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TO: The Coastal Resources Commission 

FROM: Katie Mills, Assistant General Counsel 

Christine A. Goebel, Assistant General Counsel 

DATE:  August 31, 2016 (for the September 13-14, 2016 CRC Meeting) 

RE: Variance Request by the NC Department of Natural and Cultural Resources, 

Division of Parks and Recreation (Fort Fisher) (CRC-VR-16-07) 

Petitioner, NC DNCR’s Division of Parks and Recreation (“Petitioner” or “Parks”) 

manages the Fort Fisher State Recreation Area in Kure Beach, New Hanover County, North 

Carolina. In June of this year, Parks Staff submitted a CAMA minor permit application seeking to 

develop a maritime trail with elevated public boardwalk, access walkways, renovations to the 

existing public restrooms and five new small and one new large shade structures. The shade 

structures do not meet the applicable 225-foot ocean erosion setback based on the current first line 

of stable and natural vegetation and the applicable erosion rate at the site. On July 1, 2016, DCM 

issued CAMA Minor Permit KB 16-03, but conditioned the six shade structures out of the permit 

for failing to meet the setback. On July 29, 2016, Petitioner filed a variance petition from 

the Commissions ocean erosion setback rules in order to develop the shade structures as 

proposed. 

The following additional information is attached to this memorandum: 

Attachment A:  Relevant Rules 

Attachment B:  Stipulated Facts 

Attachment C:  Petitioner’s Positions and Staff’s Responses to Variance Criteria 

Attachment D:  Petitioner’s Variance Request Materials 

Attachment E:  Stipulated Exhibits including PowerPoint 

cc(w/enc.): Jonathan Avery, DNCR Asst. General Counsel, electronically 

Mary Lucasse, Special Deputy AG and CRC Counsel, electronically 

John Batson, Town of Kure Beach CAMA LPO, electronically 
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RELEVANT STATUTES OR RULES   ATTACHMENT A 

15A NCAC 07H .0301 OCEAN HAZARD CATEGORIES 

The next broad grouping is composed of those AECs that are considered natural hazard areas along 

the Atlantic Ocean shoreline where, because of their special vulnerability to erosion or other 

adverse effects of sand, wind, and water, uncontrolled or incompatible development could 

unreasonably endanger life or property.  Ocean hazard areas include beaches, frontal dunes, inlet 

lands, and other areas in which geologic, vegetative and soil conditions indicate a substantial 

possibility of excessive erosion or flood damage. 

15A NCAC 07H .0302 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE OCEAN HAZARD CATEGORY 

(a) The primary causes of the hazards peculiar to the Atlantic shoreline are the constant forces

exerted by waves, winds, and currents upon the unstable sands that form the shore.  During storms,

these forces are intensified and can cause significant changes in the bordering landforms and to

structures located on them.  Ocean hazard area property is in the ownership of a large number of

private individuals as well as several public agencies and is used by a vast number of visitors to

the coast.  Ocean hazard areas are critical, therefore, because of both the severity of the hazards

and the intensity of interest in the areas.

(b) The location and form of the various hazard area landforms, in particular the beaches, dunes,

and inlets, are in a permanent state of flux, responding to meteorologically induced changes in the

wave climate.  For this reason, the appropriate location of structures on and near these landforms

must be reviewed carefully in order to avoid their loss or damage.  As a whole, the same flexible

nature of these landforms which presents hazards to development situated immediately on them

offers protection to the land, water, and structures located landward of them.  The value of each

landform lies in the particular role it plays in affording protection to life and property.  (The role

of each landform is described in detail in Technical Appendix 2 in terms of the physical processes

most important to each.)  Overall, however, the energy dissipation and sand storage capacities of

the landforms are most essential for the maintenance of the landforms' protective function.

15A NCAC 07H .0303    MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE OF OCEAN HAZARD AREAS 

(a) The CRC recognizes that absolute safety from the destructive forces indigenous to the Atlantic

shoreline is an impossibility for development located adjacent to the coast.  The loss of life and

property to these forces, however, can be greatly reduced by the proper location and design of

structures and by care taken in prevention of damage to natural protective features particularly

primary and frontal dunes.  Therefore, it is the CRC's objective to provide management policies

and standards for ocean hazard areas that serve to eliminate unreasonable danger to life and

property and achieve a balance between the financial, safety, and social factors that are involved

in hazard area development.

(b) The purpose of these Rules shall be to further the goals set out in G.S. 113A 102(b), with

particular attention to minimizing losses to life and property resulting from storms and long term

erosion, preventing encroachment of permanent structures on public beach areas, preserving the

natural ecological conditions of the barrier dune and beach systems, and reducing the public costs
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of inappropriately sited development.  Furthermore, it is the objective of the Coastal Resources 

Commission to protect present common law and statutory public rights of access to and use of the 

lands and waters of the coastal area. 

15A NCAC 07H .0304 AECS WITHIN OCEAN HAZARD AREAS 

The ocean hazard AECs contain all of the following areas: 

(1) Ocean Erodible Area.  This is the area where there exists a substantial possibility of

excessive erosion and significant shoreline fluctuation.  The oceanward boundary of this area is

the mean low water line.  The landward extent of this area is the distance landward from the first

line of stable and natural vegetation as defined in 15A NCAC 07H .0305(a)(5) to the recession

line established by multiplying the long term annual erosion rate times 90; provided that, where

there has been no long term erosion or the rate is less than two feet per year, this distance shall

be set at 120 feet landward from the first line of stable natural vegetation.  For the purposes of

this Rule, the erosion rates are the long-term average based on available historical data. The

current long-term average erosion rate data for each segment of the North Carolina coast is

depicted on maps entitled “2011 Long-Term Average Annual Shoreline Rate Update” and

approved by the Coastal Resources Commission on May 5, 2011 (except as such rates may be

varied in individual contested cases or in declaratory or interpretive rulings).  In all cases, the

rate of shoreline change shall be no less than two feet of erosion per year. The maps are available

without cost from any Local Permit Officer or the Division of Coastal Management on the

internet at http://www.nccoastalmanagement.net.

*** 

15A NCAC 07H .0306     GENERAL USE STANDARDS FOR OCEAN HAZARD AREAS 

(a) In order to protect life and property, all development not otherwise specifically exempted or

allowed by law or elsewhere in the Coastal Resources Commission’s rules shall be located

according to whichever of the following is applicable:

(1) The ocean hazard setback for development is measured in a landward direction

from the vegetation line, the static vegetation line, or the measurement line,

whichever is applicable.

(2) In areas with a development line, the ocean hazard setback line shall be set at a distance

in accordance with Subparagraphs (a)(3) through (9) of this Rule. In no case shall new

development be sited seaward of the development line.

(3) In no case shall a development line be created or established below the mean high water

line.

(4) The setback distance shall be determined by both the size of development and the

shoreline long  term erosion rate as defined in Rule .0304 of this Section. “Development

size” is defined by total floor area for structures and buildings or total area of footprint

for development other than structures

http://www.nccoastalmanagement.net/
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and buildings. Total floor area includes the following: 

(A) The total square footage of heated or air-conditioned living space;

(B) The total square footage of parking elevated above ground level; and

(C) The total square footage of non-heated or non-air-conditioned areas elevated

above ground level, excluding attic space that is not designed to be load-bearing.

Decks, roof-covered porches, and walkways are not included in the total floor area unless 

they are enclosed with material other than screen mesh or are being converted into an enclosed 

space with material other than screen mesh. 

(5) With the exception of those types of development defined in 15A NCAC 07H .0309, no

development, including any portion of a building or structure, shall extend oceanward of

the ocean hazard setback distance.  This includes roof overhangs and elevated structural

components that are cantilevered, knee braced, or otherwise extended beyond the support

of pilings or footings.  The ocean hazard setback is established based on the following

criteria:

(A) A building or other structure less than 5,000 square feet requires a minimum

setback of 60 feet or 30 times the shoreline erosion rate, whichever is greater;

*** 

15A NCAC 07H .0309 USE STANDARDS FOR OCEAN HAZARD AREAS: 

EXCEPTIONS 

(a) The following types of development shall be permitted seaward of the oceanfront setback

requirements of Rule .0306(a) of the Subchapter if all other provisions of this Subchapter and

other state and local regulations are met:

(1) campsites;

(2) driveways and parking areas with clay, packed sand or gravel;

(3) elevated decks not exceeding a footprint of 500 square feet;

(4) beach accessways consistent with Rule .0308(c) of this Subchapter;

(5) unenclosed, uninhabitable gazebos with a footprint of 200 square feet or less;

(6) uninhabitable, single story storage sheds with a foundation or floor consisting of wood,

clay, packed sand or gravel, and a footprint of 200 square feet or less;

(7) temporary amusement stands;

(8) sand fences; and

(9) swimming pools.

In all cases, this development shall be permitted only if it is landward of the vegetation line or 

static vegetation line, whichever is applicable; involves no alteration or removal of primary or 

frontal dunes which would compromise the integrity of the dune as a protective landform or the 

dune vegetation; has overwalks to protect any existing dunes; is not essential to the continued 

existence or use of an associated principal development; is not required to satisfy minimum 

requirements of local zoning, subdivision or health regulations; and meets all other non setback 

requirements of this Subchapter. 
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STIPULATED FACTS    ATTACHMENT B 

1. Petitioner is the North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources, Division

of Parks and Recreation. The North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources is an

agency of the State of North Carolina created under N.C.G.S. § 143B-49. The North Carolina

Division of Parks and Recreation (the “Division”) was created pursuant to legislative authority and

is a division of the Department, pursuant to the provisions of North Carolina General Statutes

(“N.C.G.S.”) §143B- 53(b) and Parts 31 and 32 of Article 2, Chapter 143B of the North Carolina

General Statutes.

2. Fort Fisher State Recreation Area (“FOFI”) is a state recreation area, located in Kure

Beach, NC, under the management and control of the Division, in accordance with N.C.G.S.

§143B – 135.16, and attracts thousands of visitors every year to enjoy FOFI’s public beach access.

3. In 1982, the Division developed a portion of FOFI, building public restroom and changing

facilities for visitors to use while enjoying the public beach access. In 1998, a visitor’s center was

built on the property to provide a central office for park staff and an information and educational

hub for visitors interested in the recreational opportunities and environmental resources at FOFI.

4. Because of FOFI’s popularity, age and usage, the current facilities are in need of renovation

and improvements in order to continue to provide a high quality visitor experience while protecting

and educating visitors about the surrounding environment. These improvements include more

access to shaded areas where visitors can escape the direct heat of the day, which will help to

alleviate heat-related medical conditions, and provide the public with more recreational

opportunities.

5. The North Carolina Coastal Resources Commission’s (the “Commission”) rules at 15A

N.C.A.C. 07H.0306(a)(5) – General Use Standards for Ocean Hazard Areas, generally prohibit

development oceanward of the ocean hazard setback.  The ocean hazard setback specifically

establishes that “a building or other structure less than 5,000 square feet requires a minimum

setback of 60 feet or 30 times the shoreline erosion rate, whichever is greater[.]”

6. 15A N.C.A.C. 07H .0309(a) allows some types of development within the setback, but

landward of the vegetation line. Those exceptions include:

(1) campsites;

(2) driveways and parking areas with clay, packed sand or gravel;

(3) elevated decks not exceeding a footprint of 500 square feet;

(4) beach accessways consistent with Rule .0308(c) of this Subchapter;

(5) unenclosed, uninhabitable gazebos with a footprint of 200 square feet or less;

(6) uninhabitable, single-story storage sheds with a foundation or floor consisting of wood, clay,

packed sand or gravel, and a footprint of 200 square feet or less;

(7) temporary amusement stands;

(8) sand fences; and

(9) swimming pools.
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This list of exceptions does not encompass the proposed shade structures pilings.  

7. Due to the average annual erosion rate at the Site of 7.5 feet per year, the setback for the

proposed development which is less than 5,000 square feet is 225 feet, measured landward from

the current location of the first line of stable and natural vegetation (“FLSNV”).

8. On June 8, 2016, Petitioner submitted a CAMA minor development permit application

requesting authorization to develop a portion of FOFI within the Ocean Erodible and Coastal

Wetlands AECs.  The proposed development consisted of construction of a maritime trail with an

associated 650-foot-long elevated public boardwalk over coastal wetlands, additional Americans

with Disabilities Act (“ADA”) compliant access walkway, renovations to the existing public

restrooms and changing facilities, and five (5) small and one (1) large shade structures.

9. Notice of proposed development and improvements at FOFI was sent via certified mail,

return receipt requested, to three (3) adjacent landowners prior to the submission of any application

to the Commission.  Two (2) of the adjacent landowners returned the notice indicating that they

had no objections, while the third did not respond. No other objections or comments were received

by the Division of Coastal Management (“DCM”) Staff.

10. The proposed location of the one (1) large shade structure is approximately 145 feet from

the first line of stable natural. The large shade structure is shaped as a trapezoid, comprised of four

triangular panels, which can be removed in the event of inclement weather.  The panels cover an

estimated perimeter of 56’ x 35’ x 61’ x 43’ and are fastened to poles that are anchored with

concrete footers.  The concrete footers (3’ x 3’ x 3’ at each piling with a total of 6 pilings), would

remain indefinitely.

11. The proposed location of the five (5) small shade structures is approximately 185 feet

landward from the first line of stable and natural vegetation. The small shade structures each cover

an 18’ x 18’ area, and are grounded with one 3’ x 3’ x 3’ concrete footer each.  These structures

are similar to an umbrella, and can collapse in the event of inclement weather.  The concrete footers

would remain indefinitely.

12. As part of the permit process, notice of this application was advertised in the local paper

and posted on site. No comments were received by DCM staff.

13. On July 1, 2016, the application was approved and issued by DCM as CAMA Minor Permit

KB 16-03 (the “Permit”) with the condition that the Permit does not authorize construction of the

five (5) small and one (1) large shade structures.  The Permit specifically states the following:

“The proposed shade structures, specifically the pile support and concrete footers and are not 

consistent with current rules under 15A NCAC 07H .0306(a)(5) GENERAL USE STANDARDS 

FOR OCEAN HAZARD AREAS and 07H.0309(a) USE STANDARDS FOR OCEAN HAZARD 
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AREAS: EXCEPTIONS.  Accordingly, the proposed shade structures are not authorized by this 

permit.” 

14. Petitioner stipulates that the proposed development of the five (5) small and one (1) large

shade structures conditioned out of the Permit is inconsistent with 15A N.C.A.C. 07H .0306(a)(5),

as the proposed structures would be located waterward of the applicable ocean erosion setback of

225 feet measured landward from the FLSNV. Petitioner also stipulates that the proposed

development of the five (5) small and one (1) large shade structures denied in the Permit is

inconsistent with 15A N.C.A.C. .0309(a), as the proposed structures are not included in the list of

types of structures permitted seaward of the oceanfront setback requirements of 15A N.C.A.C.

07H .0306(a).

15. Petitioner requests that the Commission approve a variance from the requirements of 15A

N.C.A.C. 07H .0306(a)(5) and 15A N.C.A.C. 07H.0309(a) authorizing construction and

eliminating the condition in the Permit denying the proposed development of the five (5) small

and one (1) large shade structures as the proposed development will have an impact on the land

and resources protected under CAMA of less than .1 acres, increase the public beach access and

the quality of the recreational opportunities along the natural shoreline, and be developed in a

manner consistent with the land’s capabilities and environmental factors.

16. Pictures of the site are included in the PowerPoint presentation attached to this variance.

Stipulated Exhibits 

• Copy of CAMA Minor Development Permit KB 16-03

• Copy of the Deed and Judgement from Superior Court in New Hanover County in the

case of the State of North Carolina vs. James E. Johnson, Jr. et al, showing ownership of

the property by the State, as recorded in the New Hanover County Register of Deeds

office

• Project Description and Site Plan for the Entire Proposed Project

• Vicinity Map Showing Construction Area of Total FOFI Development Project approved

by CAMA Minor Development Permit KB 16-03

• Aerial Photo Map of Proposed Construction Showing the Proposed Shade Structures and

the Applicable Setback Distances

• Notice of Variance Petition to Adjacent Landowners
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PETITIONER’S and STAFF’S POSITIONS ATTACHMENT C 

I. Will strict application of the applicable development rules, standards, or orders

issued by the Commission cause the petitioner unnecessary hardships? If so, the

petitioner must identify the hardships.

Petitioner’s Position: Yes. 

While the Commission has indicated that the installation of shade structures at FOFI is not 

consistent with 15A N.C.A.C. 07H .0306(a)(5) and 15A N.C.A.C. 07H.0309(a), Parks asserts that 

strict adherence to these rules does create an unnecessary hardship.   

Parks is a subunit of the State of North Carolina with the responsibility of providing recreational 

and educational opportunities for the citizens of the State and its visitors while also conserving the 

State’s natural wonders. By denying the public access to these structures because of a strict 

application of the Commission’s rules, the public is deprived of necessary shade and the 

opportunity for more outdoor recreational opportunities.   

Keeping in line with its mission, Parks has been committed to providing educational, fun and 

environmentally conscious recreational opportunities to the citizens of North Carolina and the 

thousands of visitors to our great State for a century. FOFI, in particular, provided public beach 

access to over 162,000 citizens and visitors in 2015.  

Providing adequate shade structures is of the utmost importance to Parks because these structures 

provide much needed relief from the heat of the sun, especially during summer months, FOFI’s 

peak season. Currently, there are very few facilities at FOFI that provide shade relief to the public. 

This lack of shade becomes a public health issue during the hottest months of the summer where 

heat stroke, heat exhaustion, severe sunburns, and other heat-related medical conditions can 

become a problem to visitors.  Denial based on strict adherence to the rules will only perpetuate 

these problems and detract from the overall visitor’s recreational experience. 

Staff’s Position: Yes. 

Staff agrees that Petitioners will suffer an unnecessary hardship from strict application of the 

Commission’s ocean erosion setbacks in this case. Generally, the Commission’s rules require 

“development” to be set back a certain distance from the vegetation line in order to protect life and 

property and prevent inappropriately sited development. While the Commission’s rules already 

provide for certain exceptions from the setback rules in 15A NCAC 7H .0309, those rules do not 

specifically encompass the shade structure support poles proposed. However, Staff believe that 

such support poles are similar in character to other listed exceptions in both size and their accessory 

nature.  Accordingly, Staff agree that an unnecessary hardship will result from strict application of 

the ocean erosion setback rules to the de minimis proposed development.  
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II. Do such hardships result from conditions peculiar to the petitioner’s property such

as the location, size, or topography of the property? Explain.

Petitioner’s Position: Yes. 

Yes, the hardships do result from conditions peculiar to the property, particularly the property’s 

topography. 

FOFI was developed and is managed as a public recreation area, providing beach access for the 

citizens and visitors of the State of North Carolina. The topography of the beach at FOFI does not 

allow for much, if any, natural shade, as it is made up primarily of dunes with low-lying beach 

grasses before transitioning seaward into a fine-sand beach to the ocean. Because of the topography 

of the property, there is no other natural alternative to construction of the shade structures.   

Furthermore, because of the significant amount of wind that blows across the property due to the 

lack of other natural diversions and the possibility of severe weather events such as hurricanes, the 

shade structures must be constructed with reinforced concrete footings.  The shades can be 

dismantled in the event of severe weather and the base of the structures will be reinforced with 

concrete footings, so as to eliminate any safety risk to the public or property.  

Staff’s Position: Yes. 

Staff agrees that any hardships to the Petitioners result from conditions peculiar to the property 

such as location, size, or topography. The proposed shade structures need to be developed adjacent 

to the existing bath house and parking area where the picnic area is located in order to be enjoyed 

by visitors to the park and that the concrete footings and pilings are necessary due to site and 

weather conditions. Additionally, with a setback distance of 225 feet combined with the relative 

ease of removing these structures (pilings and concrete footings) and relocating them in case of 

erosion, the Petitioner will be able to move these structures before they are subject to erosion and 

impact the public beach.  

III. Do the hardships result from actions taken by the Petitioner? Explain.

Petitioner’s Position: No. 

No, the hardship facing Parks and the visitors to FOFI do not result from action taken by Parks. 

Rather, the hardship is a direct result of the topography of the property, environmental and weather 

factors, and the increased popularity of FOFI and desire for public beach access.  None of these 

things are within Parks’ control. 

Staff’s Position: No. 

Staff agree that the hardships are not a result of Petitioner’s actions.  The existing bath house, 

parking area and picnic area have been in place since 1982, and the proposed shade structures will 

be  more likely to be utilized by the public if they are placed near these existing structures. 

Additionally, Petitioner selected structures which could be dismantled and removed/relocaed in 

the case of erosion at the site. 
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IV. Will the variance requested by the petitioner (1) be consistent with the spirit,

purpose and intent of the rules, standards or orders issued by the Commission; (2)

secure the public safety and welfare; and (3) preserve justice? Explain.

Petitioner’s Position: Yes 

Yes, the proposed variance meets each of the three factors noted above. 

In N.C.G.S. 113A-102(b), the legislature outlines the goals for CAMA, which include insuring 

“that the development or preservation of the land and water resources of the coastal area proceeds 

in a manner consistent with the capability of the land and water for development, use, or 

preservation based on ecological considerations” and to “establish policies, guidelines and 

standards for…. (c) [r]ecreation and tourist facilities and park lands[.]” It is Parks’ contention that 

the development of these shade structures follows in the spirit, purpose and intent of these goals 

and should be approved for construction. 

While these shade structures are not specifically listed in 15A N.C.A.C. 07H.0309(a) as a type of 

structure permitted to be constructed seaward of the oceanfront setback requirements of 15A 

N.C.A.C. 07H. 0306(a), they are of the same spirit, purpose and intent as the permitted structures. 
For example, a campsite, which is permitted under 15A N.C.A.C. 07H.0309(a), is a structure built 
to facilitate a recreational opportunity for the public to experience the outdoors while having a 
minimal impact on the surrounding environment. The proposed shade structures similarly create a 
recreational opportunity for the visiting public to experience the coastal environment while leaving 
an even smaller impact on the natural landscape (less than .1 acres) than those structures permitted 
in the rule.  The largest impact created by the shade structures are the required reinforced concrete 
footings, which are only necessary because of the significant amount of wind that the property 
faces daily and the potential for severe weather activity. Denial based on these rules is, in essence, 
merely a matter of the rules not fully encompassing all of the structures currently used today to 
offer additional recreational opportunities and deal with health and safety issues.

As stated above, granting this variance contributes to the public safety and welfare by providing a 

public service to visitors to alleviate visitor’s risk of heat-related medical conditions, as well as 

providing further recreational opportunities for visitors who may want to escape the heat of the 

sun, especially during the extreme temperatures of the peak summer months. The shades have the 

ability to be dismantled in the event of an approaching severe weather event and will be anchored 

by reinforced concrete footings to withstand any associated high winds and tides, therefore 

creating little to no safety risk to the public.  

The variance will also preserve justice by providing all visitors, especially those without private 

beach access, the equal opportunity to experience North Carolina’s diverse coastal ecosystem 

while having access to public shade facilities for their enjoyment and recreation.  These shade 

structures will be open on a first come, first serve basis to all FOFI visitors at no charge.   

Staff’s Position: Yes. 

Staff agrees that the variance requested by Petitioners is consistent with the spirit, purpose, and 

intent of the Commission’s ocean erosion setback rules. These rules seek to prevent 

inappropriately sited development and the resulting impacts to the public. In this case, although 
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not specifically identified in 7H .0309 as a structure that is acceptable within the setback area, 

the de minimis nature of the development and its ability to be easily removed/relocated in case of 

erosion show the similarity of the shade structure supports to the other types of development 

formally listed in the Commission’s exceptions to the setback. Accordingly, Staff agrees that a 

variance would be consistent with the spirit, purpose, and intent of the Commission’s Rules. The 

ability to easily relocate the support structures will safeguard public safety and welfare while 

providing these benefits to visitors of FOFI until such time as they would need to be relocated.  

Staff does not disagree with Petitioner’s claims of substantial justice.    
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ATTACHMENT E: 

STIPULATED EXHIBITS INCLUDING POWERPOINT 

 

• Copy of CAMA Minor Development Permit KB 16-03 

• Copy of the Deed and Judgement from Superior Court in New Hanover County in the 

case of the State of North Carolina vs. James E. Johnson, Jr. et al, showing ownership of 

the property by the State, as recorded in the New Hanover County Register of Deeds 

office 

• Project Description and Site Plan for the Entire Proposed Project 

• Vicinity Map Showing Construction Area of Total FOFI Development Project approved 

by CAMA Minor Development Permit KB 16-03 

• Aerial Photo Map of Proposed Construction Showing the Proposed Shade Structures and 

the Applicable Setback Distances 

• Notice of Variance Petition to Adjacent Landowners 

 Powerpoint presentation 
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Department of Environmental Quality

Site Location

Cape Fear River
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Department of Environmental Quality

Site Location

N.C. Aquarium at Fort Fisher

Fort Fisher Historic Site 
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View From Project Site Facing North 
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