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FORWARD

In 1972, Congress enacted the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA\) to address increasing stresses on the
nation’s coastal areas. Administered by the National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
National Ocean Service (NOS), Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management (OCRM), the CZMA
created a partnership of federal and state governments to reduce conflicts over land and water uses in the
coastal zone, protect fragile coastal resources, and provide for economic development. To this end, the
CZMA seeks a balance between preservation and economic development, and promotes the sustainable use
of the valuable resources of the nation’s 95,000 miles of shoreline.

Under the CZMA partnership, the federal government and participating states share the responsibility for
effectively managing coastal areas and resolving conflicts between competing uses. States and island
territories are on the front line, developing and implementing coastal management programs which are
designed to meet their individual needs, but also take into account the broader national interest in
management of coastal resources. NOAA promotes and supports the joint federal-state interest in coastal
management by: assisting states with development and implementation of programs; providing federal funds
for implementing these programs; ensuring that state interests are represented at the federal level and that the
federal interest is adequately represented at the state level, providing technical assistance; mediating disputes;
and, participating in the development of national coastal land, water, and resource policy. This document is
one in an OCRM series that provides a general analysis and state-by-state summary of coastal management
program policies used to address coastal management issues in the United States.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This technical document contains a comprehensive inventory of thirty-four coastal management program
policies related to dredging, dredged material management, and beneficial use of dredged material. It is a
baseline snapshot of where the nation’s federally approved state, territory, commonwealth, and independent
regulatory commission coastal management programs stand on dredging policies, individually and
cumulatively. Specifically, it covers dredging policies in the following six categories:

State Coordination Mechanisms & Permit Processing
Economic Concerns

Habitat, Sediment, & Water Quality

Dredging Techniques & Best Management Practices
Dredged Material Disposal

Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material

* & & & o o

Each coastal program’s policies are summarized individually and then are compiled together for a national
perspective. This national summary and analysis evaluates the extent and specificity of each policy category.
It also recognizes individual programs that are particularly comprehensive in these policy areas and delineates
where programs may need to improve their policy base.

Appendix A of this document is a reference digest of all of the 34 coastal programs’: enforceable dredging
polices and their supporting legal authorities; encouragement and non-enforceable policies; and, specific state
programs or actions that implement these dredging policies. While this appendix is not to be used as a legal
citation, it can be used as a research tool for understanding the legal underpinnings of a coastal program’s
permitting, review, and management of dredging activities.

This document will be used for assisting: the Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management in the
development of a national policy related to dredging and the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA); states
that are struggling with a particular policy issue that may want to learn from other state’s experience and
successes; the National Dredging Team in its efforts to improve dredging processes; and, federal agencies in
planning for dredging activities and complying with CZMA federal consistency requirements.
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INTRODUCTION

¢ PURPOSE & APPLICABILITY OF THIS DOCUMENT.

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Ocean Service (NOS), Office of
Ocean and Coastal Resource Management (OCRM), is responsible for providing policy analysis and technical
assistance to state coastal management programs as directed by the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of
1972 (CZMA). Specifically, the CZMA states that it is:

National policy to encourage and assist the states to exercise effectively their responsibilities in the coastal zone
through the development and implementation of management programs to achieve wise use of the land and water
resources of the coastal zone, giving full consideration to ecological, cultural, historic, and esthetic values as well as the
needs for compatible economic development which programs should at least provide for...(D) priority consideration
being given to coastal-dependent uses and orderly processes for siting of major facilities related to national defense,
energy, fisheries development, recreation, ports and transportation...” 16 U.S.C. 81452. “The Secretary shall
conduct a program of technical assistance and management-oriented research necessary to support the development and
implementation of State coastal management program amendments under section 309, and appropriate to the
furtherance of international cooperative efforts and technical assistance in coastal zone management. 16 U.S.C.
§1456c.

In carrying out this legislative directive, OCRM'’s Coastal Programs Division (CPD), has developed this
summary and analysis of the nation’s coastal policies on dredging. OCRM has identified common dredging
and dredged material management issues and analyzed how they are being addressed by coastal management
programs. Each program’s dredging policies have been summarized individually and then compared to one
another for content and objectives.

This report contains information from 33 federally approved state, territory, and commonwealth coastal
management programs and one independent coastal regulatory commission. For consistency and simplicity
purposes of this report, when referring to all of the 34 programs included in this document, the term “state”
or “state coastal management program” should be interpreted interchangeably as state, territory,
commonwealth, and independent commission or state, territory, commonwealth, and independent
commission coastal management program.

The goal of this effort is a comprehensive inventory of state coastal management program (CMP) policies
related to dredging, dredged material management, and beneficial use of dredged material that can be used to
analyze the gamut of existing dredging policies. It provides a baseline snapshot of all 34 coastal management
programs’ dredging policies and a national summary. This compilation of current dredging policies is to be
used as a source of state policy citations and as an information tool for federal and state agencies charged
with coastal resource protection and policy development related to dredging decision making. It identifies
coastal programs with comprehensive dredging policies and outlines specific dredging efforts that are being
implemented at the state level. This information will be of use to states that are struggling with similar
dredging issues and may provide a foundation from which to approach these issues. Instead of having to
“re-invent the wheel,” states may be able to glean information from policies and/or coordination
mechanisms used in other states. At the federal level, the data assembled in this document will be used by
CPD in the development of national policy related to dredging and the CZMA.

This document will also be used by the National Dredging Team (NDT), to address recommendations made
at the January 1999 Workshop on Dredged Material Management and State Coastal Management Programs
held in New Orleans, Louisiana. The goals of this workshop were to: clarify dredging and coastal
management requirements in terms of dredged material and beneficial yses; and, stimulate better
communication among federal, state, and local agencies on these issues.® As recommended at the Workshop,
this document identifies the enforceable and non-enforceable state policies applicable to dredging operations



and the disposal and use of dredged materials so that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACE), and project
sponsors of federal navigation projects will have a better understanding of applicable state requirements.

The NDT is an interagency working group that was developed as a result of President Clinton’s recognition
that, “ dwe process for dredging and maintaining the Nation’s ports sometimes does not work as well as it
could.” The objectives of the NDT when it was formed were: “1) Promote greater certainty and
predictability in the dredging project review process and dredged material management; and, 2) Facilitate
effective long-term management strategies for addressing dredging and disposal needs at both the National
and local levels.”® This document will assist the NDT in achieving these primary objectives by providing
pertinent state dredging information and a better understanding of individual state review processes.

¢ BACKGROUND ON DREDGING IN THE UNITED STATES.

Most of the dredging projects that are undertaken in the U.S. are associated with federal navigation projeﬁts
that are carried out by the ACE and cost shared with a local sponsor, most often the local port authority.
The ACE in 1824, with the passage of the General Survey Act, was delegated the responsibility and authority
for performing civil works projects. These projects included surveying and maintaining canals of national
importance for commerce and military logistics. Today through the Water Resources Development Act
biennial legislation, the ACE continues to be responsible for maintaining 25,000 miles of navigation channels
throughout the U.S. for commerce and national security infrastructure and defense deployment. In the U.S.
there are 400 major and minor ports that rely on these navigation channels. Annual maintenance performed
by the AﬁE on these channels results in the removal of 300 million cubic yards of material per year, on
average.* An additional 100 million cubic yards of material is removed yearly by private entities.

The ACE not only performs dredging projects to deepen and maintain the U.S. navigational system but is
also delegated the responsibility of permitting non-federal dredging activities under 8404 of the Clean Water
Act (CWA), 8103 of the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA), and 810 of the River
and Harbors Act (RHA).

Whether dredging is done to create new channels or to deepen or maintain existing channels and berths, the
driving force behind a dredging project is navigation for recreation and more importantly commerce. Ports
that may want to grow and expand their capabilities look to deepen the navigational channelsthat connect
them to the sea so that deeper draft vessels carrying more cargo can make their way to them® These
navigation channels are economic lifelines not only for individual ports but also for the local, regional, and
national economies. Over 30 percent of the U.S. Gross Domestic Product is comprised of foreign trade, 95%
of which passes through U.S. Ports.® In 1996, ports contributed 74.8 billion dollars to the U.S. Gross
Domestic Product and supported over 1.4 million jobs in the U.S.%All of these factors make shipping and
navigation a top priority for the U.S. government and private interests. The level of annual Congressional
appropriations for federal maintenance and deepening projects is reflective of thed'mportance of national
security, economic growth, and competition in the global marketplace to the U.S.

As port competitiveness grows in this new era of globalization, channel depths that will support larger vessels
are sought by major ports. As the size of a vessel increases, the costs of transporting commaodities decreases
and those savings can be passed on to the consumer.t However, as costs decrease with larger vessel
capacity, there still remains the environmental impacts/costs of dredging, the costs associated with where to
place additional quantities of dredged material, and the costs borne by the government and its non-federal
co-sponsor in planning, engineering, design, and construction of these projects.



¢+ DREDGING AND FEDERAL CONSISTENCY

Section 307 of the CZMA, provides states with federally approved coastal management programs, the
authority to review all federal activities that affect any land or water use or natural resource of the coastal
zone for consistency with state CMP enforceable policies. This federal consistency provision applies to all
federally authorized navigation projects and to private dredging projects that require a CWA 8404 or a RHA
810 ACE permit. Therefore, both large-scale federal projects and small-scale private projects alike, must
address state coastal management policies in their project development, design and permitting processes. For
more information on federal consistency, see: CZMA 8307, 16 U.S.C. 81456; 15 C.F.R. Part 930; and, H.R.
Conf. Rep. 964, 101st Cong., 2d Sess., 968-972.

¢ STATE ANALYSIS.

Nationally, the scope of coastal state dredging policies is wide-ranging, depending upon the size and amount
of projects that occur in each individual state. To aid our analysis of the breadth and complexity of 34
individual CMP dredging policies, several general policy categories have been developed. The six categories
include: 1) Coordination Mechanisms and Permit Processing; 2) Economic Concerns; 3) Habitat, Sediment,
and Water Quality; 4) Dredging Techniques and Best Management Practices; 5) Dredged Material Disposal;
and 6) Beneficial Use of Dredged Material. In the following sections of this report, the types of policies that
fall under each one of these six policy categories will be described and states with specific and general policies
in that category will be identified. Later in the report, each state program is summarized in its entirety in
accordance with the six category format.

State coastal policies related to dredging and dredged material management are delineated in the policy
language tables located in Appendix A. Please note that the column in the policy language table titled “Legal
Authoritiefj’ indicates if we were able to determine that a policy is legally enforceable as defined in CZMA
8304 (6a).** Those policies that have nothing in the Legal Authorities column or have “encouragement
policy” denoted in the column, mean that they are non-enforceable policies.

This document is intended to be used as an informative guide to state coastal management programs’
dredging policies and relevant state statute, regulation, and guidance language. It is important to note that it
contains summaries only of each coastal state’s programs related to dredging and that the policy language that
is catalogued within it is only intended to be a synopsis:

v FOR THE ACTUAL POLICY LANGUAGE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY, PLEASE REFER
TO THE DOCUMENTS THAT ARE CITED IN THE POLICY LANGUAGE TABLES FOR
EACH STATE, LOCATED IN APPENDIX A »

DATA COLLECTION

¢ RESEARCH.

Information on each coastal state’s dredging policies was collected in a consistent manner, using a template
(located in Appendix B), that consisted of 30 detailed questions that were grouped according to subject
matter (these subject matter groups resemble the aforementioned six policy categories that are used in this
report). The information was collected using original program documents, state statutes and regulations,
Internet web-pages, guidance or procedural documents, memorandums of understanding or similar
instruments, routine program changes, and other informational documents published by state coastal
management programs. Answers to the 30 template questions were pulled from these sources and compiled




in response format. Questions where information was unavailable in the preliminary data gathering stage
were left unanswered.

As each individual state template was filled in, it was forwarded to the CPD coastal management specialist
assigned to that state for review. Comments from the specialist were then incorporated into the template and
forwarded to the state coastal program manager for their review and comment. State program manager
comments were used to make corrections to and complete the information gathering process. Templates
were then converted into a more readable summary format consisting of all six policy categories and state
specific dredging issues.

Each state dredging summary was used to create a summary matrix table for all 34 programs.l’:2| This matrix
lists the six policy categories discussed in the report and the specific types of policies that are included under
each policy category heading. For example, for the policy category heading, Beneficial Uses of Dredged
Material, there are two specific policies: 1) if the state has a policy on beneficial use; and, 2) if the state has a
specific example or definition of what constitutes a beneficial use of dredged material. The matrix is
designed to identify if each individual state has general or specific policies for that category, if new policies
are currently being developed, or if no policies exist under that category heading. The difference between a
specific, general, or developing policy is defined in Figure 1, Policy Definitions.

These definitions of specific, general, and developing policies have been developed by CPD as a mechanism
to differentiate between types of policies or levels of ordinance. These definitions and subsequent
classifications are subjective on the part of the author and are not intended as a means of evaluating a
program’s adequacy. They have been developed to help analyze and define the breadth of existing policy and
break it down into understandable parts.



Figure 1. Policy Definitions

1. Specific policies - Are enforceable and legally binding under state law (i.e. statue,
regulation or memorandum of understanding). A specific policy clearly states the intent or
objective of the policy and the means by which it should be implemented. A specific policy
is explicit and generally free from ambiguity using policy language such as “shall” instead of
“should.” An example of a specific policy is: “Dredged material that contains contaminants
of concern as identified by the State Toxics Commission that are over the acceptable limit
set by the State Water Quality Standards shall not be deposited in underwater disposal
areas.” Specific policies are indicated by a “4” symbol on the following policy
summary matrix.

2. General policies - Are either encouragement, non-enforceable policies, or policies that are
enforceable that only describe the intent or objective of the policy and not the means by
which it should be implemented. An example of a general policy is: “Dredged material that
is found to be contaminated should not be disposed of in underwater disposal areas.”
General policies are indicated by a “«” symbol on the following policy summary
matrix.

3. Policies being developed - A policy category may be identified as under development if
the state is in the process of developing one or more policies that fall under that particular
policy category heading. Where the development symbol is used in conjunction with a
general or a specific symbol, it indicates that the state is re-evaluating or updating policies
that are already in place. If a policy is being developed, it is indicated by a “A” symbol
on the following policy summary matrix.




TABLE 1. State Policy Summary Matrix

STATE, COMMONWEALTH, & TERRITORIAL COASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

Beneficial Use Policy [5) 0|60|60|6 elc|o|e|l|o|e|6|0|6|6|60|6|6|6]|6

AJA|JA[B|C|C|C|D|F|G|G|H[L[M[M|M|[M|M[M[N[N[N|[NJOJO[P|P|R]S VIV]|W
POLICY CATEGORY L] K|S g A '\l\/ll T|IE|JL|AJU|IT]|]A]JE|D|A]JIT|N|J]S|H|J]Y]C|IH|R]JA]|R]I]C I1A]A
c |

Coordination Mechanisims &
Permit Processing
Jinteragency Mechanism ®|6|e|l 5] ®|60|6|6 0]|e 0|6]|6 J|je|e|e|L 0|6|6|6 0|6
Joint Permit/Review Process (5] e | [ (5] 0|6 0|6 0|66 (5]
DMM Plan/Program/Office 0 0o 0 (60 Jdljo|e|loc|e|@|c|0|60]| 6 (5]
Econ. & Env. Criteria o|le|l GCRIKG) { Q|0 { 5] i
Public Interest Statement i { i { { 0 {
Port/Maritime Statement 0 i 5] i e|U G IKG)
Cost/Benefit Analysis 0 i
|Habitat, Sediment & Water Quality
Circulation, Salinity & Mix. Zones elo ||l |6]|6 i (5] e|le|l]|e 0|6|6|6 5] 0|6 06| 6
Habitat Classification/Restriction (5] (5] i 0je0)0 bl1e|l |0 |0 [ ] e 0| e (5] (5]
Dredging Windows o|le|e|l |6 ele|l]|e|ll]l]l]|eo]0]|80]|6 eole|l]|e|6]l 0] e
EPA/USACE Testing/Criteria 0| [ 5] 0| e (5] 0jle|l o |l
StateTesting/Criteria O 0fo 0|10 0 i i
Dredging Techniques & BMPs
Dredging Techniques & BMPs ®o|6|e|l eo|l]|e|e 0 (5] (5] 5] 010
Dredged Material Disposal
DMMP/LTMS 0 0o O gjlo|@|lo|®|®] ¢ 0|6 0|6
Disposal Preferences (5] [5) [5) 0|6 (5] 0|66 (5] 0|66
CDF Methods & Monitoring 5] 0|6 (5] ®|60]|6|6 i 5] 0| e 5]
Solid/Hazardous Waste i i i 0 i

Beneficial Use . ________________________

Defintion/Example of Benef. Use (5] [5) O (5] (5]

[0 = Specific Policy/Policies
® = General Policy/Policies
¢ = Policy Being Developed




DISCUSSION & ANALYSIS OF DREDGING POLICIES

¢ POLICY CATEGORY | - COORDINATION MECHANISIMS & PERMIT PROCESSING.

In each of the following state summaries, the Coordination Mechanisms and Permit Processing policy
category identifies how dredging activities are reviewed and permitted. As expected, no two states issue the
same type of dredging permits. However, they all review private dredging projects that require a 8404 CWA
permit or a 810 RHA permit from the ACE and federal navigational dredging projects for federal
consistency.

All states require that private dredging activities obtain 8401 water quality certification, since it is a
component of their approved program and a requirement of the CWA. The CWA and the ACE regulations
(33 C.F.R. 8336.1) require that federal dredging projects obtain a 8401 certification, except in rare instances
when Congress may grant a waiver for obtaining the 8401certification (33 U.S.C. 81344(r)).

The types of permits required by a state for dredging and dredged material disposal activities run the gamut
from dredge and fill permits, to state-owned subaqueous lands leases, to joint coastal permits. As with all
approved coastal management programs, a federal consistency certification is required for all dredging and
dredged material management activities that occur within the coastal zone that require a federal license or
permit ( i.e. 8404 CWA and 810 RHA). A federal consistency determination is also required for all federal
navigation maintenance and construction dredging activities. As outlined in the introduction, the federal
consistency requirements for both private and federal dredging activities are always applicable and thus are
considered to be a part of every state’s dredging permitting requirements,

Most states have a formal interagency coordination mechanism or forum where federal and private dredging
projects under review are discussed. Twenty-six of the 34 programs do use an established process via a
Memorandum of Understanding, monthly interagency permit review meetings, or other permit interagency
review and comment process, to coordinate among federal and state regulatory programs for this purpose.
These 26 states include: AL, AK, AS, BCDC, CNMI, DE, FL, GA, GU, LA, ME, MA, MI, MN, NH, NJ,
NY, NC, OH, PA, PR, RI, SC, TX, VA, and, WA.

Delaware holds monthly joint permit processing meetings to facilitate coordination among its networked
agencies and where representatives from other state and federal resource agencies come together to discuss
proposed projects. These meetings are not limited to dredging activities alone, but they do allow federal
agencies such as the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, NOAA/National Marine Fisheries Service, ACE and the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to discuss specific dredging projects and related issues with
the appropriate state resource agencies.

Another mechanism that is employed by states to facilitate coordinated review by various resource agencies is
the creation of a joint permit application package where several state and federal permits are combined into
one unified application or process. The New York Department of State which houses the New York Coastal
Management Program, has compiled a joint application package for activities such as dredging and dredged
material disposal that may require multiple authorizations related to wetland and waterfront development
permits. This joint application package covers the permit application needs of the NY Department of State,
ACE, NY Department of Environmental Conservation, State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic
Preservation, Office of General Services, NY Power Authority, Adirondak Park Agency, and the NYS
Thruway Authority/Canal Corporation.

Joint permits are a common mechanism for coordination as 13 of the 34 programs have some type of joint
permit or permit review process (AL, AS, BCDC, FL, MD, MS, NH, NY, NC, OR, PA , PR, and, VA). In
addition to agency coordination, a joint permit also provides a unified step for permit applicants. At least 13
states advertise pre-permit application consultations where permit applicants may be advised on permit



information requirements and specific testing methodologies. New Jersey and the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, require a mandatory pre-application meeting prior to the actual submittal of a
permit application. These meetings are used to discuss types of permits needed, sampling and testing
protocols, and other information which must be submitted with the application package. To aid in the
processing of dredging projects in New Jersey, a Dredging and Sediment Technology Office was created in
1998 that serves to coordinate all dredging related permit applications.

Some states may have a more detailed review process that is specifically tailored to dredging and dredged
material management and planning in addition to interagency permit forums and joint permit application
processes. Interagency permit forums and joint permit application processes usually only apply to private
dredging projects. Whereas, dredged material management plans, programs, or offices (DMMPs, as they will
be referred to), tend to focus on federal navigation projects and long-term harbor and channel management,
planning, and permitting concerns. Generally, states that have a DMMP tend to have policies that are more
specific versus general (see definitions of specific and general in the introduction) and cover the gamut of the
other five policy categories in this report. At least 10 states have some type of DMMP (BCDC, CT, LA,
MD, MI, MN, NH, NJ, NY, and WA) and five are in the process of developing a program or plan (CA, DE,
ME, MA, and, MS). The specifics of these individual DMMPs are discussed further under the Dredged
Material Disposal policy category.

¢ POLICY CATEGORY Il - ECONOMIC CONCERNS.

The dredging information template that was prepared for each state included two specific questions related to
economic concerns:

1. According to state policies (if they exist), during project review how should the
economic benefits of a dredging project be weighed against the environmental costs of a
project?

2. Is a cost/benefit analysis done? If so, who prepares it and who reviews it?

A review of each state’s policies did not provide specific answers to both of these questions. The
information that was collected does indicate that the intent of the states’ dredging policies is coastal resource
protection with the added factors of compatible and wise economic development. Policies that do address
the dual concerns of economics and the environment were most often very general and non-specific.

In response to question number one, none of the 34 states contained a specific policy that outlined how the
economic benefits of a dredging project are to be weighed against the environmental costs of a project. A
few states do list criteria that should be used in making these types of decisions. Maryland and Delaware
policies have the most specific criteria to be used in permit evaluations. In Delaware, activities occurring in
wetlands are evaluated using the following factors: environmental impact; supporting facilities and their
impact; effect on neighboring land uses; comprehensive plans for the general area; the economic impact of
the activity in terms of jobs, taxes, and land area; and, aesthetic impact. Maryland lists similar, but not as
detailed criteria for evaluating dredging projects where public funds are used including: the need for the
project; the economic impacts of the project funds on existing public facilities; the beneficial impacts to the
environment from the project; the potential adverse impacts to the environment from the project; and, the
economic and environmental feasibility of transport for alternative uses of dredged material. These policies
do not, however, describe how these evaluations will be prepared and how factors will be weighed against
each other. Other states, including CNMI, MS, OR, and WA, do have environmental and economic criteria
that are considered in permit evaluation. However, they are less specific than Maryland and Delaware
policies.



The remaining states that have policies that include economic concerns are CT, HI, LA, MN, and SC. These
states have more general policies, stating that economic benefits shall be considered against environmental
concerns with little or no elaboration.

For some states, the primary criteria for project review is whether the project is in the “public interest.”
These states are: BCDC, DE, MD, MI, MS, NY, OR, RI, TX, and VA. Michigan uses 10 criteria to evaluate
the public interest of a particular project which are similar in the level of comprehensiveness to the criteria
used in Delaware and Maryland. The public interest factor is directly related to each state’s individual
application of the Public Trust Doctrine, which states that public trust waters (navigable waters), are held by
the stﬁe in trust for the benefit of all of the people, and establishes the right of the public to fully enjoy
them ¥ The uses that are protected by the public trust doctrirﬁ include navigation and commerce, fishing,
recreational use, environmental protection, and scenic beauty.X Making permitting decisions using the
principle of the public interest and the public trust does require that both economic and environmental
criteria for current and future uses are considered. However, how these criteria may be ranked and compared
remains to be defined in most cases.

Several states emphasize the importance of port/maritime commerce development and growth in their
dredging policies. These states include: AL, CA, DE, MA, NJ, NY, OR, PA, and TX. In the case of New
York, dredging that is done to maintain the economic viability of major ports is regarded as a public benefit.
New Jersey, through its Dredging Project Facilitation Task Force, ranks dredging projects which are to
receive state dredging bond monies based upon their economic benefit to the state and their potential to
bring economic growth to maritime commerce. Along those same lines, Massachusetts has a policy that
deepening or expansion of a channel that produces economic returns to maritime shipping and other
maritime industries will be approved for state or federal funding if it meets this need along with marine
environment policies.

In response to the second economic question in the dredging template survey, very few states have a policy
with respe