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SUMMARY

Coastal barriers occur along many of the world's oceanic shorelines. One of
the longest and most continuous chains of these barriers borders the Atlantic
Ocean and Gulf of Mexico from Maine to Texas. These barriers protect many
diverse aquatic habitats and are the first line of defense for the mainiand
against severe coastal storms.

Located at the interface of land and sea, cocastal barriers are continuously
shaped by winds, waves, and tides, making them generally hazardous sites for
permanent human development. During the past three decades, however,
residential development has proceeded swiftly on coastal barriers, and the
pressures for more residences at the seas' edges still affect much of the
Atlantic and gulf coasts. Even popular magazines raise the question, "What is
happening to our coastlines?" (Time, 8/10/87).

Concern for the natural resources of coastal barriers, the safety of the
people who work and play on these barriers, and the costs to the Federal
Government of coastal flooding and other damages led to the passage of the
Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) in 1982. Studies initiated in 1977 by
the Department of the Interior helped form the background for this
Tegislation.

The CBRA was enacted with the specific purpose of restricting federally sub-
sidized development of undeveloped coastal barriers along the Atlantic Ocean
and Gulf of Mexico coasts in order to (1) minimize the loss of human 1ife, (2)
reduce damage to fish and wildiife habitat and other valuable natural
resources of coastal barriers, and (3) reduce the wasteful expenditure of
Federal revenues. The intent of the CBRA was to remove the Federal incentives
for new development from the undeveloped coastal barriers included in the
Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS). The CBRA carries out its intent by
prohibiting most expenditures of Federal funds that directly or indirectly
promote development (e.g., Federal flood dinsurance, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers structural development projects, and Federal assistance for
construction of roads, bridges, water supply systems, and the like) within the
CBRS. The effect of the CBRA is to place the fipancial risk associated with
development on those who choose to live on, or who invest in the coastal
barriers.

This supplemental legislative environmental impact statement (LEIS) assesses
the environmental consequences of alternatives considered since the Final
Environmental Statement on Undeveloped Coastal Barriers (1983 FES) was pub-
Tished by the Department of the Interior (DOI) in May 1983. 1In the LEIS, two
alternatives are considered in detail, the Proposed Action and the No Action.
Other alternatives considered between 1983 and 1987 are described briefly.
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The Proposed Action, if enacted by Congress, would add about 790,884 acres
(fastland and wetland) and some 423 miles of shoreline to the CBRS through
expansion of various components within the definition and delineation criteria
for coastal barriers, namely, those concerning the composition of coastal
barriers, associated aquatic habitat, and secondary barriers. It also would
adjust boundaries of some existing CBRS units to exclude development that
existed in 1982, and areas that were misclassified as coastal barriers in
1982.

To the extent that the Proposed Action 1imits new development, it will con-
tribute to preserving coastal barrier areas in their natural condition and to
maintaining the valuable fish and wildlife resources they support. The Pro-
posed Action will result in significant savings to the Federal treasury;
however, it may also result 1in economic costs to individual owners and
developers of coastal barrjer property, especially in the Florida Keys, Puerto
Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands where development pressures are great.

Under the No Action alternative, no new areas would be added to the CBRS, and
development with the full range of Federal subsidies could continue in the
proposed-addition areas. This development could impair the biological and
geological functioning of many coastal barriers resulting in declines in the
fish and wildlife resources they support. The No Action alternative will
result in significant recurring Federal costs and may increase risks to the
public safety.
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CHAPTER 1

PURPOSE, NEED, AND BACKGROUND OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

A. Purpose and Need

B.

The National Epvironmental Policy Act reqguires a legislative environmental
impact statement when Federal agency proposals are required by statute and
when proposals seek legislative approval for specific geographic locations,
This Supplemental Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (LEIS) was
prepared te update the 1983 Final Environmental Statement on Undeveloped
Ceoastal Barriers (1983 FES). It assesses the specific environmental
implications of +the Department of the Interior's recommendations to
Congress for changes in the Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS), which
was established under the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA)Y in 1982
These recommendations were developed in accordance with Section 10 of the
CBRA which directs the Secretary of the Interior to prepare a report to
Congress on the CBRS which contains:

1. recommendations for the conservation of fish, wildlife, and other
natural resources of the System based on an evaluation and comparison of
all management alternatives;

2. recommendations for additions to, or deletions from, the Coastal Barrier
Resources System, and for modifications to the boundaries of System units;

3. a summary of the comments received regarding the CBRS; and
4. an analysis of the effect of general revenue sharing grants on the CBRS.

The Department of the Interior's recommendations to Congress will serve to
minimize the loss of human l1ife, wasteful expenditure of Federal revenues,
and damage to the natural resources of the undeveloped coastal barriers
recommended for addition to the CBRS.

Background

The CBRA was the culmination of several years of study by Congress and the
Department of the Interior {DOI) of Federal programs and coastal barriers.
In 1977, the DOI 1initiated fintensive studies of the Nation's coastal
barriers. These early studies focused on the identification and assessment
of alternative approaches for protecting coastal barriers and reducing the
recurring Federal costs associated with their development. In January
1980, 1in cooperation with the Department of Commerce and the Council on
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Environmental Quaiity, the Department of the Interior released a Draft
Environmental Statement describing the resuits of these analyses. While
containing no proposed action, this document identified the need to develop
a consistent Federal policy related 1o coastal barriers and presented a
broad range of program-specific options with three alternative levels of
action. These were intended for a review that would lead to selection of a
proposed action to be containad in a final environmenial impact statement.

In 1981, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (0BRA) was passed. Section
341 of the GBRA amended the Natienal Floed Insurance Act of 1968, to pro-
hibit the issuance of any Federal flood insurance coverage after October 1,
1983, for any new construction or substantial improvements of structures
located on undeveloped coastal barriers. The UBRA established a precedent
for withdrawal of Federal financial assistance for development as one means
of protecting coastal barriers and reducing recurring Federal costs
associated with their development and reconstruction. Thereafter, the
emphasis of the DOI studies shifted from assessing broad policy options to
developing detailed criteria for implementing the OBRA provisions.

In accordance with the 0BRA, on August 13, 1982, the Secretary submiiied to
Congress a report that made recommendations relating to the term '"coastal
barrier” and Tisted 188 coastal barriers recommended for designation as
undeveioped ceoastal barriers under the OBRA. Three days later, the
delineation criteria and the l1ist of barriers were published in the Federal
Register (47(158): 35696-357153.

The final EIS was not yet completed when the Coastal Barrier Resources Act
was signed into Taw on October 18, 1982. Although the enactment preempted
the final rulemaking on definition and delineation c¢riteria and final
designations of undeveioped coastal barriers by statutorily establishing
the Coastal Barrier Resources System, the definitions used in the LBRA are
consistent with the definitions used in the 0OBRA, and the delineations of
the undevelioped coastal barriers in the CBRS are genevally consistent with
those proposed by the Secretary of the Interior in his 1982 report.

The (BRA retained the OBRA prohibition against Federal fleod insurance for
new construction or substantial improvements on structures on undeveloped
coastal barriers on or after October 1, 1983. However, the CBRA went
beyond +the O0OBRA by expanding the scope of the prohibition of Federai
expenditures and financial assistance to include all Federal programs that
support development on the undeveloped coastal barriers within the CBRS.
The CBRA, however, did exempt certain types of expenditures and assistance
from the prchibition, namely, those for conservation, pubiic recreation,
sctentific research, air and water navigation, national security, energy
development, maintenance of existing public facilities and siructures,
general revenue sharing grants to the States, and public emergencies. The
restrictions on Federal financial assistance--except for Federal flcod
insurance--became effective October 18, 1982.

The Final Environmental Statemeni was issued in May 1983. It assessed the
likely environmental consequences considered 1in the planning process
between January 1980 and October 1982. The Broad and High Level Pretection
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alternatives of the 1983 FES were written pursuant to enactment of the CBRA
and in cognizance of the Section 10 requirement to prepare a report 1o
Congress.

Following the issuance of the 1983 FES, the DOI published, in the Federal
Register of December 5, 1983 (48(234): 54545), an outiine of the studies it
was undertaking to prepare the CBRA Section 10 report to Congress. Public
commenis on the study plan, regquested in the same notice, were accepted
through February 1, 1984,

As part of the information-gathering process, a draft national inventory of
undeveloped coastal barriers on all United States coastiines, and a draft
report on potential conservation alternatives for the CBRS were issued by
the DOI in the spring of 1985. Although it did not inciude recommen-
dations, the draft report provided a range of alternatives that could be
used jater as the basis for recommendations to Congress. Both documents
were made available for review by State and local governments, Federal
agencies, the Congress, and the public. By the cliose of the comment period
on September 30, 1985, over 2,300 comments had been received expressing a
wide variety of viewpoints and opinions.

During the comment period, Departmental representatives alsoe met with State
and Tocal officials, and attended 26 public meetings and workshops in 10
States. After reviewing the public comments and the information gathered,
the Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks formuiated proposed
recommendations to Congress.

In March 1887, the DOI issued a second draft report containing these
preposed recommendations. Public comments on this draft report were
solicited and accepted for a 90-day period, closing June 23, 1887. More
than 6,150 individuals commented on this document. Opinions were expressed
on the proposed additions to the CBRS in every affected State and Territory
and on all of the proposed conservation and technical amendments to the
CBRA.

The draft version of this supplemental Legislative Environmental Impact
Statement was released for public comment on February 1, 1988 (federal
Register 53(203:2792). Comments on the draft LEIS and further commenis on
the 1987 draft report were accepted through March 17, 1588. The DOI
raceived 23 comment letters specifically related fo the draft LEIS during
the comment period.

After reviewing all the public comments the DOI received on both the 1887
draft report and the 1988 draft LEIS, the DOI prepared a final Report to
Congress. This final LEIS has been revised so that the Propesed Acticn is
consistent with the DOI's final recommendations to Congress and to address
the concerns raised by the commenters on the draft LEIS.
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CHAPTER II

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

A. Alternative A - The Proposed Action

1. Components of the Proposed Action

Under the Proposed Action, the following would be accomplished:

a. the addition to the CBRS of almost 791,000 acres of land (fastland
and wetland) to the slightly less than one-half miliion acres currently
in the System, for a total of 1,243,678 acres (see Tables 1 and 2).

b. the addition of undeveloped, unprotected secondary barriers, that is,
those located in well-defined embayments, such as the Delaware Bay and
Chesapeake Bay. This would add some 173 miles of shoreline and 67,210
acres to the CBRS (see Table 3).

¢. the addition of undeveloped and unprotected coastal formations that
function as coastal barriers but whose compositioen is not completely of
unconsolidated sandy sediments, such as bedrock/glacial deposits in New
England and the carbonate-cemented and mangrove shorelines of the
Florida Keys, the Commonwealth of Puerte Rico, and the U.S. Virgin
Islands. The latter three areas, which constitute almost all of this
group, contain 137 miles of shoreline and 133,669 acres (see Table 4).

d. the addition of the aquatic habitats associated with the 186 existing
CBRS units, as well as those associated with the newly identified
coastal barriers totaling approximately 95% of the acreage recommended
for CBRS inclusion (see Table 2).

e. the addition of privately owned, undeveloped, and unprotected coastal
barrier properties located within conservation or recreation areas
established by Federal, State, or lecal law (inholdings). These cover
approximately 12,000 acres,

f. the deletion from the CBRS of the three military installations and
one Coast Guard installation in the existing CBRS. This would reduce
the CBRS by about 42 miles of shoreline and 15,000 acres.

g. the adjustment to boundaries of units presently in the CBRS in order
to correct discrepancies discovered during the study, such as an area
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Table 1. Summary of changes in the CBRS under the Proposed Action (by State or Territory).
Mumber Number of Shoreline Shoreline Total Fastiand
of exist- units under Tength Tength under Total acreage Fastland acreage
State or ing CBRS Proposed in CBRS Proposed Action acreage under Pro- acreage under Pro-
Territory units® Action {miles) {miles) in CBRS posed Action 1in CBRS  posed Action
Maine 12 25 10.0 22.5 1,045 4,640 485 1,005
Massachusetts 44 60 0.7 119.3 17.214 66,290 3,871 6,904
Rhode Island 11 20 17.7 25.7 4,791 8,851 1,058 1,436
Connecticut 11 15 8.2 7.5 3,045 3,741 333 302
New York 12 42 21.0 45,0 4,635 18,399 1,131 1,965
New Jersey 0 8 0 13.5 0 5,486 ¢ 396
Delaware 2 4 17.1 17.5 1,565 6,945 517 740
Maryland ] 36 0 28.0 0 7,163 0 1,605
Virginia 4 52 12.8 80.5 11,298 52,831 1,148 3,479
Morth Carolina 8 6 54.6 32.6 31,913 29,741 8,610 4,579
South Carolina 13 14 38.4 42.4 26,885 76,130 4,511 4,586
Georgia 6 6 16.2 19.9 33,073 64,255 5,126 5,506
Florida a3 65 118.8 172.4 61,575 305,200 19,378 39,511
Alabama 3 4 17.6 19.0 10,678 11,058 2,940 2,722
Mississippi 4 6 9.6 12.8 4,309 5,981 557 662
Louisiana iz 17 91.7 180.0 59,243 353,340 4,518 12,747
Texas il 18 161.0 180.0 181,565 199,401 46,751 48,498
Puarto Rico 0 42 0 56.9 ] 21,486 0 2,473
Virgin Islands _ 0O 20 o 13.4 0 2,740 0 587
TOTAL 186 461 666. 4 1.,088.9 457 834 1,243,678 100,934 139,703
*301 and DO8 are counted in Rhode Island where most of these uniis are located. MOl is counted

in “Seuth Carolina where most of it is located.



Tabie 2. Recommended increases or decreases in shoreline length and acreage
in the CBRS under the Proposed Action.

State Recommended Increase or Decrease Recommended Increase or
or Territory in Shoreline Length (in miles) Decrease in Acreage
Maine +12.5 +3,585
Massachusetts +48.6 +49,076
Rhode Isiand +8,0 +4 060
Connecticut -0.7 +596
New York +24.0 +13.764
New Jersey* +13.5 +5,488
Delaware + 3.4 +5 380
Maryland® +28.0 +7,163
Virginia +66.7 +43,533
Nerth Carolina ~22.0 ~2,172
South Carclina +4.0 +49, 245
Georgia +3.7 +31,182
Florida +53.6 +243 625
Alabama +1.4 +380
Misissippi +3.2 +1,672
Louisiana +88.3 +294, 097
Texas +19.0 +17,836
Puerto Rico* +56.9 +21,486
U.5. Virgin Istands® +13.4 +2,740

TOTAL +422.5 +790,844

*These States or Territories have no existing CBRS units; all of their acreage
and shereline lengths would be additions.

fully developed at the time the CBRA became Taw in 1982, or an area that
does not gqualify as a coastal barrier under the DOI criteria.

h. the addition of a provision to the CBRA that will enable the DOI to
delete areas within the CBRS that become "otherwise protected" areas in
the future, and the deletion of several areas in the existing CBRS that
are currently otherwise protected.

i. the addition of & provision to the CBRA that will enable the General
Services Administration {GSA) to add toc the CBRS, hbefore disposal, any
excess Federal coastal barrier properties determined by GSA, in con-
sultation with DO, to be undeveloped, unless they otherwise gualify for
exemption under the law.

j. the addition of a provision to the CBRA that would enable the DGI to
add to the CBRS undeveloped barriers held for conservation or recreation
purposes should the barriers be made available for development that
would be inconsistent with the purposes of the CBRA.
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Table 3. Secondary barriers in the existing CBRS and in the Proposed Action.
State Number of Units Shoreline Length (mi) Acreage
or Existing Proposed Existing Proposed Existing Proposed
Territory CBRS Action CBRS Action CBRS Action
Maine 3 7 2.7 4.9 276 612
Massachusetts 8 13 9.2 17.1 1,496 4,677
Rhode Island 3 8 5.2 11.0 515 1,532
Connecticut D 0] 0 0 0 0
New York 3 25 5.2 21.7 743 6,542
New Jersey 0 5 16.3 9.7 0 3,335
Delaware 1 2 0 i6.4 1,371 6,712
Maryiand 0 36 0 28.0 0 7,163
Virginia 0 48 0 56.7 0 29,292
North Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 0
Georgia 0 G 0 0 0 0
Florida 0 7 0 12.8 0 6,314
Alabama ¢ 1 0 2.8 0 914
Mississippi 1 2 1.3 3.6 682 2,258
Louisiana G 0 0 g 0 0
Texas 0 8 0 18.5 0 2,942
Puerto Rico 0 0 0 0 g 0
Virgin Istands 0 0 o 0 0 0
19 162 39.9 213.2 5,083 72,293
Net Gain under
Proposed Action 143 173.3 67,210
Tabie 4: Undeveloped and unprotected coastal barriers of the

Florida Keys, Puerto Rico, and the U.5. Virgin Islands.

Shoreline Length

Area {in miles) Acreage
Florida Keys 67.1 109,443
Puerto Rico 56.9 21,486
U.S. Virgin Isiands 13.4 2,740
TOTALS 137.4 133,669
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2. Definitions of Undeveloped, Unprotected {oastal Barriers

In response to the Congressicnal mandate in Section 10(c)(2) of the CBRA
that the D0I's Report to Congress include recommendations for additions
to, or deletions from the CBRS and modifications to the boundaries of
the System, DOI reviewed and expanded its definitions of coastal bar-
riers for use in the Section 10 study. The definitions that were devel-
oped are based on Section 3 of the CBRA and are supported by definitions
used previously by the DOI as well as by the legislative history of the
CBRA. The scope and definitions outlined below were used to identify
the areas recommended for addition under the Proposed Action.

a. Geographic scope. When Congress passed the CBRA in 1982, it only
included coastal barriers located on the Attantic QOcean and Gulf of
Mexico coastlines in the CBRS. The legislative history does not
¢learly indicate whether Congress intended to expand the CBRS
eventually to include other coastlines; therefore, the Proposed
Action does not include coastal barriers on coastlines other than the
Atlantic Ocean and the Gulf of Mexico. The Proposed Action does
include, however, the undeveloped, unprotected coastal barriers
located in the Florida Keys, the Commonwealth of Puerte Rico, and the
U.S. Virgin Islands Territory, which were not included in the CBRS in
1882. These barriers border the Atlantic Ocean and are subject to
the same dynamic forces and development pressures as the other
Atlantic coastal barriers.

The intlusion of the undeveloped and unprotected coastal barriers of
the Florida Keys, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands would add
137 shoreline miles and 133,669 acres to the CBRS (see Table 4}.

b. Coastal barrier composition. A coastal barrier is a depositional
feature which generally consists of unconsolidated sedimentary
materials, is subject to wind, wave, and tidal energies and protects
landward aquatic habitats including the adjacent wetlands, estuaries,
iniets, and shallow waters. Types of coastal barriers 1include
barrier islands, bay barriers, barrier spits, and tombolos.
Generally, coastal barriers are composed entirely of unconsolidated
sediment composed of sand or gravel, but sometimes sediments include
silt, «cobbles, or Tlarger rocks, or are consolidated. Three
additional areas that function as coastal barvriers are alse included
under the Proposed Action:

(1) Areas containing carbonate-cemented deposits, such as (a) local
deposits of beach rock 1in tropical and semi-tropical regions that
consist of carbonate-cemented gravel and/or beach sand underlain or
overlain by unconsolidated sediment; and (b) cemented dunes, such as
those found in Puerto Rico, where a carbonate~cemented dune line is
located immediately seaward of a more or less typical coastal bar-
rier, consisting of a beach (which may extend seaward to the cemented
dune), dune, and mangrove. Cemented deposits may be local, as in the
case of beach-rock, or extensive, as in the case of the emergent
portions of the Timestone deposits underlying the Florida Keys.

I11-5




{2} Areas consisting primarily of silt and clavy, such  &as {a)
cheniers--narrow, wooded beach ridges that generally follow the
shoreline and are parallel to and enclose marsh and mud-flat
sediments on the landward side, characteristic of the southwestern
Louisiana coast; and (b} fringing mangroves, nearshore deposits of
si1t and <clay stabilized by mangroves as islands {overwash
mangroves), and bands of mangroves along subiropical and tropical
mainland shores in areas of low wave-energy, often located behind
coral reefs. Fringing mangroves and associated reef systems are
considered coastal barriers in tropical and subtropical areas because
the protection afforded the associated aguatic habitats and the
mainland is comparable to that given by coastal barriers that have a
Tinear or curvilinear beach.

(3) Areas containing glacial and bedrock deposits when these cansist
of discontinuous oubtcrops of bedrock and coarse glacial deposits that
make up Tess than 25% of a ceastal barrier landform above mean high
water, The substantial wave-energies 1in the area where glacial
deposits occur (primarilty New England) freguently move sediments and
change their composition.

Associated aquatic habitat. Under the CBRA, an "undeveloped coastal
barrier” 1is defined as including all associated aguatic habitats:
"adjacent wetlands, marshes, estuaries, inlets, and nearshore
waters.” The original units of the CBRS, however, include only
minimum aquatic habitats because the 1982 Congressional designations
were based on Departmental delineations for a prohibition only on the
sale of Federal flood insurance as required by the OBRA. Those
delineations focused on the undeveloped fastland portion of the
barriers where residential developmaent might occcur.

Under the Proposed Action, the associated aguatic habitat is defined
as the entire area subject to diminished wind, wave, and tidail
energies during a major storm because of the presence of the coastal
barrier. It is delineated to inctude up tc a i-mile expanse of open
water or a 5-mile expanse of marsh behind a barrier, including those
Ceoastal Plain vremnants seaward of the continuous Pleistocene
tandmass.

Coastal barriers protect the aguatic habitats betwsen the barrier and
the mainland. These aquatic habitats are critically important to
many fish and wildlife species, 1including most of the Nation's
commercial fish and shellfish harvest. The barrier and 1its
asspciated aguatic habitats ars one ecological system and the health
and productivity of the entire ecosystem depends upon the rational
use of all the component parts.

“Associated aquatic habitats" include all wetlands {e.g., tidal
flats, swamps, mangroves, and marshes}, lagoons, estuarises, coves
between the barrier and the mainland, inlets, the nearshore waters
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seaward of the coastal barrier including the sand-sharing system,
and, in some tropical areas, the coral reefs associated with coastal
mangroves. Under normal weather conditions, only aguatic habitats
immediately adjacent to coastal barriers are exposed to direct wave
attack. Major coastal storms and their associated wind and wave
energies, however, routinely affect the entire landward aquatic
habitat. Such habitats survive major storms because coastal barriers
absorb the brunt of the ocean's energies. Storm waves break on the
barrier beach, leaving a diminished storm wave to travel into the
wetland. At the same time, the wetland stores storm flood waters,
easing the flood pressure on the mainland.

Protection of the aquatic habitats between a coastal barrier and the
mainland from wave attack during major storms has long been
recognized as a fundamental function of coastal barriers. The
expanded definition of associated aquatic habitats in the Proposed
Action reflects the specific mandate in Section 10 of the CBRA to
make recommendation Tor conservation of fish, wildlife, and other
natural resources of the CBRS. A1l such associated aguatic habitats
are inseparable parts of the coastal barrier ecosystem.

The associated aquatic habitats recommended for inclusion in the CBRS
aencompass about 752,075 acres.

Secondary barriers. Secondary coastal barriers are found in ‘large
bays or in lagoons on the mainiand side of coastal barrier systems if
a suitable sediment source and sufficient wind, wave, and tidal
energy exist within the embayment. These secondary barriers, such as
those in the Chesapeake Bay, Delaware Bay, and Narragansett Bay, are
maintained primarily by waves generated internally by wind rather
than open ocean waves. Consequently, they are generaily smaller and
more ephemeral than barriers directly fronting the ocean.

Irregularities in the shape of the beach and breaks in the continuity
of the linear or curvilinear features are alse characteristic of
secondary barriers. Nonetheless, these secondary barriers protect
important fish and wildlife habitats and provide substantial
protection for the mainland during major storms in much the same
fashion as primary coastal barriers.

In 1982 Congress included 19 secondary barriers (e.g., Broadkill
Beach, Delaware, and Buzzard Bay Complex, Massachusetts) in the CBRS
even though the DOI's 1982 criteria did not specifically address this
part of the coastal zone. The Proposed Action would add 143
secondary barriers covering about 173 miles of shoreline and 67,210
acres to the CBRS (see Table 3 for State statistics].

Otherwise protected coastal barriers. Congress exciuded from the
CBRS undeveloped coastal barriers that are "included within the
boundaries of an area established under Federal, State, or local law,
or held by a qualified organization as defined in Section 170(h){3)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1854, primarily for wildlife refuge,
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sanctuary, recreational, or natural resource conservation purposes"

(hereinafter referred to as "otherwise protected" areas). About
one-third {(34%) of the Atlantic and gulf coast falls 1inte this
otherwise protected category. In nis 1982 Report to Congress on
Undeveloped Coastal Barriers, the Secretary of  the Interior

recommended that otherwise protected areas be included in the CBRS to
ensure that owners of property within the boundaries of these areas
not be granted Federal flood dinsurance. In accordance with these
concerns, otherwise protected coastal barriers on the Atlantic and
gulf coasts have been identified (see Table 5).

A review by the Coastal Barriers Study Group, however, revealed that
most of the federally subsidized development that occurs in protected
areas is necessary to provide public access and accommodate visitors.
More than 95¥ of the beach-oriented recreational use of federally
protected areas occurs on coastal barriers. Much of this use is
moderate- or low-intensity resource oriented recreational and
educational activity. Although a few otherwise protected areas
contain substantial amounts of ‘permanent” public recreational
development, most are undeveloped, contain scattered development of a
temporary or minimal nature (such as beoardwalks, dune crossings,
picnic areas, campsites), or contain only a single developed area of
bathhouses and other facilities to support beach-oriented recreation.

Under the Proposed Action, all otherwise protected areas in the
existing CBRS would be deleted from the System. However, the
Proposed Action would alse provide for automatic inclusion of
otherwise protected, undeveloped coastal barriers should they ever be
made available Tfor development that is inconsistent with the CBRA
purposes or the long-term conservation of the barrier. An amendment
to the CBRA providing a legislative directive to the DOI to develop
guidetines for acceptable development would also be necessary. These
guidelines could be similar te the Secretary's Standards for Historic
Preservation used to certify Historic Preservation Tax Credits and
should be developed with opportunity for public comment. Lack of
adherence to the guidelines would constitute justification for
automatic inclusion in the CBRS. Federal expenditures in otherwise
protected areas should suppert recreation, education, and conserva-
tion activities that are consistent with the maintenance of the
natural environment. The DOI criteria used to judge acceptable
development could include but not be Timited to the following:

the development is necessary to fulfill the purposes of the area;
the development and its use can be accommodated on the barrier
without significantly interrupting natural geological or ecological
processes; and

the development is Tocated landward of the primary dunes and on the
most stable portion of the barrier.

The Proposed Action would also include all privately owned property
within but not a part of an otherwise protected area on an
undeveloped coastal barrier {inholdings) in the CBRS.
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Tahle 5.

Number of otherwise protected areas identified on undeveloped

coastal barriers on the Atlantic Ocean or Gulf of Mexico coasts.

Federal State/Territory Local Private
State or Protection Protection Protection Protection
Maine 5 5 2 0
Massachusetts 3 g 14 1
Rhode Island 4 8 8 ¥
Connecticut 2 5 4 3
New York 8 10 31 it
New Jersey 3 8 1 1
Delaware 1 7 0 1
Maryland 4 12 1 ¢
Virginia 6 5 3 5
North Carolina 3 5 1 2
South Carolina 3 6 1 2
Georgia 5 5 t] 1
Florida 23 41 20 3
Alabama 2 3 0 2
Mississippi 1 g 0 0
Louisiana 3 5 0 0
Texas 7 19% 1 1
Puerto Rico 3 21 2 2
Virgin Islands 13 0 0 1
Total 99 175 89 25
Grand
Total 388

*Includes General Land Office lands behind existing and proposed CBRS units.

f.

Military and Coast Guard lands. The CBRS includes some 15,000 acres

of military and Coast Guard land, including about 42 miles of shore-
Tine on four finstaliations. After consultation with the DOT,
"military activities essential to naticonal security" (Section
6{a){4)) are exempt from the restrictions of the CBRA. The DOI
understands that most military activities along the Atlantic Ocean
and Gulf of Mexico coasts are essential to National security. Under
the Proposed Action, all military and Coast Guard Yands in the
existing CBRS would be deleted from the System and no new military or
Coast Guard lands would be added to the CBRS.

Development status. The definitions of develeopment presented in the
1983 FES were also used to identify undeveloped barriers under the

Proposed Action (i.e., less than one structure per 5 acres of
fastland and at least 1/4-mile shoreline length), except that phased
development was not considered. Physical evidence that infra-

structure is in place to each unit in the development must be present
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before an area is considered developed. This infrastructure must be
provided by the developer, thereby demonstrating his commitment to
imminent construction.

3. Delineation of Undeveloped, Unprotected Copastal Barrier Units

Once an undeveloped, unprotected coastal barrier was identified accord-
ing to the definitions presented above, delineation of units included
under the Proposed Action was accomplished in the following manner,

a. Delineation of undeveloped portions of barriers, The undeveloped
portions of coastal barriers were delineated according to the
following criteria.

{1} Where an undeveloped area adjoins continuous development, the
boundary line 1is drawn generally perpendicular to the undeveloped
shoreline across the entire coastal barrier and the asscociated
aquatic habitat at the break in development.

{2) Where an undeveloped area contains iscolated clusters of approxi-
mately ten or more structures and the impact of the development on
geological and ecological processes is Tocal and confined primarily
to the fastland on which the structures are located, a boundary line
is drawn around the cluster of development to exclude it from the
unit.

{3) In cases of partially undeveloped coastal barriers, only the
associated aquatic habitat that is behind the undeveloped portion of
the coastal barrier is included in the unit.

b. Delineation of landward boundaries. On the landward side, the
boundary encompasses the core of the barrier itself as well as the
associated aquatic habitats consisting of wetlands, sheoals, isiands,
channels, and open water Tandward of the fastland portion of
the coastal barrier.

{1} In general, the landward boundary of a ceastal barrier is a
continuous Tine which follows the interface between the aqguatic
habitat and the mainland, as defined on topographic maps or aerial
photographs by a change in vegetation. The boundary was not drawn
more than 5 miles landward of the mean high water line on the
unprotected side of the coastal barrier.

There are four types of aquatic environments that cccur landward of
coastal barriers that require special delineation criteria.

{(2) An_ open body of water greater than one mile wide exists
Tandward of the coastal barrier. Here, the boundary is drawn through
the open water about one mile landward of the Tarthest landward
extent of wetlands on the protected side of the barrier. If there
exists a discernible natural or artificial channel, the boundary is
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drawn along the side nearest the coastal barrier. If a political
boundary exists in the open water about one mile landward of the
coastal barrier, it is used as the landward boundary.

{3} Continuous wetland extends more than five miles landward of the
coastal barrier. Generalily, the boundary 1is drawn through the
wetlands along an identifiable natural or artificial channel, or a
political boundary nearest to the 5-mile 1imit 1in the manner
described immediately above. If such features are lacking, the
boundary 1is drawn through the wetland, generally parallel to and 5
miles landward of the mean high water 1ine at the seaward side of
the coastal barrier.

(4) Coastal Plain remnants present special! delineation problems,
especially along the coasts of South Carolina, Georgia, and
northeastern Florida. These isolated upland Tandforms are located
within the coastal zone between the present shoreline and the more
continuous uplands of the Loastal Plain and are the result of coastal
sedimentation at a higher stand of sea level than the present one.
Coastal Plain remnants are generally surrounded by wetland habitats.
Where a1l or part of the Cpastal Plain remnant is responding to
modern wind, wave, and tidal energies, it is treated as a primary or
secondary barrier. Wwhere the Coastal Plain remnant is not signifi-
cantly impeding or altering the process in the surrounding wetlands
due to large size or high elevation, it is included in the associated
aquatic habitat up to 5 miles landward of the present shoreline.
wWhere Coastal Plain remnants begin to form a more-or-less continucus
line within the wetlands, the Tlandward boundary is drawn along the
seaward margin of the Ceastal Plain rempants, excluding them from the
unit.

{5) Watercourses flow inte the aquatic habitat from the mainliand.
The boundary 1line s drawn at the first natural or artificial
constriction with the drainage landward of the coastal barrier.

¢. Delineation on the seaward side. Each coastal barrier unit contains
the entire sand-sharing system, including the beach, shoreface, and
offshore bars. The sand-sharing system under the Proposed Action is
normaliy delineated on the seaward side by the 30-foot bathymetric
contour. For secondary barviers the sand-sharing system 1is more
Timited in extent and is defined by the 20-foot bathymetric contour
Tine or a line approximately one mile seaward of the shoreline,
whichever is nearer the coastal barrier.

d. Adjustments to boundaries. Several areas included 1in the CBRS in
1982 were incorrectly defined as undeveloped or they were incorrectly
delineated according to DOI c¢riteria. Under the Proposed Action,
these inconsistencies wouid be corrected.

B. Alternative B ~ No Action

Under the No Acticon alternative, ne changes would be made in the existing
CBRS.
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Geographic Scope

Under the No Action alternative, the geographic scope of the CBRS would
remain the same and no new areas would be added to the System. The
Florida Keys, Puerto Rico, and the U.S5. Virgin Islands would not be
added to the CBRS. The barriers of the States of New Jersey and
Maryland also would not be included in the CBRS. About 180 miles of
shoreline and 150,000 acres would be excluded from the CBRS in these
five areas.

Coastal Barrier Composition

Under the HNo Action alternative, those coastal barriers not composed
entirely of unconsolidated sandy sediments, such as carbonate-cemented
deposits, cheniers, fringing mangroves, and coral reefs, would not be
added to CBRS. Approximately 213 miles of shoreline and 270,000 acres
would be lost to the CBRS.

Associated Aguatic Habitat

Under the No Action alternative, no additional associated aguatic habi-
tat would be added to the CBRS. About 95% of the total acreage recom-
mended for addition to the CBRS, or about 752,075 acres, is associated
aquatic habitat. The entire associated aquatic habitat protected by a
coastal barrier is a vital part of that ecosystem. This compenent of
the No Action alternative would act at counterpurpose with the specific
mandate in Section 10 of the CBRA to make recommendations for the con-
servation of fish, wildlife, and other natural resources of the CBRS.

Secondary Barriers

Under the No Action alternative, no secondary barriers in the Chesapeake
Bay and other large bays and lagoons on the Atlantic and gulf coasts
would bhe added to the CBRS. Omitting the secondary barriers would
exclude some 67,210 acres of coastal barriers with 173.3 miles of
shoreline from the CBRS. Five of the eight units recommended in the
State of New Jersey, 48 of the 52 units recommended in Virginia, and all
of the 36 units recommended in the State of Maryland are secondary
barriers. Together these States' secondary barriers comprise almost
40,000 acres, or about 59% of the secondary barrier total. Bays are
vitally important areas for commercial and sport fish, as well as other
fish and wildlife. The No Action alternative, in excluding secondary
barriers from the CBRS, would leave out a link in the chain of
protection for coastal fish and wildlife.

. Dtherwise Protected Coastal Barriers

The approximately 24,000 acres of otherwise protected areas in the
existing CBRS would vremain 1in the System under the No Action
alternative. Privately owned property located within but not a part of
an otherwise protected area on an undeveloped coastal barrier--the
inholdings--would not be included in the CBRS.
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The No Action alternative would also overlook the benefit of including,
in the future, any otherwise protected, undeveloped coastal barriers
held for conservation purposes should they ever be made available for
development that is inconsistent with the purposes of the CBRA. Table 5
Tists the the Tocation of the 388 otherwise protected areas on the
Atlantic and gulf coasts.

6. Military and Coast Guard lLands

Under the No Action alternative, some 42 miles of shoreline and 15,000
acres of coastal barrier land on three military installations and one
Coast Guard facility would remain in the CBRS. Military activities
essential to National security are exempt from the restrictions of the
CBRA (Section 6) after consultation with DOI. The construction,
maintenance, and rehabilitation of Coast Guard facilities and access to
them are also exempted (also Section 6).

The No Action alternative also would not allow any military or Coast
Guard lands on an undeveloped coastal barrier to ba automatically added
to the CBRS should they become excess or surplus Federal property and
otherwise gualify for addition to the CBRS.

7. Adjustments to Boundaries

Sevaral areas included 1in the CBRS were incorrectly defined as
undeveloped coastal barriers or inconsistently delineated at the time of
inclusion 1in 1982, The No Action alternative would perpetuate these
inaccuracies,

The major elements of the Proposed Action and the No Action alternatives
are compared in Table 6.

Scoping (Other Alternatives Considered)

In addition to the two alternatives, the Proposed Action and No Action,
which have been presented in some detail in this supplement, two other
major alternatives were considered in the 1983 FES: the Limited
Alternative and the Broad Alternative. The Broad Alternative would include
otherwise protected coastal barriers and coastal barriers on the Great
Lakes, the Pacific Coast, Alaska, Hawaii, and American Samoa in the CBRS,
During 1983-85, the Coastal Barriers Study Group gathered preliminary
information about undeveloped coastal barriers on all U.S5. coastlines and
solicited public comments on their 1inclusion in the CBRS. A Broad
Alternative, however, was not considered 1in detail here because the
lTegislative history of the CBRA does not clearly indicate whether Congress
intended to expand the C(BRS to include barriers on other coastlines,
Because Congressional intent is unclear and there is so much controversy
surrounding expansion to other coastlines, the D0OI does not plan to
complete studies of other coastlines unless directed to do so. A Limited
Alternative was not considered 1in detall here because there was no
systematic way to 1imit proposed additions and still keep the alternative
distinct from the No Action Alternative. The various elemenits considered
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Table 6.

Comparison of elements of the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives.

Variable

Proposed Action

No Action

1. Geographic scope

2. Composition of coastal
barriers

[1

Associated aquatic
= habitat

4,  Secondary barriers

Atlantic Ocean, Gulf of Mexico
coasts, including the Florida Keys
and coasts of Puertso Rico and U.S.
Virgin Islands.

Primarily unconsclidated sediments,
but also includes certain consoli-
dated sediments {(e.g., carbonate~
cemented deposits), cheniers,
fringing mangroves, and glacial/
bedrock deposits.

The entire aguatic habitat subject

to diminished wind, wave, and tidal
eneyrgies during a major storm because
of the presence of a coastal barrier
is included in the CBRS: up to a
one-mile expanse of open water or a
five-mile expanse of marsh behind a
barrier. Also incltudes the coral
reef systems assoctated with fringing
mangroves in tropical areas.

Barriers located in Targe bays or

in lagoons behind coastal barrier
systems are added to the CBRS.

{Continued)

Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of Mexico
coasts. The Florida Keys, Puerto
Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands
are not added to the CBRS.

Barriers composed of consoclidated
sediments or siit/clay are not
added to the CBRS.

No additional associated aquatic
habitat is added to the CBRS. The
existing CBRS units only include
aquatic habitats having a straong
gecgraphic and ecologic relation-
ship with the coastal barrier.

Secondary barriers are not added
to the CBRS.



Table 6. {(Concluded).

Variable

Proposed Action

No Action

5. Protective ownership

ST-I1

6. Military and Coast
Guard lands

7. Adjustments to
boundaries

A1l privately owned property within
but not a part of an otherwise pro-~
tected area on an undeveloped coastal
barrier {(inholdings) are added to ihe
CBRS.

A11 otherwise protected lands
currently included in the CBRS

are deleted. Any otherwise

protected area would be automatically
included in the CBRS if ever made
available for development incon-
sistent with purposes of the CBRA.

All miltitary and U.S5. Coast Guard
tands currently included in the CBRS
would be deleted. Any military and
Coast Guard land on an undeveloped
barrier that becomes excess/surplus
would be subject to automatic
inclusion in the CBRS.

Boundaries of the CBRS would be
adjusted to delete areas that
were incorrectly defined as
undeveloped in 1982 or do not
gualify as coastal barriers
according to DOI criteria.

Inholdings are not added to the
CBRS.

Otherwise protected areas

currently in the CBRS would remain
in the System. Otherwise protected
coastal barriers made available for
development would not be auto-
matically added teo the CBRS.

Three military installiations and

one Coast Guard station with about
15,000 acres of land and 42 miles of
beachfront would remain in the CBRS.
Excess military and Coast Guard
lands on undeveloped coastal
barriers would not be automatically
included in the CBRS.

A1l boundaries of the CBRS would
remain the same.




in the Limited and the Broad Alternatives in the 1983 FES are presented in
summary form in Table 7.

The 1985 draft National inventory was accompanied by a draft text report
which also considered a range of alternatives for conservation of the CBRS,
including acguisition, regulatory amendments to the CBRA, and fax Tlaw
amendments. Public comment was also solicited on these alternatives.
Volume 1 of the final CBRS Report to Congress discusses these alternatives
in depth and presents the DOI's recommendations on each.

1. Acgquisition

The NPS and FWS are authorized to c¢ollect recreation fees which are
deposited in the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) and used to
acquire lands for the National Park System and the National Wildlife
Refuge System. The FWS 1is also authorized to use Federal duck stamp
revenues deposited in the Migratory Bird Conservation Fund (MBCF) for
acquisitions. Both the LWCF and the MBCF employ the user-fee approach
to land acquisition.

Since enactment of the CBRA, several CBRS units have been acguired for
recreational or conservation purposes, dincluding Shackleford Banks
{NPS~-~-Cape Lookout National Seashore), part of Mobile Point (FW5--Bon
Secour National Wildlife Refuge), and several areas in Florida {for the
State park system). Acquisition, however, has been limited because of
the excessive cost of acquiring prime beach real estate. It is pursued
on a case-by-case basis as determined necessary by individual
land-managing agencies.

In the CBRS Report to Congress, the DOl recommends that the Federal
Government continue to emplioy the user-fee concept in acquisition of
CBRS lands as appropriate. Acquisition is not economically feasible for
the entire CBRS,

2. Regulatory Consistency

Although the CBRA restricts Federal funding of new construction within
CBRS units, it does not prevent Federal agencies from issuing permits
for activities within or adjacent to CBRS units. These activities have
the potential for adversely affecting the fish and wildlife resources of
the CBRS or c¢reating risks to human safety. Amending the CBRA to
require that Federal permits for activities within or adjacent to the
CBRS be consistent with the purposes of the CBRA is one option for
addressing this problem,

Requiring regulatory consistency at the Federal level, however, would
depart from the basic CBRA premise that conservation can be achieved
without increasing Federal regulatory involvement by simply withdrawing
Federal financial support for development of undeveloped coastal
barriers. Furthermeore, most States have additional regulatory
safeguards that also serve the purposes of the CBRA. These dinclude
wetland protection programs, construction setback requirements, and
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Table 7.

Comparison of eltements in other alternatives considered in the 1983 FES.

Variable

Limited Alternative

Broad Alternative

Geographic coverage

Sediment
characteristics

Wind, wave, and tidal
energies

Associated aguatic
habitats

Portions thereof

Coasts of the Atlantic Ocean and
Gulf of Mexico.

Unconsolidated and only if of
recent qeologic age. Excludes
areas of beach rock.

Excludes the portions of coastal
barriers least subject to flooding
(those outside the 100-year flood-
plain) and landfall of hurricane-
force storm; linear/curvilinear
features must be present. Coastal
barriers in bays or lagoons
excluded.

Only fastlands and aquatic habitats

completely surrounded by fastlands
included.

A minimum ocean-facing shoreline
of 1.0 mile.

{Continued}

A1l coasts of the United States and its
territories, and major embayments on
Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of Mexico coasts
(i.e., Pacific QOcean coast, Alaska,
Hawaii, American Samoa, Great lLakes,
Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin Islands, and
large, well-defined bays, e.g.,
Chesapeake and Delaware Bays).

Unconsolidated and regardless of geologic
age; including local beach rock deposits;
also areas having a consolidated core of
coquina, coral limestone, or cother marine
calciferous rock.

Susceptibility to flooding and storm
damage not considered; ocean-facing
marsh and mangrove islands lacking
Tinear/curvilinear features included,
as are coastal barriers in bays or
Tagoons.

Continuous aquatic habitat landward of
the coastal barrier, as well as
submerged portion of the sand-sharing
system on the seaward side included.

A minimum ocean- or bay- or Great lLake-
facing shoreline of 0.1 mile.



Table 7.

{Concluded).

Variable

Limited Alternative

Broad Alternative

Impacts of human
activities

Protective ownership

Few human-made
structures

8T-11

Full complement of
infrastructure

Demonstrablie geologic or ecologic
impact considered in all cases.

A1l publicly owned lands, regard-
tess of purpose, and lands held by
private organizations for purposes
stated in Section 6(a) of the CBRA
not designated as undeveloped
coastal barriers excluded.

Structures defined as all buildings,
developments, and facilities
occupying 200 square feet or more.

Minimum allowable density sei at
Tess than one structure per five
acres per fastland.

Appurtenant structures included in
determining density.

Phased development projects
excluded regardless of size.

Vehicle access required to
subdivision only; reasonable
availability of utilities required
to subdivision only.

Impacts not considered; delineation
based solely on density of structures.

Protected areas included regardless of
location on coastal barvier, provided
the area contains not less than ten
contiguous acres held in fee or as
easement for protection.

Structures defined as walled and roofed
buildings occupying 200 square feet or
more.

Maximum allowable density set at more
than one structure per five acres of
fastland.

Appurtenant structures not included in
determining density.

Phased development plans not considered
in determining development status

Infrastructure not considered.




post-storm reconstruction policies to control development on barriers.
Therefore, 1in the C(BRS Report to Congress, the DOI recommends no
regulatory amendments to the CBRA.

3. Tax Amendments

Over the years since the Internal Revenue Code was enacted, the tax
system has exerted a pervasive influence on the decisions of private
individuals and businesses. In coastal communities, tax-induced
distortions have had significant costs in terms of lost property,
public revenues, and natural resources. A tax policy that is neutral
toward development decisions on coastal barriers could reduce impacts
on the fish, wiltdlife, and other natural resources of the CBRS.
Adjustments in Federal tax policy could result in conservation by
allowing development 1in the CBRS to be based on market signails,
basically unaltered by Tax Code provisions.

Based on this 1logic, the 1985 draft report devoted considerable
discussion to possible tax amendments for conservation of the CBRS. 1In
1986, however, the Tax Reform Act made sweeping changes in the Internal
Revenue Code. A guiding principle of the Act was the reduction of the
Code's interference with the economic decisions made by individuals and
businesses. The Act changes many of the provisions in the Code that
interfered with market decisionmaking.

In the CBRS Report to Congress, the DOI recommends no tax law amendments
at this time. The DOI believes that having just enacted a major tax
reform after two years of debate and legislative effort, a period of
stability and certainty in the tax law is necessary. The Department of
the Treasury has also assured the DOI that the interpretation of the
rules fissued under Section 170 of the Code, the section governing
conservation easements, has not adversely affected <charitable
contributions within the CBRS.

D. Mitigating Measures

There are no mitigating measures directly connected to the Proposed Action.
The entire law to which it is related, the CBRA (P.L. 87-348), is designed
to mitigate potential lesses of the enviromment by prohibiting in the
designated CBRS, Federal expenditures for development that might diminish
the environment on coastal barriers.
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CHAPTER III

AFFECTED NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

The coastal barriers of the Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of Mexico coasts make up
one of the longest and best defined chains of coastal barriers in the world.
These features generally parallel the mainland coasts and toc varying degrees
enciose and thereby protect aguatic habitats, such as estuaries and marshes,
as well as the mainland from direct wave assault from the open seas. With the
exception of the Florida Keys, Puerto Rico, the U.S$. Virgin Islands, and
secondary barriers, the natural environments of coastal barriers and their
associated aguatic habitats are discussed completely in the 1983 FES. Only a
brief summary of that information appears below; the natural environments of
the Keys, Puerto Rice, the Virgin Islands, and secondary barriers, however,
are discussed in detail.

A. General Overview of Coastal Barrier Processes

1. Generally, coastal barriers can be divided into five interrelated
ecosystems: (1) coastal marine, {(2) maritime, (3} estuarine, (4) freshwater
{riverine, etc.}, and (5) uplands on mainland (Figure 1). Characterized by
a unique combination of geological and biclogical features, each ecosystem
is molded by the physical influences of winds, waves, tides, currents,
precipitation, and river flow patterns. '

2. As one might expect, there is a high degree of regional diversity within
the c¢hain of ceastal barriers. The diversity is determined by spatial
changes in the physical processes. The land forms that develop are shaped
by the dominant physical facters of tidal range, wave energy, sediment
supply from riverine sources, and the distribution of o¢lder coastal sand
bodies that supply the barrier sediments.

3. Local sea-level rise is also of great significance. Fairly accurate sea
Tevel records have been kept around the worid over the last century. These
indicate that global sea level has increased about 12 cm over the past 100
years, implying an annual global average rate rise of 1.2 mm--a figure that
does not give rise to great concern. Many parts of the U.S. coastline,
however, are subsiding at the same time, making the local sea-level rise
appear much greater: about 1 foot in the last century. Subsidence is
especially great along the central Gulf of Mexico coast, where the weight
of the Mississippi delta muds, withdrawal of groundwater from shallow
aguifers, and extraction of oi1 and gas contribute toc subsidence of the
land surface.
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There is also evidence that global warming as a result of the release of
carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases intoc the atmosphere will, 1in
time, accelerate the worldwide rate of sea-level yise., The EPA and the
National Academy of Sciences have estimated a 3-to-5-foot rise in sea level
along the U.S5. coast over the next century because of these processes.

Coastal barriers typically respond in one of two ways to sea-level rise;
they may drown beneath the rising waters, or they may move landward
continuously by erosion along the shoreface and overwash. Although there
is controversy among scholars on the issue, it appears that at least some
of tThe Gulf of Mexico's barriers are drowning, while most barriers along
the Atlantic coast are moving Tlandward. The potential impacts of rising
sea lTevel on coastal barriers are discussed in greater detail in Volume 1
of the CBRS Report to Congress.

4. The coastal barriers--both those now in the CBRS and those being
recommended  for dinclusien in  the CBRS--have threze environmental
characteristics in common: {a) they are subject to wind, wave, and tidal
energies; {b) they protect associated aquatic habitats and consequently the
fish and wildlife in those associated aquatic habitats; and {c} they
protect the mainland. Coastal  barriers also share three common
characteristics important to people: (a) they protect the vast commercial
and recreational fisheries found in associated aquatic habitats; (b) they
are hazardous sites for permanent human occupancy, much more hazardous than
sites on the coastal mainland; and (c) because of their high susceptibility
to natural disasters, they are sites where reoccurring use of Federal
monies Tor development and redevelopment affect all American taxpayers.

Natural Environments of the Florida Keys

The word "key" comes from the Spanish work "cayo," which means small,
Tow-lying island. The Florida Keys are a narrow, elongated chain of 97
Tow=lying islands extending in an arc from south and west of Miami to the
Dry Tortugas abeout 235 miles away. Geologically, the Keys are composed of
two timestone belts. The long Tinear islands from Key Large to Bahia Honda
Key consist of reef limestone (Key largo limestone and Miami ocolite), while
the more Tirregular islands, those trending somewhat more northwesterly,
from Big Pine Key to Key West, consist of cemented granular limestone.

The Key Largo formation is an old Pleistocene coral reef. Numerous pits or
holes in the surface of the Keys' limestone, referred to as breccias and
created by dissolution of the rock, are apparent. These pits act as
storage areas of coral debris, organic seils, and other loose material
{Krawlec 1977). About 2 to 5 miles offshore, a living coral reef runs
parallel to the Keys. A1l sand in the Keys is calcium carbonate. It
consists primarily of the skeletal remains of the calcareous green alga
Halimeda opuntia, mollusks, and foraminifera; coral debris; and Pleistocene
Timestone rubble {Jindrich 1969, Enos 1977). Sand is Timited in the Keys;
most is found in a series of small %tidal deltas on both sides of the tidal
passes separating the individual keys and in small pocket beaches  belween
1imestone headlands. The shallow Florida Bay, filled with carbonate
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mudfliats, seagrass beds, and small mangrove islands, separates the Keys
from the south Florida mainland. Fringing mangroves titypically front the
Keys where beaches are absent. Figure 2 presents a generalized cross-
section of the Keys.

The Florida Keys do not fit the definition of a ceastal barrier as an
accumulation of unconsolidated sediments in that their core is composed of
Pleistocene limestone. However, the Keys do function as coastal barriers
and share a number of characteristics with sandy barriers. Thay are both
subject to wind, wave, and tidal energies and to severe flocding and damage
by hurricanes, and they both protect landward aquatic habitats. The
Florida Keys provide the quiet-water environment of Florida Bay.

The abundant coral reefs and seagrass beds in the Florida Keys suppert a
great variety of recreationalily and commercially important shellfish
resources. Among these are spiny lobsters, stone crabs, and pink shrimp.
These habitats also support Jlarge numbers of fish. In fact, the
combination of favorable water temperatures, variety of habitats, and
abundance of nutrients resulis in an exiremaly rich fish fauna of over 500
species. Many of the fish, particularly mambers of the snapper and grouper
families, provide important recreational and commercial fisheries.

The fringing mangrove communities along the Keys have been described by
Odum et al. (1982). Characteristically, red mangroves (Rhizophora mangle)
grow along the shoreline and hlack mangroves (Avicennia germinans) grow
farther inland, in the intertidal and supratidal zones. Mangroves are
productive ecosystems which suppoert a high diversity of fish, birds, and
other wildlife. The mangrove fpod web, based Tlargely on leaf detritus,
also supports nearshore fisheries. The distinctive red mangrove prop roots
provide vital nursery habitat for Jjuvenile fish and shelifish. They also
trap sediments and over a perijod of several vears can extend the shoreline
seaward.

Upland vegetation is found on some keys where elevations are sufficient.
On the northern keys and Big Pine Key, hardwood hammocks, unique
assemblages of +iropical and semitropical trees and shrubs, are Tound.
Caribbean slash pine stands (Pinus el1liottii vars. densa) occur on the
islands surrounding and including Big Pine Key {(S5chomer and Drew 1982).
Uplands on the southern Keys support pines, thatch palms, palmettos,
shrubs, and grasses in communities similar to those on the south Florida
mainiand.

Major storms have assaulted the Keys on many occasions and their impacts
are well documented. The most dramatic of these was a hurricane that hit
the Keys 1in 1935. This hurricane was one of the most violent 1in U.S.
history, with a recorded barometric pressure of 26.35 inches and winds
exceeding 200 mph (Shepard and Wanless 138713. That hurricane destroyed
virtually all human-made structures in the Matecumbe area, including the
railroad under construction between Miami and Key West, and killed 400
people. The railroad was abandoned, but its route was used later for U.S.
Highway 1. The level topography of the Keys makes human-made structures on
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them as vulnerable to destruction by hurricanes as those on the lowest
profile, mostly washover-prone sandy coastal barriers.

Geologically, however, the Keys react differently to hurricanes than sandy
barriers do, as documented in a study of Hurricane Donna in 1860 (Bail et
al. 1967). The active reefs of the Keys are broken down, producing large
amounts of rubble, and the sandy material is moved across and between the
Keys, accumulating on flats in Florida Bay. There is 1ittle physical
change in isiand shape brought about by storms, however, because of the
hard 1imestone.

Hurricane landfall frequencies are very high in the Keys (Figure 3}. The
mean annual offshere wave energy, however, is the lowest of any sector
along the United States' coast. This combination of generally peaceful
waters with occasional hurricanes carries great potential danger because
the human 1inhabitants~~many of whom have not resided 1in the Keys for
long--and the visiters are not generally prepared for the potential
devastation of storm hazards there.

Natural Environments of Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands

Puerto Rice is the easternmost island of the Greater Antilles. The U.S.
Yirgin Islands, consisting of St. Croix, 5t. Thomas, St. John, and about 390
smaller dislands, 1ie about 40 miles east and southeast of Puerto Rico.
Puerts Rico, St. Thomas, and $t. John are on the Puerto Rican plateau; St.
Croix, 35 miles to the south, is on a separate submerged ridge. As a
transition zone between oceanic and continental plates, the Caribbean
istand arc is an active earthguake zone. Tsunamis have occurred in the
area.

The coastal barriers on Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands often
differ from the curvilinear, sandy barriers found on the east coast of the

continental United States. Along the north coast of Pueric Rico, a
carbonate~cemented dune 1line 1is Tlocated immediately seaward of a more
typical coastal barrier consisting of beach, dunes, and mangroves. In

other areas, deposits of beach rock--carbonate-cemented gravel--overlay or
underlay the unconsolidated sediments on the barrier. Fringing mangroves
gccur in many areas. The mangroves stabilize nearshore deposits of silt
and clay in Tow wave-energy environments. Many of these fringing mangroves
occur behind coral reefs. Fringing mangroves and associated coral reef
systems are considered coastal barriers in tropical and semitropical areas
because the protection they provide is comparable to that provided by
linear or curvilinear sandy barriers.

The mangrove communities in Puerto Rico and the U.S5. Virgin Islands consist
of red mangroves {Rhizophora mangle) growing along the shoreline and black
{Avicennia germinans) and white {(Laguncularia racemosa) mangroves 1in the
interior. OfFf the south coast of Puerto Rico there are mangrove islands
({cays) with red mangroves near shore and black mangroves in the interior.
Like those in Florida, the mangroves in Puerte Rice and the U.5.- Virgin
Istands support abundant fish and wildlife resources,
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Figure 3. Annual hurricane landfall
probabilities in the United States (from
Nummeda?l 1983, data compiled from Simpson
and lLawrence 1971). Notice high proba-
bilities in the two Florida Keys sectors.

In some parts of Puerte Rice and the U.S. Virgin Islands, fringing
mangroves or coral reefs grow across a portion of a bay, isolating it from
the waters 1in the rest of the bay. Coral rubble and sand transported by
storm waves can contribute to closing off a pond. Beaches and salt ponds
commonly occur together, and black and white mangroves frequently fringe
the edges of the pond. These ecosystems support a specialized biota that
varies with fluctuations 1in the salinity of the pond water. Several
species of birds, 1inciuding kingfishers, herons, ospreys, stilts, and
sandpipers, feed on the insects, brine shrimp, and fishes in the ponds.
Salt ponds located between an upland watershed and 1its associated bay
function as settling or catchment basins, trapping runoff from the Tand and
contributing to the maintenance of high water quality in the bay.

Coral reefs and seagrass beds also are highly productive and they are
extensive in the shallow waters around Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.
The coral reefs provide shelter for several important fishes during the
day, while the grass beds provide food for them at night. Both the reefs
and seagrass beds buffer storm wave energies, providing ¢ritical protection
for harbors and reducing shoreline erosion. The resources harvested from
coral reefs include fish, octopuses, conchs, and spiny lobsters. Reef
arosion produces sand for the beaches.
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Cheniers

The Chenier Plain of the western Louisiana coast, between Vermilion Bay and
the Sabine River, is geologically unigque along the U.5. coastline. It owes
its origin to the wvast amounts of muddy sediments discharged by the
Mississippi River and to the moderate wave cliimate of the north-central
Gulf of Mexico. The Chenier Plain is separated from the Mississippi
Deitaic Plain to the east by Southwest Pass, which is 150 feet deep.

Mud from the mouths of the Mississippi River has always been transported to
the west by the prevailing westward-flowing coastal currents off Louisiana.
For the last 3,000 years, the Chenier Plain has been a site of rapid
coastal accretion in response to this mud supply. The growth, however, has
not been uniferm. Periods of rapid mudflat accretion have alternated with
periods of coastal retreat. During phases of retreat, the coarser
sediments, primarily shell-hash, have been concentrated and deposited as
Tinear ridges or "cheniers." These ridges attain Tocal elevations above 10
feet and are the only high and relatively dry ground in Cameron and
Vermiiion Parishes. The land between the ridges is at or only a few feet
above sea Jevel and permanently wet.

The Chenier Plain is fronted by mudfiats instead of the usual sandy
beaches. Fluid mud extends from the seaward edge of the marsh grasses to a
few hundred yards offshore. This mud 1is an extremely effective wave
absorber; the mainiand shore is rarely exposed to any wave action except
during storms.

Technically, the chenier ridges do constitute barriers protecting the
wetlands on their landward side. The danger of 1inhabiting the chenier
ridges 1is fully comparable to that of living on barrier islands, as was
demonstrated when Hurricane Audrey flooded most of Cameron Parish in 1957
and killed an estimated 500 peocpie.

The extensive brackish and freshwater marshes separated by the cheniers
support over 100 species of birds dincluding at least 18 species of
waterfowl. Many migrating songbirds which cross the Gulf of Mexico stop
over on the ceastal hardwood areas along the crests of the chenier ridges.
The cheniers also suppoert numerous mammais, inciuding furbearers such as
mink, river otter, raccoon, nutria, and muskrat.

The Chenier Plain, like the Mississippi Deltaic Plain to the east, yields
large numbers of finfish and shellfish, especially brown and white shrimp
and menhaden. Other major recreational and commercial estuarine dependent
fisheries 1include blue crab, spotted seatrout, drum, croaker, spot,
sheepshead, and flounder. Alligators, once an endangered species 1in
Louisiana, are also commercially harvested in large numbers in the Chenier
Plain.

Secondary Barriers

When Congress passed the CBRA in 1982, it included within the CBRS 19 units
that are secondary barriers: 3 in Maine, 8 in Massachusetts, 3 in Rhode
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Istand, 5 in New York, 1 in Delaware, and 1 in Mississippi. The Proposed
Action includes 143 secondary barriers. The natural envirvonments of
secondary barriers are similar to those described in the 1983 FES for
low-profile primary barriers.

Three areas serve as examples of bay shoreline where secondary barriers
exist: Narragansett Bay, Rhode 1Island; Delaware Bay, Delaware; and
Chesapeake Bay, Maryland and Virginia. The natural environments of these
bays are briefly described here as representative of areas where secondary
barriers are located.

Narragansett Bay, a large bay and estuary system extending some 28 miles
inland, gives Rhode Island a considerable amount of shoreline. Considered
the most fimportant natural resource in the State, the bay and estuary
system has salt marshes, shallow-water habitats, sand beaches, tidal flats,
coves, other bays, and rocky shores. The habitats that the bay provides
for shellfish, finfish, and waterfowl--many protected by secondary
barriers--are extremely important. Many of these habitats, however, have
been seriously impacted by human activities.

The 65~ to 70-mile estuarine shoreline in Delaware Bay, Delaware, varies
with ocean influence strongest around lLewes, near the bay's mouth, and
riverine influence more prominent north of Wilmington. From Lewes
northward to Smyrna/Woodland Beach, it is common to see large marsh areas
accompanied by narrow beaches and low dune ridges. These areas are heavily
populated by waterfowl in autumn when the Atlantic flyway 1is wused by
thousands of migrating waterbirds. The saltwater and brackish water
environments contain large populations of flounder, striped bass, sea bass,
btuefish, perch, sturgeon, spot, drum, Atlantic croaker, shad, crabs, and
clams. The barriers provide protection for the bay's habitats as well as
the mainland.

The Chesapeake Bay, with nearly 1.5 miilion acres of water and 4,000 miles
of undulate shoreline, is the largest estuary in the United States. It
extends almost 200 miles from the Conowingo Dam on the Susquehanna River to
Capes Henry and Charles at the mouth of the bay to the south. The bay is
generally shallow and protected from high energy ocean influences.
Wetlands are extensive, particulariy along the eastern side of the bay.
Because the Chesapeake is so large and contains a wide variety of habitats,
it supports a great diversity of fish and wildlife resources, The
distribution of various species depends on salinity, depth of water, time
of year, and the availability of suitable habitat.

Estuarine shellfish species, especially blue crabs and oysters, make up a
significant portion of the Chesapeake's wvaluable commercial harvest,
Menhaden is the most valuable finfish in the bay and makes up the majority
of the commercial fishing poundage. In addition, many of the Atlantic
coastal fishes of North America are spawned and spend a critical part of
their lTives as juveniles in Chesapeake Bay.

Chesapeake Bay also provides habitat for more than 75% of the waterfowl
migrating along the Atlantic ceoast. About one million ducks and geese
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winter in the tidewater areas. The most numerous and widely distributed
ducks include mallards, canvasbacks, black ducks, scaups, and scoters.

Otherwise Protected Coastal Barriers

In 1982, Congress excluded from the CBRS areas that are "included within
the boundaries of an area established under Federal, State, or local law,
or held by a qualified organization as defined in section 170(h)(3) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954, primarily for wildlife refuge, sanctuary,
recreational, or natural resource conservation purposes” (CBRA Section
A(LYBY(Fi)). Otherwise protected areas fall into two <classes: (1)
conservation or recreation areas established by Federal, State, or local
law on an undeveloped coastal barrier, or (2) privately owned, undeveloped
coastal barriers held for conservation purposes, as, for example, by The
Nature Conservancy or National Audubon Society. The natural environments
of these properties are the same as the environments of unprotected coastal
barriers as described in the 1983 FES and in this supplement.
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CHAPTER IV

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The environmental consequences of adopting the Proposed Action are directly
related to the changes in development patterns it will induce; however, there
is a high level of uncertainty about what changes in development patterns will
accur, For the purposes of this analysis, various assumptions about the
degree and the nature of development changes were necessary. Inh geheral, we
assumed that adopting the proposal would result in some unquantified reduction
in development of the coastal barriers included in the Proposed Action. Where
it was possible to extrapolate from development trends in the existing CBRS to
the proposed additions, this was done; however, these occasions were
infrequent. In some sections, a situation is presented where we assumed that
all development in the proposed additions would be curtailed.

A. Impact-producing Factors

The aggregate environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and No Action
alternatives should be determined by three major factors: {1) the
geographic scope of the actions, (2) the availability of financing for
construction or purchase of residential property, and {3) the ability and
willingness of State and local communities to control development. Each of
the factors is discussed briefly below.

1. Geographic Scope

The criteria for defining and delineating the proposed additions to the
CBRS were described previously and are fully discussed in Volume 1 of
the CBRS Report to Congress. As indicated therein, the geographic scope
of the Proposed Action includes the aquatic habitats associated with
undeveloped, unprotected coastal barriers, secondary barriers (e.g.,
those in Chesapeake Bay, Delaware Bay, and Narragansett Bay), the
Florida Keys, the chenier region along the coast of southwestern
louisiana, and Puerto Rice and U.5. Virgin Islands.

2. Availability of Financing

Coastal barriers are extremely vulnerable to recurring property damage
from hurricanes and other major storms, shoreline erosion, and sea-level
rise. This creates a high risk for lending institutions if disaster
assistance and flood dinsurance are not available from the Federal
Government. The risk is especially great in developed and rapidly
developing areas where damage to a large number of structures during a
single major storm could have extremely serious economic impacts on
local private financial institutions.
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Where Federal Flood Insurance 1is not available, private financial
institutions are generally unwilling to make 1loans for development.
Under these circumstances, the developer must assume the entire
financial risk. Whether State or Jlocal governments are willing to
finance the building of roads, airports, boat landings, ar other
facilities on coastal barriers, or bridges or causeways to coastal
barriers, without the benefit of Federal financial assistance is a
factor that individual property owners and developers must also
consider.

Ability and Willingness of State and Local Governments to Control
Development

The impacts of prohibiting Federal assistance for development on
undeveloped coastal barriers will depend substantially on the response
of the State and local governments, which will be under increased
pressure to assume some of financial burden formerly borne by the
Federal Government. The high cost of maintaining development on coastal
barriers without Federal assistance will, we assume, serve as an
incentive for State and local governments to control the growth in the
undeveloped coastal barriers to achieve the lowest possible development
density.

B. Impacts on the Natural E£nvironment

1.

No Action Alternative

From 1950 to 1980, development on coastal barriers increased from about
10% (about 250 miles of coastal barrier shoreline) to about 40% (about
1,050 miles) of the available real estate. In 1980, it was estimated
that about one-third of the develcopable Jand acreage of our coastal
barriers had been developed. That percentage is undoubtedly greater
today. The conversion of undeveloped tand has resulted in significant
and very widespread impacts on the natural environment along our
coastlines. Under the No Action alternative, these trends would be
expected to continue. Their effects are discussed below,

a. Impacts on geological and ecological processes. The general impacts
of development on geological and ecological processes on sandy
ceastal barriers are discussed Tully in the 1983 FES. Some of the
proposed additions have unique characteristics not covered by the
1983 FES. These characteristics change the way these barriers
respond to development and are discussed below.

(1) Secondary barriers. Secondary barriers are located in large,
well-defined bays or Tlagoons. They are created and maintained
primarily by waves generated within the embayment rather than in the
open ocean. Consequently, they are more ephemeral than barriers
directly fronting the ocean. Development is less likely on these
secondary barriers.
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Conclusion: Under the No Action alternative, some development s
expected to occur and probably would contribute to the same kinds of
impacts that occur on ocean-facing barriers.

{2) Cheniers. The cheniers of southwestern Louisiana were formed as
muds from the Mississippi River were transported westward by currents
and deposited as long, linear ridges along the shoreline. Because
the tewns in the chenier region are growing, development on the
cheniers can be expected to continue and may increase.

Conclusion: Under the No Action alternative, development in the
cheniers 1is expected to occur. This development would probably
contribute to the loss of unique forested hammocks and the degrada-
tion of significant fish and wildlife habitat which supports thriving
fur, fish, and shellfish industries.

(3) Florida Keys. Unlike coastal barriers composed of unconsolidated
sediments, the core of the Keys is composed of Pleistocene Time-
stones. By changing drainage patterns and focusing runoff,
development on these limestones can contribute to the dissolving and
undermining of the rock. Acidic groundwater moving along the joints
and bedding planes in the rock Teaches away some of the limestone,
creating underground caverns and drainage holes. In central Florida
where similar limestones exist, there has been an increase in land
subsidence and collapse as development progressed. Dissolution of
the lTimestone also increases the turbidity of runoff water, which has
significant negative impacts on the aquatic habitats protected by the
Keys, including the only substantial 1living ceoral reefs in the
continental United States. Sediment particles settling from turbid
waters smother the reef organisms, 1inhibit coral recruitment and
growth, and reduce the amount of Tight available for photosynthesis.

Bevelopment on the Keys also destroys tropical and semitropical
upland habitats that support endemic species, some of which are
threatened or endangered. There are a number of unique hammock
communities scattered throughout the Keys that are threatened by
development. Development alsc increases pollution as runoff carries
contaminants into the aquatic habitats.

Because the Florida Keys are composed of limestone rock and are not
migrating, development there will not contribute to shoreline erosion
problems as it does on sandy barriers. However, rising sea level
will contribute to a loss of beachfront property over the lTong term.

Monroe county predicts a total peak population {including both
permanent and seasonal residents) increase between 1983 and 2005 of
52.8% (Hammer, Siler, and George Associates for Monroe County, 1984).

Conclusion: Under the No Action alterpative, development pressures
in the Keys will remain intense and related impacts are expected to
occur,
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{4) Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands. The unique features in
Puerto: Rico and the Virgin:Islands include carbonate-cemented dunes,
fringing mangroves, and coral reefs, . Like sandy barriers, if these
barriers are destroyed by development, the landward habitats will be
exposed to the full -force of the ocean's: energies. The . .coastal
barrier ecosystems: of Puerto Rico and the U.S5. Virgin Islands and the
development status of each proposed addition are described in detail
in an Island Resources Foundation report .  (1985) prepared for the
Department of the Interior.

Although residential development on mangroves and coral reefs is less
1ikely than on fastlands, development-related activities such as
dredging do occur in these habitats. - Cutting or filling mangroves,
which ‘trap sediments, can result in excessive siltation in nearby
aguatic habitats from runoff after ' heavy rains.  Mangroves,
especially red mangroves with their submerged prop roots, provide
vital habitat for juvenile fishes and a variety of wildlife. Coral
reaefs are among the most productive marine habitats and support
commercially important fish and shellfish.

Industrialization and tourism have placed encrmous demands on the
coastal resources of Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands. The
population of the U.S. Virgin Islands has tripled in the last three
decades. The pressures on coastal! barriers are evident as marinas,
hotels, and condominiums continue to be built.

Conclusion: Under the No Action alternative, development can be
expected to continue at high levels, particularly aleng the north
shore of Puerto Rico and on S$t. Thomas and St. Croix in the U.S.
Virgin Islands. The impacts on the natural systems are expected to
be significant.

Impacts on species requiring special protection. Development of
undeveloped coastal barriers on the Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of Mexico
coasts during the next 20 years will have significant impacts on many
of the 34 animal species associated with barriers and known to
require special protection to maintain healthy populations. These
impacts are discussed in detail in the 1883 FES (Chapter IV and
Appendix A).

The proposed additions of secondary barriers, cheniers, and
associated aguatic habitat include no additional species requiring
special protection that are not discussed in the 1983 FES. Impact on
those species requiring special protection in the Florida Keys,
Puerto Rico, and the U.S5. Virgin Islands are discussed below.

{1) Florida Keys. The disolation of the Florida Keys from the
mainland is believed to be responsible for the distinctive endemic
populations of reptiles, amphibians, and mammals. Although over 40
species of reptiles and amphibians are found in the Florida Keys,
decreasing habitat and lack of freshwater have contributed to the
sparse distribution of some species, and many are listed as
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endangered (e.g., Atlantic ridley, hawksbill, and green sea turtles,
and the American crocodile) and threatened (e.g., Atlantic loggerhead
turtle, Florida ribbon snake, Key mud turtie).

A number of birds with special status are found in the Florida Keys.
These include Kirtland's warbler, white-crowned pigeon, dgreat white
heron, magnificent frigatebird, roseate tern, brown pelican, bald
eagle, and peregrine falcon. Numerous wading birds, including the
great biue heron, snowy egret, and roseate spoonbill, and shorebirds
such as the snowy plover, American oystercatcher, socoty tern, and
taughing gull, are alsc present. The Keys serve as temporary
stopping sites for many migrating land birds which arrive in early
spring and fall each year. While land bird distribution in the Keys
is Timited by availability of habitat, the region is a virtual haven
for coastal aerial-feeding birds, such as terns and gulls, because of
the abundant marine life and relatively shallow waters. The Great
White Heron National Wildlife Refuge protects North America's largest
wading bird, the great white heron, found only 1in the Keys and
southern Florida. The only known nesting sites for magnificent
frigatebirds, sooty terns, and brown noddies 1in the continental
United States are located in the Keys.

Few species of mammals are found in the Florida Keys because suitable
terrestrial habitat is lacking. Those species that are present show
a high degree of endemism because of their iscliation from mainland
populations (Schomer and Drew 1982). Unigue species include the Key
Vacca raccoon, Key Largo woodrat, Key Largo cotton mouse, silver rice
rat, and the diminutive Key deer, which is only as tall as an average
size dog. The National Key Deer Refuge includes several islands and
contains nearly all of the 300 to 400 Key deer remaining (Beccassio
et al. 1982).

Conclusion: Under the No Action alternative those species requiring
special protection will most Tikely continue to suffer loss of
habitat and other development-related impacts. The extremely limited
distribution of the Key's endemic species makes them particulariy
vulnerable to development.

(2) Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands. The beaches, mangroves,
seagrass beds, and coral reefs of Puertc Rico and the U.S. Virgin
Islands support a high diversity and abundance of animal species.
Over 40 threatened and endangered species use the habitats associated
with coastal barriers, including red- and white-billed tropicbirds,
the West Indian whistling duck, the Caribbean coot, the white-crowned
pigeon, the green sea turtle, the S$t. Croix ground lizard, and the
Puerto Rican boa. A complete 1ist of the species of special emphasis
that are found in Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands appears in
Table 8.

Conclusion: Because of the enormous demands that industrialization
and tourism are placing on the coastal environments of Puerto Rico
and the U.S. Virgin Islands, under the No Action alternative, species
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Table 8. Species of special emphasis and endangered and threatened species
and their occurrence in Puerto Rico and Y.S. ¥Virgin Isiands. E = endangered
on the Federal 1ist; T = threatened on the Federal 7%ist; LE = Tlocalily
endangered; LT = locally threatened {Philobosian and Yntema 1877, Norton 1983,
Puerto Rico Department of Natural Resources 1984).

Puerto 5t 5t. St.

Species Rico Thomas John Croix Status

Birds
Least grebe X X X X LE
Red~billed tropicbird X X X X LE
White-tailed tropicbird X X K X LE
Brown pelican X X X X E
Blue-faced booby X X
Red-footed booby b X LE
Magnificent frigatebird X * ¥ X LE
Great blue heron X K X X LE
Great sgret ¥ X X X LE
Snowy egret X X X X iE
Biack~crowned night heron X X X LE
iteast bittern X LE
Glossy ibis i LE
West Indian whistling duck A LE
Bahama duck X X X X
American wigeon X X X X LE
Northern pintail X LE
Ring~necked duck X X LE
Masked duck X LE
Ruddy duck X X LE
Usprey X X LE
Peregrine falcon % k4 X F
Clapper rail X X b4 X LE
Purple galiinule X LE
Caribbean coot X X 4 X LE
Piping plover X
Snowy plover b X LE
Willet X X X ¥ LE
Short-billed dowitcher X X X X LT
Common tern X X LT
Roseate tern b X X LE
Least Tern X X X X E
Roval tlern X X o X LT
Sandwich tern X LT
White~crowned pigeon 4 X A X LT
Piain pigeon 4 L

{Continued)
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Table 8. (Concluded}.

Puerto st. St. St.

Species Rico Thomas John Croix Status
Key West quail dove X LT
Bridled quail dove X X X LT
Puerto Rican parrot X E

Reptiles
Green sea turtle X X X X T
Hawksbill X X X X E
Loggerhead X T
Leatherback X X X X E
Common iguana X X X
$t. Croix ground lizard X E
Blue~-tailed ground lizard A
Stipperyback skink b4 X
Puerto Rican tree boa X E
Tree boa X X T
Ground snake X

Mammals
Fisherman bat X X X X
Red fruit bat X X X
Sperm whale b4 X E
Humpback whale X X .4 X E
West Indian manatee X E

requiring special protection will most likely continue to suffer
Tosses.

¢. Impacts on wetlands. Continued development of undeveloped coastal
barriers will probably cause significant direct and indirect impacts
on the wetlands associated with them. About 95% of the proposed
additions are associated aquatic habitats. Associated aquatic habi-
tats include marshes, tidal flats, and shallow open waters protected
by coastal barriers. Although habitat alterations in wetlands are
much more tightly controlled than those on fastlands through a
variety of State and Federal regulations, any wetland degradation has
substantial impacts on fish and wildlife resources. The effects of
development on wetlands are discussed in detail in the 1983 FES.

The impacts on wetlands are likely to be greatest in the Sun Belt
States and the {aribbean where development pressures are greatest.
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As the less flood- and erosion-prone areas are developed, development
pressures on the more low-lying and hazardous real estate, which is
less suitable for development, are expected to rise. This would
increasingly place the wetlands in jeopardy. This trend may also
make it more difficult for State and local officials te hold the line
on marginal developments, partially offsetting the benefits from
stronger regulations.

Conclusion: Under the No Action alternative, a progressive decline
in the amount and productivity of wetlands because of development-
related interference with geological and ecoiegical processes and
direct displacement or destruction of wetlands by dredging and
filling is expected.

2. Proposed Action

a.

Impacts on geological and ecological processes. The Proposed Action
woutd approximately ftriple the acreage and add about 473 miles of
shoreline to the CBRS (Table 2). Any decline 1in the rate of
development as a result of withdrawing Federal assistance in these
areas 1is expected to maintain the natural geological and ecological
processes because there will be fewer structures to Jnterfere
directly with sediment transport, less construction damage, less
vehicle damage, less trampling and breaching of dunes, and, in some
areas, less need in the future to manipulate shorelines for hurricane
protection and erosion control than would otherwise occur.
Similarly, reduced disturbance of the tand surface should allow
native vegetation 1o stabilize the shifting sediments of sandy
coastal barriers naturally, and should help maintain the barriers’
important functions in protecting the mainland and associated aguatic
habitats from storm waves and tides. Reduced disturbance should alseo
assist in maintaining the productivity of Tandward aguatic habitats.
and the biological diversity of the coastal barriers themselves.

Any decltine 1in the rate of development 1in the Florida Keys that
results from the Proposed Action is expected to help to preserve the
integrity of the limestone core of the Keys and to maintain the
ynique hammocks and other natural communities. A decline in the rate
of development should alsc slow the potential increase in the amount
of pollution entering the associated aquatic habitatls. In Puerto
Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands, any decline in the rate of
destruction of mangroves should help to maintain the water guality by
not impairing the sediment-trapping function of these habitats.

The effects of reduced or delayed development pressure on natural
processes should be greatest in Florida and the Caribbean where large
additions are proposed and the largest acreages of potentially
developable fastland are available. in the northeast and
mid-Atiantic States, the proposed additions are mostly secondary
barriers, which have a lower suitability for development. Although
Louisiana has the largest acreage proposed for addition of any State,
the vast majarity of this acreage is associated aquatic habitat that
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is generally unsuitable for development. Most of the potentially
developable land is in the chenier region of southwestern Louisiana.

Conclusion: The Proposed Action is expected to favor the continued
operation of natural geological and ecological processes wherever the
withdrawal of Federal assistance results in curtailed development.
This should help maintain the natural functions of these coastal
barrier systems, including storm protection for the mainland,
maintenance of productive wetland and open water aquatic habitats
which support valuable fish and shellfish, and natural removal of
water-borne pollutants.

Over the Tlast few years several State and local governments have
developed Tand~use plans and other regulations which will result in
future development that is more consistent with natural geological
and ecological processes, Any delays 1in development that the
Proposed Action induces will allow these plans to be fully
implemented and result in more environmentally sound development over
the long term.

Impacts on species requiring special protection. On undeveloped
coastal barriers of the Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of Mexico coasts,
habitat supporting or suitable for species requiring special protec-
tion will have a reduced probability of disturbance or destruction
resulting from continued development and associated human activities
under the Proposed Action. Species with very restricted ranges, like
the endemic species in the Florida Keys and the Caribbean, would
benefit most from the Proposed Action. Examples include great white
heron, bhrown noddy, white-crowned pigeon, Key deer, and American
crocodile in the Florida Keys; and Caribbean coot, West Indian
whistling duck, Bahama duck, masked duck, and Puerto Rico boa in the
Caribbean. The five species of federally listed endangered sea
turtles, which use the beaches of coastal barriers for nesting,
should benefit from Tless disturbance of suitable nesting habitat.
The expected positive effects would be greatest in Florida, Texas,
and the Caribbean where the amount of suitable habitat on undeveloped
coastal barriers is large.

Many birds not totally dependent on coastal barrier habitat but using
such habitat during migration eor for nesting or wintering--notably
the whooping crane (southeast Texas coast), other wading birds and
shorebirds, bald eagles and Arctic peregrine falcons--will benefit
from any reduction in rates of development and other human activities
that degrade wetlands. Brown pelicans have benefitted from human-
made nesting areas.

Conclusion: The Proposed Action should reduce the probabitity of
development-related disturbance or destruction of habitat which
supports species requiring special protection. Any delay or reduc~
tion in development 1is expected to improve the status of these
species and provide time to prepare and implement management plans
for their long-term protection,
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c. Impacts on wetlands. The Proposed Action will reduce the probability
of development-related impacts on about 752,075 acres of associated
aquatic habitat. Although it has been argued that relatively few
activities in wetlands are directly subsidized by the Federal Govern-
ment, development of the fastland portions of coastal barriers with
Federal assistance frequently results in the Toss of wetlands through
dredging and filling for the marinas and small boat channels that are
a vital part of these developments. As more and more restrictions
are placed on beach-front construction and beach-front preoperty costs
skyrcocket, developers are shifting their projects to the back sides
of coastal barriers, and boat access to the project becomes highly
desirable. For example, the proposed developments for Boca Chica
{T12), Texas, would involve substantial dredging and filling in the
wetlands to provide these amenities.

Development on the fastiand alsoc leads to wetiand degradation as a
wide variety of pollutants are washed into the surrounding agquatic
habitats. The freguent closure of large numbers of shellfish beds in
the vicinity of developed coastal barriers is evidence of this.

As mentioned previously, wetlands are extremely valuable habitats for
a large number of fish and wildlife species. Any loss of these habi-
tats is expected to have significant repercussions for these species.

Conclusion: The Proposed Action is expected to result in Tless
wetland disturbance, degradation, and destruction wherever the

withdrawal of Federal assistance results in curtailed development.

C. Impacts on the Socioeconomic Environment

1. No Action Alternative

Under the No Action altermative, conditions and trends described in
Appendix A of the 1983 FES are expected te continue 1in the areas
proposed for addition to the CBRS {see Section D, Land Use and Local
Economy; Section E, Hazards; and Section F, Aesthetic, Cultural, and
Scientific Resources). Information +to wupdate and supplement this
material is Incorperated in the analysis below.

a. Impacts on aesthetics. Under the No Action alternative, development
would most Tikely continue 1in response to current market forces.
Opportunities for those human activities regquiring natural aesthetic
values {e.g., nature study, photography, hiking) would be reduced as
development occurs.

Conclusion: The No Action alternative should result in a reduction
of the natural aesthetic gualities of undeveioped coastal barriers
wherever development ogcurs.

b. Impacts on recreation. The gualities, extent, and use of recrea-
tional facitities on coastal barriers are described at length in
Appendix A, Section D0, of the 1983 FES.

Iv-10



Concliusion: The No Action alternative may reduce opportunities for
unstructured public recreation (e.g., fishing, swimming) as coastal
barrier open areas are converted to private development. However,
development may provide additional private recreation facilities.

Impacts on owners and developers of residential property. Since
world War II, development on coastal barriers has accelerated,
supported by an increasing amount of Federal assistance, especially
for roads and other infrastructure, and the National Flood Insurance
Program. Under the No Action alternative, Federal financial
assistance for development and Federal flood insurance would continue
to be available. Although the availability of flood finsurance is not
by ditself the determining factor 1in decisions to develop, the
availability of financing may be contingent upon the availability of
Federal flood insurance. It is 1likely that a portion of today's
market 1is supported indirectly by the availability of Federal fiocod
insurance and that the rate of residential development depends,
perhaps substantially, on this fTactor.

Conclusion: The Mo Action alternative would probably encourage
continued vresidential and commercial construction on coastal
barriers, primarily by effectively underwriting private sector
financing which might not otherwise be available, and by subsidizing
the cost of roads, bridges, and utilities. The resulting economic
stimulation should be greatest in Florida, Puerto Rico, and the U.S5.
Virgin Islands where the proposed additions are large.

Impacts on local communities. Coastal barriers are highly desirable
for vacation homes as well as retirement and bedroom communities.
The U.S. Census Bureau estimates that by 1990, 75% of the population
will live within 50 miles of the coast. Excluding the secondary
barriers and the associated aguatic habitat 1in Louisiana,
approximately 80% of the proposed additions are located near
established communities. The development of these areas should have
economic benefits for local markets, employment, and tax bases over
the short term. Federal subsidies for post-disaster recenstruction
may result in even higher levels of development than existed on the
barrier before a storm, as was the experience on west Galveston
Island, Texas, following Hurricane Alicia in 1983 (McCloy and Huffman
19873. This development, however, may entail long-term economic
costs associated with beach nourishment, erosion control, channel
maintenance, pollution control, and declining productivity of
fisheries that depend upeon a natural system.

Conclusion: Under the No Action alternative, Jocal communities will
probably continue to grow and this growth should provide economic
henefits for local markets and tax bases. This growth, however, may
also incur long term economic costs associated with erosion and
peliution control.

Impacts on public safety. Continued development will expose increas-
ingly greater numbers of people to storm hazards {(see Section £ of
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Appendix A in 1983 FES). In the Florida Keys and Scuth Texas {(e.g.,
Padre Island) where distances to the mainland are great, population
increases associated with development may overburden existing
evacuation capabilities.

Conclusion: The No Action alternative should result in increasing
public safety risks as development occurs.

Impacts on the economics of Federal subsidies. It is 1ikely that the

No Action alternative would result in federally assisted development
in many of the proposed new CBRS units. Fastland comprises about
39,000 acres of the proposed additions. For the purposes of this
analysis, the DCGI has considered the fastland as the only potentially
developable land. Based on four case study locations, Miller (1981)
estimated that the cost of extending the current Federal assistance
programs to undeveloped coastal barriers is approximately $25,570 per
developed acre in 18980 dollars (Miller 1981). The assistance
included in these estimates were monies for the construction of
roads, bridges, airports, water and sewer systems, for Federal flood
insurance, and for disaster relief. The total estimated cost to the
Federal government of extending assistance to all of the potentially
developable land in the proposed additions is about 3$997 miillicn over
the period of development ($25,570/acre X 39,000 acres). Miller
estimates replacement c¢osts for post-disaster redevelopment of
coastal barriers at $%$53,250 per developed acre. This would translate
to a total vreplacement cost of $2.08 billion for the proposed
additions.

Conciusion: Under the No Action alternative, there will be recurring
costs to the Federal government of perhaps as much as $2.08 biltion.

Impacts on cultural resources. Under the No Action alternative,
development 1in the proposed additions will continue and could result
in an jincreased likelihood of damage or destruction of undiscovered
historic and archeoloegical sites, especially shell middens and the
remains of structures.

Conclusion: The No Action alternative may have adverse 1impacts on
undiscovered historic and archeological sites.

2. Proposed Action

a.

Impacts on aesthetics. To the extent that the Proposed Action Timits
development, it is expected to contribute to maintaining the natural
aesthetic qualities of the beaches, dunes, shrublands, forests, and
weltiands of undeveloped coastal barriers. For many people using
these coastal barriers, these qualities provide recreational enjoy-
ment and psychelegical enrichment.

In the absence of Federal assistance, two development scenarios have
been suggested by the public. In the first, high-cost developments
are constructed only by wealthy individuals or large developers who
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can afford the risks associated with unassisted development. 1In the
second, Jlow-cost developments Jlacking aesthetic amenities (i.e.,
beach or fishing shacks) are constructed. These could be lost in a
storm without unacceptable financial hardship. 1In the existing CBRS
units, there is some evidence to support the first scenario (e.g.,
the U.5. Capitol Corporation development, Mobile Point, Alabama}, and
virtually none to support the second. If the first scenario occurs
in the proposed additions, landscaping and architectural design
features associated with the develiopment would contribute %o
maintaining some aesthetic qualities on these barriers, although
natural elements would be lost.

Conclusion: Under the Proposed Action, natural aesthetic quaiities
should be maintained wherever development is curtailed. Landscaping
and architectural design features associated with high~cost
developments couid contribute to maintaining aesthetic gqualities
where unassisted development occurs.

Impacts on recreation. The Proposed Action should tend to perpetuate
existing opportunities for unstructured recreation (hiking, beach-
combing, surf fishing, unsupervised swimming, nature study) requiring
natural coastal barrier environments. In places where there are
1imited opportunities for these activities {(i.e., New Jersey,
Florida, the U.S. Virgin Isiands, and Puerto Rice), the availability
of even small areas for such uses in the proposed additions could
result in significant public benefits, particutarly in places where
public access exists. Difficulties in financing development may
increase the willingness of some owners to sell their property for
conservation or recreation purposes. -

Conclusion: Under the Proposed Action, existing opportunities for
unstructured recreational activities requiring natural coastal
barrier environments should be perpetuated. If owners are encouraged
to sell their property for conservation or recreation purposes,
increased oppertunities for public recreation would be the likely
long-term result.

Impacts on owners and developers of residential property. The
principal socioeconcmic impacts of prohibiting the sale of Federal
flood insurance and other Federal assistance for new development in
the proposed additions will be on owners and developers of c¢oastal
barrier property. In a situation in which development is totally
suppressed~~for example, where construction Joans and mortgages
become upavailable--impacts might be:

A probable decliine in market wvalues in the proposed additions; a
probable increase in properiy values on developed and develioping
coastal barriers.

Probable financial losses for developers who have substantial
investments in the property but have not secured the financing for
construction.
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Unavailability of bank financing for those individuals wanting to
construct personal residences.

Low to negligible impacts on property owners who do not require
financing and who can accept the risk of building on a coastal
barrier, or who can arrange special financing as a business or
similar property arrangement.

Possible change in type of residential construction toward (a) more
elaborate vacation and retirement communities for those ahle to
build without bank financing; and (b) inexpensive "beach shacks,"
constructed to provide buildings as cheaply as possible under local
building codes and floodplain management ordinances so that flood
losses could be absorbed by the property owhers.

On those cpastal barriers within the existing CBRS, two contrary
situations now exist. In most units, development has apparently bheen
curtailed. In several units, however, substantial development has
occurred despite the barriers dinclusion in the CBRS. In North
Bethany Beach, Delaware (HO1); Topsail, North Carolina (lL06); Cape
San Blas, Florida (P30); Moreno Point, Florida (P32); and Mobile
Point, Alabama (Q01), substantial public dinfrastructure (e.g., roads
and utility Tines) already existed at the time the units were placed
in the CBRS. The developers apparently reasoned that they would make
more profit continuing with the planned development than by
abandoning it.

Daufuskie Island, South Carolina (M13) 1is a special case. When this
unit was put in the CBRS, there was no evidence of planned
development. Although there is no bridge to the isltand and none will
be ailowed by the State of South Carolina, developers have proceeded
with several 1large projects. Although bridge access usually
determines whether a coastal barrier island wiil be developed,
Daufuskie demonstrates that strong market forces can override this
factor. Access to Daufuskie is by a private ferry system.

There 1is substantial public concern that placing properties in the
CBRS will reduce their market value. To date, the evidence on this
topic is mixed. At condemnation proceedings for Shackleford Banks,
North Carolina (1L03), the Federal Government argued that the market
value of this property was reduced because it is in the CBRS. The
jury rejected this argument. It provided an indemnity far higher
than that recommended by the appraisers.

There are no data to indicate whether or not development pressures
have increased, thereby increasing property values, on nearby coastal
barriers outside the CBRS. In view of the complexity of market
forces, this effect would be difficult to quantify.

As discussed under "Impacts on Aesthetics," there is some evidence
that residential development in the CBRS tends to be high-cost and
elaborate. This suggests that there are enough wealthy buyers
interested in coastal barrier properiy to support development in some
of the CBRS units.
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Conclusion: Under the Proposed Action, impacts on owners and
developers of residential property will be mixed. Some level of
negative impact is probable.

Impacts on local communities. A wide wvariety of factors determine
the economics of development in local communities. Among these are
the amount of developable Tland, the development pressures in the
community, the State and Tocal regulations, the potential investment
return, and the attractiveness of the Tlocation. It is extremely
difficult to isolate the potential impacts of including an area in
the CBRS from the impacts of these other factors on the decision to
develop a particular parcel of land.

For example, part of South Padre Island in Texas was included by the
Congress 1in the CBRS 1in 1982 while another undeveloped 7h%-mile
stretch was left out. To date, no development has occurred in either
part of the jstand.

Many people have suggested that inclusion in the CBRS would result in
toss of employment opportunities, a reduction in the potential tax
base, and a general decrease in the 1local economy. It would be
extremely difficult to demenstrate that this is true because it is
nct possible to isolate individual causes of economic trends. Local
communities that are under intense development pressures and located
adjacent to CBRS units or proposed additions are most likely to
experience some negative ‘dmpacts on their economies. This would
suggest that local communities 1in Florida, especially the Keys,
Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands have the greatest potential
for experiencing economic impacts from the Proposed Action.

In the 1983 FES, a situation was presented in which it was assumed
that the suppression of development as a result of withdrawing
Federal assistance would be nearly complete. Making this same
assumption, using estimates of potential development density (0.095
structures/acre/year) and value ($100,000/structure) presented in the
1983 FES, and estimating the developable acreage 1in the proposed
additions at 39,000 acres (as discussed previously), total
development worth about $7.41 billion {in 1980 dollars) would be
foregone over the next 20 years. Although such a situation is
untikely, the cutoff of Federal assistance will create an unfavorable
climate for development in many areas, resulting in some curtaiiment
of construction activities.

Some of the economic Josses associated with foregone development
within the proposed additions may be counterbalanced by increased
employment, market stimulation, and tax revenues associated with
increased economic activity on adjacent mainland areas or already
developed coastal barriers. Also, the continued maintenance of
aquatic habitats would help reduce development-related economic
fosses for the fish and shellfish industries, which depend on
perpetuation of natural coastal barrier ecosystems for sustainable
productivity. Since the 1987 landed value of fish and shellfish
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exceeded %337 million in dockside dollar value in Louisiana alone,
the economic impacts of this continued maintenance is substantial.
Benefits related to trapping and sport fishing in the associated
aquatic habitats behind coastal barriers may alse be significant.

It is worth noting that a severe storm could easily obliterate the
economic benefits associated with development and cause the coastal
barrier to become a significant drain upon the community's econeomic
resources for many years. The erosion associated with Tlong-term
sea~level rise will also place demands on the community's rescurces.

Conclusion: Under the Proposed Action, some curtailment of
development activities will occur which may negatively impact the
economic growth of Teocal communities. Those communities 1in the

Florida Keys, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands have the greatest
potential for negative impacts.

Impacts on public safety. To the extent that the Proposed Action
results in reduced densities of development and thus lower population
growth in the proposed additions, it will foster public safety by
hetding populations nearer to levels that may be safely evacuated
before a severe storm. South Texas and the Florida east coast and
Keys have the highest probability eof a hurricane striking in any
given year and the highest probabiiity of a great hurricane in any
given year (National Hurricane Center, hurricane probabilities
chart). Both the Florida Keys and the cecastal barriers in south
Texas are located at some distance from safe evacuation sites.

In the Florida Keys, U.5. Highway 1, a singie lane highway, is the
only evacuation voute. There is a significant prebabiiity that the
causeway sections of U.S. Highway 1 will wash out during a storm
{Siemon, Larson, and Purdy 1984, planning document for Monroe
County). A washout would both prevent the evacuation of the Keys
and greatly complicate the task of restoring services and providing
food and medical assistance after the storm. Vertical evacuation,
seeking refuge 1in the upper stories of tall buildings, has been
suggested as an alternative to evacuation over U.5. Highway 1.
However, there are many technical and pelicy problems associated
with vertical evacuation that have not yet been answered, such as
the degree of risk to people seeking refuge in these buildings, the
1iabilities to the owners of the buildings, and how potential shelter
buildings should be evaluated (Jenes and Spangler 1987}.

On South Padre Isiand, Texas, the only evacuation route is the Queen
Isabella Causeway, a four-lane divided highway. Any future
development on the dsland must occur te the north, away froem the
causeway. This will exacerbate evacuation probiems.

In Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands, major hurricanes occur
about once every 33 years, These islands are also exposed to
occasional tsunamis, commonly vreferred to as "tidal waves,” which
result from seismic activity on the ocean floor. The north coast of
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Puerto Rico is exposed to winter "northers" which produce high waves
that can be more destructive than hurricanes.

Conclusion: To the extent that the Proposed Action limits develop-
ment, it will foster public safety by Timiting the numbers of people
exposed to severe storms.

Impacts on the economics of Federal subsidies. There are approxi-
mately 39,000 acres of developable land in the proposed additions to
the CBRS, as discussed previously. Using the same estimates of the
costs of extending Federal assistance for development to these areas
as deveioped by Miller (1981) and presented in the No Action
Alternative, the potential savings to the Federal Government under
the Proposed Action would amount to about %997 million over the
period of development. In addition to the savings resulting from
foregoing development assistance, savings resulting from foregoing
post-development and post-disaster redevelopment assistance in these
areas could amount to $2.08 billion.

Conclusion: Under the Proposed Action, significant savings to the
Federal treasury will occur.

Impacts on cultural resources. By curtailing development, the Pro-
posed Action could reduce the 1ikelihood of damage or destruction of
historic and archeological sites. Shell middens, which are locally
common in the Southeast, and the remains of structures should incur
the greatest reduction in probability of destruction.

Conclusion: The Proposed Action will have no adverse impact on
cultural resources, and may reduce the potential for development-
related damage or destruction.
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CHAPTER v

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

This Supplemental Legislative Environmental Impact Statement on Proposed
Changes to the Coastal Barrier Resocurces System was preceded by the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (May 1982) and Final Environmental Statement
(May 1983). Public comments were accepted on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and many consultation meetings were held by members of the Coastal
Barriers Task Force with representatives of interested State and Tocal
governments, developers, members of Congress and their staffs, individual
property owners, and scientists who specialize in the ecology and geology of
coastal barrier systems. Chapter V, Consultation and Coordination, in the
1983 FES contains a complete summary of these proceedings.

The following listing of events indicates the consultation and coordination
activities that have occurred since the release of the 1983 FES, all of which
are pertinent to this supplement.

A. Listing of Events

1. The Coastal Barrier Resources Act Section 10 study began in 1983. In
January, a meeting was held with interested Congressional staff and
special interest groups to discuss the scope of the study. Four
regional coordinators were then appointed by the National Park Service
to work with the coastal states to acquire data. 0On October 19, 1983,
the Governors of all the coastal states were sent a letter from the
Secretary of the Interior notifying them of the study and asking them to
name a State coordinator. On December 5, 1983, an outline of the
proposed study and a request for comments on that outline were published
in the Federal Register (48(234): 54543-54545). Comments from the
public on the ocutline were accepted through February 1, 1984.

2. During 1984, the Coastal Barriers Study Group, a task force of pro-
fessionals representing the U.5. Geological Survey, National Park
Service, and the U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service, prepared a draft
inventory of coastal barriers along all U.S. coastlines. All State
coordinators were reguested to review those draft maps and arrange
meetings with Study Group members. Meetings were held in 21 of the 29
affected States to review the draft maps.

3. On March 4, 1985, the draft National inventory of maps was released for
public comment, and copies were sent to all affected States and members
of Congress. A briefing was held for interested Congressional staff.
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In April 1985, the draft text report, Coastal Barrier Resources System
Draft Report ito Congress, was released for public comment. While
it contained no recommendatiens, this report did outline the conserva-
tion alternatives that were available for the CBRS. CLcpies were sent to
the Governors and appropriate staff offices of all the States in the
study. The States were also notified that Study Group members were
available for participation in State public meetings. Twenty-six
meetings in ten States were attended. On September 30, 1985 the public
comment period was closed. QOver 2,300 comments were received on the
draft inventory and report. A variety of opinions were expressed on the
possihility of expanding the CBRS and the conservation alternatives.
The comments received during the public meetings, written comments, and
the information gathered in the study led to the conclusion that some
expansion of the CBRS and the CBRA provisions was merited.

The Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks then formulated
proposed recommendations to Congress, and on March 25, 1987, a second
draft report centaining these proposed recommendations and a 22-volume
compendium of the maps of all proposed changes in the CBRS {the Proposed
Action in the draft LEIS) were released. Public comments on this second
draft report were solicited through the Federal Register of March 25,
1987 (52(57): 9618-9619), and Congressional and press briefings were
held. The draft report and map atlases were mailed to all affected
members of Congress, State Governors, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
the Territory of the Virgin Islands, counties, and special interest
groups. A notice of the availability of the report was mailed to all
2,300 commenters on the 1985 draft report.

During the comment period for the 1987 draft report, Departmental
representatives attended 11 workshops or meetings at the invitation of 3
States to provide the public with more information on the draft report
and proposed recommendations to Congress. More than 6,150 individuals
commented on the draft report. Again, a wide variety of epinions on the
DOI's proposed recommendations was expressed.

A draft version of this supplemental LEIS was prepared during the summer
and fall of 1988 and released for public comment on February 1, 1988
(Federal Register 53(20): 2792). During the preparation of this draft
supptement, consultation has occurred on numercus occasions with staff
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and with a senior scientist at
the U.S. Geological Survey in  Reston, Virginia. Additicnally,
information obtained from conversations with staff of the Puerto Rican
Department of Natural Resources, documents from the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, and on-site information gathered by a Yale University
graduate student in Puerto Rico was used in making determinations about
the coastal barriers of the Commonwealth.

Two internal scoping meetings were held for the draft supplementai LEIS,
one on May 4, 1987, the other on May 27, 1987. Representatives of the
Department of the Interior's Office of Environmental Project Review,
the USFWS Office of Fish and Wildiife Enhancement, the NPS Environ-
mental Compliance Division, and the NPS Science Support Staff atiended
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both meetings. A meeting to review the first rough draft of the
document was held July 14, 1987, with the same persons attending along
with the Special Assistant to the Assistant Secretary for Fish and
Wildlife and Parks.

8. On March 17, 1988, the comment period on the draft suppliemental LEIS was
closed. Twenty-three comment letters specifically related to the draft
LEIS were received. About 50 additional comments related to the 1987
draft CBRS Report to Congress were also received.

9. After reviewing all the public comments on both the 1987 draft report
and the draft LEIS, the Department of the Interior formulated final
recommendations to Congress. This final supplemental LEIS has been
revised so that the Proposed Action 1is consistent with those final
recommendations. It has also been revised to address the concerns
raised by the commenters on the draft LEIS.

1G. The twenty-three comment letters received on the draft LEIS and the
D0I's responses to those letters are reprinted in the following section.
A1l the comment letters received on the CBRA Section 10 study and the
draft LEIS are available for public review in the Washington office of
the Fish and Wildlife Service.

B. Distribution of the Draft Supplemental LEIS

This draft supplemental LEIS was distributed to the following organizations
and individuals.

FEDERAL AGENCIES
Department of Defense
Department of Commerce
Department of Transportation
Department of Agricuilture
Department of Energy
Department of the Treasury
Department of Housing and Urban Development
Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Emergency Management Agency
General Services Administration
Veterans Administration
Federal Home Loan Administration
Small Business Administration
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CHAPTER VIII - COMMENT LETTERS AND DOI RESPONSES

iRESPONSE TO 1779 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, OFFICE OF |

FEDERAL ACTIVITIES

United Stites Exiemat Attars A AR}
Environmentsl Protegtion Wastwngion GO 20480
Agency
a5 Faaural Actwties
wEPA
WRZT o3

Hs. Audrey Dixon

Coastal Barriers Study Group

nited States Departmest of the Interfor
National Park Service

P.0. Box 37127

washington, D.C, 20913-7127

Dear Ms. Dixom:

In accordance with our responsibitities under Section 308 of the
{lean Alr Act and the National Environmental Pelicy Act, the Envirenmental
Frotection Agency {EPR) has reviewed the draft Legislative Environmental
Impact Statement (DLEIS) on proposed changes to the Coastal Barrier
fesources System ($BRS). The DLEIS was prepared by the Coastsl Barriers
Stugy Group top assist the Secretary of the Interior in making final recom-
mendations to Congress concerning changes to the CBRS, On July &, 1967,
EP4 commented on the Executive Summary of the “Drafi Report to Congress:
Coastal Barrier Resources System.” Comments in this letter are offered
in addition o earlier EPA comments,

EPR applauds the Departiment of Interior’s recognition of the purpose
ant intent of tne Coastal Barrier Resources Act {LBRA} in proposing additfons
to the CBRY totalisy approximately one mitlion acres of fastland and
assecisted aquatic habitat. £PA believes that the majority of the recom-
mendations presented in the DLEIS support the goals of TBRA by recognizing
the criticat role of the Federal government in promoting the wise use
and management of our Mation's natural coastal resources, EPA 15 particutarily
pleased with the propessd inciusion info the CBRS of approximately 800,000
acres of aquatic habitat inciuding wetlands. We believe, however, that
certain assumptions and recommendations 1n the DLEIS should be clarified
in the final Legistative Environmental Impact Statemesty (FLEIS). Primary
issues of concern to EPA fnclude conclustons in the DLEIS regarding present
Fegeral regulatory consistency with CORR, detineation of boundaries for
aauatic habitats assosiated with the CBRS and recommended deletfon of
areas comsidereg “otherwise protected.”

Regulatory consistency

In EPA'S 1987 letter, we raised concerns with the findings af the
Executive Summzry regarding regulatory consistency of major Federa!
actions, including Federal regulatery actions such as permits for dredge
ang i1l activities, which impact resources within the CBRS, The Exequtive
Summary stated that, with regard to Federa) permits authorfred since enactment
of CORA in 1982, "(xlone of these permits indicate & direct disregard for
the purposes of (BRA." £PA comments noted that this finding does not
Justify the fmplication that such programs properly take UBRA fnto sccount,
ar ensure that current Federal programs are administered consistent with
the purposes of the Act.

Support for {BRS expansion noied.

Bpiniens noted. Volume 1 of the CBRS Repert to Congress containg a
Yengthy discussion of regulatory options for the CBRS (Chapter 8),
The DOI believes that requiring regulatory consistency at the
Federal Jevel would depart from the basic CBRA premise that con-
servation can be achieved without increasing Federal regulatory
jnvelvement by simply withdrawing Ffederal financial support for
development of undeveloped coastal barriers. Therefare, 001
racommends no regulatory amendments,
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CONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1779 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, —|

OFFICE OF FEDERAL ACTIVITIES :

.

¥hile revigw of the DLEIS reveals tiat this position 1s not presented
as part of the current proposal, EPA continues te believe that the Secretary
of the Interier should recommend to Comgress that Federal permitting processes
within and adjacent to the CBRS reguire Federal consistency with CBRA,
Further, EPA belfeves that requiring existing Federal permits to be
administered consistent with CBRA will not resuit fr an Increase fn
Federai involvement or the creation of a new Federal regulatory program.
A requirement for Federal regulatory consistency wouid only require that
the Federal government's permit programs not werk at cross~purposes to
Federal law protectinmg coastal barriers.

Pelineatign of iandward boundaries

fecommendations contained Tn the DLEIS for additions of aguatic
environments to the (BRI are based upon yaricus delinestion formulas which
determine the landward boundary of those habitats. As proposed in the
DLETS, the boundary is generally drawn to follow natural or cultura?l
features that would be recognizable on available maps or aerial photographs
as well as on the ground. Under the proposed delineation method, the
extent of habitat included in the £HRS is limited to five miles Jandward
of the mean high water line on the seaward side of the coastal barrier
for primary barriers and less for secondary Darriers,

While we recogrize the utility of easily identifiable boundaries,
EPA belfeves the DLEIS does not adeguately explain how the proposed delineation
formulas coincide with the definition of associated aguatic hapitat
provided Tp the DLEIS {i.e., "the entire arpa subject o diminished wind,
wave, &ng tidal spergies during a major storm® {p.II~&}) and the naturel
resource protection aspects of CBRA. It would be useful if the FLEIS
could present & comparison of the ares of undeveloped, unprotected aguatic
habitat incTuded by the present delineation proposal, znd the area that
would be {ncluded if the delineatfon formula were based on criteria such
as the transition from wetland vegetation to upland vegetation.

Otherwise protected coastal barriers .
1779-4

The DLELIS proposes that all "ptherwisz protected” lands in the
existing £BRS bo deleted from the System, This proposal would result in
deletion from the CIRS of 436 areas comprising approximately 15,000
acres, The proposal is based upen recogRition by the Study Group that
the majorfty of Federaily subsidized development in otherwise protected
areas is necessary to allow acoess to and accommodate visitation of publicly
managed conservation and recreation areas. Under the proposed alternative,
futyre Fegerally subsidized actions within these areas would be constrained
by the Departwent of the Interior guidelines for acceptable develepment.

£PA recognizes the clear need for Federal participation In support
¥ educational, recreational and conservation development activities which
promote the protection of our Nation's matural resources. ¥e do not
helieve that deletion of these “otherwise protected” areas from the CHRS
is necessary, giver the current (BRA exemptions for Federal expenditure
on CBRS Yands. CBRA allows Federsl expenditure and assistance for agtivities
in the System which pertain to, “conservation, pubiic recreation, scientific

The definition of associated aguatic habitat as “the entire ares
subject to diminished wind, wave, and tidal energies during a major
storm” is a functional cne. To make the CBRS maps, the DOI alss
needed delineation guidelines which would translate that functional
definition into cartegraphic characteristics. Three major criteria
were developed and used:

1) In the general case, the Jandward boundary of the
associated aquatic habitat was drawn at the interface
between the aquatic habitat and the upland on the main-
tand. This is visible on topographic maps and aserial
photographs as & change in vegetation,

2y Wwhere an open waler body exists landward of the bar-
rier, the boundary was drawn through the open water
about 1 mile landward of the backside of the barrier.

3) Where continuous wetlands extend more than 5 miles
iandward of the barrier, the boundary was drawn through
the wetland aleng an identifiable channel or political
boundary nearest to the 5 mite Jimit. If such a
feature was absent, the boundary was drawn through the
wetiand genrerally paralie! to and § miles Jandward of
the mean high water line on the ocean side of the
harrier,

A brief discussion of these criteria has been added to the LEIS, A
full discussion (incTuding figures) appears in Velume 1 of the
Report to Congress (Chapter 5).

In its 1985 national finventery of coastal barriers, the 00] did
identify 435 otherwise protected areas. The existing CBRS, however,
only includes a small number of otherwise protected areas that have
been acquired by goverpments or conservation organizations since
1982 or that the DOl did not realize were otherwise protected in
1982,

The Congress specifically excluded otherwise protected barriers
from the CBRS in 1982 (see Section 3(1)(B) of the CBRA}, The DOI's
continued exclusion of these areas is, thus, fully consisient with
the Act. The DGI is recommending that otherwise protected coastal
barriers be automatically included in the CBRS if they are ever made
available for development that fs incomsistent with the CBRA pur-
poses and the long-term conservation of the barrier. An amendment
to the CBRA providing & legisiative directive to DOI to develop
guidelines for acceptablie development 1is necessary. Lack of
adherence to the gquidelines would constitute justification for
automatic inclusion ¥n the CBRS. Volume 1 of the CBRS Report te
Congress containg a complete discussion of this recommendation. An
apbreviated discussion has been added to the LEIS.
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research, air and water navigation, national security, energy davelopment,
miintesaste of existing public facilities and structures...” (p. I3},
Gfven these exemptions, it would be useful {f the FLEIS could discuss
further the proposed deletions in Tight of the CERA exesptions and provide
@ summary of Federally supported activities which would de allowed ander
the proposed aTternatfve but which are sol gpresently allowed under the
exemptions provided in CBRA.

EPA has rated the action proposed fn the DLEIS “EC~2" {environmental
concerns~insafficient informetion), (4 sheet descriding EPA's rating
system is enclosed for your information), As described above, EPA's
environmental toncerns are based upon the potentia? eavironmental impacts
resulting from a lack of Federal regulatory consistency with CBRA as
well as proposed boundary delineations for asscciated agquatic habitat
that, as presented in the DLEIS, appear inconsTstent with the intent
and purpose of CBRA. We are also concerned about clarffication of
the fustification for proposed deleticns from the System which appear
unnecessary.

Thank yvou for the opportunity to review the draft LEIS, If you
rave any Guestions regarding our comments, please feel free to call me
{382+5053) or have yowr staff contact Will Garvey (382-8806) of my staff.

4ana

Richard E. Sanderson
Director
Office of Federal Activities

CONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1779 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,

OFFICE OF FEDERAL ACTIVITIES

Further information and explanation in each of the areas identified
py EPA have been added to the LEIS.
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFIMITIONS
AND FOLLOW-UP ACYION®

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO~-Lack of Ohjections
The EPA review has sot fdentified any petential environmental {mpacis

requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have dis¢losed
epportunities for applicazion of mitigation measures that couid be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC--Envircnmental Concerns

The EPA review has identiffed snvironmental impacts that should be aveided fn
order to fully protect the esvironment. Corrective messures may require
changes to the preferped alternative or applicatfon of mittgation measures
that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would Tike to work with the

fead 2gency to reduce these hmpacts.

£0-«Environmental Objections
The EPA review has identified significant environmental fmpacts that must be

avoided ip order to provice adequate protection for the enviromment. Corrective
measures may requirs substantial changes to the preferred alterna tive of
consideration of gome other project alterrative (including the no attion
alternative or 2 new alternative}. E£PA inteads to work with the lead

zgency to reduce these fmpacts.

Et--Environmentatiy Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has ldentified adverse envirpnmental fmpacts that aere of
sufficient magaitude that they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of
publiic health or welfare or enviroamental gquality. EPA intends to work with
the Tead agenty to reduce these Impacts. [f the potential unsatisfactory
irpacts are not corrected at the final E1S stage, this proposal witl be
recemmenged for referral to the CEQ.

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1--Adegquate

tPA beijeves tne draft E1S adequately sets Forth the environmental impact{s)
of the preferred alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably avail
able to the project or action., Xo further analysis or data collection is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying lenguage or

information.

Category 2--Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA o fully assess
environmental dmpacts that should be aveided in order to fully protect the
environment, ar the EPA reviewer hgs identified new ressonably available
alternatives that are within the spectrum of aliernatives analyred in the
draft E15, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The
identified additional iaformation, data, znalyses, or discussion should be
included in the fimal £15.

Cetegory 3--Inadequate

£PA does not believe that the draft £15 adequately assesses poteatially
stgnificant envirgnmental fmpacts of the actien, or the EPA reviewer has
tdentified new, reasonably avatlable alternatives that are outside of the
spectrum of alternatives analyzed In the draft EIS, which should be analyzed
in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EFA
believes that the identified additional information, data, amalyses, or
discussions zre of such 2 magnitude that they should have full public review
at a draft stage. £PA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the
purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus Sheuld be formaily
revised and mage available for pubilic comment in a supplemental or revised
draft E15. On the basis of the potential sigeificant impacts invoived, this
proposal could be a candidate Tor referrsl to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1840 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federsl Actions
Impacting the Envirosment,
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW O EANE DHSTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
PO BOX 8287
HEW ORLEANS, LOUSIANA 70100207

March 18, 1988

Planning Division
Environmental Analysis Branch

Mr. William P. Horn

Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife and Farks
Office of the Secretary

V.5, Department of the Interior

Wzshington, D.C. 20240

Pear Mr, Horn:

We wish to comment on your "Draft Supplemental Lepgizlative
Environmental Impact Statement on Propused Changes to the Cozshal
Barrier Resources System”, Since we are not on your mailing
list, we would appreciate receiving all Tuture environmenta
docunents, proposed regulations, and any information on CBRA
within Louisiana,

General Comments:

1. We would like to peint out thaz
wetland system does not [lt the classic such

a system. Irnstead of having an island with & few hundred faet
of wetlands hehind it and then the mainlang, we have izlands
with up to 40 milles of wetlands betwesn them and "high groundg”.
We are concerned that the landward boundary of the CEHA units
15 more than the legally wmandated § mwiles injand in 3
327, The provossd additlons zleo Include several dev
areas wnieh should be cluded by your de iv
area protecred by “boudin bags™; ast Timba
13 protected by rip-rap; and seve deve
the Hud Lake ar
i

areas 1n 310
z, and parrs of

.
such ag Rutherford B
ommunlty of Johnson

Bayo

2. The EIS should gpeci{icsily discuss impacts in Loul
ftione a

since approximately one third of the proposed additions a
in that state. The rationale for such an inelusion 1s gue

that no-action impacts are llkely to be greatest in the Sun
Belt states 1l.e. that development will oceur. Meanwhile, on
the next page, you claim that the vast majority of wetland
acreage in Loulsiarna proposed for Inclusion 1z umsultable for
development.

PESPONSETO 1757 DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, NEW ORLEANS DISTRICT,

CORPS OF ENGINEERS

(17574

The DCIL has reexamined the propesed additions te 503 and 587 and
determined that the recommended boundary of nefther unit is more
than about 5 miles inland. The 5-mi boundary limitation s part of
DOT’s delineation criteria; it is not legally mandated.

The boudin bags and rip-rap on Timbalier Island do not constitute
development according to BOI criteria. Rutherford Beach is not
included in CBRS unit 510, The developed portions of Johastons
Bayou are not included in $1i. The developed areas near Mud lLake
(Holly Beach) are not included in LA-10

Trhe LEIS did not specifically address impacts in Tocal areas because
it was not possible to do so for all 19 affected States and Terri-
tories.  The CBRA states that the {BRS includes coastal barriers and
their associated aguatic habitats; therefore, DOI is recommending
the addition of gqualified wetlands throughout the System.

Bevelopment pressures are greatest in the Sun Belt States as a
ragion, but pressures will vary within that regien. In Louisiana,
most of the proposed additions are wetlands and development pres-
sures in the wetlands are lower than in the fastland pertions of
barriers.
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By-

Specific Comments:

Page I¥~3 - The small clusters of houses on the chenlers cannot
be realistically classified as "urban areas”

Page VI-13 ~ You state that, except for the chenlers, approximately
801 of the proposed additlons are pear established communities.
his is not so for most of the 326,000 acres proposed for additlon
in Louisiana.

Sincerely,

Gletis R.
Chief, PX

Q%E"
koring Division

[CONTINUED RESPONSE TG 1757 DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, NEW ORLEANS
DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

The language 1n the LEIS has been corrected.

[?757-6} The statement in the LEIS has been changed to state that outside
- Louisiana (not just the cheniers), BOX of the proposed additions
are near established communities
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IRESPONSE TO 1716 DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADGUARTERS UHITED STAYES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTOR PG 203325“90

10 HAR 1988

HMr. Audrey L. Dixon
Coastal Barcier Study Group
Wational park Service
P.G, Hox 37127
Washington BC  20013-7127
Dear Mr. dixon
We have reviewed the draft supplemental legislative
N
environmentsl impact statement on proposed changes to the Coastal 1716-1¢
Barrier Resources System Act and have no objecticon. Thank you for

the opportunity to provide inpats.

Sincerely

bl (T

ONALD & KARE. £01, LSAF, 850
Chiet, Envissnmental Division
Directarate of Engr & Sves

Informatien noted - no response needed.
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RESPONSE TO 1775 VETERANS ADMINISTRATION, ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS!

Offics of Facilitiss Washington RC 20420

‘V:\ Veterans
\.«. Administration

MAR 2 3 1588

In Aepiv Reter To
M5, Audrey L. Dixon
Coastal Barriers Study Group
National Park Service
P. D. Box 37127
Washingtan, B€ 20013-7127

Jear ¥s. Dizon:

The ¥eterans Administration {(¥A) has reviewed the Draf: R
,jj?SA?f Supplemegrtal Leavslat ye Envircnmental [mpact Statement gn |7775,]] Information noted - no rasponse needed
L_. -1 proposed cnanges 3 the Codastal darrier Aescurces System [CHRS). o

> axicting and proposed CZRS units do nol encampass 4any VA
proverty;, therefare, we hawe 1o Lomment .

review LT1e exieiiuent cepori and

e L, el
SuSAh LW INGSTAKE

Dirzctsr of Envicormernal Afranzs

VAmtericg s £l — Tharks ro cur Verprans




STatE OF NeEw YORK
DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

ALgany, Mow Yoas 122321010

Tromas C. Josuing
Couunaanen

6~-11IA

MAR 25 1988
Dear Ms. Dixont

The New York State Department of Envircrmental Conservation is
pleased to offer the following comments on the Draft Supplemental
Legislative Enviromnestal Tmpact Starverent on proposed changes to the
Coastal Barrier Resources System {CBRE). The DEC considers the
Cpastal Barriers Regources Aot landmark legiszlation to support and
strengthen not only many of New York's reaulatory programs and
rescurce managerent objectives, bur many local land use plamning
efforts as well,

In New York, the Department of Envirengental Conservation is
respongible for catural resonre
mitigaticn and land use ma + programs guch coastal ermsicn
harard arvea management, flood plain management, besch erosion
 protestion sould be enhanced by
irpiemencetion of Altsrnetive A, an expansicn of the def
delinsation criteria for cualifyving coastal barriers
inconsistent and counterpradoctive for any federal 2% b premmete
developnent in areas subject to eromicn, fleoding end impacts of
coastal storms while other faderal, state and loczl government
agencies try to see that such aress are menaged in a rore
envirpmuenysily sensitive

Expansion of the CERS via Alternative A would zlso support Xew
York's fish and wildiife managemsnt ok ves a5 well, We have leng
apposed federal subsidies that have the eflect aencouraging the
destruction of wetlands and other natursl resources in rhe face of

strong national pollcy to conserwe and perpetuave these same
sourcss, Expansion of the CERE will heln assure federal comslstency

gral

along sensible rescurce mantagement lines within cur ewtensive ons
barrier eystem.

Thank yro for tha opportunity o ooMRent of wRis Lmporian

Sipceraly,

C

Thomas C. Jyrling

Ms. Augdrey L, Dixon

Coastal Barriers Study Group
Mational Park Service

P.0. Box 37127

Washington, D.C. 20013-7127

RESPONSE TO 1760 STATE OF NEW YORK, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL |
CONSERVATION

Support for Alternative A, the Proposed Action noted.
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Lt st Council on the Environnient

agmsastasice

1774-1|

1774

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

A5 ILE B G

Aprit 11, 1988

M=, Audrey L, Dixen

Coastal Barriers Study Group
Narional Park Servige

Post Cffice Box 37127
Washington, D. €. 20013

Tear Ms., Dixon:

This 1g in reeponse to the Oegermber 36 lettsr fren
William P. Horn, Assistant Secretary for st and Wildlife and
Parks, concerning the Ddraft Suppiermental
tal Impzc: Statement (Draft Supplementzal
“hahges to Tthe Ccastal Baryier Resgurces The Counc
the Envircnment is respeoneible for cocrdinating Virginis's
of federal envircnmental documents and responding ©o apprs
federal officials on behalf of the Commonvealch.

on proposed

We appreciate your sending coples &f the Draft Supplemsntal
LEIS at this taime. We have no Comments ts acd o those we made
last year oft the Draft Report to Congress, Coples of those com-
ments are attached. If you have any guestions, please feel free
to contact this office.

Sincerely.

dem.kﬂu @M i

ﬁﬂ-xeith J. Buttlemar‘.)

Enclosurss

RESPONSE TQ 1774 COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA COUNCIL ON THE ENVIRONMENT!

1774-1]

Information noted - no response needed.
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MAILED TO

1722]

NORTH CARDL INA STATE CLEAR INGHOUSE
DEPARTRENT OF ADMINISYRAVION

116 WEST JONES STREET

RALE IGH NEOFRTH CAROL INA 276311

INTERGOVERNMENT AL REY TEW COMMENTS

Ue S+ DEPT. OF THE IMFERIGR

ALDAEY DY XON
P.0. BOX 37127

WASHINGTON, Dale 20013-T312T

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

COASTAL BARRIFR RESCURCES SYSTEM
COASTAL BARRIER RESOUACE SYSTEM

FRUM
MRS. CHRYS BAGGETT

DIRECTOR
# C STAYE CLEAR INGHOUSE

PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE

SAL N S8EO00000643 PROGRAM YITLE « DRAFT SUPP. LEGIS. ETS

| THE ABOVE PROJECT HAS BEEN SUBMETTED TB YTHE KORTH CARDL INA

INTERGOVERNMENTAL, REVIEW PROCESS. A3 A RESULT OF THE REVIEW THE #OLLOWING

IS MBHITTED

SHOULD YOU HAVE

¢4} NO COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED

{ 3 COMMENTS AYYACHED

ANY QUESTIONS,

PLEASE CALL THIS OFFICE (919) T33-0499,

'RESPONSE TO 1722 NORTH CAROLINA STATE CLEARINGHOQUSE

[1722-1]

Information noted - no response needed.
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CovVINGTON & BuUuRLING
120 FENNSTLVANIA AVENUE, M. W,
P O BOX 7588
WASHINGTON, D. L 2Q0 %4
(tort saz-sa00

WiT LS DIFLCT Dia, SuHEES

{202) 662-5640

fLAvEradteytrgeryatvivg

March 18, 1988

Coastal Barriers Study Group
U.S5. Department of the Interior
Naticnai Park Service-438

P.O. Box 37127
Wasbingoon, D.C.  20013-7127
Dear Sir or Madam:

The Commonwealth of Puerto Rico hereby submits its
comments on the Department of the Interier’s draft
Supplemental Legislative Environmental Impact Statement
("LEIS"}. The LETS assesses the envircnmental impact of
adcpt.ing the changes te the Coastal Barrier Resources System
("CBRS") contained in the Report to Congress: goastal Barrier
Resources System; Proposed Recommencations for Additicons to of
Deletions from the foastal Barrier Rascurces System ("Draft
Report"y. 1f adopted by the Uepartment and approved by
Congress, the Draft Report would, for the first time, add
areas in Puerto Rico to the CBRS.

Last summer the Commonwealth filed its comments on
the Draft Report. Thcose comments explained the factors that
Zistinguish Puertc Rics from other areas included in the CBRS
and the reascns that adding areas in Puerts Rico Lo the CBEAS
was unwise and counterproductive, In summary, the
Commenwealth paiated out that the physical characteristics of
the areas in Puertc Ricc propoased for inclusion in the BRS
wers substantially different than those of the coastal
barriers of the fast and GUlf coasts of the mainland United
States for which the CERS was developed. It is therefore
itnappropriate to include areas in Puerto Rico in a regulatory
system designed to protect coastal barriers.

OF PUERTC RICO

Oppositioen to adding Puerto Rican barriers to the [BRS noted.
{pastal barrier features, whether fronting a coastal plain or a
steeper Uopography, share common characteristics that are outtined
in DO{'s defining criteria. The coastal barriers identified in
Puerto Rico fully meet these criteria.



ET-IIIA

COYINGTOR & BURLING

Coastal Barriers Study Group
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The Commonwealih alsc described the detailed and
comprehengive land use regulations that it has promulgated to
protegt eceastal areas. These land uge regulations, which
pronibit or tightly restrict harmful development, are far more
effective than the CBRS regulations in protecting vulnerable
coastal formaticna. The Commonwealth ncted that its govern-—
mental system, which is based partly on a Spanish model, is
more centralized than those of other American jurisdictions.
As a congegquence, decisions on land use are made on the basis
af the interests of all the people of Puerte Rico, rather than
only those of a small coastal community. Finally, the
Commonwealth reviewed in detail the characteristics of the
individuyal areas proposed for inclusien in the CHRS.

The LEIS do#s not atiempt to qQuantify the
environmental benafits from adding new areas to the CBRE.
Instead, it assumes that there will be some reduction in
develeopment and that this will in turn provide some
environmentzl benefir, However, because the methodology used
in the LEIS is seriously flawed in certain important respects,
at least as applied to Puerte Rigo, the LEIS cannot be used as
the basis for adding new areas in Puerto Rico to the CBRS.

The LEIS appears Yo assume that only federal
regulatvion is effective and that local regulation will
invariably be overriddern by pressure For development. This
Washington-centered attitude is unjustified and inconsistent
with the proncuncements of an Administration dedicated to the
principles of federalism. Moreover, even if swmall somsunities
on the mainland can be dominated by developers, this is not
true of Pyerto Rico, where land use planning ig administered
on an island-wide basis.

A related flaw is the failure of the LEIS to
investigate the reazong why the undeveloped coastal areas
proposed for inclusion in the CBES have remained undeveloped.
Thus, the LELS never considers that these areas #lay have
remained undeveloped precisely because local land use
regqulation has effectively limiced development and that CHRS
regulation may therefore be unnecessary,

& further deficiency in the LETS is its assumption
that adding an area to the CBRE is an effective means of
protecting that area, regardless of the nature of the
enviromental threat. A good example of this is the discussion
af the mangrove swanps and ¢oral reefs in Puerto Rico that are
proposed for addition to the CBR5. The LEIS notes that

(CONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1736 COVINGTON & BURLING FOR THE

COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO

U73¢

The Commonwealth's commenis were noled; however, the [BRA is not a
Jand-use law. It does not affect the rights of the Commonwealth or
individuals to do what they wish with their Tand

It is not possible to guantify the environmental benefits exactly
because the reduction in development that the CBRA will produce
will vary across the 18 affected States and Territories actording to
many local factoers.

The LEIS made the best general predictiens possible

Opinions noted. The D0I has revised the LEIS to ensure that it
does not imply that State and tecal governments do pot participate
in the management of toastal rescurces

Section 18 of the CBRA directed the DBI to identify undeveloped
unprotected coastal barriers, The DOI was not directed to examine
why particular areas are undeveloped. The CBRA does not interfere
with local Jand-use ragulation; it only restricts the use of
Federal monies in the desighated CBRS

The CBRA is not an attempt to provide blanket protection for sensi-
tive habitats; it only seeks to withdraw those Federal subsidies
which encourage development in coastal barriers and their associated
dguatic habitats
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Coaatal Barriers Study Group
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mangrove gwamps and coral reefs are not ordinarily considered
attractive gitea for development but asserts that certain
activities, such as dredging, may take place and damage the
swattps and reefs.

While the LEIS ig correct that dredging activities
can damage mangrove swamps and coral reefs, it does not
explain how adding these areas to the CBRS would avoid this
harm. Dredging would likely be undertaken in a mangrove swamp
or coral reef to support development in a nearby area. Adding
the swamp or reef to the CHRS would 40 nothing to prevent
this. The only effective means of aveiding this damage is to
directly limit activities that may damage the swamps or reefs.
As explained in its comments on the Draft Report, the
fommonwealth has implemented a comprehensive system to
requlate land uyse that provides this protection.

Similar considerations apply to other activities
that may affect coral reefs. Although, as the LEIS notes,
reafs are fragile and environmentally beneficial structures,
the CBRS is not an effective means of protecting them,
Development upstream that generates silt can poison a reef,
while development near the coast that is carefully controlled
may do no harm. The CBERS does nothing about the former, while
penalizing the latter. For these reasons, the LEIS overstates
the envircnmental benefit from adding these areas to the CERS.

The LEIS also fails to adequately account for the
costs of adding new areas to the CBRS. Onge an area is added
to the CBRS, with certain limited exceptions, all Ffederal
assistance is precluded for development in theose areas. There
s no attempt to evaluate whether an individual project may be
environmentally Benlan or even envircenmentally beneficial.
Thus, as pointed cut in the Commonwealth's comments on the
Draft Report, projects such as sewer lines running between
populated areas throuch a CBRS area could be denied federal
assistance even thouch they would beneflt the environment.

The costs in terms of the harm to the public from the failure
ta construct Such projects is not offset by any environmencal
benefit. Only a reguiatary scheme, such as that institured by
the Commonwealih, that is sensitive to the effects of
individual projects, can provide a cost-effective means of
protecting the environment.

CONCLUSION

ror all of the foregaing reasons, and those set
forth in the CommonwWealth's comments on the Draft Report, the

\CONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1736 COVINGTON & BURLING FOR THE?

COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO B

The DO0I 1s recommending an amendment to Section 6 of the CBRA to
aliow utilities to use Federal monies for the purpeses of (1) put-
ting in "essential lines" through the CBRS where no practicable
alterpnative exists to service one or more developed areas on coastal
barriers outsfde the CBRS. and (2} providing service to developments
within the CBRS from existing lines or "essential lines” which cross
through the CBRS provided that service can be supplied with no
additional costs to the Federal Government. If any upgrades are
necessary to accommodate such service within the CBRS, the DO}
recommends that their costs be borne by non-federal parties

If the Commonweaitn decides that other projects in the CBRS would
pravide significant environmental benefits, it would be free to
finance them itself.
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Commonwealth urges the Department of the Interior to

reconsider its decisien %o recommend to Congress that areas in
Puerto Rico be added to the CBRS,

Respectfully submitted,

P :ZQ,«;4,L
Rlgharg D. Copaken
Alan Tawshunsky
COVINGTON & BURLING
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
P.0. Box 7968
Waghingten, D.C, 20044

Atrornevs for the Commonwealth of
Puyerto Rico




IRESPONSE TO 1718 COUNTY OF VOLUSIA, FI.OR’IDA'

COUNTY MANAGER

County of Volusia pA

Dpland. Flonds 327214474

}? orld easmann Shat o700

~

February 149, 1988

Ms. Audrey L. Dixon

Coastal Barriers Study Group
National Park Service

P. 0. Box 37127

washington, DU 200137127

<
i
- pear s, Dixon:
e
1 Volusia  County  has reviewsd the "oraft  Supplemenzal
fod Lewlslative En
[#3]

nmental  Impact  Statement on Propssed | FF .
718- f| Suppert for the Proposed Action noted.

| 7]8 ] charges to the Usastal Barrier Rescurces System” and would

g — like to exproess cur support for alternative Al, the proposed
action. If additional information is desired, pleate let us
knaw.

very truly Yo

K
/j Thomas C el 13’7\

‘County Manager \

7/ e

LOUNTY COUNCE MEMIERS

Ciay Henaewor: - Al Largs fig sonn - A1 Large Al Cyear - Distnes At
\ Franw T Beuno, Jr. - Dt #2 Jeroma w0 Doaner - Datrer w3 Jetin Cone - Gistr #4 Foy M Schiener - distnct 46
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b TOWN GF OCEAN ISLE BEACH / SEVENTEEN CAUSEWAY » QUEAN 1SLE SEACH. NC 28458 /818 979.2 166 ]

Fehyuary 26, 1988

U. 5. Department of the Interior
Office of the Semretary

William P. Horn

Washington, B, €. 20240

Supject: Uraft Supplemental Legisiacive Envirormental Impact
Statssent on Froposed Changes o the Coastal Barrier
Resourtes SYStem.

Dear Mr, Horny
I would like o make & fow comments about bthe above referenced statement,

{1} In this area some aninal species {ie. Ses Turtles and Brown Pelicsn)
have refmmded Irom nesr extention partly becsugse of developrest,
Sea turtle A are oftm Taid in arvifically
rogrished dume areas :hx:c wonld have orherwise been inmdated with
high tide waters drowning the turtle embryos., Brown pelicans nesd
bare sand jmlands for rockeries such as those crosted by undiked spoil
islamis.

13} when spesking of effects of develomment on smimal popalation there
is no mention of on going organized sffects in aiveady developed
areas to murture animal popaiation.

The Town of Bolden Besch, . €, has a comandty group that is
crmanized avound promoting certain types of sea life and @ am mure
there are other similar groups.

{31 The repert states that aress than are likely to fiood on 2 barrier
islardd should be denied che abilivy o receive Navional Fleod Insursnoe
because of the likellhobd of doag flooxds.  Ceuld this oot also be
satd At areas suniect to river [looding {le. St. Louds, Chicago,
Louisville, etc.}. With such peasoning as an argquesent the entire
Bavional Fiood Insurance Program should be abolishedt

An pbwious rebutal would be that the Coasta) Barrier Resource System

it coneerned with sparcely settled areas, T maintzin that because
these areas are sparcely populated the existing policies wers inscted,
Had federal anti—dsvelopment policies been proposed murrounding major
river cities of America such a pollicy would never bave left a committes
TORKH.

[RESPONSE TO 1785 1.D. ROBERSON, OCEAN ISLE BEACH, NC |

]‘735i Gpinions noted.  The LE1S does mention the recovery of the brown
petican.  The 1983 FEY contains a full discussion of endangered
species on coastal barriers.

]?83-? In enacting the CBRA, the Congress determined that development on
S ceastal barriers was risky and shoulé net be supported by the
Federal Governmenti,
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ICONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1785 1.D. ROBERSON, OCEAN ISLE BEACH, NC |

Paga 2

(4) The stoom hazard rhetoric is beqginning to wear thin. Tomados,
forest fires, earthmuakes, bitter cold, chemical spills. Harzards
occur every day sumewhere in the United States and federal momies
are used in each of these disasters,

(5] Most amcess to barrier lslands exist because of developing
oammmities on the coast. Past experience has shown that guking the
areas part of any Federal Lands Program results in restricied public
aceess, 'The coast of Marth Qam}.im. is a case history that may be
w‘mad x :pulaa:mm“)éne :;ﬂ;imm'z w&mﬂ‘: (zpahmgelzcozfmm:qhmg‘m E?gs:j_] Opinfons noted.  The ({BRA does not invoive Federal acquisition of
it on oa wilderness ahore. 1o save hundreds of thousands of acres T coastal barrier property.
of this land for the use of a small but unfortipately weal few who
are able to cope with such hacdahips s a disservice to the majority
of the population who wish to visit the ooastal shore.

(6} ©On page 16 of section IV flood-plain wanagement ordinsnces are
mentioned. I know of no flood-plain management ardinance that exists
without the entity partaking in the Naticnad Fleod Insurance Progran.
Ore does not exist wishout the other,

Although FEMA reguires an approved floodplain management program

in a local commuaity before it will make Federal flood insurance

= A available in that c¢ommunity, fTloodplain management can and does

{77 On the next page the document quails from making a statement on atse exist im the absence of access to Federal flood insurance.
property values,  An wwillingness to make 2 Statement gives an
Impression a negqative impact would occur on a widesprezd basis.
Ear 1y since statErents are mads on hundreds of other ismues
thar swpert expansion of the program.

A more detaited analysis of fimpacts on local property values would
require independent economic analyses in each of the more than 100
areas affected by DOI's recommendations. This clearly was not

i
ET—785§3 In swmary this deaft staterent supports closing lasge sections of
cur coastal areas to middle-income americans. Mainstream United
States citizens are not suited o the rustic evirooment this paper

supports ard would pever use the valuable recreaticnal resources of feasible.

the Coastal Area. Also the actual savings in federal money heeds o

be estimated for each program prohibited in the coastal rescurce s : : . s

area. If the writers of the draft statement camob came 9p with The LE}S{ esAUma'tes a potential Fede.ra-I savings of $997 million to
$2.08 billien In the proposed addition areas (see Chapter IV).

estimated savings for each prooram then the prohibition of these
programs should not be listed as a benifit.

Tharnk you for this opportunity to express my opinion.
incerely,

T. D. Robersen
Building Inspector

TOR/pc
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS™

Nextor 8. Waigand, Jr., President

William B. North, Exetutive View President

Stephen 9. Drieater, Senite Viee Presidens, Governmant Atluin

Gil Thurm, Vice Prosidemt & Legitative Counstl, Governmant Relsticn
777 14wk Stresr, NW., Washington, D.C. XN05-3271

Telephone 202 383 1074

$arch 19, 1934

Mr. Jack Browva

Cosstal Barrier Remcurces Unit
Wildlife and Vegetation Division {450}
Bational Park Service

F.0. Box 37127

Washipgton, D.O. 20013-7127

fiear M. Browm:

The NATIOWAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS® i{s raking thim opportmmity to
comment on the Departwent cf the Iaterier January 1988 Draft Supplemental
teginlative Environwencal Impact Statement on Proposed Changes to the Coastal
Barrier Rescurses System {(CBRS$). In this dccument, the Department examines
the envircnmental and scelc-econemic impacty of two different approaches: 1)
expanding the existing Cosstal Barrier Resources System by spproximately one
mitlion acres {the “proposed scticn®) and %) maintaining the current 433,000
acres {n the Cosstal Barrier Resources System (the “no-actiom alternative”}.
Ak also provided comments [i Jume 1987 om DOI's draft Teport to Congress on
the CBE3.

Jur compents sre ss followa:

1. The Deprrtment’'s characterizssiom of the impact on wetlands of the
no-attion aiternative doss not Fully examine all svailable studies
and reports. The 1884 Office of Technology Assesament study entitled
“Werlands: Their Use and Fegulation” cohcludea that cosatal wetlands
are Tessonably protected rrom degradation because st wetland
activitien are regulazed by the Corps of Inginesrs apd actate werlands
programs, We urge the DOI to reagseas thelr projected lmpact of &
no-action slternative on coastal vetlands,

2. An underiying theme seems to exist io the Legislative Environmental
Impact Statement (LEIS) that state and local repulatlions spplicable
ts land use menagement in cosstal ar¢as ls neither effective nor
praccically applied. Hodever, atste and local laws, regulaticns, and
srdinances were not sdeguately examined in the draft LEIS. The LEIS
would be enhanced by the inclusion of &u evaluacion of the fsilures
and syccessea of state and Iocal land use management programs and an
exsmination of the improvements that would result from the proposed
aetion. For instence, given the status of current state snd local
regulacion 1n the Fiorids ¥eys, osn DOl demonstrate what additional
pemefits would ba expected by bringing this area in under the CBRS
umbrellal

REALTONY 10 4 remissmead Gl imd W70 MBn WiEh sy 58 131G

iy B
g o o 3w Sed TIORAL Ti0H OF REALTUSS

aeh sustraCriE 1 E 41001 RO 61 SENCE

171

[RESPONSE TO 1712 NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS|

Although the Section 10 and Section 404 regulatory programs and
State wetland programs have slowed development in wetlands, they
have not stopped it. [Development on upland areas adjacent to wet-
lands also contributes to the degradation of wetlands through
runoff, pollution, and siltation, and upland development is not
affected by these programs.

The OTA Report alse states that there are fundamental differences
in the way federal agencies and various special interest groups
interpret the intent of Section 404. OTA states "The Corps views
its primary function ia carrying out the law as protecting the
quality of water. Although wetland values are considered in pro-
ject reviews, the Corps does not feel that Section 404 was designed
spacifically to protect wetlands.”

State and local regulations, laws, and ordinances are discussed at
length in each of the CHRS Repsrt to Longress State atlases (Volumes
2-22). The C{BRA does not compete with Jlocal programs; in most
cases, it complements them. Detailed aralyses of the local impacts
of the recommendations in al} 1% affected States and Territories
were not feasible,

Additional economic benefits to the Federal taxpayer would be
expected if subsidies are not available in the Keys barriers.
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Hr. Jack Brown
March 10, 1938
Page Two

3. The draft LEIS would be Impraved by including conclualve evidence
relaring to the overall economic impscts of the recommendations. The
Secretary should re-exsmine snd re-evsluare the econamic impact of
both the proposed action and the no-actlon cptions, pessibly
enploying methodologies similar to those used i{n the 1985 Corpus
Christd Barrier Island Task Force Report to estimate future
socio-economlc imprcts of the Coaseal Baryler Resources Syatem, A
eopy of the Task Force Reporr 1a attached.

4, The draft LEIS could be strengthened by sdequately examining the
financial and human risks resulting from the proposed action due to
the unavailability of federal flood insurance, Under the Hational
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), participating areas and individuals
must utilize floadpladn areas in & prudent menner and ¢an incorporate
fioodproafing technigues inte site planning and building rencvation.
Adherence to the NFIP regulations prevides s substantial messure of
protection for praperty and life (a key copponent of the purposes of
the Goastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982 (CBRA}), [Disallowing the
use of federal flood Insurance for the preposed CERS (nelusions end
thus reducing the liklihoed that prudent “flacdproafing™ measures may
be taken, may Jeopardize many lives mnd destroy a grear deal of
properzy.  The draft LEIS should atvempe to quantify these risks and
thelr associated costs.

5. The DOI falls to comprehensively evaluate the budgetary impact to the
federal gevermzment under both the proposed action and no-actiom
options. Again, etne of the major reasons hehind the initial passage
of the CERA wss the "benefit" to the federal tressury. TYet the anly
attexpt in the LEIS to quantify the federal deficit impact im the
reference to an article from a 1981 copy of Envircnment Magazine. We
telleve that the LETS would he greatly improved by the Inclusien of a
gerious analysis of the federal budgetary impacts of the proposed
action and the no-saction opticas.

He appreciate this oppertunity to comment of the Departient’'s LEIS and
loock forward to working with the Department of Interler as it preperes 1ts
filpal recommendaticens to Congress.

Sincerely,

LT

Gll Thurm, Vice Presidenc
and Legislative Counsel

ICONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1712 NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS!

1712-5:

1712-6

The LEIS uses the hest available estimates of Federal assistance on
coastal barriers € evaluate the econowic impacts of the 00I°s
recommendations.  Because the DOI's recomnendations cover hundreds
of barriers along the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico coasts, nationwide
statistics are necessary. The forpus Christi Barrier Island Task
Force report estimates apply only to south Texas; they cannot he
extrapolated natinmeide.

Private indiviguals have the right to take whatever risks thay
desire. It is not possibie to guantify the risks individuals may be
willing to take.

The DOI used the best avaflabie estimates of the Federal subsidies
used to suppert development on coastal barriers.
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100% Recyeing foper

Natural Besoures
Defense Counci

222 Eust £2nd Street
New York, Mew York 10768
2T HT-0049

IR
1] H

March 13, 1588

Ceastal Sarriers sStudy Sroup
Haticnal Park Service
Department of the Interiocr
P.0. Box 37127

Washington, D.C. 20013-7137

Re: Comments on Braft Supplemental Legislative Environmental
Impact Statement on Proposed Changes to the Coastal Barrier
Resources System, 53 Faderal Register 2792

Dear Sir or Madam:

The MNatural Resources Defense Council, Natlonal Wildlife
Federation, Coast Alliance and Oceanic Society are writing in
respunse to the Department of the Intericorts HNotice dated Decenber
3, 1987, soliciting comments on the Draft Supplemental Legislative
Envircnmental Impact Statement on Propesed Changes to the Ceastal
Barrier Resources System (the LEIS).

our organizations have heretofore commented on the Draft
Report to Congress: Coastal Barrier Resources Systen ~ Executive
Summary of March 1$87 {the 1987 Report], pursuant to Saction id «f
the Coastal Barrier Rescurces Act (the Act). We enclose a copy of
our letter of comments on the 1987 Report and refer to it for our
comnents on the corresponding portions of the LEIS and for a brief
description of our organizatiens and our concern for the
conservation of the naturai rescurces of coastal barriers.

Set forth below is & summary of our comments on the matters
covered by the LEIS which were alsc covered by the 1987 Report {but
omitting the detailed discussion of these matters that is contained
in our comments on the 1387 Report), togsther with ocur comments on
other aspects of the LEIS,

A The Draft LEIS Has Failed To Consider "All Reasconable
Alternativeg.*

The regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality
implementing the National Environmentazl Policy Act (hereafter, "CED
regulations®}, require that an agency "rigorously explore and
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives™ to a pyoposed
action. 40 C.F.R. §1%02.14{a)}. Indeed, the consideration of
alternatives "is the heart of the environmental impact statement.”
£1502.14. These reguirements apply to all envirconmental impact

Washimgton Office: Western Offce: Mg Erglard Offer: T Sudtemcrs
1350 New Yark Ave, N.W 80 Nz Montgorieny 50 Buoston Fust Road Inforsmistam | ine:
Washingtor, DX X105 San Francusn, (A 34305 Sudbury, M4 PI776 LISA: 18O 648-NADC

202 7RA-FBOG &35 TIT80 H17 4435300 NYS. 222 6875367

RESPONSE TC 1737 NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL |
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[CONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1737 NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

March 1%, 1988
Page 2

statements, ineluding those prepared pursuant to proposed
legislation. §l50C6.8.

Ferhaps the most significant defect in the LEIS is its failure
to deal with a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed
actioh. fThe Final LEIS must correct this flaw. The alternatives
the Agency must consider in the Final LEIS are cutlined below.

1. eographic Scope.

1737-1

The LEIS examines two alternatives with respect to the
geagraphic scope of the propesal. The first alternative proposes
expanding the Coastal Barrier Resource System (CBRS) by 323% on the
Atlantic and Gulf coasts and recommends the inclusion for the first
time of undeveloped coastal barriers on the Florida Keys, Puarto
Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands. “The other proposal evaluated in
the LEIS is a "no action” alternative, under which the CBRS would
remain unchanged. These two alternatives together ¢learly do not
reprasent "all reasonable alternatives,” as required by the CEQ
requlations (§1502.14{a}}. Given the widespread support for
expansion of the Systes to include Pacific and Grear Lake coast
barriers, DOI must examine this cption as an alternative in the
discussion of geographic scope in the final LEIS.

Initiatives by Congress, state government officials,
scientific experts and citizens all support inclusion of West coast
and Great Lakes barrviers in the CBRS. For example, Senator Glenn
already has introduced a bill, §.1%5%, which directs the Department
to re-map and recommend for inclusion eligible Great Lakes
shoreline areas, gives Condgress 90 days to review these
recommendations, and then includes these units directly into the
System. Representative Davis also has introduced a bill (H.R.2810%
requiring the Department to re-inventory gualified Great Lakes

1. The CEQ requlations reguire that draft and final
environmental impact statements on a legislative proposal be
prepared and circulated as provided by §§1503.1 and 1506.10 when
the proposal results from a study process required by statute
(51506.8{b){2)(3i}} and when legislative approval is sought for
projects which the Agency recommends be located at specific
geographic locations {§1506.8(k} (2)(1ii}). Since the LEIS
prepared by the Department has been prepared pursuant to a study
process reguired by the Coastal Barrier Resources Act, and since
it recommends actions located at specific geographic locations,
draft and fimal EX$fs on the legizlative proposal must be
prepared and circulated as provided by §E15063.I and 1506.10.

An alternative that considers including the Pacific Coast and the
Greal Lakes in the CBRS appears in the 1983 FES and is identified
as the "Broad Alternative.” This supplemental LEIS only cansiders
atternatives not covered by the 1983 FES

When the CBRA was enacted in 1982, Congress only included coasta)
barriers on the Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of Mexico coastiines in the
CBRS. The legisiative history does not c¢learly indicate whather
Congress intended to expand the C[BRS eventually to finclude other
ceastliines. Because Longressicnal intent is unclear, the DOJ will
only complete stodies of other coastlines {f Congress anacls
legisiation directing it to do so.
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coastal barriers, and Representative Eckart plans to introduce a
similar bill gopetime in March.

In addition, sine Representatives frop the Pacific coast
delegation signed a letter to the Department on February 24, 1988,
which requested that the Department revise its 1985 maps of
potantial Pacific coast system units, hold educational follow-up
hearings, and write a report outliining how the Act dovetails with
thae Coastal Zonhe Management Aot to complement and strengthen
existing state coastal zone programs. Representative Defazio also
recently expressed his support for the inclusion of State-
designated natural and conservation areas inte the Syster at the
Pazcific Coast Coastal Barrier Workshop's press conference.
Representatives Studds and Lowry, sub-committee chalymen sf the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committes, also have expressed
interest in holdinmg 2 hearing this spring on expanding the Systen.

on the State level, three of the five Great Lakes states which
have coastal parriers eiigible for inclusion within the Systewm --
Ohio, Minnescta, and Wisconsin -- already have written letters in
support of System expansion to the Great Lakes $horeliine, The
State of Michigan alse has made a written reguest for updated naps
cf the areas which mest the Aet's criteria for inclusion.

In additicn, the Natvjeaal Wildlife Fedevation, the Coast
Alllance, and other stats and local conservatien crganizabions
recently hosted ceoastal barrier workshops on the Great lLakes and
Pacific coasts in response to interest in the System. Speakers ancd
participants at these conferences included Representative DeFazic,
Congressicnal staff, $tate officials, renowned scientists on
cpastal geology and sea level rise, and coastal conservationists
from the Great Lakes basin amd Pacific coast.

The very high level of interest in and support for inclusicn
of Great Lakss and Pacific coast barrliers argues cowpellingly for
their inclusien in DOT's recommendations on additions to the CBRS.
Even if the Department disagrees, the inclusicn of Great Lakes and
Facific coastal barriers in the System is a "reasonable
alternative." As such, it must be evaluated in the LEIS.

Other coastal barriers eligible for incliusien in the CBRS that
have been ignored by the Department include those listed in
Appendix 1 to the comments of the National Wildlife Federation,
NRDC, the Coast Alliance and the O¢eanie Society to our 1987
comments on the draft report to Congress. These additional
Atlantic and Gulf coast barriers meet the Department's eriteria;
inclusion of these barriers in the CBRS represents a “"reasonable
alternative' that must be evalnated in the LEIS.
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Evaluation of alternatives with respect to geographic scope is
necessary from not only a legal standpoint but from a policy one as
well, As the Department has pointed out many times, it is not up
to DOT to decide which barriers should be included: that is a
decision that the (ongress must make. In arder for Congress to
intelligently decide among the various options Tor including
coastal barriers around the country in the CBRS, it must have an
analytical basis on which te make a decision. DOI must provide the
Congress with information on the benefits and costs of jhcjuding
coastal barriers on the West Coast and the Great Lakes, as well as
additional barriers on the aAtlantic and Gulf coasts in the LEIS.

2. Qtherwise Protected Cpastal Barriers.

We believe that all eligible “otherwise protected" areas
should be included within the System, not merely private inholdings
and areas made available for development inconsistent with the
Act's purposes or long-terwm conservation. Inclusicn of otherwise
protected areas within the system would grant the higher standard
of protection found vnder CBRA and would guarantee that no federal
funds could be spent on damaging projects within them. Even if the
Department disagrees, analysis of this option is essential for an
informed Congressicnal decision on what areas to include in the
CBRS. Teo comply with the NEPA regulations, the Department nmust
evaluate the alternative of jncluding all "otherwise protected”
areas.

B. The Department Has Failed To Evaluate Conservation
Recommendations In The LEIS.

Section 10(c) {1} of the Act reguires that the Secretary’s
report to Congress include "recombmendaticns for the comservation of
the fish, wildiife and other natural resources of the System based
on an evaluation and comparisen of all management altermatives."
The LEIS doeS not propese any such recommendations (although it
reaches negative conclusions regarding sone proposed conservation
recommendations discussed in the 1967 Report). We belleve that
should the final report to Congress fail to recommend the epacthent
or adoption 0f conservation measures, the report would not comply
with the requirements of Section 10{e¢)(l). Furthermore, the CEQ
requlations regquire that the Department evaluate all reasonable
conservation alternatives within the context of the NEPA process.
The following are comments op conservation alternatives that are
discussed in the draft LEIS and/or should be examined in the final
LEIS.

\CONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1737 NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIHL!
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An afternative that considers including otherwise pretected coastal
barriers in the {BRS alsc appears in the 1983 FES, identified as the
"Broad Alternative.” This supplemental LEIS only considers theose
alternatives not covered by the

As required by Section 10{c)¥{1), all management alternatives for
the CBRS are evaluated in Voluwe 1 of the CBRS Report to fongress
The D01 is recommending several conservation messures fncluding:

1) the addition of associated aguatic habftat to the CHRS,

2) autamatic inciusion of otherwise protected coastal
barriers in the CBRS if they are ever mada available
for develppment that §c inconsisteat with the purposes
of the CBRA,

3) inclusion of qualified excess/surplus Federal property
on coastal barriers in the CBRS prior to dispesal,

43 employment of the user-fee approach for acquisition of
¢nastal barrier property as appropriate, and

53 a joint study af alternative approaches to pest-storm
redevelopment of toastal barriers
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1. Tax.pelisv.airernatives

We copntinue to urge the Department to recommend the
#limination or substantial reduction of casualty Zoss deductions
for losses incurred on properties within the System and to
elininate Yederal tax exemption for bonds for infrastructure on
areas within the System. We belleve that, in any case, much more
than a *very brief look" (LEIS, II-2g) at this issue is callad for
and that the consideration that has been given to this issue in the
past by the Department should be reflected in the LEIS.

2. Acouisition

We urge that the LEIS inciude the proposed recommendation made
in thae 1987 Report under "Federal Stewardship - The Acquisition
Alternative.” In addition, we urge the development of a priorilty
system by the Department for the use of available funds to acguire
System lands.

2. Begulatory consistenoy

We alse strongly urge that the Department recommend
legislation to prohibit Pederal agencieg from issuing permits for
activities on or adjscent to coastal barrier units unless the
proposed activity is found to be conslstent with the purpeses of
the Agt. We also support the recommendation that the Army Corps of
Enginears be required to consider the impact of structures on
nearby coastal barrier units before undertaking shoreline
protection projects. Both should be examined in the fimal LEIS.

4. Redevelopment

Wa endorse the proposal wmade in the 1987 Report for a Jjoint
study to develop guidelines on redevelopment of coastal barriers
following major storms and hurricanes. We urge the development of
eriteria for determining the level of damage regquired to declare an
area undeveloped and eligible for the System.

5. Segtion Bial(3l ~ “essential links"

We support the recommendation {contained in the 1987 Report),
with supporting discussion in the LEIS, for deletion from tha Act
af $ection 6{a} (3}, sc that Federal funds may be available for
maintenance, replacement, reconstruction or repair of publicly-
owned or puklicly-operated structures or facilities only if
consistent with the purposes of the Act.

ICONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1737 NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL]
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Volume 1 of the CBRS Report te Congress contains a very extensive
discussion of tax options for conservation of the CBRS. The Tax
Reform Act of 1986 significantly reduced the exclusiens and deduc-
tigns that influence market signals and the behavier of privaie
decisionmakers, For example, it eliminates long-term capital gains
deductions, limits casualty loss dedugctions, allows only straight-
Yine depreciation of property over a longer time period, restricis
interest deductions, eliminates investment tax credits, and imposes
at-risk Yimftations on real estate. Having just accomplished a
major tax reform after 2 years of debate and legislative effort, the
DOI believes that a period of stability and certainiy 1n the tax law
is necessary.

Support for acguisition recommendation noted. Both the NFS and the
FWS have prierity ltistings for acquisition. Aleng with other
habitats, these lists include those barriers that each agency
considers especially fmpertant.

The 807 believes that requiring regulatory consistency at the
Federal level would depart from the basic CBRA premise that com-
servation can be achieved without increasing Federal regulatory
invelvement by simply withdrawing Federal financial support for
development of undeveloped coastal barriers. A complete discussien
and evaluation of regulatery options appears in Volume 1 of the
CBRS Report to Longress.

Support fer a Jjoint study of reconstruction alternatives noted
Development of criteria for determining the Tlevel of damage
required to declare an area undeveloped would be an appropriate
topic for that study.

In the 1987 Srafi Report, the O0I proposed eliminating Sectien
&{a¥3) entirely. However, as several commenters pointed out,
there are some roads  that should legitimately be considered
essential Yinks, such as U.S. Highway AIA in Florida. The repair
or replacement of these roads should be allowed even if it is not
consistent with the purposes of the CBRA. Therefore, the pPOI
recommends no change 1n Section B{a)(3)
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1737-9 6. predged material disposal
“737-9 The proposal in the 1987 Draft Heport to amend Sectien 6(2)(2} runs

We support the recommendation (contained in the 1987 Report}, counter to the basic CBRA premise trat censervation can be achieved

with supporting discussion in the LEIS, for amendment of Section without dincreasing Federal reguiatory involvement, therefore, the
8{a) (2} of the Act to regquire the disposal of dredged materials to DOI recommentds no change in Section A{at{2).
be performed in a manner consistent with the purpeses of the Act.
- . 7. Section 5{a) of the Act ——_
53‘73745‘\ ] ”737-]'0' In tre 2 Jraft Renort, the BOT considered a recommendation that
o . We endorse the interpretation of Section 5(a) that was stated - w0 suidance pe deweluped to ciarify that Federal fipancial assistance
1&??lgmthp?“{ca“ib‘?’f wree ths._DEPaﬁ?E“trszrdgzei"p cnat snecifizaliy airacted to & purpose within the CBRS, even 17 the
Jederal Tonding ie pronibited for any Broject outside a System anit project is Tocated outside the £BRS. fs prohibited by section Sla)
if it would serve to benefit and encourage development of the unit. of the Act Upon reevatuating the situations which may amse,
the 050 concludes that determinations about whether Federal
financial assistance 15 appropriste can be made on a case-by-<ase
I Re. nasis ang, Lherefore, makes no recommendation for general guidance
[f737:__U‘ The definitions of development used in the 1883 FEIS were ured
to identify undevelcped barriers under the preposed action in the . . )
drafi LEI%, except that pba doevelopment was not considercd. Dpposition to considering a barrier developed if a full comptement
While we support the Department's decisions teo eliminate phased of infrastructure {s in place to each lot noted. The amount of
development as a criterion for deleting areas from the System, we money invested n an area is not a criterfen for exclusion from the
strongly ohject to the Departrment's proposal to cons oan CBRS as developed. -
rdaveloped” if infrastructuye ©o units in a development is in
place. The decision on whether a barrier developed should hinge
on the presence of a structure, not the presence of infrastructure.
We also copose the Department's proposal to exclude
mintensively capltalized" areas which otherwise qualify as
undeveloped. The amount of money invested in an area i=s not
relevant to the decisicn on whether the bepartment’s criterion of
one structure per five acres is met. The Department should adhere
to original eriteria and exclude ccnsideraticn of the level of
capitalization of a potential coastal barrier.
) D. pelineaticn of Undeveloped Portions of a Barrier. F ————
;y3y‘,.;2J |I737-F2 gpposition to excluding iselsted cTusters of development if the rest
1. guusters. o T of the barrier otherwise qualifies as undeveloped noted.

We strongly oppose the blanket exclusion of all iselated
clusters of ten or more structures. As long as the barrier meets
the 15831 criteria it should be recommended for inclusicn in the
System regardless of clustering.
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2. Inkepsively Capitalized Aress.

We strongly cbject %o the Department's proposal te exclude
undeveloped areas immediately adjoining "intensively capitalized®
areas, The fact that money has been spent in an adjacent area is
not a rational basis to exclude an undeveloped portion of coastal
barrier from the CERS. Furthermore, the Department's concliusion
that an undeveioped area adjacent to an "intensively capitalizedn
area will necessarily be committed to stabilization is speculative.
Even if this were the case, the faderal govermment is under no
ehligation to fund stabilization projects on undeveloped
unprotected coastal barriers regardless of any adjacent high
investment development. Indeed, such structural stabilization is
spacifically mentioned in §8(a) (3} of the Act as one of the
expenditurses CBRA was intended Lo prohibit.

E.  Deletions.

We continue to oppose the delstion of military and Coast Guard

lands from the System.

Thank you for considsring these comments.

Boll Milosan

Beth Millemann
Coast Alliance

Yours sincerely,

William Schrgrk
Lisa Speer
Natural Resources Defense

Council

Sharen ® Nleeszonne 6&”»1 LEV\‘L

Sally fentz
Elize Jones Cceanid Societ
National Wildlife Federation

{CONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1737 NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL|

1737-13]  The D0 nas drawn the houndaries of proposed units at the interface
— betwesn the developed and the undeveloped portions of the barrier




|RESPONSE TO 1719 SIERRA CLUB, GULF COAST REGIONAL
; CONSERVATION COMMITTEE

SIERRA CLUB

GULF COAST REGIONAL CONSERVATION COMMITTEE
Louisiana, Mississippi, Alebame, Georgia, and Florida

March 7, 19BB

Ms. Audrey L. Dixon

Coastal Barriers Study Group
National Park Service

F. 3. Box 37187

Washington, D.C., 20013-7127

Dear Ms, Disxon,

Enclosed, please find the copy-ecdited Draft Supplements]
Legislative Favironmental Iepagt Statemegnt gn Proposed Changes
to the Coastal Harcier Resources System, Plesse note that |
—— . have made corrections directly on the manuscript. I am trang-
iz ?:Aj mitting this edited copy so that you and your staff may take
advantage of the approximate 12 hours that I invested in reading
and correckting it,

|]719~E Appropriate corrections have been incorporated inte the final LEIS.

I foung relatively few errorg, but here are & some of the
FECWITLNG ONEs!:

8¢-111A

1. The conjunction "however" was too often used to start sen—
tences rather than to conngct and compare sbtatements.

e2. “No-fction® {Alternative) should be hyphenated when the fwo
terms are used as modifiers of "Alternative.”

3. The establishment of acronyms in one part of a section, but
the rontinued use of the entire multi-word forms later in
the same sechion.

4., The incorrect use of parentheses within parentheses rather
that the correct use pf brackets within parentheses (espe-
cially when providing Federal Register references!,

G, Tre use of the term "shellfish” and no concomitant use of
the term "finfish" when both types of “fish" are referred
to in the same statement.

& The inconsistent use of complete ard incomplete senternces in
Table 8 (pages [I-21 through II-241.

7. The use of too many noun modifiers for some subjects (RE:
page I1I1-3).

8. The use of "which” rather than "that" when the latter is
more appropriate in formal writing.

“NOT BLIND OPPOSITION 10 PROGRESS, BUT OPPOSITION TG BLIND PROGRESS™
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9. The inconsistent use of the term “et al.” to refer to more
than two authors, It should be used In all cases when more
than twp authors exist for a single reference {page IV-20J,

10, { am not sure that the Chenier Plain "is separated from the
Migssissippi Deltaic Plain...by Southwest Pass...” (RE: page
IIT-133.

it. The incorrect use of "finfigh and shellfish” on page 111-14
when sheilfish species are listed hefare finfish species in
the accompanying examples.

ip, The incorrect use of the term "fisheries" when referring to

fishes. Figheries are operatigns and industries that pursue
fishes.
1%, The inconsistent use of the term "U.5." for the United

States., Use one or the other, but be consistent.

14. The omission of the indefinite article "ghatt and & verb
when describing certain tems (RE: pages V-0 & IV-193.,

15, The capitalization of the term "federally” when it is used
as a modifier.

16, The uss af the term "First” when discussing two jtems, and
tren failing to use the term "second” later in the same part
of the tewxt {RE: page IV-171.

17, Ppor cheoices of topical sentences for some paragraphs {(RE:
page Iv-18).

158, The use of the term “south’ rather ¥han the correct agjec~
tive term “southern® (RE: page 1V-2G).

19. The inconsistent use of the tiftle of this dacument on pages
Vet oand V-3,

20. The mixing of agencies in paragraph #7 on page V-3,

21. The format incensistency in the. BIBL IOGRAPHY section when
referencing publications IN other documants.

23, The inconsistent use of commas in the B1BL IGGBRAPHY section
4 well as throughout the document when tigting three or
mare items, statemsnts, obiects, gte. {Place a comma be~
fare the last “and® in such series.)

f agsume that this dotument i¢ stored on a word PYOUSSSOor

and can be corrected and/or improved Rasily. { assume, also,
that vyou wiil find most of these corrections and suggestions
appropriate snd valid. Since ! serve as a contract editor

2
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for the U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service (Slidell, LA, National
Wetlands Research Lenter), I fee!l that these copy-edifing correc-
tions should be incorporated in the final document drafi,

1 have already expressed my dissatisfaction {in earlier com-
ments to your office) regarding the inappropriate elimination of
coastal parriers in the Great Lakes region and along the Pacific
Coast from consideration in this deocument, Tnat dissatisfaction
still exists, and [ assume that Congress will correct that mis-
take when it acts to upgrade the Copastal Barrier Resources Act
and the Coastal Barrier Resources System in the near future.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment an the draft LEIS
on the proposed changes to the CBRE. Flease transmit a copy of
the corretted final LEIS to me so that [ may know that my efforts
were not tn vain, in the meantime, these comments, correctiong,
2tg., are...

c..Respecktfully submitied,

RO AR
Edwin W, Lake, Jr., Pn.D., Vice-Chair,
Sierca Club National Coastal Commitiee
&
Guilf Coast Regicnal Vice-President of
The Sierrs Club

£C3  Vivian Newman, Chairperson of the
Sierra Clup Mational ({oastal Committee

Enclosure: Copy Edited Draft Supplemental
Legislative Environmental lmpact Ststement

CONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1719 SIERRA CLUB, GULF COAST REGIONAL |
CONSERVATION COMMITTEE

j;719—23 Support for adding the Pacific Coast and Great Lakes barriers to the

CBRS noted.
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Avdrey L, Dixon

Cosstal Barriers Study Group
¥ationel Park Service

P, Q. Box ¥7127

¥ashington, D¢ 20013-T127

LONE STAR CHAPTER

COASTAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

F, Hermenn Rudemberg, Fh.D.
3327 Avenue § 1/2
Galveaton, Texas 77550

52 Mapch, 1988

Dear Ma., Blxont

Thepe comments partain to the Drarft Supplemental Legislativs
Envipopmental Impact Strtement on Fropossed Changes o the Coastal
Barrter Rescurces Systen. In the past I have commonied at publice
bearings and wiitten profusely st avery level of JBRA asetiviiy.
This dralt supplement has several errors which reguire correction;
in sddition, 1 wish to reiterate past cbservations derived from
=y direct experience gome years agt in reviewing the Bolivar, TX,
areap, with Congressional lezislative aides for several leglalators,
for cdur local Cingressman Jack Ercoks,

S 1) Page II«l4 re exemption for "natioral security” relates to Trioufl it i . ; fyy foisd
i P - K s W J t is the Department’s uynderstanding that most military activities
[17—32‘5 patlonal sscurity getlvisies. Sipse Coast Susre sud military EZM’” along the Atlantic and gulf coastlines are essential to National

security. Therefore, the DOI is recommending that military lands

bases include many octher acciviciaSS blanket exsnpticn is nod
: be deleted from the CBRS,

legally mandated by the CBRA 6(&){4), Greater dlscrimination by
the authors is required to iy the law,

2} The "otherwine protected” category should expliclily etate
thet no pDatter how these areas are protected the protection is
incluszive of the CBRA protection, In edditdon, to evold the
wating of federal deliarg, flood ingurence ghtuld be avellable
only fop presently Insurad siructures and not he renevwable 1F A F i - s
it 1s once used. ;t is squally as ridiculicus 1o expect Uncle Jam UJ:&QJ Opinicns noted - no responise needad
L0 sontinue to rebulld storm—destroyed recreational public
facilisies, ss howea, "Otherwise protected” does not imply the
restrajnt frog use of Tederal funds that the CBRA promotes; nor
doeg 1t protsct ntmwfederal areas according o federal law,
Furthsrpore, dounls protsction has no deletsrlous astribuges.

3} Table 9 nakss refersnce to 200 sguare foot walled and roofed
men-pede siructuresa, This 18 entirely inadequate sinee Lhess
may be feeding facilities, storehouses, or werely sun-shadgstruc-

sures, inclwiing hora¢ barns or cattle fesders, Ten feet bg 20
The reference to structures cited in the letter is for the Low Leve!

{1735-31 is noy very large. The concept of 'habitabls and inhablzed” apould
Dol | be added 8¢ as t0 exclude those 200-foot structures with walls Alternative covered in the 1983 FES. Other alternatives, including
and poof which are in such diarepalr that they cannot adequately the Proposed Action, only conmsider insurable structures.

serve to shelter man. Ferhaps one should also inelude a nesd for
ipdoor water, sewage-drainege, and elsctpicisy for hukan use.

Sun or rain sheltsrs for anlmais, feeding strustures, or weathersd
or dilapidated strugtures with welle and roef of over 200 square
fegt should not gualify,

Bt we b1y 10 ek ot Saythiig by fsel], we find 1 kitched 1 averything alss o thr unhvarss,” Jokn Mute

R oo
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&) Page IIImlﬂudicat.as an anticipated nea lovel rise of
40 om/B0 yeers snd 8 past 12 cm over 100 years, These are both
in error, Documentatlon is enclosed, At Galveston the Corps
nae shown in the past that from 1900 t© 1970 the rate has been
at & rate 4f 2 feet per 100 yearm, %.s. 5 simes your Tigure,

e fes tevel rise ip Aaccelerative, scecoriing to projectioms which T7a4 41 CTe . . : . . .
5_732~4‘ nave besn made, Several sconarios are avinnb};a gor Bea Lavel “732“4 z:g ;?sbt .,}tggedezr:it gb?uotbat}h:far;i;el :&7; ]il;w{«:crr?asseed ;ci)mu{}aizz ?ﬂ O;E;
; Aise 1f only O is considersd; ainee they time it has becoms ¥ » o ! @ cmsy

clear that Other ghses wust bs considersd nlso suggesting that aver the ﬂex; 40 years dug to glebal warming. One em/yr is an
the figures shown are on the low side. In any évem, A worst caes average predicted increase. A range of predicied incresses has
been added to the final LEJS. A more complete discussion of sea-

scemardo must be stated in this EIS aince 1y MUST rollow the T !
CFQ guidelines, That would be 56,2 ew by 2025, since these jevel rise appears in Volume 1 of the CBRS Report to Congress
figures are publighed; with imclugicn Of inert gases in the (Chapter 11).

calculnation, &a much as & 4oubling of thias 1s not out of line.

Hopefully it will not comg%o this, but 40 cm i too littie,

5) One problem with the construction of the sea level rise
response %s that thls may not be "flooding” in the stacdard sense
e of & sudden catastrophjc occurremce; rather it ia a coastal
'ﬁ32-55 hezard, Sinte eea level variztions are not Ilinear but the MEAN Ii
R 55 linear (past) or ascelerztively curved (projession) the
impact of eea level rise may demonstrate itself with a storm,
2 suiden catastrophle occeurfence,

Opinions noted - no response needed.

§) Congresa ¢id not ask for feedback on how to improve the H
CERS meechanlew, 1,.®, how to do 1t wetiter; but you fwe) now have
experience which peraits feedback t8 Congress in this directlion
slso, I would hepe that this is possible in thls EIS g0 as {0

Fluz loopholes, improve actlon, etc. T some extent this 1s Opinions noted. The D0l is recommending that Congress enact legis-

Tation directing that a joint study be undertaken by the DOI, .5.
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17326, 30ne in tne DEIS. For examrle, What happens 31 an sree le |
e’y siideniy denuded bY & TRIOr StOPm -- OF 508 destroyed, OF aome Army Cerps of Engineers, the Department of Transpertation, the
othar number -- can 1t again recelve Tederal subsldles? If the Federal Emergency Management Agency, and the National UOceanic and
area iz behind e ses wall, as at Gaiveston, dos8s that make & Atmospheric Administration, in consultation with the States, to
difference? A holding pattern concerning jinelusion iﬂi"-he CBES develop additfenal opticas for consideration by Congress. Such
giﬁgi beiic?%ﬁ:i’alguﬁigitmﬁo??geg‘:ﬁei;ﬁﬁiegMigiez“;hculé i options should incTude guidelines on which Federal agencies would
not bg'pemitted o rsfwat; ihe rimk expgsurei base_decisions cpncerning redevelopment or reconstruction of coastal
barriers following sterms and alternative ways to address Federal

7) Since ses level rise affects all ouger coaats of the US, subsidies on all coastal barriers.

and all are egually vulneravle from erosion of storms, I would
hope thaty needs for inelusion of the Pacifie and Great Lakes
ccasts be mede more arparent. At this time, those coastal

barriers whith are readlly erodable should éefinitely be
incluied; rather then hold up this documeny, 2 cut-off date 1732-7]  An alternative that cansiders adding all coastlines to the CBRS is
should now be stated 2s well es a timetabls to wake specifle D contained in the 1983 FES
delinentions, e,g, Jan 1, 1990, Similar to the Cetober 1083 .
- al c e} 7, . - N :
desdilne, this would put coassal developers on notice B Support for including oiher coastlines in the CBRS noted.

Chonges needed in the CBRA in order t0 inclyle these shorea
and whieh must be pazsed on by Congresa shoul be delineased 1In
the present EIS also. A

8) Regarding Table 1, I would find it more useful il for the Table 1 in the final LEIS has been revised to include the total

tems in tne last two columns, additional deta indicated how much e * : R . v

At R e e e s o fo e e B, 0 1 e T

ov muen 18 fastiend. Congress centain tables that 1ist the amount of fastland in each
Thenk you for this opportunity to coument. fﬂ%l '@ ; existing or propesed unit in that State or Territory.

attachments Ditarom M@’
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SIERRA
CLUB

Houston Regionat Group
1413 Westheimer
Houston, Texas 77006

Harch 2. 1988

Audray L, Dixen

Cosatai Barriers Study Sroup
Hational Park Service

P.D. Bex j7iav

Washineton, D.C.0 20013-7827

Deayr En. Dixon,

Enclosed are the comssnts of the Houston Sierrs Club econcerning the Lraft Sup-
plemental Lexislative Environmentsl Ispact Statement on Proposed Changes to the
Coastal Barrier Rascurces Systea. Please send ns a copy of the finsl document when

1t fa completed.

In meneral wa suprort sost of the recossendstions asd in this docuwent. Our
orly real concern 1s that the hilgh level protection altarnative would have been
a wuch better alternative fo chosse. In mddition we support the inciusien, not
sxcluninn of federal, wtate, local, snd privats protectsd lands in this systen to
ensurs thair abuse is not allowed, It would be very easy to have a clauae which
would allow gome development for vecreation or w1ldiife vasa of these lands provided
a Tall public participation and lnput progesm wers regulresd before any decialen wave
zade Lo 2o Forwsrd with a praoject or to aot go forward with & project. We alsu
support a (PR3 for the Grsat Lakes and ths Pacifle Coast as theas resources are just
a8 important and vajuable as the onea on the Atlantlce and Gulf foasts, The follow-
ing commenta are our apecoific page by page comments of thiu dosunent.

1} Pame II-1, we suppert addina all sacondary tarriers to the aystss.

2) Pare Ti+1, we almo survort sdding roastal formations thet Rave the ssame func-
tinns that barrters have, adding aquatic habitats associated with CBRS units, snd
adding privately osmad undeveloped and unprotectsd cosstsl barriers or inholdings

to the gvatss,

3} Pasxe II-2, uwe are cpoosed to deletine such lands thet ars "otherwise protecisd”.

We sated our ressons and an altsynats mochanimm to get nesdad davelooment added in
the pararrach above. He suppert the GSA adding landa to (8RY befors dispomal of asuch
Tands and alao support adding privately cemed lands. However, this shoulid be s man-
datory fTinding amd nat st DODI's dlaerstion.

4} Paga IT-6, as stated pravicusly we want coastal bavriers sstablished on the
Great Lakes and Pacific Coast now, ¥b further delay 1s warventsd as the importsnce
of thete arsas bas been documented previcusiy.

%) Page II-7, we fully support the includsisn of Florida Xeya, Puerte Rieo,
and the U.S, Yirgin Ialanda as wall as the carbonate cemented dizpssaiis, 311t and
elay areas, fringing manderoves, and glacizl and bedrock deposits into the CBRS,

“MWhen we i1y to pick out anything by itseif. we find it hitched (0 everydhing che in the universe.”” jokn Mar

RESPONSE TO 1739 SIERRA CLUB, HOUSTON REGIONAL GROUP:

suppert for the high levse) pratection alternative noted. Opposition
to exciuding otherwise protected barriers and the Pacific and Great
Lakes coastlines from the CBRS noted.

1739-3)  Support for adding secondary barriers, associated acuatic haditats,
ST and $nholdings te the CBRS noted.

Suppart for adding surplus Federal lands to the CBRS noted.

1739-4; Support for adding barriers in the Florida Keys, Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, and an expanded definition of coastal barriers
noted.
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6) Parage II«12, Table 5, we fully suppor: the 9 unit sdditions of sacondary coastal
barrisrs in Texas,

¥} Pame 11«13, wn are amainet delating otherwine protectsd mrea, This may allox
unacceptable recresticrnal develeopment or satiaxeasnt or other Tacilities which are
arcillary to recreational facilitiss. Federally protected arsas should be inciuded
in tha cosastal barrisrs synten.

B) Pares II-14, we do not #upport all s$litary lands being exsspted froa the
{BRS. Only thoss Tawds that will De needed by the milltmry for war sames, facili-
tian, stc, annuld be 39 ramaved. All others Iands should be included in the system.

9} Pave IT-15, wa ars concernsd about the abuse of undeveloped arman imaedlately
sd joining intensively capitalized areas, There nesds to ba & mors strict defini-
tlon to protect a8 jargs an awount as possible af thess arsas that ars not surtsnily
davaioped, Otherwise perscna may ciafy asueh adjolining lunds ars mesdsd for develop—
uert unnecesaarily.

10} Pase I1-20, we would be in faver of taxing polieies shich penslizs paTsona whe
devalop sensitive avean Ilke barrisr islands and reward those who do net try to de-
velop such areas. The inherent ecolesital iwportance of the arsas aakes such policy
necessary so that raturx]l values will be preserved znd federal subsidies for buildinr
in such high risk palces arme not utilized,

11} Pagns II-23, Table 9, we support the hirh level slterastive which maximaily

pratects bayrier islands, NP3 does mot give the low leval and high level alternatives {]
equal conmideration and analysis for this docuttent. This iz & very clear viciatioen
of NEPA and wuat be addressed in the PIEIS,

of srotecting Fish ard wildlife, Politicsl pressurs kesps dlatrict offiess of

Fiah and Wi]d)ife Servics from holdise stronk amalnat constant Corps attasks on the
pernit swstem while EPA is so weak that {4 only leoka on in Texas. Matora] resources
tneluding coastal barrier islamds and associated Baditats are not protecisd by the
Toderal parsit Systes.

12} Page TI-26, we fael that the fadsral permit systen has done an lnsdesuate job "

13} Pare T11-3, 4., barrvier islands are not the eause of short-terw revsourring
use of feders) notes. Peopls a2 the causs of this.

18} Pare I¥-18, we want the 74 mils stretch of South Padre Islend pur dack in.
It 1% yndevelooed and & very valuzble wiIdllfe habitat and should mot Be destroyed
viz federal subsidles which escourase foolish duilding in high hazard risk arsas.

Finally wa oppose any af the deletions that are Peinz nropossd for the DL -
Follets Ialand Brazoria, T0H - Sarsent Reach Erazorim and Matasords, and TDS -
Sar Jose Isiant Complex Calhoun, Arzneas, and NMusces since they srs stats or federallr
protected aress ss exviained further in our letter,

¥e appreciate this cpportunity to lmpet and lock forward to settine & sopy of
the final document. Thank you.
Branit Mannchen, CofiServation witten, Houston 3lerrz Club,

Sincerely,
629 Buclid, Houaton, Texas 77009, HP13-861-7552, W713-6L0-4381

1739-12|

Support far the addition of secondary barriers in Texas to the CHRS
noted.

Opposition to excluding ail military lands from the UBRS noted.

The BOI has drawn the boundaries of propesed units at the interface
between the developed and the undeveloped portions of the barvier.

Support for tax alternatives that would discourage development

noted.

The Tow and high fevel alternatives are presented in detail in the
1983 FES.  This supplemental LEIS only considers those alternatives
not gcovered by the 1983 FES.

Opinions noted - no response peeded.

Although the 74-mile stretch of South Padre Island is undeveloped
accerding to DOI criteria, the D01 is not recommending its addition
to the CBRS because 7t was recommended in 1982 and Longress con-
sidered and rejected it during its deliberations on the CBRA. If
the Congress wishes additional information regarding this area, the
DOT will provide it upon reguest.

Opposition to deleting otherwise protected areas in Texas from the
CBRS noted.
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1757

Barrier Island Task Force

Harch 16, 1988

Audrey L. Bixon

Cosstal Barriers Study Group
Hationsl Park Service

1375 "X Straet, Reem 400
Post Gfflce Box 37127
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127

Re: "Draft Supplemental Legislative Enviroimental Impsct Statement on
Proposed Changes to the Coastal Barrier Hesources Systom™
(January 1888}

Hs. Dixzon:

The Barrier Island Task Force mppreciztes the opportunity to comment an
the Draft LEIS. As you are mware, the Tesk Force has heen very active
regerding CPRE and the reosponsible management of our comstsl

respurces. Pravicusly the Tesk Force has submitt{ed rwo documents in
response to Department of Interiov proposals related to CBRS:

1. “"Report on froposed hepartment of interior Barrier Island
Progron”, Barrier Island Tesk Force, September, 1985,

Letter to Secretary Hodel dated June 2%, 1987, re:  "Report
1o Gongress: Cosstal Darrier Resources System” {(March,
19873,

o

The Barriet Island Task Force shares many of the Departwent of the
Interior's concerns regarding our coastal rescurces, and we have
expressed those in our previons submissions. However, we must take
isaue with soveral statements within the Draft ILEIS. The LEIS
expresges an undarliying philosophy that developennt of constal areas
should be discouraged, and that any developmeat fer other than
recregtionnl purposes is swtomstically a burden on the federal
govgrpment and detrimental to the environment. Severa] statements are
worde that state gnd ional governments gre either unmwilling or unable te
adequately manage coastal resources without the imposiffon of
additinngl federsl vegulations.

As chairman of the Barrier Island Task Forece and & member of the Torpus
Cheisti City Council, I would like to emphasize ke Task Force's, locel
ghrvarnments' and the State's commitment to balenced, controlled growth
on the Guelf Coast witile protecring our coastal resources for future
generations. Nuoeces County has been vecognized for taking ths
initiative to protect the envirenment through the Nueces County Dunes
Protection Act. The Clty of Qorpus Christi iy currently in the process

Working for the Ecanorric Fitire of Texas
POBax 54 Coopus Gl Toam 78405

RESPONSE TO 1734 BARRIER ISLAND TASK FORCE]

Information noted. The DOI has revised the LEIS to ensure that it
does not imply that State and tocal governments do not participate
in toe management of coastal resources.
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Harck 16, 1988
Audrey L. Dixon
Paga 2

of deveioping & Padre Ialand/Musteng Islsnd Area Development Plan as
part of A new City Comprehensive Development Fian. The State of Texas
and the Texas Geperal fLand Office are also active on coastal fsnuves
such as the Texas Qpen Beaches Act, beach cleaning programs, and
support of provisions of Annex V of tha Internationsi Conventicn for
the Preventian of Pollution from $hips, 1973, as Modified by the
Protocel of 1978 {MARPOL 73/78); Garry Haurc, Texas Land Commissionar,
4nd Senator Lloyd Bentsen have been instrumental in pushing legislation
through Congress to prohibit dumping of golid westes {n the Gulf of
Mexico, as an amendment to Annex ¥. The State Board of Insurance has
aisc taken steps to insure higher quality residential and commercisl
constraerion in Texas coastsl counties through strengthened inspsction
procedures implemented January 1, 1988, as part of the Texas
Catastrophe Property Insurance Pool (CATFOOL) pregram requirssments.

In previous submisgions, the Task Force has requested responses on
several issues frow DOL; to date we héve received no response or
scknowledgement of our requests. The Task Force is especially
concerned about the impsct on operdtions and maintenance of the Gulf
Intracosstal Waterway, snd whether the GIWW is protected undex

exempt ions provided by the Cosstal Harrier Resources Act of 1982 {{BRA)
for water navigation; & related issue is provisions for adeguate dredge
spoil sites, which must be provided by the stste sponsor, the Texas
Department of Highways & Publis Transportarion.

The Task Force and local governments are also concerned regarding the
possible impact of the Proposed Action on the local economy, 4nd local,
state and federal tax revenues. We scknowindge that the Draft LEIS
details probsble impacts of the Proposed Acticn on owners and
developers {LETS, page IV-16). However, the Task Force racommaends that
a4 detailed study also be included in the IEI8 related to the proheble
tmpects on local communities. The LEIS downplays the jmpsct on lecal
compunities A5 illustrated by statements such as "It is extremely
difficult to {solate the potential impacts of i{ncluding an ares in the
CBRS from the fmpacts of these other factors on the decision to develep
a particuler parcel of land.” The Task Force acknowledges thet seversl
factors affect development, however local, state oy federal governments
should nat mske decisions without a complete analysis of the impact on
both costs andiax revendes of any proposed sction. While it may ha
difficalt to isclate individual couses of sconomic trends, the ifmpsct
on the economy and tax revenuas is vital to long-vange planning for
local, state and federal govarnments. The Task Force's 1985 repert,
included several projectivns telated to the impact of BOI's 1965
propossls on ilsland development, employment, and local, steate and
federal tax revenues, hased on the Texas Input-Ouzput Model. The Task
Force strongly recommesnds that the Draft LEIS include & similar
analysis of the probable impacis of the Proposed Action.

While downplsying dttesmplts to project probable Impacts of the Proposzed
Action on the sconomic hase and tax revenues, the Oraft LE1S makes
several references to costs to the federal government through sebsidies
dand programs, such as the Federal Flood {nsurance Program. The LEIS

I{CONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1734 BARRIER ISLAND TASK FORCE,

1734-2)  The DOl iz recommending that the GIWW be exciuded from the CBRS.

The dispesal of dredged materials in the CBRS is not prohibited by
the CBRA.

A more detailed analysis of lTocal impacts would reguire independent
economic analyses in each of the more than one hundred areas
affected by 00I's recommendaticns. This clearly was not feasible
The Task Force model is applicable only to south Texas; it is not
transferable to other barrier coastlires.
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(CONTINUED RESPONSE 7O 1734 BARRIER ISLAND TASK FORCE |

March 16, (985
Avdrey L. Dixon

Page 3
nakes refarence to four case studles (Miller, 1951), and uses them as }73‘4_'41 in enacting ‘the CBRA’ _the Cangress determined that deve!apment on
basis to profect an estimated cost to the federal government of $735 coastal barriers was risky and the Federal government should not be
million 1n subsidies, and an estimsted total replecement cost of §1,63 subsidizing it. Although a comparisen of flood losses on coastal
billion, under the No Actlesn mlternative. The Task Force guestions the barriers compared to iniand areas would be interesting, it s not
validity of DOI's projections. Despite repested requents, the Task germain to the LEIS.
?}"orcs has received no response from DOI to provids 4 breakdown of the
&1leged subsidies”. The Task Force has been sdvisad by FEMA officianln 3 : 4 s
that the Federal Flood Insurance Program has bean restructured and is ?foghc,:.ntage breakdown of the total estimated Federal subsidy is as
wow seif-supporting. Toe Task Force is not awaze of any studies that "
provide a complete breskdewn of federsal program expenditures based on )
barrier julands vs, cosstel sainland v, mon-coastsl msinland, roads, bridges, and causeways 1%
Hurricans dollar lesses reported ik the 1985 Drsft Report to Congress sewers and wasiewater treatment 28%
on. the CHRS for Galveston County and Harris County following Hurricase water supply systems 15%
Alicia included & high percentage of losses in the Housten &rea, and disaster relief Fy 4
did not inciude a doliar breskdown for Galveston Isiand, The Task flood insurance 6%
Fores also requests information regarding how the LEIS subsidy shore protection 3%
projections were generated. For exsmple, how ware federsl funmds for
highways, glrports, wastewster, etc., ailoceted ty barrier isisnds. . N
Usﬁng : cunﬁgvatiéq estimate of 50,(’)03 devaloped sceres on Texas A discussion of these costs appears on page 1v-48 of the 1983 FES.
barrier {elands, the LETS estimetes would translate into aver §1.25

Although FEMA's goal is to make the Federal flood insurance program

billien (1980 dollars) in tots] federal subsidies for Texss barrier
island developments; the Task Force would be interested in knowing
where a}ll of those federnl dollars were expended.

salf-supporting, it has net yet reached this goal.

The Tssk Force shares P0I's concerns relsted to sea level rise {LEIS,

mT page 111-1), which is & significent and sericus issue for cossts} e
[?734_"‘5 communitios. However, the Task Force recowmmends that the LEIS address 5?734‘@ For the purposes of the LEIS, the National Academy of Science’s
the "relative ses level rise” for various Gulf and Arlastic cosstal b e general estimate of sea-Jevel rise is sufficient.

aress based on aveilable dats related to polar melting, non-polsr
weiting, local subsidence and plate tectonies. The South Texas coast
line is projected to experience & lesser relative sea level rise
compared to other cosstal sreas.

‘The Task Force slso shares DOI's concern regarding public safety and

etergency stors avecustion. South Texas is mentioned in the LEIS as

one of the primary areas of concern (LEIS, page IV-20). With the

growth of sesscnal snd yesr-sround populzstions on Hustang Island and
o Padre the Texss Department of Highways & iic Tramsportation Tyl - :
&Z*Mié has Nﬁjjg“‘j'w p”oritypo; mpmvc,,,enfs tz,' m?‘;ﬁ;, ¥ Kanf::dy M&}z}‘-é? Information noted. The reference to the Queen Isabella Causeway in

o Causeway comnecting the Corpus Christi seinlend to North Padre Island; the LEIS has been corrected.

improvements are to include slovating and widening the existing

causewdy which will provide a safer, more efficient emergency storm

evacuation route. 4s & long-range priority, 4 second causeway has been

proposed south of the JFK Caussway nesr the northern boundary of the

Padre !sland National Sesshore (Transportation 202
rga, Sorpus Christi Chawber of Commerce, February, 1588), On
Fagre laland, the Queen Issbel Causewsy can provide up to six
lartes for smergency storm evncuation {the LEIS incorrectly refers to
the (ueen lsabel Causeway #s single~lave; pags IV-20). These exawples
illustrate that Souih Texas compunities are prepsring for projected
i5land population growth to provide adequate public safety and
evacustion routes.
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March 16, 1988

Audrey L. Ddxen

Page &

The Tesk Force aleo requests clarification of several sdditional
statements within the LEIS, asx referenced in the artachment to this
lettar.

In conclusion the Task Force will appreciste your censideration of our
rocowsendations. While we recognize the efforty of DOI to protect and
preserve our coastal resources, we believe that it would be valuable
for Congress to conduct an independent assessment of the impiications
of the Proposed Action.

Please contéct us if you requive any sdditional information.

Respectfully,

Chalrwan
Barrier Island Task Force

ce: Texas Congressicnal Delegntion

The Honorable Bili Clemants
Geverner, State of Texas

Gerry Mauro
Texas Land Commissioner

Judge Robert Barnes
Nueces Gounty

Hayor Betty Turner
City of Corpus Christi

Juan Garze, City Manager
City of CGorpus Christi
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1734-7]

Eaue
TI-2 (43

-2 4

Ti-11 (d)

11-13 {e)

ri-18 (3}

11-39 {%)

I11+17 (6)

iv-10

W12 {87

Barrier Island Task Force
Coxpuas Chrizti Chasber of Comuarca
Commants re: Draft LEES
Mareh %88

Compants

The Taxk Force opposes granting the Genaral Sarvices
Administration authority to add sxcess Fadersl cosscal
barriers properties to the UBRE. The originai intent of
CHRA was to require all additions and deletions from
CYRA to be subject to spproval by Congroess.

The Task Force opposes grasting DO sutherity to add any
cosatal barrier properties to the CBRS without approvel
by Congress.

The Task Force opposes the sdd{tion of any secondary
coastal barriers As recommended by the Proposad Actionm.
CPRA was originally sdopted to inciude primary cosstsl
barriers only.

The ststement, "'The Proposed Action, thernfore, would
delate BI1 otherwise protectad land in the existing CBRS
from the System iz incorrect; OBRA specificaily
excludes s11 “otherwise protected” cosstal barriers.

The Task Force recommends that this exclusion be
continued.

The Task Farce gquestions the muthodology used to
delineate "associsted squatic habitac” under the
Proposed Action. The Task Forece further recommends that
the CBES unit boundaries gotr extend across the Gulf
Intracoantal Waterway.

The stetement thet, “otherwise protected coastal
barriers in the existing CBRS would remain in the System
under the No Action alternative” is incorrect;
Yotherwise protected” areas are alresdy excluded from
the CBRS.

The statement thet "otherwise protected” azess were
exciuded by fongress frow the CBRS iy corzent.

The Task Foree questions the suse of sdditional federal
regulations to “buy time” for local snd state
governments to lmplement lsnd use plans and other
reguiations; Corpus Christi Say Ares governmentsy and the
Stete of Texas have aiready implemented regulstions to
protect islend resources.

Tae Task Force reques:ts svidence of the argument

|EONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1734 BARRIER ISLAND TASK FORCE|

[1734:7]

1734-&

[1734-13]

1734-15]

Opposition to automatic inciusion of quaiified excess Federal

preperty in the CBRS noted.

The DGI s recommending that otherwise protected coastal barriers
which are made avaflable for development that is inconsistent with
the CBRA purposes be automatically included in the CBRS. Oppeosition
noted.

Opposition toe including secendary barriers in the CBRS noted.

The existing CBRS does contain several otherwise protected coastal
barriers. The DOI 15 recommending that these areas be deleted from
the CBRS.

The 001 is recommending that the GIWW be excluded from the CBRS;
however, qualified associated aguatic habitats landward of the GIWW
are recommended for addition to the CBRS.

The existing CBRS dues contain several otherwise protected coastal
barriers. The B0l is recemmending that these areas be deleted from
the CBRS.

Comment noted - no response neaded.

The LFIS does not make this statement. The LEIS does say that
development of coastal barriers "may entail long-term economic
costs associated with beach nourishment, erosifon centrel, channe!?
maintenance, pollutioa contrel, and declining productivity of
fisheries that depend upon a natural system."
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1734-16]
[1734-17]

1734-18

V-4

v-17

Iv-18

w-20

resanted that "long-term sconomic comta™ will out-welgh
short term economic bensfits for local markats,
enployment, and tax bases”,

Tus reference to South Texas should be capitalized.

The court case cited related to Fedaral condemnstion
procesdings at Shackisford Banks, North Carcline (1.03)
should be expisined in more detail, or deleted; s
stated, the teference is sisieading snd ie suhisct te
wisinterpretation.

The availability of private fiood insurance is limited,
and should not be used as sp drgument for eliminatisn of
federal flood imsursnce in cosastsl dreas; dccording to
FEMA officials, the flood insurance progrem is
salf-sustaining. Coastsl barrier property owners shouid
be entitled to the ssme opportunities as property owners
throughout the United States, subject to FEMA
underwriting guidelines.

The reference to South Padre Isiand shouid he
capitalized; the Town of South Padre Island is &
governmental estity.

[CONTINUED RESPONSE TO {734 BARRIER ISLAND TASK FORCE }

'34-1& Correction has been mace in the LEIS.

1734-17| More explanation of the Shackleford Banks court case has been added
to the LEIS text.

1734-18

Afthough FEMA's goal is to make the Federal Flood Insurance program
self-supporting, it has not yel reached this goal. At the point
that the Federal flood insurance program becomes self-supporting,
private insurers will probably enter the market.
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Soard of Dlrwrtarm:

b Coodren
Chaleman

Sk Cexrintey
T County dudge

BE1L Rapp
®ELInCY SoURTY Judge

B Lt
Ehatn Ammoentarive

LAY Warms
State Representatiun

Bk Pinkarton
Hayor, 3Pl

i Thoms

Crrmuanionar, Carepon <o,

Yqaic “haret Garia
Miyar. Sroseevelis

Lecn foaon
Inueyranty

Richard Franke
Brekes

Mbvisory Searg:

Jaiw Thooe
£1. Wion-President
Cruntmz of Comeree

i vay
€48y Aldeswan. SPI

Ju parker
ok

Hach Skeriing
Hardon Conmk e

ES Cpambeacr
Caty hiderman, 3P1
Asst. Dustrict ARtormey

South Texas Economic Resoureves, Inc.
P.C., Box 3623, (512)716i1-7801
Sonth Padre Island, Texaw TESS?

Coastal Barriers Study Group
L5, Dept. of the Interior
National Park Service 498
P.O. Box 37127

Washington, D.C.  200:3-7127

RE: COMMENTS REGARDING DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL
LEGISLATION ENVIRCNMENTAL IMPACT
STATISTICS ON PROPOSED CHANGES
TO THE CBRA BYSTEM

Centlemen:

The following comments are in regard to the above referenced impact
statement regarding three areas in Cameron and/or Willacy County in the
State of Texas.

1. 7.5 mile long arez of South Padre island located
immediately North of the existing town of South Padre Island and
extending North to the end of State Highway 106, This area has been
assigned CBRA designation of Unit #T-315.

7. 258 mile long area of South Padre Isiand located in
both Cameron and Witlacy  counties  beginaing at the end of State
Highway 100 and extending nerth to the Port Mansfield ship channel,
{CBRA Unit #7-11)

3. Boca Chica located south of South Padre Island and
north of the Rio Grande River containing approximately 8.3 miles of
shoreline. This area has been designated as Uuasit #7-12 of CBRA.

The writer of this letter (Citizens to Preserve South Texas Economic
Resourees, Ine.) & a nen-profit organization which has been organized to
insure  that our arca has @ bright future by pretecting the growth
potential of both South Padre Island and Boca Chica.  In order to
protect  this  futwre, it s very important  that  aress for future
development remain available, our patural resources which attract tourism
are protected and we insure an orderly and quality development of our
area. This organization 13 made up of Stete Representatives, county
judgos, county commissioners, mayors, cofty aidermen, Chamber of
Commerce representatives, local businessmen and property owners, Al of
these individuals have grave concerns about both growth potential of the
areg and the additional economic problems which we will Ihcur ag a
result of the no-growth policy that elimination of Federal flood insurance
angd other Federal subsidies will cause.

next page...

IRESPONSE TO 1745 CITIZENS TO PRESERVE SOUTH TEXAS ECONOMIC
RESQURCES, INC.
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South Padre Island comsists of 2 long narrow barrier istand approximately 115 miles
long of which appoximately 80 mijes I already ln the National Sea Shore Park, and
of course, will never be developed. The draft groposal calls for an overalt Increase
of approximately three tlmes the number of acres and an additional 490 miles of
shoreline to be Included In the CBRA. On South Padre Island it is being propased
that we Increase the number of acres lacluded from 181,565 to 426,400, and the
number of shoteline miles from 161 to 208.6. These are very substantlal increases
that will have a very negative Impact on our area bolh at the present time, and in
the future. We would, therefore, urge that at the very most a ‘po-action’ altermative
be chosen leaving the current designations as they are. The suggestion §s made in the
draft proposal that Congress may want to reconsider the 7.5 miles on South Padre
Istand which was excluded in the {982 legislation, as this area is undeveloped when,
In fact, much of the irfrastructure for development s already in place. This
infrastruciure Includes such things as properties within this area having already been
annexed dntn Cameren County Water Distrint #1, same physical development  has
already been done In one area, project planning and engineering complete in many
areas.  Developers have atready spent millions of dollars {or this infrasttucture which
s now In piace, o say nothing of the tand cost. gl the area shows fittle
ot al developman: yet, the fa i5 that is 7.5 H sretch is far from @ ares
that shinuid he considered une d for designations of the ¢ Were 1L nor Tar
v tock place  starting abeout ant ¢ in

a duewnen dn the econemy i
h the presert time, much of this 7.5 wmile area woull likely be develaped

Oy including iz srea In the CDRA units, further softening and additiona) delavs in
recovery would cccur In our economy, as South Padre Island  will not have the
growing room it needs for orderly and quatity development in the future.

Soulk Padre isiand has seen the strict enforcement of engineering standards and
huilding codes, and therefore the quality of construction and its ability to withstang a
substantial sturin is far better than otber coastal areas. In fact, we feel that if a
statistical analysis of Cameron County was done compating the property valustions,
ttood insurance coverage, flood insurance premiums paid, and flood claims pad for
South Padre [sland as compared to the rest of the county, that the greater loss weold
ocour in the inlged areas rather than on the coastal harrier island of South Padre
Island, Hence, the premiems paid by South Padre Island propefties would be
subsidizing laland properties.

I the case of Dora Chica {T-12) developers are working  very closely with all
regulatory  autharities In an attempt 1o design their developme plans so as to
maintain the very critical balance between the wetland areas and their development
allowing both Lo exist in harmony.

CONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1745 CITIZENS TO PRESERVE SOUTH TEXAS
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According to DOI criteria, an area must have a fuli complement of
infrastructure in place to each lot in tha development or at least
one structure/s acres of fastland to be considered developed. The
7%-mile stretch is fully ondeveloped according te these criteria,
however, the 00 is not recommending its additien to the C(BRS
pecause it was recommended in 1982 and Cengress considered and
rejected it during its deliberatiens on the CBRA. 1f the Congress
wishes additional information regarding this area, the DO will
provide it upon request.

Upinions noted - no response needed.

Opiniens noted. In enacting the CBRA, the Congress has determined
that development on coastal barriers is risky and should not be
supported by the Federal Government

According to BOI criteria, the proposed additions to T1Z2 are
undeveloped. information and opiniens noted.
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Many milllons of dollars have been spent in this area for infrastructure needed for
development. Congress and the Department of the Intertor should, upon re-evaluating
Boca Chlca {¥-i2), as well as South Padre Island area {T-ii), which w#re already
designated by the CBRA as undeveloped, give sorlovs conséderation to deleting these
sress as they both are vitally important to the growth of the Rio Grande Vailey drea
and both will contribute through their development greatly to the local economy., The
deietfon of these areas would nct sufficlently aller the ecologieal balsnce which is
being sought.

in summary, we, the members of the Citizens {o Preserve South Texas Economical
Resources, int., urge you to strongly consider the deletion of Units T-11 andg T-1Z of
the CBRA znd that no further consideration by given to the adding of the V.5 miie
sectivy of South Padre Islond north of the town of South Padre Isiand.  Should you
tave any guestions regarding the above comments, please do no hesitate to csll

Urpenily yours,

Bob Goodman
Chairman
Citizens to Preserve South Texas Economic Resources, Inc.
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Freeaent e Mresdans
Ay Jtick Colr Sokases

818 Pecadilly Road U3 Glacgew koot
Towscn, Marylesd 20204 Alevemdrie. Viegmads 21507
I-L28-4120 3.3 1264

Committes 10 Preserve Asrateague Island, Inc.
March 16, 1988

Mr. William P. Horn, Asat. Secretary for
Fish, Wildlife and Parks.

U. §. Depariment of the Interior.

Yashington, 0. C. 20240

Dear Mr, Harn:
! appreciate the apportunity to make 2 fow comments ou the Draft Suoplemenmtal
Legiclative Environmental [mpact Statement on Proposed Changes to  the (oastat

Barrier Resources System. and will be a5 brief as poss:idle.

The Coastai Barrier Aesources System is vitally ieportant for sany reasons.
It i% most imporiant that the ungeveloped coastal barriers be cut off fram

federal supsidies for infrastructure - utilities. roads. etc, - federal flood
ingurant®  and any  funding thit would encourage  development in these high
hazard, dyramic aredas. Federal Flocd ingurance is second only in  cowt to Sa-
clal Zecurity sa far as government expenditures are concerned. This does not

even lake intp consideraticn the huge soms experded for disaster aid. vet
pecple continue ta DOur MEREY iNtG SEConD hOMRS 1N thesR hI1aATGOUS ITEAs. and
they tan gven deduct mortgage interest on these arnecessdry SeCond homes. It
makes ™A sense, Everything possibie shoyld be done to help cut the deficit by
discontinuing government funding of suppart structures 1n high hazard jreas on
barrier tslands.

[t is egually important that scee of the islands in estusries, such as the
Chasapeans RBay ang Delaware Bay be incluged. ano  Islands in  Ehe coastal days
{sucr as  Cninzotesgue. Sinepursnt,  Oitawaman, [ndlan River. 2to.) shoule aiso
te 1nciuded a5 they alsd suffer great erosion ang floaaimg. There afe rigi-
culcus proposals for secand hore candominium development an Smitn Isiand in the
Chesapwake, which suffers iremendous wrpsion. had  devasteting  flood damage

curing storm Agres in the 7075 and che famous March 1962 storm == and there is
N0 sewage system to take care of increased develspment, ang oSS 5 unly by
toat from the maintand, which cinnot get to the islara during stares! “Lerd.

what fools these mortals hed"

Fangier Isiand, which has more and more Floading and ercsiom praniess. le mow
ta have the Carps build. at tawpayers zxgenze, 3 wall araund it. to see if that
will prevent storm gamage:!!

Especially. T think barrier isiards that fajl under tne national park systes.
state parws, ang natianal wildlife refuges should be nciuded. ane  tnis I say
Trom mp @rperience with fesateaque Islang, namelv:

1. The Natiomal Sesshare is propgsing and is seeking pelitical suppert
ta spena anywhere from $is to $93 millian to try to sisp erosios along
the nprthern five or ix miles af Bgsatpague [stand. basleg this on the
fact that the accelerated erosion is unnatural gue to the littorai drift
being cut off by tne Ocean Gity Inlet Jetties, Likewise. Assateague
State Fark (469 acres, 2 miles of shoreiipe starting &t about afle &
south of the :inletd is wurging the National Seashore to 4o somathing
2% the srosion is creeping south and it s being affected. Ever yone
can also e that s#a level rise it increasing storm damage along the

[RESPONGSE TO 1759 COMMITIEE TO PRESERVE ASSATEAGUE ISLAND, INC.]
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Support for the CBRS noted.

Suppert for adding secondary barriers to the CBRS noted,

Support for including otherwise protected coastal barriers in the
CBRS neted.
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watire iwland,

The local people cid nat  support Assacteague Betoning & natienal
wHachora until  the 1962 stors bag it sgatly underwater and the road and
reasly akl attenpts st dovelopssst werw wiped out. At hearings wle in
1972, it waw pointed out by Dr. Sugens Cronin that too auch develepsent
had alresdy taken place on the State Park weich was  dagmed o suffer
swvare damage when the naxt big stors struck. Histaricaily, thras
catastrophic storms per century havae hit that section of the goast. So
far there have deen tes this Century == in 1533, whan the Dcean City
Inlet was creszed. and in 1942,  Arpund 1993, plus ar  #iltus. we should
be duw  for tne Aext Giggy. in the asantims. those in charge of the
Islarmd ¢ig not live through those earlier storss  and comfortaply ferget
st 6 in stores while they fry to get ailligns of federal dollars
invested in protecting the umwise investment of facilitiss  that has
Firsagy taken place. plus #iflioms fur adgitional deveiopment.

While the National Sesshore’s {nvtial environmental assessment an trying
to stop the erosion af the north end dld not address @ sand ByDass Sye-
tem. at my suggestion that is now being lcoked ints and sore information
wiil bp availanie on that altermative. That would Be less expensive and
woule give back toc Assatrague sand ipst through the Littoral drift being

cut off by the settiew. That would be acceptaties if not too ewpen-
sive. out & massive pumping of sard From offshare could exacerbate
¢resion probless fartner south on the 37 mile islanc. Enclosey  i% @

report | odid gn the subjett,
2. assateagus lsjana MNationral Seashore iz jmstallirg & new magor road
vo fap:litigs 2n the isiand. it i% being Duilt &% Close o the bay
&% powsible. necessitating Filling of wetiancs and tidal guts. not a
very gopd example for 4 gevernment agency. It is being raisad. which
wiil a6t &5 @ @ike and preveant sand  from Being carried fros ockan to
bay. thus greventing the ielard froe maintaining ifs width as it satur-
a1iv moves westward, They seem to have Torgotien that during storms &s
such fleozing otours from the bDayside as from  the coeani  also that &li
roads Built  on Assateasue  in the patt were destroced by storms as the
tsiang 1% 50 low.

2. Chincoteaous Maticral Wildlife Fefuge cormorises the Virgimia, or

southern pertion  of Segatoague  [eiand. By vou knowe the procsied TWS
Manter Pian for the SeTuge ~&s «~ithorawn s@varal davs oefire 3t ~as %o
be releases. Howavar, 1 cotaines a copv wnger the Fraewoam of Inforea-

tion AGt. {ng of the proposals in it % to build. #t  taxpayers ex-
persa. an  imCoiing administration suilming to Mouse offices, etc.. for
poth the Hefuge and the Nattenal Seashore at  that eng  (the latter ad-
ministars the recreatonal activities and reculres a rather large staff
ang large numbers af vehicles for the 3 miies 3% sdminisiers during the
piping plover rewting season ~ & miles at  other tises of the year).
Alst. the visitor centsr would be soved to this oew building, with
snlarges facilitins and areas for dispiays ard seiling items in competi-
£1on with the Qift shops ang hoak storss In the  town. What was
habitat for the endangersd Delmarva Fox $auirrel woyid be taken over for
tnis building angd for parking. 15 that right? were the ioblally pines
wtritkan by the Sguihern Ping Hark Beetls clear cul in thiz area in
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arder to make room for the planned buildings apg parking?

Alsa in the Master Plan, in the preferred altwrnative, there were pians
for azintenance buildings an the island.  When the gquestion came up far
this befora, the snvironrmantal grQamizations zaid only sinor facilities
should be on the barrier islang. The Rafuge has land on the mainlang
nerl to the NASA Spate Musoum which would be far more suitable for the
fdministration builging ana fur the maintenancy bBuildings whigh the the
Natignal Seashars wants in addition to  the buildings needsd by the
Refuge.

4. Surely. the apove srovaige sufficient horror gtovies to Gocument why
rational &eashares and refugss on barrier islands snould  be includes in
the cosstal barrier resources systam,

Wwhile 1 wrote an the earlier draft £iS. I should like to repgat that I do not
AgrEe that military 4and Coast Quarg instaliatione oo barrier isiands shoyld be
celated from the system. mer shogld highway grojects,

“lse, having come from the Weel foss: ans heing familiar with many areas alsng
the Grest Letes. ! feel very sirongly toat Pacific [oaer  ana Great Lakes bar-
rigrs. as weil s Sulbf arg Atiantsc Sarrisvs snould Te incluced in the system.

Thiz systen will zanstitute o mMaor STRE 1N Sutiing doen an government expen-
s 4z hope 21l the proposed sne additicnal aress can ke snoluded.

Sincaraiv,g
. —r
AR L e e T e

Judith €. Jonnsan,
Preaicent

[CONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1759 COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE
ASSATEAGUE ISLAND, INC.

1759-4 Opposition to excluding military and Coast Guard lands from the

CBRS noted.

I7M.§?£-M5“‘ Support for including the Pacific Coast and Great Lakes coastal

parriers in the CBRS noted.
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BY FEDERAL EXPRESS

Audry L. Bixon

Coastal Barriers Study Group
Hational Park Service

Room 3319

11090 "L® Streset, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Ra: Public Comment regarding Draft Supplemental
Legislative BEnviveomnental Impact Statement on
proposed changes to the Coastal Barrier
Resouroes System

Gentlemens

This letter is intended as 2 public comment with regard to
the above referenced Draft Supplemental Legislative Environmental
Impact Statsment {("DLEIS"}. I have praviously submitted, by
letter dated Jupne 22, 1987, a comment regarding the Drafi Report
to Congress of the Secretary of Isterior of March, 1387, Those
comments are egually applicable to the DLEILS, and are
ingorporated herein.

This c¢omment ¢oncerns Seuth Padre Island, in Cameron County,
Texas, which has been assigned the designation of CBRS Unit T-11.
At the time this unit was established in 1992, Congress excluded
7.% miles of this island from the CBRS unit. This 7.5 mile
tract, which begins immediately North of the town of South Padre
Isiand, and extends north tv the northern end of State Highway
iIG0 on Scuth Padre Island, was excluded in 1982 because
substantial private investment in infrastructure improvements had
already occourred, asd because the adverse economic impacts which
wonld have resylted from the inclusion of this tract would have
far outweighed any economic benefit to be gained by its inclusion
in the CBRS.

The treawment of this 7.5 mile tract in the DLEIS is
factually inaccurate, and the discussions ceontained in the DLEIS
concerning the environmental and economic results of the
inclusion of the 7.5 mile tract are woefully inadequate.

In 1987, the D8] recommended that the Th-mile stretch be included
in the CBRS; howsver, Congress

explanation for their decision.

{ongress gave no
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I, Factual Inaccuracies in the DLEIS.

a. The "single-~lane caugeway”". The DLEIS states, (on
page IV-20} that on South Padre Island, Texas, the only
evacuation route, in case of a hurricane, is a single-lane
causeway. In fact, the Queen Isabella Causeway is a four-lane
divided highway, which was built in the late 1%970's. It was
designed and built at that time to accommodate development of the
Island for many miles to the north. The comments in this portion
of the DLEIS regarding evacuation problems on South Padre Island
are pure conjecture, entirely unsupported by fact. This type of
error serves to highlight the primary concern that local Texas
residents have in connection with the CBRS; namely, that
important recommendations, having enormous lmpact on the egonomic
heaith of this troubled area, are being made by individuals who
have apparently never seen the island, and who appear to have no
real understanding of the local economy or environment.,

b. *No development”. The DLEIS states {on page IV-18)
that no development has cccurred on the 7 1/2 mile stretch of
South Padre Island that was excluded from the CBRS in 1982. This
statement could be made only by someons who, again, is not
familiar with the island, and who has furthermore failed to read
the numerous comments submitted by local developers, land-owners
and others to the Draft Report to Congress. In fact, substantial
development attivity has occurred in this stretch, both before
and after the 1982 Act. My written comment of June 22, 1987 to
the Draft Report to Congress details the millions of dollars of
private and local goveranmental capital which has been invested in
infrastructure improvements with respect to this 7 1/2 mile
tract., A large portion of this investment has been made since
1982, in reliance on the Congressional ex¢lusion of this tract in
1982, Humercus other comments to the Draft Report to Congress
described the sizeable private investment made in the development
of this scretch since 1982, While it is true that no structures
have been completed in this tract, it is clear, both from the
legislative history and from the definition of "undeveloped”™ land
which has heen formulated by the Department of Interior, that
such private investment in infrastructure constitutes development
for the purpeose of determining whether a coastal barrier island
is undeveloped within the meaning of the Act.

Finally, in this regard, the DLEIS cites the
alleged lack of development of the 7 1/2 mile tract as an example
to suppert the argument that inclusion of a tract of land in the
CBRS cannot be demonstrated to cause harm to the local community,
since other econeomic factors affect the decision to develop land.
This argument is fallacious in several respects. First, as
stated above, there has been substantial development activity

1723-2]

[1723-4]

[CONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1723 HP INTERESTS)

The description of the Queen Isabella Causeway has been corrected to
describe it as a four-Tame divided highway. Members of the Ceastal
Barriers Study Group visited South Padre Island in both 1985 and
1987. A public meeting in Brownsville was conducted in 1987.

According to DOI criteria, an area most have a Tull complement of
infrastructure in place to each Tot in the development or at least
one structure/5 acres of fastiand to be c¢onsidersd developed. The
74-mile stretch is fully undeveloped according to these criteria;
nowever, the DOI is not recommending its addition to the CBRS
becavse Tt was recommended in 1982 and Congress considered and
rejected it during fts deliberations on the CBRA. If the Congress
wishes additional information regarding this area, the 00 will
provide it upoa request.

Section 10 of the CBRA directed the 801 to identify undeveloped
unprotected coastal barriers. The J0i was not directed to examine
why particular areas are undevelpped and economic factors were not
criteria for exclusion from the CBRS
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gince 1982 in the 7 1/2 mile tract. Second, the completion of
the development of a tract of land such as the 7 1/2 mile tract
is eften delayed by temporary econcmic factors. The development
of the 7 1/2 mile zract has been delayed by reason of the general
economic recession in Texas, caused by the pese devaluation, and
the drop in agricultural and oil and gas prices, These are
temporary, cyclical factors of the type that affect only the
timing of the development of this land. However, inclusion in
the CBRS would effectively bar development forever, Third, on
South Padre Island, the 7 1/2 mile tract is the only land left
available for quality developments of any size. If development
of this tract is effectively prohibited by inclusion in the CBRS,
there is no doubt that the economy of Scuth Padre fsland, and of
the entire region, will be profcundly harmed.

2. Inadequate Analysis of Econcomic Impact of Inclugion in
CBRS .

a. Inpacts on the Beonomics of Federal Subsidies.
The DLEIS f(at Seg¢tion IV C.i.f. on page IV~-id) estimates, from
viawal inspection of maps, that approximately 30,700 acres of

| fastiand proposed to be added to the CHBRS are developable.
‘ Citing the 1381 Miller study, the DLEIS suggests that the

Proposed Action will result in savings of $25,570 per acre in
federal subsidies, for a total savings of approximately 57835
mililion. This analysis is so cver-simplified that ir ig
meaningless. In addition te the chvicus fact that the
developability of land cannet be determined simply by reference
to maps, consider the following:

I. On Socuth Padre Island, as on many other
islands, the bridge, roads, fresh water supply lines and
other infrastructure necessary for additional development
already exist. Therefore, the per—-acre cost of federal
snhsidies is greatly overstated.

2, The DLEIS analysis implies that the expansion
of the CBRS will save $785 million in federal subsidies.
This is not true, The expansion of the CBRS will not reduce
the existing public demand for coastal residences and resort
facilities, In many areas, such developments will still be
built in undeveloped areas outside of the CBRE, in order to
satisfy this demand, and the federal subsidies will
therefore still be spent. The expansion of the CBRS will,
in most cases, simply change the locations at which these
federally subsidy funds are expended.

3. The DLEIS analysis ignores the cost of other
federal subsidies which will be increased because of the

[CONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1723 HP INTERESTS|

The amount of fastland is used as an estimate of the potentially
developable land. Tt is the best avaflable information. Miiler's
estimates of Federal subsidies on barriers are also the best
available estimates

Miller's estimate of the cost of Federal subsidies is an average
one for a typical acre of undeveloped coastal barrier. It is not
directly transferable to South Padre Island, However, signif-
icantly more public Infrastructure would be necessary befere
intensive development of the barrier could sgour. Also Soulh Padre
Island is wvery Jow-lyirg and vulnerable to damage in a hurricane

1t development occurs, reconstruction subsidies would also probably
be necessary.

To the best of cur knowledge, a}] qualified undeveloped, unprotected
coastal barrier areas under DOI criteria are either in the existing
L£BRS or recommended for addition to the CBRS. [f development pres-
sure 15 defiected to the mainland, where it would be less hazardous,
this is consistent with the purposes of the CBRA.
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inclusion of the 7 1/2 mile tract into the CBRS. Cameron
County, in which this portion ef South Padre Island is
located, is one of the poorest areas in the nation. The
cost of federal goverament subsidies for welfare and other
social service programs resulting from the inclusion of this
tract intes the CBRS must be considered in any discussien of
federal cost savings to be achieved from the expansion of

the CBRS.
b- Impact on Owners and Developers of Residential
Property, The discussion of the impact of inclusion into the

CBRS on owners and developers of affected land (found at Section
IV ¢.2.c. on page 1v-16 of the DLEIS) has no application to South
Padre Island. I1f the 7 1/% mile tract is included into the CBRS,
this land will become virtually unmarketable, and the loss to the
owners of that land will be immediate and total. This loss will
include millions of dcliars invested since 1982, in reliance on
the Coagrassionsl exclusion of this tract. The =xampie of the
development of Dafuskie Island, in cne aof the wealthiest and most
intensely developed resort arcas on the Atlantic Coast, has no
relevance whatsoever to the development of South Padre Island,
which is located in one 0of the poorest areas of the naticn.

c. Impacts on Local Community. As noted above, the
DLELIS (at Section iV C.2.d., on page iV-18} argues that
be extromely difficult to demonstrate that inclusion of
the UBRS would i > a negative impact eon the economy of
local communities. The writers of numerous comments tc the Draft
Report to Congress apparently saw no such difficulty with respect
to the effect of the expansion of the CBRS in the South of Texas.
Comments from Texas Governor William P. Clements, several Texas
members of the U.S. Heuse of Representatives, other elected
officials in Texas, the Town of Scuth Padre Island, Cameron
County, anpd numerous bankers, realtors, uanion officials and other
business and civic leaders were unanimous 1n pointing out the
devastating economic effects which will result from the expansion
of the CBRS in this ares of Texas. The vocal negative reaction
of the gereral public at the public meesting held by Department of
Interior representatives in Brownsville, Texas, in June of 1987,
demonstrated the concern of the general public over the local
economic impact of the expansion of the CBRS in Soutn Texas. In
spite of these numerous comments by responsible persons who are
intimately familiar with the economy of this region, the DLEIS
does not make any real effort to evaluate the effect of the
expansion of the CBRS on lccal economics. The writers of the
DLEIS have simply failed or refused fo consider this issue.

3. Cther Sociceconomic Impacts. The PLEIS discusses other
soriceconomic impacts of the expansion of the CBRS, including

[CONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1723 HP INTERESTS |

|

iI}ﬂ23-8: There is no evidence to concluge that adding the 7% mile stretch to
"““* the CBRS would incraase the weifare roles

I];iij-é} There 15 no evidepce to conclude that adding the 7h-mije stretch to
— the CBRS woutd make the land unmarketabie. Landgwners are free to
deveiop their property even if ft is included in the CBRS.

i

L_22§{;1;1] The epinicns of ali the commenters an the 1987 Graft Report to

Congress have beer considered and are part of the pubTic recerd
Detailed analyses af the local impacts of the recommendations in atl
19 affected States and Territorfes were not feasible.
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impacts on aesthetics and recreation. The digcussion contained
in the DLEIS has no relevance to Scuth Padre Island, where over
90 miles of shoreline immediately north of the 7 1/2 mile tract
are already included in the CBRS, or located in the National
Seashore, and therefore permapently protected from development.
In addition, the DLEIS ignores existing land use laws and
regulations, such ag the Open Beaches Act, in Texas, and local
governmental development controls, which adeguately protect the
interest of the public in recreation and aesthetics.

4. Impacts opn Natuyral Environment. Again, the portions of
the DLEIS dealing with the ilmpact of the expansion of the CBRS
upon the natural enviromment have little relevance to South Padre
island, where over $0 miles of coastline are already permanently
protected immediately north of the 7 1/2 mile tract in guestion,

woanq NG there are many othey large tracts of land already set aside

Elzg§;j31 for the protection of wildlife habierat, such as the Laguna

""""" Atascosa Natlonal Wildlife Refugs, The DLEIS also fails teo

consider the effect of existing state, federal and local land use
eontrols enacted since the completion of the original
Environmental Impatt Statement, which already adequately regulate
the development of wetlands, beaches and other lands falling
within the jurisdicticn cof the U.S. Army Cerps. of Engineers
permitting processes,

CONCLUSION

The 7.5 mile tra¢t discussed in this comment represents only
a small fraction ©f the many miles of South Padre Istand already
included in the CBRS, or in the National Seashore. The
development of the area in guestion is vital to the regional
econcmy, and it s, in faeh, already beipg developed. The
continued development of this small portiom of Socuth Padre
Isiand, when go many miles of it are permanently protected from
development, will have no measurable impact on the protection of
wildlife or natural rescurces. With respect to the budgetary
goals of the CBRA, the additional cost of welfare and other
federal government social service programs resulting from the
inclusion of the area in guestion into the CBRS, and the damaging
effact of such an action on the lecal economy, will far outweigh
the cost of federal financial assistance invested in future
development.

all of the foragoing factors should be Considered prior to
making apy recommendation to Congress that the tract in guestion
be considered for ipclusjon in the CBRS. The DLEIS has not made
any effory to identify, investigate and consider these various
concerns, despite the fact that each of them was raised
repeatedly in the many comments made to the Draft Report to

5]

{Ljég;jég Texzs State and local regulations and land use laws are discussed
) " in detail in Volumes 19 and 20 of the CHRS Repori to Congress. The
CBRA does not interfere in any way with Tocal Taws.

vg} Opinions noted. The CBRA does not interfere with existing Federal,
State, and local land use laws and other regulations.




25-111A

Ma. Audry Dixon
March 15, 1988
Page Six

Congress. ‘The DLEIS appears to be a justification for the
addition of as many acres as possihle to the CBRS, rather than an
chjective evalnation of the impact of the proposals contained in
the Draft Report.

The various concerns raised in this comment were all
considered, and the various competing interests were weighed by
Congress in 1982, when it determined that the 7.5 mile tract
should be excluded from the CBRS. To recommend the inclusion of
the 7.5 mile tract at this time, without providing a thorough and
impartial discussion of these concerns in the PLEIS, weuld be a
dis-service to the Congress, and a breach of the Department of
Interier's gbligation to the people of Texas.

Accordingly, I urge the Secretary of the Interioer to

recommend, in the report to Congress under Section 10 of zhe
CHRRA, that the 7.5 mile area in guestion continue to be excluded

from the CBRS.
51 'je]y,
ﬁmzmikw
HF PFinnell

HP:sar
cc:  The Honeorable Sclomon Ortiz
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Prava DELRIO

March 15, 1588

Audrey L. Dixon

Coastal Barrier Study Group
National Park Servige

P. O. Bex 17127

Washington, D.C. Z00L3-7127

Dear Ms. Dixon:

In reference %o vyour Draft Supplemental Legislative
fovironmental Impact Statement and Propesed <Changes to  the
Coastal B8arriers Resources System, I would like to wmake the
following compents. First of all, it's wvery clear from the
dovunent and pursuant to your studies' groups prior comments
whersin you have adnitted that you are treating the arsas
proposed for inclusion inte the Coastal Barriers Rasources Systen
in a dissimilay fashion to other similarly situated coasts. I
would like to bring te the studies® greups attentieon that your
recenrmendation should be made on objective scientific data on all
coastiines throughout the Inited States and you are vary
nuticeably excluding any propesed recommendations for expansion
wo the califeornia coast, to the Great Lakes coast, to the Alaskan
cozst, and to the Hawailen coast, I do pot propose that they be
incliuded within the Coastal Barriers Resources System! however, T
would like to point out that in your recommendations, you are
treating similarly situated preperty in a dissimilar fashion to
the economic detriment of the private property owners of your
proposed expansion aress. I wounld suggest this is arkbitrary and
whatever the reasons ZaY be, it is mot done neither in the spirit
of fairness or within the statutory mandate of which you propose
further inclusions to the Coastal Barriers Resourcss Systenm.

Further, it appears that no eccnomic impact studies have
peen deone to quantify the ameount of monjes that have besn spent
un the coast versus inland storms that may have caused fleed and
wind damage. It is hard to evaluate whether or not the majority
of the federal monies are paid inland or en the coast ang what
the ratio of that expense is. No economic studies have been dene
to indicate what the cost to the private landholders' are, what
the cost to the financial jnstitutlons that may bave mortgages on
these lands are, and the over-all ¢est to the public in general
from not having jobs, construction, and tourist industry within
the targeted area of the ¢oast, There should ba cost benefit
analysis with regards to the dissimilar treatment of similar
situated property and the c¢reaticn of disincentives for
davelopment by taking away from a particular sectlon of coast
that is available to other areas of the United States.

Playa del Rip, Ihe.
955 West Prce Road
Bemwnaille, Teaas 79510
512 540-5991

IRESPONSE TO 1741 PLAYA DEL RIO, INC. |

when the CBRA was enacted in 1982, Cengress ealy included coastal
narriers on the Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of Mexico coastlines in the
CBRS., The legislative history does not clearly indicale whether
Congress intended to expand the CBRY eventually to include ot?_mr
coastlines. Because Congressional intent is unclear, the BB wiil
only complete studies of other coastlines if Congress enacts
tegisiation directing 1t to do so0.

In enacting the CBRA, the Congress determined that development on
coastal barriers fs risky and should not be supported by the Federal
Government. A comparison of financial outlays jn coastal varsus
inland areas is, therefore, not necessary to Jjustify the CBRA.
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[1741-4]

[1741-5]

There are also mistakes within the proposed studies such as
the description on page IV-2¢ wherein the only evacuation route
is descriked as a single lane causeway when that is factually
untrue.

In the area of Cameron County, Texas, You are creating
disincentives for the further develepment of a tourist jndustry
in an area that is one af the poorest areas of the United States.
The amount of people taken out of welfare that would be employed
in construction and tourist related industries would certainly be
at a great savings to the United States Government and would be
off-set to any potential risk.

tastly, but net Ieast, 1is the technological changes in
constructicn that have taken place within the last decade have
not  been taken intc account wherein we can now  have very
hurricane resistant censtiruction that would reduce the liability
aexposire, tharefore, reduce thne potential risk to the
governmental funds.

I tharnk you for ycur attenticn %o this matter, and until our
next communicaticn, I remain as always,

Sincerely yours,

A. C. Nelsor
Executive Vice President

ACN:kl;ald.ltr

ICONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1741 PLAYA DEL RIO, INC. |

The description of the {ueen Isabella Causeway has been corrected
in the LETS.

There is np evidence that inclusion i the LBRS would increase the
number of people un the welfare roles or that exclusion would
decrease the welfare roles.

The construction technology that is availabfe is not relevant to the
identification of undeveloped unprotected coastal barriers as
required by Section 10 of the CERA



650 Elkmont Drive, NE
Atblanta, Georgia 10306
March 7, 1988

Auvdrey L. Dixon, Coastsl Barrlers Study Group
National Park Service, B,6, Box 37137
Washingeon, D, ¢, 200i3-7127

Re: Comment ou Cosstal Barrier EIS

Dear Ms. Dizoo:

Buring the past ceatury sea level has risen 30 ceatimeters (11.8 inches)

or over one inch per decade. This rate of sea level rise is projetted to con- [17}7-7§ The impacts of sea-level rise on coastal barriers is discussed in

tinue and possibly incresse in the futere as giobal temperatures rise and the e wod detat! in Volume 1 of the CBRS Report to Congress {Chapter 11)

. polar lce caps melt, Although the rate of sea level rese is siow, it has Recent studies estimate that S50%-85% of coasta! webtlands could b;g
5]717-)“ significant implications for man-mpade structures and public fnfrastructure N es estl N 2 "

i ' investment 4tategiss in the coasral reglon. The {oastal Barrier Respurces tost 1f sea level rises as projected. Each 1-Tool rise in sea Tevel

will ercde the typical sandy beach 108-500 ft. Many undeveloped

System provides a partial mechaniswm to direct development toward higher ground i ;
which is less vulperable to damage by sea leve} rise. Decisions based on Che barriers will narrow, overwash, and migrate landward. On developed

Coastal Barrier Envirenmental Impsct Statement should include consideration of barriers, the necessary levels of expenditure for beach nourishment
rhe temporal changes that «ill sceur in sea level and the resulring increased and property protection will ingrease dramatically.
severity of storms resulting from the sea level rise. '

GG-T1IA

For esample, the Oape Hatteras lighthouse should be left whevre it is as Comments on Cape Hatteras lighthouse noted.
2 testimeny to the facr that ses level is visimg. Once the s@a aurrounds it,
the lighthouse will serve as a valuable reference point to future generations,
A new high tech visual mavigatiomal aid {light tower) would need to be erected
to take ovar the funetions af the axisting threaresed lighthsuse.

[']717_ | it would seem appropriate for the Coastal Barrier Resources System 1o be L7!7_E| Support for adding the Pacific coast and Great Lakes barriers to the
2 #} expanded €0 inelude the Pacific coast and the Great Lakes. S CBRS noted

Yt would seem inappropriate to remove the milirary from the protection
of the current system. HRemoving barrier aveas that belong to the people of the
United States that are currently being masaged by Che military could lead ro
shuses by the mavho artitude of the military.

Opposition te excluding mititary lands from the CBRS noted.

Thank you very kindly for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely yours,

//
-~ Harry Clark Gyegory
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WiLriaM G, SMITH
B35 CHADN ARIDGE ROAD. MW
WABHINGTON. D.c. 20018 MAreh 16, 1988
Willlam P Homn
Asst Secy, Fish and WildlifedFarks'
Dept of the Interfor
CUMMENTS ON DRAFT STATEMENT ON COASTAL BARRIER SYSTEM

Dear Mr. Secretary,

The *No Action® proposal should be adopted because oyl cé’ntw couzld be seriously
dapaged 1f the "Propesed Action™ 15 endorsed,

Inpliclt in the "Propesed Action” 1s that only the federal governemnt can

be trusted to do what is best for the people and that these agencies can
cirtumvent the 5th Amendment by toking private property without using the
Eninent Domakn process.

Epirent Domalt Isaue-  Ahy perscok owning "undeveloped” property would lose the
right to develop that property and receive no compensatlon for that loss, if

rds property 1s part of the 1,463,480 acres involved, an additional 1,010,646
acres being added by the"Fropesed Actlen™,Page IV-16 adeits that fipaneial loss
will occur, I heve demonstrated in Attachment B that “undeveloped” iccludes
docks, beaches, woorlngs, ete. This North Cavolintan wonders about this proposal
CFBE mcreage lncreases almest 20% while vur shoreline invelved declines
alpost S
Fed: Erow Best- The 10th Apendment Teserved to the states or to the people rights
“Proposed Action” would transfer to your Dept. Apparently pléeons and
srocodiles peed,Fish and WildliFe Service {F¥3) protection (pIv-10) and can best
ket 1t by thls back door procedure.

Since much of the Inpact Statement defending the "No Actlon” cholee is a scantily
clad arguzent for the "Freposed Action" the even handed appearance shrouds the
Fd5 efforts te gain control over thisz vasi acteage. Can these officialz be
trusted? Cregon inlet is an example, They refuse {o provide peeded acreage

t0 the Corps of Engineers to bulld the jetties to preserve a tuTtie nesting

and seagull struttieg ares. Has their lest acTeage exCeeded what they would h
have temporarily givehup had they xwx let the GB carry out a Congresstona)
authorizatlen? When they possess tens of thousands of acres at this point,

why cannot they help serve other pubiic needs? Does the Coast Guard's access to
the ocean at this inlet not seem more important than thelr holding this Mt of
land? This shapmeful recorg affects a tiny acreage, Can we glve then ap
additloral million and half acres?

The decision to cut 5% of the North Carolina shoreilne removes the lecal

nature of ay 9430/B5 comments an the 1985 plan, yet ny argument still appiles

to this"Froposed actlon”, So L cf#nclude and incorparate it herein for your
further consideration.

Flease beaxy in nird that a principie of thds Adninistratmad yemains that:

"Less Goverrment 1s better than more Government.”

Sincerely,

¥illlam G, Smith

RESPONSE TO 1746 WILLIAM G. SMITH, WASHINGTON, DC|

1746-1]

Support for the No Action alternative noted.

The CBRA does not in amy way restrict the rights of tandowners to
do whatever they wish with their property; therefore, it cannot be
interpreted as a taking and compensation would not be appropriate.

Opinions noted - no response needed.
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FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

CHAIRMAN @m}grgss of the qamtzﬁ Stgtts chorenarion i fonors

RS COMTROL, IMTERRANIDNAL
FECURITY AMD SCIEREE SUNCOMMITEE
EHAIBMAN

TELECT COMMHTER ON KAACATICS
ABUSE AND CONTROL

[i781-2]

DANTE 8. FASCELL
1R BHaTay, yspinan

CHARLES B DWEGRN
PO

IS ST UM BLCIMTY B2

MONTRE ATLANTIC AYSEMIR T

House of Represmiatines Tl
Azshingzon, BE 20515 R AR AFTAAY A

.
REEMARR LS RELEGATRIe

March 7, 1988

Coasral Barrviers Study Group
Diepartment of the Jaterior
¥ational Park Service - 498
P.0. Box 37827

Washington, D.£. 20013-7127

Derr Sivs and Mesdames;

! appreclate the opportunity to provide comments on the Departuwent
of the Tnrerior's Draft Supplemental Legislative Zavironmentsl Impact Stare-
ment (LEIS} on proposed changes to the Goastal Barrier Resnurces System.

The LEIS very correctly sotes the significance of the many and
varied natural vesources of the Florida Xeys, many of which are unique te the
region., The protection of this environment has long been the subject of my
concerns, and will, no doubt, centipnee to be one of my foremost priorities.

The Becretary of the Deparrment of the Iaterior’s propesal to
expand the definition of a coasrtal barrier te include iand formations
compesed of carbenate-cemented and mangrove shoreli{mes, such as the Florida
Reys, is, however, a poorly disgoised actempr by the Eesgan Administracion to
begin to withdraw the federal government's commitment to the thousands of
restdents of the Keys in providing flood insurance and other crucial federal
support sckivities. Had this definition of 4 baryier Island been Llneluded in
the original 1942 legislatfon, I would have vigorocusly opposed the geasure.

The Flovida ¥eys are composed of a uumber of wvnigue communifies,
the residents af which are zll aware of the splendor of the envirosmental
treasures of the Neys- In 1986, the government of Monree County reached
agrasuent with the State of Flovida on 4 cosprehensive land use plan designed
£o restrice bhe rate of further growth on environmentally seunsitive arsas of
che Keys. Under this plan, the County requires, for example, a 90 percent
opan space tatic for devalopment on these areas of ¢ritical concetd, s well
#5 a 35-foot hefght restriction on pew bulldings and “sparsely settled” and
“narive” zoning desiguarigns. As you have so aceurately notad, the Florida
Keys are rieh in natural rescurces, including endangered planmt and animal
species, and the County has developed = responsible and veasonshble plan to
protect these areas from further growth.

Finally, ! belleve that the Department of Interlor has ast given
appropriate consideration to rthe effect which this proposal would have on
those ladividuals or couples who may have purchased property on undeveloped
land long age, intending to build & howme and iive out the remainder of their
retirement yesars. These individusls would be denied the opportunity o
Fulfill this dream, which they thought they had guaranteed, perhsps many
Years agta

'RESPONSE TO 1781 DANTE B. FASCELL, CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, i

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

The D0 considers the Keys and fringing mangroves coastal barriers
bacause they function as barriers; they protect associated aguatic
habitats, are subject to wind, wave, and tidai energies, and are
vulinerabie to severe flooding and damage by hurricanes. Although
the Vimestone core of the Keys prevents the istands from migrating
landward as sandy barriers do, it does not reduce the risk of storm
tide and fiood damage and the Keys have cne of the highesi proba-
bilitfes of experiencing & hurricane in the Ceuntry. A limestone
composition alsoc does not reduce the Keys vulnerability to sea-Tevel
rise.

information noted. Land~use planning, however, dpes not gqualify a
barrier as otherwise protected, nor {5 there anything else in the
DOF eriteria which aliows an area to be excluded from the CBRS
because of plamning.

Opinions noted, 1f the Keys are included in the CBRS, there is
nothing in the CBRA that prohibits property owners from building on
their land, Federal subsidies which support deveiopment and new
Federal fleod insurance, however, would net be available in the
CBRS.,
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[1781-4]

The LEIS ralses many critical points sbout the unlque enviromment
of the Florida Keys and the need to protect 1ts many natural rescurces from
the hazards of uncontrolled growth. 1, frankly, only wish that the Depart—
ment would be more cognizont of the meed to reduce damasge to the fish and
wildiife habitat of the Keys snd to other vwaluable natural resources which
characterize the region in its conslderation of orher issues which could
resulr {n loag-term damage to the envirpament of the Keys, wost notably
affahore oil and gas leasing.

I atrongly oppose the loclusion of the Florida Keys in the Coaztal
Barriers Resources System, and I urge you o conlinuye to sllow CLhe government
and the peaple of Monrce County to develop comprehessive and reasonsble plans
to restrice the growth of the area, in coajuctien with the State of Florida
and the federal government. ] screngly urge the Secrecary to delete the Eeys
frow hia recommendation for the expanaion of the CBRS.

Siucerely,

D3F/TL

[CONTINUED RESPONSE TO 1781 DANTE B. FASCELL, CONGRESS OF THE !

UNITED STATES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

[1781-4]

Opposition to including the Florida Keys barriers in the CBRS noted.
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