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INTRODUCTION

The goal of this study was to characterize the sand resource within the F1
area based on the new seismic and core data collected by Chicago Bridge
and Iron (CB&I) and detail the efficacy of the design level survey complet-
ed by CB&I. Area F1 is located approximately 6.3 nautical miles offshore
of Toms River Township, Ocean County New Jersey (fig. 1). This project
conducted an analysis of both the reconnaissance data collected in 2015
and the design level data collected in 2016 by CB&I for the Bureau of
Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) as part the Atlantic Sand Assessment
Project. There were six reconnaissance level CHIRP sub-bottom seismic
lines and two reconnaissance level vibracores collected in F1. The design
level survey of F1 consisted of 97 CHIRP sub-bottom seismic lines collect-
ed in a northwest- southeast orientation at approximately 30-meter spacing.
Geologic data was collected from 31 locations in the form of 20-foot vibra-

cores (fig. 2).
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due to factors such as differences in data quality affecting which reflector was traced as the base of sand, differences in the
amount of vibracore and seismic data used for each assessment and differences in the type of seismic data that was collected

R . and analyzed for each study. Both assessments show a very similar shoal shape and display realistic shoal features such as a
‘ g i ' steep southern shoal face and a more gradual sloping north face. They differ in that the preliminary analysis conducted by
: " - Kuhn et. al. shows larger thicknesses in the easterly portion of the shoal.
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MONMOUTH = = == NJ DL 335 (fig. 23). In both instances the NJGWS shows higher resolution in the shallow subsurface and more visible
= = features below the base of sand than the data collected by CB&I.
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& producing accurate sand volume calculations. The findings from this study show that design level line spacing of 720
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Photo of the M/V Atlantic Surveyor underway collecting geophysical data offshore New Jersey. d lel 1l i IF h el her. Th hould b ltinle tie 1 h
Photo taken by Michelle Spencer (NJGWS). recommends to not solely co ect seismic lines t_ at are paralle to one anot. er. There should be mu tip e tie ines, along t. e
axis of the shoal, collected in a perpendicular orientation from the other seismic lines collected. Collecting seismic lines in
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421000 7 7 7 larger area than the cores alone do. The isopach map that was created (fig. 19) did not accurately depict the shape and size of
; s 421000 ¢ the shoal.
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Figure 1: Location map of Area F1 offshore of New Jersey.
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