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SECTION 1 

1 Background and Project Description 
1.1 Background 
Pender County is a fast growing coastal county with a 2015 population of over 56,000. The growth in 
Pender County has been and will continue to be driven by its location in the vicinity of Wilmington, 
Interstate 40, US 421 and US 17, its coastal communities and its strategic priorities related to economic 
development and expansion of public infrastructure into areas of the County that do not currently have 
water utility services. In addition to the currently underway and planned near-term water system 
expansion, Pender County Utilities (PCU) is engaging in this planning process as a regional provider of 
surface water. PCU has reached out to other neighboring utilities, including all other utility providers 
within Pender County, to determine who may consider obtaining surface water through PCU’s system in 
the future. These utilities are currently reliant on groundwater for their potable water needs. The 
utilities that have decided to partner with PCU as a co-applicant as part of the IBT certificate process 
include the Town of Burgaw, Town of Topsail Beach, Town of Surf City, Town of Wallace (in neighboring 
Duplin County), and Utilities, Inc. Exhibit 1-1 presents the Public Water System Identification (PWSID) for 
each utility. Signed support resolutions from the co-applicants are included in Appendix A. 

EXHIBIT 1-1 
PWSIDs for PCU and Co-applicants 

Utility PSWID 
PCU 70-71-0111 
Town of Burgaw 04-71-010 

Surf City 04-71-015 

Topsail Beach 04-71-020 

Wallace 04-31-010 

Utilities, Inc. 04-71-111 and 04-71-1122 
1 The request for the IBT certificate is being submitted under PCU’s PWS ID. 
2 The PSWIDs for Utilities, Inc correspond to the Belvedere Plantation and Olde Point developments, respectively. 
 

 

Within Pender County, six water and sewer districts (WSDs) were established through referendum for 
the purposes of expanding service to existing residents: Central Pender, Columbia/Union, Maple Hill, 
Moore’s Creek, Rocky Point/Topsail, and Scotts Hill. The water distribution system in the Rocky 
Point/Topsail WSD was built in five phases, after which PCU constructed the Scotts Hill water 
distribution system. Water system expansion is now underway in the Central Pender and Moore’s Creek 
WSDs. The Maple Hill WSD is provided water by the Chinquapin Water Association, which uses a 
groundwater supply source. The Rocky Point/Topsail WSD was formed in 1996 and all of the other WSDs 
were formed in 2006. The Pender County Board of County Commissioners serves as the governing body 
for each WSD, and PCU operates, maintains and manages all water and wastewater infrastructure within 
each WSD. In addition, two municipalities within the County, the Village of St. Helena and the Town of 
Watha, receive water service from PCU. 

AQUA North Carolina also expressed interest to PCU in receiving water in the future. They have not 
been included as a named co-applicant at this time because of the small service footprint and distant 
location of AQUA’s service areas from PCU’s currently planned water system. The areas served by AQUA 
are within PCU’s WSDs, and those areas, along with their respective water demand projections are 
included in this environmental assessment (EA) to provide for a comprehensive evaluation.   
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Exhibit 1-2 provides a map presenting the project Study Area.  

Water Supply and Treatment 
Prior to contracting with the Lower Cape Fear Water and Sewer Authority (LCFWASA) for raw water and 
completing construction of its water treatment plant in 2012, PCU obtained its water from the Town of 
Wallace in Duplin County. Wallace’s wells are located in the Central Coastal Plain Capacity Use Area 
(CCPCUA). This action eliminated the flow of groundwater from the CCPUA to PCU, which was a positive 
step in maintaining the water balance in the CCPCUA. 

PCU obtains its raw water supply from the Cape Fear River via the LCFWASA, and PCU’s current contract 
provides the ability to obtain up to 6 million gallons per day (MGD). The contract includes the following 
clause, “LCFWASA will deliver raw water to the County in an amount sufficient to meet the County’s raw 
water needs from the Authority, which currently does not exceed 6 MGD.” Pender County will extend 
their contract with LCFWASA to meet their future water supply needs. The Water Supply Agreement is 
included in Appendix B. 

The LCFWASA intake and associated Kings Bluff Raw Water Pumping Station are located just above Lock 
and Dam 1 (L&D #1). LCFWASA expanded its intake in 2010 to accommodate a cumulative projected 
demand of 96 MGD across its customer base. LCFWASA completed an EA and received a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI), also included in Appendix B, addressing impacts associated with the 
increased withdrawal. The screen slot size for the new screens is approximately 0.118 inch, and the 
through velocity is less than 0.5 feet per second to reduce the potential for fish entrainment and 
impingement (McKim & Creed, 2008a). 

LCFWASA transmits raw water via its existing 48-inch and 60-inch diameter transmission main to PCU’s 
water treatment plant (WTP), which is also located within the Cape Fear River basin, as defined in 
N.C.G.S. § 143-215.22G. An EA was completed and FONSI received for the construction of LCFWASA’s 
60-inch transmission main, which is also included in Appendix B. Exhibit 1-3 shows the connection point 
where PCU taps into the LCFWASA transmission main in the Cape Fear River IBT basin. LCFWASA has 
planned for the increased raw water supply of its customers and outlined the infrastructure expansions 
required to provide this raw water supply (McKim & Creed. 2008b). PCU’s WTP was completed in 2012, 
at present has the ability to treat 2 MGD, and is readily expandable to 6 MGD. System process water 
used at the WTP is treated and returned to the Cape Fear River. Prior to this, Pender County purchased 
groundwater from the Town of Wallace. The signed support resolution from LCFWASA is included in 
Appendix A. 

The co-applicants all currently obtain their water supply from groundwater sources. The Town of 
Burgaw is considering drilling additional wells and/or a connection with PCU to meet future supply 
needs. The Town of Topsail Beach has an emergency connection with the Town of Surf City. Likewise, 
the Town of Surf City has an emergency connection with Topsail Beach and another with Onslow Water 
and Sewer Authority (ONWASA). The Town of Wallace has an emergency connection with Duplin 
County. The Town of Wallace is located in the Central Coastal Plain aquifer system. Utilities Inc. currently 
provides water service to two developments in the US 17 corridor, Belvedere Plantation and Olde 
Pointe, from groundwater sources. The Town of Atkinson provides water service within its corporate 
limits and is not a co-applicant in this process. 

Water Distribution 
PCU currently provides potable water to approximately 7,500 customers in the Rocky Point/Topsail and 
Scotts Hill WSDs. PCU also currently serves customers in St. Helena and Watha. To accommodate 
increasing demands along the US 17 corridor, PCU is planning for a larger water main along NC 210 that 
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will enable distribution of more than 2 MGD across multiple designated IBT river basins. The need for 
this increased transmission capacity is driving the timing of PCU’s IBT request. The US 17 corridor is a 
major growth area for the County due to its proximity to the coast and to the population centers of 
Jacksonville and Wilmington.  

Private groundwater wells serve County residents who are not currently connected to PCU’s water 
system. Concerns related to the reliability of the groundwater as a potable drinking water source, as 
well as groundwater quality variability, led voters in the Moore’s Creek and Central Pender WSDs to 
approve a bond referendum to expand PCU’s water system into areas of these WSDs that are not 
currently served. As a result of this vote, PCU is constructing over 70 miles of water lines in the Moore’s 
Creek and Central Pender WSDs this year, with more than 200 miles of water infrastructure planned 
over the next 20 years. The bond referendum approved expenditures of up to $45 million in Moore’s 
Creek WSD and $27 million in Central Pender WSD for the expansion and the availability of PCU’s water 
system. Future service expansions within the six WSDs are also expected over the next 30 years. 
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Wastewater Collection and Treatment 
Centralized sanitary sewer service in the County is very limited. Residential wastewater treatment needs are 
primarily being met by onsite treatment (septic systems). In recent years, large developments have 
constructed community wastewater systems with a small treatment facility and an effluent infiltration 
system. In addition, a combination of public and private systems are in use or under construction as follows: 

• A 0.5 MGD wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) is currently under construction to serve the US 421 
corridor in the southwestern portion of Pender County. This WWTP is owned and will be operated 
by PCU, and has an NDPES permit to discharge up to 4 MGD to the Cape Fear River.  

• A Septic Tank Effluent Pump (STEP) system serving approximately 180 customers in the Maple Hill 
WSD with onsite treatment units and a centralized effluent spray irrigation system. 

• A manifold force main system and pump stations serving approximately 20 commercial and 
institutional customers in the Rocky Point/Topsail WSD. This system ultimately can convey up to 
0.25 MGD to the neighboring Cape Fear Public Utility Authority (CFPUA) in New Hanover County for 
treatment. There is the potential to expand capacity with CFPUA, if they have available capacity at 
the time it is needed. CFPUA provides treatment at its Northside WWTP, which discharges to the 
Cape Fear River.  

• PCU has 2.0 MGD of purchased capacity at the Town of Wallace WWTP, which discharges to the 
Northeast Cape Fear River basin. This capacity is available to PCU to handle wastewater flows in the 
future.  

• Pluris, a private utility provider in the region, recently completed the development of a regional 
WWTP with 0.5 MGD of capacity in the US 17 corridor. This WWTP has a combined discharge 
strategy, partial infiltration and partial NPDES discharge. In addition, Pluris is also constructing a 
force main paralleling US 17 as a conveyance backbone to the WWTP. PCU has seen an increase in 
developers expressing interest in partnering with Pluris for wastewater treatment at this facility.  
This current facility is expandable up to 3 MGD. 

In the IBT planning horizon, PCU will continue with its current wastewater strategy that includes a range of 
systems to meet the wastewater collection and treatment needs of the County, as outlined above. Large-
scale addition of a centralized sanitary sewer system is not expected within the current IBT planning window 
and the majority of water distributed within the PCU WSDs will, therefore, be treated and infiltrated within 
the river basin in which it is utilized.  Ultimately, wastewater collection and treatment requirements for 
future development will be governed by the current County UDO requirements for septic systems and 
community/public wastewater disposal (Pender County, 2010a). 

If at such time the current wastewater strategy is determined to not provide sufficient wastewater 
treatment capacity, PCU will look to implement portions of their 2006 Wastewater Master Plan which 
outlines options for centralized sanitary sewer collection and treatment system. Any centralized system 
constructed will be a long-term, incremental plan, similar to PCU’s water system expansion. This system will 
operate for a long-period of time in unison with the existing wastewater systems in operation. 

Sewer service for the co-applicants varies. The Town of Burgaw no longer operates a WWTP because they 
have a treatment contract in place to send all wastewater to the Town of Wallace WWTP, which discharges 
to a waterbody within the Northeast Cape Fear River basin. The Town of Wallace also receives wastewater 
from the Town of Greenevers. In the Town of Topsail Beach, located in the New River basin, most water 
service connections have septic systems although they currently have an active permit for a high rate 
infiltration system which is permitted at approximately 20,000 GPD and several communities operate low-
pressure pipe systems. The Town of Surf City does operate a centralized sewer and WWTP, but much of the 
ETJ is served by onsite septic systems. Surf City’s WWTP has a permitted treatment capacity of 1.5 MGD, and 
the treated effluent is spray irrigated in the New River basin. The wastewater from the developments served 
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by Utilities, Inc. is treated with an onsite WWTP and effluent spray irrigation fields, also in the New River 
basin. Some water service connections in these developments have individual septic systems. There are no 
planned changes in the near future for wastewater treatment for the co-applicants and all water distributed 
to these co-applicants is expected to be treated and infiltrated within the river basin in which it is utilized.  

1.2 Project Description 
In light of Pender County’s historical efforts and planning related to service area expansions, and resultant 
expansion of the water distribution system, as well as planning to meet the needs of future growth, near-
term demands within the IBT river basins will increase above the transfer limit of 2 MGD, calculated as a 
daily average of a calendar month per N.C.G.S. § 143-215.22. Pender County and its co-applicants are 
requesting an authorized transfer between designated IBT river basins, from the Cape Fear River to the 
South River, Northeast Cape Fear River, and New River basins of 14.5 MGD, calculated as a daily average 
of a calendar month. The proposed transfer amount is based on updated water demand projections for the 
next 30 years, as defined in Section 2. Exhibit 1-2 provides a map of PCU and co-applicants’ planning areas 
and the IBT river basins.   

1.3 Study Area 
This EA provides the supporting documentation of the analysis of impacts in the study area associated with 
the proposed increase in IBT. PCU’s water supply source, the Cape Fear River at L&D #1, as well as receiving 
basins within PCU’s and the co-applicants’ service areas, are included in the study area defined in Exhibit 1-
2. The study area includes the following: 

• Cape Fear River basin (source basin): LCFWASA’s surface water intake on the Cape Fear River near L&D 
#1. 

• Cape Fear River basin (receiving basin): A small portion of the Moore's Creek WSD is located in this 
basin.  

• South River basin (receiving basin): The area contained within the western portion of the study area 
including portions of the Moore’s Creek and Columbia-Union WSDs.  

• Northeast Cape Fear River basin (receiving basin): The majority of the study area including portions of 
the Moore’s Creek, Columbia-Union, Rocky Point/Topsail, and Scotts Hill WSDs as well as all of the 
Central Pender and Maple Hill WSDs. The Towns of Burgaw, Wallace, Saint Helena, and Watha are 
located in this basin. 

• New River basin (receiving basin): The area contained within the eastern boundary of the study area and 
along the Atlantic coastline including a portion of the Rocky Point/Topsail WSDs and the Scotts Hill WSD. 
The Towns of Topsail Beach and Surf City as well as the Utilities, Inc. developments are located in this 
basin. 

Within the study area, the land area within each IBT river basin is as follows: 

• Cape Fear River basin:   2% 

• South River basin:   20% 

• Northeast Cape Fear River basin:  72%  

• New River basin:    6% 
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1.4 Guiding Legislation 
Per N.C.G.S. § 143-215.22L, an EA may be used to assess the environmental impacts associated with a 
proposed transfer that occurs within a major river basin, in this case the Cape Fear River basin. Pender 
County is entirely within the Cape Fear River basin, subdivided by the following basins as defined in the IBT 
statute: Cape Fear River, South River, Northeast Cape Fear and New River. Pender County also qualifies as a 
“coastal county” under the N.C.G.S. § 143-215.22L (w). This section dictates the regulatory requirements for 
coastal counties to request and acquire an IBT certificate. 
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SECTION 2 

2 Project Purpose and Need 
2.1 Historic Population and Water Demand  
Drivers for increased water demand and projected IBT for Pender County include population growth and 
service area expansion. Exhibit 2-1 presents Pender County’s overall population from 1970 to 2015 as well 
as the current population served by PCU. The difference in overall and service area population is due to the 
use of groundwater by municipal areas within the County (for example, Burgaw, Surf City, Topsail Beach) 
and by many residents in the unincorporated areas of Pender County. The rate of overall population growth 
picked up in the 1990s and that rate of growth has been sustained over the last five to ten years. Service 
area expansion is planned and will increase the number of people connected to PCU’s system in 
unincorporated areas. Planned projects include: 

• Central Pender WSD - 102 miles of new distribution water main by 2034, approved by current Central 
Pender WSD voters 

• Moore’s Creek WSD - 129 miles of new distribution water mains by 2034, approved by current Moore’s 
Creek WSD voters 

• Columbia-Union WSD - New mains planned for growth in this area around 2045 

In addition, many factors will continue to drive and increase the water demand, including coastal 
community access in Pender County as well as New Hanover and Brunswick Counties, proximity to 
Wilmington, and Pender County Commerce Park on US 421. 

Exhibit 2-2 presents PCU’s historic finished water demand from 2010 to 2015. 

Exhibit 2-1 
Pender County Historic Population 
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Exhibit 2-2 
Pender County Utilities Historic Finished Water Demand 

 
Notes: AADD – average annual daily demand, MMAD – maximum month average day 

2.2 Population and Water Demand Projections 
2.2.1 Future Population Forecast 
In order to develop population forecasts for the water demand forecast, population projections were 
developed for each WSD. Exhibit 2-3 provides the population forecast for Pender County by WSD, through 
the year 2050. Population projections for municipalities within Pender County are not included in these 
values. The projections were developed from and compared to various sources including the North Carolina 
Office of State Budget and Management (NC OSBM, 2016), Pender County Water Master Plan (McKim & 
Creed, 2006a), Pender County Wastewater Master Plan (McKim & Creed, 2006b), Pender County 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Pender, 2010), and the Central and Moore’s Creek Water and Sewer District 
Water System Expansion USDA Preliminary Engineering Reports (PERs) (Highfill & The Wooten Company, 
2014a and b).  

In general, the methodology used to develop the population forecast has the following characteristics: 

• Methodology utilized was initially developed in the Water and Wastewater Master Plans in 2006 and 
was updated in 2014 for the preparation of the USDA PERs.  

• The growth pattern that was previously developed was utilized and based on Brunswick County growth 
(i.e. Moderate Growth Rate) since both are coastal counties experiencing similar growth.   

• The growth pattern for the Moore’s Creek and Rocky Point/Topsail WSDs were updated to a less 
aggressive pattern than the original plans from 2020 to 2035.  
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• The base Census data utilized was 2010 Census data for each Township. The population was projected 
based on Township and estimated for each WSD based on the amount of land area of the WSD within 
the respective Township.    

• The 2010 people per unit figure for each Township was utilized to estimate housing units for each WSD 
based on the amount of land area of the WSD within the Township.    

These population forecasts were inputs to the future water demand forecast, which is described in Section 
2.2.2.  

2.2.2 Water Demand Forecast 
2.2.2.1 Calculations and Methodology 
The following summarizes the basis of the water demand forecast methodology for PCU and the co-
applicants. Detailed description of the methodology is provided in Water Demand, Wastewater Flow and 
Interbasin Transfer Forecasting for Pender County included in Appendix C: 

• PCU:   

- Residential water demand: projected water demands were developed for each WSD for existing and 
future conditions based on water meter billing data (to develop unit consumption values), WSD 
population forecasts, assumed persons per household (to convert population to customer 
accounts), assumed percent of customers with access to a County water line, and an assumed 
percent connection of customer accounts to the water distribution system. The assumed percent 
connection was used to capture the effect of PCU expanding its water distribution system into new 
areas of the WSD service areas that are not currently served. The percent connection assumption is 
intended to be representative of the fact that not all of the area will voluntarily connect to the 
system and will stay on groundwater. Any new subdivision (or home) that is built adjacent to a 
County water line will be required to connect to the distribution system. 

- Commercial/Industrial water demand: projected water demands were developed by WSD for 
existing and future conditions based on water meter billing data (for current WSD customers and to 
develop unit consumption values), existing and future land use information, and an assumed growth 
rate. Included in this demand is a use sector that represented commercial business in place solely to 
support the residential population; this demand is based on the population forecast and an assumed 

EXHIBIT 2-3 
Pender County Water and Sewer District Population Forecast, 2015–2050 

Year Central Pender 
WSD 

Moore’s Creek  
WSD 

Columbia Union  
WSD 

Maple Hill  
WSD 

Rocky Point Topsail  
WSD Scotts Hill WSD TOTAL 

2015 6,000 5,200 6,900 1,600 34,500 1,600 55,900 

2020 6,500 6,100 7,500 1,600 44,800 2,000 68,600 

2025 8,000 8,600 8,100 1,700 49,300 2,200 77,800 

2030 9,500 10,300 8,800 1,700 53,800 2,300 86,400 

2035 11,000 11,800 9,300 1,800 57,500 2,500 94,000 

2040 12,800 13,000 10,000 1,800 61,500 2,600 101,800 

2045 14,100 14,700 10,600 1,900 65,900 2,800 109,900 

2050 15,200 16,300 11,200 2,000 70,500 3,000 118,100 

Note: Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 
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unit consumption value. All commercial and industrial customers will be required to connect to the 
distribution system if adjacent to an existing PCU water line. 

- The total future system finished water demand consists of the existing demand, projected future 
demand, future non-revenue water, and operational requirements.  

- Projected water demands were attributed to each IBT river basin based on the land area of each 
basin within an individual WSD. Exhibit 2-4 presents the percentage of each WSD that falls within 
each river basin. 

EXHIBIT 2-4 
IBT River Basin Percentage by WSD 

Water and Sewer District Basin Percentage 

Central Pender  NE Cape Fear 100% 

Moore's Creek Cape Fear 9% 

Moore's Creek NE Cape Fear 32% 

Moore's Creek South River 59% 

Columbia Union NE Cape Fear 60% 

Columbia Union South River 40% 

Maple Hill NE Cape Fear 100% 

Rocky Point-Topsail NE Cape Fear 79% 

Rocky Point-Topsail New River 21% 

Scott's Hill NE Cape Fear 55% 

Scott's Hill New River 45% 

• Co-applicants:   

- Projected water demands for the co-applicants were developed for existing and future conditions 
based on each co-applicant’s Local Water Supply Plan (LWSP). Utilities, Inc. provided their own 
demand projections for use. All co-applicants are currently supplied by groundwater. Due to 
increasing water quality concerns regarding salt water intrusion, however, these systems are 
seeking a surface water source to meet at least a portion of future demands through 2045. The base 
assumptions related to the percentage of the co-applicants’ demands and timing of the need for 
each co-applicant is provided in Exhibit 2-5: 

EXHIBIT 2-5 
Co-applicant Water Supply Requirements 

  
Start Year for Supply Need Percent of Supply Need to 

be Provided by PCU 

Average Day Supply to be 
Provided in 2050 by PCU 

(MGD) 

Town of Burgaw1 See Note 1 N/A 0.8 

Surf City 2030 25% 0.3 

Topsail Beach 2030 25% 0.1 

Wallace 2030 25% 0.2 

Utilities Inc. 2020 100% 0.4 
1 - The Town of Burgaw will be served by PCU when their demand exceeds their supply of 1.0 MGD. The LWSP indicates a demand 
above the current supply in year 2030 (1.1 MGD).  
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The water demand forecasts reflect the influence of PCU and each of the individual stakeholder’s current 
water resources management programs and policies affecting water demand, and are based on the 
assumption that these programs and policies will continue in the future absent any influence of major 
technology or regulatory changes. 

Variability is an inherent part of water demand and uncertainty is inherent in any type of forecast. With an 
understanding of the variables that influence the need for future water supply and future IBT, several 
factors were incorporated in the forecast to represent both variability and uncertainty in the forecast of 
future water demand. These factors included the following:  

• Unit consumption values 

• Growth rate (rate at which new development occurs) change  

• Person per household (for future growth) 

• Percent of residential accounts fronted by water lines 

• Percent of future residential connection to the expanded distribution system 

• Magnitude and timing of water supply needs for individual co-applicants 

• Non-revenue water (percentage of total finished water demand) 

• Maximum month average day (MMAD) peaking factors (maximum month versus annual average daily 
demand [AADD]) 

A Monte Carlo simulation technique was used to aid in estimating the magnitude and likelihood of an 
individual water demand forecast, and ultimately IBT. This methodology provides the ability to incorporate 
uncertainty into the water demand forecast, as well as to understand the variability in the potential future 
demands, based on the factors outlined above. Further details regarding the forecasting calculation, 
methodology, and analysis can be found in Appendix C. 

2.2.2.2 Water Demand Forecast 
Exhibit 2-6 presents the annual average finished water demand expected values, 2015 through 2050, that 
resulted from the forecasting. Expected values are a statistical measure of the likely outcome under 
conditions of future variability and uncertainty, reflecting expected average future conditions. Exhibit 2-7 
presents the co-applicant forecast of water demand to be satisfied by water provided by PCU. Exhibit 2-8 
presents the total combined system demand. 
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EXHIBIT 2-6 
County Water and Sewer District Annual Average Daily Finished Water Demand Forecast Expected Values, 2015–2050 

Water and Sewer 
District 

  Annual Average Daily Finished Water Demand (MGD) 

Basin 2015  2020  2025  2030  2035 2040  2045 2050 

Central Pender  NE Cape Fear - 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 

Moore’s Creek Cape Fear - <0.1 <0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 

Moore’s Creek NE Cape Fear - 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.6 

Moore’s Creek South River - 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.1 

Columbia Union NE Cape Fear - - - - - - 0.1 0.1 

Columbia Union South River - - - - - - 0.1 0.1 

Maple Hill NE Cape Fear <0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Rocky Point 
Topsail NE Cape Fear 0.8 1.1 1.3 1.6 2.0 2.5 3.1 3.6 

Rocky Point 
Topsail New River 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.9 

Scotts Hill NE Cape Fear <0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Scotts Hill New River <0.1 <0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Total Demand  1.1 1.9 2.6 3.4 4.4 5.4 6.7 7.7 

Note: Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 

 

EXHIBIT 2-7 
Co-applicant Annual Average Daily Water Supply Forecast Expected Values, Provided by PCU, 2015–2050  

Co-applicant 
  Annual Average Daily Finished Water Demand (MGD) 

Basin 2015  2020  2025  2030  2035 2040  2045 2050 

Town of Burgaw NE Cape Fear - - - <0.1 0.6 1.1 1.0 0.8 

Surf City New River - - - <0.1 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 

Topsail Beach New River - - - <0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Wallace NE Cape Fear - - - <0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 

Utilities Inc. New River - - 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 

Total Demand  - - 0.3 0.6 1.5 2.2 2.1 2.0 

Data source: 2014 LWSPs - Burgaw, Surf City and Topsail; 2015 LWSP - Wallace; System details for Utilities Inc.; assumed timing of 
water supply requirement provided by Pender County Utilities. 
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EXHIBIT 2-8 
Total Annual Average Daily Water Supply Forecast Expected Values, 2015–2050  

Co-applicant 
  Annual Average Daily Finished Water Demand (MGD) 

2015  2020  2025  2030  2035 2040  2045 2050 

Total County Demand 1.1 1.9 2.6 3.4 4.4 5.4 6.7 7.7 

Total Co-applicant 
Demand 

- - 0.3 0.6 1.5 2.2 2.1 2.0 

Total System Demand 1.1 1.9 2.9 4.0 5.9 7.6 8.8 9.7 

2.3 Interbasin Transfer 
In accordance with the recent legislative changes to GS 143-215.22L, the forecast of IBT is calculated as a 
daily average of a calendar month (instead of on a maximum day basis) and, for the month in which IBT is 
expected to be highest, is generally described by the following formula: 

IBTx = Withdrawal from Source basinx - Return to Source basinx 

Return to Source basinx = (Total Consumptive Usex * % of Total Demand in Source 
River basinx) + Source River basin Wastewater Dischargex 

In which 'x' represents a future year 

As outlined in Section 1, centralized sanitary sewer system is currently very limited within the County’s 
WSDs and the co-applicants primarily treat wastewater and discharge effluent within the receiving basin 
they are located in (via direct discharge or infiltration). Large-scale addition of a centralized sewer system is 
not within the current IBT planning window (30 years). Therefore, under the County’s proposed IBT, most of 
the forecasted water demand to occur in each respective receiving basin will be used and infiltrated or 
discharged within that basin. Pender County is currently constructing a 0.5 MGD WWTP to serve the US 421 
corridor in southwestern Pender County. When the US 421 WWTP comes online in approximately 2017, the 
County will begin returning wastewater to the source basin. While not yet online, the future discharge will 
increase with time in direct correlation to increasing water demands, partially offsetting the withdrawal 
above L&D #1.  

The estimated wastewater flow for the Moore’s Creek water and sewer district, in the Cape Fear River basin, 
and the US 421 WWTP direct discharge to the Cape Fear River are shown in Exhibit 2-9. These flows are 
excluded from the calculation of the proposed IBT, since these flows do not leave or are returned to the 
source basin. 

EXHIBIT 2-9 
Forecast of Wastewater Flows Infiltrated or Discharged within the Cape Fear River basin, 2015–2050, Average Day Wastewater 
Flow 

  
 

2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 

Moore’s Creek 
WSD1 - <0.1 <0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 

US 421 WWTP - <0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 

1 Wastewater treatment and infiltration within the Cape Fear River basin through septic systems. 
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The following exhibits show the IBT forecasts for PCU and its co-applicants. Exhibit 2-10 presents the 
forecast of future IBT for the transfer from the Cape Fear River basin to the Northeast Cape Fear River basin 
through 2050. Exhibit 2-11 presents the forecast of future IBT for the transfer from the Cape Fear River basin 
to the South River basin. Exhibit 2-12 presents the forecast of future IBT from the Cape Fear River basin to 
the New River basin. Exhibit 2-13 presents the total IBT from the Cape Fear River basin to the Northeast 
Cape Fear River basin, South River basin, and New River basin combined. The IBT forecast presented in each 
of these tables is the maximum daily average of a calendar month (the maximum average day IBT as 
compared to all months in a calendar year), referred to as the maximum month average day. The future IBT 
forecast is based on continuation of the current water resources management policies and programs of PCU 
and the co-applicants as well as the potentially expected timing and quantities of co-applicants’ needs for 
surface water supply.  

Exhibits 2-10 through 2-13 present transfers developed from the forecast analyses under conditions driven 
by weather and usage patterns that deviate from average, or expected value, conditions. IBT forecasts based 
on average future conditions would not accurately reflect the range of transfers that can reasonably be 
anticipated to occur under the full range of anticipated conditions. Since an IBT certificate limit cannot ever 
be exceeded, the maximum IBT has been calculated as the transfer resulting from conditions outside the 
average which could reasonably be expected to potentially occur. Appendix C contains additional details on 
the forecast analysis. 

EXHIBIT 2-10 
Forecast of IBT from the Cape Fear River basin to the Northeast Cape Fear River basin, 2015–2050, Maximum Month Average Day 

IBT (MGD) 

2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 

1.2  2.2  2.9  4.1  5.9  7.9  9.2  10.2  

EXHIBIT 2-11 
Forecast of IBT from the Cape Fear River basin to the South River basin, 2015–2050, Maximum Month Average Day 

IBT (MGD) 

2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 

- 0.2 0.5 1.0 1.4 1.6 2.1 2.5 

EXHIBIT 2-12 
Forecast of IBT from the Cape Fear River basin to the New River basin, 2015–2050, Maximum Month Average Day 

IBT (MGD) 

2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 

0.3  0.6  0.9  1.5  2.5  2.8 3.2  3.6  

EXHIBIT 2-13 
Forecast of IBT from the Cape Fear River basin to the Northeast Cape Fear River basin, South River basin, and New River basin, 
2015–2050, Maximum Month Average Day 

IBT (MGD) 

2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 

1.3  3.0  4.3  6.6  9.6  12.3  14.5  16.3  

According to the forecasts of future water supply needs and IBT, with the continuation of the LCFWASA 
intake on the Cape Fear River as PCU’s primary water supply, the need was identified to petition the State of 
North Carolina (State) for an IBT Certificate. PCU submitted a notice to the Environmental Management 
Commission (EMC) on March 31, 2016 of the intent to request an IBT certificate in accordance with NCGS 
143-215.22L, as amended by Session Law 2013-388. A copy of the Notice of Intent is included in Appendix D. 
The IBT certificate request includes:  
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• Cumulative IBT from the Cape Fear River basin of 14.5 MGD; based on rounded projections for 2045: 
- 9.2 MGD to the Northeast Cape Fear River basin 

- 2.1 MGD to the South River basin 

- 3.2 MGD to the New River basin 
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SECTION 3 

3 Alternatives Evaluation 
3.1 Description of Alternatives 
The general categories of alternatives to IBT include managing water demand, identifying water supplies in 
the receiving basins, and returning water to the source basin. Demand management tools include water 
conservation programs, especially during times of drought, and water reuse programs. These concepts have 
been considered with each of the alternatives for water sources presented below. PCU desires to minimize 
environmental impacts while meeting their water supply needs. Selecting alternatives that have lower 
environmental impacts also meets the requirements of federal and state environmental legislation. While 
water conservation programs can reduce the IBT, they likely cannot eliminate the need for an IBT. In 
addition, growth would still occur and water use will increase as new water service is extended to existing 
residents who currently utilize groundwater throughout the County. Furthermore, since PCU has already 
made a significant investment in surface water treatment infrastructure, regardless of the alternative, PCU 
will continue to obtain surface water from LCFWASA and transfer it under the minimum threshold for an IBT 
certificate. 

Several alternatives were defined and evaluated for their ability to meet PCU’s water supply needs through 
2050. The following alternatives were evaluated: 

1. No action.  

2. Increase IBT to meet projected water needs by using the available supply from the Cape Fear River 
(Preferred Alternative).  

3. Avoid or minimize IBT by discharging treated wastewater effluent to the Cape Fear River basin.  

4. Avoid or minimize IBT by using surface water sources in the respective South River, Northeast Cape Fear 
River, and New River basins.  

5. Avoid or minimize an increase in IBT by using coastal water sources and desalination technology.  

6. Avoid or minimize an increase in IBT by using groundwater as a source.  

7. Avoid or minimize an IBT increase by utilizing additional water resources management tools.  

3.2 No Action (Alternative 1) 
Under Alternative 1, no increase in IBT would occur and no alternatives to meeting projected demands 
would be implemented. No additional water would be transferred from the Cape Fear River basin, and 
additional transfer to the South River, Northeast Cape Fear River, and New River basins would collectively 
remain less than 2 MGD, calculated as a daily average of a calendar month. Under this alternative, PCU 
would continue to provide water to customers in the Rocky Point/Topsail and Scotts Hill WSDs and provide 
the needs of the Moore’s Creek and Central WSDs, which are currently under construction. This alternative 
would preclude PCU and its co-applicants from fully meeting future water needs of their customers. 

This alternative would not meet the project purpose and need and would not allow PCU to meet the future 
needs of its customers; therefore, it is not recommended.  
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3.3 Increase in Interbasin Transfer to Meet Projected Water 
Needs by using the Available Supply from the Cape Fear 
River (Alternative 2 – Preferred Alternative)  

Under Alternative 2, PCU would increase their purchase of raw water from the Cape Fear River from the 
LCFWASA consistent with future water demand projections.  

Alternative 2 would meet the PCU and co-applicant water demands by transferring up to 14.5 MGD from the 
Cape Fear River, initially expanding the existing PCU WTP to 6 MGD, using existing water infrastructure, and 
continuing water resources management measures to minimize IBT. PCU is currently constructing a 0.5 MGD 
WWTP in the US421 corridor, which can be expanded to 4 MGD. The WWTP will discharge treated 
wastewater effluent to the Cape Fear River basin, thereby minimizing IBT. 

This alternative would continue to build upon the regional partnerships between the LCFWASA, PCU, and its 
co-applicants for providing surface water from the Cape Fear River for treatment at the PCU WTP and 
potable water distribution service to current and future customers as well as expanded service areas. This 
alternative would also build upon the existing contract that PCU holds with the LCFWASA for raw water and 
the historic investment in PCU’s WTP and distribution infrastructure. With the introduction of PCU’s water 
treatment plant in 2012 and use of water from LCFWASA, groundwater stopped flowing from the CCPCUA to 
PCU, which was a positive step for maintaining the water balance in the CCPCUA. Expansion of the use of 
surface water from LCFWASA under this alternative would give PCU and its co-applicants growth potential 
without infringing on the CCPCUA groundwater sources or exceeding aquifer yields or risking salt water 
encroachment in existing Pender County well fields. Alternative 2 is considered the most viable and 
preferred alternative, and will be analyzed further in this EA. 

3.4 Avoid or Minimize Interbasin Transfer by Discharging 
Treated Wastewater Effluent to the Cape Fear River 
Basin (Alternative 3) 

Under Alternative 3, the water supply would continue to be from the Cape Fear River, similar to Alternative 
2, above, but treated wastewater effluent would be returned to the Cape Fear River basin to ultimately 
avoid or minimize IBT. Currently, PCU provides a limited amount of wastewater collection and treatment.  

Certain areas of denser development are targeted for wastewater collection and treatment infrastructure. 
PCU is currently constructing a 0.5 MGD WWTP to serve the US 421 corridor in southwestern Pender 
County. This WWTP has an NDPES permit to discharge up to 4 MGD to the Cape Fear River. A STEP system 
serves approximately 180 customers in the Maple Hill district with onsite treatment units and a centralized 
effluent spray irrigation system. Approximately 20 commercial and institutional customers are served by 
pump stations and a manifold force main system that can ultimately convey up to 0.25 MGD to neighboring 
CFPUA in New Hanover County for treatment. CFPUA provides treatment at two WWTPs, both of which 
discharge to the Cape Fear River. As described in Section 1.1, onsite wastewater treatment is utilized 
throughout the remainder of the County, with only a few noted exceptions, with no plans for large scale 
addition of a centralized sanitary sewer collection system. In the near future, therefore, PCU will have 
limited potential to discharge up to 4.25 MGD to the Cape Fear River Basin. 

Sewer service for the co-applicants currently varies. The Town of Burgaw provides wastewater collection to 
a portion of its water service area but no longer operates a WWTP. Instead, Burgaw conveys all wastewater 
to the Town of Wallace WWTP for treatment per contract. After treatment, the Wallace WWTP discharges 
to a waterbody within the Northeast Cape Fear River basin. Wallace maintains a central collection system 
and also serves water customers with onsite septic systems. In the Town of Topsail Beach, located in the 
New River basin, all water service connections have a septic system. In the Town of Surf City wastewater is 
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treated and spray irrigated in the New River basin. The wastewater from the developments served by 
Utilities, Inc. is mostly treated at an onsite WWTP with effluent spray irrigation fields, but some water 
service connections in these developments have septic systems. 

In order to return wastewater to the Cape Fear River to avoid an IBT, significant investment in wastewater 
collection, pumping, and treatment infrastructure would be required since the majority of the wastewater 
generated in the study area is treated onsite. The source basin is geographically removed from almost all of 
the existing and anticipated development, the cost for the wastewater collection and treatment facilities 
required to avoid the IBT would be significant. A Wastewater Master Plan was completed by PCU in 2006 
that outlined an implementation strategy to serve Pender County with a wastewater conveyance system 
including two wastewater reclamation facilities, corresponding centrally located regional pumping stations, 
and corresponding gravity sewer. The opinion of probable cost for these facilities was over $350 million at 
the time, which cannot feasibly be supported by the relatively small number of rate payers that would be 
served. Large-scale addition of a centralized sanitary sewer system is not expected in the future. While this 
alternative would meet the purpose and need, the significant infrastructure expenditures required are not 
sustainable, and direct environmental impacts due to the significant amount of construction required would 
be the highest of all alternatives evaluated. This alternative is not recommended. 

3.5 Avoid or Minimize Interbasin Transfer by Using Surface 
Water Sources in the respective South River, Northeast 
Cape Fear River, and New River Basins (Alternative 4) 

Under Alternative 4, PCU would use surface water sources in the South River, Northeast Cape Fear River, 
and New River basins to meet future demands.   

The 2006 Water Master Plan included an evaluation of the option to construct a new raw water intake on 
the Northeast Cape Fear River. The alternative would involve the construction of an intake, a raw water 
pump station, and a large raw water transmission main from the intake to the proposed surface water 
treatment facility location. Significant regulatory issues and costs are associated with this option as well as 
the potential for brackish water conditions in the source water, which would necessitate higher treatment 
and operational costs. The estimated available water supply for the Northeast Cape Fear River near 
Chinquapin, NC is evaluated below. 

For a run-of-river intake, a commonly used estimate of expected low flow levels is a measure of flow called 
the 7Q10. The 7Q10 low flow is defined as the lowest average flow for seven consecutive days expected to 
occur on average once in a 10-year period. NC Division of Water Resources (NCDWR) has a planning 
guideline for available water supply in North Carolina, which is 20 percent of the 7Q10 flow. Minimal effects 
on local aquatic habit and other users is assumed when the proposed instantaneous surface water 
withdrawal, in combination with other withdrawals in the stream reach, will not result in cumulative 
withdrawals that remove more than 20 percent of the 7Q10 flow.  

The estimated 7Q10 flow for the Northeast Cape Fear River was evaluated by the USGS in a study released 
in 2001 (USGS, 2001). The most representative point along the Northeast Cape Fear River where a 7Q10 
estimate could be evaluated was near Watha, NC. Partial flow measuring records available for this location 
were used to estimate a 7Q10 of approximately 18 cubic feet per second (CFS) or 11.63 MGD. Using the 
NCDWR planning guideline, 20 percent of this value would be the assumed allowable surface water 
withdrawal, which is approximately 2.33 MGD. Higher withdrawals may potentially be justified after more 
detailed analysis of impacts on aquatic habitat, but even 100 percent of the 7Q10 would not meet the future 
demand requirements. The Northeast Cape Fear River, therefore, does not have sufficient flow to create a 
run-of-river intake to meet the future needs of PCU and its co-applicants. 

The South River basin is smaller than the Northeast Cape Fear River basin, and it is assumed that the 
availability of a run-of-river intake is even more limited than the Northeast Cape Fear River; therefore, it is 
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considered not to be a feasible water source. The New River Basin is on the coast and there is no freshwater 
source (surface water) in the service area from which to withdraw water, so development of a surface water 
source within that IBT basin is not an option. 

Utilization of surface water sources within the IBT receiving basins to avoid an IBT is, therefore, not a 
feasible alternative to meet the project purpose and need. Also, since PCU already operates an existing 
WTP, trying to minimize the IBT by adding another surface water source would necessitate construction of 
additional smaller treatment plants and/or extensive distribution infrastructure and the blending of water 
sources. This approach is not advisable from an operational standpoint, and the facilities would lack 
economies of scale and result in higher cost than the preferred alternative. Consequently, this alternative is 
not recommended. 

3.6 Avoid an Increase in Interbasin Transfer by Using 
Coastal Water Sources and Desalination Technology 
(Alternative 5) 

Under Alternative 5, PCU would utilize the Atlantic Ocean as a water supply to meet future demands. While 
the necessary amount of yield would be available, the water would need to undergo a desalination 
treatment process before it could be used as a drinking water source. An example of this practice is the 
Bogue Banks Water Corporation (BBWC), which constructed a new reverse-osmosis water treatment plant 
in Emerald Isle, NC in 2013. BBWC has found that it takes 10 gallons of saline water to produce seven to 
eight gallons of fresh water, with about two gallons of wastewater being returned to Bogue Sound (Hibbs 
2016). Since 20 to 30 percent of the saline water treated is considered wastewater and is typically returned 
to the source, it is typically better to site the water treatment plant near the water source. The existing WTP 
is incapable of treating saline water, so a new desalination facility would presumably be constructed near 
the coast. Since the new desalination facility would need to meet all demand above the 2 MGD IBT 
threshold, the existing WTP would not be utilized to its original design capacity of 6 MGD. 

An attempt to fully utilize the existing WTP with the saline water source would require, in addition to a new 
desalination facility to meet any demand above 6 MGD, an extensive pretreatment facility that is larger and 
more expensive to construct and operate than the existing WTP itself. The source water would need to be 
pumped to the pretreatment facility and the WTP, requiring a significant amount of additional 
infrastructure, energy and ongoing operational costs. Another complicating factor is that pumping saline 
water long distances would pose additional operation and maintenance issues for conveyance and pumping 
infrastructure, since saline waters are highly corrosive. Since the higher demands are currently along the 
coast, this scenario would also result in pumping the water across nearly the entire width of the County 
twice. 

The additional infrastructure required for this alternative would result in significant increased direct 
environmental impacts and much higher cost to rate payers compared to other alternatives. According to an 
article written for Scientific American, sea life can be harmed through the use of desalination plants in that 
small aquatic life can be pulled in through intake lines, potentially upsetting the food chain (Gleik, 2008). 
High capacity passive intake screens can be utilized to mitigate this risk, as they are at the LCFWASA intake, 
but the screens are more expensive for saltwater application due to the necessity for higher corrosion-
resistant materials. Another challenge with desalination plants concerns what to do with the highly 
concentrated brine that is generated by the treatment process. The brine is generally not suitable for land 
application, infiltration, or discharge to fresh waters. If directly pumped back into brackish or saline waters, 
it may still be harmful to aquatic life. This issue can be mitigated, but the solutions will add to the already 
elevated cost of treatment and, likely, to the direct environmental impacts related to construction. 

Because this alternative adds a new desalination WTP near the coast, significant transmission infrastructure 
modifications and a different pumping scheme are required to interconnect with the existing distribution 
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system and serve the demands across WSDs. The result will be increased impacts to land use, wetlands, 
aquatic and terrestrial resources in the Study Area. The extensive pumping and treatment needs related to 
this type of treatment would result in energy demand and consequently higher greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions than the preferred alternative. Because of the significant increase in direct environmental impacts 
and costs that would be greater than the preferred alternative, as described above, this alternative is not 
recommended. 

3.7 Avoid an Increase in Interbasin Transfer by Using 
Groundwater as a Source (Alternative 6) 

Under Alternative 6, new groundwater sources would reduce use of surface water from the Cape Fear River 
basin and avoid or minimize the need for IBT. This alternative would require the development of a 
groundwater supply by PCU or the purchase of groundwater from other systems. 

PCU could potentially develop groundwater supplies in the Castle Hayne and Pee Dee aquifers and construct 
full-scale groundwater treatment facilities located near Hampstead and/or US 421. Detailed information on 
water quality at these locations is unknown; however, a USGS report released in 2014 evaluated 
hydrogeology, hydraulic characteristics, and water-quality conditions of groundwater throughout the 
greater New Hanover County Area (including southern Pender County). The report indicated that the 
surficial and Castle Hayne aquifers are the primary aquifers for water supply in the area. The surficial aquifer 
well yields were typical less than 10 gallons per minute (GPM) and water quality was generally affected by 
high iron and acidity. The Castle Hayne aquifer, on the other hand, had yields that could exceed 300 GPM 
but could be limited by water with a chloride concentration exceeding 250 milligrams per liter (mg/L). The 
report also indicated that the 250 mg/L line of equal chloride concentration has moved inland in both the 
Castle Hayne and the underlying Pee Dee aquifer since 1965. The poor water quality in these areas would 
likely necessitate membrane treatment, which is significantly more expensive and requires more energy 
than traditional treatment (USGS, 2014a). 

PCU’s co-applicants are all currently reliant on groundwater for their potable water needs. Some of these 
utilities may have some limited additional supply capacity to provide to PCU, but they are not able to supply 
the full needs of PCU. The co-applicants are currently able to meet their own respective needs with their 
groundwater supplies. Many, however, will exceed their current groundwater availability and will need an 
alternate source of water within the planning period. Furthermore, the risk of saltwater intrusion in the 
existing groundwater wells makes an alternate source of water desirable, particularly for the island co-
applicants. Since the co-applicants will continue to rely on groundwater as a primary source, the IBT will be 
minimized to meet only the estimated future projected needs of the co-applicants above their available 
groundwater supply. 

Finally, if the Capacity Use regulations were extended to Pender County in the future because of continuing 
indications of aquifer overuse in the vicinity, PCU and its co-applicants would be required to significantly 
reduce their withdrawal and dependency on groundwater. PCU has already developed an expandable 
surface WTP to limit its reliance on groundwater. This facility is not capable of treating brackish groundwater 
with increasing chloride concentrations without a complete change in treatment processes such as the 
utilization of membranes. At this point, developing wells would be more expensive than the preferred 
alternative, and increased aquifer withdrawal may pose irreparable environmental damage. Upon 
consultation with DWR, this alternative is not recommended. 
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3.8 Avoid or Minimize Interbasin Transfer Increase by 
Utilizing Additional Water Resources Management Tools 
(Alternative 7) 

Under Alternative 7, PCU would use water resource management tools to reduce water demands, thereby 
reducing the required IBT. These tools may include new policies and regulations, financial incentives, rate 
structure modifications, reclaimed water use, water efficiency improvements, and conservation. 

PCU has the opportunity to implement water resources management tools to encourage conservation and 
wise water use practices. PCU has provided extensive information related to water conservation for their 
users on the Pender County website (Pender County, 2016a). Alternative 7 would continue and expand 
PCU’s programs with the implementation of water resources management tools to reduce future water 
demands. Examples may include new educational programs, new policies and regulations, new financial 
incentives such as rate structure modifications, new system operating practices, additional development 
planning, reclaimed water use, and new water efficiency improvements. The following conservation 
measures are already in place:  

• Education materials referenced above and available on the County’s website. 

• PCU’s fixed rate structure, which is equivalent to a second or third tier rate of other utilities in the region 
and this sends a conservation signal to all users, not just the highest volume users, and minimizes non-
essential water use. In general practice, a tiered rate structure is typically considered to promote 
conservation and PCU is accomplishing this through their higher rate structure. To minimize non-
essential water usage PCU has implemented elevated water rates that encourage conservation, see 
Section 6.2 for further information on the County’s water rates and structure.  

• Continued use of groundwater wells for use in irrigation by most residents since the County-wide system 
has only been implemented in the past ten years. This reduces the potential peak seasonal demand on 
the County water system.  

• A relatively new water system infrastructure which limits the potential for distribution system water 
losses. 

• Low per capita water use due to implementation of the above measures. 

PCU’s current water system multi-year (2006 to 2015) annual average daily residential water usage is 
approximately 59 gallons per capita per day (GPCD) within the Rocky Point/Topsail WSD and approximately 
31 GPCD within Scotts Hill WSD, which are less than the annual average GPCD identified as part of the 
recent residential end use study completed by the Water Research Foundation: 95 GPCD (Range:  58 – 217 
GPCD) (WRF, 2016). PCU’s total water system unit consumption values (residential and commercial use 
combined), GPD per account (GPD/account) and GPCD, for 2006 through 2015 are presented in Exhibit 3-1. 
The PCU system unit consumption values for 2009 through 2015 presented in Exhibit 3-1 are less than the 
annual average system unit consumption values identified by the USGS for North Carolina, 70 GPCD, and the 
nation, 88 GPCD (Range: 55 – 168 GPCD) (USGS, 2014b).   
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Exhibit 3-1 
PCU Water System Annual Average Unit Water Consumption Values, 2006-2015 

 
 

With the growth that Pender County is experiencing and the need for PCU to extend their system to 
unserved WSDs, as well as the current level of unit consumption and water management tools, PCU does 
not expect that implementing additional water resources management tools alone will reliably and 
predictably reduce future potable water supply demands enough to avoid an increase in IBT. 

PCU anticipates implementing new programs as those programs are determined to be effective and 
appropriate for the communities. These programs will increase the reliability with which PCU can meet 
customer demands. Alternative 7 is not, however, considered feasible as a sole means to meet projected 
growth needs while reducing PCU’s long-term water demand. While water resource management will be an 
important part of implementation of the preferred alternative, Alternative 7 is not a feasible solution by 
itself. 

3.9 Selection of the Preferred Alternative 
All of the identified alternatives are technically feasible but Alternative 2 (Increase in Interbasin Transfer to 
Meet Projected Water Needs by using the Available Supply from the Cape Fear River) appears to be the 
most appropriate alternative to meet the long-range water supply needs through the year 2047 for PCU and 
its co-applicants. Alternative 2 is PCU’s preferred alternative. The other alternatives present significantly 
greater technical, environmental, and/or economic challenges. The discussion of existing environment, 
direct effects and SCI are presented in the following sections focus in detail on the preferred alternative.  

Exhibit 3-2 provides a summary of the alternatives.
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EXHIBIT 3-2 
Summary of Alternatives 

Alternative 
Meets Purpose and 

Need? Requires New Infrastructure? Potential Environmental Impacts 

Anticipated Cost Relative 
to the Preferred 

Alternative (Alternative 2)1 

1. No action.  No No No direct environmental impacts; growth would still 
occur 

Lower 

2. Increase IBT to meet projected 
water needs by using the available 
supply from the Cape Fear River.  

Yes Yes (for future WTP capacity 
expansion and distribution 

infrastructure) 

Potential impacts to construct linear infrastructure to 
provide water to unserved areas of the County 

N/A 

3. Avoid or minimize IBT by 
discharging treated wastewater 
effluent to the Cape Fear River basin.  

Yes Yes (development of a new centralized 
wastewater system) 

Same as Alternative 2 plus significant potential for 
environmental impacts from the construction of an 
entire wastewater collection, pumping & treatment 

infrastructure system 

Much Higher 

4. Avoid or minimize IBT by using 
surface water sources in the 
respective South River, Northeast 
Cape Fear River, and New River 
basins.  

No, uncertain if full 
supply need could be 
met without further 

detailed study 

Yes (new raw water withdrawal 
infrastructure, new WTPs for each 
source basin and new distribution 

infrastructure) 

Significant potential environmental impacts likely in 
Northeast Cape Fear, South or New River basins from 

habitat alteration and flow regime alternation 
associated with new surface water withdrawal(s); 

direct impacts associated with new WTP(s) and 
distribution infrastructure 

Higher 

5. Avoid an increase in IBT by using 
coastal water sources and 
desalination technology.  

Yes Yes (new raw water withdrawal 
infrastructure, new desalination WTP  
and new distribution infrastructure) 

High level of potential environmental impacts due to 
new distribution infrastructure, new desalination 

WTP, higher energy use WTP, as well as  
environmental issues associated with the disposal of 

brine from a new desalination WTP 

Much Higher 

6. Avoid an increase in IBT by using 
groundwater as a source.  

No, uncertain if new 
groundwater supplies in 
coastal area are viable 

for long-term water 
supply 

Yes (new groundwater wells, 
potentially new WTPs and new  

distribution infrastructure) 

High level of potential environmental impacts from 
new WTP(s), new distribution infrastructure, as well 
as increased potential for impacts on aquifers from 

new groundwater supply withdrawals 

Higher 

7. Avoid or minimize IBT increase by 
utilizing additional water resources 
management tools.  

No No (reuse infrastructure if included 
(only feasible if WWTPs are 

constructed)) 

None, direct impacts from reuse lines if constructed Lower 

1 Anticipated costs relative to the preferred alternative are based on information presented in Section 3.2 through 3.8 and is primarily associated with a comparison of the required infrastructure 
for each alternative to Alternative 2. 
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SECTION 4 

4 Existing Environment 
4.1 Water Resources 
This section includes a description of surface water, groundwater, and wetlands in the Study Area. 

4.1.1 Surface Water 
Both water quantity and water quality are important factors in the function of aquatic systems. This is 
especially true in tidally influenced areas, such as in Pender County streams, the adjacent Cape Fear 
River, and in intracoastal waters. Water quantity, and its seasonal variability, influences in-stream and 
adjacent riparian and floodplain ecosystems as well as intracoastal and ocean waters. Water quantity is 
a critical concern for those who depend on surface water for water supply and wastewater discharge; 
the assimilative capacity of a stream is important to protect water quality. It also an important factor in 
salinity concentrations in tidally influenced areas.  

The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the basis for water quality standards and other water quality programs.  
The overall goal of the CWA is for all waters to be fishable and swimmable. Water quality standards 
consist of the usage classification of a water body and the numeric and narrative criteria that have been 
set to protect that use. At a minimum, all waters are classified to protect aquatic life and secondary 
recreation. Other classifications may be added to reflect uses such as drinking water supply, high quality 
waters, tidal salt waters, swamp waters, and primary recreation. In North Carolina, all water bodies used 
for public water supply are given a “WS” classification. Minimum statewide water supply protection 
standards (certain watershed development and wastewater discharge restrictions) apply to the water 
supply watershed areas (NCDWR, 2016a). 

Exhibit 4-1 shows major waterbodies within and adjacent to the Study Area. The major surface water 
bodies in the Study Area include the Cape Fear River, Black River, Northeast Cape Fear River, 
Intracoastal Waterway, and Atlantic Ocean. L&D #1 is located on the Cape Fear River to the west of 
Pender County in Bladen County. The LCFWASA raw water intake, PCU’s source of raw water supplier, is 
located in this vicinity within the water supply watersheds. 

The Study Area is situated on the coast of North Carolina, including coastal streams, the Intracoastal 
Waterway, and the Atlantic Ocean. Many rivers and streams throughout the entire Study Area are 
classified by NCDWR as Swamp Water (Sw). The Cape Fear River at L&D #1 is classified as a water supply 
source (WS-IV); the designated water supply watershed is presented in Exhibit 4-1. The Atlantic Ocean, 
classified as Tidal Water (SB), lies to the east. 

The portion of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway (AICW) within the Study Area falls in the New River 
Basin. It is classified for shellfishing (SA) and is a high quality water (HQW) through Surf City and Topsail 
Beach, and it is classified as SA and an outstanding resource water (ORW) below the mouth of Old 
Topsail Creek (NCDWR, 2016b). Development of the AICW began in the 1800s, and it runs 3,000 miles 
from New York to the Gulf of Mexico. It is utilized by shipping companies as a trade route and by 
residents and tourists for boating and recreation (Outer Banks, 2016).   

Exhibit 4-2 presents classifications of the surface waters in the region. As defined by NCDWR, the water 
classifications mentioned above are as follows: 

Swamp Waters (Sw) are defined as: 

“Supplemental classification intended to recognize those waters which have low velocities  
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and other natural characteristics which are different from adjacent streams (NCDWR, 
2016c).” 

Water Supply IV (WS-IV) waters are defined as:  

“Waters used as sources of water supply for drinking, culinary, or food processing purposes 
where a WS-I, II or III classification is not feasible. These waters are also protected for Class C 
uses. WS-IV waters are generally in moderately to highly developed watersheds or Protected 
Areas (NCDWR, 2016c)” 

Class C waters are defined as: 

“Waters protected for uses such as secondary recreation, fishing, wildlife, fish consumption, 
aquatic life including propagation, survival and maintenance of biological integrity, and 
agriculture. Secondary recreation includes wading, boating, and other uses involving human 
body contact with water where such activities take place in an infrequent, unorganized, or 
incidental manner (NCDWR, 2016c).” 

Class SA waters are defined as: 

“Tidal salt waters that are used for commercial shellfishing or marketing purposes and are 
also protected for all Class SC and Class SB uses. All SA waters are also HQW by supplemental 
classification (NCDWR, 2016c).” 

Class SB waters are defined as:  

“Tidal salt waters protected for all SC uses in addition to primary recreation. Primary 
recreational activities include swimming, skin diving, water skiing, and similar uses involving 
human body contact with water where such activities take place in an organized manner or 
on a frequent basis (NCDWR, 2016c).” 

Class SC waters are defined as: 

“All tidal salt waters protected for secondary recreation such as fishing, boating, and other 
activities involving minimal skin contact; fish and noncommercial shellfish consumption; 
aquatic life propagation and survival; and wildlife (NCDWR, 2016c).” 

High Quality Waters (HQW) are defined as: 

“Supplemental classification intended to protect waters which are rated excellent based on 
biological and physical/chemical characteristics through Division monitoring or special 
studies, primary nursery areas designated by the Marine Fisheries Commission, and other 
functional nursery areas designated by the Marine Fisheries Commission. The following 
waters are HQW by definition: WS-I, WS-II, SA (commercial shellfishing), ORW, primary 
nursery areas (PNA) or other functional nursery areas designated by the Marine Fisheries 
Commission, or waters for which DWR has received a petition for reclassification to either 
WS-I or WS-II (NCDWR, 2016c).” 

Outstanding Resource Waters (ORW) are defined as: 

“All outstanding resource waters are a subset of High Quality Waters. This supplemental 
classification is intended to protect unique and special waters having excellent water quality 
and being of exceptional state or national ecological or recreational significance. To qualify, 
waters must be rated Excellent by DWR and have one of the following outstanding resource 
values: outstanding fish habitat and fisheries, unusually high level of waterbased recreation 
or potential for such kind of recreation, some special designation such as North Carolina  
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Natural and Scenic River or National Wildlife Refuge, important component of state or national 
park or forest, or special ecological or scientific significance (rare or endangered species habitat, 
research or educational areas) (NCDWR, 2016c).” 

The Study Area is within five subbasins within the major Cape Fear River Basin. These Cape Fear River 
subbasins and their total watershed areas are: 03-06-16 (438 mi2), 03-06-20 (343 mi2), 03-06-22 (829 
mi2), 03-06-23 (795 mi2), and 03-06-24 (162 mi2) (NCDENR, 2005).   

PCU’s water supply source is the Cape Fear River at L&D #1. The dam crest is at an elevation of 11 feet 
above mean sea level (MSL), and the water level below the dam is 0 feet MSL at low water with an 
average tide of approximately 2 feet observed at the dam (USACE, 2011). A USGS gaging station at this 
location (02105769), Cape Fear River at L&D #1 near Kelly, NC, has a drainage area of 5,255 mi2. 
Historical annual river stage and discharge measured at this gage are presented in Exhibits 4-3 and 4-4. 
Exhibit 4-3 presents the river stage, in relation to the L&D #1 dam crest, and Exhibit 4-4 presents the 
river discharge rate from 2007 through 2016; the variable cycles in water level and discharge can be 
observed. 

Another USGS gaging station on the Northeast Cape Fear River near Chinquapin (02108000) has a 
drainage area of 599 mi2. Historical annual flows measured at this gage are presented in Exhibits 4-5 and 
4-6. Exhibit 4-5 presents the river stage and Exhibit 4-6 presents the river discharge rate from 2007 
through 2016; the variable cycles in water level and discharge can be observed here as well. 

 

EXHIBIT 4-3 
River Stage from 2007 to 2016 for the USGS Gaging Station on the Cape Fear River at L&D #1 
Data Source:  USGS, 2016 
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EXHIBIT 4-4 
Discharge Rate from 2007 to 2016 for the USGS Gaging Station on the Cape Fear River at L&D #1 
Data Source:  USGS, 2016 

 
EXHIBIT 4-5 
River Stage from 2007 to 2016 for the USGS Gaging Station on the Northeast Cape Fear River in Chinquapin 
Data Source:  USGS, 2016 

 

0

5000

10000

15000

20000

25000

30000

35000

40000

Di
sc

ha
rg

e 
at

 L
&

D 
#1

 (c
fs

)

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

Ri
ve

r S
ta

ge
 a

t C
hi

nq
ua

pi
n 

Ga
ge

  (
ft

 a
bv

 M
SL

)



 

4-9 
 

EXHIBIT 4-6 
Discharge Rate from 2007 to 2016 for the USGS Gaging Station on the Northeast Cape Fear River in Chinquapin 
Data Source:  USGS, 2016 
 

 
Ambient water quality monitoring stations in the Study Area are listed below including their stream 
index and classifications; Exhibit 4-1 presents the location of each monitoring station. The parameters 
that did not meet their respective evaluation levels (applicable numeric or narrative water quality 
standards) for each station between 2004 and 2008 are as follows (NCDENR, 2005).  

• Cape Fear River at Lock 1 near Kelly (B8350000), 18-(59), WS-IV Sw 

o turbidity, total iron, total manganese 

• Rockfish Creek at I-40 at Wallace (B9470000), 18-74-29, C Sw 

o total iron 

• Northeast Cape Fear River at SR-1318 near Watha (B9480000), 18-74-(29.5), C Sw 

o total iron 

• Burgaw Creek at US-117 at Burgaw (B9520000), 18-74-39, C Sw 

o fecal coliform, total copper, total iron 

• Lillington Creek at SR-1520 near Stag Park (B9550000), 18-74-42, C Sw 

o pH, turbidity 

• Black River at Raccoon Island near Huggins (B9013000)_, 18-68, C Sw ORW + 

o total iron 
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Benthic monitoring stations in the Study Area are listed below including their stream index, benthic 
community rating, and which year the rating was determined; Exhibit 4-1 presents the location of each 
monitoring station. There are no fish monitoring stations located in the Study Area (NCDENR, 2005).  

• Moores Creek from source to Buxton Branch (BB224), 18-68-18a, Moderate Stress, 2003 

o This segment of stream is rated Supporting for aquatic life, and for a swamp stream the 
habitat is generally good. 

o The segment of Moores Creek below this to the Black River is Impaired in the fish 
consumption category. 

• Little Rock Fish Creek (Boney Mill Pond) from source to Rock Fish Creek (BB100), 18-74-29-6, Not 
Rated, 2003 

o In order for a benthic community rating to be assigned, NCDWR will resample Little 
Rockfish Creek using Coastal A criteria. 

• Rock Fish Creek (New Kirk Pond) from SR 1165 to Little Rockfish Creek (BB254), 18-74-29c, 
Good-Fair, 2003 

• Holly Shelter Creek from source to Northeast Cape Fear River (BB136), 18-74-33, Moderate 
Stress, 2003 

o This segment of stream is rated Supporting for aquatic life, it had a diverse benthic 
community, and a rare species was found. 

• Angola Creek from source to Holly Shelter Creek (BB141), 18-74-33-3, Good, 2003 

o This segment of stream is rated Supporting for aquatic life, dissolved oxygen (DO) was 
low, and organic particulate matter were indicated. 

• Lillington Creek from source to Northeast Cape Fear River (BB306), 18-74-42, Natural, 2003 

• Long Creek from source to Cypress Creek (BB139), 18-74-55a, Severe Stress, 2003 

o This segment of stream is rated Impaired for aquatic life because of this benthic rating, 
had poor habitat, was channelized, and had high conductivity. 

o The segment of Long Creek below this to the Northeast Cape Fear River is Impaired in 
the fish consumption category. 

• Cypress Creek from source to Long Creek (BB140), 18-74-55-2, Moderate Stress, 2003 

• Merricks Creek from source to Harrisons Creek (BB107), 18-74-49-2, Natural, 1999 and 2003 

Not all waterbodies in the vicinity of the Study Area are currently supporting their surface water 
classification designated uses. NCDEQ has identified the Burgaw Creek and Lillington Creek locations as 
Areas of Concern for statistically significant exceedances of fecal coliform and pH, respectively (NCDENR, 
2009). Section 303(d) of the CWA requires that states develop a list of waters that do not meet water 
quality standards or which have impaired uses. These waterbodies are presented in Exhibit 4-1 and 
listed in Exhibit 4-7. All are category 5 impairments, and the State must prioritize these waterbodies and 
prepare a management strategy or total maximum daily load (TMDL), however these strategies or limits 
may not have yet been developed. The major waterways included on the State 303(d) list include 3.8 
miles of the Cape Fear River, related to narrative criteria to protect aquatic life in fresh water. In 
addition, the AICW and Topsail Sound are included on the list for impairments related to fecal coliform 
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criteria to protect shellfish harvesting. Most of the other streams and tributaries listed in the Study Area 
are also related to fecal coliform criteria to protect shellfish harvesting (NCDEQ, 2016). 

The Cape Fear River from Bladen County to the coast was mostly Supporting or Not Rated for Aquatic 
Life and Recreation in the 2005 Cape Fear River Water Quality Plan. Two exceptions include:  1) the Cape 
Fear River from the International Paper intake to Bryant Mill Creek (3.8 miles) is considered Impaired on 
a monitored basis in the fish consumption category, and 2) the Cape Fear River from Toomers Creek to 
Snows Cut is Impaired for aquatic life due to violation of the DO standard as well as pH below the 
standard. Swamp drainage from the Black and Northeast Cape Fear Rivers, areas with Sw classifications, 
may contribute to lower DO and pH (NCDENR, 2005). 

Beginning in 1998, the section of the Lower Cape Fear River Estuary (LCFRE) from upstream of Toomers 
Creek to a line across the river between Lilliput Creek and Snows Cut has been listed on the State of 
North Carolina’s 303(d) List as impaired for DO. In 2006, NCDEQ added pH as impaired for this segment, 
and in 2008, NCDEQ added copper and turbidity to the listing, as well. The draft 2016 303(d) List 
maintains these impairments despite some changes to the listing methodology (NCDEQ, 2016). 

Until recently, NCDEQ had been pursuing development of a TMDL to establish what were originally 
believed to be reduction needs for oxygen-demanding pollutants, including biochemical oxygen demand 
(BOD) and ammonia nitrogen (NH3-N). However, NCDEQ has recently determined that, based on the 
technical information compiled and assessed to date, developing a TMDL using the existing water 
quality standard for the LCFRE of 5.0 milligrams per liter (mg/L) (at all times) would not be appropriate 
because water quality modeling results indicate that even significant reductions in both natural and 
anthropogenic pollutant loads would not result in attainment of the current standard for considerable 
periods of time during the summer (NCDENR, 2015; CH2M HILL, 2014a and 2014b; Tetra Tech, 2014a 
and 2014b).  

In 2014, NCDEQ indicated that changes to the classification of the LCFRE from Class SC to Class SC Sw 
were appropriate to recognize the influence of natural drainage from riverine and saltwater marsh 
systems in the watershed on DO concentrations. The SC classification is a primary classification whereas 
the Sw classification is a supplemental classification that can accompany a primary classification. The SC 
Sw standards allow DO levels of less than 5.0 mg/L if caused by natural conditions and pH levels of as 
low as 4.3 if resulting from natural conditions. 

NCDEQ held a public hearing on February 5, 2015 to present the proposed classification change. On 
September 10, 2015 NCDEQ provided a recommendation to the Environmental Management 
Commission (EMC) to reclassify the segment of the Cape Fear River from upstream mouth of Toomers 
Creek to a line across the river between Lilliput Creek and Snows Cut from Class SC to Class SC Sw and to 
codify the current permitting policy already in existence for new individual NPDES wastewater 
discharges and expansions of existing individual NPDES wastewater discharges to the subject waters.  

On May 12, 2016 the EMC passed the final recommended changes to the subject statute. A number of 
objections to the change were received, triggering a legislative review of the changes. Due to the timing, 
a review of the issue will not occur until the next legislative session beginning in January 2017.   
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EXHIBIT 4-7 
303(d) Listed Waters 

Unit Number Name Parameter of Interest (POI)1 Classification Major River 
Basin 

18-87-10-1a2 Banks Channel Shellfish Growing Area-Prohibited (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-10-1a3 Banks Channel Shellfish Growing Area-Prohibited (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-10-1b Banks Channel Shellfish Growing Area-Prohibited (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-6 Batts Mill Creek (Barlow Creek) Shellfish Growing Area-Conditionally Approved Closed (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-8b Beckys Creek (Bishops Creek) Shellfish Growing Area-Conditionally Approved Open (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-8a Beckys Creek (Bishops Creek) Shellfish Growing Area-Prohibited (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-74-39b Burgaw Creek Copper (7 ug/l, AL, FW) C;Sw Cape Fear 

18-(63)a CAPE FEAR RIVER Benthos Fair (Nar, AL, FW) C;Sw Cape Fear 

18-87-6-1 County Line Branch Shellfish Growing Area-Conditionally Approved Closed (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-19a Futch Creek Shellfish Growing Area-Prohibited (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-19b Futch Creek Shellfish Growing Area-Prohibited (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-(5.5) Intracaostal Waterway Shellfish Growing Area-Conditionally Approved Open (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-74-42 Lillington Creek pH (4.3 su, AL, Sw) C;Sw Cape Fear 

18-74-55a Long Creek Benthos Severe (Nar, AL, FW) C;Sw Cape Fear 

18-87-14 Mill Creek (Betts Creek) Shellfish Growing Area-Prohibited (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-74-33-5 Mill Pond pH (4.3 su, AL, Sw) C;Sw Cape Fear 

18-87-9-1 Mullett Run Shellfish Growing Area-Conditionally Approved Closed (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-11 Nixons Creek Shellfish Growing Area-Conditionally Approved Open (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-7 Old Mill Creek Shellfish Growing Area-Conditionally Approved Open (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-12a Old Topsail Creek Shellfish Growing Area-Prohibited (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-12b Old Topsail Creek Shellfish Growing Area-Conditionally Approved Open (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-10a2 Topsail Sound Shellfish Growing Area-Conditionally Approved Open (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-10d Topsail Sound Shellfish Growing Area-Conditionally Approved Closed (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-10a4 Topsail Sound Shellfish Growing Area-Conditionally Approved Closed (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-10c Topsail Sound Shellfish Growing Area-Conditionally Approved Open (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-10b Topsail Sound Shellfish Growing Area-Prohibited (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-10a5 Topsail Sound Shellfish Growing Area-Prohibited (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-10a3 Topsail Sound Shellfish Growing Area-Prohibited (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 
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Unit Number Name Parameter of Interest (POI)1 Classification Major River 
Basin 

18-87-11.7d Topsail Sound and Middle Sound 
ORW Area 

Shellfish Growing Area-Prohibited (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;ORW New 

18-87-11.7c Topsail Sound and Middle Sound 
ORW Area 

Shellfish Growing Area-Conditionally Approved Open (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;ORW New 

18-87-11.7e Topsail Sound and Middle Sound 
ORW Area 

Shellfish Growing Area-Prohibited (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;ORW New 

18-87-9b Virginia Creek Shellfish Growing Area-Conditionally Approved Closed (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

18-87-9a Virginia Creek Shellfish Growing Area-Conditionally Approved Closed (Fecal, SH, SA) SA;HQW New 

Source: NCDEQ, 2016 
Notes: 
1 Parameter of interest codes: 
SH – shellfish harvesting 
SA – class SA waters 
AL – aquatic life 
FW – fresh waters 
Sw – Swamp supplemental classification 
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4.1.2 Groundwater 
The Study Area, which is shown in Exhibit 1-2 and further defined in Section 1.3, is located within 
the Atlantic Coastal Plain, which is underlain by four major aquifers: surficial, Yorktown, Castle 
Hayne, and Cretaceous, in increasing depth (Winner and Coble, 1996). Of these, the Yorktown 
aquifer is not present within the Study Area. The surficial aquifer in the Coastal Plain is unconfined 
and ranges from around 20 to 50 feet thick. The composition of the surficial aquifer is generally 50 
to 70 percent sand, allowing high infiltration rates and recharge of the aquifer beneath; however, 
this varies across the region. The surficial aquifer is the source for many shallow wells where deeper 
waters are too salty, especially near the coast. In the southern part of the coastal plain, beneath the 
surficial aquifer in the Study Area, the Castle Hayne aquifer is close to the surface. It can be over 300 
feet thick in places and is the most productive aquifer in the state. Limestone in the aquifer 
contributes to hard water. The Cretaceous aquifer is the deepest aquifer in this region and the 
primary source of water for the western half of the coastal plain. The aquifer is thick, and extracted 
groundwater requires little treatment (Huffman, 1996). The Cretaceous aquifer includes the Peedee 
and Black Creek aquifers, which are present in the Study Area (USGS, 2014a and NCDWR, 2016d).  

Groundwater is currently a primary source for water within the Study Area for those that are not 
currently customers of PCU, both for the co-applicants and for residences not connected to the PCU 
water system. Typical residential groundwater wells withdraw water from the surficial aquifer. In 
Pender County, citizens have expressed concerns related to the variability in water quality, issues 
with iron, and the reliability of the groundwater. As discussed in Section 1.1, citizens approved a 
bond referendum to extend the PCU water system into two of Pender County’s WSDS to connect 
customers that are currently reliant on groundwater as their source of water supply. In addition, all 
of the co-applicants currently rely on groundwater, Burgaw withdraws water from the Black Creek 
aquifers, Topsail withdraws water from the Peedee aquifer, Surf City withdraws water from the 
Peedee aquifer, Wallace withdraws water from Black Creek aquifer, and Utilities, Inc. withdraws 
water from the Castle Hayne aquifer. 

A groundwater monitoring station, “Topsail Beach” or BB 28J5, is located within the Study Area, 
adjacent to US Highway 17/NC Highway 210. Four wells are monitored at the station. They were 
constructed in 1983 in the Surficial, Castle Hayne, Peedee, and Black Creek aquifers, in increasing 
depth. The groundwater level in the Black Creek aquifer has been steadily declining over time and 
the groundwater level in the Peedee was declining until 2013, but since has made some recovery 
(NCDEQ, 2016).   

The Castle Hayne aquifer in the southeastern area of Pender County is fresh according to the Topsail 
Beach and Eagle Point Monitoring stations, with salt water encroachment likely along the coast. The 
Castle Hayne is nonexistent along Hwy 421; however, the Peedee aquifer does exist. The Peedee 
aquifer is fresh in the northeastern part of Pender County. The transition zone for the salt 
water/fresh water interface is mapped approximately 4.5 miles south of the intersection of NC- 210 
and US-421. 

As demands on the aquifers increase, water levels and quality in the aquifers slowly decline as 
withdrawals exceed the rate at which the aquifers are recharging. The Central Coastal Plain Capacity 
Use Area (CCPCUA) is a group of 15 coastal counties designated by the EMC with the intention to 
reduce demands on groundwater, specifically the Cretaceous aquifer, within areas of the State that 
have experienced significant aquifer drawdown. In 2002, the EMC approved and implemented rules 
for this area, which created a groundwater use permitting process. These rules include requiring 
permits for groundwater users of more than 100,000 GPD and annual registration and reporting of 
withdrawals for both ground and surface water users of more than 100,000 GPD. As part of the 
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CCPCUA rules, a 75 percent reduction in water withdrawals from the Cretaceous aquifer over a 16-
year period is required. Alternative water supplies (surface water or alternative aquifers) are 
required to meet this reduction goal. NCDWR has observed recovery in the Cretaceous aquifer levels 
since the implementation of the CCPCUA. The Study Area is adjacent to the CCPCUA. The Town of 
Wallace, a co-applicant, is located in Duplin County, and Onslow County is adjacent to Pender 
County to the northeast. Both are counties in the CCPCUA (NCDWR, 2016e). 

4.1.3 Wetlands 
According to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), wetlands are lands of 
transition between terrestrial and aquatic systems where the water table is usually at or near the 
surface or the land is covered by shallow water at least part of the year (Title 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations Part 230.3(t)). For regulatory purposes under the CWA, the term wetlands means “those 
areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration 
sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation 
typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.” In general, wetlands share three key 
characteristics: wetland hydrology, hydric soils, and hydrophytic plants. Wetlands and vegetated 
riparian areas are valuable because they are biologically productive natural ecosystems, provide 
wildlife habitat, protect water quality, control erosion, and prevent flooding damage. 

The Study Area is located within the Coastal Plain, where the flat topography and hydrology 
contribute to the presence of wetlands. The general type and area of wetlands within the Study 
Area were determined using the North Carolina Division of Coastal Management (NCDCM) North 
Carolina Coastal Region Evaluation of Wetland Significance (NCCREWS) data in GIS format (NCDCM, 
2016a). Although the NCCREWS does not map all wetlands areas, it is useful in terms of classifying 
types of wetlands and their approximate locations within the Study Area. 

The inventory of NCCREWS wetlands in the Study Area identifies 310,873 acres of wetlands 
(approximately 54 percent of the Study Area). These wetlands are shown in Exhibit 4-8. The major 
type of NCCREWS wetlands identified in the Study Area is Pocosin, evergreen scrub-shrub 
communities that typically occur on saturated, acidic, nutrient poor, sandy or peaty soils. Pocosins 
comprise 109,655 acres, approximately 35 percent, of the total wetland area identified within Study 
Area. Salt/Brackish Marsh is the most prevalent wetland type along the coastline (approximately 2 
percent of the total wetland area). Managed Pineland, Swamp Forest, and Pine Flat comprise the 
majority of the remaining wetland area with approximately 25, 21, and 11 percent of the total 
wetland area, respectively. Freshwater Emergent Wetlands make up approximately 1 percent of the 
total wetland area within the Study Area, and open water including Lakes, Freshwater Ponds, and 
Rivers make up the remaining 3 percent (NCDCM, 2016a). The NCCREWS wetlands data defines 
significance with three relative rating scores: beneficial significance, substantial significance, and 
exceptional significance. This Overall Wetland Rating (OWR) is based on each wetland’s functionality 
in regards to water quality, hydrology, and wildlife habitat. Wetlands of beneficial significance 
comprise 1,988 acres or approximately 1 percent, wetlands of substantial significance comprise 
146,386 acres or approximately 47 percent, and wetlands of exceptional significance comprise 
159,073 acres or approximately 51 percent of the total wetland area identified within Study Area. 
Much of these wetlands are located within the Holly Shelter and Angola Game Lands. 

Analysis of the soils mapping within the Study Area indicate the presence of hydric soils, a wetland 
indicator (USDA, 2016). These soils are located primarily along stream channels, concurring with 
NCCREWS data indicating that wetlands within the Study Area are primarily located within riparian 
and floodplain areas. Within these floodplains, riverine wetlands function as storage areas for 
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floodwaters, slowing runoff and thereby lessening flood levels downstream. These wetlands also 
serve as areas of deposition for sediment and other material carried by floodwaters.   

4.2 Topography 
The Study Area is located in the North Carolina Coastal Plain, with flat to gently sloping terrain. With 
the relatively flat topography, wide floodplains are adjacent to waterways, making them important 
topographical features in the Study Area. Floodplains are low, relatively flat areas adjacent to 
streams, and they function as storage areas for surface water during large rainfall events. Within 
floodplains, micro topographical variations often create pockets of riverine wetlands, which are 
prevalent within the Study Area. These riparian floodplain areas provide multiple functions, 
including flood water storage, sediment depositional areas, wildlife habitat, corridors for wildlife 
movement, and water quality functions such as infiltration zones and surface water filtering. 
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Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the area indicate approximately 308 mi2 of open water, 
including the Intracoastal Waterway, and Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)-
regulated floodplains inside the Study Area. The majority of the open water and 100-year floodplain 
area occurs along the coast, along rivers, and within the game lands. (FRIS, 2016). Floodplains within 
watersheds greater than one square mile are regulated by FEMA. FIRMs for the Study Area are dated 
February 16, 2006 and February 16, 2007. The floodways and 100-year floodplains as currently defined 
by FEMA are presented in Exhibit 4-9 (NCDEM, 2016). FIRMs in this area are currently being updated; 
some are anticipated to become effective in 2016 and others as late as 2020 or beyond (NFIP, 2016). 
This will include new limited detailed floodplain studies and future flood conditions in some areas, 
which will likely increase the floodplain information available to Pender County and the co-applicants. 
The floodplains may change in the future based on the revisions reflected in the updated FIRMs.  

A unique feature present in this region are Carolina Bays. They are oval depressions oriented in a 
northwest to southeast direction and range from a few hundred feet to six miles in length. Some still 
hold water while others have become bogs or dried up, and although there are theories, their origin 
has not been determined (Powell, 2006).  

In addition, the portion of the Study Area along the coast presents the threat of coastal storm surge. 
The beach areas, particularly around Topsail Beach and Surf City along the Atlantic Ocean, are 
classified under the Coastal Area Management Act (CAMA) as an Ocean Hazard System Area of 
Environmental Concern (AEC). This AEC includes beaches, primary dunes, frontal dunes, and other 
areas in which conditions indicate a substantial possibility of excessive erosion or flood damage, as 
defined in 15A NCAC 7H. 0300 (NCDCM, 2014). 

4.3 Soils 
According to the Pender County Soil Survey, the majority of soils are poorly drained and hydric 
(USDA, 2016). The dominant soil series at 26 percent of Pender County is Murville-Croatan-
Torhunta. These mucky or loamy soils have poor drainage and are found in interstream areas in the 
eastern portion of the county. Other poorly drained mucky soils are included in the Muckalee-
Dorovan soil group, which covers 9 percent of the county. Other interstream poorly drained soils are 
within the Rains-Woodington-Liddell soil group, which covers 19 percent of Pender County. 
Chewacla-Chastain soils are found along the Cape Fear River. In the southeast portion of the county, 
the Leon-Mandarin soil group is the most prevalent and comprises 7 percent of the county overall. 
These sandy soils are nearly level and poorly to somewhat poorly drained. Along the coast, the 
sandy Carteret-Newhan-Corolla soil group is most prevalent (USDA, 1986).  

More well drained soils include the loamy Goldsboro-Norfolk-Exum soil group, at 15 percent of 
Pender County, and Foreston-Autryville-Baymeade soil group covering 10 percent of the county. In 
the southern and western portions of the county, the Alpin-Pactolus-Kureb soil group is comprised 
of well drained to moderately well drained sandy soils. 

According to the USDA Web Soil Survey, soils present in Wallace that are not already represented in 
Pender County include Marvyn and Gritney soils, Rumford loamy fine sand, and Noboco loamy fine 
sand. Noboco loamy fine sand is the most dominant, covering 36 percent of Wallace (USDA, 2016).   
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Murville muck and Croatan muck are the most prevalent individual soil types within the Study Area. 
Murville muck, a part of the Murville Series, is a very poorly drained soil in interstream areas and 
depressions. The soil color is black, grayish brown, or mottled grayish brown. The thickness of this 
soil ranges from 40 to 60 inches. Murville muck texture includes sand grains coated with organic 
matter,sand, fine sand, or loamy fine sand. The soil is soft and loamy to the touch. Seasonal 
wetness, caving of ditchbanks, a poor filtering capacity, seepage, and ponding are general 
limitations that prevent the use of Murville muck in building site development, sanitary facilities, or 
recreational development (USDA, 1986). 

Croatan muck, from the Croatan Series, is a very poorly drained soil in interstream divides between 
natural drainageways. The soil color is black, dark brown, or dark grayish brown. The soil has a 
thickness range from 16 to 51 inches. Croatan muck has a granular, sandy loam, clay loam, sand, or 
clay texture. Seasonal wetness and low soil strength are general limitations that prevent the use of 
Croatan muck in building site development, sanitary facilities, or recreational development (USDA, 
1986). 

4.4 Wildlife Resources and Natural Vegetation 
4.4.1 Wildlife and Natural Vegetation 
The Study Area includes upland coastal plain, coastal, and outer banks habitats, providing a variety 
of habitat for wildlife and migration of birds. A large portion of coastal plain habitat in the Study 
Area is protected within the Holly Shelter Game Lands.  

Correspondence with NCNHP regarding this project has occurred. Earlier during project planning, a 
request for documentation of the known presence of protected species within the Study Area was 
sent to North Carolina Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP). The response letter from the NCNHP is 
dated June 22, 2016 and included in Appendix E. Further discussion of terrestrial and aquatic 
threatened and endangered species is included in Sections 4.4.2 and 4.5.2, respectively. 

Within the Study Area, natural vegetation is typical of coastal plain, coastal, and outer banks 
communities. Smaller, unique ecosystems are present. These areas represent specific assemblages 
of upland forest, wetland, and pocosin natural communities. Exhibit 4-10 below presents a listing of 
documented natural communities within the Study Area (NCNHP, 2015). 

The Sand Ridge and Bryant Mill (Greenbank) Bluffs are the largest occurring upland natural 
communities in the Study Area by acreage (NCNHP, 2015). The most dominate subtypes found 
within these natural communities are described below. 

• Xeric Sandhill Scrub (Typic Subtype) is found with the Sand Ridge upland natural community. 
This subtype is distinguished from similar subtypes by high plant cover in the herb layer, 
specifically Wiregrass (Aristida stricta). Another distinguishing feature of this subtype is the 
presence of a scrub oak layer, which is dominated by Turkey Oak (Quercus laevis) (Schafale, 
2012). 

• Dry-Mesic Oak—Hickory Forest (Coastal Plain Subtype) and Mesic Mixed Hardwood Forest 
(Coastal Plain Subtype) are found within the Bryant Mill (Greenbank) Bluff upland natural 
community. These subtypes are listed in the fourth approximation of “Classification of the 
Natural Communities of North Carolina” as Mixed Moisture Hardpan Forest and Calcareous 
Oak—Walnut Forest respectively. The Mixed Moisture Hardpan Forest is distinguished by 
co-occurrence by wetland and upland species including Willow Oak (Quercus phellos) and 
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Southern Shagbark Hickory (Carya carolinae-septentrionalis). The Calcareous Oak—Walnut 
Forest is distinguished by canopy composition, and includes the Chinkapin Oak (Quercus 
muehlenbergii) and/or Eastern Black Walnut (Juglans nigra) species (Schafale, 2012). 

EXHIBIT 4-10 
Natural Communities 

Blackwater Bottomland Hardwoods (High Subtype) 

Blackwater Bottomland Hardwoods (Low Subtype) 

Blackwater Bottomland Hardwoods (Swamp 
Transition Subtype) 
Brackish Marsh (Needlerush Subtype) 

Brownwater Bottomland Hardwoods (Swamp 
Transition Subtype) 
Brownwater Levee Forest (High Levee Subtype) 

Brownwater Levee Forest (Low Levee Subtype) 

Coastal Plain Cliff 

Coastal Plain Depression Swamp (Mixed Subtype) 

Coastal Plain Small Stream Swamp 

Cypress--Gum Swamp (Blackwater Subtype) 

Dry-Mesic Oak--Hickory Forest (Coastal Plain 
Subtype) 
Dune Grass (Southern Subtype) 

High Pocosin (Evergreen Subtype) 

Low Pocosin (Titi Subtype) 

Maritime Dry Grassland (Typic Subtype) 

Maritime Evergreen Forest (Mid Atlantic Subtype) 

Maritime Shrub (Stunted Tree Subtype) 

Mesic Mixed Hardwood Forest (Coastal Plain 
Subtype) 
Mesic Pine Savanna (Coastal Plain Subtype) 

Peatland Atlantic White Cedar Forest 

Pine/Scrub Oak Sandhill (Coastal Fringe Subtype) 

Pine/Scrub Oak Sandhill (Mixed Oak Subtype) 

Pocosin Opening (Pitcher Plant Subtype) 

Pocosin Opening (Sedge-Fern Subtype) 

Pond Pine Woodland (Typic Subtype) 

Salt Flat 

Salt Marsh (Carolinian Subtype) 

Sandy Pine Savanna (Rush Featherling Subtype) 

Sandy Pine Savanna (Typic Subtype) 

Small Depression Drawdown Meadow (Typic 
Subtype) 
Small Depression Pocosin (Typic Subtype) 

Streamhead Atlantic White Cedar Forest 

Streamhead Pocosin 

Tidal Swamp (Cypress--Gum Subtype) 

Very Wet Loamy Pine Savanna 

Wet Loamy Pine Savanna 

Wet Marl Forest 

Wet Pine Flatwoods (Sand Myrtle Subtype) 

Wet Pine Flatwoods (Typic Subtype) 

Xeric Sandhill Scrub (Coastal Fringe Subtype) 

Xeric Sandhill Scrub (Typic Subtype) 

Source: NCNHP, 2015  

The largest contiguous occurring wetland natural communities are found within the Holly Shelter 
Game Lands and Angola Bay game lands (NCNHP, 2015). The most dominate subtypes found within 
these natural communities are described below. 

• Low Pocosin (Titi Subtype) is prevalent within both the Holly Shelter and Angola Bay game 
lands. This subtype is distinguished from similar subtypes by the presence of Swamp Titi 
(Cyrilla racemiflora). This subtype also includes the Honeycup (Zenobia pulverulenta), 
Fetterbush Lyonia (Lyonia lucida), and Inkberry (Ilex glabra) species (Schafale, 2012). 

• Pocosin Opening (Pitcher Plant Subtype) is prevalent within Holly Shelter game lands. This 
subtype is distinguished by having more than 25 percent cover by Trumpet Pitchers 
(Sarracenia spp.) This species is the most dominant vegetation within the subtype (Schafale, 
2012). 
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• Pond Pine Woodland (Typic Subtype) is prevalent within both the Holly Shelter and Angola 
Bay game lands. This subtype is distinguished from similar subtypes by a significant tree 
canopy presence. This tree canopy includes the Pond Pine (Pinus serotine) and Loblolly-
Bay (Gordonia lasianthus) species (Schafale, 2012) 

• High Pocosin (Evergreen Subtype) is prevalent within both the Holly Shelter and Angola Bay 
game lands. This subtype is distinguished from similar subtypes by lacking a well-developed 
tree canopy, and by having shrub layers greater than 1.5 meters tall. This subtype also 
includes the Fetterbush Lyonia (Lyonia lucida) and Inkberry (Ilex glabra) species 
(Schafale, 2012). 

• Pocosin Opening (Pitcher Plant Subtype) is prevalent within the Angola Bay game lands. This 
subtype is distinguished from similar subtypes by having more than 25 percent cover by 
Trumpet Pitchers (Sarracenia spp.) This species is the most dominant vegetation within the 
subtype (Schafale, 2012). 

4.4.2 Federally Listed Threatened and Endangered Species 
Thirty-five terrestrial wildlife species are federally listed with current records in the counties within 
the Study Area, as presented in Exhibit 4-11 below; of these, four species are listed as endangered, 
three are listed as threatened, one is listed as candidate, and one, the bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus), is protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGPA). An additional 26 
species are listed as federal species of concern (FSC) (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service [USFWS], 2015; 
USFWS, 2010). Federally listed aquatic species and Significant Aquatic Endangered Species Habitats 
(SAESHs) are discussed in Section 4.5.2. 

 
EXHIBIT 4-11 
Federally Listed Terrestrial Wildlife and Plant Species Potentially Listed Within the Study Area 
Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status County 

Bachman's sparrow Peucaea aestivalis FSC Pender 

Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus BGPA Pender 

Buchholz’s dart moth Agrotis buschholzi FSC Pender 

Carolina bishopweed Ptilimnium ahlesii FSC Pender 

Carolina bogmint Macbridea caroliniana FSC Pender 

Carolina gopher frog Rana capito capito FSC Pender 

Carolina grass-of-parnassus Parnassia caroliniana FSC Pender 

Carter's noctuid moth Photedes carterae FSC Pender 

Carolina trillium Trillium pusillum var. pusillum FSC Pender 

Coastal goldenrod Solidago villosicarpa FSC Pender 

Cooley's meadowrue Thalictrum cooleyi E Pender 

Eastern Henslow's sparrow Ammodramus henslowii susurrans FSC Pender 

Eastern painted bunting Passerina ciris ciris FSC Pender 

Georgia lead-plant Amorpha georgiana var. georgiana FSC Pender 

Golden sedge Carex lutea E Pender 

Grassleaf arrowhead Sagittaria weatherbiana FSC Pender, Duplin 
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EXHIBIT 4-11 
Federally Listed Terrestrial Wildlife and Plant Species Potentially Listed Within the Study Area 
Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status County 

Pineland plantain Plantago sparsiflora FSC Pender 

Piping plover Charadrius melodus T Pender 

Rafinesque's big-eared bat Corynorhinus rafinesquii FSC Pender, Duplin 

Rattlesnake-Master borer moth Papaipema eryngii C Pender 

Red-cockaded woodpecker Picoides borealis E Pender, Duplin 

Red knot Calidris cantutus rufa T Pender 

Rough-leaf loosestrife Lysimachia asperulifolia E Pender 

Sandhills milk-vetch Astragalus michauxii FSC Pender 

Savanna onion Allium sp. 1 FSC Pender 

Seabeach amaranth Amaranthus pumilus T Pender 

Small-leaved meadowrue Thalictrum macrostylum FSC Pender 

Smooth-seeded hairy nutrush Scleria sp. 1 FSC Pender 

Southeastern myotis bat Myotis austroriparius FSC Pender 

Southern hognose snake Heterodon simus FSC Pender, Duplin 

Spring-flowering goldenrod Solidago verna FSC Pender 

*Thin-wall quillwort Isoetes microvela FSC Pender 

Thorne's beakrush Rhynchospora thornei FSC Pender 

Venus fly-trap  Dionaea muscipula FSC Pender, Duplin 

Venus flytrap cutworm Hemipachnobia subporphyrea FSC Pender 

Notes:  
BGPA = Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
C = Candidate 
E = Endangered  
FSC = Federal Species of Concern 
T = Threatened 
*This species was listed with a Federal Status in the NCNHP letter, but not listed by USFWS. 
Source: Pender County: USFWS, 2015 (Last updated 3-25-2015); Duplin County: USFWS, 2010 (Last updated 9-
22-2010) 

4.5 Aquatic Resources 
4.5.1 Common Species and Natural Habitats 
Water resources within the Study Area provide aquatic habitat for various species of fish, freshwater 
mussels, and other aquatic organisms. The LCFWASA intake and associated Kings Bluff Raw Water 
Pumping Station are included in the Study Area, and are located just above Lock and Dam 1 (L&D #1) 
on the Cape Fear River. Downstream of L&D #1 the river becomes tidally influenced. A fish passage 
structure at L&D #1 provides a means for anadromous fish to migrate up the river during spawning 
season. Species that commonly use the fish ladder in their migration include Shortnose sturgeon 
(Acipenser brevirostrum), American shad (Alosa sapidissima), and Striped bass (Morone saxatilis), all 
of which spawn in late winter and spring, estimated to have peak spawning from February through 
June (NCDEQ, 2015a). The Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus), a federally listed endangered 
species, may also use this fish ladder. Managed under a fishery management plan implemented by 
the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission, critical habitat for this species has been proposed. 
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The proposed rivers include the Cape Fear River and the Northeast Cape Fear River within Pender 
and Duplin Counties (USFWS, 2016).  
 
Managed Areas (MAREA) are properties and easements where natural resource conservation is one 
of the primary management goals of the NCNHP. The Watha Fish Hatchery is a MAREA located 
within the Study Area (NCNHP, 2015). It is a warmwater hatchery used to produce channel catfish 
(Ictalurus punctatus), largemouth bass (Micropeterus salmoies), striped bass (Morone saxatilis), 
Bodie bass (Morone saxatillis x Morone chrysops), bluegill sunfish (Lepomis macrochirus), redear 
sunfish (Lepomis microlophus), redbreast sunfish (Lepomis auritus), hybrid sunfish (Lepomis spp.), 
and American shad (Alosa sapidissima) for stocking public waters across North Carolina (NCWRC, 
2016). 

4.5.2 Federally Listed Threatened and Endangered Species 
Information obtained from the USFWS list of Endangered and Threatened Species and Species of 
Concern within the Study Area counties was analyzed to identify protected aquatic species with the 
potential to be present within the Study Area. Exhibit 4-12 below presents the list of federally listed 
aquatic species with current (not historical) records within the Study Area. 

Eight aquatic wildlife species are federally listed in the Study Area; of these, two species are listed as 
endangered, two are listed as threatened, and one is listed as threatened due to similarity of 
appearance. Three additional species are listed as federal species of concern (FSC) (USFWS, 2015; 
USFWS, 2010). 
 
EXHIBIT 4-12 
Federally Listed Aquatic Wildlife and Plant Species Potentially Occurring Within the Study Area 

Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status County 

American Alligator Alligator mississippiensis T(S/A) Pender, Duplin 

American eel Anguilla rostrata FSC Pender, Duplin 

Atlantic pigtoe Fusconaia masoni FSC Pender 

Green Seaturtle Chelonia mydas T Pender 

Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea E Pender 

Loggerhead Seaturtle Caretta caretta T Pender 

West Indian Manatee Trichechus manatus E Pender 

Yellow lampmussel Lampsilis Cariosa FSC Pender 

Notes:  
E = Endangered  
FSC = Federal Species of Concern 
T = Threatened  
S/A = Listed because of similarity of appearance 
Source: Pender County: USFWS, 2015 (updated 3-25-15); Duplin County: USFWS, 2010 (updated 9-22-10) 

Only one Aquatic Habitat is listed in the National Heritage Natural Areas in the Study Area, the 
CPF/Black River Aquatic Habitat which covers approximately 209 acres and is located along the Black 
River along the Western boundary of Pender County. Some of the species that this habitat supports 
include the cape fear spike (Elliptio marsupiobesa), eastern creekshell (Villosa delumbis), Atlantic 
pigtoe (Fusconaia masoni), eastern lampmussel (Lampsilis radiata), and yellow lampmussel 
(Lampsilis Cariosa), among others (NCNHP, 2015). 
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4.6 Land Use and Land Cover 
The primary source for land cover information covering the entire Study Area is the 2006 National 
Land Cover Database (NLCD) (USGS, 2011). The satellite-based dataset was developed through 
efforts of a consortium of federal and state agencies to provide detailed land cover information. 
Data are provided as a 30-meter grid of land cover characterized into more than a dozen developed 
and undeveloped cover categories. Exhibit 4-13 provides a tabular summary of land cover within the 
Study Area and statistics on the acreage and percentage of land area for each land cover category 
within the Study Area. Exhibit 4-14 provides an illustration of the distribution of land cover across 
the Study Area. The largest single land cover is woody wetland, covering approximately 42 percent 
of the Study Area. While some development has occurred since this land cover information was 
developed, it remains an accurate representation of the Study Area’s land cover. 

EXHIBIT 4-13 
Study Area Land Cover 

Land Cover Category Area (Acres) Percentage 

Open Water 14,521 2.54% 
Urban - Low Intensity Residential 6,647 1.16% 
Urban - High Intensity Residential 196 0.03% 
Urban - Commercial  2,403 0.42% 
Barren - Rock, Sand 731 0.13% 
Barren - Quarries 1,283 0.22% 
Deciduous Forest 3,384 0.59% 
Evergreen Forest 167,269 29.25% 
Mixed Forest 13,676 2.39% 
Shrubland 155 0.03% 
Agriculture - Hay, Pasture 20,814 3.64% 
Agriculture - Row Crops 92,238 16.13% 
Woody Wetland 242,293 42.37% 
Herbaceous Wetland 6,255 1.09% 
Source: USGS, 2011 
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4.7 Agricultural Land and Prime or Unique Farmland 
North Carolina Executive Order (EO) 96 charges all state agencies to minimize the loss of prime 
agricultural and forested lands as defined in the Federal Farmland Protection Policy Act. The USDA 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has classified lands into three categories based on 
suitability for agricultural uses: prime farmlands, unique farmlands, and farmland of statewide 
importance (USDA, 1998). 

Prime farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for 
producing food, feed, fiber, forage, oilseed, and other agricultural crops with minimum inputs of 
fuel, fertilizer, pesticides, and labor, and without intolerable soil erosion, as determined by the 
Secretary of Agriculture. Prime farmland is of major importance for meeting the nation’s short and 
long range needs for food and fiber with minimal input of energy and economic resources and the 
least damage to other environmental resources. Unique farmland is land other than prime farmland 
that is used for production of specific high-value food and fiber crops, as determined by the 
Secretary of Agriculture. Farmland, other than prime of unique farmland, is land that is of statewide 
or local importance for the production of food feed, fiber, forage, or oilseed crops (USDA, 1981). 

The total acreage of these soils in the Study Area is 445,874 acres. According to the Pender County 
Soil Survey the following soils are identified as prime farmland: Rains fine sandy loam, Goldsboro 
fine sandy loam, Woodington fine sandy loam, Liddell silt loam, Torhunta mucky fine sandy loam, 
Foreston loamy fine sand, Norfolk loamy fine sand, Exum loam, Exum-Urban land*, Grantham loam, 
Grifton loamy fine sand, Norfolk loamy fine sand, Pantego mucky fine sandy loam, Lumbee fine 
sandy loam, Aycock loam*, Johns fine sandy loam, Onslow loamy fine sand, Altavista fine sandy 
loam, Invershiel-Pender complex, and Kalmia loamy fine sand. In Wallace 2,660 acres of Noboco 
loamy find sand was classified as prime farmland (USDA, 2016).  
 
The soils identified in the Pender County Soil Survey as unique farmland are Murville muck, Leon 
fine sand. The total acreage of these soils in the Study Area is 91,689 acres. No unique farmland is 
identified in Wallace. (USDA, 2016).  
 
The soils identified in the Pender County Soil Survey as farmland are Autryville fine sand, Baymeade 
fine sand, Marvyn and Craven soils, Kenansville fine sand, and Meggett loam. The total acreage of 
these soils in Pender County is 37,207 acres. In addition, 25 acres of Marvyn and Gritney soils and 34 
acres of Rumford loamy find sand were identified as farmland in Wallace (USDA, 2016).  

4.8 Forested Resources 
Much of the original forest community in the Study Area remains intact through preservation in 
Game Lands, forestry land uses, and lack of development in certain areas. These forested lands 
consist of a combination of woody wetlands, deciduous forest, evergreen forests, and mixed forests. 
Currently, approximately 77.5 percent (426,621 acres) of the Study Area is considered forested land 
cover (USGS, 2011). 

The North Carolina Gap Analysis Program (GAP) describes forested resources within the Study Area. 
NC GAP is based on land cover data not land use data, which are limited by parcel boundaries. These 
data provide a better understanding of the types of forest resources present within the Study Area 
(USGS, 2006). The most dominant forest types within the Study Area are listed in Exhibit 4-15. 
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EXHIBIT 4-15 
Study Area Forest Types 

Type Description  Area (Acres) 

Pocosin Woodlands and Shrubland Includes pond pine woodland, low pocosin and high pocosin 
shrub dominated areas. Canebrakes and bay forests may be 
present. 

133,550 

Coniferous Cultivated Plantation Managed pine plantations, densely planted. Most planted 
stands are loblolly, but slash and longleaf occur as well. 

100,262 

Coniferous Regeneration Regenerating pine stands. Predominantly loblolly pine, but 
slash and longleaf stands occur as well. 

31,799 

Coastal Plain Mixed Bottomland Includes forests dominated by a variety of hardwood species, 
including sweetgum, cottonwood, red maple. 

22,769 

Coastal Plain Oak Bottomland Bottomland forests dominated by deciduous oak alliances.  
Oaks represented can include swamp chestnut, cherrybark, 
willow, and/or overcup oak. Inclusions of loblolly pine 
temporarily flooded forests occur in patches. Hydrology 
includes temporary to seasonal flooding. 

22,113 

Xeric Longleaf Pine Sandhills including a range of longleaf pine density from 
predominantly wiregrass, scrub oak dominated to true 
longleaf pine woodland. This does not include mesic or 
saturated flatwood types. 

20,345 

Cypress-Gum Floodplain Swamps dominated by black or swamp tupelo with or without 
Taxodium. Seasonally to semi-permanently flooded hydrology. 

20,157 

Coastal Plain Nonriverine Wet Flat Loblolly pine - Atlantic white-cedar - red maple - swamp tupelo 
saturated forests as well as forests dominated by loblolly, 
sweetgum, and red maple in non-riverine flats. 

16,441 

Wet Longleaf or Slash Pine 
Savannas 

Wet flatwoods and pine savannas, typically dominated by 
longleaf pines, but slash or pond pines may be the dominant 
pines. 

14,423 

 

Mesic Longleaf Pine Longleaf pine woodlands without a major scrub oak 
component. Slash or loblolly pines may be present as well. 

14,262 

Coastal Plain Mixed Successional 
Forest 

Generally loblolly mixed with successional hardwoods.  
Sweetgum, tulip poplar and red maple are common co-
dominants in these successional forests. 

9,604 

Tidal Swamp Swamp tupelo dominated forest with or without black tupelo 
and/or cypress trees. Restricted to the tidal zones in the 
coastal plain. May have inclusions of coastal red cedar 
woodlands. 

4,316 

Dry Mesic Oak Pine Mixed forests of the coastal plain and piedmont. Includes 
loblolly pine with white, southern red and/or post oak and 
loblolly with water oak.   

4,072 

Successional Deciduous  Regenerating deciduous trees with a shrub stature.  
Commonly dominated by sweetgum, tulip poplars and maples. 

2,490 

Peatland Atlantic White Cedar Dense stands of Atlantic white cedar with saturated hydrology. 
Can include swamp tupelo, red maple, and pond pines with a 
moderate shrub and herb layer. 

1,301 

Maritime Forest and Hammock Maritime forests and woodlands dominated by live or sand 
laurel oak. Estuarine Fringe forests dominated by loblolly pine. 

600 

Coastal Plain Dry to Dry-Mesic Oak Oak dominated forests of the coastal plain. Includes white oak 
forests with water oak or northern red oak and hickories as co-
dominants. 

513 

Coastal Plain Mesic Hardwood Beech dominated forests with white oak and northern red oak 
as possible co-dominants. Dry-mesic to mesic forests on slopes 
and small stream bottoms in the coastal plain. 

382 

Pond Cypress- Gum Swamps, 
Savannas, and Lakeshores 

Cypress dominated swamps and lakeshores. Can include bays 
dominated by pond cypress or shorelines of coastal plain lakes 
with a narrow band of cypress. 

89 
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Source: USGS, 2006 
 
In the Study Area, large tracts of forest are utilized for continued silviculture use. About 24 percent 
(100,262 acres) of the Study Area are classified as Coniferous Cultivated Plantation, where conifers 
trees are cultivated for timber and other resources. However, about 32 percent (133,550 acres) of 
the forested lands in the Study Area are preserved. These areas, mainly Pocosin Woodlands and 
Scrublands, are located in the Angola Bay and Holly Shelter Game Lands (USGS, 2006). 

4.9 Public Lands and Scenic and Natural Areas 
This section includes discussion of public or conservation lands, federal, State and local parks, and 
other scenic and recreational areas including recreation areas, greenways, and game lands. Open 
spaces provide scenic and recreational opportunities for residents. These public lands, generally held 
in perpetuity, cannot typically be redeveloped. Within the Study Area, state Game Lands, parks, trails 
and greenways, and multiple beach and waterfront access points to the Atlantic, including two 
regional beach accesses near Surf City, are present (NCDCM, 2016b).  

Game lands within the Study Area were identified by using the North Carolina Wildlife Resources 
Commission (NCWRC) GIS coverage (NCWRC, 2013). Game lands provide the public with recreational 
opportunities including hunting, in addition that include natural communities that support a variety of 
wildlife. The game lands within the Study Area are listed in Exhibit 4-16. Exhibit 4-17 is a map of the 
game lands within the Study Area. 

EXHIBIT 4-16 
Study Area Game Lands 

Game Land Acres within Study Area Total Acres 

Angola Bay 26,313 33,108 

Cape Fear River Wetlands 6,326 7,266 

Holly Shelter 63,494 63,494 

Source: NCWRC, 2013 

Natural Heritage Natural Areas (NHNA) includes those spaces within public lands or private 
conservation lands held by non-profit organizations. These areas are home to rare plant or animal 
species, high-quality natural communities, and/or geologic features and may provide scenic and 
recreational value to the community. The NCNHP compiles the list of NHNAs, as required by the 
Nature Preserve Act (GS Chapter 113-A-164 of Article 9A). The sites included in the list are the best 
representatives of the natural diversity of North Carolina and, therefore, have priority for 
protection. Inclusion in the list does not imply that any protection or public access exists. The NHNAs 
within the Study Area are listed in Exhibit 4-18.  
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EXHIBIT 4-18 
Study Area Natural Heritage Natural Areas 

NHNA Acres within Study Area NHNA Total Acres 

421 Sand Ridge 5,318 7,423 
Angola Bay 29,105 35,784 
Angola Creek Flatwoods 254 254 
B.W. Wells Savanna 121 121 
Bear Garden 3,928 3,928 
Big Colly Swamp 505 9,499 
Black River Cypress Swamp 1,360 2,582 
Blake Savanna 108 109 
Bryant Mill (Greenbank) Bluff 2 382 
Canetuck Loop Road Sandhills 402 402 
Clarks Landing Coastal Goldenrod Site 677 677 
Colvin’s Bay 2,224 2,311 
Colvin’s Creek Sand Ridge Mesic Slopes 59 59 
Cones Folly 2,929 2,929 
CPF/Black River Aquatic Habitat 210 387 
Futch and Foy Creeks Natural Area 61 157 
Holly Shelter Game Land 48,552 48,552 
Lea-Hutaff Island 4,851 5,056 
Lower Black River Swamp 10,342 10,466 
Maple Hill School Road Savanna 34 34 
McLean Savanna 904 904 
Moore’s Creek Floodplain 162 162 
Moore’s Creek National Battlefield 38 38 
Neils Eddy Landing <1 138 
Northeast Cape Fear River Floodplain 16,645 25,471 
Parker’s Savanna 19 19 
Rocky Point Marl Forest 653 653 
Rocky Point Sandhills 218 218 
Sandy Run Swamp and Savannas 788 1,739 
Shaken Creek Savannas 1,262 1,262 
Shaky Bay Sandhills 294 397 
Shelter Swamp Creek Flatwoods 2,668 2,668 
Sidbury Road Savanna 2 181 
The Neck Savanna 393 393 
Topsail Sound Maritime Forests 2,179 2,179 
Upper Black River Bottomlands 29 5,365 
Watkins Savanna 265 265 
Webbtown Road Savanna 20 20 
Northeast Creek/Panther Creek Dikes and 

 
499 499 

Parkers Creek Ridges 227 227 
TOTAL 138,883 174,489  

Source: NCNHP, 2015 
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Angola Bay and Holly Shelter Game Lands are recognized both here and in Exhibit 4-16 for game 
lands above. However, the acreages are different as the areas are defined differently for each data 
purpose. 

Dedicated Nature Preserves (DNP) are ecologically important natural areas in which an estate, 
interest, or right in the natural areas has been transferred to the State of North Carolina in any 
manner authorized in G.S. 113A-164.6. The intention of the dedication is to protect and preserve the 
biodiversity and natural character of the natural area. The following DNPs are located within the 
Study Area: Angola Bay Game Land, Angola Creek Flatwoods Preserve, Cape Fear River Wetlands 
Game Land, Holly Shelter Game Land, and Sandy Run Savannas State Natural Area (NCNHP, 2015). 
MAREA are properties and easements where natural resource conservation is one of the primary 
management goals of the NCNHP. The Haws Run Conservation Site is a MAREA located within the 
Study Area (NCNHP, 2015). 

4.10 Areas of Archaeological and Historic Value 
Archaeological sites are important because they contain the only material remains of Native 
American cultures dating back 12,000 years throughout North Carolina. The Cape Fear River basin 
contains many archeological sites that have been surveyed. Several of these sites have significant 
archeological resources from many native groups that lived in the region up until 200 years ago. 
More than 7,000 recorded archaeological sites are located within the Cape Fear River basin, over 
300 of which are located in Pender County (North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources, 1999).  

A 1997 survey, Historic and Architectural Resources of Pender County contains details about how the 
community has changed since the 18th century. This document highlights inhabitants that made 
significant cultural, economic, and regional impacts. Pender County has been home to a 
generational farming culture that endured from the early 1720s through the Civil War, to the end of 
World War II and beyond. During these time periods the area saw growth marked by agricultural 
production, railroad construction, and eventually some suburban expansion including highways and 
industrial development. Recent growth and development in the late 20th century has marked Pender 
County as one of the fastest growing counties in the State (Turberg, 1997).  

Because of the size of the Study Area and because no construction will occur with the proposed 
project, preparation of an archeological survey was not completed. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) requires the conservation and protection of the 
state’s natural resources and preservation of “the important historic and cultural elements of our 
common inheritance.” The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) is the formal repository of 
information pertaining to historic structures and districts. Places considered for listing include 
historic structures and districts, cemeteries, and archaeological sites. The Study Area contains 17 
listings (USNPS, 2015). Exhibit 4-19 lists the historic places within the Study Area.   

EXHIBIT 4-19 
Historic Places 

Study Area 

Bannerman House 

Belvidere Plantation House 

Burgaw Depot 

Burgaw Historic District 
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EXHIBIT 4-19 
Historic Places 

Study Area 

Governor Samuel Ash Grave 

Isaac M. Powers House 

Moore’s Creek National Battlefield 

Moore’s Creek National Military Park 

Panderlea Homesteads Historic District 

Pender County Courthouse 

Poplar Grove 

Sloop Point 

US Naval Ordnance Testing Facility Assembly Building  

US Naval Ordnance Testing Facility Control Tower 

US Naval Ordnance Testing Facility Observation Tower Number 2 

Wallace Commercial Historic District 

W. Stokes Boney House 

Source: USNPS, 2015 

4.11 Air Quality 
The USEPA uses the Air Quality Index (AQI) to report ambient air quality conditions. The AQI 
includes these classifications: good, moderate, unhealthy for sensitive groups, unhealthy, and 
hazardous. In 2015, the AQI in New Hanover County, the closest available data, recorded an AQI as 
“good” for 332 of 360 AQI days, while the remaining 28 days recorded an AQI as “moderate” 
(USEPA, 2015a). While this is not the Study Area, it is considered representative of good air quality 
conditions in the coastal counties. 

Pender County is an attainment area for the six criteria pollutants listed in the Clean Air Act (CAA). 
This means that the air concentrations for ozone, particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, lead, carbon 
monoxide, and nitrogen dioxide are less than the limits set by the CAA standards (USEPA, 2015b). 

4.12 Noise Levels 
Existing sources of noise within the Study Area include traffic along the adjacent roadways, including 
Interstate 40, US Highway 421, and US Highway 17. Other ambient day-to-day noise conditions 
include those associated with agriculture and silviculture practices and those representative of the 
typical residential and commercial uses.  

Noise levels are highest along traffic corridors, with lower noise levels in residential areas. Seasonal 
use of beaches, such as Topsail Beach and Surf City, for recreational purposes contributes to 
increased noise during the warm months. Lesser contributors to noise include industrial and 
agricultural activities. Undeveloped rural and conservation land is naturally devoid of significant 
human noises.  

Sound is measured in decibels, a logarithmic scale; the measure of decibels on an A-weighted scale 
(dBA) is used to characterize sound levels sensed by the human ear. The auditory threshold is 0 dBA; 
a deafening sound is about 120 dBA. Typical daytime suburban noise levels, which would reasonably 
apply to the residential and commercial portions of the Study Area, are about 55 dBA. Noises 
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associated with vehicular traffic and localized noises associated with flight patterns often exceed 
suburban noise levels. Noise in rural areas is typically less than 50 dBA unless the area is close to 
roads or railroads. 
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SECTION 5 

5 Environmental Effects 
This section describes the predicted environmental effects of the proposed increase in IBT from the 
Cape Fear River basin to the South River, Northeast Cape Fear River, and New River basins. The 
discussion provided in this section reflects an analysis of the potential for the expansion of the PCU 
municipal water service area to affect specific resources within the Study Area. Discussion of the 
potential for direct impacts to resources is discussed first, followed by a discussion of the potential 
for secondary and cumulative impacts (SCI) resulting from the continued development within 
Pender County and the co-applicant communities. 

For the Study Area, the direct and SCI environmental effects, if any, are described for the resources 
discussed in Section 4. The discussion in this section focuses on the evaluation of direct effects on 
water resources, topography, aquatic resources, and other resources in the Study Area as a result of 
the proposed increase in IBT. Continued development within Pender County and the co-applicant 
communities leads to a continued need for water supply; PCU intends to meet this demand from its 
surface water source, the Cape Fear River while its co-applicants intend to supplement their 
groundwater sources with surface water as needs arise. This discussion includes a comparison of the 
potential impacts against the no action alternative, which does not include an increase in IBT. Under 
both the no action alternative and the preferred alternative, it is expected that water demands 
would be met through individual or small community private groundwater wells and individual 
septic systems or small package WWTPs. Advantages to a centralized and orderly approach to 
providing water utilities are discussed herein.  

Important SCI definitions include the following:  

• Cumulative effects are defined as “resulting from the incremental impact of the proposed 
activity when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities 
regardless of what entities undertake such other activities” (15A NCAC 1C .0101(d)(2)). 

• Indirect effects, or secondary effects, are “caused by and result from the proposed activity 
although they are later in time or further removed in distance, but they are still reasonably 
foreseeable” (15A NCAC 1C .0101(d)(4)). 

The data were gathered through literature reviews, internet searches, GIS queries, phone 
conversations, letters, and meetings with NCDWR. 

Section 6 includes a comprehensive description of mitigation programs to avoid or minimize SCI to 
environmental resources that could occur with the continued development in the Study Area and 
provision of water utilities by PCU and the co-applicants. 

5.1 Direct Impacts 
This EA concludes that the direct effects of the proposed increase in IBT on the Study Area would 
be insignificant. As discussed in this section, the proposed IBT certificate will not significantly 
change Cape Fear River elevations above and below L&D #1, downstream flows, or water quality. 
Based on the hydrologic modeling completed, there is a small shift in river flows between the 2045 
Requested IBT scenario and the 2045 Baseline scenario. During drought periods, the reduction of 
flow will be mitigated by the implementation of State required WSRPs. During the anadromous fish 
spawning periods there are passing flows at L&D #1 during the lowest flow conditions in the 
spawning period. Details of the application of this model and the results of analyses of the scenarios 
are included in the Hydrologic Modeling Evaluation of the Effects of the Proposed Pender County 
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Interbasin Transfer (CH2M, 2016) included in Appendix F. No significant direct effects to 
environmental resources are expected as a result of the water transfer.  

No construction is directly associated with this requested IBT approval; any construction activity 
associated with facilitating the transfer of water in the future may require its own environmental 
review process, depending on characteristics of the project. With that, there is little potential for 
direct effects on land-based resources, and those effects would be addressed in environmental 
documents for construction of the specific facilities and infrastructure. 

Previous, related projects include the LCFWASA intake and associated Kings Bluff Raw Water 
Pumping Station located just above L&D #1, as well as the LCFWASA 60-inch transmission main 
which transmits raw water to PCU’s WTP. An EA was completed and FONSI received for both 
projects, addressing associated impacts. These FONSIs are included in Appendix B.   

5.1.1 Water Resources 
5.1.1.1 Surface Water 
The primary potential impact associated with IBT in a river system is typically water flow changes 
resulting from the transfer of surface water. To evaluate the potential for water flow effects within 
the Study Area resulting from the IBT, the primary tool used was the combined Cape Fear–Neuse 
River Basin Hydrologic Model (CFNRBHM). NCDWR originally developed individual hydrologic 
models for the Cape Fear and Neuse River basins. In 2012, a combined model was created to 
facilitate analysis of the numerous interconnections between the two basins. The resulting model 
was developed using the OASIS water resources program which combines graphic representations 
of components such as river sections, demands, and withdrawals, with logical statements that 
describe the components’ behavior. These statements, including operational rules, demands, and 
elevation–storage relationships are evaluated within a linear programming environment to 
determine the state of each component within the system (HydroLogics, 2006).  

The revised base CFNRBHM was completed in January 2014 and includes all withdrawals and 
discharges in both river basins greater than 100,000 GPD (0.1 MGD). NCDWR modified the base 
model by incorporating future demands to create several future scenarios. Estimates of existing 
demands and discharges as well as projections to the year 2045 were developed by NCDWR by using 
LWSPs, which is information provided directly from public water supplies. The 2010 and 2045 OASIS 
model scenarios were obtained from NCDWR to evaluate the hydrologic effects of the proposed IBT 
on water resources. NCDWR typically develops OASIS model scenarios in 5-year increments.  

In North Carolina, units of local government that provide public water service and large community 
water systems shall develop and implement a Water Shortage Response Plan (WSRP) to require the 
reduction of water use during drought conditions. The WSRPs must include an expected reduction in 
demand resulting from water restrictions which are implemented based on a set of triggers. WSRPs 
for public water suppliers in the Cape Fear River and Neuse River basins were incorporated into the 
CFNRBHM model during the model development when the triggers are based on physical conditions 
tracked by the model such as stream flow or reservoir level. Many WSRPs for public water suppliers 
in the Cape Fear and Neuse River basins are not tied to physical triggers and therefore cannot be 
explicitly represented in the model. This includes all water withdrawals downstream of Jordan Lake 
on the Cape Fear River, and therefore, the modeling results are a conservative representation of the 
effects during drought conditions without the beneficial impact of the implementation of the State 
required WSRPs on flow at L&D #1.  

In addition, Pender County is currently constructing a 0.5 MGD WWTP to serve the US 421 corridor 
in southwestern Pender County. When the US 421 WWTP comes online in approximately 2017, the 
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County will begin returning additional wastewater to the source basin. This WWTP has an NDPES 
permit to discharge up to 4 MGD to the Cape Fear River downstream of L&D #1. While not yet 
online, the future discharge will increase with time in direct correlation to increasing water 
demands. This discharge will be a return to the Cape Fear River basin and is not captured in the 
CFNRBHM because the model’s most downstream node is at L&D #1.  

Additional model background, further details regarding the structure of the CFNRBHM, and the 
model scenarios are discussed further in the Hydrologic Modeling Evaluation of the Effects of the 
Proposed Pender County Interbasin Transfer, included in Appendix F. The remainder of this section 
summarizes that evaluation. 

The following four CFNRBHM scenarios were developed to establish baseline scenarios for the years 
2010 and 2045, and to allow evaluation of the potential relative effects of the proposed IBT and 
alternatives:  

• 2010 Baseline – represents 2010 conditions as defined by NCDWR.  

o The objective of the 2010 baseline scenario is to provide a basis of comparison to 
identify changes in river flow that results from increased future withdrawals and 
discharges throughout the Cape Fear River basin, from a historical point in time.  

• 2045 Baseline – represents Alternative 1 (no action) and Alternatives 3 through 6 (avoid an 
increase in IBT).  

o The 2045 Baseline scenario is intended to approximate 2045 conditions in the Cape Fear 
and Neuse River basin without Pender County’s proposed increase in IBT. The objective 
of this model scenario is to represent EA alternatives where the Pender County demand 
(total or net) does not increase above 2 MGD. This objective could be simulated by 
either constraining the water supply withdrawn from the Cape Fear River, returning 
wastewater to the river or by finding alternative sources of water supply. This model 
scenario is a modified version of the final CFNRBHM 2045 scenario (Demand2045), and 
represents Pender County demands from the Cape Fear River remaining below 2 MGD. 

• 2045 Requested IBT – represents Alternative 2 (proposed IBT).  

o The 2045 Requested IBT scenario represents 2045 conditions for Pender County and the 
Cape Fear and Neuse River basin, with withdrawals and discharges as projected by 
public water suppliers, and the County demands that would result in the proposed 
increase in IBT. 

• 2045 Maximum Withdrawal  

o An additional scenario was developed to provide a conservative analysis and ultimately 
test the sensitivity of the model results to the potential changes which would be seen in 
the assessment metrics if the maximum allowable withdrawal were to occur at L&D #1 
and the Jordan Lake water supply pool was 100 percent allocated. The maximum 
allowable withdrawal, based on current DWR planning guidance for run-of-the-river 
water supplies, of 106.6 MGD is based on the withdrawal volume from the Cape Fear 
River behind L&D #1 as reported in the LCFWASA’s Kings Bluff Raw Water Pump Station 
60‐Inch Parallel Raw Water Intake Pipe and Screen Project Environmental Assessment 
(McKim and Creed, 2008a) and the Brunswick County IBT Certificate Hearing Officers 
Report (NCDENR, 2013). 
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River flow statistics reviewed, for all scenarios, included average and median flows, which are 
representative of average climatic conditions, and 10th and 5th percentile flows, which are 
representative of low flow periods. These percentiles were selected to reflect typical low flow 
statistics including the use of the 10th percentile by USGS as an indicator for flows that are “much 
below normal” and the use of the 5th and 10th percentile by the Drought Management Council 
(DMAC) to define the start of “severe” and “extreme” droughts, respectively. Note that no modeling 
is intended for the receiving basin(s), as the CFNRBHM does not cover these basins, and there are no 
planned direct discharges beyond the current permitted discharge capacity in the receiving basins.  

5.1.1.1.1 Flow Above L&D #1 
Flow to L&D #1 is not expected to be affected by the proposed increase in IBT since the intake is at 
L&D #1, and this assessment point (model node) is above the LCFWASA and CFPUA withdrawal 
locations. River flow and low flow frequency at this point were analyzed to provide an estimate of 
water availability for the withdrawals at L&D #1, and simulated changes in river flow are more 
indicative of what is occurring upstream in the Cape Fear River basin. 

As shown in Exhibit 5-1, below, the largest difference in average, median, 10th percentile, and 5th 
percentile flows is between the different time periods (2010 vs. 2045) due to the increased future 
withdrawals within the Cape Fear River basin. The decreases in flow from the 2045 Baseline scenario 
to the 2045 Maximum Withdrawal scenario are primarily attributed to the 100 percent utilization of 
the Jordan Lake water supply pool.  

The increased flow identified in Exhibit 5-1 for the 10th and 5th percentile flows could potentially be 
attributed to two factors: (1) model “noise” (based on the algorithm in the model that allocates 
flows within model) or (2) increased returns to the basin downstream of Jordan Lake. These returns 
are associated with the full utilization of the water supply pool and assumed returns downstream of 
the Jordan Lake for the volume of water between the 2045 allocation (2045 Baseline) and 100 
percent use of the water supply pool. The first factor is a characteristic of any complex system 
model, which is especially pronounced when reviewing the extremes of a data set. The second 
factor is linked to the only change in the model at this evaluation point for the 2045 Maximum 
Withdrawal scenario, full utilization of the Jordan Lake water supply pool. 

EXHIBIT 5-1 
Model Scenario Comparison - Cape Fear River Statistics Above L&D #1 

Scenario Average Median 10
th

 Percentile 5
th

 Percentile 

2010 Baseline - River Flow (CFS) 5,355 3,114 917 767 

2045 Baseline - River Flow (CFS) 5,289 3,050 904 748 

2045 Requested IBT - River Flow (CFS) 5,289 3,050 904 748 

Difference from 2045 Baseline (CFS) 0 0 0 0 

Difference from 2045 Baseline (percent) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

2045 Maximum Withdrawal- River Flow (CFS) 5,261 3,036 907 757 

Difference from 2045 Baseline (CFS) -28 -14 +3 +9 

Difference from 2045 Baseline (percent) -0.5% -0.5% +0.3% +1.2% 
CFS = cubic feet per second     
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5.1.1.1.2 Flow Below L&D #1 
Appendix F includes a comprehensive summary of the magnitude, duration, and frequency of 
monthly flow and stage statistics below L&D #1 as a result of the proposed increase in IBT, as 
developed from the hydrologic modeling evaluation. These results were used for a comparative 
analysis of the alternatives based on the scenarios defined above. The review of these metrics is 
valuable to capture not only the potential for low flows to occur with the proposed increase in IBT, 
but to also capture changes in the length of period of these low flows (duration) and the potential 
for reoccurrence of low flow events (frequency). River stage and timing are also important metrics, 
most specifically as they relate to the flow over L&D #1 and the functionality of its fish ladder, as 
discussed in Section 5.1.3.1. 

During periods of extreme low flow, each of the 2045 scenarios exhibit a reduction in flow below 
L&D #1 compared to the 2010 Baseline scenario, as would be expected; the greatest cumulative 
changes during these periods can be attributed to increased withdrawals upstream of L&D #1. The 
comparison of the 2045 Baseline and 2045 Requested IBT scenarios in Figure 14 of Appendix F 
shows little difference between the two scenarios in relation to the magnitude, duration and 
frequency of river flow and stage elevations. The magnitude of predicted flow changes is provided in 
Exhibit 5-2. For the 2045 time period, average flows decrease less than 0.5 percent whereas the 10th 
and 5th percentiles flows decrease 2.5 and 3.5 percent, respectively. Even with a 3.5 percent 
reduction in the 5th percentile flow for the period of record (95 percent of flows during this period 
are greater) there is still 585 cfs (378 MGD) of flow passing at L&D #1. Similar results were observed 
for the 2045 Maximum Withdrawal scenario; less than 2.0 percent change on average and a 11.6 
percent change for low flow periods, as indicated by the 5th percentile flows.     

EXHIBIT 5-2 
Model Scenario Comparison - Cape Fear River Statistics Below L&D #1 

Scenario Average Median 10th Percentile 5th Percentile 

2010 Baseline - River Flow (CFS) 5,297 3,055 858 649 

2045 Baseline - River Flow (CFS) 5,214 2,971 825 606 

2045 Requested IBT - River Flow (CFS) 5,196 2,953 805 585 

Difference from 2045 Baseline (CFS) -19 -18 -20 -21 

Difference from 2045 Baseline (percent) -0.4% -0.6% -2.5% -3.5% 

2045 Maximum Withdrawal -  River Flow (CFS) 5,112 2,881 747 538 

Difference from 2045 Baseline (CFS) -103 -90 -78 -68 

Difference from 2045 Baseline (percent) -2.0% -3.0% -9.7% -11.6% 
     

As detailed in Appendix F, the largest modeled change in flow duration resulting from the proposed 
IBT is an additional four days in January (non-spawning month) with the flow potentially less than 
1,000 cfs. The model results also predict a potential increase of 5 days in December for a river stage 
between 11.0 and 11.5 feet above MSL (dam crest is 11.0 feet above MSL). The model shows these 
potential additional low flow/lower stage days occurring in non-spawning months, with the 
predicted stage always above the dam crest elevation, and the maximum duration is five days out of 
365. 
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The effect below L&D #1 from Pender County’s IBT, as well as other public water supplies accessing 
water from the Cape Fear River, during drought periods will be mitigated by the implementation of 
the State-required WSRPs. WSRPs for public users downstream of Jordan Lake are required to be as 
stringent as others in the basin, as required by 15A NCAC 02E .0600. Per the NCAC, industrial users 
shall be "consistent with industry water efficiency and drought response guidelines"; in addition, 
agricultural users shall "reduce water usage to the maximum extent possible." All WSRPs are 
reviewed and approved by the State. The language within the rule states that during exceptional 
drought designation "water users shall reduce water use by at least 20% below the amount used in 
the month prior." As stated previously, the WSRPs for public water supplies downstream of Jordan 
Lake are not built into the CFNRBHM. Based on the 20% reduction target in the NCAC, the reduction 
in water withdrawal for those withdrawals downstream of Jordan Lake could be approximately 43 - 
52 MGD (66 - 80 CFS) depending on the time of year of the drought occurrence. This estimate 
includes reductions for Pender County and all withdrawals at L&D #1. Therefore, the results of 
hydrologic modeling represent a conservative evaluation of flows during drought conditions.   

A flow-duration plot for the Cape Fear River flows below L&D #1 is provided in Exhibit 5-3. This plot 
shows the percent of time that river flow is below a specified flow rate. A plot focusing on the 
lowest 10 percent of lowest flows for the period of record (1930-2011) is provided in Exhibit 5-4. 
Exhibit 5-5 presents the time series plot for the 2007 drought period. Exhibit 5-6 presents a low flow 
comparison of the 2045 scenarios to the 2010 Baseline scenario for the 2007 drought. Appendix F 
contain plots that provide the same data presented in Exhibit 5-5 and 5-6 for the other two droughts 
or record (1950’s and 2002 drought periods).   

 

EXHIBIT 5-3  
Period of Record Flow Duration Comparison below L&D #1 
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EXHIBIT 5-4  
Low Flow Duration Comparison below L&D #1 

  
EXHIBIT 5-5 
Flow Comparison for the 2007 Drought (below L&D #1) 

 



 

5-8 
 

EXHIBIT 5-6  
Low Flow Comparison of 2045 Scenarios to the 2010 Baseline Scenario for the 2007 Drought (below L&D #1)

 

5.1.1.1.3 Water Supply 

The small shift in river flows in 2045 will not impact the downstream water withdrawal of 
International Paper. While no significant public water supply withdrawals are located downstream 
of L&D 1, a small amount of water is supplied by International Paper to the Town of Riegelwood. 
Implementation of WSRPs will also mitigate the effects below L&D #1 from increased water 
withdrawals upstream during periods of drought. 

5.1.1.1.4 Water Quality 

The small shifts in instream flows in 2045 were also evaluated in the context of the potential to 
impact water quality in the Cape Fear River downstream of L&D #1. Previous water quality analyses 
conducted as part of the evaluation for the Brunswick County IBT and as part of the reclassification 
of the LCRFE from Class C to Class SC Sw were reviewed. River flow and temperature were found to 
not be strongly correlated to DO and pH in the evaluation conducted as part of the Brunswick 
County IBT. Water quality conditions in this reach, including DO and pH, are influenced by the 
adjacent natural systems (Tetra Tech, 2013). In addition, immediately downstream of L&D #1, a 
lunar tidal influence of up to 2 feet is also present and contributes to water quality conditions 
(USACE, 2011).  

In 2014, NCDEQ indicated that a change to the classification of the LCFRE from Class SC to Class SC 
Sw was appropriate to recognize the primary influence of natural drainage from riverine and 
saltwater marsh systems in the watershed on DO concentrations. The SC Sw standards allow DO 
levels of less than 5.0 mg/L if caused by natural conditions and pH levels of as low as 4.3 if resulting 
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from natural conditions. Further analysis including a review of two decades of water quality data at 
five stations in this reach supported this reclassification and provided for the conclusion that water 
quality in the LCFRE is dominated by local, natural conditions found in the swamps adjacent to the 
river below L&D 1, as documented in a series of technical memos (CH2M HILL, 2014a and 2014b; 
Tetra Tech, 2014a and 2014b) developed for the reclassification process. It was concluded that these 
studies are also applicable to the proposed IBT and that any changes in instream flow from the IBT 
would result in insignificant changes in the factors that control water quality downstream of L&D #1. 

It is not anticipated that the IBT will have a significant effect on the natural factors that control the 
water quality in the Lower Cape Fear River. This is due to the small volume of water the IBT 
represents in comparison to the typical river flow and range of natural variability in flow, as well as 
the adjacent swamp/marsh and tidal influences downstream of L&D #1. 

Water quality impacts related to wastewater discharge are not expected to be significant. The 
County UDO requires community or public wastewater treatment systems for more dense 
development and if soils are unsuitable for a septic systems then the County Health Department will 
not issue a septic system permit, unless an engineered solution is constructed (ex. a mounded 
infiltration area). Water quality modeling of the LCFRE showed only a 0.3 mg/L change in DO as a 
result of the complete elimination of all wastewater point source discharges in the model (Bowen et 
al., 2009), reinforcing the conclusions presented in relation to water quality in the preceding 
paragraphs. This is because of the dominance of natural factors and tidal influences. NPDES permit 
values, which are based on low flows, will not be impacted as assimilative capacity in the Cape Fear 
River will not be affected by the small change in low flow that will result from the proposed increase 
in IBT.   

5.1.1.2 Groundwater 
As water services are expanded, fewer residents will rely on groundwater as a public water supply 
source. Residents are voluntarily switching to municipal water service due to concerns including iron 
content, taste and odor, as well as well failure from siltation (Gray, 2016). This is a positive impact to 
the groundwater resources of the Study Area by reducing the demand for groundwater as a source 
for drinking water and the risk of salt water intrusion impacting the water supply, a growing concern 
in coastal areas. Groundwater is also vulnerable to improperly operating septic tanks and other 
surface discharges of contaminants, such as agricultural use, which can contribute to exposure to 
bacteria, viruses, and other pathogens in untreated water sources including private groundwater 
wells. A common issue with shallow private groundwater wells in the area is high iron content and 
hardness (Land Management Group, Inc., 2014a and 2014b).  

5.1.1.3 Wetlands 
Wetland complexes within the Study Area are primarily located within the game lands, as presented 
in Exhibit 4-17, as well as coastal, riparian and floodplain areas. The wetlands nearest to the Cape 
Fear River would have the potential to be impacted by water withdrawal if the withdrawal pattern 
changes the surface water elevation of the Cape Fear River. Results of the hydrologic modeling show 
that long-term changes to river stage and in-stream flow in the Cape Fear River were minimal for all 
scenarios. The primary difference is a result of growth in future withdrawals in the Cape Fear River 
basin upstream of L&D #1.  

During periods of extreme low flow (drought periods), the river level shows a greater reduction in 
flow below L&D #1, with the greatest cumulative changes during these periods attributed to 
increased withdrawals upstream of L&D #1. The effect from the proposed increase in IBT as well as 
other public water supplies from the Cape Fear River will be mitigated by the implementation of the 
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State required WSRPs. These periods should not have long-term effects on wetland areas as water 
needs for wetlands adjacent to the Cape Fear River should still be met. 

5.1.2 Topography 
Topography, including floodplains adjacent to the Cape Fear River and downstream, will not be 
impacted by the IBT. The impacts on water surface elevation, identified during the review of 
hydrologic modeling, were minimal for all scenarios. Floodplain functions will be unaltered.  

5.1.3 Aquatic Resources 
Aquatic resources in the Cape Fear River, Black River, Northeast Cape Fear River, their tributaries, 
the Intracoastal Waterway, and in the Atlantic Ocean downstream are not expected to be directly 
impacted by the proposed increase in IBT. The LCFWASA intake and associated Kings Bluff Raw 
Water Pumping Station are located just above L&D #1. LCFWASA expanded its intake in 2010 to 
accommodate a cumulative projected demand of 96 MGD across its customer base. LCFWASA 
completed an EA and received a FONSI, also included in Appendix B, addressing impacts associated 
with the increased withdrawal. The screen slot size for the new screens is approximately 0.118 inch, 
and the through velocity is less than 0.5 feet per second to reduce the potential for fish entrainment 
and impingement (McKim & Creed, 2008a). Considering the cumulative water demand projections 
for all LCFWASA customers for the planning period, the projected PCU water demand and IBT 
presented in Section 2 of this document will not require further modification to the intake and, 
therefore, will not alter the findings of the EA and FONSI mentioned above. 

River stage levels in the Cape Fear are not expected to be significantly altered both above and below 
L&D #1. The proposed IBT itself would not have any direct impacts on protected aquatic species and 
their habitats in the Study Area, since no construction is planned with the IBT. 

5.1.3.1 Anadromous Fish 
The maintenance of downstream flow is important to anadromous fish, especially with regard to 
flows from late winter through spring (February through June). Anadromous fish including the 
Shortnose Sturgeon, American Shad, and Striped Bass travel from the Cape Fear estuary to areas 
above L&D #1 during their spawning periods in late winter and spring. As discussed in Section 4, a 
rock arch fish ladder was built at L&D #1 by the USACE to provide passage for spawning fish. The 
design of the fish ladder accounts for flows during the spawning period including an assumed 
“spawning flow” of 5,000 CFS (USACE, 2010). The average simulated flow using the CFNRBHM during 
the spawning period for the 2010 Baseline model scenario is 6,927 CFS, and the median flow is 4,450 
CFS. 

A frequency analysis was performed to quantify the percent of time the Cape Fear River was at or 
below the spawning flow of 5,000 CFS. The increase in the frequency of flows below 5,000 CFS 
between the 2010 Baseline and the 2045 Maximum Withdrawal scenarios is 0.9 percent above L&D 
#1 and 1.7 percent below L&D #1. These percent changes are small in comparison to the natural 
variability of the flow in the Cape Fear River during this period of the year. In addition to the 
frequency analysis for the spawning flow, the Cape Fear River flow statistics for the spawning period 
below L&D #1 were also reviewed and are presented in Exhibit 5-7. The spawning period reviewed 
was from February through June to cover the range of time for peak spawning for all of the 
identified anadromous fish species for the Cape Fear River (NCDEQ, 2015a). 
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EXHIBIT 5-7 
Model Scenario Comparison - Cape Fear River Statistics Below L&D #1 for the Anadromous Fish Spawning Period                   
(February-June) 

Scenario Average Median 10th Percentile 5th Percentile 

2010 Baseline - River Flow (CFS) 6,927 4,450 1,093 875 

2045 Baseline - River Flow (CFS) 6,856 4,358 1,059 846 

2045 Requested IBT - River Flow (CFS) 6,837 4,339 1,038 825 

Difference from 2045 Baseline (CFS) -19 -18 -21 -21 

Difference from 2045 Baseline (percent) -0.3% -0.4% -2.0% -2.4% 

2045 Maximum Withdrawal -  River Flow (CFS) 6,746 4,267 972 757 

Difference from 2045 Baseline (CFS) -109 -90 -87 -89 

Difference from 2045 Baseline (percent) -1.6% -2.1% -8.4% -10.8% 

     

During the spawning period, reductions at the 5th percentile flow level of 2.4% may result from the 
proposed IBT. In addition, there is only a 0.8 percent change in the frequency of flow below the 
assumed average “spawning flow.”  Based on a review of USGS gaging station data for 2007 through 
2016, at L&D #1, it was identified that the water surface elevation for the 5th percentile flow for the 
2045 Baseline scenario, 846 cfs, equated to a river stage of between 12.1 and 12.7 ft above MSL.  
The minimum water stage simulated as part of this evaluation was approximately 11.5 feet above 
MSL for the spawning period, 6 inches above the dam crest for L&D #1. To mitigate the effect of low 
flows during the spawning period, the center of the fish ladder was designed to be between one and 
two feet lower that the rest of the ladder. This allows the concentration of flow in the middle of the 
fish ladder to allow continued fish passage during low flow events (USACE, 2011). 

In-stream flow patterns will not be significantly impacted, which protect in-stream aquatic habitat, 
aquatic resources and water quality, as well as fish passage access. 

5.1.4 Other Resources 
Within the Study Area, other resources, as categorized in Section 4, include: 

• Soils 

• Wildlife Resources and Natural Vegetation 

• Land Use and Land Cover 

• Agricultural Land and Prime or Unique Farmland 

• Forested Resources 

• Public Lands and Scenic and Natural Areas 

• Areas of Archaeological and Historic Value 

• Air Quality 

• Noise Levels 
These resources are not expected to be directly affected by the proposed increase in IBT. This 
conclusion is based on the following: 
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• There are no construction activities directly associated with the proposed IBT. 

• The results of the hydrologic modeling indicate that no significant impacts are expected in the 
future. 

• Any future facility construction needed to meet future water demands may require its own 
environmental review process and/or environmental permitting depending on the 
characteristics of the project. 

5.2 Secondary and Cumulative Impacts 
This section outlines the SCI associated with the continued development expected in the Study Area 
and the provision of water service to meet these new demands, as well as expand PCU’s service area. 
While water service is being expanded, Pender County is not planning large-scale addition of a 
centralized sanitary sewer system. The continuation of onsite wastewater treatment, either with 
septic system or small community systems, approach will in general keep development densities lower 
than with a centralized system. It is predicted that the potential for SCI to most resources associated 
with an increase in IBT is similar to that of the no action alternative in that water demands could be 
met with an increase in individual and/or community system groundwater wells.  

It is generally expected that the potential for SCI will be occur along major, existing transportation 
corridors such as US 17 and NC 210 and along the coast. Population growth will occur at a slower 
pace throughout the more rural portions of the Study Area, and therefore, the likelihood of any SCI 
in these areas is limited. Any development within the Study Area is subject to coastal area 
protection programs that are designed to both protect natural resources and protect development 
from the hazards of the coastal region.  

The discussion provided in the following sections reflect a general analysis of the potential for 
development to impact specific resources in the Study Area, given current land use practices, 
growth patterns, literature records and input from State agencies. Mitigation efforts to limit the 
potential for SCI, or significance of SCI, are discussed in Section 6.  

5.2.1 Water Resources 
5.2.1.1 Surface Water 
SCI to surface water resources have the potential to occur across the Study Area, as development occurs 
and water distribution infrastructure is added. Population density is not expected to significantly increase 
in areas where water service is being provided to existing residents; however it is expected to increase to 
a limit achievable with a decentralized sanitary sewer system along major transportation routes and 
within the eastern portion of the county. The following SCI resulting from an increase in impervious area 
could occur without mitigative measures: 

• Increase in stormwater runoff velocities  
• Increase in stormwater quantities 
• Increase in pollutant loading in runoff 

As a result of the increase in population and associated development, the impervious area within 
the Study Area will increase, resulting in an increase in stormwater runoff during a rain event due to 
a decrease in pervious areas. Pollutant loads and scouring will increase without practices to control 
runoff rates. Without adequate controls, typical urban stormwater pollutants include sediment, 
nutrients (nitrogen, phosphorus), bacteria (fecal coliform as indicators), and potential toxicants 
(metals, oil and grease, hydrocarbons, and pesticides). The increase in runoff may increase pollutant 
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loads, which will cause a decline in water quality and create subsequent secondary impacts on 
aquatic habitat, wetlands, and sensitive aquatic and amphibian species in the area.  

Increases in impervious surface will increase the rate of runoff, which also may impact fluvial system 
stability, stream channel sinuosity, streambank slopes, floodplain and adjacent wetland dynamics, and 
hydrologic flow rates, and thus aquatic and riverine habitats. For example, during storms, a higher 
amount of rainfall will flow directly to streams, causing higher storm event flows, which may cause 
streambank erosion and a degraded aquatic habitat. Less rainfall will percolate to groundwater, which 
can reduce base stream flow during dry weather.  

Infrastructure construction including roads may impact water quality, particularly where they cross 
streams. There are sediment impacts from construction, although the use of proper erosion and 
sediment controls help minimize this impact. In general, there is also a cumulative direct impact from 
previous crossings and other future crossings. 

NCDEQ monitoring of both benthic macroinvertebrate and fish communities within the Study Area 
will indicate if any water quality declines are impacting aquatic communities. The composition of 
these aquatic communities provides insight into the effects of sediment loading, nutrient 
enrichment, and stream temperature changes, to name a few parameters. 

Land use changes may impact both water quality and quantity in the Study Area. These impacts may limit 
or impede the ability of the State to prepare and effectively implement management strategies to 
improve water quality in Section 303(d)-listed waterbodies, which are discussed in Section 4.1.1.  

As previously mentioned, significant water resources protection programs are in place at the local 
level and in accordance with the coastal stormwater rules and CAMA. Implementation and 
enforcement of these programs will prevent significant SCI to water resources; further discussion of 
these programs are included in Section 6. 

5.2.1.2 Groundwater 
As evidenced by local approvals for water and sewer districts and associated infrastructure 
investment discussed in Section 1, residents desire the reliability of a centralized water system. As 
water services are expanded, fewer residents will rely on groundwater as a public water supply 
source. This is a positive secondary impact to the groundwater resources of the Study Area by 
reducing the demand on groundwater as a source for drinking water. Provision of a centralized 
water system also lowers the risk of salt water intrusion impacting the groundwater supply, a 
cumulative impact of overuse that is a growing concern in coastal areas.  

Future development may cumulatively degrade groundwater quality if contaminants common to 
urban activities reach the groundwater. These contaminants include fertilizers, petroleum products, 
semi-volatile and volatile organic compounds, and metals and nutrients from stormwater runoff. 
Such pollution can contaminate drinking water wells for communities and individual homes, making 
them unsuitable for potable water use. Potential sources of groundwater contamination include 
solid waste disposal sites, storage or use of hazardous substances, poorly designed or maintained 
septic systems, accidental spills, and leaking underground storage tanks. A general increase in 
impervious surfaces may also impede groundwater recharge and the groundwater’s ability to 
maintain base flow during drought conditions. 

Shallow groundwater resources are connected to surface waters and wetlands and, therefore, have 
a potential to be indirectly impacted if surface water hydrology is altered. Results of the hydrologic 
modeling show that long-term changes to river stage and in-stream flow in the Cape Fear River were 
minimal for the proposed increase in IBT. The primary difference is a result of growth in future 
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withdrawals in the Cape Fear River basin upstream of L&D #1. This minimal reduction in flow is not 
expected to affect nearby groundwater levels. Increased withdrawal from the Cape Fear River is not 
expected to impact river levels; therefore, no impacts on groundwater levels near the Cape Fear 
River are expected. 

5.2.1.3 Wetlands 
Growth that is partially facilitated by the availability of additional water supply, regardless of source, 
could impact wetlands in the Study Area. Wetlands occur throughout the Study Area but are primarily 
located within the game lands as presented in Exhibit 4-17 as well as coastal, riparian and floodplain 
areas. They are important habitats both environmentally and economically, as healthy coastal 
wetlands are important for the shellfish industry. Impacts could be direct and cumulative, in terms of 
filling or draining of wetlands for construction of roads, building sites, or utilities, although coastal 
program protections are greater than in other areas. The facilitation of more dense development 
along major transportation corridors and coastal areas could also have indirect impacts on wetlands, 
in terms of increased levels of silt and sediment from grading activities and the increased amount of 
nonpoint source pollutants entering the wetlands over the long term from development activities and 
urban land uses. 

Wetland losses may occur as land use changes occur and population density increases in the Study 
Area. Cumulative, wetland loss can result in habitat loss, habitat fragmentation, and reduction in 
species diversity. 

Wetland functions may also be decreased if pollutant impacts occur. For example, sediment loading 
from stormwater runoff may impact hydrology and vegetation within a wetland. Nutrient enrichment 
and other surface water pollutants may impact amphibians and aquatic organisms inhabiting a 
wetland. In the long term, overall quality and total acreage of wetlands may be decreased by SCI 
resulting from land use changes in the Study Area. As discussed in Sections 4 and 6, the majority of 
wetlands will be protected within the large game land areas as well as by existing coastal programs 
and floodplain regulations. Programs which protect wetlands are described in Section 6. These 
potential SCI are not expected to be significant and are not considered different from that expected with 
land use changes that could occur regardless of water source. 

5.2.2 Topography 
Within the Study Area, topographic features of importance are floodplains and coastal dunes. 
Growth and development could require grading and clearing activities, which can change a site’s 
topography, though current ordinances and regulations would protect topographic features to some 
extent.  

Floodplains, if left undisturbed, provide numerous functions, including wildlife habitat, surface 
water filtration, infiltration, and wildlife movement corridors. If development within the floodplain 
were permitted, the function of the floodplain would be reduced. Coastal dunes are present along 
the eastern edge of the Study Area and are protected as part of the coastal shoreline and ocean 
hazard system AECs. Structures must be built in accordance with building codes that account for 
floodplains, wave action, and the erosion setback line from the coast, and these actions protect 
against damage from storm surges. Changes to topography and protection against the loss of soils 
are addressed through federal and local floodplain and shoreline protection requirements and 
building codes as discussed in Section 6. These potential SCI are not expected to be significant and are 
not considered different from that expected with land use changes that could occur regardless of 
water source.  
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5.2.3 Soils 
As land is developed, clearing and grading result in soil disturbance. When heavy equipment is used 
on development sites, soils become compacted. During grading, soil is moved; in some areas, it is 
removed, while in other areas it is replaced. Thus, the locations of soil types may change. During 
clearing and grading, some soils are eroded, but the resulting impacts can be minimized through the 
enforcement of sediment and erosion control permitting and by following an approved site plan in 
accordance with Pender County’s and the co-applicants regulations described in Section 6.  

Another disturbance to soils occurs with increased site runoff, increasing the volume and rate of 
stormwater entering stream channels. In these stream channels, increased stresses and altered 
hydrology could occur, creating the potential for more erosion and loss of soils into stream channels 
unless adequate development restrictions, buffers, and ordinances are in place.  

All stormwater plans and programs, as required under the coastal stormwater rules, are currently 
implemented or in development by Pender County and the co-applicants as discussed in Section 6. 
These measures, in addition to sediment and erosion control permitting, will limit cumulative 
impacts of increased land disturbance and associated stormwater runoff on soils and topography. 
These potential SCI are not expected to be significant and are not considered different from that 
expected with development that could occur regardless of water source. 

5.2.4 Wildlife Resources and Natural Vegetation 
Wildlife resources are primarily impacted by reductions in available habitat. While areas of 
concentrated development within the Study Area may impact wildlife resources through the 
continued loss, fragmentation, or degradation of sensitive and non-sensitive aquatic and terrestrial 
species and their habitats, this will be limited by the continued implementation of Pender County’s 
land use regulations as well as those of the co-applicants. While pockets of concentrated 
development are expected along the coastal corridor and along major transportation corridors, 
significant land use changes across the majority of the Study Area are not anticipated. 

Other potential cumulative impacts of habitat loss may include an increase in distances between 
suitable habitats for a given species and may overall result in the loss of species diversity. Habitat 
fragmentation makes wildlife movement more difficult. Over time, a loss in the number of wildlife 
individuals may occur as fewer and fewer acres of suitable habitat remain. Large tracts of pocosins 
are protected within the Holly Shelter and Angola Bay game lands, limiting potential impacts to 
these unique coastal plain features within Pender County and providing significant undisturbed 
areas of habitat.  

While the Endangered Species Act (ESA) protects threatened and endangered species from takings, 
SCI to a species’ habitat may, over the long term, reduce the number of individuals of a species. A 
list of potentially present federally listed species within the Study Area is included in Section 4.4.2. 
These potential impacts to wildlife, including protected species, and natural areas are not expected 
to be significant with continued implementation of CAMA programs and local land use planning. 
Impacts to fish communities, as well as forested areas and habitats, are discussed below. 

5.2.5 Aquatic Resources 
Aquatic resources within the Study Area include a variety of species ranging from those dependent 
on freshwater habitats to anadromous species to those species that thrive along the coast. 
Degradation of water quality and aquatic habitats can impact aquatic resources, including fish and 
shellfish communities. Sources of degradation include increasing erosion of stream channels, 
sedimentation from construction activities, changed hydrology from increased impervious surfaces, 
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and increased stormwater runoff containing high levels of nonpoint source pollutants. These 
changes may affect a fish or mussel community by altering species diversity and/or the number of 
individuals within a community, thus decreasing the potential for a sustainable healthy community. 
Those species that are less tolerant of habitat stress and pollutants may disappear from a 
community, causing a decrease in species diversity. This may occur without a change in the overall 
quantity of individuals present, or both may occur: a community may lose diversity and population.  

One of the changes that may impact the community is sediment loading from construction activities 
and runoff from increased impervious areas. Channel substrate can be altered. Insectivorous fish 
species dependent on healthy benthic macroinvertebrate communities may be impacted by a loss or 
change in their food source. Darters and other fish species dependent on riffle habitats may disappear 
with habitat impacts. Increased algal growth from additional nutrient loading may also contribute to 
water quality degradation or impact habitat. Another factor that can change a fish community is the 
replacement of sensitive fish species by pollutant-tolerant exotic species.  

The use of proper erosion and sediment controls and implementation of the coastal stormwater 
rules helps minimize such impacts. In addition, construction measures such as properly burying road 
culverts to a sufficient depth to preserve natural substrates and provide aquatic habitat 
connectivity. In general, these impacts are direct impacts, but there is also a cumulative direct 
impact from previous crossings and other future crossings.  

Besides water quality changes, water quantity changes could also impact aquatic resources and their 
available habitat. The hydrologic modeling results indicate that water quantity changes below L&D 
#1 are not expected to be significant even during low flow conditions.  

As with wildlife, while the ESA protects threatened and endangered species from takings, SCI to 
aquatic species’ habitat may, over the long term, reduce the number of individuals of a species. A 
list of potentially present federally listed aquatic species within the Study Area is included in Section 
4.5.2. 

These potential impacts to aquatic life, including protected species, and aquatic habitats are not 
expected to be significant and are not considered different from that expected with those that could 
occur regardless of water source. 

5.2.6 Land Use and Land Cover 
Impacts of land use changes would result from residential, commercial, and industrial growth, 
converting more rural or undeveloped land to suburban uses. Development activities are predicted 
to occur mainly along Interstate 40 and US 421 and US 17, and coastal areas. Additionally, the lack 
of a centralized sanitary sewer system will limit the density of growth. The pattern of development 
is expected to be in line with Pender County’s land use plan and those of the co-applicants. These 
plans guide development away from environmentally sensitive areas. Further land cover discussion 
is provided in Section 6. These potential SCI are not expected to be significant and are not considered 
different from that expected with land use changes that could occur regardless of water source.  

5.2.7 Agricultural Land and Prime or Unique Farmland 
The amount of agricultural lands could be reduced in the Study Area as lands are converted. This 
includes the conversion of acres of prime farmland soils. Recent slow growth has already converted 
some acres of agriculture and prime farmland soils within the Study Area to other land uses, 
especially near the main transportation corridors. This conversion and disturbance of soils would 
likely continue to occur even without the proposed IBT as residential lots and commercial growth 
along the transportation corridors could be serviced by wells and septic systems or private 
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wastewater systems. While the pattern of growth may be different than predicted, and density may 
be lower, some prime farmland soils will still likely be converted and/or disturbed. These potential 
SCI are not expected to be significant and are not considered different from that expected with 
development that could occur regardless of water source.  

5.2.8 Forested Resources 
Approximately 77.5 percent of the Study Area is considered forested land cover (USGS, 2011). The 
majority of the forested lands within the Study Area are preserved through game lands, forestry 
land uses, and a generally rural residential land use density throughout the majority of Pender 
County. Overall, as development progresses, forested wildlife habitat will be reduced within the 
Study Area and may become more fragmented. The potential for impacts is expected to be 
concentrated along the major transportation corridors. Forested communities are likely to remain 
along stream channels.  

Cumulative forest impacts related to growth are not dependent on a specific water source, only that 
an adequate water supply and other resources are available. Development activities are predicted 
to occur mainly in along Interstate 40 and US 421 and US 17, and coastal areas. The pattern of 
development is expected to be in line with Pender County’s land use plan and those of the co-
applicants. These plans guide development away from environmentally sensitive areas, as well as 
large tracts of forested conservation areas. These potential SCI are not expected to be significant and 
are not considered different from that expected with development that could occur regardless of 
water source. 

5.2.9 Public Lands and Scenic and Natural Areas 
Growth in the Study Area should have limited impact on scenic and recreational areas that are 
currently in use. These areas could become more valued by the community as open spaces are 
converted to other land uses. Other planned open spaces in Pender County’s land use plan and those 
of the co-applicants could also be added and prioritized by parks and recreation departments in the 
future. A large percentage of the open space in the Study Area is the NCWRC game lands, as illustrated 
on Figure 4-17. 

Adverse SCI to public lands, NHNAs, and recreational lands within the Study Area are not likely to 
occur. Many NHNAs are present within these areas, and growth and development within the Study 
Area could instead increase the value of these public areas and their scenic value and natural 
resources.  

Growth in the Study Area is expected regardless of the water source available. These potential SCI 
are not expected to be significant and are not considered different from that expected with 
development that could occur regardless of water source.  

5.2.10 Areas of Archaeological and Historic Value 
SCI to areas of archaeological or historic value within this Study Area would be limited. Those places 
already listed would be protected in accordance with current regulations. Large development 
activities would require investigation of the potential for historic value, according to current 
regulations. Historic areas could be impacted directly by future projects creating cumulative 
impacts, but secondary impacts would be unlikely. Impacts to historic resources would be assessed 
individually during project planning, likely at the county level, if properties are not listed on a NRHP. 
The greatest potential for SCI is along the transportation corridors of Interstate 40 and US 421 and 
US 17, and its coastal areas, where most of the growth is predicted to occur, but historic resources 
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are limited throughout the Study Area. A list of historic places within the Study Area is included in 
Section 4.10.  

Some loss of historic resources could inadvertently occur with development. For example, an 
unknown cemetery could be destroyed. Where historic resources are known, they should be 
protected over time. These potential SCI are not expected to be significant and are not considered 
different from that expected with development that could occur regardless of water source.  

5.2.11 Air Quality 
The cumulative impacts of a growing population may impact air quality in the Study Area. These 
impacts would be more likely to occur along the major routes of transit along Interstate 40, US 421, 
and US 17. As more vehicles travel within the Study Area, levels of emitted air pollution may locally 
increase. Even without the proposed IBT, the population within the area is likely to increase and 
contribute to higher levels of air pollution. While industrial emissions may also increase in the Study 
Area, the primary source of air pollution is likely to continue to be vehicles. Without improved 
roadways, it is likely that traffic problems would increase, which could create air quality problems. 
Currently, Pender County is an attainment area for the six criteria pollutants listed in the Clean Air 
Act (CAA) ozone, particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, lead, carbon monoxide, and nitrogen dioxide.  

While air quality impacts could occur, long-term cumulative effects of development in the Study 
Area are unlikely to have a significantly different impact on air quality than if water were obtained 
through another source. It is worthy to note that if water from the Atlantic Ocean or brackish 
groundwater were utilized as a source water, which require significant amounts of energy to treat 
(Alternative 5), or pumping facilities were built to return treated wastewater to the Cape Fear River 
(Alternative 3) there will be greater energy demands for PCU operation and an increased potential 
for impacts to air quality. The major pollutant of concern in the region as a whole is ozone. This 
would continue to be managed by the current vehicle testing program, thereby limiting impacts. Any 
additional commercial or industrial sources would comply with air quality regulations.  

5.2.12 Noise Levels 
The predicted growth in the Study Area will produce greater amounts of noise from a greater 
density of land uses, more people living in the area, more businesses and industries operating in the 
area, and an increase in number of vehicles using local roadways. The continued growth and 
development of the Study Area will impact community noise levels through the introduction of 
additional domestic and commercial traffic and intensification of industry. High noise levels can also 
impact human health but are not expected. Development will increase the base level of noise, 
potentially impacting wildlife behavior. This growth is expected to occur primarily along the 
transportation corridors of Interstate 40 and US 421 and US 17, and coastal areas. However, these 
SCI are not expected to be significant as they would occur regardless of the water supply source 
provided. 

5.2.13 Introduction of Toxic Substances 
Toxic substances and their cleanup are regulated primarily by the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act (CERCLA). The main goals of these laws and their associated regulations are to eliminate or 
reduce toxic waste, clean up waste that has been leaked, spilled, or improperly disposed of, and 
protect people from harmful wastes. 

As development continues in the Study Area, the potential for release of toxic substances from 
residential and commercial sources increases. The improper disposal of these substances could have 
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adverse impacts on the environment by entering the groundwater system. Improper disposal could 
impact groundwater and surface water quality and potentially impact human health through 
drinking water supplies, fish consumption, and other means. 

The long-term impact of new toxic discharges to surface- and groundwater from increased 
development, associated stormwater runoff, and accidental and/or intentional spill of household and 
industrial chemicals in the Study Area, could lead to declines in water quality without proper 
protective measures in place. These potential SCI are not expected to be significant and are not 
considered different from that expected with development that could occur regardless of water 
source. 
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SECTION 6 

6 Mitigation 
Pender County is a growing area due to local beach community access as well as its location near 
Wilmington. Pender County has set strategic priorities related to economic development, has 
invested in the Pender Commerce Park on US 421, and is expanding public infrastructure into areas 
of Pender County that do not currently have water utility services. In addition to the water system 
expansion that is currently underway and planned near-term, PCU has engaged in this planning 
process with neighboring utilities, including all other utility providers within Pender County, to 
ensure that they can support the water needs of these communities in the future. The communities 
that have decided to partner with PCU as a co-applicant in the IBT certificate process include the 
Town of Burgaw, Town of Topsail Beach, Town of Surf City, Town of Wallace, and Utilities, Inc. 

Expansion of PCU’s water service area will require additional permits and other regulatory activities 
outside those addressed in this EA to help protect the natural environment. These activities include 
construction of water lines and expansion of the WTP, which is expected to be necessary within this 
planning period. PCU understands it will be required to follow the current permit requirements and 
reviews applicable for the expansion of a public water supply system, including NCDEQ Public Water 
Supply Section requirements.  

This section identifies and discusses the federal, state, and local programs that mitigate the 
potential direct impacts and SCI discussed in Section 5. With these measures in place, it is not 
expected that any significant impacts would occur as a result of obtaining an IBT certificate and 
providing additional surface water supply to Pender County and its co-applicants. 

6.1 Summary of Federal and State Regulations and 
Programs 

Numerous federal and state regulations and programs mitigate impacts related to growth. These 
include: the ESA, the CWA, the CAMA, the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), stormwater 
regulations, nutrient management strategies, various laws and programs related to archaeological 
protection, the Sedimentation and Pollution Control Act, and the Water Supply Watershed (WSW) 
Protection Program. Exhibit 6-1 summarizes these programs and indicates whether local 
involvement is needed to fully implement them. Where local programs are needed to implement 
the state and federal regulations/programs, the program description is provided under the local 
regulations and programs discussion later in Section 6.2. 

6.1.1 Endangered Species Act 
The 1973 ESA conserves ecosystems upon which threatened and endangered species of fish, 
wildlife, and plants depend, through federal action and state programs (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544, 87 
Stat. 884). The ESA (USFWS, 2013): 

• Authorizes the determination and listing of species as endangered and threatened. 

• Prohibits unauthorized taking, possession, sale, and transport of endangered species. 

• Provides authority to acquire land for the conservation of listed species, using land and water 
conservation funds. 

• Authorizes establishment of cooperative agreements and grants-in-aid to states that establish 
and maintain active and adequate programs for endangered and threatened wildlife and plants. 



 

6-2 
 

• Authorizes the assessment of civil and criminal penalties for violating the ESA or regulations. 

• Authorizes the payment of rewards to anyone furnishing information leading to arrest and 
conviction for any violation of the ESA or any regulation issued thereunder. 

• Requires federal agencies to ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by them 
is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or modify their critical 
habitat. 

6.1.2 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 662) states that whenever the waters or channel of 
a body of water are modified by a department or agency of the US, the department must first 
consult the USFWS, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and the lead state wildlife agency. 
The purpose of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act is to prevent or minimize impacts to wildlife 
resources and habitat due to water or land alterations. When modifications occur, provisions must 
be made for the conservation, maintenance, and management of wildlife resources and habitat in 
accordance with a plan developed with the wildlife protection agencies noted above (USBR, 1997). 

6.1.3 Clean Water Act 
In 1972, the CWA (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) was enacted to “restore and maintain the chemical, 
physical, and biological integrity of the Nation’s water.” The CWA includes a number of sections that 
are relevant to this project: 

• Section 303(d) of the CWA established a program to identify waters that do not support their 
designated uses and develop plans to address the impairments of these waters. 

• Section 401 of the CWA requires certification that a project does not violate the state’s water 
quality standards as administered by NCDEQ.   

• Section 404 of the CWA established a program to regulate the discharge of dredged and fill 
material into waters of the US, including wetlands.  

Additionally, the CWA provides the regulatory authority for managing sanitary sewer overflows and 
NPDES stormwater programs. 

6.1.3.1 Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act 

Section 303(d) of the CWA requires states to identify waters that do not support their classified 
uses. These waters must be prioritized, and a total maximum daily load (TMDL) must subsequently 
be developed. TMDLs are calculations that determine the maximum amount of a pollutant that a 
water body can assimilate and still meet water quality standards, and an allocation of that amount 
to the pollutant’s sources. As part of the TMDL development process, the sources of the pollutant 
must be identified and the allowable amount of pollutant must be allocated among the various 
sources within the watershed. Waterways in the Study Area that are included on the State 303(d) 
list are discussed in Section 4.1.1. 
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EXHIBIT 6-1  
Summary of Existing State and Federal Programs and the Environmental Resources They Protect 

Program or Regulation 
Local Govt. Program 

Required Wetlands 
Land 
Use 

Fish and 
Wildlife 

Sensitive 
Species 

Water Quality 
and/or 

Quantity 
Air 

Quality 
Ground-

water Noise Toxics 

ESA  X X X X X     

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act    X X      

CWA Section 303(d)  X  X  X    X 

CWA Section 404  X X X X X     

CWA Section 401  X X X X X     

CAMA X X X X X X    X 

Sanitary Sewer Overflow Regulations  X X X X X  X  X 

Coastal Stormwater Requirements X X X X X X    X 

Protection of Wetlands  X X X X X     

Isolated Wetland Protection  X X X X X     

Safe Drinking Water Act  X X   X  X  X 

Clean Air Act (CAA)       X    

Floodplain Management   X X   X     

National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) X X X X X X    X 

Archaeological Protection   X        

Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act   X        

National Historic Preservation Act   X        

Protection and Enhancement of Cultural 
Environment   X        

Farmland Protection Policy Act   X        

Sediment and Erosion Control X X X X X X     

Clean Water Management Trust Fund (CWMTF)/ 
State Revolving Fund (SRF)  (X) (X) (X) (X) (X)     

Division of Mitigation Services  X  X X X     

Groundwater Protection   X     X  X 

Nutrient Criteria Development Plan  X  X X X     

WSW Protection Program X X X X X X     

Land Conservation Incentives  (X) (X) (X) (X) (X)     

X = Demonstrates clear environmental benefits 
(X) = Shows potential for environmental benefits (policy only, program not mandatory, or regulation not yet adopted) 
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NCDWR is responsible for developing TMDLs or management strategies for the waters identified in 
Section 4.1.1. Currently, there are no drafted or approved TMDLs for the Study Area other than the 
statewide TMDL for mercury, but the PCU and the co-applicants will continue to work with NCDWR to 
implement TMDLs and associated management strategies if they are developed (NCDWR, 2016b).   

6.1.3.2 Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act  

Two main regulatory programs currently regulate impacts to jurisdictional waters, including streams and 
wetlands in the project area, both of which originate from CWA: Section 404, regulation of dredge and fill 
activities (which is administered by the USACE), and Section 401, certification that a project does not violate 
the state’s water quality standards (which is administered by NCDWR). All private and public construction 
activities over a specific acreage or stream length that affect jurisdictional waters are required to obtain 
certifications and permits from NCDEQ (Section 401 WQ Certification) and USACE (Section 404 Permits). 

The state’s 401 Water Quality Certification Program and the federal 404 Wetlands Protection Program 
protect jurisdictional waters by requiring avoidance and mitigation for wetlands and streams across the 
state. However, it is possible for permits to be issued under both the state and federal programs that 
allow small impacts to jurisdictional waters.  

Section 401 of the CWA (33 U.S.C. 1341) requires any applicant for a federal license or permit that 
conducts any activity that may result in a discharge of a pollutant into waters of the United States to 
obtain a certification from the state in which the discharge originates or would originate, or, if 
appropriate, from the interstate water pollution control agency having jurisdiction over the affected 
waters. The jurisdiction is determined at the point where the discharge originates or would originate, 
and the discharge is required to comply with the applicable effluent limitations and water quality 
standards (USEPA, 2016) 

In 2006, the Supreme Court addressed the jurisdictional scope of Section 404 of the CWA specifically in 
terms of the scope of “the waters of the U.S.” statement, in Rapanos v. U.S. and in Carabell v. U.S. The 
rulings of each case provide analytical standards for the determination of jurisdiction of water bodies 
that are not traditional navigable waters (TNW) or wetlands adjacent to TNWs. Wetlands adjacent to 
non-TNWs are subject to jurisdiction of the CWA if (1) the water body is a relatively permanent water 
(RPW), i.e., flows year-round or at least 3 months of the year, or is a wetland that directly abuts an RPW; 
or (2) a water body, including adjacent wetlands, has a significant nexus, based on the biological, 
physical, or chemical integrity, with TNWs (USACE, 2008). 

6.1.4 Coastal Area Management Act 
In 1974, the CAMA (G.S 113A-134.9) was enacted by the NC General Assembly to “establish a 
comprehensive plan for the protection, preservation, orderly development, and management of the 
coastal area of North Carolina.” Twenty counties, including Pender County, are designated as coastal 
counties under CAMA’s jurisdiction. The purpose of the rule is to insure the orderly and balanced use of 
the state’s coastal resources.   

The goals of CAMA are to provide for the: 

• Protection, preservation, and conservation of natural resources and management of transitional or 
intensely developed areas and areas especially suited to intensive use or development, as well as 
areas of significant natural value. 

• Economic development of the coastal area. 
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• Recreation and tourist facilities and parklands. 

• Transportation and circulation patterns for the coastal area including major thoroughfares, 
transportation routes, navigation channels and harbors, and other public utilities and facilities. 

• Preservation and enhancement of the historic, cultural, and scientific aspects of the coastal area. 

• Protection of present common-law and statutory public rights in the lands and waters of the coastal 
area. 

• Any other purposes deemed necessary or appropriate to effectuate the policy of this Article. 

Under CAMA, the Coastal Resources Commission (CRC) reviews and permits development activities in 
coastal areas, but especially in areas defined as AEC. These AECs include small surface WSWs and public 
water supply well fields. The permitting process monitors development activities to prevent harm to 
AEC functions. The Commission designates development activities in either a major development or 
minor development class. Some minor maintenance and improvement activities are exempt from permit 
requirements. The Commission may consider the development size, impact on AEC, frequency of 
development class, onsite oversight, and public review when issuing a permit. In Section 6.2 the 
initiatives and plans in place for Local governments to meet the planning requirements included in 
CAMA are discussed (NCDCM, 2016c). 

6.1.5 Sanitary Sewer Overflows  
The USEPA prohibits discharges to waters of the United States from municipal separate storm sewer 
systems (MS4s), unless authorized by an NPDES permit. In April 2000, the USEPA released the 
Compliance and Enforcement Strategy Addressing Combined Sewer Overflows and Sanitary Sewer 
Overflows (USEPA, 2000). In summary, each USEPA region is responsible for developing an enforcement 
response plan, which includes an inventory of sanitary sewer overflow (SSO) violations. Municipalities 
typically obtain guidance from the NCDEQ and USEPA for their systems. While PCU and the co-applicants 
maintain small collection system networks, eliminating SSO is a high priority for public health, 
environmental, and regulatory reasons, as it is for the State of North Carolina. PCU and its co-applicants 
seek not only to comply with the minimum requirements regulating its operations, but also to eliminate 
SSOs in their system to the maximum extent feasible.  

State regulations (15A NCAC 2B.05.06) require municipalities and other wastewater treatment operators 
to report wastewater spills from discharges of raw sewage from broken sewer lines and malfunctioning 
pump stations within 24 hours. NCDWR adopted policies that include strict fines and other enforcement 
programs to protect surface water quality from wastewater spills. Other state regulations (15A NCAC 
02T 0.0100) require permit applications for systems that do not discharge to surface waters. These 
systems includes sewer systems, disposal systems, treatment works, residual disposal/utilization 
systems, animal waste management systems, treatment of contaminated soils, and stormwater 
management systems. These permits apply to any activity that constructs, alters, extends, operates or 
contaminates these systems and apply to systems which discharge waste onto or below land surface 
(NCDEQ, 2006a).  

The North Carolina Clean Water Bill of 1999 provides for the development of permits for collection 
systems. PCU and the co-applicants must obtain Wastewater Collection System Permits, as necessary, 
that include requirements for inspections, sewer maintenance, and other operational items. 
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6.1.5.1 Coastal Stormwater Requirements  

Pender and Duplin Counties fall under the coastal county stormwater requirements set forth in 15A 
NCAC 02H .1005. Both residential and nonresidential developments are subject to these rules, 
depending on the size of the built upon area and proximity to waterways. Exemptions and exclusions are 
provided for in the rule. The following triggers apply: 

• All nonresidential development activities that will add more than 10,000 square feet of built 
upon area or that require a sediment and erosion control plan or a CAMA Major permit 

• All residential development that requires a sediment and erosion control plan and disturbs more 
than one acre of land that is part of a larger common plan of development 

Vegetative buffers are required in all developments subject to these rules. Vegetated conveyances 
should be used to transport stormwater runoff where possible. A 50-foot vegetative buffer is required 
for new development while a 30-foot wide buffer is required for redevelopment. In the case of streams, 
this buffer is measured from each bank. For other tidal waters and impounded structures, this buffer is 
measured perpendicular to the shoreline at the mean high waterline. Stormwater controls are 
permitted within these buffers. 

Built upon areas as defined in the rule are averaged, meaning that a portion of a development may be 
higher density than the overall project density, which may protect more open space, provided the 
higher density development is in upland lands. 

To protect Outstanding Resource Waters (ORW) and coastal fisheries, as defined by statute, a 
development within 575 feet of the mean high waterline of an ORW shall comply with applicable low 
density or high density requirements. Measures to protect ORW include a development density of 25 
percent or less. Other requirements for ORW and for areas within one-half miles of a Class SA water 
include: 

• Low density development by definition has a built upon area of 12 percent or less and is to 
include vegetated conveyances to transport stormwater runoff where possible  

• High density development with a built upon area greater than 12 percent shall have no direct 
outlet channels or pipes to Class SA (shellfish) waters unless specially permitted.  

o Low impact development (LID) measures are to be employed so as to control and treat 
stormwater generated by one and one-half inches of rainfall, or the difference in the 
stormwater runoff from all surfaces from the predevelopment and postdevelopment 
conditions for a one-year, 24-hour storm.  

o Any stormwater runoff from development that is in excess of the design volume must 
flow overland through a vegetative filter with a minimum length of 50 feet measured 
from the mean high water of Class SA waters 

• New points of stormwater discharge to Class SA waters are prohibited for all development 
activities.  

• An increase in volume or capacity of stormwater flow through conveyances to Class SA waters is 
prohibited, including any modification or redesign of a stormwater conveyance system. The net 
amount or rate of stormwater discharge through existing outfalls to Class SA waters is 
prohibited from increasing. 
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Other coastal development not subject to the rules summarized above fall under rules depending on the 
density of development. If the development is low density, in this application defined as having a built 
upon area of 24 percent or less, or high density development, there are separate requirements. Low 
density developments are subject to the requirements for vegetative buffers and the use of vegetative 
conveyances while high density developments must use other stormwater control measures to store, 
control, and treat stormwater runoff generated by one and one-half inches of rainfall. 

Other developments that do not require a sediment and erosion control plan or a CAMA major 
development permit must obtain a stormwater management permit and use stormwater best 
management practices to control the first one and one-half inches of rain. Stormwater controls must be 
designed to: 

• Remove 85 percent of the average annual amount of total suspended solids (TSS) 

• Discharge the storm volume at a rate equal to or less than the predevelopment discharge rate 
for the one-year, 24-hour storm 

• For detention ponds, draw down the treatment volume no faster than 48 hours and no slower 
than 120 hours to limit velocities of runoff reaching waterways 

• Require separation from the high water table where practicable 

• And meet other criteria as defined in the rule 

6.1.6 Protection of Wetlands, Executive Order 11990 
EO 11990 (Protection of Wetlands) was issued to avoid long- and short-term adverse impacts associated 
with the destruction or modification of wetlands. Every federal agency must minimize the destruction, 
loss, and degradation of wetlands, as well as work to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial 
values of wetlands. Federal projects must avoid wetland impacts to the extent possible and, where 
avoidance is not possible, minimize impacts to wetlands (FEMA, 2015a). 

6.1.7 Isolated and Other Non-Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters Protection 
NCDWR has jurisdiction over wetlands and waters within the state’s borders that the USACE determines 
are not jurisdictionally under Section 404 of the CWA, which includes isolated wetlands and surface 
waters. Its requirements include permitting and mitigation measures for activities that results in a 
disturbance to a stream, wetland, or open water, which includes filling, excavating, draining, and 
flooding (NCDWR, 2016f).  

6.1.8 Safe Drinking Water Act 
The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) provides protection of public health by regulating the nation’s 
drinking water supply. The SDWA authorizes the USEPA to set national health standards for drinking 
water to protect against natural and man-made contaminants that may be found in public drinking 
water. The USEPA is charged with the responsibility of assessing and protecting drinking water sources, 
as well as ensuring the appropriate treatment of water by qualified operators. The USEPA is also 
responsible for ensuring the integrity of water delivery systems and informing the public of the quality 
of their drinking water supply (USEPA, 2004). 
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6.1.9 Clean Air Act 
The CAA (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) is intended to “protect and enhance the quality of the Nation’s air 
resources so as to promote the public health and welfare and the productive capacity of its population.” 
Section 118 of the CAA (42 U.S.C. 7418) requires that each federal agency with jurisdiction over any 
property or facility engaged in any activity that might result in the discharge of air pollutants comply 
with “all Federal, state, interstate, and local requirements” with regard to the control and abatement of 
air pollution (USCEP, 2004). 

In 2015, the 8-hour ozone NAAQS was revised to 0.070 parts per million (ppm). No air quality monitors in 
North Carolina violated the 8-hour ozone standard during the 2013-2015 ozone seasons (NCDEQ, 2015b). 
The declining ozone levels coincided with lower emissions from the state’s power plants. The state’s coal-
fired power plants have reduced their NOx emissions, a primary industrial contributor to ozone pollution, 
by more than 80 percent since the General Assembly enacted the Clean Smokestacks Act in 2002 (NCEMC, 
2013). Pender County is also in an attainment area for the five other criteria pollutants, which include 
particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, lead, carbon monoxide, and nitrogen dioxide (USEPA, 2015b). 

NCDAQ continues to implement an aggressive Air Awareness Education Program that encompasses daily 
reports on the ozone forecasts by meteorologists reported using media such as the internet, television, 
newspapers, and radio. The public has become very informed of ozone issues and steps they can take to 
reduce ozone emissions, which include combining errands into one trip, maintaining vehicles and lawn 
equipment, and using lawn equipment in the evening (NCDAQ, 2016). 

In addition to the effects on transportation, new and expanding industries in the Study Area are subject 
to strict emission control requirements. Air permits may be required for new or expanding treatment 
plants, depending on what technologies are utilized.   

6.1.10 Floodplain Management, Executive Order 11988 
EO 11988 (Floodplain Management) addresses the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated 
with the occupancy and modification of floodplains. Federal agencies must take action to reduce the risk 
of flood loss and flood impacts on human safety, health, and welfare. Agencies are also charged with the 
responsibility to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values of a floodplain. Federally 
supported projects that directly impact floodplains need to consider alternatives which avoid the 
floodplain (FEMA, 2015b). 

6.1.11 National Flood Insurance Program  
The NFIP, managed by the FEMA, was created in the 1960s in response to the rising cost of taxpayer-
funded disaster relief for flood victims and the increasing amount of damage caused by floods. 
Floodplain management under the NFIP is an overall program of corrective and preventive measures for 
reducing flood damage. It includes, but is not limited, to emergency preparedness plans, flood control 
works, and floodplain management regulations; and it generally covers zoning, subdivision, or building 
requirements and special-purpose floodplain ordinances. One aspect of the program is that it aids in the 
protection of stream riparian areas, wetlands, and coastal areas, and serves to protect water quality by 
restricting development in the floodplain. Information on the Study Area’s flood protection programs is 
presented in Section 6.2 (FEMA, 2015c).  
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6.1.12 Archaeological Protection 
Archaeological resources are protected on private and public lands through the North Carolina 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act, the Unmarked Human Burial and Human Skeletal Remains 
Protection Act, the North Carolina Archaeological Record Program, State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), 
and various federal laws. These laws are only applicable to projects that are state or federally approved, 
permitted, or funded, or exist on state or federal lands. Although this often exempts many private 
development projects, USACE does require archaeological reviews for any project that needs a CWA 
Section 404 permit.  

6.1.12.1 Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act 

The Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 provides protection of historical American 
sites, buildings, objects, and antiquities of national significance, as well as protecting all historical and 
archaeological data that could potentially be lost due to: 

• Flooding 

• Building of access roads 

• Erection of laborer communities 

• Relocation of highways and railroads 

• Alteration of terrain caused by the construction of dams (by the US government and private 
corporations) 

• Any alteration of terrain as a result of any federal construction project or any federally licensed 
project 

If any federal agency finds that a federally supported project may cause irreparable loss or destruction 
of scientific, prehistorical, historical, or archaeological data, the agency must notify the Department of 
the Interior so it may undertake recovery, protection, and preservation of the data (USNPS, 2000). 

6.1.12.2 National Historic Preservation Act 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) is the central act that establishes historic preservation 
law. The NHPA sets the policy for the US government to promote conditions in which historic properties 
can be preserved in harmony with modern society. The NHPA authorizes the Department of the Interior 
to establish, maintain, and expand the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The NHPA establishes 
responsibility to the NCSHPO to develop a statewide plan for preservation, surveying historic properties, 
nominating properties to the NRHP, providing technical assistance to federal, state, and local agencies, 
and undertaking the review of federal activities that affect historic properties (NCSHPO, 2008). 

6.1.12.3 Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment, Executive Order 11593 

EO 11593 (Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment) requires the federal 
government to provide leadership in preserving, restoring, and maintaining the historic and cultural 
environment of the nation. Federal agencies, in cooperation with state historic preservation agencies, 
are to locate, inventory, and nominate sites, buildings, districts, and objects as candidates for the NHRP. 
All sites listed within the NRHP shall be maintained to professional standards set by the Secretary of the 
Interior. Federal agencies that are directly or indirectly involved with the alteration or destruction of 
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property listed on the NHRP will take timely steps to make a record of all data present in that property. 
That record is kept in the Library of Congress (USNA, 1999).  

6.1.13 Farmland Protection Policy Act  
The purpose of the Farmland Protection Policy Act is to minimize the extent to which federal programs 
contribute to unnecessary and irreversible conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. The 
Farmland Protection Policy Act, enforced by the USDA, assures that federal programs will be 
administered in such a manner that they are not incompatible with state and local governments, as well 
as private programs with policies to protect farmland (USNRCS, 1999).   

6.1.14 Sediment and Erosion Control 
NCDEMLR administers programs to control erosion and sedimentation caused by land-disturbing 
activities on one or more acres of land. Control measures must be planned, designed, and constructed 
to protect from the calculated peak rate of runoff from a 10-year storm. Enforcement of the program is 
at the state level, but may be delegated to local governments with certified erosion control programs. 
PCU and the co-applicants either require development to demonstrate compliance with the North 
Carolina Sedimentation Pollution Control Act or run a designated Sediment and Erosion Control 
program, as discussed further in Section 6.2. 

6.1.15 North Carolina Clean Water Management Trust Fund  
The CWMTF was created by the 1996 North Carolina Legislature to help finance projects that specifically 
address water pollution problems. Its purpose was modified through the passage of the 2013-2014 
North Carolina budget and the fund is administered by NCDEQ. The non-regulatory program has funds 
to acquire lands with ecological, cultural and historic significance to the state as well as provide buffers 
around military bases. Usage of the CWMTF have been reduced due to the amount of money annually 
available in the fund.  

In 2013, The Nature Conservancy received CWMTF funding for acquisition for the Godwin Tracts on the 
Northeast Cape Fear in the Study Area (CWMTF, 2014). The 134-acre tract is to become part of Angola Bay 
Game Land, which it borders, to preserve habitat for several rare mussels and fish (The Nature 
Conservancy, 2014). 

6.1.16 State Revolving Fund 
As part of Session Law 2013-360, the funding of drinking water, wastewater improvements and 
conventional stormwater projects is now administered by the Division of Water Infrastructure and the 
State Water Infrastructure Authority. Most recently, the Town of Burgaw, a co-applicant, received 
funding for Fiscal Year 2014 from the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund for a rehabilitation of water 
lines, installation of an emergency generator, and installation of Automated Meter Reading (AMR) 
technology (NCDEQ, 2013). This type of project can limit water loss and therefore improve water 
conservation.  

6.1.17 Division of Mitigation Services  
The Division of Mitigation Services (DMS) was established as a non-regulatory program within NCDEQ 
to: 

• Provide a systematic approach for meeting NCDOT’s compensatory mitigation requirements. 
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• Maximize the ecological benefit of compensatory mitigation projects. 

• Reduce delays in the construction of transportation improvement projects associated with 
compensatory mitigation requirements. 

The DMS also provides a compensatory mitigation option for permit applicants other than the NCDOT and 
administers the Statewide Stream/Wetland Program, Riparian Buffer Mitigation Program, and Nutrient 
Offset program (NCDMS, 2016a).  

There are three sites within the Study Area that listed under the Tier 1 High Quality Preservation Sites 
from the 2014-2015 DMS Report (NCDMS, 2016b). Even though the purchase of these properties did not 
go to closing, it shows that properties within the Study Area are worthy of preservation and use of the 
DMS to meet mitigation needs is an opportunity for local resource protection.  

6.1.18 Groundwater Protection/Management  
Several regulations and programs exist at the state and local levels that protect groundwater from urban 
growth:  

• Wellhead Protection Program 

• Regulation of potential contamination sources 

• Management of groundwater contamination incidents 

• Ambient groundwater monitoring 

• Regulation of well construction 

These regulations and programs may afford some protection to groundwater wells from the most 
common forms of groundwater pollution—point sources such as chemical manufacturing facilities, 
underground storage tanks, and accidental spills. However, more diffuse and evasive groundwater 
pollutants from agricultural uses (livestock facilities and chemical application on crops) and urban land 
uses (over-application of fertilizers and improper use of toxic household chemicals) may not be well 
managed under these regulations and programs. As a result of unreliable groundwater supplies, Pender 
County has already changed to surface water to limit its impacts on aquifers. The county planning 
division has noted the need to reduce water demand to allow natural groundwater recharge and to 
enhance the protection of groundwater resources (Pender County, 2011). 

6.1.18.1 Central Coastal Plain Capacity Use Area 
The CCPCUA is a group of 15 coastal counties designated by the NC Environmental Management 
Commission. In 2002, this commission approved and implemented rules for this area which created a 
groundwater use permitting process. These rules includes requiring permits for groundwater users of 
more than 100,000 GPD and annual registration and reporting of withdrawals for both ground and 
surface water users of more than 100,000 GPD. While Pender County is not within the CCPCUA, the 
Town of Wallace, a co-applicant, is located in Duplin County, which is one of the 15 counties in the 
CCPCUA. With implementation of the program, continued water level recovery in the aquifers including 
a portion under Pender and Duplin Counties has been observed (NCDWR, 2016e).  

6.1.19 Nutrient Criteria Development Plan  
The NCDWR is evaluating nutrient criteria for three water body types in North Carolina: reservoirs/lakes, 
rivers/streams, and estuaries. First, they will develop nutrient criteria with one body of water from each 
body type. For the river/streams, the NCDWR chose the Middle Cape Fear River, which is upstream of 
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the Study Area. North Carolina wants to create nutrient criteria that are scientifically defensible and 
cost-effective. A panel, called the Scientific Advisory Council (SAC), has been assembled of experts from 
the fields of water quality, engineering, nutrient management, and nutrient biogeochemistry. This 
panel, along with a Criteria Implementation Committee (CIC), will assist the NCDWR and stakeholders 
with the nutrient criteria development and associated implementation and management and meet 
USEPA’s expectations for nutrient management programs (NCDWR, 2016g).  

6.1.20 Water Supply Watershed Protection Program 
The N.C. Environmental Management Commission (EMC) and NCDEQ have administered the WSW 
Protection Program since 1986. Initially, the program was administered voluntarily by counties and 
municipalities pursuing protective measures for their WSWs. The measures included limitations on the 
number and type of wastewater discharges that were allowed in the WSWs.  

In 1989, the North Carolina General Assembly ratified the Water Supply Watershed Protection Act, 
codified as General Statutes 143-214.5 and 143-214.6. The WSW Protection Act mandated the EMC to 
adopt minimum statewide water supply protection standards by January 1, 1991, and to reclassify all 
existing surface WSWs to the appropriate classification by January 1, 1992. The goals of the WSW 
Protection Program include: 

• Protection of surface drinking water supplies in North Carolina from nonpoint source and point 
source pollution from urban runoff and wastewater discharges. 

• Provision of a cooperative program of watershed management and protection that is administered 
by local governments consistent with minimum statewide standards. 

The NCDWR Water Quality Program manages the WSW program through oversight of local planning 
ordinances and monitoring of land use activities. Local WSW programs must be approved by the EMC. 
The WSW program requires local governments to adopt a number of land use controls and limitations 
based on watershed classifications. Specifically, this program: 

• Limits impervious surfaces around water supplies unless stormwater controls are used. 

• Requires protection of riparian buffers (100-foot buffers in all development that exceeds the low-
density option, or 30-foot buffers otherwise along perennial waters). 

• Limits some land uses. 

• Limits dischargers (NPDES permits in certain situations). 

• Allows the use of clustering and density-averaging to meet overall development density limits. 

Watersheds in the WSW Protection Program have a classification of WS-I through WS-V, where WS-I has 
the most restrictive controls (NCDEMLR, 2016b).  

A portion of the Study Area including the LCFWASA intake is within the Cape Fear River (Reigelwood) 
WSW. This watershed is classified as WS-IV, which means it is developed watershed. The state has 
developed watershed protection overlays and restrictions associated for development in this type of 
WSW. The local application of these rules is described further in Section 6.2 (NCDWR, 2009).  
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6.1.21 Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program  
The USDA and NCDEQ manage the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program with the participation 
of the NRCS, the Farm Service Agency, DMS, and the North Carolina Division of Soil and Water. This 
program uses financial incentives to encourage farmers to voluntarily remove sensitive land from 
agricultural use or implement BMPs. Riparian buffers and wetlands may be removed from agricultural 
production under this program with a minimum of a 10-year agreement (NCDSWC, 2006). 

6.1.22 Miscellaneous Land Conservation Incentive Programs 
Other voluntary strategies exist at federal and state levels that provide incentives to protect natural 
lands, wetlands, agricultural lands, and sensitive species habitat and forest lands from development. 
These non-regulatory approaches include providing tax credits for donating lands to specific 
organizations (usually land trusts) and offering funding for various grants and trust funds to purchase or 
protect undeveloped lands. The function of the Pender County Soil and Water Conservation District is to 
foster incentive-driven management of natural resources, including promoting the use of these 
programs to private land owners. 

6.2 Local Mitigation Measures 
Local mitigation measures include programs that implement state and federal regulations. These 
programs differ slightly among the applicants, but achieve a level of mitigation necessary to minimize 
the potential for environmental impacts related to growth. Each applicant is discussed individually 
beginning with the primary applicant, Pender County. Utilities, Inc. is a private water provider and its 
service area is within Pender County and therefore falls under the ordinances and programs for Pender 
County. 

6.2.1 Pender County 

6.2.1.1 Riparian Buffers 
Pender County has developed a Unified Development Ordinance (UDO), which was adopted June 2010. 
The UDO does not govern areas located outside the planning jurisdiction of any incorporated city or 
town. Per the UDO, a riparian buffer is defined as “an area of trees, shrubs, or other vegetation that 
permits inundation by water and is at least 35 feet in width, measured outward from both sides of a 
natural waterway beginning along the slope of the ground from the channel scar line. A riparian buffer is 
managed to maintain the integrity of stream channels and reduce the effect of upland sources of 
pollution by trapping, filtering, and converting sediments, nutrients, and other chemicals.” All activities 
in the Watershed Districts shall maintain a 35-foot vegetated buffer adjacent to all perennial waters as 
shown on the most recent addition of the USGS 1:24,000 (7.5 minute) topographic map; thus, protecting 
natural resources. The buffer shall remain vegetated and shall be used only for access and utilities 
(Pender County, 2010a).   

6.2.1.2 Floodplain Protection 
Pender County adopted its most recent Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance in December 2013. The 
ordinance meets FEMA requirements. If any development occurs within a “Special Flood Hazard Area” 
or “Future Conditions Flood Hazard Area”, the structure must be raised 2 feet above the base flood 
elevation. If no base flood elevation has been established, this elevation shall be at least 2 feet above 
the highest adjacent grade for “Special Flood Hazard Areas” and shall be the Future Conditions Flood 
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Elevation plus 2 feet of freeboard for “Future Conditions Flood Hazard Areas” (Pender County, 2013). 
The NFIP is available in Pender County. 

6.2.1.3 Erosion and Sediment Control 
The County has not adopted local erosion and sedimentation rules and instead relies on State 
sedimentation and erosion control regulation; however, the County indicated in the Land Use Plan that 
it will make a concentrated effort to see that development is sensitive to the issue of stormwater run-
off. The County indicates that in the future it may utilize locally adopted rules more stringent than the 
state sedimentation and erosion control regulations (Pender County, 2010b). 

6.2.1.4 Stormwater Management 
Pender County has outlined the requirements for a stormwater management plan for different stages of 
development in Article 6 of the UDO. For example, for master development plan contents for 
residential, commercial, industrial, and mixed use districts, a conceptual plan for stormwater 
management must be provided. For preliminary plat contents the developer must supply a stormwater 
management plan as approved by the Division of Water Resources (with letter of approval). 

Furthermore, the County has established overlay districts that are applied in conjunction with their base 
zoning districts. These districts limit the amount of built-upon area within its water supply watersheds. 
The Pender County UDO establishes a Watershed Critical Area District, WS-CA, and a Watershed 
Protected Area, WS-PA, where the principal use of land is very low density single-family residential 
purposes. The regulations of this district are to permit residential developments which are compatible 
with the rural character of the area while protecting the sensitive ecology and hydrology of the critical 
watershed near the intake of the public water supply. New residential developments shall be permitted 
at a maximum of one dwelling unit per two acres. No new development shall exceed 24 percent total lot 
coverage (Pender County, 2010a). 

6.2.1.5 Land Use Plan 
Pender County developed a Land Use Plan that was adopted in 2010. Throughout the planning process, 
Pender County strived for “a higher quality of life and sustainable development within the context of 
preservation of cultural and natural resources” (Pender County, 2010b). The Land Use Plan was certified 
by the North Carolina Coastal Resources Commission in August 2012; therefore, the Division of Coastal 
Management uses the plan in making CAMA permit decision.   

Within the Land Use Plan, an issue that is addressed are Natural Resources, Historic, Cultural 
Preservation. The County understands that as communities develop, natural, historic and cultural 
resources can be damaged or eliminated through the development of private property which often are 
quality of life resources which add to the community’s character.  The County recognizes that the 
protection, maintenance and enhancement of these scarce resources are a legitimate function of local 
government as part of the government’s role in protecting the public welfare and providing for the 
common good. They have taken the first step which is to identify these resources and, through their 
planning and ordinances, have addressed this concern and ensure that they are maintained or enhanced 
through acquisition, investment or regulation (Pender County, 2010b). The goals within this portion of 
the Land Use Plan include to ensure that natural resources and historic and cultural resources are 
maintained or enhanced as development occurs. 

Furthermore, the Land Use Plan addresses Parks, Recreation, Open Space and Waterway Access. The 
goals within this section of the Land Use Plan include the following:  
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• Ensure adequate, appropriately located parks, recreation and open spaces to serve the needs of 
Pender County residents and visitors 

• Increase the amount of land available and the funding for parks, recreation and open spaces to 
serve Pender County residents and visitors. 

• Increase the number of public boat ramps available within unincorporated Pender County. 

• Pender County will support expansion of public access locations based on CAMA Site 
Classification Standards, through public and private actions as a high priority. 

The County has an ordinance that addresses open space, Section 7.6 of the UDO. The ordinance requires 
that “every Subdivider of land for residential purposes shall dedicate a portion of such land…for the 
purpose of providing, active and passive recreation areas to serve the residents of the immediate 
neighborhood within the subdivision” (Pender County, 2010a). The Land Use Plan indicates that the 
County recognizes the need for open space and in response the Board of Commissioners adopted the 
Pender County Recreation and Open Space Plan in 1998. The County developed the Parks and 
Recreation Community Partnership program and despite limited funding and staff resources to 
implement the 1998 Plan, the County has been able to provide considerable recreation activities 
(Pender County, 2010b).  

The County has since developed a Parks and Recreation Master Plan in 2010. The purpose of this plan is 
to analyze the existing and future conditions of parks and recreation in regard to supply and demand 
throughout the County, the operations associated with parks and recreation, and to make 
recommendations for improvements (Pender County, 2010c). Note that unlike the UDO, the Parks and 
Recreation Master Plan encompasses the entire County including areas located within the planning 
jurisdiction of incorporated cities or towns. 

The Land Use Plan also addresses existing land use and zoning as well as future land use planning. The 
County’s current zoning contains Special Purpose Districts.  The County has developed specific 
regulations in their UDO that provide for the preservation of environmentally sensitive lands, opens 
space and natural habitat through an Environmental Conservation District. The construction and land 
disturbing activities in this district are limited and should have very low impact on the environment and 
surrounding settings (Pender County, 2010a). 

Furthermore, there are six Future Land Use Classifications, one being Conservation. Currently, 
conservation areas comprise approximately 25 percent of the land area within Pender County zoning 
jurisdiction. The conservation areas are comprised primarily of the Holly Shelter Game Land and Angola 
Bay Game Land. The Land Use Plan indicates that “in the future, the Conservation land use classification 
may be applied to areas along major streams and rivers and immediately adjacent to existing 
conservation areas. Future conservation areas will most likely include land and water features where 
there are serious hazards to personal safety or property, where new development would cause serious 
damage to the values of natural systems, or where new development is not permitted by local, State or 
Federal policy” (Pender County, 2010b).  

In addition to the larger context of future land use planning, the County has also developed Small Area 
Plans. According to the Land Use Plan, a Small Area Plan is suitable for a specific area of the community 
that has special attributes to be protected, such as rural character, historic significance, downtown 
business district, or an area that is experiencing more significant growth pressures comparatively. The 
Small Area Plans developed include Coastal Pender, Rocky Point, and US 421 South Corridor (Pender 
County, 2010b). The Pender County Future Land Use Plan maps (including small area plans) can be found 
in Appendix G.   
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6.2.1.6 Water Shortage Response Plans 

Pender County has developed a Water Shortage Response Plan (WSRP) that is included in its Water and 
Sewer Ordinance. The purpose of the plan is to declare official phases of water supply shortage and 
voluntary and mandatory conservation measures for those phases along with enforcement measures for 
each.  

The WSRP includes five phases of water conservation: 

• Voluntary Reductions – customer education and outreach programs will be utilized to encourage 
water conservation and efficiency measures; the goal for water reduction is 5 percent. 

• Mandatory Reduction I – irrigation will be limited to a half inch per week and outdoor use of 
drinking water for washing impervious surfaces is prohibited; the goal for water reduction is 10 
percent in comparison to the previous month’s water bill. 

• Mandatory Reductions II – customers must continue actions from all previous stages and all non-
essential uses of drinking water are banned; the goal for water reduction is 20 percent compared to 
the previous month’s water bill.   

• Emergency Reductions – customers must continue actions from all previous stages and must further 
reduce their water use by 25 percent compared to their previous month’s water bill.   

• Water Rationing – all customers are only permitted to use water at the minimum required for public 
health protection.   

The enforcement for each phase are outlined in Exhibit 6-2 (Pender County, 2010d). 
EXHIBIT 6-2 
Pender County WSRP Enforcement 

Water Shortage Level First Violation Second Violation Third              Violation 

Voluntary Reductions N/A N/A N/A 

Mandatory Reductions (I  and II) Warning $250 Discontinuation of Service 

Emergency Reductions $250 Discontinuation of 
Service 

Discontinuation of Service 

Water Rationing $500 Discontinuation of 
Service 

Discontinuation of Service 

 

 

6.2.1.7 Water Quality Protection 

Pender County’s Code of Ordinances includes a Water and Sewer Ordinance, as defined in §12, which 
requires that all new construction and development meet the following water supply and wastewater 
treatment requirements:  

• Lots 15,000 square feet and larger may utilize traditional on-site septic and well services 

• Within Planned Development (PD) Districts or Residential Mixed (RM) Districts, lots ranging 
between 12,000 square feet and 14,999 square feet must provide at least one of the following: 

o Community or public water service 

o Community or public wastewater treatment service 
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• All lots under 12,000 square feet require community or public wastewater disposal and water 
service.  

The lot size limitations mitigate water quality impacts by requiring that sites less than 15,000 square feet 
have community water and wastewater service. Furthermore, Pender County Environmental Health 
Specialists within the County's Health Department conduct appropriate soils tests to determine the 
suitability of a property for a septic system before a building permit is issued. 
Another aspect of water quality protection in the Water and Sewer Ordinance relates to SSOs. Article 
XIII of this ordinance is in place to aid in the prevention of SSO from contributions and accumulation of 
fats, oils, and grease discharged into the sanitary sewer system from industrial and commercial 
establishments. The article outlines facilities that are required to have grease interceptors as well as 
design guidelines for the grease interceptors. The County has also put in place penalties against the 
generator or contributor of grease causing sewer overflows (Pender County, 2008). 

6.2.1.8  Water Conservation 

Pender County has a comprehensive list of tips to help educate its residents on water conservation on 
their website. The County has compiled practical tips related to different facets of water conservation 
including general tips to conserve water for indoor and outdoor water use, conservation measures for 
your bathroom, and water conservation outdoors. There is also information related to making your own 
rain barrel and a link to rainwater harvesting (Pender County, 2016a). 

6.2.1.9 Rate Structures 

Generally, Pender County has a flat or fixed rate structure, meaning that the price per gallon of water is 
fixed regardless of how much water is used. For commercial customers and irrigation, there is an 
increased cost per 1,000 gallons for usage over 10,000 gallons per month. Overall, the rates in the 
County are slightly higher than surrounding areas in that the fixed rate is equivalent to the second or 
third tier rate of other utilities in the region. Also, the County’s water rates are identified by the UNC EFC 
as more than or close to double the statewide median for 1,000 gallons (UNC, 2016). These higher base 
rates encourage water conservation and discourage non-essential water use. Rates vary per district and 
current rates are outlined in Exhibit 6-3 (Pender County, 2016b). A review of the University of North 
Carolina (UNC) Environmental Finance Center (EFC) NC water and wastewater rates dashboard shows 
that Pender County water bills are more than double that of the median statewide water bill for 1,000 
gallons ($16.44 (statewide median) vs. $33.50 (Pender County Rocky Point/Topsail WSD). In addition, 
the County rates are also relatively high on the conservation rate signal measure; $1.30 more per 1,000 
gallons for high usage compared to the Statewide median. 
EXHIBIT 6-3 
Pender County Water Rates 

District 

Residential 
Monthly 

Base Charge 
Residential Rate 

per 1,000 gal 

Commercial 
Monthly 

Base Charge 

Commercial Rate 
per 1,000 gal 
<10,000 gal 

Commercial Rate 
per 1,000 gal 
>10,000 gal 

Maple Hill WSD $17.50 $5.00 $19.50 $5.50 N/A 

Pender Commerce Park 
WSD 

N/A N/A $29.50 $6.50 $9.45 

Rocky Point/Topsail WSD 
& Scotts Hill WSD 

$27.50 $6.00 $29.50 $6.50 $9.45 

Effective July 1, 2016 
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6.2.2 Town of Topsail Beach 

6.2.2.1 Riparian Buffers 

The Town of Topsail Beach adopted a CAMA Core Land Use Plan in 2015. The Land Use Plan indicates 
that “Topsail Beach policy is to work, whenever possible, to require the retention of natural vegetation 
in buffer areas along creeks, sounds, and islands” (Cape Fear Council of Governments (COG), 2015). 

6.2.2.2 Floodplain Protection 

Chapter 14 of the Town of Topsail Beach’s Code of Ordinances includes a Flood Damage Prevention 
Ordinance that meets FEMA requirements. The NFIP is available to Topsail Beach and they have a 
brochure of information they provide to their residents. The brochure is attached in Appendix G (Topsail 
Beach, 2015a).    

6.2.2.3 Erosion and Sediment Control 

All new development must demonstrate compliance with the North Carolina Sedimentation Pollution 
Control Act. The Land Use Plan addresses erosion control by implementing the following conditions and 
policies within the plan (Cape Fear COG, 2015):  

• While the causes of erosion - the ocean’s wind and waves - cannot be stopped, the effects of 
these processes can be mitigated or corrected.  

• The most effective corrective measures and mitigation methods are those which are ecologically 
sound, and economically feasible. 

• The best method of correcting erosion damage (consistent with the policy stated immediately 
above) is through re-nourishment of the berm and dune system.  

• The best methods of mitigating and preventing damage from erosion are land use controls and 
dune protection and maintenance.  

• The beach is a resource of statewide significance and the value of a healthy productive dune 
system extends to users throughout the region and state.  

• Because of the uncertain and conflicting policies at the state and federal levels for assistance to 
local governments in protecting the dune and berm system, every effort must be made at the 
local level to generate funds for corrective and mitigating measures.  

6.2.2.4 Stormwater Management 

Chapter 16 of the Topsail Beach Code of Ordinances is the Land Development Ordinance which 
addresses stormwater runoff in that it requires any land activity that disturbs more than one acre of 
land to obtain a NCDWR water quality major development permit and must comply with the NCDWR 
permit requirements (Topsail Beach, 2012). 

One of the key issues discussed throughout the Land Use Plan is stormwater runoff. Topsail Beach 
desires to manage stormwater runoff to reduce non-point source pollution of adjacent water bodies. 
They plan to employ innovative policies such as a stormwater management program. Topsail Beach will 
implement various methods it considers appropriate to reduce runoff (Cape Fear COG, 2015). The 
following are examples provided that could be used to minimize runoff in single family construction:   
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• Use of pervious or semi-pervious materials, such as pebbles, “turf stone”, for driveways and 
walks. 

• Retaining natural vegetation along marsh and waterfront areas. 

They have developed stormwater policies in their Land Use Plan which outlines their coordination with 
the NCDOT to ensure proper stormwater runoff. The following coordination has been outlined: 

• It is the policy of the Town of Topsail Beach to create and to implement a systematic and 
comprehensive construction and maintenance plan for municipal stormwater runoff. NCDOT 
system drains located within the Town of Topsail Beach will be monitored by the municipality 
for service as necessary and recommendations on service needs and requirements will be 
shared with NCDOT.  

• The Town of Topsail Beach will allow municipal public right-of-ways and easements to be used 
for the purpose of correcting stormwater runoff problems. The NCDOT will also be allowed to 
use these right-of-ways for the correction of stormwater runoff problems.  

• It is the continuing policy of the Town of Topsail Beach to seek drainage improvements to state 
system roads in Topsail Beach, and to construct drainage improvements to municipal streets in 
Topsail Beach.  

• It is the policy of Topsail Beach that new construction will minimize stormwater impact for 
established residents, and the Town will support all efforts to minimize surface water pollution 
from wastewater sources.  

• It is the policy of Topsail Beach to implement stormwater control systems and mechanisms to 
reduce the threat of stormwater runoff to Topsail Sound. 

6.2.2.5 Coastal Area Management Act Core Land Use Plan 

As mentioned above, Topsail Beach adopted a CAMA Core Land Use Plan in 2015. The primary concerns 
of Topsail Beach, as indicated in the plan, are “protection of our environment, preserving our family 
beach character and maintaining our existing resources.” Topsail Beach does not have many of the 
typical growth concerns that face other towns due to the physical configuration of the island with very 
little land that has not been platted into individual lots or developed. The Land Use Plan outlines several 
key management topics and outlines the planning assets in place for each. To ensure that public 
infrastructure systems protect or restore quality of AECs, Topsail Beach has buffers, open space and 
protection regulations enforced for these areas. For the conservation of the protective functions of 
barrier dunes, beaches, flood plains and other coastal features, Topsail Beach employs use of dune 
protection regulations, is a NFIP participant and has a Flood Protection Ordinance. For the maintenance, 
protection and restoration of coastal waters, Topsail Beach is developing a comprehensive stormwater 
management program (Cape Fear COG, 2015). 

Topsail Beach has also developed Environmental Classes within their Land Use Plan. The Classes 
indicated include Class I, Class II and Class III. Class I is characterized by land containing only minimal 
hazards and having only slight limitations. Class II is characterized by land containing developmental 
hazards and limitations that may be addressed by methods such as restriction on type of land use, 
special site planning, or provision of public services. Class III is characterized by land containing serious 
hazards for development or lands where the impacts of development would cause serious damage to 
the values of natural systems.  These lands provide for extremely limited development opportunity. A 
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map from the Land Use Plan which is a composite map of environmental conditions can be found in 
Appendix G (Cape Fear COG, 2015). 

Topsail Beach’s Land Use Plan also indicates that one of their primary concerns is the protection of the 
environment through recognizing the importance of the island’s environmental resources. Topsail Beach 
has developed specific regulations in their Code of Ordinance that addressees Maritime Forest 
protection and the designation of Conservation Areas (Cape Fear COG, 2015). Within Division 6 of the 
Code of Ordinance, Topsail Beach has created a Zoning Overlay District known as the Maritime Forest 
Overlay District which was developed to protect the remaining maritime forests located within town 
whereby any development within this district should be designed to cause the least practical disruption 
to maritime forest cover (Topsail Beach, 2015a).   

It is estimated that Topsail Beach only has approximately 55 acres of undeveloped land. The Future Land 
Use Map shows a portion of land use as Residential with some Business/Commercial areas. A significant 
amount of land is designated as Conservation with Limited Residential and Conservation. The Existing 
and Future Land Use Map from the Land Use Plan can be found in Appendix G (Cape Fear COG, 2015).   

Finally, the Town is working with the USACE to establish a beach re-nourishment program (Cape Fear 
COG, 2015).  

6.2.2.6 Water Shortage Response Plan 

The Town of Topsail Beach has a WSRP. The purpose of the plan is to declare official phases of water 
supply shortage and voluntary and mandatory conservation measures for those phases along with 
enforcement measures for each.  

The WSRP includes five phases of water conservation: 

• Voluntary Reductions – customer education and outreach programs will be utilized to encourage 
water conservation and efficiency measures; the goal for water reduction is 5 percent. 

• Mandatory Reduction I – irrigation will be limited to a half inch per week and outdoor use of 
drinking water for washing impervious surfaces is prohibited; the goal for water reduction is 10 
percent. 

• Mandatory Reductions II – customers must continue actions from all previous stages and all non-
essential uses of drinking water are banned; the goal for water reduction is 20 percent.   

• Emergency Reductions – customers must continue actions from all previous stages and must further 
reduce their water use by 25 percent compared to their previous month’s water bill.   

• Water Rationing – all customers are only permitted to use water at the minimum required for public 
health protection.   

The enforcement for each phase are outlined in Exhibit 6-4 (Topsail Beach, 2010). 
EXHIBIT 6-4 
Topsail Beach WSRP Enforcement 

Water Shortage Level 
First 

Violation 
Second 

Violation 
Third              

Violation 

Voluntary Reductions N/A N/A N/A 

Mandatory Reductions (I 
and II) 

Warning $250 Discontinuation 
of Service 
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Emergency Reductions $250 Discontinuation 
of Service 

Discontinuation 
of Service 

Water Rationing $500 Discontinuation 
of Service 

Discontinuation 
of Service 

 

6.2.2.7 Water Conservation  

In order to be good stewards of their water, Topsail Beach adopted the following watering schedule in 
August 2015 to promote water conservation: 

• Property owners North of Davis Ave can irrigate during the hours of 2 A.M. and 4 A.M. on 
Monday, Wednesday and Friday only.  

• Property owners South of Davis Ave can irrigate during the hours of 2 A.M. and 4 A.M. on 
Tuesday, Thursday and Saturday only. 

All in-ground irrigation systems using Town water must have rainfall cut off sensors installed, or must be 
manually shut off to prevent watering during active rainfall within any assigned irrigation time and day. 

Manual Watering with Town water for owners without in-ground irrigation systems is restricted to two 
(2) hours per day using the same addressing system described above. Any manual watering must take 
place between the hours of 5 A.M. and 10 A.M. during these assigned days (Topsail Beach, 2015b). 

6.2.2.8 Wellhead Protection Plan 

Topsail Beach has a Wellhead Protection Plan that was approved in April 2007. The Wellhead Protection 
Plan allows Topsail Beach to take charge of protecting the quality of their drinking water by identifying 
and carefully managing areas that supply groundwater to their public wells. Topsail Beach owns and 
operates four groundwater wells. A Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA) has been delineated for each of 
these wells using the aquifer-source volume method with a ten-year time of travel utilized. All four wells 
are located north along NC Highway 50. The WHPAs span from the intersection of Empie Avenue 
approximately a half of a mile north with a gap of approximately a half of a mile and continues 
approximately one and a half miles north along NC Highway 50. Topsail Beach indicated potential 
contaminant sources within the WHPAs, such as swimming pools and abandoned wells, in order to 
understand and mitigate the risks of contamination to these sensitive areas. The plan outlines 
management strategies for the WHPAs which includes public education as well as an emergency 
contingency plan (Topsail Beach, 2007).   

6.2.2.9 Rate Structures 

Topsail Beach has an increasing block rate structure. Topsail Beach bills a facility charge for no usage and 
an increasing rate per 1,000 gallons is billed for each block of usage (i.e., from 1-3,333 gallons) in order 
to encourage water conservation. The current increasing block rate structure is outlined below in Exhibit 
6-5.  A review of the UNC EFC NC water and wastewater rates dashboard shows that Topsail Beach’s 
water bills are more than double that of the median statewide water bill at 1,000 gallons ($16.44 
(statewide median) vs. $35.00 (Topsail Beach) (UNC, 2016).  In addition, Topsail Beach’s water rates are 
also relatively high on the conservation signal measure; almost $1.00 more per 1,000 gallons for high 
usage compared to the Statewide median. 
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EXHIBIT 6-5 
Topsail Beach Water Rates 

Town 
Facility Charge             

(0 gal) 

Usage Rate per 
1,000 gal 

1 – 3,333 gal 

Usage Rate             
per 1,000 gal 

3,334 – 10,000 
gal 

Usage Rate                   
per 1,000 gal 

10,001 – 20,000 
gal 

Usage Rate per 
1,000 gal 

Above 20,000 

Topsail Beach $30.00 $5.00 $5.25 $5.50 $5.75 

 

6.2.3 Town of Surf City 

6.2.3.1 Floodplain Protection 

Chapter 8 of the Town of Surf City’s Code of Ordinances includes a Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance 
that meets FEMA requirements. The NFIP is available to Surf City (Surf City, 2015a).  

6.2.3.2 Erosion and Sediment Control 

All new development must demonstrate compliance with the North Carolina Sedimentation Pollution 
Control Act.   

6.2.3.3 Stormwater Management 

One of the key issues as indicated in the Surf City Land Use Plan is stormwater runoff. Out of an 
extensive list of key issues, Surf City rated the issues and determined a priority for each. Stormwater 
runoff ranks number two on the list of priorities. The Land Use Plan states that “our vital heritage of a 
strong connection with the waters in and around the island has been greatly improved through a filtered 
drainage system for stormwater runoff. Our water quality is excellent. Surf City always considers the 
implications of development projects to the environment prior to ordinance modification or the 
granting of subdivision approval” (Cape Fear Council of Government (COG), 2005).  

It is the policy of Surf City to promote the best available management practices to minimize the threat of 
pollution from stormwater runoff. The Land Use Plan indicates that the town’s development ordinances 
for zoning and subdivisions require site plan reviews.  Examples of practices that are reviewed in these 
plans include using pervious or semi-pervious materials for driveways and walks, retaining natural 
vegetation along marsh and waterfront areas to retain its filtering properties, and allowing stormwater 
to percolate into the ground rather than discharging it directly to coastal waters. Other examples 
include stormwater detention ponds which can also reduce the direct discharge of pollutants to coastal 
waters. Although Surf City does not currently have a stormwater management ordinance, their Land Use 
Plan indicates that they plan to develop this within the next planning period (Cape Fear COG, 2005).  

6.2.3.4 Land Use Plan 

The Land Use Plan developed by Surf City and adopted in 2005 is “a plan, which will establish long-range 
general policies for the physical development of the community. With a plan, decisions can be made in a 
coordinated and unified manner. The Land Use Plan Update will provide the Town of Surf City with this 
sort of an instrument. The plan can be continually referred to as an important source for decisions on 
those development issues which arise on a regular basis” (Cape Fear COG, 2005). The Land Use Plan was 
certified by the North Carolina Coastal Resources Commission in June 2006; therefore, the Division of 
Coastal Management uses the plan in making CAMA permit decision.   
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Surf City has developed Environmental Classes within their Land Use Plan. The Classes indicated include 
Class I, Class II and Class III. Class I is characterized by land containing only minimal hazards and having 
only slight limitations. Class II is characterized by land containing developmental hazards and limitations 
that may be addressed by methods such as restriction on type of land use, special site planning, or 
provision of public services. Class III is characterized by land containing serious hazards for development 
or lands where the impacts of development would cause serious damage to the values of natural 
systems. A map from the Land Use Plan which is a composite map of environmental conditions can be 
found in Appendix G (Cape Fear COG, 2005).  

Contained within the Land Use Compatibility Goal and Policies is the goal of Surf City to maintain 
maritime forests. Surf City has developed specific regulations in their Code of Ordinance that addresses 
maritime forest as well as estuarine waters and coastal wetlands protection. Within Appendix A of the 
Code of Ordinance, Surf City has created a Zoning Overlay District known as the Coastal Forest Overlay 
District which was developed to protect the remaining maritime forests and natural vegetation located 
in the most vulnerable natural areas. Also within Appendix A, the Conservation District is established “to 
give the highest priority to the protection and management of estuarine waters and coastal wetlands so 
as to safeguard and perpetuate their biological, social, aesthetic, and economic values. Suitable land and 
water uses shall be those consistent with the above objective” (Surf City, 2015b).  

6.2.3.5 Water Shortage Response Plan 

The Town of Surf City has a WSRP. The purpose of the plan is to declare official phases of water supply 
shortage and voluntary and mandatory conservation measures for those phases along with enforcement 
measures for each.  

The WSRP includes five phases of water conservation: 

• Voluntary Reductions – customer education and outreach programs will be utilized to encourage 
water conservation and efficiency measures with an extensive list of efficiency measures included in 
the WSRP; the goal for water reduction is 5 percent. 

• Mandatory Reduction I – irrigation will be limited to a half inch per week and outdoor use of 
drinking water for washing impervious surfaces is prohibited; the goal for water reduction is 10 
percent. 

• Mandatory Reductions II – customers must continue actions from all previous stages and all non-
essential uses of drinking water are banned; the goal for water reduction is 20 percent.   

• Emergency Reductions – customers must continue actions from all previous stages and must further 
reduce their water use by 25 percent compared to their previous month’s water bill.   

• Water Rationing – all customers are only permitted to use water at the minimum required for public 
health protection. 

The enforcement for each phase are outlined in Exhibit 6-6 (Surf City, 2010). 
EXHIBIT 6-6 
Surf City WSRP Enforcement 

Water Shortage Level 
First 

Violation 
Second 

Violation 
Third    

Violation 

Voluntary Reductions N/A N/A N/A 
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Mandatory Reductions     
(I and II) 

Warning $250 Discontinuation 
of Service 

Emergency Reductions $250 Discontinuation 
of Service 

Discontinuation 
of Service 

Water Rationing $500 Discontinuation 
of Service 

Discontinuation 
of Service 

6.2.3.6 Water Conservation 

Surf City encourages its residents towards water conservation and has led by example through the 
installation of rain barrels at the Town Hall. They desire to be an example for their residents on how 
rainwater can be used for watering their landscape. On their website, Surf City offers extensive 
information related to water conservation. A “Smart Irrigation” newsletter and “Watering Can Be 
Efficient” brochure that were created by the EPA, and are linked on their website, can be found in 
Appendix G. 

6.2.3.7 Rate Structures 

In order to further encourage water conservation, Surf City has an increasing block rate structure. Surf 
City bills a base charge for up to 2,000 gallons of usage and an increasing rate per 1,000 gallons is billed 
for each block of usage (i.e., from 2,001-5,000 gallons). The increasing rate structure is only for 
residential customers. The increasing block rate structure is outlined in Exhibit 6-7 (Surf City, 2015c).  A 
review of the UNC EFC NC water and wastewater rates dashboard shows that Surf City’s water bills are 
greater than the median statewide water bill at 1,000 gallons ($16.44 (statewide median) vs. $23.45 
(Surf City) (UNC, 2016).   
EXHIBIT 6-7 
Surf City Water Rates 

User Type 
Base Charge 
(2,000 gal) 

Usage Rate                
per 1,000 gal 

2,001 – 5,000 gal 

Usage Rate 
per 1,000 gal 

>5,001 gal 

Residential $23.46 $3.32 $3.69 

Commercial $23.86 $3.69 $3.69 

Irrigation $23.46 $3.69 $3.69 

Effective July 1, 2015 
 

6.2.4 Town of Burgaw 

6.2.4.1 Riparian Buffers 

A goal within the Burgaw Land Use Plan is to “develop appropriate riparian buffer requirements to 
enhance the environmental function of streams and creeks”. Although no riparian buffer requirements 
have been developed at this time, Burgaw has made this a priority in their planning efforts related to 
environmental protection (Burgaw, 2013).   

6.2.4.2 Floodplain Protection 

Article 8 of the Burgaw’s UDO is the Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance that meets FEMA 
requirements.  Burgaw has designed the provision to do the following: 
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• Restrict or prohibit uses that are dangerous to health, safety, and property due to water or erosion 
hazards or that result in damaging increases in erosion, flood heights, or velocities; 

• Require that uses vulnerable to floods be protected against flood damage at the time of initial 
construction; 

• Control the alteration of natural floodplains, stream channels, and natural protective barriers, 
which are involved in the accommodation of floodwaters; 

• Control filling, grading, dredging, and all other development that may increase erosion of flood 
damage; and 

• Prevent or regulate the construction of flood barriers that will unnaturally divert flood waters or 
that may increase flood hazards to other lands (Burgaw, 2000). 

Burgaw understands the importance of floodplains and provides information on their website dedicated 
to understanding their importance. The following is the explanation Burgaw provides to its citizens; 
“Floodplains are a natural component of the environment. Understanding and protecting the natural 
functions of floodplains helps reduce flood damage and protect resources. When flooding spreads out 
across the floodplain, its energy is dissipated, which results in lower flood flows downstream, reduce 
erosion of earthen stream banks and channel bottoms, deposition of sediments higher in the watershed, 
and improved groundwater surcharge. Floodplains are scenic, valued wildlife habitat. Poorly planned 
development in floodplains can lead to increased erosion, loss of valuable property, increased flooding 
to downstream properties, and degradation of water quality.” They include helpful links on their website 
including the Town of Burgaw Flood Map, National Flood Insurance Program, and NC Floodplain 
Mapping Program (Burgaw, 2016a) 

6.2.4.3 Erosion and Sediment Control 

The Town of Burgaw has developed a UDO that outlines requirements for Erosion and Sedimentation 
Control in relation to different zoning types. For development within the Office & Institutional (O&I) and 
Business districts (B-1 & B-2), an erosion and sedimentation control plan is required. An erosion and 
sedimentation control plan is also required for residential development. The UDO also references 
compliance with the North Carolina Sedimentation Pollution Control Act (Burgaw, 2000).   

6.2.4.4 Stormwater Management 

The Town of Burgaw has developed a Stormwater Discharge Control Ordinance which is Article 13 of the 
UDO. The purpose of this article is to “protect, maintain, and enhance the public health, safety, and 
general welfare by establishing minimum requirements and procedures to control the adverse effects of 
increased stormwater associated with future land development within the Town of Burgaw.” The 
Stormwater Discharge Control Ordinance requires that a preliminary stormwater discharge control plan 
be submitted to Burgaw for review for each development to determine if stormwater discharge control 
facilities will be needed to control runoff from the proposed development. A final plan is to be 
submitted with the construction plans once the preliminary plans are approved (Burgaw, 2000).   

Burgaw has also developed a Stormwater Management Technical Manual which includes the design of 
facilities for stormwater discharge control measures that limit 10-year developed peak discharge rates 
to existing peak discharge rates. The minimum stormwater control requirements must utilize control 
measures necessary to regulate velocities of flow from stormwater discharge control facilities to a level 
which will comply with both the North Carolina Soil Erosion Act and North Carolina Administrative Code 
Section 15A NCAC 2H.1000, Stormwater Management (Burgaw, 2000).  
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6.2.4.5 Land Use Plan 

The Town of Burgaw completed a Land Use Plan in June 2013. The purpose of the plan is for “the town 
to educate itself about its existing conditions, to elucidate its vision for the community, and to provide a 
forum for all citizens to become engaged in the future of the town.” The document is intended to be the 
map for the Town’s endeavors over the next decade, in order to achieve the vision of Burgaw 2030 
(Burgaw, 2013).  

A primary goal of Burgaw for Land Use as indicated in the Land Use Plan is to institute regulations that 
protect and acknowledge the topographical and hydrological features that exist.  The policies and 
actions to ensure this goal is met are as follows: 

Policies  

• Promote the set-aside of environmentally sensitive areas, including riparian buffers and stream 
corridors, wetlands, and floodplains, within new developments  

• Consider floodplain and wetland information when making infrastructure, rezoning, and 
development regulation decisions  

• Avoid the placement of infrastructure that may encourage future development in the floodway  

• Encourage the provision of on-site stormwater systems that mimic natural systems like rain 
gardens and constructed wetlands  

Actions  

• Identify areas containing sensitive and/or unique natural resources and open space and 
prioritize such areas for conservation and preservation  

• Require the stabilization of soils as quickly as possible during and after construction and 
encourage the use of native seed mixes for soil stabilization and erosion control  

• Clarify the function of the Conservation/Preservation overlay zoning district and update 
regulations regarding development in C/P zones Update flood regulations and encourage best 
management practices to mitigate flood hazards  

• Limit the density and intensity of development in the floodway and 100- year floodplain 

The primary goals related to Environmental Protection within the plan include: 

• To reduce waste and energy consumption in such a way as to minimize local and regional 
environmental impacts. 

• To protect and improve the town’s air, land, and water resources. 

• To protect the integrity of wetlands and wildlife habitats. 

• To preserve and enhance the town’s tree canopy. 

Burgaw has a current C/P zoning district, and designates land use for Recreation and Open Space 
(Burgaw, 2013). The existing zoning map and future land use map can be found in Appendix G.   
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6.2.4.6 Water Shortage Response Plan 

The Town of Burgaw has a WSRP. The purpose of the plan is to declare official phases of water supply 
shortage and voluntary and mandatory conservation measures for those phases along with enforcement 
measures for each.  

The WSRP includes five phases of water conservation: 

• Voluntary Reductions – customer education and outreach programs will be utilized to encourage 
water conservation and efficiency measures; the goal for water reduction is 5 percent. 

• Mandatory Reduction I – irrigation will be limited to a half inch per week and outdoor use of 
drinking water for washing impervious surfaces is prohibited; the goal for water reduction is 10 
percent. 

• Mandatory Reductions II – customers must continue actions from all previous stages and all non-
essential uses of drinking water are banned; the goal for water reduction is 20 percent.   

• Emergency Reductions – customers must continue actions from all previous stages and must further 
reduce their water use by 25 percent compared to their previous month’s water bill.   

• Water Rationing – all customers are only permitted to use water at the minimum required for public 
health protection.   

The enforcement for each phase is outlined in Exhibit 6-8 (Burgaw, 2010). 
EXHIBIT 6-8 
Burgaw WSRP Enforcement 

Water Shortage Level 
First 

Violation 
Second 

Violation 
Third              

Violation 

Voluntary Reductions N/A N/A N/A 

Mandatory Reductions     
(I and II) 

Warning $250 Discontinuation 
of Service 

Emergency Reductions $250 Discontinuation 
of Service 

Discontinuation 
of Service 

Water Rationing $500 Discontinuation 
of Service 

Discontinuation 
of Service 

 

6.2.4.7 Wellhead Protection Plan 

The Town of Burgaw has a Wellhead Protection Plan that was approved in December, 1999. The 
Wellhead Protection Plan allows Burgaw to take charge of protecting the quality of their drinking water 
by identifying and carefully managing areas that supply groundwater to their public wells. Burgaw owns 
and operates four groundwater wells. A WHPA has been delineated for each of these wells using the 
“Calculated Fixed Radius” method. The four wells are located throughout Town, and WHPAs encompass 
a large majority of the Town. A map of the WHPA can be found in Appendix G. Burgaw indicated 
potential contaminant sources within the WHPAs such as gas stations, auto shops, and car washes, in 
order to understand and mitigate the risks of contamination to these sensitive areas. The plan outlines 
management strategies for the WHPAs which includes public education as well as an emergency 
contingency plan (Burgaw, 1999). 
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6.2.4.8 Water Conservation 

Burgaw encourages its residents towards water conservation and has included information on their 
website for their customers to learn about water efficiency related to water usage and water meters. 
The information on their website encourages customers to replace old fixtures and to conduct home 
audits in order to find leaks. Burgaw also provides information related to indoor consumption of 
conventional fixtures versus water saving devices (Burgaw, 2016b and 2016c).  

6.2.4.9 Rate Structures 

In order to further encourage water conservation, Burgaw has an increasing block rate structure.  
Burgaw bills a base charge for up to 2,000 gallons of usage and an increasing rate per 1,000 gallons is 
billed for each block of usage (i.e., from 2,001-3,000 gallons). The increasing block rate structure is 
outlined in Exhibit 6-9.  Burgaw’s water rates are high on the conservation signal measure; a little less 
than $1.00 more per 1,000 gallons for inside city limits and $5.00 more per 1,000 gallons for outside city 
limits for high usage compared to the Statewide median. 
EXHIBIT 6-9 
Burgaw Water Rates 

Location 
Base Charge 
(2,000 gal) 

Usage Rate per 
1,000 gal 

2,001 – 3,000 gal 

Usage Rate per 
1,000 gal 

3,001 – 9,000 gal 

Usage Rate per 
1,000 gal 

9,001 – 20,000 gal 

Usage Rate per 
1,000 gal 

>20,001 gal 

Inside City Limits $9.26 $4.63 $4.93 $5.07 $5.22 

Outside City Limits $18.54 $9.27 $9.87 $10.15 $10.44 

Effective July 1, 2015 
 

6.2.5 Town of Wallace 

6.2.5.1 Riparian Buffers 

The Town of Wallace’s UDO outlines priority tree retention areas and riparian buffers are included in the 
tree protection zone; therefore, a certain percent of trees and vegetation must be retained during 
development.  The Tree Protection Standards are included as Section 6.2 of the UDO and are 
implemented to “protect and promote the public health, safety, and general welfare by requiring the 
preservation, maintenance, and protection of the tree coverage area” (Wallace, 2013). 

6.2.5.2 Floodplain Protection 

The Town of Wallace’s UDO includes a Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance within Chapter 4 in 
accordance with FEMA requirements. The NFIP is available to Wallace (Wallace, 2013).    

6.2.5.3 Erosion and Sediment Control & Stormwater Management 

The Town of Wallace has a Stormwater Ordinance included in their UDO as Section 6.20.  The policy 
requires that “all new developed land, which results in greater than 30 percent impervious area or 
greater than 15,000 square feet of impervious area, and redeveloped land which results in additional 
impervious area resulting in greater than 30 percent within its jurisdiction have sufficient stormwater 
management controls in place so as to ensure the adequate protection of life and property.” The 
ordinance requires that stormwater controls are provided that are capable of managing after-
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development runoff from a ten-year storm, in order that the on-site effects of development are the 
same or better than the predevelopment state. The ordinance was developed to be consistent with the 
State of North Carolina rules and regulations, but where conflicts occur the more stringent or higher 
requirement will govern.  An objective of the ordinance is to reduce erosion associated with stormwater 
runoff. The purpose of the ordinance is “to protect and promote the public health, safety and general 
welfare, and to safeguard the natural and manmade resources of the town by regulating stormwater 
runoff.”  The ordinance includes information related to policies, development, assessments for region 
projects, right of entry, enforcements and appeals, illicit discharges and improper disposal, and 
industrial and related activities (Wallace, 2013). 

6.2.5.4 Land Use Plan 

The Town of Wallace’s Land Use Plan was developed because planning indicates that a municipality has 
determined that change is occurring, and a course of action must be developed to direct the way in 
which it desires to grow (Wallace, 2011).   

One way the Town of Wallace guides this development is by applying a historic preservation ordinance 
as an overlay to the National Register Historic District that currently exists in the downtown area. The 
regulations of this ordinance are in place to ensure that redevelopment activities or the rehabilitation of 
historic structures are carried out in a manner that will contribute to the historic nature of the 
downtown core (Wallace, 2011). 

The Town of Wallace also developed a Revitalization Plan in 2012.  There are two existing areas in need 
of revitalization including the downtown Commercial Historic District as well as the Highway 117 
corridor which has three large deteriorating shopping centers which are mostly vacant. The Town Board, 
the Wallace Committee of 100, the Wallace Chamber of Commerce and the Wallace Revitalization 
Association are aware of the need to improve both these areas if the town is to attract new residents, 
industry and retail businesses (Eastern Carolina Council, 2012).  

A goal within the Land Use Plan is to ensure that future development is respectful to the natural 
environment.  The policies and actions outlined to meet this goal include the following: 

• Encourage the use of conservation or cluster subdivision design guidelines to preserve open 
space and protect water quality.  

• Limit the percentage of allowed impervious surface for new nonresidential development.  

• Follow a growth strategy that encourages compact growth and discourages the premature 
conversion of open space.  

• Work with land owners to identify opportunities other than development, such as conservation 
easements, for their land.  

• Continue to improve the municipal storm water system, and seek funding for remedying existing 
problems.  

• Develop regulations to prevent the establishment of polluting industries in the Town’s 
jurisdiction.  

• Work with state and agencies and nonprofits to acquire easements or fee simple ownership of 
environmentally sensitive land (Wallace, 2011). 

One way the Town of Wallace currently preserves open space is through their Open Space Ordinance 
included as Section 6.13 in their UDO. The intent of this ordinance is to “protect and promote the public 
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health, safety, and general welfare by requiring the dedication of a portion of land for the purpose of 
preserving open space and the protection of significant natural features and/or cultural resources.” The 
ordinance identifies permitted and prohibited uses within open space and outlines land characteristics 
related to open space (Wallace, 2013). 

Although the existing zoning does not include any conservation classifications, the Future Land Use 
outlines an area called the Southeastern Rural Preservation Area. The area is currently primarily 
agricultural while the southern portion of the area remains mostly in a natural, forested state. The goals 
for the future are as follows: 

• Work with land owners to develop strategies to preserve and protect farmland and open 
space in the area.  

• Apply development regulations in the area that will prevent any dense residential 
development or other inappropriate uses from locating here as long as intensive agricultural 
uses remain in operation.  

• Explore the possibility of establishing a regional nature park in the southern portion of the 
area along Rockfish Creek with assistance from the Clean Water Management Trust Fund 
and other State and local entities and nonprofits (Wallace, 2011).  

Also outlined in Future Land Uses is the Northwestern Rural Transition Area. The recommendations for 
this area include to encourage the preservation of natural areas and to encourage the use of 
conservation subdivisions in the area to lessen the environmental impacts of new development 
(Wallace, 2011). The UDO outlines that a conservation subdivision is “a subdivision containing 20 or 
more lots in which the individual building lot size is reduced and common open space area equal to or 
greater than the reduction of individual lot sizes is provided. The provided open space must protect 
irreplaceable natural features” (Wallace, 2013).  The existing zoning map can be found in Appendix G.  

6.2.5.5 Water Shortage Response Plan 

The Town of Wallace has a WSRP. The purpose of the plan is to declare official phases of water supply 
shortage and voluntary and mandatory conservation measures for those phases along with enforcement 
measures for each.  

The WSRP includes five phases of water conservation: 

• Voluntary Reductions – customer education and outreach programs will be utilized to encourage 
water conservation and efficiency measures; the goal for water reduction is 5 percent. 

• Mandatory Reduction I – irrigation will be limited to a half inch per week and outdoor use of 
drinking water for washing impervious surfaces is prohibited; the goal for water reduction is 10 
percent. 

• Mandatory Reductions II – customers must continue actions from all previous stages and all non-
essential uses of drinking water are banned; the goal for water reduction is 20 percent.   

• Emergency Reductions – customers must continue actions from all previous stages and must further 
reduce their water use by 25 percent compared to their previous month’s water bill.   

• Water Rationing – all customers are only permitted to use water at the minimum required for public 
health protection.   

The enforcement for each phase are outlined in Exhibit 6-10 (Wallace, 2010). 
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EXHIBIT 6-10 
Wallace WSRP Enforcement 

Water Shortage Level 
First 

Violation 
Second 

Violation 
Third             

Violation 

Voluntary Reductions N/A N/A N/A 

Mandatory Reductions     
(I and II) 

Warning $250 Discontinuation 
of Service 

Emergency Reductions $250 Discontinuation 
of Service 

Discontinuation 
of Service 

Water Rationing $500 Discontinuation 
of Service 

Discontinuation 
of Service 

 

6.2.5.6 Wellhead Protection Plan 

The Town of Wallace has a Wellhead Protection Plan that was approved in August, 2015. The Wellhead 
Protection Plan allows Wallace to take charge of protecting the quality of their drinking water by 
identifying and carefully managing areas that supply groundwater to their public wells. Wallace owns 
and operates nine groundwater wells. A WHPA has been delineated for each of these wells using the 
aquifer-source volume method with a ten-year time of travel utilized. There are five wells that form a 
cluster of radii centered in Wallace so there is one larger WHPA that encompasses these wells. The three 
remaining wells have their own individual WHPA. The breakdown of land within the WHPAs is as 
follows: approximately 32 percent residential, 26 percent agricultural, 20 percent local businesses, 13 
percent forested, and 9 percent right-of-way. A map of the WHPA can be found in Appendix G. The map 
also indicates potential contaminant sources within the WHPAs, including auto repair shops, 
laundromats, and dry cleaners, in order to understand and mitigate the risks of contamination to these 
sensitive areas. The plan outlines management strategies for the WHPAs which includes public 
education as well as an emergency contingency plan (Wallace, 2015).   

6.2.5.7 Rate Structures 

The Town of Wallace has a flat rate structures, meaning that the price per gallon of water is fixed 
regardless of how much water is used. The base charge is higher than some other neighboring utilities. 
EXHIBIT 6-11 
Wallace Water Rates 

Meter Size Base Charge Usage Rate per 1,000 gal 

¾-inch $13.00 $2.13 

1-inch $37.00 $1.75 

1 ½-inch $73.00 $1.75 

2-inch $116.00 $1.75 

3-inch $235.00 $1.75 

4-inch $364.00 $1.75 

6-inch $727.00 $1.75 

8-inch $1,313.00 $1.75 

Effective July 1, 2016  
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6.2.6 Summary of Local Government Programs 
Exhibit 6-12 summarizes the local government programs in the service area. 

EXHIBIT 6-12 
Summary of Local Government Programs 

Local Government 
Riparian 
Buffers Floodplain1 ESC Stormwater2 WHPP3 

Conservation Rates 
or Rate Structure4 

Pender County X (X) X WS N/A Yes 

Town of Topsail Beach  (X) X X X Yes 

Town of Surf City  (X) X X  Yes 

Town of Burgaw  (X) X X X Yes 

Town of Wallace  (X) X X X No 

1 X = Local government has floodplain ordinance                    |          (X) = Community is NFIP 
2 X = Local government has stormwater ordinance   |          WS = LGU limits built-upon area in water supply watersheds 
3 Wellhead Protection Plan 
4 Rates that send a conservation signal (rates high enough to effect consumption) or a conservation rate structure (such as 
inclining blocks). 
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