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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: 

 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. 

 

The NACCS provides: 

 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; 

 Significant closure of data gaps in coastal hydrodynamic modeling, economic benefit 

pools and analyses of natural and nature-based features (NNBF); 

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

 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. 

 Promote methods for USACE to receive input and feedback from the diverse 

stakeholder community.  

 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.   

 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: 

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

 Regional entities and non-governmental agencies 

 Tribes 

 Academia 

 Communities affected by Hurricane Sandy 

 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 

 Collaborative Approach  

 Public Safety and Preparedness 

 

TALKING POINTS – North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 

 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.  

 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.  

 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 

 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. 

 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 
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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 BLUE. 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 
 

Action Responsibility Trigger 
Method of 
Action 

Date to Occur 

Prepare factsheet 
Public Affairs 
Office (PAO) 
and team 

Immediate Staff action Complete 

Prepare talking points  PAO Immediate Staff action  Complete 

Develop agency contacts and 
email list 

Vertical team Immediate 
Staff and 
vertical team 

Complete 

Initiate collaboration with 
Federal, state, and local 
agencies and tribes on scope 
development and refinement 

Team Immediate Staff action Complete 

Prepare Frequently Asked 
Questions (Attachment 2) 

PAO and team Immediate Staff action Continuous 

Prepare Draft Webpage 
(Attachment 3) Press Release 
for Public Rollout (Attachment 4) 

PAO Immediate Staff action Complete 

Develop and Rollout Website  

 Utilize interactive 
capabilities whenever 
possible. Incorporate 
Facebook landing page and 
post NACCS updates 
through District Facebook 
pages. See menu of public 
engagement options below 
for future use of the 
website. 

PAO Immediate Staff action Complete 

Develop congressional and 
government officials email list 
for notifications of progress and 
developments 

PAO and 
Government 
Accountability 
Office (GAO) 

Immediate Staff action Complete 

Prepare and publish notice in 
Federal Register to announce 
the study 

Team Immediate Staff action 
Complete 
 

Prepare NACCS Powerpoint 
with voice over 

PAO and team Immediate Staff action Complete 
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Action Responsibility Trigger 
Method of 
Action 

Date to Occur 

Prepare formal coordination 
letters and mailing list for 
Federal, state, regional, NGO, 
and tribal entities (1 letter to 
those where we have points of 
contact [POCs] to confirm/verify 
POCs; 1 letter to those where 
we still need a POC) 

Team Immediate Staff action Complete 

Develop Collaboration Series 
and post on-line (series of 
thematic webinars to collaborate 
on technical topics for the study, 
i.e.: future conditions, 
considering state/local plans 
and policies, areas warranting 
further analysis, etc.).   

Team Immediate Staff action 

Complete 
(conduct 
Collaboration 
Series July-
Winter 2014) 

Send notification to 
congressional and government 
officials regarding availability of 
website and updated scope, etc.   

PAO and GAO Immediate Staff action  Complete 

Modeling Working Meeting with 
invited agencies/subject matter 
experts 

Team Immediate Staff action Complete 

Measures Working Meeting with 
invited agencies/subject matter 
experts 

Team Immediate Staff action Complete 

Collaboration Webinar #1: 
Green Infrastructure 

Team Immediate Staff action Complete 

Cultural Characterization Letters 
to State Historic Preservation 
Officers (SHPOs)  

Team Immediate Staff action Complete 

Weather Channel: NACCS 
Interview 

PAO Immediate Staff action Complete 

PBS Nova: NACCS Interview PAO Immediate Staff action Complete 

Newsday: NACCS Interview PAO Immediate Staff action Complete 

Silver Jackets Team Meetings 
and regional briefings 

Team Immediate Staff action Complete 

Future without project 
characterization letters to the 
States 

PL Immediate Staff action Complete 

Collaboration Webinar #2: 
Ecosystem Goods and Services 

Team Immediate Staff action Complete 
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Action Responsibility Trigger 
Method of 
Action 

Date to Occur 

Vulnerability mapping 
review/confirmation letters to the 
States 

Team Immediate Staff action Complete 

Collaboration Webinar #3: 
Numerical Modeling 

Team Immediate Staff action Complete 

Collaboration Webinar: 
EPA/LIS/NY Harbor 

Team  Immediate Staff action Complete 

Collaboration Webinar #4: 
Vulnerable Communities 

Team Immediate Staff action Complete 

Federal Register notice 
requesting peer reviewed 
information 

Team Immediate Staff Action 
Complete 
(October) 

Nature-based 
Infrastructure/Green 
Infrastructure (NBI/GI) Policy 
Meeting 

Team Immediate Staff action Complete 

Collaboration Webinar: Policy 
Challenges 

Team Immediate  Staff Action  
Complete 
(December) 

Collaboration Webinar #5: 
Adaptive Management 

Team Immediate Staff action Complete 

Collaboration Webinar #6: 
Climate Change/Sea Level Rise 

Team  Immediate Staff action Complete 

Collaboration Webinars (as 
needed) for tribes by each 
District Tribal Liaison  

Team Immediate Staff action 
Two overview 
webinars 
complete  

Attend regional Tribal Meeting 
such as United South and 
Eastern Tribes (USET) Meeting, 
Washington, DC 

Team Immediate  Staff action Complete 

Attend regional Tribal Meeting 
such as To Bridge A Gap, 
Oklahoma 

   Complete 

STAKEHOLDER 
ENGAGEMENT SEGMENT 2 
Develop and conduct targeted 
webinars to solicit input and 
share progress (e.g., Federal, 
state, and tribal; academic and 
NGO) 
 

Institute for 
Water 
Resources 
(IWR) and 
team 

   Spring 2014 
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Action Responsibility Trigger 
Method of 
Action 

Date to Occur 

Public engagement for updates. 
Possible forums are: 

 Webinars posted on website 

 Voice over PowerPoint and 
video updates 

 3-D animation to show 
cause/effect of solutions 

 Interactive (flash) maps  

 Participation in 
state/local/government 
forums/meetings 

 Feedback requests on the 
website 

 Article written/published  

PAO and team  Staff action Summer 2014 

Send notification to 
congressional and government 
officials email list announcing 
upcoming submission to 
Congress and on-line availability 
of final report 

PAO and GAO  Staff action 
2 days prior to 
submittal 

Submit final NACCS to 
Congress and post on-line 

PAO and team  Staff action January 2015 

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

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

Date  Agency / Organization  
Area / 
District  

How  
By  
Whom  

Purpose 

27 March 2013 The Nature Conservancy 
Philadelphia 
District (NAP) 

Emails and 
phone calls 

Heather 
Jensen, Patty 
Doerr, Jay 
Odell, Jennifer 
Greene 

Discuss the NACCS study, spatial 
coastal habitat data, and previous 
The Nature Conservancy (TNC) 
studies. 

5 April 2013  Mid-Atlantic Region  Arlington, VA  Workshop  
Roselle Henn,  
Joe Vietri  

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

8 April 2013  NJ Joint Field Office (JFO)  Lincroft, NJ  Brief  
Roselle Henn,  
Joe Vietri  

Provide information on the NACCS 
to Federal and state partners.  

9 April 2013  Waterfront Alliance  
NYC/New 
York District 
(NAN)  

Panel 
Discussion  

Roselle Henn,  
Joe Vietri  

The Metropolitan Waterfront 
Alliance includes 620 organizations 
in the New York and New Jersey 
Harbor region. Panel discussion on 
what and how government analysis 
will dictate our resilience course.  

10 April 2013  NY JFO  
Forest Hill,  
NY  

Brief  
Roselle Henn,  
Joe Vietri  

Provide information to interested 
Federal and state partners on the 
NACCS.  
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Date  Agency / Organization  
Area / 
District  

How  
By  
Whom  

Purpose 

17 April 2013  
Union of Concerned 
Scientists 

NYC  Roundtable  
Roselle Henn,  
Joe Vietri  

Focus on East Coast cities (not 
such Sandy area) will include city 
and county officials and a separate 
press session.  

22 April 2013  NJ Governor’s Office Trenton  Office  
Roselle Henn,  
Joe Vietri  

Discuss draft scope of work and 
opportunities to leverage resources 
and align planning efforts.  

23 April 2013  NYS Governor’s Office  DC  Office  
Roselle Henn,  
Joe Vietri  

Discuss draft scope of work and 
opportunities to leverage resources 
and align planning efforts.  

10 May 2013  

EPA (George Pavlou, 
Deputy Regional 
Administrator; Director Joan 
Matthews, Clean Water 
Division; Judy-Ann Mitchell, 
NEPPS Regional 
Coordinator  

TBD  Meeting  
Roselle Henn, 
Joe Vietri  

Discuss the NACCS.  
Outcome:  EPA to identify SME's to 
work with our Technical Teams 
(action complete).  

11-12 May 2013  
Northeast Regional Ocean 
Council (NROC)  

Rhode Island  Meeting  Roselle Henn  
Coastal Hazards Resiliency 
Committee report out to NROC.  
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Date  Agency / Organization  
Area / 
District  

How  
By  
Whom  

Purpose 

15 May 2013  Congressman Bishop  D.C.  Meeting  Joe Vietri  
Speak about rebuilding the 
shoreline.  

16 May 2013 
New Jersey Department of 
Environmental Protection 
(NJDEP) 

Trenton, N.J.  Meeting 
Heather 
Jensen 

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.  

23 May 2013  Monmouth University  New Jersey  Workshop  
Roselle Henn,  
Joe Vietri  

Community stakeholder workshop 
to identify new policies and best 
practices that will guide the 
restoration of the Jersey Shore.  

23 May 2013  New Jersey  NAN/NAP  Workshop  
Joe Vietri, Lynn 
Bocamazo, Jeff 
Gebert  

Restoring New Jersey’s Beaches 
for a More Resilient Future.  
Objective: plan and implement 
Sandy recovery shore protection 
projects that address community 
needs to reduce risk and 
vulnerability, and enhance 
community resilience and 
ecosystem services.  

23 May 2013  
Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR)  

Baltimore 
District (NAB)  

Meeting  Amy Guise  Brief MD DNR on the NACCS.  
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Date  Agency / Organization  
Area / 
District  

How  
By  
Whom  

Purpose 

3 June 2013 EPA 
New England 
District (NAE) 

Brief Jason Engle 

Brief the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) on the 
integration of climate change 
considerations in the NACCS. 

3 June 2013 
New England Federal 
Partners (NEFP) Climate 
Workgroup Meeting  

New 
England/NAE  

Meeting  
Roselle Henn, 
Jason Engle  

Presentation of projects and 
resources devoted to New England 
states post-Sandy.  

4 June 2013  
Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 
(FEMA) Region III 

NAB  Meeting  Amy Guise  
Brief FEMA Region 3 on the 
NACCS.  

4 June 2013  
DC Silver Jackets (SJ) 
Team  

NAB  Meeting  Dave Robbins Brief DC SJ on the NACCS.  

5 June 2013  Rockefeller Foundation  NY/NJ  Presentation  Tom Hodson  

RAND presentation and discussion 
at the Rockefeller Foundation on 
participatory decision processes 
post-Sandy.  
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Date  Agency / Organization  
Area / 
District  

How  
By  
Whom  

Purpose 

11 June 2013  Mayor Bloomberg  NYC  
Available for 
questions  

Roselle Henn  

Rollout of the NYC report, “A 
Stronger, More Resilient New 
York.” Will be available to answer 
questions on how the NACCS will 
continue to work with the city to 
synchronize our planning efforts.  

12-13 June 2013  
USACE (Modeling Working 
Meeting)  

Brooklyn, NY  
Working 
Meeting  

NACCS project 
delivery team 
(PDT) (Lynn 
Bocamazo)  

Technical exchange, partnering, 
and collaboration regarding the 
computing of the joint probability of 
Hurricane Sandy and historical 
coastal storm forcing parameters 
from Maine to Virginia.  

13 June 2013  FEMA  All  
Conference 
call  

Marc Paiva  
Tribal hurricane preparedness 
conference call.  

14 June 2013  
Harbor Estuary Program’s 
(HEP’s) Citizen Advisory 
Committee  

NJ  Meeting  Roselle Henn  
Provide an overview of the 
NACCS.  
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Date  Agency / Organization  
Area / 
District  

How  
By  
Whom  

Purpose 

17-18 June 2013 USACE  All  Webinar  
NACCS PDT 
(Lauren Leuck, 
Amy Guise)  

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.  

26 June 2013  
CT Natural and Cultural 
Resources Task Force  

CT/NAE  Meeting  Marc Paiva  

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

26-27 June 2013  
USACE (Measures Working 
Meeting)  

NY  
Working 
Meeting  

NACCS PDT  

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

28 June 2013  
Coastal Resiliency Task 
Force  

NY  
Conference 
Call  

Roselle Henn  
Provide an overview of the 
comprehensive study.  

10 July 2013 Barnegat Bay Partnership NAP Phone Call 
Heather 
Jensen, Stan 
Hales 

Discuss the NACCS study and 
Barnegat Bay Partnership’s post-
Sandy observations on habitat and 
species impacts.  
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Date  Agency / Organization  
Area / 
District  

How  
By  
Whom  

Purpose 

11 July 2013 NYU NYC Workshop 
Donald 
Cresitello 

Regional Infrastructure Resilience 
Coordination Workshop #1. 

11 July 2013 
Chesapeake Bay Program 
(CBP) 

NAB Brief Amy Guise Brief CBP on the NACCS. 

12 July 2013 
Partnership for the 
Delaware Estuary 

NAP Phone Call 

Heather 
Jensen, 
Danielle 
Kreeger 

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

16 July 2013 USACE NY Meeting 
Donald 
Cresitello 

NY Bay Recon Meeting 

19 July 2013 HQUSACE 
Washington, 
DC 

Meeting 
Joe Vietri, 
Roselle Henn, 
Amy Guise 

NACCS In Progress Review (IPR) 

22 July 2013 Delaware Nation NAB Webinar 

Tomma 
Barnes, Marc 
Paiva, David 
Robbins 

Provide an overview of the 
comprehensive study. 

23 July 2013 
Federal Climate Partners 
for Mid-Atlantic 

Mid-Atlantic 
Conference 
Call 

Jason Engle 
Opportunity to present the 
comprehensive study climate 
change plan and progress to date. 
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Date  Agency / Organization  
Area / 
District  

How  
By  
Whom  

Purpose 

30 July 2013 USACE ALL Webinar Dave Robbins 

Provide an overview of how green 
infrastructure is being applied to 
the comprehensive study and 
obtain relevant input or data from 
interagency partners.  

31 July 2013 Ocean Studies Board 

Monmouth 
University’s 
Urban 
Coastal 
Institute : NJ 

Meeting Don Cresitello 

Provide an update on coastal 
projects for the New York/New 
Jersey region that addresses some 
of the vulnerabilities exposed by 
Sandy.  

1 August 2013 
PA Department of 
Environmental Protection 
(PADEP) 

NAP Email 
Heather 
Jensen, 
Christian Vlot 

Discuss the NACCS document 
higher level communication about 
the project, and request a contact 
at PADEP to provide region-
specific post-Sandy observations 
on habitat and species impacts. 

2 August 2013 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS)/National 
Wildlife Refuge at Tinicum 

NAP 
Email and 
phone call 

Heather 
Jensen, Randy 
Brown  

Discuss the NACCS and confirm 
the refuge’s post-Sandy habitat and 
species impacts.  
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Date  Agency / Organization  
Area / 
District  

How  
By  
Whom  

Purpose 

2 August 2013 
PADEP Coastal Resources 
Management Program  

NAP Email 
Heather 
Jensen, Randy 
Brown 

Discuss the NACCS and confirm 
the refuge’s post-Sandy habitat and 
species impacts.  

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

8 August 2013 
Chesapeake Bay 
Management Board 

MD/NAB Meeting Amy Guise 
Briefing interagency group on the 
comprehensive study. 

13 August 2013 DC Silver Jackets Team DC Meeting  Dave Robbins  
NACCS overview and discussion of 
Focus Area Analysis.  

13 August 2013 NYC DEP NYC Meeting 

Roselle Henn, 
Joe Vietri, 
Donald 
Cresitello 

Brief deputy commissioner at DEP 
on the NACCS. 

14 August 2013 PADEP NAP Email 
Heather 
Jensen, David 
Burke 

Discuss the NACCS and confirm 
PADEP’s post-Sandy observations 
on habitat and species impacts.  

19 August 2013 HR Wallingford NAB Meeting 
PDT and 
Jonathan Simm 

International Coordination on Sea 
Level Rise and Climate Change.  

20 August 2013 USACE NAB Meeting 
Amy Guise, 
Dave Robbins 

NACCS IPR: provide update on the 
status of the NACCS. 
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Date  Agency / Organization  
Area / 
District  

How  
By  
Whom  

Purpose 

20 August 2013 
New Jersey Audubon 
Society 

NAP Phone Call 
Heather 
Jensen, Jean 
Lynch 

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

21 August 2013 
North Atlantic Division 
(NAD) 

NAD Meeting 
Joe Vietri, 
Roselle Henn 

Chief of Engineers Comprehensive 
Study Brief. 

23 August 2013 
State of New Jersey, 
Historic Preservation Office 

NAD Letter 
Jesse West-
Rosenthal, Joe 
Vietri 

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

29 August 2013 USACE ALL Webinar 

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

Ecosystem goods and services 
webinar for interagency group. 
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Date  Agency / Organization  
Area / 
District  

How  
By  
Whom  

Purpose 

5 September 2013 NAD ALL Meeting 

Donald 
Cresitello, 
Roselle Henn, 
Lynn 
Bocamazo, Bill 
Curtis  

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. 

5 September 2013 USACE ALL Webinar NAB Staff 

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

10 September 2013 USACE NAB Telecon 
Roselle Henn, 
Amy Guise 

Chief’s Environmental Advisory 
Board: NACCS Update. 

9-10 September 
2013 

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

NY 
Forum/Meeti
ng 

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

Provide an update of all the major 
ongoing efforts by governmental 
entities as related to Hurricane 
Sandy recovery and rebuilding. 
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9-11 September 
2013 

Northeast Shore and Beach 
Preservation Association  

Mid-
Atlantic/North 
Atlantic  

Conference  

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

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

11 September 2013 USACE NAD  Meeting 

Joe Vietri, 
Roselle Henn, 
Lynn 
Bocamazo, 
Donald 
Cresitello  

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

12 September 2013 USACE ALL Webinar 

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

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

12 September 2013 USACE ALL Webinar 

Lynn 
Bocamazo,  
Jason Engle, 
Chris Massey, 
Norberto Nadal  

Numerical Modeling/Climate 
Change Webinar for interagency 
group.  

12 September 2013 USACE VA Telecon Roselle Henn 
USACE-United States Geological 
Survey (USGS) quarterly meeting: 
brief on NACCS.  
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12 September 2013 

American Planning 
Association –Long Island 
Section and LI Regional 
Council  

City of Long 
Beach, NY 

Symposium  
Joe Vietri, 
Roselle Henn 

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.”  

16 September 2013 
USACE/DOI/NYS/NYC/Roc
kefeller Foundation/NGO’s  

TBD Workshop 
Joe Vietri, 
Roselle Henn, 
Peter Weppler  

All Hand’s Jamaica Bay Workshop.  

18 September 2013 USACE ALL Telecon 
Full NACCS 
PDT 

NACCS Findings Discussion.  

23 September 2013 

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

CEQ, 
Washington 
DC and 
telecon  
HQUSACE  

Telecon 

David Leach, 
Joe Vietri, 
Roselle Henn, 
Amy Guise, 
David Robbins, 
NACCS PDT 
Leads  

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

23 September 2013 USACE 
Washington, 
DC 

Meeting Roselle Henn Subcommittee meeting. 

25 September 2013 USACE ALL Webinar 
J.B. Smith, Ty 
Wamsley, 
Dave Robbins 

Vulnerability and Exposure 
Assessment webinar for 
interagency group. 

2 October 2013 
New Jersey Institute of 
Technology (NJIT) 

Faculty and 
Students at 
NJIT 

Forum Tom Hodson 
Technology and Society Forum: 
Flooding in NYC due to Hurricane 
Sandy. 
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7 October 2013 Audubon, New York New York Meeting  
Joe Seebode, 
Don Cresitello 

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

8 October 2013 National Academy Science Mobile, AL Meeting  Roselle Henn 
Collaboration webinars for tribes to 
brief on the NACCS. 

25 October 2013 
ASA (CW) and MG 
Peabody; Sandy Sync 

HQUSACE Brief 
Joe Vietri, 
Roselle Henn 

First brief for MG Peabody and 
update for Ms. Darcy in preparation 
for her congressional testimony.  

28 October 2013 
United South and Eastern 
Tribes, Inc. (USET) 

Cherokee, 
North 
Carolina 

Meeting  John Haynes 

USET hosted-discussions, 
presentations, and committee 
meetings to develop strategies to 
continue its work to promote and 
protect Tribal Nations sovereignty.  
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29 October 2013 USACE 
Federal 
Climate 
Partners 

Teleconfere
nce 

Jason Engle 

Incorporating climate change in the 
NACCS. Provide consistent, up-to-
date coastal forcing information for 
use in the NACCS and future 
project planning studies.  

29 October 2013 Rockefeller Foundation New York, NY Meeting 
Joe Vietri, 
Roselle Henn 

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

6-7 November 2013 
Society of American Military 
Engineers (SAME) 

Baltimore, MD Conference  
Dave Robbins, 
Jason Rinker 

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.  

8 November 2013 EPA Region 1 New England 
Discussion 
Forum 

Bill Hubbard 

EPA hosted-meeting with New 
England communities to build 
resilience and prepare for climate 
change.  
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11-15 November 
2013 

CERB Charge PDT NAP Meeting 

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

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. 

12 November 2013 NROC 
Narragansett, 
RI 

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

20 November 2013 USACE IWR Meeting  TBD NNBF policy meeting. 

21 November 2013 USACE HQUSACE Brief 
Joe Vietri, 
Roselle Henn 

Quarterly IPR with HQUSACE. 
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21-22 November  USACE 
Washington, 
DC 

Meeting TBD NNBF technical meeting. 

10 December 2013 USACE 
State House, 
Trenton, NJ 

Meeting 
Joe Vietri, 
Roselle Henn, 
NAN, NAP 

Validate State of NJ Governor’s 
Office input to NACCS. Meeting 
with Executive Director Marc 
Ferzan, Deputy Executive Director 
Terrence Brody, and Special 
Advisor Eric Daleo of the 
Governor’s Office of Recovery and 
Rebuilding to discuss vulnerable 
areas identified by the comp study 
and plans for visioning sessions.  

11-12 December 
2013 

National Oceanographic 
and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) 
Center for Weather and 
Climate Prediction 

College Park, 
MD 

TBD TBD 
Coastal Resilience. Using coastal 
planning and management to 
advance coastal resilience.  

12 December 2013 

Pre-Brief ASA (CW), 
HQUSACE, Coastal Storm 
Risk Management – 
Planning Center of 
Expertise (CSRM-PCX), 
HSMD 

VTC or 
Washington, 
DC  

Meeting 
CG, Mr. Leach, 
Joe Vietri, 
Roselle Henn  

CG’s brief to OMB/CEQ. 
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17 December 2013 USACE NAB Webinar  Marc Paiva 

Conduct tribal webinars that will 
provide an opportunity for tribal 
feedback and input into 
development and implementation 
of the NACCS.  

17 December 2013 
National Academy of 
Science (NAS) 

Elizabeth, NJ TBD TBD 

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

19 December 2013 
IWR, ERDC, NAB, CDM 
Smith 

NAB Webinar 

Todd Bridges, 
Paul Wagner, 
Emily Vuxton, 
Ginger Croom, 
Mark Dunning  

Institutional Barriers and Other 
Barriers webinar.  

8 January 2014 Rockefeller Foundation New York, NY Meeting 
Joe Vietri, 
Roselle Henn 

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

14 January 2014 Carnegie Institute 
Washington, 
DC 

Forum Joe Vietri 
Align NACCS with Federal efforts 
for adaptation in metropolitan 
America.  

17 January 2014 
National Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation 

NAB Meeting Amy Guise 
Discuss Department of Interior 
(DOI) grants and USACE 
partnerships.  
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17 January 2014  
HQUSACE, CSRM-PCX, 
HSMD  

HQUSACE, 
NAD 

Meeting 

Mr.Leach, 
HSMD, Joe 
Vietri, Cliff 
Jones, Roselle 
Henn  

Sandy Sync. 

24 January 2014 Yale University  Hartford, CT Symposium Roselle Henn 
Yale University Panel on Coastal 
Protection, Sea Level Rise, and 
Hurricanes.  

27 January 2014 Stakeholders NYNJHT 
Partnering 
Meeting 

District Staff 

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. 

4 February 2014 Stakeholders 
Nassau 
County Back 
Bays – NY 

Visioning 
Session 
Meeting  

District Staff 

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.  

4 February 2014 Stakeholders 
Delaware 
Back Bays 

Visioning 
Meeting  

District Staff 

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.  

4-5 February 2014 

Environmental Commission 
of the World Association for 
Waterborne Transport 
Infrastructure 

Brussels, 
Belgium and 
PIANC, HQ 

Meeting Todd Bridges 

Environmental Commission of the 
World Association for Waterborne 
Transport Infrastructure (PIANC) 
EnviCom is composed of 
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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. 

7- February 2014 
OMB/CEQ Briefing - 
ASA(CW)/NAD 

Washington, 
DC 

Meeting 
Joe Vietri,  
Roselle Henn 

Overview and progress update of 
comprehensive study. 

10 February 2014 Stakeholders 
Washington, 
DC 

Visioning 
Meeting 

District Staff 

Present the NACCS sea level rise 
(SLR) analysis and discuss how 
DC agencies and stakeholders are 
planning to address future impacts 
from SLR and flooding. 

13 February 2014 
North Regional Ocean 
Council 

Portsmouth, 
NH 

Meeting 

USACE/State 
Chair/EPA/USF
WS/Bureau of 
Ocean Energy 
Management 
(BOEM)/Easter 
Research 
Group, Inc. 
(ERG) 

Committee updates on coastal 
hazards resilience, ocean and 
coastal ecosystem health, and 
ocean planning. 

18-20 February 2014 NOAA 
Charleston, 
SC 

Forum 
Susan Durden, 
Charlie 
Chesnutt 

NOAA Social Coast Forum / Social 
Science for Coastal Decision-
Making. NOAA Coastal Services 
Center is hosting the second 
biennial Social Coast Forum to see 
and share how social science tools 
and methods are being used to 
address the nation’s coastal issues. 

21 February 2014 
USACE/USGS/NOAA/ 
Department of Homeland 

GAO Building Meeting 
Interagency 
POCs 

Interagency meeting on the 
USACE’s proposed approach to 
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Security (DHS)/National 
Park Service 
(NPS)/National Science 
Foundation (NSF)/Air Traffic 
Control (ATC)/Coastal 
States Organization (CSO) 

 

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. 

27 February 2014 
American Shoreline and 
Beach Preservation 
Association 

Washington 
DC 

Summit 
Joe Vietri, Amy 
Guise 

Present an update on the 
comprehensive plan.  

27 February 2014 Stakeholders Rhode Island  
Visioning 
Meeting 

District Staff 

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.  

28 February 2014 
 
 

Stakeholders Connecticut  
Visioning 
Meeting  

District Staff  

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.  

4 March 2014 
Coastal States 
Organization, 2014 Winter 
Member’s Meeting 

Washington, 
DC 

Meeting 

Roselle Henn, 
Charley 
Chesnutt, 
Lauren Leuck 

Army Corps of Engineers and a 
New Horizon in Partnerships. How 
the coastal programs can engage 
and benefit from the NACCS.  

6 March 2014 Stakeholders Baltimore, MD 
Visioning 
Meeting 

District Staff 

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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12 March 2014 
Delaware River Basin 
Commission (DRBC) 

Delaware  Conference  J.B.Smith 

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. 

27 March 2014 

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

Annapolis, 
MD 

Annual 
Lecture 

BG Savre and 
Joe Vietri 

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.  

1-8 April 2014 USACE All (webinars) Webinar PDT 
Draft Analyses webinar series (6 
total) to provide background and 
context for the interagency review.  

8-10 April 2014 
Virginia Military Institute in 
Lexington 

VA/NAO Symposium 
David Robbins, 
Rachel Haug 

25th Annual Environmental Virginia 
Symposium: NACCS presentation 
and discussion.  

10 April 2014 

Delaware Department of 
Natural Resources and 
Environmental Control 
(DNREC) 

NAP Meeting J.B. Smith 
Discuss progress of the NACCS 
with Delaware partners.  

16 April 2014 

North Atlantic Landscape 
Conservation Cooperative 
(LCC) 
Steering Committee  

Portland, 
Maine 

Meeting 
Michelle 
Haynes 

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

 

21-23 May 2014 

 

 
USACE-ERDC  
 

New Orleans, 
LA 
Westin Canal 
Place  
 

Conference Todd Bridges 

Coastal Resilience: The 
Environment, Infrastructure, and 
Human Systems. NACCS NNBF 
will be discussed.     

 

29 May 2014 

 

MWA, NY/NJ Harbor 
Coalition and Environmental 
Defense  
 

New York 
District  
 

Meeting Roselle Henn 
MWA, NY/NJ Harbor Coalition and 
Environmental Defense 
 

 

1-5 June 2014 

 

 
PIANC World Congress  
 

San 
Francisco, CA 

Workshop 
Todd Bridges, 
Monica 
Chasten 

Working with Nature (WwN) as part 
of the 33rd PIANC World Congress. 
Regional, Local, U.S., and 
International perspectives on 
working with nature. Innovative 
Approaches and overcoming 
Technical Hurdles. 

2 June 2014 
Culture and Heritage 
Committee  
 

Bar Harbor, 
Maine  
 

Meeting Marc Paiva 

USET 2014 Semi-Annual Meeting. 
USACE will provide a presentation 
on the current status and draft 
analyses of the NACCS to USET 
member Tribes on your committee 
and generate feedback and 
discussion.  

4 June 2014 
Old Dominion University 
(ODU)  
 

Norfolk, VA Meeting 
Dr. Kelly Burks-
Copes 

Focused on tools and technology 
that can be used to assist in a 
"whole of government plus 
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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.  

10 June 2014 
 
USACE-USGS HQ  
 

Reston, VA Meeting 
ERDC Reps, 
Jason Engle 

Discussion and update on post-
Sandy activities. 

11 June 2014 
 
USACE-NCPC  
 

Washington 
D.C. 

Meeting 
USACE, 
DDOE, NCPC  

NACCS briefing. 

12 June 2014 
Sandy Regional 
Infrastructure Resilience 
Coordination (SRIRC)  

New York  Meeting Roselle Henn NACCS briefing. 

17 June 2014 
Silver Jackets – Water 
Science Center  

Troy, NY Meeting 
USGS, FEMA, 
USACE, 
NYSDOS  

NACCS briefing.  

27 June 2014 
Rebuild by Design's Policy 
and Implementation  

Cooper 
Union, 
Manhattan 

Meeting 
Naomi 
Fraenkel 

Sandy Recovery discussions. 

10 July 2014 
Chesapeake Bay Program, 
Management Board Chair  

NAB 
Teleconfere
nce 

Amy Guise, 
Dave Robbins 

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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other aspects of the NACCS study. 

10 July 2014 Coastal Working Group NAB Conference 
Dr. Kelly Burks-
Copes 

A presentation on NNBF as it 
relates to NACCS. 

21 July 2014 
National Academy of 
Sciences 

NAB Meeting Roselle Henn 
Debriefing a resilience report 
completed by the National 
Academy of Sciences. 

22 July 2014 
ASFRM Coastal Issue 
Committee  

NAB Webinar Dave Robbins Presentation of the NACCS. 

22 July 2014 
Gloucester County Planning 
Department  

NAP Meeting J.B. Smith 

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.  

27 August 2014 
Federal Interagency 
Floodplain Management 
Task Force (FIFM-TF)  

Washington, 
D.C. 

Meeting Roselle Henn 
NACCS team to provide an update 
to the FIFM-TF on the NACCS 
status and progress. 

9-11 September 
2014 

91st Coastal Engineering 
Research Board Meeting  
 

San 
Francisco, CA 

Meeting 
Roselle Henn, 
Julie Rosati 

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. 
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11 September 2014 NJ Silver Jackets New Jersey Meeting J.B. Smith 

Provide a presentation on the 
NACCS and introduce the NJBB 
Integrated Strategy data collection 
effort. 

11 September 2014 
Coastal Sediment 
Management Workgroup 
(CSMW)  

San 
Francisco, CA 

Meeting 
Roselle Henn, 
Julie Rosati 

Lessons learned post-sandy and 
coastal resiliency.  

16 September 2014 

Japan Ministry of Land, 
Infrastructure, Transport 
and Tourism Delegation 
(MLIT)  

NAD Meeting 
Joseph 
Forcina, 
Roselle Henn 

A 10-member Japan Ministry of 
Land, Infrastructure, Transport and 
Tourism Delegation received a 
Sandy Hurricane Recovery 
Program and NACCS briefing, 
followed by a question and answer 
discussion hosted by Mr. Joe 
Forcina and Ms. Roselle Henn.  

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

Date  Agency / Organization 
Area / 
District  

How  
By  
Whom  

Purpose 

22-24 September 
2014  

Association of Climate 
Change Officers  

NYC, NY  Summit  
Dr. Kelly-
Burks/Kathleen 
White  

Basics training event prior to the 
strategic engagement 22-24 
September 2014.  

24-26 September 
2014  

Association of Climate 
Change Officers, “Basics of 
Sea Level Rise and Impacts 
on Coastal Assets & 
Infrastructure”  

Crowne Plaza 
Times 
Square, NY  

Boot Camp  
Dr. Kelly 
Burks-Copes, 
Jason Engle  

Dr. Burks-Copes will be focusing her 
lectures on conducting vulnerability 
assessments and will offer case 
studies from her efforts to support 
the Navy’s Task Force Climate 
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.  

30 September 2015  ICHARM  Tokyo, Japan  Symposium  Bill Curtis  

USACE participation at the 
International Center for Water 
Hazard and risk Management 
(ICHARM) symposium.  

TBD September 
2015  

ICE Coastal Management 
Conference  

Netherlands  Conference  
Jonathan 
Simm  

Presenting/co-authoring a paper on 
NACCS at the ICE Coastal 
Management conference.  

15 October 2014 
American Shore and Beach 
Preservation Association 
(ASBPA)  

Virginia 
Beach, VA 

Conference  Joe Vietri 

ASBPA 2014 National Coastal 
Conference. Presentation of “North 
Atlantic Comprehensive Study: 
Valuable Tools for Coastal 
Communities”.   

12 November 2014 
 
ASCE Met Section COPRI  
 

NYU Poly Meeting 
Lynn 
Bocamazo 

Provide a presentation on NACCS 
for the ASCE coastal oceans ports 
and river group.  

12-14 November 
2014 

USACE 
Mid-Atlantic 
Region 

Conference 

Rebecca 
Patton, Roselle 
Henn, Todd 
Bridges, Brian 
Batten  

SAME Middle Atlantic Region 
Training & Education. Presentation 
on resilience planning and design: 
addressing sea level rise and climate 
change.  

8-12 December 2014 

 
A Community of Ecosystem 
Services (ACES)  
 

NAB Conference 
Dr. Kelly 
Burks-Copes 

Discussion on Performance Metrics 
for Ecosystem Goods and Services 
Generated by Natural, Nature-based 
(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? 

A1:  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.   

 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.  

 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.  

 Two Federal Register notices were published soliciting input and peer reviewed data 

sets.  

 Extensive media and agency engagements have been accepted to provide information, 

presentations, and panel discussion representation. 

 Several of the draft analyses were shared with state and tribal stakeholders for 

verification prior to being incorporated into the NACCS. 

 In early 2014, there will be an interagency review period for detailed validation of 

analyses. 

 

Q5: What opportunities will be available for public input? 

http://fema-data.esri.com/GISData/MOTF/Hurricane%20Sandy/FEMA%20MOTF-Hurricane%20Sandy%20Products%20README%2004182013.pdf
http://fema-data.esri.com/GISData/MOTF/Hurricane%20Sandy/FEMA%20MOTF-Hurricane%20Sandy%20Products%20README%2004182013.pdf
http://fema-data.esri.com/GISData/MOTF/Hurricane%20Sandy/FEMA%20MOTF-Hurricane%20Sandy%20Products%20README%2004182013.pdf
http://www.nad.usace.army.mil/CompStudy
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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: 

 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.  

 Extensive media and agency engagements have been accepted to provide information, 

presentations, and panel discussion representation.  

 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. 

 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.   

 

http://www.nad.usace.army.mil/CompStudy
http://www.nad.usace.army.mil/CompStudy
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Q12: What models will be utilized to complete the NACCS? 

A12: 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? 

A14: 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)? 

A15: 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? 

A16: 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? 

A17.  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?   

A19: 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 (FAAs) 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  
 
 
 

 
 
  

http://www.nad.usace.army.mil/CompStudy
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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.  
 

### 

  

http://www.nad.usace.army.mil/CompStudy
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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

http://goo.gl/S1At0
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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.  

 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. 

 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.  

 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. 

 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.   

 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.   

 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.   

 A website will be hosted by NAD and updated to provide a factsheet, frequently asked 

questions, 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.   

 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 (MOUs) 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. 

 The NACCS technical leads and their teams will also coordinate with their respective 

Federal and state representatives.   

 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. 

 Ms. Denise Reed, Environmental Advisory Board, will serve as on-board quality control 

and in an advisory capacity for the duration of the NACCS. 

 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/AllI

tems.aspx 

 

  

https://team.usace.army.mil/sites/NAD/PDT/SandyCoastal/Comprehensive%20Study/Forms/AllItems.aspx
https://team.usace.army.mil/sites/NAD/PDT/SandyCoastal/Comprehensive%20Study/Forms/AllItems.aspx
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II. HUD Task Force Recommendations 
 
AGENCY COORDINATION AND COLLABORATION REPORT 
 
NORTH ATLANTIC COAST COMPREHENSIVE STUDY 
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Table 2:  HUD Task Force Recommendations 
 

HUD TF Corps Actions Identified 
 

NACCS Activities 

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

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. 

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

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 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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III. Federal Register - Public Notice - Notice of Study 
Initiation, June 19, 2013 

 
 
AGENCY COORDINATION AND COLLABORATION REPORT 
 
NORTH ATLANTIC COAST COMPREHENSIVE STUDY 
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IV. Federal Register - Public Notice - Request for Peer 
Review, October 4, 2013 

 
 
AGENCY COORDINATION AND COLLABORATION REPORT 
 
NORTH ATLANTIC COAST COMPREHENSIVE STUDY 
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V. Notice on Study Initiation, Correction on Study Review, 
January 9, 2014 

 
 
AGENCY COORDINATION AND COLLABORATION REPORT 
 
NORTH ATLANTIC COAST COMPREHENSIVE STUDY 
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VI. Agency Participation in Working Meetings and Webinars 
 
 
AGENCY COORDINATION AND COLLABORATION REPORT 
 
NORTH ATLANTIC COAST COMPREHENSIVE STUDY 
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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 



  

  

62 

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

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 
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URS Corporation 

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 

Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS) 

Virginia State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 

Washington, DC 

Woods Hole Group 

Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution 

Woolpert Engineering 
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VII. Visioning Meetings Summary 
 
 
AGENCY COORDINATION AND COLLABORATION REPORT 
 
NORTH ATLANTIC COAST COMPREHENSIVE STUDY 
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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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VIII. Measures Meeting Summary  
 

 

AGENCY COORDINATION AND COLLABORATION REPORT 
 
NORTH ATLANTIC COAST COMPREHENSIVE STUDY 
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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 modified. 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 
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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. 

 Interagency 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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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. 

Figure 1. NACCS Focus Areas 
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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 issues. Additionally, the visioning meetings provided insight regarding the stakeholders’ 

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

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:  

 Meeting Logistics (Section 2) 

 Stakeholder Response Analysis and Common Themes (Section 3)  

 Observations of Unique Regional Features (Section 4) 

 Conclusions (Section 5) 

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

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.
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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 

New York-New Jersey Harbor and Tributaries, 
New York City (NYC)* 

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 

New York-New Jersey Harbor and its Tributaries, 
Hudson River Valley* 

March 17, 2014 10 

   *Partnering Meeting 
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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.  
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Table 3. Area-Specific Presentations 
Location Area-Specific Presentations 

New York-New Jersey Harbor and its Tributaries,  
New York City* 

 NYC Mayor’s Office, Special Initiative for Rebuilding and Resiliency 
(SIRR) Efforts 

Nassau County Back Bays, NY  Focus Area Analysis 

 USACE New York District Sandy Recovery Projects 

 New York (State) Rising Community Reconstruction Program 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast  Focus Area Analysis 

 USACE Philadelphia District Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 
Projects 

Washington, D.C. (National Capital Region)  Climate Change Considerations in the NACCS 

Coastal Rhode Island  Focus Area Analysis 

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

 State Recovery Efforts 

Coastal Connecticut  Focus Area Analysis 

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

 State Recovery Efforts 

Baltimore Metropolitan Area  Focus Area Analysis 

City of Norfolk, VA  Summary/Output of Norfolk Comprehensive Flood Risk 
Management Analysis Scoping Charrette 

 USACE Norfolk District CAP Projects and Limited Revaluation 
Report 

New York-New Jersey Harbor and its Tributaries,  
Hudson River Valley* 

 Sandy Impacts to the Hudson River Valley 

 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? 
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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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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 15 17 26 12 10 15 

Storm Surge Inundation, Flooding 11 13 17 11 10 10 

Precipitation/Rainfall, Riverine, Stormwater Drainage, Flooding 9 6 15 12 4 5 

Utilities (Sewer, Water, Power Grid) 6 11 3 12 4 9 

Erosion, Scour 6 7 12 0 6 7 

Coastal Development 2 9 4 1 4 14 

Public Safety, Evacuation 10 2 7 5 5 3 

Need for Comprehensive Planning Efforts, Decision Making 3 7 7 7 2 4 

Sea Level Change (SLC) 1 7 8 9 1 3 

Work Force/Service Disruption, Continuity of Operations 2 6 3 11 3 2 

Levees or other flood risk management measures 1 6 9 0 6 5 

Floodplain, Flood Risk Management 2 4 11 3 6 1 

Emergency Response Costs and Planning 5 5 2 6 4 4 

Risk Level Identification and Communication 2 6 4 5 3 3 

Economic Impacts 4 8 2 1 3 4 

Low-Lying Areas 2 6 4 2 4 4 

Resource Management Responsibilities 1 5 4 1 3 4 

Asset Identification, Data Collection, and Uncertainty 3 3 3 2 0 4 

Operation and Maintenance Issues 7 2 1 2 2 1 

Water Quality Impacts, Contaminants 2 2 4 2 0 5 

Recovery Decisions 2 2 5 1 3 2 

Navigation, Ports, Harbors 6 0 6 1 0 1 

Recreational Resources 1 1 2 4 0 6 

Public Transportation (Light Rail, Bus) 1 4 1 1 1 1 

Insurance Losses 2 5 0 0 0 2 

Elderly, Special Needs, Vulnerable Populations 3 1 0 2 0 3 

Access to Isolated Communities 1 4 0 1 1 1 

Low Income Communities 2 1 0 2 0 3 

Tax Base Impacts 0 5 1 0 0 2 

Climate Change 1 0 0 6 0 0 

Wind 1 2 0 0 0 4 

Sedimentation 1 0 1 0 2 2 

Forecasting, Predictions, Projections, Storm Surge and Riverine Modeling 0 0 0 5 0 0 

Historic and Cultural Resources 0 0 0 5 0 0 

Interagency Coordination and Communication 0 0 0 4 0 0 

Sheltering 1 2 0 1 0 0 

NED Projects, Optimized vs. Design 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Fisheries 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Sinkholes 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Crawl Spaces/Illegal Basements 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Not At Risk 1 0 0 0 0 0 
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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.

Figure 3. Word Cloud for Topic #1: Vulnerability 
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Figure 4. Responses from Visioning Meetings: Solutions 
(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 
Restrictions, Retreat 

4 17 5 3 8 15 5 

Design Guidance and Standards for Future Conditions  
(SLR, coastal flood hazards, increased precipitation, climate 
change, range of scenarios) 

13 10 4 11 6 4 7 

(Building Scale) Floodproofing, Codes and Standards, 
Nonstructural Measures, Mitigation, Elevate 

3 4 12 0 7 6 12 

Natural and Nature Based Features 5 6 10 2 4 7 4 

Restoration and Stabilization of Existing Natural Features 5 5 13 5 4 1 9 

Public Education and Awareness, Community Engagement 12 8 3 5 3 3 2 

Information and Data Collection, Studies & Monitoring, Coastline 
Mapping, High Water Marks 

11 5 4 2 1 4 4 

Effective, Targeted Risk Communication 7 9 1 0 1 6 3 

Risk Identification Inventory and Assessment to consider primary 
and secondary effects 

4 9 6 5 1 5 4 

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

5 7 5 7 7 4 7 

Forecasting, Predictions, Projections, Storm Surge and Riverine 
Modeling 

11 0 7 5 0 3 1 

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 5 0 2 0 9 

Flood Insurance Legislation Requirements and Reform to Reflect 
Risk 

2 3 0 1 0 8 1 

Emergency Planning, Services, Early Warning System or 
Notification, to enhance Public Safety 

9 3 0 6 3 4 2 

Green Infrastructure (Stormwater, Low Impact Development) 3 3 9 0 2 3 3 

Preserve Open Space, Create Buffers or other Adaptation 
Measures 

0 0 0 0 0 8 0 

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

4 7 1 0 1 0 5 

Disaster Response Planning with Disaster Response Teams 
(Navigation) 

2 4 0 0 2 0 2 

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 Permitting Process to Encourage Acquisition and 
Preservation of Properties 

0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

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 
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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 

question. 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. 

 

 

Figure 5 - Word Cloud for Topic #2: Solutions 
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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.) 
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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 
Redevelopment Restrictions, Retreat 

13 10 9 8 11 17 

Interagency Coordination and Communication 2 9 3 2 28 5 

Increase in Funding and Staffing (Capacity Building) 3 6 10 5 12 2 

Flood Insurance Legislation Requirements and Reform 6 5 5 3 8 4 

(Building Scale) Floodproofing, Codes and Standards, 
Nonstructural Measures, Mitigation, Elevation 

4 4 6 6 2 6 

Simplify process, Encourage Acquisition and Preservation 
of Properties (all parties) 

3 5 4 2 0 10 

Long-Term, Local Development Strategies 2 4 2 3 7 5 

Incentives to retrofit properties and mitigate hazard, 
offset impacts 

4 3 1 3 3 9 

Preserve Open Space, Create Buffers or other Adaptation 
Measures 

4 5 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 
Assessment 

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, 
climate change, range of scenarios) 

2 0 2 4 7 1 

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 7 1 

Encourage Natural and Nature-Based Features (NNBF) 1 4 0 1 3 1 

Consistent authorities across all levels (local, state, 
Federal) 

0 0 0 0 10 0 

Information and Data Collection, Studies & Monitoring, 
Coastline Mapping, HWMs 

0 0 0 0 6 0 

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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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: 

 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. 

 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. 

 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 

Figure 7. Word Cloud for Topic #3: Policy Challenges 
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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: 

 In response 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. 

 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: 

 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: 

 An attendee suggested additional engagement efforts to the communities in the Delaware 

Inland Bays area, in addition to the stakeholders at the county level. 

 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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 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. 

 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. 

 An attendee encouraged USACE to reach out to and aid smaller communities to be included in 

future processes. 

 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. 

 An attendee appealed to USACE to review the comments and incorporate them into future 

planning needs for the State of Delaware 

 An attendee stated that they gleaned more information regarding the NACCS, but that the use 

of abbreviations was confusing and ill-defined. 

 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. 

 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. 

 An attendee encouraged USACE and local stakeholders to move forward and seek Federal 

funding for bayfront beaches. 

 An attendee requested that a focus area/visioning meeting specific website be created so that 

documents and information could be easily shared amongst stakeholders. 

 An attendee stated that the visioning meeting was productive, but that the results or 

outcomes from the meeting may be lost. 



 

 

  3-15 

 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: 

 An attendee requested that State and local governments are kept informed during the NACCS 

review process to bolster collaboration, communication, and cooperation. 

 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.  

 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. 

 An attendee expressed interest in maintaining engagement and discussion for the area of 

South Kingston, Rhode Island. 

 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: 

 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: 

 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. 

 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).  

 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.  

 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. 

 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 
Bay Coast 

High Storm Impact: Tidal flooding caused record high water levels during Hurricane 
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 
Region) 

Moderate Storm Impact: During Hurricane Sandy, continuity of operations was 
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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Table 8. Location Characteristics 
Visioning Meeting 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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Table 9. USACE District Preferences 
Visioning Meeting 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. 

Table 11. Synopsis of Reported Vulnerabilities 
Visioning Meeting and 

Observations from Worksheets 
Interim Deliverable Summary of Vulnerability 

Nassau County Back Bays 

Stakeholder responses generally 
aligned with the summary of 
primary themes. 

 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 
vulnerability. 

 Loss of land, habitat, and environmental concerns 
o Delaware Seashore camp grounds, docks, and marinas 
o Deterioration of beach 
o Coastal forests 
o Tidal marshes 
o 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 

 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. 



 

 

  4-8 

Visioning Meeting and 

Observations from Worksheets 
Interim Deliverable Summary of Vulnerability 

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 
 Sea level change 
 Storm surge 

o Contamination  
o Erosion 

 Access 
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 
o Above ground utilities and power supply 
o Septic systems/wells 
o Wastewater treatment plant 
o Drinking water lines 
o Coastal development 

 Socioeconomic and cultural 
o Town and regional identity as coastal communities 
o Property-by-property or town-by-town decisions 
o Economic drivers—tourism and tax base 
o Potential loss of tax base 
o Adaptive capacity of communities 
o Lean from past storms, but improve interagency coordination 
o Changing mindset 
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Visioning Meeting and 

Observations from Worksheets 
Interim Deliverable Summary of Vulnerability 

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. 

 Low-lying areas (extensive shoreline) 
o Many residences 
o Utilities 
o Infrastructure – including major highways and rail lines 
o Coastal and inland flooding 
o Sea level change 
o Public amenities 

 Economic impacts 
o Recovery costs 
o Implementation costs 
o Business loss of use 
o Loss of tax base 
o Tourism loss 
o 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 
o Mitigation 
o Preparedness and through national response framework 
o Education/community engagement 

o Social vulnerability 
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Visioning Meeting and 

Observations from Worksheets 
Interim Deliverable Summary of Vulnerability 

City of Baltimore 

 

Stakeholder responses generally 
aligned with the summary of 
primary themes. 

 Critical infrastructure- Vulnerable to inundation flooding and aging 
o Utilities 
o Transportation systems (including navigation channels) 
o Power grid 
o Wastewater treatment plants 
o Other facilities 
o Communication systems 
o Stormwater systems 
o Military facilities 
o Conowingo Dam 

 Stormwater and interior flooding 

 Lack of flood risk management projects 

 Wind impacts 

 Uncertainties associated with weather forecasting, SLC, and associated impacts 

 Natural resources/systems  
o Services they provide are compromised 
o Systems are impacted by storm events and can become a liability 

 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 

 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. 

 

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.  

Table 12. Synopsis of Reported Solutions 
Visioning Meeting and 

Observations from Worksheets 
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.  

 Zoning policy and building code 
o Infrastructure evaluation 

 Elevate roads/homes/businesses 

 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 

 Preventing access via the Jones Inlet  

 Fund the Long Beach Project 

 Environmental concerns 

 Buyouts 

 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. 

 Unique and out-of-the-box solutions 

 Better modeling 
o Improve flood prediction models and maps 

 Better communication  
o Improve education/engagement 

 Beach nourishment/structural 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 
o Elevation of marshes/structures/infrastructure 
o Storm drain assessment 
o Relocation of homes 
o Tide gates 
o Dikes 

Washington, D.C. (National 
Capital Region) 

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

Observations from Worksheets 
Interim Deliverable Summary of Solutions 

Coastal Rhode Island 

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. 

 Proactive adaptation and future mitigation planning 
o Coastal monitoring and better data 
o Improved mapping 
o Low impact development 
o Sea level change planning 
o Move utilities underground 
o Build roads at an elevation to prevent overwash  
o 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 Development in “smart” places 

 Regional zoning (across town borders) 
o Designate areas of protection, retreat, and restoration 
o Provide incentives 
o Develop criteria 
o Conduct proactively 
o Enhance coordination 
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Visioning Meeting and 

Observations from Worksheets 
Interim Deliverable Summary of Solutions 

Coastal Connecticut 

Stakeholder responses generally 
aligned with the summary of 
primary themes. 

 Community education and capacity building 
o Education/collaboration on “real-risk” and unknowns 
o Identify vulnerabilities (infrastructure) 
o Decide how/where to rebuild 

 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 

 Research, reliable data, and innovation 

 Policy changes  
o Building codes 
o Increase minimum standards such as those related to risk and uncertainty of 

forecasted SLC scenarios 
 At state level 
 Allow communities to better enforce  
 Address rebuilding post-storm 
 Identify 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 

 Property acquisition - elevate, planned and managed retreat, adapt 
o Difficult politically  
o Economic incentives 
o From most vulnerable areas to help increase natural buffer 
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Visioning Meeting and 

Observations from Worksheets 
Interim Deliverable Summary of Solutions 

City of Baltimore 

Stakeholder responses generally 
aligned with the summary of 
primary themes. 

 Infrastructure 
o Evaluate existing infrastructure 
o Maintain access to public infrastructure without increasing risk 
o Identify high risk areas and critical assets 
o Identify backup facilities 

 Future planning 
o Consider future scenarios and conditions for infrastructure design and 

operations 
o Floodplain management and mitigation 
o Identify areas of natural protection 
o Develop a better understanding of risks and vulnerabilities 
o Collaboration across agencies / communities / NGOs / jurisdictions (example: 

Silver Jackets) 
o 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 

 Environmental 
o Improve mapping/modeling to inform solutions and identify high risk areas 
o Improve information regarding the effectiveness of storm risk management 

techniques 

 Communication 
o Move to analysis of a range of scenarios vs. one scenario when communicating 

risk 
o Early warning and emergency plan systems 
o Develop a common language to communicate risk 
o Dissemination of flood depth grids 
o Public engagement and education 

 Safety, evacuation, preparedness 
 Uninsured property owners currently in the floodplain 

 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. 

 Inventory of exposed areas 
 Determine risk sensitivity of structure 
 Adaptive capacity  

City of Norfolk 

Stakeholder responses generally 
aligned with the summary of 
primary themes. 

 More comprehensive strategy 
o Use of money for biggest positive impact 
o Include private industry 
o Must be multi-level, multi-tiered approach 

 Improve communication of risk 
o Use graphics 
o Risk identification with home sales and planning decisions 

 Well defined egress and evacuation routes 

 Compare physical barriers vs. economics cost of relocation of major cities 

 Uniform guidance and data assets 

 Flood insurance actuarial rates 

 Funding for attending regional forum discussions 

 Regional approach to generator locations 
o Solar charging stations for cell phones [public] 
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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.  
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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 For improved 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 
o Fiscal 
o Levels of government 
o Interagency 
o 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 

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 
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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 
explicitly summarized. 

 Policy reform 
o Policy change to maintain and better protect existing coastal 

resources 
o Science and engineering based policy 
o Implement solutions in sustainable way 
o Flood insurance reform 
o Pass carbon cap and trade tax to curb greenhouse gases 

 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 

 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) 

 Develop plan for prioritized mitigation 
o Get local buy-in 
o Buyouts 

 “1 strike and you’re out” for new construction 
 “Buyer beware” for vulnerable areas 

 Funding 
o Increased cost of compliance 
o Mitigation funding as temporary solution 
o Tax structure reform 

 Investment support 
o Data sharing 

 Education (statewide curriculum) 
o Resilience  
o SLC 
o Awareness of alternative solutions 
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Visioning Meeting and 

Observations from Worksheets 
Interim Deliverable Summary of Policy Challenges 

Coastal Connecticut 

Stakeholder responses generally 
aligned with the summary of primary 
themes. Stakeholders expressed 
“Interagency Coordination and 
Collaboration” as a potential policy 
change, but it was not explicitly 
summarized. 

 Regional planning authority and guidance 
o Prioritize coordination and communication 
o Consistency and continuity among state/various Federal agencies 

 Incentivize to encourage resilience and mitigation projects 
o Need for regional planning authority since individual decision 

making among towns are inconsistent 
o Mandate benefit-cost risk analysis before any Federal/state funds 

are expended  
 50 year-minor improvements 
 75 year-major improvements 

o Educate legislators on benefit-cost analysis to focus better on 
infrastructure resilience projects 

 Funding 
o Public/private funding to incentivize adaptation 
o Fund high impact and open space projects 

 Refine Biggert-Waters 2012 (BW2012), but do not repeal 

 Revise land use and building codes to restrict or prohibit development 
especially in vulnerable area 

City of Baltimore 

Stakeholder responses generally 
aligned with the summary of primary 
themes. 

 Flood management 
o Easier process for buyouts and floodplain restoration 
o Develop new long-term design standards 
o Consider implementation of systemic, redundant approaches to 

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 

 Enhanced agency, stakeholder, and policy maker communication and 
coordination 

 Coordinate interagency Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) to facilitate 
action 

 Risk assessment 
o Funding for forecasting improvements 
o Education of risk 
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Visioning Meeting and 

Observations from Worksheets 
Interim Deliverable Summary of Policy Challenges 

City of Norfolk  Find ways to address repetitive flood losses 

 Engage local stakeholders in process and provide accurate information to 
the public 

 Local land use policies, constraints on development 

 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 

 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 

 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 
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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 

quintessential 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. 
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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:  US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 

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

 
Communities:  Town of Hempstead 

  Village of Freeport 

  Village of East Rockaway 

  Village of Island Park 

  Nassau County 

 

Other:  Bioengineering Group  

  CDM Smith (meeting facilitation team) 

 

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

 

Presentation:  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 
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(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: 

 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.   

 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? 

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

this vulnerability? 

 Zoning policy and building code 
o Infrastructure evaluation 
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 Elevate roads/homes/businesses 

 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 

 Preventing access via the Jones Inlet  

 Fund the Long Beach Project 

 Environmental concerns 

 Buyouts 

 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? 

 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. 

 Funding: 
o For mitigation/resilience/safety 
o For improved 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 
o Fiscal 
o Levels of government 
o Interagency 
o 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 
 

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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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) 

   

 



 

Attachment A 
List of Meeting Attendees and Sign-in Sheets 
 
 
 

 



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study

Nassau County Back Bays

Visioning Meeting ‐ Facilitated Breakout Groups

Name Organization

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

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

Jamie Lekfowitz CDM Smith (facilitator)

Sherry Forgash DOS SSER Office

Brian Schneider Nassau Conty

Satish Sood Nassau County

Sean Sallie NCDPW

Peter Scully NYSDEC

Michael Scarano Bioengineering Group

Nanette Vignola‐Henry CDM Smith

Mike Foley Town of Hempstead

Group A

Group B

Group C

Other



Name 

NACCS Visioning Session 

Nassau County Back Bays - 2/04/2014 

Community/ Agency Title 

JSm;~ 

· 'Sit c - \)v 
~ H°'-C-- I I 

E-Mail Telephone 



Ginger Croom   CDM Smith   Facilitator       croomgl@cdmsmith.com        617-999-9691

Lauren Klonsky  CDM Smith        Facilitator              klonskyls@cdmsmith.com       617-452-6361

Jamie Lefkowitz  CDM Smith            Facilitator                    lefkowitzj@cdmsmith.com       617-452-6591



 

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 
  

 
I. Introductions 

 
II. Agenda Overview and Meeting Purpose 

 
III. 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 

 
VI. 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 
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US Army Corps of Engineers
BUILDING STRONG®

North Atlantic Coast 
Comprehensive Study
Nassau County Back Bays
Visioning Meeting

U.S. Army Corps of EngineersNational Planning Center of Expertise for Coastal Storm Risk Management
4 February 2014

BUILDING STRONG®

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

2
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BUILDING STRONG®

Agenda
 I.  Introductions
 II. Agenda Overview and Meeting Purpose
 III. 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

4
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BUILDING STRONG®

Sandy Overview
Hurricane/Post-Tropical Cyclone Sandy moved to the U.S. Atlantic Ocean coastline 22-29 October 2012 
Affected entire east coast: 24 States from Florida to Maine; New Jersey and New York to Michigan and Wisconsin
Areas of extensive damage from coastal flooding: New Jersey, New York, Connecticut
Public Law 113-2 enacted29 January 2013

5Photo credits unknown

BUILDING STRONG®

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                                                                      

6

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. 
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BUILDING STRONG®

Products
 Coastal Framework
 Regional scale
 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

7

Technical Teams
 USACE Enterprise
 Agency Subject Matter 
Experts
 Engineering 
 Economics
 Environmental, Cultural, and  Social
 Sea Level and Climate Change
 Plan Formulation
 Coastal GIS Analysis

 Not a Decision Document
 No NEPA
 No Recommendations

BUILDING STRONG®

Focus Area Analysis

Nassau County Back Bays

8
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BUILDING STRONG®9

BUILDING STRONG®

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?

10
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BUILDING STRONG®

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.

11

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
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BUILDING STRONG®

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

13

BUILDING STRONG®

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)

14
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BUILDING STRONG®

Stakeholder Identified Problems

 Coastal Flooding
 Beach and Dune Erosion
 Stormwater / Collection System Flooding
 Aging Infrastructure

15

BUILDING STRONG®

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

16
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BUILDING STRONG®

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)

17

BUILDING STRONG®

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

18
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BUILDING STRONG®

NACCS Next Steps 
(Six Month Snapshot)

19

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

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) 

20
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BUILDING STRONG®

QUESTIONS

21

BUILDING STRONG®

Agenda Check-in

 I.  Introductions
 II.  Agenda Overview and Meeting Purpose
 III. USACE NACCS

► Update
► Focus Area Analysis

 IV. Other Updates
BREAK 
 V.   Facilitated Discussion (small groups)

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

 VI.  Closing Remarks/Adjourn 

22
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BUILDING STRONG®

Other Updates

 USACE
► Sandy Recovery (other than NACCS)

 NYS
► New York Rising Community Reconstruction 

Program

23

BUILDING STRONG®

New York District-Sandy Recovery

5 Phase Description # of Projects

1a Restore Previously Built 
Projects 8

1b Operations & Maintenance 29

2a Authorized / Ongoing 7

2b Authorized / Unconstructed 4

2c Ongoing Studies / New 
Projects 11

2d Continuing Authorities 
Program 3

Program Estimate:  $3.25 B
62 Projects  

24
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BUILDING STRONG®

Sandy Recovery Project Phases 

Phase Description # of Projects Initial Estimate Current Estimate

1a FCCE Repair/Restore 8 $336 m $298 m

1b O&M 29 $489 m $203 m

2a Authorized / Ongoing 7 $1.29 b $1.29 b

2b Authorized / Unconstructed 4 $553 m $553 m

2c Ongoing Studies / New 
Projects 11 $17 m

(study costs only)
$17 m

$850 m 
(est. construction cost) $850 m

2d Continuing Authorities 
Program 3 $3 m $10 m

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

25

BUILDING STRONG®

New York Rising Community 
Reconstruction Program

26
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BUILDING STRONG®

BREAK

27

BUILDING STRONG®

Agenda Check-in

 I.  Introductions
 II.  Agenda Overview and Meeting Purpose
 III. USACE NACCS

► Update
► Focus Area Analysis

 IV. Other Updates
BREAK 
 V.   Facilitated Discussion (small groups)

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

 VI.  Closing Remarks/Adjourn 

28
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BUILDING STRONG®

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 Topics1. 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? 
30
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BUILDING STRONG®

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
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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 

1 
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 
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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 

 

Photo 6 – Ginger Croom (CDM Smith) leads break out session. 
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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. 
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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. 
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risk? 
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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 3: What is the most prominent policy change or legislative 
solution that could improve coastal resilience? 
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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 
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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 
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concept of the NACCS and the Focus Area Analysis is to reduce coastal flood risk to all coastal 
communities. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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.   

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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? 
• Loss of land, habitat, and environmental concerns 

o Delaware seashore camp grounds, docks, and marinas 
o Deterioration of beach 
o Coastal forests 
o Tidal marshes 
o 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. 
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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 
o Elevation of marshes/structures/infrastructure 
o Storm drain assessment 
o Relocation of homes 
o Tide gates 
o Dikes 
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Question 3:  What is the most prominent policy change or legislative solution that could improve 
coastal resilience? 

• 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 (nature and natural based features) 
• Changes in “Federal Standard” regarding dredge material disposal 
• 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.   
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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

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

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

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

Group A

Group B

Group C
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Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast - 2/04/2014 
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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	
10	am	–	12	pm	

	 	
	

I. Introductions		
	

II. Agenda	Overview	and	Meeting	Purpose		
	

III. 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	

	
VI. 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

1

US Army Corps of Engineers
BUILDING STRONG®

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

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

4 February	2014

BUILDING STRONG®

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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BUILDING STRONG®

Agenda
 I.		Introductions
 II.	Agenda	Overview	and	Meeting	Purpose
 III.	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.	

4
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BUILDING STRONG®

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

Affected	entire	east	coast:	
24	States	from	Florida	to	Maine;	
New	Jersey	to	Michigan	and	
Wisconsin

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

Public	Law	113‐2	enacted
29	January	2013

5Photo	credits	unknown

BUILDING STRONG®

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																																																																						

6

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.	
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BUILDING STRONG®

Products
 Coastal	Framework
 Regional	scale
 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

7

Technical	Teams
 USACE	Enterprise
 Agency	Subject	Matter	
Experts
 Engineering	
 Economics
 Environmental,	Cultural,	and		
Social
 Sea	Level	and	Climate	Change
 Plan	Formulation
 Coastal	GIS	Analysis

 Not	a	Decision	Document
 No	NEPA
 No	Recommendations

BUILDING STRONG®

Focus	Area	Analysis

Delaware	Inland	Bays	and	
Delaware	Bay	Coast

8
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BUILDING STRONG®9

BUILDING STRONG®

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?

10
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BUILDING STRONG®

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.

11

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
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BUILDING STRONG®

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

13

BUILDING STRONG®

Stakeholder	Identified	Problems

 Flooding	by	coastal	storms
►Storm	surge
►Wave	action
►Erosion

 Stormwater	runoff
 Aging	infrastructure

14
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BUILDING STRONG®

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) 

16
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BUILDING STRONG®

NACCS	Next	Steps	
(Six	Month	Snapshot)

17

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

BUILDING STRONG®

USACE

Continuing	Authorities	
Program	(CAP)

18
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BUILDING STRONG®

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 
amended

Streambank and shoreline erosion protection of public works 
and non-profit public services

Section 103, River and Harbor Act of 1962, 
as amended (amends Public Law 79-727)

Beach erosion and hurricane and storm damage reduction

Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960, 
as amended

Navigation improvements

Section 111, River and Harbor Act of 1968, 
as amended

Shore damage prevention or mitigation caused by Federal 
navigation projects

Section 204, Water Resources 
Development Act of 1992, as amended

Beneficial uses of dredged material

Section 205, Flood Control Act of 1948, as 
amended

Flood control

Section 206, Water Resources 
Development Act of 1996, as amended

Aquatic ecosystem restoration

Section 208, Flood Control Act of 1954, as 
amended (amends Section 2, Flood 
Control Act of August 28, 1937)

Removal of obstructions, clearing channels for flood control

Section 1135, Water Resources 
Development Act of 1986, as amended

Project modifications for improvement of the environment

20
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BUILDING STRONG®

USACE	CAP	– Federal	Interest	
Determination	Phase

 Federal	Interest	Determination	(FID)phase	
includes:
►Letter	of	Support
►FID	report
►Pathway	to	Feasibility	phase

21

BUILDING STRONG®

USACE	CAP	– Feasibility	Phase

 Feasibility	phase	includes:
►Development	of	alternative	plans
►Initial	design	and	cost	estimating
►Environmental	analysis
►Real	Estate	analyses

22
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BUILDING STRONG®

USACE	CAP	– Implementation	Phase

 Implementation	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

24
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BUILDING STRONG®

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

25

BUILDING STRONG®

QUESTIONS

26
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BUILDING STRONG®

Agenda	Check‐in

 I.		Introductions
 II.		Agenda	Overview	and	Meeting	Purpose
 III.	USACE	NACCS

► Update
► Focus	Area	Analysis

 IV.	USACE	Continuing	Authorities	Program

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
• Group	A:		Frannie Bui
• 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
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BUILDING STRONG®

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?	

29

BUILDING STRONG®

Small	Group	Report‐Out

 Group	A
 Group	B
 Group	C

30
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BUILDING STRONG®

Contact	Information
 J.	Bailey	Smith	– USACE	Philadelphia	District

► J.B.Smith@usace.army.mil
► 215‐656‐6579	(office)

31
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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting 
Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast 

1 
Meeting Date ‐ February 4, 2014 

 

Photo	1‐Meeting	preparations	with	Frannie	Bui	(CDM	Smith)	

 

 

Photo	2	–	J.	Smith	(USACE)	presenting	an	overview	of	the	Focus	Area	Analysis	
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Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast 

2 
Meeting Date ‐ February 4, 2014 

 

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	
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Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast 

3 
Meeting Date ‐ February 4, 2014 

	

Photo	5	–	J.	Smith	(USACE)	presents	a	diagram	depicting	the	overall	NACCS	process	

 

 

Photo	6	–	Presenter	J.	Smith	(USACE)	provides	his	contact	information	
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4 
Meeting Date ‐ February 4, 2014 

	

Photo	7	–	Mark	Dunning	(CDM	Smith)	explaining	breakout	sessions	

	

 

Photo	8	–	Constance	Holland	(Office	of	State	Planning	Coordination)	presenting	responses	from	Group	A	
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5 
Meeting Date ‐ February 4, 2014 

 

Photo	9	–	Susan	Love	(DNREC)	presenting	responses	from	Group	B	

 

 

Photo	10	–	Jennifer	Adkins	(Partnership	for	the	Delaware	Estuaries)	presenting	responses	from	Group	C		
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6 
Meeting Date ‐ February 4, 2014 

 

Photo	11	–	Tony	Pratt	(DNREC)	adding	to	the	discussion	



 

Attachment E 
Breakout Session Responses  
 
 
 

 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

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

ildM W1~ VvJkvytJd.1 1v MlrL~ ~vtO -- /'LM.0 {!> 

Lu,~ cA; ~J / ~ !J{A))J,vi > fkk (()vly;{_4dvJ; .C-O?Jt~ 
i v I - puW<'. . . 

fu~);wv tt~'VY ~Q vwlLNk VWMrA-He ·-it> S~14 ~? 
[U\,0 ~ <Jo ~) 

01sws: ~aJ:iu +o 5/llVV,IV) A~ ~uzs t 

~1«10 -~ u~ vv1A.k',v{) ~~ dro/!\h7' 

~ <i> ~ v~vbk iv ,Ji4fD-iiv WYU.- v 1 ()-?r &i 
J~M, 1 c Whtl11 61J Gctf~ ( 

ft1~ YlMn")i'') \;1,~ fu <fuw0;-e,i,1,yi1'0 / S!cl~ ..!( 

$'(-d ~ tf\M,t/lAJJ i/Vll1,{/\ULf J'D fh'1J~ r Lnu Ob v'WVL- · 
(v.'7L 

8Uti{J\Mrl lvtlhS \ftll~ hi ~/VV!h ~f ~-

~ qwJJo ~~ ~ ~ri~b "&'Llb A-- ~~k1 
by~ f_ ~! J iM)),_ b-ot-. tt 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

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

y 5 e.. l GA ._. I.\ ~ '(__ ~ o.A-(__ "C::.I l... C» It.~ ~ 'lo ~ ;t J V l i.. .... Lz,l ~ 

'-r 0 c£-t ""it........_ 5 '-' R...cl -e....... 
/ 

!> u " l ~ Oe a. ...... ~ e.t..o ':, : """' • 

U 1..&. • • .... ci "'ll \ c. I\. "1\ '\: ed C.o ......._ ........ ..., -..- :-\. ~ .. ~ i. \.. ~tt I ~ 0 
"­

\""'I IP $ .._. f!'eti..l S\ 12.o 'W\.. "(\....-e. ~~ ._. ........ ~: e.-., • 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

B 

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm 
risk? vi- ~ ~nH .~ ~~ c-. ~ t-J-vi.Jk( 

u... V'f\f2{A u.1 c ~ s \-e>VV\ (.) vc-. le, L ~ \...., GI <...,,...) ! ~-< Q, rrnvh , 

---rhe ~ I e v vt + 1 un v/ ft-<,_ I f] 0 h rd,;, c c :>NH'V\ vvr .1-to J 

C/7t\J. M1v J~J vJ ,h.Fn-..s~+w--cs , ~ ver1 
Nov se<A lev <I avJ. ~ f'C«tvv£A I eco s1 r~fV'-J ~ + 

Owl f("Q h(,~ ~CS! C....~ MVV' ·(·k'"O J hAJJe d t<Av-JeJ 

i V1 CA-e..rDJ' cvtf 1b~vfA;,_, I CCt'G'C ,h1 c/-iort"h c ffo ~ frA 
CJl-UCi--C-~ hJA . l vJICll f ...:Jzd:s ~ · "Or. .6d ::-t I- I Vv-c/e CAS ( 

~ f ~ SvtbriJN l 

fJ l «t 1 '1~ ovJ f'~'~ ov-e Qn GvVVCJ~ Cj'°w~ 

1'-rt ~ vv0 v-cf f4 1 ( c.. .:> (V) ~ / ./- ."o (!> tow e l1 v ""·~ . 
S (__ fZ. 1'1 I V\ (.[f'vv~.'J Q y<\> vvJ WV-+or fu b lt Q. l( J (,\. + tvVJ c>"--z- ( 

t+vrM ' vtvnol.ev+-Nv'l . -rVi~ l v-J~ r.vc;r 1 )1 let- C..'JF' ~wJ 

~ re.ow (v(1 l.-lccl1) crev. t~ ~,Jl--cv n.J\!J +rd1j 

~ecelJ OA. ~~) CV( e><f!'{~~ r ~er-Sr--f I~ 1.-:n 
er-{. Jf-fi /\ be Go\f'v--( (~VI l · b (Q ~ S ~./'V"V VI.; \r..~ 

U u U of~kv ~ Gv2t..VV'-l-v t· W> . 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

Name: ~~V 
Organization: W f2-.1::::.(__ MW 

EMAIL: ~, ~ Q___ 
~~ • t)___e ' (.AA---

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



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

C. 

Narne: {Je.:41 ~ 
Organization: U)/V-L 

EMAIL: ~ K, J:S/u,,r@ ult!JCS~ 
krJ' /)"h,.L 

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

~ ~/! ~ ~-1o ~Vr/~) U/CUl-f ,, 

-t:Jtwt?11 by' 
~ f~d /}!~ /11~ ~ ~ w;I 
~ l~ f2r5k' I' 

- ~4 CUJ,a'<f_/ { _A",J :d:r0-f-v/-f3 /?'Of- llv~¢'/ I 

~.Jfty~ Ja*~ ('Jrvc+vRS ~t-~ ~~Cvef 
+:>~~du t }tuJ c;..J-r/_,{~~ 4 

~ /V) Mtin~ /)k~ J ~ 
;v~f/t,.H,r/ { i)re'4t#; ,/}U>r~P~/, 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

Name:-?~ Ci~Jll<_ EMAIL:?~~· Lo O~~J.; ·'-6 
Organization: Q 
--~-C'-~~---------~-~-v-·~~\~ ___ d? _____ ~V.'?. __ ~~~2\\QD __ 
Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm 
risk? 

~~ OvQ/\~ S ~~Q.. \?Ov\'-0:, ~~ ~\ 
t\\xJv\~~ f\\~'KL~~-3,-\ ~ 
I~ [ ~..(/Y\\,(J'\L\( ~~e_ '' 

- s ;~cc4 I ~Sue__ 

~ ·~ ~~v~~~~! b~~'D­
~~ I ~~ \ss'-'4::::> 
0-ec~~Cv\~~\a·~~ w;\)..\:\.,( ~ 

~~~\Jj ~\0\~ f ts.&\~ 
.,------, ~~.~ C..-\o~v Q"-~ ~y\.ac~:\ 'f 
~ ~ ~vcAO'<\ ~~~av~ \'1'\.QAs. 

'lV\ \.,_""" ~""'\~ i ./\ O'\_ 

~ ~\'\f\~~~~>s 
~ ~~ ro do~s \:\~~~\,-\;~ 

\A;o \ \~ \ 

\ 
v~ 



USACE North Atlantic ~~as~ Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
V1s1on1ng Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

, . :a~ . · ;:r1t'£1 il/J#4C-J>.f~/" ff2 
Name: bt'l//i: 19, VfL-/}>-/1 If/ EMAIL: :;m (C, /?rE, t( 5 
Organization: lleLA tt14!tt #:tfl;1fl/ll#T/}f:' 7/ilttffJ r/rld;f!Trlt4/ 

/r;t '}1MtJ! rlf;tC:-147 ?{; Jf:c,t<tal/;tt} 'f?&"t/_;:r/!Jdl/f//t?'~ 
t/ff/rt«f I> wltT~!C. tf/;111 J;t!UfiF/JC}; 51.tck/V!? 
~ (!!~ j//flf /F/2, evtr#~ 7€/ILPt/.CL)JJt 
t:Er1J~tr /Olct ?;//(/(Ip ~/(f}{l/f1( I)/ 
cJ;/Sr'-YIL A/l-t4S #rJ?f/ ;:;//'I(/ ;;flt/;(/?(//-~ . 
ff-/~ /ff I /IY'f' ti I ;l/i;f /f//c,.i '!If !IP 

f(>rtrk 
f Cuwtt1L/S, 

/J !l I J7t2i 5· 
/!d#l/Jf/ It /7Cfio 
f1t1ttl't1/rtJJV l(larCJ 
vtft!t/f~ 
(iff;l-IC, li/tttrv 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

Name: 6'l-€Nr-l (..,fkJo/ll--<-t 

Organization: WIA 1,o.. of- Lt me en.EE€:-

EMAIL: 
c;Ri:>c., ~ /-lo11.1.E.sfloE. c rzA'l>. oil&, 

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

Floo'D IN.{,_, 
?12D~ 'n ~· L./.\N'D 

,, 

. s 7i2 v Cl.TV i2t $ 12.E!'& . L COAi . 
• 

• 12.o ADS . ~1 141Af i. ..5Eco ... 0A1.2."( , 
, o-n> fl4vi S)/il).4 ...., ~ 

• vuli-TL!A....:l> ""''°',a;.._ 11'>'4-AC::>~i?~--r--

Q. tV E:Q... FL~...v ~ u? n.1 <>SIL :Olb<i / .s Pd.l WJ4- '? .STe.oc.."7<:>/J£J 
/ 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

NameD(a f:L-Tfa,Ju f /-
Organization: })Q I WJ t[,N{_, (,u) c:l L ~d s 

f1A4cf'.-.d1 €Z 

dl,/,cvi'frl (1L,,c1-s, or~ EMAIL: 

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm 
risk? . L , ·-- , f- )s.-t ve 1 ~"" ..Jvou {)" t1 ;,·0 .r cc "1Tlt.l"' ,,.,~ v-

(IQJci.__w~L _ ___{j~~;:::±a.!~~JLl-ill_~":"'?tL'/'---'.::!.Ao_,~v,Q_'h0J;,~'-----~ 
[i' /U (D<w1-ti. 1 
~c;t(fe,, --{: ... , k \Jvk~ 

~17id u.nf1 a,,_ ..J J 

iY11ai'f<i '{ --/i1k {f'\,vl 

1Jf~.0~w I 
l;jdf 
cuo'~' ) r.eti~ f 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

Name: Col\~ t-. 1lu...Vhli/- EMAIL: {J;c{1rtW, 1W (f.;'$-f-v.f:i.,,.~, llO 

Organization: Off/-_;_..,01 D(lile_., ffy,nfl-0 
-------------------------~:-~~-~~~-~~---------------------------------------
Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm 
risk? 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

Name: 4/L d~.£5 EMAIL: j/,R.U,:. , /h/ff c5 () 

Organization: /df:-&e!- d-T"A-/C-,,. 'i>E .. L/>· 

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

~ ~-/'/tJ~I ~J-//1#~/Z- 4d__ ?f/c~~/-/~5 ~/</fl 
~6/h?L/~&1-5 4ru-Ps ~//?'l0. /J?~/~ 

~P h·::f#c?~/#//.5 4'/L~t?'/'~/l-0/~ 
/.l-P//V///.6::5. Y.c-- ~?,,{/fi;?Z,4/,7/C/7/E..5 /,5)47 

~e- $//14£X/7 /A/t:t~J>c ~ 

-z?;/Ce; - Y.4-T ~//P/ µ 4y7A¥YM' /i--Td 5a/. :</"7-5 

,~?/-~# ~fa0.5/~ 

//lf _,rLJ .#// ,u .6 ;l10d Ts~ /rt? .5 5 ~ /' / ./h?.? /' ./?-7/ & ,u ,,_ ;;Y~ / 7/ 
~~5· -- ~P/4~ ~P/i1//!A-?&-#-r'~/L!;6-E5 

P~/<"5//?e/t-074//CY"1"/2C:-s - /,,#//!HGE/~;;-5 
5~&>/Z//f ~£/I&/ - //#/? d/7z,(.L? 

//////#J7d£t'C!-7/£/2$ - c:£#1~,l(/&.A ~/?"'6-e~/p;-,,&/Jlu/, YE./L 

~1£/?7~..-:f ~~ Jt/~.?~.e--6 --45..5 ~~ d/r?r/ 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

Name: Korv //.....w'$rclc-en_ 
Organization: fa Lt//lf 01 : /3'f>c...R-Y:j 

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

Srof<-rVL S-v~ c 
~ 

B/t-c+-- t3f?y fl._oo I/!) 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 
:i kri ~lQftt, j<o.~ ~ <, OV1_ ~ 

/ ~ \ \ s~ _J'2.u5 
Name: -=:::,~ jc\ivv, S,~ EMAIL: 

Organization: O (\) Q\O c_ - 0 rt/ '.f 
fJJ-)11' a- /-l!Jz #Jlf.-Tt) 

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

Lo 'JS w-,.f e\e>c~v,''-; -\-/-

\Z-~ \-R_o.\ 17 ,_, u-\ lct I \'\c<-'-\Q,trQ,, \ ~ 
- ~ "-~ \ Ccr e f-c,_ ,__, ~ \-e_ 

c""l,,_.,Lori\,·, {i:--,/,JR. u~ -~°""L .. r <t-­

c \eC'A'-'-'r Cc ,,,.,. (I(,· c,,.C-c-ri ) 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

Name: T1 /V) o/<: ( R /<:.'B a f [)12_ 

Organization: he~~ 1 ~tr 1,;'Vk 1-f-

EMAIL: ::fr Vi Rfci>:,!( 11)-=­

QC rftn c'.4Jl A/GT 

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

' 

'PL o o Dt ;J 0 'I<:,<J't ft-

1-f+t? w GT L A r.JIJ s 
)Kjl-e {f- . j) C)(L f ~ G, 

Ile ces,; t{_d P-o 'f1f 

W ft ( c !+ bb ILO C-11-­

/TA.ft) FfU?IA 

HC((f?-flt/I 

,fV\ o sr 5Tu tJ!-.MY ·n+e- o µL'f' 

flr c(C;E /C tri/6- 1£ fr<- M- I s FLooO 

DI c \(Gf' ( N ~ ~~.kJ1 Ii A ~ rl--1 Vi()(~ tfbfLSe- ),f\-<llo" 

C .fi!__.~ ~· ft-i10A , ~ s f-\--o/Le:--- L l IV€ IS 

L(ffal 61 ~{, f/-f.J o /(<;:;-J u cr1Jr;_ 'Tt+.c H-vtf. %'S ttve- C r(,41:3 

YL 01 re_ o o u er ~ c) Iv? 0lt- . 

&-..4-cf.-l fJoiJR_/ ~~ ';?-'IJT ;Jff&A1-::, ·'JG t&--~ /t; <J'J. 

0 \3 V/!fJU5 I.\( Ma/Ly .~ l>l?l'\'\, u ,cf11_,,frL'1:.D f+-ff!L6/¥Af f-b 

p /201z:'.-c71rvc, P. ~ s f'\>v<E:'L1 µ&- • · 

\'i)[tlJ'fl ~ _S>Gl.J~(~ Gt'- ~ ~ pvt_({\)1()~ f-.lr?t!<I<- ·\811/.­
·j<£Ac.ct '/-J~U (._IS(/µ, f"t'i I 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

Na1ne: /)~;/ /(j/tJ';I 

Organization: ;)/j ;n fl 

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

1) 51 of-('(1 51/flt/S _.. ;)e5lf,!! YI ;-f<Y /)1///6'/ ~ /} r:Jr4<3r/ //I? /(o;t/~4 ft lt ''/tl d__ffb'fr 

2) (j,4-r;/( ;& /J ;/ j:/t,~1/JllY ~ t>P /(t/;ti& 5 ""/otiP/ 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

EMAIL: -fr~ (jj J?/ 3 j @ JI Ol 'f671l-

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



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

Name: S '.;:.A ;.) L ,/( EMAIL: / 1 //' I ,) 

'•:; './ (,:· !~. '_) _,;Jy"' 
Organization: 'T)c :-' 

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

lv\or; 
'r?e I ( 
05 b 051 .5 

Iv\ Q'j .J-­
--!- , ,. / 

' If 

' / , ' 

.. /' i 0, ! ' 

i. I I \.../ 
. ('.I '(1 

. ' 

, 
{ 

I (ff(!j) T 

I· 1'1 /'.J 0 1/''1( 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

Name: EMAi L: 6 o b o. T bo (J.J(' I' 5 bf -4< /, t? f m-'1/t , c;,n, 

:2. -a.. c.V .u ~~. . /J Organization: vow e,. s 1u l ~~ 

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

{<:> c:. , , TY D 

/' 5 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

Name: [t1 \Ne ~Lclcl(/\i.AY-, 
Organization: \)\'.:, t+l·(l\2, c,. / 

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

\_Af\ . 

Vffi:~\ flv(}~ ~ ~MfJ" l t\I ~GWW;ov, ~ 
,:)"\,~\AL ilvv7 ; v\/\ ( ~coas \ <-\ B«<-J 5 Q.,,,~ 
~tLc,,Lt, ~ cuvifi £v yu-vc~ ~ ~ c, if'7 ~ VVi 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

Name: ~~ l/t;LJ/~ 
Organization: . l/ Jk1C b 

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



USACE North Atlantic Coast Cornprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

Na1ne: fvh c~qe-( Po\,..,;€/&( 
Organization: Dfl.A-lAJAR17 

bNRt:C 

EMAIL: -
M lC (-{ ft~., f o W t:LL. @ st A-17:;" 0~, V.S 

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

Dt--~A~t= trJLA-N~ B~Y CoMMVN:ti E-s !5-xPt:R.1FSN u-o 
~ L D (, < DA (V\A 6 ~ .D Vf< .. H0 G "SA N {J 'f D V~ -1-v ( N AlJ& Q.V A-{t­

Pt_o6 g__ c:-LEVA+J oN...S Of- H-oMG (Jul L-f--j-r;, r-,k)~ 

Pl.. 0 0 D n 6 v J\ -h C) t0S 11-IJ\ t wf='t2._(5 f-o 0 L 0 w .. 

·~4- t-o~tJ H-vvS:~ sv ~Sk-tV-hA u__,y LJAJv\A6 E'b 'Tl-{4( 

lllee.cB u IL t- fD I C)'gO) h_oo ~ L 81 &L3 . 

" USA-~b/Ff-MA P~8-;fv'\\VAK'( h_oob Stv~l6) 
/_ot.V~f2.. ~o Y.EAR._ ~L.oot LG\JfLS A/JJJ 

S<::>o 'L t?AR Ft_oo.D LEV82 wt.-nc.l+ 
w·L C,,L R.RVLT i.rJ AD DL hu N/\:L BlJILDLN'G @.Ul L ( 

At (<J S t~" 5FA- L-bvGL (ZL SE ( CO!\ <)+Ai_ f7R._O<; tOrv, 
Drr PE" N l N'(, () F- t-f'J ~ l.1-\. f\J f<v"-v f R_ t w L-~r I Nt 1 cA-tF 
t tJLJ\N t.J ~A ( FL,out Ltvf6 <; \+-o-v Lb ~ r Go\ t-J b 
uP rJot D0(A)N - . -

f\DCIR( MODfLL~G DoE> NU+- 1wcL-vt:JS- rsARR(E!C._ 

rs L,..A-f\J CJ IMPA-e.~ ) fp__o~ 1 oAJ, B~A-CH LN6 \=IL-, 

[)111-\CI;+ L~A-iYS 1-o Fu::DD L018-~ wttlCl+AREtco LDtJ, 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

Name: ·7011y 11v.,ff 
Organization: '/) ':\,, '.:') _ 

.v Iv I\ t::: C:. 

+1 ouJ 'rtr ,.__ I (!? ./v I// (' '1 

16// of /u.4cJ 

f CJ // ~<d ·; c//4 r r'tn 

11_ (°, rL I-/. 

i/v //1 <Pr a ('1 /,' lj 1 / <"''j'v~/ 

Pu6d f?/u: 1 ~/ 4~c/ h!/'e 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ 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 
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 
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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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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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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 
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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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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 
promising solutions to address this vulnerability? 

) t1i!.6e ~e;(:f(__ m-­
y21 V&L _/,NL~ 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Delaware Inland Bays and Delaware Bay Coast/ February 4, 2014 

Name: (Vt \CH Aet_(f ow&LL 
Organization: 

EMAIL: Ml CH: f\t;.l_, PoV61-L_ 
@ stAt-G-,.. lJt;- _, v _s 

DNRc=c 

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 
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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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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) 
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 Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) 

 

NGOs: Center for Clean Air Policy (CCAP) 

 Smithsonian 

  

Other: CDM Smith (meeting facilitation team) 

 CH2MHILL  

 PEPCO 

 University of Maryland 

 

Location: NCPC: 401 9th Street NW, North Lobby, Suite 500, Washington, DC 

   

Presentation: 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: 

o 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. 

o 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. 
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o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 
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o 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. 

o 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. 

 

• 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 

• Policy and regulation 

o Differences between different levels of government 

o Management of existing policies 

o Changes/improvements to datasets, tools, etc. that are provided to communities and 

other agencies  

o Capacity building to instill flood risk issues 

• Valuation/monetary assessment for vulnerabilities 

• 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 

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 
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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.   



 

Attachment A 
List of Meeting Attendees and Sign-in Sheets 
 
 
 

 



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study
National Capital Region
Visioning Session - Facilitated Breakout Groups

Name Agency

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

Tim Feather CDM Smith
Maureen Holman DC Water
Phetmano Phannavong DDOE
Amanda Campbell MWCOG
Colin Clarke NAVFAC
Jane Passman Smithsonian

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

Frannie Bui CDM Smith
Merideth Secor DHS
Anthony Mondy GSA
Stan Briscoe NPS
Karla Roberts USACE
Suzanna Sterling-Dyer WMATA

Shana Udvardy CCAP
Laurens van der Tak CH2MHILL
Erin Morrow MWCOG
Michael Sherman NCPC
Mathieu Philippot NCPC

Group D

Other

Group A

Group B

Group C
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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 
1 pm – 3 pm 

 
National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) 

Main Commission Meeting Room 
401 9th Street NW 

North Lobby, Suite 500, Washington, DC 
 

AGENDA 
 

I. Introductions 
 

II. 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 
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US Army Corps of Engineers
BUILDING STRONG®

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

BUILDING STRONG®

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
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BUILDING STRONG®

Agenda
 I.		Introductions
 II.		Agenda	Overview	and	Meeting	Purpose
 III.	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.	
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BUILDING STRONG®

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

 Affected	entire	east	coast:	
23	States	from	Florida	to	Maine;	New	
Jersey	to	Michigan	and	Wisconsin,	and	
District	of	Columbia

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

 Public	Law	113‐2	enacted
29	January	2013

Photo	credits	unknown

BUILDING STRONG®

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.	
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BUILDING STRONG®

Products
 Coastal	Framework
 Regional	scale
 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

Technical	Teams
 USACE	Enterprise
 Agency	Subject	Matter	
Experts
 Engineering	
 Economics
 Environmental,	Cultural,	and		
Social
 Sea	Level	and	Climate	Change
 Plan	Formulation
 Coastal	GIS	Analysis

 Not	a	Decision	Document
 No	NEPA
 No	Recommendations

BUILDING STRONG®

Structural	&	NNB	Measures
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BUILDING STRONG®

Non‐Structural	and	
Policy/Programmatic	Options

BUILDING STRONG®

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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BUILDING STRONG®

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
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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

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
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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	II	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	II	delivery	by	January	2015
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Water	Level	Measurements,	Washington	D.C.
NOAA	Station	8594900,	Water	Street,	Pier	5	

BUILDING STRONG®

Extreme	Water	Levels
Phase	I:	NOAA	WL	Gage	Data	Analysis

23 North Atlantic gages with 
sufficient data quantity/qualityStation 

ID
Station Name First Year Last Year

Record 
Length

(years)

8410140 Eastport, ME 1947 2012 66

8413320 Bar Harbor, ME 1912 2012 101

8418150 Portland, ME 1921 2012 92

8443970 Boston, MA 1932 2012 81

8447930 Woods Hole, MA 1965 2012 48

8449130 Nantucket Island, MA 1930 2012 83

8452660 Newport, RI 1938 2012 75

8454000 Providence, RI 1938 2012 75

8461490 New London, CT 1947 2012 66

8510560 Montauk Point Light, NY 1931 2012 82

8516945 Kings Point, NY 1893 2012 120

8518750 The Battery, NY 1932 2012 81

8531680 Sandy Hook, NJ 1911 2012 102

8534720 Atlantic City, NJ 1965 2012 48

8536110 Cape May, NJ 1919 2012 94

8557380 Lewes, DE 1943 2012 70

8571892 Cambridge, MD 1902 2012 111

8574680 Baltimore, MD 1928 2012 85

8575512 Annapolis, MD 1937 2012 76

8577330 Solomons Island, MD 1931 2012 82

8594900 Washington, DC 1927 2012 86

8638610 Sewells Point, VA 1975 2012 38

8638863 Chesapeake Bay Bridge Tunnel, VA 1947 2012 66

Water Level Measurements

Monthly Maximum Water Level
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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
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Washington	D.C.	Flooding	Thresholds	(NOAA)

Flood Stage NAVD88-FT

Minor 2.8

Moderate 3.9

Major 5.6
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USACE	Intermediate	SLC	Scenario
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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.
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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?
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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

BUILDING STRONG®

QUESTIONS
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BUILDING STRONG®

Agenda	Check‐in

 I.		Introductions
 II.	Agenda	Overview	and	Meeting	Purpose
 III.	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®

Small	Group	‐ Instructions
 Group	&	Room	Assignments

► Groups	identified	as	A,	B,	C,	or	D	on	name	tag
► Groups	A,	B	– stay	in	room

• Group	A:		Ginger	Croom
• Group	B:		Tim	Feather

► Groups	C,	D		‐ small	meeting	rooms
• Group	C:		Lauren	Klonsky
• 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
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Small	Group	Report‐Out

 Group	A
 Group	B
 Group	C
 Group	D

BUILDING STRONG®

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
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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 
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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 
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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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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting 
National Capitol Region 

 

Photo 7 – Topics discussed during the break-out session are presented to the group 
 

 

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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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting 
National Capitol Region 

 

Photo 11 – Meredith Secor (DHS) presents the responses of Group D to the others 
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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 
Coastal Rhode Island 

Visioning Meeting 
Meeting Notes 

 
February 27, 2014 

3:00 PM – 5:00 PM 

A series of visioning meetings are being held throughout the region in support of the North Atlantic 
Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS).  On Thursday, February 27, 2014, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) New England District conducted an in‐person visioning meeting with representatives from the 
Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Council (RI CRMC) and other state agencies, non-profit 
organizations, and local communities with specific focus and dialogue concerning coastal Rhode Island.  
 
In general, a high level of collaboration was evident among state and federal agency staff as well as local 
Communities, academia, and NGOs represented at this meeting.  Since coastal Rhode Island suffered 
direct impacts from Hurricane Sandy, discussions regarding recent damages as well as targeted coastal 
risk management practices were main topics of discussion.  Another prominent discussion topic was the 
significance of the coast as an economic, natural resource and cultural/historic asset to the region, and 
how the coast defines the character of many communities in the region.  Many participants expressed 
the need for continued communication and collaboration among federal, state, and local stakeholders.   

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

Federal Agencies: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
 U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
  
State Agencies: Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Council (CRMC) 
 Rhode Island Department of Transportation (RIDOT) 

Rhode Island Emergency Management Association (RIEMA) 
 

NGOs: Eastern Connecticut State University 
Rhode Island Sea Grant  
Salt Ponds Coalition 
Save the Bay 

 University of Rhode Island (URI) 
 

Communities: City of Newport 
 Town of Charlestown 
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 Town of Coventry 
 Town of East Greenwich 
 Town of Narragansett 
 Town of South Kingstown 
 Town of Tiverton 
 Town of Westerly 
 
Other: CDM Smith (meeting facilitation team) 
   
Location: University of Rhode Island Bay Campus, Coastal Institute Building, Hazard Room 

215 South Ferry Road, Narragansett, RI 0288 

Presentation:  The meeting agenda, included as Attachment B, consisted of two main parts. 
The first segment was driven by a presentation of an overview of NACCS 
provided by Ginger Croom (CDM Smith).  Chris Hatfield (USACE) and Grover 
Fugate (CRMC) presented an overview of ongoing USACE and state recovery 
efforts in Rhode Island, respectively (Attachment C). The second part was a 
facilitated discussion aimed at surfacing participant insights on the vision for 
coastal storm risk management, including vulnerable areas, potential solutions 
and policy and institutional barriers to coastal storm risk management.  
Photographs from the meeting are included in Attachment D.   

 
Following the initial presentations, the floor was opened for questions, yet none were raised at that 
time.  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:  

How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm risk? 
• 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 
 Sea level rise 
 Storm surge 

o Contamination  
o Erosion 

• Access 
o Emergency response 
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o Low-lying roads/ wash-over of sand onto roadways/ evacuation/detour routes 
o Debris from trees 

• Infrastructure 
o Public and private 
o Above ground utilities and power supply 
o Septic systems/wells 
o Wastewater treatment plant 
o Drinking water lines 
o Coastal development 

• Socioeconomic and cultural 
o Town and regional identity as coastal communities 
o Property-by-property or town-by-town decisions 
o Economic drivers—tourism and tax base 
o Potential loss of tax base 
o Adaptive capacity of communities 
o Lean from past storms, but improve interagency coordination 
o Changing mindset 

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

• Proactive adaptation and future mitigation planning 
o Coastal monitoring and better data 
o Improved mapping 
o Low impact development 
o Sea level rise planning 
o Move utilities underground 
o Build roads at an elevation to prevent overwash  
o 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/outreach 
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 Development in “smart” places 

• Regional zoning (across town borders) 
o Designate areas of protection, retreat, and restoration 
o Provide incentives 
o Develop criteria 
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o Conduct proactively 
o Enhance coordination 

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

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

• 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 freeboard 
 Require CRMC permit that incorporate SLR setbacks 

• 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) 
• Develop plan for prioritized mitigation 

o Get local buy-in 
o Buyouts 

 “1 strike and you’re out” for new construction 
 “Buyer beware” for vulnerable areas 

• Funding 
o Increased cost of compliance 
o Mitigation funding as temporary solution 
o Tax structure reform 

• Investment support 
o Data sharing 

• Education (statewide curriculum) 
o Resiliency  
o Sea level change 
o Awareness of alternative solutions 

 
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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Questions/Discussion: 

• After the facilitated discussion summary, a member of the audience asked how maps and 
information provided by the communities or the state would be incorporated into NACCS. The 
recommendation was to provide information to Chris Hatfield and USACE for consideration. 
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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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List of Meeting Attendees and Sign-in Sheets 
 
 
 

 



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study

Coastal Rhode Island

Visioning Session ‐ Facilitated Breakout Groups

Name Agency

Ginger Croom CDM Smith

James Boyd CRMC

Pam Rubinoff RI Sea Grant

Steve McCandless Town of Charlestown

Vincent Murray Town of South Kingstown

Frannie Bui CDM Smith

Nathan Vinhateiro ASA Science

Elise Torello Salt Ponds Coalition

David Prescott Save the Bay

Joseph Warner Town of Charlestown

Kate Michaud Town of Tiverton

John King URI, GSO

Lauren Klonsky CDM Smith

Grover Fugate CRMC

Mark Stankiewicz Town of Charlestown

Thomas Gentz Town of Charlestown

Bob Joyal Town of Coventry

Michael Deluca Town of Narragansett

Marilyn Shellman Town of Westerly

Jon Boothroyd URI

Debra Beck CDM Smith

Sarah Atkins City of Newport

Bryan Oakley Eastern Connecticut State University

Jessica Stimson Rhode Island Emergency Management Agency

Emilie Holland RIDOT

Juliana Berry Town of East Greenwich

Chris Hatfield USACE

Buvana Ramaswamy CDM Smith

Kelly Knee ASA Science

Art Ganz Salt Ponds Coalition

Judith Johnson USACE

John Kennely USACE

Richard Verdi USGS

Group A

Group B

Group C

Group D

Other
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Grover Fugate   CRMC    Executive Director    gfugate@crmc.ri.gov       (401) 783-3370
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Meeting Agenda and List of Handouts 
 
 
 

 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Coastal Rhode Island 
 

URI Bay Campus 
Coastal Institute (CI) Auditorium 

 
February 27, 2014 

3:00-5:00 pm 
  

 
I. Welcome and Introductions  

 
II. Agenda Overview and Meeting Purpose 

 
III. USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) Overview 

 
IV. Other Updates 

a. USACE 
• Upcoming Recovery Efforts 
• Investigations 

b. Other Recovery Efforts 
 

 
V. Facilitated Discussion Topics  

a. Vulnerability 
b. Potential Solutions 
c. Policy and Institutional Barriers 

 
VI. 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 
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Meeting Presentation 
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US Army Corps of Engineers
BUILDING STRONG®

North	Atlantic	Coast	
Comprehensive	Study
Coastal	Rhode	Island
Visioning	Meeting

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

27	February	2014

BUILDING STRONG®

Introductions
Coastal	Resources	Management	Council	(CRMC)
 Grover	Fugate

USACE	New	England	District
 John	Kennelly
 Chris	Hatfield

CDM	Smith	– USACE	Contractor
 Ginger	Croom
 Debra	Beck
 Frannie Bui
 Lauren	Klonksy
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BUILDING STRONG®

Agenda
 I.		Introductions
 II.	Agenda	Overview	and	Meeting	Purpose
 III.	USACE	NACCS	Overview
 IV.	Other	Updates
 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

4
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BUILDING STRONG®

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

Affected	entire	east	coast:	
24	States	from	Florida	to	Maine;	
New	Jersey	and	New	York	to	
Michigan	and	Wisconsin

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

Public	Law	113‐2	enacted
29	January	2013

5Photo	credits	unknown

BUILDING STRONG®

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																																																																						

6

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.	
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BUILDING STRONG®

Products
 Coastal	Framework
 Regional	scale
 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

7

Technical	Teams
 USACE	Enterprise
 Agency	Subject	Matter	
Experts
 Engineering	
 Economics
 Environmental,	Cultural,	and		
Social
 Sea	Level	and	Climate	Change
 Plan	Formulation
 Coastal	GIS	Analysis

 Not	a	Decision	Document
 No	NEPA
 No	Recommendations

BUILDING STRONG®

NACCS	Next	Steps	
(Six	Month	Snapshot)

8

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



5

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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BUILDING STRONG®

QUESTIONS
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BUILDING STRONG®

Agenda	Check‐in

 I.		Introductions
 II.		Agenda	Overview	and	Meeting	Purpose
 III.	USACE	NACCS	Overview
 IV.	Other	Updates
 V.			Facilitated	Discussion (small	groups)

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

 VI.		Closing	Remarks/Adjourn	
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BUILDING STRONG®

Other	Updates

 USACE
► Upcoming	Recovery	Efforts
► Coastal	Investigations

 Other	Recovery	Efforts

12
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BUILDING STRONG®

Upcoming	USACE	Recovery	Efforts
(P.L.	113‐2)

13

Dredging
Little	Narragansett	Bay		‐ 10/1/2014

Breakwater/Jetty	Repair
Harbor	of	Refuge,	Block	Island		‐ 9/1/2014
Point	Judith,	Harbor	of	Refuge,	East	Jetty		‐ 2/26/2014
Point	Judith,	Harbor	of	Refuge,	East	Shore	Arm		‐ 10/15/2014
Point	Judith,	Harbor	of	Refuge,	Camp	Cronin		– 10/15/2014
Sakonnet Harbor		‐ 2/26/2014

Beach	Restoration
Misquamicut Beach,	Westerly	– 4/1/2014

BUILDING STRONG®

USACE	Investigations	Initiated
(P.L.	113‐2)

Pawcatuck	River	Coastal	Storm	Damage	Reduction	
Feasibility	Study	
 Sponsor:		RI	CRMC	(agreement	signed	1/15/14)
 100%	Federal	Cost
 South	County	coastline	from	Watch	Hill	to	Point	Judith

Pawcatuck	River	Flood	Damage	Reduction	Feasibility	Study

 Sponsor:	Town	of	Westerly	(agreement	signed	10/28/13)
 100%	Federal	Cost
 Primary	focus	on	the	Canal	Street	area	of	Westerly
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BUILDING STRONG®15

BUILDING STRONG®16
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BUILDING STRONG®

Other	Recovery	Efforts

17

BUILDING STRONG®

Agenda	Check‐in

 I.		Introductions
 II.		Agenda	Overview	and	Meeting	Purpose
 III.	USACE	NACCS	Overview
 IV.	Other	Updates
 V.			Facilitated	Discussion (small	groups)

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

 VI.		Closing	Remarks/Adjourn	
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BUILDING STRONG®

Small	Group	‐ Instructions
 Group	Assignments

► Groups	identified	as	A,	B,	C	or	D	based	on	name	tag
• Group	A:		Ginger	Croom
• Group	B:		Frannie Bui
• Group	C:		Lauren	Klonsky
• Group	D:	Debra	Beck

 Discussion	Topics	
► Vulnerability
► Potential	Solutions
► Institutional	or	Policy	Challenges

 Complete	Individual	Response	Forms
 Develop	Summary
 Report‐out

19

BUILDING STRONG®

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?	

20
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BUILDING STRONG®

Small	Group	Report‐Out

 Group	A
 Group	B
 Group	C
 Group	D

21

BUILDING STRONG®

Contact	Information

 Chris	Hatfield	‐ USACE	New	England	District
► Christopher.L.Hatfield@usace.army.mil
► 978‐318‐8520	(phone)

 John	Kennelly	‐ USACE	New	England	District
► John.R.Kennelly@usace.army.mil
► 978‐318‐8505	(phone)
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Photograph Log 
 
 
 

 



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting 
Coastal Rhode Island 

 

Photo 1- Grover Fugate (CRMC) provides opening remarks 
 

 

Photo 2 – Ginger Croom (CDM Smith) presents NACCS background to the participants 
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Meeting Date - February 27, 2014 



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting 
Coastal Rhode Island 

 

Photo 3 – Chris Hatfield (USACE) discusses ongoing and future USACE projects to the crowd 
 

 

Photo 4 – The participants are divided into small groups for facilitated discussions 
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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting 
Coastal Rhode Island 

 

 

Photo 5 – Lauren Klonsky (CDM Smith) records responses from participants in Group C 
 

 

Photo 6 – James Boyd (CRMC) presents the responses generated by Group A to the others 
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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting 
Coastal Rhode Island 

 

Photo 7 – Thomas Gentz (Town of Charlestown) presents the responses of Group C to the others 

 

Photo 8 – Bryan Oakley (Eastern Connecticut State University) presents the responses of Group D to the others 
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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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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 
Coastal Connecticut 
Visioning Meeting 

Meeting Notes 
 

February 28, 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 Friday, February 28, 2014, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
New England District conducted an in-person visioning meeting with representatives from the Connecticut 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (CT DEEP), other state and federal agencies, non-
profit organizations, and local communities with specific focus and dialogue concerning coastal 
Connecticut.  
 
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.  Many participants discussed the importance of the 
socioeconomic impacts to their communities.  Another theme was the lack of available coastal risk data and 
coastal resiliency guidance, which prompted discussion regarding the newly-formed Connecticut Institute 
for Resilience and Climate Adaptation (CIRCA), a partnership between the University of Connecticut, CT 
DEEP, and NOAA.  The stakeholders from the state of Connecticut and its coastal communities are well-
versed in the existing framework for preparing and responding to coastal disasters.  This stakeholder group 
recognizes the need for consistent decision-making and implementation based on national preparedness 
guidance and protocols.  The need for improved mitigation planning was also a significant topic of 
discussion.   
 
Thirty-three people attended the 2 hour meeting (see Attachment A), including individuals from the 
following organizations: 

Federal Agencies: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
 U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
  
State Agencies: Connecticut Department of Economic and Community Development (CT DECD) 
 Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (CT DEEP) 
 Connecticut Insurance Department (CID) 
 Connecticut Department of Transportation (CT DOT) 
 Connecticut Division of Emergency Management and Homeland Security (DEMHS) 

Connecticut General Assembly (CGA) 
 
NGOs: The Nature Conservancy 
 University of Connecticut 
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Communities: City of Milford 
 Town of Fairfield 
 Town of Guilford 
 Town of Old Lyme 
 Town of Old Saybrook 
 Town of Waterford  
 
Other: CDM Smith (meeting facilitation team) 
    
Location: Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, Phoenix 

Auditorium 5th floor, 79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127 

Presentation:  The meeting agenda, included as Attachment B, consisted of two main parts. 
The first segment was driven by a presentation provided by Ginger Croom 
(CDM Smith) on the overview of NACCS.  Chris Hatfield (USACE) and Brian 
Thompson (CT CEEP) presented an overview of ongoing USACE and state recovery 
efforts underway in coastal Connecticut (Attachment C). The second part was a 
facilitated discussion aimed at surfacing participant insights on the vision for 
coastal storm risk management, including vulnerable areas, potential solutions and 
policy and institutional barriers to coastal storm risk management.  Photographs 
from the meeting are included in Attachment D.   
 

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

o A member of the audience asked about the purpose of NACCS since it is not a NEPA 
document and does not provide recommendations. Ginger responded that the purpose of 
NACCS is to provide a coastal risk reduction framework and a range of possible measures to 
be considered.  

o A member of the audience asked about more information regarding the state appendices. 
Chris responded that the analyses in the state appendix helped to identify areas of highest 
vulnerability. 

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:  

How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm risk? 
• Low-lying areas (extensive shoreline) 

o Many residences 
o Utilities 
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o Infrastructure – including major highways and rail lines 
o Coastal and inland flooding 
o Sea level rise 
o Public amenities 

• Economic impacts 
o Recovery costs 
o Implementation costs 
o Business loss of use 
o Loss of tax base 
o Tourism loss 
o 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 
o Mitigation 
o Preparedness and through national response framework 
o Education/community outreach 
o Social vulnerability 

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

• Community education and capacity building 
o Education/collaboration on “real-risk” and unknowns 
o Identify vulnerabilities (infrastructure) 
o Decide how/where to rebuild 

• 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 

• Research, reliable data, and innovation 
• Policy changes  

o Building codes 
o Increase minimum standards such as higher freeboard standards 

 At state level 
 Allow communities to better enforce  

3 
 



 

 Address rebuilding post-storm 
 Identify 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 

• Property acquisition - elevate, planned and managed retreat, adapt 
o Difficult politically  
o Economic incentives 
o From most vulnerable areas to help increase natural buffer 

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

• Regional planning authority and guidance 
o Prioritize coordination and communication 
o Consistency and continuity among state/various federal agencies 

 Incentivize to encourage resiliency and mitigation projects 
o Need for regional planning authority since individual decision-making among towns are 

inconsistent 
o Mandate cost-benefit risk analysis before any federal/state funds are expended  

 50 year-minor improvements 
 75 year-major improvements 

o Educate legislators on cost-benefit analysis to focus better on infrastructure resiliency 
projects 

• Funding 
o Public/private funding to incentivize adaptation 
o Fund high impact and open space projects 

• Refine BW2012, but do not repeal 
• Revise land use and building codes to restrict or prohibit development especially in vulnerable 

areas 
 
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
Coastal Connecticut
Visioning Session - Facilitated Breakout Groups
Name Organization

Ginger Croom CDM Smith
Gary Wassmer City of Milford
Diane Ifkovic CT DEEP
Paul Corrente CT DOT
Emily Pysh DEMHS
Walter Smith Town of Old Saybrook 

Frannie Bui CDM Smith
Jennifer O'Donnell Coastal Ocean Analytics
Brian Thompson CT DEEP
John Plante Langan Engineering & Environmental Services
David Sutherland The Nature Conservancy
Kevin Magee Town of Guilford

Jamie Lefkowitz CDM Smith
Michael Lettieri CT DECD
David Blatt CT DEEP
George Bradner CT Department of Insurance
Nicolle Burnham Milone & MacBroom
Bonnie Reemsnyder Old Lyme
Sylvain DeGuise Sea Grant/Uconn
Thomas Lane Town of Waterford
Dave Williams

Debra Beck CDM Smith
James Albis CGA Shoreline Preservation Taskforce
Peter Francis CT DEEP
Karen Michaels CT DEEP
Michael Hogan CT DOT
Adam Welchel The Nature Conservancy
Tom Gromley Town of New Fairfield

Macky McCleary CT DEEP
Betsey Wingfield CT DEEP
John Kennelly USACE
Chris Hatfield USACE
Jonathan Morrison USGS

Group D

Group C

Group B

Group A

Other
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Coastal Connecticut 
 

 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 

Phoenix Auditorium, 5th Floor 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127 

 
 

February 28, 2014 
10 am - 12 pm 

  
 

I. Welcome and Introductions 
 

II. Agenda Overview and Meeting Purpose 
 

III. USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) Overview 
 

IV. Other Updates 
a. USACE  

• Recovery Efforts 
• Coastal Investigations 

b. State Recovery Efforts 
 
 

V. Facilitated Discussion Topics  
a. Vulnerability 
b. Potential Solutions 
c. Policy and Institutional Barriers 

 
VI. 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 
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US Army Corps of Engineers
BUILDING STRONG®

North	Atlantic	Coast	
Comprehensive	Study
Coastal	Connecticut
Visioning	Meeting

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

28	February	2014

BUILDING STRONG®

Introductions
Connecticut	Department	of	Energy	and	Environment	(DEEP)
 Macky McCleary
 Peter	Francis
 Brian	Thompson

USACE	New	England	District
 John	Kennelly
 Chris	Hatfield

CDM	Smith	– USACE	Contractor
 Ginger	Croom
 Debra	Beck
 Frannie Bui
 Jamie	Lefkowitz

2
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BUILDING STRONG®

Agenda
 I.		Introductions
 II.	Agenda	Overview	and	Meeting	Purpose
 III.	USACE	NACCS	Overview
 IV.	Other	Updates
 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

4
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BUILDING STRONG®

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

Affected	entire	east	coast:	
24	States	from	Florida	to	Maine;	
New	Jersey	and	New	York	to	
Michigan	and	Wisconsin

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

Public	Law	113‐2	enacted
29	January	2013

5Photo	credits	unknown

BUILDING STRONG®

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																																																																						

6

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.	
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BUILDING STRONG®

Products
 Coastal	Framework
 Regional	scale
 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

7

Technical	Teams
 USACE	Enterprise
 Agency	Subject	Matter	
Experts
 Engineering	
 Economics
 Environmental,	Cultural,	and		
Social
 Sea	Level	and	Climate	Change
 Plan	Formulation
 Coastal	GIS	Analysis

 Not	a	Decision	Document
 No	NEPA
 No	Recommendations

BUILDING STRONG®

NACCS	Next	Steps	
(Six	Month	Snapshot)

8

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
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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) 

9

BUILDING STRONG®

QUESTIONS

10
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BUILDING STRONG®

Agenda	Check‐in

 I.		Introductions
 II.		Agenda	Overview	and	Meeting	Purpose
 III.	USACE	NACCS	Overview
 IV.	Other	Updates
 V.			Facilitated	Discussion (small	groups)

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

 VI.		Closing	Remarks/Adjourn	

11

BUILDING STRONG®

Other	Updates

 USACE
► Recovery	Efforts
► Coastal	Investigations

 CT	DEEP
► State	Recovery	Efforts

12
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BUILDING STRONG®

USACE	Upcoming	Recovery	Efforts
(P.L.	113‐2)

13

Dredging
 Little	Narragansett	Bay		‐ 10/1/2014
 New	Haven	Harbor,	CT	‐ Ongoing,	expected	completion	4/30/2014
 Guilford	Harbor	– 10/1/2014

Breakwater/Jetty	Repair
 Bridgeport	Harbor	‐ 6/1/2014
 New	Haven	Harbor	– Summer	2014

Beach	Restoration
 Prospect	Beach,	West	Haven	– Fall	2014
 Woodmont Beach,	Milford– 4/1/2014

BUILDING STRONG®

USACE	Coastal	Storm	Damage	
Investigations	Initiated

(P.L.	113‐2)
 Fairfield	Beach,	Fairfield	– 1/6/14

 East	Broadway	Beach,	Milford	– 1/13/14

 Bayview Beach,	Milford	– 1/13/14

 Morris	Cove,	New	Haven	– existing	study,	reinitiated	with	
City	in	February	2014

 Cosey Beach,	East	Haven	– TBD

► Initial	appraisals	at	100%	Federal	cost
► Feasibility	Studies	Shared	50/50	with	local	sponsor

14
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BUILDING STRONG®15

BUILDING STRONG®16
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BUILDING STRONG®17

BUILDING STRONG®

Other	Recovery	Efforts

18
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BUILDING STRONG®

Agenda	Check‐in

 I.		Introductions
 II.		Agenda	Overview	and	Meeting	Purpose
 III.	USACE	NACCS	Overview
 IV.	Other	Updates
 V.			Facilitated	Discussion (small	groups)

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

 VI.		Closing	Remarks/Adjourn	

19

BUILDING STRONG®

Small	Group	‐ Instructions
 Group	Assignments

► Groups	identified	as	A,	B,	C	or	D	based	on	name	tag
• Group	A:		Ginger	Croom
• Group	B:		Frannie Bui
• Group	C:		Jamie	Lefkowitz
• Group	D:	Debra	Beck

 Discussion	Topics	
► Vulnerability
► Potential	Solutions
► Institutional	or	Policy	Challenges

 Complete	Individual	Response	Forms
 Develop	Summary
 Report‐out

20
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BUILDING STRONG®

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?	

21

BUILDING STRONG®

Small	Group	Report‐Out

 Group	A
 Group	B
 Group	C
 Group	D

22
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BUILDING STRONG®

Contact	Information

 Chris	Hatfield	‐ USACE	New	England	District
► Christopher.L.Hatfield@usace.army.mil
► 978‐318‐8520	(phone)

 John	Kennelly	‐ USACE	New	England	District
► John.R.Kennelly@usace.army.mil
► 978‐318‐8505	(phone)

23
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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 
Coastal Connecticut 

 
Photo 1-The presentation is projected onto a large screen in the front of the auditorium 

 

 
Photo 2 – Macky McCleary (CT DEEP) provides opening remarks 
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Meeting Date - February 28, 2014 



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 
Coastal Connecticut 

 
Photo 3 – Ginger Croom (CDM Smith) presents a summary of the NACCS to the audience 

 

 
Photo 4 – Chris Hatfield (USACE) provides a summary of USACE recovery efforts 
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Meeting Date - February 28, 2014 



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 
Coastal Connecticut 

 
Photo 5 – Brian Thompson (CT DEEP) presents a summary of state-wide recovery efforts to the group 

 

 
Photo 6 – Emily Pysh (DEMHS) presents a summary of the responses from Group A 
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Meeting Date - February 28, 2014 



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 
Coastal Connecticut 

 
Photo 7 – Jennifer O’Donnell (Coastal Ocean Analytics) presents a summary of the responses from Group B 

 

 
Photo 8 – George Bradnor (CID) presents a summary of the responses from Group C 
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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 
Coastal Connecticut 

 

 
Photo 9 – Peter Francis (CT DEEP) presents a summary of the responses from Group D 
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm 
risk? 

.5fci f ~ c. (!;Ve. I 

tow f'7J c-s~ ///rec: 'i' .,,. en/,~.,/ 
i/J-fr.a.slrv-c/vr-e.... w/·,.. f Ao Se':> a. ~S .11Ac>t...-Y 

btU>YtM.- 1'n 011c}, led t:f,,JJ r ;so/.. -fe: j , 

Pe vtltJ17eJ .barr;er 6ea-c L w,// f~.11(41."' 
a f- (.L ~ {.:: _ 

f /~vo.. ~ e J /...a.~~ - (<.e>~c.{'S, u-ncL~ ~~ 
o Lt ·M: +-e..d ¥\cce--s ~ 

- E11c01/ray~ JeW,/6PrvuY\ 4- ~ kJ, 
OJl1 'IA..t<SG6Vl.CJlr+t6Y\.S - M.or-e- h.01\M-~ 64 ~ .,._ d 
f\oe:cl b~rr-'1 L~ e +< . 

I 

r\ 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Connecticut/ February 28, 2014 

EMAIL: 

6 o(J I Ui'<Yl e ~c+: q 0 
ramsnycle1 ~· \J ~ 

Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm 
risk? 
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm 
risk? 
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm 
risk? 
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm 
risk? 
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm 
risk? 
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm 
risk? 
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Question 1: How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm 
risk? 
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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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EMAIL: 

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? 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Connecticut/ February 28, 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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Name: ~~~Y\et\l 
Organization: 
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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? 

f> Goo r- J '"'6{~'" ~ ,~~ i?v>1.f'VJeVJ{,f ~Va c "-<'Vt'~/ Cl.CC«;,.) r-ot.-L-f-e ~ 
e, 0 YV1 "" "' " ,+ y 01,}_ 5 k./--L vi; A-e 

~ !Je-e/)_ ().,- vcf,;_[/e A_-es•7 l'1 ~h - P/o0 R_ <'J(,.,,a-lv:O 

<'7f1 ,. ><-"1 {! &w c Cf 0 I (__ s·-h,J ~1 < ) I r ""·f , /,._ j__:., ,,, cL..--1-"--

0 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Connecticut/ February 28, 2014 

Name: 7J) {are__ -::..t.:-f ko v 1 C 

Organization: C TDE f::; ~ 
EMAIL: ci1'uote ~ Jllov•'C e. 

c--l ·CJ t1 v 

Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 
~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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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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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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Name: EMAIL: 

Organization: 

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? 

1~·~1fovw~ 
!,<ICC~ #~ ~ 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Connecticut/ February 28, 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? 

0~ ;.j,-icS fr,,J,. 12- /, :rD i, ~ u~~~ 
fiov 1- \~wf t 

Su[{v- 5- ~r~ (; lf'A-{_ f /u ~f\~ ~ >KJ'2~e ' 
(2,,1;v. ~1' v , ;; h rv(,' V'-G_> _. ~ 1~ ~vc/~ 

+ ~"'s4?o'~ f""je-iks. fu uf.,,..i,ld,__ Cfe).b, / : fy 

/l 1 ( II • J . . I · 4--
11 ~'l./z:'..t 0 ~~ 1.1 </'---~ / J ~ I vQ__._> I D 

cA,', -t CD t,La;,,e J.w Uo f ~ ; ""- l/fA / V'-f-//r~ ft 6-~Ck, S 

~ ~lc!'wvj/ (g,v/A~•- of oy;d7 
o&.v v/0 ~ v Lv / ~v---t Lt ()\ ,_ ~ CL.> , 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Connecticut/ February 28, 2014 

Name: ~crj Wev<i>Sl/'f\.a.-/ 
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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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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 

Baltimore Metropolitan Area 

Visioning Meeting 

Meeting Notes 

 

March 6, 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 Thursday, March 6, 2014, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 

Baltimore District conducted an in-person visioning meeting with representatives from the City of 

Baltimore, other federal and state agencies including representatives from the State of Maryland Silver 

Jackets team, local communities, non-profit organizations, and CDM Smith to discuss the NACCS with 

specific focus and dialogue concerning coastal flood risk and resilience in the Baltimore Metropolitan Area. 

 

Major themes discussed during the meeting included the impacts to aging public and private infrastructure, 

emergency operations, and communicating vulnerabilities to certain populations.  In addition, an expressed 

need for risk analysis, communication, and supporting data collection was discussed, as well as the role of 

natural and nature based features in coastal flood risk management.   A high level of collaboration was 

evident among state and federal agency staff as well as local communities and NGOs represented at this 

meeting.    

 

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

organizations: 

Federal Agencies: Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 

 USACE 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

 U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 

  

State Agencies: Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) 

 Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 

 Maryland State Highway Authority (SHA) 

 Maryland Transportation Authority (MDTA) 

 

NGO: The Conservation Fund 
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Communities: Anne Arundel County 

 Baltimore County 

 City of Baltimore 

 Harford County 

 

Other: CDM Smith (meeting facilitation team) 

   

Location: USACE Baltimore District: 10 South Howard Street, 11
th

 Floor Conference Room 

11240, Baltimore, MD 21201 

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

Larry Eastman, Deputy Chief of the USACE Baltimore District Planning Division, 

offered welcoming remarks to convene the meeting. The first segment was driven 

by Dave Robbins and Karla Roberts (USACE) who presented an overview of the 

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) and an update of the current 

progress. Ginger Croom (CDM Smith) presented an overview of the Focus Area 

Analysis performed for the Baltimore Metropolitan Area. Photographs from the 

meeting are included in Attachment D.   

 

Following the presentation, attendees were divided into three small groups for facilitated 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:  

How is your community most vulnerable to coastal storm risk? 

• Critical infrastructure- Vulnerable to inundation flooding and aging 

o Utilities 

o Transportation systems (including navigation channels) 

o Power grid 

o Wastewater treatment plants 

o Other facilities 

o Communication systems 

o Stormwater systems 

o Military facilities 

o Conowingo Dam 

• Stormwater and interior flooding 

• Lack of flood risk management projects 

• Wind impacts 

• Uncertainties associated with weather forecasting, sea level change, and associated impacts 

• Natural resources/systems  

o Services they provide are compromised 

o Systems are impacted by storm events and can become a liability 

• Social considerations 

o Public safety 
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o Communities, vulnerable populations 

o Hospitals/schools 

o Emergency response system/access/communication  

o Food supply and resiliency planning after a hazard event 

• 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 

 

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

• Infrastructure 

o Evaluate existing infrastructure 

o Maintain access to public infrastructure without increasing risk 

o Identify high risk areas and critical assets 

o Identify backup facilities 

• Future planning 

o Consider future scenarios and conditions for infrastructure design and operations 

o Floodplain management and mitigation 

o Identify areas of natural protection 

o Develop a better understanding of risks and vulnerabilities 

o Collaboration across agencies / communities / NGOs / jurisdictions (example: Silver Jackets) 

o Education/outreach 

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 sea level change criteria 

• Environmental 

o Improve mapping/modeling to inform solutions and identify high risk areas 

o Improve storm risk management technique effectiveness information 

• Communication 

o Move to analysis of a range of scenarios vs. one scenario when communicating risk 

o Early warning and emergency plan systems 

o Develop a common language to communicate risk 

o Dissemination of flood depth grids 

o Public outreach and education 

� Safety, evacuation, preparedness 

� Uninsured property owners currently in the floodplain 

• 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. 

� Inventory of exposed areas 

� Determine risk sensitivity of structure 
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� Adaptive capacity  

 

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

• Flood management 

o Easier process for buy-outs and floodplain restoration 

o Develop new long-term design standards 

o Consider implementation of systemic, redundant approaches to 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 

• Enhanced agency, stakeholder,  and policy maker communication and coordination 

• Coordinate interagency Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) to facilitate action 

• Risk assessment 

o Funding for forecasting improvements 

o Education of risk 

 

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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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) 

  

 



 

Attachment A 
List of Meeting Attendees and Sign-in Sheets 
 
 
 

 



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study

Baltimore Metropolitan Area

Visioning Session ‐ Facilitated Breakout Groups

Name Organization

Lauren Klonsky CDM Smith

Kevin Gambrill Anne Arundel County

Zoe Johnson DNR

Matthew Teitt  MDTA

Jason Elliott NOAA

Ken Widelski NWS

Erik Meyers  The Conservation Fund

Stacey Underwood USACE

Genevieve LaRoche USFWS

Jonathan Dillow USGS

Frannie Bui CDM Smith

Steve Welzant Baltimore County

Molly Kaput FEMA

Kevin Wagner MDE

Melissa Williams MDTA

Patricia Wnek NOAA

Michel Sheffer SHA

Michael Schuster USACE

Karla Roberts  USACE

Chris Penney USACE

Ginger Croom CDM Smith

Kristin Baja City of Baltimore

Justin Mannion Harford County

Darlene Finch  NOAA

Sasha Pryborowski NOAA

William Tardy SHA

Dave Robbins USACE

Dan Bierly USACE

Marisa Lewis USACE

Martha Newman USACE

Group A

Group B

Group C

Other
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USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Baltimore Metropolitan Area 
 

USACE Baltimore District 
10 South Howard Street 
11th Floor Room 11240 
Baltimore, MD 21201 

 
March 6, 2014 
10 am – 12 pm 

  
 

I. Welcome and Introductions 
 

II. Agenda Overview and Meeting Purpose  
 

III. USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
a. Update  
b. Focus Area Analysis 

 
 

IV. Facilitated Discussion Topics - 
a. Topic 1 - Vulnerability 
b. Topic 2 – Solutions  
c. Topic 3 – Policy/Institutional  
d. Report Outs 

 
V. 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 
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US Army Corps of Engineers
BUILDING STRONG®

North	Atlantic	Coast	
Comprehensive	Study
Baltimore	Metropolitan	Area
Visioning	Session

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

6 March	2014

BUILDING STRONG®

Introductions
 Larry	Eastman,	USACE
 Dan	Bierly,	USACE
 Dave	Robbins,	USACE
 Karla	Roberts,	USACE
 Martha	Newman,	USACE
 Marisa	Lewis,	USACE
 Stacey	Underwood,	USACE

 Ginger	Croom,	CDM	Smith
 Frannie Bui,	CDM	Smith
 Lauren	Klonsky,	CDM	Smith
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BUILDING STRONG®

Agenda
 I.		Introductions
 II.	Agenda	Overview	and	Meeting	Purpose
 III.	USACE	NACCS	

►Update
►Focus	Area	Analysis

 IV.		Facilitated	Discussion (small	groups)
 V.		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.	

4
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BUILDING STRONG®

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

Affected	entire	east	coast:	
24	States	from	Florida	to	Maine;	
New	Jersey	to	Michigan	and	
Wisconsin

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

Public	Law	113‐2	enacted
29	January	2013

5Photo	credits	unknown

BUILDING STRONG®

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																																																																						

6

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.	
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BUILDING STRONG®

Products
 Coastal	Framework
 Regional	scale
 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

7

Technical	Teams
 USACE	Enterprise
 Agency	Subject	Matter	
Experts
 Engineering	
 Economics
 Environmental,	Cultural,	and		
Social
 Sea	Level	and	Climate	Change
 Plan	Formulation
 Coastal	GIS	Analysis

 Not	a	Decision	Document
 No	NEPA
 No	Recommendations

BUILDING STRONG®

NACCS	Current	Status
 Draft	Analyses	Completed	in	September	2013
 Internal	Review	of	Draft	Analyses	ongoing
 Five/Six	Webinars	in	the	Collaboration	Series	
Completed

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

8
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BUILDING STRONG®

NACCS	Next	Steps	
(Six	Month	Snapshot)

9

March	2014:	Interagency	release	of	the	
draft	analyses

March/April	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®

Promote	Coastal	Resilient	Communities	with	
Sustainable	and	Robust	Coastal	Landscape	Systems

North	Atlantic	Coast	Comprehensive	Study	
(NACCS)

Coastal	Storm	Risk	Management	
Framework

• Exposure/Vulnerability	Mapping
• Areas	of	High	Exposure
• CSRM	Measures
• Climate	Change	AdaptationCo
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BUILDING STRONG®

Focus	Area	Analysis

Baltimore	Metropolitan	Area

11

BUILDING STRONG®

Focus	Area	Analysis
 Specific	language	within	PL	113‐2,	the	Disaster	Relief	
Appropriate	Action	of	2013	states,	“…as	a	part	of	the	study,	
the	Secretary	shall	identify	those	activities	warranting	
additional	analysis	by	the	Corps

 Determine	if	there	is	a	Federal,	(USACE)	interest	in	
participating	in	a	cost‐shared	feasibility	phase	study

12
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BUILDING STRONG®13

BUILDING STRONG®

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?

14



8

BUILDING STRONG®

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.

15

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	

16
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BUILDING STRONG®

Stakeholder	Information

 Meeting	with	Baltimore	City	Staff
 Meeting	with	Baltimore	County	Staff
 Meeting	with	Maryland	Port	Administration	Staff
 Anne	Arundel	County	Curtis	Creek	E‐mail	
response

17

BUILDING STRONG®

Stakeholder	Identified	Problems

 Flooding	by	coastal	storms
►Storm	surge
►Wave	action
►Erosion

 Stormwater	runoff
 Aging	infrastructure
 Climate	adaptation

18
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BUILDING STRONG®

Stakeholder	Identified	Measures

 Improve	existing	flood	risk	management	measures
 Develop	integrated	flood	risk	management	systems
 Incorporate	nature‐based	measures	for	flood	risk	
management

 Elevate	roads	in	flood	prone	areas
 Identify	and	acquire	or	elevate	flood	prone	structures
 Floodproof or	retrofit	infrastructure
 Enhance	waterfront	zoning	and	permitting
 Review	and	enhance	coastal	area	design	guidelines

19

BUILDING STRONG®

QUESTIONS

20
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BUILDING STRONG®

Agenda	Check‐in

 I.		Introductions
 II.		Agenda	Overview	and	Meeting	Purpose
 III.	USACE	NACCS

► Update
► Focus	Area	Analysis

 IV.			Facilitated	Discussion (small	groups)
a.	Vulnerability
b.	Potential	Changes
c.		Institutional/Policy	Challenges

 V.		Closing	Remarks/Adjourn	

21

BUILDING STRONG®

Small	Group	‐ Instructions
 Group	Assignments

► Groups	identified	as	A,	B,	or	C	based	on	name	tag
• Group	A:		Lauren	Klonsky
• Group	B:		Frannie Bui
• Group	C:		Ginger	Croom

 Discussion	Topics	
► Vulnerability
► Potential	Solutions
► Institutional	or	Policy	Challenges

 Complete	Individual	Response	Forms
 Develop	Summary
 Report‐out

22
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BUILDING STRONG®

Discussion	Topics
1. How	is	your	community	or	agency/	

organization	most	vulnerable	to	coastal	
storm	risk?

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

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

23

BUILDING STRONG®

Small	Group	Report‐Out

 Group	A
 Group	B
 Group	C

24
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BUILDING STRONG®

Contact	Information
 Dave	Robbins		– USACE	Baltimore	District

►David.W.Robbins@usace.army.mil
► (410)	962‐0685	(office)

25
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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 
Baltimore Metropolitan Area 

1 
Meeting Date – March 6, 2014 

 
Photo	1‐	Larry	Eastman	(USACE)	provides	opening	remarks	

 

 
Photo	2	–	Dave	Robbins	(USACE)	presents	the	meeting	agenda	

 



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 
Baltimore Metropolitan Area 

2 
Meeting Date – March 6, 2014 

 
Photo	3	–	Karla	Roberts	(USACE)	presents	an	overview	of	relief	efforts	associated	with	Sandy	

 

 
Photo	4	–	Dave	Robbins	(USACE)	returns	to	the	podium	to	give	further	information	on	NACCS	



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 
Baltimore Metropolitan Area 

3 
Meeting Date – March 6, 2014 

 
Photo	5	–	Ginger	Croom	(CDM	Smith)	presents	an	overview	of	the	Focus	Area	Analysis	for	the	Baltimore	Metropolitan	Area	

 

 

 
Photo	6	–	Ginger	Croom	(CDM	Smith)	explains	the	objectives	of	the	facilitated	discussions	



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 
Baltimore Metropolitan Area 

4 
Meeting Date – March 6, 2014 

 
Photo	7	–	Frannie	Bui	(CDM	Smith)	documents	responses	from	Group	B	during	the	breakout	session	

 

 
Photo	8	–	Zoe	Johnson	(MD	DNR)	presents	a	summary	of	responses	from	Group	A	



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 
Baltimore Metropolitan Area 

5 
Meeting Date – March 6, 2014 

 
Photo	9	–	Mike	Scheffer	(MD	SHA)	presents	a	summary	of	responses	from	Group	B	

 

 
Photo	10	–	William	Tardy	(SHA)	presents	a	summary	of	responses	from	Group	C	
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Question 1: How is your community or agency/organization most 
vulnerable to coastal storm risk? 
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Organization: f\j6A(-\ 

Question 1: How is your community or agency /organization most 
vulnerable to coastal storm risk? 
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Question 1: How is your community or agency /organization most 
vulnerable to coastal storm risk? 
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Question 1: How is your community or agency /organization most 
vulnerable to coastal storm risk? 
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Question 1: How is your community or agency /organization most 
vulnerable to coastal storm risk? 
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vulnerable to coastal storm risk? 
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Question 1: How is your community or agency/organization most 
vulnerable to coastal storm risk? 
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Question 1: How is your community or agency /organization most 
vulnerable to coastal storm risk? 
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Question 1: How is your community or agency/organization most 
vulnerable to coastal storm risk? 
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Question 1: How is your community or agency /organization most 
vulnerable to coastal storm risk? 
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Question 1: How is your community or agency/organization most 
vulnerable to coastal storm risk? 
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Question 1: How is your community or agency/organization most 
vulnerable to coastal storm risk? 
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Question 1: How is your community or agency/organization most 
vulnerable to coastal storm risk? 
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 
promising changes to address this vulnerability? 
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Organization: U-'AcG 

EMAIL: 

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

--------------··-·-·------------~--~-------.-··-- ·---·-----------

- C., <s 1 < I (" h "~ ~·-'I'"& 

-[;J,4.cc ,c, j,_,lr,~ SLP- 5.,-1JM._ J i.ly J,,.,r £;:. 
j;,J,,~ c, LJ- ·~ l< /Ar - J..,~ ,, t /, r .~. l ,,, !., rJ,. drh, 

"j. ~- J,, ,J ' ) '\.<.~ j, d, ~ ~J rft, '"'-"·" i>< c!-_r,)" 

\.v< vc L.c.:lf 
fl t,,, - J., . ~" cf.--- ' f>'>~ ~-.Ju, I 

~-- f'\.···~~~J- . .,,_....._.--? rJv-.-- ,-.! <iJ..rv ""'t 

-'' ivJ{r,k cHiAllJ~ 

c 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Baltimore Metropolitan Area/ March 6, 2014 
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 
promising changes to address this vulnerability? 
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 
promising changes to address this vulnerability? 
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 
promising changes to address this vulnerability? 
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 
promising changes to address this vulnerability? 
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 
promising changes to address this vulnerability? 
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 
promising changes to address this vulnerability? 
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, wllat are 1-2 
promising changes to address tllis vulnerability? 
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 
promising changes to address this vulnerability? 
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 
promising changes to address this vulnerability? 
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 
promising changes to address this vulnerability? 
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 
promising changes to address this vulnerability? 
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Question 2: Based on one vulnerability noted above, what are 1-2 
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solution that could improve coastal resilience? 
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Overall Comments: Please use this space and the back if you have 
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Appendix G: City of Norfolk Visioning Meeting 

Interim Deliverable 
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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 

City of Norfolk 

Visioning Meeting 

Meeting Notes 

 

March 11, 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, March 11, 2014 the U.S Army Corps of Engineers 

(USACE) Norfolk District conducted an in-person visioning meeting with representatives from the City of 

Norfolk, other State and Federal agencies, the Commonwealth of Virginia, non-government 

organizations (NGOs), and CDM Smith to discuss the North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 

with specific focus and dialogue concerning the City of Norfolk.  

In general, a high level of collaboration was evident among city and federal agency staff as well as state 

representatives and NGOs attending the 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. A main 

theme of the visioning session was to continue efforts with an emphasis on future implementation of 

flood risk management measures. 

Thirty-one people attended the two hour meeting (see Attachment A), including individuals from the 

following organizations: 

Federal Agencies: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
 Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) 
 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
 
State Agencies: Virginia Department of Emergency Management (VDEM) 
 Virginia Department of Health (VDH) 

 
NGOs: Hampton Roads Planning District Commission (HRPDC) 
 Old Dominion University (ODU) 
 Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS) 
 
Community: City of Norfolk 

  

Other: CDM Smith (meeting facilitation team) 
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Location:  City of Norfolk, Half Moone Cruise and Celebration Center 

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

The first segment was driven by a presentation of an overview of NACCS 

provided by Rachel Haug (USACE), with opening remarks provided by Eddie 

DuRant (USACE) and Mark Dunning (CDM Smith).  Holly Carpenter (USACE) 

presented the overview of the Norfolk Comprehensive Flood Risk Management 

Analysis Scoping Charrette and the reconnaissance-level report that listed 

potential strategies for the City of Norfolk.  Holly reviewed the City of Norfolk’s 

current USACE flood risk management projects, including the Willoughby Spit 

project that is designated as “Authorized, but Unconstructed” as part of the 

Hurricane Sandy Supplemental Bill. 

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

Questions/Discussion:  

 Questions regarding NACCS 
o A member of the audience asked what happens after the report is completed and sent 

to Congress. Rachel Haug (USACE) responded that the results of the analysis will be used 
as a tool to help communities, such as the City of Norfolk, prepare and plan for more 
effective response to future coastal flooding events. 

o A member of the audience asked about how social vulnerability and impoverished 
populations were considered in the analysis. Rachel Haug (USACE) responded that 
certain socio-economic factors derived from census block data were included in the 
analysis and used to determine which populations were less adaptable to future storm 
risk. 

o A member of the audience asked about how the forecasted timeline for project 
planning with regard to sea level rise was determined for the NACCS. Rachel Haug 
(USACE) responded that the future sea level change scenarios were 2018, 2068, 2100, 
and 2180. These snapshots are based on the USACE planning periods as well as the 
NOAA sea level change adaptation analysis. 

o A member of the audience asked if the NACCS focused on the application of specific sea 
level change scenarios to inform a project, and asked how the 2018 sea level change 
projection can be used to inform project planning, since any project initiated now would 
not be completed by 2018. Rachel Haug (USACE) responded that all scenarios are 
intended to be used for future planning purposes. 

o A member of the audience asked what impacts the study has on the implementation of 
projects considering that the NACCS is not a decision document. Rachel Haug (USACE) 
responded that the NACCS provides a framework to allow projects to move forward as 
well as incorporate future conditions. 

o A member of the audience commented that the NACCS seems to provide a set of 
strategies, but not specific project recommendations.  He stated that USACE should 
move away from continual studies to more action. He also asked whether streamlining 
of the permitting process was considered. Rachel Haug (USACE) responded that the 
results from the NACCS will not impact the USACE planning process or the permitting 
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process. Eddie DuRant (USACE) added that current discussions at the Norfolk District 
and USACE HQ may be shifting towards a more user-friendly planning process. 
 

 Questions regarding Norfolk-specific efforts 
o A member of the audience asked if the private sector was involved in scoping or 

identification of projects or measures. Holly Carpenter (USACE) responded that Moffat 
& Nichol, Fugro, and other consulting engineering firms that developed studies and that 
were contracted by the City of Norfolk or other communities were involved.  She 
commented that no public/private partnerships were initiated as part of the 
reconnaissance-level efforts. 

o A member of the audience commented that future sea level change was part of the 
initial charrette, but inquired whether storm frequency and ferocity were also 
considered as part of the technical evaluation. Holly Carpenter (USACE) responded that 
sea level change was considered for a 50 year project planning period.  Since the 
reconnaissance-level analysis was not scoped for that level of detail, it did not include 
the technical analysis of future storm frequency or ferocity. Further analysis of storm 
frequency may be performed as part of a future feasibility study. 

o A member of the audience asked about the status of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) studies and projects. Holly Carpenter (USACE) responded that as part of 
the process, USACE must first determine the level of federal interest to ensure the 
project’s economic viability, following which the project will move into a feasibility 
stage. Two projects have approved Determination of Federal Interest reports and are 
currently scoping the feasibility stage, while others just received funding to evaluate 
federal interest. Currently, there are no signed agreements. 

The second part of the Visioning meeting was a facilitated discussion aimed at surfacing participant 

insights on the vision for coastal storm risk management, including vulnerable areas, potential solutions 

and policy and institutional barriers to coastal storm risk management.  At the conclusion of the 

question and answer period, attendees were divided into three groups for brainstorming sessions.  

Photographs from the meeting are included in Attachment D.  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:  

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

 Problems with planning processes 

 Lack of funding 

 Lack of communication and unified message 
o Jurisdictional boundaries inhibit regional planning  (local, state, regional) 
o No regional authority for coastal risk management  
o Dillon Rule: local authority is limited by state 
o Conflicting agendas and authorities 
o Duplication of effort 
o Private sector not at table with local government 
o Lack of guidance 
o Science and politics clash 
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 No common risk data, guidance, or research 

 Wetland services (and other natural systems) diminished by state and federal policy 

 Flood insurance program issues 
 
What are prominent policy changes or legislative solutions that could improve coastal resilience? 

 Find ways to address repetitive flood losses 

 Engage local stakeholders in process and provide accurate information to the public 

 Local land use policies, constraints on development 

 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 

 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 

 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 

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

 Natural and nature based / green infrastructure  
o Dune restoration 
o Beach nourishment 
o Regulatory protection of wetlands and dunes 

 Comprehensive floodplain management 
o Norfolk Emergency Planning and Response Models 

 Elevate structures/utilities/property zoning 
o Identify land use for risk 
o Relocation of coastal development 
o Building and floodplain regulations (freeboard) 

 Collaborative efforts amongst agencies 
o Short-term/small scale mitigation projects 
o Define/understand work at federal and regional levels 

 Awareness (and funding from Sandy) 

 Local projects 

 Flood insurance associated with risk 

 Communication to public in order to avoid complacency 
 
What strategies should be implemented to reduce risk from coastal storms?  

 More comprehensive strategy 
o Use of money for biggest positive impact 
o Include private industry 
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o Must be multi-level, multi-tiered approach 

 Improve communication of risk 
o Use graphics 
o Risk identification with home sales and planning decisions 

 Well defined egress and evacuation routes 

 Compare physical barriers vs. economics cost of relocation of major cities 

 Uniform guidance and data assets 

 Flood insurance actuarial rates 

 Funding for attending regional forum discussions 

 Regional approach to generator locations 
o Solar charging stations for cell phones [public] 

 
What is an acceptable level of risk? 

 Who should bear risk? 
o Risk varies depending on location and use  
o Insurance premiums should reflect level of risk 
o Reaction or pro-action 
o Scope of risk local, city, regional 

 No risk is ideal 

 General development 
o 100 year 

 Critical infrastructure 
o 500-1000 year  

 Planning 
o 50 years forward 

 Heavily influenced by local level 

 Communicative probabilities of impact over long-term, not just a return period 
 
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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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) 

  

 



 

Attachment A 
List of Meeting Attendees and Sign-in Sheets 
 
 
 

 



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study
City of Norfolk
Visioning Session - Facilitated Breakout Groups

Name Organization

Mark Dunning CDM Smith
Richard Broad City of Norfolk
Robert Tajan City of Norfolk
Latoya Vaughn City of Norfolk
Brian Ballard NAVFAC
Eric Seymour NOAA
Edward DuRant USACE
Matthew Wall VDEM
George Roarty VDEM

Frances Bui CDM Smith
Peter Garner City of Norfolk
John Keifer City of Norfolk
Ben Mcfarlane HRPDCVA
Joe Atangan NAVFAC
Taura Huxley NAVFAC
Anthony Farmer NAVFAC
Carol Considine ODU
Rachel Haug USACE
Michelle Hamor USACE
Karinna Nunez VIMS

Lauren Klonsky CDM Smith
Kevin DuBois City of Norfolk
Scott Smith City of Norfolk
Leonard Newcomb City of Norfolk
Denise Thompson City of Norfolk
Brian Joyner Moffat & Nichol
Holly Carpenter USACE
Susan Connor USACE
Carl Hershner VIMS
Brian Knight VDH

Emily Egginton VIMS

Group A

Group B

Group C

Other
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Attachment B 
Meeting Agenda and List of Handouts 
 
 
 

 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 
City of Norfolk, VA 

 
Half Moone Cruise Facility 

1 Waterside Drive 
Norfolk, VA 

 
March 11, 2014 
10 am – 12 pm  

  
 

I. Welcome and Introductions  
 

II. Agenda Overview and Meeting Purpose  
 

III. USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
 
a. Update 
b. Q&A 

 
IV. Norfolk Specific Efforts  

 
a. Summary/Outputs from Norfolk Comprehensive Flood Risk Management Analysis 

Scoping Charrette 
b. Current USACE Flood Risk Management Studies/Projects 
c. Q&A 

 
 

V. Facilitated Discussion Topics 
 

a. Institutional Barriers and Policy Challenges 
b. Reducing Risk from Coastal Storms 

 
 

VI. Closing Remarks/Meeting 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 
 
 
 

 



US Army Corps of Engineers 
BUILDING STRONG® 

 
 
North Atlantic Coast  
Comprehensive Study 
Norfolk Visioning Session 
 
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

National Planning Center for  
Coastal Storm Risk Management 
 
11 March 2014 



BUILDING STRONG® 

Introductions 
 Name and Organization 
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BUILDING STRONG® 

Agenda 
  I.  Introductions 
 II. Agenda Overview and Meeting Purpose 
 III. USACE NACCS  

►Update 
►Q&A 

 IV.  Norfolk Specific Efforts 
 V.  Facilitated Discussion (small groups) 
 VI.  Closing Remarks/Adjourn 
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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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BUILDING STRONG® 

USACE NACCS 

5 Photo credits unknown 



BUILDING STRONG® 

NACCS Background 
 Public Law 113-2 enacted 29 January 2013 in response to Hurricane Sandy 
 “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                                                                       

6 

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.  
 



BUILDING STRONG® 

       Products 
 Coastal Framework 
  Regional scale 
  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 
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Technical Teams 
  USACE Enterprise 
  Agency Subject Matter 
Experts 
 Engineering  
 Economics 
 Environmental, Cultural, and   
    Social 
 Sea Level and Climate Change 
 Plan Formulation 
 Coastal GIS Analysis 

 Not a Decision Document 
  No NEPA 
  No Recommendations 



BUILDING STRONG® 

NACCS Current Status 
 Draft Analyses Completed in September 2013 
 Internal Review of Draft Analyses 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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http://www.nad.usace.army.mil/compstudy


BUILDING STRONG® 

NACCS Next Steps  
(Six Month Snapshot) 

9 

March 2014: Interagency release of the 
draft analyses 

March/April 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® 

Promote Coastal Resilient Communities with  
Sustainable and Robust Coastal Landscape Systems 

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study  
(NACCS) 

Coastal Storm Risk Management 
Framework 

• Exposure/Vulnerability Mapping 
• Areas of High Exposure 
• CSRM Measures 
• Climate Change Adaptation Co
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Overview  
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for Example Areas  

 

Regional 
Analyses  

Specific Areas  
(9 Reports) 

In
te

ra
ge

nc
y 

Co
lla

bo
ra

ti
on

 a
nd

 P
ub

lic
 O

ut
re

ac
h 

Visioning Sessions 

Collaborative 
Stakeholder 

Meetings  
(9 areas) 



BUILDING STRONG® 

QUESTIONS 
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BUILDING STRONG® 

Norfolk Specific Efforts 
 Norfolk Comprehensive Flood Risk Management 

Analysis Scoping Charrette (August 2013) 
► Summary and Outputs 

 
 USACE Flood Risk Management Studies/Projects 
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BUILDING STRONG® 

Norfolk Comprehensive Flood Risk Management 
Analysis Scoping Charrette 

 Purpose: to develop 
information/coordination for the 
Initial Report for the city of 
Norfolk as a part of NACCS 

 Reviewed USACE Planning 
Process and SMART Planning 

 Developed and Discussed: 
► Problems and Opportunities 
► Objectives and Constraints 
► FRM Measures 

 4 Groups focused on specific 
areas of the City 

13 

1. Problems 
and 

Opportunities 

2. Inventory 
and Forecast 

3. Plan 
Formulation 

4. Evaluation 

5. Comparison 

6. Selection 



BUILDING STRONG® 

Norfolk Comprehensive Flood Risk Management 
Analysis Scoping Charrette 
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BUILDING STRONG® 

Norfolk Comprehensive Flood Risk Management 
Analysis Scoping Charrette 

 Sample Problem: Industries that must be located on the 
major waterways, such as ports and shipyards, are in the 
areas most susceptible to damage from tidal flooding or 
storm surge events. If these businesses do not prepare for 
future storm events, their viability and the economy of 
Norfolk that relies upon them may be jeopardized. 
 

 Sample Opportunities: Develop tools that will allow 
residents, including “at risk” communities, to mitigate the 
risk of flooding to their property. 
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BUILDING STRONG® 

Norfolk Comprehensive Flood Risk Management 
Analysis Scoping Charrette 

 Sample Objective: Provide adaptive and sustainable 
solutions for future development of the city of Norfolk that 
account for future changes, such as sea level rise and land 
subsidence, during the period of analysis. 
 

 Sample Constraint: Avoid additional degradation of water 
quality, which would put additional stress on the aquatic 
ecosystem and increase the amount of water quality 
improvements required to meet the pollutant loading 
limits set forth by the Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL). 
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BUILDING STRONG® 

Norfolk Comprehensive Flood Risk Management 
Analysis Scoping Charrette 

 Measures: 
► Structural: Berms/Levees, Floodwalls/Bulkheads,  Flood/Tide 

Gates, Road/Rail/Light Rail Raises, Shoreline Protection Features, 
Stormwater System Improvements 

► Non-Structural: Building Codes and Zoning, Buyouts and 
Relocations of Homes, Emergency Plans/Hazard Mitigation Plans, 
Flood Warning Systems, House Raising, Increase Storage, Low 
Interest Loans to Citizens, Public Outreach and Education, 
Relocating Utilities and Critical Infrastructure, Tax Incentives for 
Redevelopment, Wet and Dry Flood proofing 
 

 Alternative Strategies:  Measures are grouped into 6 
general strategies 
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BUILDING STRONG® 

Norfolk Comprehensive Flood Risk Management 
Analysis Scoping Charrette 
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BUILDING STRONG® 

Current USACE Flood Risk 
Management Studies/Projects 
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 Limited Revaluation Report:  Willoughby Spit and 
Vicinity Coastal Storm Risk Management Project 
 

 Continuing Authorities Program, Section 205 Studies: 
 The Hague 
 Pretty Lake 
 Ohio Creek 
 Mason Creek 
 Freemason Area 

 



BUILDING STRONG® 

QUESTIONS 
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BUILDING STRONG® 

Agenda Check-in 

  I.  Introductions 
 II.  Agenda Overview and Meeting Purpose 
 III. USACE NACCS 

► Update 
► Focus Area Analysis 

 IV.  Norfolk Specific Efforts 
 V.   Facilitated Discussion (small groups) 
 a. Institutional/Policy Challenges and Potential Solutions 
 b.  Reducing Risk from Coastal Storms 
 VI.  Closing Remarks/Adjourn  
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BUILDING STRONG® 

Small Group - Instructions 
 Group Assignments 

► Groups identified as A, B, or C based on name tag 
• Group A:  Mark Dunning 
• Group B:  Frannie Bui 
• Group C:  Lauren Klonsky 

 Discussion Topics  
► Institutional or Policy Challenges 
► Reducing Risk from Coastal Storms 

 Complete Individual Response Forms 
 Develop Summary 
 Report-out 
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BUILDING STRONG® 

Discussion Topics 
1. Institutional barriers and policy challenges 

►What are the major institutional barriers that 
limit comprehensive coastal planning? 

►What are prominent policy changes or 
legislative solutions that could improve coastal 
resilience?  
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BUILDING STRONG® 

Discussion Topics 
2. Input on reducing risk from coastal storms 

►What management strategies/approaches are 
currently working to reduce risk from coastal 
storms? 

►What strategies should be implemented to 
reduce risk from coastal storms? 

►What is an acceptable level of risk? 
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BUILDING STRONG® 

Small Group Report-Out 

 Group A 
 Group B 
 Group C 
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BUILDING STRONG® 

Contact Information 
Greg Steele 
USACE Norfolk District 
Acting Chief, Water Resources Division 
Email: Gregory.c.steele@usace.army.mil 
Phone: 757-201-7764 
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Attachment D 
Photograph Log 
 
 
 

 



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting 
City of Norfolk 

1 
Meeting Date – March 11, 2014 

 
Photo	1	–	Mark	Dunning	(CDM	Smith)	presents	opening	remarks	and	the	meeting	agenda	to	the	attendees	

 

 
Photo	2	–	Rachel	Haug	(USACE)	presents	an	overview	of	the	North	Atlantic	Coast	Comprehensive	Study	

 



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting 
City of Norfolk 

2 
Meeting Date – March 11, 2014 

 
Photo	3	–	Rachel	Haug	(USACE)	fields	questions	from	the	attendees	

 

 
Photo	4	–	Mark	Dunning	(CDM	Smith)	explains	the	topics	of	the	facilitated	discussions	

 



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting 
City of Norfolk 

3 
Meeting Date – March 11, 2014 

 
Photo	5	–	Frannie	Bui	(CDM	Smith)	records	responses	from	participants	in	Group	B	

 

 
Photo	6	–	Mark	Dunning	(CDM	Smith)	records	responses	from	participants	in	Group	A	

	
 



North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study, Visioning Meeting 
City of Norfolk 

4 
Meeting Date – March 11, 2014 

 
Photo	7	–	Matthew	Wall	(VDEM)	presents	the	responses	of	Group	A	to	the	others	
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Breakout Session Responses  
 
 
 

 



USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Norfolk/ March 11, 2014 

Organization: 

Topic 1: What are the major institutional barriers that limit 
comprehensive coastal planning? What are prominent policy changes or 
legislative solutions that could improve coastal resilience? 

• 
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Name: 

USACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) 
Visioning Session 

Norfolk/ March 11, 2014 

EMAIL: 

Organization: \\) ~Vf ~(., 

Topic 1: What are the major institutional barriers that limit 
comprehensive coastal planning? What are prominent policy changes or 
legislative solutions that could improve coastal resilience? 
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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 
New York – New Jersey Harbor and Tributaries 
Memorandum for Record  
Subject: Partnering Meeting to Discuss Furthering NYC’s Coastal 
Storm Risk Management Efforts 

On Monday, January 27, 2014 the U.S Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) conducted an in-person 

partnership meeting and teleconference call with representatives from New York State’s 

Department of Environmental Conservation, the New York City’s Mayor’s Office of Long Term 

Planning and Sustainability, and CDM Smith to discuss the North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive 

Study (NACCS) with specific focus on the New York – New Jersey Harbor and Tributaries Area.  21 

people attended the 2 hour meeting.  
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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 

New York – New Jersey Harbor and Tributaries 

Partnering Meeting 

 

January 27, 2014 

1:00 PM – 3:00 PM 

Location: Jacob K. Javits Federal Building, 26 Federal Plaza, Room 2120, New York City, NY 

1300 – 1500 Hours  

 

Attendees: Lynn Bocamazo – USACE New York District 

Lisa Baron – USACE New York District 

Olivia Cackler – USACE New York District 

Steve Couch - USACE New York District 

Donald Cresitello – USACE New York District 

Dan Falt - USACE New York District 

Joseph Forcina - USACE North Atlantic Division 

Roselle Henn – USACE North Atlantic Division 

Tom Hodson - USACE New York District 

Frank Santomauro - USACE New York District 

Jason Shea – USACE New York District 

Joe Vietri – USACE North Atlantic Division 

Peter Weppler – USACE New York District 

Dan Zarrilli – City of New York Mayor’s Office of Long Term Planning and 

Sustainability 

Curtis Cravens – City of New York Mayor’s Office of Long Term Planning and 

Sustainability 

Jim Tierney -  NYSDEC Assistant Commissioner of Water and Watersheds 

Eileen Murphy -  NYSDEC Congressional Legislation Office of Legislative Affairs 

Al Fuchs – NYSDEC Bureau of Flood Protection and Dam Safety 

Steve Zahn – NYSDEC Regional Natural Resources Supervisor 

Ginger Croom – CDM Smith 

Frannie Bui – CDM Smith 
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Meeting Minutes: 
 

 Introductions   

    Opening Remarks 
o Jim Tierney (NYS) provided opening remarks regarding the overarching goals 

of the partnership meeting. He said that it should be recognized that New 
York Harbor is in need of Feasibility Study to evaluate the human and 
economic risk in consideration with Sea Level Rise and Climate Change under 
a reasonable worst case scenario.  He re-iterated that there currently are no 
USACE authorized projects for New York Harbor. He stated that a range of 
alternatives is needed in addition to balancing bi-state cooperation.  He also 
stated that he hoped that other studies, such as the Hudson River Estuary 
Comprehensive Plan, could be used to expedite actions. He stated that his 
hope for the Comp Study (NACCS) is to establish a knowledge base and a 
request for appropriations from Congress as a result of this study and report. 

o Joe Vietri (USACE NAD) provided opening remarks regarding the overarching 
goals of the NACCS.  One of the goals of the Comp Study is to consider the 
economic risk and the vulnerabilities. It is acknowledged that New York 
Harbor does not have existing authorities and currently there is no clear path 
for specific project authorities. Either through the passage of a WRDA Bill or 
flexibility from an Omnibus Bill could provide such path. 

 

    Presentation 
o Dan Zarrilli (NYC Mayor’s Office) presented an overview of PlaNYC’s climate 

adaptation, restoration, and rebuilding efforts that were detailed in the NYC 
Special Initiative for Rebuilding and Resiliency (SIRR) Report. 

o Dan summarized the reasoning behind the integrated approach to coastal 
management and the types of initiatives that were being considered. 

 

    Discussion 
o Lynn Bocamazo (USACE NAN) asked about the funding source from the initial 

initiatives outlined in the SIRR Report.  
o Dan responded that targeted funds include a combination of Community 

Development Block Grant (CDBG) Resiliency Efforts, FEMA Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program funds, NYC local match, as well as USACE funds from the Sandy 
Supplemental (Disaster Relief Appropriations Act).  The total funding needed 
to implement the SIRR plan is $20 billion for the 257 initiatives.  The current 
gap in funding is approximately $4.7 billion gap for these initiatives. 

o Lynn asked about whether a regional storm surge barrier is being considered 
for a feasibility study through NYC, and stated that any future USACE study 
effort would have to at least consider some type of barrier in a feasibility 
study. 

o Dan responded that NYC recognizes that although a barrier is one potential 
solution, it was not a preferred solution due to the potential for induced 
flooding behind the barrier and monumental costs of such a measure.  A 
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system of integrated flood risk management measures is the City’s preferred 
alternative. 

o Jim asked about whether or not further interest or analysis was being 
performed in the Tidal Hudson as referenced in the NYS2100 Report. He 
presented the example of Southern Nassau County that was studied and 
restudied.  Considering that this area (New York Harbor) is a shared asset and 
requires bi-state cooperation, a study is warranted based on the inherent risks 
to the population. 

o Joe stated that the NACCS includes state-specific appendices that describe the 
vulnerabilities and risk for specific reaches, and that it the NACCS is an 
opportunity to transition to future phases of study such as a feasibility study. 
Aside from funding the feasibility study through the passage of a WRDA bill, 
another option would be to get directive language from Congress to 
reprogram the money that was funded as part of the Sandy Supplemental Bill 
after the completion of the Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies (FCCE) and 
Operations & Maintenance (O&M) accounts in the case that not all funds 
were used.   

o Jim stated that there are currently differences in resiliency standards and 
criteria for implementation of flood risk management strategies between 
FEMA at a 90/10 cost share and USACE.  

o Dan agreed stating the Staten Island example where flood risk management 
measures are being undertaken, but that the influence to flood insurance 
rates and premiums are not being reflected.  

o Joe acknowledged that different levels of risk management is defined by each 
agency and that it was acknowledged as an institutional barrier as part of the 
Comp Study.   

o In order for ongoing collaboration between the States (including both New 
York and New Jersey), local stakeholders, and USACE to occur, it was decided 
that a letter addressed to USACE signed by appropriate 
parties/representatives was needed to demonstrate interest and need to 
initiate a feasibility-like study for Greater NY Harbor.  All parties present 
agreed upon such action. 

Adjourn 15:00 

 o  
---End of Minutes--- 
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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 
New York – Upper Hudson Valley 
Memorandum for Record  
Subject: Partnering Meeting with NYSDEC 

On Monday, March 17, 2014 the U.S Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) conducted a conference 

call with New York State’s Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), to discuss the 

North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) with specific focus on the New York – Upper 

Hudson Valley area.  14 people participated in the 1-hour conference call.  
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North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study 

New York – Upper Hudson Valley 

Partnering Meeting 

March 17, 2014 

3:30 PM – 4:30 PM 

Location: Jacob K. Javits Federal Building, 26 Federal Plaza, Room 2120, New York 

City, NY and Conference Call, 1530 – 1630 Hours  

Attendees: Lisa Baron – USACE New York District 

Olivia Cackler – USACE New York District 

Donald Cresitello – USACE New York District 

Tom Hudson - USACE New York District 

Jason Shea – USACE New York District 

Peter Weppler – USACE New York District 

Fran Dunwell - NYSDEC 

Eileen Murphy -  NYSDEC Congressional Legislation Office of Legislative 

Affairs 

Al Fuchs – NYSDEC Bureau of Flood Protection and Dam Safety 

Martin Brand – NYSDEC Region 3  

Christian ? – NYSDEC Region 3 

Bill Rutgz? – NYSDEC Region 3 

Ginger Croom – CDM Smith 

 

Meeting Minutes  

Introductions   

1) Discussion Topic #1 - Update on NACCS – USACE 

 Donald Cresitello provided a status update of the NACCS 

 USACE reached a major milestone last week to provide Draft Analyses 

to Interagency Partners for Review. 

 USACE completed draft analyses in September 2013, and refined draft 

analyses based on internal review during the September 2013-March 
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2014 timeframe. 

 USACE released draft analyses to Interagency Partners on Friday, 3/14 

 March 2014 – several webinars will be conducted with stakeholders.  

March 17 overview webinar was cancelled, but March 19 webinar is 

being conducted to provide overview/update on NACCS. 

 April-June 2014 – USACE will be incorporating input from interagency 

partners, and will use these inputs to finalize draft analyses 

 June-December 2014 - USACE to prepare revised document for internal 

USACE review  

 Fran/NYSDEC asked for clarification on 30-day comment period – when 

are comments actually due.  Note:  Files available for download (see 

below) until April 11, 2014 and comments due April 2014, 2014). 

 Eileen/NYSDEC unsure of whether they received AMRDEC notice of file 

download for Interagency Review.  Note:  email was sent to 

stakeholders Friday 3/14, 11:42 am.  Email sent from:  No-

Reply@amrdec.army.mil and email subject was:  AMRDEC Safe Access 

File Exchange Delivery Notice 

 Thus far, NYSDEC has received NY State Appendix for review.  

 Olivia Cackler provided an update on what content is included in the 

NY State Appendix. 

 Olivia provided clarification on northern extent of NACCS boundary - 

reach (NY5) – needed to be extended through Albany.  USACE identified 

a problem area that extends through Albany/Rensselear County.  

Supporting documentation still needs to be gathered for this area. 

 Environmental Exposure Analysis 

 Climate Change and Adaptation discussion 

 Incorporation of Rockefeller Foundation design efforts 

 

2) Discussion Topic #2 - Background on Hudson River Valley and why it is unique  

 Discussion on how to obtain feedback  on problem areas for NY state 

appendix  

 Fran asked whether now was the time/opportunity for the state to 

provide input/feedback on problem areas, and how should feedback be 

provided 

 Tom mentioned that information on construction projects that are 

planned or are in process as a result of Sandy would be helpful to 

establish “existing, without project conditions” 

mailto:No-Reply@amrdec.army.mil
mailto:No-Reply@amrdec.army.mil
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 Donald – re-iterated purpose of the NACCS as framework to address 

Coastal Storm Risk Management and as such information on problems 

and opportunities in the region would be helpful, such as vulnerable 

areas.   

 Eileen noted that request for information from Upper Hudson Valley 

communities in August 2013 was met with limited response  

 Ginger noted that the request was sent to communities in August 2013 

and a short suspense time also contributed to limited responses.  Note: 

Responses were received from Town of Cortlandt, Town of Stony Point 

(through NY Rising work) and then other information for the Focus Area 

Analysis was summarized from Hazard Mitigation Plans (Orange 

County, Rockland County, NY State) and the NYS 2100 Commission 

Report. 

 Ginger will re-send the stakeholder letter with request for information 

that was sent to Upper Hudson communities in August 2013.  

 Fran noted that NYSDEC provided images to show Sandy’s far-reaching 

impacts in the Upper Hudson 

 Olivia noted that in the current NACCS Draft Analyses, there is 

reference to the National Hurricane Center Tropical Cyclone report for 

Sandy, showing impacts as far north 

 Fran is working to get documentation from Castleton (Rensselear 

County) on Sandy impacts 

 Fran – noted that NYSDEC and communities can give examples of what 

happened during Sandy, but noted that both tide and precipitation are 

also factors that would have exacerbated vulnerable areas 

 Fran noted that NYSDEC has documentation from both Irene/Lee – 

rainfall impacts only. Many tributaries are tidal - Catskill Creek, 

Roundout creek, are tidal, both experience flooding during surge 

3) Discussion Topic #3 - State Coordination with municipalities within the Upper 

Hudson River Valley Region 

 Martin may have information to discuss from a regional perspective – 

he is main POC for coordinating with municipalities  

 Regional office can assist Fran in reaching out to communities to get 

information 

 Municipalities are experience “storm-fatigue” – multiple requests for 

similar information 

 Donald reviewed intent of Visioning Sessions and described variability 
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in the topics discussed in these sessions – example, DC Visioning 

Session focused on Sea-Level Change 

 Fran provided an overview of Sandy-related projects in Upper Hudson 

Valley 

 Several few stream restoration projects – recovery for all 3 storms 

(Irene, Lee, Sandy) 

 Sustainable shoreline projects – demonstration sites where NNBF are 

being incorporated 

 Waterfront Resiliency Task Forces, 4 communities 

o Kingston, Piermont, Catskill (in process) Stony Point (just 

started) – waterfront resiliency task forces local officials 

appointed, task forces assess access to waterfront strategy 

selection – rate different options –conduct cost benefit analysis 

(Catalysis Adaptation Partners)  

o Kingston plan is completed – council adopted recommendations 

– has applied for funding to implement recommendations – 

locally driven efforts 

o Donald asked how are recommendations being incorporated? 

Fran responded either through municipal plans – master 

plan/zoning, but could be incorporated into Ulster County 

Hazard Mitigation Plan 

o Piermont and Catskill are still underway, Stony Point just started 

o Process:  NYSDEC put out RFP – these are the communities that 

responded.  There could be more, but dependent on funding 

o NYSDEC presented a suite of options to communities for 

strategies to consider, essentially mimicking NYC SIRR 

report/measures, at different scales. 

o Scenarios of strategies with criteria for selection process -  

o Fran provided example of measures being considered 

 Kingston – Strand area – evaluated raising road 

elevation, elevated bulkhead, evaluated buy-out 

scenarios 

 In general, these 4 communities are considering many 

measures being considered 

 Donald asked whether information gathered from these 

Task Forces could be provided to USACE. 

 Fran to provide Kingston task force report  

 Fran noted that each community has different topography – Piermont – 
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at narrow base of mountain, other communities:  large, broad/shallow 

waterfront; communities’ topography highly varies along Hudson River 

shoreline  

 Donald asked what is NYSDEC sense of communities understanding of 

coastal storm risk?    

 Fran responded that in general, communities are reception to concepts 

of sea-level change and risks of storm surge during outreach meetings, 

and the concepts are not that controversial 

 Eileen noted that all information that NYSDEC staff gather to send to 

USACE will be transmitted through her. 

Adjourn 16:25 

 o  
---End of Minutes--- 




