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I.  Summary Table of Contents on DEIS and EIS Updates 
 
II.  Federal Agency Comments 

A. U.S. Department of Interior (DOI - Stanley) 
B. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA - Farmer) 
C. National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS - Fay) 

III.  State Agency Comments 

A. NC Department of Administration - State Environmental Review Clearinghouse 
(NCDOA - Best) 

a. NC Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ – Hardison) 
b. Shellfish Sanitation & Recreational Water Quality (Jenkins) 
c. Division of Waste Management (Tatum) 
d. Solid Waste Section (Hammonds) 
e. Natural Heritage Program (Butler) 

B. NC Division of Coastal Management (NCDCM - Slagel) 
C. NC Department of Cultural Resources - State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO - 

Gledhill-Early) (No Comment) 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Numb
er Nature of Comment (Summary) Commenting 

Agency/Entity Comment Type FEIS Revised to Address 
Comment (Y/N) FEIS Section FEIS Page Response to Comment

1

Pages 2-4 to 2-7 of the Draft EIS define "at risk" properties as those with 
seaward parcel boundaries within 25 feet of 2012 Mean High Water 
(MHW) line.  However, page 20 of the Master Beach Nourishment Plan 
(MBNP) Summary Report indicates that SBEACH was run for the Level 
of Protection analysis using the most seaward line of development as 
digitized from 2011 aerial photography instead of the seaward parcel 
boundary.  For consistency, the "at risk" properties as defined in the 
alternatives analysis could also use the most seaward line of 
development instead of the seaward parcel boundary.

NCDCM At-Risk Properties Y 2 2-4 to 2-7

Noted.  See response to Item #2 below.  The SBEACH analysis was completed to give the 
Towns/County a sense of what level storm the existing beach profile provides protection for 
currently (as well as what would have to be constructed to increase the storm level of protection) 
and to help select an economically viable storm level of protection to maintain as part of the 
Master Plan. More accurate analysis (documented in Item #2 below) were completed for the 
remainder of the engineering and EIS documentation.  The text on Pages 2-4 thru 2-7 was 
clarified.

2

Page A-11 of Appendix J (Environmental Impact Summary Table) states 
that 226 oceanfront structures on Bogue Banks are projected to be at risk 
over the next 50 years without implementing the preferred alternative, but 
it is unclear whether this number of "at risk" structures is based on the 
seaward parcel boundaries or the seaward line of development.  DCM 
believes the location of the actual development on a parcel is a better 
measure of risk than the seaward parcel boundary.

NCDCM At-Risk Properties Y Appendix J A-11

Noted.  A presentation of the procedures to estimate properties and infrastructure at risk were 
discussed with NCDCM, NMFS, and USACE staff on July 24, 2017.  The main reasons for utilizing 
various methods (analytical vs. modeling) to evaluate alternatives analyses is based on the fact 
that recent shoreline data/erosion rates have been extensively affected by the extent of 
nourishment activities completed since the early 2000s.  Historical analytical shoreline rates (prior 
to 2004) were used for the No Action and Relocation/Abandonment alternatives while a 
combination of modeling/analytical techniques were used for the remaining alternatives based on 
where renourishment might be placed over time.  This provided the most accurate shoreline 
recession rates for each alternative considered for the entirety of the Bogue Banks shoreline.  As 
for the use of the seaward boundary of the parcel to determine that a property was at risk, that 
decision was based on a couple of factors including: 1) it was used as a measurement as to when 
oceanfront parcels and infrastructure may be vulnerable and, 2) it was simpler to identify and 
quantify in a GIS analysis.  Based on other work completed using SBEACH to evaluate storm 
shoreline recession during storm events, it was determined that planning for shoreline recession of 
75-100' during storm events is fairly consistent.  Applying this result to the seaward boundary of 
the parcels (assuming the shoreline is at the parcel boundary), gives a line that approximates or 
goes landward the first row of infrastructure.  Therefore, it is believed that the current analysis of 
tracking when the shoreline reaches the parcel boundary is valid and if anything likely 
underestimates potential infrastructure at risk.  After the discussion with NCDCM, NMFS, and 
USACE staff at the July 24, 2017 meeting, it was agreed the existing analytical and modeled 
analysis was appropriate.

3

Page 3-24; Table 3.5 of the Draft EIS: The NC Technical Standards for 
Beach Fill Rules (Sediment Criteria) were recently revised to allow the 
granular fraction of the fill material to exceed the granular fraction of the 
native beach by 10%.  Previously, the rules limited the granular fraction 
to 5% above the native beach.  This needs to be corrected throughout 
the Final Geotechnical Report and other draft EIS appendices as well

NCDCM NC Sediment Criteria Y 3 3-24

Noted.  The corrections were not completed as the change of within 10% of native material was 
less restrictive than the previous criteria of within 5%.  Many of the documents were created by 
others a number of years ago and original non-pdf files are not available and many of these 
people and companies are no longer in business.  Discussions with NCDCM, NMFS, and USACE 
staff on July 24, 2017 confirmed that revision within the EIS itself would be adequate given these 
constraints.

4

Page 3-24; Table 3.5 of the Draft EIS:  At the current Morehead City 
Harbor Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS), Mound ID O-48 
is very close to exceeding the NC Sediment Criteria for fine material.  
This small mound is also surrounded by vibracores to be obtained and 
analyzed before using material from this mound.

NCDCM Sediment Quality Y 3 3-24

Noted.  While close to the criteria for fines, the results do meet the criteria for that O-48.  A review 
of the vibracores, pictures and sieve analyses were conducted with NCDCM, NMFS, and USACE 
staff on July 24, 2017.  At the end of this meeting it was agreed the 0-48 mound was compatible 
and that additional testing would not be mandatory.  Additional testing may be completed at the 
owner's discretion if timing works out to combined with other testing for "lower confidence" and 
"contingency" mounds.

5

Page 3-24; Table 3.5 of the Draft EIS:  At Area Y, Mound ID Y-120 
exceeds the NC Sediment Criteria for gravel.  Page 38 of the MBNP 
Summary Report also states that "Vibracores Y-120 and Y-90 are 1,000 
feet apart and are located along a ridge; however, the sediment color is 
dark in color.  This potential borrow area also exceeds the requirement 
set by NCAC for Gravel as shown in Table 3-20; therefore, would not be 
considered beach compatible."  Page 25 of the Final Geotechnical 
Report also states that "an inspection of the samples shows that the 
gravel-sized material is smooth river rock, rather than shell, which is not 
desirable in placement on the beach."  Due to incompatibility with native 
beach sediments, Mound ID Y-120 should be excluded from the 
proposed borrow areas.

NCDCM Sediment Quality Y 3 3-24

Noted.   A review of some of the vibracores, pictures and sieve analyses were completed with 
NCDCM, NMFS, and USACE staff on July 24, 2017.  At the end of this meeting it was agreed the 
Y-120/Y-90 borrow area was beach compatible and the gravel % had been extremely 
overestimated based on a sample from a 4 inch section of the Y-120 vibracore.  Color was also 
agreed as compatible based on a review of the pictures.  The subcontractor that completed the 
work was based in Florida which has much tighter color and compatibility requirements than NC 
and it was agreed that the subcontractor was overstating potential issues due to this fact.

6

For Vibracores Y-80/Y-75, Page 22 of the Final Geotechnical Report 
states that "Although the characteristics of the upper layer in cores Y-
80/Y-75 are defined herein, this area should be considered a low priority 
borrow area with a "C" ranking because there are insufficient vibracores 
to designate a reliable borrow area and most of the material appears to 
be of relatively poor quality."  It is recommended for additional vibracores 
to be obtained and analyzed before using material from this mound.

NCDCM Sediment Quality N Appendix A - 
Geotechnical Report N/A

Noted.   A review of the vibracores, pictures and sieve analyses were conducted with NCDCM, 
NMFS, and USACE staff on July 24, 2017.  At the end of this meeting it was agreed the Y-70/80 
borrow was beach compatible and met NC Sediment Criteria requirements.  Color was also agreed 
to be compatible based on a review of the pictures.  The subcontractor that completed the work 
was based in Florida which has much tighter color and compatibility requirements than NC and it 
was agreed that the subcontractor was overstating potential issues due to this fact.  However, it 
was agreed the boundary of the borrow area would be revised to account for the 500 meter 
hardbottom buffer and that 1 to 2 additional vibracores would be collected and analyzed for 
compatibility before use for beach renourishment due to localized variability.

7

Page 3-27; Figure 3-8 of the Draft EIS:  Within the proposed current 
ODMDS offshore borrow area, the small areas marked with a "c" to 
identify them as contingency borrow mounds do not have vibracore data.  
These small mounds should not be used without first obtaining 
vibracores and performing sediment analysis for each mound.

NCDCM Sediment Quality Y 3 3-27
Noted.  At the July 24, 2017 meeting with NCDCM, NMFS, and USACE staff, it was agreed that 
additional vibracores would be collected at these mounds and verified for compatibility before use 
for beach renourishment.

8

Pages 19-21 of the Final Geotechnical Report note that Mound O-35 and 
Mound O-46 are considered "lower Confidence Mounds."  Additional 
vibracores should be obtained and analyzed before using material from 
these mounds.

NCDCM Sediment Quality N Appendix A - 
Geotechnical Report N/A

Noted.  At the July 24, 2017 meeting with NCDCM, NMFS, and USACE staff, it was agreed that 
additional vibracores would be collected at these mounds and verified for compatibility before use 
for beach renourishment.

*Agency comments have been summarized.  Please refer to individual agency letters for full content.
(Cells highlighted in yellow not within current POS) 1



9
Page 33; Table 5.1 of the Final Geotechnical Report shows Mound O-15 
with a "B" ranking, indicating that additional vibracores should be 
obtained and analyzed before using material from this mound as well.

NCDCM Sediment Quality N Appendix A - 
Geotechnical Report N/A

Noted.  A review of certain vibracores, pictures and sieve analyses were conducted with NCDCM, 
NMFS, and USACE staff on July 24, 2017.  At the end of this meeting it was agreed the O-15 
mound was compatible and that additional testing would not be mandatory.  Additional testing may 
be completed at the owner's discretion if timing works out to combined with other testing for "lower 
confidence" and "contingency" mounds.

10

Page 33; Table 5.1 of the Final Geotechnical Report (Appendix A) shows 
O-48 the contingency mounds, and all of Area Y with a "C" ranking to 
indicate that these mounds are not recommended for use as a sand 
source for beach nourishment.  Page 33 of the Cumulative Effects 
Statement (Appendix H) states that "Borrow Area Y and the ODMDS are 
the identified borrow sources for this project..."  Generally, the draft EIS 
and appendices need to be updated to clarify exactly which mounds and 
areas are being proposed for beach nourishment and where additional 
vibracores will be collected.

NCDCM Sediment Quality Y 5 33

Noted.  All mounds and areas denoted as beach compatible will ultimately be utilized for the 
project. As stated in comment responses above, for areas denoted at "lower confidence" or 
"contingency" mounds, additional vibracoring and testing will be completed to verify compatibility 
before use for beach renourishment projects as agreed to at the July 24, 2017 meeting with 
NCDCM, NMFS, and USACE staff.

11

For some portions of Bogue Banks, the return interval between 
nourishment events will be greater than 3 years, but in anticipation of 
storm events, the project impact will likely occur every 2-3 years.  The 
Draft EIS cites previous studies which have shown that avoiding peak 
recruitment periods and placing highly-compatible sediment on the beach 
allows recovery of benthic invertebrates and beach infauna within a 
couple of years.  Page A-1 of the Environmental Impact Summary Table 
(Appendix J) also notes that "Although some overlap between the 
dredging footprints of successive events may occur, repeated dredging 
in the same footprint is not anticipated due to the relatively shallow and 
non-renewable nature of the deposits."  Provided that peak recruitment 
periods are avoided, beach-compatible sand is placed on the beach, and 
dredging is performed as described in the Draft EIS, DCM Believes that 
impacts to benthic invertebrates and beach infauna will be minimized.  
However, given the 50-year timeframe and scope of the proposed Bogue 
Banks Master Beach Nourishment Plan, DCM is interested in discussing 
with State and Federal resource agencies ways to monitor these 
relatively frequent impacts.

NCDCM Environmental Monitoring N N/A N/A

As described in the Final EIS, all sand placement, dredging, and associated construction activities 
will adhere to a 16 November to 30 April environmental dredging window.  Sand placement 
operations would avoid peak spring benthic invertebrate recruitment periods in NC [May through 
September (Hackney et al. 1996, Diaz 1980, Reilly and Bellis 1978)]; thereby reducing the duration 
of direct impacts on intertidal beach benthic infaunal communities that constitute the prey-base for 
demersal surf zone fishes. The use of only sand that is compatible with the native beach would 
reduce the extent and duration of direct impacts on intertidal beach benthic infaunal communities, 
thereby reducing the extent and duration of indirect prey-base effects on surf zone fishes. The 50-
year project would employ a recurring cycle of nourishment events to continuously maintain beach 
profile sand volumes along the managed reaches at a 25-year Level of Protection (LOP).  The 
three management reaches are projected to require recurring maintenance nourishment to offset 
background erosion at approximate intervals of three (Emerald Isle East) and six (Pine Knoll 
Shores and Indian Beach/Salter Path) years.  Additional sand placement would be conducted to 
address storm-related losses, resulting in some accelerated nourishment cycles for the managed 
reaches over the 50-year project.

12

Page 4-42; Table 4.8 of the Draft EIS:  Since a portion of the project area 
is Piping Plover Wintering Critical Habitat (Unit ID NC-10 Bogue Inlet) 
and all of Bogue Banks is designated Loggerhead Sea Turtle Terrestrial 
Critical Habitat (Unit ID LOGG-T-NC-01 Bogue Banks), formal 
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) will need to 
occur.  It is our understanding that this consultation has commenced and 
is ongoing.

NCDCM Section 7 Consultation Y 1 1-12

Informal consultation with the USFWS has been ongoing through the PRT meetings and other 
channels of communication.  To facilitate the consultation process, the USACE and BOEM, 
responsible for preparing a Biological Assessment (BA), described the status of listed species 
within the action area and presented their determinations as to whether or not the proposed action 
is likely to adversely affect each listed species.  The USACE and BOEM consolidated their efforts 
into a single BA submitted to both the USFWS and NMFS on September 12, 2017.  Submittal of 
the BA initiated formal Section 7 consultation, and both agencies are currently reviewing the BA 
under their purview to determine compliance pursuant to the Endangered Species Act. The 
USFWS has provided initial comments dated October 5, 2017 and indicated the placement of 
sand may be covered by the August 2017 Statewide Programmatic Biological Opinion. Further 
consultation is ongoing and will continue as needed.

13

Page 4-42: Table 4.8 of the Draft EIS:  Since the nearshore ocean waters 
of the project area are designated as Loggerhead Sea Turtle Marine 
Nearshore Reproductive Critical Habitat (Unit ID LOGG-N-03 Bogue 
Banks and Bear Island), formal consultation with NOAA's National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NOAA-NMFS) will need to occur.  It is our 
understanding that this consultation has commenced and is ongoing.

NCDCM Section 7 Consultation Y 1 1-12 See above response to comment #12.

14

DCM has also reviewed the letter submitted by NOAA-NMFS, dated June 
21, 2017, and agrees with their concerns about hardbottom habitat, 
particularly with regard to Borrow Area Y:  "The draft EIS suggests 
hardbottom habitats exist near the project area, especially the offshore 
borrow area located along Emerald Isle.  It is likely these nearshore 
hardbottom habitats are ephemeral, meaning they are periodically 
covered and uncovered by natural sediment transport, and mapping 
across multiple seasons/years would be required to determine the exact 
location.  The extent and complexity of these structural forms and their 
contributions to EFH within the project area should be more thoroughly 
described with mapping of hardbottom habitat neighboring the borrow 
area.  Similarly, there are a number of artificial reef sites within the 
project area.  The extent and complexity of these structural forms and 
their contributions to EFH within the project area should also be 
described.  The NMFS believes dredging could significantly impact 
valuable hardbottom habitat and artificial reefs."  Additionally, 15A NCAC 
07H.0208(b)(12)(A)(iv) requires 500 meter separation between high relief 
hardbottom communities and areas of dredging.

NCDCM Hardbottom Habitat Impacts Y 4, 5 4-11; 5-20

EFH consultation was formally initiated with NMFS on January 18, 2018, that included the 
submittal of an EFH Assessment also addressing hardbottom resources in Borrow Area Y.  The 
proposed Area Y 90/120 borrow site is separated from the nearest identified hardbottom feature by 
a distance of ~1000 meters, thus indicating that dredging operations at the Y-90/120 site would not 
have any direct, indirect, or cumulative effects on hardbottom habitats or associated federally 
managed species.  In the case of the Y-75/80 borrow site, the Y-80 vibracore point is exactly 500 
m from the nearest identified hardbottom feature, thus indicating that a portion of the borrow site 
could potentially fall just inside the 500 m buffer. Use of the Area Y-75/80  borrow sites would 
require additional geotechnical investigations to verify that no hardbottom features are present in 
the proposed dredging footprint or within 500-m of the proposed dredging footprint. These 
investigations would also be used to determine specific pipeline placement corridors for the 
conveyance of dredge material onto the beach and would be conducted prior to any dredging and 
beach nourishment involving the use of the two borrow sites in  Area Y.   

15

The EPA recommends adding language to the Executive Summary of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) that identifies the Bureau 
of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) as a cooperating agency on this 
proposed action

EPA Cooperating Agency Y Executive Summary N/A Text has been revised to include BOEM as a cooperating agency in the Executive Summary. 

*Agency comments have been summarized.  Please refer to individual agency letters for full content.
(Cells highlighted in yellow not within current POS) 2



16

The proposed project has the potential to impact multiple species that are 
federally-listed as threatened or endangered pursuant to Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act.  The EPA notes that Carteret County 
('Applicant') and/or USACE plan to consult with both the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the US Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) on the 
proposed project's impact on listed species.  The EPA recommends that 
consultations be completed by the release of the FEIS, and that all 
project impacts to federally-listed species and any required mitigation be 
fully disclosed in the FEIS

EPA Threatened and Endangered Species N N/A N/A

As indicated in responses above, Section 7 consultations are ongoing with the FWS and NMFS, 
but were unable to be completed prior to the release of the FEIS. However, consultation will be 
finalized prior to any permit decision. The USACE and BOEM will continue to consult with the FWS 
and NMFS throughout the project permitting process.

17

The Applicant is seeking a 50-year authorization pursuant to Section 10 
of the Rivers and Harbors Act and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(CWA); including additional State/Federal authorizations and permits.  
The EPA is concerned that such a long duration can involve a substantial 
risk for increases in environmental  impacts during this extended period 
of time.  Due to the potential uncertainty, the EPA recommends 
consideration of a more typical permit duration (e.g., 30-year) and 
inclusion of permit conditions that require periodic interagency reviews of 
projected impacts, construction activities, and mitigation activities at least 
every 5 years.  The EPA also recommends consideration of an adaptive 
management plan that addresses future project impacts and potential 

EPA Permit Duration and Adaptive 
Management N N/A N/A

Noted.  The USACE and BOEM have discussed the need for periodic interagency reviews of 
project impacts, construction activities, placement volumes and thresholds.  Pending any issuance 
of a permit, an adaptive management plan will be built into the process for future project requests. 
Prior to implementing any single construction event, a notification request will be required and 
such notification would be coordinated with appropriate Federal and State resource and 
Regulatory agencies. During these notification reviews, past unforeseen impacts and 
circumstances will be reviewed and considered prior to authorizing the construction event. Special 
permit conditions and requirements will be included as needed and determined.

18

The engineering report presented in the DEIS predicts annual 
background erosional losses of sand at roughly 452,200 cubic yards per 
year and 22.6 million cubic yards (MCY) for the 50-year life of the project.  
Storm losses are not included in the background erosional losses and 
are identified contributing to another 1.4-1.7 MCY loss per storm.  
Accounting for background losses, storm events, and projected sea-level 
rise, the applicant predicts Bogue Banks will require 46.8-51.6 MCY over 
the 50-year planning horizon.  Those estimates are paramount to 
describing the project's purpose and need.  The EPA recommends that 
references to specific erosion rates and calculations derived from the 
engineering report be appropriately cited in the main text of the FEIS.

EPA Erosion/Sand Loss Rates Y 2 2-7 Noted.  The FEIS has been revised to provide more discussion from the Engineering Report of 
how the estimates were developed.

19

The EPA notes that several of the alternatives contemplate the use of 
material from two offshore ODMDS sites (current and historic ODMDS 
sites).  It is our understanding that material to be mined at the ODMDS 
has been evaluated for appropriateness for use as beach fill.  However, 
the EPA has environmental concerns regarding the potential impact of 
mining at historic sites.  ODMDS sites that have not been active for 
several years can become biologically significant.  The EPA 
recommends additional discussion be included in the FEIS on potential 
environmental impacts associated with mining dredged materials from 
the ODMDS sites.  Proposed mining activities should also be coordinated 
with the Ocean, Wetlands and Streams Protection Branch at the EPA 
Region 4 Office and with the Wilmington District Corps officials 
responsible for the ODMDS site designation.

EPA Use of Material from ODMDS N N/A N/A

Potential environmental impacts associated with dredging the ODMDS are described within 
Chapter 5 - Environmental Consequences under each Alternative, specifically Marine Benthic 
Communities - Soft Bottom.  Within the target borrow areas of the ODMDS, it is anticipated that 
the benthic community, and fish species that utilize these areas, are similar to the adjacent 
undisturbed surrounding areas, and potential impacts to the ODMDS sites have been evaluated as 
such.  The evaluation of potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts follow similar 
assessments for previous projects using these sites as a sand source.  These project include the 
2013 Post-Hurricane Irene Renourishment Project, which dredged approximately 992,000 cy of 
material from the ODMDS, the 2004 Post-Hurricane Isabel Project and the 2007 Post-Hurricane 
Ophelia sand replenishment project where all these projects placed sand on adjacent beaches 
along Bogue Banks.

20

In the areas proposed for mining, the EPA understands that no 
hardbottom areas were identified in the current or the former ODMDS 
sites.  However, hardbottom areas were identified within the eastern 
boundary of Area Y which could also be considered for future mining 
(Section 4.4.2 of the DEIS).  The EPA understands that the Applicant 
plans to avoid these areas per the State of North Carolina regulation (i.e., 
15A NCAC 07H.0208) that restricts borrow sites within 500 meters of any 
identified hardbottom areas.  The EPA recommends that similar 
language regarding avoidance of hardbottom areas be clearly outlined in 

EPA Hardbottom Areas N N/A N/A See previous response to comment #14.

21

The EPA notes the extensive discussion provided in Section 4.8 of the 
DEIS on cultural, historic, and archaeological resources in the project 
area.  Most of this information comes from previous studies and 
environmental documents for projects in the study area.  The EPA 
recommends that updated consultation efforts with the State Historic 
Preservation Office and any required mitigation for the project be 
included and addressed in the FEIS, and in the final permit, as 

EPA Cultural, Historic, and Archaeological 
Resources Y 1 1-14

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) provided a letter in response to the DEIS on June 
8, 2017.  The SHPO indicated they are not aware of any historic resources that would be affected 
by the project.  Therefore, the SHPO had no comment on the project as proposed. Consultation 
with SHPO would be reinitiated if new information is submitted by their office or there are findings 
of any unknown resources identified or discovered prior to or during construction.

22

The NMFS has been actively involved throughout formulation of this 
project and participated in interagency scoping meetings on September 
30, 2010 and March 8, 2011. The NMFS commented on impacts of 
dredging offshore borrow sites, monitoring recovery of borrow sites and 
segments of nourished beaches, environmental windows or seasonal 
restrictions for construction, and cumulative impacts to EFH. The NMFS 
recommended the Wilmington District and BOEM prepare a formal EFH 
Assessment for the project separate from the EIS.

NMFS Consultation History Y 1 1-13

Informal consultation has been ongoing through the PRT meetings and other channels of 
communication.  The USACE and BOEM are responsible for assessing the effects of their actions 
and prepared an EFH Assessment report that describes the affected resources, anticipated 
impacts, and any measures that were incorporated to mitigate EFH impacts.  The USACE and 
BOEM consolidated their efforts into a single EFH report submitted to the NMFS on January 18, 
2017.  Submittal of the EFH Assessment initiated formal consultation, and the process will 
conclude with the issuance of an EFH concurrence or non-concurrence statement by the NMFS.

*Agency comments have been summarized.  Please refer to individual agency letters for full content.
(Cells highlighted in yellow not within current POS) 3



23

Similarly, the NMFS provided consultation by letter dated October 28, 
2013, on a related project, Integrated Feasibility Report and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, Coastal Storm Damage Reduction, 
Bogue Banks, Carteret County, North Carolina, Draft Report, dated 
August 2013, prepared by the Wilmington District. While the NMFS 
generally agreed with the environmental commitments proposed for the 
project and did not provide EFH conservation recommendations, the 
NMFS made several requests. The NMFS requested the Wilmington 
District (1) adhere to seasonal restrictions for dredging to reduce impacts 
to EFH and vulnerable life stages of federally managed fishery species, 
and (2) develop best management practices for dredging offshore borrow 
areas to facilitate rapid recovery of the benthic community.

NMFS Consultation History N N/A N/A

Noted. The EFH incorporates Conservation Measures to reduce impacts including 1) All sand 
placement, dredging, and associated construction activities would adhere to a 16 November to 30 
April environmental window.   Adherence to the environmental window would minimize potential 
impacts by avoiding periods of critical biological activity; 2) A hydrographic survey covering the 
entire area where the dredge is expected to operate will be conducted before and after each 
dredging event to verify the depth and width of the dredging footprint. All borrow site dredging 
operations would maintain a minimum 500-m hardbottom buffer in accordance with NC Coastal 
Area Management Act regulations.  Prior to the initiation of each dredging project, proposed pump-
out station anchor point locations and sand delivery pipeline routes would be evaluated for the 
presence of hardbottom habitats.  Prior to offshore dredging within Y-75/80 of Borrow Area Y 
geotechnical investigations will be conducted to verify that no hardbottom features are present in 
the proposed dredging footprint or within 500-m of the proposed dredging footprint. All 
investigation results will be coordinated with NMFS and other Federal and State agencies to verify 
site conditions. Prior to Bogue Inlet channel relocation events, surveys of the dredge pipeline 
corridor(s) will be conducted to ensure avoidance of impacts to Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
(SAV), shellfish, and tidal marsh habitats.   

24

Pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council (SAFMC) and NMFS designate EFH within the 
project area to encompass the surf zone, estuarine emergent wetlands, 
oyster reefs, shell banks, intertidal flats, submerged aquatic vegetation 
(SAV), nearshore live/hardbottom, and shallow sand and mud bottoms. 
These intertidal and subtidal communities provide feeding, resting, and 
staging habitat for a variety of commercially, recreationally, and 
ecologically important fish species. The SAFMC also designates tidal 
inlets, nearshore live/hardbottom, SAV, and oysters as Habitat Areas of 
Particular Concern under the fishery management plans for shrimp, 
snapper/grouper complex, and coastal migratory pelagic species 
because these areas are important to ecosystem function and sensitive 
to stress and disturbance. The SAMFC provides additional information on 
the species it manages and their EFH in Fishery Ecosystem Plan of the 
South Atlantic Region (available at www.safmc.net), and the NMFS 
provides additional information on the EFH of highly migratory species in 
Amendment 10 to the 2006 Consolidated HMS Fishery Management 
Plan: Essential Fish Habitat (available at www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/hms/).

NMFS Essential Fish Habitat within the 
Project Area N N/A N/A

Noted.  The FEIS acknowledges these resources, any location within the permit area, and the 
potential effects that each alternative will have on these resources.  Additionally, specific to the 
applicant's proposal, a separate EFH Assessment was prepared and submitted to NMFS on 
January 18, 2018 for further evaluation pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevenson Act.

25

The EIS reviews anticipated environmental impacts within the proposed 
41,957-acre project area. The authors describe with depth, detail, and 
scientific support direct and indirect effects expected to occur within the 
diverse estuarine and coastal habitats of the project area. The NMFS 
believes the EIS would benefit from a detailed review of scientific journal 
articles, scientific review articles, other environmental documents and 
agency reports, and views of recognized experts on the habitat or 
species affected. Much of the discussion on the affected environment 
(Section 4) is based on summary documents prepared for purposes other 
than the Applicant’s project. For example, the North Carolina Coastal 
Habitat Protection Plan is a policy guidance document that addresses 
habitat and water quality issues in North Carolina. While it is an excellent 
document used for management of coastal water quality and fish habitat, 
the NMFS strongly recommends use of primary research articles and 
review articles in place of summary guidance documents and strategic 
planning documents such as the N.C. Coastal Habitat Protection Plan. 
Similarly, the EIS frequently cites the USACE 2014 report Final 
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement, 
Coastal Storm Damage Reduction, Bogue Banks, Carteret County, North 
Carolina.

NMFS Literature Review N N/A N/A

Noted. It should be acknowledged that the compilation of the EIS included input from various 
Federal and State resource agencies throughout the past years of project review. Science based 
data and information from those agencies were appropriately used throughout the document. For 
the use of the CHP Plan and the USACE 2014 Final EIS, information within these documents 
included scientific literature in order to assist in providing and/or making conclusions or 
statements. Pursuant to NEPA, it is permissible and encouraged to use existing documents, when 
properly referenced; and the used reference points to these (2) documents were determined to be 
appropriate. 

*Agency comments have been summarized.  Please refer to individual agency letters for full content.
(Cells highlighted in yellow not within current POS) 4
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In Carteret County, the nearshore hardbottom habitats, such as coquina 
and marl, occurring offshore along Bogue Banks provide a unique natural 
habitat and serve a variety of ecosystems functions. The draft EIS 
suggests hardbottom habitats exist near the project area, especially the 
offshore borrow area located along Emerald Isle. It is likely these 
nearshore hardbottom habitats are ephemeral, meaning they are 
periodically covered and uncovered by natural sediment transport, and 
mapping across multiple seasons/years would be required to determine 
the exact location. The extent and complexity of these structural forms 
and their contributions to EFH within the project area should be more 
thoroughly described with mapping of hardbottom habitat neighboring the 
borrow area. Similarly, there are a number of artificial reef sites within the 
project area. The extent and complexity of these structural forms and 
their contributions to EFH within the project area should also be 
described. The NMFS believes dredging could significantly impact 
valuable hardbottom habitat and artificial reefs.

NMFS Hardbottom Impacts Y 4, 5 4-11; 5-20 FEIS has been updated to provide additional description of hardbottoms and describes measures 
to reduce potential impacts to hardbottom habitats. See also previous comment #14.

27
Entire document. Many of the maps are difficult to read and interpret. The 
NMFS recommends revisions focus on producing high-resolution figures 
and maps.

NMFS EIS Formatting Y ALL ALL Noted. The USACE website publication standards require a reduction in resolution to reduce file 
size. The USACE will evaluate this process to ensure resolution of figures are maintained.

28

Chapter 1, Introduction. The use of “Study Area”, “Project Area”, and 
“Permit Area” is confusing for the reader as it is not consistent through 
the draft EIS. Perhaps the delineations and definitions should receive 
dedicated discussion in the Introduction.

NMFS Study Area Definition Y 1 1-3 Definitions of Study Area and Permit Area has been included. A review of the entire EIS will be 
conducted to ensure language is consistent.

29

Chapter 2-7, paragraph four. Sea level rise may accelerate coastal 
erosion rates and increase impacts resulting from erosion. Sea level rise 
is considered as a risk with impacts to the project scope, schedule, and 
success for many shoreline protection projects. The EIS should include a 
more extensive consideration of the planning horizon and analysis for 
sea level rise since this has considerable impact on the cumulative sand 
volumes required for nourishment and maintenance events. Additionally, 
the EIS includes a citation for sea level rise modeling and reference to 
Engineer Circular 1165-2-212 USACE [U.S. Army Corps of Engineers] 
guidance for incorporating effects of projected future sea level change in 
the engineering, planning, design, and management of USACE projects. 
The referenced circular expired September 30, 2013. To incorporate the 
direct and indirect physical effects of projected future sea level change 
on design, construction, operation, and maintenance of coastal projects, 
USACE provided guidance in the form of Engineer Regulation, ER 1100-
2-8162, and Engineer Technical Letter 1100-2-1. Accordingly, three 
estimates are required by the updated guidance; a baseline (or “low”) 
estimate, which is based on historic sea level rise and represents the 
minimum expected sea level change, an intermediate estimate, and a 
high estimate representing the maximum expected sea level change. 
The NMFS recommends that the ElS clarify models of sea level rise and 
add the additional volumes to the total for each alternative, as 
appropriate.

NMFS Sea Level Rise Y 2 2-7

Noted.  The EIS has been revised to incorporate and explain the methodology followed in the 
Engineering Report more completely.  The EIS will be revised to include language that the current 
projections are based on the mid or intermediate sea level rise projection as recommended by the 
USACE.  If future sea level measurements depart from the recommended projection, revised 
estimates can and will be developed at a later date as the Master Plan is updated. A check was 
made using the new guidance and the SLR curves were identical.  Therefore, the previous 
projections are still valid. Additionally, it should be acknowledged that the ER guidance is intended 
for federally designed projects, which are contingent on a cost to benefit ratio analysis, and not 
specifically for use in the Regulatory Program for evaluating permits. However, aspects of the 
guidance have been utilized when appropriate.

30 Chapter 3. The NMFS is pleased that the preferred alternative does not 
include construction of a terminal groin NMFS Terminal Groin N N/A N/A Noted.

31
Chapter 4, Table 4.1. Many of the biotic communities in the permit area 
are categories of EFH. Oyster reefs and hardbottom communities could 
be included with Table 4.1.

NMFS Essential Fish Habitat Y 4 4-3 Table 4.1 has been revised to include the recommended additional EFH habitats.

32

Chapter 4-11, paragraph two. The NMFS believes dredging could 
significantly impact hardbottom within the borrow area and artificial reefs 
neighboring the borrow area. These sites are known to support flounder, 
black sea bass, and other species among the snapper-grouper complex.

NMFS Hardbottom Impacts Y 6 6-5

Noted. As described earlier, all Conservation Measures to avoid and minimize hardbottom habitats 
will be employed prior to any proposed dredging activities within Borrow Area Y. Additionally, 
further investigations will take place within Area Y-75/80 of Borrow Area Y to ensure hardbottoms 
are avoided and proper buffer zones are incorporated.

33 Chapter 4, Figure 4.2. Recommend including insets of maps to increase 
resolution in specific areas (e.g., Bogue Inlet, Emerald Isle). NMFS EIS Formatting Y  4 4-4 Figure 4.2 has been revised accordingly.

34
Chapter 4, Figure 4.4. Recommend using higher resolution maps or 
insets of maps to increase resolution in specific areas (e.g., borrow area). 
Recommend including site of borrow area on map.

NMFS EIS Formatting Y 4 4-13 The data contained within Figure 4.4 is the property of NCDMF and cannot be revised. Best 
available data has been used to depict regional hardbottom data.

35

Chapter 4, Figure 4.5. To assess possible far-field and cumulative of 
dredging effects on hardbottom, the NMFS recommends that hardbottom 
maps be produced to indicate hardbottom within 1,000 meters of the 
borrow area.

NMFS Hardbottom Areas Y 4 4-14 Figure 4.5 depicts hardbottom within 1,000 m of Borrow Area Y and is included in Section 4 - 
Affected Environment.

*Agency comments have been summarized.  Please refer to individual agency letters for full content.
(Cells highlighted in yellow not within current POS) 5



36 Chapter 4, Figure 4.6: Label artificial reef sites accordingly. NMFS EIS Formatting Y 4 4-15 Figure 4.6 has been revised accordingly.

37
Chapter 4-38, paragraph two. Define EFH or revise sentence. Atlantic 
Red Drum is not managed under the Magnuson-Stevens Act and, 
accordingly, lacks EFH designations under the Act.

NMFS Essential Fish Habitat Y 4 38 Text has been revised accordingly.

38

Chapter 5. The NMFS appreciates the project including a work 
moratorium from 1 May through 15 November to minimize environmental 
impacts and provide protections for seasonal migrations of fish and 
protected species (i.e., sturgeon, sea turtles).

NMFS Environmental Dredging Window N N/A N/A Noted.

39 Chapter 2, page 2-7: The first two paragraphs appear to need re-
formatting. DOI EIS Formatting Y 2 2-7 Noted. All formatting corrected.

40

Chapter 3, general comment: The February 7, 2014 draft Engineering 
Report  (Appendix G) states “For purposes of this report, to account for 
both background erosion and future storm impacts, sand losses over the 
future 50 year planning horizon are conservatively estimated to be 
between 45.0 and 49.8 Mcy. Including USACE guidelines accounting for 
potential sea level changes, these future losses over 50 years increase 
to 46.8 to 51.6 Mcy.... the additional need to account for potential sea 
level change would be 1,825,000 cv. equating to 46.8 to 51.6 Mcy.” It 
does not appear that the additional sand volumes needed over to 
account for potential sea level rise have been incorporated into the 
tables in this Chapter. We recommend that the ElS clarify this point, and 
add the additional volumes to the total for each alternative, as 
appropriate.

DOI Sea Level Rise Y 3 3-22

Noted.  The EIS has been revised to incorporate and explain the methodology followed in the 
Engineering Report more completely.  The EIS includes language that the current projections are 
based on the mid or intermediate sea level rise projection as recommended by the USACE.  If 
future sea level measurements depart from the recommended projection, revised estimates can 
and will be developed at a later date as the Master Plan is updated. 

41
Chapter 3, throughout: The figures, particularly in this section, are very 
difficult to read. We recommend that larger scale maps be provided, and 
that the text and figures be made less fuzzy.

DOI Figure Resolution Y 3 ALL Noted. The USACE website publication standards require a reduction in resolution to reduce file 
size. The USACE will evaluate this process to ensure resolution of figures are maintained.

42 Chapter 3, page 3-13: At the bottom of the page, an extra word 
(“maintained”).  It appears that this word should be deleted.

DOI Language Y 3 3-13 The text and formatting has been revised accordingly.

43

Chapter 3, page 3-34: The Service is pleased that a terminal groin is 
not being pursued at this time. In addition, we are pleased that the 
proposals include relocating Bogue Inlet only when needed to 
protect structures on the west end of Emerald Isle. The inlet is 
important to wintering piping plovers and other shorebirds, and we 
appreciate efforts to minimize impacts to inlet habitats.

DOI Inlet Habitat Impacts N N/A N/A Noted. 

44

Chapter 4, throughout: Again, the figures and accompanying text in this 
section are difficult to read, and in some cases illegible. The Department 
recommends that larger-scale maps be provided and that the text and 
figures be made less fuzzy.

DOI Figure Resolution Y 4 All Noted. The USACE website publication standards require a reduction in resolution to reduce file 
size. The USACE will evaluate this process to ensure resolution of figures are maintained.

45

Chapter 4: The Department recommends that the Corps and applicant 
investigate whether the soon-to-be-final Statewide Programmatic 
Biological Opinion (SPBO) for Sand Placement projects can expedite 
Section 7 ESA consultation for the proposed project. We note that the 
draft SPBO does not consider or cover effects to species from dredging. 
Therefore, additional consultation may be required for impacts to 
intertidal habitats from inlet dredging due to potential impacts to the 
piping plover and red knot.

DOI Section 7 Consultation N N/A N/A

The SPBO was finalized on August 2017. During consultation with the USFWS, the Service 
concurred with the use of the SPBO during single nourishment events, provided all the terms and 
conditions are followed. For the dredging within Bogue Inlet, the Service will be preparing separate 
conservation measures. If inlet conditions arise at the time of dredging where the measures are 
not practicable for the applicant, consultation will be reinitiated. 

46 Chapter 4, Page 4-5 7: Please correct the language on this page to note 
the two Dare County records for hawksbill sea turtle nests in 2015. DOI Endangered Species Y 4 57 Text has been revised accordingly.

*Agency comments have been summarized.  Please refer to individual agency letters for full content.
(Cells highlighted in yellow not within current POS) 6
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Chapter 5, Pages 5-46 and 5-48. The last paragraph on each of these 
pages states “Sea level rise predictions for the Bogue Banks area over 
the next 30 years range from approximately three feet when the observed 
20th century trend is extrapolated through 2045 to approximately eight 
feet under a high greenhouse gas emissions scenario (NC Science 
Panel 2015).” The Department suggests revising “feet” in these two 
sentences to “inches.”

DOI Sea Level Rise Y 5 5-46, 5-48 Text has been revised accordingly.

48

The body of the DEIS (and Chapter 5 specifically) does not include 
significant discussion about the potential for sea level rise over the next 
50 years, and the need for or implications of additional shoreline 
management actions in response to the rise. The North Carolina Coastal 
Resources Commission’s (NC CRC) Science Panel issued the North 
Carolina Sea Level Rise Assessment Report (2015 Update to the 2010 
Report and 2012 Addendum) on March 31, 2015. This report predicts a 
sea level rise in Beaufort, North Carolina over the next 30 years (by 
2045) of 3.2 to 7.5 inches. We acknowledge that the February 7, 2014 
Draft Engineering Report provides information on the historic level of sea 
level rise in the area, and also predicts relative sea level rise using the 
Corps’ Guidance on Sea Level Change (EC 1165-2-212). Additional 
volumes of sand needed to address potential sea level rise are also 
provided in the February 7, 2014 draft Engineering Report. Chapter 2, 
page 2-7 includes two sentences on the subject.  However, updated 
information should be included in the body of the EIS. Since this is a fifty 
year project, the Department recommends that the body of the EIS 
include a summary discussing how sea level rise was considered in the 
planning, modeling, or calculations. The EIS should also discuss the 
potential need for or environmental consequences of additional shoreline 
management actions in response to accelerations in sea level rise.

DOI Sea Level Rise Y 5 5-46, 5-48

Noted.  The EIS has been revised to incorporate and explain the methodology followed in the 
Engineering Report more completely.  The EIS includes language that the current projections are 
based on the mid or intermediate sea level rise projection as recommended by the USACE.  If 
future sea level measurements depart from the recommended projection, revised estimates can 
and will be developed at a later date as the Master Plan is updated.  Additionally, reference 
response to comment #17 as it relates to the notification process and adaptive management plan.

49

If any sand placement is to occur prior to November 1st or after March 
31st, it is requested that our office be notified immediately by the 
applicant and/or the dredging contractor so that appropriate public 
notification can occur.

NCDMF Environmental Dredging Window N N/A N/A

Noted.  The Master Plan, as described in the FEIS, is requesting that all dredging/nourishment 
activities be allowed from November 16 - April 30 for each calendar year. Notification prior to any 
single event will be given to the USACE and NCDCM, whom will coordinate with the appropriate 
Federal and State resource agencies, such as NCDMF.

50

Fifteen sites were identified within one mile of the project.  The 
Superfund Section recommends that site files be reviewed to ensure that 
appropriate precautions are incorporated into any construction activities 
that encounter potentially contaminated soil or groundwater.

NCDWM Construction Management N N/A N/A

Noted.  After review of the list provided by NCDWM, none of the proposed sediment sources are 
expected to be affected.  However, if an upland borrow pit is used in the future, additional testing 
for sediment compatibility will already be completed.  As part of this additional testing, a check of 
its location versus the Waste Management website will be completed and sediment/water quality 
testing will be completed at this time as needed.

51

The USACE and/or its contractors should recycle all materials possible 
and use recycled products where suitable.  Any waste which cannot be 
recycled or reused must be disposed of at a solid waste management 
facility permitted by the Division.  The Section strongly recommends that 
the USACE require all contractors to provide proof of proper disposal for 
all generated waste to permitted facilities

NCDWM Solid Waste 
Section Construction Management n N/A N/A Noted.  These requirements will be included in the specifications of all actions completed as part 

of implementation of the Master Plan.

52
A query of the NCNHP database indicates that there are records for rare 
species, important natural communities, natural areas, or 
conservation/managed areas within the proposed project boundary.  

NCNHP Affected Environment N N/A N/A

Noted.  A comprehensive review of the potentially affected species and biotic communities within 
the Study Area was conducted in Chapter 4 - Affected Environment of the FEIS.  These species 
and biotic communities were described in detail based on feedback through the PRT scoping 
process.

*Agency comments have been summarized.  Please refer to individual agency letters for full content.
(Cells highlighted in yellow not within current POS) 7



United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Richard B. Russell Federal Building 

75 Ted Turner Drive, S.W., Suite 1144 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 

ER 17/0185 
9043.1 

June 12, 2017 
 
 
 
 
Mr. Mickey T. Sugg 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Wilmington District 
Regulatory Division 
69 Darlington Avenue 
Wilmington, NC  28403 
 
ATTN: File Number SAW-2009-00293 
 
Re: Comments and Recommendations on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

for the Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment Plan in Carteret County, North Carolina 
 
Dear Mr. Sugg: 
 
The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the DEIS for the Bogue Banks Master 
Beach Nourishment Plan in Carteret County, North Carolina.  Our comments and 
recommendations are as follows. The preferred alternative in the DEIS is Nourishment Plus 
Nonstructural Bogue Inlet Management, which currently proposes various beach nourishment 
activities on a 3- or 6-year interval, along with relocation of Bogue Inlet as needed, typically 
every 10-15 years.  The project may affect the following species under the authority of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service: West Indian Manatee (Trichechus manatus), red knot (Catidris 
canutus rufa), piping plover (Charadrius melodus), seabeach amaranth (Amaranthus pumilus), 
and the loggerhead (Caretta caretta), green (Chelonia mydas), leatherback (Dermochelys 
coriacea), hawksbill (Eretmochelys imbricata), and Kemp’s ridley (Lepidochelys kempii) sea 
turtles. In addition, designated wintering critical habitat for the piping plover and terrestrial 
critical habitat for the loggerhead sea turtle may be affected. The Department has not made a 
Section 7 determination for this proposed project and has not requested initiation of formal 
consultation.  
 
1.     Chapter 2, page 2-7: The first two paragraphs appear to need re-formatting. 
 
2. Chapter 3, general comment: The Febuary 7, 2014 draft Engineering Report 
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(Appendix G) states “For purposes of this report, to account for both background erosion 
and future storm impacts, sand losses over the future 50 year planning horizon are 
conservatively estimated to be between 45.0 and 49.8 Mcy. Including USACE guidelines 
accounting for potential sea level changes, these future losses over 50 years increase to 
46.8 to 51.6 Mcy.... the additional need to account for potential sea level change would 
be 1,825,000 cv. equating to 46.8 to 51.6 Mcy.” It does not appear that the additional 
sand volumes needed over to account for potential sea level rise have been incorporated 
into the tables in this Chapter. We recommend that the ElS clarify this point, and add the 
additional volumes to the total for each alternative, as appropriate. 

 
3.  Chapter 3, throughout: The figures, particularly in this section, are very difficult to read. 

We recommend that larger scale maps be provided, and that the text and figures be made 
less fuzzy. 

 
4.  Chapter 3, page 3-13: At the bottom of the page, an extra word (“maintained”).  It appears 

that this word should be deleted. 
 
5.  Chapter 3, page 3-34: The Service is pleased that a terminal groin is not being pursued at 

this time. In addition, we are pleased that the proposals include relocating Bogue Inlet 
only when needed to protect structures on the west end of Emerald Isle. The inlet is 
important to wintering piping plovers and other shorebirds, and we appreciate efforts to 
minimize impacts to inlet habitats. 

 
6.  Chapter 4, throughout: Again, the figures and accompanying text in this section are 

difficult to read, and in some cases illegible. The Department recommends that larger-
scale maps be provided and that the text and figures be made less fuzzy. 

 
7.  Chapter 4: The Department recommends that the Corps and applicant investigate whether 

the soon-to-be-final Statewide Programmatic Biological Opinion (SPBO) for Sand 
Placement projects can expedite Section 7 ESA consultation for the proposed project. We 
note that the draft SPBO does not consider or cover effects to species from dredging. 
Therefore, additional consultation may be required for impacts to intertidal habitats from 
inlet dredging due to potential impacts to the piping plover and red knot. 

 
8.  Chapter 4, Page 4-5 7: Please correct the language on this page to note the two Dare 

County records for hawksbill sea turtle nests in 2015. 
 
9.  Chapter 5, Pages 5-46 and 5-48. The last paragraph on each of these pages states “Sea 

level rise predictions for the Bogue Banks area over the next 30 years range from 
approximately three feet when the observed 20th century trend is extrapolated through 
2045 to approximately eight feet under a high greenhouse gas emissions scenario (NC 
Science Panel 2015).” The Department suggests revising “feet” in these two sentences to 
“inches.” 
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10.  The body of the DEIS (and Chapter 5 specifically) does not include significant discussion 
about the potential for sea level rise over the next 50 years, and the need for or 
implications of additional shoreline management actions in response to the rise. The 
North Carolina Coastal Resources Commission’s (NC CRC) Science Panel issued the 
North Carolina Sea Level Rise Assessment Report (2015 Update to the 2010 Report and 
2012 Addendum) on March 31, 2015. This report predicts a sea level rise in Beaufort, 
North Carolina over the next 30 years (by 2045) of 3.2 to 7.5 inches. We acknowledge 
that the February 7, 2014 Draft Engineering Report provides information on the historic 
level of sea level rise in the area, and also predicts relative sea level rise using the Corps’ 
Guidance on Sea Level Change (EC 1165-2-212). Additional volumes of sand needed to 
address potential sea level rise are also provided in the February 7, 2014 draft 
Engineering Report. Chapter 2, page 2-7 includes two sentences on the subject.  
However, updated information should be included in the body of the EIS. Since this is a 
fifty year project, the Department recommends that the body of the EIS include a 
summary discussing how sea level rise was considered in the planning, modeling, or 
calculations. The EI$ should also discuss the potential need for or environmental 
consequences of additional shoreline management actions in response to accelerations in 
sea level rise. 

 
We look forward to continued coordination with the Corps on this project. If you have questions 
or concerns, please contact Kathy Matthews at (919) 856-4520, ext. 27, or via email at 
kathyrn_matthews@fws.gov.  I can be reached on (404) 331-4524 or via email at 
joyce_stanley@ios.doi.gov. 
     
  Sincerely,  

  
      Joyce Stanley, MPA 
      Regional Environmental Officer 
 
cc: Christine Willis – FWS 

Michael Norris - USGS 
 Anita Barnett – NPS 
 Chester McGhee – BIA 
 William Brown – BOEM 
 Tommy Broussard – BSEE 
 OEPC – WASH 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 4 

Mr. Mickey Sugg 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Regulatory Division 
68 Darlington Avenue 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28403 

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960 

JUN 26 2017 

RECEIVED 

JUL 0 5 2017 

Re: EPA Review Comments on Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment Plan Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, Nmth Carolina; CEQ No.: 20170073 

Dear Mr. Sugg: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) consistent with Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. The United States Almy Corps of Engineers (USACE) is 
evaluating a request from Carteret County ('Applicant') for the Department of the Army's authorization 
pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act to 
implement a comprehensive, long-term beach and inlet management plan for the protection of 
approximately 25 miles of shoreline on Bogue Banks, North Carolina. Concunently, the Bureau of 
Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) is evaluating a request from the Applicant for lease authorization 
pursuant to the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) Lands Act [43 U.S.C. 1337(k)(2)] to use OCS sand 
resources as a component of the proposed action.,,1 The EPA understands that the USACE and the 
BOEM have detelmined that the proposed federal action requires an environmental impact statement to 
detelTlline the potential impacts on environmental resources and a number of federally-listed threatened 
and endangered species. The Applicant's proposal was also coordinated witlt tlte towns of Atlantic 
Beach, Pine Knoll Shores, illdian Beach, and Emerald Isle. 

The EPA understands that there have been 35 years of past shoreline management projects at Bogue 
Banks which has been a mix of federal and non-federal projects administered either by the USACE's 
civil works program or by local municipalities. The proposed master plan is intended to address on­
going shoreline erosion issues in a more effective and comprehensive manner while taking into 
consideration the trend of "declining federal shore protection funding.,,2 Implementation of Bogue 
Banks Master Beach Nourishment Plan has been identified in tlte DEIS as the Applicant's preferred 
alternative. The prefened alternative includes beach nourishment and non-stmctnral Bogue Inlet 
management activities. The EPA has provided detailed technical comments on the DEIS and 
recommendations for consideration by the USACE in developing the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) in an enclosure (See enclosure). Based upon our detailed technical review of the 
DEIS, the EPA has rated this DEIS as "EC-2" (Enviromnental Concerns and Request for Additional 
Infmmation). Our environmental concerns are primarily based on the proposed pennit duration and the 
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use of mat elia Is from the Ocean Dredged Material Disposal sites. We request that a dedicated section of 
the FEIS include specific responses to our technical recommendations, as appropriate. 

The EPA appreciates the opportunity to review this DEIS and the overall efforts by the Applicant and 
the USACE to develop a comprehensive, long-term beach and inlet management master plan. Should 
you have questions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact Mr. Christopher Militscher, 
Chief of the NEPA Program Office at (404) 56:t9512 or by email at MiJitscher.chris@epa.gov or 
Mr. Dan Holliman at (404) 562-9531 or by email at holliman.daniel@epa.gov. 

Sincerely, 

t2ftVG~ 
G. Alan Farmer 
Director 
Resource Conservation and Restoration Division 

Enclosure 



EnclosUIe 
Technical Comments and Recommendations 

Bogue Banks Master Beach NOUIishment Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
North Carolina; CEQ No.: 20170073 

Based on the EPA's review of the DEIS we offer the following technical comments and 
recommendations for the u.s. Army Corps of Engineers' (USACE's) consideration: 

Cooperating Agency 
The EPA recommends adding language to the Executive Summary of the FinalEnvironmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) that identifies the BUIeau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) as a cooperating 
agency on this proposed action. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
The proposed project has the potential to impact multiple species that are federally-listed as threatened 
or endangered pUIsuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. The EPA notes that Carteret County 
(' Applicant') andlor USACE plan to consult with both the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
and the US Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) on the proposed project's impact on listed species. The EPA 
recommends that consultations be completed by the release of the FEIS, and that all project impacts to 
federally-listed species and any required initigation be fully disclosed in the FEIS. 

Permit DUIation and Adaptive Management 
The Applicant is seeking a 50-year authorization pursuant to Section 10 ofthe Rivers and Harbors Act 
and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA); including additional StatelFederal authorizations and 
permits. The EPA is concerned that such a long dUIation can involve substantial risk for increases in 
environmental impacts dUIing this extended period of time. Due to the potential unceltainty, the EPA 
recommends consideration of a more typical permit dUIation (e.g., 30-year) and inclusion of permit 
conditions that require periodic interagency reviews of project impacts, construction activities, and 

. mitigation activities at least every 5 years. The EPA also recommends consideration of an adaptive 
management plan that addresses futUIe project impacts and potential mitigation failUIes. . 

Erosion/Sand Loss Rates 
The engineering report presented in the DEIS predicts annual background erosional losses of sand at 
roughly 452,200 cubic yards per year and 22.6 million cubic yards (MCY) for the 50-year life of the 
project. Storm losses are not included in the background erosional losses and are identified contributing 
to another 1.4-1. 7 MCY loss per storm. Accounting for background losses, storm events, and projected 
sea-level rise, the applicant predicts Bogues Banks will require 46.8 to 51.6 MCY over the 50-year 
planning horizon. These estimates are paramount to describing the project's purpose and need. The EPA 
recommends that references to specific erosion rates and calculations derived from the engineering 
repOlt be appropriately cited in the main text of the FEIS. 

Use of Material from Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site CODMDS) 
The EPA notes that several of the alternatives contemplate the use of material from two offshore 
ODMDS sites (current and historic ODMDS sites). It is OUI understanding that material to be mined at 
the ODMDS has been evaluated for appropriateness for use as beach fill. However, the EPA has 
environmental concerns regarding the potential impact of mining at historic sites. ODMDS sites that 
have not been active for several years can become biologically significant. The EPA recommends 



additional discussion be included in the FEIS on potential environmental impacts associated with mining 
dredged materials fi'om the ODMDS sites. Proposed mining activities should also be coordinated with 
the Ocean, Wetlands and Streams Protection Branch at the EPA Region 4 Office and with the 
Wilmington District Corps officials responsible for the ODMDS site designation. 

Hardbottom Areas 
In the areas proposed for mining, the EPA understands that no hardbottom areas were identified in the 
current or the former ODMDS sites. However, hardbottom areas were identified within the eastem . 
boundary of Area Y which could also be considered for future mining (Section 4.4.2 of the DEIS). The 
EPA understands that the Applicant plans to avoid these areas' per the State of North Carolina regulation 
(i.e., 1SA NCAC 07H.0208) that restricts borrow sites within 500 meters of any identified hardbottom 
areas. The EPA recommends that similar language regarding avoidance of hard bottom areas be clearly 
outlined in the final permit. 

Cultural, Historic, and Archaeological Resources 
The EPA notes the extensive discussion provided in Section 4.8 of the DEIS on cultural, historic, and 
archaeological resources in the project area. Most of this information comes fi'om previous studies and .. 
environmental documents for projects in the study area. The EPA recommends that updated consultation 
efforts with the State Historic Preservation Office and any required mitigation for the project be . 
included and addressed in the FEIS, and in the final permit, as appropriate. 



 

 

 
 June 21, 2017 F/SER47:KR/pw 
 
(Sent via Electronic Mail)   
 
Colonel Kevin P. Landers Sr., Commander 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wilmington District 
69 Darlington Avenue 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28403-1398 
 
Attention: Mickey Sugg 
 
Dear Colonel Landers: 
 
NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) for the project known as Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment Plan, 
dated March 2017, and the corresponding public notice for Action ID No. SAW-2009-00293, 
dated April 14, 2017.  The EIS was prepared in response to a proposed plan for long-term, non-
federal beach and inlet shoreline management.  Carteret County developed the plan to increase 
beach and shoreline protection in the interest of storm damage reduction, beach erosion control, 
protection of a tourism-based coastal economy, and conservation of public-trust natural resources 
along oceanfront and inlet shorelines of the Bogue Banks.  The Wilmington District prepared an 
EIS for the project because the scale of the proposed actions and the ecological significance and 
sensitive nature of the affected coastal resources. 
 
The Bogue Banks shoreline has been managed in some capacity for over 35 years by federal 
projects administered by the Wilmington District and by non-federal projects implemented by 
the County or local municipalities.  Historically, shoreline protection projects and beach 
nourishment along Bogue Banks have largely consisted of individual projects undertaken to 
address site-specific erosional problems.  The County and local municipalities developed the 
plan to provide a coordinated and combined effort to protect the oceanfront and inlet shoreline.  
The EIS uses a 50-year planning horizon for projections of shoreline erosion and estimates of the 
availability of borrow area sand.  Carteret County and participating local municipalities seek 
authorization to use a combination of sand sources including offshore borrow sites, Atlantic 
Intracoastal Waterway disposal areas, upland sand mines, and dredging of Bogue Inlet for 
periodic beach and dune replacement along approximately 23 miles of oceanfront shoreline 
within the Towns of Atlantic Beach, Pine Knoll Shores, Salter Path, Indian Beach, and Emerald 
Isle.  The project also includes dredging and maintenance within the Bogue Inlet ebb tide 
channel to reduce erosional processes along the inlet shoreline of Emerald Isle.  The EIS 
identifies five alternatives, including two no action alternatives, warranting consideration as the 
least environmentally damaging practicable alternative. 
 
The Wilmington District’s initial determination is the environmental effects associated with the 
proposed project would likely have a significant effect on the environment.  Because the broad 
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spatial and temporal scale of effects associated with the proposed project occur in both state and 
federal waters, the Wilmington District and the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) 
will consolidate efforts to prepare an essential fish habitat (EFH) assessment.  The NMFS has yet 
to receive the EFH Assessment from either the Wilmington District or BOEM.  Accordingly, the 
NMFS provides the following comments on the draft EIS pursuant to authorities of the Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act and the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act). 
 
Consultation History 
The NMFS has been actively involved throughout formulation of this project and participated in 
interagency scoping meetings on September 30, 2010 and March 8, 2011.  The NMFS 
commented on impacts of dredging offshore borrow sites, monitoring recovery of borrow sites 
and segments of nourished beaches, environmental windows or seasonal restrictions for 
construction, and cumulative impacts to EFH.  The NMFS recommended the Wilmington 
District and BOEM prepare a formal EFH Assessment for the project separate from the EIS. 
 
Similarly, the NMFS provided consultation by letter dated October 28, 2013, on a related project, 
Integrated Feasibility Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Coastal Storm 
Damage Reduction, Bogue Banks, Carteret County, North Carolina, Draft Report, dated August 
2013, prepared by the Wilmington District.  While the NMFS generally agreed with the 
environmental commitments proposed for the project and did not provide EFH conservation 
recommendations, the NMFS made several requests.  The NMFS requested the Wilmington 
District (1) adhere to seasonal restrictions for dredging to reduce impacts to EFH and vulnerable 
life stages of federally managed fishery species, and (2) develop best management practices for 
dredging offshore borrow areas to facilitate rapid recovery of the benthic community. 
 
Essential Fish Habitat within the Project Area 
Pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
(SAFMC) and NMFS designate EFH within the project area to encompass the surf zone, 
estuarine emergent wetlands, oyster reefs, shell banks, intertidal flats, submerged aquatic 
vegetation (SAV), nearshore live/hardbottom, and shallow sand and mud bottoms. These 
intertidal and subtidal communities provide feeding, resting, and staging habitat for a variety of 
commercially, recreationally, and ecologically important fish species.  The SAFMC also 
designates tidal inlets, nearshore live/hardbottom, SAV, and oysters as Habitat Areas of 
Particular Concern under the fishery management plans for shrimp, snapper/grouper complex, 
and coastal migratory pelagic species because these areas are important to ecosystem function 
and sensitive to stress and disturbance.  The SAMFC provides additional information on the 
species it manages and their EFH in Fishery Ecosystem Plan of the South Atlantic Region 
(available at www.safmc.net), and the NMFS provides additional information on the EFH of 
highly migratory species in Amendment 10 to the 2006 Consolidated HMS Fishery Management 
Plan: Essential Fish Habitat (available at www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/hms/). 
 
General Comments 
The EIS reviews anticipated environmental impacts within the proposed 41,957-acre project 
area.  The authors describe with depth, detail, and scientific support direct and indirect effects 
expected to occur within the diverse estuarine and coastal habitats of the project area.  While 
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beachfront shorelines are subject to erosion caused by storms and natural shoreline processes, the 
beachfront, intertidal, and surf zone are nonetheless established seascape features providing 
valuable habitat for fishery resources migrating between nearshore and offshore habitats as part 
of their life cycle.  Generalized environmental impacts are expected to be temporary in nature 
and of short duration (days) following construction and maintenance activities.  Impacts from 
dredging and nourishment activities include an increase in the turbidity and total suspended 
solids from sediments, silt, and organic materials.  High concentrations of suspended solids for 
extended durations can impair biological productivity and ecological function by clogging fish 
gills, affecting recruitment of fish and invertebrates (crustaceans and invertebrates), and 
suppressing growth of SAV and shellfish (e.g., oysters, clams, scallops).  Activities such as 
beach nourishment typically have more severe impacts that take longer periods of time (months 
and years) for ecological recovery.  Ocean beach and estuarine shorelines can be extraordinarily 
dynamic and resilient ecosystems.  These ecosystems are often able to recover quickly despite 
experiencing extreme disturbance events from storms and hurricanes.  Nourishment activities 
that bury infaunal communities result in direct mortality of many forage species.  These infaunal 
species provide important trophic linkages coupling benthic-pelagic ecosystems.  Many of the 
organisms that utilize these habitats also provide trophic linkages between inshore and offshore 
populations. 
 
The NMFS believes the EIS would benefit from a detailed review of scientific journal articles, 
scientific review articles, other environmental documents and agency reports, and views of 
recognized experts on the habitat or species affected.  Much of the discussion on the affected 
environment (Section 4) is based on summary documents prepared for purposes other than the 
Applicant’s project.  For example, the North Carolina Coastal Habitat Protection Plan is a 
policy guidance document that addresses habitat and water quality issues in North Carolina.  
While it is an excellent document used for management of coastal water quality and fish habitat, 
the NMFS strongly recommends use of primary research articles and review articles in place of 
summary guidance documents and strategic planning documents such as the N.C. Coastal 
Habitat Protection Plan.  Similarly, the EIS frequently cites the USACE 2014 report Final 
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement, Coastal Storm Damage 
Reduction, Bogue Banks, Carteret County, North Carolina. 
 
In Carteret County, the nearshore hardbottom habitats, such as coquina and marle, occurring 
offshore along Bogue Banks provide a unique natural habitat and serve a variety of ecosystems 
functions.  The draft EIS suggests hardbottom habitats exist near the project area, especially the 
offshore borrow area located along Emerald Isle.  It is likely these nearshore hardbottom habitats 
are ephemeral, meaning they are periodically covered and uncovered by natural sediment 
transport, and mapping across multiple seasons/years would be required to determine the exact 
location.  The extent and complexity of these structural forms and their contributions to EFH 
within the project area should be more thoroughly described with mapping of hardbottom habitat 
neighboring the borrow area.  Similarly, there are a number of artificial reef sites within the 
project area.  The extent and complexity of these structural forms and their contributions to EFH 
within the project area should also be described.  The NMFS believes dredging could 
significantly impact valuable hardbottom habitat and artificial reefs. 
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Specific Comments 
 
Entire document.  Many of the maps are difficult to read and interpret.  The NMFS recommends 
revisions focus on producing high-resolution figures and maps. 
 
Chapter 1, Introduction.  The use of “Study Area”, “Project Area”, and “Permit Area” is 
confusing for the reader as it is not consistent through the draft EIS.  Perhaps the delineations 
and definitions should receive dedicated discussion in the Introduction. 
 
Chapter 2-7, paragraph four.  Sea level rise may accelerate coastal erosion rates and increase 
impacts resulting from erosion.  Sea level rise is considered as a risk with impacts to the project 
scope, schedule, and success for many shoreline protection projects.  The EIS should include a 
more extensive consideration of the planning horizon and analysis for sea level rise since this has 
considerable impact on the cumulative sand volumes required for nourishment and maintenance 
events.  Additionally, the EIS includes a citation for sea level rise modeling and reference to 
Engineer Circular 1165-2-212 USACE [U.S. Army Corps of Engineers] guidance for 
incorporating effects of projected future sea level change in the engineering, planning, design, 
and management of USACE projects.  The referenced circular expired September 30, 2013.  To 
incorporate the direct and indirect physical effects of projected future sea level change on design, 
construction, operation, and maintenance of coastal projects, USACE provided guidance in the 
form of Engineer Regulation, ER 1100-2-8162, and Engineer Technical Letter 1100-2-1.  
Accordingly, three estimates are required by the updated guidance; a baseline (or “low”) 
estimate, which is based on historic sea level rise and represents the minimum expected sea level 
change, an intermediate estimate, and a high estimate representing the maximum expected sea 
level change.  The NMFS recommends that the ElS clarify models of sea level rise and add the 
additional volumes to the total for each alternative, as appropriate. 
 
Chapter 3.  The NMFS is pleased that the preferred alternative does not include construction of a 
terminal groin. 
 
Chapter 4, Table 4.1.  Many of the biotic communities in the permit area are categories of EFH.  
Oyster reefs and hardbottom communities could be included with Table 4.1. 
 
Chapter 4-11, paragraph two.  The NMFS believes dredging could significantly impact 
hardbottom within the borrow area and artificial reefs neighboring the borrow area.  These sites 
are known to support flounder, black sea bass, and other species among the snapper-grouper 
complex.   
 
Chapter 4, Figure 4.2.  Recommend including insets of maps to increase resolution in specific 
areas (e.g., Bogue Inlet, Emerald Isle). 
 
Chapter 4, Figure 4.4.  Recommend using higher resolution maps or insets of maps to increase 
resolution in specific areas (e.g., borrow area).  Recommend including site of borrow area on 
map. 
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Chapter 4, Figure 4.5.  To assess possible far-field and cumulative of dredging effects on 
hardbottom, the NMFS recommends that hardbottom maps be produced to indicate hardbottom 
within 1,000 meters of the borrow area. 
 
Chapter 4, Figure 4.6:  Label artificial reef sites accordingly. 
 
Chapter 4-38, paragraph two.  Define EFH or revise sentence.  Atlantic Red Drum is not 
managed under the Magnuson-Stevens Act and, accordingly, lacks EFH designations under the 
Act. 
 
Chapter 5.  The NMFS appreciates the project including a work moratorium from 1 May through 
15 November to minimize environmental impacts and provide protections for seasonal 
migrations of fish and protected species (i.e., sturgeon, sea turtles). 
 
Closing 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments.  Based on the information provided, 
the NMFS has no EFH conservation recommendations for the project. The NMFS may provide 
EFH conservation recommendations in the future based on new information or changes in the 
project design that show adverse impacts would occur to EFH or federally-managed fishery 
species.  The NMFS looks forward to further cooperation with this project that is so important 
for North Carolina.  Please direct related questions or comments to the attention of Dr. Ken Riley 
at our Beaufort Field Office, 101 Pivers Island Road, Beaufort, North Carolina 28516-9722, or at 
(252) 728-8750. 
 
        Sincerely, 

 
       / for 

Virginia M. Fay 
Assistant Regional Administrator 

        Habitat Conservation Division 
 
cc:  COE, Mickey.Sugg@usace.army.mil 

USFWS, Pete_Benjamin@usfws.gov 
NCDCM, Doug.Huggett@ncdenr.net 
NCDCM, Gregg.Bodnar@ncdenr.gov 
EPA, Bowers.Todd@epa.gov 
SAFMC, Roger.Pugliese@safmc.net  
F/SER4, David.Dale@noaa.gov; Ken.Riley@noaa.gov  



STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISlRATION 
Roy COOPER 

GOVERNOR 

Mr. Mickey Sugg 
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Wilmington District 
69 Darlington Avenue 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28403 

May 24, 2017 

MACHELLE SANDERS 
SECRETARY 

Re: SeD File # 17-E-OOOO-0433; DEIS for the Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment 
Project with plans to implement a long term management plan to provide shoreline 
protection along the approx. 25 mile Bogue Ballks barrier island. 

Dear Mr. Sugg: 

The above referenced enviromnental impact information has been submitted to the State 
Clearinghouse under the provisions of the National Enviromnental Policy Act. According to 
G.S. 113A-IO, when a state agency is required to prepare an enviromnental document under the 
provisions of federal law, the enviromnental document meets the provisions of the State 
Environmental Policy Act. Attached to this letter for your consideration are comments made by 
the agencies in the course of this review. 

If any further enviromnental review documents are prepared for this project, they should be 
forwarded to this office for intergovermnental review. 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call. 

Attachments 
cc: Region P 

Mailing Address: 
NC DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 
1301 MAIL SERVICE CENTER 
RALEIGH, NC 27699-1301 

4~C-~t 
Crystal Best 
State Enviromnental Review Clearinghouse 

Telephone: (919) 807-2425 
Fax: (919) 733-9571 
COURIER #51-01-00 

Email: state.clearinghouse@Jloa.nc.gov 

Website: www ilci1dIl'l11l,llc .1((\\ 

Location: 
116 WEST JONES STREET 

RALEIGH, NORTH CAROLINA 



ROY COOPER 

MICHAEL S. REGAN 

~~:nv!roni'ncntai 

OUGhtv 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Date: 

Crystal Best 
State Clearinghouse Coordinator 
Department of Administration 

Lyn Hardison LfJi/ 
Division of Environmental Assistance and Customer Service 
Permit Assistance & Project Review Coordinator 
Washington Regional Office 

17-0433 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement - DEIS for the Bogue Banks Master Beach 
Nourishment Project with plans to implement a long-term management plan to 
provide shoreline protection along 25-miles Bogue Banks Barrier Island. 
Carteret County 

May 22,2017 

The Department of Environmental Quality has reviewed the proposal for the referenced project. Based 
on the information provided, several of our agencies have identified permits that may be required and 
offered some guidance. The comments are attached for the applicant's review. 

The Department's agencies will continue to be available to assist the applicant through the 
environmental review processes. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond. 

Attachment 

Sl~nc (,{'\onh Cawlma EnVlnlnnKl1wJ Ounhl\ 

:: 17 \Vesl .IGnes Stred 160 J Mail Service Center I Raleigh. North Cmohn,1 27699- H)U i 



ROY COOPER 
Governor 

MICHAEL S. REGAN 
Secretary 

Marine Fisheries 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

BRAXTON C. DAVIS 

May 17, 2017 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

THROUGH: 

SUBJECT: 

Lyn Hardison 
Environmental Assistance and SEPA Coordinator 

Andrew Haines 
Environmental Program Supervisor 

Shannon Jenkins 
Shellfish Sanitation & Recreational Water Quality Section Chief 

Draft EIS- Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment Project 
US Army Corps #17-0433 

According to the plan presented within this draft EIS, placement of dredged 
materials along the beaches of Bogue Banks may occur within a window 
extending from November 16th to April 30th• The placement of dredged materials 
along a swimming beach has the potential to cause a localized increase in 
bacteria concentrations within the waters surrounding the project. Thus, the 
placement of these dredged materials along the beach any time after March 31 st 

may necessitate that a swimming advisory be issued, notifying the public of the 
risks associated with swimming in the area. In conjunction with this swimming 
advisory, notification signs will be placed throughout the project area. Swimming 
advisories can be avoided by scheduling these types of projects between 
November 1st and March 31 st of a given year, which falls outside of the swimming 
season. If any sand placement is to occur prior to November 1 st or after March 
31 st , it is requested that our office be notified immediately by the applicant and/or 
the dredging contractor so that appropriate public notification can occur. 

-::::>"Nothing Compares~~ 

State of NOI"th Carolina I Division of Marine Fisheries 
344! Arencleil Street I p.o. Box 769 ! Morehead City, North Carolina 28557 

252-126-7021 

Director 



ROY COOPER 

M1CHAEL S. REGAN 

M1CHAEL SCOTT 

Date: April 27, 2017 

To: Michael Scott, Director 
Division of Waste Management 

Through: Qu Qi, LG 
Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch - Central Unit 

From: Katie Tatum 
Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch 

Subject: NEPA Project #17-0433 US Army Corps of Engineers, Carteret County, North Carolina 

The Superfund Section has reviewed the proximity of sites under its jurisdiction to the US Army Corps of 
Engineers project. The purpose of the project is to implement a long-term management plan to provide 
shoreline protection along approx. 2S-mile Bogue Banks barrier island. 

Fifteen sites were identified within one mile of the project as shown on the attached maps and table. The 
Superfund Section recommends that site files be reviewed to ensure that appropriate precautions are 
incorporated into any construction activities that encounter potentially contaminated soil or groundwater. 

Superfund Section files can be viewed at: tw:.!bUS.lsgll]j~Q:£iIyyj22.ls.:IIill!JAiS..~Iill!1l~~rfl£iJ.£ 

Please contact Qu Qi at 919.707.8213 if you have any questions. 

State of North Caroiina I Environmental Quality Waste Management 

1646 Mail Service Center 217 West Jones Street: Raleigh. ]\C 27699-1646 

919 707 8200 Telephone 



ID# Site Name Status· 
17005-13-16 Morehead City Main BFA 

DC160001 COASTAL DRY CLEANERS DSCA 

NONCDOOO1466 ; BEACHVIEW EXXON i IHSB 

NONCDOOOO20S Morehead City Refuse Dump PRLF --
DC160002 SUNSHINE CLEANERS DSCA i 

NONCDOOO2091 MOREHEAD MARINE (FORMER) IHSB 

NCS210022906 USA RESERVE XVIII AIRBORNE CORPS IHSB 

NONCDOO02269 PARKER HONDA/MITSUBISHI 
, 

IHSB 

NCSFN0407074 NC MARITIME MUSEUM IHSB 

NONCDOOO1820 HANKISON INTERNATIONAL IHSB 

NONCDOOO0200 Beaufort Refuse Dump i PRLF 

14011-10-16 Pace Conservation Center BFA 

NONCDOOO1233 LOFTIN PROPERTY IHSB 

NONCDOOO0212 Emerald Isle Dump PRLF 

, NCl170090008 USMC/CRASH CREW BURN PIT IHSB 

* Status 

BFA - Recorded Brownfields Agreement 

DSCA - Site on the Dry-Cleaning Solvent Cleanup Act Inventory 

IHSB - Active site on the Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch Inventory 

PRLF - Site on the Pre-Regulatory Landfill Unit Inventory 
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ROY COOPER 

MICHAEL S. REGAN 

MICHAEL SCOTT 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Michael Scott, Division Director through Sharon Brinkley 

FROM: Drew Hammonds, Eastern District Supervisor - Solid Waste Section D_(f~~ 

DATE: May 16,2017 

SUBJECT: Review: Project #17-0433 - Carteret County (Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement - is for the Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment Project) 

The Division of Waste Management, Solid Waste Section (Section) has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement submitted by the ACOE for the Bogue Banks Master Beach 
Nourishment Project, Carteret County, NC. Based on the information provided, the Section does 
not see an adverse impact on the surrounding community and likewise knows of no situations in 
the community, which would affect this project. 

During the construction of this project, the US Army Corps of Engineers and/or its contractors 
should make every feasible effort to minimize the generation of waste, to recycle materials for 
which viable markets exist, and to use recycled products and materials in the development of this 
project where suitable. Any waste generated by this project that cannot be beneficially reused or 
recycled must be disposed of at a solid waste management facility permitted by the Division. The 
Section strongly recommends that the US Anny Corps of Engineers require all contractors to 
provide proof of proper disposal for all generated waste to permitted facilities. 

Permitted solid waste management facilities are listed on the Division of Waste Management, 
Solid Waste Section portal site at: .1liP~i;Jsl£'1~gQ'i!i.lllluUlli'J5.i'Jm'i.Vi'12lS':.!)lill:L'tg£m~.kl':Jsl,':c 

Questions regarding solid waste management for this project should be directed to Mr. Ray 
Williams, Environmental Senior Specialist, Solid Waste Section, at (252) 948-3955. 

cc: Ray Williams, Environmental Senior Specialist 



State of North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROJECT COMMENTS 

i , 

i , 

Reviewing Regional Office: WIRO 

Project Number: 17~0433 Due Date: 5/17/2017 
County: Carteret 

After review of this project it has been determined that the DEQ permit{s) and/or approvals indicated may need to be obtained in order for this 
project to comply with North Carolina Law. Questions regarding these permits should be addressed to the Regional Office indicated on the 

reverse of the form. All applications, information and guidelines relative to these plans and permits are available from the same Reg'lonal Office. 

Normal Process 

PERMITS SPECIAL APPLICATION PROCEDURES or REQUIREMENTS 
Time 

(statutory time 
limit) 

Permit to construct & operate wastewater 
Application 90 days before begins construction or award of 

0 
treatment facillties, non-standard sewer system 

construction contracts. On-site inspection may be required. Post-
30 days 

extensions & sewer systems that do not (90 days) 

discharge into state surface waters. 
application technical conference usual. 

Permit to construct & operate, sewer 
extensions involving gravity sewers, pump Fast-Track Permitting program consists of the submittal of an 

0 stations and force mains discharging into a application and an engineer's certification that the project meets all 
30 days 

sewer collection applicable State rules and Division Minimum Design Criteria. 
(N/A) 

system 

NPDES - permit to discharge into surface water Application 180 days before begins activity. On-site inspection. Pre-

I 0 
and/or permit to operate and construct application conference usual. Additionally, obtain permit to construct 90-120 days 

wastewater facilities discharging into state wastewater treatment facility-granted after NPDES. Reply time, 30 days I (N/A) 
surface waters. after receipt of plans or issue of NPDES permit~whichever is later. 

0 Water Use Permit Pre-application technical conference usually necessary. 
30 days 

(N/A) 
Complete application must be received and permit issued prior to the 

0 WeI! Construction Permit 
installation of a groundwater monitoring well located on property not 7 days 
owned by the applicant, and for a large capacity (>100,000 gallons per (15 days) 

day) water supply well. 

Application copy must be served on each adjacent riparian property 

0 Dredge and Fill Permit 
owner. On-site inspection. Pre-application conference usual. Filling may 55 days 
require Easement to Fill from N.c. Department of Administration and (90 days) 

Federal Dredge and Fill Permit. 

Application must be submitted and permit received prior to 
Permit to construct & operate Air Pollution 

) 0 Abatement facilities and/or Em'lss'lon Sources as 
construction and operation of the source. If a permit is required 

90 days 

per 15 A NCAC (2Q.01QO thru 2Q.0300) 
in an area without local zoning, then there are additional 

requirements and time lines (2Q.0113). 

Any open burning associated with subject 

0 proposal must be in compliance with 15 A NCAC N/A 
2D.1900 

Demolition or renovations of structures 
I 

Piease Note· The Health Hazards Control Unit (HHCU) of the N.C. 

containing asbestos material must be in I Department of Health and Human Services, must be notified of plans to 

0 
compliance with 15 A NCAC 20.1110 (a) (1) demolish a building, including residences for commercial or industrial 

which requires notification and removal priorto I expansion, even if no asbestos is present in the building. 

demolition. Contact Asbestos Control Group 

919·707·5950 

The Sedimentation Pollution Control Act of 1973 must be properly addressed for any land disturbing activity. An erosion & 
sedimentation control plan will be required if one or more acres are to be disturbed. Plan must be filed with and approved 

0 by applicable Regional Office (Land Quality Section) at least 30 days before beginning activity. A NPDES Construction 

Storm water permit (NCG010000) is also usually issued should design features meet minimum requirements. A fee of $65 

for the first acre or any part of an acre. An express review option is available with additional fees. 

Sedimentation and erosion control must be addressed in accordance with NCDOT's approved program. Particular 

0 attention should be given to design and installation of appropriate perimeter sediment trapping devices as well as stable 
Storm water conveyances and outlets. 

Sedimentation and erosion control must be addressed in accordance with __ Local Government's approved program. 

0 Particular attention should be given to design and installation of appropriate perimeter sediment trapping devices as well 

as stable Storm water conveyances and outlets. 

0 
Compliance with 15A NCAC 2H .0126 - NPDES Stormwater Program which regulates three types of activities: Industrial, 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System & Construction activities that disturb 21 acre. 

1

0 
Compliance with 15A NCAC 2H 1000 ~State Stormwater Permitting Programs regulate site development and post-

construction stormwater runoff control. Areas subject to these permit programs include all 20 coastal counties, and 

various other counties and watersheds throughout the state. 
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I 
60 days 

(90 days) 
i 

60 days 
(90 days) 

i 
20 days 

(30 days) 

(30 days) 

Based on Local 

Program 

, 30-60 days 

(90 days) 

45 days 
(90 days) 

i 

, 

, 

i 



State of North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROJECT COMMENTS 
Reviewing Regional Office: WIRO 

Project Number: 17-0433 Due Date: 5/17/2017 
County: Carteret 

I 
PERMITS $PECIALAPPLICATION PROCEDURES or REQUIREMENTS 

i 

i 
On-site inspection usual. Surety bond filed with DEQ Bond amount 
varies with type mine and number of acres of affected land. Affected 0 Mining Permit 
area greater than one acre must be permitted. The appropriate bond 
must be receive~ before the permit can be issued. 
If permit required, application 60 days before begin construction. 
Applicant must hire N.C. qualified engineer to: prepare plans, inspect 

I 
construction, and certify construction is according to DEQ approved 

0 plans. May also require a permit under mosquito control program. And 
Dam Safety Permit 

a 404 permit from Corps of Engineers. An inspection of site is necessary 
to verify Hazard Classification. A minimum fee of $200.00 must 
accompany the application. An additional processing fee based on a 
percentage or the total project cost will be required upon completion. 

0 Oil Refining Facilities N/A 

File surety bond of $5,000 with DEQ running to State of NC conditional 

0 Permit to drill exploratory oil or gas well that any well opened by drill operator shall, upon abandonment, be 

! plugged according to DEQ rules and regulations. 

o I Geophysical Exploration Permit 
Application filed with DEQ at least 10 days prior to issue of permit. 
Application by letter. No standard application form. 

D I State Lakes Construction Permit 
Application fee based on structure size is charged. Must include 
descriptions & drawings of structure & proof of ownership of riparian 

, property 
, Compliance with the T15A 02H .0500 Certifrcations are required 

! 0 401 Water Quality Certification whenever construction or operation of facilities will result in a 
I discharge into navigable water as described in 33 CFR part 323. 
~ 

10 

Compliance with Catawba, Goose Creek, Jordan lake, Randleman, Tar Pamlico or Neuse Riparian Buffer Rules is required. 

Buffer requirements: j]lilldJJjtEl,,,QS:jIQyidtl(};J:/divl'ii,r2D.\/\Ni~1~LLf.2Q~lri~~LY2i:ltCi'~Ui'c..~.i 5L::L'tc.~{,!W21 e; 

br 211;:11! 4Ci:! -vi-,:~tt;~Qf:\iJ:~LfJi:1::.Q,~!n itsil1;Qj" r ip<lI"i;F!-,!25Ifi C:jE.QJ!o:.Lll,,;~!J_J2~QE:' (ire: 
I 
I Nutrient Offset: Loading requirements for nitrogen and phosphorus in the Neuse and Tar~Pamlico River basins, and in the 

Jordan and Falls lake watersheds, as part of the nutrient-management strategies in these areas. DWR nutrient offset 

0 information: 
!).tu)~ '/~i('E)' l( .. i:'~(~\( _;lQQU~/Rlvj5J_QI)..ih:nlX,,~: : r:~g~~~~,;:~; ;'I ;,li.i! :r f',/D QX..\P_Q.i,_I:;'''': ::'i' _0_L(~ - )l_i~L,,,q£L( rn,;'.[l,T l r!.Li_~L!SJ_! _:_()ifsLL:,£ ,i'''c:Xmi u;~r' 

0 CAMA Permit for MAJOR development ! $250.00 - $475.00 fee must accompany application 

0 
! 

CAMA Permit for MINOR development I $100.00 fee must accompany application 

0 Abandonment of any wells, jf required must be in accordance with Title 15A. Subchapter 2C.Ol00. 

0 Notification of the proper regional office is requested if "orphan" underground storage tanks (USTS) are discovered during 
any excavation operation. 

Plans and specifications for the construction, expansion, or alteration of a public water system must be approved by the 
Division of Water Resources/Public Water Supply Section prior to the award of a contract or the initiation of construction 

0 as per 15A NCAC 18C .0300 et. seq., Plans and specifications should be submitted to 1634 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, 
North Carolina 27699-1634. All public water supply systems must comply with state and federal drinking water monitoring 
requirements. For more information, contact the Public Water Supply Section, (919) 707-9100. 

If existing water lines will be relocated during the construction, plans for the water line relocation must be submitted to 

0 the Division of Water Resources/Public Water Supply Section at 1634 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-
1634. For more information, contact the Public Water Supply Section, (919) 707-9100. 

Plans and specifications for the construction, expansion, or alteration of the __ water system must be approved 

D through the __ delegated plan approval authority. Please contact them at -- for further information. 
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Normal Process 
Time 
(statutory time 
limit) 

, 
30 days I 

I {60 days) 

30 days 

i 
{60 days) 

I 
! 

i 90-120 days 

i IN/A) 

10 days 
N/A 

10 days 
N/A 

15-20 days 

I N/A 
i , 

60 days 
{130 days) 

75 days 
{150 days) 

22 days I (25 days) 

30 days ! 

30 days 



State of North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROJECT COMMENTS 

Reviewing Regional Office: WIRO 
Project Number: 17-0433 Due Date: 5/17/2017 

County: Carteret 

Other Comments (attach additional pages as necessary, being certain to comment authority) 

Division Initials i No Comments Date 
comment Review 

DAQ DAC I'2J 5/1/17 
DWR-WQROS 0 & / / 
(Aquifer & Surface) & / / 

i DWR-PWS HLC 
, I'2J i 5/1/17 i , 

DEMLR ILQ& SW) DES 0 i Any land disturbance landward of the CAMA designated line of first line of I 4/28/17 , , 
I stable vegetation affecting one acre or more requires erosion and sediment , , I 

control and stormwater application and approval. 
DWM-UST WER I'2J 5/1/17 
Other Comments 0 

-
/ / 

REGIONAL OFFICES 
Questions regarding these permits should be addressed to the Regional Office marked below. 

0 Asheville Regional Office 0 
2090 U.S. 70 Highway 
Swannanoa, NC 28778~8211 
Phone: 828-296-4500 
Faxi 828-299-7043 

0 Raleigh Regional Office 0 
3800 Barrett Drive, 
Raleigh, NC 27609 
Phone: 919-791-4200 

Fax: 919-571-4718 

0 

DEQ INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROJECT Form 
January 2017/lbh 

Fayetteville Regional Office 0 Mooresville Regional Office 
225 Green Street, Suite 714, 610 East Center Avenue, Suite 301, 
Fayetteville, NC 28301-5043 Mooresville, NC 28115 
Phone: 910-433-3300 PhoneI704-663-1699 
Fax: 910-486-0707 Fax: 704-663-6040 

Washington Regional Office I'2J Wilmington Regional Office 
943 Washington Square Mall, 127 Cardinal Drive Ext., 
Washington, NC 27889 Wilmington, NC 28405 
Phone: 252-946-6481 PhoneI910-796-7215 
Fax: 252-975-3716 Fax: 910-350-2004 

Winston-Salem Regional Office 
450 Hanes Mill Road, Suite 300, 
Winston-Salem, NC 27105 
Phone: 336-776-9800 
Fax: 336-776-9797 

Page 3 of3 
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May 2,2017 
Rodney Butier 
Natural Heritage Foundation 
North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources 
Raleigh, NC 27699 
RE: Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment Project 

Dear Rodney Butler: 

ROY COOPER 

St'SI H. HA,lIL TO" 

NCNHDE-3412 

The North Carolina Natura! Heritage Program (NCNHP) appreciates the opportunity to provide information 
about natural heritage resources for the project referenced above 

A query of the NCNHP database indicates that there are records for rare species, important natural 
communities, natural areas, or conservation/managed areas within the proposed project boundary. These 
results are presented in the attached 'Documented Occurrences' tables and map. 

The attached 'Potential Occurrences' tab!e summarizes rare species and natural communities that have been 
documented within a one-mile radius of the property boundary. The proximity of these records suggests that 
these natural heritage elements may potentially be present in the project area if suitable habitat exists and is 
inCiuded for reference, Tables of natural areas and conservation/managed area within a one-mile radius of the 
project area, if any, are also included in this report. 

Please note that natura! heritage element data are maintained for the purposes of conservation planning, project 
review, and scientific research, and are not intended for use as the primary criteria for regulatory dec·lslons. 
Information provided by the NCNHP database may not be published without prior written notification to the 
NCNHP, and the NCNHP must be credited as an information source in these publications. Maps of NCNHP 
data may not be redistributed without permission. 

Also please note that the NC Natural HeritClge Program may follow this letter with additional correspondence if a 
Dedicated Nature Preserve (DNP), Registered Heritage Area (RHA), Clean Water Management Trust FUnd 
(CWMTF) easement. or an occurrence of a Federally-listed species is documented near the project area, 

If you have questions regarding the information provided in this letter or need additional assistance, please 
contact Rodney A. Butler at or 919707.8603. 

Sincerely, 
NC Natural Heritage Program 
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3-·f'.~(\r~ , in') 82 S2 

3·t,10(JJ 'f1') G3 82 

2-1 ligh G3 <:") 
,-)~, 

2-Higl1 G3 82 

2-1 G3G5 SI17 

3'f,10d : )()"\ G3G5 S4? 

2-High 81 81 

2,! 1\9!1 G2 82 

2~H'oh G2 82 



Element Occurrn!1(;es lJO(Ut1Hlnted Within Pr,oir,dArp3 
EO ID Scitmtific Naf1H} Gnmrnon Name> 

Group 

p--JC11urai 
CnrnPl,;nif-y 

Hnfur:J!, 

16547 

16845 

18915 

10076 

Sal! Fla! 

SAlt livicFsh (f'nrnlinI0!j 

SuhlyV)) 
Salt Marsh I('"",rn!"n 

SubtYP8) 
Salt M;;rsh 

Salt !'v1nr_sh 
Suhtypr;) 

Nnhi?(l' 

Cnmn,\J;1;tj' 

Nnturn l 

CCHnrn1lnUj 

Rc-'plil,:' '13110 nissi";sippi0!lsis /\nlc;;'ieJn /\!!i;;nf!·,r 

1919'1 

31877 

34583 

31883 

1csnl 

13517 

3232 

ViJSClrl,~F P1iJnt '15301-) ;'\npr;1t]thus Pl.ifD"\!"; 

VRSC11[?' ri:)nt 278 /\m:.}l;:)nlh;)t; pli!-I)'lil~' 

17109 /\mPlfMnlhi,iS pl,lrn'!; jS 

Kr;rnp's 

;:;r:;:lbDW;h ,A.rn:V-ln!li 

S0;']hGJch /\rr':)I';'Hl111 

S08h(':nr,h ,!\.mo'nnff-j 

Last 
Observation 

Date 
'1 9~0,06,29 

2008 

2014 

2012 

2012 

2014 

2014 

2008-04-- '13 

2013-04-11 

Elmnunt Accuracy Fvdf;ra! State 
Status Occurnmce St:1h!!"i 

Hank 

A 

A 

B 

IF 

Be 

CD 

E 

E 

D 

E 

E 

H 

c 

D 

2! 

2- f Ugh Thi,'-"1,"-rv::j Tl<r, '0:"pr>j 

Slmilm 

2-rngb 

3 ,~}r;,li ,I;, Species 

Concem 

Cope ern 

Sf'R~;,?l~ 

Concn,fi 
Spcdai 

CorV':,itl 
Fn-J -'n],-, ')d 

S!"t-r",irii 

Concern 
~t~""10t 

Concc;'ll 
3~~"h-)iwn TrrC:·;-1!'~"-;0'1 ThrrH::--;l p:J 

2-High Thw,:,'nr:;\ nlf0,1j-·-, -,":i 
2·fligl1 Thr[":n~'~I"! Thr["<,j;-,",:l 

Global StaiB 
F?an!~ Rank 

Gt;: 84 

G5 84 

G5 

<35 34 

G5 84 

G5 S3 

G3 538,53 
N 

83 838,83 

N 
G3 838,53 

N 
G3 S1fl,SLJ 

N 
G4 83 

G4 S3 

81 S1B,SIJ 
N 

G4 83 

84 83 

G4 83 

G2 SlS2 
G2 8182 
82 8182 



Elomont a,;olmancc, DOCUllwnfetJ Within 
EO!O Name 

VRSGQl8f pl;mt 28342 

V8S0JIBr Piant 33168 (:;;rr,/ 0!igO(, 1!p;j 

Vnscu!ar riClnl 26311 C101'-'atis cc,tosb'/l 

V2"'~Ci)I(1I' Plant 3;J582 !llir~r;}i lh,l 

V;y::.(',q!:-\\ pl::<.r,t :1('1\) Croc;rf>-lh0P);JlI' 

17467 

\j:1;':r:u1;y r!~mt 326;;;': 
\/3S(;l d?r r!;"]ql 7GnS 
\!;-)SC-\1!::!c r'l:mt ,)~H)00 

V;'lo;'Ti;'»' r!"nt 19122 

grcrgl;JI'!i '!Ii 

ipiJn-w,pi'l 

ipn'1l\J():l i11lj!t;( nf 

Ipnr,l(;f?R 

!'-JilL-His ;:;r-ir:;;t? 

Name 

Rlch .. w')(,nc; Scdgn 
Cn,y;t('li \/imin",nn/'N 

Blue \/':ltch GrAM 

COl""r/nr!U)nl 

RO,;VJl '].')II""()<,)'<1'" 

80_Y_h r,le/ni" g!rHy 
130('1(::1 31:HY 
Florida !virje,r's··moulh 

12708 
lQC1[) 

g!mw).!nl z)s<irp;JC:h l<n"t''v0prJ 
Vn~.r;l1f,ll· P1;-1lj! 

Vasc!J!nr r!~n~ 

p"'/"en'!m g1;;Uf:u:q S0C1br.':n, 11 KnoLv 0 pd 

Rhy '-,hn'~p()r'" orlnr:ltl 8n;:;k~J::;dC~'; 

Last 
Qt!S{>1 vation 

Date 
'!gglj 07-01 

1990-05-2() 
2005-09-05 

200504-27 
2015·06-01 

1970-08,13 

2005-10-18 

2002,09-26 

1978 
2013-0~L),1.-

2003 
2()1410,2B 

20()9,,11-03 

2015-06-04 
2007-09-15 
2002-09-26 

EhHYl0nt 
Occurrence 

Rrmk 
E 

E 

E 

H 

E 

E 

F 
D 
8 
C 

B? 

A 

A 
D 
E 

Accuracy F'cdnrai 

2--1 ligh 

2-High 
2 i'!iah 

2 

St:1tU$ Status 

~';J"';f:'~:Jnliy 

P;-YI' 

Throuuhou1 
8 i ;j"'il:r::Jr'1!j' 

»;Ff": 

Thrn: 'Oh," II 
Thrn,'\_,,;~r:,d 

S'Jn:f;,;,jnl'y 

\-:;;:-,F'- Periphul dl 
ThrPi,lk,n! "j 

[[l(j:-Ff~y-';\ -;'1 

Special 

Vulnemhip, 

Concern 
VI J!'-',q-,-)1_, !(', 

3 ~\k0i;jJ'1 Sp"--;i( ,; cd [n!~ln~!r;r'~<J 

C :d1C8iTI 

3 f'.Ar:r1ilnTI 
3-Mc;rflltftl 

3-I'/i0rii; !TT\ 

2--! 1\011 
3 r,~(';r1i, T\ 

3·,Ur,--jiUlll 

3-Mr;c-!ll!!Tl 

3-~,10--fi:!nl 

Spcc:;;! 

Con<~C:iT! 

V, J' lr'" IhL"~ 

Cnn(::Arn 

Vulnerable 

(;Job2l1 Statu 
Ranh Rank 

13.3 sn 

G3 S2? 

G4G5 S"I 
G4G5 82 

G5T4 81 
(;4 81 

(~4? 81 

G4? 51 

G/G,i S'!S2 

G5 S2 

G4G5 S1 
G5 81 
G5 81 

81 
G4? S1 

(;ST5 S1 

G3 S1 
Co '0 81 
G,l S1 



Element Or,:GlHTfH1C0S DOGumentod Within 
Taxonomic EO !D Narnf! 
Gr~lJP 

V0_C:,C\lI;;r Plzl1ll 
Vasr' I!:« Ph))l 

7750 
26576 

N<ltmal Aroas Dot:umeni.'?-d WHllln 
Site Name-
SOU\)'; ln1(;i 01Jl~r(\p 

:C::r-,,,r~t:!dnF:f Bonks 
Hoop H\ck~ Cro0Y t}(lfi~i ,1(; rrn8r:,i, 

S;"]ltcr f-''::--'i\h l"tsrrhn0 f-:-Or0"t 

S;JftPf r;:;p'1 flu,,;:;", N:;i[W)) Area 

Fort M<1 r;r)rI Stott"' flarkJnmnd\ !shnrl 
Sound Dirr/ 

Enl';f'(lid Isle WO!)rj~:, 
Frnnn!d !sleNVGd End f?,r}:1ch 

Cc,mnl()" Name 

Gr2C!J f ,l! i'~ight~h;j':'r; 

Dune Blun:'_l,,-I,(", 

Dune P-hjr.r:;:r:;; 

Mnilnd!i1y 'lueGn 

[\,40 

M0 

f'J,," 

;nd!i!}' Yuc.r ri 

pc-j!ii/ Yucr;'-:l 

"vlf:~j: Yu(";r;;:J 

Hf:'!presenhJi!ona! 
R3 (High) 
R2 (Very 1 
R2 (Very High) 
R1 (Exc""i!r); 
R2 (Very High) 
R2 
R1 (E'licrnli'xxx' 
R4 
Pi (Fxccr-,line,"' 
Rt {[Y,rcc,!n,,,,n 

R3 (I 

R3 (1IiJ") 

Last Element 
Observation Occurrence 

D!1te 
2013-10-04 
200610-01 

2003-07-09 

Ran/{ 

C 
E 

E 

Accuracy FBdHi}[ 
Stntu$ 

Stxte 
Status 

ff,lY'-; 

rhroughout 

GIr)huf 
Rank 

84 
G5 

C!"IR 

2005-10- C 3-~,rl0;0!'-Im ~r.'''r';c:;,:, 01 8i-;J'--'\~\'-,'wt!:/ <32 

2004-05~O6 E 

'l~1Sr-05-2<1 H 

1990 E 

2006 .. 1 O~O7 C 

1992-02,·28 D 

Page 9 

Cl}fl(,OTP 

3 f}0;" fin Sf'cr-j,~,:~ 

COfX'--,Q1 

Co!!octiV-8 
C5 (("':;r;['1'"'fFl!) 

C1 
C4 t~<lr,r1f'--;'Jt('~) 

C4 n"vh'n 
C4 (M'irfi,r,'lk:) 

C2 (Very II'gh) 
C1 (Exr:ark,p;:l') 
C4 (Mnd p :)t:;} 

C1 
C3 
C4 (M"dnJill~) 

C3 

Rare LifT\;jn,-j 

Sionif" ,'11'11; 

Rare 1 :,ry!\\,-":d 

r::,rc rn~iph"r-_':d 

G2 

G4? 

Slgnlf;ci,n!,'/ G4? 
Rare 

SiJni.t((,:::f 11,'; G4? 

Rare r'crfprG"" 

G4? 

Stilte 
Rank 

81 
S1 

S1 

32 

S2? 

S2? 

S27 



Managed Areas Documented Within Project Area 
Managed Area Name 
NC Clean Water Management Trust Fund Easement 

Owner 
NC DNCR. Clean Water Management Trust 
Fund 

NC Department of Transportation Mitigation Site NC Department of Transportation 
Cape Lookout Nationa! Seashore US National Park Service 
NC Submerged lands NC Departmenl of Administration 
Cape Lookout National Seashore/Shackleford Banks RHA US National Park Service 
Cape Lookout National Seashore - Shackleford Banks US National Park Service 
Wllderness 
North Carolina Coastal Federation Preserve 
Hammocks Beach State Park 
Carteret County Open Space 
Hammocks Beach State Park DNP 
Port of Morehe:ad City 
Fort Macon State Park 
Fort Macon State Park DNP 
Theodore Roosevelt State Natural Area 
Theodore Roosevelt State Natural Area DNP 
Bran! Island RHA 
Theodore Roof?evelt Maritime Swamp Forest Unique 
Wetland 
Bogue Inlet Outcrop RHA 
Salter Path Dunes RHA 
NC Aquarium 9f Pine Knoll Shores 
Salter Path Dunes Natural Area 
Coast Guard Station Fort Macon 
Coastal Hunting Land Conservation Group Conservation 
Easement ' 

North Carolina Coastal Federation 
NC DNCR, Division of Parks and Recreation 
Carteret County: mUltlple local government 
NC DNCR, Division of Parks and Recreation 
NC State Ports Authority 
NC ONCR. Division of Parks and Recreation 
NC DNCR, Division of Parks and RecreaUon 
NC DNCR, Division of Parks and Recreation 
NC DNCR, Division of Parks and Recreation 
NC Wildlife Resources Commission 
NC NCDR-Theodore Roosevelt State Natural 
Area 
NC DEQ, Division of Marine Fisheries 
NC DNCR Aquariums 
NC DNCR, Aquariums 
NC DNCR. Aquariums 
US Department of Homeland Security 
Coastal Hunting Land Conservation Group 

Owner Type 
State 

State 
Federal 
State 
Federal 
Federal 

Private 
State 
Local Government 
State 
State 
State 
State 
State 
State 
State 
State 

Stale 
State 
State 
State 
Federal 
Private 

NOTE: If the proposed project in!0r,sects with a conSfm/2t'on1n'<1n<1gpo 8rea. please contact the landowner direcHy for additional information. If the proJecf iptersects with a Dedicated Nature Preserve (DNP). Registered Natura! 
Heritage Area (RHA), or Federally-listed species, NCNHP staff may provide additional correspondence regarding the project. 

Definitions and an explanation of status designntions and codes can be found at :-;. Dala query generated on May 2. 2017; source: NCNHP, 01 January 2017. Pleas"! resubmit your 
information request if more than one year eI8r~"'S before project iniHatinn n,o; new :nform8j:on is (T1nt1nu8!!y added to the NCNHP 0a!Clbasp. 

Page 10 of 31 



Demont 

AnirfLl! 
,f\_"'-sCrnhl;);J8 

.iI.,Pi711;1! 

I\s:~eITl~: :;-;]0 

/\ninn i 

/\ssomb!;::jgp 
,1\n"kna: 

l\nl'11il! 

/\:c;sornbiJQ(; 

J\nin',J 1 

t,::;sc fT1 b!(lgr:­

r·,r]inl(-)' 

!\ssc:-rnb~ngc 

!'\nim,,[ 

/\!'lima! 

/\%(;1"nb l:,1[1'.' 

/\nimC'Jf 

/\'?;;';n IYi~' I;;g C; 

/'-J1irna! 

Elr:!nent OCCWT0IlC8S, NJtllml j~~r00S, ami Areas WHhln a Onf"'-mil\; R:1.cill.!s of fnt'< 

B?lnks M:Jstf'r BC!'lch Nourj~hrnent P,n;",',1 
Moy 2, 2017 

NCNf-!DF<'':f412 

Oocumf'nted Within a OrHHnife Radius of the- Proloct /\m;_, 

EO 10 Narne Common Narne Last 

35947 An(rx:yr~is qll(.>rc!c(!s Oak TORr! 

327'13 On~krN Bay f-fwinr: nOCK --­
(} Jt n 0P 

18105 \0/;:1\r:;rhi,d Colony 

7770 

7711 

17')-14 'l/o(crhird 

979 

541 

Datf:' 
09 

2005" 

2004 

1983,-05-22 

2014-00--0<1 

2011 

1983 

1991-05-30 

1993 

Elelllent 
Oc!~urrenct) 

Rank 
H 

E 

H 

o 

c 

o 

x 

o 

AB 

H 

H 

F 

B 

D 

Accuracy Fedor-ar 
Btatus 

3- Mr.di H',l 

Area 

State G!oba! Stati~ 

St;)tus r~ank f-rank. 

(35 83 
RJJC 

G3? S3? 

GNR 

GNf( 83 

GNR 83 

S3 

83 

83 

83 

GNR 83 

GNG: S3 

GNP 

83 

GNR 83 

83 

53 



E!O!Tlcnt OCCUmmC0S Docllmcntn-d Within a OmHlll!p Radius of thc 
Taxonomic 13:0 If) Scientific: Nmrw Gornrnon Name 
Group 

/\nirnnl 
;'\ssotnrl?f]" 

/\niIlF\! 
/\ssnn-'b!;lgc 
,Anjrn,li 

/\nirnr:! 

/\ssomh!Jgn 

l\ssi"rnh!;)~Jo 

,I\ilinl;l' 

/\sS(;111hla]t: 

Animal 

Animal 
/\ ",S011l h);'9 '" 
/\n1nI81 
/\ssnmhl;){)o 

/',nl oTlit: 

/\sscrn(-,:\Jgr' 

,Anirn;1: 

/\'::;:;0 iT1 bL-:, 9(: 
,I\nin-,?! 

Bird 

Bird 

Bird 

G8GCf 'Nitt'-:rbirc} 

5453 

13855 V"v'etf_crhird 

rnehvlllS 
4167 Cht1rOrJl"fl )". rnf'ir,rj::::; f'irip9 P1nvr"r - /\t!;;,,-·ti'­

CO?r'O.j -SIII'Y-'-j)0c1c;; 

Area 
Last Elefnent 

Obs{7rvation OccurnHwB 
DBte Ranh: 
2007 D 

2014-06-26 C 

1903 H 

201HJ5-09 

1971 H 

1988 J)t1-30 H 

1993 D 

20'14"OG-26 C 

2001-05-09 C 

1988 .. 05 .. 30 H 

20'11-06-lH D 

2014-06~ I B 

2014-06,05 B 

20-11-,06-18 C 

1970-8111'1'i 1~\''- H? 

2.009 F 

2009 

2(J 14-06-09 E 

Accuracy F0dcmli State Global StC1tO 
Shdu,s Status Rnnk Rank 

3,,?J('dl'II-' GNR 83 

3-Mpr!, ''', Gr-ctf< S3 

3 r'iicrJ'llnl GNR S3 

3--1'-.,iprl\,,!r'-' Gi\ID ""," S3 

3,\'1?dll!~r; G"I8: 83 

3 AJDrli: iI'~i G~!R S3 

3- f\4n-~nUf" GNR 83 

3- ~,4r;rli' 101 Gh!R S3 

3,Untii-;rn G~1R 83 

GNR 83 

2-t!fgh G~m S3 

2 GNR S3 

2~!-1iGI---; Or-)fJ; S3 

2 !.)Oan GW\ 83 

3-M0rl ilHll Th~r,;,rr:"",:_,j Thrc--,'lt"'--H};l 03T3 S1B,S1 
N 

4··\..DW Th(-:--.~i',l"':CJ! Thrc,c\"".nc::i 03T3 818,S1 
N 

3, MD:lf;PYl T!m:':;,,'(' "~'(J 'PVCl! "nr;ri G3T3 818,81 
N 

rJr:"...Ji:):-n Tl1rr:,;1----, 'c-'rj ThrC ;\1, pr'-~ G3T3 S1B,51 
N 



Elcrnont Occqrrenc0S Documented Within a Radius of tho ArPJ 
Tanonomle ID Name Common Name Last E!ement AccurAcy Fnderal SL:1te Globa! State 

Group Observation Occurronce Status Status Hflnk r~onk 

Dnto 
Bird 27192 Cb(Jr~)i:ldus 'Nj~snn1s ',/Vile,on's f!tr-;',nr 2007 Be 4-Low Special G5 S28 

CDr\r'~~rn 

girD 1?064 Ch;:>.r;'J;lrt',JS VJI1<;'-'ni?; Wi!sc;r)'s Plover ZIlO"! A 4-Low Sp2r.i,-;1 {35 82.8 
ConcQrn 

Bird rhilr;:j(irhj~, 'N'i~s::;ni;l \AJ\\sno",'s. rlc){"1 2GO! 8 4~L'.)w Spr,dal G5 S?B 
COnCG-IT! 

Bird 27197 v;Hc(\n'!8: V\!i!e:c-;,r~'5 Plover 2007 CD IlA,ow Sr:::r-_i~;\ c;:) ,,2B 
Cer' -~in 

Bini 6218 Ch;lrarlri!J;; wi::::-on;,:-; V/i!son's Pk)I,,"or 3 ~,"1rvjL J' Srd Y)81 G5 82B 
Concn~n 

Bird 6217 Ch8r:'1(jrii i"~ \v:j'~cT'i;, V-/if.c, )0'S Plover 20(]7 8? 3-1\11~dit!'T1 S;'cr-,irii G5 828 
Conu.2:i1 

Rird 2I2DS ChSf0c)I':i it, \yik_nni;,l V\!ii."'<:-Jn's pl(Y-f']f 2007 C? 3 __ Mt:",r!) Hn Spedal G5 S28 
Concern 

Bird 27203 r;h"t'nrj, ",c.; \vikr:--"i;l \"}i!~::J"fs f-'!r;vN 2007 C1 3 tl,y!\ :1'1"; G5 8?8 
Conr;r::rn 

Bird 8291 Egp-!lfi'i C;:10n!ir;-'3 1 itt!'.: P!U? H(;ron 2011 C 3·fAcrli )fT; SrG~inf G5 838,83 
C()flCern I" 

Oird 14955 Fgrr:HCl ,-:::l0fu tr;-} Little 81')0 HCfr'.'!\ 10 89 IJ5-30 H 3-f-Jr:;---!i','1' Spc:-:::i:::J! G5 838,83 
Concern N 

11470 [orden (:ipr;dna ! i{f!0 RiUt) Hprnn 1983-06 H 3---~,i('r!i'irn SrRr:iC'd G5 838,53 
Concern N 

[lird 861 r:Oort:!f~3 L ill18 Bille t icron 1089--05-31 v 21 G5 838,83 A 

Concs;-n N 

Bird 20hi.") ci1rrl)iPf) L Hf!tj 811m Hr;'(_Hj H Z,H:gIl SpRcinf GO S3B,5:' 
Con:~0'Tr N 

Bird 18484 thl!l;~ SnD\';Y' 2011 C 8 ~_1vJi'ln; Sr-t;c r' GO 328:18, 
CcncF:n1 S3H 

n"r1 4512 Loretta thui8 [grel F1D:P, 0-5,,30 H 3-~,t""r11 "'1'1 Spscia: G5 S7S:lR. 
Conr-n"fi S3N 

nirrl 7321 Egr'':!f:l Sn "vy Fgl'(0l 1983-"06 H 3-~}N!iilfn Srn:-.L'1! G5 S2S3B 
Concern 33N 

l3'rd 1 ::,q;'-;O t!'1'1ta 19fFV)6,08 X 2 G5 S2S:lfl, 
Concern S3N 

G{rri 29632 EWn'd.l tlw\;) Snr--\';y 1993 H 2 \ 1'D!) Sped.g; 

Concern S3N 



Element Occurrences Documented Wltl1in a Onc-mHe Radius of the Project J\ren 
Taxonomic EO In Sdentinc Name Common Narm: last Element i\.ccuracy F 0dl?m! 
Group Observation Oecline-ncB Status 

Rifd 

Gird 

8jrd 

Birr! 

Bird 

fiirri 
Rir,~i 

[1i;-,-1 

Bird 
Bird 
Biro 
Bird 

Bird 

Pird 

Gird 

Bird 

Bird 

8341 

1681 

16722 

28635 

37'95 

2416 
13662 
36411 
35615 

(.~:;!nr-h0!i00n nil, -tl':>'! 

Gc!odl':JilrJn ni!otVn 

G0ln'-'hS':L~'Jn niinti,';O< 

Gp!0r.h<;!in"ln ni!C1jir~8 

G~ior~hF;lid")n niinji,-;;:; 

Gcior:!IOl1d:l!\ nilotlCi! 
1 !ac;IY\;}!ojl: i~: 

GI dP;i'lr;d Tern 

Gil!! bH!?0 Tern 
G\!:!-hi!!0.d Tr:rn 
G,)ILhiifed -rorn 
Gull-bi!ln1 Tern 
GIJ!1-hi!!prl Tern 
/\rncrif::,,(n Oy",-tr-I ;;,1 ~h8r 

hcr 

1983- iJ6 

1993-06-02 
1988 

1982A.'5-30 
1991 ~05-30 
2011-0526 

1 fine 
2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

P8Qe 14 of 31 

Hfink 
D 

H 

H 

F 
H 
X 
F 
D 
Ii 
r,B 

D 

AB 

D 

AB 

[jC 

D 

C 

D 

D 

2.--t ligh 

3 Mt:,ji ! I ~ ", 

3 Msrji )1'1 

3-~Jr;di ;'i"j 

2-,~,tc-dil_Hn 

3,,~,k;:---1ir):: 

2--High 
t1-Low 

4~Low 

4"Luw 

4-Low 

4-Low 

ij"Low 

3 ~;1r r:!i!lill 

3 H! rli jn) 

3- ~_'\0Yiij 'IT; 

8-Hr;'-hnl 

StatE! GlobHI State 
Status Rank Rank 

Srnc-:iA\ G5 538,S3 
C0pr r:m N 

G5 S38,S3 
Cc--pr:r'Tl N 

135 838.83 
Cr-,\"":r·_"rn N 
SpeciEll G5 838,83 
Gcr'~,",rr; N 
~~jr·n'-::i;j\ G5 338,83 

Con("--',[j N 
TflfP-;")rr--""";rl G5 81S2B 
Thrt',lhnr::-) G5 S1S)B 
Thr-O;::Tr:·np-j G5 81S2B 
Thr"":"f,,pCl,j G5 SiS2B 
T~I:'r:;jJ; rw-;i G5 S'fS?R 
T'\!"'"";-i\(!:nr:ri 85 81S2B 

Sr~n~_i:"i G5 82838. 
Comx;;n S3N 
S)",r<"L'ii G5 8283[3, 

COf\C(,:il S3N 
Sr,r;.-.i;;1 G5 52838. 

Conc::;n S3N 

Si~'"r:irll G5 523-3[3, 
Concern 53N 
Spcslal G5 S2S38, 
Concern 53r, 
Src'-'3:d G5 S2S:iB, 
C011r.n~!1 83N 
Special G5 S2S38. 
Concern S3r, 
Spnr:i.'Ji G5 5;538, 
Concern S3N 
Sper::i8! G5 52838. 
Ccn-:::orn 83;, 

G5 S2S3EL 
Conccn-, S3N 



E1CrllBilt Occurrences OOGu!T1enlod Within a Of1e~mi!e Radius of the Project Aroti 
T'8xOIHHlllc EO!D SclJSntific Name Name LTst 

Group Observation 
Date 

p;jl!;0t\:~ !\rn(~<rj,~.;,n OJ/c:tnrc.'llr:!-,r:T 2007 

27377 2007 

Pfrd 2007 

BIrd 2007 

Bird 1883-07 

Bird 1990-09 

Bird 522 199'1-Pre 

Bird 199;) Pre 

Bird 

Rirt! 

Bird 

Bird 2005 

Bini Ibis 

175P8 Hynr:hnps nignf Rinck 81<.1111111':; 

Rird 162'16 Rynchnps 1988 

716 niger Black SkiTT'lrnr-::r 2014-07-04 

!liro 3f!i)08 Hynch0ps 

Page 15 Qf 1 

EIEHmmt red~:raj 

OCGUrrfHJeO Sfatus 
Rank 

D 3 ','"df "II 

D 8··fd r;rji: !Ill 

D 

F 4-Low 

C? 

E 

E 

E 4-Low 

E 

E '~~Low 

E 

8 

B 

H 

D 

F 

,31)8(.10, of 

of 

Spc-:' --:; of 
Cop, ~:'!1 

,c;i"_~ - r'C' of 
COli':>: ;'j ~ 

SPCr:iRG Df 

Corh;fJH1 

CCHc::m 
of 

Concern 

State Glc}h81 State 
Status Rani\ Hank 

Special G5 S2S3R. 
Concern S3N 
Sf/nrigl (35 8283R, 
C:-,nCi~'rn S3N 
;::'I,;:",-.I:.?'i G5 32S38. 
Concern S3N 
Spr:rJ;:l\ G5 S?S:lB< 

CGncorn S3N 
G5 818 

Rare 
SP8Cbl G5 S2838 

C(V,--:r.iT; 

Srr,-:;.l~ G5 S38 
CCincc:! 11 

G5 S38 
COIl'~(':~n 

S;,'''r;i;'t: ('c .. :1,) 838 
Concern 
S\,(',:-:i-1: CJ5 S3B 
Concern 
Sr"'·-··i~li (35 S3B 

Conce;;! i 
SpAf:ial G5 SJB 
Concern 
Sppr::j! G5 S38 
Cc,nr"('rn 
8[",,,,-L,,! G5 S1S28 

Ccn::,olD 

Special G5 378,S3 
Ccncern N 
Speci<'ll r'" "J,~) S2B.53 

Concern N 
Sp;)s!af G5 S)8.S:1 

COflt'r:rn hi 
Spocirii G5 S;SSl 

C0n C.';lTI N 



E!onwnt OCCUn0nCeS Oocurnentu-d WH!lin 11 Oncvmi!e R?HllUS of thp Project ArPB 
Taxonomic EO !D Name Common Name Last 
Group 

Bird 24014 

36415 

Bird 

36412 

351:),18 

Bird 14295 RY:l.-::I-'-C;-)S niger 

Bird 36378 

16253 

Bird 36417 Sir;IT)" hiruncJo 

Elfrn 240'lG 

nirri 36416 

1799l 

Grr-j 28845 

Bird 

Bird 

COfTirTlOn Torn 

Cnrnn,cr; Torn 

Observation 
DAte 

2007 

2001 

1991-05-30 

1988 

1995~()5~ 15 

2014-07~04 

2007~05~22 

2007 

2001~06~21 

2004 

2011,(1)-26 

Element 
Occurrence 

R~ml\ 

X 

o 

F 

D 

F 

o 

H 

F 

D 

X 

F 

o 

H 

D 

ACCUiTlcy Federal 

n 
3- ~_~ f'r1 . 1 iTr 

2-High 

6·,Un k n-:.\\ 

11 

Status 

Spsciai 
c('!'-~{ Tn 

Sr'c',-\:}', 
Concern 
'Si,'C"-::,', 
Concern 
Special 
Concem 

Con.--: r -cn 

SrRr.isi 
Cone-81H 

COnCGiil 

Srr::-i,:t! 

Cnnt~effi 

Special 
Ccncern 
Special 

Concclll 

ConceiTI 
Spp,-i;:;' 

CC:icern 

Cone!:!!] 
SPX,i;'li 

ConcerTi 
SpBci8J 

Conc':::':, 

Conc,ern 

G!oba~ 

Rank 

G5 

G5 

G5 

G5 

G5 

G5 

G5 

G5 

G5 

G5 

85 

G5 

G5 

G5 

G5 

G5 

G5 

Statt) 
Rank 

32B,83 
N 

328_33 
N 

828,83 
N 

5713."" 
N 

S2BS3 
N 

S?R_S3 
N 

828,83 

S2B 

328 

S2B 

S2R 

828 

S2R 

828 

S28 

328 

S2B 

52B 



Eforncn! OcnuT011ccS Documented WitlJ1n a Onl>ml!e Radius of the Project Arsa 
Taxonomic EO!D Scientific Name Common Name Last 
Group 

Bird Stenia hirundn 

Bird 

35116 

Bird 237GG 

Bird 361 II 

35775 

Rird 23702 

Bird 

P-in1 35729 

14189 

Bird 

Bird 35f:W) 

Slrd 35121 

Rird 35728 

Bird 28846 

35731 

35732 

Torn 

Least Tern 

L c:ilsl Tern 

Observatkm 
Date-

200~ 

2004 

1993-06-02 

20(11··06-22 

1977 

2014 

2011 

2014 

2014 

2014 

1991 

2014 

1993 

r""T 170f31 

Element 
Occurrence 

Rank, 
F 

H 

F 

D 

x 

D 

C 

AS 

D 

D 

D 

H 

c 

H 

BC 

H 

3 

2i 

Fed0ra! 
Stdtus 

StGle 

StBtus 

Sr8ciBl 
Cnllr.(,rn 

Sr\!"ci:l~ 

Cc;:ccrn 
Sr0{~iMI 

Concc:n 
s.r-,:,-r);"!' 

Con,'; 'rj 

C(;i~con'! 

Sf/Rei;:,) 

Concern 
Sr';,-,i;:;! 

Spc,ciai 
Concern 
Spc-'--:i:;1 

CGnccm 

Corwr'rn 
Spec i :}' 

Sper:;;: 
Conu}rn 
Sprl1:i;:;! 

Cnnr:.8rn 

Conr:r~"i! 

Special 
Concern 

Coo,com 
Special 

Concern 

GIQbal State 
Ranl~ Hnnk 

G5 S28 

G5 SiB 

G4 S3B 

G4 S3B 

S3B 

G4 S38 

G4 S3B 

G4 S3B 

S3B 

G4 S38 

G4 S38 

G4 S3B 

Gel 338 

G4 S3B 

(34 S3B 

G4 S3B 

G4 S38 

G4 S3B 



Elemont OccurnmC0S Docurnented Within a Onr>rnilc Radlu;; of Ute An?;;! 
Tmzonomic EO ID Scientific Nmn€: Comrnorl NalDo Last E!ement Accuracy Fz!(ier 01 Stolt: G!Qbn! State 

Observation Occurrence Status Status Hank Rnnt, 
Date Rank 

Bird L0y.t Tern 19"17 H 3 ~\1r;'~!i~ w- Sr(":-~.i::jl G4 S3B 
CCnCGin 

Bird 191 I H 3 ~'~f'r!: t;';] Sr'C'('i::)i G4 838 
Conc,',--~-j 

Dird 1991·05·30 H 3- ~\1n(:;' "11 Special (}4 S38 
Com::;::;fn 

Bird 1911 H 3-f"A,PT11 IT) Si'rc\;:;l G4 S3B 
Concern 

Bird ll'O(1st Tem 1977 H 3 .. t';1~·+ ,,'"" Spcsiai G4 S38 
Concern 

Bird 35752 Strrn\ll() ilnji~!;Hll!ll L ""st Tern 1995~Oe~/0 F 3- U('0i irn SpI",c:i;:;i G4 S3B 
Cnnr.ern 

Bird 1995·06·08 C 3-r'J"-d i ::'"'1 SpAciAl G4 338 
Concern 

Bird 2014·06-26 C 3 ~_'1r(-!il!'11 Special G4 S3B 
Concern 

Bird 2001-07 -03 H 3"f"t,<v-jit!~'1 SrRd -"1f G4 SJB 
Cc,r;ccrn 

1',11"0 2014--1)6··5 /\8 2,! ngh SPf'!ci,,11 (;4 838 
ConC5!T! 

Bird 2007'-00" 16 CD 2- ylJg\j Sper;i8i G4 S3B 
Conrr,;--n 

Bi,"d 201 " £ I Sr0;~L,-) G4 S38 
COfl('0 r;-) 

n; it! -;if!) 2015-04~21 B? 2 ! li21-; 01 Cll0 S1 
COrjC8!ll Rere 

2001~O7 4··Low of G'IQ 81 
COr,CelJ1 P!'lTC 

2015~OI-28 A 3-Mpdh!!,: of SI 
Concern F"'r--

3211 2002·()7 ·23 C? 3-Mndl: '!n of GH) SI 
Co-nf:0rn Rare 

RII!lnrfry 585 2002·07·24 C 3-~J')r!i' q" Srr('i,---,s of CliO SI 
Concern Rare 

63BO 70fl4 08-,'11 AS 3-f.J<"-·li nT, of ~~.T.:.JI ,fi' "-'H,I , GiQ 3'1 
Cctnc,:-n 

ra~le 1,g ,)f 31 



E!emont Occurn:mces Documented Within Ono-mik Radius of the Pro;r'd 
TrlX0rlOm!c EO Il.) Scientifit Nnm® Cornmon Name 

[11 Durn'"\-/ or 
Dnnv",0!:'!Y 

flrC1gnnflyor 

11310 

22137 

32030 

3.3787 

!\tryl;~rY!r:sjs r[l)intGfi 

0T8S,;,hnrT'}1' Of 3458G 't/!r,,>rlii\,'] bi'/ilj.'1la 

K:Jiyr1ir~ 

G-r;Y:::;~)\I.i!n;p' or 34591 U(';nn(fl(] In(8d~C'jJ;-t 

10199 

7310 

14593 f'!;,n!-'r),i!;o rnir,yjr;r('ll,o::ic: A! \:r:f"/: j!( 

val'. iTirn~lr1! f;qc;i: 

TrirflC<:!\ll'3 H18"2t I': 

236"18 

J\rOD 
L.ast 

Observation 
DAte 

2002-07-23 

?(l(J1--0S-01 

20 Hi-07 -28 

2006-07-23 

2nn,-i_ Pre 

2(l(H~Pre 

'19::)0 01-28 

2012~04 -01 
2004-09~ 10 

2006-09~20 

1092-02-28 

1970~OG 

200i-01~31 

1954 

1950-1HO 

2007-06-01 

I9W}11-13 

IQnG-Ol-21 

Element Accuracy 
Oc-currence 

Rank 
C 3·,f;A'-J~i',)ll1 

E 4~Low 

E 3-,f",~r~(! ',i!]) 

C? 3 H'-"r] ,nn 

H? 5~VBfY 

Low 
H? 5·Vcry 

Low 

E 
Low 

E 4~Low 

2-I--h;h 

E 4~Low 

C 3 ~.1nfn ny\ 

H 3-~(1',';"\: i,q 

j\B 2··Hi::h 

H 4-Low 

H 4~Low 

E 5-Very 
Low 

E 3· f;1P--f!l!Ifl 

E 

Stab:: CHoba! Stat£' 

Status Sbtu.s R,~1nk f'{tmk 

8r'0"~T"'" of Sig',if:'~f' ·'1 G1Q S1 
Concerl) Rare 

G5 S2S:i 
Rare 

G5 82S3 
Rare 

~\]r-:lr:,_;;nt 135 82S3 
Rare 

S2? 

G6 81'1 
Rare 

G3 S1 

G3 82 
G5 S)S3 

Rare 
S'Y'1':'ii:,;-:\nj! G4? 82S3 

f?;;fn 
<::'-'1)"11. 4\',',1,;-' G4G5 81 

G4G5 51 

G1G5 51 

G2G3 81 
r:: :-:d'r~ I ir-nifr r ! 

:.'" jirii.::n-:j! j' G4T4 SH 
Rare f'cr\,LyJ",! 

Endangeic,c] G2 SIN 

G4G5 SI? 
pqr;o; O\+n" 

GNP 5182 
Raro 



Efe!1lcnt OGcurn:mcQs Documented Within a One"miJe 

Group 

1\1nfh 

~-J0ti Ir.'l! 

Cnrnn;uniiy 

C';crn(l\',,',ni'j 

~Jntljf0! 

C'i!l1P1' il j'I1y 

1',1(1(' ;ql 

C(~IYir" Hiily 

t-Lltur:;i 

N;:;I\IIC1: 
Cnnrn\i'lily 

f>-b'11tlm i 

COfllrn'r.ity 
Nai!1ml 
CCnlnlunitj' 

N:)lur,j: 
COrnn1ill1l1 

EO !D Scientific N3mn 

in t prr(;J;"1!lS 

3.1r;~8 LtliB tJi)C);.-!li'ln:-~ 

32942 f3r;i,:kish ~,:1;HSh (Sail 
MCli:v!nw C,,,,'nnv,,' 

19541 

1542 

8"JCYI<;;h M;:;r:ch 
l\A(,~1rl0'N C""i,w",' 

S-,,!\'·typt; ) 
{)\Jrv; Gr;:\'~:,-

Sut-typn! 
14023 Dune Gr;)S~ ""wdn 

32940 Pi ""'; nD~S (Snl !\h0rn 

SiiUYP0) 
2984 DunR Grlsc; {r;,n,:'hp" 

SIJt,tYT!0; 
2803 intord:!f1c Pond 

28::-:74 InT0rrlUf't: Pend 

Observation 
Onte 

Pink Stn~plr 2006-09~10 

2010..(1'1- rr? 

2012-04-18 

2012-05-03 

2008 

2014-04-18 

2006 

2007-07-17 

2012-0503 

1>197-11-09 

1978 

19n7-10·-31 

201Q-()j-31 

Elem()nt 
OccurrencE:­

Hanlt 
E 

H 

E 

E 

c 

C? 

A 

A 

B 

c 

c 

NR 

C? 

Ac-cun~cy Fe-dentl StZlie Globa! State 
Status Statu", Rank t{Hnk 

2 1 ngh SiJ1'lir"'>HI1!y G3G4 S?S:l 

R8f8 

2·1 G3G4 82S3 
RatS: 

3'~;"00;·,,--· G3G4 8283 
n:-,p--; 

2 I tiJh S ion ifi '-:l!l ~l:,/ G5 8283 
Rare 

2-!'i'g!: 0 " 
" 

~ , " r"r 
' . .:10 8283 

Raif:. 
3--~/1r:diljrn G4G5 34 

2--1 (~1C;5 S4-

3 f\-'jrc]h!1l1 G2? 81 

2-Hlgl1 G3 81 

3,,~'_100j!Jm G3 81 

3 r\~r:r'ir]m G3 81 

3- ~J'-)cJi: ,n" G3 32 

2_1;1.igh G3 82 

r1ig" (33 82 

4~Low G1 SI 

4-Low G1 81 

3~~Jr;(q! In~ (31 81 



Element Occurn:llc8s Documented Within a OrHHTlilf' Radius of the 
Taxonomic !D Scientific Name Common Name 
Group 

N-'1IlP-'j) 

CC\rnn1: Ini!)' 

N;)tll!'?! 

CO:llil'l! Ji'l 1]' 

~-bll!r8! 

Cn nY01\IPi1y 

t..J8\i_Jffii 

Cnnim i lnity 

Natural 

NnlurAi 
(:orT\n\~.In:ly 

Nniiira! 

Nnturai 

1--htur(1! 
Cornrni "'(j 

5281 

13557 M:1rili!11'i Evc:WGcn 
F[_"~;'"t (Mirj AH;v,tir: 

17767 Moritin,,:; Evrrorc:on 
For-es! (Mid fi_l",T-,rV 

S,Jt'\Yi:8 ) 

2035 
Forest (Mid /\tJ;jnl:r: 

SIJhtYf'n) 
28272 Mwitirw, Evcrgr("'r:n 

Forest (!iAid .1\t1.1(ci:(. 

1411 

17357 

li65 

31 

rCI'C::,! (Mid /\(hr lie 
Subtype) 

~\1()tif!!np E\lcrgr(~cn 

Forr;;{ (Mid )\t1(" ('nr 

Subtype) 
1:)-5G3 f\lrFitinw r,,,,u,,oo 

iorc:si C'v1i'1 N!ilntic; 

16055 Umitirne Shrub (Stunt: 
-rree 

17[)~9 M:uitimo Shmb (Sf!)!!ind 
Tree 

1651 1 ~-_.1;:;!'iHmc) Shrub (St';'-Itr:rj 

Tr'ee Subtypp) 
11688 fv1ml1:m" Shrub (St, Gr;c,d 

Treo 
1 S037 ~J;:nitirnr:. Shrub ,nl:--:ri 

Tn::e 

Area 
Last 

Observation 
Date 
1918 

2008 

1 990~O520 

2012 

20-1'1~O!J--1S 

1998 

1988-02-09 

2nnJ1 

1 g03~1 0-05 

2014-04-18 

20-10 

2008 

200B 

Paue 21 of 3-1 

Elemont Fodera! State G!Qbnl State 
Occurrem:e Status Status Ranl% RanK 

Rnnk 
t,R 4~Low G2G3 32 

A 2-Hi:Jh G2 32 

(' 3 ~,-1f;-;-)i(!' ~1 G2 S" £ 

C \-1 1;11) S2 

B 2--!--Hgh G2 82 

B G2 S2 

C 2 i-liJh G2 S2 

3"f-,;1,.,rji' :1T; (32 S2 

C 2-! ngh G2 S2 

C 4~10w G3 S2 

A 3 fdorji 1fT) G3 S2 

B? 2·,Hrgh 03 82 

C 3 ~_1r;di; 'n) G3 52 

CO 2-i- rOh ('" ,,;'" S2 



Element Occurrnm::.8s Docurnentco Within ;a Onr:'rnHB Radius of the Proj0ct An:"j 

N;)hr;)~ 

CC'I,)l '1; rt<it:f 

N~11ur8\ 

C(~fnrn\lnity 

Cc-nvrl! JI 11:i 
NZltl!!'rli 

Cnnrlll 

Cnrr;nli I-dty 
j,,'ntumi 

Nat'Jra! 
C(1f'1n',lnitj! 

Ni'ltllral 
Cop-:rn,Jflily 

i\bt!!l"21 

Cnrnr\1\lnity 

(')::111 !rel l 

EO m SdenHfic Narm) Common Nm:m: last Elmf'll:nlt 

30395 t,/lmiliny Shrub ('//;1Y­

~viyrik' Sl)\itypC) 
14119 M();'irnv, Shrub S"vanlp 

19722 t-l:tf1Ft"j'I': S",cC",'\", 
(Typic <:"I,lv"0 \ 

6164 

1066 

9142 

5812 

fJ.1r1!imn Fnrpsl 

(TypIc: SubtYP!J) 
f,britlrno \/Vet Gr:-::O,d,":iild 

dhr;rn ficinn'" 

Maltirnc Wr,! G,;y:;sl,::',ncl 

(Sni Ithr:rn 

Snit Frat 

32938 Salt Flat 

1[:,-8'15 Salt !,-lDf<'i (Ctlf0'h nn 
SublypC') 

18492 Salt ~v1,lf';!-j (G;'Hn'iq;(li) 
S()btypc) 

4/33 Salt ''v·l(ln;!-, (Cnr(l~in;,Hl 

10811 

Observation Occurrence 
Date 

2007-07-19 

2010 

1987·-1()··3i 

1997,11-09 

2007-07-'19 

2014-04,18 

2012,,05-03 

2012 -05-0:3 

1936· Of· 29 

20 '14,04-18 

2013-(L1~16 

2008 

BC 

c 

C7 

B 

C 

NR 

A? 

A? 

c 

NR 

8 

2 .. 1 !igh 

21 

4-low 

2-\'Hgh 

3 .. ~.;1cdi';Tl 

4~low 

2·[ 

2 

3·Mnrjil!rr; 

211igh 

4-Low 

2--Higb 

Federa! 

Slatus 
State 

St;]tus 
Global Stai(} 
(tank Hnn!{ 

G3G5 54? 

(;3G5 54? 

G'! 81 

82 82 

G2 S2 

(72 32 

G2 52 

G3? S2 

(;;5 34 

(' h 
'_),1 34 

G5 84 

(;5 S4 

G5 S4 

G5 S4 

G5 34 

G5 84 

G5 S4 



[::lemnnt O('CUrrOnC8S DOGunwntnd Within a OIHHnifG Radius of the 

GrQtlp 

EO iD Scientific Nanw Common Narne 

32943 

20144 

8569 

13110 

19197 

16.5.56 

232.6 

4805 

31877 

34144 

35140 

7284 

31883 

16801 

Sa!! Shrub (Low SlfhlypO)_--

urrer Dr-,;:lCh (Sn,dhr;rn 

Suhtyps) 
fl--1Fg;)hir "HC""""" 

C r i);-l'U,- horridu;:; 

Crnti"-l!1 jt; horrirh 1<:' 

ArcCl 
last 

Qbsefvutlon 
Date 

2014 

2012 

2012 

2012 

2014 

2012 

2010 

2()0810·24 

2014 

Element Accuracy Ff;dH2i! 
Status 

State 
Status: Occurrence 

F~I:Hlk 

NR t1~Low 

NR 

E 

H? 

c 

BC 

CD 

E 

f' j 

D 

E 

H 

D 

E 

4-Low Thn"8t'-'f,"r1 Trw'~pt0nr;1 

SirnHer 
Arrr-;;",Yd ,e, 

2+iigh Tt:r,?:-"IJ:' '~c'l Th,C'-?l!',,',;j 

j\ppf'P';-; ~/,-, 

3· i\,~Cr~ . I'll Thr(-,;)~"r,:,,\ ThlT:']f('n0d 

4-Low fhl ,-'1', ,:-O-:'~ Thrf'l!r,)-,~d 

3· \\1erj!'YTl Thr°"'1jr::~00 TiiF,,?l,'f',n,i 

3~fJed' Th((',li", ',rd TbrO?'r,n"c; 

3,fJn\! 1,'1') The(,_?!,"" :,tj ThIT:,:)jnnrd 

4-Low T!ifC,-'l;~ 'i e ,.; Thrn;:;L,(f>ii 

4-Low l\,vr,,:j,- '-';cJ ThrCl,ltr;,',,,ri 

Spocinl 
Conc'Jfn 

2-High Special 
(nllr,::rn 

4-Low Sf,-;('i,,:; of Special 
Cor;r,,-;)fj ConCf;rn 

3-Mrd lFl1 Enjnnq(!li\ 

3-i>/isd ~ !:-n S;-,,-:rjr:-. of Sr;cc,ial 

Concf;1O Concern 

Global State 
Rank Rank 

G4 S4? 

G4 S4? 

(33 53 

85 S3 

G5 83 

G3 338,83 
H 

G3 S38,S3 
H 

G3 838,83 
N 

G3 S3B,33 
H 

G3 SIB.SU 
H 

G3 S1B,SU 
N 

G3 SlR SU 
N 

G4 83 

(~Ll S3 

(;2 C'-,:;,,{ 

G1 S1B,SU 
N 

G4 83 



E!ement Occurrences Documented Within a Ont'·rn!!!J Radius of tho Project Arcn 
Taxonorn1c EO !D Sdentlfic Nam(} Cornman Name Last 
Group 

3732 

1270[} 

Reptile 

Vnsr::uLlf rhnt 15306 
VCS'Sq!w r'!lS't 278 
\/;]C::C: i!;F r 1nil[ 14167 
V:Jsc; ;inr f'!;nt 17109 
V;j-'''(~t la:- r'i-:H,l 4359 
V;-,",(:' 1;-;;' r'!nf1! 21491 

31085 

V;-):'.(::1)'.'1' Plant 3~i168 

V:lsr,\J~;1r PLw\ 3008 

I!inrnnndh;]('x 

!\nVJnnthIIS rlHnil\,~ Sr;:;br?;Jr:h /\lr'l'-,v-th 

!-\nv-1r;1pJhw, rwrrni'ls Sf'flDC;1r:h !im;;!':m;r! 

/\rp;;1rlr]lhus rurni!i;:~ SS?1h--;nc1l/\m,1l;1I'ilh 

,Amnranf! Ii is purnil! I"; S'-"'lh,:,;:rch Amc·\iAnlh 

Anl"f;::;nlh\i(~ pi 1m:!! I"; Sf'<lhf;8r:h !\.rY'ill-';-mlh 
,-l\r~"TI-,jrja i;:n:rg:"nsCl var. ;::);-;(1:!'/ C'rt 

lar\l!g~n()s(~ 

!;:1n l lgin r;Si1 

/\rr:nnT!J1 

vnf 

vaL 

Clr0J: nlignr:..:1'r::C1 RirJl.\,:n<:1Ds 

Cc:)rn1nphyl1m-" Mi) ':1rnlr; S,-, IUWfn Horn ';r)rl 

ObservaHon 
Date 

2008~05-0-1 

2013-04-11 

1993-1001 

1971-0li-03 

1972-07 

2015-09-21 
2012-08-24 

2013 
2013-·07~25 

1991-01-26 
1949-08-03 

2002-07-20 

2009-08-05 

199~-0701 

I 990,05-2() 

1990-05-20 
1960-05-31 
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Element 
Occurrence 

Rank 
E 

E 

H 

E 

H? 

WI 

c 
c 
C 
IJ 

F 
H 

E 

E 

E 

E 
H 

Accuracy 

:i--ftA0 r ll' 

3- M,->c! "r)j 

3- hJc:l lin 

3 .. 1vi,c',li- if'., 

4-Low 

4--Low 

3- ~,1crlil!rn 

3 

2--HQ~-1 

4-L.ow 
2,,~-ligl-l 

Mcrliurq 

4-[ ow 

21 

2 

1-Very 
High 

Fecleri1! State Gfobaj State 
Statu~ Status Hal'll< l'(:anl< 

Srr;ri'~'s of Spr-cj;;1 G4 83 
COn(COfn Concern 

Sj)-':-::":irl;; of SredAi G4 83 
Concern Concern 

of Sr p , i;:!: G4 S3 
Corv".':-'rn COP('::{jj 

of SpCO~!;,\ G4 83 
Concern Concern 

G5 S3 
Rare 

Spp;~irlol (35T3 33 
Concr:;:-n 

Thr""';" ,_~··l T!~,-,~,_-,j( "cd G2 3182 
I"i,f(,:<;!r;, .p"! rhrs;,t"f- ,-,,-1 G2 S182 
Thl'0;1J0, <v1 Thrc;-,l,"'r-'I;d 82 S152 
Th~'02l0~if-;:1 T~'rr;_lk;;-,cci G2 5182 
rl-"T~1j;---'",(";d Tlw'>-n t0i cd G2 8182 

(3;) IS 81 



Eler-rwnl Occurrences Docwnentf'd Within a OntHnife Rndlus of the Project ArcJ 
Tl1)follornk: EO In Scientific Nam.e GonmlOn Narne Last 
Group Obs~rvation 

20311 

263'15 

14342 

VaSPI1;;v Plant 9059 

CroC;3nthf'rr1ut:l 

'm 
Crocanty,r'!1t! P:1 

g8YCJinnurn 
CrO(_ClnthF,n)!)!lj 

Dnte 
2005~09~05 

1968-04 

2005-04~27 

1968 05-2-1 

20CB 05 15 

2015·-06 J J-1 

1970-08-13 

Elernont 
Occurrence 

Rank 
F 

E 

H 

E 
H 

B 

0 

A 

H 

H 

E 

H 

E 

C 

E 

Accur'acy r:-edp(Bl 

Status 

High 

2 I 

3-\k--~r ,"-

2~Higll 

4··Low 

2~1 tigh 

2-Hlgh 

2-1-hJh 

4··Lm.v 

4-Low 

:1 r',,·t;!~; wn 

3-~-,-1r;diifr]1 

2-H\7 h 

3--MrrtT' :r,'] SI'0"'iC';:~ of 
CO[lrprn 

State G!ohn! State 
Stntus Rank Rank 

S;~lPif'(~:\I')rj G4G5 32 
R3l'G 

G4G5 82 
P~r'7 rc-ripilCrJi 

,'l i-!\:)-' G5 S1S2 
Other 

T!.,,;~-,7; ,,\"nr'~i G5T4 81 
H--,f'r;-::)f "'led G4G5 51 

G4 81 

G,:1 81 

End:<nc,;fC'cj G4 SI 

Spc::iai G4? S1 
Concern 

V~!'nn<,h!r: 

Gj''O,:-i::<i G4? Si 
COI)cern 

V 1)1 rr; -;7! ~;~ (-

Sp?r:!li G4? S-l 

Conc""-n 
Vl '\!'F,tj~-,I<; 

SPA,:i;'1! G4? 81 
Concern 

VLj:;1'~!;,~)k; 

Specia; (747 Sl 
Concern 

VI drw;r:;h'r 

S;::;c,i,;i G4? S'l 
Concern 

\/1~!,rt0r!" 

Erl'-1sPo("r~::d G2G3 3182 



Element OCGllI"fnr 

Taxonomic 
Docunwntcd Within a On0,mile Radius of the p,O",", !\n;n 

EO !D Scientifk Cornmon Nama 
Group 

14038 
28781 

[ryfhinn hUr-nf'0,'; 

Eliphn,b'IG bo;-,-;hnn",js 

V8Sr:'J1;;, 2'j '> 1--lih}",)I'; ;1r;u!r;8hL'~ 

V",sc',uj;;~ :12G02 !pr~rnqIJ8 

V;lSCU!("H PIQ.!li 7G89 Jpc,moP?l ;mn,o,n, 

VaSCU!R( !pCI1l'J8(1 Imilnn"i 

V"SC:;!j!(jr Pl::lf1f 34042 lrom;)PR irnp"rPltl 
Vn'':c;iJ'·}( r!;)',\ 7 ;:\!;;Ll 

C(\,;1!t':,'11"l 

Southern ;:>-'_0,,",irlr; Spll(:y~ 

Ccn,fndJ on{ 

B'02'_~_h fdn, 
Gr:gr;h '_""",,nn 
Bp(1r;h M0ff1i['9 ~i0ry 
80(1(;h """-,n,,,,n 

'tfino,-yj Snry1ty"< 

Florida !\ddnr's~mouth 

Date-
1959 lie 2/1 

2011-06- 14 

1950-08-07 
2006-08··1 G 

1978 
2013,09,24 

2003 
2014,10,28 
2014,10-27 
1992,11-1-1 

1967,08,25 

1988,05,24 

1961-09-16 

1962,05,06 

2007,07-19 

Element 
Occurrence 

RAnk 
H 

E 

H 
E 

F 

D 
B 
C 
E 
E 

H 

B? 

H 

A 

H 

H 

E 

4 .. Low 

2, ;-~!Dh 

3 r.1nrPilrn 

2,\-!i:}h 

3,~..1hrl!i!m 

3 \-1001\11'l 
3,~,'1!)'ii 1"1 

2-
2 ! 
4,·Low 

3 i\.1r>dj'm) 

3'~i1,;+ ilT1 

4-Low 

2, !'HOI) 

4··Low 

4-LoIN 

4,1 nw 

Fedcf3:1 
Status 

Glahn! Sttl:te 
Stntus FZantt Hank 

Sior-;j-:;,:',wHy Grl05 3182 

Rare 

G5 So 
" ('>\ 

End;:-)nG0'-C G5 82 
G'F.35 82'1 

F?nre 

fhrCHlghnllf 
Tlif2:1t n n04 G4G5 SI 
'!'hre2tc:nc;j G5 SI 
T;,r-~<llr;! r;d G5 81 
Ti,) !;;,)\, ;nc/l C r-'cl 31 
Thr'-:>:lk;ncci G5 81 

(33G5 32 
f?are V'o,irJ)n!;,' 

G3G5 32 
r1iJrc 

Sp;:c:i;:J! G4? 81 
Concern 

V' )!'~n'--~h} 

0515 81 

G5T5 S1 
PC1T r'c iph",;;' 

Special (33G4 SI 
Cenc'-'ll) 

VU',rlGflt,\", 

Sp"c,:i;'i G3(;4 81 
Concern 

Vl:!:-v:;;-:d)r; 

.s.ppr';-,) 83G4 81 

"incr;!!)!" 



Element Occurrences Documentocf Within a OmHl1Hn RrnHus of the Projf\ct ft-X0A 

EO iD SoientiHc Natne Com mOil Name LAst 
Group Observation 

g733 

16617 

23155 

27023 

V8SC liar PLlnt 35216 
\j;)-",cui;'n ri2n\ 01-16 
Vns(:ul;:-,r rinnt 121(16 
V:'''isC\II::l,r PI;-"Ii'\ 1995 
V;lSr:\j!:ir P!,ml 1983? 

Va;;cubr PI;::n! 1-1 
VaS(:l)!ilr PI,'lnt 4085 
V;lS(;(li,lf r'lani - 15871 

V8sol!ilr Plant 7750 
V??cu!nr PL'lnt 3880 

; "n 9 1;1\1 r; lyTi 

PO:Y90rd, n1 gln\ic\,w, 
PO!YU()I'lurn girHiC1inl 

Pr)I'YQ('lnurn lin 
Rhynchospc,r;1 o,jflri'lh 

SClDZd r(j',mc,th 
""ar" eti,l tT!)lHliifiot,:1 
Be)(]rrrrli1 m;:l(jtlf\c-r~1 

S8gr:-,rcl1:l mln!!iifinra 
S(;lr;["i~:; 'j()r1i(:i~1::d;l 

Date 
19tH OF-15 

'1980-08-15 

-1993-09-0~) 

2003-0fB 

SO.:lbo::;u-;h k\not/JC00 1966-07-0~, 

Sl?(l~:)(~cJ(:'h K)"\(lbfCCrj 2014-08-18 
S02ur::;J(;h l<notw0(~cf 20'!5-06-Q1 
Sc;ul'Y'-Dch Knn!\'Jscd 200l~D9-i5 

Fragrant EOJksr:dUD 2002~09~26 

Poirn 1970-09-06-
53!n(J1l,f!()v/C'rr:>cl RiV~klhnrn HHj1,-11 ili 10 
Sm(J1:--fL~)\\'(;IT;rl P,ucKihnrn 1983~02 

Sr;--F111,f!o'-\"::t't-,,) 13ucKfhnl'll 2013-·10-04 
S2\·nrFl,1 Nutr~!:-:h 2007-0T·'16 

1993·()7-16 

1997-08-15 

ACCUf8CY F0dmat 

Occurrence Stfllu$ 
Rank 

H 

E 

E 

E 

F 
F, 
A 
D 
E 

1-1 

A 
A 
C 
A 

E 

E 

2 J f)gll 

4-Low 
3--~1r;rl\:.1 -~-i 

3 ~,,40rll!!I"l 

3- ~fk~Gi\ ;iT; 

3,f,1r;di,rr-n 

3-,kl!;di'!nl 
3- M0;ij; ill1 

2-lligh 
4~l.ow 

4-Low 

StDtt' G!ob",! Statn 

Status Rank Hank 

Spccia! (::;3G4 31 
Con(':;rn 

VU\f',sr:l,,~n 

Spedn! G3G4 31 
Concern 

Vuiner?'!-\!": 

SPBcl2i G3G4 S1 
Con1'0nl 

V;j'!,,,- ,\,\,-

SpAciAl G3G4 Sl 
Concorn 

Vulnerable 
G5 8182 

G3 81 
G3 S1 

E 1':-i::, ,-- ~J r, rr;rj G3 81 
G3 81 

Sr'Dci8 i G4 81 
Concern 

\I: rlf"~-r0~)!0 

Thrr';l'r<;r;d G5 S! 
.p,"r;:l;r:y::;(] G4 31 
Thfr;;-"n:,c;rj G,1 81 
Tt,rp_1j(~nnrl G4 S1 
e'i..,,-,i<', ,F'(l:; G5 82 

Rc' , I'D-!ph"r'l~ 

G5 81 

G5 Sl 
Rare Psrfpb.c;a: 

G5 Sl 
Rare Pp1ir\-Y":',' 

Signik:l' H" Gf'!R S1 , 
r~;',! ,-:, 



Element Occurrenc(~s Documented WlHlln a OnfHn!!2 Radius of the Project /\r02 
TnlHH10tTtic EO 10 Scientific Nmne Cornrnon Name Last Element (\ccura:cy Ft~deral 

Observation Occurrence Stafus. 

V:l-SCIJ),-';' Phnt 

V,r:;c,i/"r rl;'1n r 

Trich0s1nrn8 sp. 

chf1prn,:)llii 

YU(:CF!" CWmCl)) 

Chnprn.'ln's Rccltnp 

YucI .:1 

M()U)V!!ii, Yucca 

Yucca 

Yucca 

Yucc.a 

NaturAl ,Arens Documented WiUlln a Onc-~mnc Radius of the Proifle! Arc-v 

Date 
2003-07-09 

2003-08··12 

2004-t)S-06 

1959-09-15 
196e--05·2~ 

1993-10-04 

2005-03-26 

2002~09- 22 

Site Name RHtinn 
Ie !n'p! Or !tC:fn[~ 

Shnck!'0hi-d f',;:m <S 

R3 (l1igh) 
R2 (Vary 
R2 (\Jery Hlgb) 

Page 28 31 

Rank 
E 

E 

E 

C 

E 

C 

Ii 
H 

E 

C 

C 

D 

E 

E 

2 High 

2 lli9h 

2 .. ! 

3-f\1c(jj:!,~; 

3 U,,'rll' 

3·M0,-n1i 'n 

4-1 ow 
3- c',~C'",!i' in1 

3 ~,1r;r\i, illi 

2 

3 fAI di:irn 

3 H,,(!i 1m 

3, H~'ri qrq 

2-; )i:]h 

Collective Ratlnq 
C5 
C1 {Ey( rr-;i0~l1} 
C4 (Mr,d')[l)1S' 

of 

Conr:C-: T
" 

of 
CO"O':i n 

of 

COficsrn 

Stale 
Stntu5 

RO'e 
Thr0t :ghn :rl 

Si:.)I': r: '-7-,r"!~/ 
p,jr~-; 

S'J,,:fi'- - Y 
R:v-e ! iil :Lei 

RaiD Limit8ri 
rhr!';.11r'n[:~d 

8:gnifi;-:,nt\ 
)1;;;-c fleriphcr8i 

2,i]pi'ir::dlll'-Y 

RC}:c Pcrrpi',r;P'l! 

GlobBi 

R11nk 

(~Nr-:~. 

G~iR 

GJ'!R 

G2 

(32 

G2 

C35T3 
G4? 

G4? 

G4? 

G4? 

G4'I 

G4? 

G4? 

Slale 
Hank 

SI 

S1 

31 

82 

052 

S2 

3182 
s;n 

S2? 

S2? 

S2( 

S2'I 

S2I 

52? 



Natural Arens Oocu/llsnted WHhin a OtH>mHe Radius of thc 
SHe Name 
So!ier Path f,,i(Hijirn :; F0rc,Q 
S?l)!Of r2~h Dqnns N;)\ur()1 Area 

("'ittl'd 

R;lf:i'l'";i C8rsnn E ~t! tarin!" Rp~,oorch Rr:s-_c,r\!C 

P;'1fv l [1r,lndt ts\,wd 
SOl/lid Bird 

fk:;r b:;!;-'!nd and I'Ja:shcs 
Then1n r,; ~()OSr;\iL!1 8tilt" N8\urH! Are;] 
l\;lji!! )"",::md 

[mcrn:d Is!e- Woods 

Fl1 

R3 (HiGh) 
R3 (\ 

Maf1{lged Are<!s Oocumented Within a One,-mi!o R3di\1's ofthc PrQject An;;] 
Managed j\r())~ NaItH; Owner 

NC fJ"'r'(l1\mr-,!-;! of Tronsp:1rt:<t].")P ',1",,,,,,,,, Site 

Cape Lonyr" rt Nnt:0m!1 S08S1Y)I-n 

NC SjJhr:F'r~,y'cj L<lr:rfS 

CAr", ! (11:1\n\:l sl?iii':-'f1 0! Sr;;lS[10f(; - S!~,"lr:J'l(;f", d 8;;mks 

Viri!df:rr1r;e:_~ 

f l;Wll1,nci<:; SeBeh St8 f (> rod-' 
C,p"r;rr~\ C-0unty Open 
Hrlnr(l';nci-;c,; fl(,i'1rh 81;-,1,-: Pnrk DNP 

U7\!\i10 Corp;,,, Auviliwy Lanc!it n r'01i) 

P011 of ',i'm,'I""", 
Fort fJ:'1cnQ St:\\"c r81'\< 

Fort M:F:nn Pnrk DNP 

NC DNCr~, (:[C'(1('\ WElL~r f.Jj:1f'\;)gnPlr:nt Trust 

Funr:! 
NC Orp,-lr1"v'nt of 
US N;)\ir:ll;l~ PC'rk Sr:rvirQ 
NC Drrarlrn'-'n! of /Vk-;irci':;1 ,;ti',;-"1 

\ocal gO\ Drn:nr~:-'~ 
NC DNCR. Di\;'isiiJit of rarks nnd P:r-r.:rr>llinn 

C?,rtGf':l r(Y,Jf'fy~ n1i\\!ip\() local gCY}8in'-lIr;ilt 

NC DNr::R, [)i".fi~i0n of P;;)rk}~ 'yv! f?r'OT;:-,!i,,1'i 

US [lr;pyhT\I,:;Q[ of [}",fn',C'J; 

Bt8t!::: rOifs {\'n""",'! 
NC DNCR fibi:::!n;i of r'.Jrks and Reur-',lti ',,-, 

NC DNCR, Dhi·:;k;n Df p;lrk" and 
NC DNCR of and Rccfr;:')ti:m 
NC DNCR; f)[v!sLin rall<s (we! ROCfC:lt i0f1 

NC 'J'JilriWr; p""-0!)rr,-,;; CC::'l,n'i',sC--,I\ 

Colledive Ft8tinq 
C4 (M,,!lc")i") 
C4 IM"rl",,,!,,! 

C2 
C1 Ir",'''c,fi,,,,nn 
C1 
C4 (M v~r:rM~i1) 

CI 

C4 (Mntlq -;10) 

C3 (I 

Owm~r Typo 
SI,",j,) 

SlB!P 
fcdr-Jzd 

2lrin 
r"c-!nr;:-d 
rn,'"i~r,';' 

St;::dn 

Sf_Clln 

St~t;--, 

SLllr:; 

Stnt~ 



Managed Areas Documented Within a One~mile Radius of the Project Area 
Managed Area Name Owner 
Theodore Roosevelt Maritime Swamp Forest Unique NC NCDR-Theodore Roosevelt State Natural 
Wetland Area 
Bogue Inlet O~tcrop RHA NC DEQ, Division of Marine Fisherjes 
Salter Path Dunes RHA NC DNCR, Aquariums 
Hunting Island Audubon Sanctuary National Audubon Society 
NC Aquarium ~t Pine Knoll Shores NC DNCR, Aquariums 
Salter Path DUfles Natura! Area NC DNCR, Aquariums 
Coast Guard StaUon Fort Macon US Department of Homeland Security 
US Army Reserve Center US Department of Defense 
Bear Island Maritime Wet Grassland Unique Wetland NC NCDR-Hammocks Beach State Park 
Coastal Hunting Land Conservation Group Conservation Coastal Hunting Land Conservation Group 
Easement 

Owner Type 
State 

State 
State 
Private 
State 
State 
Federal 
Federal 
State 
Private 

Definitions and an flxp1an8tio'l of statu" dAsign;;tions and r:orJes Ciiln be found at !~l~~>-' Dala query gcn(~r;11ed on M3y 2, 2017; source: NCNHP. 01 Jalluary 201 T. Please resubmit your 
information requesf if more than one year elapses before projec.t inili"ti0n as new infofJ1ln!h", is r.ontinu<1'ly add0ri to tnt) NCNHP d8!;:lb;;1SC. 
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NCNHDE-3412: Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment Project 

May 2, 2017 

o Project Boundary 

[: l Buffered Project Boundary 

Natura! Heritage Element Occurrence (NHEO) 

NHP Natural Area (NHNA) 

Managed Area (MAREA) 
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1:204,881 
o 1.75 3.5 7mi 

~-;'--+-~-1--~~-r--r 

o 2.75 55 11 km 

~~~~~~R~~~G;;,e~:~G'C """'.' "P c~-.~,/~;)~~~" ~;~~ 
"-'ETI. !:.sr. Ct<"'. If'"og K~~g). """",,"!'<' 0 nr"""'",,,",',r 
."~.~~;,~~" "~,,,. "''> 0)<-'" ",'~-,;- ') 



Email language is pasted below and intersect language is attached. 

Thank you for contacting North Carolina's Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) about the Bogue Banks 
Master Beach Nourishment project. Attached is a response letter, which contains information on rare 
species, natural communities, managed areas, and natural areas that are in or within a mile of your 
project area. This information may assist you with natural resources permitting requirements associated 
with your projects. Note that NCNHP is a non-regulatory agency and as such, we cannot assess impacts 
or determine mitigation measures. Please contact me if you have any questions, or if I can be of further 
assistance. 

You may also be interested in our Natural Heritage Data Explorer (NHDE) website 
This website allows you to submit project review requests online and 

receive a customized report of natural heritage resources within and near project areas in less than 10 
minutes. All you need to do is attend training and create a user account and subscription. Please see 
the NHDE Home page for details training dates. 

The above referenced project submitted through the Natural Heritage Data Explorer (NHDE) was flagged 
for Natural Heritage Program staff review because the project area you provided intersects or is 
adjacent to one or more Element Occurrences with candidate, threatened, or endangered status under 
the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). 

The record that triggered the review of this project is for: 
-Charadrius melodus melodus Piping Plover - AtlanticCoast subspecies 
-Caretta caretta - Loggerhead Seaturtle 
-Lepidochelys kempii - Kemp's Ridley Seaturtle 
-Amaranthus pumilus - Sea beach Amaranth 

Which have either a threatened or endangered status under the ESA. You may wish to contact the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service - Raleigh Ecological Services Field Office at 919-856-4520 for assistance if you 
have any questions regarding the presence of this species. 

Within the next few months, the Natural Heritage Program may implement fees to defray costs 
associated with online access to natural heritage data, project review, environmental services, and field 
surveys, as authorized by § 113A-164.12. Fees collected will allow NCNHP to continue to provide these 
services and operate the Natural Heritage Data Explorer (NHDE). We will post more information to our 
website as soon as the fees are approved. If you have immediate questions, please contact me. 



COUNTY, CARTERET 

NORTH CAROLINA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW 

H12, OTHER STATE NUMBER: 

DATE RECEIVED, 
17-E-0000-0433 
04/21/2017 

AGENCY RESPONSE, 05/17/2017 

MS DEIRDRE HAMAN 

CLEARINGHOUSE COORDINATOR 

DPS - DIV OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

FLOODPLAIN VffiNAGEMENT PROGRAM 

4218 MAIL SERVICE CENTER 

RALEIGH NC 

REVIEW DISTRIBUTION 

DEPT OF ENVIR. QUALITY - COASTAL MG 

DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

DEPT OF NATURAL & CULTURAL RESOURCE 

DEPT OF TRN~SPORTATION 

DNCR - NATURAL HERITAGE PROGRfu~ 

DPS - DIV OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

EASTERN CAROLINA COUNCIL 

PROJECT INFORMATION 
APPLICANT: U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
TYPE: National Environmental Policy Act 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

REVIEW CLOSED, 05/22/2017 

DESC: DEIS for the Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment Proj ect wi th plans to implement 
a long term management plan to provide shoreline protection along the approx. 25 
mile Bogue Banks barrier island. - view documents at: 
http://www.saw.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory-Permit-Program/Major-Projects/ 

The attached project has been submitted to the N. C. State Clearinghouse for 
intergovernmental review. Please review and submit your response by the above 
indicated date to 1301 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-130l. 

If additional review time is needed, please contact this office at (919)807-2425. 

AS A RESULT OF THIS REVIEW THE FOLLOWING IS SUBMITTED: 

SIGNED BY: 
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Secretary's 

MAY 1"1 2017 

Office 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Roy COOPER 

GOVERNOR 

May 12, 2017 

MEMORANDUM TO: North Carolina State Clearinghouse 
Department of Administration 
Intergovernmental Review 

FROM: Catherine Bryant 0~ 
NCDOT Transportation Planning Branch 

JAMES H. TROGDON, III 
SECRETARY 

SUBJECT: 17-E-OOOO-0433 Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment Plan 

Thank you for allowing the Transportation Planning Branch to review this document. The most 
current transportation plan covering Carteret County is the 2014 Carteret County Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan (CTP). 

The Carteret County CTP outlines the following within the vicinity of your project: 
-Highway: Road improvements along NC 58 
-Public Transportation: Recommended hus route along NC 58 and the Atlantic Beach Bridge 
-Bicycle: Recommended multiuse path along NC 58, Coast Guard Rd, and Old Ferry Rd 
-Bicycle: On-road improvements along NC 58, Atlantic Beach Bridge, and E Fort Macon Rd 
-Pedestrian: Recommended sidewalks along NC 58 and several roads connected to NC 58, Atlantic 
Blvd, and Atlantic Beach Bridge 
-Pedestrian: Recommended multiuse path along NC 58, Coast Guard Rd, and Old Ferry Rd 

In addition, the 20 J 6-2025 State Transportation Improvement Program (STlP) has listed the 
following projects: 
-R-58J6: NC 58 (WEST FORT MACON) - ATLANTIC BEACH CAUSEWAY. ADD RIGHT 
TURN LANE. 
-B-5938: SR 1182 (ATLANTIC BEACH CAUSEWAY) - REHABILITATE BRIDGE 150068 
OVER BOGUE SOUND. 
-B-5939: NC 58 - REHABILITATE BRIDGE 150006 OVER BOGUE SOUND. 

For maps of recommended projects and a full list of State Transportation Improvement Program 
(ST[P) projects in Carteret County, the Carteret County CTP and STiP can be found on the 
NCDOT websitc: https://connect.ncdoLgov/projects/planning/Pages/default.aspx 

Please coordinate with the Division 2 office for any impacts to the right-of-way or flow of traffic 
during construction. They can he reached at (252) 439-2800. 

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me at (919) 707-0979 or cbryant6@ncdot.gov. 

Mailing Address: 
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BRANCH 
1554 MAIL SERVICE CENTER 
RALEIGH, NC 27699-J554 

Telephone: (919) 707-0900 
Fax: (919) 733-9794 

Customer Service: 1-877-368-4968 

Website: www,ncdot.gov 

Location: 
1 SOUTH WILMINGTON STREET 

RALEIGH, NC 27601 



cc: John Rouse, PE, Division Engineer 
Reed Smith, PE, District Engineer 
Patrick Flanagan, Down East RPO Transportation Planner 



Coastal Management 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

July 17, 2017 

Colonel Robert Clark, Commander 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wilmington District 
69 Darlington Avenue 
Wilmington, NC 28403 

Attention: Mickey Sugg 

Dear Colonel Clark, 

ROY COOPER 
Governor 

MICHAEL S. REGAN 
Secretary 

BRAXTON C. DAVIS 
Director 

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality, Division of Coastal Management 
(DCM) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and supporting documents and 
appendices for the proposed 50- year Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment Plan. As 
described in the Draft EIS, Carteret County, NC is seeking Department of the Army authorization 
pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act to 
implement a comprehensive, long-term beach and inlet management plan for the protection of 
approximately 25 miles of shoreline on Bogue Banks. Concurrently, the Bureau of Ocean Energy 
and Management (BOEM) is evaluating a request from Carteret County for lease authorization 
pursuant to the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act to use outer continental shelf sand resources 
as a component of the proposed action. The applicant's request to implement along-term 
beach and inlet management project would require a NC Coastal Area Management Act 
(CAMA) Major Permit from DCM as well. Five alternatives were considered during the Draft EIS 
process, and the Preferred Alternative (Alternative #4) consists of beach nourishment and non­
structural management of Bogue Inlet. 

DCM appreciates the opportunity to continue to participate in the formulation of this project 
and offers the following comments on the Draft EIS and supporting documents: 

1) Pages 2-4 to 2-7 of the Draft EIS define "at risk" properties as those with seaward parcel 
boundaries within 25 feet of 2012 Mean High Water (MHW) line. However, page 20 of 
the Master Beach Nourishment Plan (MBNP) Summary Report indicates that SBEACH 
was run for the Level of Protection analysis using the most seaward line of development 
as digitized from 2011 aerial photography instead of the seaward parcel boundary. For 
consistency, the "at risk" properties as defined in the alternatives analysis could also use 
the most seaward line of development instead of the seaward parcel boundary. Page A­
II of Appendix J (Environmental Impact Summary Table) states that 226 oceanfront 

State of North Carolina I Environmental Quality I Coastal Management 
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structures on Bogue Banks are projected to be at risk over the next 50 years without 
implementing the preferred alternative, but it is unclear whether this number of "at 
risk" structures is based on the seaward parcel boundaries orthe seaward line of 
development. DCM believes the location of the actual development on a parcel is a 
better measure of risk than the seaward parcel boundary. 

2) Page 3-24; Table 3.5 of the Draft E15: The NC Technical Standards for Beach Fill Rules 
(Sediment Criteria) were recently revised to allow the granular fraction of the fill 
material to exceed the granular fraction of the native beach by 10%. Previously, the 
rules limited the granular fraction to 5% above the native beach. This needs to be 
corrected throughout the Final Geotechnical Report and other draft EIS appendices as 
well. 

3) Page 3-24; Table 3.5 of the Draft EIS: At the current Morehead City Harbor Ocean 
Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS), Mound ID 0-48 is very close to exceeding the 
NC Sediment Criteria for fine material. This small mound is also surrounded by vibracore 
locations with poor sand quality. It is recommended for additional vibracores to be 
obtained and analyzed before using material from this mound. 

4) Page 3-24; Table 3.5 of the Draft EIS: At Area y, Mound ID y-120 exceeds the NC 
Sediment Criteria for gravel. Page 38 of the MBNP Summary Report also states that 
"Vibracores V-120 and V-gO are 1000 feet apart and are located along a ridge; however, 
the sediment color is dark in color. This potential borrow area also exceeds the 
requirement set by NCAC for Gravel as shown in Table 3-20; therefore, would not be 
considered beach compatible." Page 25 of the Final Geotechnical Report also states that 
"an inspection of the samples shows that the gravel-sized material is smooth river rock, 
rather than shell, which is not desirable in placement on the beach." Due to 
incompatibility with native beach sediments, Mound ID Ye120 should be excluded from 
the proposed borrow areas. 

5) For Vibracores y-80/V-75, Page 22 of the Final Geotechnical Report states that 
"Although the characteristics of the upper layer in cores V-80/V-75 are defined herein, 
this area should be considered a low priority borrow area with a "C" ranking because 
there are insufficient vibracores to designate a reliable borrow area and most of the 
material appears to be of relatively poor quality." It is recommended for additional 
vibracores to be obtained and analyzed before using material from this mound. 

6) Page 3-27; Figure 3-8 ofthe Draft EIS: Within the proposed current ODMDS offshore 
borrow area, the small areas marked with a "c" to identify them as contingency borrow 
mounds do not have vibracore data. These small mounds should not be used without 
first obtaining vibracores and performing sediment analysis for each mound. 
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7) Pages 19-21 of the Final Geotechnical Report note that Mound 0-35 and Mound 0-46 

are considered "Lower Confidence Mounds." Additional vibracores should be obtained 

and analyzed before using material from these mounds. 

8) Page 33; Table 5.1 of the Final Geotechnical Report shows Mound 0-15 with a "B" 

ranking, indicating that additional vibracores should be obtained and analyzed before 

using material from this mound as well. 

9) Page 33, Table 5.1 of the Final Geotechnical Report (Appendix A) shows 0-48, the 

contingency mounds, and all of Area Y with a "c" ranking to indicate that these mounds 

are not recommended for use as a sand source for beach nourishment. Page 33 of the 

Cumulative Effects Statement (Appendix H) states that "Borrow Area Y and the ODMDS 

are the identified borrow sources for this project .... " Generally, the draft EIS and 

appendices need to be updated to clarify exactly which mounds and areas are being 

proposed for beach nourishment and where additional vi bra cores will be collected. 

10) For some portions of Bogue Banks, the return interval between nourishment events will 

be greater than 3 years, but in anticipation of storm events, the project impact will likely 

occur every 2-3 years. The Draft EIS cites previous studies which have shown that 

avoiding peak recruitment periods and placing highly-compatible sediment on the beach 

allows recovery of benthic invertebrates and beach infauna within a couple of years. 

Page A-l of the Environmental Impact Summary Table (Appendix J) also notes that 

"Although some overlap between the dredging footprints of successive events may 

occur, repeated dredging in the same footprint is not anticipated due to the relatively 

shallow and non-renewable nature of the deposits." Provided that peak recruitment 

periods are avoided, beach-compatible sand is placed on the beach, and dredging is 

performed as described in the Draft EIS, DCM believes that impacts to benthic 

invertebrates and beach infauna will be minimized. However, given the 50-year 

timeframe and scope of the proposed Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment Plan, 

DCM is interested in discussing with State and Federal resource agencies ways to 

monitor these relatively frequent impacts. 

11) Page 4-42; Table 4.8 of the Draft EIS: Since a portion of the project area is Piping Plover 

Wintering Critical Habitat (Unit ID NC-l0 Bogue Inlet) and all of Bogue Banks is 

designated Loggerhead Sea Turtle Terrestrial Critical Habitat (Unit ID LOGG-T-NC-Ol 

Bogue Banks), formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) will 

need to occur. It is our understanding that this consultation has commenced and is 

ongoing. 

12) Page 4-42; Table 4.8 of the Draft EIS: Since the nearshore ocean waters of the project 

area are designated as Loggerhead Sea Turtle Marine Nearshore Reproductive Critical 
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Habitat (Unit ID LOGG-N-03 Bogue Banks and Bear Island), formal consultation with 

NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA-NMFS) will need to occur. It is our 

understanding that this consultation has commenced and is ongoing. 

13) DCM has also reviewed the letter submitted by NOAA-NMFS, dated June 21, 2017, and 

agrees with their concerns about hard bottom habitat, particularly with regard to 

Borrow Area Y: ''The draft EIS suggests hardbottom habitats exist near the project area, 

especially the offshore borrow area located along Emerald Isle. It is likely these 

nearshore hardbottom habitats are ephemeral, meaning they are periodically covered 

and uncovered by natural sediment transport, and mapping across multiple 

seasons/years would be required to determine the exact location. The extent and 

complexity of these structural forms and their contributions to EFH within the project 

area should be more thoroughly described with mapping of hardbottom habitat 

neighboring the borrow area. Similarly, there are a number of artificial reef sites within 

the project area. The extent and complexity of these structural forms and their 

contributions to EFH within the project area should also be described. The NMFS 

believes dredging could significantly impact valuable hard bottom habitat and artificial 

reefs." Additionally, 15A NCAC 07H.0208(b)(12)(A)(iv) requires 500 meter separation 

between high relief hardbottom communities and areas of dredging. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIS for the proposed Bogue Banks Master 
Beach Nourishment Plan. While this long-term plan is somewhat unique from a permitting 
perspective, DCM is very supportive of this proactive regional approach to shoreline 
management. As the project comes closer to finalization, DCM would recommend a sit-down 
meeting between the applicant, the applicant's consultants, and the permit agencies (DCM, 
USACE, DWR, and BOEM) to map out and formalize the permit processes and timelines for both 
State and Federal permits. If you have any questions about these comments, please direct them 
to me at matthew.slagel@ncdenr.gov or (252) 808-2808 ext. 204. 

Sincerely, 

'1'f/JJhvu9 -~ 
Matthew J. Slagel 
Beach & Inlet Management Project Coordinator 
NC Division of Coastal Management 

cc: Dial Cordy & Associates, dyork@dialcordy.com 
NCDEQ, Lyn.Hardison@ncdenr.gov 
NCDCM, Doug.Huggett@ncdenr.gov 
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North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources 
State Historic Preservation Office 

Ramona M. Bartos, Administrator 
Governor Roy Cooper                             Office of Archives and History  

Secretary Susi H. Hamilton                                                      Deputy Secretary Kevin Cherry 

Location: 109 East Jones Street, Raleigh NC 27601     Mailing Address: 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617   Telephone/Fax: (919) 807-6570/807-6599 

 

June 8, 2017 

 

Mickey Sugg 

Wilmington Regulatory Field Office 

69 Darlington Avenue 

Wilmington, NC  28403 

 

Re: DEIS for Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment Project, SAW 2009-00293, Carteret County, 

 ER 10-0774 

Dear Mr. Sugg: 

We have received a public notice concerning the above project. 

We have conducted a review of the project and are aware of no historic resources which would be affected 

by the project. Therefore, we have no comment on the project as proposed. 

 

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 

CFR Part 800. 

 

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above comment, 

contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental review coordinator, at 919-807-6579 or 

environmental.review@ncdcr.gov. In all future communication concerning this project, please cite the 

above referenced tracking number. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Ramona M. Bartos 

 

 

 

mailto:environmental.review@ncdcr.gov
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