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SOUTH CAROLINA

INTRODUCTION

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRAY of
1982 (Public Law 97-348) established the
Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS), a
system of undeveloped coastal barriers along
the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico coasts. This
atlas of coastal barriers in South Carolina
has been prepared in accordance with Section
10 of CBRA (16 U.s.C. 3509), which states:

Sec. 10. Reports to Congress.

(a) In General.--Before the close of
the 3-year period beginning on the date
of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall prepare and submit to
the Committees a report regarding the
System,

(b} Consultation in Preparing Report, -~
The Secretary shall prepare the report
required under subsection (a) in con-
sultation with the Governors of the
States in which System units are located
and with the coastal zone management
agencies of the States in which System
units are located and after providing
opportunity for, and considering, public
comment.

{(c) Report Content.--The vreport re-
guired under subsection {a) shall con-
tain--

(1) recommendations for the con-
servation of fish, wildlife, and
other natural vresources of the
System based on an evaluation and
comparison of all management alter-
natives, and combinations thereof,
such as State and local actions
(including management plans ap~
proved under the Coastal Zone Man-
agement Act of 1872 (16 U.5.C. 1451
et seq.}), Federal actions (includ-
ing acquisition for administration
as part of the National Wildlife
Refuge System), and initiatives by
private organizations and individ-
uals; '

{2} recommendations for additions
to, or deletions from, the Coastal
Barrier Resources System, and for
maodifications to the boundaries of
System units;

(3) a summary of the comments re-
ceived from the Governors of the
S5tates, State coastal zone manage-
ment agencies, other government
officials, and the public regarding
the System; and

{(4) an analysis of the effects, if
any, that general revenue sharing
grants made under section 102 of
the State and Local Fiscal Assist-
ance Amendments of 1972 (31 U.S5.C.
1221) have had on undeveloped
coastal barriers,

Under the direction of the Assistant Secre-
tary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, this
report has been prepared by the Coastal

Barriers Study Group, a task force of pro-

fessionals representing the National Park
Service, U.$. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S.

Geological Survey, and other Departmental
offices.

This volume of the report contains delinea-
tions of the existing CBRS units in South
Carclina and delineations of additions
to and modifications of the CBRS in this
State which the Department of the Interior
recommends to the Congress for its
consideration.

BACKGROUND

The South Carolina shoreline is approximately
153 miles in Tlength. 0f that area, 63.5
mites of shoreline have been developed, 50.5
miles are protected, and 39 miles remain
undeveloped to some extent. Approximately
5% of the State's coastal barriers are
protected by some development constraints.

The northern one-third of the South Carolina
shoreline consists of sandy barrier beaches
and associated dunes formed on an eroding
shoreline. South of the Santee Delta, the
shoreline is composed of relatively short,
often wide barrier islands with broad sandy
heaches and numerous dune ridges. This
portion of the coast is characteristic of a
tide~dominated sea island physiography and is
simitar to the sea islands of Georgia.

The major industries on the coast include
manufacturing, wood products, chemicals,
textiles, seafood, agriculture, and paper
products. Charleston is a major port with
facilities for handling bulk cargo. Tourism
is another important industry in the coastal
zone and large-scale resort developments are
found there.

The c¢oastal zone has a valuable natural
resource base composed of diverse aqguatic and
terrestrial wildlife resources. This zone of
barrier 1istands and associated salt marsh
complexes supports abundant finfish and




shellfish populations. Aquatic resources
include ctams, oysters, bilue crabs, shrimp,
sea trout, flounder, sheepshead, and blue-
fish. Abundant and diverse bird life is also
found in this region and includes ibises,

terns, skimmers, ospreys, brown pelicans,
and gulls.

COASTAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

south Carolina Coastal Resource Management

Coastal Zone Management Act (Act 1233, This
Act established the South Carolina Coastal
Council in 1977. DBuring the subsequent 2
years, the Council developed a comprehensive
management program for the eight~-county
coastal zone; this program was approved by
the State's General Assembly in February 1979
and by the Federal Office of Coastal Zone
Management in September 1979.

The Coastal Management Program in South
Carolina seeks to balance the demands of a
growing population and subsequent development
against the needs for preservation of the
coastal environment.

Permits. The Coastal Council has direct
authority to issue permits and uses an ap-
proach that deals with impacts of an
activity on coastal rescurces rather than the
activity itself. This ‘"performance stand~
ards” approach is conducted on a case-by-case
basis with policies developed for all activ-
ities that have direct and significant
coastal impacts. A direct permitting system
for Mcritical areas" is managed by the
Coastal Council. Critical areas are defined
as coastal waters, tidelands, beaches, and
primary oceanfront sand dunes. Anyone who
wants to fill, remove, dredge, drain, or
erect structures that will alter any critical
arga must obtain a permit from the Coastal
Council.

The Coastal Council has limited permitting
authority outside the coastal zone critical
areas. In  those areas outside Coastal
Council permitting jurisdiction, any filling
of waters or wetlands below mean high water
requires a Scuth Carolina Budget and Control
permit. South Caroclina Department of Health
and  Environmental Control permits  are
required for construction of subdivision
water supply and waste disposal systems. The
Coastal Council reviews and certifies permits
and projects of other State agencies to
insure compiiance with the Coastal Management
Program. This review authority is mandated
in the South Carclina Coastal Zone Management
Act of 1977.

Taxes. There are several tax incentives for
conservation of natural resources in South
Carclina. A fee simple donation releases
property from property taxes. Two sasements,
conservation and scenic, yvesult in reduced
property taxes {5.C. Code (1976) 51-17-10).

EXISTING CBRS UNITS

The present (Loastal Barrier Resources System
units make up a total of 37 miles of ocean-
facing shoreline. Typical environments

found in these wunits include
systems, tidal marshlands,
muitiple vegetated beach ridges.

beach/dune
creeks, and

A brief description of the existing CBRS
units in  South Carolina s provided
below. Each unit s ddentified by its
ID code and name (established by Congress in
1982) and the county in which it is located.

MOl-Waites Island Complex (Horry). The South
Carolina portion of this unit is a low wash-
over barrier (Waites Island) with asscciated
tidal marshlands. A jetty has been con-
structed on Waites Island at Little River
Inlet.

MOZ2-Litchfield Beach {Georgetown). This unit
is composed of two recurved spits surrounding
Midway Inlet. North of the inlet, one spit
extends south from Magnolia Beach and 1is
accessible by foot and off-road vehicles.
South of the inlet, the other spit extends

north from Pawleys Island and is accessible
by road.

MO3-Pawleys Inlet (Georgetown).
define this unit: a recurved spit on
the southern end of Pawleys Island and
a beach strand dune system on the northern
end of Debidue Beach. Multiple vegetated
beach/dune  ridges, tidal wetlands, and
open water further characterize this unit.
Access to the northern end of the unit
is by vroad from developed sections of
Pawleys Island. An off-road vehicle trail
provides access to the southern end of the
unit.

Two sections

MO4-Debidue Beach (Georgetown). This unit is

a recurved spit with dune fields and vege-
tated forest at the northern end and a wash-
over barrier with developing dunes at the
southern end; extensive tidal marshlands and
creeks are also included. Access to the unit
is by boat, foot, and a light-duty road from
settled areas to the north.

MOS-Dewees Island (Charleston).
vegetated beach vridges, tidal
and  beach/dune environments characterize
this unit. Access to the fisland s by
boat, but there are sand voads in the
wooded upland sections of the island. The
southern end of the istand, outside of the
CBRS  unit, has been subdivided into 70
house lots,

Multiple
marshlands,

MOB-Morris Island Complex (Charleston). This
unit includes extensive tidal marshlands,
vegetated dune ridges, active beach/dune
systems, and a recurving spit on the
northern end. Maintenance operations in
the Charleston Harbor Channel have affected
sediment supplies to Morris Island. There
is a groin on the northern beach front of
the istand. The dsland has five buildings
and a rather large area that has been diked
for dredge spoil disposal. The Charileston
Lighthouse, standing in the water away from
the beach, 1is a silent renminder of the
active vetreat and erosion of the island's
sguthern epnd. Access to the island is by
boat only.

MO7-Bird Key Complex (Charleston). Three
subunits characterize this unit: a requrved
dune ridge system on the southern tip of




CBRS UNITS IN SOUTH CAROLINA ESTABLISHED BY CONGRESS, 1982

Total Fastland
) Shoreline Area Area
Unit Name Uit ID Code County Length {miles) {acres) {acres)
Waites Island MO1 Horry 3.0 2,081.9 396.6
Complex
Litchfield Beach M0o2 Georgeltown 0.9 71.8 26.7
Pawleys Inlet MO3 Georgetown 1.1 130.3 45.4
bebidue Beach MO4 Georgetown 2.2 607.3 232.6
bDewees Istand MD5S Charleston 1.5 982.5 101.7
Morris Island MO6 Charieston 3.4 2,696.1 75.0
Complex
Bird Key Complex MO7 Charleston 4.1 1,658.6 376.2
Captain Sams Inlet Moa Charleston 1.9 492.5 155.8
Edisto Complex M09 Charleston 4.8 1,395.58 192.1
Otter Island M10 Coltleton 3.8 2,725.8 303.2
Harbor Island Mil Beaufort 0.9 250.0 36.0
5t. Phillips Isiand M1z Beaufort 7.1 11,437.1 1,408.3
Daufuskie Island M13 Beaufort 3.7 2,355.6 1,029.3
Totals: 38.4 26,885.1 4,378.9
Folly Island; Bird Key, a sand shoal in the M12-St. Phiilips Island (Beaufort). This

ebb-tidal delta of Stono InTet; and the Sandy
Point section of Kiawah Istand, which 1is
ctomposed of multiple vegetated beach/dune
ridges, extensive tidal marshlands, and tidal

cregks. No  structures ave present in the
unit. Its northern and southern portions
are accessible by road; however, Bird Key
is accessible by boat only. The unit has
an  extensive faunal inventory including
shorebirds, seabirds, sea turties, and
fishes.

MOB-Captain Sams Inlet (Charleston). This

unit is essentially an active recurved spit
with some vegetated dune ridges. Large
expanses of tidal marshlands and cpen waters
are associated with this unit. No structures
are present, and access 1is by foot from
developed areas on South Kiawah.

MO9-Edisto Complex (Charleston).
ments characterize this unit:

half of South Creek Island, an active
beach/dune complex with associated tidal
marshlands; Botany Bay Island, a low washover
barrier feature with extensive tidal marsh-
tands that has undergone significant
shoreline retreat; and Edingsville Beach,
a low washover feature with tidal marsh-
lands. Access 1is by boat except for Botany
Bay Island, which can be reached by dirt
road.

Three seg-
the western

M10-0Otter Istand (Colleton). The vegetated
dune ridges and active dune fields on this
island protect extensive marshland. Acces-
sible only by boat, the wunit currently
contains 11 structures.

Mil-Harbor Island (Beaufort). This unit has
no structures and is accessible only from the
north end by foot and off-road vehicle.
Tidal marshliands, beach/dune systems, and
active shoals on the beach front are charac-
teristic of this wunit. Development s
ongoing to the north and west cf this unit.

unit complex contains four istand subunits:
Pritchards Island--vegetated beach ridges
with tidal marshlands surrounding the istand;
Capers Island--extensive tidal marshlands
with a narrow beach strand and recurving spit
on the southern end; St. Phillips Island--

extensive tidal marshlands and muttiple
vegetated beach/dune ridges; and Bay Point
Island--vegetated beach ridges, extensive

tidal marshlands, and a narrow beach/dune
system. The wunit, accessible only by boat
and used principally for hunting and fishing,
has six structures. Wildlife habitats are
rich and diverse, and many rare or endangered
species are documented residents or visitors.

M13-Daufuskie Island {Beaufort). Daufuskie
Island consists of extensive vegetated dune
ridges of oak, pine, cabbage palm, and other
tree species. The beach/dune system varies
from very narrow to nonexistent in places.
An  extensive tidal marsh island south of
Daufuskie Island proper also is incliuded in

this unit. Access to Daufuskie Island is by
ferry from Bull Island and Hilton Head
Island. A community of farmers and fishermen

on the southwest side of the island, cutside
of the unit, contains about 100 structures
and several sand roads. Development 1is
underway on much of the rest of the island.

RECOMMENDED ADDITIONS AND MODIFICATIONS

The Department of the Interior recommends
that all undeveloped, unprotected coastal
barriers and associated aquatic habitat

identified in South Carolina be added to the
CBRS. In South Carolina, the associated
aquatic habitat sometimes includes unique
features termed Coastal Plain remnants.
These emergent, unconsolidated sedimentary
deposits, the product of some previous
coastal environment, are isolated from the
mainland and surrounded by wetlands. The
delineations of associated aquatic habitat



include those Coastal Plain remnants that
are responding to modern wind, wave, and
tidal energies, and not significantly imped-
ing natural processes 1in the surrounding
wetlands because of Targe size or elevation
up te 5 miles landward of the present
shorelide. Where Coastal Plain remnants
begin to form a more-or-less continuous Tine
within the wetlands, the landward boundary
of the associated aquatic habitat is drawn
along the seaward margin of the Coastal
Plain remnants, excluding them from the
unit. A table summarizing the Department's
recomnendation on each unit or proposed unit
identified 1in South Carolina foilows this
discussion.

The DOI also recommends that otherwise pro-
tected undeveloped coastal barriers be
excluded from the CBRS. However, 1if these
otherwise protected coastal barriers are ever
made available for development that is incon-
sistent with the purposes of the CBRA, the
DOI  recommends that they then be automati~
cally included in the CBRS. A compiete
discussion of DOI's recommendations concern-
ing otherwise protected coastal barriers,
including suggested guidelines for accept-
able development, appears in  Volume 1,
Federal assistance would continue to be
available within otherwise protected areas
for acceptable development. Maps of all
undeveloped, otherwise protected coastal
barriers in South Carolina appear 1in the
following section.

The Department of the Interior's recommenda~
tions were developed after full consideration
of the many public, State and Federal agency,
and Congressional comments on the delinea~
tions in the Draft Report released in March
1987. The State of South Carolina reviewed
the 1987 Draft Report and made recommenda-
tions on several South Carolina CBRS units
(M02, M03, M10, M13). The State's positions
on these individual CBRS units are discussed

in the following section, interspersed with
the appropriate maps. The State did not have
any comments on DOI's general recommenda-
tions.

The Department received 44 other comment
letters concerning South Carolina. Most
comments of & general nature expressed
support  for the CBRS expansion in South
Carolina, especially the addition of the
associated aquatic habitat. However, the
South Carolina Rural Electric Cooperative
Association expressed concerns  that they
would not be able to service adequately those
customers Tiving on developed coastal bar-
riers because they could not afford to cross
the associated aquatic habitat included in
the (BRS without Federal assistance. It was
not the intent of CBRA to penalize those
living on developed coasta) barriers, there-
fore, BOI has added a recommendation for an
amendment to Section 6 to allow utilities to
use Federal monies for essential lines that
must cross the CBRS to service developed
coastal barriers (see Volume 1 for further
discussion of this issue).

A few commenters sugyested adding Hilton
Head and Isle of Palms to the CBRS. These
barriers are already developed and thus
inetigible for inclusion in the CBRS. A few
commenters were also concerned that DOI
might recommend the deletion of areas
included in the original CBRS that have been
developed since 1982. The DOI is pot
recommending this; it would defeat the
purposes of the Act.

The majority of the other comment letters

concerning South Carolina expressed
opinions on individual existing or pro-
posed CBRS  units. These comments are

discussed and vreprinted in the following
section, interspersed with the appropriate
maps.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COASTAL BARRIERS IN SOUTH CAROLINA

Shore-~ Fast~
Unit Tine Total tand
In _ Congress. Length Area e Area . g
Code® Unit Nameb County Dist. {miles) {acres) {acres) Recommendation
MO3 Wajtes Isltand Horry 6 3.0 2,885 585  Add wgt%gnds
Complex to existing
CBRS unit
SC-01 Long Pond Horry 6 1.2 197 134 Add to CBRS
MO2 Litchfield Beach Georgetown 6 1.1 399 45  Add undeveloped

area to the
north and
wetlands to
existing CBRS
unit

{continued)



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COASTAL BARRIERS IN SOUTH CAROLINA (CONTINUED)

Unit
ID a
Code

Unit Nameb

County

Shore-

11
Congreés.
Dist. {(mi

ne

Length

les)

Total
Area
{acres)

Fast-

Tand

Area
{acres)

Recommendationg

MO3

MO4

MO5

M06

MG7

MO8

M09

M10

M1l

M12

Pawleys Inlet

bebidue Beach

Dewees Island

Morris Istand

Complex

Bird Key Complex

Captain Sams
Inlet

Edisto Complex

Otter Island

Harboy Island

5t. Phillips
Istand

Georgetown

Georgetown

Charleston

Charleston

Charleston

Charleston

Charleston

Colleton

Beaufort

Beaufort

(continued)

1.1

150

6,244

5,869

7,563

6,250

1,037

4,026

9,415

2,997

22,203

45

233

102

75

376

156

438

472

36

1,439

Add wetlands to
existing CBRS
unit

Add wetTands to
existing CBRS
unit

Add wetlands to
existing CBRS
unit

Add wetlands to
existing CBRS
unit

Add wetlands,
but not Coastal
Plain remnants
abutting the
mainland, to
existing CBRS
unit

Add wetlands to
existing CBRS
unit

Add undeveloped
coastal barrier
to the north and
wetlands to
existing CBRS
unit

Add wetlands,
but not Coastal
Plain remnants
abutting the
mainltand, to
existing CBRS
unit

Add wetlands to
existing CBRS
unit

Add wetlands to
existing CBRS
unit



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COASTAL BARRIERS IN SOUTH CAROLINA (CONCLUDED)

i Shore-~ fFast-
Unit Tine Total Tand
1B a . b Congress. Length Area Area
Code Unit Name County Dist. {miles) {acres) (acres) Recommendationg
M13 Daufuskie Island Beaufort 1 3.7 5,895 440 Consider delet-
ing portions of
the island not
subject to wind,
wave, and tidal
enerqgy; add
wetlands in
Calibogue Sound
Total -~ CBRS as Recommended 42.4 76,130 4,586
Existing CBRS 38.4 26,885 4,511
Net Change in CBRS +4.0 +49 245 +75

UNIT ID CODE - State initials (SC)
unit s fdentified by the legal code
1982.

bUNIT NAME - For proposed new units, this
feature. For existing CBRS units, this

CCONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT - U.S. Congressional

dSHGRELINE LENGTH - For existing units with additions or deletions,

entire unit, as modified.
unit as suggested.

®TOTAL AREA - For existing units with additions or deletions,

as modified.

plus a number identify a proposed new unit.

An existing
letter (M) and number established by Congress in

is a provisional name based on a prominent Jlocal
is the legal name.
District in which unit is Jocated.

this length is for the

For M13, this is the shoreline lengths after modifying the

this area is for the entire unit,

For M13, this is the acreage after modifying the unit as suggested.

fFASTLAND AREA - This acreage is a rough estimate of the portion of the total area that fis
above the mean high tide line (i.e., the non-wetland area). It is a very general
representation of the potentially developable land. For M13, this is the acreage after
modifying the unit as suggested.

gRECOMMENDATION - A brief explanation of the Department's recommendations to Congress. For
more detailed explanations, see the Tfollowing section. Abbreviations: FWS = Fish and
Wildlife Service, NPS = National Park Service, CBRS = Coastal Barrier Resources System.



STATE COMMENT LETTER

@ffier of the Governar
CARROLL A, CAMPEEL L. JR Pipt drrick Bua 38w
BOVERAGR COLuMEa 2gas

June 22, 1987

The Honorable Donald ¥. Badel
Secretary

Untted States Department of Tuterior
interior Building

C Streec ~ I8th and 19th, HW
Washington, 5.0, 20740

Re: Cowments on Coantal Barrier Regources Act
Secrion 10 Raporrc to Congress

Dear Secretery Hodel:

Pursuant to the Coastal Jarrier Repources Act of [982 {CBRAY, I hereby submit
Lo you my comments and recommendations as Governer of Sourh Carolfna to be
forwarded to the United States Congress, I appreciate the axpercise and
gutdance the Department of Intericr has given to me ln making these
recomrendations.

After intensive veview of the Act, itx regulations, detailed topographic maps,
overflights and various sits viaits, 1 propose to you the following comments
for houndsry modificatlons to the cosatal barrfer resource systems.

Uslt W02 - Hagnolia Besch - This office feels the line set in 1952
establinhes the appropriace limits for an undeveloped comatal barrier,
The property now proposed te be ndded ro zhis unit is owned amd under
developtent by the same enticy which owns and is developing the property
lsmediately adjacent and to the north of this unie. Attached are
comsents from Scotk/Permar/Ravenel on babalf of the ownar of the
Licchfteld property, ‘this office endorees and suppores the position set
forth in that correspendence regarding the inappropriateness of adding
properiy te the noveh of the exluting uait, Howevar, we decline to take
& pooltion with regaxd to the arguments for moving the current
designation further to the aouth.

Unit MOJ - Debordieu - ! concur with attsched commants prepsred on behalf
of the properey owners. I fesl the position et forth in thedr letrer is
sound and this office bereby sdopts that rezsoning as this state's
official posicien with regard to that unit,

Unfr MiD - Hutchinson lsland - 1 contur with attached comments offered o
the Department of Interioe on behalf of the ocwner of Hucehinson Isiand,

Unie MID - Baufuskie Ialand - T concur with comments submicted by the
three principal Property owners on Daufuskie Island limiced to the argas
within thatr pwnership,

That portion of M13, Daufushis Island, commonly referred to as Bloody
Point and sk Laswm are parcels which are undeveloped and currently in an

¢state dispute. There are no known plans for the development of rhese
patcels,

Sea level rise and FORBTANL wave attack on the scuthern share of the
island have created tramendously hiph erssion rates along this southern
baach front, Alse, there is no clearly defined continuous wetland on
this portion of the island, I am rherefore recommending this entlre
property be rotsily included within the coastal barvier resources systen.
By adding this BMCrRAgE, We can protecr existing wildiife sn che
wndeveloped partion of Daufushie Island which 1s so critically imporrant
ke the encire landward aguatic hsbizat. Also, existing use of the
PIoperty tonsists of wildiife protecrion and public recreation, I would
encourage this area to be protected as a wildlife sanctuary, research
#red, or a lmited primitive camping area.
A% a membar of Congress fn 19872 when rhis legislation was enacted, I fully
understood the necessity of protecting our coasral epvironment and striking a
balance between econemic grovth and quality of life particularly aleng Souch
Caroling's seashore. ! feel wy recommendations are consistent with provisions
of the Act and the leglslative intent behind the language developed during
conslderstion of the BA11 in the United States Congress. Overall, wy
recommendacions will add hundreds of additional acres to the protected areas
under the Act. Hopefully, Congress will enact ppendments to the Act
consistent with my recommendations in order that we may reasonably manage the
natural resources which affect us all

0500 4

Carroll A,
Governor

CACIribd

Attachments




OTHER GENERAL COMMENT LETTERS CONCERNING SOUTH CAROLINA

675]

The South Carolina Wildiife Federation

Arcadian Plata, Suite B-1, 4848 Two Moteh Foad
P.O Box 4186 ¢ Columbia. South Caroling 29240

May 28, 1987

R LINDSEY
13 Sanud Tran
won Columing. & C RE

et i Uhastal Barviers Study Group

" BUAAE TS, 2k U.8, Department of the Interior
722 et & ey Sttt National Park Bervice, Box 37127
Suter 3 5w Hashington, DC 20013

Sosand Vias Procidoss

THUASTON | Crobuis 6 Dear Sirs:

FPrute d Bax 112
Lompn S S 20038

South Carolina Wildlife Fedsration appreciates the
et the Ceastal Barrier Remourcas System,

The South Carolina Wildlife Federartion applauds the
expansion of The system to include within the sysitem

WALTER T AHEARN - ; i - s
ol all aquatic habitats wetlands, marshes, estuaries,

Commne. 5 & 20D inlets, fringing mangroves, tidal flats, swamps, lagoons,

2s8ociated with the existing and newly proposed CBRS
:ﬁ?;zzr Bhilts. These habitats are vital to coastal Fish ang
wildlife and for storm protection.

We alsa applaud the expanion of the “Coastal Barrier”
definition which would allow inclusion of SBVeral new
coastal ecosystems into the system, Thess systems,

such 48 mangroves, and caral reefs, are integral parts
of the coastal ecosystem and are appropriately included,

We belive it is important that Federal funding be
prohibited for improving projects which may not be
physically located within a barrier island system but

which directly serves that barrier island system if the

purpose of that improvement is ta actually lmprove or
benefit development within the barrier island system.
In South Carclina, we have geen this guestion come up
concerning improved water treatment plants in order

to directly accommodate iarge developments on designated
undeveloped barrier islands. Such Federal funding would

defaat the purpose of the Act.

We urge that there be no reduction of the arsas proposed
for South Carolina. This includes the araes dasignated
for Daufuski. We understand that there are efforts to
have some of the shore line mileage deleted. This was

minimal mileage in the first place and should be
retained in the barrier island system.

Ad APFEIATR OF
NATIOHAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

Phone (803) 766-5519

Spportunity to commant on your draft Hepoert to Congress

The Bouth Carolina Wildlife Federation remaine committed to
strengthening the Coastal Barrier Resources Act as much as
possible in order to protect these tragile envirnoments and
to spare the use of the public Federal funds 1o enhance the
risk of private development in these high hazard areas.

Kindest regardsa,

(Eggﬁ4& : 181 (5

Betty Spence
Executive Director

EHE /mec

ooy Governor Carrolil Campbell
South Carclina Costal Council
Honorable J. Strom Thurmond
Heonorable Ernest F. Hollihgs
Honorable Burtler . Derrick, Jr.
Honorable lizabeth Patterson
Honorable Arthur Ravenel
Honorable Floyd D. Spence
Honorable John #. Spratt
Honorable Robin M, Tallon, Jr,
M. R. Lindsey, SCWF President

Wainkiog tor the Sature ol Tamarnon "

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

T2 Bewtepnth Stresr, KW Washington, D0 20032266 1302 TF LR

Cossral Bartiers study Group
Department of the Interjor
Nationzl Park Service

P.C. Box 37127

Washingten, D.C. 20013.7127

RE! <Comments on the Coastal Barrier Resources Act.-fection 10 Draft

Report to Congress. 2 Faderal Regigter 9618-%619

Dear Sir or Hadam:

The National Wildlife Federation, the Natural Resources Defense
Council, the Coast Alliance. and the Oceanic Seciety are writing in
response to the Department of the Interior's Pederal Register Netice
of March 3. 1987 Belicitng comments on the Braft Repert io
Gongcess:  Coastal Barrier Resources System.-Executive Summary.

Qur vrganizations have a longtime interest in the conservation
of cosstal barriers, The Watural Resources Defense Countil was Lhe
tounding srganization of the Barrier Islande Cealition in 1978,
Likewise, the Nationmal Wildlife Federation, the Coast Alliance. and
the Oceanit Society became members of that coalition in 1979 to help
seek protection of coastal barriers.

Gur organizations have led efforts to pass legielation which
would consesrve the natutal tesouzces of coastal parriers--first, the
£lood ingurance prohibition in the Omnibus Reconciliation Act in
1881 and then, the Federal finencial prohibition in the Coastal
Batrier Regources Act {CBRA) in 1982, We continue to sUPpPOLt the
gosls of CHRA and expansion of the Coastal Barrier Rescurces System
(CBR8) throughout the United State and its territories. The federal
goverament should apot be subsidizing development in hazardous areas
which dentreys productive voantal ecosyetems, sndangers the ilves
and properties of shoreiine residents, and costs federal taxpayers
millions of dollars each year in flood insurance claime and disaster
reiief.

The need for an expanded Cosstal Barrier Besources Systen in
which federal development subsldies are prohibited ie becozming
increasingly eritical in light of the projected rige in ses levels
due te gleobal warming. As water levels rise, so will the costs of
protecting existing structures, the damages Erom erocsion and
flooding, and the riek to husan life and property. Usfortunately,
however, development in these unstable ¢oastal areas continues to
grow at a frightening pace. We feel strongly, therefore, that it is
espential that the Department recommend maximum sxpansion of the
System to include the eligible areas on all of Amerirca's coasts

before these sites are irrevocably committed tgo development. An
appendiz of speclfic comments on additions fo apd deietiong from the
Systes follow ecut general comments.

) B NDATIONS FOE ADDITIONS TO

O DELETIONS PROM THE CBRS

He gupbort the Depsrtment’'s Fecommendatich to expand the
definition of a “coastal barrier to intlude landforme which
tunction @8 coastal barriers in protectisg the wainland and aglacent
zquatie habitass. sven if thHey are not composed of uncongolidated
sadiments as are barriers in the traditional definition. Yee of
this expanded definition im deliveating ¢BRS units is tonsistent
with the conservation goals of CBRA and would allow for the
inclugien of such hew geological formations as undeveloped beach
Eoch, camented Aunes, fringing mangroves and associated coral teefs,
cheniers. discontinuous outcrops of bedrock, and ccarse glacial
deposite. Since these areas serve the same function as coastal
barriecs and are as vulnerable to development Preasgure, gea lavel
rise, and storm damage as traditionally-defined coantal barriers, it
it appropriate that they also be profected within the Bysten.

APPENDIX

COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC COASTAL BARRIER AREAS

The National Wildlife Federation, the Ratural Resoufces Defense
Council, the Coast aAlliance, and the Qceanic¢ Society sndorse the
inclusion of all undeveloped toastal barriers identified by the
Department of Interior in the March 1965 ;nventory, as well as some
additional areas mentioned below. Following are our comments on
some of the specific areas.

South Carcliina

we approve of the additions to the System proposed in Sou;h
Carolina and urge the Department to maintain these proposals in ivs
fina) recommendations o Congress,



June 15, T987

Coastal Barrier Study Group
U.S. Department of the Interiqr
Hational Park Service - 498
Post Office Box 37127
Hashington, D.C. 20012-7127

Re: South Carolina Electric Cooperative Association Comments
Concerning the U.S. Bepartment of the Interior's Preposed
{hanges to the Coastal Barrier Rescurces System,

Gentleman:

The primary loan source for all electric cooperatives
in South Carolina is the Rural Electric Admisistration, a
Division of the U. S. Department of Agricultyre. Accordingly,
when Cooperatives operate in the coastal areas of this state,
they coordinate their financial planning in accordance with the
responsidilities specified in the Coastal Barrier Resources Act
of 19B2. 5ix electric tooperatives provide service to the
ceastal counties of South farolina. They are Berxeley Electrig
Couvperative, Inc., Central Llectric Power Cooperative, Inc.,
Loastal Electric Cooperative, Inc., Horry Electric Coaperative,
irc., Palmetto Electric Looperative, Ing,, and Santee flectrice
Cooperative, Inc.

The comments below are the result of the analysis and
review of the February, 1987 recommendations for additions to the
Coastal Barrier Resources System, Yolume 12, South Caroling and
the "fxecytive Summary® dated March, 1987, prepared by the U,$.
Department of the Interier. The Engineering Department of the
ghove-named cooperatives conducted the anatysis and review.

I. COMMENTS CONCERNING THE PROPOSED ADDITIONS TO THE CBRA
SYSTEM:

1. No transmission facilities are lovated nor are
there any plans for additions in or through the
expanded CBRS.

2. In MG-10, no electric distribution lines appear
to be located in the expanced CBRS; however, a
part of the Ashepoo River appears as “"assaciated
aquatic habitats". This river segment affects
&n individual's request to the Cooperative for a
crossing under that river to serve property
located outside of the CBRS. {See attached
Exhibit "a")

3. Im #0+5, no electric distribution lines have
been identified as existing in the expanded

Loastal Barrier Study Group
Page 2
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CBRS; however, Cooperative fngineers reviewing
the maps note that the irregular houndary in
areas where existing buildings back up to the
Rmarsh Ccreates the possibiiity that faciiities
tressing some of the inteis or tributaries mey
fall within the CBRS.

4. In M0-5, the revtewers note that 1aciusion of
1atets and tributaries under the “associated
Aquatic habitats” definition appears to affect
crossings between areas ouwtside the CBRS and can
treate greater expenses n routing of Service tg
perscns Tying or the apposite si1de of these
inlets and tribytaries

5. in M0-B, the new addition to the CHRS ircludes
the Kiawah Island Road and Bridge. the
Cooperative has existing facilities along the
road and trossing the river by underqground cabte
southwest of the bridge. This 15 4 primary
Power source to ¥Kiawah [sland and Mmaintenance,
repatr, and upgrading will be necessary to
supply energy for the ngn-CBRS properties

6. In ®O-10, additrons to the CBRS Tocated on
Hutehinsen Istand, Pine IsTand, and Fenwick
IsTand are the same sreas proposed in 983 but
exncluded by Congress because local objections
existed to the sites. We unpderstand thig
opposition 56171 éx15ts ang would support
exclysion of these areas again 1f a majority of
the camments to the Coastal Barrier Study Groug
from the ¢itizens of Colleton County reaffirm
their objectipns

Th. COMMENTS CONMCERNING CONSERVATION RECOMMENOATIONS:

1. Al1 the affected Crooperatives have concerns
about recommendation B. Section 1. of the
Executive Summary, pages 17 and 18. This
section suggests that the Department of the
Interior be given duthority to regulate
financing for fact1lities ocutside the UBRA if it
t: determined that constryction outside the CBRS
s to provide service or expand services within
the CBRS,

Coastal Barriaer Study Group
Page 3
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The taws of Scuth Carclina, §58-27-1210, recuire
that Electrical Utilsties and flectric
Cooperatives provide service to all persons
making request for such service within 2100 feet
of existing lynes and within all areas assigned
to them pursuant Lo §58-27-640 of the Sayth
Caroline Code 1976, Thts state reguirement can
therefore mandate constryction to persons
etecting to privately finance homes cn their
properiy within the CBRS.

It was clearly stated by representatives of the
Interior Department during a public meeting in
Charieston, South Carecling on May 6, 1987, that
the Coastal Barrier Resources At does not
prevent development of the CBRS, but only
assurés that persons electing Lo construct uyse
private sources for the endeavor

It is our apinion that Publig Law 97-384, the
Coastal Barrier fesources Act, does naot
supercede Settion 58-27-1210 of the South
Caroting {ude, and if requested, service must he
provided individuals building in the CBRS.

While it may be reasonsble to regquire an
Electric {ooperative of this state to finance
from other sources structures Built fo serve an
individual having a home within the CBRS, it s
untanrable to incorporate into this restriction
construstion of Yines cutside the [DERA necessary
to carry out the mandate of state law.

It appears that the Department of the Interior
would prevent use of REA funds to finance
facilities {substations, transmission lines,
etc.) outside of the (BRS if they serve even one
consumer that ties insyde a CBRS.

It is obvious that integrated systems such as
water systems, sewer systems, and electric
systems ¢annot be constructed 50 as to separate
itnes, products, and capacities used only in the
CBRS and Tines, products, and capatities used
outside the (8RS, [t 1s also clear that
Congress would not have intended that a supplier
gf thess services having one customer within a

Coastal Barrier Study Group
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CBRS area not be adble to use financial
assistance programs for their inter-connected
equipment. To be usable at atl the proposal of
b. Section I requires that the Department of the
Interior adopt some type of pro-rats formula
which compares the percentage of use of 3
structure which 15 used for "outside the CBRS®
and the percentage for "inside the CBRS". Thig
will be a paperwork nightmare for the
Cocperatives and the Departament of the Interior

2. The Interror Department has proposed deletion of
Sectinn B{a)(3). The abrlity to marntain
pre-exrsting facilities is found in Section
6{a){3} of tne Act and Section 6{a}{6}(F). The
striking of Section 6(8){3) makes subject to the
interior Department's interpretation of
Tegrstative policy all repairs to lines existing
in the CBRS pefore the Tand becams subject to
the act. We believe that mainfenance of these
fines should not be a discretronary policy of
the Interior Department anmd that Sectisn 6{a)(3)
shoyld remarn.

FEL. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SODUTH CARDLINA SLECTRIC COGPIRATIVE
ASSQULATION, INC. :

1. The Interior Depariment report to Congress add
provisicns for ¢rossiang of inlets and
tribuytaries where the waterways themselves
tonstttute the onfy CBRS.

Z. That there be exactuded from the [BRS strips
fifty {50) feet 1a width for Tines crossing
additions to the (BRS which would provide
adequate corridors through which electric
seryice to non-CBRS areas may continue,

3. That proposaed Section . 1. related to
factlities outside the CBRS should be deleted;
and for that Section 6{a}{3) of the Cpastal
Barrier Resources Act codified as Title 18
Section 3508{13} not be changed or modified.

g, That there be excluded from the additions to the
CBRS the crossings located southwest of the
Kiawah Island Bridge in M(-8 and the Ashepoo
River in M{-10.
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5. That the Interiar Department utittize the
comments of citizens in Colletan County to
determine ynclusion ar exclusion of addrtional
tand on Hutchinsan Istand, Pyne {sland, ar
Fenwick Island tn the CBRS.

The South Caroling flectric CTooperative Associatign,
Inc. appreciates the Gpportunity to submit comments on the
Proposed additions to the Caastal Barrser Resources Act. The
South Carnling Electric Cooeperative Assocration 15 hapefyl these
comments will provide assistance to You 83 we work to preserve
the toastal resources of this country and enbance the gquality of
Tife for its citrrens.

Respectfully submitted,

Alonn L F
JH ir.mf

4 Craven Avenue
Charleston, SC 29407
11 May i987

Coagtal Barrier Resources Stuydy Graup
US Depariment of Iaterior

National Park Seruice

P.0. Box 37127

Washington, DL 20013-7127

Pear Sir:

Althaugh I was oniy able o make 3 Quicx perusal of the Coastal Barrier
Rgsources Study for ST at the public maeting held on 4 May L1987, | would
liXe to go on record in support of the sdditions to the system. The US
Department of Interior should be commended on its affort in thig areaj
and I hope the department will do wverything it i% power to include al?
appropriate Yand, wetland, and marsh,

908

402 liewhall Straet
peeviile, Texas 78102
17 June 1987

Inastal sarriars Study spoup
sational rark Servioe

uaS. Deparitment of TIhe Interior
FeUa Hox 37127

daghington, [.2. 200137127

defarense the recant number of items in the lpeal
papers concerning viawpatlnts of CBSG and varlous
local groups and cities of Texar along the Gulf Csast.

I visit the Charleston area of South Carolina every
year. After seeine the way the coastal lands and dunes
on the Isle of Falms is heing destroyed by development,
I would iike to be assured that this area is ineligibdble
Tor federal flood insurshce or any other swbsidliss,

The specific arvem I refer to 1s to the right of the
brides golng from Sullivans Island to Isle of Falwas
&t horth up the ccean coastal Junes.

S8incerely,

dm. C. Molaug

Coastar OBsERVER

729

P.0. Box 1170, Pawleys Island, 5C 29585
(803} 237-8438
{803 626-9638

4 sJune 1987

Coastal Barrier Study Group
Hational Park Service

U.5. Departmant of the Interior
B.O. Box 37127

Hashington, D.C. 20013-7127

Sirs:

After revieving the proposed medifications to the Coastal
Barrier Resources System in this area, I would like to say
they seem appropriate to the goals of the act.

However, it would seem that in an area which changes sao
rapidly, both through natuzral processes and the acktivities of
man, better maps cowld e made avallable, The U.5. Geological
Survey maps which are the basis of the CBRS maps were drawn in
1842 and revised in 1373, They are lacking in many details that
woiuld help people make informed decisions about this project.

SInCREGLY YOUTS,
szﬂuiitf?~éékawyw-hn

Charles R. Swenson
Publisher

Crs:mps




300 Skyview Dr. 29? !

Apartment 5
Clemzon, S.0. 29431
June 1¢, 1987

Coastal Bareiers Study Group
U.45, Department af the Interior
Mational Park Servige-498

F.0. Box 37127
Wastington, 5.0,

Darar Biy,

I Wish 1o commant on the new proposals to the Coastal
Barriers Resourcss Act, The progosed expansions to the Coastal
Barrier Resources Bystem are an encellent idea, especially singe
mest of the arssas reconmended for inclusion are chder neavy
devel opment, pressure, and I fully support the inclusion of thees
ArBas, Howgver. wther asgects of the new draft concern me.

The new dratt does not include sither the Pacific Coast or
the Great Lakes. Barriers in these FRYLONS Serve the same
function as barriers along the Guld and Atlantie Coasts and are
also under development. Thersfore, for the Cnastal Barriers
Retources Act to fuldill ite conservation goal, Parufic Coast and
Great Labes barriers must be included in the systeam.

Deletion of lands 4rom the system iz another point of
concern.  According to the new drath, all military and Coast
Suard lands will be deleted. It i3 understandable that some
parcels may be needed to be deleted for national Harury by
reasons: however, this shodld be done on a Case by Case basis not
as a uniform policy.

Another recommendation in the draft of persoenal concern to
me is the proposed deletion of Mobile Point, A}, (unit & 01,
This area ts near My hame, and I have visited 1t many times
during the past twenty years. [ am well aware of how it has been
developsd singe its original designation as a barrier area I%3
1982, The development is unwise and dangerous on such a fragils
and changing coastal area. It is also contrary to the intent of
the &ct. Faor 1¥ development leads to deletion from the systeam,
the Act hecomes » useless paper tiger exposing all barrier areas
Lo developsaent.

Lows 0f barrier sress ip devalopment costs us all Oy in
the end. Dredging and runodf from development zites harm
aguatic habitats that produce mest of cur seafood, Bevel opmant
giminishes the ability of coastal berviers to protect mainland
arsas from storas and flooding., Also, every American citizen pays
directly for development of coastal barriers in the fors of
insurance claims and goverhment disaster assistance.

Thank you for considering these commenis,

tuart Reitp

May 5, 1947 ‘@f

U 5. Fiah and W1ldL1fe Service

Framit MeGilvrey, Cosstsl Barrien Loordinstor
1375 "K" Styeev, ¥. W,

Hamilton Buildine, Rocm L0

Wasnington, D. €, 20005

Dear Mr, MeGilvrey:

I mnote In & news artiecle dat
wilts sre recopnlzed in Soutn
Islani, 8, 0.

ed May 2nd that thirteen regcupce 3¥stem
Sarolina does nat Inelude Hilton Head

in wy opinien, Hiilton Head Iziand should be included For ™MENY resscns
such ag waste dispessl, drinking water, Installation of dooks which

contaninete more an< more cyster beds, serlous traffie conditlons ane
lest but not least bemeh erosion which in some mreas is quite serious,

I have snelosed faop your examlns
my request. I draw vour st

hand corner, which 2lves a

tion elzht vages of material to support
ention particulerly to page 2 - lower plght
serfsot expmule of Sevelovers nomplete Asre-
degiructizn of sur beaches as g result of their

actione,

T Tirmly believe that a 30 and 60 vear eroslon rave setbeek line should
e put 1ato place at the Federsl Level and d2ny Ketlonsl Flood Insurance
Program bo those who refuse o varticlpate, This may be our only solution
Lo mrevent building tos clsse to the beach. furthernore, I believe 1t 1a
unlalr to expest téxvavers natlonwice oo subsidize tne National Flood
Ingurance for the sake of a few,

I inow
believe

requlres g ozress deal of your time, however, I
is serlous enough to give 1t ¥2ur full attentisn,

I rezret that T was unable to attend the public hearing whieh was heild
in May on James Iatand and in whleh you particivsted a5 I 4o nst drive

at nl I would nsve been very interectsd in searlng vour sugzestlons

and remarks,

May I mear from you? Thank you,
Sincerely yours,
Constanre Anzelettl
9 Seaslde Sparrow
¥nc. 8 pares Hilton Head Ialand, S. C. 29925

May 13, 1967

Y. 8, Flah and Wildlife Service

Frank Meilvrey, COoastel Barrier Coordinstor
1375 "K" Street, N. W.

Hamilton Building, Room 400

Dear Mr. Mciiilvrey:

On May 5, 1987 I mailed you material concerning Hilton Head Island,
5. Ca

Just ag I had anticlpsted, the 3o called the $. ©. Blue Ribbon
Beachfront Mansgement Committes’s report presented to the S,
Comnittae will %e set aside for furtner consiseration. Meam
developers can continue to bulld adjacent to the beseh, particou
in Palmetto Tunes Plantation on ¥1lbon Head Tsland,

Tnlike N. C, who did take {irm action to prevent further erasion,
the Town Souncll of Hilson Head nave been conduciing studies far tre
rast four yeara and guill ne flrm and hard deaslsicna.

T am 5311l of the spinion thet 3 federsl moratorium calling a hels
to all further bullding and installation »f hzrdened revetments,
groing, jetvies esteo. should be put into nlase., To fo less would nat
only cost the taxparers meny wlilions of doilars but do Lrreparshie
damage to our berches, wetlands and marzhes,

Attuchied 1s a news article which sppeared in the News % Ocurier of
Charleston, 5. C.

May I hear from vou?
Jincerely wours,

Conatance Angelatt

2 SeﬁZ?Ee Spgrgﬁgi

Enc. 1 HGilton Eead Isiand, 8.C. 29928

August 25, 1987

The Honorable J, Strowm Thurmond
Senate Gffice Building
Washington, D¢ 20516

Dear Sepator Thurmond:

We have recently been approached by several lobbyist
regarding the pending report to Congress by the Department of
interior concerning the Coastal Barrier Rescurces BAct of
1982. We wish to make clear that the Kiawah Island Company
Limited is not represented by any lobbyist in this matter.
The Kiawah Island Company Limited ia proud of its decade of
environmentally sensitive development of Riswah Island and
we do not wish to be assogisted with organizations and
developers who are perhaps less sensitive toward the
environment,

We are cognizant of the fact that when a controversial matter
comes before Congress for consideration, many lobbyist
purporting to represent various interests, which they may or
may not in actuality represent, actively solicit support for
their particular position regarding the proposed legislation,
We wish to make clear that the Kiawah Island Company Limited
is represented only by its rcorporate officers, specifically
Mr. Charles F. Daocust, its Senlor Vice President, regarding
thig or any other pending matter.

We have on several occasjons over the past couple of years
worked directly with your staff and Mr. MoGilvrey and others
at the Department of Interior and have found them to be most
responsive and cooperative.

With kindest regards and best wishes,

General Counsel
CC: FPrank MeGilvrey »

HME:s8h
H21D/99

Kiawah lsland Company Limited, P.O. Box 129190, Charleston, South Carolina 29412.0910

Telephone: (803) 768.21121

1



VETE:
LABOR AND HUMAN RESOLACES

STROM THURMOND 36?’

SOUTH CARGLINA
COMMITTEES

AAMED SENVICES £
ool Bnited States Senate
WASHINGTON, 8¢ 20510
May 7, 1987

Honorable William P, Horn

Assistant Secretary for Fish ang
Wildlife and Parks

C Stremt between l8th and 19th Streets

SOUTH
CAR%%A April 10, 1987
COUNCIL

Summensn Conter The Honorable Strom Thurmond

19 Hagoot Avenus tnited States Senate

Suite 802 Roogm 4241, Senave Office Building
Charkasion S C 28403 washington, DC 20510

Washington, D.C, 20240 (8O3 7675808
Dear Hr. Horn: s e vaaael Re: Coastal Barrier Resources Act
M gyne Seam Fn 2
Enclosed please find a copy of correspondence I racently Erpcutve Crector beat Senatar Thurmond:
received from Kr. Wayne Beam, EXecutive Director of the South i
Carolina Coastal Council. The Ceastal Council has received the Report Lo
cong;ess and ;:he proposed recommendations concerning adgditions
As this correspondence indicates, the e s . ) to the Coasval Barrier Resouyrces System, I would very much
concerned that pzopgsed additions to the Co(a:gta:laéai??:?}l?e;gu};ighly appreciate you or your staff's agsistance in investigating an
System (CBRS) of property in "otherwise protected areas™ (ie.State e oL Concern to the State of Soutn Carolina Foncecning the
parks and reserves) could regatively impact conservaticn, recreation Spherwise protected aress along our shoreline as indicated in
and educational programs already in existence in these areas. Far the Report. In the conments the Coastal Council made to the
instance, designating a park area into the CBRS could preclude the bepartmenc of £he Intericr on the origlnal drafe of these
South Carclina Department of Parks Recreation and Tourism fram Proposals, the idea of incluting otherwise protected areas,
utilizing Federal funds to construct educaticenal and recreationsl Faen aws‘snate or Cousty packs, was cpposed primarily because of
facilities in areas where they are needed most and ars rost the belief that iy federal assistance for recreational
beneficial. educational activities in those sreas wolld be cut off if they
wera anludeéi in the Coastal Barrier Resources Systam. This
While the Coastal Council su erts the CBRS rost recent raf_t Tecomuends tnat anly the privately owned
the Council believes that it wouldppbe unwisecto SS;xggmtﬁzdtiggczgt g-hcldmgs prehin these ntherwise protested areas be included
Federal assistance currently available to "otherwies protectes in the system, The Coastal Council believes that it would be
areas.” appropriave te include these otherwise protected areas within
thisfigeéerilfsystem if and only if there was ng jeopardy for
Because of the important role coastal k i o Tas Sonds that could remourish the baches of these
would appreciate yout gcakine into thie mathﬁ gopigguig ggaftate, ! parks, provide 'educational_and cecreational amenities for the
necessary Pederal funds continue to be #» jocated to these sreas, I burgeoning tourist population, and would not hamper future
would also appreciate & response from yout Dffice before June 24, so recreatioml or educacional activities in these areas.
! can meke further comments to the Coastal Barrier Study Group if i
needed ., The Cpastal Council appreciates your support for our
. program and for conservation in general, We would appreciate
Thank you for your kind attention te this matter, and I look your help in investigacing this issue with the pepartment of
forvard to hearing from you. Interior since it is probable that some type of legislative
change is necessary in order for these areas to receive the
With kindest regards and best wishes, federal protection of the system while not Jeopardizing the
huge public panefit that these azeas provide,
Singerely,
Strom Thurwmond
B%/hj
ARTHUA RAVEMEL R s WASHINGTON O7ICT
Y1 ByTRDT §0yTe CabDion . @ . Ao 1738
B o o

Senator Strom Thurmond
Page 2

The Coastal Council is planning & public hearing the
evening of May &, 1587, at the Port Jomnson Auditoriun in
Charleston, South Carolina. I invite you or your
representative to attend this hearing which will be chaired by
a Department of the Interior representative, to see first hand
how this federal program will work on south Carolina's coast.

T will look forward to hearing from you soon,
Sincerely,
B, Waphe Beam
Executive Director
HiR:0223Abas7
cc: Senator James M. Waddell, Chairman
H, Wayne Beam, Executive Director
christopher L. Brooks, Deputy Director<-B

Newman J, Smith, Staff Attorney
Jeff Cole

03.225-317§
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June 9, 1987

Coastal Rarriere Scudy Group

. 5. Department of the Interior
National Parks Service - 498

P. 0. Box 37127

Washington, DC  20013-73127

Dear Sir or Madam:

I would like to express mv support for the proposed additions to
the Coastal Barriers inventory. We are experiencing an unprecedented
rate of growth in Seuth Carolina and mueh of what has already
oceurred has been shown to be unwise and without regard for the
nature of coastel barrier mystems. The encourasgement Federal
subgidies have provided haz made a bad matter worse,

Deleting areas previously ingluded, but which have developed
since the last set of maps were drawn, would defeat the purpose of
the act. I would also urpe you to consider including areas of
beachfront that have accreted over the past few vears, but which
currently would not bhe eligible,

Thanks for your atrvenrien to this matter.

AR/db/1db



INDEX TO EXISTING AND PROPOSED
CBRS UNITS IN SOUTH CAROLINA
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USER NOQTE: To locate the map(s) of each existing and
proposed CBRS unit in this volume, consult the table on
the following page.




MAPS DEPICTING EXISTING AND PROPOSED CBRS UNITS

Unit
ID USGS Topographic Map
Code Unit Name or Map Composite Page
MO1* Waites Island Complex Little River 16
Moz* Litchfield Beach Magnolia Beach 21
MO3* Pawleys Inlet Waverly Mills 25
MO4* Debidue Beach North Island 31
MO5 Dewees IsTand Sewee Bay 40
Capers Inlet 41
Fort Moultrie 42
MO6 Morris Island Complex James Island 43
M7 Bird Key Complex James Island 43
Legareville 44
M08 Captain Sams Inlet Rockville 48
MO9* Edisto Complex Rockviile 48
Edisto Island 49
M10* Otter Island Edisto Island 49
Bennetts Point 52
St. Helena Sound 53
M1t Harbor Island St. Helena Sound 53
M12 St. Phillips Island 5t. Phillips Island 58
Parris Island 59
M13* Daufuskie Island Bluffton 60
Tybee Island North 61
5C-01 Long Pond Nixonville 18
*Public comment summaries and DOI responses follow unit maps.
MAPS DEPICTING OTHERWISE PROTECTED, MILITARY, AND COAST GUARD
LANDS ON UNDEVELOPED COASTAL BARRIERS*
USGS Topographic Map Coastal Barrier
or Map Composite Status Page
Myrtle Beach State 19
8rookgreen Private 20
Magnolia Beach Private 21
North Istand Private 31
Santee Point State, Private 33
Minim IsYand Federal, State, Private 34
Santee Federal, State 35
Cape Romain Federal, State 36
McClellanville Federal, State 37
Awendaw Federal 38
Bull Island Federal 39
Sewee Bay Federal, State 40
Capers Inlet State 41
dames Island tocal, Coast Guard 43
Edisto Island State 49
St. Helena Sound State 53
Fripps Inlet State 57
Tybee Istand North State 61

*These maps are provided for information purposes only.
of these areas to
inconsistent with the CBRA purposes.

mending

available for development that

the addition

is

the CBRS unless they
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are made



........

ADD
DELETE

EXCLUDED
RECONSIDER
FEDERAL

STATE

LOCAL
PRIVATE
MILITARY

COAST GUARD

MAP KEY
Existing CBRS units

Proposed additions to or deletions
from the CBRS

Military, Coast Guard, or otherwise

protected, undeveloped coastal
barriers

Area recommended for addition to the
CBRS

Area recommended for deletion from
the CBRS

Area excluded from an existing or
proposed CBRS unit because it is
developed

An existing CBRS unit that Congress
may wish to reconsider; suggested
boundary modifications are shown

Federally protected, undeveloped
coastal barvier; for information
only

State protected, undeveloped coastal
barrier; for information only

Locally protected, undeveloped
coastal barrier; for Jinformation
only

Privately protected, undeveloped
coastal barrier; for 1information
only

Undeveloped coastal barrier owned
by the military; for information
only

Undeveloped coastal barrier owned
by the Coast Guard; for information
enly

Maps are arranged in geographic order from north

to south.
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Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System h
UNITED STATES Sofid nes depict recommendations for additions 1o or delations from
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR QUADRANGLE the Coastal Barrier Rescurces System. {Section 10 of P.L. 97 ~ 348.)
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MOl - WAITES ISLAND COMPLEX

State Position: The State of South Carolina

expressed no position on CBRS unit MO1.

Other Comments: One letter was recejved
opposing the addition of the associated
aquatic habitat to MOl because it may inter-
fere with development on the mainland. The

letter is reprinted below.

Resgonse: A1l of the associated aquatic
habitat fully qualifies for addition to the
CBRS under DOI criteria.

BOI Recommendation: The DOI recommends
adding the associated aquatic habitat to MO1.
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The Coastal Bartisrs Study Croup
U, $. Department of the Interior
Nartonal Park Service ~ 498
Poat Office Box 37127
Washingron, D. €. 20013-7127

Re: Proposed Recommendations ro Congress Concerning
The Coastal Barzier Resources System

Dear Sirs:

1 am wriring on behalf of che Tilghman, fovce and McEaddy families.
These families own a tract of land at Little River, South Carolina, which
includes a barrier island, Waitesm Island, adfolning marshisnd, and land on
the wainland, The fsland and a large part of rhe marsh behind it are
currantly inscluded in the Coastal Barrier Rescutces System as eatablished
by the Coastal Barrier Resources Act, 16 U.5.C, § 3501 et seq, The pro-
perty in queation is Included im unit M-01.

AL present, the boundary of the Cosstal Barrier Resources System
falle well within the marsh separating Waites Island from the mainiapd, The
Interior Deparcment's draft veport to Congress oo the Coastal Barvier Resources
System, howewsr, recommends extending that houndary to the edge of the high
water maTk on the mainland side of the sarsh,

The families object to the proposed sxtensicn and ask that, ino
the Waites Ialand azea, Congreds leave the Soundaries of the Constal
Barrier Besources System where they currestly lie.

As stated fn your Draft Report to Congress: Coastal Ssrrier

Besources System, Executive § ry (March, 1987} at page 6 "[t]he intent
of the jCoastal Barrier Rescorces] Act was to remove from usdevelioped coastal

barriers Federal incentives for new development . . ., ." There is no pros-
peet for development within undeveloped coastal barriers in the Waites Islaad
area.

SINKLER & Bovp

The Ceastal Barvisrs Study Group
Jure 13, 1987
Page Tvo

The only developable land within the Wattea Island coastal bartvier
system is the island ftself, vhich ig already fucluded within the Coastal
Barrier Regoutces System. Development of wetlands behind the island is
already prohibited by other atate snd federal enyirommental leglgiation.

Aa a result, the proposed extenaion of the Coastal Barrier Re-
sources System in the Waires Islsnd area would have no impact va development
of properties within the coastel barrier system. It would, however, create
uRRecessary regulatory burdena for acrivities op the mainland.

Development of the wainland property may require pipes or outfalls
to be placed at the edge of the marash; it msy require diking at the marsh
edge; 1t may requive construction of docks or landings at the marsh edge; it
may require utilicy lines or bridges at the marsh edge. Extension of the
Coastal Barrier Resources System to the edge of the warsh could interfere
with such acrivities. Such extesslon could almo sreate difficulc adminigtra~
tive and accounting burdens where a small part of a larger urility or road
project extends onto the marsh edge. lLocating the boundary close to the
mainiand zlse makes disputes over the precise boundary of the Cosstal
Barrier Resources Syscem Likely.

In areas where all developable property within the coastal barrier
is already part of the System, the intent of {ongress would be served better
by leaving generous buffer zones between the maintand and the boundary of
the System. Alternatively, you mizht consider #xempting from the Acy projects
buillt to serve developmest outside of any coastal barrier, (wherler chat
cosstal barrier is within the Coastal Barrier Regources System or not) that
incidently infringe on property within the System.

By vopy of this lecter I =m informing members of the South
Carolina Senatorial delegation of the families® objeccion te the proposed
extensinn of the Coastal Barrier Resources Svstem in the Waltes Island area.

Thank you for your attention to this matter, If you have any
questions comcerning this letter, plesse feel free to call wme.

Sincerely,

TR T

Belton T. Zeigler

BTZ/v
cei The Homorable J, Strom Thurmond

The Honorable Erneac ¥, Hollings

Hr. Hike Rusmman, Senate Commerce Committee Steff

Mra, Horace Tilgiman

Mrs. John 5. Boyee

Mra, Hunter T. McEaddy

Mr. Merrill T. Boyee

Mr. Bachman 5. $mith 1II

Mr. Prank W, Brumley

17
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MO2 - LITCHFIELD BEACH

State Position: The State of South Carolina
opposes the addition of the area north of the
existing unit to the CBRS, endorsing the
opposing comments presented below.

Other Comments: Four Tletters opposing the
addition of the area north of the existing
unit were received. Two major arguments were
presented: (1) that the area is part of a
phased development, and (2) that the unit
boundaries were not delineated according to
DOI c¢riteria. One letter of support for the
MO2 additions was also received. A1l the
letters are reprinted below.

Response: In 1982, DOI was of the mistaken
opinion that the area north of MO? was part
of a phased development; therefore, it did

not include this area in its original recom-
mendations to Congress. In its Section 10
study, DOI did not consider phased develop-
ments in making its delineations. Further-
fiore, the recommended addition is stil]
undeveloped; a site visit by Study Group
members revealed only a sand road in the
area. The entire existing CBRS unit and the
recommended additions fully meet DOI defi-
nition and delineation criteria. The
recommended northern boundary falls at the
interface between the developed and un-
developed portions of the barrier,

DOI Recommendation: The DOI recommends add-

ing the undeveloped area north of the exist-
ing CBRS wunit and the associated aquatic
habitat to M02.

1082

Scott/Permar/Ravenel

June 17, 1587

Mr. Frank MeGilvrey

Coastal Barriers Coordinator
U.8, Fish and wildlife Service
Department of the Interior
Room 460

1375 K Street NW

Washington, DC 20005

Re: Coastal Barrier Unit # M0O2 ~ Magnolia Beach,
beay Frank:

These comments are offered on behalf of the Litchfield
Company, the owner of property affected by the existing MO2
unit and the proposed addition to M02, We have primarily
limited our comments to the Department of the Interior's
(DOI's) recent proposal to add property to the north of the
existing boundary for the M0Z unit.

It is our understand that DOJ is proposing this addition
since it is reevaluating the development status of the property
in 1982 when DOI developed its proposed designations for
Congress. Accordingly, we have used DOI's report entitled
Undeveloped Coasta] Barriers: Definitions and belineation
Criteria (hereafter Definitions and Delin@atioh CriLerid) as a

zriteria
basls for our comments.

Specifically, we would like to reguest that DOI not
recommend an extensicn of the unit to the north, Our reasons
for this request can be summarized as follows:

1} The property in question is (and was in 1982) part of
a phased development which should be exempt from
inclusion according to DOI's Definitions and Deline-
ation Criteriay

23 A full complement of infrastructure was reasonably
available to undeveloped portions of the property;

3) A reasonable geologic interpretation of the location
of the junction of the barrier apit with the mainland
would locate the boundary of the barrier further
south than its current location; and

ScotFermar Ravenel, Inc
One Beachwaiker Office Park Raawah Biland, South Caroling B33 S 740000

Mr. Frank MeGilvrey
June 17, 1987

Page 2 of 5

4} To resvaluate its previous position on this matter
would be ineqiitable, since the Litchfield Company
has made considerable expenditures towards the develop-
ment of the subject property and the planned develop-
ment may not be possible if designated as an andeve lop=
@d <ocastal barrier.

PHASED DEVELOPMENT

In order to gualify as a phased development, a property
mist satisfy 4 basic criteria: 1} development by one
antity, 2} 100 or more lots or building sites, 3 compla-
tion of at least one phase of the project, and 4} future
phases are part of the project from its initiation,

We believe the Litchiield Company satisfies these criteria,
The Litchfield Company is the eptity which complated the

lgt phase of the project {Inlet Point! and, in conjunction
with its financial partner, will be completing all subseguent
phases, {(Previous title problems with the property have

been resclved and ghe Litchfieid “ompany has clear title

to the property south of Inlet Point.

The total number of lots and units in the project is well
in excess of the 100 lots or bullding sites required for
the phased development exemption,

The lst phase of the project was completed at the time of
DOI8 review in 1882,

Future phases of the project have been part of the project
plans from its initiation, This fact is apparent from
the incressed costs incurred by the Litchfield Company
when 1t sized infrastructure (i.e., water and sewer
lines) to meet the needs of subseguent phases. Alse, the
company planned for access for suybseguent phases by
placing covenants on the Inlet Point property which
provided for access to the phases planned to the south of
inlet Point (see correspondense being forwarded under a
Beparate from Steve Goggins with attached information of
infrastrugture sizing and covenants).

FULL COMPLEMENT OF INFRASTRUCTURE

In addition to qualification for exemption under the
phased development criteris outlined abeve, DOI's Defini-
tions and Jelineatrion Criteria provide for consideration
of infrastructure avallability.




Mr. Frank McGilvrey Page 3 of 5
June 17, 1887

As you know from your recent site visit, a existing road
runs through the entire length of the praperty which DOL
proposes to add to the current unit. This read, which
was in-place at the time DOT considered its proposed
coastal barrier designations {1982}, provides reascnable
access to building sites on the subject property. Also,
the reoads and buildings in the Inlet Point phase were
specifically designed to provided for an easy extension
of roads to subsequent phases to the south.

As mantioned above, water and sewer lines in-place at the
time of DOI's previous consideration {1962} provided
availability of water and sewage treatment to all sub-
sequent planned phases.

Electrical service was also in-place at the Inlet Paoint
phase and was available to subseguent phases.

For all of the above-mentioned reasons, we feel that El
full complement of infrastructure was reasonably
available to the undeveloped portions of the subject
property.

JUNCTION WITH THE MATNLAND

DOT's Definitions and Delineation Criteria indicate that
barrier Spits are iocared at & point which "... is usually
recognized fairly readily on maps and aerial rhotographs

as well as on the ground as a physical change in topography
or the nature of the land surface."”

As you may recall from your site visit, the is a marked
change in the nature of the land surface as one moves
south from the Inlet Point phase, The upland portion of
the property narrows substantially and forms a much more
narrow landform when compared to the area to the north.
Indeed, this narrowing oc¢curs at the approximate location
of the existing northern boundary of the umit {see Exhibit
A). This obvious topographic feature marks a reasonable
location for the junction of the barrier spit with the
mainland. No other such feature, change in land surface
or topography exists anywhere in the area which could
indicate this junction.

The Litchfield Company has considered the geomorphic
setting of the area in its plans. Studies have been
conducted for the area by the South Carclina Coastal

Mr, Frank McGilvrey Page 4 of 5
June 17, 1587

Council which indicate the 50 Year erosion line and the
company has not planned any davelopment seaward of this
line {The Coastal Council'g contractor, Applied Technology
and Management, Tne,, is forwarding copies of the
analysis conducted for the Litchfield Beach area under a
sgparate cavarj, {Development plans for the property
nerth of the existing northern boundary will be forwarded
under a separate cover by Steve Gogging).

DHGOING DEVELOPMENT TMPACTS OF DOL's REEVALUATION

Although nothing in the Coastal Barrier Rescources Act
{CBRA} prohibits development of affected property, the
inability to procure $lood insurance in the private
sector remains a difficult, if net impossible, tagk for
the type of development planned in subseguent phases on
the subject property.

The Litchfield Company plans a low density fapproximately
3 upits/acre), single family home development for the
area between the existing northern voundary and the
southern end of the Inlet Point phase. A comparable
project in Alabama was recently repossessed by the lender
when the developer {who had developed lots on a desig-
nated undeveloped coastal barrier) could not procure
private sector flood insurance for homes to be buiit on
the lots, While lenders may be able to lend on desig-
nated undeveloped coastal barriers, they did not appear
willing to provide mortgages in this case.

When DOI proposed the current northern boundary in 1982
and Congress adopted the current map, the Licchfield
Company relied on this designation boundary and has since
commitred substantial funds towards the planning and
development of groperty south of the Inlet Point phase.
The company reasonably felt that issues relating to
phased development and coastal barrier boundaries were
resolved in 1%82. Final plans will be submitted locally
within two weeks for approval (see plans attached to
correspondence from Steve Goggins being forwarded under
separate cover). Indeed, in the abscence of the uncer-
tainty created by this pending DOI recommendation to
Congress, development may be completed by the time
Congress acts on DOI's request,

Mr. frank McGilvrey Page 5 of §
June 17, 1947

We feel that the possibility of development between the
time of DOI's Final Report to Congress and action by
Congress should be addressed in the Pinal Heport to
Congress. 1f a property which DOT has recommended for
addition to the Coastal Barrier Resources System {CHRS)
is developed by the time Congrecss takes action, we feel
it would be inappropriate for Congress to include a
developed area in the CBRS. We hope that vou witl point
Gut that the status of areas recommended for inclusian by
OOL in its Final Report to Congress may have changed by
the time Congress takes ackivn and that they should take
the current development status intso account prior to
adopting changes to CBRA,

We hope that you have found these comments ugeful in your
ongoing review of the CBRS. If anything outlined above regquires
further clarification or if any additional information would
be useful, please let me know.

We appreciate your consideration and hope that your
recent site visit in connection with the public hearing held
in Charleston was informative.

We will look forward to your Fimal Report to Congress.

Sincarely,
J 5 M. Scott

ce:  John McMillan, o
Director of Scuth Carclina Division of Energy,
Agriculture, and Natural Resources

61:168.4
enclosures

INLEP POIN'?

A CONGOMINILM

Mr. Frank McGilvrey

Coasral Barriers Coovrdinator
U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service
Washingten, DL 20740

Dear Mr. McGilvrey:

The Directors of the Inlet Point Homeowners Association
share your concern about the exclusion of a parcel of undeyvel-
oped land at Magnolia Beach from the Coastal Barrier Svstem.
This land was purchased in the fall of 1986 From the Bultman
family, along with the property south of it, which i3 already
included in the Coastal Barrier System. Inlet Point adjoins
The preperty in question on its north side.

There are several reasons why we believe the land should
be in the Coastal Barrier System as was the intent of the law,

Dr. Orrin Pilkey, the respected Duke Universiry geologist,
rates the land in guestion as “high risk' for development be-
cause of the low elevation of the Litchfield Spit and the prob-
ability of flooding.

Several of our Directsrs were at Iniet Point on January 1
1987 apd saw firsthand how devastating the ocean can he when
the conditions are right and especially where low-lying areas
on & spit are involved. A good deal of the dunes were desrroved
and much of the land was under water, not only from the ouean
side but from Midway Creek as the high tide backed up the water
completely inundating the marsh,

We understand that the long range development pians for
Magnolia Beach include beach access and use by the property
OWNETS ar nedrby Willbrook Plantation which will eventually
include 3300 units. We understand that there may be as many
a5 150 units builr at Magnolia Beach in several phases with
the first phase on land not presently in the Coastal Barrier
System. The developer retains the right of access to Magnolia
Beach through Inlet Point per the Master Deed for Inlet Point
that was drawn up & number of years age, even though the en-
tire Magnolia Beach was not acquired until 1986. Inlet Point
includes 69 units at present. We understand that a drawbridge
may be built across Midway Creek to provide an alternate access
to Magnolia Beach from the mainland. We are concernsd about
the passage of may transients through Inlet Point property and
the adequacy of escape routes from the spit in case of an emer-
gency such as we encountered Janvary 1, 1937,

P.0. Box 2101, Myrtle Beach, South Carofina 29578, Phone: (B03) 272-8700



Magnolia Beach and the marsh behind it comprise ang of
the last unspoiled, natural habitars for 50 miles betwecen
New River and Debordieu, Residents and visirors both can
marvel at its beauty and enjov its teeming wildlife. As
more developments encroach upon us, this particular very
fragile area should be preserved for future generations to
enjoy and appreciate, Since it is also a high risk area,
if there is development, it should not be done with federal
funds at the taxpayers' ¢xpense.

Respectfully submitved,

wiiklicos £ el

William E. Latture
President
Inlet Point Homeowners Assoviation

June 17, 1987

cCi:  Mr. Frank £. Dunn, Vice President
Mrs. Richard G. Newell, Director
Mr. Jack Sessoms, Direcror
Mr, Robert (. Vaughn, Direcror

1308
59L7 Tajo Avenus

Virginta Beseh, Virginla 23455
June 22, 1987

Comatal Barrier Study Group
Nationml Perk Servics

U.8: Department of the Intarior
P.C. Box 37127

Washington, D.C. 200137327

Rés Naoml M, Holmes
{Heir of Walter Manigault)

Gentlaman,

I have received a letter from Senator Strom Thurmond in
rafarence to prapoped racommandations by the Cosetal Barrier
Study Group. This matter ls of soncern to Be since I ax the
owner of property located in the arsa damignated as the
Hagnolis Beaoh Quadrangle in Georgstown Cobinty, South Caroilins.
A portion of my property im insiuded in the srea cited for
inelusion in the Coastal Barrisr Bemource System,

I am opposed to mny changss in the status of BY property
which would prohibit Federal axpendifures and financlal
Bagletance for development. Aw an owner of property in the
Froposed area for inclusion in the CBES, ! feel that ¥
should have been appropristely notifisd in a timely mattar
concerning such proposals in order that the full impact

of these chengss might be fully syamined, Had 1%t not besn
for the concern of Senator Strom Thurgond, I would not have
bean informed of your recommendations.

Pleass pend ne & complsete copy of the recommendatiors of the
Constal Barrier Study Group regerding the Megnnlia Bonohy,
Waverly Mills and North Island Quadrsngles in Bouth Carclina,
Pleags includs & more detniled wap of the Magnolis Beach
Quandrangle that wonld be mffscted. Also, T would like to
now 1f the current preposalis allow for Federal sxpandi tures
for developments which would promote conserwation of fish,
wildlife and other matural resources.

Again, please note my opposition to ANy changes in status of
BY property s proposed by the Coaatal Berrser 3tudy CGreup,

Reaspectrully,

PPt Ll

Heom) Manignult Holmes

WALTER WM. MANIGAULT, L.F.D, L.E,

MANIGAULT & SON ARESIDERT A
PO BOX 843
MOBTICIANS, INC. GEORGETOWN. 5. C, 20440 -
FQUNDED 1037

TELEMMONE {833} 5465338

June 20, 1487

Coastal Barrier Study Group

Mational Park Service

tnited States Department of the Interior
Pest Office Box 37117

Washington, D.L, 20013-7127

Dear Sivs:

I have reviewed tie letter from Senator Thurmond dated June 3, 1987
in reference to the additional acreage included into the CBRS for
South Caroliea as proposed by the U.3, Department of the Intaerior.

I am coownzr of the McKenzie Beach with Mrs. Gladys M. Watkins.

of Washington,D.C., Mrs. Naomi M. Holmes of Virginia Beach,Va. and
Alez Sanders of Columbia, $.C, According to Senator Thurmond's
letrer, cur property lies within the proposed additionasl screage
shown on Map #12 (Magnolia Beach) MOZ ,ADD 7O MO2Z as enclosed.

To place our property into the CBRS would reduce the curreng pro-

perty valua, restrict our present uSe of cur property for recreation

and severly liwit our development of the remaining porcion of
land. Consequently, the income potential of the property would be
considerably reduced. Therefore, I ask that you plesse reconsider
your plams to make this & part of the new CBRS proposal for 3Jouth
Carolina.

I would greatly appreciate your sending me copies of the areas

that you have also propesed to Lnclude in yeur plans that ajoin

our property, if any. Additionaly, T would appreciate all corre-
spondence on this proposal and vour decisions teo be mailed directly
te me at the above address,

Walter W, Manigault

te: Senator Strom Thurmond
Congreagman Robin Talion
Mr, Frank B, McGilverey
¥r. Jack Brown
Mr. Craig L. Bisben

1783 Redwond Tervace, N,W,
Washington, D.¢, 26012

June 20, 1987

Coastal Barrier Study Croup

National Park Service

United States Department of the Interior
Post Dffice Box 17127

Washingten, D.C. 20013-7127

Dear Sivs:

This letter is in response to your communication ro property owners
regarding a proposal by the Depariment of Interior to include addirional
atres for vhe Coastal Barrier Resource System (CERS) im South Carclins,

I am = property owner of the McKenzie Beach {Magnolia Beach) area
and am opposed to having It included in the proposed nevw extension of
the CER3 plan. My opposition is based on uncertainey of the specific
derails of the plan and Lts extension to affected people and community,
Vague map representation to owners, future implications, and concern that
individual situaticns should warranr icdividual study and copsideration.

instead of blanker closure to federal involvement, I would like to
knpw that at lesst some degree of concern and financial assistance would
be possible when property owners attempt to protect and enhance natural
settings of marine life for whatever time of its natural existence.

Ropefully, you will recomsider parts of this plan {specifically the
geographical area referred to {n South Carolina) and make recommendations
for positive alternative options, Thank you for the opportunity to respond
to this proposal, however, § would hava appreciated receiving this
information ar least three/four weeks ago,

Eindly forward amy further details regarding this {ssue snd all
reports, studies, and official documents applicable to the Mc¥enzie Beach
(Magnolia Beach) property to my address above.

Thank you for your consideration,

Siocarely,

ko Prinigaact - T

Gladys Manigault Watking
ccr  Senator Strom Thurmond (Heir of Walter W. Mauigauit)
Honorable Robin Tallon
Hr. Craig L, Rieben
Hr. Frank B, McGilvrey
Mr. Jack Brown
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Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System
UMITED STATES — Solid lines depict recommendations for additions te or deletions from
DEPARTIMENT OF THE INVERIOR QUADRANGLE the Coastal Barrier Resources System. {Section 10 of P.L. 97 - 348.)

W&@ﬁﬁ&.? m%k&.g ——— Dash lines depict approximate boundaries of axisting uniis in the

Coastat Barrier Hesources System, for reference purposes only.
SOUTH CAROLINA

awsse  [Iotted lines depict approximate boundares of an undeveloped coastal

5 ! BCALE barrier that is “otherwise protactad” or a miitary or coast guard
Mapped, sdited and published , . ° 4 MILE property.
by the Coastal Barriers Study Group T v
U.§. Departiment of the interior W00 0 1008 2000 3000 4000 S000 800D 7000 FEET
Y Washington, D.C. 20240 ¢ f 5 0 | KEL:}?&E:T;;? Werth Base Map is the U.8, Geological Survey 1:24,000 scale quadrangle.




MO3 - PAWLEYS INLET

State Position: The State of South Carolina
SUpports a redelineation of MO3 to exclude
some of the southern portions of the unit,
endorsing the comments presented below.

Other Comments: The 1landowners (or their
agents) in the M03 area presented several
arguments for redelineating the boundaries of
the wunit. First, they suggested that the
associated aquatic habitat is not continuous
and the landward boundary includes portions
of the maintand maritime forest. Second,
they suggested that the associated agquatic
habitat behind Pawleys Island does not meet
DOI criteria for addition to the C(BRS.
Finally, they suggested that DOI should not
consider a recommendation to add the area
south of the existing unit to the CBRS
because it was part of a phased development
in 1982 and thus deliberately excluded by
Congress from the System. The Tlandowners
letters are reprinted below.

Response: In May, 1987, Study Group members
visited MO3 and determined that the wetlands
behind MO3 are continuous. This site visit
and a review of the aerial photographs of the
unit have confirmed that the recommended
Tandward boundary of MO3 follows the inter-
face between the aquatic habitat and the
maintand and is fully consistent with DOI's
Section 10 criteria. The associated aguatic
habitat behind Pawleys Island includes highly

dynamic sand bodies subject to wind, wave,
and tidal energies through Pawleys Inlet.
This aquatic habitat also fully meets DOI
criteria for addition to the CBRS.

The southern boundary of M03 was the subject
of considerable debate in the 1982 Congres-
sional deliberations and has continued to
arouse controversy. Congress adjusted D0I's
recommended boundary northward in 1982 +to
exclude a phased development. Thisg property
has since changed ownership, it remains
undeveloped, and DOI is of the opinion that
it fully qualifies for addition to the CBRS
under DOI criteria.

DOI Recommendation: The Dol recommends
adding the aquatic habitat associated with
the existing unit to the CBRS. The delinea-
tions do not include the mainiand maritime
forest but do include the sand bodies behind
Pawleys Iniet.

Although the area south of the existing CBRS
unit appears to qualify as an undeveloped
coastal barrier under DOI criteria, it is not
recommended for addition to the CBRS because
DOI recommended it in 1982 and Congress con~-
sidered and rejected it during its deliber-
ations on the CBRA. 1If the Congress wishes
additional dinformation regarding this area,
the DOI will provide it upon request,,

HunNTow & WILLIAMS
2O00 SENHBYLVAN A AVEWUE, N WY

PO Aox 19230

Wasminorown, D.C. 20054

TELERmDNr 20F 988 iBO0

June 26, 1987

©apcr gal s a2 ess 1533
Coastal Barriers Study Group
U.8. Department of the Interior
National Park Service - 498
P.0. Rox 37127
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127

Comment of Mr. and Mrs. Wallace Pate
Concerning Proposed Recommendations For
Additions to and Deletions from the
Coastal Batrvier Resources System

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Gn behalf of Mr, and Mrs. Wallace Pate, ! wrire to
comment on the Department of the Interior®s proposed
recommendations for additions to snd deletions from the Coascal
Barrier Resources System ("CBRS*) published on March 25, 1987 (52
Fed. Reg, 9618-9619). Mr, and Mrs. Pate are the owners of
several parcels of land in Gesorgetown County, Scuth Carolina,
Among the parcels owned by the Pates are tracts which border on
the Atlantic Ccean {in and arcund Debidue Beach) and have been
designated as “developed® under the Coastal Barrier Resources
Act. Mueh of the balance of the Pates' property is located
behind areas designated as both "deweloped™ and “undeveloped,*

In 1985, the Department of the Interior proposed to
expand substantially the areas included in the CBRS. Included in
the proposed expansion of the CBRS lands in and around Georgetown
County, South Carolina were two ar=as of ¢oncern to the Pates.
Those areas, depicted on maps MO3 and MO4, include lands owned
by, or bordering upon lands owned by, the Pates. Because ;he
proposed recommendations which the Department of the Interior
plans to transmit to Longress correspond closely to at least some
of the 1985 recomwendations regarding additions to units MO3 and
MO4, the Pates adhere to the position they took in cofments dated
September 30, 1985 on these proposed additians, (A copy of these
comments is attached for the Department's convenience.) The
Pates respectfully request that the Department include thess

Hunrton & WIirLLiasaMs

Coastal Barriers Study Group
June 23, 1687
Page 2

comments in the package the Secretary submits to Congress
pursuant to Section 10 of the Coastal Barrier Resaurces Act,

The Pates wish in particular to emphasize their view that
the proposed addition to unit MO3 iz npt justified, The Pates
commend to the attention of the Department and Congress the
discussion of this addition which is {neluded in the reporg
prepared by the Scott Company on September 10, 198% and
referenced in the September 30, 198% comments submitted to the
Department by Edens & Avant, Inc. For the reasons stated in
particular at pages 2 and 3 of those comments, the proposed
additions to unit MO3 do not satisfy the Department's criteria
for additions to the CBRS.

#Mr. and Mrs. Pate appreciate the apportunity to comment
once again on the proposed additions to the CBRS, If the Pates
may provide further information, please contact me,

Sinceraly,
§%/f£;*f
] ames F. Bowe, Jr. //£;;7

aAttorney for
Mr. and Mrs, Wallace Pate

JFBred
Enclosure

cor Mr, and Mrs., Wallace Pate
Barry J, Warthen, 11, Esg.
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Mr. William P. Horn
Assistant Secretary for
Figh, Wildlife & Parks
Department of Interior
l8th and ¢ Streests, N.W.
Room 1156

Hashington, D.C. 20240

Re: DeBordiew Beack - MOI Unit

bear Mr. Horn:

We greatly appreciate your taking time out of your

obvicusly busy schedule to meet with us last Weqdnesday relative

HEAE
e a6

o nrree

to the above matter. You accurately focussed on the issues before

you as follows:

1) The exemption granted with respect to locating the

southern boundary of the MO3I Unit in 1282 was not doneg on the
basis &f a phased development.

.
2) Based on the technical criteria %o be applied with

respect to this particular unit, certain of the iand area

included in 1982 shouwld not have actually heen included (i.e. the

MO 3 Unit should have been smaller with the boundary moved
further noxth.)

3) Before purchasing the subject property in late 198%

{(which included the entire HO3 Unit, tegether with significant

additional beachfront properties to the south ¢f the MO3 Unit at

a cost in excess of $17,008,000 which has now gong well over

$20,000,000}, our client was very painstaiking in investigating

the limits of the coastal barrisr to assure itself that the

property purchased to the south was not in the coastal barrier

HMr. William P, Horn
october 6, 1987
Page 2

system and that there was no progpect for it to be included in
the coastal barrier systam. Specifically, our client, through Mr.
Jim Scott {who attended the meeting in Washington), met with
members of your staff in 1985 %o review the proposed additions
the HOJ Unit {these wers and are areas of associated aguatic
napitat behind the existing MO3 Unit). It was during thesa
discussions that technical boints wers made to vour staff
relative to the scuthern boundary of the existing MOl Unit and
that, based on technical criteria (see point 2 above), a certain
pertion of the property should never have been inciuded in the
barrier. There was nothing stated in any of the convergations nor
in any of the written materials promulgated by DOI with regard to
its consideration of the barrjer system in 1985 from which evan
the mest prudant and careful purchaser could glean that thera
could be a subsequent change to consider moving the boundary to
the south. 7o the contrary, we aven had the actual southern
boundary ling surveyed and submitted to DOI ataff for their
reviaw and approval {which they did), Even had the existing MO3
Unit been established as a result of 3 phased exemption {and
there were gome technical problem with regard to lesing the
phased exemption if properties simply changed hands), it was
disclosed both verbally and in writing to DOI staff during 1985
that Edens & Avant was purchasing the MO3 Unit, together with the
properties to the south which are not part ©of the 03 Unit.

It is critically jimportant to our client (and, we
respectiully submit, only failr), that it receive clarification at
the earliest possible time to the effect that there will be no
consideration of including any additional properties heyond the
current southern boundary of the MO3I Unit for whatever reason.

Again, we greatly appreciate your taking your time to
understand and focus on the igsues as summarized above. Onge
agatn, ve urge and respectfully reégquest that it be confirmed to
us and our client that thers will be no effort to include
property bheyvond the sauthern boundary of the MO3 Unit. Our client
stands to lose millions of doliars it invested in reliance upochn
the existing iocation of the HO3 Unit, net to mention violating a
number of legal obligations it has iaicirred relative to the
development of the properties to the 1. th of tha MO3 Unit.

S8ing

n, Jr.
JHLIT/pe

Scott/ Permar/Rivenel

June 3, 1987

Mr. Frank McGilvrey

Coastal Barrier Coordinator
U.&. Fish & wildlife

Room 13245

18 § C Street NW
Washington, DT 20240

Re: HMO3 unit,
Dear Frank:

John MeMillan, the Director of the bDivisjon of Energy.
Agriculture, and Natural Resocurces for the state of South
Carclina, has asked that I forward you this prelimxnary draft
of a proposed boundary modification for the above-mentioned
unit.

The area outlined in rad represents the proposed boundary
modification which we discussed during your recent site visit,
I believe the revised boundary modification will result in an
increase in overall acreage when compared to the existing unit
size.

1 pelieve John intends to talk with you and or Juergan
Reinhardt regarding this boundary and he wanted_te ensure that
you had a copy pf this draft boundary modification prior to
your discussion of this unit.

I have enclosed two copies of the draft map and would
appreciate your forwarding a copy to Juergen.

Prior to your discussions with John McMillan, if you or
Juergen have any questions regarding the draft map, please
don't hesitate %o contact me,

I want to thank you amt Juergen for taking the time to
visit the site and appreciate your consideration of this
matter.

5 M. Scott
£0:154. 4
ea:doi

Scett!Permar v, inc.
Ume Beachwalker Cffwe Park, Khacah Dlarel, Soueh Carefing D8455 804 Tis.?

Scott/ Permar/Ravenel

June 17, 1987

Mr., Frank McGilvrey

Coastal Barrier $Study Group
Department of the Interior
National Park Service-43%8
£.0. Box 37127

Washington, DC  200313-7127

Re: Proposed boundary modification to Coastal Barrier
Resource System Unit MO3.

Dear Frank;:

These comments are being submitted on behalf of ?dens &
Avant, Inc., the property owner affected by the existing MO3
Coastal Barvier designation and the proposed additions fo MO3,
They are offered in response to your rEcen@ ragquest for
comments which appeared in the Federal Register {Vol. 52, No.
57, March 2%, 1987}.

As you know, we previously submitted comments to DOI on
the existing and proposed boundaries for MO on September 13,
1385 (See Exhibit A attached hereto}. The proposed boundary
modification suggested in those comments was bas?d on a strict
interpretation of the Interior erartmept's ({BOI ;)_rgport
entitled Draft Undeveloped Coastal Rarriers: Deflnltans and
belineation Criteria {(January 15, 1982} (hereafter Definitions
and Belineation Criteria}.

Since our comments in September of 1985, BOI nas revised
its Draft Report to Congress: Coastal Barrier Rgsources
System (herealiter vUraft Report to Congrass). bDOT hag also
Conducted a site inspection of Che sﬁ%fect property in
conjunction with public hearings held recently In Charleston,
Scuth Carcolina, and other site visits in the area.

Based on our review of the Executive Summary of the Draft
Regort to Congress, meetings with Juergen Relnhardt, ypurseif,
and Tim Kana (the cpastal geologist involved with previous
comments to DOI on this matter), and DOI's Definitions and

pDelineations Criteria, we recommend the boundaTy modification
iilustrated on the Exhibit B attached hereto.

Soitt Permar Raenel T
me Beachwather Office Park Kiavsh S, South Carofone 259855 A0 Tha i




Mr. Frank McGilvrey

Page 2
June 17, 1987

We feel that the proposed boundary modification is appropri-
ate gince:

1} the boundary is consistent with DOI's Definitions and
Delineation Criteria and its Draft Report to
Congressy

2} the boundaries are sensitive to an extengive shoreline
and environmental assessment of the property which
has been conducted by Coastal Science and Engineering,
inz, {this report was submitted to BOI in September
of 1585 along with previous COMMBLLS] ;

3} the proposed boundary adds significant aguatic habitat
to the Coastal Barrier Ressurce Bystem (CBRS): and

4t the inclusion of additional aquatic habitat and
adjacent property is consistent with DGI's Draft

Report o Congress,

In sum, the Cpastal Barrier Unit resuliting from the
proposed boundary modifications results in a unit with
substantially greater acreage than that currently inp the
system and its boundary locations are consistent with DOI's
Definirions and Delineation Criteria and its Draft Report tog
CONGress, as weli 48 a Site speciflc shoreline and €0V 1zonmes -
tal gsséssment conducted for the subject propercy.

We appreciate the opportunity to make these commants and
DOI's recent site visit,

If anything on this matter requires any further clarifi-
cation or if any additional information would be helpful in
your review, pleass let me know.

Stneerely,

Aot

J 8 M. Scott

Scott/Permar/Ravenel

June 22, 1987

Mr. Frank MeGilvrey

Coastal Barrier Coordinator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1375 K Street NW, Suite 400
Washington, BC 20005

Re: MO3 Coastal Barrier unit,

Jear Frank:

Tn addition to our Juns 17, 1987, comments on the above-
mentioned unit, I would like to offer the following additional
comments on the Department of tha Interior's {DOT's} considera-
tion of beundary modifications to the MO3 unit.

Previous comments submitted by the South Carolina Wildliife
and Marine Resources Department (correspondence from James A.
Timmerman, Jr. to Ms., Patricia Jerman of July 3, 1985) suggested
that the southernmost boundary for the MO3 unit ", ,.be relocated
to the south to include additional undeveloped areas.® wWhile
ne supperting technical or other information supporting the
proposed relocation to the south were provided, I heliesve that
DOI took this correspondence from the Wildlife Pepartment to
be the official state position with respect to this unit,
However, Ms. Jerman (the Director of the Division of Nattral
Resources) has previcusly informed me that Wildlife
Department's comments were not intended to be Lha official
state position on this matter and that she was simply
forwarding them to DOI for their consideration along with
other comments which the Division had received on this matrer,

It is our understanding that the stste’s position on this
matter will be forwarded to DOT by Governor Campbell through
John McMillan, Sr, {(Divisicn of Enargy, Agriculture, and
Ratural Resources}. We hope that these comments will clear up
any confusion regarding the state's position on this matter.

On 4 related matter, I learned today that DOT may be
reevaluating its position regarding its previocus exclusion of
property south of the existing coastal barrier boundary as a
result of the phased development exemption. If DOI has re-
ceived any additional information regayding the phased de-
velopment exemption for this arvea, we would appreciate re-
ceiving a copy of such information.

61:168.2
ea:dol
Score Permat Rivened, Ine
Ove Beachwalher Offie Park  Riawih [dond. South Carolisa 29453 803 Thsatgy
Mr. Frank McGilvrey Page 2

June 22, 1987

Our client, Edens & Avant, Inc., purchased proparty north
of the existing development in the DeBordisu area in 1985,
relying on the fact that the property had been exempt by DOI
from designation as an undeveloped coastal barrier as part of
BOL's phased development exemption, While it may not be
reasonable for a property Owner to assume that subsequent
federal regulation of its property will not change over time,
we do not feel it is reasonable that DOT reevaluate its
previous decision regarding the phased development examption
oy the property av this time, partisularly if no new facts
have been entered into the file on this uniw,

We believe that the property gqualified as phased develop-
ment in 1982 and DOI ruled or this guestion when it proposed
the current coastal barrier boundary. Although property
within the phased development has changed hands since then, we
do not believe that DOJ should recommend inclusion of praviousiy
exXempt property simply because the property has changed hands
since the previous eXemption.

if DOL reguires any additional information regavding this
matter, please let me know.

We appreciate the opportunity to make these comments and
will loock forward to your rasponse.

Sincerely,

Jghes M. Scott

ee: John McMillan, Director, South Carolina Divisien of
Erergy, Agriculture, and Natural Resocurces

62:173.4

Scott/Permar/Ravenel

September 29, 1987

Mr. Willam Horn

Assistant  Secretary

US Department of the Interior
18th and C Streets NW
Washingion, DC

Re:  Pending DOI recommendalions 1o Congress on Coasial Barriers
Resources Act (CBRA).

Dear Mr. Hom:

Our firm represents Edens and Avant, the owners of coastal
property affected by the CBRA. We felt that it may be useful 10
summarize recent developments reagrding DOI's consideration of the
property owned by Edens and Avant

During each of the public comment periods on this mater, we
have submitted technical comments 10 DOT suggesting boundary
changes to the Mo3 unit. The changes would result in an ingreasg in the
overall size of the wnit, but, in our opinion, would be more technically
consistent with the initi i i iteria, developed by
DOL in 1982, {copies of these comments should be on file at DOy,

In order to review these comments with appropriate DOL officiais,
we aranged for a site visit to the property. During meetings with DOI
staff, we inspected the subject property and reviewed our comments
which 1 believe were considered reasonable by DOT's technical
representatives.

However, during the visit, DOI staff leatned that the property had
changed bands since 1982 and that the originat masierplan for the
property was now being developed by a new owner. In follow up
couversations, it was learned that DOI was now considering the addition
of thousands of feet of oceanfront property simply because the property
had changed hands.

Seett Permar Ravend,
One Beachwalker Office Park Kuah Dsland. South Caroling 2Wih3 808 THE002



Mr. William Hom

Page 2
September 2%, 1987

DOY's position was apparently based on the assumption that the
current Mo3 houndary was located at the northers fimit of a phased
development.  However, DOI itself determined that the property did ner
qualify as a phased development (sce July 27 2nd August 4, 1982 DOY
mermoranda attached hereto). Therefore, the ownaership issue should
net be relevant.

Congress determined that the great majority of the subject
property did aot qualify as a coastal barrier and specifically exempted
the property from inclusion in the Coastal Barrier Resources System
{CBRS) in 1982, The subject property s a classic mainiand beach and
should not have been considered for inclusion during the original
designation progess,

It should also be noted that this current proposal of adding
substantial additional acreage to the unit has not been reflected in any
public notices associated with DOTs regulatory process and we still do
act know the proposed boundary locations of such an addition, We
have not seens any reference in previous DOI public notices or draft
Reports to Congress which indicate consideration of a policy which
would re-include propeny in the CBRS simply because property has
changed hands. We are also unaware of any DO attempts 10 date to
determine the current ownership status of other property previously
exempt from inclusion in the CBRS, Indeed, it is difficult 1o imagine how
such a policy would be enforced over time: Would only those properties
which have changed hands prior to DOU's Report 10 Congress be re-
included? Would property tha: chrages hands in future years be
automatically re-included? If so, how would ownership be tracked?
How much property would need to change hands before an area would
be re-included? {0 Acres? 10 lows? 5 los?

In sum, we do not feel that the re-inclusion of the subject
property based on a change of ownership is relevant to the Mo3 unit,
since DOI determined that it was not part of a phased development in
1982. Even if it were part of a phased development, the re-inclusion of
property simply because i1 changes hands would be highly inequitable
and extremely difficult to enforce, Indeed, it is hard to imagine such
property ever changing hands if potential purchasers were awars that
such property would be re-included in the CBRS if purchased.

Mr. William Horn

P
September 29, 1987 age 3

We urge your consideration of our previously submitted
comments which add important aguatic habitat 1o the CBRS and which
are based on sound technical criteria developed by DOI.

We appreciate your consideration and will look forward 1o hearing
from you.

1727

Scotv/Permar/Ravenel

YIAFEDERAL EXPRESS

Murch 16, 1988

Ms. Andrey Dixon

Constad Barrier Study Group
Natonal Park Service
P0G L Street N. W,
Washingion, DC 200035

Re: Comiments on Draft Supplemental Legislative Environmental impact Staternent on
Proposed Changes 1o the Coastal Barmer Resource Systemn (Federal Register Notice
February 1, 1988).

Dear Ms. Dixon:

‘These comments are related 1 proposed additions to Coastal Barrier Lnit MO3
{adjacent to Pawleys [sland laler, South Carolina).

“The Drafi Supplemental Legislative Environmental Irpact Statement on Proposed
Changes to the Coastal Barrier Resource System” {Tanuary, 1988) defines the geographic
scope for defining and delineating proposed additions to the Coastal Barrier Resource
System (CBRS): "...the geographic scope of the Proposed Action {contained in the Draft
Supplemenial Legistative Environmental Impart Swement] includes the aquatic habitats
associated with undeveloped, unprotegred coastal harrers, iarge cmbayments with
secondary barriers (e.g., Chesapeake Bay, Delaware Bay, Narragansett Bay), the Florida
Keys, the Chenier Region along the coast of southwestern Louisiana, and Puerto Rico and
U. 5. Virgin Isiands.”

The definition of "associated aquatic habitats” is also contained in the Drag
Supplemental Legislative Environmental Impact Statement: * ‘Associated aguatic habitars'
include all wetlands (2.g., tile flats, swamps, mangroves, and marshes}, iagoons,
estuaries, coves berween the barier and the mainland, inlets, the niear shore waters seaward
of the coastal barrier inchuding the sand sharing syster, and in some tropical, areas, the
coral reefs associated with coastal mangroves.”

Maps indicaning addizions 1o the MO3 Unit which were consistent with the geographic
scope and associated squatic habitat definitions outlined above were published in April of
1985, At that time, and during each public comment period subsequent to that dme, we
have provided the U. S. Department of the Interior {DOT) with commeats recommending
minor boundary modifications & the pronosed delineations of the MO3 Unit. These
comments generaily agreed with the proposed addition of associased aquatic habisat, but
paimed out mincr boundary modifications associated with the landwarnd boundary and
southern boundary of the MO3 Unit.

Scoet/ Fermar/Ravened, Inc.
Ome Beachwalker {fTice Park  Kiawah Istand, Soath Caroling 20455 B0% 768-0002

Sincerely,
il /41&
Japdes M. Scon
ce: Senator Thurmond
Senater Hollins
Representative Tailon
Ms. Audrey [¥xon Page 2

March 16, 1588

Since thai time, representatives of DO? have visited the subject site and have verhally
commanicated an intention 1o extend the southern boundary of the MO3 Unit some
unknown distance to the south. This proposed extension o the south is inconsistent with
the limits of the geographic scope cutlined above since it includes substantial upland
acreage which does not quality as “associaied aquatic habitas” a5 defined in the Draft
Supplemeral Legisiative Environmental Impact Stateroent and in the April, 19835 "Drafe
Report w Congress.” Moreover, we Heve not had an OppOrtinity 1o comment on this
proposed expansion w the unit since no maps have been made avaiiable for comment,

The April, 1985 "Drraft Report to Congress” ciearly states thar “...these critetia [the
new criteria being presented in the Report and the criseria subsequently published in the
Draft Supplemental Legislative Environmental act Statermeat] have nol fermphasis
added} been applied to the CRBS as enacted in 1982, This fact was aiso anderscared by
DO officials in a pablic hearing held in Charleston, South Carolina subsequent 10 the
release of the April, 1985 "Drraft Repont w Congress.” DOI officials indicated that any
cenunents recommending boundary modifications to the existing CRBS should be based
on the January, 1982 DO designation criteria. Upland modifications to the exisung CRBS
were 101 to be based on the new designarion criteria contained in the Draft Report and in the
subsequent Draft Supplemental Legisiative Environmental Impact Staternent, Actordingly,
pravious comments submitted on behaif of the property owner affected by the designation
plainly show that : 3} The landward boundary of the existing M3 Unit had not been
drawn in accordance with the January, 1982 criteria, 2} portions of the existing MO3 Unit
do ot meet the sechnical definition of "coastal barmier,” and 23 the southern boundary of the
existing MO3 Unit had not been drawn in accordance with the techrical criteria established
for barriers spits. Thus, we respectfully request that the proposed minos boundary
modifications requested in earlier comments be included in DOL's final repon to Congress.

16 BOI proposes boundary modifications o the MO3 Unit other than those reflected in
the maps associated with the April, 1985 "Draft Report to Congress,” w.¢ feel it would be
appropriate 10 publish such maps along with assaciated delineation criteria so that the public
may be given adequate sppornamity to review the maps and delineation criteria and to
provide comment.

It any case, we appreciate the oppormunity 10 make these comments and will look
forward w discussing this matter with DO representarives further, In the meantime, if any
of the above requires any further clarification. or if any additional informarion would be
usefu, please let me know.

Sincerely,

s M, Scon

CC: Senator Sroee Thurmond
Senator Fritz Hollings
Representative Tallon
Mr. Dick Rockafelfow
Mr. John Lunpidn, Ir,
Mt. Chris Holoes
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SOUTH CARGLNA
COMMITTEES

Amarp s Hnited States Senare
LABOR AND WORAN PESBURCES WASHINGTON, DC 208 16

November 6, 1887

Honorable William P£. Horn

Agglstant Secretary for Wildlife
and Parks

Department of the Interior

C Street between 1Bth & 19th Streets

Washington, D. €. 20240

Deesr Bill:

Thig letter is a follow up to our phone conversation
of yesterday's date congerning map M-0-3, Pawley's Island
South Carolina, of the Coastal Barrier Resource System
{CBRS ).

’

As I mentioned to ¥ou on the telephone, I would
grestly appreciate your sssistance in limiting the amocunt
of preperty st this site which will be added to the CBRS.
The developers have already {invested a substantial amount
of money to purchase the land and get 4t ready for
congtruction. Furthermore, it seems to e that the
property in guestion would not be appropriate for inclusion
because it doas not even meet the criteris for designation.

I would algo appreciate Your letting me know what your
racommendation o the Secvetary is likely to bae. If you
feel that you need more information, I know the developers
will be giad to come to Washington again to meet with you.
This is a very important matter, so I look forward to your
resporge.

Thank you for your kind attention to this matter,

With kindest regards and bast wishes,

Sincerely,

MW

Strom Thurmond

5T:hj
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MO4 - DEBIDUE BEACH

State Position: The State of South Carolina
expressed no position on CBRS unit MO4.

Other Comments: One detter was received
requesting a minor modification of the recom-
mended north boundary of M04 to exclude the
DeBordieu Colony Club development. The

letter is reprinted under MD3 (letter number
1394).

Response: The DeBordieu Colony Club develop-
ment was removed from DOI's proposed

additions to MO4 in the 1987 draft delinea-
tions 1in response to information received
during the 1985 comment period. DOI's recom-
mendation to Congress is consistent with the
commenter's request.

BOI Recommendation: The b0l recommends
adding the associated aquatic habitat land-
ward of North Inlet to MD4.




UNITED STATES

QUADRANGLE

SANTEE POINT

SOUTH CAROLINA

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Mapped, sdited and published

by the Coastal Barriers Study Group
U.8. Department of the Interior
Washington, D.C. 20240

1000 2000 3000 4000 5000

2eean

Nern

Heport to GCongress on the Coastal Barrier Resources Sysiem

Solid Hnes depict recommendations for additions to or deletions from
the Coastat Barrier Resources System. {Section 10 of P.L. 97 - 348)

[rash lines depict approximate boundares of existing unils in the
Coastal Barriar Resources System, for reference purposes only.

Dotted fines dapict approximate boundaries of an undevalopad coastal

barrier that is “'otherwise protected” or a military or coast guard
property.

Base Map i3 the U.5 Gevlogical Survey 1:24,000 scale quadrangla.




UBITED STATES

DEPARTMENY OF THE INTERION QUADRANGLE

MINIM ISLAND

SOUTH CARGLINA

. . SCALE

Mapped, sdited and published . e o ¢ BILE
by the Coastal Barriers Study Group g !

U5, Depantment of the Interior

Washington, .C, 20240

1000 ] TO00 2000 3000 4000 BO0O  6Q0C V000 FEET
et ELTEN R
1 5 o 1 KEOMETER

sanoe

1]

acth

Report to Congress on the Coastal Barvier Resources System

Solid lines depict recommendations for additions to or deletions from
the Coastal Barrer Hesources System. {Section 10 of P.L. 97 — 348}

Bash lines depict approximate boundaries of existing unils in the
Coastal Barrier Resources System, for reference purposss only,

Dotted fines depict approximate boundaries of an undevelopsd toastal
barrier that is “'otherwise protected™ or a mililary o7 coast guard
propeny.

Base Map is the 115 Geological Survey 1:24,000 scale guadrangle




S i{é ; o
o :
ooy e

Heport to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System N
UMITED STATES i Solic fines depict recommendations for additions to or deletions from
BEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR QUADRANGLE the Coastat Barrisr Rosowrces System. {Seation 10 of P.L. 97 - 348

S&N?ﬁ& —— e Dash lines depicl approximate boundaries of existing units in the

Coastat Barrier Resources Systern, for reference pumposes only.
SOUTH CAROLINA

saaee  Dotted ines depict approximate boundaries of an undeveloped coasial

. SCALE barrier that is “otherwise protected” or a military or coast guard
Mapped, edited and published roparty. " Y g
! 1 142 o 1 MILE propery
by the Coastal Barriers Study Group e = =
U.8. Department of the Interior 1000 0 1000 2000 3000 4000 500G 600D 7000 FEET

Washington, D.C. 20240 f 1 5 ) {KILOMETER Hanh Base Map is the .5, Geological Survey 1:24,000 scale quadrangie




Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System h

PMETED STATES A Bofid fnes dapict recommendations for additions 1o or defetions from
DEPARTMENT OF YHE INTERIOR QUADRANGLE the Coastat Barrier Resources System, (Section 10 of P.L. 97 -~ 348.)

@A@ﬁ ﬁ@ J &gN wwwee Dash fines depict approxinate boundaries of existing units in the

Coastal Barrier Respurces System, for reference purposes only.
SOUTH CAROLINA

sewas  Dotted iines depict approximate boundaries of an undevelopad coastal

5 . SCALE barrier that is "otherwise protected” or a military or coast guard
Mapped, edited and published ’ . o § MILE property.

by the Coastal Barriers Study Group s T e e

1.8, Department of the interior 1000 Q1000 2000 3000 AGDO 5000 6000 700D FEET

kn Washington, D.C. 20240 f 3 4 S HKILOMETER o Pase Map is the U5, Geologinat Suriey 1:24.000 scate guadrangle




e s
f’f“;

R
%

o

czé
.
/‘»}‘

? |

Report to Congress on the Coastal

QUADRANGLE

cCLELLANVILLE

arrier Resources Sysiem h

Holid fines depict recommendations for additions to ar deletions from
the Coastai Barrder Hesources Systermn. {Section 10 of PL. 97 - 348.)

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENY OF THE INTERIOR

Dash lines depict approximate boundaries of existing units in the

SOUTH CAROLINA

SCALE
1 12 O

T Dl o

nawsw
Mapped, edited and published

by the Coastal Barriers Study Group
U.S. Department of the Interior

1AL

HEQGW ] 1000 2000 3000 4000 600G Goggﬂzonﬁﬁ FEET
Washington, D.C. 20240 = 3 i3 1 LOMETER

Coastal Barrier Resources System, {or reference purposes only.
Dotted linas depict approximale boundaries 0f an undevaloped coastat

barrier thal is 'ctherwise protectsd” or a mildary or coast guard
property.

Pase Map is the (1.5, Geologizal Survey 1:24 000 scale quadrangie.




.
o

o

L
- 3&5’,-
.

i ‘gfl:.‘f' o -,§ VP
e .

z,;\izsﬁ fﬁgg(\f L g{?}\ é 6<

L o

o
o |
| o

//(f}{é [g&‘%} o

N
5 \,?\my'vﬁ-,,’ M%-R' %J\
. SNATT

o

éf‘%}g‘g}; i
. L
o

o

;{\\ -
o
‘X% “%? (’% é}’ﬁé f{%«%«% /F‘/\
L

T }N‘\‘f“‘/?

o
L

Report to Congress on the Coastal Barvier Resources System

LINATED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Mapped, edited and published

ty the Coastal Barriers Study Group
U3, Department of the Interior
Washington, D.C. 20240

QUADRANGLE

AWENDAW a—

S0UTH CAROLINA

aswne

SCALE
i iz 4] 1 MILE

== + o i b

1000 Q 000 2000 3000 4000 GO0OG  BOOO  TOGO FEET
— FATEACRS
1 5 '] 1 KLOMETER ot

Selidt lines depict recommendations for additions to or deletions from
tha Coastal Barrler Resources System. {Section 10 of P.L. §7 - 348}

flash lines depict approximate boundaries of existing units in the
Coastal Darrier Hesources System, lor reference purposes only.

Dotted lings depict approximate boungaries of an undevslopad coastal

barrier that is “otherwise protected” or a milifary or coast guard
property.

Base Map is the U8 Geological Survey 1:24, (KK} scals quadrangls.




Heport to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System

UMITED STATES o
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR QUADRANGLE

BULL ISLAND B

SOUTH CAROLINA

ITIYT]

. " ) SCALE
Mapped, sdited and_ published | 2 0 1 RHLE
@ by the Coastal Barriers Study Group e S S e S
2 .5, Department of the interior 1000 0 10002000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7008 FERT
: pc A
Washington, 0.C. 20240 J 5 o 1 NILOMETER o

Soiid lines depict recommandations for additions o or deletions from
the Coastal Barrior Resources Systemn. (Section 10 of P.L. 87 - 348)

Dash lines depict approximate boundaries of axisting units in the
Coastal Barker Resources System, for reference purposes only

Dotted lines depict epproximate boundaries of an undeveloped coastal
barrier that is “otherwise protected” or a miitary or coast guard
property.

Baze Map is the U5, Geological Survey 1.24,000 scale quadrangle.




aions
%
iy %

o

e

UHITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Report o Congress on the GCoastal Barrier Resources System

QUADRANGLE

SEWEE BAY

SOUTH CAROLINA

, , SCALE
Mapped, sdited and published . o 1MILE
by the Coastal Barriers Swdy Group &= i et A Y e T
U.S. Department of the interior 1000 0 1000 2000 3000 4899 5000 GODO  YOOO FEEY
Washington, £.C. 20240 1 5 & ; KILS;JE}EF?

vavav

[

Solid lines depict recommendations for agditions t¢ or delations from
the Coastal Barrier Resources System. (Section 10 of P.L. 97 - 348)

f1ash #nes depic! approximate boundaries of existing units in the
Coastal Barrior Rasources System, for reference purposes only.

Botted lines depict appreximate boundaries of an undevelopsd coastal

barriar that is "otherwise protected™ or a military or coast guard
proparty.

Base Map ia the U.8. Geological Survey 1:24,000 scale quadrangie.

o




Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System
UMITED STATED

” Solid lines depict recommendations for adtitions to or deletions from
DEPARTIGENT OF THE INTERIOR QUADRANGLE the Goastal Barrier Resources System, (Section 10 of P 87 - 348.)

@&@@Rg gmﬁa%? weww  Dash lines depict approximate boundaries of existing yails in the

Coastal Barer Hesources System, for reference purposes only.
SOUTH CAROLEIMA
vEsua Datt_esi Iines‘ de?icl appmxtmaze bcg{ndarkes ?f an undeveloped coastat
Mapped, edited and pubfished . " SC;ALE . ﬁf‘ggg;’fxai is “'otherwise protectad’’ or a military or coast guard
by the Coastal Barriers Study Group i R e
&, Departimant of the Interior 1000 2 1000 2000 3000 ADOD 5000 60 THOO FEET
Washington, D.C. 20240 = "

1 5 o 1 KILOMETER Harm Base Map 5 the U5, Geological Survey 1:24.000 scale quadrangie




.

)
"~>j e
.

-
%

Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System h
PNITED STATES - — Solid lines depict racommandations for additions to or deletions from
PDERABTMENT OF THE INTERIONR QUADRANGLE the Coastal Barrier Resources System. (Section 10 of P.L. 97 - 348}

F@R? m@u kﬁrnlﬁ s Dash fines depict approximate boundaries of axisting units in the

’ Coastal Barrier Resources System, for reference purposes only.
SOUTH CAROLINA

seeos  Dotted lines depict approximata houndaries of an undevedoped coastal
SCALE parrier that is “other tectod” it

Mapped, adited and published . e . s MiLE p?{:;g:{y‘a s "otherwise protected” or a military or coast guard

by the Coastal Barriers Study Group L e ey ey

LS. Department of the Interior 1000 0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 600

Washingten, D.C. 20240 A

7000 FEET
e
1 5 ) 1 KHLOMETER Hacih Base Map is the U.5, Geologicar Survey 1:24,000 scale quadrangle.




o

(o ( “
e

.

UNITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System

QUADRANGLE

JAMES ISLAND

SOUTH CAROLINA

saans

. . SCALE
Mapped, edited and published ; 2 o  MILE
by the Coastal Barriers Study Group e S e e
.8, Department of the interior 00 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 5000 7000 FEET

Washington, D.C. 20240 P 5 5 1 KILOMETER Nariy

Sclid fines depict recommendations for additions to or defetions from
the Coastat Barrler Assources System. (Section 10 of AL, §7 - 348}

Dash lines depict approximate boundaries of existing units in the
Coastat Barrtar Resources System, for refarence purposes only.

Deotted iines depict approximate houndaries of an undeveloped coastal
barrier that is “otherwise protected” or & military or coast guard
property.

Base Map is the U 8. Geological Survey 1:24,000 scale quadrangte.




Report to Congress on the Coastal Barvier Resources System

UMITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Mapped, adited and published

by the Coastal Barriers Study Group
U.8. Department of the Interior
Washington, D.C. 20240

QUADRANGLE

LEGAREVILLE

SOUTH CAROLINA

SCALE
1 12 1] 1 MILE

000 4 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 FEET
¢ B A
t 5 i 1 KHLOMETER

sa00n

Nocth

Solid #ines depict recommendations for additions to or deistions from
the Coastal Barrier Resources System. (Section 10 of P.L. §7 - 348}

Dash lines depict approximate boundaries of existing units in the
Coastal Barriar Resources System, for refarence purposes only,

Detted fines depict approximate boundarias of an undeveloped coastal
barrer that is “otherwise protected” or & military or coast guard

property.

Base Map Is the 1.5, Geological Survay 1:24,000 scale guadrangle.




MO7 - BIRD KEY COMPLEX

State Position: The State of South Carolina
expressed no position on CBRS unit MO7.

Other Comments: Two Tletters were received
concerning MO7, both requesting deletion of
Honey, Green, Goat, and Horse Islands from
DO1's recommendations. The commenters sug-
gested these islands do not meet DOI criteria
for addition to the CBRS. The letters are
reprinted below.

Response: DOI's revised delineations of the
boundaries of MO7 are based upon its criteria
concerning associated aquatic habitat and
Coastal Plain remnants (see Volume 1). Horse

Island is a Coastal Plain remnant that abuts
the mainland, and thus is not included in the
delineations. Honey, Green, and Goat Islands
are well seaward of the mainland and subject
to wind, wave, and tidal energies; therefore,
they are included in the unit.

DOI Recommendation: The DOI recommends
adding the associated aquatic habitat, in-
cluding those Coastal Plain remnants seaward
of the mainland, to MO7. BOI's revised
delineations include Honey Island, Green
Island, and Goat Island in the unit, but

exclude Horse Island, which abuts the
mainland.

JAEGER & TERAS
ATTORMEYS AT LAW
SUITE $30
1887 K ETREEY. Nw
WASHINGTUN OO 20006

TELEARONE L2071 328.1000

VIRGINA ACOARSS
1118 YERESA RS STAZET
BHILIP W IAEGER June 23, 1987 MELEAN uiGNe 23130

MARYLAKG 40ORESS
BB LLORRLR ADAD SLrIE A%
FATHERSHURG MANVLAMD 2087

¥r. Frank B. MoGilvrey

Coastal Barriers Coordinator
Y.S5. Fish and Wiidlife Service
Department of the Interior
Roonm 400

1375 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20240

V1A HAKD DELIVERY

Re: Proposed Additisn of Island Highland <o Unit MY of the
Coaptal Barrier Kesburces Sys-em in Charlesioh Lounty,
South Carolina

Dear Mr. McGilvrey:

This letter is written on behalf of ¥rank £. Barron, Jr.,
Frank £. 8arron, III, and David H. Barron, (hereinafter
“Barrons") and Long Island Associates, a general partnership
consisting of Frank E. Bavron, TII and David H. Barron and eight
sther individuals, to protest the inclusion of the inland island
highland property they own in South Carslina within the praposed
addition to Unit M7 of the Coastal Barrier Resources System in
Charleston County, South Carslina.

The iocation and ssmership of the property in gquestion is
described aa follows: The Barrons presently own or contral the
tract of land known as Horse and Goat Island Tract situated south
of James Isiand and east of Stono River, in Charleston County,
South Tarolina. This tract consista of four islands covering
approzimately 25 acres of ilsland highland and 385 acres of
marshland. The island highland is known as Horse and Goat
Islands. See Exhibitsz 1 and 2.

Long Island Aeaspciates presently owng the tract of land known
as Long Island Tract aituated south of James Island on Folly
River, Robbins {reek and Green Creek in Charleston County, South
Carolina. See Exhibite 1 and 3. This tract of land cenaists of
two) islands covering approximately 133 acres of island highland
and 300 acrea of marshliand. The island highland is known as Long
Islanda, although it has been commercially marketed under the
rname of Honey Islands. Sze¢ Exhibit 4. The Long Island fract and
the Horae and Goat Island Tract are immediately adjacent to each
other.

Mr. Frank 8. McGilvrey
June 23, 1987
Page 2

Since 1978, The Barrons and Long Island Associates have
investad more than §600,000 in cash purchase money, principal and
interest payments to a lender, real estate faxes and a remaining
mortgage balance. The investment of time and enerqy, of course,
Qver the past nine years is incalculable. The present fair
market value is undeterminable, aithough one market assesamen: in
1986 indicated a total value for both tracts combized as high asg
$7, 600,000,

The island highland, consisting of the two islands forming
Long Islands and the four Horse and Goat Ielands are bounded on
the south by Stono River and o the north by Folly River, which
is landward of the barrier island known ag ¥olly Beach, South
Carolina. These islands are completely surrounded by a vegetated
spartina marsh and tidal creek system which evidences the absence
of tidal or wave gnergy acting on the island highland. These
tracta of land are both located within the 5,125 acres of iand
that are proposed to be added +o Unit M7 of the Bird Key Complex
in Charleston, South Carolina as recommended in February, 1987 in
the "Report to Congress: Coastal Sarrier Resources Sygtem, ™
Volume 12 for the state of South Carolina.

Qur ciients firmly and unequivocalily oppose the Department of
Interioy ¢ recommendation to Include the island Righland riion
of their properties within tne groggsea addilions to unit M7.

Our clients do not oppose the Departimenc s ©ecommendation to
EEﬁE??mﬁEEﬁEE?%&@E?E?%KH?%E@EBET?K??@ﬁ?
roposed addition to M. The Department s recommendation o5
include the i1siand Righlands within the proposed addizion to Unit
M7 is not only totally inconsistent with the purpose and
iegislative language of the Coastal Barrier Ressdurces Aot of 1982
{(hereinafter "CBRA™), but would also work an extreme hardship on
our clients.

The CBRA was enacted in 1982 to pregerve the Atlantic and
Gulf coasts of the United States by protecting "coastal barriers”
because of their ability %o serve as natural storm protective
buffers between the wetland and the oceana. The coastal harriers
serve the important function of protegting the fish and wildlife
in the adjacent wetlands, marshes, estuaries, inlet and nearshore
waters. The CBRA was not enactad to preserve ot protect inland
islands or highlands which serve no such protective function in
praserving or conserving the shoreline fish, wildlife and other
natural redources. The only purported authority upon which the
Department could include the island highland within M7 would be
if these iglands were deemed “coastal barriers,™ "aecondary
¢oastal barriers,” or "asgociated aguatic habitats.™ Clearly.,
the laland highlanda are not coastal barriers, secondary coastal
barriers or associated aguatic habitats.



Mr . Frénk B. McGilvrey
June 23, 1987
Page 3

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982 {16 USC 3502)
defines coastal barriers and associated aguatic habitat asg
followar

(1} The term "undeveloped toastal barrier” meana:
(R} a depositional geoclagic Ffeature (such as a bay
barrier, tombols, barrier Bpit, or barrier jsland} thas

(i) congists of unconsolidated sedimentary
material,

(il) is subject to wave, tidal and wind energies,
and

{iii) protects landward aguatic habitats from direct
wave attack; and,

(B} all associated aguatic habitats, including the
adjacent wetlands, marshes, estuaried, inlets, and
nearshore waters: but only if such feature and
associated habitats

{i} contain few manmade structures and these
structures, and man's activiiies on such fgature and
within such habitats, do not significantly impede
geomorphic and ecological processes, and

(ii} are not included within the boundaries of an
area eptablished under Pederal, State, ar local law, or
held by a gqualified arganization as defined in section
170(h} {3} of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954,
primarily for wildlife refuge, sanctudry, recreatisnal,
Sr natural resaurce conservation purposes.

The Island Highland Is Not "Undeveloped Coastal Barrier®

These islands do not fall within the statatory definition of
“andeveloped coantal barrier® because these ialands are permanent

iand wmaspes that are not subject directly to wave, tidal and wind
energies, and do not serve the purpose of protecting landward
aquatic habitats from direct wave attack. Furthermore, coastal
barriers are gerarally considered to be ungoneclidated, dynamic
land forms which experience seassonal and/or continyal
snghore/offahore nediment movement, including erosion and/or
aceretion. This is in contrast to a nom-coastal land mass which
is mortly atatic and anly sometimes may experience erosional
trenda.

Mr, Frank B. McGilvrey
June 23, 1987
Page 4

The term "coastal barrier” ia further discussed in the
"Report %o Congress, Coastal Barrier Resourcey System—Executive
Summary, " submitted o Congresas in March, 1987, at page 4, as
followa:

+ « + These barriers, formed of gand, shell, and gravel,
endlessly shift ints a varisty of shapes and nBizes as they
absorb ocean energies, buffering associated wetlands and the
mainland from daily waves and tides and ogeasional hurricanes
and northeasters . . . Cosstal barriers in their natural
state exist in a state of dynamic equilibrium as they
congtantly respond to tha varying assaults of wind and

water, Sand is shared between offshore sand bars, the
barrier beach, the dunes, and, over the longer term, the
entire land mass of the barrier. As sand is ercded from one
part of the darrier., it is deposited somewhsre ¢lse. During
8Lorms, the barrier retreats from direct attack of the acean
through the overwash process. Large storm waves push thraugh
the dunes and sometimes across entire islands, depositing
fars of sediment behind dunes or in the soundside marshes.
The overwash process also permits barriers to survive the

worildwide rise in gea level bY somersaulting backwards up the
coastal plain.

The Long Islands and the Horse and Goat islands cannot
81ibl

pos Yy be considered coBELal DATLLErs becanse their shorelines
are not exposed to the surf zone creared b§ the wave, tildal ana
wind ener of the ocparn. Congequently, the Aynamic landform
changes, which 18 +he most important characteriatie of a coastal
barrvier, is abaent From these islandas. These islands were formed
in the riverine network which includes the Fally River and Stono
fiver. They were not created by the landshore migration of
unconsolidated sediment. The static nature of these island
landforms can be easily aubstantiated, if necessary.

The Island Highlands Are Not "Secondary Coastal Barriers"

The lLong Istands and Horse and Goat Islands are not
"aecondary coastal DArriers’ for Dany of the same ressons they
are not "coasta) Batriers.” Secondary CoaBtal DAFTiers RAvE the
mame characteriaticsy of a coastal barrier except that the
secandary ¢oastal barrier is iocated near a large, well-defined
embaywent and is maintained primarily by internally generated
wind, waves and tidal currents rather than BRen OCean waves.

My. PFrank B. McGilerey
June 23, 1487
Page 5

A secondary barrier is discussed in the “#xecutive Summary of
the Report to Congress,” supra, at page % as Follows:

Secondary barriers are located in large, well-defined
smbayments {e.g.. Narraganset: Bay, Thesapeake Bay). They
are maintained primarily by internally generated wind, waves
and tidal currents rather than sopen ocean waves.
Consequently, they are generally amaller and more ephemeral
than barriers along the goast of the Atlantic Ocean or Guif
of Mexico., Nonetheless, these secondary barriers are formed
of unconsclidated pediments just like sceanic coastal
barriers, and more importantly, they also protect important
fish and wildlife habitat and provide substantial protection
far the mainland during maijor storms.

The Long Islands and Horse and Goat Islanda lack the mosh
significant physical characteristic .o be considered a satondary
coagtal barrier. That is, the barrier must be adjacent to a
large embayment and subject to internally generated wave and
tidal energy. The Long Islands and Horse and Goat Islands, of
course, do not have these characteristics.

The Island Highland Is Mot “Agsociated Aquatic Habitat”

The Long Islands and the Horse and Goat Islands clearly dq
not fall within the statutory definition of “associated aquatic
habitats” because with respect to coastal barriers they are not
adlacent wetlands, marahes, estuaries, inlets, or nearshore
waters. Apy interpretation of the statutory definition which
would include these large isiand land masses {i.=., over 158
acres) as a part of the associated aguatic habitat would be an
unwarranted expansion of the statutory definition without any
lszgal ar ecological foundazion.

Consiusion

The Tong lalands and Horse and Goat Islanda should not be
added to Unit M7 of the Coastal Barrier Resources System for the
following reasons:

1} The isiands are not coastal barriers or secondary
coastal barriers because they do not abut the apen ocean
or any other body of water which would impart the wind,
wave and tidal energy necesssry to a coastal barrier.
Therefore, these islands are not shaped or controllied hy
these physical forces.

2} The islands do not serve the functions of a ca§ata1
barrier with respect to wave and/or surge attenvation,
and the associated biological protection.

Mr. Frank B. McGilvrey
June 23, L1987
Page 6

3) The islands do not have the physical characteristice
of coastal barriers. They do not have an active dune
aystem, nor show any evidence of seasonal or continuoug
erosion or accretion of sediments. The presence of salt
marsh vegetation virtually around the entire islamd
system is subgtantial biological evidence sf the absence
of the physical forces necessary for such seasonal or
continuous sediment processes.

4) The islands were not originated by “he natural
mechanisme that created coastal barriera.

3} The islands are not located near a large embayment.
Therefore, they do not meet the physical criteria of a
gecondary coastal barrier.

6} The Barrons and their partners in Long Island
Associates would be unfairly prejudiced by the inclusgion
of the islands within M7. The land was acquired for
development purposes in the late 1970's without any
advance warning that legislation such as the CBRA would
be possible. Substantial expenditure of %ime and money
hae been made.

Thus, not oniy do the jaland highlands clearly fall sutside
the reach of the CBRA, but fairness and equity mandate that the
island highlands should be excluded from inclugion within Uniz
My,

Submitted,

JAEGER & TERAS

Philip W.
1867 K Street, ‘.
washington, D.C. 20008
{202} 328-1000

PRI flae /I3
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June 23, 1987

Honorable Donald P, Hodel

Secretary of the Interior

Cffice of the Seqretary

United Statseas Department of the Interior

C 3treet between 18th and 19th Streets, Northwest
Washington, District of Columbia 20740

BY HAND

Dear Mr, Secratary,

Thank you again for Your personal attention to my
goncerns for our iasland properties in South Carolina,
Frankly, I have been angry that we may become victims of
liberal protectionist and expansionistic bureaucrats and
scared that we may virteally lose real podsession of
islands that I love and to which I have personally attended
for years,

While I have been slow to impose upon you, sir,
believe that it is possibly within your power alone to sas
that ocur highland iz not wrongly included in the proposed
leglalation in question.

In anticipation of the response deadline, we have thig
day filed copies of the enclosed letter and exhibits with
the office of the Coastal Barriers Coordinator., I hope
this same information will further elarify our situation
for your personal understanding.

I do igok forward to nearing from you scon. With
admiration and apprecifatipn, 1 remain,

David H. Barron

DHE: jmb
Enclosures

T4 BENIAMIN FRANKLL S STATION WASTIDNGTON, D.C. M4 134} 8579818
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MO9 - EDISTO COMPLEX

State Position:
expressed

The State of South Carolina
no position on CBRS wunit M09,

Other Comments: Two letters were received
with comments about MO9; both expressed con-
cerns about development 4in and around the
unit. One asked for deletions from the unit

because of development. The Tletters are
reprinted below.

Response: Development after a barrier has
been placed in the CBRS is not Justification
for deletion from the CBRS. This would
defeat the purposes of the Act.

An individual at the South Carolina public
meeting on the proposed CBRS expansion in May
1987 provided information suggesting that the
portion of North Botany Bay Island northeast
of the existing CBRS unit might qualify for
addition to the CBRS. A flight over the
area by DOI Study Group members after the

public meeting revealed that the area is
undeveloped according to DOl criteria. The
property  was purchased from  Allegheny
International Realty in 1987 by the South
Carolina Nature Conservancy (as indicated in
the Tetter reprinted below), but it was sub-
sequently sold back to private individuals
by the Conservancy. The sale was subject to
conservation restrictions; however, limited
development of the property is allowed.
Because the property is no longer in Con-
servancy ownership and it can be developed,
it cannot be considered otherwise protected.

DOI Recommendation: The DOI recommends
adding the northeastern portion of North
Botany Bay Island and the associated aguatic
habitat to M09. The northeastern portion of
North Botany Bay Island was not delineated in
the 1987 Draft Report; however, it is unde-
veloped and unprotected, and fully qgualifies
for addition to the CBRS under DOT criteria.
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PO Box 5475« Cutumbia, South Carchng 29350+, B3 2545090

June 2, 1938

Hr. Frank McGilvrey

Coastal Barrier Island Coordinator
US Fish & Wilglife Service
Washington, D.C. 20240

fe: Coastal Barrier Resource Act
Botany Bay Island, §C

Dear Mr. Mchilvrey:

Thank you for taking time te discuss the Fish and Wildlife Service's
proposal to include Botany Bay Istand under the Coastal Barrier Resource
Act. As we discussed by telephone, The Matyre Conservancy became involved
with the property in 1987, when we acquired it from Atlegheny Infernational
Realty of South Carolina. The Conservancy now holds a conservation easement
oh this barrier jsland. | have enclosed 2 packet of tnformation for your
review. He also have good color aerial photographs, shot to scale, frem
¥arch, 1988,

At the time of The Nature Conservancy’s involvement to protect the istand,
which supports nasting loggerhead sea turtles, Botany Bay was excluded from
the Act and had received approval From Charleston County Council to develop
3 300 unit PUD. Under terms of the current conservetion easement a total of
Ro more than 13 single family homes can be byilt on the istand,

Please feel free to contact me if you have any additional questions.

Sincerely,

oge, Z \onsa,
ﬁ?ﬁ&une Jr.

Assistant Director
for Site Plakning

RLI/Th

e Dr. James Lassetter
Dr. James Meriwether
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M10 - OTTER ISLAND

State Position: The State of South Carolina
requested the deletion of that portion of
Hutchinson Island north of Sisters Creek.

Other Comments: Five other Jetters were
received concerning M10, one requesting
deletion of the northern portion of
Hutchinson Istand from DOI's  recommen-
dations, and the other four requesting
deletion of Fenwick, Hutchinson, and Pine
Islands based upon concerns about future
needs for electrical service to the islands
in the event they are developed. The letters
concerning M10 are reprinted below.

Response: DOI's revised delineations of the
boundaries of M10 are based upon its c¢riteria
cencerning associated agquatic habitat and
Coastal Plain remnants (see  Volume 1).

Fenwick Island and north Hutchinson Island
are Coastal Plain remnants that abut the
mainland, and thus are not included in the
proposed additions to the CRBRS. Pine
Island is well seaward of the mainland and
subject to wind, wave, and tidal energies;
therefore, it s included. Nothing in the
CBRA prevents utilities from servicing lands
in the CBRS; however, Federal monies cannot
be used to provide that service.

DOI Recommendation: The DOY recommends

adding the associated aquatic habitat, in-
cluding those Coastal Plain remnants seaward
of the mainland, to Mi0. DOI's revised
delineations include Pine Island in the unit,
but exclude Fenwick Island and Hutchinseon
Istand north of Sisters Creek.

MONAIR LAW FIRM, B A
ATEQRNE CE AND S0 NSELORS 4T LAw
MOMB TOWES
POST QEFLE BOA 390
COLUMBIL, SDUTI SARDLINA 292

LEE TR

June 18, 1987

Mr. Frank McGilvrey

Coastal Barriers Coordinator
U.s. Fish and Wildlife Service
Department of the Interior
National Park Service - 498
P.OQ. Box 37127

Washington, DC 20013 - 7127

Ret M10 - Hutchinson Islang
Dear Mr. MeGilvrey:

These comments are offered on behalf of Mr. George Dean
Johnson Jr., the owner of Hutchinson Island.

We have reviewed the Department of the Interior's (DOI}
proposed addition te the MI¢ unit and DoOl's Praft Report to
N s

[#]=} -] a e FTe1ey stam Executive
Summary (hereafter t) and would like to suggest
ravised delineations of the landward beoundary of the proposed
addition.

As an initjal point, we feel the designation of any
porticn of Hutchinson Island as "associated agquatic habitat®
to the existing M1o unit is inappropriate. Orter Island,
which comprises the current M1¢, is a coastal barrier island
with a sandy beach, duhe ridge and maritime forest with a
mareh aystem {or aguatic habitat) along its inland reaches.
Thus, it weuld appear that it currently comprises a conplete
coastal barrier with associated aquatic habitat in consonance
with both the 1%82 report entitied

i H iri and the more
recent Lo Congress. Adding any portion of
Hutchinson Island, therefore, would appear unwarranted and
inappropriate.

Mr. Frank McGilvrey
June 18, 1987
Page 2

Ag you know, the existing landward boundary for the unit
is drawn in accordance with DOI's criteria established in the
1582 i L i i . As your Draft
Bgport Points out, these original landward boundaries were
intended to "include only minimum aquatic habitat because the
1982 Congressional designations were based on Departmental
delineations for a prohibition on just the sale of federal
flood insurance as required by OBRA." In keeping with this
delineation griteria, DOI established the landward boundary
down the middle of the Ashepoo Hiver and Jefford Creei.,
While DOI's current recommendations to Congress in its
Eepors suggest the inclusion of more extensive "associated
aguatic hapitat,” this associated aguatic habitat is defined
in the Draft Repert as including *all wetlands (e.4., tidal
flats, swamps, mangroves, and marshes), lagoons, estuyaries,
¢oves betwaeen the barrier and the mainland, inlets, the
nearshore waters seaward of the coastal barrier including the
sandshaying system and, in some tropical areas, the «oral
reef associated with nearshore mangroves. ™

We realize that, in the absence of more spacific
delineation ¢riteria relating to boundary delineastion of
"agsociatad aquatic habitat," DOI must exercise judgement as
to boundary locations for such habpitat, We feel that, at the
most, the landward boundary of arguably associated aguatic
habitat at Hutchinson Island should be aligned at Two Sisters
Creek rather than the currently propesed boundary of the
Intracoastal Waterway. This landward houndary would inciude
additional aquatic habjitat extending approximately 1 1/2
miles behind the existing barrier unit.

It is our understanding that DOI intends to inciude only
aquatic habpitat (as defined above) and does not intend to
include additional upland areas behind currant barrier units.
Thé suggasted revised boundary would exclude upland property
adjacent to the Intragcoastal Wataerway {see Exhibit A). {We
asgume that neighboring Penwick Island was excliuded because
it was an upland property and not considered associated
aguatic habitat.} The proposed delineation would exclude the
uplang areas wmentioned above while ineluding all aguatic
habitat that is arguably associated with the current unit.

In any event, we appraciate the opportunity to make
these comments and will look forward to your responsa,



Hr. Frank McGilvrey
Junes 18, 1387
Page 3

£ anything on this watter ¥equires furthar
clarification, pleaase contact me or Jim Scott {803~768~-0002),
Sihe B
Chpistopher McG. Holmes
CMH: Kef
Enclosgurse

2Cr George Dean Johnson
John MeMillan
James Scott
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June 1%, 1987

Coastal Barriers Study Group
Natlonal Park sService

1.6, Department of the Interior
P. 0. Box 37127

Weshington, D.C. 20013~7127

Re:  Coastal Electric Cooperative
1987 Expansion of Barrier Island Bystom
dur File No. 27443

Gentlement

Be advised that T am an attorney  representing Coastal
Electric Cooperative which is a member owned utility servicing
areas in Colleton County, South Carolinpa. Part of our cervice
area is affected by recommendations made by the Coastal Barrier
Study Group and 1 have been requested to respond to you on behalf
of Coastal Electric Coopsrative.

From our review of this map, based upon what was furnisheg
to us by our engineere, it would appear that your group is
Proposing to  include the area shown as Area No. 2 which
ircludes part of Hutchison Island, the low-land of Fenwick
Island, and Pine Island. OoOf course, Otter Island was included in
the first plece of jegislation. Also, I understand the present
proposal  excludes the highland of Penwick Island., A copy of the
drawing is enclosed for youy easy reference,

If we might refresh your memory in reviewing my file, the
original proposal was to include all of Hutchison Ysland, Fenwick
Island, Pine Island and Obtter Island. We were successful
initially in having Pine Island, Fenwick isiand, and Hutchison
Island excluded. We, quite frankly, can see no reason to come

back and pick them up again two or three years later. ¥one of
these are barrier islands (the Atlantic Ocean is buffered from
them by Saint Belena Sound and Otter Island). Additionally,

Edisto Beach is between Pine Island and the Atlantic Ocean.

We aye presently serving part of Hutchison Island and could
very well see expansion down the line, This island is useg
primarily by sportsmen and is owned by a group which includes the
former Governor Edwards. The area that we serve presentiy iLs not

Coastal Darrier Study Group

June 19, 1987 .
Fage Two
within the propesed area to be included in the BYSLRm. Addi-

tionally, we serve down to Fenwick Island and I have put an °®x°
where our line now ands. Hr. Dewey Wise ownsg South Fenwick
Island whith is to the south of the Fenwick Cut and Intraccastal
Waterway. We have been working with him rather extensively about
furnishing electricity to his island. Be, however, does not own
the entire gtrip in that there are two or three out parcels.
With his assistance and the assistsnce of WeCall-Thomas we have
secured permits to authorize a cable under the Ipter-Coastal
Waterway crossing Ashepoo River and Fenwick fut to South Fenwick
island from the South Carclina Coastal Council and the Corps  of
Enginears. This has been designed as an usderground c¢rossing at
the request of Mr. Donnelly who owns MNorth Fenwick Island, and at
the regquest of Hr., Wise, who owns South Fenwick Island. They are
particularly c¢oncerned about the unsightliness of the overhead
poles. BRdditionally, bhecause of the requirements for dregging of
Perwick Cut, it is wmecessary %o go cut into the Ashepoo River to
Qrass., I am enclosing a copy of the permit as issued by the
South Carclina Ceoastal Council and it has a map to show you  the
area proposed. At a minimum we think that the Association should
strongly request that this part of the Ashepoo River be excluded
50 that we can both construct and repair.

Rlsa, 1 would like to advise you that Pine Island, save and
excepting a ten-acre strip owned by my family which I have marked
with two ®*x%¥s, I understand has been deeded tc a private
organization for preservation, This is not a governmental
agency. It could well be that electricity will be needed to
service this island for the preservation and conservation of
wildlife and marine resources. I certainly think it would be
ridiculous to close any doors since we will probably Thave
electricity on Penwick Island and the twe are zdjacent to each
othey and are not separated by any wajor waterway.

Coastal Electric Cooperative's position is as follows:

1. We would prefer that the proposed inclusion of part of
Hutchison Island, Pine Island and Fenwlck Island be strongly
opposed and that it not be included in the barrier island system.
T think there ls sufficlent justification in that it wasg removed
last time, Alsc, these islands are not barrier islands and have
ne exposure to the Atlantic Ocean.

Coastal Mr. John J. Fantry, Jr.
June 1%, 1987
Page Three

2. As an alternative, if they insist om including any more
property, we would specifically reguest that part of the Ashepoo
River proposed now pursuaht to the perwit be excluded.

Thanking you for your assistance in this matter, T am

Sincerely,

WO i/ ddd

Enclosure
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dsongu x tpmua in Finally, | can see no jogical reason 1o inciude all of the extensive marsh arez around
G R South Feawick Istand in the CBRS, Most of this marsh is Jocated o couple of miles past
oy the first row of barrier islands, thoss being Pine [sland and Otter Island, This marsh is
R ity undevelopable anyway and | contend it is not associated aguatic habitat with the barrier
§.Cake s soasa. I istands of Pine and Otter Islands. | have outlined on the attached map where 1 would
Jure 27 1987 recommend you plagiag the line for the new system.

Thank you for your attention to this matter,
Coastal Barrier Study Group ¥ ¥ "

Mational Park Service Yery sincerely,
U, & Departraent of the Interior WISE & COLE, P.A.
Post Office Box 37127 \
Washington, D.C. 200137127 L\)WA/
R Cosstal Bervier Resourcns System [ South Penwick Island Tinma%se

TDW:sea
Gentiemnens

Enc, Map

Town most of the property on South Fenwick Island near the Coastal Barrier Resources
System labeied M-l located in the State of South Carolina,

The highland portion of South Fenwick Island 13 currently excluded from the proposals for
expanding the Coastal Barrier Resources System, [ had earlier voiced my opposition to
Inchading South Fenwick Island in the Coastal Barrier System in view of the fact that it
was all highland, and was not associated with adquatic habitat, nor wag it a coastal barrier
istand, 1 appreciate your recommendations to exclude it and [ would urge that that
recommendation coatinue in place to exclude South Fenwick [siand,

Nevertheless, the recommendation to expand M-10 has drastically impacted on the use of
my property on Seuth Fenwick Island, For instance, working with the Cosstal Electric
Cosperative, we have secured from the United $tates Army Corps of Engineers and the
Seuth Carolina Coastal Council the necessary permits 10 run power and telephone lines
under water over to the island, The route followed by these proposed utifities will
encroach into the portions of the proposed sxpansion of the CBRS in the Ashepoo River.
You have recommended that the line for the expanded CBRS be the high water mark on
South Fenwick Island, The pronosed wtility services would cross into the CBRS in order
to get to South Feawick Island.

Furthermore, [ had offared to pay the difference between overhead power lines and
undlerwater cable because I wanted 10 avoid the visual unsightliness of overhead power
lires. Your proposal would, therefore, block use of submariine cabis which 1 think would
directly detract from the environmental situation,

I order to correct this matter, I would suggest moving the proposed expansion line from
the highiand side of South Fenrwick laland to the high water mark on Hutchinson Isiand,
That would allow placement of the submarine cable in the Ashepoo River and, therefore,
keep it out of the CBRS proposais. 1 have drawn that proposed recommendation on the
attached map for your consideration, Another wzy 0 avoid this would be 1o allow the
placement of utilities through a CBRS unit 1o serve a piece of property not in the CBRS.

1676] (1777

STROM THURMOND STROM THUAMOND
SOUTH CAROLINA SOUTH CARDLINA
COMMITIEES COMMILTEES

s semvces Wnited Stares Senate sep soAvices Yniced States Senate

VETERANS AFFAMS TERAHS
LABDR AND WOWAN FESBUACES WASHINGTON, DC 20510 LABOR AND HAsARAN FRSGURCES WASHINGTON, DG 20810
MNovember 16, 1987 COctober 26, 1987
HMs. Barbara Wyman Honovable William P. Horn
Special Assigtant Assigtant Secretary for Fish,
Qffice of the Assistant Secretary Wildlife & Parks
for Fish, Wildlife and Parks Department of the interior
Washington, D.C. 20013 18th and ¢ Streets, N, W.
Rooopm 3156
Dear Ms. Wyman: Washington, D. €. 20240
Enclosed please find a copy of correspondence which Re: Coastal Barrier Resources Act] Proposed
wag sent to the Coastal Barrier Study Group by my Addition to M1D Unit

constituent, Mr. H. Wayna Unger, Jr., an attorney
representing the Coastal Electric Coopsrative. Dear Mr. Horn:
I would appreclate receiving some indication from you
on how the Department of the Interior will rgact to the
position of the Coastal Electric Cooperative. 1 haps you
concur with Mr. Unger's position, It seems clear to me
that there is broad justification for excluding the
specific areas of HWutchinson Island, Pine fsiand and ar
Fenwick Island identified by Mr. Unger. and

I hawve been informed that the Depariment of the
Interior is proposing to add & substa al portion of
Hutchinson Island bto bhe coastal barrier Resource System as
an “associated aguatic habitat,”

rroreviesing the maps of the current system unit
aerial photogrsphs of S5t. Helena Scund and Hutehinszon
Island, I belleve that this proposed addition is
ineppropriate. The current M0 unit is comprised of a
coastal barrier island (O r Isiand) which containeg nlt of
the components of a coastal barrier {i.e,, a sandy beach,
dune ridge, maritime forsst and marsh on the backside}. I
believe the current system adequately reflects the
appropriate doasial barvier designation as identified in

the original Definition and Delinestion Criterias as well
mﬂm M a5 the more recent b L Report.

Lt is my understanding that a finsl Report to Congress
is being prepared by your office, and I would sppreciats
. : your careful nsideration of my views relating to
8r:hj Hutchinson Island. I took forward to hearing from you.

Thank you for your kind attention to this matter, and
I look forward to hearing from you socn.

With kindest regards and best wishaes,

Sincerely,

Strow Thurmond

Enclosure

With kindest regards and best wishes,

Sincerely,

Scrom Thurmond
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M13 - DAUFUSKIE ISLAND

State Position: The State of South
Carolina endorsed the position of the
Daufuskie broperty owners and developers

requesting boundary modifications of M13 as
described below.

Other Comments: The DOI
letters from the property owners and
developers of Daufuskie, alj reguesting
boundary modifications of M13 because the
existing boundary fits none of DOI's delinea-
tion criteria. One Jetter requesting no
deletions from M13 was also received. The
four property owner's Tetters are reprinted
below; the other Jetter appears in the
General Comment Letters section (letter
number §75).

received four

Response: The boundary of M13 that was
establiished by Congress 4in 1982 s not
consistent with any of DOI's geologic de-
lineation criteria, In May 1987, Study
Group members visited Daufuskie Island and
met with the property owners to discuss more
appropriate boundaries.

Daufuskie Island is a large Coastal Plain
remnant with substantial interior elevations.
The DOI suggests a revised boundary of M13
that includes only those portions of the
fgrmation that are subject to wind, wave, and
tidal energies. The  landward boundary
follows the interface between the aquatic
habftat and the wupland. This suggested
qellneation is consistent with DOl criteria,
1s substantially in line with the requests of
all interested parties, and follows the 1987
Cong?essional intent to include the Tow-1lying
portions of the island directly fronting the
ocean or sound.

BOT Recommendation: Congress may wish to
recgnsider M13 and revise the boundary of M13
to include only those portions of the island
subject to wind, wave, and tidal energies.
The revised boundary would delete portions of
the interior upland from the CBRS and add
associated aquatic habitat in Calibogue Sound
to the CBRS.

June 16, 1987

Mr. Frank McGilvrey

Coastal Barriers Coordinator
.5, Fish and Wildlife Bervice
Department of the Interior
Hational Park Service -~ 498
P.O. Box 37127

Washington, DC  20013-7127

Re: Comments relating to Pederal Register Notice vol. 52, No. 57
{March 25, 19873 and Coastal Barrier Unit & MI3 {Daufuskie
Island}.

Dear Mr, McGilvrey:

These comments are being submitted by the three prineipal
propeérry owners on Daufuskie Island, International Paper Realty
Corporation of South Carolina, the Melrose Company, and Plantation
Land Company, luc. Our comments have been limited to areas of
the island within our ownership.

We propose a revised boundary modificatios to the baufuskie
coastal barrier unit. The modification suggested herein (see
Exhibit B} includes the addition of approximately 1 1/2 miles of
Calibogue Sound frontage and watlands to the existing shoreline
frontage included in the current coastal barrier unit. We feel
that this propeosed additicn more clearly reflects the intent of
Congress and the purposes of the Uoastal Barrier Resourges Act
{CBRA},

Given the backgrounsd of the development of the current unit
boundaries, we feel that technical modifications such as the one
suggested herein are appropriate and consistent with the
requirements of CBRA.

As you know, the Cmnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 .
{OBRA) required DI to develop definitions and delineation criteria
for the purpose of designating *undeveloped coastal barriers.®
These definitions and delineation criteria were used by DOI in
preparing "proposed” maps which Congress, in turn, used as the
-basis for CBRA. However, since CHRA was enacted prior to DOI's
compietion of "final® designations, Congress did not have the
berefit of DOI's final technical evaluation when it passed the
legislation.

Mr. Frank McGilvrey
June 16, 1987
Page Two

Indeed, DOI's Coastal Barrier Task Force recommended to the
Secretary of Interior in its August 4, 1982 memorandum that “"the
unit be deleted...and not be submitted to Congress as a proposed
undeveloped coastal barrier™ (sse DOI memorsnda of July 26, 198z
and August 4, 1982 attached as Exhibit By,

This DOI regommendation supperts comments submitted at the
time on behalf of the Daufuskie Island Land Trust, (The summary
section of these previcusly submitted comments [see Exhibit <,
correspondence to Ric Davidge from Neil Robinson, dated March 18,
19821 is attached hereto. In agdirion, a section of the previous
comments entitled Review of the Geomorphic Setting of Daufusiie
Island, Soygh Carplina, prepars oy Research Planning Institute
18 al86 attached at Exhibit D,) We have inciuded these previous
comments to assist you in your ongoing evaluation of the Daufusikie
unit,

However, a porrion of Daufuskie was included in CBRA as a
resulr of an agreement between Senator Chafee {Senate author of
CBRA) and Senator Thurmond. They agreed, and it is clear that
Congress intended the boundary on Daufuskie include “the low-lying
pertion of the island directly fronting the ocean" (see Bxhibit &
-~ Congressional Record, September 23, 1982, pages S12066-)12067).
However, the boundary line on the actual maps prepared by Congress
for the M13 umit included substantial interior acreage with
elevations of up to 18 feet, while not in¢luding property fronting
the Sound on Haig Point. The maps used in 1982 were of pocr
quality and the topography was difficult to distinguish,

Glven the previous (1982) DOT evaluation of the M13 unit,
apparent inconsistencies between Congressional intent and WERPS
delineating the unit, and DOT's current sfforts to refine boundary
locations and add agquatic habitat to the Coastal Barrier Resoutces
System (CBAS), we feel that 2 reconsideration of the boundary on
Daufuskie is appropriate,

Based on your site visits, conducted in coniunction with
public hearings in South Carclina, and DOI's delineation criteria
contained both in its Janvary, 1982 Undeveloped Coastal Barriers:
Definitions and Delineation Criteria and March, 1987 Braft Report
to Congress: Coastal DArrier Resources System, we feel EHAE the
propose ounidary Snown on the map attached hereto as Exhibit A
i8 appropriate and we request that DOI incorporate this suggested
boundary modification in its final Report to Congress,



Mr. Frank McGilvrey
June 16, 1987
Page Three

. This delineation incorporates additional coastal Darrier
spits and substantial associated aguatic habitat on Dacfuskie.
The aquatic habitat boundary alse encompasses all of the nabitat
associated with the splts (this is consistent with DOI'y
recommendations in its Draft Report to Congress wherein it is
suggested that the landwatd boundary criteris Be revised to inclyde
all of this habitat rather than the mote Narrow criteria gontained
M the January, 1982 c¢riteria which includes only a portion of
this important habitatj.

Moreover, the revised delineation ingorporates approximately
8,000 additional feet of frontage on Calibogue Sound when compared
to the existing M13 boundary, We Feel that the geomorphic
characteristics of the resulting unit are more consistent with
the original purposes of CBRA, Congressicnal intent, and DOI'sg
delineation criteria.

The propesed modification has also been reviewed by Tim Kana
of Coastal Science, Ing., {see Exhibit P}, Mr. Kana also prepared
the previcusly mentioned Review of the Geomorphic Setting of
Daufuskie Island South Catclina. He & Ghe uged that the boundary
modification propossd at Exhibit A ie congigtent with hisg

g;evious comments, DOI' delineation ¢riteria, and the purposes of
RA .,

We hope you find these comments useful and we appreciate
your consideration.

_If any additicnal information or clarification vegarding a
apecific area on Daufuskie would be useful, please contact the
appropriate signator of this correspondence,

Mr. Frank McGilvrey
June 16, 1587
Page Four

We look forward to your final Report ton Congress,

Sincerely,

\Y]QARLQQQH/
Len Marrella, President
International Paper Realty
Corporation of South Carolina
P. Q. Drawer 7319
Hilton Head Island, s.c.
29938

Jgfji;:;&;;; .j;f2;:i
i ? A i,
Stephen B. Xise
General Partner
The Helrose Company

P. Q. Box €779
Hilton Head Islang, 5.cC.

29938

@/ /

Hail c.@&?ﬁ'}. \
Trugtes

Plantation Land Company, Inc.
P. 0. Box 1860

Charleston, $. C.

29402

_%COAETAL SCHENCE & ENGINEERING INC

P dox 8036 Columbia douth {orolima 20202 o B03.799-894%9 + Teipr 854449 055 CLE UD

June 12, 1987

i, Frank MeGilvrey

Coastal Barvier Coordinator

1.5, Fish and Wildhife Service

18¢h and C Strest NWW., Room 3245
Washington, DO 2240

RE. Daufuskie bstand. South Carolina
Dear Mr. McGilvrey:

P am writing today in regard to Daufushie Island. which is under review by your
office. In 1982, Dr. Miles Hayes and | prepared 2 report on the geomorphic history of the
istand {for 2 consortium of property owners) which was submitted with other comments to
your office.  Since 1982, we have chiained more detailed information en portions of
Davfuskie's shoreline.  Mevertheless, our 1982 findings still reflect 2 major distinetion
between Davfuskie and true coastal barriers.  Specifically. most of the island is not subject
to present-day coastal processes. Ciearly. the areas that are subject to modification by
waves, tides. and winds are the zones aslong the shoreline. Therefore, | believe it is within
the spirit as well as the letter of the present coastal barriers resources act and DOs
delineation criteria to modiy Daufuskie's CBRA boundaries and inciude only those areas
subject to long-term erosion or those which protect aguatic habitat.

b bave reviewed the proposed boundary modifications which ase being submitted to
DO by way of International Paper Realty Corporation. the Mairose Company. and the
Daufuskie island Land Trust and believe that they reflect reasonably well the present
working definition and Intent of the regulations {te protect wuinerable coastat areas from
imprudent development).  Since 1 do not have complete information on Davfuside island’s
shoreline history at this tme. | cannol provide guantitative data to help in your delineation
procass.  However, should portions of the island remain in guestion. | would be happy to
take @ closer Jook at specific sites and provide your office with additional shoreline data.

One sgain, thank you for your astisation to this matler.
Sincerely yours,
A A
Timothy W. XKapa. Ph.D.
Senior Principat
fdrs
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May 22, 1987

Hr. Frank MeGilvrey

Coastal Barrier Resources Coordinator
0.8. Figh and Wildlife Service
Pepartment of Interior

I8Lh and ¢ Streets, N.W.

Waghington, D.C. 20240

Desr Frank:

It was good to be with you when you were in South Sarplina for
the wisit to Daufuskie. I appreciate your taking time to tour
the ares and for your assistance with this matter,

T believe the approach all of us agree on for Daufuskie is
appropriate from a technigal point of view, It provects the
important wetland areas and increases the length of the coastling
to be included in the Coastal Barvier Resources System, while
reducing the less environmentally significant interior portions
of Daulfuskie which should not have been included in the System in
the firdt place.

if we can be of any assisbance Lo you in URis area of any other,
pleage call on me, HWe will provide you with & map and a complete
justification for the change when we submiy our comments in June.
Hany thanks again and best regards.

Sincergly,

omas B, BEvang, Jr.
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ROBMNSON, CRAVER, WALL & HasTE, PA.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW

NE. . Rempescn Ik L34 MEETING STREEY. SUTTE 200 PusT ORICE Box 1860
. Willam E Coaver, 1) CHARLESTOR, SOUTR CARDE TNA i
Btn Agril 1987 Mk 1 s vt tA 19401 CHRARLESION SO 29403
;iﬂmi‘;“"* B Fax Noy
ig o I3 $T-097)
Notsonal Park Sereres U Rodotnw cromm
TRAOTHT D). SCRANTOM
US Dept. of the Interigs QBRFL D Sous
£.9, Box 37127 ROREST HOLT March 18, 1988
Hashington, DC 20013-7127 WA M. 3CLEAN
MR Vegar
To Whom It May Concern : mumn:s?:mmﬁ
Thiz is in response to the S Dapt, of Interior “Cosatal Barrier Mr. Frank MeGilvrey, Coordinator
Resources System - Pruposed Additions or Deletions "y Volume 12 . Coastal Barriers Study Group
Eomments are as follows : U.5. Department of the Interior
Hational Park Serviece - 498
1} Please note , on Page three, a description is given pf ?.0. Box 37127
Harbar Tsland { ¥ 11 ) and Daufuskie Island ( M 13 ). Washington, D.C, 29313
These need to be updated. Both Ialands are in the process
of being developed, Access to Baufuskie atill is only by RE: Draft Supplemental LEIS {LEIS) on Proposed Changes
boat, and plans zall For it to remain $0, but boats leave to the Coastal Barrier Resources System
from more debarkation points : Blufften, Palmetta Bay {CBRE} /Recommended Deletions from System
Marina & Broad Creek Marine + Both on Hilbton Head Ysiand.
L've enclosed development plans/maps For Daufuskie, and Dear Mr. McGilvrey:
Hartbor lauisnd . s
) . on behalf of ocur clients, International Paper Realty
7 im:l;édigfﬁg g:;e;?:§;m;:a:h:° E:ifceg;?i’i;‘i C"xgé- Corporation of South Carclina, and Flantation Land Company,
diction sver any dnvel:l)umént i H‘;E "cz:igicui zmgaﬁ Inc. (epllectively owners of approximately 474 of the high
If you wish ta contast Lhen directly , their scdress 15 ) greund acreage on Daufuskie ITsland)l ¥ wquld request that the
5.0. Coastsl Council , DE. Wayne Eveaz; Exscul bve Girectm“ . Report 'go Congress on the Coastal Barrvier Resogrces System,
1136 Bankers Frust Tower , Columbia - 5.C. 29201 BOT:758.mesz as reguired by Sesction 13 of the Ceoastal Barrier Resources

Act, reflect their full support £or the position sndorsed by
Governcr Carroil A. Campbell, Jr, previously submitted, a
Thankyou for your consideration in permitting local commentary. copy of whick is attached,
fleass advise as to the results .
As referred to in the Governor's letter, comments by
our clients and the Melrose Company (owner of 2 separate
Sincerely, parcel on Daufuskie Island) were submitted jeintly in Juns
- o— of 1987, and were limited to the areas within the parties
5 collective ownership at that time,

ma, ie m. ahelton, I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the LEIS,
Pla 1 and would grestly appreciate receiving a copy of the Ffinal
e DOI Report to Congress,

JHS ¢ fma

Very Aruly yours,
enclosures <

Keil C. Robinson, Jr.

NCR/tan
Basufort County Joint Planning Comenission { P.0. Drawer 1228/ Beaulort, 5.0 29502/ 803-529.71 38 Ene.

¥ U.5. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE : 1990 O - 269-304 {(vol. 12)



