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Finding of No Significant Impact 

 
MAINTENANCE DREDGING OF BULKHEAD CHANNEL (WITH ADVANCE 

MAINTENANCE WIDENER) AND MORGAN CREEK 
BEAUFORT HARBOR NAVIGATION PROJECT 

CARTERET COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA 
 
 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District (Corps), has conducted an 
environmental analysis in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as 
amended.  The Corps assessed the effects of the following actions in the Environmental 
Assessment (EA), Maintenance Dredging of Bulkhead Channel (with advance maintenance 
widener) and Morgan Creek, Beaufort Harbor Navigation Project, dated December 2018.   

 
As District Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District, it is my 

duty in the role of responsible Federal official to review and evaluate, in light of public interest, 
the stated views of other interested agencies and concerned public, the environmental effects of 
this proposed action. 

 
My evaluation and findings are as follows: 

 
• PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
Development of the alternatives for the Maintenance Dredging of Bulkhead Channel (with 
advance maintenance widener) and Morgan Creek project began in 2017.  The Corps collected 
information and coordinated with Federal, State, and local agencies with knowledge of the 
project resources.  The data collection, agency comments, and findings of the planning team 
resulted in the proposed action, which adds the option of using small shallow draft hopper 
dredges to perform maintenance dredging in Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek, with 
placement of dredged material in the previously approved Nearshore East and Nearshore West 
placement areas to the east and west of Beaufort Inlet.  Additionally, a 50-foot by 1,200-foot 
advance maintenance widener will be implemented at Range 1 of Bulkhead Channel if approved 
by the Division Commander, South Atlantic Division. The proposed action without the 
aforementioned widener was also considered as an alternative, and will be the proposed action 
unless and until Division Commander approval is received for the widener. Use of shallow draft 
hopper dredges with nearshore placement will only occur in areas where shoaled sediments have 
been shown to be comprised of >90% sand (beach quality).  Shoaled sediments will be 
considered >90% sand in perpetuity only after three individual and consecutive geotechnical 
analysis events have shown that shoaled sediments are >90% sand.  
 
In addition to the no action alternative, three alternatives were evaluated, including the 
proposed action, which is also the environmentally preferable alternative.  The proposed action 
will expand the array of available maintenance dredging and dredged material placement 
options for Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek shoaled sediments and will provide a widener 
in Range 1 of Bulkhead Channel.  Also, placement of beach quality dredged material in the 
nearshore placement areas is a beneficial use of dredged material that contributes to sand 
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retention in the Beaufort Inlet ebb tide delta complex.  All practicable means to avoid and 
minimize adverse environmental effects have been incorporated into the proposed action.  The 
proposed action would not result in any adverse impacts to federally-listed threatened or 
endangered species or their designated critical habitat, would have no impact to sites listed on 
or eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places, and would not significantly 
affect any wetlands or water of the U.S., nor any important wildlife habitat.  Therefore, no 
compensatory mitigation is required.  
 
 

• Coordination 
 
A scoping letter describing the proposed Wilmington Harbor Navigation Improvement Project and 
requesting public and agency participation was circulated March 28, 2018.  Agency and public 
responses were received from Region 4 of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the North 
Carolina (N.C.) Department of Transportation, N.C. Division of Marine Fisheries, N.C. Natural 
Heritage Program, N.C. State Historic Preservation Office, and N.C. Wildlife Resources 
Commission. 
 
The Corps has coordinated the proposed action with Federal, state, and local agencies and issued 
a Public Notice on September 4, 2018, to solicit comments.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
provided its Section 7(a)(1) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) concurrence on October 9, 
2018.  Per direction from National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries 
(NOAA Fisheries), the Corps provided a copy of the EA and the Biological Opinion covering the 
proposed action on September 4, 2018.  This satisfied Section 7(a)(1) NOAA Fisheries 
consultation requirements.  By memorandum dated September 25, 2018, the N.C. State Historic 
Preservation Office determined the project will have no adverse effect on historic properties.   
 
A summary of the most significant public comments and the responses thereto are as follows: 
 

• Comment- Material Testing – The EPA commented that p. 15 of the draft EA stated that, 
“Data associated with all borings featured in Figure 5 indicate that shoaled sediments in 
these areas are comprised of >90% sand.”  No other discussion of testing of material is 
provided in the draft EA.  In the 404(b)(1) analysis under section 3 – Evaluation of Dredged 
or Fill Material, it is implied that testing has been conducted on material in the vicinity of 
the project and that this testing could be used to evaluate the possible contaminants in the 
dredged or fill material.  If testing of material has been conducted, the EPA recommends 
that information be included in the final EA.  If the USACE has reason to believe that the 
dredged material is not contaminated, then rationale should be provided in the final EA.” 
Response- Section 4.2 (Water Quality) of the EA has been revised to include the rationale 
for not testing the sediments that have been sampled and which are >90% sand. Section 3 
‘Evaluation of Dredged or Fill Material’ of the 404(b)(1) analysis has also been revised to 
better address your concerns.  It should be noted that only that material which is determined 
to be >90% sand is proposed to be placed in the nearshore placement areas.  If future 
sediment sampling encounters sediments that are <90% sand, that material would be placed 
in previously approved upland confined disposal areas and would not be placed in the 
nearshore placement areas.   
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• Comment- Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed for Discharge in Waters of the U.S. 

– Testing Manual – Inland testing Manual – The EPA recommends that the Corps review 
the above testing manual and determine if the propose activity complies with the evaluation 
required by 40 CFR 404(b)(1). 
Response- The Corps acknowledges that the ‘Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed 
for Discharge in Waters of the U.S. – Testing Manual, Inland testing Manual’, also known 
as the Inland Testing Manual (ITM), is the document describing sediment testing and 
evaluation procedures regarding discharges in waters of the United States.  Section 1.2.2.2 
of the ITM describes Reason to Believe guidelines, which allow for the use of available 
information to make a preliminary determination concerning the need for testing of 
material proposed for dredging.  Furthermore, the Reason to Believe that no testing is 
required is based on the type of material to be dredged and/or its potential to be 
contaminated.  Given the results of geotechnical evaluations described in section 4.1 the 
EA (>90% sand), the probable absence of hazardous, toxic, and radioactive wastes in the 
project areas as discussed in section 4.4 of the EA (which has been updated to include 
recent U.S. Coast Guard National Response Center records), and the project area itself 
being tidal and susceptible to strong currents (text regarding current velocities has been 
added to section 4.1 of the EA), all sediments proposed to be dredged by shallow draft 
hopper dredge and placed in existing nearshore placement areas do not require additional 
testing to be in compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  ‘Section 3 – 
Evaluation of Dredged or Fill Material’ of the 404(b)(1) analysis included in the EA as 
Appendix B has been updated with appropriate considerations and references, and EA text 
qualifying satisfaction of the ITM’s Reason to Believe guidelines has been added to Section 
4.2 of the EA. 

 
 

• Environmental Effects and Impacts 
 

This proposed action will be in compliance with all environmental laws.  A “no action” 
alternative was considered in addition to the proposed action.  The proposed action meets the 
Corps’ Environmental Operating Principles, and minimizes environmental impacts to protected 
resources to the maximum extent practicable.   
 

 
• Determination 
 

Based on the EA prepared for this project, I have determined that this action does not constitute a 
major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.  Therefore, 
the proposed action does not require the preparation of a detailed statement under Section 
102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).  My 
determination was made considering the following factors discussed in the EA to which this 
document is attached: 
 



a. The proposed action may affect but is not likely to adversely affect leatherback, 
loggerhead and green sea tmiles, nmih Atlantic right and humpback whales, west Indian 
manatee, Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon, and Smalltooth sawfish. 

b. No significant cumulative or secondary impacts would result from implementation of 
this action. 

c. The proposed action would not significantly impact cultural resources. 

d. The proposed action would result in no significant impacts to air or water quality. 

e. The proposed action would result in no significant adverse impact to fish and wildlife 
resources. 

f. The proposed action will not cause any environmental health risks or safety risks that 
may disproportionately affect children and complies with Executive Order 13045, "Protection of 
Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks." FONSI-3 

g. The proposed action will not cause any disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects on minority populations and low-income populations and 
complies with Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations." 

• Findings and Conclusions 

The proposed action to implement the Maintenance Dredging of Bulkhead Channel (with 
advance maintenance widener) and Morgan Creek would result in no significant environmental 
impacts. 

Date 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the environmental impacts associated with 
proposed changes to U. S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE) maintenance dredging practices 
for Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek, which are part of the Beaufort Harbor Federal 
Navigation Project, in Carteret County, North Carolina (Figures 1 and 2).  Historically, these 
channels have been maintained by a small pipeline dredge with disposal in approved upland 
confined disposal sites (Figure 3).  The proposed changes include:  1) use of a small shallow 
draft hopper dredge, capable of working in shallow draft channels, with placement of dredged 
material in the approved nearshore placement areas to the east (Nearshore East) and west 
(Nearshore West) of Beaufort Inlet (Figure 4), and 2) dredging of a 50-foot wide by 
approximately 1,200-foot long advance maintenance widener in a frequently shoaled area of 
Range 1 in Bulkhead Channel.   

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA), requires consideration 
of the environmental impacts for major federal actions.  The purpose of this EA is to ensure the 
environmental consequences of the proposed action are considered and that environmental and 
project information are available to the public.  This EA has been prepared in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) parts 1500- 1508), and 
Engineering Regulation (ER) 200-2-2. 
 

1.1   Authority 
 
The authorities to construct and maintain the Beaufort Harbor project are discussed below in 
Section 1.2.  The establishment of an advance maintenance widener in Range 1 of Bulkhead 
Channel is authorized by ER 1130-2-520, paragraph 8-2 (7): “Advance maintenance dredging, to 
a specified depth and/or width, may be performed in critical and/or fast-shoaling areas to avoid 
frequent redredging and ensure the least overall cost of maintaining the project.” An advance 
maintenance widener may be approved by the Division Commander, South Atlantic Division. 
While the effects of that advance maintenance widener are considered in this document, dredging 
of any advance maintenance widener will not commence unless and until that approval has been 
granted. 
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Figure 1. Beaufort Harbor Project Map, Including Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek.
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Figure 2. Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek Range Map. 
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Figure 3. Upland Confined Disposal Areas (UCDA) in Project Area.
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Figure 4. Nearshore Placement Areas.  
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1.2  Incorporation by Reference 
 
The USACE has produced a number of environmental and planning reports that describe 
dredging and material disposal in the project area and vicinity.  These documents were used in 
the writing and development of this EA and are cited below: 
 

a) U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District. 1976. Maintenance of the Waterway 
Connecting Pamlico Sound and Beaufort Harbor, Environmental Impact Statement. 

 
b) U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District. August 1994. Design and Use of a 

Placement Area for Underwater Nearshore Berm, Morehead City Harbor Project, 
Morehead City, North Carolina, Environmental Assessment. 

 
c) National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service. 

March 1997. South Atlantic Regional Biological Opinion Regarding the Use of Hopper 
Dredges in Channels and Borrow Areas along the Southeast U.S. Atlantic Coast. 
 

d) National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service. 
March 1999. Biological Opinion Regarding Government Hopper and Sidecast Dredges. 
 

e) U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District. March 2004. Use of Government 
Plant to Dredge in Federally Authorized Navigation Projects in North Carolina, 
Environmental Assessment. 

 
f) U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District. June 2016. Morehead City Harbor 

Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP), Morehead City, North Carolina. 
 

1.3  Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek Background 
  
The Beaufort Harbor Project, which includes Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek (Figure 1), 
was authorized May 21, 1965 under authority of Section 107, River and Harbor Act of July 14, 
1960.  Bulkhead Channel includes seven sections, or ranges (Ranges 1, 2, 2A, 3, 4, 5, 6), each 
with an authorized depth of -15 feet mean lower low water (MLLW) + 2 feet allowable 
overdepth.  Existing authorized widths vary by range; Ranges 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 are 100 feet wide, 
with the exception of the area where Ranges 4 and 5 connect, which is authorized to a width of 
210 feet (Figure 2); and Ranges 2 and 2A are 150 feet wide.  Morgan Creek includes three 
ranges (Ranges 1-3) and a turning basin.  The ranges and turning basin have an authorized depth 
of -14 feet MLLW + 2 feet allowable overdepth.   The authorized width of Ranges 1-3 is 70 feet 
and the width of the turning basin is 150 feet.  The intersection of Morgan Creek and Bulkhead 
Channel has an authorized width of 420 feet (Figure 2). 
 
Maintenance dredging of Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek was originally addressed in the 
USACE 1976 EIS, referenced above in Section 1.2, and addressed use of a hydraulic pipeline 
dredge with dredged material placement in shallow water within submerged diked areas on the 
sound-facing side of barrier islands in the project area.  By this material placement methodology 
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islands were created and/or proposed, which were not to exceed elevations of 6-8 feet above 
mean high tide.  These submerged diked areas exist east and north or the project area and aren’t 
feasible for use in connection with the proposed action, as the nearest of these diked areas is 
approximately nine miles east of the project area.  Pipeline dredging within the project area 
currently, and for decades, has resulted in placement of dredged materials in upland confined 
disposal areas including Carrot Island, Northern Radio Island, Brandt Island, and Marsh Island 
(Figure 3).   

2.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 
 

Both Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek are commonly used waterways of economic and 
recreational importance to Carteret County, the region, and the State.  Reliable and safe 
navigation in these federal channels is vital to the region and is difficult to ensure given the 
limited maintenance dredging and dredged material disposal options currently available. 
 
Typically, maintenance dredging in the project area is accomplished by pipeline dredge with 
material placement in nearby upland confined disposal sites (Carrot Island, Northern Radio 
Island, Brandt Island, and Marsh Island). Recently, a shortfall of available pipeline dredges and 
reduced government funding has resulted in excessive shoaling in portions of Bulkhead Channel 
and Morgan Creek (Figure 5).  To provide more reliable and consistent maintenance dredging of 
the Bulkhead and Morgan Creek channels, the USACE requires operational flexibility, such as 
expanding the array of available maintenance dredging and/or dredged material disposal options 
for Bulkhead Channel or Morgan Creek.  Having the ability to employ more than one type of 
dredge and more than one method of dredged material disposal would increase opportunities to 
maintain Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek on a more regular basis.  Additionally, adding the 
ability to perform advance maintenance in areas where the most significant, rapid shoaling 
occurs would help keep channels open longer between dredging events, alleviating the recurring 
shoaling that results in a hazard to navigation. 
 
Shoaled areas of Bulkhead Channel are typically dredged annually as funding and resources 
allow.  Based on May 22, 2018 bathymetry, approximately 5,700 cubic yards (cy) of materials 
would need be removed from shoaled areas of Bulkhead Channel to ensure safe navigation.  This 
volume estimate takes into consideration allowable overdepth.  Should the proposed 50-foot 
widener be included, and also dredged to a depth of -15 feet MLLW + 2 feet allowable 
overdepth, estimated total volume of shoaled materials currently requiring removal in Bulkhead 
Channel would be 8,800 cy.  This 50-foot widener is proposed as this shoaled area of Bulkhead 
Channel Range 1 is affected by wind action across a wider and longer fetch of water than other 
channel ranges, which exacerbates shoaling.  Typically, shoaled areas within Bulkhead Channel 
are dredged by pipeline dredge with placement in upland confined disposal areas; however, 
shallow draft hopper dredges have been used to perform maintenance dredging work, most 
recently in response to emergency shoaled conditions in the channel.  In these cases, dredged 
material has been taken to the west nearshore placement area. 
 
Morgan Creek has been dredged twice since 1987, and most recently in April 1999.  During the 
1999 dredging event, approximately 10,000 cy of material was removed by pipeline dredge and 
placed in upland confined disposal areas.  Based on May 22, 2018 bathymetry, it is estimated 
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near term dredging in Morgan Creek will again consist of the removal of approximately 10,000 
cy or shoaled sediments, primarily towards the confluence of Morgan Creek and Range 2A of 
Bulkhead Channel.
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Figure 5. Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek Geotechnical Borings to Date, and Bathymetry as of May 22, 2018. 
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
 

Considering the shortfall of available pipeline dredges to perform maintenance dredging in the 
project area, and to provide additional operational flexibility, alternative dredging methodologies 
and dredged material placement options are needed.  For areas that are especially challenging to 
properly maintain, given the currently limited available resources, additional options will help 
improve safe, reliable navigability in the project area. 
 

3.1 Alternative 1: No Action (Continued Use of a Pipeline Dredge (only) with Upland 
Confined Disposal (only)) 

 
Under the no action alternative, maintenance dredging of Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek 
would continue to be accomplished by a small pipeline dredge with material placement occurring 
in approved nearby upland confined disposal areas (Figure 3).  No other types of dredging vessel 
or dredged material placement options would be used.  Under this scenario, it’s expected that 
difficulties in ensuring reliable navigation, especially in frequently shoaled areas, such as at the 
confluence of Morgan Creek and Bulkhead Channel Range 2A and Range 1 of Bulkhead 
Channel (Figure 5), will continue.  The no action alternative would not meet the purpose and 
need for action, since it includes no new opportunities for expanding the array of available 
maintenance dredging or dredged material disposal options for Bulkhead Channel or Morgan 
Creek shoaled sediments. Particularly, as mobilization costs for pipeline dredges are substantial 
and the amount of shoaling is usually quite small, the exclusive use of pipeline dredging for 
routine maintenance of the channel is not generally cost-effective.  Although pipeline dredging 
with upland disposal will continue to be used when feasible and appropriate, the no action 
alternative, which does not consider additional dredging and dredged material placement 
methods, does not meet the purpose and need and therefore is not considered an acceptable 
alternative. 
 

3.2 Alternative 2:  Addition of Sidecast Dredging and Sidecast Placement of Dredged 
Material 
 
Use of a sidecast dredge vessel, which would cast dredged material adjacent to, but outside the 
Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek ranges was considered; however, sidecast material could 
result in adverse impacts to adjacent marine aquatic habitat, which could include submerged 
aquatic vegetation (SAV). Additionally, significant portions of Bulkhead Channel and Morgan 
Creek are not conducive to sidecasting due to the close proximity of infrastructure and 
development (marinas/docks) and established islands immediately adjacent to the channels.   For 
these reasons, sidecast dredging was eliminated from further consideration.  
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3.3 Alternative 3:  Addition of Shallow Draft Hopper Dredging with Nearshore 
Placement of Dredged Material 

 
 
Alternative 3 would add the option of using a small shallow draft hopper dredge to perform 
maintenance dredging in Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek, with placement of dredged 
material in the previously approved Nearshore East and Nearshore West placement areas to the 
east and west of Beaufort Inlet (Figures 4 and 6).  Hopper dredges that may be used for this work 
could include the Currituck or Murden shallow draft hopper dredges or other small hopper 
dredges substantially similar to these vessels.  Use of shallow draft hopper dredges with 
nearshore placement would only occur in areas where shoaled sediments have been shown to be 
comprised of >90% sand (beach quality).  Sediment sampling in the project area (vibracore 
samples to project depth including allowable overdepth) has occurred in areas of frequent and/or 
persistent shoaling.  The USACE performed sampling in Ranges 1 and 2 of Bulkhead channel in 
2006 and 2008 (Figures 5 and 7).  Additionally, Carteret County performed sampling in Range 1 
of Morgan Creek and in Ranges 4, 5, and 6 of Bulkhead Channel in 2018 (Figure 5).  Shoaled 
sediments depicted by a black cross-hatch pattern on Figure 6 are considered >90% sand in 
perpetuity based on past geotechnical analyses and historic dredging in these areas.  Shoaled 
sediments in areas depicted as pink in Figure 6 are currently considered >90% sand for purposes 
of one-time maintenance dredging by shallow draft hopper dredges and will be considered >90% 
sand in perpetuity only after two additional consecutive geotechnical analysis events have shown 
that shoaled sediments are >90% sand.  Similarly, shoaled sediments in areas depicted as green 
in Figure 6 have not been evaluated through geotechnical analyses and will be considered >90% 
sand in perpetuity only after three individual and consecutive geotechnical analysis events have 
shown that shoaled sediments are >90% sand.  Furthermore, future geotechnical analysis events 
in green and pink areas would only take place following material shoaling to ensure that each 
analysis event addresses naturally shoaled materials. 
 
Alternative 3 would sufficiently address the maintenance dredging requirements in Bulkhead 
Channel and Morgan Creek. However, in addition to measures featured in alternative 3, a more 
cost-effective measure was developed to include an advance maintenance widener at Bulkhead 
Channel Range 1 to potentially reduce the frequency and recurring costs of dredging events.  
This more cost-effective measure, alternative 4 (proposed action), is described below. 
 

3.4 Alternative 4 (Proposed Action): Addition of Shallow Draft Hopper Dredging with 
Nearshore Placement and a 50-foot by 1,200-foot Advance Maintenance Widener in 
Bulkhead Channel Range 1 

 
 
The proposed action includes shallow draft hopper dredging with nearshore placement of 
dredged material (alternative 3), plus an advance maintenance widener.  In addition to adding the 
ability to use small shallow draft hopper dredges with nearshore placement, a 50-foot advance 
maintenance widener is proposed in Range 1 of Bulkhead Channel (Figures 6, 7).  Historically, 
Range 1 has been the area within Bulkhead Channel with the most problematic and rapid 
shoaling.  On a few occasions in the past, advance maintenance in the proposed widener area has 
been performed (dredged) in an attempt to keep the channel navigable between dredging events.  
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Past dredging of this proposed widener, coupled with the aforementioned 2006 and 2008 
geotechnical borings and analysis in the channel itself (approximately 50 feet to the west of the 
proposed widener; Figure 7), has shown that shoaled materials in the proposed 50-foot widener 
are also >90% sand.  An advance maintenance widener, 50 feet wide and 1,200 feet long, in 
Range 1 of Bulkhead Channel is proposed to reduce shoaling that presents the greatest challenge 
to navigation (Figures 5-7).  The existing authorized width of Bulkhead Channel Range 1 is 100 
feet, so the proposed 50-foot widener would extend the total channel width to 150 feet.   It is 
estimated that an average of not more than 5,000 cy of material would be dredged from the 
widener based on May 22, 2018 bathymetry and assuming that depth would be -15 feet MLLW + 
2 feet allowable overdepth.  This volume, combined with the relatively small total sediment 
volumes that would be removed from the Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek, would not 
adversely affect capacity in the nearshore placement areas.  Based on May 22, 2018 bathymetry 
and dredged material volumes removed during past maintenance dredging events, annual 
dredged material volumes required to be removed to ensure safe navigation, from Bulkhead 
Channel and Morgan Creek, would be less than 10,000 cy and 8,000 cy, respectively.  These 
volume estimates take into consideration allowable overdepth.  The Proposed Action would meet 
the purpose and need by expanding the array of available maintenance dredging and dredged 
material placement options for Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek shoaled sediments and by 
providing a widener in Range 1 of Bulkhead Channel.  Also, placement of beach quality dredged 
material in the nearshore placement areas is a beneficial use of dredged material that contributes 
to sand retention in the Beaufort Inlet ebb tide delta complex. 
 
Figure 6 depicts areas in which the USACE proposes use of a shallow draft hopper dredge with 
nearshore placement of dredged material as follows: 
  

a. Black cross-hatching and orange cross-hatching (proposed advance maintenance 
widener) represent areas in which sufficient geotechnical data, dredging history, and 
shoaling patterns exist to demonstrate that shoaled sediments in these areas are 
consistently >90% sand.  In black- and orange-cross-hatched areas, the USACE 
proposes to allow year round dredging by a shallow draft hopper dredge with 
nearshore placement of dredged material.  Within the orange shaded area, which 
represents the proposed advance maintenance widener, dredging will only occur upon 
approval of the widener by the South Atlantic Division Commander.  
 

b. Pink shading represents areas in which geotechnical data demonstrate that shoaled 
sediments are presently comprised of >90% sand and can be dredged using a shallow 
draft hopper dredge with nearshore placement; however, this determination will only 
be valid for present dredging needs.  Prior to additional dredging in pink-shaded 
areas, beyond present needs, two additional cycles of geotechnical sampling and 
analyses and dredging will be required to again verify that future shoaled materials 
are still >90% sand.  If these additional sampling events indicate consistent shoaling 
of >90% sand, subsequent year-round maintenance dredging and nearshore placement 
will be allowed.  

 
c. Green shading represents areas in which the grain size of shoaled sediments is 

presently unknown and geotechnical sampling and analyses have not occurred.  In 
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green-shaded areas, use of a shallow draft hopper dredge with nearshore placement 
would not occur until/unless geotechnical analyses determine that shoaled materials 
are >90% sand. Two additional cycles of geotechnical sampling and analyses and 
dredging will be required to again verify if future shoaled materials are still >90% 
sand and qualify for shallow draft dredging vessels with nearshore disposal. If these 
additional sampling events indicate consistent shoaling of >90% sand, subsequent 
year round maintenance dredging and nearshore placement will be allowed. 
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Figure 6. Areas In Which Shallow Draft Hopper Dredging and Nearshore Placement of Dredged Material are Currently Proposed.

 - For additional details, see Section 3 – Alternatives Considered – for specific requirements 
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Figure 7. Proposed 50-Foot Widener and Historically Dredged Areas  
at Bulkhead Channel Range 1.  
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND POTENTIAL IMPACTS 
 
This section will only address the proposed action (alternative 4: hopper dredging with nearshore 
placement and a widener in Range 1 of Bulkhead Channel), alternative 3 (hopper dredging with 
nearshore placement and no widener), and the no action alternatives.  The only other alternative 
considered, alternative 2 (sidecast dredging), was eliminated early in the planning process and 
will not be addressed in this section.  The affected environment of the project area includes the 
previously approved upland diked disposal areas, the Nearshore East and Nearshore West 
placement areas, as well as, Bulkhead Channel, Morgan Creek, and the waters adjacent to these 
areas.  The proposed action and alternative 3 are substantially similar in terms of potential 
impacts and will be addressed as such in this section unless otherwise noted.   
 

4.1 Sediments 
 
Sediments in the project area are continually subject to movement facilitated by strong currents, 
thus the need for regular maintenance dredging. Evidence of current velocities ranging from 
approximately 0.5-0.9 meters/second (m/s) in the Beaufort Inlet area, which is immediately 
oceanward of the project area, is shown in Figure 8. Redistribution of sediments is, therefore, a 
natural and continuous phenomenon.  The proposed augmentation of dredging methodology, to 
include the proposed 50-foot widener in Range 1 of Bulkhead Channel, would allow added 
flexibility in removal of shoaled sediments in Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek. 

Sediments in the project area generally consist of sands, silts, and clays occurring in various 
mixtures.  Mapped geologic strata in the vicinity of Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek consist 
of surficial Quaternary deposits of sand, clay, gravel, and peat, which were deposited in marine, 
fluvial, eolian, and lacustrine environments (NCGS 1998). 

In preparing this EA, the USACE re-evaluated seven vibracore borings that were originally 
drilled at shoaled areas within Bulkhead Channel’s Ranges 1 and 2 in 2006 and 2008 (Figures 5, 
7).  All boring elevations were referenced to mean lower low water (MLLW) and were taken to 
either project depth (including allowable overdepth) or refusal.  No new sampling in the area has 
been conducted by the USACE since 2008.  Single-beam bathymetric surveys from the past three 
years, maintained by the USACE, were also referenced to determine where the areas of shoaling 
are most predominant within the channel and informed 2006 and 2008 boring locations.  

In April 2018, Carteret County, NC contracted a subsurface investigation to determine the 
physical character (grain size) of shoaled areas at Bulkhead Channel’s Ranges 5, 6 and 7, and at 
Morgan Creek near its confluence with Bulkhead Channel Range 2A in an effort to determine 
sediment characteristics sand (Figure 5).  Data associated with all borings featured in Figure 5 
indicate that shoaled sediments in these areas are comprised of >90% sand. 

Results of all vibracore borings collected to date in the project area, including drilling logs and 
gradation testing, are available at 
http://www.saw.usace.army.mil/Missions/Navigation/Dredging/District-Plant-Dredging/. 

http://www.saw.usace.army.mil/Missions/Navigation/Dredging/District-Plant-Dredging/
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Although both the proposed action and alternative 3 will result in removal of sediment from 
project area channels, due to the dynamic nature of the environment, impacts to sediments will 
not be significant.  An average of not more than 5,000 cy of shoaled sediments would be 
removed from the proposed 50-foot widener under the proposed action, which would be in 
addition to average of not more than 10,000 cy to be removed from shoaled areas within 
Bulkhead Channel and not more than 8,000 cy to be removed from Morgan Creek, according to 
May 22, 2018 bathymetry and past data.     

Likewise, no action will result in removal of sediment from project area channels.  Again, citing 
the dynamic nature of the environment, impacts to sediments will not be significant.  Under the 
no action alternative, an average of not more than 10,000 cy of shoaled material would be 
removed from Bulkhead Channel and not more than 8,000 cy would be removed from Morgan 
Creek, according to May 22, 2018 bathymetry and past data. 

 

 

 
Figure 8. Current velocities in the Beaufort Inlet vicinity. 

 (source; unpublished 2009 USACE report) 
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4.2 Water Resources 

4.2.1 Hydrology 
 
Tides in the project area, as measured at the Duke Marine Lab in Beaufort, NC (Station ID: 
8656483), are semidiurnal and the mean tidal range is approximately 2.25 feet.   Regular 
reversals of flow occur with each tidal cycle.  Salinity in the project area varies due to many 
factors including freshwater inflow, tidal action, and wind.  However, salinity is usually near that 
of seawater (~35ppt) due to the proximity to the inlet and the ocean. 
 
Neither the proposed action nor alternative 3 will effect hydrology in the project area.  Likewise, 
the no action alternative will have no effect on hydrology in the project area. 

4.2.2 Water Quality 
 
The waters of Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek are classified by the North Carolina 
Division of Water Quality (NCDWQ) as SC (tidal salt waters protected for secondary recreation) 
and HQW (high quality waters).  The NCDWQ identifies best usages of Class SC as including 
fishing, boating, secondary recreation, fish and noncommercial shellfish consumption, 
propagation and survival, and wildlife habitat (NCDEQ 2018).     

The potential water quality impacts of the proposed action include minor and short-term 
suspended sediment plumes and the release of soluble trace constituents from the sediment.   
During dredging, turbidity increases outside the immediate dredging area should be less than 25 
nephelometric turbidity units (NTUs) and are, therefore, considered insignificant.   

The Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek channels have been subject to maintenance dredging 
many times in the past and are located in bathymetrically dynamic areas routinely navigated by 
commercial and recreational vessels.  Sediments suspended as a result of maintenance dredging 
are anticipated to settle out of the water column quickly following cessation of dredging.   

Placement of dredged material in the existing nearshore placement areas via hopper dredge 
would only include material comprised of >90% coarse-grained (sandy) sediments.  Therefore, 
suspended sediments resulting from placement would settle quickly and would not significantly 
contribute to turbidity in the vicinity of the nearshore placement areas.  Furthermore, bacterial 
adsorption and relative concentration of any potential toxicants in dredged materials to be placed 
in the nearshore placement areas are expected to be relatively low due to the material’s grain size 
classification.  The ‘Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed for Discharge in Waters of the 
U.S. – Testing Manual, Inland testing Manual’ (USACE/USEPA 1998), also known as the 
Inland Testing Manual (ITM), describes sediment testing and evaluation procedures regarding 
discharges in waters of the United States in order to meet the requirements of Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act.  Section 1.2.2.2 of the ITM describes Reason to Believe guidelines, which 
allow for the use of available information to make a preliminary determination concerning the 
need for testing of material proposed for dredging.  The USACE has Reason to Believe that no 
testing is required regarding the proposed action citing evidence of the material being >90% sand 
(see Section 4.1 of this EA), high current velocities in the project area (see Sections 4.1 and 4.2.1 
of this EA), and absence of contaminant sources in close proximity to the proposed dredging 
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sites as described in the text to follow.  Refer to Section 4.4 for more detailed discussion of 
Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Wastes. 

Pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, the placement of beach quality dredged material 
in the nearshore placement areas is authorized by General Water Quality Certification #4099 
(GC # 4099) (Appendix A).  Although GC #4099 is titled “Emergency Activities on Ocean 
Beaches,” NCDWR has determined that this GC is applicable to the nearshore placement of 
beach quality dredged material.  All conditions of GC #4099 will be met.  Pursuant to 33 C.F.R. 
§ 335.7, and meeting the environmental standards established by the Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) evaluation process or ocean dumping criteria, a 404(b)(1) analysis is included as 
Appendix B and will be finalized prior to conclusion of the NEPA process.  

With implementation of the proposed action or alternative 3, the relatively small anticipated 
volumes of shoaled sediments within Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek and associated 
dredging and dredged material placement anticipated from work in the project area, would result 
in temporary and minor impacts to water quality.  No violations of State water quality standards 
would occur.  Living marine resources dependent upon good water quality should not experience 
significant adverse impacts due to water quality changes from dredging or material placement in 
the nearshore placement areas. 

Likewise, the no action alternative will have temporary and minor effects on water quality due to 
turbidity increases. 

4.3 Wetlands and Floodplains 
 
Coastal wetlands in the vicinity of the proposed project area include tidal salt marshes along the 
shorelines and island fringes.  These marshes are comprised mainly of smooth cordgrass 
(Spartina alterniflora) and are generally more extensive where protected from wind and wave 
action.  Intertidal wetlands near the proposed project area are ecologically important due to their 
high primary productivity, their role as nursery areas for larvae and juveniles of many marine 
species, and their refuge/forage value to wildlife.  In addition, they provide aesthetically valuable 
natural areas.   

Both the proposed action or alternative 3 would be confined to previously dredged channels, 
except for the proposed 50-foot widener in Bulkhead Channel’s Range 1 where dredging has 
occurred on few occasions, as required.  Neither alternative would affect wetlands or floodplains.  
Dredged material placement in the existing nearshore placement areas would occur in open water 
and would also have no effect on wetlands or floodplains. 

Executive Order 11988 states that federal agencies shall avoid, to the extent possible, the long 
and short term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains 
and to avoid direct or indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable 
alternative, federal agencies shall take action to reduce the risk of flood loss, and minimize the 
impact of floods on human safety, health and welfare, and to restore and preserve the natural and 
beneficial values served by floodplains.  Furthermore, Executive Order 11990 mandates each 
federal agency shall provide leadership and shall take action to minimize the destruction, loss or 
degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of 
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wetlands in carrying out the agency’s responsibilities for (1) acquiring, managing, and disposing 
of federal lands and facilities; and (2) providing federally undertaken, financed, or assisted 
construction and improvements; and (3) conducting federal activities and programs affecting 
land use, including but not limited to water and related land resources planning, regulating, and 
licensing activities. 

No alternatives considered would adversely affect floodplains or alter their function and will be 
in full compliance with Executive Order 11988 following completion of the NEPA process.  
Likewise, the proposed action, alternative 3, and no action alternative, would not result in 
placement of fill in wetlands or significant hydrologic or salinity changes affecting wetlands.  
The proposed action, alternative 3, and no action alternative are in compliance with Executive 
Order 11990. 

 

4.4 Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Wastes (HTRW) 
 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Envirofacts website was queried to 
identify the presence of EPA-regulated facilities in the vicinity of project area (USEPA 2018). 
The Envirofacts website contains information collected from regulatory programs and other data 
relating to environmental activities with the potential to affect air, water, and land resources in 
surrounding areas. Several sites exist in the project area vicinity (Figure 9), but none will affect 
or be affected by the proposed action or alternative 3. 

Additionally, the United States Coast Guard’s (USCG) National Response Center was queried to 
identify any spills of hazardous substances in the project area (USCG 2018).  In 2018, to date, 
four incidents were reported in the Morehead City area, of which none were in the immediate 
project area.  In 2017, ten incidents were reported.  In 2016, six incidents were reported.  In 
2015, five incidents were reported.  All reported incidents can be considered minor and did not 
contribute to sediment contamination in the proposed project area. 

Based on an investigation of historic aerial photographs and current imagery, no evidence of 
improperly-managed hazardous and/or toxic materials, or indicators of those materials were 
present in the proposed project area; therefore, neither the proposed action or alternative 3 would 
affect HTRW since there are none present in the proposed project area, nor would either of these 
alternatives result in the production or creation of HTRW.  

Likewise, based on an investigation of historic aerial photographs and current imagery, no 
evidence of improperly-managed hazardous and/or toxic materials, or indicators of those 
materials were present in the proposed project area; therefore, the no action alternative would 
have no effect on HTRW since there are none present in the proposed project area, nor would the 
no action alternative result in the production or creation of HTRW. 
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Figure 9. Regulated Facilities in Project Area Vicinity. 

4.5 Cultural Resources 
 
The North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office’s (SHPO) HPOWEB Map Service was 
queried to identify known cultural resources in and near the project area (NC State Historic 
Preservation Office 2018).  This service provides information such as cultural resources sites 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places, sites designated as Local Landmarks, and other 
data useful in considering potential impacts to cultural resources. Both the proposed action and 
alternative 3 include dredging in areas located within the boundaries of the Beaufort Historic 
District (Figure 10); however, only maintenance dredging to existing authorized depths and 
widths would occur within this boundary.  The proposed 50-foot widener in Range 1 of 
Bulkhead Channel, associated with the proposed action alone, would be just south of the Historic 
District boundary (Figures 7, 10). 
 

 
 

Figure 10.  Cultural Resources Near Proposed Project Area. 
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Blackbeard and other pirates used Beaufort Inlet during the 18th and 19th centuries.  Blackbeard’s 
ship, the Queen Anne’s Revenge (QAR), rests on the sea floor just southwest of the inlet and in 
close proximity to the Nearshore West placement area, which may be utilized under the proposed 
action.  An archaeological restricted area has been established, in coordination with the SHPO 
and NC Office of State Archaeology, so that any potential impacts to the QAR will be avoided 
(Figure 4). 

By letter dated February 10, 2006, it had been determined that long term dredging as well as 
other known environmental factors, such as storms, natural shoreline migration, and profile 
movement, were affecting preservation of the QAR site (31CR314).  At the time, it was proposed 
that placing sand dredged from the channels of the Beaufort Harbor project approximately 400 
feet seaward of the QAR may halt or slow loss of data due to geologic processes.  It was thought 
that this artificial berm could potentially provide a source for replenishing sand loss at the site 
and may act to diffuse wave energy.  This proposal was considered experimental, but at the time, 
the SHPO, the NC Office of State Archaeology’s Underwater Archaeology Branch (UAB), and 
the USACE were willing to implement this change in dredged material placement for purposes 
of protecting a sensitive archaeological site.  In February/March 2006 a minimum of 4,800 cy of 
sand was placed 400 feet seaward of the QAR to offer the site protection for a period of 
approximately six years.  Spanning approximately 2012 to 2015, investigations on the QAR were 
conducted; although work at the site was originally expected to continue until 2018. 

The USACE may consider future, similar placement of beach quality material to protect the 
QAR site, should there be an identified need to do so.  Any potential dredged material placement 
having the purpose of archaeological resource protection will be coordinated with the SHPO and 
UAB. 

Executive Order 11593 states that the Federal Government shall provide leadership in 
preserving, restoring and maintaining the historic and cultural environment of the Nation. 
Federal agencies shall administer the cultural properties under their control in a spirit of 
stewardship and trusteeship for future generations, initiate measures necessary to direct their 
policies, plans and programs in such a way that federally owned sites, structures, and objects of 
historical, architectural or archaeological significance are preserved, restored, and maintained for 
the inspiration and benefit of the people, and, in consultation with the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (16 U.S.C. 470i), institute procedures to assure that Federal plans and 
programs contribute to the preservation and enhancement of non-federally owned sites, 
structures and objects of historical, architectural or archaeological significance. 

No alternatives considered would adversely affect cultural resources and will be in full 
compliance with Executive Order 11593 following completion of the NEPA process. The 
proposed action, alternative 3, and no action alternative are in compliance with Executive Order 
11593. 

4.6 Air Quality 
 
The Wilmington Regional Office of the North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality 
(NCDEQ) has air quality jurisdiction for the project area.  The ambient air quality for Carteret 
County has been determined to be in compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality 
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Standards, and is designated an attainment area for Ozone (O3), Particulates (PM2.5), Carbon 
Monoxide (CO), and Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) (N.C. Division of Air Quality, 2016); therefore, a 
conformity determination is not required.  
 
The proposed action would result in removal of additional sediment from project area channels 
due to inclusion of the proposed 50-foot widener in Range 1 of Bulkhead Channel, which would 
minimally increase the amount of time dredge plants would operate as compared to the 
alternative 3 and the no action alternatives, thereby increasing associated air emissions; however 
this increase in emissions is considered insignificant in its overall effects to air quality in the 
project area.  Emissions produced during dredging and dredged material placement operations 
would be temporary and would not result in significant adverse effects to the air quality within 
this attainment area. 
   
Under alternative 3 and the no action alternatives, a lesser amount of material would be removed 
during channel maintenance as compared to the proposed action.  Again, by comparison, 
dredging operations may be of shorter duration (not to exceed one week) than with 
implementation of the proposed action.  Emissions produced during dredging and material 
placement operations would be temporary and would not result in significant adverse effects on 
the air quality within this attainment area. 

4.7 Noise 
 
Noise levels within Carteret County, NC and the project vicinity are variable and often include 
commercial and recreational boat/ship traffic.  Various construction projects and dredging 
operations may temporarily impact noise; however, it is unlikely that the noise created by the 
proposed action will have much effect on the local mainland residences.  Section 10-1 of the 
Carteret County, NC code of ordinances (Municode 2018) discusses noise. 
 
The proposed action would require removal of additional sediment from project area channels, as 
compared to alternative 3 and the no action alternative, due to the inclusion of the proposed 50-
foot widener in Range 1 of Bulkhead Channel.  Dredging-related noise may be expected to be of 
moderately longer duration than alternative 3 and the no action alternative, and would be audible 
within the project area vicinity.  No significant impact to area noise levels is expected. 
 
Alternative 3 and the no action alternative are not expected to result in significant increases in 
noise levels within the project area or nearby surrounding areas; although, dredging-related noise 
may be expected to be of moderately shorter duration than the proposed action, and would be 
audible within the project area vicinity.  No significant impact to area noise levels is expected.   

4.8 Benthic Resources 
 
Given the susceptibility of the Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek project area to currents and 
water movement, and their proximity to Beaufort Inlet, sandy sediments would not be expected 
to harbor significant numbers of organisms within benthic communities.  Common benthic 
organisms in these sediments would likely include polychaetes, amphipods, decapods, and 
mollusks.  
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Shellfish beds are present in Bogue Sound, beyond the project area to the west, and are likely 
present in calm shallow waters away from the navigation channels including areas in relative 
close proximity Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek; although, proposed Bulkhead Channel 
and Morgan Creek maintenance dredging locations all fall within waters currently classified as 
“prohibited” to the harvest of shellfish according to the NC Division of Marine Fisheries.  Due to 
the dynamic conditions present within much of the project area, significant numbers of shellfish 
are not expected within the channels themselves.  The dominant species of shellfish near the 
proposed project area are the American oyster (Crassostrea virginica) and the hard clam 
(Mercenaria mercenaria).  In the proposed project area vicinity, both species are harvested for 
sale and personal consumption.   

With the exception of the proposed 50-foot widener, which is addressed below, dredging that 
would occur with implementation of the proposed action, alternative 3, or the no action 
alternative, would be within the footprint of existing channels that have been previously 
disturbed.  Dredging by shallow draft hopper dredge or pipeline dredge would result in mortality 
of nearly all sedentary or slow-moving benthic organisms that had moved into the area, along 
with removal of the sediments down to the specific depth of the area to be dredged.  Removal of 
benthic habitat by channel maintenance dredging represents a temporary resource loss since the 
channel bottom would be soon re-colonized by like benthic organisms.  The benthic community 
which develops would be similar to that present before being removed by dredging.  The 
ecological significance of temporary benthic losses will be minor since the affected area is 
considered small relative to the amount of benthic habitat present on the estuarine bottom in the 
project area vicinity, and the time span of disturbance and will be short.  Benthic organism 
populations in the vicinity of the proposed project area are naturally in a state of flux due to 
continual sedimentation and shoaling which creates the need for maintenance dredging and 
implementation of the proposed action. 

The proposed 50-foot advance maintenance widener (50 feet wide by 1,200 feet long) in Range 1 
of Bulkhead Channel, associated with the proposed action, represents an approximately 1.4-acre 
area of additional impact to the benthic environment.  Impacts to benthic resources are expected 
to be substantially similar to those experienced during maintenance dredging of the existing 
Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek footprints.  Namely, dredging by hopper dredge or 
pipeline dredge would result in mortality of nearly all sedentary or slow-moving benthic 
organisms that have moved into the area, along with removal of the sediments down to the 
specific depth of the area to be dredged.  Depth of material removal in this area would be greater 
than in most areas of the existing Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek, as the existing project 
reaches are regularly maintained and, with occasional exceptions, the proposed 50-foot advance 
maintenance widener is not.  Benthic organisms would soon re-colonize the area following 
completion of dredging. 

The affected environment and impacts associated with placement of dredged material in the 
nearshore placement areas is addressed in detail in the Morehead City Harbor DMMP (USACE 
2017), which is incorporated by reference. There would be temporary and minor impacts to 
benthic communities due to burial and as a result of dredged material placement in the existing 
nearshore placement areas as a result of the proposed action.  
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Given the scopes of the proposed action and alternative 3, and natural dynamic nature of benthic 
environments in the project area, the proposed action and alternative 3 will result in temporary 
and minor impacts on benthic resources due to mortality of sedentary or slow-moving benthic 
organisms during dredging and placement of material. 

Likewise, the no action alternative will result in temporary and minor effects on benthic 
resources during dredging. 

4.9 Fisheries Resources and Essential Fish Habitat 
 

Beaufort Inlet, just southwest of the project area, supports many popular recreational and 
commercial fish species.  Fish species common to the inlet include: Atlantic Menhaden 
(Brevoortia tyrannus), Black Drum (Pogonias cromis), Bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrix), Croaker 
(Micropogonias undulates), Grey Trout (Cynoscion regalis), Flounder (Paralichtys dentalus 
(Summer), Paralichthys lethostigma (Southern), and Paralichthys albigutta (Gulf)), Lizardfish 
(Synodus foetens), Spanish Mackerel (Scomberomorus maculatus), Speckled Trout (Cynoscion 
nebulosus), and Spot (Leiostomus xanthurus).  
   
Pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the South Atlantic Fisheries Management Council 
(SAFMC) has designated EFH within the project area to encompass intertidal flats, high salinity 
surf zones, and tidal inlets (including their ebb and flood shoal complexes). 
 
Based on review of the NOAA Habitat Conservation National Marine Fisheries Service’s 
Essential Fish Habitats (EFH) Mapper, there are no EFH or Habitat Areas of Particular Concern 
(HAPC) identified within the project area; however, EFH does for the Snapper Grouper and 
Bluefin Tuna species/management units in the project area.  At this time, the EFH Mapper does 
not contain spatial data for all managed species in the proposed project area such as shrimps and 
coastal migratory pelagic species.  Impacts to EFH are expected to be minor on an individual and 
on a cumulative effects basis.  
 
Beaufort Inlet is an important passageway for the larvae of many species of commercially or 
ecologically important fish.  Spawning grounds for many marine fishes are believed to occur on 
the continental shelf with immigration to estuaries during the juvenile stage.  The shelter 
provided by the marsh and creek systems in the project area vicinity serve as nursery habitat 
where young fish undergo rapid growth before returning to the offshore environment. 
 
The proposed action and alternative 3 could have minor adverse impacts on the marine water 
column during the dredging events in the form of minor and short-term suspended sediment 
plumes and related turbidity.  Overall water quality impacts of the proposed action and 
alternative 3 are expected to be short-term and minor.  Living marine resources dependent upon 
good water quality are not expected to experience significant adverse impacts due to water quality 
changes.  Fish larvae are likely to become entrained by any dredging within the channel.  As a 
worst-case, it is assumed that entrained animals experience 100% mortality, although some small 
number may survive.  Since the project area hosts very large numbers of larval organisms, it is not 
expected that entrainment mortality would adversely affect species population levels. 
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The no action alternative would have similar minor adverse impacts on the marine water column as 
compared to the proposed action and alternative 3. 
 
The proposed action and alternative 3 will not have a significant adverse impact on area 
fisheries, EFH or HAPC within the project area.  Additional EFH and HAPC analysis was 
completed for the nearshore placement areas as part of the Morehead City Harbor DMMP dated 
June 2017.  The report concluded that any impact to EFH would be minor on an individual and 
cumulative effects basis, and would not require mitigation. 
     
The no action alternative will also not have a significant adverse impact on area fisheries, EFH or 
HAPC within the project area.   

4.10 Terrestrial Resources 
 
There are no terrestrial resources located within the project area.  Both the proposed action and 
alternative 3 involve dredging by shallow draft hopper dredge in defined, frequently navigated 
channels with placement of dredged material in existing nearshore placement areas, should 
dredged materials consist of >90% sand.  The proposed action and alternative 3 will have no 
effect on terrestrial resources, including terrestrial vegetation and wildlife, if dredged materials 
are placed in nearshore placement areas. Otherwise, effects will be substantially similar to those 
of the no action alternative. 

The no action alternative may be expected to have minor and temporary effects on terrestrial 
resources, including terrestrial vegetation and wildlife, given that dredged material placement 
would continue to exclusively occur in upland confined disposal areas.  During material 
placement, vegetation may become buried and wildlife may be temporarily displaced. 

4.11 Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531–1543), provides a 
program for the conservation of threatened and endangered (T&E) plants and animals and the 
habitats in which they are found.  In accordance with Section 7 (a)(2) of the ESA, this EA will be 
coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) to ensure that effects of the proposed project would not jeopardize the continued 
existence of listed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical 
habitat of such species. 

A complete list of T&E species potentially present the project area were obtained from the USFWS 
Information, Planning and Conservation System website (USFWS 2018; Appendix C). T&E 
species that could be present within or near the project area include: sea turtles [green (Chelonia 
mydas), loggerhead (Caretta caretta), hawksbill (Eretmochelys imbricata), leatherback 
(Dermochelys coriacea), and Kemp’s ridley (Lepidochelys kempii)]; red knot (Calidris canutus 
rufa); piping plover (Charadrius melodus); red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis); Roseate 
Tern (Sterna dougalli dougalli); northern long-eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis); shortnose 
sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum); Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus); North 
Atlantic right whale (Eubalaena glacialis); West Indian Manatee (Trichechus manatus); Rough-
leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia asperulaefolia); and Seabeach amaranth (Amaranthus pumilus). 
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By letter dated March 9, 1999, the NMFS provided the USACE with a Biological Opinion (BO) 
regarding the effects of government-conducted sidecast and hopper dredge use in maintaining 
shallow, coastal inlet navigation channels including the proposed project area (Appendix D).  
Shallow draft hopper dredges of the kind addressed in this BO are smaller and less powerful than 
commercial hopper dredges, and are provided different consideration in their use.  This BO 
concludes that the NMFS believes year-round operation of government-owned and operated 
sidecast and shallow draft hopper dredges to perform maintenance dredging in the proposed project 
area may affect but are unlikely to adversely affect the continued existence of listed species under 
NMFS purview.  Should the proposed action be conducted by vessels other than, but substantially 
similar to, government-owned shallow draft hopper dredges, their use would be covered under the 
‘South Atlantic Regional Biological Opinion’ dated September 25, 1997 (NOAA 1997). 

The proposed action and alternative 3 may affect but are not likely to adversely affect sea turtles 
[green (Chelonia mydas), loggerhead (Caretta caretta), hawksbill (Eretmochelys imbricata), 
leatherback (Dermochelys coriacea), and Kemp’s ridley (Lepidochelys kempii)], shortnose 
sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum), Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus), North 
Atlantic right whale (Eubalaena glacialis), and Smalltooth sawfish (Pristis pectinata).  For past 
dredging activities in the project area, the USFWS has recommended compliance with all 
“Guidelines for Avoiding Impacts to the West Indian Manatee” (Appendix E); however, due to its 
rare occurrence in the project area, both the proposed action and alternative 3 may affect but are 
not likely to adversely affect the West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus).  Additionally, 
dredging activities in the project area will comply with NMFS “Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish 
Construction Conditions” (Appendix F). 

The no action may affect but is not likely to adversely affect sea turtles [green (Chelonia mydas), 
loggerhead (Caretta caretta), hawksbill (Eretmochelys imbricata), leatherback (Dermochelys 
coriacea), and Kemp’s ridley (Lepidochelys kempii)], shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser 
brevirostrum), Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus), North Atlantic right whale 
(Eubalaena glacialis), West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus), and Smalltooth sawfish (Pristis 
pectinata). 

4.12 Aesthetic and Recreational Resources 
 
The nearby ocean, waterways, coastal marshes and beaches, and numerous commercial and 
recreational vessels traveling in the project area contribute to unique aesthetics common to 
coastal North Carolina communities.  Recreational opportunities in the area include boating, 
kayaking, fishing, birding, beach visitation, and other outdoor and ecotourism-type activities. 
The proposed 50-foot advance maintenance widener associated with the proposed action will 
allow for frequently shoaled portions of Bulkhead Channel Range 1 to remain open and 
navigable for longer periods of time as compared to alternative 3 and the no action alternative, 
allowing for consistent, safe use by the recreating public. 

The proposed action and alternative 3 would take place in areas frequented by, and in areas 
adjacent to those frequented by boat traffic, fishermen, and beach goers.  Multiple marinas, 
docks, yacht clubs, and restaurants with marine access exist in the vicinity and offer the boating 
public opportunities to navigate project area channels while enjoying the area’s offerings.  
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Additionally, approximately ½ mile of publicly accessible beach exists adjacent to and west of 
Ranges 1 and 2 of Bulkhead Channel. 

Aesthetics and public use of the project area, under the proposed action and alternative 3, would 
be disrupted temporarily and only while actual dredging is occurring.  Based on similar projects 
and current dredging practices in the project area, impacts of the proposed action to aesthetic and 
recreational resources, such as temporarily obstructed view sheds and navigation channels when 
dredging is occurring, are expected to be temporary, minimal, and not create hardships for the 
public. 

Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek maintenance dredging locations all fall within waters 
currently classified as “prohibited” to the harvest of shellfish.  Under the proposed action and 
alternative 3 dredged materials from “prohibited” areas will be disposed of in nearshore 
placement areas, which are in close proximity to public swimming beaches.  Nearshore material 
placement has the potential to cause an increase in bacteria concentrations, although the 
relatively large grain size of placed sediments (>90% sand) is expected to reduce bacterial load 
within this material and not pose any risk to the public in terms of health and safety.  The 
USACE will notify the NC Division of Marine Fisheries prior to dredging or material placement 
in the project area occurring between April 1st and October 31st so that increased sampling of 
nearby swimming water can occur and the public be notified of unsafe conditions, if necessary.   

There are no long-term significant adverse effects to aesthetics and recreational resources 
associated with the proposed action and alternative 3.  The proposed action and alternative 3 
would temporarily and minimally affect aesthetics and recreational resources in the project area.  
Soon following completion of proposed dredging and dredged material placement, aesthetics and 
recreational opportunities would return to the conditions which existed prior to implementation 
of the proposed action. 

Likewise, the no action alternative would temporarily and minimally affect aesthetic and 
recreational resources such as obstructing view sheds and navigation channels when dredging is 
occurring. 

4.13 Climate Change 
 
A review of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s analysis for climate change for North 
Carolina titled What Climate Change Means for North Carolina 
(https://19january2017snapshot.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-09/documents/climate-
change-nc.pdf) states that the sea level rise along the coast of NC is expected to likely rise 
anywhere from one to four feet in the next 100 years.  Barrier island features, such as beaches 
just north of the nearshore east and west placement areas addressed in this EA, are likely to 
experience higher water levels causing beach erosion and opening of new or changing of 
alignments of existing inlets during larger storm events. 

The proposed action and alternative 3 and the no action alternative will not increase the effects of 
climate change in the project area; however, both alternatives are likely to be affected by climate 
change in the future due to the proximity of the project area being on the coast where effects of 

https://19january2017snapshot.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-09/documents/climate-change-nc.pdf
https://19january2017snapshot.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-09/documents/climate-change-nc.pdf
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climate change, such as increased storm events and sea level rise, will likely be more dramatic 
than inland portions of the State.    
 
Likewise, the no action alternative will not increase the effects of climate change in the project 
area; however, the no action alternative may be affected by climate change in the future due to 
the proximity of the project area being on the coast where effects of climate change, such as 
increased storm events and sea level rise, will likely be more dramatic than inland portions of the 
State. 

4.14 Sea Level Rise 
 
In accordance with ER 1100-2-8162 dated 31 December 2013, potential relative sea level change 
must be considered in every USACE coastal activity as far inland as the extent of estimated tidal 
influence.  The entirety of the area potentially impacted by the proposed action and alternative 3 
exists in areas presently submerged and may be minimally affected by sea level rise.  The tide 
gauge used in this analysis is a long term data gauge with a 53-year data record used to develop 
mean sea level rise trends, and was used here to develop “low” and “high” scenarios.  Using the 
historic sea level rise rate (“low”), extrapolation produced a sea level rise increase of 
approximately 0.035 meters in the project area by the year 2033 while using National Research 
Council curve 3 (“high”) predicted a sea level rise over the same period of approximately 0.410 
meters, or a 0.375 meter difference between “low” and “high” scenarios. 

The proposed action and alternative 3 would not affect climate change or sea level rise; however, 
rising sea levels may affect the proposed action and alternative 3 by increasing water depths in 
the coming years which may affect future dredging needs. 

Likewise, the no action alternative would not affect climate change or sea level rise but may be 
affected by future sea level rise and increasing water depths, which may reduce ing required 
dredging frequencies. 

4.15 Socio-Economic Resources 
 
Carteret County is located on the lower coastal plain of eastern North Carolina.  The county seat 
of Beaufort lies 150 miles east of Raleigh and 90 miles north of Wilmington, NC.  The principal 
industries of Carteret County are tourism, construction, services, and sport and commercial 
fisheries.  The County is also home to a growing retirement population, attracted to the area by a 
mild climate and beautiful natural surroundings.  Tourism in the area is generated by the 65 
miles of south-facing beaches, Fort Macon State Park, the NC Aquarium at Pine Knoll Shores, 
the NC Maritime Museum, and Cape Lookout National Seashore.  Large numbers of vacation 
homes, motels, restaurants, and shopping centers have been developed to serve the local, 
retirement, and tourist populations. 
 
From 2010 to 2016, the population of Carteret County grew at a rate of about 3.6% (i.e., 2010 
population was 66,469 and 2016 population was 68,890).  With its overwhelming economic 
emphasis on tourism, retail sales in Carteret County comprise the most important source of jobs 
and income for the County's economy.  In 2007, total crop sales for Carteret County were over 
20 million dollars, with corn and soybeans as the leading commodities. 
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Table 1 features the populations of notable towns within Carteret County, Carteret County itself, 
and the state of North Carolina. 
 

Table 1. Population Comparison (2000 and 2016). 

Town/County/State 2000 Population 2016 Population 
Atlantic Beach 789 1,492 

Pine Knoll Shores 1,524 1,357 

Indian Beach 95 114 

Morehead City 7,691 9,402 

Carteret County 59,404 68,890 

North Carolina 8,046,813 10,270,000 

 
 
Table 2 features population projections through 2030, based on 2010 projections. 
 

Table 2. Population Projections through 2030. 

County/State 2010 Population 2020 Population 2030 Population 
Carteret County 66,692 71,652 77,380 

North Carolina 9,535,483 10,584,376 11,643,181 

 
 

As indicated in Table 3, the majority of individuals in Carteret identify themselves as white.  
Statistically, Carteret County’s population by race is comparable to that of North Carolina and, to 
a degree, the United States as a whole. 

 
Table 3. Population by Race. 

  Carteret 
County 

Craven 
County 

North 
Carolina 

United 
States 

Population, 2012 206,189 112,257 9,752,073 313,914,040 

White persons, percent 79.10% 85.40% 72.10% 78.10% 

Black persons, percent 14.80% 11.60% 22.00% 13.10% 

Hispanic 5.30% 5.10% 8.60% 16.70% 

Asian persons, percent 1.20% 0.60% 2.30% 5.00% 

Native (American Indian, Alaska 
Native, Hawaiian, etc.) 

0.60% 0.80% 1.50% 1.20% 

Two or More Races 2.00% 1.50% 1.90% 2.30% 
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Data presented in Table 4 supports the heavy tourism and retail-based economy of the project 
area. 
 

Table 4. Civilian Labor Force by Occupation. 

  Carteret 
County 

North 
Carolina 

United 
States 

Civilian employed population 16 years and over 98,896 4,128,576 139,033,928 

OCCUPATION       

Agriculture Forestry, Fishing, Hunting, Mining 0.18% 1.37% 1.90% 

Construction 6.89% 6.85% 6.25% 

Manufacturing 6.28% 12.41% 10.39% 

Wholesale Trade 3.10% 3.03% 2.83% 

Retail Trade 12.54% 11.99% 11.65% 

Transportation, Warehousing, Utilities 3.80% 4.25% 4.92% 

Information 3.15% 1.69% 2.17% 

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental, Leasing 5.43% 6.35% 6.67% 

Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative, Waste 
Management Services 

10.84% 9.51% 10.58% 

Educational Services, Healthcare, Social Assistance 25.15% 23.41% 23.24% 

Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation, Food 
Services 

13.54% 9.25% 9.25% 

Public Administration 3.28% 4.86% 5.17% 

Other Services, Except Public Administration 5.83% 5.04% 4.97% 

 
 

Multiple marine-based businesses in the project area are dependent on the navigability of 
Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek.  These marine-based businesses include, but are not 
limited to, Beaufort Docks, Crystal Coast Lady, Town Creek Marina, Ted and Todd’s Marine 
Service, Beaufort Inlet Seafood, Homer Smith Seafood, Gillikin Marine Railways, and Morgan 
Creek Seafood.  In addition to direct loss of revenue for marine-based business such as these, 
failure to ensure consistent navigability within Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek may cause 
downtown Beaufort business to suffer revenue losses as boaters commonly eat and shop 
downtown after docking their vessels. 
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Table 5 compares household incomes of Carteret County, North Carolina, and the Unites States. 
 

Table 5. Income. 

Total Household Income Carteret County Craven County North Carolina United States 
Less than 

10.47% 7.64% 8.97% 7.64% 
$10,000  

$10,000 to 
9.98% 17.45% 13.01% 11.46% 

$14,999  
$15,000 to 

12.07% 10.86% 12.47% 11.17% 
$24,999  

$25,000 to 
10.85% 8.82% 11.59% 10.41% 

$34,999  
$35,000 to 

9.90% 11.76% 10.20% 9.27% 
$49,999  

$50,000 to 
17.91% 19.15% 18.39% 18.28% 

$74,999  
$75,000 to 

11.35% 11.36% 10.79% 11.81% 
$99,999  

$100,000 to 
11.15% 8.62% 9.05% 11.82% 

$149,999  
$150,000 to 

3.12% 2.04% 2.88% 4.20% 
$199,999  

$200,000 or more 3.21% 2.30% 2.66% 3.94% 

 
Executive Order 12898 requires federal agencies to address environmental justice in relation to 
proposed actions.  Environmental justice is defined as the fair treatment and meaningful 
involvement of all people, regardless of race, color, national origin, or income, with respect to 
the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and 
policies. EPA further defines fair treatment to mean that no group of people should bear a 
disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences of industrial, governmental, 
or commercial operations or policies.  Furthermore. Executive Order 13045 Federal agencies 
identify and assess environmental health and safety risks that may disproportionately affect 
children as a result of the implementation of federal policies, programs, activities, and standards. 

Neither the proposed action, alternative 3, nor the no action alternative will adversely affect 
environmental justice in minority populations and/or low-incomes populations, or 
disproportionately affect children and will be in full compliance with Executive Orders 12898 
and 13045 following completion of the NEPA process. 

The proposed action and alternative 3 would allow Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek to 
remain navigable with no draft restrictions and would benefit the local economy through 
allowing for channel use by recreational and commercial vessels.  The proposed action and 
alternative 3 would likely positively benefit the economy and socioeconomics in the project area. 
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The no action alternative is not expected to result in adverse effects to socioeconomics resources; 
however, absence of a modification to existing operations in the future could result in draft 
restrictions and more frequent navigability difficulties in frequently shoaled areas, which has the 
potential to impact the local economy. 

4.16 Environmental Impact Comparison of Alternatives 
 
Table 6 below provides a brief summary and comparison of impacts to the physical and natural 
environment for the alternatives considered. 
 

Table 6. Comparison of Environmental Impacts Associated with Proposed action and No 
Action Alternative. 

Project Area Resource Impacts of Proposed 
Action Impacts of Alternative 3 Impacts of No Action 

Alternative 
Sediments No adverse effects. No adverse effects. No adverse effects. 

Water Resources 

Temporary and minor effects on 
water quality in the project area 
due to proposed action via 
turbidity increases. 

Temporary and minor effects on 
water quality in the project area 
due to proposed action via 
turbidity increases. 

Temporary and minor effects on 
water quality in the project area 
due to proposed action via 
turbidity increases. 

Wetlands and Floodplains No effect. No effect. No effect. 

Hazardous, Toxic, and 
Radioactive Wastes No effect. No effect. No effect. 

Cultural Resources No effect. No effect. No effect. 

Air Quality 

Temporary increases in 
emissions during dredging and 
dredged material placement due 
to proposed action, which would 
be slightly elevated as compared 
to alternative 3 and the no action 
alternative.    

Temporary increases in 
emissions during dredging and 
dredged material placement, 
which would be slightly 
decreased as compared to the 
proposed action.  

Temporary increases in 
emissions during dredging and 
dredged material placement, 
which would be slightly 
decreased as compared to the 
proposed action.  

Noise 

Temporary increases in noise 
during dredging and dredged 
material placement due to 
proposed action, which would 
be slightly elevated as compared 
to alternative 3 and the no action 
alternative.  

Temporary increases in noise 
during dredging and dredged 
material placement due to 
proposed action, which would 
be slightly decreased as 
compared to the proposed 
action.  

Temporary increases in noise 
during dredging and dredged 
material placement due to 
proposed action, which would 
be slightly decreased as 
compared to the proposed 
action.  

Benthic Resources 

Temporary and minor effect on 
benthic resources at dredging 
locations within the existing 
channels and within the 
proposed 50-foot widener, and 
at nearshore east and west 
material placement locations. 

Temporary and minor effect on 
benthic resources at dredging 
locations within the existing 
channels, and at nearshore east 
and west material placement 
locations. 

Temporary and minor effect on 
benthic resources at dredging 
locations within the existing 
channels. 

Fisheries Resources 

Temporary and minor effect on 
fisheries in terms of turbidity 
increases and larval entrainment, 
may be expected to have minor 
effects on EFH, and will have no 
effect on HAPC. 

Temporary and minor effect on 
fisheries in terms of turbidity 
increases and larval entrainment, 
may be expected to have minor 
effects on EFH, and will have no 
effect on HAPC. 

Temporary and minor effect on 
fisheries in terms of turbidity 
increases and larval entrainment, 
may be expected to have minor 
effects on EFH, and will have no 
effect on HAPC. 

Terrestrial Resources 

Temporary and minor effect on 
terrestrial resources via dredged 
material placement in upland 
confined disposal areas, if 
required. 

Temporary and minor effect on 
terrestrial resources via dredged 
material placement in upland 
confined disposal areas, if 
required. 

Temporary and minor effect on 
terrestrial resources via dredged 
material placement in upland 
confined disposal areas. 

Threatened and Endangered 
Species, and Species of Concern 

May affect but is not likely to 
adversely affect multiple marine 
aquatic species. 

May affect but is not likely to 
adversely affect multiple marine 
aquatic species. 

May affect but is not likely to 
adversely affect multiple marine 
aquatic species. 
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Aesthetic and Recreational 
Resources 

Temporary and minor effects on 
aesthetic and recreational 
resources when dredging is in 
progress, which would be 
slightly greater as compared to 
alternative 3 and the no action 
alternative. 

Temporary and minor effects on 
aesthetic and recreational 
resources when dredging is in 
progress, which would be 
slightly lesser as compared to 
the proposed action. 

Temporary and minor effects on 
aesthetic and recreational 
resources when dredging is in 
progress, which would be 
slightly lesser as compared to 
the proposed action. 

Climate Change No effect, but may be affected 
by climate change in the future. 

No effect, but may be affected 
by climate change in the future. 

No effect, but may be affected 
by climate change in the future. 

Sea Level Rise No effect, but may be affected 
by sea level rise in the future. 

No effect, but may be affected 
by sea level rise in the future. 

No effect, but may be affected 
by sea level rise in the future. 

Socio-economic Resources 

Channel maintenance would be 
reduced in terms of frequencies 
and recurring costs, as compared 
to alternative 3 and the no action 
alternative, due to additional 
sediment removed in the 
widener.  Positive effects to 
local economy.  Widener would 
curb excessive shoaling in 
Bulkhead Channel range 1.  No 
effect regarding environmental 
justice or disproportionately 
affecting children. 

As compared to the proposed 
action, channel maintenance 
frequencies and recurring costs 
would be increased.  As 
compared to the no action 
alternative, channel maintenance 
frequencies would be shared but 
recurring costs would be 
decreased. Positive effects to 
local economy; however, 
potential draft restrictions in 
Bulkhead Channel range 1 
would remain due to excessive 
shoaling.  No effect regarding 
environmental justice or 
disproportionately affecting 
children. 

As compared to the proposed 
action, channel maintenance 
frequencies and costs would be 
higher.  As compared to 
alternative 3, channel 
maintenance frequencies would 
be shared but recurring costs 
would be higher.  Potential for 
draft restrictions in commonly 
shoaled areas.  No effect 
regarding environmental justice 
or disproportionately affecting 
children. 

 

5.0 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
 
The Federal Executive Branch’s Council on Environmental Quality defines cumulative impact as 
“the impact on the environment [that] results from the incremental impact of an action when 
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency 
(federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7, National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended). 

Past actions in the project area vicinity include federal dredging activities in the Atlantic 
Intracoastal Waterway (AIWW) and associated navigation channels.  The existing nearshore 
placement areas, and nearby upland confined disposal areas (Carrot Island, Northern Radio 
Island, Brandt Island, and Marsh Island) have been used for placement of dredged material from 
some of these dredging projects.  The project area has been maintenance dredged in the past by 
other means, as described by the no action alternative.  

It is reasonably foreseeable that dredging of the existing navigation channels in the project 
vicinity would be expected to continue.  The use of the project area for commercial and 
recreational navigation is expected to continue and will likely increase as the mariner population 
in the area continues to grow. 

For multiple years, shoaled areas of Bulkhead Channel and Morgan Creek have been dredged, as 
required, to allow for safe, reliable navigation and uninterrupted commerce.  The proposed action 
and alternative 3 will not negatively contribute to cumulative impacts of the area.  Placement of 
sandy dredged material in the nearshore placement areas is a beneficial use of dredged material 
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that may serve to offer environmental benefits by means of sand retention in the Beaufort Inlet 
ebb tide delta complex. 

The proposed action and alternative 3 would have no appreciable adverse effects on 
environmental resources in the project area, and may provide environmental benefits by 
contributing sand to the Beaufort Inlet ebb tide delta complex.  Any adverse effects, such as 
turbidity increases and excavation/burial of benthic organisms, will be temporary and short-lived 
and will not significantly affect biological communities in the project area. 
 
Likewise, the no action alternative would have no appreciable adverse effects on environmental 
resources in the project area. 

6.0 STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 

6.1 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
 
The USACE circulated a scoping letter dated March 28, 2018 to local governments, State and 
federal resource agencies, the N.C. State Clearinghouse, and the interested public for a 30-day 
comment period.  No formal scoping meeting was conducted.  A draft of this EA was circulated 
to the same entities by correspondence dated September 4, 2018.  Topics of concern received in 
response included impacts to nearshore placement capacity and beach placement, endangered 
and threatened species, recreational water quality, endangered and threatened species, local 
traffic flow, and N.C. natural heritage elements (Appendix G).  Responses to comments received 
during public review of the draft EA are included in Appendix H.  All identified agency and 
stakeholder concerns were considered during the development of this EA.   

6.2 North Carolina Coastal Zone Management Program  
 
The proposed action and alternative 3 addressed in this EA will take place in the designated 
coastal zone of the State of North Carolina.  Pursuant to the Federal Coastal Zone Management 
Act (CZMA) of 1972, as amended (P.L. 92-583), federal activities are required to be consistent 
to the maximum extent practicable with the federally approved coastal management program of 
the state in which their activities would be occurring. 

Along with a copy of this EA, the USACE submitted a separate consistency determination to the 
N.C. Division of Coastal Management (NCDCM) in accordance with Section 307 (c) (l) of the 
CZMA of 1972, as amended. 
 
Section 1102 (a) of the CZMA states that “clean, beach quality material from navigation 
channels within the active nearshore, beach, or inlet shoal systems must not be removed 
permanently from the active nearshore, beach or inlet shoal system unless no practicable 
alternative exists.  Preferably, this dredged material will be disposed of on the ocean beach or 
shallow active nearshore area where environmentally acceptable and compatible with other uses 
of the beach.”  When considering a project’s compliance with Section 1102, the NCDCM has 
stated that the section should be read in concert with North Carolina Administrative Code 
(NCAC) 7H.0208 (2)(G), which provides some flexibility for publicly funded projects, allowing 
them to be considered by review agencies on a case by case basis with respect to dredged 
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material disposal.  Disposal of dredged material associated with the proposed action and  
alternative 3 will be done in accordance with this regulation with the majority of the clean, beach 
quality material (i.e., 90% or greater sand) being placed in approved the nearshore placement 
areas. 
 
By letter dated November 9, 2018, the NCDCM concurred that the proposed action is consistent 
with North Carolina’s approved coastal management program (Appendix G). 

6.3 Clean Water Act (CWA) 
 
The proposed action and alternative 3 have been evaluated under Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean 
Water Act (CWA) (P.L. 95-2017) and was found to be in compliance (Appendix B).  If material 
consisting of >90% sand is placed in the authorized nearshore placement areas under the 
proposed action or alternative 3, the placement would be covered under Water Quality 
Certification (WQC) #4099.  All conditions of WQC #4099 will be met.  A copy of the WQC 
can be found in Appendix A.   

The proposed action and alternative 3 are in compliance with Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean 
Water Act. 

6.4 Areas of Environmental Concern (AECs) 
 
The proposed action and alternative 3 would take place in areas designated as areas of 
environmental concern (AECs) under the North Carolina Coastal Management Program.  
Activities would occur in Estuarine Shorelines, Estuarine Waters, and Public Trust Areas.  The 
following determinations have been made regarding the consistency of the proposed action and 
alternative 3 with the State’s management objective for each of the areas affected: 

• Coastal Wetlands – The proposed action and alternative 3 are consistent with the highest 
priority use of coastal wetlands, preservation.  Dredging and the proposed dredged 
material placement areas avoid wetlands. 

• Estuarine Waters – The waters of the project area are estuarine waters.  Upland diked 
placement areas are not considered under the proposed action or alternative 3, so no 
water would be released.  Material placement associated with the proposed action and 
alternative 3 is seaward of Shackleford Banks and Atlantic beach and Fort Macon in the 
existing nearshore placement areas and will not affect estuarine waters. 

• Estuarine Shorelines – Estuarine shorelines will be unaffected by the proposed action and 
alternative 3. 

• Public Trust Areas – The proposed action and alternative 3 would not affect the physical 
and biological functions of public trust areas.   The proposed action and alternative 3 
would not violate State water quality standards. 
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Table 7:  The Relationship of the Proposed Action/Alternative 3 to Federal Laws and 
Policies 

Title of Public Law  US CODE  *Compliance Status 
Abandoned Shipwreck Act of 1987  43 USC 2101  Full Compliance 

Anadromous Fish Conservation Act 
of 1965, As Amended  16 USC 757 a et seq.  Full Compliance 

Clean Air Act of 1972, As Amended  42 USC 7401 et seq.  Full Compliance 
Clean Water Act of 1972, As 
Amended  33 USC 1251 et seq.  Full Compliance 

Coastal Zone Management Act of 
1972, As Amended  16 USC 1451 et seq.  Full Compliance 

Endangered Species Act of 1973  16 USC 1531  Full Compliance 
Estuary Program Act of 1968  16 USC 1221 et seq.  Full Compliance 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
of 1958, As Amended  16 USC 661  Full Compliance 

Historic and Archeological Data 
Preservation  16 USC 469  Full Compliance 

Magnuson Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act – Essential Fish 
Habitat 

16 USC 1801  Full Compliance 

National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969, As Amended  42 USC 4321 et seq.  Full Compliance 

National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966, As Amended  16 USC 470  Full Compliance 

National Historic Preservation Act 
Amendments of 1980  16 USC 469a  Full Compliance 

        
Title of Executive Order   Executive Order Number *Compliance Status 
Protection and Enhancement of the 
Cultural Environment 11593 Full Compliance 

Floodplain Management 11988 Full Compliance 
Protection of Wetlands  11990 Full Compliance 
Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice and Minority 
and Low-Income Populations 

12898 Full Compliance 

Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Health and Safety 
Risks that may Disproportionately 
Affect Children 

13045 Full Compliance 

    

  *Full compliance once the NEPA process is complete. 
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7.0 CONCLUSION 
 
Based on findings described in this EA, it is in the federal interest to implement the proposed 
action of maintenance dredging of Bulkhead Channel (to include the proposed 50-foot advance 
maintenance widener in Range 1) and Morgan Creek by shallow draft hopper dredge and to 
place dredged material in the established nearshore placement areas, should approval be 
provided by the USACE South Atlantic Division Commander.  If not, alternative 3 would be 
implemented, which is identical to the proposed action except the proposed advance maintenance 
widener would be excluded.  Hopper dredging with placement of material in the nearshore 
placement areas will only occur in areas where shoaled sediments have been shown to be 
comprised of >90% sand following geotechnical analysis.  

The proposed action and alternative 3 would meet the objective of allowing for increased 
operational flexibility regarding dredging methodology and equipment availability for Bulkhead 
Channel and Morgan Creek.  Implementation of the proposed action, specifically, would result in 
long-term benefits in terms of keeping the federally authorized navigation channels in the project 
area navigable for extended periods of time between required dredging events increasing 
flexibility in available options to accomplish required maintenance dredging (to include advance 
maintenance widener), and increasing flexibility in dredged material placement options.  Also, 
placement of beach quality dredged material in the nearshore placement areas under the 
proposed action and alternative 3 is a beneficial use of dredged material that may contributes to 
sand retention in the Beaufort Inlet ebb tide delta complex. 
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8.0 POINT OF CONTACT 
 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District 
Environmental Resources Section 
Attn: Mr. Justin Bashaw 
69 Darlington Avenue 
Wilmington, NC 28403 
 
Email:  Justin.P.Bashaw@usace.army.mil 
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Evaluation of Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines 
40 CFR 230 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
MAINTENANCE DREDGING OF BULKHEAD CHANNEL (WITH ADVANCE 

MAINTENANCE WIDENER)  
AND MORGAN CREEK 

CARTERET COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA 
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Evaluation of Section 404 (b) (1) Guidelines 40 CFR 230 
Section 404 Public Notice 
 
1. Review of Compliance (230.10(a)-(d)) Preliminary 1/ Final 2/ 
 A review of the NEPA Document 
 indicates that: 
 

a. The discharge represents the least 
 environmentally damaging practicable 
 alternative and if in a special aquatic 
 site, the activity associated with the 
 discharge must have direct access or 
 proximity to, or be located in the aquatic 
 ecosystem to fulfill its basic purpose; YES  NO  YES  NO  
 
b. The activity does not: 

1) violate applicable State water quality 
standards or effluent standards prohibited 
under Section 307 of the CWA; 2) jeopardize 
the existence of federally listed endangered 
or threatened species or their habitat; and 
3) violate requirements of any federally 
designated marine sanctuary; YES  NO  YES  NO  

 
c. The activity will not cause or contribute  

to significant degradation of waters of the 
U.S. including adverse effects on human 
health, life stages of organism’s dependent 
on the aquatic ecosystem, ecosystem diversity, 
productivity and stability, and recreational, 
aesthetic, and economic values; YES    NO  YES  NO  

 
d. Appropriate and practicable steps have 

been taken to minimize potential adverse 
impacts of the discharge on the aquatic 
ecosystem. YES  NO * YES  NO  
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2. Technical Evaluation Factors (Subparts C-F)  N/A Not Significant Significant 
a. Physical and Chemical Characteristics    

    of the Aquatic Ecosystem (Subpart C)    
(1)  Substrate impacts.    X  
(2)  Suspended particulates/turbidity impacts.  X  
(3)  Water column impacts.  X  
(4)  Alteration of current patterns and water 

circulation.  X  

(5)  Alteration of normal water 
fluctuations/hydroperiod.  X  

(6)  Alteration of salinity gradients. NA   
 
b.  Biological Characteristics of the    
     Aquatic Ecosystem (Subpart D)     

(1) Effect on threatened/endangered 
species and their habitat. 

 X  

(2)  Effect on the aquatic food web.  X  
(3) Effect on other wildlife (mammals          

birds, reptiles, and amphibians).    X  

 
c  Special Aquatic Sites (Subpart E)     

(1)  Sanctuaries and refuges. NA   
(2)  Wetlands. NA   
(3)  Mud flats. NA   
(4)  Vegetated shallows. NA   
(5)  Coral reefs. NA   
(6)  Riffle and pool complexes.  NA   
 

d.  Human Use Characteristics (Subpart F)    
(1)  Effects on municipal and private water 

supplies. NA   

(2)  Recreational and commercial fisheries 
impacts 

 X  

(3) Effects on water-related recreation.  X  
(4)  Aesthetic impacts. NA   
(5)  Effects on parks, national and historical 

monuments, national seashores, 
wilderness areas, research sites, and 
similar preserves. 

NA   
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3. Evaluation of Dredged or Fill Material (Subpart G) 
 
a. The following information has been 
 considered in evaluating the biological 
 availability of possible contaminants in  
 dredged or fill material.  (Check only  
 those appropriate.) 
  
 (1) Physical characteristics            
 (2) Hydrography in relation to  
  known or anticipated 
  sources of contaminants            
 (3) Results from previous 
  testing of the material  
  or similar material in 
  the vicinity of the project             
 (4) Known, significant sources of  
  persistent pesticides from 
  land runoff or percolation             
 (5) Spill records for petroleum 
  products or designated 
  (Section 311 of CWA) 
  hazardous substances             
 (6) Other public records of  
  significant introduction of 
  contaminants from industries, 
  municipalities, or other sources            
 (7) Known existence of substantial 
  material deposits of 
  substances, which could be 
  released in harmful quantities 
  to the aquatic environment by 
  man-induced discharge activities            
  

 (8) Other sources (specify).             

 

 List appropriate references. 
 

 References:  
National Marine Fisheries Service. March 1999. Biological Opinion Regarding Government 
Hopper and Sidecast Dredges. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District. 1976. Maintenance of the Waterway 
Connecting Pamlico Sound and Beaufort Harbor, Environmental Impact Statement. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District. August 1994. Design and Use of a 
Placement Area for Underwater Nearshore Berm, Morehead City Harbor Project, Morehead 
City, North Carolina, Environmental Assessment. 
 
U.S. Coast Guard. National Response Center. N.p., n.d. Web. 6 Nov. 2018. 
<http://www.nrc.uscg.mil/>. 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Envirofacts. N.p., n.d. Web. 22 Jun. 2018. 
<https://www3.epa.gov/enviro/>. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District. March 2004. Use of Government Plant to 
Dredge in Federally Authorized Navigation Projects in North Carolina, Environmental 
Assessment. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District. June 2016. Morehead City Harbor 
Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP), Morehead City, North Carolina. 

  

 

 

b. An evaluation of the appropriate information in 3a 
 above indicates that there is reason to believe the 
 proposed dredge or fill material is not a carrier of 
 contaminants, or that levels of contaminants are sub- 
 stantively similar at extraction and disposal sites and   
 not likely to result in degradation of the disposal site.*     YES     NO * 
 
4. Disposal Site Determinations (230.11(f)). 
 
 a. The following factors as appropriate, 
 have been considered in evaluating the 
 disposal site. 
  
 (1) Depth of water at disposal site             
 
 (2) Current velocity, direction, and 
  variability at disposal site             
 
 (3) Degree of turbulence             
 
 (4) Water column stratification             
 
 (5) Discharge vessel speed and direction            
 
 (6) Rate of discharge             
 
 (7) Dredged material characteristics 
  (constituents, amount and type  
  of material, settling velocities).             
 
 (8) Number of discharges per unit of time            
 
 (9) Other factors affecting rates and 
   patterns of mixing (specify) 
 
 
 References:  

National Marine Fisheries Service. March 1999. Biological Opinion Regarding Government 
Hopper and Sidecast Dredges. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District. 1976. Maintenance of the Waterway 
Connecting Pamlico Sound and Beaufort Harbor, Environmental Impact Statement. 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District. August 1994. Design and Use of a 
Placement Area for Underwater Nearshore Berm, Morehead City Harbor Project, Morehead 
City, North Carolina, Environmental Assessment. 
 
U.S. Coast Guard. National Response Center. N.p., n.d. Web. 6 Nov. 2018. 
<http://www.nrc.uscg.mil/>. 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Envirofacts. N.p., n.d. Web. 22 Jun. 2018. 
<https://www3.epa.gov/enviro/>. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District. March 2004. Use of Government Plant to 
Dredge in Federally Authorized Navigation Projects in North Carolina, Environmental 
Assessment. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District. June 2016. Morehead City Harbor 
Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP), Morehead City, North Carolina. 

 
         
 b. An evaluation of the appropriate factors in 
 4a above indicates that the disposal site 
 and/or size of mixing zone are acceptable.        YES     NO * 
 
 
 
5. Actions to Minimize Adverse Effects (Subpart H). 
 
 All appropriate and practicable steps have been taken, 
 through application of recommendations of 230.70-230.77, 
 to ensure minimal adverse effects of the proposed 
 discharge.          YES     NO * 
 

 

6. Factual Determinations (230.11). 
 

A review of appropriate information as identified in 
items 2-5 above indicates that there is minimal 
potential for short- or long-term environmental 
effects of the proposed discharge as related to: 

 
 a. Physical substrate at the disposal site  
    (review sections 2a, 3, 4, and 5).         YES     NO * 
 
 b. Water circulation, fluctuation, and salinity 
  (review sections 2a, 3, 4, and 5).        YES     NO * 
 
 c. Suspended particulates/turbidity 
 (review sections 2a, 3, 4, and 5).        YES     NO * 
 
 d Contaminant availability 
  (review sections 2a, 3, and 4).         YES     NO * 
 
 e. Aquatic ecosystem structure and function 
  (review sections 2b and c, 3, and 5).        YES     NO * 
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 f. Disposal site 
  (review sections 2, 4, and 5).         YES     NO * 
 
 g.  Cumulative impact on the aquatic 
  ecosystem.         YES     NO * 
 
 h.  Secondary impacts on the aquatic 
  ecosystem.         YES     NO * 
 
 
 
7. Findings. 
 

a. The proposed disposal site for discharge of 
 dredged or fill material complies with the 
 Section 404(b)(1) guidelines           
 
b. The proposed disposal site for discharge of 
 dredged or fill material complies with the 
 Section 404(b)(1) guidelines with the 
 inclusion of the following conditions:           
 
NA 
          
c The proposed disposal site for discharge of 
 dredged or fill material does not comply with 
 the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines for the  
 following reasons(s): 

  
(1) There is a less damaging practicable alternative.        
 
(2) The proposed discharge will result in significant 
 degradation of the aquatic ecosystem           
 
(3) The proposed discharge does not include all 
 practicable and appropriate measures to minimize 

 potential harm to the aquatic ecosystem.           



8. 

~ ~twood 
Chief, Planning 
and Environmental Branch 

Date___,f~~/ __ Cf)--=16_' _ 

*A negative, significant, or unknown response indicates that the permit application may not be in 
compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. 
1/ Negative responses to three or more of the compliance criteria at this stage indicate that the proposed 
projects may not be evaluated using this "short form procedure." Care should be used in assessing 
pertinent portions of the technical information of items 2 a-d, before completing the final review of 
compliance. 
21 Negative response to one of the compliance criteria at this stage indicates that the proposed project 
does not comply with the guidelines. If the economics of navigation and anchorage of Section 404(b)(2) 
are to be evaluated in the decision-making process, the "short form evaluation process is inappropriate." 
3/ If the dredged or fill material cannot be excluded from individual testing, the "short-form" evaluation 
process is inappropriate. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
MAINTENANCE DREDGING OF BULKHEAD CHANNEL (WITH ADVANCE 

MAINTENANCE WIDENER) 
AND MORGAN CREEK 

Comments Received and USACE Responses 
 
N.C. Natural Heritage Program – letter dated September 27, 2018 
 
Comment 1: A query of the NCNHP database indicates that there are records for rare species, 

important natural communities, natural areas, and/or conservation/managed areas 
within the proposed project boundary … The proximity of these records suggests 
that these natural heritage elements may potentially be present in the project area 
if suitable habitat exists … If a Federally-listed species is documented within the 
project area or indicated within a one-mile radius of the project area, the NCNHP 
recommends contacting the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for guidance. 
Contact information for USFWS offices in North Carolina is found here: 
https://www.fws.gov/offices/Directory/List0ffices.cfm?statecode=37. 

Response 1: Noted.  Should a Federally-listed species be documented within the project area 
or indicated within a one-mile radius of the project area, the USFWS will be 
contacted for guidance. 

 
Comment 2: Also please note that the NC Natural Heritage Program may follow this letter with 

additional correspondence if a Dedicated Nature Preserve, Registered Heritage 
Area, Clean Water Management Trust Fund easement, or an occurrence of a 
Federally-listed species is documented near the project area. 

Response 2: Noted. 
 
N.C. Department of Transportation – memorandum dated October 2, 2018 
 
Comment 1: Please coordinate with the Division 2 office for any impacts to the right of way or 

flow of traffic during your project activities. 
Response 1: Noted.  NCDOT Division 2 will be contacted at (252) 775-6100 should USACE 

project-related activities impact the right of way or flow of traffic in the project 
area. 

 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 – email dated October 16, 2018 
 
Comment 1: Geotechnical Boring Data – The EPA tried to access the Geotechnical Boring 

Data through the link provided in the draft EA.  However, we discovered that the 
link does not work.  The EPA recommends providing access to this information in 
the final EA. 

Response 1: The geotechnical data are now accessible via the link in section 4.1 of the final 
EA.   The results of all vibracore borings collected to date in the project area, 
including drilling logs and gradation testing are now available at 
http://www.saw.usace.army.mil/Missions/Navigation/Dredging/District-Plant-
Dredging/. 

https://www.fws.gov/offices/Directory/List0ffices.cfm?statecode=37
http://www.saw.usace.army.mil/Missions/Navigation/Dredging/District-Plant-Dredging/
http://www.saw.usace.army.mil/Missions/Navigation/Dredging/District-Plant-Dredging/
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Comment 2: Material Testing – It is stated on p. 15 of the draft EA that, “Data associated with 

all borings featured in Figure 5 indicate that shoaled sediments in these areas are 
comprised of >90% sand.”  No other discussion of testing of material is provided 
in the draft EA.  In the 404(b)(1) analysis under section 3 – Evaluation of 
Dredged or Fill Material, it is implied that testing has been conducted on material 
in the vicinity of the project and that this testing could be used to evaluate the 
possible contaminants in the dredged or fill material.  If testing of material has 
been conducted, the EPA recommends that information be included in the final 
EA.  If the USACE has reason to believe that the dredged material is not 
contaminated, then rationale should be provided in the final EA. 

Response 2: Section 4.2 (Water Quality) of the EA has been revised to include the rationale for 
not testing the sediments that have been sampled and which are >90% sand. 
Section 3 ‘Evaluation of Dredged or Fill Material’ of the 404(b)(1) analysis has 
also been revised to better address your concerns.  It should be noted that only 
that material which is determined to be >90% sand is proposed to be placed in the 
nearshore placement areas.  If future sediment sampling encounters sediments that 
are <90% sand, that material would be placed in previously approved upland 
confined disposal areas and would not be placed in the nearshore placement areas.   

 
Comment 3: Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed for Discharge in Waters of the U.S. – 

Testing Manual – Inland testing Manual – The EPA recommends that the USACE 
review the above testing manual and determine if the propose activity complies 
with the evaluation required by 40 CFR 404(b)(1). 

Response 3: The USACE acknowledges that the ‘Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed for 
Discharge in Waters of the U.S. – Testing Manual, Inland testing Manual’, also 
known as the Inland Testing Manual (ITM), is the document describing sediment 
testing and evaluation procedures regarding discharges in waters of the United 
States.  Section 1.2.2.2 of the ITM describes Reason to Believe guidelines, which 
allow for the use of available information to make a preliminary determination 
concerning the need for testing of material proposed for dredging.  Furthermore, 
the Reason to Believe that no testing is required is based on the type of material to 
be dredged and/or its potential to be contaminated.  Given the results of 
geotechnical evaluations described in section 4.1 the EA (>90% sand), the 
probable absence of hazardous, toxic, and radioactive wastes in the project areas 
as discussed in section 4.4 of the EA (which has been updated to include recent 
U.S. Coast Guard National Response Center records), and the project area itself 
being tidal and susceptible to strong currents (text regarding current velocities has 
been added to section 4.1 of the EA), all sediments proposed to be dredged by 
shallow draft hopper dredge and placed in existing nearshore placement areas do 
not require additional testing to be in compliance with Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act.  ‘Section 3 – Evaluation of Dredged or Fill Material’ of the 404(b)(1) 
analysis included in the EA as Appendix B has been updated with appropriate 
considerations and references, and EA text qualifying satisfaction of the ITM’s 
Reason to Believe guidelines has been added to Section 4.2 of the EA. 
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National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service, 
Habitat Conservation Division – letter dated October 17, 2018 
 
Comment 1: Draft EA Section 4.9 includes an EFH Assessment describing the federally 

managed fishery species present and their EFH.  Those descriptions do not require 
amendment to complete this EFH consultation and are incorporated here by 
reference. 

Response 1: Noted. 
 
Comment 2: Please note these comments do not satisfy consultation responsibilities under 

section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.  If any activity 
“may effect” listed species or critical habitat under the purview of the NMFS, 
please initiate consultation with the Protected Resources Division at the letterhead 
address. 

Response 2: Noted.  Based on coordination with NMFS's Protected Resources Division 
regarding ESA Section 7 compliance on September 4th, 2018, the proposed action 
is covered under an existing BO for effects of government-conducted sidecast and 
hopper dredges used in maintaining shallow draftfederal navigation channels. 

 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Raleigh, NC Field Office – letter dated October 19, 2018 
 
Comment 1: In Section 4.11 of the EA, the Corps has made a determination of “May Affect, 

Not Likely Adversely Affect” the West Indian manatee.  The Corps has 
committed to implementing precautionary measures for avoiding impacts to 
manatees from vessels during construction activities, by following the Service’s 
“Guidelines for Avoiding Impacts for the West Indian Manatee.”  The Service 
concurs with the Corps’ determination for the West Indian Manatee. 

Response 1: Noted. 
 
Comment 2: We recommend that the Corps utilize the most recent version of the Manatee 

Guidelines, which are attached. 
Response 2: Concur. The most recent version of the Manatee Guidelines is included in 

Appendix E of the final EA. 
 
N.C. Division of Coastal Management – letter dated November 9, 2018 
 
Comment 1: DCM has reviewed the submitted information pursuant to the management 

objectives and enforceable policies of Subchapters 7H and 7M of Chapter 7 in 
Title 15A of the North Carolina Administrative Code and concurs that the 
proposed Amendment is consistent with North Carolina’s approved coastal 
management program. 

Response 1: Noted. 
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Comment 2: Prior to the initiation of the activities described, the applicant should obtain any 
required State approvals or authorizations, including any authorizations required 
by the N.C. Division of Water Resources. 

Response 2: Noted. Pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, the placement of beach 
quality dredged material in the nearshore placement areas is authorized by 
General Water Quality Certification #4099 (GC # 4099).  Although GC #4099 is 
titled “Emergency Activities on Ocean Beaches,” NCDWR has determined that 
this GC is applicable to the nearshore placement of beach quality dredged 
material.  All conditions of GC #4099 will be met. 

 
Comment 3: Should the proposed action be modified further, a revised consistency 

determination could be necessary.  This might take the form of either a 
supplemental consistency determination pursuant to 15 CFR 930.46, or a new 
consistency determination pursuant to 15 CFR 930.36.  Likewise, if further 
project assessments reveal environmental effects not previously considered, a 
supplemental consistency certification may be required. 

Response 3: Noted. 
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