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Numb

Commenting

FEIS Revised to Address

) i Response to Comment
& Nature of Comment (Summary) Agency/Entity Comment Type Comment (Y/N) FEIS Section FEIS Page p
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 Noted. See response to ltem #2 below. The SBEACH analysis was completed to give the
(MHW) line. However, page 20 of the Master Beach Nourishment Plan Towns/County a sense of what level storm the existing beach profile provides protection for
(MBNP) Summary Report indicates that SBEACH was run for the Level currently (as well as what would have to be constructed to increase the storm level of protection)
1 of Protection analysis using the most seaward line of development as NCDCM At-Risk Properties Y 2 2-4t0 2-7 and to help select an economically viable storm level of protection to maintain as part of the
digitized from 2011 aerial photography instead of the seaward parcel Master Plan. More accurate analysis (documented in Iltem #2 below) were completed for the
boundary. For consistency, the "at risk" properties as defined in the remainder of the engineering and EIS documentation. The text on Pages 2-4 thru 2-7 was
alternatives analysis could also use the most seaward line of clarified.
development instead of the seaward parcel boundary.
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
Page A-11 of Appendix J (Environmental Impact Summary Table) states where renourishment might be placed over time. This provided the most accurate shoreline
that 226 oceanfront structures on Bogue Banks are projected to be at risk| recession rates for each alternative considered for the entirety of the Bogue Banks shoreline. As
over the next 50 years without implementing the preferred alternative, but for the use of the seaward boundary of the parcel to determine that a property was at risk, that
2 it is unclear whether this number of “at risk" structures is based on the NCDCM At-Risk Properties Y Appendix J A-11 decision was based on a couple of factors including: 1) it was used as a measurement as to when
seaward parcel boundaries or the seaward line of development. DCM oceanfront parcels and infrastructure may be vulnerable and, 2) it was simpler to identify and
believes the location of the actual development on a parcel is a better quantify in a GIS analysis. Based on other work completed using SBEACH to evaluate storm
measure of risk than the seaward parcel boundary. 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.
Page 3-24; Table 3.5 of the Draft EIS: The NC Technical Standards for Noted. The corrections were not completed as the change of within 10% of native material was
Beach Fill Rules (Sediment Criteria) were recently revised to allow the less restrictive than the previous criteria of within 5%. Many of the documents were created by
lar fraction of the fill material to exceed the granular fraction of the . - others a number of years ago and original non-pdf files are not available and many of these
3 granu ! ! Y . Y ginal n¢ ) - /
native beach by 10%. Previously, the rules limited the granular fraction NCDCM NC Sediment Criteria 3 324 people and companies are no longer in business. Discussions with NCDCM, NMFS, and USACE
to 5% above the native beach. This needs to be corrected throughout staff on July 24, 2017 confirmed that revision within the EIS itself would be adequate given these
the Final Geotechnical Report and other draft EIS appendices as well constraints.
Page 3-24; Table 3.5 of the Draft EIS: At the current Morehead City Noted. _Whlle close_ to the crlterl_a for fines, the results do meet th_e criteria for that O-48. A review
N " N of the vibracores, pictures and sieve analyses were conducted with NCDCM, NMFS, and USACE
Harbor Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS), Mound ID O-48 . . N
. . N L : - . " staff on July 24, 2017. At the end of this meeting it was agreed the 0-48 mound was compatible
4 is very close to exceeding the NC Sediment Criteria for fine material. NCDCM Sediment Quality Y 3 3-24 o . - "
. N " . and that additional testing would not be mandatory. Additional testing may be completed at the
This small mound is also surrounded by vibracores to be obtained and -~ L . N . w N "
: . : owner's discretion if timing works out to combined with other testing for "lower confidence" and
analyzed before using material from this mound. N : "
contingency” mounds.
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 Noted. A review of some of the vibracores, pictures and sieve analyses were completed with
P: € ' along a ridge, : ‘ NCDCM, NMFS, and USACE staff on July 24, 2017. At the end of this meeting it was agreed the
dark in color. This potential borrow area also exceeds the requirement N
. N Y-120/Y-90 borrow area was beach compatible and the gravel % had been extremely
set by NCAC for Gravel as shown in Table 3-20; therefore, would not be . . . . . .
5 ) S . . NCDCM Sediment Quality Y 3 3-24 overestimated based on a sample from a 4 inch section of the Y-120 vibracore. Color was also
considered beach compatible." Page 25 of the Final Geotechnical " . N
- X agreed as compatible based on a review of the pictures. The subcontractor that completed the
Report also states that "an inspection of the samples shows that the . N N . . N
y s - L work was based in Florida which has much tighter color and compatibility requirements than NC
gravel-sized material is smooth river rock, rather than shell, which is not N : L .
N N " N YRR N and it was agreed that the subcontractor was overstating potential issues due to this fact.
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.
Noted. A review of the vibracores, pictures and sieve analyses were conducted with NCDCM,
For Vibracores Y-80/Y-75, Page 22 of the Final Geotechnical Report NMFS, and USACE staff on July 24, 2017. At the end of this meeting it was agreed the Y-70/80
states that "Although the characteristics of the upper layer in cores Y- borrow was beach compatible and met NC Sediment Criteria requirements. Color was also agreed
80/Y-75 are defined herein, this area should be considered a low priority Aopendix A - to be compatible based on a review of the pictures. The subcontractor that completed the work
6 borrow area with a "C" ranking because there are insufficient vibracores NCDCM Sediment Quality N ppen N/A was based in Florida which has much tighter color and compatibility requirements than NC and it
: N N Geotechnical Report : o . :
to designate a reliable borrow area and most of the material appears to was agreed that the subcontractor was overstating potential issues due to this fact. However, it
be of relatively poor quality.” It is recommended for additional vibracores was agreed the boundary of the borrow area would be revised to account for the 500 meter
to be obtained and analyzed before using material from this mound. 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.
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 Noted. At the July 24, 2017 meeting with NCDCM, NMFS, and USACE staff, it was agreed that
7 identify them as contingency borrow mounds do not have vibracore data. NCDCM Sediment Quality Y 3 3-27 additional vibracores would be collected at these mounds and verified for compatibility before use
These small mounds should not be used without first obtaining for beach renourishment.
vibracores and performina sediment analysis for each mound.
;ﬁenz ]E)g-fé:rfettzEzljae!rgseltsvaz':Iéiln?cjeps?enl\jt:utnh;; !\,miudnddmc;f’asl and Appendix A - Noted. At the July 24, 2017 meeting with NCDCM, NMFS, and USACE staff, it was agreed that
8 N NCDCM Sediment Quality N PP N/A additional vibracores would be collected at these mounds and verified for compatibility before use

vibracores should be obtained and analyzed before using material from
these mounds.

Geotechnical Report

for beach renourishment.

“Agency comments have been summarized. Please refer to individual agency letters for full content.
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Page 33; Table 5.1 of the Final Geotechnical Report shows Mound O-15

Appendix 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

9 with a "B" ranking, indicating that additional vibracores should be NCDCM Sediment Quality . N/A mound was compatible and that additional testing would not be mandatory. Additional testing may
h . N N Geotechnical Report e PR " . N "
obtained and analyzed before using material from this mound as well. be completed at the owner's discretion if timing works out to combined with other testing for "lower

confidence” and “contingency" mounds.
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 Noted. All mounds and areas denoted as beach compatible will ultimately be utilized for the
source for beach nourishment. Page 33 of the Cumulative Effects project. As stated in comment responses above, for areas denoted at "lower confidence" or
10 Statement (Appendix H) states that "Borrow Area Y and the ODMDS are NCDCM Sediment Quality 5 33 “contingency" mounds, additional vibracoring and testing will be completed to verify compatibility
the identified borrow sources for this project..." Generally, the draft EIS before use for beach renourishment projects as agreed to at the July 24, 2017 meeting with
and appendices need to be updated to clarify exactly which mounds and NCDCM, NMFS, and USACE staff.
areas are being proposed for beach nourishment and where additional
vibracores will be collected.
For some portions of Bogue Banks, the return interval between
nourishment events VY'” b_e greatervthvan 3 years, but in anticipation of As described in the Final EIS, all sand placement, dredging, and associated construction activities
storm events, the project impact will likely occur every 2-3 years. The - " . " N
" . " . o will adhere to a 16 November to 30 April environmental dredging window. Sand placement
Draft EIS cites previous studies which have shown that avoiding peak . . : L N . N
h : N N . " operations would avoid peak spring benthic invertebrate recruitment periods in NC [May through
recruitment periods and placing highly-compatible sediment on the beach . . N h : .
e N A September (Hackney et al. 1996, Diaz 1980, Reilly and Bellis 1978)]; thereby reducing the duration
allows recovery of benthic invertebrates and beach infauna within a . . ? . L o 4
N of direct impacts on intertidal beach benthic infaunal communities that constitute the prey-base for
couple of years. Page A-1 of the Environmental Impact Summary Table . N . N N
. " demersal surf zone fishes. The use of only sand that is compatible with the native beach would
(Appendix J) also notes that "Although some overlap between the . . . . y o L
dredging footprints of successive events may occur. repeated dredgin reduce the extent and duration of direct impacts on intertidal beach benthic infaunal communities,
11 dredging prints of L Yy » rep! aing NCDCM Environmental Monitoring N/A N/A thereby reducing the extent and duration of indirect prey-base effects on surf zone fishes. The 50-
in the same footprint is not anticipated due to the relatively shallow and . N ) N o
s . N year project would employ a recurring cycle of nourishment events to continuously maintain beach
non-renewable nature of the deposits.” Provided that peak recruitment " N
N . . N profile sand volumes along the managed reaches at a 25-year Level of Protection (LOP). The
periods are avoided, beach-compatible sand is placed on the beach, and . . ! . .
S . B " three management reaches are projected to require recurring maintenance nourishment to offset
dredging is performed as described in the Draft EIS, DCM Believes that . . N . "
N L . - N background erosion at approximate intervals of three (Emerald Isle East) and six (Pine Knoll
impacts to benthic invertebrates and beach infauna will be minimized. " -

N . Shores and Indian Beach/Salter Path) years. Additional sand placement would be conducted to

However, given the 50-year timeframe and scope of the proposed Bogue N -
N Ao A > address storm-related losses, resulting in some accelerated nourishment cycles for the managed
Banks Master Beach Nourishment Plan, DCM is interested in discussing !
) N " reaches over the 50-year project.
with State and Federal resource agencies ways to monitor these
relatively frequent impacts.
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,
Page 4-42; Table 4.8 of the Draft EIS: Since a portion of the project area responsible for preparing a Biological Assessment (BA), described the status of listed species
is Piping Plover Wintering Critical Habitat (Unit ID NC-10 Bogue Inlet) within the action area and presented their determinations as to whether or not the proposed action
and all of Bogue Banks is designated Loggerhead Sea Turtle Terrestrial is likely to adversely affect each listed species. The USACE and BOEM consolidated their efforts
12 Critical Habitat (Unit ID LOGG-T-NC-01 Bogue Banks), formal NCDCM Section 7 Consultation 1 1-12 into a single BA submitted to both the USFWS and NMFS on September 12, 2017. Submittal of
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) will need to the BA initiated formal Section 7 consultation, and both agencies are currently reviewing the BA
occur. Itis our understanding that this consultation has commenced and under their purview to determine compliance pursuant to the Endangered Species Act. The
is ongoing. 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.
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 . .
13 N . . . - .
Banks and Bear Island), formal consultation with NOAA's National Marine NCDCM Section 7 Consultation 1 112 See above response to comment #12
Fisheries Service (NOAA-NMFS) will need to occur. Itis our
understandina that this consultation has commenced and is onaoina.
DCM has also reviewed the letter submitted by NOAA-NMFS, dated June
21, 2017, and agrees with their concerns about hardbottom habitat,
particularly with vregard Fo Borrow AreavY: The draft E!S suggests EFH consultation was formally initiated with NMFS on January 18, 2018, that included the
hardbottom habitats exist near the project area, especially the offshore : . N
o submittal of an EFH Assessment also addressing hardbottom resources in Borrow Area Y. The
borrow area located along Emerald Isle. It is likely these nearshore o N e
" N L proposed Area Y 90/120 borrow site is separated from the nearest identified hardbottom feature by
hardbottom habitats are ephemeral, meaning they are periodically : P . y N
N ? a distance of ~1000 meters, thus indicating that dredging operations at the Y-90/120 site would not|
covered and uncovered by natural sediment transport, and mapping - g N . "

N N . have any direct, indirect, or cumulative effects on hardbottom habitats or associated federally
across multiple seasons/years would be required to determine the exact . h  th ite. th . o "
location. The extent and complexity of these structural forms and their " managed species. _In ! € case 0 the Y-75/80 borrow S.”e’.[ © -80 "'b'ac"fe pointis exactly 500

14 - . 5 NCDCM Hardbottom Habitat Impacts 4,5 4-11; 5-20 m from the nearest identified hardbottom feature, thus indicating that a portion of the borrow site
contributions to EFH within the project area should be more thoroughly - s N
" N . " . . could potentially fall just inside the 500 m buffer. Use of the Area Y-75/80 borrow sites would
described with mapping of hardbottom habitat neighboring the borrow . s L A " .
s e s o require additional geotechnical investigations to verify that no hardbottom features are present in
area. Similarly, there are a number of artificial reef sites within the N N o . .
N . the proposed dredging footprint or within 500-m of the proposed dredging footprint. These
project area. The extent and complexity of these structural forms and . I X L X
: - o 4 investigations would also be used to determine specific pipeline placement corridors for the
their contributions to EFH within the project area should also be h N .
. . . Co . conveyance of dredge material onto the beach and would be conducted prior to any dredging and
described. The NMFS believes dredging could significantly impact beach nourishment involving the use of the two borrow sites in Area Y.
valuable hardbottom habitat and artificial reefs." Additionally, 15A NCAC 9 :
07H.0208(b)(12)(A)(iv) requires 500 meter separation between high relief
hardbottom communities and areas of dredging.
The EPA recommends adding language to the Executive Summary of the
15 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) that identifies the Bureau EPA Cooperating Agency Executive Summary N/A Text has been revised to include BOEM as a cooperating agency in the Executive Summary.

of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) as a cooperating agency on this
proposed action

“Agency comments have been summarized. Please refer to individual agency letters for full content.
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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

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

1 i i i i ildli i N/A - N " L . N N
6 Fisheries Serylce. (NMFS) andvthe us F|§h and Wildlife (USFWS) on the EPA Threatened and Endangered Species N/A / finalized prior to any permit decision. The USACE and BOEM will continue to consult with the FW'S
proposed project's impact on listed species. The EPA recommends that and NMFS throughout the proiect permitting process.
consultations be completed by the release of the FEIS, and that all 9 project p 9p )
project impacts to federally-listed species and any required mitigation be
fully disclosed in the FEIS
The Applicant is seeking a 50-year authorization pursuant to Section 10
of the B!vers ?‘”d Harpprs Actand Section 404 O.f [he Clean WatervAct Noted. The USACE and BOEM have discussed the need for periodic interagency reviews of
(CWA); including additional State/Federal authorizations and permits. o N N . .
. . : . project impacts, construction activities, placement volumes and thresholds. Pending any issuance
The EPA is concerned that such a long duration can involve a substantial b . . I .
N . . . N N . N of a permit, an adaptive management plan will be built into the process for future project requests.
risk for increases in environmental impacts during this extended period . . . . . A . . e . .
N N . Permit Duration and Adaptive Prior to implementing any single construction event, a notification request will be required and
17 of time. Due to the potential uncertainty, the EPA recommends EPA N/A N/A e . N N
N N N " N Management such notification would be coordinated with appropriate Federal and State resource and
consideration of a more typical permit duration (e.g., 30-year) and N . IR N N
h 3 s Pt . L . Regulatory agencies. During these notification reviews, past unforeseen impacts and
inclusion of permit conditions that require periodic interagency reviews of . N . 3 . . y .
N N N S I O circumstances will be reviewed and considered prior to authorizing the construction event. Special
projected impacts, construction activities, and mitigation activities at least] N - - y N -
. N . permit conditions and requirements will be included as needed and determined.
every 5 years. The EPA also recommends consideration of an adaptive
manaaement plan that addresses future proiect impacts and potential
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 |den?|f|ed contributing to another 1.4-1.7 MCY loss per storm. . Noted. The FEIS has been revised to provide more discussion from the Engineering Report of
18 Accounting for background losses, storm events, and projected sea-level EPA Erosion/Sand Loss Rates 2 2-7 how the estimates were developed
rise, the applicant predicts Bogue Banks will require 46.8-51.6 MCY over ped.
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
enaineerina report be appropriatelv cited in the main text of the FEIS.
The EPA notes that several of the alternatives contemplate the use of
material from two offshore ODMDS sites (current and historic ODMDS Potential environmental impacts associated with dredging the ODMDS are described within
sites). Itis our understanding that material to be mined at the ODMDS Chapter 5 - Environmental Consequences under each Alternative, specifically Marine Benthic
has been evaluated for appropriateness for use as beach fill. However, Communities - Soft Bottom. Within the target borrow areas of the ODMDS, it is anticipated that
the EPA has environmental concerns regarding the potential impact of the benthic community, and fish species that utilize these areas, are similar to the adjacent
mining at historic sites. ODMDS sites that have not been active for undisturbed surrounding areas, and potential impacts to the ODMDS sites have been evaluated as
19 several years can become biologically significant. The EPA EPA Use of Material from ODMDS N/A N/A such. The evaluation of potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts follow similar
recommends additional discussion be included in the FEIS on potential assessments for previous projects using these sites as a sand source. These project include the
environmental impacts associated with mining dredged materials from 2013 Post-Hurricane Irene Renourishment Project, which dredged approximately 992,000 cy of
the ODMDS sites. Proposed mining activities should also be coordinated material from the ODMDS, the 2004 Post-Hurricane Isabel Project and the 2007 Post-Hurricane
with the Ocean, Wetlands and Streams Protection Branch at the EPA Ophelia sand replenishment project where all these projects placed sand on adjacent beaches
Region 4 Office and with the Wilmington District Corps officials along Bogue Banks.
responsible for the ODMDS site desianation.
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
20 (Section 4.4.2 of the DEIS). The EPA understands that the Applicant EPA Hardbottom Areas N/A N/A See previous response to comment #14.
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
languade regardina avoidance of hardbottom areas be clearly outlined in
The EPA notes the extensive discussion provided in Section 4.8 of the
DEIS on cultural, historic, and archaeological resources in the project The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) provided a letter in response to the DEIS on June
area. Most of this information comes from previous studies and Cultural, Historic, and Archaeological 8,2017. The SHPO indicated they are not aware of any historic resources that would be affected
21 environmental documents for projects in the study area. The EPA EPA ! Res:ources 9 1 1-14 by the project. Therefore, the SHPO had no comment on the project as proposed. Consultation
recommends that updated consultation efforts with the State Historic with SHPO would be reinitiated if new information is submitted by their office or there are findings
Preservation Office and any required mitigation for the project be of any unknown resources identified or discovered prior to or during construction.
included and addressed in the FEIS. and in the final permit. as
The: NMFS has _bt_aen act_lve_zly involved throu_ghout fo(mulauon of this Informal consultation has been ongoing through the PRT meetings and other channels of
project and participated in interagency scoping meetings on September o ¥ Ny —
30, 2010 and March 8, 2011. The NMFS commented on impacts of communication. The USACE and BOEM are responsible for assessing the effects of their actions
dréd ing offshore borrvow sités monitoring recovery of borrgw sites and and prepared an EFH Assessment report that describes the affected resources, anticipated
22 9ing ! 9 Y NMFS Consultation History 1 1-13 impacts, and any measures that were incorporated to mitigate EFH impacts. The USACE 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.

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.
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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

NUEU. TTTE CFTT TCOTPUTates COMSEIvVauon MEasuTes 10 TEUUTE TPacts MICTunTyg ) Al Sarta
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-|

23 . N N - - NMFS Consultation History N/A N/A out station anchor point locations and sand delivery pipeline routes would be evaluated for the
project and did not provide EFH conservation recommendations, the . N . o
- presence of hardbottom habitats. Prior to offshore dredging within Y-75/80 of Borrow Area Y
NMFS made several requests. The NMFS requested the Wilmington . - N - .
L o N N geotechnical investigations will be conducted to verify that no hardbottom features are present in
District (1) adhere to seasonal restrictions for dredging to reduce impacts A N o . .
N " s the proposed dredging footprint or within 500-m of the proposed dredging footprint. All
to EFH and vulnerable life stages of federally managed fishery species, N I | . s . N
N N investigation results will be coordinated with NMFS and other Federal and State agencies to verify
and (2) develop best management practices for dredging offshore borrow . - . . -
areas to facilitate rapid recovery of the benthic community. 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.
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 Noted. The FEIS acknowledges these resources, any location within the permit area, and the
2u inlets, nearshore live/hardbottom, SAV, and oysters as Habitat Areas of NMES Essential Fish Habitat within the N/A N/A potential effects that each alternative will have on these resources. Additionally, specific to the
Particular Concern under the fishery management plans for shrimp, Project Area applicant's proposal, a separate EFH Assessment was prepared and submitted to NMFS on
snapper/grouper complex, and coastal migratory pelagic species January 18, 2018 for further evaluation pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevenson Act.
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/).
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 Noted. It should be acknowledged that the compilation of the EIS included input from various
species affected. Much of the discussion on the affected environment Federal and State resource agencies throughout the past years of project review. Science based
(Section 4) is based on summary documents prepared for purposes other data and information from those agencies were appropriately used throughout the document. For
than the Applicant’s project. For example, the North Carolina Coastal . . the use of the CHP Plan and the USACE 2014 Final EIS, information within these documents
25 NMFS Literature Review N/A N/A

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.

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)



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

FEIS has been updated to provide additional description of hardbottoms and describes measures

2 N N 4-11; 5-21 S . Ny
6 the exact location. The extent and complexity of these structural forms NMFS Hardbottom Impacts 45 520 to reduce potential impacts to hardbottom habitats. See also previous comment #14.
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.
Entire document. Many ?f. the maps are dlmc"”.[ to r_ead and interpret. The . Noted. The USACE website publication standards require a reduction in resolution to reduce file
27 NMFS recommends revisions focus on producing high-resolution figures NMFS EIS Formatting ALL ALL N . . N " I
and maps size. The USACE will evaluate this process to ensure resolution of figures are maintained.
Chapter 1, Introduction. The use of “Study Area”, “Project Area”, and
“Permit Area” is confusing for the reader as it is not consistent through N Definitions of Study Area and Permit Area has been included. A review of the entire EIS will be
28 N N - . NMFS Study Area Definition 1 1-3 R N
the draft EIS. Perhaps the delineations and definitions should receive conducted to ensure language is consistent.
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 fof nqurlshmenl and maintenance events. Additionally, Noted. The EIS has been revised to incorporate and explain the methodology followed in the
the EIS includes a citation for sea level rise modeling and reference to N . . . .
N N . Engineering Report more completely. The EIS will be revised to include language that the current
Engineer Circular 1165-2-212 USACE [U.S. Army Corps of Engineers] o . : : : o
A : . 5 . projections are based on the mid or intermediate sea level rise projection as recommended by the
guidance for incorporating effects of projected future sea level change in N N
. . N n . USACE. If future sea level measurements depart from the recommended projection, revised
the engineering, planning, design, and management of USACE projects. N . .
" " : . estimates can and will be developed at a later date as the Master Plan is updated. A check was
29 The referenced circular expired September 30, 2013. To incorporate the NMFS Sea Level Rise 2 2-7 N X N N .
. S . . made using the new guidance and the SLR curves were identical. Therefore, the previous
direct and indirect physical effects of projected future sea level change - N . ™ B N L
N . ) N . projections are still valid. Additionally, it should be acknowledged that the ER guidance is intended
on design, construction, operation, and maintenance of coastal projects, . ! N N ) 3 B
N N N N 3 for federally designed projects, which are contingent on a cost to benefit ratio analysis, and not
USACE provided guidance in the form of Engineer Regulation, ER 1100- . . N y
N . . specifically for use in the Regulatory Program for evaluating permits. However, aspects of the
2-8162, and Engineer Technical Letter 1100-2-1. Accordingly, three uidance have been utilized when appropriate
estimates are required by the updated guidance; a baseline (or “low") 9 pprop :
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 EIS clarify models of sea level rise and
add the additional volumes to the total for each alternative, as
appropriate.
30 Chapter 3. The NVMFS is pleas_ed that_ the preferred alternative does not NMES Terminal Groin N/A N/A Noted.
include construction of a terminal groin
Chapter 4, Table 4.1. Many of the biotic communities in the permit area
31 are categories of EFH. Oyster reefs and hardbottom communities could NMFS Essential Fish Habitat 4 4-3 Table 4.1 has been revised to include the recommended additional EFH habitats.
be included with Table 4.1.
Chapter 4-11, paragraph two. The NMFS believes dredging could Noted. As described earlier, all Conservation Measures to avoid and minimize hardbottom habitats
32 significantly impact hardbottom within the borrow area and artificial reefs NMES Hardbottom Impacts 6 65 will be employed prior to any proposed dredging activities within Borrow Area Y. Additionally,
neighboring the borrow area. These sites are known to support flounder, P further investigations will take place within Area Y-75/80 of Borrow Area Y to ensure hardbottoms
black sea bass, and other species among the snapper-grouper complex. are avoided and proper buffer zones are incorporated.
33 Chapte_r4,_F|gure_4_.2. Recommend including insets of maps (o increase NMFS EIS Formatting 4 4-4 Figure 4.2 has been revised accordingly.
resolution in specific areas (e.g., Bogue Inlet, Emerald Isle).
Chapter 4, Figure .4'4' Recommen_d using hlg_her resolution maps or . The data contained within Figure 4.4 is the property of NCDMF and cannot be revised. Best
34 insets of maps to increase resolution in specific areas (e.g., borrow area). NMFS EIS Formatting 4 4-13 . . A
. . N available data has been used to depict regional hardbottom data.
Recommend including site of borrow area on map.
Chapter 4, Figure 4.5. To assess possible far-field and cumulative of
35 dredging effects on hardbottom, the NMFS recommends that hardbottom NMES Hardbottom Areas 4 414 Figure 4.5 depicts hardbottom within 1,000 m of Borrow Area Y and is included in Section 4 -

maps be produced to indicate hardbottom within 1,000 meters of the
borrow area.

Affected Environment.

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




36 Chapter 4, Figure 4.6: Label artificial reef sites accordingly. NMFS EIS Formatting 4 4-15 Figure 4.6 has been revised accordingly.
Chapter 4-38, paragraph two. Define EFH or revise sentence. Atlantic
37 Red Drum is not managed under the Magnuson-Stevens Act and, NMFS Essential Fish Habitat 4 38 Text has been revised accordingly.
accordingly, lacks EFH designations under the Act.
Chapter 5. The NMFS appreciates the project including a work
38 moratonum from 1 May throggh 15 November tq minimize enwronmemal NMES Environmental Dredging Window N/A N/A Noted.
impacts and provide protections for seasonal migrations of fish and
protected species (i.e., sturgeon, sea turtles).
39 Chapter 2, page 2-7: The first two paragraphs appear to need re- le] EIS Formatting 2 2-7 Noted. All formatting corrected.
formatting.
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 Noted. The EIS has been revised to incorporate and explain the methodology followed in the
potential sea level changes, these future losses over 50 years increase Engineering Report more completely. The EIS includes language that the current projections are
40 to 46.8 to 51.6 Mcy.... the additional need to account for potential sea DOI Sea Level Rise 3 3-22 based on the mid or intermediate sea level rise projection as recommended by the USACE. If
level change would be 1,825,000 cv. equating to 46.8 to 51.6 Mcy.” It future sea level measurements depart from the recommended projection, revised estimates can
does not appear that the additional sand volumes needed over to and will be developed at a later date as the Master Plan is updated.
account for potential sea level rise have been incorporated into the
tables in this Chapter. We recommend that the EIS clarify this point, and
add the additional volumes to the total for each alternative, as
appropriate.
Ch?p‘er 3, throughout: The figures, particularly in this section, are very . . Noted. The USACE website publication standards require a reduction in resolution to reduce file
41 difficult to read. We recommend that larger scale maps be provided, and DOI Figure Resolution 3 ALL N . . N N L
N size. The USACE will evaluate this process to ensure resolution of figures are maintained.
that the text and figures be made less fuzzy.
Chapter 3, page 3-13: At the bottom of the page, an extra word . ) )
42 T . DOI Language 3 3-13 The text and formatting has been revised accordingly.
(“maintained”). It appears that this word should be deleted. guag 9 y
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
roposals include relocating Bogue Inlet only when needed to )
43 prop 9 B0y Y . . DOI Inlet Habitat Impacts N/A N/A Noted.
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.
Chapter 4, throughout: Again, the figures and accompanying text in this
a4 section are difficult to read, and in some cases illegible. The Department Dol Figure Resolution 4 Al Noted. The USACE website publication standards require a reduction in resolution to reduce file
recommends that larger-scale maps be provided and that the text and 9 size. The USACE will evaluate this process to ensure resolution of figures are maintained.
figures be made less fuzzy.
Chapter 4: The Department recommends that the Corps and applicant
investigate whether the soon-to-be-final Statewide Programmatic The SPBO was finalized on August 2017. During consultation with the USFWS, the Service
Biological Opinion (SPBO) for Sand Placement projects can expedite . . . N .
3 ; 5 concurred with the use of the SPBO during single nourishment events, provided all the terms and
Section 7 ESA consultation for the proposed project. We note that the . . o N o N . N
45 N N . DOI Section 7 Consultation N/A N/A conditions are followed. For the dredging within Bogue Inlet, the Service will be preparing separate
draft SPBO does not consider or cover effects to species from dredging. 3 . ey N . .
o . h h conservation measures. If inlet conditions arise at the time of dredging where the measures are
Therefore, additional consultation may be required for impacts to not practicable for the applicant, consultation will be reinitiated.
intertidal habitats from inlet dredging due to potential impacts to the P PP ' )
piping plover and red knot.
46 Chapter 4, Page 4-5 7: Please correct the language on this page to note DOI Endangered Species 4 57 Text has been revised accordingly.

the two Dare County records for hawksbill sea turtle nests in 2015.

*Agency comments have been summarized. Please refer to individual agency letters for full content.

(Cells highlighted in yellow not within current POS)




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
47 20th century trend is extrapolated through 2045 to approximately eight DOI Sea Level Rise 5 5-46, 5-48 Text has been revised accordingly.
feet under a high greenhouse gas emissions scenario (NC Science
Panel 2015).” The Department suggests revising “feet” in these two
sentences to “inches.”
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 Be_aufort, North Carolina over the next 30 years (by Noted. The EIS has been revised to incorporate and explain the methodology followed in the
2045) of 3.2 to 7.5 inches. We acknowledge that the February 7, 2014 Engi . . o
. . . X y . ngineering Report more completely. The EIS includes language that the current projections are
Draft Engineering Report provides information on the historic level of sea H . . ) Lo
s . . N N . based on the mid or intermediate sea level rise projection as recommended by the USACE. If
48 level rise in the area, and also predicts relative sea level rise using the DOI Sea Level Rise 5 5-46, 5-48 - - N
o~ L future sea level measurements depart from the recommended projection, revised estimates can
Corps’ Guidance on Sea Level Change (EC 1165-2-212). Additional . N .

N A and will be developed at a later date as the Master Plan is updated. Additionally, reference
volumes of sand needed to address potential sea level rise are also response to comment #17 as it relates to the notification process and adaptive management plan.
provided in the February 7, 2014 draft Engineering Report. Chapter 2, P P! P! 9 pian.
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.

If any sand placement is to occur prior to November 1st or after March Noted. The Master Plan, as described in the FEIS, is requesting that all dredging/nourishment

31st, it is requested that our office be notified immediately by the . . . activities be allowed from November 16 - April 30 for each calendar year. Notification prior to any
49 ! . ! ! N/A N N . . N y .

applicant and/or the dredging contractor so that appropriate public NCDMF Environmental Dredging Window NIA single event will be given to the USACE and NCDCM, whom will coordinate with the appropriate

notification can occur. Federal and State resource agencies, such as NCDMF.

Fifteen sites were identified within one mile of the project. The Noted. After review of the list provu_jed by NCDWM, none gf the pr_oposed sedlmen} sources are

Superfund Section recommends that site files be reviewed to ensure that expected to be affected. However, if an upland borrow pit is used in the future, additional testing
50 pertur . . . . . NCDWM Construction Management N/A N/A for sediment compatibility will already be completed. As part of this additional testing, a check of

appropriate precautions are incorporated into any construction activities . N S ) )

N y . its location versus the Waste Management website will be completed and sediment/water quality
that encounter potentially contaminated soil or groundwater. N . S
testing will be completed at this time as needed.

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

facility permitted by the Division. The Section strongly recommends that Section of implementation of the Master Plan.

the USACE require all contractors to provide proof of proper disposal for

all generated waste to permitted facilities

A query of the NCNHP database indicates that there are records for rare Noted. A comprehensive review of the potentially affected_speues and biotic communities w!lhln

S0 s . the Study Area was conducted in Chapter 4 - Affected Environment of the FEIS. These species
52 species, important natural communities, natural areas, or NCNHP Affected Environment N/A N/A s ™ ! N . .
. o 5 and biotic communities were described in detail based on feedback through the PRT scoping
conservation/managed areas within the proposed project boundary. process

“Agency comments have been summarized. Please refer to individual agency letters for full content.
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United States Department of the Interior  taxe prioe:

INAMERICA
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 EIS 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. | can be reached on (404) 331-4524 or via email at

joyce stanley@ios.doi.gov.

CC:

Sincerely,

Joyce Stanley, MPA
Regional Environmental Officer

Christine Willis - FWS
Michael Norris - USGS
Anita Barnett — NPS
Chester McGhee — BIA
William Brown - BOEM
Tommy Broussard — BSEE
OEPC - WASH
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JUN 26 2011

Mr. Mickey Sugg

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Division

68 Darlington Avenue
Wilmington, North Carolina 28403

Re: EPA Review Comments on Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, North 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 Army 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. Concurrently, 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.”' The EPA understands that the USACE and the
BOEM have determimed that the proposed federal action requires an environmental impact statement to
determine the potential impacts on environmental resoutces and a number of federally-listed threatened
and endangered species. The Applicant’s proposal was also coordinated with the towns of Atlantic
Beach, Pine Knoll Shores, Indian 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 mtended 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.”? Implementation of Bogue
Banks Master Beach Nourishment Plan has been identified in the DEIS as the Applicant’s preferred
alternative. The preferred alternative includes beach nourishment and non-structural Bogue Inlet
management activities. The EPA has provided detailed technical cornments on the DELS 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” (Environmental Concerns and Request for Additional
Information). Qur environmental concerns are primarily based on the proposed permit duration and the
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use of materials 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,
Chicf of the NEPA Program Office at (404) 562:9512 or by email at Militscher.chris@epa.gov or

Mr. Dan Holliman at (404) 562-9531 or by email at holliman.daniel{@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

[ e

(3. Alan Farmer
Director
Resource Conservation and Restoration Division

- Enclosure



Enclosure
Technical Comments and Recommendations
Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment 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 Final Environmental Impact

Statement (FEIS) that identifies the Bureau 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 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 (NMFES)
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.

Permit Duration and Adaptive Management
The Applicant is secking 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 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 petiodic 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 future project impacts and potential mitigation failures. '

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

report be appropriately cited in the main text of the FEIS.

Use of Material from Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS)

The EPA notes that several of the alternatives contemplate the use of matetial 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
Wiimington 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 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., 1I5A 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 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 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 appropriate,




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Southeast Regional Office

263 13th Avenue South

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701-5505

hitp://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov

June 21, 2017 F/ISER47: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




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’lhms/).

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



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.



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 EIS 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.



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,

-
)

£/ 2’ / ////
au é{/’,fé./;’/\

[ 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 ADMINISTRATION

Roy Coorer MACHELLE SANDERS
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

May 24, 2017

Mr. Mickey Sugg

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
Wilmington District

69 Darlington Avenue
Wilmington, North Carolina 28403

Re:  SCH File # 17-E-0800-0433; DEIS for the Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment
Project with plans to implement a long term management plan to provide shoreline
protection aleng the approx. 25 mile Bogue Banks barrier island.

Dear Mr. Sugg:

The above referenced environmental impact information has been submitted to the State
Clearinghouse under the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act. According to
(G.8. 113A-10, when a state agency 1s required to prepare an environmental document under the
provisions of federal law, the environmental 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 environmental review documents are prepared for this project, they should be
forwarded to this office for intergovernmental review.

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

incerely,
Sl "Rank
Crystal Best

State Environmental Review Clearinghouse

Attachments
cc: Region P

Mailing Address! Telephone: (919) 807-2425 Location:
NC DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION Fax: (919) 733-9571 116 WEST JONES STREET
1301 MAIL SERVICE CENTER COURIER #31-01-00 RALEIGH, NORTH CAROLINA
RALEIGH, NC 27659-1301 Email: state.clearinghouse@doa.ne.gov

Website: wrarw ncad i ne goy
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MEMORANDUM

Ta: Crystal Best
State Clearinghouse Coordinator
Department of Administration

FROM: Lyn Hardison Lﬁ?é/

Division of Environmental Assistance and Customer Service
Permit Assistance & Project Review Coordinator
Washington Regional Office

RE: 17-0433
Draft Environmental Impact Statement — DEIS for the Bogue Banks Master Beach
Nourishment Project with pians to implement a long-term management plan to
provide shoreline protection along 25-miles Bogue Banks Barrier 1sland.
Carteret County

Date: May 22, 2017
The Department of Environmental Quality has reviewed the proposal for the referenced project. Based
on the information provided, several of cur 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

Staee of Worth Caroling § Bovirenwicntal Qualiy
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MICHAEL 5. REGAN

Secrefary

Marine fishetles BRAXTON C. DAVIS
May 17, 2017
MEMORANDUM
TO: Lyn Hardison

Environmental Assistance and SEPA Coordinator

FROM: Andrew Haines
Environmental Program Supervisor

THROUGH: Shannen Jenkins
Shellfish Sanitaticn & Recreaticnal Water Quality Saction Chief

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

According to the plan presented within this draft EIS, piacement of dredged
materials along the beaches of Bogue Banks may occur within a window
extending from November 16" fo April 30™. 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 315t
may necessitate that a swimming advisory be issued, notifying the pubiic 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 15t and March 31% of a given year, which falls outside of the swimming
season. If any sand placement is to occur prior to November 15 or after March
318t it is requested that our office be notified immediateiy by the applicant and/or
the dredging contractor so that appropriate public notification can occur.

-2 Nothing Compares ~__

State of North Caraiina | Division of Marine Fisheries
3441 Arendeil Street | PO, Box 769 | Morehead City, North Carolina 28557
232-726-1021




Date:

To:

Through:

From:

Subject:

ROY COOPER
MICHAEL S§. REGAN

MICHAEL SCOTT

April 27, 2017

Michael Scott, Director
Division of Waste Management

Qu Qi, LG
Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch — Central Unit

Katie Tatum
inactive Hazardous Sites Branch

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. 25-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: tipy//dea.nc.gov/wasio-management-iaserfiche

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

State of Nerth Caroling | Envirenmental Quality : Waste Management
1646 Maif Service Center } 217 West Jones Streer | Ralejh, NC 27699-1646
919707 8200 Teiephone




iD# Siie Name Status™
17005-13-16 Marehead City Main BFA
DC160001 COASTAL DRY CLEANERS DSCA
NONCDO0001466 BEACHVIEW EXXON IHSB
NONCDO000205 Marehead City Refuse Dump PRLF
DC160002 SUNSHINE CLEANERS DSCA
NCONCD0002091 MOREHEAD MARINE {FORMER} [HSB
NC5210022906 USA RESERVE XVIII AIRBORNE CORPS IHSB
NONCDQ0D02269 PARKER HONDA/MITSUBISHI IHSB
NCSFNO407074 NC MARITIME MUSEUM [HSB
NONCDO001820 HANKISON INTERNATIONAL IHSB
NCNCDQO000200 Beaufort Refuse Dump PRLF
14011-10-16 Pace Canservation Center BFA
NONCD0001233 LOFTIN PROPERTY IHSB
NONCDO000212 Emerald Isie Dump PRLF
NC7170090003 USMC/CRASH CREW BURN PIT [HSB

*Status

BFA — Recorded Brownfields Agreement

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

IHSRB — 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 5. REGAN

MICHAEL SCOTT

MEMORANDUM

TO: Michael Scott, Division Director through Sharon Brinkley
FROM: Drew Hammonds, Eastern District Supervisor - Solid Waste 5eclion D Admmondts
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 tbe 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 Army Corps of Engineers require all contractors to
provide proof of proper disposal for all generated waste to permitted facilities.

Permitted solid waste manaoement fa01l1t1es are hsted on lhe DIVISIOI] ol Waste Manaﬂement
Sohd Wac;te Section portal 51‘[6 at: 1 : Q-]

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,

ce: Ray Williams, Environmental Senior Specialist




State of North Carolina Department of Envirenmental Quality
INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROJECT COMMENTS
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 compiy 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 avallable from the same Regicnal Office.

Normal Process
PERMITS SPECIAL APPLICATION PROCEDURES or REQUIREMENTS Time .
(statutory time
timit)
Permit to c?ns’iifyct & operate wastewater Application 90 days befare begins construction or award of

D treatm.ent facilities, non-standard sewer system construction contracts. On-site inspection may be required. Post- 30 days

extensions & sewer systems that do not o ) {90 days)
. . application technical conference usual.

discharge into state surface waters.

Permit to construct & operate, sewer

extensions involving gravity sewers, pump Fast-Track Permitting program consists of the submittal of an 30 davs

D stations and force mains discharging into a application and an engineer's certification that the project meets ali (N/A\')t
sewer collection applicable State rules and Division Minimum Design Criteria.
system
NPDES - permit to discharge into surface water Application 180 days before begins activity. On-site inspection. Pre-

M and/or permit to operate and construct application conference usual. Additionally, cbtain permit to construct 90-120 days
wastewater facilities discharging into state wastewater treatment facility-granted after NPDES. Reply time, 30 days (N/A)
surface waters, after receipt of pians or issue of NPDES permit-whichever is [ater.

[T] | Water Use Permit Pre-application technical conference usually necessary. 3{05\5,?;5

Complete application must be received and permit Issued prior to the
. , installation of a groundwater monitoring well iocated on property not 7 days
L] | well Construction Permit owned by the apgpiicant, and for a large capacity (>100,000 gz?llonys per {15 d;:,'s)
day) water supply well,
[ Application copy must be served on each adjacent riparian property
) , owner. On-site inspection. Pre-application conference usual, Filling ma 55 days
L1 | bredge and Fill Permit require Easement fo Fill fram N.C‘pDepartment of Administration agnd ! {90 da:s)
Federal Dredge and Fill Permit.
Permit to construct & operate Air Pollution AppEicatio_n must be subrnitted and permit received‘pr.'ror to .
e o construction and operation of the source, If a permit is required

] | Abatement facilities and/or Emission Sources as | . . . - 90 days

per 15 A NCAC (20,0100 thru 20.0300) in an‘area without I.ocaiAzonlng, then there are additional
reguirements and timelines {20.0113).
Any open burning associated with subject 60 dave

[7] i propesal must be in compliance with 15 A NCAC N/A (90 daifs]
20.1900
Demolition or renovations of structures Piease Note - The Heaith Hazards Control Unit {(HHCU) of the N.C.
containing asbhestos material must be in Department of Health and Human Services, must be notified of plans to

D compliance with 15 A NCAC 20.1110 (a) (1) demoiish a bullding, including residences for commercial or industrial 50 days
which requires notification and removal prior to | expansion, even if no asbestos is present in the buiiding. {90 days)
demolition. Contact Asbestos Control Group
919-707-5950
The Sedimentation Pollution Cantrol Act of 1973 must be properly addressed for any land disturbing activity. An erosion & |
sedimentation control plan will he required if one or more acres are to be disturbed. Plan must be filed with and approved 20 days

[T | by applicable Regional Office {Land Quality Section) at least 30 days before beginning activity. A NPDES Construction 30d
Stormwater permit {NCG010000) is also usually issued should design features meet minimum requirements. A fee of 565 ( ays)
for the first acre or any part of an acre. An express review option is available with additiona) fees,

Sedimentation and erosion centrol must be addressed in accordance with NCDOT's approved program. Particular (30 d
D attention should be given to design and installation of appropriate perimeter sedimant trapping devices as well as stable ays)
\_ Stormwater conveyances and outlets,
Sedimentation and erosion control must be addressed in accordance with __ Local Government’s approved program. Based on Local

1 | Particular attention should be given to design and installation of appropriate perimeter sediment trapping devices as well p
as stable Stormwater conveyances and outlets. rogram

— Compliance with 15A NCAC 2H .0126 - NPDES Stormwater Program which regulates three types of activities: Industrial, 30-50 days
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System & Construction activities that disturb 21 acre. {90 days)
Compliance with 15A NCAC 2H 1000 -State Stormwater Permitting Programs regulate site deveiopment and post-

] | construction stormwater runoff cantrol. Areas subject ta these permit programs include all 20 coastal counties, and 43 days‘
various other counties and watersheds throughout the state. 30 days)
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State of North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality
INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROJECT COMMENTS

Reviewing Regionai Office: WIRO
Project Number: 17-0433 Due Date: 5/17/2017
County; Carteret

Normal Process
PERMITS SPECIAL APPLICATION PROCEDURES or REQUIREMENTS fime
{statutory time
limit}
On-site inspection usuai. Surely bond filed with DEQ Bond amount
[T | Mining permit varies with type mine and number of acres of affected land. Affected 30 days
area greater than one acre must be permitted, The appropriate bond {60 days)
must be received before the permit can be issued.
If permit required, appiication 60 days before begin construction.
Applicant must hire N.C. gualified engineer to: prepare plans, inspect
construction, and cartify construction is according to DEQ approved
. plans. May also require a permit under mosquito control program. And 30 days
[1 | Dam Safety Permit a 404 permit from Corps of Engineers. An inspection of site is necessary {60 days)
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.
. - o 90-120 days
] | oil Refining Faciiities N/A (N/A)
File surety bond of §5,000 with DEQ running to State of NC conditional 10 davs
L1 | permit to drii exploratory ofl or gas well that any well opened by drill operator shal!, upon abandonment, he N/AY
plugged according to DEQ rules and regulations.
. . ) Application filed with DEQ at ieast 10 days prior 1o issue of permit. 10 days
L1 | Geophysical Explaration Permit Application by letter. No standard application form. N/A
Application fee based on structure size is charged. Must include 15-20 days
7 | state Lakes Construction Permit descriptions & drawings of structure & proof of awnership of ripatian N/A
property
Compliance with the T15A 02H .0500 Certifications are required £0 davs
] | 401 Water Quality Certification whenever construction or operation of facilities will resultin a 130 d ¥
discharge into navigable water as described in 33 CFR part 323. ( ays)
Compliance with Catawba, Goose Creek, Jordan Lake, Randleman, Tar Pamiico or Neuse Riparian Buffer Rules Is required.
& Buffer requirements: hix 0.0C0v/ /a0 foliy B SWETH [BSOUICR TUHES/ WRLIR W ETeY
branes/a0s :
Nutrient Offset: Loading requirements for nitrogen and phosphorus in the Neuse and Tar-Pamiico River basins, and in the
Jordan and Fails Lake watersheds, as part of the nutrient-management strategies in these areas. DWR nutrient offset
U1 | information:
g | outfdivisionsiwarer-resour MHET I e Is e managemern/ nurient-offset-information
. j _— 75 days
] | cAMA Permit for MAIOR development $250.00 - $475.00 fee must accompany application (150 days)
. - 22 days
L1 | CAMA Permit for MINOR development $100.00 fee must accompany application (25 days)
O] Abandonment of any wells, if required must be In accordance with Title 15A. Subchapter 2C.0100.
0 Notffication of the proper regional office is requested if "arphan” underground storage tanks {USTS) are discovered during
any excavation operation.
Pians and specifications for the construction, expansion, or alteration of & public water system must be approved by the
Division of Water Rescurces/Pubiic Water Supply Section prior to the award of a contract or the initiation of construction
O as per 15A NCAC 18C .0300 et. seq., Plans and specifications should be submitted to 1634 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, 30 days
North Carolina 27699-1634. All public water supply systems must comply with state and federal drinking water monitoring
reguirements, 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 refocation must be submitted to
(] | the Division of Water Rasources/Public Water Supply Section at 1634 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Caraiina 27699- 30 days
1634. For more information, contact the Public Water Supply Section, (918} 707-9100.
Plans and specifications for the construction, expansion, or alteration of the water system must be approved
D through the deiegated plan approval authority, Flease contact themat ___ for further infermation.
DEQINTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROJECT Form Page 2 of 3
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State of North Carolina Department of Environmentai 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 No Comments Date
comment Heview
DAQ DAC [ 5/1/17
DWR-WQROS L] & /o
(Aguifer & Surface) & /o
DWR-PWS ' HLC (< 5/1/17
DEMLR {L.C & SW) DES ] Any iand disturbance landward of the CAMA designated line of first line of 4/28/17
stable vegetation affecting one acre or more requires erosion and sediment
controf and stormwater application and approval.
DWM — UST WER D4 5/1/17
Other Comments ] Iy
REGIONAL OFFICES
Questions regarding these permits should be addressed to the Regionat Office marked below.
I:I Asheviile Regional Office D Fayettevilie Regional Office I:I Mooresville Regional Office

2090 U.S. 70 Highway
Swannanoa, NC 28778-8211
Phone: 828-296-4500

Fax; 828-299-7043

225 Green Street, Suite 714,
Fayetteville, NC 28301-5043
Phone: 910-433-3300

Fax: 910-486-0707

610 East Center Avenue, Suite 301,
Mooresville, NC 28115

Phaone: 704-663-1699

Fax: 704-663-6040

O Raleigh Regional Office ]  washington Regional Office Bd  wilmington Regional Office

3800 Barrett Drive,
Raleigh, NC 27609
Phone: 919-791-4200
Fax: 915-571-4718

943 Washington Square Mall,
Washington, NC 27889
Phone: 252-946-6481

Fax: 252-875-3716

127 Cardinal Drive Ext.,
Wilmington, NC 28405
Phone: 910-796-7215
Fax: 910-350-2004

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

DEQ INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROJECT Form
January 2017/lbh
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HORTH CAROLINA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW

STATE NUMBER:

DRTE RECEIVED: ARSI

AGENTY RESPONSE:
EEVIEW CLOSED:

REVIEW DIBTRIBUTZON

RTINS
ORI

BROJECT IHFORMATION

DL Y Onmer

ORI Tuy




ROY CGOPER

SUSTH. HAMILTON

R

NCNHDE-3412

May 2, 2017
Rodney Butier
Natural Heritage Foundation
North Carolina Department of Natural and Cuitural Resources
Raieigh. NC 27699
RE: Bogite Banks Master Beach Nourishment Projecl

Dear Rodney Butler:

The North Carolina Natura! Heritage Program {(NCNHP) appreciates the cpportunity io provide information
about natural heritage resources for the project referenced above.

A query of the NCNHF database indicales that there are records for rare species, important natural
communities, natural areas, or conservation/managed areas within the proposed project boundary. These
results are presenied in the attached ‘Documented Occurrences’ tables and map.

The attached ‘Potentiai Occurrences’ tabie summarizes rare species and natural communities that have been
documented within a one-mile radius of the property houndary. The proximity of these records suggests thal
these naturai heritage elements may potentiaily be present in the project arez if suilable habilat exists and is
inciuded for reference, Tables of natural areas and conservation/managed area within a one-miie radius of the
project area, if any, are also included in this report.

Piease note that naturai 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 decisions.
Information provided by the NCNHP database may not be published withcut prior written nolification to the
NCNHP, and the NCNHP must be credited as an information scurce in these publications. Maps of NCNHP
data may not be redistributed withoul permission,

Aiso piease note that the NC Natural Heritage Program may foliow 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 Federaliy-iisted species is documented near the projecl area.

If you have guestions regarding the information provided in this ielter or need additionat assistance, piease
contact Rodney A. Butier at rodney butier@necor.ooy or 919.767.8603.

Sincerely,
NC Natural Heritage Program
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Managed Areas Documented Within Project Area

Managed Area Name Owner Owner Type
NC Clean Water Managemesn( Trust Fund Easement NC DNCR, Clean Water Management Trusl Slate
Fund
NC Depariment of Transportation Miligation Site NC Departiment of Transporlation State
Cape Lookout Naticnal Seashare US National Park Service Federal
NC Submerged t.ands NC Department of Administralion State
Cape Lookout National Seashore/Shackleford Banks RHA US National Park Service Federal
Cape Lookoul Nalional Seashore -~ Shackleford Banks US Nalional Park Service Federal
Wilderness
North Carolina Coastal Federation Preserve North Carolina Coastal Federation Privale
Hammocks Beach State Park NC DNCR, Division of Parks and Recrealion State
Carterel County Open Space Carteret County: multiple local government Local Governmertt
Hammocks Baach State Park DNP NG DNCR, Division of Parks and Recreation Siate
Porl of Morehead City NC Slate Ports Authority State
Fort Macon State Park NC DNCR, Division of Parks and Recreation State
Fort Macon State Park DNP NC DNCR, Division of Parks ang Recreation Slale
Theodore Roosevelt State Natural Area NC DNCR, Division of Parks and Recreation Slate
Theodore Roogevelt Stale Natural Area DNP NC DNCR, Division of Parks ang Recreation Slate
Brant Island RHA NC wildlife Resources Commission State
Theodore Roosevell Marifime Swamp Foresi Unique NC NCDOR-Theodore Roosevell State Natural  State
Wetland ' Area
Bogue Inlet Gutcrop RHA NC DEQ, Division of Marine Fisheries Stale
Salter Path Dunes RHA NC DNCR. Aquariums Stale
NC Aguarium at Pine Knoll Shores NC DNCR, Aquariums State
Salter Path Dunes Natural Area NC DNCR, Aguariums Slate
Coasl Guard Sialfon Fort Macon US Department of Homeland Security Federal
Coastal Hunting Land Conservation Group Conservalion Coastal Hunting Land Conservation Group Frivate
Easemen[

NOTE If the proposed project intersects with a conservaton/managed area. please conlact the landownsr directly for additional information. Il the project intersects with a Dedicated Nature Preserve (DNP), Regislered Natural
Heritage Area -’RH;\) or Federatly-listed spacies, NCNHP staff may provide additional correspondence regarding the projact.

Definitions and an expland[mn of status designations and codes can be found at PR R SR A IR sl A S . Daia query qener'—]ted on M‘]y 2.2017; source: MCNHPE, Q1 January 2017, Pleass resubmil YO
nformalion rnque-zl ifmore than one vear elapses hefore project infliation as new n*mnml ion is m""mﬂ 1dd’*r' to the N(“NHF' dalahase.
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Managed Areas Documented Within 2 One-mile Radlus of the Project Area

. Data guery generated on May 2, 20177 source: NCNHP, Q1 January 2017, Please resubmil your

Managed Area Name CGwner Owner Type
Theodore Roogevelt Maritime Swamp Forest Unique NC NCDR-Theodore Roosevell Stale Natural — State
Wetlland Area

Bogue Inlet Outcrop RHA NC DEQ, Division of Marine Fisheries Stale
Salter Path Dunes RHA NC DNCR, Aquariums Stale
Hunling Island Audubon Sancluary MNational Audubon Society Privale
NC Aguarium gt Pine Knoll Shores NC BNCR, Aquariums Stale
Salter Path Dunes Natural Area NC DNCR, Aguariuins State
Coast Guard Slation Fort Macon US Depariment of Homeland Security Federal
US Army Reserve Center US Deparlment of Defense Federal
Bear Island Maritime Wet Grassland Unique Wetland NC NCDR-Hammocks Beach State Park State
Coastal Hunting Land Conservation Group Conservation Coastal Hunting Land Conservation Group Private
Easement '

Defnitions and an explanalion of slatus designations and codes can be found at & Tt g nTe e o e

infarmatior request if more Ihan one year elapses beforg project injliation as new information is "r‘n\-r‘m’u af*f*ﬂd t the NLNHP databaze.
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Emaijl 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 etter, which contains information on rare
species, natural cammunities, managed areas, and natural areas that are in or within & 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-reguiatory agency and as such, we cannot assess impacts
ar determine mitigation measures. Please contact me if you have any questions, or if | can be of further
assistance.

You may also be interested in our Natural Heritage Data Explorer (NHDE) website

nenbile r sarye,arg/). This websiie aliows you to submit project review requests anline 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 Hame page for details training dates.

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

The recard that triggered the review of this project is for:

-Charadrius melodus melodus Piping Plover - AtlanticCoast subspecies
-Caretta caretta - Loggerhead Seaturtle

-Lepidochelys kempii - Kemp's Ridiey Seaturtfe

-Amaranthus pumilus - Seabeach Amaranth

Which have either a threatened or endangered status under the ESA. Yau may wish to contact the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service — Raieigh Ecological Services Field Office at 319-856-4520 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 oniine access to natural heritage data, project review, environmental services, and field
survays, 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 wilf post mare information to our
website as soon as the fees are approved. If you have immediate questians, please contact me.



NCORTE CARCLINA STATE CLEARINGHCUSE
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW

COUNTY : CARTERET H12: OTHER STATE NUMBER: 17-E-0000-0433
DATE RECEIVED: 04/21/2017
AGENCY RESPONSE: 05/17/2017
REVIEW CLOSED: 05/22/2017

MS DETRDRE HAMAN

CLEARINGHOUSE COORDINATOR

DPS - DIV OF EMERCGENCY MANAGEMENT PRV
FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT PROGRAM Tt
4218 MATIL SERVICE CENTER

RALEIGH NC

REVIEW DISTRIEBUTION

DEPT OF ENVIR. QUALITY - COASTAL MG

DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

DEPT OF NATURAL & CULTURAL RESOURCE

DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION

DNCR - NATURAL HERITAGE PROGRAM

DPS - DIV OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

EASTERN CARCLINA COUNCIL

PROJECT INFORMATION

APPLICANT: U. 5. Army Corps of Engineers

TYPE: National Environmental Policy AcT
Draff Environmental Impact Statement

DESC: DEIS for the Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment Project with plans to lmplement
a long term management plan to provide shoreline protection along the approx. 25
mile Bogue Banks barrier island. - view documents at:
htip://www.saw.usace.army.mil/Misslons/Regulatory-Permit-Program/Major-Projects/

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

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

AS A RESULT OF THIS REVIEW THE FOLLOWING IS SUBMITTED: %%ﬂsNO COMMENT [:] COMMENTS ATTACHED

SIGNED BY: (/Z&\MNM\S mh\é\aﬁﬁakm pate: |6 }/(cm§ 08T

RECEIVED
Secretary’'s

MAY 17 207

Office
DOA



NORTH CAROLINA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

Behihad sscrs
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION )

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW

COUNTY : CARTERET H12: OTHER STATE NUMBER: 17-E-0000-0433
DATE RECEIVED: 04/21/2017
AGENCY RESPONSE: 05/17/2017
REVIEW CLOSED: (05/22/2017

MS CARRIE ATKINSON

CLEARINGHOUSE COORDINATOR

DEPT OF TRANSPORTATTION

STATEWIDE PLANNING - MSC #1554

RALEIGH NC

REVIEW DISTRIBUTION

DEPT OF ENVIR. QUALITY - COASTAL MG
DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL QUALITY

DEPT OF NATURAL & CULTURAL RESOURCE
DEPT O TRANSPORTATION

DNCR - NATURAYL, HERITAGE PROGRAM

DPS - DIV OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
EASTERN CAROLINA COUNCIL

PROJECT INFORMATION

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

Draft Envirconmental Impact Statement

DESC: DEIS for the Bogue Banks Master Beach Nourishment Project with plans to lmplement
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. Pleage review and submit your regponse by the above
indicated date to 1301 Mail Service Center, Raleligh NC 2769%-1301.

If additional review time 1s needed, please contact this office at (919)807-2425,

AS A RESULT OF THIS REVIEW THE FOLLOWING IS SUBMITTED: [:] NO COMMENT COMMENTS ATTACHED
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ROY COOPER JAMES H. TROGDON, 111
GOVERNOR SECRETARY
May 12, 2017

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

FROM: Catherine Bryant Q/ﬁb
NCDOT Transportation Planning Branch

SUBJECT: 17-E-0000-0433 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 (C'TP).

The Carteret County CTP outliues the following within the vicinity of your project:

-Highway: Road improvements along NC 38

-Public Transportation: Recommended bus 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 2016-2025 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) has listed the
following projects:

-R-5816: 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
(STIP) projects in Carteret County, the Carteret County CTP and STIP can be found on the
NCDOT website: https://connect.ncdot.gov/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 be 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 Addreys: Telephone: {919) 707-0900 Location:
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION Fax: (919) 733-9794 1 SOUTH WILMINGTON STREET
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING BRANCIL Customer Service: 1-877-368-4968 RALEIGH, NC 27601

1554 MAIL SERVICE CENTER

RALEIGH, NC 27699-1554 Website: edot 2oy



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

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 a long-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-
11 of Appendix | (Environmental tmpact Summary Table) states that 226 oceanfront

State of North Carolina | Envirenmental Qualtty | Coastal Management
Morehead City Office | 400 Commerce Avenue | Morchead City, NC 28557
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

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.

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.

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.

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
“Vfibracores Y-120 and Y-90 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 Y-120 should be excluded from
the proposed borrow areas.

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.

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.

State of North Carolina | Environmental Quality | Coastal Management
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7) Pages 19-21 of the Final Geotechnical Report note that Mound O-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 O-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 vibracores 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-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.

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-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.

12) Page 4-42; Tahie 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 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.

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,

A ttlonS) Soe]
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
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,
\/ZQ/“LL ma‘uﬂf&daﬁ

85" Ramona M. Bartos

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


mailto:environmental.review@ncdcr.gov
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