
NC COASTAL RESOURCES COMMISSION 
February 11-12, 2009 

Crystal Coast Civic Center 
Morehead City, NC 

 
The State Government Ethics Act (Chapter 138A of the General Statutes) and Executive Order No. 1 mandates that the Chair (1) remind 
members of their duty to avoid conflicts of interest or appearances of conflict, and (2) inquire as to whether any member knows of any 
known conflict of interest or appearance of conflict with respect to matters before the Commission.  If any member knows of a conflict of 
interest or appearance of conflict, please so state when requested by the Chairman. 
 
Wednesday, February 11th 
 
1:00 COMMISSION CALL TO ORDER (Quads 3 & 4) Bob Emory, Chair 

• Roll Call 
 

 PRESENTATIONS 
• Terminal Groins Background; Use in Florida Dr. Robert Dean, P.E. 
   University of Florida 
• South Carolina  Hardened Structure Policy & Use of Terminal Groins Dr. Paul Gayes, Director 

   Center for Marine and  
  Wetland Studies, Coastal Carolina  
  University 

• Geomorphology of NC’s Northern Inlets; Sediment Budgets; Sea Level Rise Dr. Stanley Riggs 
   East Carolina University 

• Geomorphology of NC’s Southern Inlets Dr. William Cleary 
   University of NC – Wilmington 
• Regulatory History of Hardened Structures Ban Steve Benton,  

   CRC Science Panel on  
    Coastal Hazards 

• Panel Discussion 
 

5:00 PUBLIC HEARINGS 
• 15A NCAC 7H .0308(a)(2) Temporary Erosion Control Structures 
• 15A NCAC 7H .1100 General Permit for the Construction of Bulkheads and the Placement of Riprap for Shoreline 

Protection in Estuarine and Public Trust Waters and Ocean Hazard Areas 
• 15A NCAC 7H .1200 General Permit for the Construction of Piers: Docks: and Boat Houses in Estuarine and Public Trust 

Waters and Ocean Hazard Areas 
 
6:00 Executive Committee Meeting (Quads 3 & 4) Bob Emory, Chair 
 
Thursday, February 12th  
 
8:30 COMMISSION CALL TO ORDER Bob Emory, Chair 

• Roll Call 
• Approval of November 19-20, 2008 Meeting Minutes 
• Executive Secretary’s Report  Jim Gregson 
• Chairman’s Comments Bob Emory 
• CRAC Report Dara Royal 
 
ACTION ITEMS Bob Emory 
• Town of Emerald Isle Land Use Plan Amendment (CRC-09-02) Maureen Will 
• Town of Manteo Land Use Plan Amendment (CRC-09-03) Charlan Owens  

 
9:30 VARIANCES 

• Young - (CRC-VR-08-01) New Hanover Co., 30’ buffer Ward Zimmerman 
• NC DOT (CRC-VR-08-55) Dare Co., Sand compatibility Ward Zimmerman 
• NC Seafood Industrial Park Authority (CRC-VR-08-56) Dare Co., Pier ¼ rule Christine Goebel 
• Rouse - (CRC-VR-08-57) Onslow Co., Pier ¼ rule Jill Weese 



• Bald Head Island Ltd. LLC -  (CRC-VR-09-01) Brunswick Co., 30’ buffer                        Ward Zimmerman 
• Town of Oak Island - (CRC-VR-09-02) 30’ Buffer and oceanfront setback Christine Goebel 

 
 
12:00 PUBLIC INPUT AND COMMENT 
 
12:15 LUNCH 
 
1:30 PRESENTATIONS 

• CRC & CRAC Needs Assessment Whitney Jenkins 
• NC Coastal Reserve Research (CRC-09-04) Dr. John Fear 
• CRC Science Panel Inlet Hazard Area Recommendations Dr. Margery Overton, Chair 
    CRC Science Panel 
• Proposed Development Policies for Revised Inlet Hazard Areas (CRC-09-05) Dr. Jeff Warren 
• Teleconferencing and Other Meeting Technologies (CRC-09-06) Josh Shepherd 
• Summary of BIMP Public Meetings (CRC-09-07) Steve Underwood 
• Review and Progress on CRC Priorities (CRC-09-08) Mike Lopazanski 

 
 OLD/NEW BUSINESS Bob Emory 

• Future Agenda Items 
 
 
5:00 ADJOURNMENT 

 
 

NEXT MEETING: 
April 29-30, 2009 

Sea Trail Resort & Convention Center 
Sunset Beach, NC 

 

 
N.C. Division of Coastal Management 

www.nccoastalmanagement.net 

http://www.nccoastalmanagement.net/
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CRC 09-02 

MEMORANDUM 
To:       Coastal Resources Commission and Coastal Resources Advisory Council 
From:       Maureen Meehan Will, DCM Morehead City District Planner 
Date: January 26, 2009 (February 11-12, 2009 CRC Meeting) 
Subject:   Amendment of the Town of Emerald Isle Advanced Core Land Use Plan  
 
The Town of Emerald Isle is requesting Coastal Resource Commission (CRC) certification of six 
Future Land Use Plan Map amendments, including non-policy related text and charts, to the 
current CRC Certified Land Use Plan as amended through January 26, 2007. 
Overview 
As part of the implementation of the town’s LUP, the town adopted a unified development 
ordinance and revised their zoning map.  The Emerald Isle Board of Commissioners held a duly 
advertised public hearing for all of the amendments outlined above and voted unanimously, by 
resolution, to adopt the map amendments on December 9, 2008.  After completing the 
development of the ordinance and zoning map it was apparent that changes to the FLUM were 
necessary.   The public had the opportunity to provide written comments on the LUP up to 
fifteen business days prior to the CRAC meeting which the amendments are being considered for 
certification (January 21, 2009).  DCM did not receive any comments.  Officials from the Town 
will be available at both the CRAC and CRC meetings to answer any questions.   
 
The adopted changes and proposed amendments to the LUP are outlined below: (see attached 
memo from the town and attachments for each map amendment) 
 
Amendment 1:  
Revise existing parcels from Mixed Residential (3.5 dwelling units – 8 dwelling units) to 
Single/Dual Residential (3.5 dwelling units – 5.8 dwelling units).   The property is located on the 
north side of Coast Guard Road and known as the Bell Cove Estates and Bell Cove Village 
Subdivisions.  This amendment will affect two parcels that have been subdivided for lower 
density residential uses.   
 
Amendment 2: 
Revise existing parcel from Mixed Residential (3.5 dwelling units – 8 dwelling units) to 
Commercial Corridor (commercial uses only).  The property is located at 8604 Reed Drive.  This 
amendment will change the development potential of the parcel from residential to commercial.     
 
 
 



 

Amendment 3: 
Rename and expand the existing from Marine Commercial Area to Marina Village Area.  This 
property consists of two parcels and approximate 4 acres of land and is located at the terminus of 
Old Ferry Road.  Text changes are included with this amendment and attached to this memo.  
This amendment does not change the nature of the type of development that is permitted it only 
changes the name and expands the amount of land within the classification.    
 
Amendment 4: 
Revise an existing 1.25 acre parcel from Commercial Corridor (commercial uses only) to 
Single/Dual Residential (3.5 dwelling units – 5.8 dwelling units).  The property is located on 
Emerald Drive and is the current location of Bogue Banks Water Corporation.  This amendment 
affects one parcel of land that will change the nature of potential development to residential.     
 
Amendment 5: 
Revise existing 6 acre area from Mixed Residential (3.5 dwelling units – 8 dwelling units) to 
Single/Dual Residential (3.5 dwelling units – 5.8 dwelling units). This property is located on the 
north side of Emerald Drive and includes property designated for McLean Park.  The amendment 
changes the residential character of the subject lots and will no longer allow multi-family 
structures with more than two dwelling units.     
 
Amendment 6:  
Revise existing 1 acre area from Single/Dual Residential (3.5 dwelling units – 5.8 dwelling units) 
to Mixed Residential (3.5 dwelling units – 8 dwelling units). The parcels are located at 2421 and 
2414 Emerald Drive.  This amendment will allow residential development with three or more  
units per structure that meet the overall density thresholds.   

DCM Staff Recommendation 
DCM Staff has determined that the Town of Emerald Isle has met the substantive requirements 
outlined within the 2002 Land Use Plan Guidelines and that there are no conflicts evident with 
either state or federal law or the State’s Coastal Management Program. 
 
DCM staff recommends that the CRAC forward the Town of Emerald Isle Advanced Core Land 
Use Plan Amendments (attached here) to the CRC for certification. 
 
Attachments 
Attachment 1 – Future Land Use Map Amendment #1  
Attachment 2 – Future Land Use Map Amendment #2 
Attachment 3A – Marina Village Text Amendment 
Attachment 3B – Future Land Use Map Amendment #3 
Attachment 4 – Future Land Use Map Amendment #4 
Attachment 5 – Future Land Use Map Amendment #5 
Attachment 6 – Future Land Use Map Amendment #6 
Attachment 7 – Land Use Plan/Zoning Consistency Matrix 
Attachment 8 – LUP Policy/Management Topic Analysis 
Attachment 9 – Carrying Capacity Analysis 
Attachment 10 – Resolutions of Adoption of Amendments 
Memo from the Town of Emerald Isle Requesting the Amendments 
 

Page 2 of 2 
 



Attachment 1

Bell Cove Estates and Bell Cove Village

Proposed "Single/Dual Family 
Residential Area"



Attachment 2

Bluewater Tract

Proposed "Commercial Corridor 
Area"



Attachment 3A 
 
The Plan would be amended in the following manner.  Please note that text which is 
being added in shown in an underlined format and text which is being deleted is shown in 
a strikethrough format. 
 
Page 84 would be amended to read as follows: 
 

Emerald Isle’s Future Land Use Map, which follows, uses a land classification 
system to show desired future uses and land use patterns.  This classification 
system has seven categories of land use and development.  These seven categories 
include the following: 

 
Conservation  
Main Business Area 

Emerald Drive Business Corridor 
Village East – Town Center 
Village West 
Marine Commercial Marina Village 

Eastern Commercial Area 

Living Areas 

Single/Dual-Family 
Mixed Residential 

 
Page 85 would be amended to read as follows: 
 

Emerald Isle Main Business Area 
 
The Main Business Area includes three related areas: The business and mixed use area, 
called Village-East Town Center, which is centered along Bogue Inlet Drive, the 
commercial area, called Village-West, which is centered in the Islander Drive area, and 
the Emerald Drive Business Corridor, which connects the two “Villages” and the Marina 
Village Marine Commercial Area.  The Main Business Area is planned to encourage the 
provision of quality retail activities and business services to meet the needs of permanent 
residents and visitors.  It will encourage owners to redevelop properties where 
appropriate and to ensure that new and redeveloped commercial properties are consistent 
with the Town’s goal of maintaining a small-town, family atmosphere, while protecting 
and enhancing its natural environment.  
 
 



 
 
Page 89 would be amended to add the following: 

Marina Village Marine Commercial 
 
The planned Marina Village Marine Commercial Area is located at the northern terminus 
of Old Ferry Road at the existing Island Harbor Marina.  The objective of this land use 
category is to provide residents and visitors with goods and services related to boating, 
water sports and similar activities.  Examples of appropriate land uses in this area are 
marina, boat/marine repair facilities and providers of other goods and services for these 
types of uses.    
 
The Town encourages uses in the Marina Village Marine Commercial Area that meet the 
following guidelines:  
 
 provide marine and boating related services that serve the needs of residents and 

visitors;  
 are consistent with state and federal guidelines for such facilities; and  
 allows for supporting businesses and residential land uses.  
  
 
 
 
Amend Table 23, Page 92 to read as follows: 
 
 

Table 23 
Comparison of Land Allocated to Future Residential Land Use and Projected Land 

Needs 
Future Land Use Category Total Acres 

allocated 
Vacant acres 

Single/Dual Family Residential 1,919 1,940 181 202 
Mixed residential 258 226 76 55 
Commercial corridor 77 76 11 
Village East and Village West 84  9 
Marine Commercial Marina 
Village 

2 14 NA  

Convenience commercial 5 2 
Conservation 320 NA 

 
 



Attachment 3B

Island Harbor Marina Tract

Proposed "Marina Village Area"



Attachment 4

Bogue Banks Water Corporation

Proposed "Single/Dual Family 
Residential
 



Attachment 7 
 

LAND USE PLAN/ZONING CONSISTENCY 
 
 
1. The 11.75 and 5.79 acre tracts known as the Bell Cove Estates and Bell Cove 

Village Subdivisions consists of one zoning district: Residential-2 (R-2) 
 

Residential-2 (R-2) - Generally Consistent 
Residential Multi-Family (RMF) – Conditionally Consistent 
Mobile Home-1 (MH-1) - Inconsistent 
Business (B) - Inconsistent 
Camp (C) – Inconsistent 
Government (G) – Generally Consistent  
Village East (VE) – Inconsistent 
Village West (VW) - Inconsistent 
Marina Village (MV) - Inconsistent 
 

 
2. The parcel at 8604 Reed Drive consists of one zoning district: Business (B) 
 

Residential-2 (R-2) - Inconsistent 
Residential Multi-Family (RMF) – Inconsistent 
Mobile Home-1 (MH-1) - Inconsistent 
Business (B) – Generally Consistent 
Camp (C) – Inconsistent 
Government (G) – Generally Consistent  
Village East (VE) – Inconsistent 
Village West (VW) - Inconsistent 
Marina Village (MV) - Inconsistent 

 
3. The 14 tract located at the northern terminus of Old Ferry Road and 

encompassing Island Harbor Marina consists of two zoning district: Marina 
Village (MV) and Mobile Home-1 (MH-1) 

  
Residential-2 (R-2) – Conditionally Consistent 
Residential Multi-Family (RMF) – Conditionally Consistent 
Mobile Home-1 (MH-1) – Generally Consistent 
Business (B) – Conditionally Consistent 
Camp (C) – Inconsistent 
Government (G) – Generally Consistent  
Village East (VE) – Inconsistent 
Village West (VW) - Inconsistent 
Marina Village (MV) – Generally Consistent 

 



4. The1.25 acre parcel located on the north side of Emerald Drive at 7412 Emerald 
 Drive consists of one zoning district: Residential-2 (R-2) 
 

Residential-2 (R-2) – Generally Consistent 
Residential Multi-Family (RMF) – Inconsistent 
Mobile Home-1 (MH-1) – Inconsistent 
Business (B) – Inconsistent 
Camp (C) – Inconsistent 
Government (G) – Generally Consistent  
Village East (VE) – Inconsistent 
Village West (VW) - Inconsistent 
Marina Village (MV) – Inconsistent 

 
5. The area containing approximately 6 acres located on the north side of Emerald 

Drive and includes the Chapel by the Sea property and the proposed McLean Park 
and consists of two zoning districts; Residential-1 (R-2) and Government (G) 

 
Residential-2 (R-2) – Generally Consistent 
Residential Multi-Family (RMF) – Inconsistent 
Mobile Home-1 (MH-1) – Inconsistent 
Business (B) – Inconsistent 
Camp (C) – Inconsistent 
Government (G) – Generally Consistent  
Village East (VE) – Inconsistent 
Village West (VW) - Inconsistent 
Marina Village (MV) – Inconsistent 
 

6. The parcels located at 2412 and 2414 Emerald Drive consists of one zoning 
district; Residential Multi-Family (RMF) 

 
Residential-2 (R-2) – Generally Consistent 
Residential Multi-Family (RMF) – Generally Consistent 
Mobile Home-1 (MH-1) – Inconsistent 
Business (B) – Inconsistent 
Camp (C) – Inconsistent 
Government (G) – Generally Consistent  
Village East (VE) – Inconsistent 
Village West (VW) - Inconsistent 
Marina Village (MV) – Inconsistent 

 
 

 



Attachment 8 
 Proposed Land Use Plan Amendment/Management Topic Comparison 

 
Amendment/Management 

Topic 
 

Public Access Land Use 
Compatibility 

Infrastructure 
Carrying 
Capacity 

Natural 
Hazard Area 

Water Quality Local 
Concerns 

(maintaining 
small Town 
atmosphere) 

Amendment 1 – FLUM 
amendment from Mixed 
Residential to Single/Dual 
Family Residential 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendment 2 – FLUM 
amendment from 
Single/Dual Family 
Residential to Commercial 
Corridor  
 
Amendment 3 – FLUM 
amendment from Marine 
Commercial and Mixed 
Residential to Marina 
Village 

Positive 
The 
development of 
the tract for 
residential 
purposes will 
provide for 
public access to 
Bogue Sound. 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
Positive 
The continued 
operation of 
Island Harbor 
Marina will 
provide access 
to Bogue 
Sound. 

Neutral   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 

Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 

Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
Neural 

Neutral  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
Positive 
Redevelopment 
activities will 
have to comply 
with the 
Town’s 
stormwater 
regulations 

Positive 
The 
development of 
this tract for one 
and two-family 
dwellings is 
consistent with 
the Town’s goal 
of maintaining 
and preserving 
the small Town 
atmosphere. 
 
 
Neural 
 
 
 
 
 
Positive 
Preservation of 
the marina is 
consistent with 
the Town’s goal 
of maintaining 
and preserving 
the small Town 
atmosphere. 

 



Attachment 8 (continued) 
 Proposed Land Use Plan Amendment/Management Topic Comparison 

 
Amendment/Management 

Topic 
 

Public Access Land Use 
Compatibility 

Infrastructure 
Carrying 
Capacity 

Natural 
Hazard Area 

Water Quality Local 
Concerns 

(maintaining 
small Town 
atmosphere) 

Amendment 4 – FLUM 
amendment from Mixed 
Residential to Single/Dual 
Family Residential 
 
 
 
Amendment 5 – FLUM 
amendment from Mixed 
Residential to Single/Dual 
Family Residential  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendment 6 – FLUM 
amendment from 
Single/Dual Family 
Residential to Mixed 
Residential 

Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Positive 
The 
development of 
the tract for 
residential and 
public use will 
provide for 
public access to 
Bogue Sound. 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 
 
 
 

Neutral   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 

Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 

Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neural 

Neutral  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 

Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Positive 
The 
development of 
the tract for 
residential and 
public use will 
provide for 
public access to 
Bogue Sound. 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 
 

 



Attachment 9 
Current Conditions/Current Plan Projections Amendment 1 Amendment 2 
APPROXIMATE LEVEL OF INTENSITY 
AND DENSITY1 

Property currently contains 17.5 acres and 
based on the Town’s maximum allowable 
density for multi-family development 
approximately 120 units could be constructed 
with the balance of property for roads, open 
space and wastewater treatment.  The building 
height limit is 40 feet.   

Property currently contains approximately 
8,200 square feet and is vacant.  The property 
could be developed for one single-family 
dwelling.  The building height limit is 40 feet.  
The Town’s Dunes and Vegetation Protection 
Ordinance will require each lot to maintain 35% 
of its area in a natural state. 

WATER/WASTEWATER 
INFRASTRUCTURE2 3 4 
 

Current Plan Projections Water = 43,200 gpd 
Current Plan Projections Wastewater = 19,440 
gpd 

Current Plan Projections: Residential Water = 
360 gpd 
Current Plan Projections: Residential 
Wastewater = 162 gpd 

TRANSPORTATION Residents and visitors would have to utilize 
Coast Guard Road for access.  Multi-family 
development typically has high number of trips 
per day. 

Residents of the lot would utilize  Reed Drive 
for ingress and egress to the property. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
1Land use types and densities are based on assumptions by Town Planning Staff 
2 Residential and commercial water usage assumptions based on type of land use from data supplied by Bogue Banks Water Corporation and 3 bedrooms per multi, single and two- 
family unit 
3 Residential wastewater assumption is equivalent to 45% of water usage 
4 Commercial wastewater assumption is equivalent to 100% of water usage 



Attachment 9 (continued) 
Projected Conditions after Amendments Amendment 1 Amendment 2 
APPROXIMATE LEVEL OF INTENSITY 
AND DENSITY 

Property will be developed for residential use 
according to two approved subdivisions which 
contain a total of 21 lots.  Assuming that the 
each home is developed for a duplex structure 
the total maximum number of dwelling units 
would be 42.  The Town’s Dunes and 
Vegetation Protection Ordinance will require 
each lot to maintain 35% of its area in a natural 
state.  Building height limit is 40 feet. 

Property currently contains approximately 
8,200 square feet and is vacant.  The property 
could be developed for limited commercial use.  
The building height limit is 50 feet.  The 
Town’s Dunes and Vegetation Protection 
Ordinance will require each lot to maintain 15% 
of its area in a natural state and this area can be 
utilized for on-site wastewater treatment. 

WATER/WASTEWATER 
INFRASTRUCTURE5 6 7 
 

Residential Water = 15,120 gpd 
Residential Wastewater = 6,804 gpd 

Commercial Water = 150 gpd 
Commercial Wastewater = 150 gpd 

TRANSPORTATION Residents and visitors would have to utilize 
Coast Guard Road for access.  Single and Dual 
Family development typically has a fewer 
number of trips per day. 

Workers and visitors to the lot would utilize  
Reed Drive for ingress and egress to the 
property. 

 

                                                 
5 Residential and commercial water usage assumptions based on type of land use from data supplied Bogue Banks Water Corporation 
6 Residential wastewater assumption is equivalent to 45% of water usage 
7 Commercial wastewater assumption is equivalent to 100% of water usage 
 



Attachment 9 (continued) 
Current Conditions/Current Plan Projections Amendment 3 Amendment 4 
APPROXIMATE LEVEL OF INTENSITY 
AND DENSITY8 

Property currently contains approximately 14 
acres and is operated as a commercial marina 
with 150 boat slips, marina retail space and 
leased lots for manufactured homes.  It is 
estimated that 95% of property is open 
space/parking.  The building height limits are 
40 and 50 feet.  Redevelopment as Commercial 
and Mixed Residential will be limited to 
building heights of 50 and 40 feet, respectively.  
A maximum density of 8 units per acre. A 
projected residential density of 8 units per acre 
was used for this analysis. 

Property currently contains approximately 1.25 
acres and is the location of the offices and 
warehouse for a public service utility (Bogue 
Banks Water Corporation).  The building height 
limit is 40 feet.  The Town’s Dunes and 
Vegetation Protection Ordinance requires each 
lot to maintain 35% of its area in a natural state. 

WATER/WASTEWATER 
INFRASTRUCTURE9 10 11 
 

Current Conditions: Commercial Water = 1,644 
gpd 
Commercial Wastewater = 1,644 gpd 
Current Plan Projections: Residential Water = 
28,880 gpd 
Residential Wastewater = 12,960 gpd 

Current Conditions: Commercial Water = 500 
gpd 
Commercial Wastewater = 500 gpd 
Current Plan Projections: Commercial Water = 
1,000 gpd 
Commercial Wastewater = 1,000 gpd 

TRANSPORTATION Marina visitors use existing Old Ferry Road 
which provides direct access to NC Highway 58 
(Emerald Drive).  Mixed Residential 
development would also utilize existing Old 
Ferry Road.  

Workers and visitors to the property have direct 
access to NC Highway 58 (Emerald Drive).   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
8 Commercial redevelopment land use types and densities are based on assumptions by Town Planning Staff 
9 Residential and commercial water usage assumptions based on type of land use from data supplied by Bogue Banks Water Corporation 
10 Residential wastewater assumption is equivalent to 45% of water usage 
11 Commercial wastewater assumption is equivalent to 100% of water usage 



 
 

Attachment 9 (continued) 
Projected Conditions after Amendments Amendment 3 Amendment 4 
APPROXIMATE LEVEL OF INTENSITY 
AND DENSITY 

Property currently contains approximately 14 
acres and is operated as a commercial marina 
with 150 boat slips, marina retail space and 
leased lots for manufactured homes.  
Redevelopment Marina Village zoning would 
limit development to marine commercial and 
single or multi-family development.  Building 
height limit is 50 feet. 

Property currently contains approximately 1.25 
acres and if redeveloped, could support a 
maximum 4 single/dual family structures.   The 
building height limit is 40 feet.  The Town’s 
Dunes and Vegetation Protection Ordinance 
requires each lot to maintain 35% of its area in a 
natural state. 

WATER/WASTEWATER 
INFRASTRUCTURE12 13 14 
 

Current Conditions: Commercial Water = 1,644 
gpd 
Commercial Wastewater = 1,644 gpd 
Current Plan Projections: Residential Water = 
28,880 gpd 
Residential Wastewater = 12,960 gpd 

Residential Water = 2,880 gpd 
Residential Wastewater = 1,296 gpd 

TRANSPORTATION Marina visitors use existing Old Ferry Road 
which provides direct access to NC Highway 58 
(Emerald Drive).  Redevelopment of the 
property for mixed use would likely result in an 
increase traffic over current levels. 

Residents and visitors to the property would 
have access to NC Highway 58 (Emerald 
Drive).   

 
 

                                                 
12 Residential and commercial water usage assumptions based on type of land use from data supplied Bogue Banks Water Corporation 
13 Residential wastewater assumption is equivalent to 45% of water usage 
14 Commercial wastewater assumption is equivalent to 100% of water usage 



Attachment 9 (continued) 
Current Conditions/Current Plan Projections Amendment 4 Amendment 5 
APPROXIMATE LEVEL OF INTENSITY 
AND DENSITY15 

Property currently contains approximately 6 
acres and is undeveloped except for an existing 
church and parsonage.  Development for Mixed 
Residential will be limited to a building height 
of 40 feet.  A maximum density of 8 units per 
acre. A projected residential density of 8 units 
per acre was used for this analysis. 

Properties currently contain approximately 1 
acre with one parcel developed as a single-
family residence and the second is vacant.  The 
building height limit is 40 feet.  The Town’s 
Dunes and Vegetation Protection Ordinance 
requires each lot to maintain 35% of its area in a 
natural state. 

WATER/WASTEWATER 
INFRASTRUCTURE16 17 18 
 

Current Conditions: Commercial and 
Residential Water = 720 gpd 
Commercial and Residential Wastewater = 324 
gpd 
Current Plan Projections: Residential Water = 
17,280 gpd 
Residential Wastewater = 7,776 gpd 

Current Conditions: Residential Water = 360 
gpd 
Commercial Wastewater = 162 gpd 
Current Plan Projections: Residential Water = 
720 gpd 
Residential Wastewater = 324 gpd 

TRANSPORTATION Church patrons have direct access to NC 
Highway 58 (Emerald Drive).  Mixed 
Residential development would have direct 
access to Emerald Drive.  

Residents and visitors to the properties have 
direct access to NC Highway 58 (Emerald 
Drive).   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
15 Commercial redevelopment land use types and densities are based on assumptions by Town Planning Staff 
16 Residential and commercial water usage assumptions based on type of land use from data supplied by Bogue Banks Water Corporation 
17 Residential wastewater assumption is equivalent to 45% of water usage 
18 Commercial wastewater assumption is equivalent to 100% of water usage 



Attachment 9 (continued) 
Projected Conditions after Amendments Amendment 4 Amendment 5 
APPROXIMATE LEVEL OF INTENSITY 
AND DENSITY 

Property currently contains approximately 6 
acres and is undeveloped except for an existing 
church and parsonage.  Development for 
Single/Dual Family Residential will be limited 
to a building height of 40 feet and a maximum 
density of 6 units per acre.  A projected 
residential density of 6 units per acre was used 
for this analysis. 

Property currently contains approximately 1 
acre.  Redevelopment for Mixed Residential 
will be limited to a building height of 40 feet.  
A maximum density of 8 units per acre. A 
projected residential density of 8 units per acre 
was used for this analysis. 

WATER/WASTEWATER 
INFRASTRUCTURE19 20 21 
 

Current Conditions: Commercial Water = 720 
gpd 
Commercial Wastewater = 334 gpd 
Current Plan Projections: Residential Water = 
12,960 gpd 
Residential Wastewater = 5,832 gpd 

Residential Water = 2,880 gpd 
Residential Wastewater = 1,296 gpd 

TRANSPORTATION Church patrons have direct access to NC 
Highway 58 (Emerald Drive).  Single/Dual 
Family Residential development would have 
direct access to Emerald Drive. 

Residents and visitors to the property would 
have access to NC Highway 58 (Emerald 
Drive).   

 

                                                 
19 Residential and commercial water usage assumptions based on type of land use from data supplied Bogue Banks Water Corporation 
20 Residential wastewater assumption is equivalent to 45% of water usage 
21 Commercial wastewater assumption is equivalent to 100% of water usage 



Attachment 10 
 
The Plan would be amended in the following manner.  Please note that text which is 
being added in shown in an underlined format and text which is being deleted is shown in 
a strikethrough format. 
 
Page 84 would be amended to read as follows: 
 

Emerald Isle’s Future Land Use Map, which follows, uses a land classification 
system to show desired future uses and land use patterns.  This classification 
system has seven categories of land use and development.  These seven categories 
include the following: 

 
Conservation  
Main Business Area 

Emerald Drive Business Corridor 
Village East – Town Center 
Village West 
Marine Commercial Marina Village 

Eastern Commercial Area 

Living Areas 

Single/Dual-Family 
Mixed Residential 

 
Page 85 would be amended to read as follows: 
 

Emerald Isle Main Business Area 
 
The Main Business Area includes three related areas: The business and mixed use area, 
called Village-East Town Center, which is centered along Bogue Inlet Drive, the 
commercial area, called Village-West, which is centered in the Islander Drive area, and 
the Emerald Drive Business Corridor, which connects the two “Villages” and the Marina 
Village Marine Commercial Area.  The Main Business Area is planned to encourage the 
provision of quality retail activities and business services to meet the needs of permanent 
residents and visitors.  It will encourage owners to redevelop properties where 
appropriate and to ensure that new and redeveloped commercial properties are consistent 
with the Town’s goal of maintaining a small-town, family atmosphere, while protecting 
and enhancing its natural environment.  
 
 



 
 
Page 89 would be amended to add the following: 

⎯Marina Village Marine Commercial 
 
The planned Marina Village Marine Commercial Area is located at the northern terminus 
of Old Ferry Road at the existing Island Harbor Marina.  The objective of this land use 
category is to provide residents and visitors with goods and services related to boating, 
water sports and similar activities.  Examples of appropriate land uses in this area are 
marina, boat/marine repair facilities and providers of other goods and services for these 
types of uses.    
 
The Town encourages uses in the Marina Village Marine Commercial Area that meet the 
following guidelines:  
 
• provide marine and boating related services that serve the needs of residents and 

visitors;  
• are consistent with state and federal guidelines for such facilities; and  
• allows for supporting businesses and residential land uses.  
  
 
 
 
Amend Table 23, Page 92 to read as follows: 
 
 

Table 23 
Comparison of Land Allocated to Future Residential Land Use and Projected Land 

Needs 
Future Land Use Category Total Acres 

allocated 
Vacant acres 

Single/Dual Family Residential 1,919 1,949 181 211 
Mixed residential 258 217 76 46 
Commercial corridor 77 76 11 
Village East and Village West 84  9 
Marine Commercial Marina 
Village 

2 14 NA  

Convenience commercial 5 2 
Conservation 320 NA 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
DATE: January 8, 2009 
 
TO: Maureen Meehan-Will, District Planner, North Carolina Division of Coastal 

Management 
 
FROM: Kevin B. Reed, AICP, CFM, CZO, Director of Planning & Inspections 
  
SUBJECT: Proposed Amendments to the Town of Emerald Isle’s 2004 CAMA Land Use 

Plan (LUP) and Future Land Use Map (FLUM) 
 
As you know, the Town of Emerald Isle recently completed its work on several amendments to 
its 2004 CAMA Land Use Plan.  The primary reason for these amendments is the fact that the 
Town adopted a new Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) and revised Official Zoning Map 
on September 9, 2008.  The UDO and associated Zoning Map changes have made it necessary to 
make several adjustments to the Town’s Land Use Plan including the Future Land Use Map 
(FLUM).  The amendments to the LUP and FLUM were reviewed by the Town’s Planning 
Board at its October 27, 2008 meeting.  After review of the amendments, the Planning Board 
voted unanimously to recommend to the Board of Commissioners that the amendments be 
approved.   The Board of Commissioners conducted a duly advertised public hearing on the 
proposed amendments at is December 9, 2008 meeting.  Following the public hearing, the Board 
of Commissioners approved the amendments and adopted the required resolutions.   
 
It is the goal of the Town for these amendments considered by the Coastal Resources 
Commission (CRC) for certification at its February 2009 meeting.  The purpose of this 
memorandum is to present the proposed LUP text and FLUM changes to you, along with 
accompanying information, so they may be considered by the CRC in February 2009.  The 
amendments are as follows: 
 
Amendment 1 
Revise the Future Land Use Map in order to show the 11.75 acre tract and the 5.79 acre tract 
located on the north side of Coast Guard Road, and known as the Bell Code Estates and Bell 
Cove Village Subdivisions respectively, as Single/Dual Family Residential rather than its current 
designation as Mixed Residential.  These two tracts have been subdivided into individual 
building lots for one and two-family dwellings.  In addition, the Board of Commissioners 
rezoned these properties to Residential-2 (R-2) as part of the UDO adoption process.  The 

TToowwnn  ooff  EEmmeerraalldd  IIssllee  
 

Department of Planning and 
Inspections 

Kevin B. Reed, AICP, Director 
kreed@emeraldisle-nc.org 

 
 

 
7500 Emerald Drive 

Emerald Isle, NC  28594 
Voice 252-354-3338 
Fax 252-354-5387 
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proposed amendment would make the Future Land Use Map designation consistent with local 
zoning.   
 
Amendment 2 
Revise the Future Land Use Map in order to show a parcel located at 8604 Reed Drive as 
Commercial Corridor rather than its current designation as Mixed Residential.  This parcel was 
rezoned by the Board of Commissioners at the request of the property owner from Residential-2 
(R-2) to Business (B).  The proposed amendment would make the Future Land Use Map 
consistent with local zoning. 
 
Amendment 3 
Revise the Future Land Use Map in order to expand the boundaries of the Marine Commercial 
Area located at the northern terminus of Old Ferry Road.  In addition, the FLUM would be 
changed to reflect the 14 acre parcel (which is divided into a Tract A and a Tract B) as Marina 
Village rather than its current designation as Marine Commercial and Mixed Residential.  The 
owners of the property had requested that Parcel A be rezoned from Business (B) and Mobile 
Home-1 (MH-1) to Marina Village (MV).  This rezoning was approved by the Board of 
Commissioners at its November 12, 2008 meeting.  In addition, the Marine Commercial Area 
will be renamed as the Marina Village Area.  Marina Village (MV) is a new mixed use zoning 
district that was created with the adoption of the UDO.  The MV District is intended to help 
protect and foster marina and related marine commercial land uses.  Also Part 3, “Land Use 
Plan- Goals, Policies and Future Land Use Map” of the Plan would be amended to reflect the 
name change from Marine Commercial to Marina Village.  Thee specific text amendments to the 
Plan are shown on Attachment 3A.  The proposed amendment would make the Future Land Use 
Map designation consistent with local zoning. 
 
Amendment 4 
Revise the Future Land Use Map in order to show the 1.25 acre parcel located on the north side 
of Emerald Drive, and the current location of Bogue Banks Water Corporation (BBWC), 
Single/Dual Family Residential rather than its current designation as Commercial Corridor.  The 
zoning of the property was changed to Residential-2 (R-2) at the request of BBWC when the 
Town adopted its new UDO and Official Zoning Map.  The proposed amendment would make 
the Future Land Use Map designation consistent with local zoning.  
 
Amendment 5 
Revise the Future Land Use Map in order to show an approximately 6 acre area located on the 
north side of Emerald Drive as Single-Dual Family Residential rather than its current designation 
as Mixed Residential.  The area also contains the Chapel by the Sea Church and land owned by 
the Town and designated as the location for McLean Park.  The Board of Commissioners 
rezoned these properties to Residential-2 (R-2) and Government (G) as part of the UDO adoption 
process.  The proposed amendment would make the Future Land Use Map designation consistent 
with local zoning. 
 
Amendment 6 
Revise the Future Land Use Map in order to show an approximately 1 acre area, located at 2412 
and 2414 Emerald Drive, as Mixed Residential rather than its current designation as Single/Dual 



Family Residential.  The zoning of the property was changed to Residential-2 (R-2) at the 
request of the property owner when the Town adopted its new UDO and Official Zoning Map.  
The proposed amendment would make the Future Land Use Map designation consistent with 
local zoning. 
 
The Town believes there is sufficient infrastructure capacity to adequately accommodate the 
potential development associated with the proposed amendments.  In addition to the foregoing 
information you will find attached the following pieces of information:  
 

1. Attachment 1 – Future Land Use Map amendment – Bell Cove Estates/Bell Cove Village 
2. Attachment 2 – Future Land Use Map amendment – Bluewater Tract 
3. Attachment 3A – Text amendments to LUP 
4. Attachment 3B – Future Land Use Map amendment – Island Harbor Marina 
5. Attachment 4 – Future Land Use Map amendment – Bogue Banks Water Corporation 
6. Attachment 5 – Future Land Use Map amendment – Chapel by the Sea/McLean Park 
7. Attachment 6 – Future Land Use Map amendment – 2412/2414 Emerald Drive 
8. Attachment 7 – Land Use Plan/Zoning Consistency 
9. Attachment 8 – LUP Amendment/Management Topic Comparison 
10. Attachment 9 – Description of Current Available Public Facilities and Proposed Land 

Use Amendments 
11. Miscellaneous attachments including: Resolutions #1-6 adopted by the Board of 

Commissioners for the LUP and FLUM Amendments; Copy of Public Hearing Notice; 
and, Affidavit of Publication for Public Hearing 

 
The Town looks forward to it continued work with you on these amendments to its 2004 CAMA 
Land Use Plan and Future Land Use Map.  Please feel free to contact me if you have any 
questions or need additional information. 
 
 
 

KBR 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments 
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RESOLUTIONAMENDINGTHETOWN'S2004CAMALANDUSEPLAN-
#1. BELLCOVEESTATESI BELLCOVEVILLAGE

WHEREAS,theTownof EmeraldIsledesiresto amendits2004CAMALandUsePlan,specificallythe
FutureLandUseMap,in orderto projectthefuturelanduseof certainpropertiesasSingle/DualFamily
ResidentialratherthanMixed-Residential,and

WHEREAS,theTownconducteda publichearingontheproposedamendmentata meetingof theBoard
ofCommissionersheldonDecember9,2008,and

WHEREAS,theTownhassufficientfacilitycapacityto handletheproposeddevelopmentof theproperty
forresidentialpurposes,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentto theFutureLandUseMaphasbeenevaluatedfor itsconsistencywithother
existingpoliciesandno i'!temalinconsistenciesexist;and

WHEREAS,theamendmentis consistentwiththesixmanagementtopicsoutlinedin theTown'sPlan,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentisconsistentwiththefederallyapprovedNorthCarolinaCoastalManagement
ProgramandtherulesoftheCoastalResourcesCommission,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentdoesnotviolateanystateor federallaws,

NOW,THEREFORE,BE IT RESOLVEDby theEmeraldIsleBoardof Commissionersthat

1. TheTown'sFutureLandUseMapbeherebyamendedto projectcertainpropertiesin BellCove
EstatesandBellCoveVillage,asdepictedontheattachedmap,asSingle/DualFamilyResidential
ratherthanMixed-Residential,and

2. The NorthCarolinaCoastalResourcesCommissionis herebyaskedto certifythe aforesaid
amendment.

Adoptedthisthe ~"""' dayof-=ua (\~

Commissioner(s)\l. i\ ~cN " ~



Commissioner(s) votingagainst,and

Commissioner(s) absent.

ATlEST:
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RESOLUTIONAMENDINGTHETOWN'S2004CAMAlANDUSEPLAN-
#2- REEDDRIVE(BlUEWATERTRACT)

WHEREAS,theTownof EmeraldIsledesiresto amendits2004CAMAland UsePlan,specificallythe
FutureLandUseMap,inorderto projectthefuturelanduseofcertainpropertiesasCommercialCorridor
ratherthanMixed-Residential,and

WHEREAS,theTownconducteda publichearingontheproposedamendmentata meetingof theBoard
ofCommissionersheldonDecember9,2008,and

WHEREAS,theTownhassufficientfacilitycapacityto handletheproposeddevelopmentof theproperty
forcommercialpurposes,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentto the FutureLandUseMaphasbeenevaluatedfor itsconsistencywithother
existingpoliciesandno inte[llalinconsistenciesexist;and

WHEREAS,theamendmentis consistentwiththesixmanagementtopicsoutlinedin theTown'sPlan,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentisconsistentwiththefederallyapprovedNorthCarolinaCoastalManagement
ProgramandtherulesoftheCoastalResourcesCommission,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentdoesnotviolateanystateor federallaws,

NOW,THEREFORE,BEIT RESOLVEDby theEmeraldIsleBoardof Commissionersthat

1. TheTown'sFutureLandUseMapbeherebyamendedto projectcertainpropertyonReedDrive
(BluewaterTract),as depictedon theattachedmap,as CommercialCorridorratherthanMixed-
Residential,and

2. The NorthCarolinaCoastalResourcesCommissionis herebyaskedto certifythe aforesaid
amendment.

Adoptedthisthe C{~ dayo~~~ , 2008,byavoteof

Commissioner(s)~cQ" M£\, ~~ I ~ \ ~ .toJ,qhtvotingfor,



Commissioner(s) votingagainst,and

Commissioner(s) absent.

ArthurB.Schools,Jr., Mayor
ArrEST:

2
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RESOLUTIONAMENDINGTHETOWN'S2004CAMALANDUSEPLAN-
#3A- MARINAVILLAGETEXTAND#3B- MARINAVILLAGEMAP

WHEREAS,theTownof EmeraldIsledesiresto amendits2004CAMALandUsePlan,specificallyPart3
of thePlanincludingtheFutureLandUseMap,inorderto projectthefuturelanduseofcertainproperties
asMarinaVillageratherthanMarineCommercialandMixed-Residential,and

WHEREAS,theTownalsodesiresto amendtext in the2004CAMALandUsePlanregardingMarina
Village,and

WHEREAS,theTownconducteda publichearingontheproposedamendmentata meetingof theBoard
ofCommissionersheldonDecember9,2008,and

WHEREAS,theTownhassufficientfacilitycapacityto handletheproposeddevelopmentof theproperty
forcommercialandresidentialpurposes,and

~

WHEREAS,theamendmentto the FutureLandUseMaphasbeenevaluatedfor its consistencywithother
existingpoliciesandnointernalinconsistenciesexist;and

WHEREAS,theamendmentis consistentwiththesixmanagementtopicsoutlinedin theTown'sPlan,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentisconsistentwiththefederallyapprovedNorthCarolinaCoastalManagement
ProgramandtherulesoftheCoastalResourcesCommission,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentdoesnotviolateanystateor federallaws,

NOW,THEREFORE,BEIT RESOLVEDby theEmeraldIsleBoardof Commissionersthat

1. TheTown'sFutureLandUseMapbe herebyamendedto projectcertainpropertiesat Island
HarborMarina,asdepictedontheattachedmap,asMarinaVillageratherthanMarineCommercial
andMixed-Residential,and

2. TextregardingMarinaVillageintheTown's2004CAMALandUsePlanbeherebyamended,and

3. The NorthCarolinaCoastalResourcesCommissionis herebyaskedto certifythe aforesaid
amendment.



Adoptedthisthe Q~ dayo~c~ , 2008,byavoteof

Commissioner(s)\l ~oo'J~ ~~ ltN\ kt-votingfor,

Commissioner(s) votingagainst,and

Commissioner(s) absent.

ATTEST:

2
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RESOLUTIONAMENDINGTHETOWN'S2004CAMALANDUSEPLAN-
#4- BOGUEBANKSWATERCORPORATION

WHEREAS,theTownof EmeraldIsledesiresto amendits 2004CAMALandUsePlan,specificallythe
FutureLandUseMap,in orderto projectthefuturelanduseof certainpropertiesas Single/DualFamily
ResidentialratherthanCommercialCorridor,and

WHEREAS,theTownconducteda publichearingon the proposedamendmentat a meetingof the Board
of Commissionersheldon December9,2008,and

WHEREAS,theTownhassufficientfacilitycapacityto handletheproposeddevelopmentof theproperty
forresidentialpurposes,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentto the FutureLandUseMaphasbeenevaluatedfor itsconsistencywithother
existingpoliciesandno internalinconsistenciesexist;and

J

WHEREAS,theamendmentis consistentwiththesixmanagementtopicsoutlinedin theTown'sPlan,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentis consistentwiththe federallyapprovedNorthCarolinaCoastalManagement
Programandthe rulesof theCoastalResourcesCommission,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentdoesnotviolateanystateor federallaws,

NOW,THEREFORE,BE IT RESOLVEDbytheEmeraldIsleBoardof Commissionersthat

1. TheTown'sFutureLandUseMapbeherebyamendedtoprojectcertainpropertyownedbyBogue
BanksWaterCorporation,as depictedon theattachedmap,as Single/DualFamilyResidential
ratherthanCommercialCorridor,and

2. The NorthCarolinaCoastalResourcesCommissionis herebyaskedto certifythe aforesaid
amendment.

Adoptedthisthe~ dayof~~~ ,2008,byavoteof

Commissioner(s)\.1~" N v (\\~ ~~ lull tRrotingfor,

Commissioner(s) votingagainst,and



Commissioner(s) absent.

-
ATTEj)J:

2
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RESOLUTIONAMENDINGTHETOWN'S2004CAMALANDUSEPLAN-
#5- CHAPELBYTHESEA/ MCLEANPARK

WHEREAS,theTownof EmeraldIsledesiresto amendits 2004CAMALandUsePlan,specificallythe
FutureLandUseMap,in orderto projectthefuturelanduseof certainpropertiesas Single/DualFamily
ResidentialratherthanMixedResidential,and

WHEREAS,theTownconducteda publichearingontheproposedamendmentata meetingof theBoard
ofCommissionersheldonDecember9,2008,and

WHEREAS,theTownhassufficientfacilitycapacityto handletheproposeddevelopmentof theproperty
forresidentialpurposes,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentto the FutureLandUseMaphasbeenevaluatedfor itsconsistencywithother
existingpoliciesandno internalinconsistenciesexist;and

~

WHEREAS,theamendmentis consistentwiththesixmanagementtopicsoutlinedin theTown'sPlan,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentisconsistentwiththefederallyapprovedNorthCarolinaCoastalManagement
ProgramandtherulesoftheCoastalResourcesCommission,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentdoesnotviolateanystateor federallaws,

NOW,THEREFORE,BEIT RESOLVEDby theEmeraldIsleBoardof Commissionersthat

1. TheTown'sFutureLandUseMapbe herebyamendedto projectcertainpropertiesknownas
ChapelByTheSeaandMcLeanPark,asdepictedon theattachedmap,as Single/DualFamily
ResidentialratherthanMixedResidential,and

2. The NorthCarolinaCoastalResourcesCommissionis herebyaskedto certifythe aforesaid
amendment.

Adoptedthisthe Q~

Commissioner(s}\.l

dayoL:Do.~~~

~\(et.N\~~

, 2008,bya voteof

l1votingfor,

Commissioner(s) votingagainst,and



Commissioner(s) absent.

ATTEST:

2
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RESOLUTIONAMENDINGTHETOWN'S2004CAMALANDUSEPLAN-
#6- 2412,2414EMERALDDRIVE

WHEREAS,theTownof EmeraldIsledesiresto amendits2004CAMALandUsePlan,specificallythe
FutureLandUseMap,in orderto projectthefuturelanduseof certainpropertiesas MixedResidential
ratherthanSingle/DualFamilyResidential,and

WHEREAS,theTownconducteda publichearingontheproposedamendmentata meetingof theBoard
ofCommissionersheldonDecember9,2008,and

WHEREAS,theTownhassufficientfacilitycapacityto handletheproposeddevelopmentof theproperty
forresidentialpurposes,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentto the FutureLandUseMaphasbeenevaluatedfor itsconsistencywithother
existingpoliciesandno internalinconsistenciesexist;and

~

WHEREAS,theamendmentis consistentwiththesixmanagementtopicsoutlinedin theTown'sPlan,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentisconsistentwiththefederallyapprovedNorthCarolinaCoastalManagement
ProgramandtherulesoftheCoastalResourcesCommission,and

WHEREAS,theamendmentdoesnotviolateanystateor federallaws,

NOW,THEREFORE,BEIT RESOLVEDby theEmeraldIsleBoardof Commissionersthat

1. TheTown'sFutureLandUseMapbeherebyamendedto projectcertainpropertiesat 2412and
2414 EmeraldDrive,as depictedon the attachedmap, as MixedResidentialratherthan
Single/DualFamilyResidential,and

2. The NorthCarolinaCoastalResourcesCommissionis herebyaskedto certifythe aforesaid
amendment.

Adoptedthisthe Q~ dayOf~~ ,2008,byavoteof

Commissioner(s)\.1~'t \ ~ ~eL ~ti Luc:eWe.oLot. ~ting for,

Commissioner(s) votingagainst,and



Commissioner(s) absent.

ATTEST:

2



 
North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources 

Division of Coastal Management 
Beverly Eaves Perdue, Governor James H. Gregson, Director Dee Freeman, Secretary 
 

MEMORANDUM                                                  CRC-09-03 
 
To:       The Coastal Resources Commission and Coastal Resources Advisory Council  
From:     Charlan Owens, AICP, DCM Elizabeth City District Planner    
Date: January 29, 2009                                                                               
Subject: Text Amendment to the Town of Manteo 2007 Core Land Use Plan (LUP) – (February 

CRC Meeting) 
  
The Town of Manteo requests a Land Use Plan (LUP) amendment to modify a policy statement 
concerning the required setback along US 64/264).  
 
The Board of Commissioners adopted the amendment at their December 3, 2008 meeting.  No 
objections were voiced at the public hearing and no written objections were submitted to DCM.   
 
The Town of Manteo 2007 LUP was certified by the CRC on July 27, 2007.  A digital version of 
the certified LUP is available on the DCM website at:   
 
http://www.nccoastalmanagement.net/Planning/under_review.htm 
 
 
OVERVIEW 
 
The Town desires to amend a Land Use Compatibility (LUC) policy as follows: 
 

LUC Policy 11:  The Town should continue to require new development and 
redevelopment on Virginia Dare Road (US64/264)  in the County Services and 
Tourist Oriented Area to be set back 50 feet to accommodate the Voyages 
Corridor Buffer and sidewalk.   

 
 (Underline text is to be added, strikethrough text is to be deleted) 
 
LUC Policy 11 can be found on Page 118 of 192 on the .pdf version of the certified LUP and 
Page 101 of the printed version.  
 
The LUP amendment has been submitted to ensure consistency with recent changes to the 
Town’s Zoning Code.  The Board of Commissioners amended the Zoning Code on September 3, 
2008 to change setbacks along US Hwy 64/264 from 50 feet to 15 feet within the B-2 zoning 
district. The B-2 zoning district includes properties abutting the highway along the downtown 
core.  At that meeting, it was agreed that a public hearing would be scheduled to amend the LUP 
to reflect the setback change.   

http://www.nccoastalmanagement.net/Planning/under_review.htm


 
Rather than using a roadway, the “County Services and Tourist Oriented Areas” Future Land 
Use Map designation has been referenced in the amended policy.  A 50 foot setback will be 
maintained within the designation, which includes certain properties on or near the intersection 
of N. Virginia Dare Trail and US64/264 at the Town’s southern limits, outside the downtown 
core.  The 50 foot setback will accommodate the Voyages Corridor Buffer, a 50 foot wide 
planting buffer/multi-use path/bikeway, and sidewalk.   
 
The “County Services and Tourist Oriented Areas” designation can be found on Pages 142 and 
143 on the .pdf version of the certified LUP and Pages 125 and 126 of the printed version. 
 
 
DCM STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  DCM staff has determined that The Town of Manteo 
has met the substantive requirements outlined in the 2002 Land Use Plan Guidelines and that 
there are no conflicts evident within either state or federal law or the State’s Coastal 
Management Program. 
 
DCM staff recommends that the CRAC forward the Town of Manteo Land Use Plan amendment 
to the CRC for certification approval.   
 
If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me (Charlan Owens) at 252-264-
3901. 
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CRC-09-04 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Coastal Resources Commission 
 
FROM: Dr. John Fear, Research Coordinator 
 
DATE: January 28, 2009 
 
RE: N.C. Coastal Reserve and National Estuarine Research Reserve  

Research Program 
  

 
The N.C. Coastal Reserve and National Estuarine Research Reserve have an active research 
program comprised of three primary focus areas: site-directed research, and the nationally-
coordinated National Estuarine Research Reserve System (NERRS) Graduate Research 
Fellowship Program and System-wide Monitoring Program. The goal of the N.C. Reserve 
research program is to provide new information on coastal ecosystems and processes to promote 
sound management of coastal resources. 

The site-based nature of the N.C. Reserve provides excellent opportunities to study coastal 
ecosystems and their processes in a natural setting with minimal anthropogenic disturbance. 
Reserve sites serve as reference sites providing baseline data representative of natural conditions; 
these data may be compared to historic data and data from developed areas to quantify long-term 
changes and impacts. The sites may also be used to demonstrate and evaluate the efficacy of 
alternatives to generally accepted coastal development and/or management practices.  N.C. 
Reserve research priorities address locally relevant and nationally significant coastal 
management issues including effects from coastal population increase, altered land use, storm 
water runoff and eutrophication, invasive species, tropical and coastal storm impacts, and sea 
level rise. 
 
Site-Directed Research 
The N.C. Reserve conducts and facilitates original high-quality research at the sites and in their 
associated watersheds as part of the site-directed research program. The Reserve encourages 
outside researchers from academic and other government and non-government agencies to use 
the sites to help address the priority coastal management issues above. Written permission in the 
form of a research permit is required to conduct research on a site (15A NCAC 07O .0202).  The 



natural state of the sites, their distribution along the N.C. coast, and Reserve research and 
education support are incentives for researchers to utilize the Reserve.  Current examples of site-
directed research projects include: NOAA-Reserve sustainable shoreline stabilization study with 
demonstration projects; atmospheric deposition monitoring to determine the effects of a new 
egg-laying facility on water quality; and NOAA-Reserve reference and restored marsh 
monitoring to compare ecosystem services and monitor sea level rise impacts.  
 
NERRS Graduate Research Fellowship Program 
The Graduate Research Fellowship Program (GRF) supports students to produce high quality 
research at each of the Reserves within the NERRS.  The fellowship provides two graduate 
students with funding for 1-3 years to conduct their research at one or more of the national sites 
within the N.C. Reserve.  Projects must address coastal management issues identified as having 
regional or national significance; relate them to NERRS research focus areas; and be conducted 
at least partially within one or more designated Reserve sites. Proposals must focus on the 
following areas: 1) eutrophication, effects of non-point source pollution and/or nutrient 
dynamics; 2) habitat conservation and/or restoration; 3) biodiversity and/or the effects of 
invasive species; 4) mechanisms for sustaining resources within estuarine ecosystems; or 5) 
economic, sociological, and/or anthropological research applicable to estuarine ecosystem 
management.  These areas correlate directly with the overarching threats facing the N.C. Reserve 
sites and the Reserve research priorities.  Recent N.C. fellowship projects have addressed fecal 
coliform source tracking, oyster reef ecology, and the invasion potential of a harmful blue-green 
alga. 
 
NERRS System-wide Monitoring Program 
The System-wide Monitoring Program (SWMP) provides standardized quantitative 
measurements of short-term variability and long-term changes in the integrity and biodiversity of 
Reserve ecosystems.  Conducted at all 27 sites within the NERRS, SWMP is designed to 
enhance the value and vision of the Reserves as a system of national reference sites. The 
program also takes a phased approach and focuses on three different ecosystem characteristics:  

1. Abiotic Variables: Automated collection of pH, conductivity, salinity, temperature, 
dissolved oxygen, turbidity, water level and atmospheric conditions every 15 minutes 
and monthly nutrient and chlorophyll a collection; 

2.   Biotic Variables: Monitors organisms and habitats for assessment of biodiversity, 
habitat, and population characteristics as funds are available; and 

3.   Watershed and Land use Classifications: Tracks and evaluates changes in coastal 
habitats and watershed land use/cover to examine the links between watershed land use 
activities and coastal habitat quality.   

The N.C. Reserve currently monitors abiotic variables at its Masonboro Island, Zeke’s Island, 
and Rachel Carson sites.  Data are available at http://cdmo.baruch.sc.edu.  Watershed and land 
use classifications have been prepared for all four national sites within the N.C. Reserve: 
Currituck Banks, Rachel Carson, Masonboro Island, and Zeke’s Island.   
 

http://cdmo.baruch.sc.edu/
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MEMORANDUM  CRC 09-05 
       
TO:  Coastal Resources Commission 
 
FROM: Jeffrey Warren, PhD, CPG 
  Coastal Hazards Specialist 
 
SUBJECT: Proposed Development Policies for Expanded Inlet Hazard Area 

Boundaries 
  
 
At the May 2008 Coastal Resources Commission (CRC) meeting, Division of Coastal 
Management (DCM) staff presented draft rule language for development within the 
updated Inlet Hazard Area (IHA) boundaries as well as a boundary for the Bald Head 
Island (BHI) IHA that was a revision of the CRC Science Panel on Coastal Hazards 
initial recommendation.  Spencer Rogers, a member of the CRC Science Panel, 
addressed issues that the Panel had with some of the concepts of the draft rule 
language, specifically those relating to how the oceanfront setback was determined 
adjacent to an inlet and, in particular, the calculation of erosion rates and the use of the 
vegetation line as a reference point for measuring setbacks.  The CRC requested that 
the issues addressed by Rogers, as well as the revised IHA boundary developed by 
DCM staff, be taken back to the Science Panel. 
 
Since the May 2008 CRC meeting, the Science Panel has met three times to discuss 
the issue.  At the November CRC meeting, DCM staff presented an IHA boundary for 
BHI based on Science Panel input and additional DCM consideration.  Although the 
Science Panel continues to support their initial IHA boundary recommendation 
presented in September 2007, staff presented the rationale that DCM staff used to 
justify the November 2008 IHA boundary revision.  Spencer Rogers offered additional 
comments on the issue.  In response, the CRC voted to adopt the boundary as 
presented by staff.  All of the proposed IHAs (including the November revisions to BHI) 
can be reviewed online: 
http://www.nccoastalmanagement.net/Hazards/proposed_IHA.htm 
 



At the November 2008 meeting, DCM staff noted that draft development policies and 
data germane to how these policies might affect development in both the existing and 
proposed IHA boundaries would be provided for the Commission’s consideration in 
February 2009.  Attached is a comparison (Table 1) of the proposed development 
policies for the revised IHA boundaries to the existing IHA policies (for development 
currently in the IHA) and the existing Ocean Erodible Area or OEA policies (for 
development currently not in the IHA but slated to be included in the proposed boundary 
revisions). 
 
Dr. Margery Overton, CRC Science Panel chair, is scheduled to speak to the CRC at 
the February meeting and outline the Panel’s concerns with managing development 
adjacent to the State’s 12 developed inlets.  Based on comments from the most recent 
Science Panel meeting (January 14th), the issues appear to be fourfold: 1) application of 
newly calculated oceanfront shoreline erosion rate data adjacent to inlets (versus 
existing data based on 1998 shoreline), 2) consideration of short-term variability of 
shoreline (and vegetation line) when determining setbacks, 3) consideration of multiple 
setback criteria at each inlet (and potentially using the most restrictive), and 4) 
consideration of inlet-specific (i.e., unique to each inlet) policies for placement of 
development.  DCM continues to consider the Panel’s input as inlet-related 
development policies are developed.  Although the application of a new erosion rate will 
be accomplished as a separate project through a phased approach, DCM feels it has 
developed a policy framework for addressing most, if not all, of the Panel’s concerns.   
 
At the upcoming meeting recommendations for revised IHA development criteria as 
outlined in Table 1 will be presented along with relevant support data (e.g., size and 
number of affected structures, erosion rates, etc.).  Simply stated, the general concept 
of these IHA development criteria is twofold: 1) keep it small (<5,000 square feet) and 2) 
keep it from moving oceanward of existing development.  CRC approval of this policy, 
including any amendments they feel are appropriate, can be distributed to the 
appropriate stakeholder groups following the meeting (including the Science Panel, 
which is scheduled to meet again in Raleigh on February 25th).  Comments and 
concerns identified by stakeholders will be considered by DCM and incorporated into 
draft rules that can be presented to the CRC at their April meeting.  Note that that the 
two relevant rules are 15A NCAC 07H.0304 (which defines the IHA boundaries) and 
07H.0310 (which defines the development requirements within the IHA boundaries).  
Although the Coastal Area Management Act requires any changes to an Area of 
Environmental Concern (AEC) to be subject to hearings in each affected county (in this 
case, there are five – Brunswick, New Hanover, Pender, Onslow, and Carteret), DCM 
staff recommends that both rules (07H.0304 and 07H.0310) be subject to the same 
level of public input.  If the CRC chooses to send the proposed rules to public hearing in 
April, it is likely that regional public hearings can occur during early to mid August with a 
final hearing in front of the full CRC in Raleigh (August 27th).   



Table 1.  Applicable development policies established by the Coastal Resources Commission in 
both the Inlet Hazard Area (IHA) and Ocean Erodible Area (OEA) compared to the proposed 
development standards proposed by the Division of Coastal Management staff.  The OEA data 
are tabulated here because they are the current rules applicable for oceanfront development in 
areas that are included in the proposed IHA expansion (but not currently in an IHA).  
 
POLICY Existing IHA Existing OEA Proposed IHA 
Size limits No commercial or multi-

family (4 units or greater) 
greater than 5,000 sq ft 

No size limits as long as 
setback can be met 

No structures greater 
than 5,000 sq ft (excluding 
development related to public 
access such as parking lots)

Grandfathering for 
existing structures 
>5,000 sq ft 

No No  Yes (can be replaced to pre-
rule change size as long as 
current setbacks are met) 

Parking Not greater than 5,000 
sq ft 

Setback based on size All parking >5,000 sq ft 
shall be gravel or packed 
clay 

Density Limits No more than 1 unit per 
15,000 sq ft 

None None 

Setback exception 
for lots platted prior 
to 1979 

No Yes Yes 

Static Line 
Exception* 

Yes (although not addressed 
in current IHA rules, nothing in 
current rules would exclude its 
application) 

Yes Yes 

Erosion Rates 
Applied to Setback 
Determinations 

Adjacent OEA As defined in 07H.0304 As defined in 07H.0304 
(plus a 2 ft-per-yr rate assigned 
to a few areas on current maps 
without assigned erosion rates; 
DCM plans a coast-wide update 
to current erosion rates)

Vintage of Erosion 
Rates Applied 

Primarily current rates 
with some exceptions 
dependant on lot plat 
date 

Primarily current rates 
with some exceptions 
dependant on lot plat 
date 

Rates in place at time of 
permit decision 

Setback Reference 
Point 

Vegetation line Vegetation line Vegetation line AND 
landward most adjacent 
structure AND as far back 
on lot as feasible (with 
provision for unique lot and 
shoreline geometries on a case-
by-case basis) 

Setback Factor 30 30 or 60 (plus potential 
graduated setback factor 
between 60 and 90 based on 
pending setback rules)* 

30 (no greater setback needed 
since total floor area limited to 
5,000 sq ft; size exception for 
public access facilities which will 
need to meet relevant setback*)

Sandbag 
Frequency** 

Once Once Multiple times** 

Sandbag Time 
Limits** 

Max of 5 years  Max of 5 years Max of 8 years** (with 
planned inlet relocation project) 

* Static line exception and setback rules (15A NCAC 07H.0306) approved by CRC in September and 
RRC in November 2008 being sent to General Assembly for review.  
** Although proposed sandbag rules are provided here for comparison, they are not part of the proposed 
IHA development policy and rules.  The public hearing for proposed amendments to the sandbag rules 
(15A NCAC 07H.0308(a)(2)) that would allow the conditions described in the above table is scheduled to 
occur at the February CRC meeting. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Coastal Resources Commission (CRC) and Coastal Resources Advisory 

Council (CRAC) 
 
FROM: Steve Underwood, Assistant Director for Policy and Planning 
 
SUBJECT: Summary of BIMP Public Meetings 
 

 
First Round of Public Input Meetings 
 
Five meetings were held during the period of December 2 through December 11, 2008 to outline 
the ongoing development of the North Carolina Beach and Inlet Management Plan (BIMP).  .  
These provided opportunities for members of the public and communities to be informed of the 
progress to date and to provide valuable input and comments.  Total attendance for all of those 
meetings was approximately 120 people. 
 
The meeting consisted of two main parts.  The first part was a presentation on the BIMP and the 
second involved interactive breakout sessions where maps and flip charts were available to 
document comments, questions, and concerns during the session.  The presentations are available 
for viewing on the project website www.ncbimp.net.  The comments from the meeting break out 
sessions are summarized in this document.  Additional opportunities for comment are the 
questionnaires provided at the meetings and email feedback at DENR.NCBIMP@lists.ncmail.net 
Public input and participation in the process is greatly appreciated. 

http://www.ncbimp.net/
mailto:DENR.NCBIMP@lists.ncmail.net


 
Summary of Public Comments at Each Meeting 

 
Region 1 Meeting – Held December 3, 2008 from 6-8:00 pm at Brunswick Electric 
Membership Corporation, Supply NC (15 attended) 
 
Discussion in the break-out sessions ranged from data availability to strategies and priorities of 
the BIMP.  The following list summarizes the comments made: 
 

General 
 All alternatives should be on the table.  The BIMP discussion should not be limited to 

current policy but also consider things not currently allowed under rule or statue such as 
terminal structures. 

 There is a difference between using structures for sediment control vs. shoreline armoring 
 
Data 
 The current sandbag structures database should be updated 
 Current NCDCM erosion rates use “end point” method. Rates should be calculated more 

scientifically. 
 Complex analysis may not be as accurate as gut feel 
 The current USACE GRR- considering nearby inlets and limited offshore  
 Include most recent data in erosion rates – 1998 is a bit dated 
 Tidal Prism data and hydrography needed at inlets 
 Systematic data standard for gathering data needed 

 
Strategies/Priorities 
 Use dredge material nearshore if not beach quality (find beneficial uses when possible) 

o wetland creation 
o do not dispose offshore 

 Prioritize where sand is needed 
 Standardized defendable approach to prioritization is key (keep it simple) 
 Frequency of nourishment is an environmental issue (turbidity, etc.)  

o Big projects less often 
o Also, mobilization and cost potentially reduced with larger projects 

 Sediment compatibility criterion – is this limiting potential sand resources in sand starved 
areas? 

 Holden Beach has received limited sand from inlets- any other options? Relying now on 
upland sources 

 Don’t ignore the inlets as a sediment source 
 Maybe increasing depths and widths of channels should be considered 
 Sediment budgets needed  
 Funding sources – room occupancy taxes – statewide- county by county 



 
Regions 2a and 2b Meeting – Held December 2, 2008 from 5-7:00 pm at New Hanover 

County Northeast Regional Library, Wilmington NC (34 attended) 
 
The attendees were divided into six break-out sessions where discussion ranged from data sets to 
BIMP strategies, vulnerability indexes, and funding.  The following list groups and summarizes 
the comments made: 
 

General  
 Regions as shown are OK  
 BIMP needs to be holistic/comprehensive with human component, natural system, and 

ecosystem all included 
 Statewide plan 
 Promote better cooperation between stakeholders and regulators 
 Sand as a resource maybe not just as an “asset”  
 If BIMP goes beyond currently allowed state policy, where would it stop? 
 How can you consider something not allowed? 
 Differing opinions among break-out groups with some wanting to keep within scope of 

General Assembly mandate while others wanted to include all options in strategies; don’t 
limit your project by current state policy (for example, terminal structures at inlets should 
be considered) 

 Ease local project EA/EIS through development of “To-Do” guide for permitting  
o i.e. flow charts, etc 

 Have local shoreline protection officers 
 Increase channel dimensions for inlet dredging 
 Inlet management  
 Inlets should be used as sources of sand for nourishment and not declared off limits by 

NMF (National Marine Fisheries) 
 In cases where beach disposal is not the least cost alternative, state should make up the 

difference so that beach quality sand is not wasted 
 Do not move environmental goal posts as far as permitting is concerned 
 Biological impacts of various projects and what are the recovery rates are of beaches – 

How long does it take? 
 Frequency of nourishment projects should be looked at to allow biological community to 

recover from nourishment impacts 
 Look at innovative ways to hasten the ability of the beach to recover from a nourishment 

event, such as seeding beaches with mole crabs, ghost crabs, small clams as you would 
fine in abundance on natural beaches 

 Work on united message to General Assembly through a variety of groups, NCBIWA, 
Coastal Resources Advisory Council (CRAC), North Carolina Coastal Federation, NC 
Port Authority and others…What should the message be? 

 Merge staff from DCM, DWR and others to implement the BIMP – don’t develop 
another group - afraid of the BIMP being just another bureaucracy nightmare to get 
projects through 

 Need to understand what information that each regulatory agency needs ahead of time 
when planning these projects –too many surprises after the fact. 



 
Data 
 Data should include a biological database as well as geophysical database 

o Historic reports, PhD dissertations 
o Monitoring data 

 Set up a panel to review the data (especially monitor data) to provide a summary or 
QA/QC 

 Recommend on what monitoring data needs to be collected, instead of just a stock list 
 Data that is being collected and assembled for the BIMP should be the “right type” for 

looking at any future alternative strategies  
 Research prior to policy/regulations 
 Science/Biological/Oceanographic Panel to report to CRC? 
 Data gaps identified? 
 How can public access EIS/EA data or permit data? 
 Recognize importance of inlet systems (e.g. Caveats of inlet “mining”) 
 Don’t just “get” data but also analyze/synthesize data 

o Let science drive decisions 
 Sediment budgets/naturally what is happening, background is needed 
 Monitoring before and after any projects 

 
Vulnerability 
 Vulnerability index: 

o “human factor” of a panel supplementing hard variables in formula (i.e. ERs, 
sand, etc. ) 

 Coastal Avoidance Hazard Fund 
 Subjective data are tough for vulnerability decisions 
 Scientific data and objectivity may be better variables for a vulnerability index  
 Vulnerability index data should only be used to determine availability of state funding for 

beach fill.  
 Vulnerability index could affect coastal land uses instead of just addressing funding 

o Must be objective 
 Vulnerability – needs to be detailed and up to date 

o 2004? 
o Otherwise do more harm 

 Inlet Hazard Areas 
o Stabilize inlets 
o Insurance will go up 
o Property values will go down 

 Vulnerability should take into account historic nourishment 
 

Funding 
 Money to build a project should not be the driving force 
 Look at room occupancy tax and the laws and regulations around that, since it can vary 

from County to County and between Municipalities –it would be competing with the 
Regional Concept of sharing funds and resources 



 Should be various dedicated pot of money for the BIMP and their associated projects – 
money from potential oil and gas revenues, money raised through Local Governments 
with regional concept, annual money from the State Legislature through Division of 
Water Resources, allow for greater tax tools for Local Governments, reward Local 
Governments for doing the right thing when prioritizing projects. 

 Instead of just beach fill money how about money for buybacks of property (Specifically 
in IHAs) 

 Use the “Funding availability” as one way to prioritize projects, that is local 
government’s ability to fund projects, because they have raised the money, should be one 
of the priorities that would qualify for State and other Federal Funding 

 Incentive to build smaller, higher, farther back (tax breaks, cash payment, etc) 
 If a community can get non-public money maybe project should still not be feasible due 

to environmental impact 
 Should BIMP recommend funding sources from local taxation (occupancy tax, impact 

fees) where they don’t currently exist? 
 BIMP can show value of a particular management scheme to the local/county/state 
 Folks in western NC need to remember that its their beach too 
 If an area shouldn’t be touched (e.g. sand mining) then show cost/benefit 
 Show values of management away from beach – upstream, out west 

o Natural asset/capital  
o Fiscal asset 
o Weigh together to compare and contrast 

 Encourage state legislature to set up permanent funding source; future oil/gas exploration 
 Will CBRA zone designations impact State funding of projects under the BIMP? (for 

example, stretches of beach along North Topsail) 
 Beach nourishment should be the function of the US government supplemented by state 

and local 
 What are identified sources of funding for beach nourishment? 

 
Regions 2c and 3a Meeting – Held December 4, 2008 from 6-8:00 pm at East Carteret High 

School, Beaufort, NC (13 attended) 
 
Discussion in the break-out sessions ranged from data sets to strategies and BIMP funding 
prioritization.  The following list summarizes the comments made: 
 

General  
 Implementation plan – what is the role of NCBIMP 
 Plan -> Action 
 Adhere to state law. No hard structures! 
 What about terminal groins? 

 
Data 
 In planning and management understand limits of NHP (Natural Heritage Program) - 

need to capture this 
 Species data from Carteret County 
 Expand to species of special concern, not just Federal and State protected 



 SAV (2007) survey 
 Analysis methods needed to utilize/apply data to understand system. 
 Focus first on understanding system based on existing data and studies 
 Symposium to collaborate or exchange knowledge 
 USGS to report on Core Banks 
 Clearly identify gaps that are important  
 Data should be readily available to the public 
 Keep links active 
 NC One Map – clearinghouse for spatial data 
 Overlooked? Renourishment - definition may be different among users 

o How far back does data go? 
 ICW first time dredged? Sand should be used for renourishment. 
 More robust monitoring, e.g. shoreline is 1998 

 
Strategy Issues 
 Beneficial use of material 
 For non-beach grade sediment- other beneficial uses? Build up other eroding areas? 

(estuarine) 
 Can it be used to build up new areas of upland to build houses? 
 Sea walls - like at Pine Knoll Shores – if it falls, can it be rebuilt?  

o What about buried wooden sea walls like at Atlantic Beach? 
o Virginia Beach (ca. 1970’s) large X structures set as breakwaters for off shore 

appeared to work? 
o What about going offshore and finding sand to pump back onshore? 

 Sea level rise needs to be important consideration policies to day that will have 
significant implications in the future (setbacks could take into account) 

 Inlet management needs to address catastrophic changes (breaching, closure) –Inlet 
Hazard Areas 

 Inlet maintenance – is it better to go deeper? 
 

Vulnerability 
 How would other people use this data? (for example insurance companies and overwash 

vulnerability/erosion data) 
o Data already public. Information is already available. 

 Rather than “vulnerability” – call it an Assessment Index and needs to be updated 
 
Prioritization and Funding 
 Prioritization- something that has additional value in addition to beach renourishment. 

o Multiple benefits 
o More groups in favor, more $$ 
o Figure out how many people you can attract to the beach 
o Look at economic impact of maximum congestion 
o Economic stimulation up to 50 miles from beach - attracts business 

 Funding? 
 Economic analysis needs to be detailed to capture to use value – example wading bird 

population. 



 
 

Regions 3b and 4 Meeting – Held December 9, 2008 from 6-8:00 pm at NC Aquarium, 
Manteo NC (41 attended) 

 
Discussion in the six break-out sessions ranged from procedures of keeping public/communities 
informed to funding.  The following list summarizes the comments made: 
 

General 
 Consider frequency of updating BIMP plan 
 Too many state agencies involved  
 Are we adequately addressing sea level rise? 
 Clarify how plan will be used in policy development 
 Important to capture value of commercial fisheries 
 No oversight of beach pushing 
 Publicly owned seashores should be allowed to function naturally – no nourishment 
 Beach policies should benefit all homeowners equally 
 Socio-economics should weight smart growth of Dare county  
 Weigh considerations of desire of citizens versus political drivers 
 Remember Currituck Sound Restoration Project “New Inlets” 
 Needs to be clarification of who owns what part of the beach 
 Does BIMP address sound-side beaches? 
 BIMP should not be narrowly defined to how we do beach nourishment 
 Opposed to hard structures 
 What happens to a property when someone chooses to retreat or does not rebuild? 

 
Data 
 Would like to see data on number and location of condemned or threatened homes 
 Need data on storm effects: North-Easters do more damage than hurricanes because it is 

sustained 
 Does Duck (COE) have information on Currituck and Dare counties due to recent 

Virginia Beach projects? 
 Bodie Island’s nourishment (Dean & Dolan) 
 Look at data from other areas on effectiveness of strategies 
 Ensure that key environmental areas are indentified 
 Data Sets: 

o RENCI Database 
o UNC-CSI – wave data AWACS?ADCP 
o Wind Data – water flow 
o UNCW-ADCP’s – Lyn Lanard 
o UNC-IMS (Institute of Marine Science) –NCCOOS (NC Coastal Ocean 

Observing System –SECOORA (Southeast Coastal Observing Regional 
Association) 

o USGS – Woods Hole; profile data- Currituck to Oregon Inlet 
o NEST – sea turtle group 
o Mike Marshall, Greg Allen- NCDMF Shellfish 



o NCDOT data 
 Monitoring of the beach needs to be done before and after changes are made.  

o Money available? 
o State’s erosion data – when available? Are funds available for update? 
o Include monitoring of existing/previously removed structures, e.g. sandbags 

 
Strategies 
 Socioeconomic evaluation needs to be moved up in priority, not just sand management. 

What is next after the priorities are completed? 
 Site specific design should be used- match strategy to actual field conditions. 
 Consider nearshore attenuation; avoid strategies that will relocate the problem. 
 Reconsider hard structures, placement of material nearshore 
 Publicly owned seashores should be allowed to function naturally – no nourishment 
 Preference of how beaches should be treated: 

o Sand bypassing at Oregon inlet is fine – sand is a problem on Pea Island’s 
beaches 

o Is retreat really an option? 
o Are buy-outs feasible? 

 Think about non-traditional alternatives:  
o Use recycled glass for beach nourishment 

 Why not let State utilize USACE permits and possibly buy State dredge plants 
 Clarify goals of strategies 

o Balance development with ecology (those are competing) 
o Can we balance ecology and development and can they be sustained? 

 Correlate dredging and nourishment to storm events  
 Consider links between physical processes and socioeconomic result 
 Clarify factors used in prioritization. For example, not all communities currently have 

public access 
 How do policies and land ownership affect project strategies? For example, beaches in 

Kitty Hawk vs. beaches at National Seashore and villages 
 Understand effects of structures on biological community and moving sand through 

nourishment. What effects removal has on offshore sites (borrow sites), benthic and 
biological community, how does it effect erosion (wave formation) 

 Encourage natural functions of all beach and inlet ecosystems and their associated 
habitats.  

o Encourage education associated with this idea 
o By getting this “right” we can be sustainable 

 Should state provide help to let people buy out properties before they fall into the ocean?  
 
Funding 
 Funding concerns – Is money available? 
  Prioritization – don’t spend lots of money on extreme areas because under current 

policy, long term sustainability may be an issue 
 Compare the cost of retreat and relocation to the cost of beach nourishment – e.g. 

Rodanthe 



 Represent more than local people because of federal money, and that is money from all 
over the US 

 Perceived benefits of beach nourishment for funding – oceanfront only benefit. 
 Public vs. Private funding 

 
Procedures 
 Make data available to the public to allow for public involvement on strategy 

development and funding priorities, etc., including education  
 Will maps be available online? 
 Not enough time to take in all data- details? (will be on website)  
 How can the public give input between meetings? 
 How do we better reach out to non-resident property owners? 

 
 

All Regions – Held December 11, 2008 from 6-8:00 pm at NCSU McKimmon Center, 
Raleigh NC (12 attended) 

 
Discussion in the break-out sessions ranged from data sources to BIMP strategies and ecological 
issues.  The following list summarizes the comments made: 
 
General 

 Modeling of island/inlet behavior should be performed 
 Stay out of moratorium (do not allow coastal structures) 
 Include other strategies currently outside state policy in study – For example, terminal 

structures. 
 Do not exclude strategies upfront – state policy changes with time. 

 
Data 

 Sources: 
o USACE  
o DOT - photos 
o LIDAR 

 Shoreline Erosion Data 
 Potential offshore/nearshore resources, and hardbottom 
 Identify gaps and recommend studies to gain necessities to understanding natural system. 

 
Strategies 

 Sand pushing/bulldozing/scraping – what’s allowable? 
o Given frequency of events 
o Coordinate with other activities 
o Newly created inlets- policy for response 

 Frequency of nourishment- minimum 4 year (ecological considerations) 
 Economic alternative should take a hard look at “do nothing” approach (For example, 

Bogue Inlet) 
 Restore natural sediment pathways 
 Land acquisition 



o Doesn’t mess with existing physical/environmental processes 
o Maintenance lower 
o No ‘downdrift’ problems 

 Look at developed/undeveloped areas moving inland 
o Impervious area impacts, consideration into strategies 

 If structures were considered, need to really assess whether they are needed and where  
 Kelp forests? (look at possibility of using kelp forests to dissipate wave energy) 
 Manage inlets such that the inlets do not destabilize (what is an acceptable level of 

mining?) 
 Property buy-outs (structure and/or land) 

o Convert to parklands 
 
Ecological 

 Impacts of overwash – loss of next habitat 
 NOAA/NMFS/DMF Larval Fish Mitigation and dredge window 
 Design for turtle nesting (template/slope) 
 Detailed coastal processes and estuarine ecology necessary to understand and document 

as part of BIMP  
 NEPA/SEPA not addressing complex system 

 
Funding 

 Continuous tax/funding source (occupancy tax) or property tax add-on targeted to the 
BIMP 

 Public beach access should be tied to funding/prioritization formula 
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MEMORANDUM CRC 09-08 
 
TO: Coastal Resources Commission 
 
FROM: Mike Lopazanski 
 
SUBJECT: Review and Progress on CRC Priorities 
 
The Commission held a strategic planning session at its January 2008 meeting 
(meeting notes attached) in order provide an opportunity for the Commission, Advisory 
Council and Division to discuss current and pending coastal issues.  This objective of 
the planning session was to prioritize current workload and which emerging issues 
should take precedence on the Commission’s agendas.  Staff provided a list of issues to 
be considered, which included: 
 
  Current Issues Emerging Issues 

The BIMP Working Waterfronts 
Inlet Hazard Areas LUP Guideline Review 
Ocean Policy Shoreline Stabilization 
Docks & Piers Public Access 
Marsh Alteration Sea Level Rise 
Setbacks Wind Energy 
Sand Bags  
Static Line   
Stormwater 

 
After assessing the status of current initiatives being addressed by the Division, the 
Commission prioritized seven issues. The following is update on progress make over 
the past year in addressing those issues (listed in priority order). 
 

1. Estuarine Shoreline Stabilization 
 The CRC began its recent initiative almost three years ago with the formation of 

Shoreline Stabilization Subcommittee and the Estuarine Biological and Physical 
Processes Work Group.  Working with the CHPP recommendation to encourage 
alternatives to vertical stabilization measures, the Commission has taken a 
number of actions, most notably focusing on the location of bulkheads at normal 
high or normal water level and increasing the fee for bulkhead permits to $400.  
Other rule changes have included increasing the maximum distance riprap can 
be placed waterward of coastal wetlands; increasing the slope of the structure to 



facilitate marsh toe protection; and clarification on how the distances and 
lengths of groins are measured.   

 Shoreline stabilization has also been a focus of discussion by CHPP Steering 
Committee, which is comprised of two commissioners each from the CRC, MFC 
and EMC.  It is likely that additional recommendations will follow as they 
continue to study the issue.  The Division is moving forward with a property 
owner education effort that will utilize the recommendations of the Estuarine 
Biological and Physical Processes Work Group to encourage the use of 
appropriate shoreline stabilization techniques as determined by shoreline type. 

 
 While a General Permit exists for marsh sill construction, its usefulness is still at 

issue due to concerns and objections by other permit review agencies.  The 
CRC has recently directed DCM staff to once again attempt to resolve these 
issues with DMF, DWQ and the USACE.  A workshop is being planned for 
March 31-April 1, 2009 in an effort to have State and Federal regulatory staff to 
discuss their concerns with Living Shorelines project designs.  Moreover, DCM 
will compile a list of marsh sill permits issued since 2000 and perform an 
assessment as to the efficacy and impacts of these projects.  Staff will also be 
reviewing these permits to note what the review agencies’ specific concerns. 

 
2.  Public Access 

The Commission has recently completed changes to the Public Beach and 
Coastal Waterfront Access Program that will allow the Division greater flexibility 
in types of projects funded as well as the ability to act on unique opportunities.   
 
Following the concerns of the Waterfront Access Study Committee, the CRC 
has taken action to help maintain ocean pier fishing opportunities for the public.  
Prompted by the State’s purchase of Jennette’s Pier in Nags Head and the 
development plans by the NC Aquarium for the pier site, the Commission has 
approved for public hearing proposed changes that would allow new and 
existing pier houses to be located or replaced oceanward of the setback line if 
absolutely necessary, but landward of mean high water.  The proposed 
changes also allow pier houses to be a maximum of two stories high; limit a 
new pier house’s footprint to 5,000 square feet; and limit commercial, non-water 
dependent uses to restaurants and retail services.   
 
The Waterfront Access Study Committee also recommended that the CRC 
include a management topic in the 7B Land Use Plan Guidelines requiring local 
governments to develop polices regarding working waterfronts.  This activity is 
likely to occur during the review of Planning Guidelines anticipated for 2010. 
 
There has also been an interest in increasing public access opportunities by 
incorporating provisions for access in development permits – particularly at 
marinas.  The CRC directed the Advisory Council to develop recommendations 
and staff has made several presentations on the issue. However, staff still 
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needs to discuss the possibilities internally before bringing recommendations to 
the Council. 

 
3.  Sea Level Rise 

The Commission has had several discussions and presentations regarding sea 
level rise, its implications for the North Carolina coast, and what role the 
Commission can play in the state's response.  These discussions have focused 
on sea level rise response measures such as CAMA land use planning policy 
requirements, development setbacks, and estuarine shoreline management.  
While there have no specific actions on the part of the Commission, several 
other initiatives and policy changes can be seen as addressing sea level rise.  
The changes to the shoreline stabilization rules and the location of bulkheads 
have included discussion of coastal wetlands response to rising water levels. 
The proposed amendments to the oceanfront setback requirements can and 
have been viewed by others as a measured response to rising sea level.  The 
Commission has indicated a desire to further incorporate sea level rise as an 
issue in the 7B Land Use Planning Guidelines.  This will occur during the 
review of the Planning Guidelines anticipated during 2010. 
 
As other issues have impinged on the Commission ability to devote itself to 
further discussion, the CRAC has taken on sea level rise as an agenda item 
with the intent of making recommendations to the CRC for actions.  To date the 
Advisory Council has heard presentations on NC specific implications of sea 
level rise in preparation for development of recommendations. 

 
4.  Energy Production 

Recent activity at the federal level, particularly with regard to alternative energy 
sources, has spurred the Commission to devote time the discussion of wind 
energy and to what extent the State’s coastal program is involved.  During the 
September 2008 CRC meeting, the Commission’s agenda focused on 
background information regarding wind energy development and issues of 
concern in coastal NC.  While recognizing that the issue of “water dependency” 
was in the Commission’s purview, a decision was made to await the 
recommendations of the Environmental Management Commission, as it has 
been charged with analyzing the permitting framework for such facilities for the 
General Assembly.  It is expect that the EMC will make its recommendations to 
the Legislature by April. 
 
Alternative Energy production is also being addressed by the DCM-coordinated 
Ocean Policy Study Committee.  Draft recommendations are going to be taken 
for public comment during February and March with the final report to be 
presented to the Commission at the April meeting. 
 
Updates on activities by the Minerals Management Service regarding oil and 
gas development and leasing activities off the NC coast have been provided to 
the Commission.   While no lease sales have yet been proposed, it should be 
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noted that the Legislature has appointed a study commission and that two CRC 
members and a DCM staff member are include.  The Commission will 
undoubted be kept apprised of the study commission’s work as it progresses. 

 
5. Public Education about CRC & DCM 
 The Division has taken a number of steps to enhance its public education and 

outreach efforts, most notably drafting a Division education plan.  The Plan is 
intended to increase public awareness of DCM’s and the Commission’s mission 
and to enhance the public knowledge of the ecological impacts of development 
on the coastal environment.  Highlights of the plan were presented to the 
Commission at the May 2008 meeting.  The Division’s Coastal Reserve 
Program also sponsored several workshops on Coastal Community Planning & 
Development, Coastal Inundation Mapping, Habitat Priority Planning, Grant 
Writing for Environmental Improvements and Septic Systems Workshop For 
Realtors.  Further implementation of the Education Plan was hinged on the 
establishment of the Compliance Education Coordinator position in the fall of 
2008.  However, due to the state’s budget shortfall, the position can not be 
created at this time and further implementation of the Education Plan will need 
to be re-evaluated. 

  
6. Review of 7B Land Use Planning Guidelines 
 The current Land Use Planning Guidelines were adopted by the Commission in 

2002.  CAMA mandates that the guidelines be reviewed every five years to 
determine if changes are necessary.  As the current Planning Guidelines 
represented a complete overhaul of the planning process, the Division’s 
intention is to allow all local governments to complete plans under the new 
guidelines prior to initiating the formal five year view.  In this way, the 
Commission can draw on the experience of all the local governments and other 
agencies in making an assessment of how the process can be improved.  A total 
of 33 land use plans have been certified by the Commission with an additional 
27 pending.  Most of the pending plans have completed the Draft LUP review 
process. About 9 communities have yet to submit or complete the Draft LUP 
review process.  It is expected that the remaining plans will be certified by the 
end of the year and that the review of the 7B Land Use Planning Guidelines 
would begin early 2010. 

 
7. Estuarine Management 

As many of the recent issues confronting the Commission have involved 
changes to the estuarine shoreline (shoreline stabilization, docks & piers, SAV 
etc.), there was interest in addressing shoreline management at more 
comprehensive level.  To facilitate a holistic approach, the Division has moved 
forward with its initiative to delineate the estuarine shoreline along with 
associated shoreline types and shoreline structures.  DCM is currently testing a 
digitizing methodology in Hyde and Beaufort Counties as part of pilot project 
with ECU.  The two trial counties are expected to complete by July at which 
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point the Division will begin mapping the whole coast.  The Division anticipates 
the completion of this mapping effort by June 2011. 
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CRC/CRAC Strategic Planning Meeting 
January 17-18, 2008 

 
Meeting Notes 

 
Issue Selection Criteria 

1. Items impacting many people intensely in the environment (goes with CRC’s mandate) 
2. Feasibility—can we impact it? 
3. Resources—money, staff, etc 
4. Consistent with the CHPP 

 
Wish List 

1. Retain required activities 
-quasi-judicial 

2. Meet timeframes, including input from appropriate parties 
3. Concentrated time on complex topics 
4. Enough/right information (in a focused and digestible format) to inform decisions 
5. Distribute work (especially pre-work) to other parties to get input, e.g. CRAC, DCM, and 

external partners 
 

CRC 
•  6 meetings per year, 12 hrs per meeting plus travel & prep 
•  Day 1:  Updates; info/education; variances/contested cases; committees; public hearings 
•  Day 2:  CRAC/Committee reports; old/new business 

 
P&SI 

• Land Use Plans—available to all members prior to the meeting 
• Public access 

 
I&S 

• Development of regulations as assigned by CRC chair (ad hoc) 
 

Committee Structure 
• Approx. 30 CRC & CRAC, with usually about ½ present/voting 
• All votes count equally 
• Members have no say about which committee they are appointed to 

 
CRAC 

• Full members of standing committees, with voice and vote 
• Initiators 
• Local government perspective (representative), with input and public informational/educational 

role 
• Technical expertise 

 
DCM 

• Staff to CRC 
• Drafting rules 

- Committees 
- Commission 
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• Set up presenters 
• Implementers and enforcers 
• APA process (CRC, CRAC, DCM) 
• Initiators (CRC, CRAC, DCM) 

 
What’s Not Working 

1.Lack of clarity as to why a given issue is being addressed by DCM 
2.Volume of info to digest pre-meeting—need to concentrate info into an executive summary 

(DCM?) 
3.8 hrs (Thursday) plus 4 hrs (Friday) creates fatigue.  Reorganize agenda to do variances on Friday? 
4.Two-committee structure.  Simultaneous meetings.  Reports not adequate for decision making.  

Suggestion:  meet as committee of the whole (CRC & CRAC). 
5.Location of public input and public hearings on the agenda—almost an afterthought.   

- no time limits on comments.  Require signups and divide time among speakers. 
- would like to have pre-comment briefings/updates from DCM:  history, purpose, status 

6.work plan—timeline for each item (esp. rules), put in calendar format 
7.Presentation format for DCM & CRAC items: 

- summary in simple, clear format—why this?  Why now? 
- alternatives offered 
- come to podium in meetings to clarify 

8.Variance procedures—need to form subcommittee 
9.Contested case process 

 
What Is Working 

1. CRC members disagree without animosity 
2. Good, meaningful involvement of all CRC 
3. DCM staff provides CRC with good info, makes comments to members 
4. New land use planning process, especially community involvement aspect 
5. Public and environmental impact in forefront for DCM & CRC 
6. Opportunities for public involvement throughout process—openness 
7. CRC members avoid conflicts of interest 
8. Leadership of CRC, and membership (good number and expertise) 

 
Changes to Process 

1. Have public hearings earlier than 5 pm; DCM staff give a brief overview of the topic/status; sign-
ups and time-limited public input 

2. Use criteria and vote on new items to be delegated to DCM—with DCM input 
3. Variances.  If DCM staff and petitioners agree, don’t have presentations unless CRC members 

request. 
4. Explore options for meeting four times per year (1½ days each), starting in 2009, with the option 

for two additional one-day meetings to examine substantive issues in depth. 
5. Convene a contested case and variance process review subcommittee 
6. Use CRAC as an initial filter for CRC issues (including possibility of new rules and rule changes) 

and land use plan reviews.  CRAC to provide recommendations to CRC.  CRC will make final 
decisions. 

7. Eliminate standing committees 
8. DCM staff prepare an executive summary of meeting materials 
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Possible Focus Issues (with first round votes) 
1. Climate change & sea level rise (15) 
2. Public access (11) 
3. Shoreline stabilization (9) 
4. 7B land use planning guidelines review (6) 
5. Estuarine management (6) 
6. Public education about CRC & DCM (5) 
7. Energy:  wind farms, offshore drilling, etc (4) 
8. Compliance & enforcement (3) 
9. Marsh islands (2) 
10. Stormwater (2) 
11. Hardened structures (1) 
12. Partnerships with local governments (1) 
13. CRC’s education (1) 
14. Desalinization/reverse osmosis (0) 
15. Urban waterfronts (0) 
16. Growth management (0) 
17. Working waterfronts (0) 

 
Focus Issues (with second round votes) 

1. Shoreline stabilization (18) 
2. Public access (13) 
3. Climate change & sea level rise (10) 
4. Energy production (8) 
5. Public education about CRC & DCM (7) 
6. 7B land use planning guidelines review (5)  **mandated** 
7. Estuarine management (4) 
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4. 15A NCAC 7H.0308 Specific Use Standards for Ocean Hazard Areas 
Status:  Scheduled for public hearing in February 2009. 
Changes lengthen the duration and number of times that sandbags can be used in inlet 
hazard areas when a community is pursuing inlet relocation, and allow sandbags to be 
placed more than 20 feet from the structure being protected if the Director finds that it is 
justified.  The rule is scheduled for public hearing at the February 2009 meeting. 
 

5. 15A NCAC 7H.0309 Use Standards for Ocean Hazard Areas:  Exceptions 
Status:  Going to public hearing. 
The CRC approved draft changes in March to make the development limitations in this 
rule conform with pending changes to 7H.0306, and approved additional changes to the 
pier house section in May 2008 to allow construction and expansion of pier houses 
oceanward of the setback.  Public hearing will be at the April 2009 meeting. 
 

6. 15A NCAC 7H.0310 Use Standards for Inlet Hazard Areas 
Status:  Scheduled for discussion in February 2009. 
The CRC has seen the new inlet hazard area delineations prepared by its Science Panel 
on Coastal Hazards and had further discussion in July and November 2008.  Staff will 
present additional policy recommendations to the CRC at the February meeting.   
 

7. 15A NCAC 7H.1100 GP for Construction of Bulkheads & Placement of Riprap 
Status:  Public hearing in February 2009. 
The Commission approved this rule in May for public hearing.  Proposed changes to this 
rule result from the CHPP recommendation that the CRC encourage alternatives to 
vertical stabilization structures on estuarine shorelines.  See Bonnie Bendell’s March 
memo CRC-08-08 for a complete discussion of the proposed changes. 
 

8. 15A NCAC 7H.1200 GP for Construction of Piers, Docks & Boat Houses 
Status:  Public hearing in February 2009. 
The CRC approved this rule for public hearing in July 2007, conditional on review and 
approval of the MFC’s new definition of SAV habitat and permitting coordination with 
DCM.  Staff presented an update in July 2008 on the interagency coordination protocols 
and review draft rule changes and the CRC approved the rule for public hearing. 
 

9. 15A NCAC 7H.1400 GP for Construction of Groins in Estuarine & Public Trust Waters 
Status:  Effective 2/1/09. 
Changes to this rule result from the CHPP recommendation to encourage alternatives to 
vertical stabilization on estuarine shorelines.  Proposed changes include allowing 
materials other than wood, prescribing a maximum spacing and frequency, and clarifying 
how structures are measured.  The rule was approved by the RRC in January 2009 and 
becomes effective on 2/1/09. 
 

10. 15A NCAC 7H.2100 GP for Marsh Enhancement Breakwaters 
Status:  Effective 2/1/09. 
Changes to this rule result from the CHPP recommendation that the CRC encourage 
alternatives to vertical stabilization structures on estuarine shorelines.  Changes are 
definitional and to ensure consistency with other shore stabilization rules.  The rule was 
approved by the RRC in January 2009 and becomes effective on 2/1/09. 
 



11. 15A NCAC 7H.2400 GP for Placement of Riprap for Wetland Protection 
Status:  Effective 2/1/09. 
Proposed changes to this rule result from the CHPP recommendation that the CRC 
encourage alternatives to vertical stabilization structures on estuarine shorelines.  
Proposed changes include a definitional clarification and changes to the dimensions and 
geometry of structures.  The rule was approved by the RRC in January 2009 and 
becomes effective on 2/1/09. 
 

12. 15A NCAC 7J.0701 Variance Petitions 
Status:  RRC Objection. 
CRC adopted amendments to 7J.0701 that require claimants to initially file either a 
variance request or a contested case, and not pursue both options at the same time.  
Proposed rule changes have been through public hearing but were returned to the CRC 
because of an objection by the RRC.  The rule was re-published and a public hearing 
held in September.  No comments were received on the proposed amendments.  The 
CRC adopted the changes but the RRC objected to some of the proposed changes.  
DOJ and DCM staff are working to address the RRC’s objections. 
 

13. 15A NCAC 7J.0702 Staff Review of Variance Petitions 
Status:  Completed legislative review, effective 07/03/2008. 
CRC adopted amendments to 7J.0702 that outline procedures for staff review, including 
the timing and preparation of stipulated facts and staff recommendations.  More than 10 
individuals objected to the proposed rule after it had been approved by the RRC.  Under 
the APA, the rule was subject to legislative review.  The rule was not disapproved by the 
Legislature, and is now effective.  
 

14. 15A NCAC 7J.0703 Procedures for Deciding Variance Petitions 
Status:  Effective 2/1/09. 
CRC adopted amendments to 7J.0703 that outline procedures for situations in which the 
Commission cannot reach a final decision due to incomplete stipulated facts.  Proposed 
rule changes have been through public hearing but were returned to the CRC because 
of an objection by the RRC.  This rule was also objected to by more than 10 individuals, 
but is not subject to legislative review because it was not approved by the RRC.  The 
rule was re-published and a public hearing held in September.  The rule was approved 
by the RRC in January 2009 and becomes effective on 2/1/09. 
 

15. 15A NCAC 7J.1200 Static Line Exception Procedures 
Status:  Pending approval by the NC Rules Review Commission. 
Staff developed 7J.1200 to define the requirements of applying for, receiving, and 
maintaining a static line exception.  The rule also describes the criteria for qualifying for 
an exception, and CRC procedures for granting and repealing an exception.  Staff 
presented responses to public comments, and recommended final rule language, in 
September.  The CRC adopted the changes which were then approved by the RRC in 
November ‘09.  The rule is awaiting legislative review because 10+ letters of objection 
were submitted to the RRC. 
 

16. 15A NCAC 7M.0300 Shorefront Access Policies 
Status:  Effective 2/1/09. 
Amendments to 7M. 0300 would establish a reporting requirement for user fees 



collected at state-funded access sites; give DCM the ability to take the lead in acquiring 
land and constructing access facilities without a city or county applicant; and includes 
provisions to utilize funds outside the usual funding cycle in order to take advantage of 
unique opportunities.  The rule was approved by the RRC in January 2009 and becomes 
effective on 2/1/09. 

 



Item # Rule  Citation Rule Title  
February '09 

Status
CRC Action 

3/2008
CRC Action 

5/2008
CRC Action 

7/2008
CRC Action 

9/2008
CRC Action 

11/2008

1 15A NCAC 7H.0205 Coastal Wetlands
Going to Public 

Hearing
Approved for 

Hearing Public Hearing
Approved for 
2nd Hearing

2 15A NCAC 7H.0208 Estuarine System Use Standards
Going to Public 

Hearing
Discussion of 
SAV definition

Discussion of 
SAV definition

Approved for 
Hearing

3 15A NCAC 7H.0306
General Use Standards for Ocean 
Hazard Areas

At General 
Assembly

Approved for 
Hearings Public Hearings

Adopted, sent 
to RRC

Approved by 
RRC. At GA.

4 15A NCAC 7H.0308
Specific Use Standards for Ocean 
Hazard Areas Public Hearing

Approved for 
Hearing

5 15A NCAC 7H.0309
Use Standards for Ocean Hazard 
Areas:  Exceptions

Discussion of staff 
changes

Discussed 
changes

Approved for 
Hearing

Approved for 
Hearing

6 15A NCAC 7H.0310
Use Standards for Inlet Hazard 
Areas

Scheduled for 
discussion

Discussion of 
progress

Discussion of 
draft language

Discussion of 
use standards

GP, Constr. of Bulkheads & Approved for 

COASTAL RESOURCES COMMISSION RULEMAKING STATUS - SEPTEMBER 2008

7 15A NCAC 7H.1100 Placement of Riprap Public Hearing Hearing

8 15A NCAC 7H.1200 
GP for Construction of Piers, 
Docks & Boat Houses Public Hearing

Discussion of 
SAV Definition

Discussion of 
SAV Definition

Approved for 
Hearing

9 15A NCAC 7H.1400
GP for Construction of Groins in 
Estuarine & PT Waters Effective

Approved for 
Hearing Public Hearings Adopted

10 15A NCAC 7H.2100
GP for Marsh Enhancement 
Breakwaters Effective

Approved for 
Hearing Public Hearings Adopted

11 15A NCAC 7H.2400
GP for Placement of Riprap for 
Wetland Protection Effective

Approved for 
Hearing Public Hearings Adopted

12 15A NCAC 7J.0701 Variance Petitions RRC Objection
Approved for 

Hearing Public Hearing Adopted

13 15A NCAC 7J.0702 Staff Review of Variance Petitions

14 15A NCAC 7J.0703
Procedures for Deciding Variance 
Petitions Effective

Approved for 
Hearing Public Hearing Adopted

15 15A NCAC 7J.1200 Static Line Exception Procedures
At General 
Assembly

Approved for 
Hearings Public Hearings

Adopted, sent 
to RRC

Approved by 
RRC. At GA.

16 15A NCAC 7M.0300 Shorefront Access Policies Effective Public Hearings Adopted

No legislative action, effective July 3rd.  No further action necessary.
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