


















































Corps built two breakwaters to form Pillar Point Harbor. Since that time, the erosion rate 
along the shoreline immediately south of the eastern breakwater has eroded at a 
substantially increased rate that several studies concluded has been caused by those 
breakwaters. Because that erosion destroyed one cliff-top road and threatened both 
California Highway I and several commercial and private structures, rubble-mound 
revetments were constructed by non-Corps agencies. However, the threat for future bluff 
erosion, structural damage, and increased loss of recreational public beach still exists. 
Potential engineering solutions mitigate these destructive coastal processes have been 
proposed that are tecinlically feasible and should meet existing environmental standards. 
These solutions can be categorized into three types: beach fill, beach fill with retaining 
structures, and shoreline armoring. Governmental agencies and the public have 
expressed support for a Corps shoreline improvement project immediately south of the 
East Breakwater. Therefore, there is sufficient need and cause for potential Federal 
interest in a shoreline improvement project. 

A shoreline improvement project along the designated shoreline could be conducted 
under a few different programs administered by the Corps. Table 3 summarizes the 
different options for a Corps administered shoreline improvement project and their 
advantages and disadvantages. 

Based on the problem identification and existing criteria for the various Corps authorities, 
we recommend using the Section 111 Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) to proceed 
to the feasibility phase and produce a Detailed Project Report (DPR) for a potential 
shoreline improvement project from the root of the East Breakwater to Arroyo de en 
Medio, a distance of 0.85 miles. Depending on the chosen remedial approach, the harbor 
beach and adjacent shoal between the East Breakwater and inner breakwater also could 
be modified by moving sand from there to the nearshore. Because the goal would be to 
insure that the breakwater performs as intended, it may be appropriate for the project to 
include a demonstration component supported by Operations and Maintenance funds . 
The purpose of the Section 11 I authority is described in the Corps Engineer Regulation 
I 105-2-100: 

"This authority authorizes the planning and design of a justified level of work for 
prevention or mitigation of damages to both non-Federal public and privately owned 
shores to the extent that such damages can be directly identified and attributed to 
Federal navigation works located along the coastal and Great Lakes shorelines of the 
United States. This includes shore damage attributable (0 the Atlantic Intracoastal 
Waterway and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. The Corps is authorized to construct 
such a project if the Federal share oftheftrst cost of construction is $5,000,000 or less. " 

The Section 111 authority appears to be the most applicable authority for addressing the 
existing conditions and shoreline erosion problems in the project area as well as the most 
efficient authority for the Corps to use to implement and construct a project. The DPR is 
necessary to confirm Federal interest in the project by taking a more detailed look at the 
problem and potential solutions. The end result of a DPR that recommends further 
Federal support should contain four important products: a project schedule, a baseline 
cost estimate, a preliminary plan for the selected alternative from many different 
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candidate engineering solutions, and environmental compliance documentation. A 
finding of no significant impact (FONS!) is expected, and an Environmental Assessment 
will be prepared and included with the DPR. The initial $100,000 of the feasibility phase 
is a Federal expense that requires no cost share. Feasibility phase costs in excess of this 
amount are cost shared between the Corps and the non-Federal sponsor on a 50% to 50% 
basis. 

The initial steps in this feasibility study should include the following tasks: (1) develop 
economic methodology and perform economic, (2) confirm the identity of the non­
Federal sponsor, (3) prepare a Project Management Plan (PMP), and (4) negotiate and 
sign a FCSA between the Corps and the non-Federal sponsor for the funding 
requirements in excess of the initial $100,000. 

Table 3: Summary of Corps Authorities for a Shoreline Project at Princeton 
Short Title Full Authority Advantages Disadvantages 

Section 3 of Act of 
13 August 1946 and 
Section 103 of the 
1962 Rivers and 
Harbors Act as Federal costs for 
amended by each project is 
Sections 103, 402, limited to $3 million 
and 915 of the This authority and the entire 

Hurricane and Water Resources allows the Corps to program nationwide 
Storm Damage Development Act conduct the proj ect is limited to $30 
Reduction, Shore (WRDA) of 1986, without direct million, creating 
Protection, Section Section 14 of congressional competition for the 
103 WRDA 1988, approval, speeding funds nationwide. 

Section 202 of up the project. The project should 
WRDA 1996, also be specifically 
Sections 215 and named in an 
2260fWRDA Appropriations Bill. 
1999, and Section 
2090fWRDA 
2000. This is a 
continuing authority 

RECOMMENDED AUTHORITY TO CONDUCT FEASmILITY PHASE & DPR: 
Section 111 ofthe Federal costs for 

Navigation, 1968 Rivers and This authority each project is 
Mitigation of Harbors Act as allows the Corps to limited to $5 
Damages Caused amended by conduct the project million. No set 
by Federal Section 940 ofthe without direct limit is given for 
Navigation Water Resources congressional the program 
Projects, Development Act approval, speeding nationwide, but 
Section 111 (WRDA) of 1986 up the project. HQUSACE will 

and Section 214 of most likely set a 
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Table 3: Summary of Corps Authorities for a Shoreline Proiect at Princeton 
Short Title Full Authority Advanta2es Disadvantal!es 

the WRDA 1999. limit based on 
This is a available funding. 
continuing The project should 
authority. also be specifically 

named in an 
Appropriations 
Bill. 

Does not need The authority 
Section 216 ofthe congressional requires the Corps 
1970 Flood Control approval to initiate district to produce 

Review of Act, as amended feasibility study, a report to 
Completed by Sections 103, and there is no Congress and 
Projects, 105, and 905 of the limit on the obtain their 
Section 216 Water Resources amount of funds approval before 

Development Act the Corps can constructing the 
of 1986. spend on the project, which may 

project. delay the proj ect. 
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