three key implications of SLC on
your agencies’ missions, objective, or operations.
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comipreliensive Study (NACCS)
Visioning Session
National Capital Region / Febroary 10, 2014

Name: Dandre Bnight . EMAIL: akkmiﬁhi @ mar. €2 U

Organization: Lta ivers, ) 57 My fam:J
Cendes 