
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
TO:  The Coastal Resources Commission 
 
FROM: Christine A. Goebel, DEQ Assistant General Counsel 
 
DATE:  April 1, 2019 (for the April 17-18, 2019 CRC Meeting) 
 
RE:  Variance Request by Wayne & Margaret (Susan) Thrasher (CRC-VR-19-02) 
 
 
Petitioners Wayne and Margaret (Susan) Thrasher (“Petitioners”) own oceanfront property at 1124 
New River Inlet Road (the “Site”) in North Topsail Beach. The property is located within the 
Commission’s Ocean Hazard Area of Environmental Concern (“AEC”). Following damage from 
Hurricane Florence to their oceanfront deck railings, Petitioners discovered water damage and rot 
on the ocean-facing wall of their home. In January of 2019, Petitioners filed a CAMA Minor Permit 
application seeking to remove an existing 64 square foot uncovered deck on the third-story (which 
was accessed by a sliding door) into a window and adding a 208 square foot roof below the window 
to cover the two oceanfront decks below. On February 7, 2019, DCM, acting as the LPO for the 
Town of North Topsail Beach, denied Petitioners’ CAMA Minor Permit application as the 
proposed roof does not meet the applicable 75’ setback from the first line of stable and natural 
vegetation. On February 25, 2019, Petitioners filed this variance petition to request the 
Commission vary the oceanfront setback rules so they can develop the roof 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.):  Wayne and Susan Thrasher, Petitioners, electronically 
   Mary Lucasse, Special Deputy AG and CRC Counsel, electronically 
   Deborah Hill, Town of North Topsail Beach Planning Dir., electronically 
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RELEVANT STATUTES OR RULES                                                            APPENDIX 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. 
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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 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 determined as follows: 

(a) a 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 60; 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, 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; and (b) a distance landward from the 
recession line established in Sub-Item (1)(a) of this Rule to the recession line that would be 
generated by a storm having a one percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year. 
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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 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; 
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STIPULATED FACTS                                                                            ATTACHMENT B 

 

1. Petitioners Wayne and Margaret (Susan) Thrasher (“Petitioners”) own oceanfront property at 1124 
New River Inlet Road (the “Property”) in North Topsail Beach, Onslow County, North Carolina.  
The Property was platted in 2004, and is shown as Lot 3 on the plat recorded on May 19, 2004 in 
Map Book 46, Page 117 of the Onslow County Registry, attached (“2003 Plat”). 
 

2. Petitioners purchased the Property on July 26, 2012, as evidenced by the deed recorded at Book 
3821 on Page 916-917 of the Onslow County Registry, attached.   
 

3. The lot area per the deed consists of a lot approximately 15,198 square feet (or .34 acre), as shown 
on 2019 Survey of Lot 3 performed by Weston Lyall, PE, PLS (2019 Survey), attached. The survey 
notes that the lot area to the FLSNV is 0.16 acres (this figure doesn’t include beach area to MHW). 
 

4. Onslow County GIS indicates that the Property is located within a COBRA Zone, pursuant to the 
Coastal Barrier Resource Systems Act of 1982. As such, the Property is not able to have coverage 
under the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). 
 

5. The portion of the Property where the house is now located is in Flood Zone VE (Elevation 15’ & 
2’) as shown on the 2003 Plat. The Onslow County GIS indicates that the Property’s current 
designation is still VE.  
 

6. The Property is within the Ocean Erodible Area of Environmental Concern (“AEC”), as it is 
defined in 15A NCAC 7H .0304 (1), and pursuant to N.C.G.S. 113A-118, a CAMA permit is 
required to authorize any proposed development.  
 

7. The Annual Average Erosion Rate at the Property is 2.5’ per year with the applicable setback for 
a building measuring 5,000 square feet or less in Total Floor Area is 75’ landward of the applicable 
setback line (2.5 X 30 = 75). However, on the permit application and on the Ocean Hazard 
Disclosure Form, DCM Field Representative accidentally listed it as a 2’/year erosion rate and a 
corresponding 60’ setback. Since the site of the proposed roof development fails to meet either 
setback, DCM and the Petitioners are correcting the error in this fact in order to proceed.  
 

8. While some areas of North Topsail have been part of a large-scale nourishment project, the area 
of the Property has not, and so setbacks are measured from the First Line of Stable and Natural 
Vegetation (“FLSNV”). This area is NOT within the proposed Surf City/NTB Unvegetated Beach 
AEC. 
 

9. Based on a FLSNV staked by DCM Field Representative Jason Dail on January 15, 2019, the 75’ 
setback lands most of the way through the existing residence.  The incorrect 60’ setback is shown 
about half-way through the existing residence on the 2019 Survey.  
 

10. The Property is currently developed with a four-story home, including a carport/enclosed 
entry/enclosed storage on the ground level. The Onslow County Tax Card, attached, indicates that 
the home was built in 2005, and has a 1,008 square foot footprint, 2,943 square feet of heated 
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space, 312 square feet of roadside decking (156 sq. ft. x 2 levels), and 480 square feet of beachfront 
decking (three stories of decking 208 sq. ft. + 208 sq. ft. + 64 sq. ft.).  A 2012 appraisal of the 
property (“2012 Appraisal”), a copy of which is attached, has similar dimensions for the decking, 
including 310 square feet of roadside decking (155 sq. f.t x 2 levels), and 491 square feet of 
beachfront decking (three stories of decking 214 sq. ft. + 214 sq. ft. + 63 sq. ft.). The property is 
also developed with a 20’ x 20’ gravel parking pad, a concrete driveway, an existing pool with 
concrete apron and decking, fencing surrounding the pool area, a 12’ x 12’ covered gazebo, and a 
dune walkover.  
 

11. On September 13, 2018 the Property was damaged by Hurricane Florence.  The property sustained 
damage which included damage to two of the three beachfront decks, including the loss of deck 
railing.   Photos of the deck damage taken by Petitioners and alleged by Petitioners are 
attached.  The repair to the decks was recently completed, and while no invoice has been received 
(as of 3/26/19), the estimate was $6,000. 
 

12. While Petitioners repaired interior water damage, they discovered extensive water damage and rot 
on the beachfront elevation of the home.  Petitioners’ pictures of the damage are attached.  Also 
attached is the invoice Petitioners paid to the contractor for the repair work on the house 
wrap/siding/doors/windows on the beachfront elevation, as well as invoices for the replacement 
doors and windows. 
 

13. On or about January 17, 2019, Petitioners sent a CAMA Minor Permit Application to the NC 
Division of Coastal Management (acting as the Town of North Topsail Beach Local Permit 
Officer) for review. This application was received by DCM on January 22, 2019. A copy of the 
application materials is attached. 
 

14. As part of the CAMA Minor Permit process, Petitioners sent notice of the proposed development 
to their adjacent riparian property owners, Mark B. & A. Kendall Godshall, and Matt Daghstani & 
M. Samir Ayasso, by certified mail.  The Godshall’s returned the form and indicated that they did 
not object to the development, as indicated on the attachment.  Daghstani and Ayasso received the 
notice at 5:29 PM on January 24, 2019, but the completed form has not been returned. Copies of 
the notice letters and mailing information are attached. 
 

15. On February 7, 2019, DCM denied Petitioners’ CAMA Minor Permit application, as indicated on 
the attached denial letter. The denial letter indicated that the proposal was inconsistent with 15A 
NCAC 7H .0306(a)(5) [proposed development fails to meet the oceanfront setback] and .0309(a) 
[proposed development is not type allowed within setback].  
  

16. Petitioners stipulate that the proposed development does not comply with those rules listed in the 
February 7, 2019 denial letter. 
 

17. Petitioners’ are seeking a variance in order to build a 208 square foot roof in place of the existing 
64 square foot deck on the top level of the house, as proposed in their CAMA permit application 
materials. 
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18. As part of the variance process, Petitioners are required to send notice to their adjacent property 
owners to inform them they are seeking this variance from the Commission.  Copies of these notice 
letters and certified mail receipts are attached. 
 

19. Petitioners did not seek a local variance from local setbacks as they propose to build over the 
existing waterward decks and ground-floor patio. 
 

20. Aerial and ground-level photos of the Property are attached as part of a powerpoint presentation. 
 

 

Stipulated Exhibits: 

1. 2003 Property Plat Ocean View Shores, recorded 5/19/04 Book 46, Page 117  

2. Thrasher Deed recorded 7/30/12, Book 3821 Page 916-917  

3. 2019 Lyall Survey dated 1/14/19  

4. Onslow County Tax Parcel Report  

5. 2012 Appraisal- relevant portions 

6. Pictures of Hurricane Florence damage and water damage on beachfront elevation discovered 

during hurricane repair work  

7. Invoice and window/door bills  

8. CAMA Minor Development Permit Application materials 

9. Notice of CAMA Permit sent to neighbors, along with certified mail receipts and concurrence 

response from Godshall 

10. Permit Denial Letter 

11. Notice of variance request sent to neighbors along with certified mail receipts 

12. Powerpoint with site photos 
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PETITIONERS’ 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. 
 

Petitioners’ Position: Yes. 
 
The Petitioners submit that the imposition of the rules, standards and orders will cause 
unnecessary hardship in the following respects: 
 
1. The petitioners are seeking to build a roof over their existing deck in an effort to protect 
and preserve the integrity of their home. The residence at 1124 New River Inlet Road is a four 
story beachfront property – entryway, bedroom floor, main living floor, and bedroom floor. The 
current beachfront elevation directly exposes the top two stories to the damanging wind driven 
rains that are a regular occurrence at the beach. This is leading to significant rot damage to the 
beach elevation. As the residence was repaired following Hurricant Florence almost $20,000 of 
rot damage was discovered. The house boards were literally rotted away and there was noting 
between the siding and interior drywall. The main beam that runs from the front to the back of the 
house displayed signs of water damage, but was caught before catastrophic damage. In tracing the 
source, it was determined this this damage resulted from water that penetrated the siding, doors, 
and windows on the top two floors. The house was built in 2005 and thus experienced this serious 
damage in just 13 years. 
 
The proposed roof would divert water from the building and would reduce the amount of water 
hitting the below two stories of the property. It would keep water off the six windows and from 
penetrating the door thresholds on the third story, reducing the risk of water damage around the 
windows and doors. Since Hurricane Florence, the petitioners have been diligently pursing 
improvements to the structure that will protect it during severe weather conditions as much as 
possible. The Petitioners have replaced the roof with a Fortified Bronze Roof (certification under 
IBHS guidelines) and have replaced the French doors on the fourth story with a hurricane rated 
window, forgoing the ability to walk out on the 8x8 deck on this level. This variance request is 
made in the same spirit of protecting the property. 
 
2. Another critical need for the variance is to protect the decking itself. Standing water on the 
exposed deck has caused the deck material to rot. While it would reduce the cost of deck repair, a 
roof would more importantly improve the safety of the deck, as slick wet decking and undetected 
weakness in the deck posts could result in serious personal injury. A roof would eliminate most of 
the rain falling on the deck surface, significantly reduing the damage to the decking and the interior 
posts. 
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Staff’s Position: Yes.  
 
Staff agrees that a strict application of the oceanfront erosion setback causes Petitioners an 
unnecessary hardship, where Petitioner has an existing structure and wishes to replace the 64 
square foot deck with a 208 square foot roof that does not increase the Total Floor Area of the 
structure.  The proposed design change within the existing footprint is considered “de minimis” in 
nature and will clearly enhance weatherproofing of the home and decking. 
 

II. Do such hardships result from conditions peculiar to the petitioner’s property, 
such as location, size, or topography of the property? Explain. 
 

Petitioners’ Position: Yes. 
 
This residence, which was built in 2005, is now within the CAMA setback. The proximity of the 
residence to the ocean increases the potential water damage to the structure of the house. The 
variance would not change either the footprint or square footage of the house; nor would it 
change the footprint of the deck. The variance would allow the petitioners to reduce the risk to 
the house. 
 
Staff’s Position: No.  
 
Staff find no peculiarities of this property, such as size, location or topography, which cause any 
hardships to Petitioners. Damage from a hurricane is also not unique to Petitioners. Petitioners’ 
location where the applicable setback now intersects the house is also not unique, as the house was 
likely built near the setback line in 2005, and the vegetation line has retreated over the past 14 
years. Staff were unable to identify peculiar conditions on the property which cause Petitioners’ 
hardship. 
 

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

 
Petitioners’ Position: No. 
 
The hardships result from the imposition of the CAMA setback rule. The petitioners purchased 
the property in July 2012. The existing residence was built in 2005. 
 
Staff’s Position: No.  
 
Staff agree that Petitioners did not cause the erosion of the vegetation line and dune system 
landward of their lot and acknowledge that the proposed addition is “de minimis” in nature and 
will not add new Total Floor Area. In addition, staff finds that there is no practicable alternative to 
the design that will similarly enhance weatherproofing of the home and decking. 
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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 substantial justice? 
Explain. 
 

Petitioners’ Position: Yes. 
 
1. The CAMA rules for building along the oceanfront are intended to avoid unreasonable 
risk to life and property and to limit public and private losses from storm and long-term erosion. 
The requested variance does not extend the footprint of the residence or the deck in the setback 
area. As with the existing decking, the roof would not be attached to the house. The roof would 
mitigate losses from storm damage by providing protection for the residence and decking against 
water damage. Furthermore, it would provide further opportunities to enjoy the beauft of the 
ocean views from the property. 
 
2. The protection afforded by the proposed roof would divert water from the decking thus 
minimizing rotting of the decking and deck posts. Weaknesses in either of these can result in 
serious personal injury as deck boards warp or deck posts loosen. 
 
3. The variance would preserve substantial justice, as it would enable the petitioner’s to 
defend their house against the damage from the winds and rain. 
 
 
Staff’s Position: Yes.  

Staff agrees that the proposed design change, with the reduction of 64 square feet of decking and 
addition of 208 square feet of roofing, will not increase the Total Floor Area of the structure and 
will have only a de minimis impact with respect to future potential storm debris.  Staff contend that 
this relatively minor change will also have a very limited impact, if any, on public safety and 
welfare, or on preserving substantial justice.  

  

010



  CRC-VR-18-01 

11 
 

 

ATTACHMENT D: 

PETITIONERS’ VARIANCE REQUEST MATERIALS 

(EXCEPT INITIAL PROPOSED FACTS AND ITEMS OTHERWISE 
INCLUDED IN THE STIPULATED FACTS) 
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ATTACHMENT E: 

STIPULATED EXHIBITS 

 

1. 2003 Property Plat Ocean View Shores, recorded 5/19/04 Book 46, Page 117  

2. Thrasher Deed recorded 7/30/12, Book 3821 Page 916-917  

3. 2019 Lyall Survey dated 1/14/19  

4. Onslow County Tax Parcel Report  

5. 2012 Appraisal- relevant portions 

6. Pictures of Hurricane Florence damage and water damage on beachfront elevation 

discovered during hurricane repair work  

7. Invoice and window/door bills  

8. CAMA Minor Development Permit Application materials 

9. Notice of CAMA Permit sent to neighbors, along with certified mail receipts and         

concurrence response from Godshall 

10. Permit Denial Letter 

11. Notice of variance request sent to neighbors along with certified mail receipts 

12. Powerpoint with site photos 
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3/15/2019 Onslow County Property Records Site

http://property.onslowcountync.gov/pt/Datalets/PrintDatalet.aspx?pin=049847&gsp=PROFILEALL&taxyear=2020&jur=067&ownseq=0&card=1&roll=R… 1/2

Parcel ID: 049847 Map #: 774G-54 Tax Year: 2020

Luc: Waterfront Ocean Class: Dwelling NBHD: OCEAN VIEW
SHORES/CRYSTAL

THRASHER WAYNE H & MARGARET S 1124 NEW RIVER INLET RD

Parcel

Parcel 049847
Tax Year 2020
Property Addess 1124 NEW RIVER INLET RD
Unit Desc  
Unit #  
NBHD 3045 - OCEAN VIEW SHORES/CRYSTAL
Class Dwelling
Land Use Code 14 - Waterfront Ocean
Living Units  
Mapping Acres .35
CAMA Acres .3517
Location  
Fronting  
Zoning R-5-R-5
Map # 774G-54
PIN Number 428707594301
Total Cards 1
Record Type R

 

Legal

Legal Description L3 OCEAN VIEW SHORES
Township 114 - STUMP SOUND
City Code 26 - NORTH TOPSAIL BEACH
Jurisdiction 1426 - STUMP SOUND NORTH TOPSAIL BEACH
Plat Book-Page/Subd # 46-117

 

Owner Details

Owner 1 THRASHER WAYNE H & MARGARET S
Owner 2  
Customer ID 404321000
% Ownership 100
Nature of Ownership -
Address  
 242 GRASSHOPPER CIR
 MOORESVILLE, NC 28117-7099

 

Owner Mailing

Owner 1 THRASHER WAYNE H & MARGARET S
Owner 2  
Mailing Address 242 GRASSHOPPER CIR
  
 MOORESVILLE NC 28117 7099
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3/15/2019 Onslow County Property Records Site

http://property.onslowcountync.gov/pt/Datalets/PrintDatalet.aspx?pin=049847&gsp=PROFILEALL&taxyear=2020&jur=067&ownseq=0&card=1&roll=R… 2/2

Item   Area

Main Building   1008

WOOD DECK/PORCH - 88/80:WOOD DECK/PORCH   156

WOOD DECK/WOOD DECK - 88/88:WOOD DECK/WOOD DECK   208

WOOD DECK - 88:WOOD DECK   64
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3/15/2019 Onslow County Property Records Site

http://property.onslowcountync.gov/pt/Datalets/PrintDatalet.aspx?pin=049847&gsp=&taxyear=2020&jur=067&ownseq=&card=1&roll=&State=&item=&i… 1/1

Parcel ID: 049847 Map #: 774G-54 Tax Year: 2020

Luc: Waterfront Ocean Class: Dwelling NBHD: OCEAN VIEW
SHORES/CRYSTAL

THRASHER WAYNE H & MARGARET S 1124 NEW RIVER INLET RD

Printed on Friday, March 15, 2019, at 2:54:12 PM EST

Item   Area

Main Building   1008

WOOD DECK/PORCH - 88/80:WOOD DECK/PORCH   156

WOOD DECK/WOOD DECK - 88/88:WOOD DECK/WOOD DECK   208

WOOD DECK - 88:WOOD DECK   64
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1124 New River Inlet Road 
 
Hurricane Florence – Deck Damage and Discovered Water/Rot Damage to Beachfront 
Elevation. 
 

ABOVE:  Railing lost on uncovered top two decks. 
BELOW:  Damage to house boards on lowest living level, oceanfront. 

030



Water damage rotted away house boards.  Interior o bedroom and bath on lowest living 
level (2nd story) 
 

Water damage around French doors on lowest two levels.   

 

031



 
 
Rot under shingles on oceanfront elevation. 
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Page Invoice #

Special

Instruction

Orig Rep: Salesman: Acct rep:

Time:

Ship Date:

Invoice Date:

Due Date:

Sold To : Ship To :

Customer #: Job: Customer PO: Order By:

ORDER SHIP B/O L U/M ITEM # ITEM DESCRIPTION PRICE EXTENSION

CUSTOMER COPY

THIS COPY MUST REMAIN AT MERCHANT
LOCATION AT ALL TIMES!

INVOICEPO BOX 640
SNEADS FERRY, NC 28460

{910} 327-2388  FAX {910} 327-2387

1 50433605
: 15:30:25
: 11/19/18
: 11/19/18

21  21  REPRINT 11/19/18

CASH SALES susan thrasher
SNEADS FERRY, NC ENTER JOB NAME HERE

(   )    -    (   )    -    

popgcl01

CASH 7/ 1

T  85 1                                                

Our PO: 00022508

2.00    2.00    0.00 L EA X210000000000051 6/0 x 8/0 slider BBG 1196.42 2392.85

0.00    0.00    0.00 L PC 9930 SPECIAL ORDER NON-RETURN ITEM{S} NOT 0.00 0.00

LIABLE FOR ITEM{S} AFTER 30 DAYS
All lines on PO# 22508    - 58

Special Order Non Refundable
FILLED BY CHECKED BY DATE SHIPPED DRIVER

SHIP VIA

RECEIVED COMPLETE AND IN GOOD CONDITION

X

FREIGHT

TAXABLE

NON-TAXABLE

TAX #

SALES TOTAL

MISC + FRGT

SALES TAX

TOTAL

VISA       0000 2560.35

Total applied: 2560.35

14:42:39

11/19/2018

$2392.85

2392.85

0.00 167.50

                    
$2560.35

DISCLAIMER OF WARRANTIES
ANY WARRANTIES ON THE PRODUCTS SOLD HEREBY ARE
THOSE MADE BY THE MANUFACTURER. THE SELLER,
GUY C. LEE CO., HEREBY EXPRESSLY DISCLAIMS ALL
WARRANTIES, EITHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED.
SEE GUYCLEE.COM FOR TERMS AND CONDITIONS.

1 - CUSTOMER COPY
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Page Invoice #

Special

Instruction

Orig Rep: Salesman: Acct rep:

Time:

Ship Date:

Invoice Date:

Due Date:

Sold To : Ship To :

Customer #: Job: Customer PO: Order By:

ORDER SHIP B/O L U/M ITEM # ITEM DESCRIPTION PRICE EXTENSION

CUSTOMER COPY

THIS COPY MUST REMAIN AT MERCHANT
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Invoice 
GS Bailey Custom Builders Inc. 

115 Bailey Farms Lane 
Zebulon, NC  27597 

Contractor:  Gary Bailey 
Licensed and W/C & G/L Insurance 

 
   

Property:   1124 New River Inlet Road 
  North Topsail Beach, NC 28460 
 
Billing:   Susan and Wayne Thrasher 
  242 Grasshopper Circle 
  Mooresville, NC  28117 
 
Summary of work:  Hidden damage repair to beach front elevation of 
property.  Includes removal of siding and damaged house wrap and OSB.  
Installation of new plywood, house wrap and siding.  
Repair/replacement of damaged wood around doors and installation of 
new doors.  Owner purchased and provided doors/windows .  GS Bailey 
warrants installation only.   
 
Materials        $4,637.46 
Installation & repair of siding     $3,450.00 
Framing, wood repair & installation of doors  $1617.38 
Siding removal, house wrap installation, drywall $5,052.00 
Dumpster & trash removal     $   357.96 
Total         $15,114.80 
Deposit         0.00 
Balance due – payable upon receipt    $15,114.80 
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VARIANCE REQUEST 
For

Wayne and Margaret Thrasher

Project Location: 

1124 New River Inlet Road, North 
Topsail Beach,

Onslow County, NC
April 17, 2019
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Wayne and Margaret Thrasher
April 17, 2019

Department of Environmental Quality

Site Location
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Topsail Island

Hampstead

Wilmington Photo of site courtesy of Google Earth 
- 2015

Waters Edge 
Community Dock

1124 New River Inlet 
Road, North Topsail 

Beach

Photo courtesy of Google Earth - September 2018

Approximate First Line of Stable 
Natural Vegetation (FLSNV) –

Post Florence

Approximate FLSNV – Pre-
Florence
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1124 New River Inlet Road, 
North Topsail Beach

Photo courtesy of Google Earth – March 2006
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1124 New River 
Inlet Road, North 

Topsail Beach

Photos courtesy of Onslow County GIS – 2018 – Pre Florence
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Overhead view of 1124 New River 
Inlet Road, North Topsail Beach.

Photo courtesy of Onslow County GIS – Post 
Florence – September 21, 2018
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Approximate FLSNV

Photo courtesy of Google Earth – September 2018 – Post 
Florence

Approximate 75-foot 
Ocean Hazard 

Setback

Approximate pre-Florence FLSNV – using aerial 
imagery

Approximate post-Florence FLSNV 
– using aerial imagery
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View of 1124 New River Inlet Road, NTB –
looking West from East

Photo taken by DCM staff on March 12, 2019

Approximate 75-foot Ocean Hazard Setback
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View of 1124 New River Inlet Road, NTB – view 
looking North from Southern property line.

Existing structurally 
detached decking

Photo taken by DCM staff – March 12, 2019
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1124 New River Inlet Road, NTB – view looking East 
from West

Photo taken by DCM staff – March 12, 2019

Sand berm pushed by North 
Topsail Beach - 2019
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1124 New River Inlet Road, NTB –
view looking west from beach

Existing decking to 
be covered.

Photo taken by DCM staff – March 12, 2019
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Approximate 75-foot 
Ocean Hazard Setback

View of 1124 New River Inlet Road, NTB, looking northwest from beach

Photo taken by DCM staff on March 12, 2019
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Wayne and Margaret Thrasher, 1124 New River Inlet Road, NTB

April 17, 2019 – Petition for Variance
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