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5.0  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 2006 Monitoring Summary 

The 48-month post-construction monitoring report continues evaluation of the Jupiter/Carlin 

Shore Protection Project evolution and progression of the beach monitoring area as a whole. While this 

report attempts to analyze the evolution of Palm Beach County’s nourishment project, the project fill area 

has received a total of roughly 1.1 mcy from the Jupiter/Carlin project and several maintenance dredging 

events sponsored by JID and FIND since 2002. As such, this report actually details the evolution of the 

beach segment under the influence of all projects.  

MHW shoreline position and volumetric analyses reveal the condition of the beach during the 

2006 monitoring period. In the beach fill placement area, the MHW shoreline has retreated 23 ft, on 

average, landward of the 2001 pre-construction location. Variability exists along the shoreline. Shoreline 

retreat occurs in the northern portion (R-13 to R-16) of the project area and advance has occurred in the 

southern portion (R-17 to R-19) of the project area. South of the project area, the MHW shoreline has 

advanced an average of 53 ft. Since project construction, the project area shoreline retreated just over 156 

ft and the south reference area shoreline advanced about 49 ft. Immediately north of the inlet, the 

shoreline retreated about 44 ft. 

Volumetrically, the 2006 monitoring data, continuing the persistent trends shown in the 2005 

monitoring data, show substantial losses in volume below the MHW elevation compared to pre and post-

project conditions in the project area. Dramatic changes have occurred within the ebb shoal and return bar 

complex which, the authors suspect, have largely influenced the sediment losses. Notably, volume losses 

(21,600 cy) above MHW compared to pre-project conditions now appear. The large offshore losses 

attributed to the 2004 hurricanes may have contributed to the loss of subaerial material within the project 

area. Importantly, without the additional material placed by the small sand trap and ICWW dredging 

projects, the shoreline within the project area would likely appear significantly degraded. 

The hardbottom analysis indicates the 2002 project evolution has not covered any additional 

hardbottom from pre-project conditions. The county’s 2006 hardbottom coverage indicates more exposure 

(4.5 acres) than before renourishment activities (2001). The county mitigated for hardbottom impacts — 

for all previously mapped hardbottom throughout the entire project area — as part of the original 1995 

project.  
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5.2 Recommendations 

According to Permit No. 0163093-001-JC, the FDEP requires physical monitoring of the project 

for a period of three years after project construction. Following the recommendation made in the previous 

monitoring report (Taylor Engineering, 2006a), this report serves as the 48-month post-construction 

monitoring report. While the FDEP no longer requires monitoring, Taylor Engineering recommends 

continued monitoring of the area to assess regional area changes and project performance.  

MHW shoreline and volume analyses indicate the project area, especially north of R-16, presently 

exists in an eroded state as compared to 2001 pre-project conditions. Also, large subaqueous changes, 

attributed to the detrimental impacts of hurricanes Frances and Jeanne in 2004 indicate depletion of the 

ebb shoal and return bar complex. These results indicate a need for continued fill placement from inlet 

and ICWW dredging and a large scale beach renourishment. Continued surveys of the ebb shoal and 

return bar complex would benefit future analyses — particularly how these features correlate with beach 

and storm response. 

Previous recommendations, presented in the 36-month monitoring report (Taylor Engineering, 

2006a), still apply. Future surveys should extend at least one mile offshore or to -30 ft-NGVD, whichever 

is farther, in order to assess storm-induced sand movement. Furthermore, the present study suggests the 

county request FDEP expand surveys to the north to include at least two additional profiles (R-10 and R-

11) to create a reasonably sized north reference area and cover the north extension of the ebb shoal or 

eliminate the data collection requirement at R-12 altogether. Finally, the county may want to consider the 

feasibility of structures and beach fill to combat the persistent erosion immediately south of the inlet. 
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APPENDIX A 

Beach Profile Plots 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B 

MHW Contours on 2006 Aerials 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C 

Aerial Photographs
 

 




