













































































candidate engineering solutions, and environmental compliance documentation. A
finding of no significant impact (FONSI) 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 project | 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

226 of WRDA Appropriations Bill.

1999, and Section

209 of WRDA

2000. Thisisa
continuing authority

RECOMMENDED AUTHORITY TO CONDUCT FEASIBILITY PHASE & DPR:

Navigation,
Mitigation of
Damages Caused
by Federal
Navigation
Projects,

Section 111

Section 111 of the
1968 Rivers and
Harbors Act as
amended by
Section 940 of the
Water Resources
Development Act

(WRDA) of 1986
and Section 214 of

This authority
allows the Corps to
conduct the project
without direct
congressional
approval, speeding
up the project.

Federal costs for
each project is
limited to $5
million. No set
limit is given for
the program
nationwide, but
HQUSACE will
most likely set a
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Table 3: Summary of Corps Authorities for a Shoreline Project at Princeton

Short Title Full Authority Advantages Disadvantages
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 of the | 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 project.
REFERENCES

Bascom, W. N. (1951). “The relationship between sand-size and beach-face slope,”
Trans. American Geophysical Union 32, 866-874.

Collins, B. D. and Sitar, N. (2008). “Processes of coastal bluff erosion in weakly lithified
sands, Pacifica, California, USA, ” Geomorphology 97, 483-501.

Dorman, C. E. and Winant, C. W. (1995). “Buoy observations of the atmosphere along
the west coast of the United States, 1981-1990,” Journal of Geophysical
Research, 100, 16029-16044.

Dorman, C. E.; Enriquez, A. G., and Friehe, C. A. (1995). “Structure of the Lower
Atmosphere over the Northern California Coast during Winter,” Monthly
Weather Review, 123, 2384-2404.

Griggs, G., Webber, J., Lajoie, K. R., and Mathieson, S. (2005). San Francisco to Afio
Nuevo,” in Griggs, G., Patsch, K., and Savoy, L. (eds.). “Living With the
Changing California Coast, ” University of California Press, Berkeley, 540 pp.

Halliwell, G. R. and Allen, J. S, (1987). “Wavenumber-frequency domain properties of
the coastal sea level response to alongshore wind stress along the west coast of
North America, 1980-84,” Journal of Geophysical Research, 92, 11761-11788.

Hampton, M. A. (2002). “Gravitational failure of sea cliffs in weakly lithified sediment,”
Environmental and Engineering Geoscience 8(3), 175-192.

Page 28 of 29




Komar, P. D. (1998). “Beach Processes and Sedimentation, ” Prentice-Hall, Upper
Saddle River, NJ, 544 pp.

Krumbein, W. C. (1947). “Shore Processes and Beach Characteristics,” Beach Erosion
Board, Tech. Memo. No. 3, 34 pp.

Lajoie, K. R. and Mathieson, S. A. (1985). “San Francisco to Afio Nuevo,” in Griggs, G.
and Savoy, L. (eds.). “Living with the California Coast,” Duke University Press,
Durham, NC, 394 pp.

Mass, C. F. and Bond, N. A. (1996). “Wind Reversals along the United States West Coast

during the Warm Season. Part 11:Synoptic Evolution,” Monthly Weather Review,
125, 1692-1694.

Renard, R. J. ND. “1996 and earlier years. Monterey Peninsula Monthly Weather
Summaries, ” Unpublished documents. Available from Department of
Meteorology, Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, CA 93943.

USACE 1971. “Beach Erosion Control Report on the Shores of El Granada Beach, San
Mateo County, California,” District Engineer, San Francisco District, 35 pp plus
appendices.

Page 29 of 29



