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these minutes already included in this
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SECRETARY

MEMO TO:

July 25, 2013 B-2500B Meeting Attendees

FROM:

Beth Smyre, PE

DATE:

July 31, 2013

SUBJECT:

Meeting Summary- July 25, 2013 Meeting for Phase IIb of the Bonner BridgeNC 12 Transportation Management Plan (TIP No. B-2500B)

July 25, 2013 Mitigation Meeting:
Discussion and Conclusions
A meeting was held at 1:00 pm on July 25 in the Roadway Design Conference Room at
NCDOT Century Center for the subject project. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
potential mitigation options for the use of Pea Island National Wildlife Refuge land associated
with the Bridge on New Location Alternative associated with Phase IIb of the Bonner Bridge
Replacement Project (B-2500B). The following people attended:
Bill Biddlecome
Tracey Wheeler
David Wainwright
Doug Huggett
Cathy Brittingham
Ron Lucas
Kevin Hart (via teleconference)
Fritz Rohde (via teleconference)
Dennis Stewart (via teleconference)
Scott Lanier (via teleconference)
Thayer Broili (via teleconference)
Steve Thompson (via teleconference)
Beth Smyre
Brian Yamamoto
Bob Capehart
Pablo Hernandez
Leilani Paugh
Kathy Herring
Morgan Weatherford
Chris Rivenbark
MAILING ADDRESS:
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
1548 MAIL SERVICE CENTER
RALEIGH NC 27699-1548

USACE – Washington Field Office
USACE – Washington Field Office
NC Division of Water Quality
NC Division of Coastal Management
NC Division of Coastal Management
FHWA
NC Division of Marine Fisheries
National Marine Fisheries Service
USFWS – PINWR
USFWS – PINWR
NPS
NPS
NCDOT – PDEA
NCDOT – PDEA
NCDOT – Division 1
NCDOT – Division 1
NCDOT – NES
NCDOT – NES
NCDOT – NES
NCDOT – NES
TELEPHONE: 919-707-6000
FAX: 919-250-4224

WEBSITE: WWW.NCDOT.ORG/DOH/PRECONSTRUCT/PE/
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Michael Valiquette
John Page
Elise Bielen

NCDOT- Geotechnical Engineering Unit
Parsons Brinckerhoff
Parsons Brinckerhoff

Beth Smyre opened the meeting by updating the group on the current progress of Phase IIb;
she explained that the Phase IIb Environmental Assessment (EA) is currently underway and
that two detailed study alternatives are under consideration: the Bridge within Existing NC 12
Easement Alternative and the Bridge on New Location Alternative (Figure 1). Beth stated
that NCDOT is working towards a decision on which of these alternatives will be presented in
the EA as the Preferred Alternative, and that each alternative has issues to be considered.
Beth mentioned that the Bridge within Existing NC 12 Easement Alternative carries
construction concerns, while the Bridge on New Location Alternative goes outside of the
existing NC 12 easement in the Pea Island National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge). The USFWSRefuge must determine whether the new easement can be considered a minor modification of
the existing NC 12 easement. If the new easement is considered a minor modification, then
NCDOT must provide the appropriate mitigation for the use of Refuge land. The USFWSRefuge has indicated in a letter (attached) that the Bridge on New Location Alternative likely
could be considered a minor modification of the existing easement. The remainder of the
meeting focused primarily on the appropriate mitigation options for the use of Refuge lands.
Beth indicated that NCDOT and USFWS have agreed that the section of existing NC 12
easement that is bypassed by the Bridge on New Location Alternative would be restored and
returned to the Refuge. The new easement is estimated to require approximately 2.87 acres of
new Refuge lands; approximately 18.68 acres of the existing NC 12 easement would be
returned to the Refuge. Restoration of the existing easement will serve as a major portion of
the mitigation required for the new easement.
Beth informed the group that in previous mitigation discussions with the Refuge, an idea also
had been proposed to “nourish” the estuarine (soundside) shoreline in order to build up and
support the natural migration of Hatteras Island. Beth presented the current estimated fill,
pile, and SAV impacts of the Bridge on New Location Alternative (see attached table) and
noted that the wetland fill impacts shown in the table occur entirely at the southern terminus
of the new bridge, outside of the Refuge. NC 12 would be entirely on a bridge within the new
easement; therefore, any wetland impacts in the new easement would be due to the placement
of bridge piles. Beth requested that the group discuss and give opinions on the possibility of
soundside nourishment as mitigation for impacts to the refuge.
The group discussed the following agency concerns with the nourishment proposal:


The National Marine Fisheries Service is concerned about impacts to SAV habitat and
is against filling good SAV habitat with a nourishment program. Based on previous
NCDOT surveys, the SAV habitat in near the Refuge terminus is patchy, and most of
the SAV in the area is at the southern end of the Bridge on New Location Alternative.
The water bottom in the area near the Refuge terminus is hard-packed sand, which is
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not good SAV habitat. Staff at the National Marine Fisheries Service Beaufort lab may
have expertise that could assist with this proposal.


The USFWS-Refuge explained to the group that the islands are eroding from both the
ocean and the soundside, and that the Refuge is running out of options for mitigating
the impacts of NC 12. The nourishment idea was proposed as an innovative,
experimental way to see if building up the land mass on the western shore could be
encouraged. Offsite mitigation efforts do not help with the Refuge’s issue of eroding
land mass.



If the CAMA impacts remain as shown in the draft impact table (.03 acres of CAMA
marsh impacted by piles), then DCM would not require compensatory mitigation for
that type of impact.



Several NCDOT staff expressed concerns that a nourishment program of this nature
would be costly and risky, considering the unknown benefits and potential impacts.
Because the wetland impacts are relatively small in this area, it was suggested that the
wetland acreage lost as a result of Phase IIb could be rolled into the planned mitigation
for Phase I of the project.



The USACE agreed that SAV habitat should not be filled for the sake of a soundside
nourishment program, but that it could be done if the area is hard-packed and not good
SAV habitat. The USACE questioned what, from a jurisdictional wetlands standpoint,
is driving this discussion, considering the small number of wetlands impacts and the
low level of mitigation required. There are two issues at hand: mitigation for use of the
Refuge and mitigation for wetlands. The USACE noted that a permit would not be
required for the pile impacts in Refuge wetlands, but only the fill impacts in Rodanthe.

There was some discussion of using fill from dredging at the emergency ferry terminal in
Rodanthe for a potential soundside nourishment program. The use of jetting spoils associated
with B-2500B bridge construction or ocean sand gathered during the planned short-term
nourishment program at the Rodanthe ‘S’ Curves Hot Spot was also discussed.
In summary, the group felt that the soundside nourishment program could be considered as an
option for disposal of jetting spoils, but only after further coordination with the appropriate
agencies. However, there may not be enough of a benefit to consider it as a mitigation
measure. The nourishment program idea does not necessarily need to be tied into the Phase
IIb project, and the group agreed to put the proposal aside for now and focus instead on
wetlands mitigation. Dennis Stewart urged NCDOT to think outside the box on means that
might be used in the context of the Phase IIb project to facilitate the accretion on the sound
side of Hatteras Island.
Note: NCDOT staff conducted an SAV survey of the Bridge on New Location Alternative
alignment on July 30, 2013. The updated design of the alternative involved shifting the bridge
west of its previously proposed location, farther into potential SAV habitat. Preliminary
results of the survey indicate more SAV present within the corridor, with patchy to thick
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coverage (greater than 60% coverage, on average) noted throughout the alignment. NCDOT
will conduct additional surveys of the corridor, and the results of the surveys will be
discussed in the upcoming B-2500B EA.
If anyone has any additions or corrections to this summary, please contact John Page at PB at
(919) 836-4076 or by e-mail at pagej@pbworld.com.

Attachments
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Rodanthe- Bridge on New Location Alternative
New Easement Needed
2.87 acres

Easement to be Returned
18.68 acres

Fill Impacts
Wetland maritime grassland
Wetland maritime shrub/grassland
CAMA Wetlands
Total

Acres
1.29
0.11
0
1.40

Pile Impacts
Wetland maritime shrub thicket
Wetland maritime shrub/grassland
Wetland salt grassland
Wetland salt shrub/grassland
CAMA marsh
Total

0.04
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.03
.08

Open Water Shading SAV Impact*
Open Water Pile SAV Impact*

8.56
1.76

*Total open water impact multiplied by 0.63
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 Beach renourishment;
 Building a bridge within the existing NC 12; and
 Building a bridge or road on a new location to the
west of the existing road, possibly extending into
Pamlico Sound.

 Beach renourishment;
 Building a bridge within the existing NC 12
easement; and
 Building a bridge or road on a new location to
the west of the existing road.

Continued on next page

For the Rodanthe breach, these options include:

For the Pea Island breach, these options include:

The design options studied as part of the Bonner Bridge Replacement Project represent the range of what could be built
in future phases along NC 12 between Oregon Inlet and Rodanthe. Using this information, NCDOT has established
several possible options for fixing the two breaches for the long term.

LONG-TERM OPTIONS UNDER CONSIDERATION FOR BOTH BREACH SITES

NCDOT will provide auxiliary aids and services under the Americans with
Disabilities Act for disabled persons who wish to participate in these workshops. Anyone requiring special services should contact the study team.

If you cannot attend a workshop, you may write the study team or call the
toll-free project information line with your comments or questions. See the
second page of this newsletter for the names and numbers of the study team
contacts.

The workshops will be informal, with the public welcome to drop in any time
between 4 p.m. and 7 p.m. to view displays of the design options. Study team
members will be available to explain them and answer any questions. The
public is urged to share their ideas, thoughts, and suggestions with study team
members.

Public workshops are scheduled for Dec. 5 in Manteo and Dec. 6 in
Rodanthe. These workshops will provide the public with an opportunity to
learn more about the design options under consideration for each breach site.
The same information will be available at both workshops.

4:00 – 7:00 PM
MANTEO
Dare County
Administration Building
954 Marshall Collins Drive
Manteo, NC

December 5, 2011

BONNER BRIDGE CITIZENS
INFORMATIONAL
WORKSHOPS

Bulletin Board

NCDOT STARTS PHASE II OF BONNER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT

TIP Project No. B-2500

Bonner Bridge Update

REPLACEMENT OF THE HERBERT C. BONNER BRIDGE (BRIDGE NO. 11) ON NC 12 OVER OREGON INLET
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Hurricane Irene hit the North Carolina coast on Aug. 27 and breached NC
12 in two locations – northern Rodanthe and within the Pea Island National
Wildlife Refuge.
The North Carolina Department of Transportation
(NCDOT) has completed temporary repairs at the two breach sites and
reopened NC 12 to traffic on Oct. 10. With traffic restored to the area,
NCDOT has started work on long-term solutions for these two sites, which
are considered Phase II of the Bonner Bridge Replacement Project. Before
any decisions are made on long-term fixes, NCDOT wants to hear what the
citizens think about the design options under consideration.

N o.

Ms. Beth Smyre
NC Department of Transportation
Project Development and
Environmental Analysis Unit
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548
bsmyre@ncdot.gov
-- or --

In the December 2010 Record of Decision (ROD) for the Bonner Bridge
Replacement Project, NCDOT agreed to construct a new bridge over Oregon
Inlet that is parallel to, and just west of, the current Bonner Bridge as Phase I of
the project. The new bridge over Oregon Inlet is currently in the design phase,
with construction scheduled to begin in January 2013. The new bridge is set
to open to traffic in spring 2015.

For more information about the damage to NC 12 from Hurri-

North Carolina Department of Transportation
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Unit
Attention: Beth Smyre
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1548

web page at www.ncdot.org/projects/bonnerbridgerepairs.

You may also visit the Bonner Bridge Replacement Project

Repairing NC 12 blog at http://nc12repairs.blogspot.com/.

feed at http://twitter.com/NCDOT_NC12, or go to our

www.ncdot.org/travel/nc12recovery, follow our NC 12 Twitter

cane Irene and NCDOT’s efforts to temporarily fix it, visit
Mr. Bobby Norburn
Parsons Brinckerhoff
434 Fayetteville Street
Suite 1500
Raleigh, NC 27601
norburn@pbworld.com

If you have any questions or wish to
be added to our newsletter mailing
list, please call Bobby Norburn or
John Page on our Toll-Free
Project Information Line, 1-866803-0529. You may also write the
study team at:

After analyzing the changes to existing conditions in the project area as a result
of Hurricane Irene, NCDOT will re-evaluate the impacts of these design
options to determine the best long-term solutions for both breach sites. Comments received from state and federal environmental resource and regulatory
agencies, as well as from the public, will also help guide the development of
the Phase II designs.

BONNER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT STATUS

Feel Free to Contact the
Study Team

November 2011

Long-Term Options Under Consideration
for Both Breach Sites (continued from page 1)

Bonner Bridge Update
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5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.
Ocracoke Community Center
1009 Irvin Garrish Highway, Ocracoke

Thursday, January 5, 2012

4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.
Rodanthe-Waves-Salvo Community Center
23186 Myrna Peters Road, Rodanthe

Tuesday, December 6, 2011

4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.
Dare County Administration Building
954 Marshall Collins Drive, Manteo

Monday, December 5, 2011

WELCOME to the
Bonner Bridge – Phase II
Public Workshops

Mr. Bobby Norburn
Parsons Brinckerhoff
434 Fayetteville Street
Suite 1500
Raleigh, NC 27601
E-mail: norburn@pbworld.com

1

After the comment period ends on January 20, 2012, all comments will be
reviewed by the NCDOT Bonner Bridge project team. The information you
provide will help NCDOT develop the project by including input from all
stakeholders prior to project decisions being made. NCDOT considers a number
of factors, including the public’s comments, in making decisions.

Ms. Beth Smyre
NCDOT – Project Development
and Environmental Analysis Unit
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548
E-mail: bsmyre@ncdot.gov

Today’s workshop is intended to provide you with an opportunity to learn more
about the design options under consideration for each breach site. The
workshop will be informal, with the public welcome to drop in at any time during
the scheduled hours to view displays of the design options. Study team
members will be available to explain the design options and answer any
questions. You are urged to share your ideas, thoughts, and suggestions with
study team members at today’s workshop. You may also make comments or ask
questions by filling out the comment sheet attached to this handout and leaving it
in the comment box, mailing it by January 20, 2012 to the study team at one of
the addresses shown below, or calling the toll-free project information line (1866-803-0529).

Hurricane Irene hit the North Carolina coast on August 27, 2011 and breached
NC 12 in two locations – northern Rodanthe and within the Pea Island National
Wildlife Refuge. NCDOT completed temporary repairs at the two breach sites
and reopened NC 12 to traffic on October 10, 2011. With traffic restored to the
area, NCDOT has started work on long-term solutions for these two sites, which
combined are considered Phase II of the Bonner Bridge Replacement Project.
However, before any decisions are made on long-term fixes, NCDOT wants to
hear what you think about the design options under consideration.

Today’s workshop is an important step in the North Carolina Department of
Transportation’s (NCDOT) procedure for making you, the public, a part of the
project development process. The purpose of the workshop is to obtain public
input on Phase II of the Bonner Bridge Replacement project. NCDOT is holding
three workshops, but the same information will be available at all of the
workshops.

PURPOSE OF PUBLIC WORKSHOP
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The implementation of a coastal monitoring program on Hatteras Island
between Oregon Inlet and Rodanthe to determine when and what to build
for future phases of the project.

x

2

In Rodanthe, crews filled in the breach with sand and used sandbags to stabilize
sections of the roadway. The dunes on the east side of the roadway that were
damaged were repaired.

NCDOT completed temporary repairs to the damage caused by Hurricane Irene
and reopened NC 12 to traffic on October 10 – just seven weeks after the storm
hit. Six miles south of Oregon Inlet within the Pea Island National Wildlife
Refuge, crews installed a temporary metal bridge to span the largest breach on
the Refuge, while filling in the three smaller breaches with sand. The bridge is a
two-lane Mabey Universal Bridge manufactured with a modular design that
allowed it to be assembled quickly. Although the bridge is a temporary solution
and will require frequent maintenance, its strength and durability will allow it to
remain in place for many years to keep traffic flowing.

SUMMARY OF HURRICANE IRENE REPAIRS

The Bonner Bridge Replacement Project study area, along with the location of
Phases I and II of the project, is shown on Figure 1 on the next page.

As a result of the damage caused by Hurricane Irene, Phase II of the project will
develop long-term solutions for the two sections of NC 12 breached during the
storm. The coastal monitoring program will continue during the planning and
implementation of Phase II to determine the areas that later phases of the project
should address.

Construction of a new parallel bridge (“short bridge”) across Oregon Inlet
as soon as possible (Phase I of the project); and

x

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and NCDOT issued the decision
document for the Bonner Bridge Replacement Project, which is called a Record
of Decision (ROD), on December 20, 2010. It selected the Parallel Bridge
Corridor with NC 12 Transportation Management Plan as the alternative for the
project. This alternative includes:

NCDOT proposes to construct a bridge to replace the Herbert C. Bonner Bridge
(Bonner Bridge) in Dare County, demolish and remove existing Bonner Bridge,
and improve NC 12 between the community of Rodanthe and Oregon Inlet.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3

Figure 1
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Nourishment Alternative – NC 12 would remain in its current location, and
beach nourishment (combined with dune enhancement) would be used to
maintain an adequate protective beach and dune system. Nourishment
would occur in four locations, likely repeated at four-year intervals.
Road North/Bridge South Alternative – NC 12 would be relocated as a
road west of the forecasted 2060 high erosion shoreline in the north end of
the Refuge. At the south end of the Refuge and in Rodanthe, NC 12 would
be placed on a bridge west of Hatteras Island.
All Bridge Alternative – NC 12 would be relocated onto a bridge west of
the forecasted 2060 high erosion shoreline in the north end of the Refuge.
At the south end of the Refuge and in Rodanthe, NC 12 would be placed
on a bridge west of Hatteras Island.
Phased Approach Alternatives – NC 12 would be elevated in its current
easement onto a series of bridges within the Refuge and in Rodanthe.
There are two options for the Phased Approach in Rodanthe. The Phased
Approach/Rodanthe Nourishment Alternative includes a bridge that ends
just south of the Refuge border and the use of beach nourishment to
stabilize NC 12 in Rodanthe. The Phased Approach/Rodanthe Bridge
Alternative includes a bridge in Rodanthe that ends just north of the
Rodanthe Historic District (no beach nourishment).

Figure 2
5

These options are shown on Figures 2 and 3 on the following pages and in detail
on the maps available at tonight’s meeting.
4

For the Rodanthe breach, these options include:
x Beach nourishment;
x Building a bridge within the existing NC 12 easement;
x Building a bridge within the existing NC 12 easement and beach
nourishment; and
x Building a bridge on a new location in Pamlico Sound.

For the Pea Island breach, these options include:
x Beach nourishment;
x Building a bridge within the existing NC 12 easement;
x Building a bridge on a new location to the west of the existing road; and
x Building a road on a new location to the west of the existing road.

Based on the alternatives above, NCDOT has proposed several possible options
for fixing the two breaches for the long-term.

x

x

x

x

Under the Parallel Bridge Corridor with NC 12 Transportation Management Plan,
the options that were studied for the section of NC 12 between Oregon Inlet and
Rodanthe may be used in future sections of the project. These options were
presented to the public as part of the Parallel Bridge Corridor at public hearings
in November 2005, March 2007, and July 2010. Those options were called:

WHAT ARE THE ALTERNATIVES UNDER CONSIDERATION?

B-6
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Figure 3

7

Updated construction cost estimates for the two breach sites will be prepared for
the long-term options that are chosen for further detailed study.

Because the beach nourishment and road relocation options extend beyond the
immediate breach areas, cost estimates for those options are not immediately
available.

Long-term bridging options that span the Rodanthe Breach site only are
estimated to cost between $114 million and $240 million (2006 dollars); these
costs represent only the initial construction cost of a new bridge.

Long-term bridging options for the Pea Island Breach site are estimated to cost
between $97 million and $147 million (2006 dollars); these costs represent only
the initial construction cost of a new bridge.

The project’s Record of Decision (ROD) presented a range of costs for different
options for maintaining NC 12 between Oregon Inlet and Rodanthe. At that time,
the costs of the Parallel Bridge Corridor alternatives (not including the cost of the
new Oregon Inlet bridge) were as shown in Table 3 on page 11.

The contract for the final design and construction of the new Oregon Inlet bridge
(Phase I of the project) was awarded in July 2011 at a cost of $215.8 million.

PROJECT COSTS

Included in the analysis of each site in Tables 1 and 2 is a list of potential
concerns with each option that could prohibit the option from being studied
further. These concerns are based on comments to NCDOT made by either the
federal and state agencies associated with the project, or by coastal engineers
and scientists that NCDOT has consulted with during the life of the project.

Tables 1 and 2 on the following pages illustrate the potential impacts of each
option for the two breach sites. The information presented here is based on
studies conducted for the project prior to Hurricane Irene; NCDOT will update this
impact information to account for the current environmental conditions for those
options that are chosen for further study. Only the most current information
available will be used to select the final option for each site.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

After analyzing the changes to existing conditions in the project area as a result
of Hurricane Irene, NCDOT will re-evaluate the impacts of these design options
to determine the best long-term solutions for both breach sites. Comments
received from state and federal environmental resource and regulatory agencies,
as well as from the public, will be used to determine which options should be
studied further and ultimately which options are selected for each site.
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If additional breach occurs,
breach would need to be
closed.

Potential (and current)
breach areas bridged. No
expected need to close
future breaches.

Coastal Conditions Impacts

Direct access to some
Refuge facilities lost.

0.0 (0.0)

x Aquatic
Bottom

1.1 (0.4)

None likely.

Not likely to be found
compatible with Refuge’s
mission and purpose.

0.0 (0.0)

Likely disturbance to piping
plover and sea turtles nesting
on beach; not likely to
adversely affect in ocean.
Beach nourishment could
affect seabeach amaranth
habitat.

Not likely to be found
compatible with Refuge’s
mission and purpose; sand
quality and sand availability
for a long-term solution is a
concern; at least partial filling
of breach would be required.

Protected Species
Impacts

Potential
Constraints

8

1.7 (0.7)

0.0 (0.0)

1.6 (0.6)

3.5 (1.4)

Total
Wetlands shaded,
acres (hectares)

2.7 (1.1)

x Uplands –
Natural and
Man
Dominated

Natural Resources Impacts
Biotic Communities Fill and Pile Impacts, acres (hectares)
0.8 (0.3)
0.1 (0.1)
x Wetlands

Potential for
Breach and Need
for Closing Breach
to Maintain NC 12

Little change in access.
Refuge facilities protected
from future beach erosion.

General Refuge
Access

Adverse Effect because the
relocation of NC 12 would
intrude into the existing
dikes and ponds, and
because of the elevation of
the bridge as it passes
through the Refuge.

Parks and Recreation Impacts

No Adverse Effect.

Not likely to be found
compatible with
Refuge’s mission and
purpose; at least
partial filling of breach
would be required.

None likely.

0.0 (0.0)

13.7 (5.5)

0.2 (0.1)

10.5 (4.2)

3.0 (1.2)

If additional breach
occurs, breach would
need to be closed.

Paved road access
maintained but with
some changes.

None

None likely.

0.2 (0.1)

1.3 (0.5)

0.0 (0.0)

1.2 (0.5)

0.1 (0.1)

Potential (and
current) breach
areas bridged. No
expected need to
close future
breaches.

Direct access to
some Refuge
facilities lost.

Adverse Effect
because of the
elevation of the
bridge as it passes
through the Refuge.

Compatibility
Determination expected
(for all alternatives that
use Refuge lands outside
the existing NC 12
easement).

Compatibility Determination
expected (for all alternatives
that use Refuge lands outside
the existing NC 12
easement).

Adverse Effect
because the relocation
of NC 12 would
intrude into the
existing dikes and
ponds.

No Compatibility
Determination
required.

Compatibility
Determination
expected (for all
alternatives that use
Refuge lands outside
the existing NC 12
easement).

Cultural Resource Impacts

Sizeable visual
intrusion into the
landscape of the
Refuge.

None

Bridge within
Existing NC 12
Easement

Sizeable visual intrusion
into the landscape of the
Refuge.

Road on New
Location

None

Pea Island
National Wildlife
Refuge
(historic site)

Anticipated Need
for Refuge
Compatibility
Determination

Visual Impact

Bridge on New
Location

Community and Visual Impacts

Beach Nourishment

Table 1. Phase II Impacts – Pea Island Breach Area

0

Business Relocations

Pea Island National
Wildlife Refuge

Rodanthe Historic
District and
Chicamacomico Life
Saving Station

Visual Impact

Noise Impact
(estimated number of
sensitive receptors
affected)

No Adverse Effect.

No Effect.

None

2 residential receptors
exceeding FHWA NAC

Adverse Effect because
of the elevation of the
bridge as it passes
through the Refuge.

Adverse Effect because
the alternatives would
leave the existing NC
12 easement, and
because of the elevation
of the bridge as it
passes through the
Refuge.
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No Adverse Effect; the
alternative ends outside
the district, so cultural
resources would not be
directly affected;
alternative would be
within view of
resources, but view also
currently includes
modern commercial
and residential
structures.

Sizeable visual
intrusion into the
landscape of the
Refuge; views in
Rodanthe near the
Refuge affected.

No Adverse Effect; the
alternative ends outside
the district, so cultural
resources would not be
directly affected;
alternatives would be
within view of
resources, but view also
currently includes
modern commercial and
residential structures.

Cultural Resource Impacts

Panoramic views of
Pamlico Sound from
homes along shoreline
in Rodanthe would be
affected.

3 residential receptors
exceeding
FHWA NAC

3 residential receptors
exceeding FHWA
NAC, and 3 residential
receptors (including 1
of the 3 exceeding
FHWA NAC) and 1
business receptor with
substantial noise
increases

Adverse Effect because
of the elevation of the
bridge as it passes
through the Refuge.

No Effect

Sizeable visual
intrusion into the
landscape of the
Refuge; views in
Rodanthe near the
Refuge affected.

2 residential receptors
exceeding FHWA NAC

0.3 mile (0.5 kilometer)
of bridge would bisect
community; access
more circuitous
No impact.

No impact.

0.8 mile (1.3
kilometers) of bridge
would bisect
community and make
vehicle access more
circuitous.

Rodanthe Community
Cohesion and
Accessibility

None

0

0

Bridge within
Existing NC 12
Easement and
Beach Nourishment

Compatibility
Determination expected
(for all alternatives that
use Refuge lands
outside the existing NC
12 easement).

Compatibility
Determination expected
(for all alternatives that
use Refuge lands
outside the existing NC
12 easement).

Anticipated Need for
Refuge Compatibility
Determination

None

7

6

Bridge within
Existing NC 12
Easement

No Compatibility
Determination required.

Compatibility
Determination expected
(for all alternatives that
use Refuge lands
outside the existing NC
12 easement).

None

5

2

Community and Visual Impacts

Bridge on New
Location

Proposed right-of-way
would cross cemetery,
but no known
gravesites would be
affected.

Cemetery Impacts

0

Residential
Relocations

Beach Nourishment

Table 2. Phase II Impacts – Rodanthe Area
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Nourishment would
reduce the risk of a
breach. Any breaches
through the Refuge
would need to be
closed.

Potential for Breach
and Need for Closing
Breach to Maintain
NC 12

11.2 (4.5)

Total

None likely.

Not likely to be found
compatible with
Refuge’s mission and
purpose.

0.0 (0.0)

Likely disturbance to
piping plover and sea
turtles nesting on
beach; not likely to
adversely affect in
ocean. Beach
nourishment could
affect seabeach
amaranth habitat.

Not likely to be found
compatible with
Refuge’s mission and
purpose; sand quality
and sand availability for
a long-term solution in
an area with a rapid
erosion rate is a
concern; would require
extensive dredging to
acquire the sand
needed; would have to
be repeated frequently.

Protected Species
Adversely Affected

Potential Constraints

10

5.3 (2.1)

0.0 (0.0)

x SAV

1.5 (0.6)

7.7 (3.1)

5.6 (2.2)

2.0 (0.8)

x Wetlands

Wetlands and SAV Shaded, acres (hectares)

11.2 (4.5)

0.0 (0.0)

x Wetlands

x Uplands – Natural
and Man
Dominated

0.0 (0.0)

x Submerged Aquatic
Vegetation (SAV)
0.1 (0.1)

Natural Resources Impacts

Potential breach area
north of Rodanthe
bridged. No expected
need to close future
breaches.

Coastal Conditions Impacts

0.7 mile (1.1
kilometers)

Bridge through Pamlico
Sound in southern
portion of Refuge
would reduce access in
that area.

Biotic Communities Fill and Pile Impacts, acres (hectares)

None.

Little change in access.
Refuge facilities
protected from future
beach erosion.

Length of NC 12
Outside the Existing
Easement within the
Refuge

General Refuge
Access

Bridge on New
Location

Bridge within
Existing NC 12
Easement

Rapid erosion rate in
this area may cause
portions of the structure
to be in the surf zone or
offshore in the future.

None likely.

0.0 (0.0)

0.0 (0.0)

7.2 (2.9)

7.2 (2.9)

0.0 (0.0)

0.0 (0.0)

Potential breach area
north of Rodanthe
bridged. No expected
need to close future
breaches.

None.

Bridge in existing NC
12 easement in southern
portion of Refuge
would reduce access in
that area.

Parks and Recreation Impacts

Beach Nourishment

Same concerns as with
beach nourishment
option; in addition,
rapid erosion rate in
this area may cause
portions of the structure
to be in the surf zone or
offshore in the future.

Likely disturbance to
piping plover and sea
turtles nesting on
beach; not likely to
adversely affect in
ocean. Beach
nourishment could
affect seabeach
amaranth habitat.

0.0 (0.0)

0.0 (0.0)

2.8 (1.1)

2.8 (1.1)

0.0 (0.0)

0.0 (0.0)

Potential breach areas
bridged. Phases II and
III may need to be
accelerated, if a breach
occurred before all four
phases are completed.

None.

Bridge in existing NC
12 easement in
southern portion of
Refuge would reduce
access in that area.

Bridge within
Existing NC 12
Easement and
Beach Nourishment

Table 2 (concluded). Phase II Impacts – Rodanthe Area

$1,076,113,000

$1,136,320,000

$1,063,108,000

$412,958,000

$657,260,000

High

RIGHT-OF-WAY PROCEDURES

Treat all owners and tenants equally.
Fully explain the owner’s rights.
Pay just compensation in exchange for property rights.
Furnish relocation advisory assistance.

11

Right-of-Way Agents are available at tonight’s meeting to answer your questions.

1.
2.
3.
4.

After the final design of any future phase(s) is complete, the proposed right-ofway limits will be staked on the ground. If you are an affected property owner, a
Right-of-Way Agent will contact you and arrange a meeting. The agent will
explain the plans and advise you as to how the project will affect you. The agent
will inform you of your rights as a property owner. If permanent right-of-way is
required, professionals who are familiar with real estate values will evaluate or
appraise your property. The evaluations or appraisals will be reviewed for
completeness and accuracy; then, the Right-of-Way Agent will make a written
offer to you. The current market value of the property at its highest and best use
when appraised will be offered as compensation. The Department of
Transportation must:

Construction of Phase I (the new Oregon Inlet bridge) of the project will not
require the purchase of land from private property owners. However, Phase II of
the project within Rodanthe could require the purchase of private property and
relocation of homes and businesses. Specific acquisitions will depend on the
alternative selected.



* All costs are in 2006 dollars. These estimates include the costs of project construction, maintenance, and
mitigation.

$797,459,000

$816,068,000

Phased Approach/Rodanthe
Nourishment
Phased Approach/Rodanthe
Bridge

$791,108,000

$330,958,000

Road North/Bridge South
All Bridge

$407,745,000

Beach Nourishment

Low

Table 3. Total Highway Costs through 2060*
(Costs for Alternatives to Maintain NC 12 between Oregon Inlet and
Rodanthe, including the Two Breach Sites)

B-9
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A design-build contract for Phase I (the new Oregon Inlet bridge) was awarded in
July. The contractor is currently working on the final design of the new bridge.
Once all of the necessary environmental permits have been received, the
contractor will start construction of the new bridge; construction is scheduled to
start in January 2013. The new bridge is expected to be opened in the Spring of
2015, with all remaining work (including the demolition of the current bridge) to
be completed in 2016. More information about Phase I of the project is available
at tonight’s meeting, and additional workshops will be scheduled in 2012 so that
the contractor can answer your questions about the construction of the new
bridge.

STATUS OF PHASE I (OREGON INLET BRIDGE)

In the meantime, NCDOT will continue the current coastal monitoring program of
the entire project area to determine when future phases of the project should be
implemented.

NCDOT expects to issue a construction contract for the Pea Island Breach site in
August 2012, and a construction contract for the Rodanthe Breach site in
December 2012.

The merger team will meet again in early 2012 to determine the final option for
each site. NCDOT and FHWA will then complete any required environmental
documentation and apply for the appropriate environmental permits.

After reviewing comments from citizens as well as input from a panel of coastal
engineers and scientists, NCDOT and FHWA will meet with the project’s “merger
team,” which includes members of federal and state agencies with interests in
the project. That group is scheduled to meet in December and determine what
options will be studied further for each site.

WHAT’S NEXT FOR PHASE II?

As mentioned above, please leave comments in the comment box at the hearing
or send them to Ms. Beth Smyre at the address on page 2.

If you are a relocatee, that is, if your residence or business is to be acquired as
part of the project, additional assistance in the form of advice and compensation
is available. You will be provided with assistance on locations of comparable
housing and/or commercial establishments, moving procedures, and moving aid.
Moving expenses may be paid for you. Additional monetary compensation is
available to help homeowners cope with mortgage increases, increased value of
comparable homes, closing costs, etc. A similar program is available to assist
business owners. The Right-of-Way Agent can explain this assistance in greater
detail.
Visit www.ncdot.org/projects/bonnerbridgerepairs

Or call John Page or Bobby Norburn at the Project Hotline (toll-free):
1-866-803-0529.

x
x
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Follow our NC 12 Twitter feed at http://twitter.com/NCDOT_NC12
Go to our Repairing NC 12 blog at http://nc12repairs.blogspot.com/

x

Visit www.ncdot.org/travel/nc12recovery

x

x

For more information on NC 12 and the Bonner Bridge Replacement Project:

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE

B-10

Date: 12/05/11, 12/06/11,
01/05/12

$70,000 – $93,999

$94,000 – $117,999

$118,000 or greater

$12,000 – $19,999

$20,000 – $30,999

$31,000 – $46,999

Yes

South American: _____________________
Puerto Rican
Chinese
Vietnamese
Korean

Asian

American Indian/Alaskan Native

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

Hispanic/Latino

Other (please specify): _______________________

Thank you for your cooperation!

For further information regarding Title VI or this process, please contact the NCDOT Title VI Section at
(919) 508-1808 or toll free at 1-800-522-0453, or by email at slipscomb@ncdot.gov.

Other (please specify): __________________

Mexican
Central American: ____________________

Black/African American

National Origin: (if born outside the U.S.)

Disabled:
No

65 and older

30-44

45-64

18-29

Female

White

Race/Ethnicity:

$47,000 – $69,999

Less than $12,000

Total Household Income:

Male

Less than 18

Age:

Street Name:

(i.e. Main Street)

Gender:

Zip Code: _____________________

Completed forms will be held on file at the NCDOT as part of the public record.

This form helps the State DOT meet its statutory obligations for data collection and public involvement under
Title VI and NEPA. Please place completed forms in the designated box on the registration table or mail it to the
NCDOT Office of Civil Rights, Title VI Section at 1511 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, NC 27699-1511.

In accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and other civil rights provisions of Federal statutory
law, the North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) assures that no person(s) affected by its
programs, policies, or activities, shall be excluded from participation in, denied the benefits of, or subjected to
discrimination on the grounds of race, color, national origin, disability, age, income, or gender.

Project Description: Bonner Bridge Replacement Project

TIP No.: B-2500

Location: Manteo/Rodanthe/Ocracoke

Meeting Type: Public Workshops

Completing this form is completely voluntary. You are not required to provide the information requested in order
to participate in this meeting.

Title VI Public Involvement Form
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Email: bsmyre@ncdot.gov

Ms. Beth Smyre, PE
NCDOT – Project Development and Environmental Analysis Unit
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Comments may be mailed by January 20, 2012 to:

____________

COMMENTS AND/OR QUESTIONS:

E-MAIL:

ADDRESS:

NAME:

TIP No. B-2500
Dare County

Bonner Bridge Replacement Project
Public Workshops – Phase II

COMMENT SHEET

B-12
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Phase I (New Oregon Inlet Bridge)

Photo Simulations

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

Public Workshop Schedule
Dec 5th in Manteo
Dare Co. Administration Building
Public Workshop – 4 p.m.
p m to 7 p
p.m.
m
th
Dec 6 in Rodanthe
Rodanthe-Waves-Salvo Community Center
Public Workshop – 4 p.m. to 7 p.m.
Jan 5th in Ocracoke
Ocracoke Community Center
Public Workshop – 5 p.m. to 7 p.m.

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

WELCOME!
Public Workshops:
December 5 and 6, 2011 and January 5, 2012
B-15

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

Public
W k h
Workshops

• Informal – Speak
p
one-onone with project team
members
• Consists of several
“Stations”
• Opportunity to provide
written comments

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

Public Workshop Goals
Introduce Phase II of the Bonner Bridge
Replacement Project
Discuss the Pea Island and Rodanthe design
options
ti
Hear your comments and concerns

B-16

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

Pea Island Repairs
• Installed temporary bridge
at breach site
• Installed sheet piles and
sand bags to protect ends
off bridge
b id and
d roadway
d
• Sand used to fill smaller
breaches

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

• Parallel Bridge Corridor with
NC 12 Transportation
Management Plan
– Phase I: Construction of new
Bonner Bridge over Oregon Inlet
– Coastal monitoring program
– Phase II: Long-term solutions for
b th the
both
th P
Pea IIsland
l d and
d
Rodanthe breach sites
B-17

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

Alternatives: Pea Island
• Beach nourishment
• Bridge within easement

• Bridge on new location
• Road on new location

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

Rodanthe Repairs
• Used sand to fill in
breaches
• Stockpiled sand for
dune reconstruction
• Installed sand bags
along the S-curves
B-18

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

Impact Analysis
• Natural environment
– Wetlands, endangered species, habitat

• Human environment
– Property relocations, community services

• Coastal conditions
– Shoreline position, potential for another breach

• Compatibility with federal lands
• Funding

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

Alternatives: Rodanthe
• Beach nourishment
• Bridge within easement
• Bridge on new location

B-19

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

Next Steps
1. Comments reviewed and addressed
2 State and federal agencies meet to discuss design options
2.
3. NCDOT will complete any further studies and acquire
permits
4. Contract awarded for Pea Island – August 2012
5. Contract awarded for Rodanthe – December 2012

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

Right-of-Way Acquisition
• No private property acquired for Phase I
• Phase II could require property acquisition and
the relocation of homes and businesses in
Rodanthe
• See the right-of-way agent here tonight if you
have questions

B-20

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

For More Information on NC 12:
Hurricane Irene recovery efforts web page:
www.ncdot.org/travel/nc12recovery
Twitter: http://twitter.com/NCDOT_NC12
Blog: http://nc12repairs.blogspot.com/
Bonner Bridge Replacement Project web page:
www.ncdot.org/projects/bonnerbridgerepairs

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

Status of Phase I
• Replacement of Bonner
Bridge
• Currently in the design
stage
• Start of Construction:
January 2013
• Open to traffic: Spring 2015
B-21

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

THANK YOU!

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

Drop your
comments in
the box

E-mail your
comments

Comments are being accepted until
January 20, 2012; however, NCDOT
encourages citizens
iti
tto submit
b it th
their
i
comments as soon as possible
B-22

Mail your
comments

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

THIS
PRESENTATION
WILL REPEAT IN
2 MINUTES

BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

Pl
Please
Proceed
P
d
to the Main Area
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BONNER BRIDGE
TIP B-2500

THIS
PRESENTATION
WILL REPEAT IN
1 MINUTE

B-24
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ĞĂƌDƐ͘^ŵǇƌĞ͕
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ĞƚŚ͕
dŚĂŶŬƐĨŽƌǇŽƵƌƋƵŝĐŬĂŶĚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ͘^ŽŵĂŶǇƚŝŵĞǁŚĞŶŽŶĞĐŽŶƚĂĐƚƐŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚŽĨĨŝĐŝĂůƐƚŚĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ
ƚĂŬĞƐĂůŽŶŐƚŝŵĞ͘/ƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌƐĞĞŝŶŐƚŚĞƐŝĚĞƌŽĂĚƐŽŶĂŶĞĂƌůŝĞƌǀĞƌƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŵĂƉƐ͕ďƵƚŵƵƐƚŽĨŵŝƐƐĞĚŝƚŽŶƚŚĞ
ǀĞƌƐŝŽŶ/ůŽŽŬĞĚĂƚŽŶ&ƌŝĚĂǇ͘/ĨƵůůǇƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚƚŚĞƚŚƌĞĞŽƉƚŝŽŶƐŶŽǁ͘/ĂŵĂĐŽŶĐƌĞƚĞĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚŽƌŝƐƚŚĞͲDĂƌǇůĂŶĚ
ĂƌĞĂǁŚŽŝƐŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇƉƌŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͘^ŽĨĂĐĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƚŚƌĞĞĐŚŽŝĐĞƐĂŶĞůĞǀĂƚĞĚďƌŝĚŐĞƉĂƐƐŝŶŐďǇ^ŽƵƚŚŐĂƚĞǁŽƵůĚ
ďĞŵǇůĞĂƐƚĨĂǀŽƌŝƚĞĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞĂƐŝƚǁŽƵůĚŝŵƉĂĐƚŽƵƌĂƌĞĂŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌƚǁŽ͘dŚĂŶŬƐĂŐĂŝŶ͘
dŽŵĂƌƚůĞǇ
KŶDŽŶ͕ϭϮĞĐϮϬϭϭϭϴ͗ϱϲ͗ϮϬнϬϬϬϬ
Η^ŵǇƌĞ͕ůŝǌĂďĞƚŚΗфďƐŵǇƌĞΛŶĐĚŽƚ͘ŐŽǀхǁƌŽƚĞ͗
хdŽŵͲ
хdŚĂŶŬǇŽƵĨŽƌǇŽƵƌĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĂŶĚƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ͘&ŽƌƚŚĞŽƉƚŝŽŶĐĂůůĞĚΗƌŝĚŐĞ
хtŝƚŚŝŶǆŝƐƚŝŶŐEϭϮĂƐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚĞĂĐŚEŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ͕ΗĂŶǇďƌŝĚŐŝŶŐ
хǁŽƵůĚĞŶĚĨĂƌĞŶŽƵŐŚŶŽƌƚŚŽĨ^ŽƵƚŚŐĂƚĞƌŝǀĞƐƵĐŚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞǁŽƵůĚďĞ
хŶŽĐŚĂŶŐĞƚŽƚŚĞEϭϮƌŽĂĚǁĂǇŝŶƚŚĂƚůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ͘dŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚďĞĂĐŚ
хŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚĂƌĞĂĨŽƌƚŚĂƚŽƉƚŝŽŶĞǆƚĞŶĚƐƐŽƵƚŚƵŶƚŝůũƵƐƚƉĂƐƚƚŚĞ
хŚŝĐĂŵĂĐŽŵŝĐŽ>ŝĨĞƐĂǀŝŶŐ^ƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕ƐŽŝƚǁŽƵůĚďĞŽŶƚŚĞŽĐĞĂŶƐŝĚĞŽĨ
хƚŚĞƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐŽŶ^ŽƵƚŚŐĂƚĞƌŝǀĞ͘
х
х&ŽƌƚŚĞΗƌŝĚŐĞtŝƚŚŝŶǆŝƐƚŝŶŐEϭϮĂƐĞŵĞŶƚ͕ΗƚŚĞƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨEϭϮ
хǁŽƵůĚďĞŽŶĂďƌŝĚŐĞƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞĨĂƌƚŚĞƌƐŽƵƚŚ;ŝƚĞŶĚƐũƵƐƚ
хŶŽƌƚŚŽĨƚŚĞ>ŝďĞƌƚǇ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ
х^ƚĂƚŝŽŶͿƚŚĂŶƚŚĞŽƉƚŝŽŶĂďŽǀĞ͘ĐĐĞƐƐƚŽ^ŽƵƚŚŐĂƚĞƌŝǀĞǁŽƵůĚďĞ
хŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĂƐĞƚŽĨŽŶĞͲůĂŶĞ͕ŽŶĞͲǁĂǇƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƌŽĂĚƐŽŶĞŝƚŚĞƌ
хƐŝĚĞŽĨƚŚĞŶĞǁďƌŝĚŐĞ͘dŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚǁŝƚŚ
хƚŚŝƐŽƉƚŝŽŶ;ƚŚĂƚΖƐǁŚǇƚŚĞďƌŝĚŐĞŐŽĞƐĨĂƌƚŚĞƌƐŽƵƚŚͿ͘
х
хdŚĞŵĂƉƐƚŚĂƚǁĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚůĂƐƚǁĞĞŬĂƌĞĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞŽŶƚŚĞEϭϮ
хZĞĐŽǀĞƌǇǁĞďƉĂŐĞĂƚ͗
х
хŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ŶĐĚŽƚ͘ŽƌŐͬƚƌĂǀĞůͬŶĐϭϮƌĞĐŽǀĞƌǇͬ
х
х>ŽŽŬƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞΗZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞƌĞĂĐŚĞƐŝŐŶKƉƚŝŽŶƐ͘Η/ĨǇŽƵŚĂǀĞĂŶǇ
хĨƵƌƚŚĞƌƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐŽƌĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ͕ƉůĞĂƐĞůĞƚŵĞŬŶŽǁ͊
хdŚĂŶŬƐ͕
хĞƚŚ
х
хͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲ
хΎΎΎWůĞĂƐĞŶŽƚĞŵǇƉŚŽŶĞŶƵŵďĞƌŚĂƐĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ͕ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞDĂƌĐŚϯϬ͕ϮϬϭϭͲ
хƐĞĞďĞůŽǁ͘ΎΎΎ
х
хĞƚŚ^ŵǇƌĞ͕W͘͘
хWƌŽũĞĐƚWůĂŶŶŝŶŐŶŐŝŶĞĞƌ
хEĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŽĨdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ
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хWƌŽũĞĐƚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚΘŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐƌĂŶĐŚ
хϭϱϰϴDĂŝů^ĞƌǀŝĐĞĞŶƚĞƌ
хZĂůĞŝŐŚ͕EϮϳϲϵϵͲϭϱϰϴ
х;ϵϭϵͿϳϬϳͲϲϬϰϯ
х
х
хͲͲͲͲͲKƌŝŐŝŶĂůDĞƐƐĂŐĞͲͲͲͲͲ
х&ƌŽŵ͗dŽŵĂƌƚůĞǇŵĂŝůƚŽ͗ƚŽŵΛďĂƌƚůĞǇĐŽƌƉ͘ĐŽŵ
х^ĞŶƚ͗&ƌŝĚĂǇ͕ĞĐĞŵďĞƌϬϵ͕ϮϬϭϭϱ͗ϭϳWD
хdŽ͗^ŵǇƌĞ͕ůŝǌĂďĞƚŚ
х^ƵďũĞĐƚ͗^ŽƵƚŚŐĂƚĞƌZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ
х
хĞĂƌDƐ͘^ŵǇƌĞ͕
хDǇǁŝĨĞĂŶĚ/ŽǁŶĂŶŽĐĞĂŶĨƌŽŶƚŚŽŵĞĂƚϮϯϮϭϬ^ŽƵƚŚŐĂƚĞƌ͘ZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͘
х^ŽƵƚŚŐĂƚĞƌŝƐĂŶŽŶĐŽƵŶƚǇŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶĞĚΗƐƚƌĞĞƚΗďĞƚǁĞĞŶĂƐƚŽƌďŝŶĂ
хƌĂŶĚĂƐƚĞĂĐŽŶƌŝǀĞ͘
хĨƚĞƌƐƚƵĚǇŝŶŐƚŚĞƚǁŽďƌŝĚŐĞĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞƌŝŐŚƚŽĨǁĂǇ͕
хŝƚŝƐŶŽƚĐůĞĂƌƚŽŵĞŚŽǁŽƵƌƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ;ƉůƵƐŽƵƌŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌƐͿǁŽƵůĚďĞ
хĂĐĐĞƐƐĞĚ͘/ĨƚŚĞďƌŝĚŐĞǁĞƌĞŝŶĨĂĐƚƚŽďĞϮϱĨƚŝŶĞůĞǀĂƚŝŽŶ͕/ĐĂŶΖƚ
хŝŵĂŐŝŶĞŚŽǁĂƚƌĂŶƐŝƚŝŽŶĐŽƵůĚďĞĂĐĐŽŵƉůŝƐŚĞĚ͘/ĨǇŽƵĐŽƵůĚƉůĞĂƐĞ
хǁƌŝƚĞďĂĐŬĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŝŶŐƚŚŝƐŝƐƐƵĞ͕/ǁŽƵůĚďĞǀĞƌǇŐƌĂƚĞĨƵů͘
хdŚĂŶŬǇŽƵ͘
хdŽŵĂƌƚůĞǇ
хϯϬϭͲϮϱϮͲϬϱϲϴ
х
хͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺ
х
хŵĂŝůĐŽƌƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶĐĞƚŽĂŶĚĨƌŽŵƚŚŝƐƐĞŶĚĞƌŝƐƐƵďũĞĐƚƚŽƚŚĞE͘͘
хWƵďůŝĐZĞĐŽƌĚƐ>ĂǁĂŶĚŵĂǇďĞĚŝƐĐůŽƐĞĚƚŽƚŚŝƌĚƉĂƌƚŝĞƐ͘
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Bob Bauer

Thanks,



Anything else seems irresponsible use of taxpayer monies.
In today's day, we must find a way to spend where it makes sense and recognize where it doesn't.
Sometimes we just need to say no.
Can we find such leadership?

I do recognize that the causeway approach might not provide a positive cost/benefit result.
The debt service may just be too great for Hatteras Island to absorb.
Then we should have a ferry.

1. Build a 17 mile causeway bypassing Pea Island entirely
2. Expand a permanent ferry service from mainland to Rodanthe.

Once we abandon NC 12 north of Mirlo we have 2 choices:

To me the science, and the conditions actually in place on Pea Island suggest the only responsible action is to abandon
NC 12 north of Mirlo.
Regardless of politics or engineering, Mother Nature is taking over up there.
NCDOT will clearly build highways & bridges to nowhere on Pea Island.

Greetings,
I live on Hatteras Island.
I have reviewed the plans for the long term plans for NC12.

www.GlobalSurfNetwork.com 

Rob Beedie, GSN
Global Surf Network

Sincerely,

https://www.facebook.com/video/video.php?v=2359968642934

Education is the key in helping make this suggestion work and our children, your children, and all of
America will thank you for many years to come if through your leadership you act positively for the
people by understanding their request and supporting freedom at its very core.

I could write a book on why this area ( Pea Island to S-turns) should be preserved for future generations
to enjoy and the importance in keeping free and open access to the beaches but instead I'm leaving a
link to a short video, https://www.facebook.com/video/video.php?v=2359968642934 ,that I would like
to share with you in hopes that it motivates each of you that are decision makers to do the right thing in
regards to protecting the basic rights of the people, that being, each of our rights to Life, Liberty, and
Pursuit of Happiness.



Email correspondence to and from this sender is subject to the N.C. Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.







Phone:  (757)633-7445  Email:  Rob@GlobalSurfNetwork.com 
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Mark & Linda Bowers
27222 N Sunrise Ct, Salvo NC
137 Mount View Dr. Afton VA 22920
mbalntel@cfw.com
Jan 18, 2012

These factors are not a direct endorsement of any particular proposed solution, although it does
lead us to advocate for rejection of the bridge out over the sound around Rodanthe, either
the shorter one proposed or the longer one recently suggested by USFWS.

3. Bridge accidents and blockage - Accidents on long bridges present a greater safety hazard,
with a higher probability of lane blockage, and are harder to clear than accidents on road,
particularly for vehicle fires. This factor becomes even more important in the case of emergency
evacuations, which are a regular occurrence on Hatteras Island, and especially when there are
10’s of thousands of visitors on the island. Land based road solutions offer many possibilities to
move traffic quickly around accidents, simply because any crew with a tow rope can move a
damaged vehicle quickly out of the way, and there is much more flexibility and room to move
around. Having a land based road solution as much as possible and limiting the total bridge
mileage seems a common sense way to be able to maintain critical evacuation routes.

2. Bridge repair costs, length of time, and difficulty - A strong additional constraint is the cost of
any sound bridge solution. There is continued advocacy to remove NC12 from Pea Island. In
coming to understand the history of the ROW for NC12 on Pea Island and the solutions for the
Bonner Bridge, it is becoming clear that the advocates of eliminating NC12 from Pea Island and
moving it to a bridge out in the sound give little or no consideration of long term maintenance cost
and difficulty. The cost of bridge repairs in any form is extremely high in comparison to land
based road repair work, and such bridge repairs are very slow, especially out in a large body of
water where all work must be done from large barges with shallow draft. In our view, such
maintenance costs and difficulties have not been give due weight in such discussion.

1. Maintaining a RoW for NC12 through the complete length of Pea Island - Our strongest
recommendation is for a solution that maintains North Carolina’s legal right to a road right-of-way
within the whole length of Pea Island. We are urging you to select a solution that meets this
criteria above all others, because, in our view, the political situation that changes from generation
to generation will make it impossible to re-establish a new ROW once it is relinquished. Keeping
the road within Pea Island is key legal point to maintaining this RoW in our view.

The factors which we list below seem to us to be very important, but yet do not appear to be on
the list of factors being considered in the published information. We are not advocating the
removal of other factors, but we do feel that the factors below need to be added and given high
weight.

Let us first express our thanks to NCDOT and all involved parties for their continuing effort in
maintaining and repairing NC12 over so many years. This effort is not only the construction work
and maintenance that continues, but all of the meetings and work that goes into an issue that has
many demands and pressures for different solutions. So please keep up the good work and
accept our thanks! We feel that NC12 is a vital ink to allow many people to enjoy this unique area
of the USA, and should be maintained.

Submitted by:
Dare County Address:
Mailing Address:
Email:
Date:

Comments on NC12 Repair Alternatives - Rodanthe

Linda Bowers

Thank you.

Mark Bowers

We also believe that the solutions involving beach nourishment have been prematurely removed
from consideration, and should be re-considered. Only the lack of proper sand should eliminate
this option in our view. We do recognize that there may be some effect on habitat, but the total
area effected is small compared to the whole beach length in PINWR and in CHNSRA. Thus it
should not have any substantial or lasting impact on habitat or species populations, the effect
would be not be permanent, the area would recover and provide natural habitat for intervals
between nourishment, and it is quite minor in comparison to the impacts of pond construction and
continued maintenance in PINWR, for example.

Amongst the solutions proposed, we urge the working group to select either the short bridge in
north Rodanthe within the existing ROW with or without beach nourishment, or the road rebuild
with beach nourishment.
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Mark & Linda Bowers

Thanks, and keepup the good work,



Please find a Word document attached to this email containing our thoughts, and recommendations on the
proposed solutions for NC12 repairs around Rodanthe. We will be following up with a mailed hardcopy, with
our signatures.

HI Ms. Smyre,

%URFN7KRPDV7KRPDV%URFN#FSVFKRROVFRP!
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'ƌĞĞƚŝŶŐƐ͕

ZĞĂĚƚŚĞĂƌƚŝĐůĞŽŶĞƐƉŶƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞďƌŝĚŐĞŽƉƚŝŽŶƐƚŽ;ŽƌĂƌŽƵŶĚͿZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͘dŚĞůŝŶŬƉŽƐƚĞĚƌĞĚŝƌĞĐƚƐƚŽƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ
ƉĂŐĞ͘ŽƵůĚǇŽƵƉůĞĂƐĞƌĞƐƉŽŶĚǁŝƚŚĂůŝŶŬƐŽƚŚĂƚ/ŵĂǇƐŝŐŶĂŶĚĨŽƌǁĂƌĚƚŽŵǇĨƌŝĞŶĚƐ͘dŚĂŶŬǇŽƵĨŽƌĂůůŽĨǇŽƵƌǁŽƌŬ͊
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ĞƚŚ^ŵǇƌĞ͕W͘͘
WƌŽũĞĐƚWůĂŶŶŝŶŐŶŐŝŶĞĞƌ
EĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŽĨdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ
WƌŽũĞĐƚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚΘŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐhŶŝƚ
ϭϱϰϴDĂŝů^ĞƌǀŝĐĞĞŶƚĞƌ
ZĂůĞŝŐŚ͕EϮϳϲϵϵͲϭϱϰϴ
;ϵϭϵͿϳϬϳͲϲϬϰϯ


dŚŽŵĂƐͲ
/ŚĂǀĞƌĞĂĚƚŚĞĂƌƚŝĐůĞƚŚĂƚǇŽƵĂƌĞƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐƚŽ͕ĂŶĚ/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĞƉĞƚŝƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚǇŽƵĂƌĞůŽŽŬŝŶŐĨŽƌŝƐůŽĐĂƚĞĚŚĞƌĞ͗

ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ƚŚĞƉĞƚŝƚŝŽŶƐŝƚĞ͘ĐŽŵͬϭͬƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞͲĨƵƚƵƌĞͲĂĐĐĞƐƐͲƚŽͲƐͲƚƵƌŶƐͬηϭϯϮϲϭϯϴϴϴϲϵϮϯϭΘĂĐƚŝŽŶсƵĚĂƚĂΘƵĚĂƚĂсĨĂůƐĞ

zŽƵĂƌĞĂůƐŽǁĞůĐŽŵĞƚŽƐĞŶĚŵĞĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇĂŶǇĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐǇŽƵŵŝŐŚƚŚĂǀĞŽŶƚŚĞEϭϮƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͘
dŚĂŶŬƐ͕
ĞƚŚ

ͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲ

)URP6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$>PDLOWREVP\UH#QFGRWJRY@
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7R%URFN7KRPDV
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dŚĞƌŽĂĚƚŽƐͲƚƵƌŶƐĂŶĚZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞĂƌĞŝĐŽŶŝĐ͘^ƵƌĨĞƌƐĨƌŽŵĂůůŽǀĞƌsĂŶĚEŚĂǀĞĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚĞĚƚŚĞĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽƐƚŽƉĂŶĚ
ƐƵƌĨ͘/ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚƚŚĞŶĞĞĚĨŽƌĂďƌŝĚŐĞ͘/ũƵƐƚŚŽƉĞƚŚĞǇƉŝĐŬƚŚĞƐŚŽƌƚĞƌŽĨƚŚĞƚǁŽ͘dŚĂŶŬƐĨŽƌǇŽƵƌŚĞůƉŝŶƚŚŝƐ
ŵĂƚƚĞƌ͘


dŚŽŵĂƐ'͘ƌŽĐŬ
W͘͘dĞĂĐŚĞƌĂƚZĞŶĂ͘tƌŝŐŚƚ
ƚŚŽŵĂƐ͘ďƌŽĐŬΛĐƉƐĐŚŽŽůƐ͘ĐŽŵ
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Email correspondence to and from this sender is subject to the N.C. Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.

******** Confidentiality Statement: This electronic message and attachments are intended only for the use of
the addressee and may contain confidential or privileged information. Receipt of this transmission by any
person other than the intended recipient does not constitute permission to examine, copy, or distribute the
accompanying material. If you received this electronic message in error, please notify the sender of the
message. ******** 

dŚŽŵĂƐ'͘ƌŽĐŬ
W͘͘dĞĂĐŚĞƌĂƚZĞŶĂ͘tƌŝŐŚƚ
ƚŚŽŵĂƐ͘ďƌŽĐŬΛĐƉƐĐŚŽŽůƐ͘ĐŽŵ
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5RVV%\UGURVVHE\UG#JPDLOFRP!
7KXUVGD\-DQXDU\$0
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
EULGJHQH[WWRSDSS\ODQH

-Ross Byrd
Campus Minister
Christ Episcopal Church
(757) 274-8998



I do realize, of course, that my complaint is at bottom quite self-seeking. I'm sure the concerns of a the property
value of a few people pales in comparison to the drastic need to solve this crisis. That makes sense. I do realize
how completed and difficult this decision must be. What can we do to help encourage another option? It seems
to me that the bridge within the easement would be far better. What is the downside there? Thank you for
reading this. - Ross

I hope I am seeing this email to the right person. Mark Haines passed your email along to me. We also own a
home on Pappy Lane in Rodanthe and I just wanted to say we are very concerned about the option that would
involve a bridge coming right next to our homes. In an already struggling economy and real estate market our
property values would take an even more substantial hit and our ability to rent would be irreversibly
damaged. That rental ability is all that most of us have to hold on to. All of us on Pappy Lane, as far as I can
tell, would be in serious financial turmoil with regard to our properties. And that is not to mention the effect on
all other sound-side homes to the north of us. The traffic pattern, it seems, would also be a major issue.

Hi Beth,
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2YHU\HDUVDJR,UHDGLQRXUORFDOSDSHUD´/HWWHUWRWKH(GLWRUµZULWWHQE\'DYLG6WLFN
RIIHULQJVROXWLRQVWR+DWWHUDV,VODQG·V1&SUREOHPV,QDOOWKHWLPHVLQFH,KDYHKHDUG
PDQ\PRUH´VROXWLRQVµEXWQRQHPRUHVHQVLEOH+HPDGHKLVSRLQWVPRUHHORTXHQWO\WKDQ,
VKDOOUHQGHUKHUHEXWLQHVVHQFHWKRVHSRLQWVZHUH



&200(176$1'2548(67,216





)RUDWOHDVW\HDUVWKLVVDJHDGYLFHKDVEHHQLJQRUHG,WLVWLPHWREHVHQVLEOH

$''5(66

BBBBBBBBBKDWWHUDVMDPHV#JPDLOFRPBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB







2QFHQHZLQOHWVDUHLQHYLWDEO\IRUPHGWKH\UHDOO\DUHRXWOHWVWKHUHE\JLYLQJWKH6RXQG
PRUHSODFHVWRH[LWDQGWKXVUHGXFLQJRUOHVVHQLQJWKHDPRXQWRIVRXQGVLGH
IORRGLQJBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB



)RUEXGJHWLQJSXUSRVHVSKDVHWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQSURMHFWVIURPQRUWKWRVRXWK7KLVLVDOVR
WKHRUGHURIPRVWIUHTXHQWEUHHFKHVDQGRYHUZDVKHV



%XLOGEULGJHVDQGRUFDXVHZD\V12:RYHUWKRVHVSRWVDQGOHWWKHWLGH
UROOBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB



BBBBBBBBB-DPHV&KDUOHWBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

'DUH&RXQW\

7,31R%

3XEOLF:RUNVKRSV²3KDVH,,

%RQQHU%ULGJH5HSODFHPHQW3URMHFW



&200(176+((7

-DPHV&KDUOHWKDWWHUDVMDPHV#JPDLOFRP!
0RQGD\'HFHPEHU30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
&RPPHQWVKHHW1&ZRUNVKRS5RGDQWKH
&200(176+((71&GRF

:HDOONQRZZKHUHWKH´KRWVSRWVµDUHWKH&DQDO=RQH1HZ,QOHWDUHDMXVWQRUWKRI
5RGDQWKHMXVWQRUWKRI%X[WRQDQGMXVWQRUWKRI+DWWHUDV9LOODJH6RVWRSJLYLQJPRQH\DZD\
WRRXWVLGHUVWRIRUPVWXGLHVWRWHOOXVH[DFWO\
WKDWBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

7KLVV\VWHPRIURDGVEULGJHVLVODQGVKDVDORQJKLVWRU\RIVXFFHVVLQWKH)ORULGD.H\V
ZKLFKLVLQDIDUKDUVKHUFOLPDWHDQGFRYHUVDPXFKJUHDWHU
GLVWDQFHBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB
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MFRFKROMFRFKRO#DROFRP!
6DWXUGD\'HFHPEHU$0
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
3HD,VODQG0LUOR%HDFK

(585) 394-8974

John & Corry Cochol

Thank you for your time.



In the previous ongoing discussions regarding the Oregon Inlet Bridge replacement we were in favor of the bridge and
causeway option that was on the table. In reviewing the current options for Phase II of this project we would support the
"beach nourishment" option for the Pea Island and Mirlo Beach areas as the best proposed solution.

We would like to express our opinion regarding the long term options being presented for access to Hatteras Island. We
have been coming to Hatteras for twenty five years and own two properties in Avon. We are recently retired and plan to
spend more time in one of our homes there.
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3KRQH   

3ULQW

6HQW%\0DULQHUDQG'RQQD&R[
'DWH7LPH 30
&RPPHQW
:(RZQDKRPHRQ%OXHILVK&WLQ+DWWHUDV&RORQ\$YRQ1&$V2XWHU%DQNVSURSHUW\RZQHUVZHVWURQJO\
VXSSRUW%HDFKQRXULVKPHQWDVWKHRSWLRQRIFKRLFHIRUORQJWHUP5RXWHUHFRYHU\:HEHOLHYHWKDWWKLVRSWLRQ
RIIHUVWKHORJLFDOFRVWHIIHFWLYHPHWKRGRIUHWXUQLQJ5RXWHWRLWVSUH,UHQHFRQGLWLRQDQGDORQJZLWKWKH
DOUHDG\VHOHFWHG%RQQHU%ULGJHUHSODFHPHQWRSWLRQLVLQWKHEHVWLQWHUHVWVRIWKH2ZQHUVDQGUHVLGHQWVRIWKH
2XWHU%DQNVDQGDOOUHVLGHQWVRIWKH6WDWHRI1RUWK&DUROLQD)XUWKHUZHEHOLHYHWKDWWKLVRSWLRQDGHTXDWHO\
DGGUHVVHVWKHFRQFHUQVRIWKHYDULRXVHQYLURQPHQWDOJURXSV
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Ms. Beth Smyre,
I live in Camden Co. on the water. I've been here for 35 yrs, I'm concerned with both the cost of maintaining
NC12 and that the ferry system wasn't publicly offered/considered as an alt. way of providing access to the
areas South of Oregon Inlet. During Irene the water level in the Pasquotank dropped 12 inches. This is not
normal for a storm with winds from the NE. Water usually recedes 3-4 feet. That was a large impoundment of
water in the Albermarle Sound. We saw the damage on the backside of the OBX. My concern is with larger
dunes to protect NC12 the water surge will not be able to retreat to sea fast enough to stop flooding up the
Albermarle's northern rivers as the storms past. I understand tourism, Fishing, hometown feelings and other
issues But with the rising sea level for the next 50 years, even as small as NC-20 calls for, the economy, the
narrowness of Pea Is. I think people are not looking at the whole issue. I would like to see the ferry system fully
explored. Most of the towns would change, adapt, and survive to become great places to visit just as Ocracoke
has. I have lots of memories of Jockeys ridge, Oregon Inlet, Hatteras, the beaches south to South Carolina over
my life, 23 years in the Coast Guard flying and boating along the coast. All the "Sights" have changed looks and
locations greatly in that time fixed bridges and roads don't stand a chance.
Thank you for your time, Merry Christmas.
Greg Duncan





*UHJ -DQHW'XQFDQJUHJMDQHWFDPGHQ#\DKRRFRP!
0RQGD\'HFHPEHU30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
1&DQG%RQQHU%ULGJH

Beth Smyre,
I will be brief. The answer to saving our highway is to stabilize the beach. Bridges and constantly moving the
road are all temporary fixes at best.Pumping sand to stabilize the beach is also temporary. North Carolina needs
to change the law against using hardened structures to stabilize the beach. This was an antiquated tactic the
envioronmental community used in order to control building density through the back door instead of local
zoning. We have been asking the State to "sink a ship" for 40 years. This means use a ship, barge or rocks to
build a breakwater, jetty, groin or whatever it takes to slow down the current and let our beach build up. Every
time a ship washes close to the shore the beach builds out to it in a matter of days. We've seen it over and over
again. This is a simple and less expensive solution and anyone who says it won't work is lying. Look what the
Arabs have built in Dubai. I'm not advocating building cities in the ocean; only that the technology is there to
fix our problems and to not do so is neglectful on the part of the State. Not only will the State not help us, they
won't give us a permit to help ourselves(except for the millionaires who got a variance to build groins at Bald
Head to protect their golf course-the groins worked by the way).It's time for North Carolina to protect all of it's
citizens and visitors by taking care of the coastline. Can you imagine any other coastal state ignoring their coast
the way this State has? Business here actually survived the recession fairly well except for the times when
people can't get here because our road is out(again!).
Dave Dawson - Buxton NC
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%REEREILQFK#JPDLOFRP!
)ULGD\-DQXDU\30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
3HD,VODQGDFFHVV



&ƵƚƵƌĞŚŝŐŚǁĂǇƉůĂŶƐŵƵƐƚŝŶĐůƵĚĞĂĐĐĞƐƐĨŽƌƐƵƌĨŝŶŐŽŶĞŽĨŵĞƌŝĐĂΖƐƚƌĞĂƐƵƌĞƐͲͲƚŚĞ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐƐƵƌĨƐŝƚĞƐ͘/ĂŵĂůŽŶŐƚŝŵĞ
EƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŶŽǁůŝǀŝŶŐŝŶ,ĂǁĂŝŝ͘Ƶƚ/ĂůǁĂǇƐƌĞƚƵƌŶƚŽƚŚĞƐĞďƌĞĂŬƐǁŚĞŶďĂĐŬĞĂƐƚ͘hŶƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶĂďůǇ͕ƐƵƌĨĞƌƐŚĂǀĞĂ
ŚƵŐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƚŚĞĞĐŽŶŽŵǇŽĨƚŚĞKƵƚĞƌĂŶŬƐ͘dŚĂŶŬƐĨŽƌƚŚĞŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇƚŽĐŽŵŵĞŶƚ͘

Žď&ŝŶĐŚ͕
W͘K͘Žǆϭϴϳϯ
<ĂŝůƵĂ͕,/͘ϵϲϳϯϰ

/ΖŵĂƚǁĞŶƚŝĞƚŚĐĞŶƚƵƌǇŵĂŶĂŶĚ/ĚŽŶΖƚǁĂŶƚƚŽďĞŽŶĞǁŝƚŚĂŶŝWŚŽŶĞ
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+HUEHUW*DVNLOOKVJDVNLOO#PXQFD!
7KXUVGD\'HFHPEHU$0
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
%RQQHU%ULGJH



ĞĂƌDƐ^ŵǇƌĞͲ

DǇǁŝĨĞĂŶĚ/ĂƌĞůŽĐĂůŚŽŵĞŽǁŶĞƌƐ͕ϮϲϮϰϴtŝŵďůĞ^ŚŽƌĞƐƌ͘tĞůŝǀĞŝŶŽƵƌEŚŽŵĞĚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞǁŝŶƚĞƌ͖ĂƚŽƚŚĞƌ
ƚŝŵĞƐŝƚŝƐĂƌĞŶƚĂů͘

ůŵŽƐƚĞǀĞƌǇǇĞĂƌƐŝŶĐĞϮϬϬϯ͕ǁĞŚĂǀĞŚĂĚĂŵĂũŽƌǁĂƐŚŽƵƚĂƚ^ͲĐƵƌǀĞƐƌĞƋƵŝƌŝŶŐŵĂũŽƌƌĞƉĂŝƌƐƚŽƚŚĞƌŽĂĚďĞĚ͘ǀĞƌǇ
ǇĞĂƌƚŚĞƌĞŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƉĞƌŝŽĚƐĚƵƌŝŶŐǁŚŝĐŚ,ǁǇϭϮǁĂƐĐůŽƐĞĚĚƵĞƚŽŽǀĞƌǁĂƐŚ͘ǀĞƌǇǇĞĂƌǁĞǁĂƚĐŚĂƐŚƵŶĚƌĞĚƐŽĨ
ƚŽŶƐŽĨƐĂŶĚĂƌĞƚƌƵĐŬĞĚŝŶƚŽ^ͲĐƵƌǀĞƐ;ďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚͿ͕ŽŶůǇƚŽďĞǁĂƐŚĞĚĂǁĂǇŝŶĂŶŝŶƐƚĂŶƚďǇƚŚĞĨŽƌĐĞƐŽĨ
ŶĂƚƵƌĞ͘tĞŚĂǀĞƐĞĞŶ,ǁǇϭϮĐůŽƐĞĚĨŽƌĂƐůŽŶŐĂƐĂǁĞĞŬĚƵĞƚŽǁĂƐŚŽƵƚĂƚ^ͲĐƵƌǀĞƐĨƌŽŵĂEŽƌΖĞĂƐƚĞƌ͘

tĞŚĂǀĞĞǆĂŵŝŶĞĚƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐĨŽƌ,tzϭϮ͘tĞďĞůŝĞǀĞƚŚĂƚŽŶůǇƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐǁŚŝĐŚŐƵĂƌĂŶƚĞĞĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŽƵƐĂĐĐĞƐƐĂƌĞ
ǀŝĂďůĞ͘ůĞĂƌůǇ͕ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐƚŚĂƚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞΗďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚΗĂƌĞŶŽƚŝŶƚŚŝƐĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇ͘tĞďĞůŝĞǀĞƚŚĂƚĂƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐŚŽƵůĚďĞ
ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚ^W͘dŚŝƐƌƵůĞƐŽƵƚƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐƚŚĂƚĐŽƵůĚďĞĐŽŵĞƐƵďũĞĐƚƚŽůĂǁƐƵŝƚƐ͕ŝ͘Ğ͕͘ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐƚŚĂƚƉůĂĐĞƚŚĞ
ƌŽĂĚďĞĚŽƵƚƐŝĚĞĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐĞĂƐĞŵĞŶƚƐ͘
KŶƚŚŝƐďĂƐŝƐǁĞƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐΗƌŝĚŐĞǁŝƚŚŝŶǆŝƐƚŝŶŐE
ϭϮĂƐĞŵĞŶƚΗƐŚŽǁŶŝŶƉƵƌƉůĞŝŶ&ŝŐƵƌĞϯŽĨΗŽŶŶĞƌƌŝĚŐĞWƵďůŝĐtŽƌŬƐŚŽƉƐΗ
ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚŚĂŶĚĞĚŽƵƚŽŶdƵĞƐ͕ĞĐ͘ϲĂƚƚŚĞŵĞĞƚŝŶŐŝŶZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͘

dŚĂŶŬǇŽƵ͕

,ĞƌďĂŶĚĂƚŚǇ'ĂƐŬŝůů

,ĞƌďĞƌƚ^'ĂƐŬŝůů͕
WƌŽĨĞƐƐŽƌ͕ƌĞƚŝƌĞĚ

ϭϱ&ŽƌĞƐƚǀĞ
DƚWĞĂƌů͕E>ϭEϭWϮ
ϳϬϵͲϯϲϴͲϱϮϭϴ

WKŽǆϰϳϳ
ZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͕E
ϮϱϮͲϵϴϳͲϮϮϵϴ

dŚŝƐĞůĞĐƚƌŽŶŝĐĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŝƐŐŽǀĞƌŶĞĚďǇƚŚĞƚĞƌŵƐĂŶĚĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐĂƚ
ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ŵƵŶ͘ĐĂͬĐĐͬƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐͬĞůĞĐƚƌŽŶŝĐͺĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐͺĚŝƐĐůĂŝŵĞƌͺϮϬϭϭ͘ƉŚƉ
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ĞĂƌDƐ͘^ŵǇƌĞ͕
dŚĂŶŬǇŽƵǀĞƌǇŵƵĐŚĨŽƌƚŚĞDĞĞƚŝŶŐWĂĐŬĞƚƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞŽŶŶĞƌƌŝĚŐĞʹWŚĂƐĞ//tŽƌŬƐŚŽƉƐ͘/ƚŝƐĂĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞ
ĂŶĚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ͘

/ŚĂǀĞĂƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĂĐŽŵŵĞŶƚ͘

DǇƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƌĞŐĂƌĚƐƚŚĞĐŽƐƚƐŝŶdĂďůĞϯ͘dŚĞůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƵƐĞĚŝŵƉůŝĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƐĞĂƌĞƐŝŵƉůĞƚŽƚĂůĞǆƉĞŶĚŝƚƵƌĞƐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ
ϮϬϲϬ͘ŽĞƐƚŚĂƚŵĞĂŶƚŚĂƚǇŽƵĚŝĚŶŽƚƵƐĞĂĚŝƐĐŽƵŶƚƌĂƚĞƚŽƌĞĨůĞĐƚƚŚĞƐŽͲĐĂůůĞĚƚŝŵĞǀĂůƵĞŽĨŵŽŶĞǇ͍^ŝŶĐĞƐŽŵĞ
ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐŵŽƐƚŽĨƚŚĞŵŽŶĞǇƵƉĨƌŽŶƚ͕ĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƐĚŽŶŽƚ͕/ƐƵƐƉĞĐƚƚŚĂƚƵƐŝŶŐĂŶĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ
ĚŝƐĐŽƵŶƚƌĂƚĞŵŝŐŚƚŵĂŬĞĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŵƉĂƌĂƚŝǀĞĐŽƐƚƐ͘

DǇŽǁŶƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞŝƐƚŚĞďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŽƉƚŝŽŶ͘/ƚŚĂƐĂǀĞƌǇůŽǁǀŝƐƵĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚĂŶĚĂǀĞƌǇůŽǁŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ
ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶĐĞƐĂŶĚďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ͘

ĞĐĂƵƐĞďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚĞǆƉĞŶĚƐŵŽŶĞǇŐƌĂĚƵĂůůǇŽǀĞƌƚŝŵĞ͕ŝƚĂůƐŽŚĂƐĂůŽǁĞƌŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇĐŽƐƚƚŚĂŶĂŶǇŽĨƚŚĞ
ŽƚŚĞƌĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐ͘/ĨĂŶǇŽĨƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐĞŶĚƵƉŚĂǀŝŶŐƵŶĨŽƌĞƐĞĞŶŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞĞĨĨĞĐƚƐŽƌĚŽŶ͛ƚǁŽƌŬĂƐǁĞůůĂƐ
ĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚ͕ǁĞǁŝůůŽŶůǇĚŝƐĐŽǀĞƌƚŚĂƚĂĨƚĞƌŚĂǀŝŶŐƐƉĞŶƚĂǀĞƌǇůĂƌŐĞĂŵŽƵŶƚ͘/ĨŝƚƚƵƌŶƐŽƵƚƚŚĂƚďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŚĂƐ
ƐŽŵĞƵŶĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞĞĨĨĞĐƚƐ͕ŝƚĐĂŶďĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚĞĚĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌŽƉƚŝŽŶƐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚďĞĨŽƌĞĞǆƚƌĞŵĞůǇůĂƌŐĞƐƵŵƐŚĂǀĞ
ĂůƌĞĂĚǇďĞĞŶĞǆƉĞŶĚĞĚ͘ĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚŚĂƐƚŚĞƐĞůŽǁĞƌŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇĐŽƐƚƐŝƚŝƐĂůĞƐƐƌŝƐŬŝĞƌĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ͘

/ŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶĂŶŽǁŶĞƌŽĨĂŶŽĐĞĂŶĨƌŽŶƚƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇŝŶǀŽŶƐŝŶĐĞϭϵϵϬ͘

ZĞŐĂƌĚƐ͕
ͲZŽď

ZŽď'ĞƌƌŝƚƐĞŶ͕WŚ
WƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ
ǆĐůƵƐŝǀĞKƌĞ/ŶĐ͘
ǁǁǁ͘ǆŽƌĞ͘ĐŽŵ
WKŽǆϭϬϮϰ
ůƵĞĞůů͕WϭϵϰϮϮ

;ϮϭϱͿϲϰϯͲϯϭϭϬ
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7KXUVGD\-DQXDU\30
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Michael E.C. Gery
104 Seatone Lane
Manteo, NC 27954





All of these proposals are far riskier and more expensive than the sensible alternative which was – without
explanation – excluded from the winter presentations in Dare County and Ocracoke: the so-called “long bridge”
that would connect to Rodanthe. The long bridge was the preferred alternative in 2003 when nearly all agencies
involved saw its wisdom. To build a series of bridges and causeways on a moving strip of sand, and through a
national wildlife, not only will subject the refuge and its beaches to being a construction zone for years, but also
is asking for a long future of frustration and expense, and exposes taxpayers to unneeded expense in court. I ask
the DOT to abandon these alternatives as presented this winter in workshops I attended, and to instead
reconsider the long bridge. People will be able to reach Pea Island without a dangerous bridge and doomed
highway, just as we reach Core Banks, Portsmouth Island, Ocracoke, Shackleford Banks, Bald Head Island,
Hammocks Beach and other barrier islands.

These are my comments on the proposals to rebuild NC Hwy 12 on Pea Island.
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,DPZULWLQJWRDVN\RXWRVXSSRUWEHDFKQRXULVKPHQWIRUWKH2XWHU%DQNV HVSHFLDOO\WRDLG+LJKZD\ :H
DUHRZQHUVRISURSHUW\WKHUHDQGZHLPSORUH\RXWRILQGDVROXWLRQWRWUDQVSRUWDWLRQDQGHURVLRQLVVXHVRQRXU
EHDXWLIXO2XWHU%DQNV7KLVLVDVFORVHDV\RXFDQJHWWRKHDYHQDQGZHDVNWKDW\RXILQGDVROXWLRQWRWKHPDQ\
LVVXHVIDFLQJWKHDUHDLQUHJDUGWRWUDQVSRUWDWLRQ7KDQN\RXIRU\RXUFRQVGLHUDWLRQDQGKDUGZRUN,ZLOO
DQ[LRXVO\DZDLWQHZVRI\RXUPHHWLQJVDQGORRNIRURXWVWDQGLQJFRQFOXVLRQVIURP\RXUJURXS1RERG\GRHVLW
EHWWHUWKDQ1&SOHDVHOLYHXSWRWKDWEHOLHI
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&RPPHQW
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RFHDQIURQWRQ(DVW3RLQW'ULYH:HKDYHZDWFKHGKRPHVGLVDSSHDULQIURQWRIWKHRFHDQIURQW$VDPDWWHURI
IDFWZHZHUHWKLUGORWEDFNZKHQZHILUVWEXLOWRXUFRWWDJH%HDFKQRXULVKPHQWZRXOGKDYHVDYHGPDQ\RIWKHVH
KRPHVDQG,XUJH\RXUFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKLVRSWLRQIRUWKH5RGDQWKHDUHDDQGWKHKRPHVLQ0LUOR%HDFK
5HJDUGV
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ǇƚŚĞǁĂǇ͕/͛ŵĂůƌĞĂĚǇƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞƐĞŝŶŽŶƚĂĐƚhƐ͕ũƵƐƚƐĂǇŝŶŐ͕͞dŚĂŶŬǇŽƵĨŽƌƚŚĞĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ͘dŚĞǇĂƌĞďĞŝŶŐ
ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞKdƐƚĂĨĨǁŽƌŬŝŶŐŽŶƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͘͟
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Norburn, Robert E.
Friday, December 09, 2011 11:20 AM
Smyre, Elizabeth A
Bonner Citizen Contact



www.pbworld.com



norburn@pbworld.com

Bobby Norburn
Transportation Engineer/Planner
Parsons Brinckerhoff
434 Fayetteville Street, Suite 1500
Raleigh, NC 27601
919-836-4081 (office)
919-836-4099 (fax)

1

IreceivedaninformationlinecallfromMarkHaines,whoisaRodanthepropertyowner.Hewasconcernedaboutthe
longtermoptionsatRodanthe.Hesaidhefavorseitherbeachnourishment,orthebridgeinexistingeasementwith
beachnourishment,becausethesearetheonlyoptionsthatwillprotectthehomesinnorthernRodanthefromlong
termbeacherosion.Hesaidthathealsoattendedtheworkshopsandplansonsubmittingwrittencomments,whichI
encouragedhimtodoso.Healsoaskedabouttheprojectschedule,whichIexplainedtohim.Heisalreadyonthe
projectmailinglist.


From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Norburn, Robert E.

B-41

+DLQHV0DUNPDUNKDLQHV#WUDQVFHQGDWDFRP!
6XQGD\'HFHPEHU30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
+DLQHV0DUN
%RQQHU%ULGJH5HSODFHPHQW3URMHFW3KDVH,,3XEOLF:RUNVKRS&RPPHQW6KHHW
1&)HHGEDFNSGI



,ŝĞƚŚ͊

ƚƚĂĐŚĞĚǇŽƵǁŝůůĨŝŶĚŵǇĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞŽŶŶĞƌƌŝĚŐĞZĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚWƌŽũĞĐƚWŚĂƐĞ//͘/ǁŽƵůĚĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚĞŝƚŝĨ
ǇŽƵĐĂŶĐŽŶĨŝƌŵƌĞĐĞŝƉƚŽĨŵǇĞŵĂŝůĂŶĚĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŚĞĞƚ͘

/ĨǇŽƵŚĂǀĞĂŶǇŝƐƐƵĞƐŽƉĞŶŝŶŐƚŚĞĂƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚ͕ƉůĞĂƐĞůĞƚŵĞŬŶŽǁ͘

dŚĂŶŬƐ͕

DĂƌŬ,ĂŝŶĞƐ
ϱϭϯͲϲϬϰͲϲϲϰϭ



)URP
6HQW
7R
&F
6XEMHFW
$WWDFKPHQWV

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$

Mark Haines
3087 Palomino Trail, Mason OH 45040
meh@iti-global.com

1. Reconsider beach nourishment. It needs to be done regardless.
2. Solve the issue within the current easement.
3. Consider ending the bridge / elevated roadway in Mirlo Beach. This minimizes impact to current
property owners which should be a very high consideration. Extending South on 12 can be done in the
future when and if necessary. It also eliminates the congestion around the Liberty Gas station with the
current option.
4. If you feel the need for the “Rodanthe Bridge on New Location”, connect back onto 12 prior to any
houses to avoid all of the issues associated with current property owners, along with what I would
expect to be a long and lengthy legal battle.
5. Allow public comments on the final recommendation and decision on what to do. This will allow the
public to provide specific feedback such as:
a. Include a bikeway or walking path along the new road or bridge
b. Input on access points crossing 12 to the ocean
c. Cosmetic features which might minimize the eye soar any new bridge or elevated roadway
might cause.
d. Create an elevated section on a possible bridge to allow recreational access to the open sound.
6. Communicate with those in the immediate area (Northern Rodanthe) that you are serious about
implementing a solution which minimizes the impact to their property values. Eliminating beach
nourishment sent the wrong message.

Trying to keep this to the point and short, here is my feedback associated with the Rodanthe S-Curves area.

My name is Mark Haines. I am a part time resident and rental property owner on Hatteras Island. I attended
both the Manteo and Rodanthe workshops. Like everyone else involved, I have concerns about the solution
that will be chosen. I submitted initial comments, but since the merger team has decided to eliminate both
options which include beach nourishment, I am submitting additional feedback.

Comments and/or Questions:

Name:
Address:
E-mail:

TIP No. B-2500
Dare County

Bonner Bridge Replacement Project
Public Workshops – Phase II

COMMENT SHEET

B-42


,ŝĞƚŚ͊

ƚƚĂĐŚĞĚǇŽƵǁŝůůĨŝŶĚĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞŽŶŶĞƌƌŝĚŐĞZĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚWƌŽũĞĐƚWŚĂƐĞ//͘/ǁŽƵůĚĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚĞ
ŝƚŝĨǇŽƵĐĂŶĐŽŶĨŝƌŵƌĞĐĞŝƉƚŽĨŵǇĞŵĂŝůĂŶĚĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŚĞĞƚ͘

/ĨǇŽƵŚĂǀĞĂŶǇŝƐƐƵĞƐŽƉĞŶŝŶŐƚŚĞĂƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚ͕ƉůĞĂƐĞůĞƚŵĞŬŶŽǁ͘

dŚĂŶŬƐ͕

DĂƌŬ,ĂŝŶĞƐ
ϱϭϯͲϲϬϰͲϲϲϰϭ


DĂƌŬ,ĂŝŶĞƐ
/d/dƌĂŶƐĐĞŶĂƚĂ
ϱϭϯ͘ϲϬϰ͘ϲϲϰϭ
ŵĞŚΛŝƚŝͲŐůŽďĂů͘ĐŽŵ

sŝƐŝƚŽƵƌEĞǁtĞďƐŝƚĞ͗ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ƚƌĂŶƐĐĞŶĚĂƚĂ͘ĐŽŵ


7HG+DPLOWRQWHGVDOYR#HDUWKOLQNQHW!
7KXUVGD\-DQXDU\$0
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$QRUEXUQ#QFGRWJRY
&RPPHQWVRQ3URSRVHG1&,PSURYHPHQWV



dŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐĂƌĞŵǇĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŽŶEϭϮƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŚĞWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚĂƌĞĂ͘

ϭ͘DĂŶǇŽĨƵƐŚĂǀĞŶĞǀĞƌƐĞĞŶĂƌĞĂůůǇĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝǀĞƌĞĂƐŽŶǁŚǇEKdŶŽǁŚĂƐƚƌŽƵďůĞŐĞƚƚŝŶŐƉĞƌŵŝƚƐĨƌŽŵh^&t^ƚŽ
ŵŽǀĞƚŚĞƌŽĂĚĨƌŽŵŝƚƐĐƵƌƌĞŶƚƌŝŐŚƚŽĨǁĂǇ͘/ŶϭϵϴϴƚŚĞƌŽĂĚǁĂƐƌĞůŽĐĂƚĞĚǁĞůůƚŽƚŚĞtĞƐƚŽĨƚŚĞƚŚĞŶƌŝŐŚƚŽĨǁĂǇŝŶ
ƚŚĞ^ͲƵƌǀĞĂƌĞĂ͘ŐĂŝŶŝŶϭϵϵϲƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƚǇƉĞŽĨƌĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĐĐƵƌƌĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ^ĂŶĚĂŐĂƌĞĂ͘

tŚĂƚŚĂƐĐŚĂŶŐĞĚƚŽŵĂŬĞƚŚŝƐƚǇƉĞŽĨŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚŵŽƌĞĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚŝĨŶŽƚŝŵƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͍͍͍͍

/ƚŝƐŽŶĞƚŚŝŶŐŝĨŝƚŚĂƐƌĞƐƵůƚĞĚĨƌŽŵŶĞǁůĂǁďƵƚĂǁŚŽůĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŵĂƚƚĞƌŝĨŝƚŝƐũƵƐƚŶĞǁK/ĂŶĚͬŽƌh^&t^ƉŽůŝĐǇ͘/Ĩ
ƚŚĞůĂƚƚĞƌ͕ƚŚĂƚƐŚŽƵůĚďĞƐĞƌŝŽƵƐůǇĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞĚďǇƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƚŚĞďĞƐƚůŽŶŐƚĞƌŵƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶĨŽƌĂŐŝǀĞŶ
ĂƌĞĂŽĨƚŚĞƌŽƵƚĞ͘/ŚĂǀĞĞǀĞŶƐĞĞŶĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŝŶŐĚĞĞĚƐĞǆŝƐƚƚŚĂƚŐŝǀĞƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞďĂƐŝĐĂůůǇƌŝŐŚƚŽĨǁĂǇǁŚĞƌĞĞǀĞƌŝƚ
ŝƐŶĞĞĚĞĚ͕ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚƐŽŵĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŐƌŽƵƉƐĚŝƐĂŐƌĞĞ͘

dŚĞƉƵďůŝĐƐŚŽƵůĚďĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝǀĞůǇĂƐƚŽƚŚĞƌĞĂƐŽŶĨŽƌƚŚŝƐƌŝŐŚƚŽĨǁĂǇĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚǇ͕ďĞĐĂƵƐĞĐŽŵŵŽŶƐĞŶƐĞƐĂǇƐ
ƚŚĂƚŝŶŐĞŶĞƌĂůƚŚĞĨĂƌƚŚĞƌtĞƐƚ;ĂǁĂǇĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƐƵƌĨǌŽŶĞͿƚŚĞƌŽĂĚŝƐůŽĐĂƚĞĚ͕ƚŚĞďĞƚƚĞƌƚŚĞůŽŶŐƚĞƌŵƐƵƌǀŝǀĂů͘

Ϯ͘ŶǇƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐŚŽƵůĚĐĂƌĞĨƵůůǇĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶĞůĞĐƚƌŝĐƌĂƚĞƐƚŽƌĞůŽĐĂƚĞƉŽǁĞƌůŝŶĞƐŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƌĞůŝĂďůĞ
ŵĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞĂĐĐĞƐƐ͘/ŶϮϬϬϳ,ĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞĚƚŚĂƚĂŶĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞϰϮйƌĂƚĞŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞǁŽƵůĚďĞƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚƚŽĨƵŶĚƚŚĞ
ƌĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞůŝŶĞŽŶŽƌŶĞĂƌƚŚĞƚŚĞŶƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚϭϳŵŝůĞďƌŝĚŐĞƚŚĂƚďǇƉĂƐƐĞĚWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚ͘EŽĚŽƵďƚĂƐŝŵŝůĂƌŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ
ǁŽƵůĚďĞŶĞĞĚĞĚŝĨƚŚĞŶŽǁh^&t^ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚϳŵŝůĞůŽŶŐďƌŝĚŐĞǁĂƐƚŽďĞďƵŝůƚ͘/ƐĂǇƐŝŵŝůĂƌŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞ
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇƉƌŽƉŽƌƚŝŽŶĂůƚŽďƌŝĚŐĞůĞŶŐƚŚďĞĐĂƵƐĞĚĞƐŝŐŶ͕ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͕ĞƚĐǁŽƵůĚďĞ
ƐŝŵŝůĂƌŝŶĐŽƐƚƌĞŐĂƌĚůĞƐƐŽĨďƌŝĚŐĞůĞŶŐƚŚ͘

ϯ͘ŶǇƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐŚŽƵůĚĐĂƌĞĨƵůůǇĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƉƵďůŝĐĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽĂƌĞĂƐŽĨWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚ͘tŚĞŶƚŚĞϭϳŵŝůĞďƌŝĚŐĞ
ǁĂƐĨŝƌƐƚƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚEKdŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚƚŚĞǇǁŽƵůĚŽďǀŝŽƵƐůǇŶŽƚŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶĂŶǇƐŽƌƚŽĨƌŽĂĚŽŶWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚ͘h^&t^ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ
ƚŚĞǇĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶĂŶǇƐŽƌƚŽĨƉĂǀĞĚĂĐĐĞƐƐĂŶĚĨƵƌƚŚĞƌŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚƚŚĞǇǁŽƵůĚůŝŬĞůǇƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƚŚĞƉĂǀĞŵĞŶƚ
ďĞƌĞŵŽǀĞĚ͘/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶh^&t^ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚƚŚĂƚŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůĂĐĐĞƐƐďǇƉƌŝǀĂƚĞǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐǁŽƵůĚůŝŬĞůǇŶŽƚďĞĂůůŽǁĞĚ͕ďƵƚ
ǁŽƵůĚŵŽƐƚůŝŬĞůǇŐŽǁŝƚŚĂϰtďƵƐƐǇƐƚĞŵƐŝŵŝůĂƌƚŽƚŚĂƚƵƐĞĚĂƚĂĐŬĂǇŝŶs͘

^ƵĐŚĂĐĐĞƐƐůŝŵŝƚĂƚŝŽŶƐĂƐĂďŽǀĞǁŽƵůĚďĞƵŶĂĐĐĞƉƚĂďůĞ͘ƚĂŵŝŶŝŵƵŵƉƌŝǀĂƚĞǀĞŚŝĐůĞĂĐĐĞƐƐďǇĂƚůĞĂƐƚϰtǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ
ŽŶƐĂŶĚƌŽĂĚƐƐŝŵŝůĂƌƚŽƚŚĞ/ŶƚĞƌĚƵŶĂůZŽĂĚŶĞĂƌĂƉĞWŽŝŶƚĂŶĚWŽůĞZŽĂĚĂƚ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐ/ŶůĞƚƐŚŽƵůĚďĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚĨŽƌ͘

EŽǁƚŚĂƚƐĂŝĚůĞƚŵĞďĞĐůĞĂƌŝŶŵǇĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘/Ĩ͕ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ƚŚĞϳŵŝůĞďƌŝĚŐĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚďǇh^&t^ŝƐďƵŝůƚ͕/ǁŽƵůĚ
ĞǆƉĞĐƚƚŽƐĞĞĂƐĂŶĚƌŽĂĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞEŽƌƚŚĞŶĚŽĨZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞƚŽƚŚĞ^ŽƵƚŚƐŝĚĞŽĨƚŚĞŶĞǁWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚ/ŶůĞƚĂŶĚĂƐĂŶĚƌŽĂĚ
ĨƌŽŵƚŚĞEŽƌƚŚƚĞƌŵŝŶƵƐĂƌĞĂŽĨƚŚĞďƌŝĚŐĞƚŽƚŚĞEŽƌƚŚƐŝĚĞŽĨƚŚĞŶĞǁWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚ/ŶůĞƚ͘ƵƚŝĨ͕ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ĂŶŝŶůĞƚ
ǁĂƐĞǀĞŶƚƵĂůůǇĨŽƌŵĞĚĂƚƚŚĞ^ͲƵƌǀĞĂƌĞĂ͕ŽƌĂŶǇŽƚŚĞƌĂƌĞĂ͕/ǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚĞǆƉĞĐƚĂŶǇďƌŝĚŐŝŶŐŽƌĨŝůůŽĨƐƵĐŚĂŶŝŶůĞƚƚŽ
ĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞĂƐĂŶĚƌŽĂĚ͘tĞƐŚŽƵůĚĂƚůĞĂƐƚƐƚĂƌƚǁŝƚŚƌĞĂƐŽŶĂďůĞƐĂŶĚƌŽĂĚĂĐĐĞƐƐĂŶĚůĞƚŶĞǁŝŶůĞƚƐĚŝĐƚĂƚĞǁŚĂƚ
ĂĐĐĞƐƐƌĞŵĂŝŶƐŽǀĞƌƚŝŵĞ͘^ƵĐŚĂĐĐĞƐƐƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĂŐƌĞĞĚƚŽďǇh^&t^ĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĂŶĚĨĂĐƚŽƌĞĚŝŶƚŽƚŚĞƌŽĂĚ
ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ͘/ƚƐŚŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞůĞĨƚƵŶĚĞĐŝĚĞĚĂŶĚĨŽƌh^&t^ƚŽĚĞĐŝĚĞŝŶƚŚĞĨƵƚƵƌĞĂƐƚŚĞǇŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚĚƵƌŝŶŐ
ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƐŽŶƚŚĞϭϳŵŝůĞďƌŝĚŐĞ͘


)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

)URP
6HQW
7R
&F
6XEMHFW
$WWDFKPHQWV

+DLQHV0DUNPDUNKDLQHV#WUDQVFHQGDWDFRP!
7KXUVGD\-DQXDU\30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
+DLQHV0DUN
%RQQHU%ULGJH5HSODFHPHQW3URMHFW3KDVH,,3XEOLF:RUNVKRS&RPPHQW6KHHW
1&)HHGEDFNSGI

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$

B-43


ϰ͘ŶǇďƌŝĚŐĞͬƌĂŝƐĞĚƌŽĂĚǁĂǇƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐƐŚŽƵůĚĐĂƌĞĨƵůůǇůŽŽŬĂƚǁŚĂƚǁŝŶĚƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚŝŽŶƐŵĂǇďĞŶĞĞĚĞĚĂŶĚƚŚĞŝƌŝŵƉĂĐƚ
ŽŶƚƌĂǀĞůͬĂĐĐĞƐƐ͘/ƌĞĨĞƌǇŽƵƚŽǁŝŶĚƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚŝŽŶƐŽŶƚŚĞŚĞƐĂƉĞĂŬĞĂǇƌŝĚŐĞdƵŶŶĞůĂƐĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐŽĨĂƐŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ
ĞǆƉŽƐĞĚƌŽĂĚǁĂǇƚŚĂƚŝƐƉƵƌƉŽƐĞůǇŶŽƚƵƐĞĚĂƐĂŶĞǀĂĐƵĂƚŝŽŶƌŽƵƚĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞǁŝŶĚƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚŝŽŶƐ͘


EŽǁŚĂǀŝŶŐƐĂŝĚĂůůƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞ͕/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐĂƌĞƚŚĞďĞƐƚĐŽŵƉƌŽŵŝƐĞƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŵǇϰ
ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ͘

&ŽƌWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚƌĞĂĐŚ͗

ƌŝĚŐĞŽŶŶĞǁůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ͘dŚŝƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐŽŶůǇĂƐŚŽƌƚƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨŶĞǁƌŝŐŚƚŽĨǁĂǇ͕ŵŽǀĞƐƚŚĞƌŽĂĚĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƐƵƌĨ
ǌŽŶĞ;ďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĞϮϬϲϬĞƌŽƐŝŽŶǌŽŶĞͿŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂŽĨƚŚĞďƌĞĂĐŚ;ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇƚŽƚŚĞ^ŽƵƚŚĂƐŝŶůĞƚƐƚĞŶĚƚŽŵŝŐƌĂƚĞ^ŽƵƚŚ͖
ĞŐ͘KƌĞŐŽŶ/ŶůĞƚͿ͕ƉůĂĐĞƐŝƚŽŶĂďƌŝĚŐĞƐŽƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚŝŶůĞƚĐĂŶďĞůĞĨƚĨŽƌƐŽƵŶĚǁĂƚĞƌŽƵƚĨůŽǁƌĞůŝĞĨĨƌŽŵƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů
ƐŽƵŶĚĨůŽŽĚŝŶŐĂŶĚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐďĞƚƚĞƌŝŶƚĞƌĐŽŶŶĞĐƚƚŽƚŚĞEŽƌƚŚŝĨƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůƌŽĂĚͬďƌŝĚŐĞ;ŽƌƉŽƌƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĞƌĞŽĨͿĞǀĞƌ
ŶĞĞĚƚŽďĞďƵŝůƚƚŽƚŚĞEŽƌƚŚ͘

ŶĚĂŶǇŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐŚŽƵůĚĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƚŚĞďŽĂƚƌĂŵƉĂƚEĞǁ/ŶůĞƚ͘tĞƐŚŽƵůĚŶŽƚůŽŽƐĞĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƚŚŝƐďŽĂƚ
ƌĂŵƉ͘

&ŽƌZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞƌĞĂĐŚ͗

ƌŝĚŐĞŝŶWĂŵůŝĐŽ^ŽƵŶĚ͘/ƚƐĞĞŵĨŽŽůŝƐŚƚŽďƵŝůĚĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚĞĂƐĞŵĞŶƚ͕ŬŶŽǁŝŶŐŝƚǁŝůůƐŽŽŶďĞŝŶƚŚĞ
ƐƵƌĨǌŽŶĞ͖;ŝĞƚŚĞĞĂƐĞŵĞŶƚŝƐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞϮϬϲϬĞƌŽƐŝŽŶǌŽŶĞͿ͘dŚĞŚŝƐƚŽƌǇŽĨƚŚŝƐĂƌĞĂŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ>ŽŐŐĞƌŚĞĂĚ/ŶůĞƚŝŶƚŚŝƐ
ŐĞŶĞƌĂůůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƐŽŽŶĞƌ͕ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶůĂƚĞƌ͕ƚŚŝƐĂƌĞĂǁŝůůďĞďƌĞĂĐŚĞĚďĂĚůǇ͘tŚĞŶŝƚŝƐďĂĚůǇďƌĞĂĐŚĞĚ͕ŝƚǁŽƵůĚ
ŽďǀŝŽƵƐůǇďĞďĞƚƚĞƌƚŚĂƚĂŶǇďƌŝĚŐŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂǁĂƐŶŽƚĞǀĞŶƚƵĂůůǇŝŶƚŚĞƐƵƌĨǌŽŶĞ͘

dĞĚ͘,ĂŵŝůƚŽŶ
ϲ:ŝďƚ
,ĂŵƉƚŽŶsϮϯϲϲϰ

WƌŽƉĞƌƚǇŽǁŶĞƌŝŶ^ĂůǀŽEĨŽƌϰϬǇĞĂƌƐ




ŚĞĞƌƐzĂΖůů

dĞĚ͘,ĂŵŝůƚŽŶ
;ĂŬĂ^ĂůǀŽ:ŝŵŵǇͿ
7HG+DPLOWRQWHGVDOYR#HDUWKOLQNQHW!
7XHVGD\-DQXDU\$0
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
5(&RPPHQWVRQ3URSRVHG1&,PSURYHPHQWV



dǁŽŽƚŚĞƌĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐĐĂŵĞƚŽŵŝŶĚƐŝŵŝůĂƌƚŽĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŽŶĞůĞĐƚƌŝĐƉŽǁĞƌƐƵƉƉůǇ͘

/ƌĞĐĂůůŚĂƌƚĞƌŚĂƐĨŽƌǇĞĂƌƐǁĂŶƚĞĚĂĨŝďĞƌŽƉƚŝĐƐǇƐƚĞŵŽŶ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐ/ƐůĂŶĚďƵƚŚĂƐďĞĞŶƉƌŽŚŝďŝƚĞĚĨƌŽŵƉƵƚƚŝŶŐĂĐĂďůĞ
ŽŶƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŽŶŶĞƌƌŝĚŐĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨǁĞŝŐŚƚĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘/ďĞůŝĞǀĞƚŚĞǇǁŝůůďĞĂůůŽǁĞĚƚŽƵƐĞƚŚĞƌĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚ
ďƌŝĚŐĞ͘ŶǇƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐŚŽƵůĚĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŚŽǁƐƵĐŚĂĨŝďĞƌŽƉƚŝĐƐǇƐƚĞŵǁŽƵůĚďĞĂĐĐŽŵŽĚĂƚĞĚ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĂĐĐĞƐƐĨŽƌ
ŵĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞ͘

>ŝŬĞǁŝƐĞ͕ĞŶƚƵƌǇ>ŝŶŬƉŚŽŶĞƐĂƌĞƵŶĚĞƌŐƌŽƵŶĚ͕ĂƚůĞĂƐƚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞƐ͘/ĚŽŶΖƚŬŶŽǁŝĨƵŶĚĞƌŐƌŽƵŶĚĐĂďůĞƐĂƌĞƵƐĞĚ
ŽŶWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚ͕ďƵƚŝĨƐŽ͕ƚŚĂƚŶĞĞĚƐƚŽďĞĂĐĐŽŵŽĚĂƚĞĚ͘/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐĨŽƌƵƉŐƌĂĚĞƚŽƚŚĞƉŚŽŶĞ
ƐǇƐƚĞŵƚŽĨŝďĞƌŽƉƚŝĐƐŚŽƵůĚďĞŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶĂŶǇƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ͘


ͲͲͲͲͲKƌŝŐŝŶĂůDĞƐƐĂŐĞͲͲͲͲͲ
х&ƌŽŵ͗dĞĚ,ĂŵŝůƚŽŶфƚĞĚƐĂůǀŽΛĞĂƌƚŚůŝŶŬ͘ŶĞƚх
х^ĞŶƚ͗:ĂŶϭϰ͕ϮϬϭϮϭϮ͗ϯϵWD
хdŽ͗Η^ŵǇƌĞ͕ůŝǌĂďĞƚŚΗфďƐŵǇƌĞΛŶĐĚŽƚ͘ŐŽǀх
х^ƵďũĞĐƚ͗Z͗ŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŽŶWƌŽƉŽƐĞĚEϭϮ/ŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ
х
хdŚĂŶŬƐĨŽƌƚŚĞƌĞƉůǇ͘
х
хZĞƚŚĞϭϵϵϳůĂǁĂŶĚh^&t^͗/ƌĞĐĂůůƚŚĂƚůĂǁŝƐĨĂŝƌůǇŐĞŶĞƌĂůĂŶĚŶŽƚƌĞĂůƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐƚŚƵƐŵĂŬŝŶŐŝƚŽƉĞŶƚŽǁŝĚĞ
ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶǁŚŝĐŚŝƐǁŚĂƚ/ƚŚŝŶŬK/ͬh^&t^ŝƐĚŽŝŶŐŝŶƚŚŝƐĐĂƐĞ͘/ƚΖƐŚĂƌĚĨŽƌŵĞƚŽŝŵĂŐŝŶĞƚŚĂƚǁŚĞƌĞƌĞůĞŝĂďůĞ
ĂĐĐĞƐƐŝƐŶĞĞĚĞĚĨŽƌƚŚĞŚĞĂůƚŚ͕ǁĞůĨĂƌĞĂŶĚƐĂĨĞƚǇŽĨƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐĂŶĚǀŝƐŝƚŽƌƐ͕ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇĚƵƌŝŶŐŵĞĚŝĐĂůĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐŝĞƐĂŶĚ
ƐƚŽƌŵĞǀĞŶƚƐƌĞƋƵŝƌŝŶŐĞǀĂĐƵĂƚŝŽŶ͕ƚŚĂƚƐƵĐŚŶĞĞĚǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚƚƌƵŵƉĞǀĞŶƚŚĞůĞƚƚĞƌŽĨƚŚŝƐϭϵϵϳůĂǁ͘/ƚŵĂŬĞƐŶŽƐĞŶƐĞ
ƚŽĞǆƉĞŶĨĨƵŶĚƐƐƚĂǇŝŶŐƐƚƌŝĐƚůǇǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƌŝŐŚƚŽĨǁĂǇŬŶŽǁŝŶŐƚŚĂƚŝŶĂƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇƐŚŽƌƚƚŝŵĞƚŚĞƌŽĂĚǁŽƵůĚďĞ
ŝŶƉĞƌŝů͘
х
хdtǇŽƵĚŝĚŶŽƚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚĞŝƐƐƵĞŽĨƚŚĞƐĞΗŽůĚΗĚĞĞĚƐƐƵƉƉŽƐĞĚůǇŐŝǀŝŶŐƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞĂĐĐĞƐƐĂƐŶĞĞĚĞĚǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƌĞŐĂƌĚƚŽ
ΗƉƌĞƐĞŶƚΗƌŝŐŚƚŽĨǁĂǇ͘dŚĂƚ͕ŝĨƚƌƵĞ͕ǁŽƵůĚĂůƐŽƐĞĞŵƚŽƚƌƵŵƉĞǀĞŶƚŚŝƐϭϵϵϳůĂǁ͘
х
х
хͲͲͲͲͲKƌŝŐŝŶĂůDĞƐƐĂŐĞͲͲͲͲͲ
хх&ƌŽŵ͗Η^ŵǇƌĞ͕ůŝǌĂďĞƚŚΗфďƐŵǇƌĞΛŶĐĚŽƚ͘ŐŽǀх
хх^ĞŶƚ͗:ĂŶϭϯ͕ϮϬϭϮϭϭ͗ϬϮD
ххdŽ͗dĞĚ,ĂŵŝůƚŽŶфƚĞĚƐĂůǀŽΛĞĂƌƚŚůŝŶŬ͘ŶĞƚх
хх^ƵďũĞĐƚ͗Z͗ŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŽŶWƌŽƉŽƐĞĚEϭϮ/ŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ
хх
ххdĞĚͲ
ххdŚĂŶŬǇŽƵĨŽƌǇŽƵƌĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ͊dŽĂŶƐǁĞƌƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶǇŽƵƌĞŵĂŝů͗
хх
ххͲ/Ŷϭϵϵϳ͕ŽŶŐƌĞƐƐƉĂƐƐĞĚƚŚĞEĂƚŝŽŶĂůtŝůĚůŝĨĞZĞĨƵŐĞ^ǇƐƚĞŵ/ŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚĐƚŽĨϭϵϵϳ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐĂŶƵƉĚĂƚĞŽĨĂ
ƐŝŵŝůĂƌůĂǁĨƌŽŵƚŚĞϭϵϲϬΖƐ͘dŚŝƐůĂǁƐƚŝƉƵůĂƚĞƐŚŽǁƚŚĞh^&ŝƐŚΘtŝůĚůŝĨĞ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞŵĂŬĞƐĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐŽŶĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐǁŝƚŚŝŶ
ƚŚĞZĞĨƵŐĞƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘dŚĞϭϵϵϳĐƚƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚǁŚĂƚĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐƚŚĞh^&t^ĐŽƵůĚĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂůůŽǁŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŝŶĂZĞĨƵŐĞ͖
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ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůůǇ͕ĂŶǇĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇŵƵƐƚŶŽǁďĞĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶĂŶĚƉƵƌƉŽƐĞŽĨƚŚĂƚZĞĨƵŐĞ͘EĞǁůĂƌŐĞͲƐĐĂůĞƌŽĂĚĂŶĚ
ďƌŝĚŐĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽƵƚƐŝĚĞŽĨƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐEϭϮĞĂƐĞŵĞŶƚ͕ĂƐǇŽƵĐĂŶŝŵĂŐŝŶĞ͕ĂƌĞŶΖƚŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶŽĨĂǁŝůĚůŝĨĞƌĞĨƵŐĞ͕ƐŽǁĞΖǀĞďĞĞŶƚŽůĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞĂůůŽǁĞĚ͘dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕ƌŽĂĚƌĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚǁĞƌĞ
ĂůůŽǁĞĚƉƌŝŽƌƚŽϭϵϵϳǁŽƵůĚŶΖƚďĞĂůůŽǁĞĚƚŽĚĂǇ͘tĞΖǀĞĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚƚŚŝƐĂĐƚĂŶĚŝƚƐŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽŽƵƌƉƌŽũĞĐƚĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐ
ŝŶŽƵƌƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐĨŽƌƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͘
хх
ххͲtĞǁŽƌŬĐůŽƐĞůǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĂƉĞ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐůĞĐƚƌŝĐŽ͘ŽŶĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶŝŶŐƚŚĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨŽƵƌĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐŽŶƚŚĞŝƌ
ƵƚŝůŝƚǇĞĂƐĞŵĞŶƚƐ͘tĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƚŚĞŵǁŝƚŚĐŽƉŝĞƐŽĨĂůůŽƵƌĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ͕ĂŶĚĂŶǇŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĞǇƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ
ƵƐŽŶƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƌĂƚĞŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐŝƐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞŽǀĞƌĂůůĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ͘
хх
ххͲtĞĚŽĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨŽƵƌĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐŽŶƚŚĞĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŚĞZĞĨƵŐĞĂŶĚƚŚĞ^ĞĂƐŚŽƌĞ͘ĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇ͕ĂŶǇ
ďƌŝĚŐŝŶŐŽƉƚŝŽŶĂƚĞŝƚŚĞƌŽĨƚŚĞďƌĞĂĐŚƐŝƚĞƐǁŝůůƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƚŚĞZĞĨƵŐĞŝŶƚŚŽƐĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘
хх
ххŐĂŝŶ͕ƚŚĂŶŬǇŽƵĨŽƌǇŽƵƌĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ͕ĂŶĚƉůĞĂƐĞůĞƚŵĞŬŶŽǁŝĨǇŽƵŚĂǀĞĂŶǇŽƚŚĞƌĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŽƌƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ͊
ххdŚĂŶŬƐ͕
ххĞƚŚ
хх
ххͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲ
ххĞƚŚ^ŵǇƌĞ͕W͘͘
ххWƌŽũĞĐƚWůĂŶŶŝŶŐŶŐŝŶĞĞƌ
ххEĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŽĨdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ
ххWƌŽũĞĐƚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚΘŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐhŶŝƚ
ххϭϱϰϴDĂŝů^ĞƌǀŝĐĞĞŶƚĞƌ
ххZĂůĞŝŐŚ͕EϮϳϲϵϵͲϭϱϰϴ
хх;ϵϭϵͿϳϬϳͲϲϬϰϯ
хх
хх
ххͲͲͲͲͲKƌŝŐŝŶĂůDĞƐƐĂŐĞͲͲͲͲͲ
хх&ƌŽŵ͗dĞĚ,ĂŵŝůƚŽŶŵĂŝůƚŽ͗ƚĞĚƐĂůǀŽΛĞĂƌƚŚůŝŶŬ͘ŶĞƚ
хх^ĞŶƚ͗dŚƵƌƐĚĂǇ͕:ĂŶƵĂƌǇϭϮ͕ϮϬϭϮϳ͗ϭϭD
ххdŽ͗^ŵǇƌĞ͕ůŝǌĂďĞƚŚ͖ŶŽƌďƵƌŶΛŶĐĚŽƚ͘ŐŽǀ
хх^ƵďũĞĐƚ͗ŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŽŶWƌŽƉŽƐĞĚEϭϮ/ŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ
хх
ххdŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐĂƌĞŵǇĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŽŶEϭϮƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŚĞWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚĂƌĞĂ͘
хх
ххϭ͘DĂŶǇŽĨƵƐŚĂǀĞŶĞǀĞƌƐĞĞŶĂƌĞĂůůǇĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝǀĞƌĞĂƐŽŶǁŚǇEKdŶŽǁŚĂƐƚƌŽƵďůĞŐĞƚƚŝŶŐƉĞƌŵŝƚƐĨƌŽŵh^&t^ƚŽ
ŵŽǀĞƚŚĞƌŽĂĚĨƌŽŵŝƚƐĐƵƌƌĞŶƚƌŝŐŚƚŽĨǁĂǇ͘/ŶϭϵϴϴƚŚĞƌŽĂĚǁĂƐƌĞůŽĐĂƚĞĚǁĞůůƚŽƚŚĞtĞƐƚŽĨƚŚĞƚŚĞŶƌŝŐŚƚŽĨǁĂǇŝŶ
ƚŚĞ^ͲƵƌǀĞĂƌĞĂ͘ŐĂŝŶŝŶϭϵϵϲƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƚǇƉĞŽĨƌĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĐĐƵƌƌĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ^ĂŶĚĂŐĂƌĞĂ͘
хх
ххtŚĂƚŚĂƐĐŚĂŶŐĞĚƚŽŵĂŬĞƚŚŝƐƚǇƉĞŽĨŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚŵŽƌĞĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚŝĨŶŽƚŝŵƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͍͍͍͍
хх
хх/ƚŝƐŽŶĞƚŚŝŶŐŝĨŝƚŚĂƐƌĞƐƵůƚĞĚĨƌŽŵŶĞǁůĂǁďƵƚĂǁŚŽůĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŵĂƚƚĞƌŝĨŝƚŝƐũƵƐƚŶĞǁK/ĂŶĚͬŽƌh^&t^ƉŽůŝĐǇ͘/Ĩ
ƚŚĞůĂƚƚĞƌ͕ƚŚĂƚƐŚŽƵůĚďĞƐĞƌŝŽƵƐůǇĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞĚďǇƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƚŚĞďĞƐƚůŽŶŐƚĞƌŵƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶĨŽƌĂŐŝǀĞŶ
ĂƌĞĂŽĨƚŚĞƌŽƵƚĞ͘/ŚĂǀĞĞǀĞŶƐĞĞŶĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŝŶŐĚĞĞĚƐĞǆŝƐƚƚŚĂƚŐŝǀĞƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞďĂƐŝĐĂůůǇƌŝŐŚƚŽĨǁĂǇǁŚĞƌĞĞǀĞƌŝƚ
ŝƐŶĞĞĚĞĚ͕ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚƐŽŵĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŐƌŽƵƉƐĚŝƐĂŐƌĞĞ͘
хх
ххdŚĞƉƵďůŝĐƐŚŽƵůĚďĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝǀĞůǇĂƐƚŽƚŚĞƌĞĂƐŽŶĨŽƌƚŚŝƐƌŝŐŚƚŽĨǁĂǇĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚǇ͕ďĞĐĂƵƐĞĐŽŵŵŽŶƐĞŶƐĞƐĂǇƐ
ƚŚĂƚŝŶŐĞŶĞƌĂůƚŚĞĨĂƌƚŚĞƌtĞƐƚ;ĂǁĂǇĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƐƵƌĨǌŽŶĞͿƚŚĞƌŽĂĚŝƐůŽĐĂƚĞĚ͕ƚŚĞďĞƚƚĞƌƚŚĞůŽŶŐƚĞƌŵƐƵƌǀŝǀĂů͘
хх
ххϮ͘ŶǇƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐŚŽƵůĚĐĂƌĞĨƵůůǇĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶĞůĞĐƚƌŝĐƌĂƚĞƐƚŽƌĞůŽĐĂƚĞƉŽǁĞƌůŝŶĞƐŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ
ƌĞůŝĂďůĞŵĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞĂĐĐĞƐƐ͘/ŶϮϬϬϳ,ĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞĚƚŚĂƚĂŶĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞϰϮйƌĂƚĞŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞǁŽƵůĚďĞƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚƚŽĨƵŶĚ
ƚŚĞƌĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞůŝŶĞŽŶŽƌŶĞĂƌƚŚĞƚŚĞŶƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚϭϳŵŝůĞďƌŝĚŐĞƚŚĂƚďǇƉĂƐƐĞĚWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚ͘EŽĚŽƵďƚĂƐŝŵŝůĂƌ
3KRQH   

3ULQW

6HQW%\7LPVRUUHOOV
'DWH7LPH 30
&RPPHQW
,DPLQVXSSRUWRIEHDFKQRXULVKPHQWDVDSRWHQWLDOVROXWLRQWRWKHSUREOHPLQ0LUOR%HDFKDQG5WH,IDYRU
WKLVRYHUWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIEULGJHV,IHHOZHVKRXOGWU\QRXULVKPHQWILUVWDQGLIXWEHFRPHVREYLRXVWKDWLVLV
QRWZRUNLQJWKHQWDONDERXWEULGJHDOWHUQDWLYHV,RZQDKRXVHLQ:DYHV1&VR,REYLRXVO\KDYHDSHUVRQDO
LQYHVWPHQWKHUH7KDQN\RX7LP6RUUHOOV
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хх
ххWƌŽƉĞƌƚǇŽǁŶĞƌŝŶ^ĂůǀŽEĨŽƌϰϬǇĞĂƌƐ
хх
хх
хх
хх
ххŚĞĞƌƐzĂΖůů
хх
ххdĞĚ͘,ĂŵŝůƚŽŶ
хх;ĂŬĂ^ĂůǀŽ:ŝŵŵǇͿ
хх
ххͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺͺ
хх
ххŵĂŝůĐŽƌƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶĐĞƚŽĂŶĚĨƌŽŵƚŚŝƐƐĞŶĚĞƌŝƐƐƵďũĞĐƚƚŽƚŚĞE͘͘WƵďůŝĐZĞĐŽƌĚƐ>ĂǁĂŶĚŵĂǇďĞĚŝƐĐůŽƐĞĚƚŽƚŚŝƌĚ
ƉĂƌƚŝĞƐ͘
х
х
хŚĞĞƌƐzĂΖůů
х
хdĞĚ͘,ĂŵŝůƚŽŶ
х;ĂŬĂ^ĂůǀŽ:ŝŵŵǇͿ


ŚĞĞƌƐzĂΖůů

dĞĚ͘,ĂŵŝůƚŽŶ
;ĂŬĂ^ĂůǀŽ:ŝŵŵǇͿ



ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞǁŽƵůĚďĞŶĞĞĚĞĚŝĨƚŚĞŶŽǁh^&t^ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚϳŵŝůĞůŽŶŐďƌŝĚŐĞǁĂƐƚŽďĞďƵŝůƚ͘/ƐĂǇƐŝŵŝůĂƌŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞ
ƚŚĞŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇƉƌŽƉŽƌƚŝŽŶĂůƚŽďƌŝĚŐĞůĞŶŐƚŚďĞĐĂƵƐĞĚĞƐŝŐŶ͕ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ͕ĞƚĐ
ǁŽƵůĚďĞƐŝŵŝůĂƌŝŶĐŽƐƚƌĞŐĂƌĚůĞƐƐŽĨďƌŝĚŐĞůĞŶŐƚŚ͘
хх
ххϯ͘ŶǇƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐŚŽƵůĚĐĂƌĞĨƵůůǇĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƉƵďůŝĐĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽĂƌĞĂƐŽĨWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚ͘tŚĞŶƚŚĞϭϳŵŝůĞďƌŝĚŐĞ
ǁĂƐĨŝƌƐƚƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚEKdŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚƚŚĞǇǁŽƵůĚŽďǀŝŽƵƐůǇŶŽƚŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶĂŶǇƐŽƌƚŽĨƌŽĂĚŽŶWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚ͘h^&t^ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ
ƚŚĞǇĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶĂŶǇƐŽƌƚŽĨƉĂǀĞĚĂĐĐĞƐƐĂŶĚĨƵƌƚŚĞƌŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚƚŚĞǇǁŽƵůĚůŝŬĞůǇƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƚŚĞƉĂǀĞŵĞŶƚ
ďĞƌĞŵŽǀĞĚ͘/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶh^&t^ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚƚŚĂƚŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůĂĐĐĞƐƐďǇƉƌŝǀĂƚĞǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐǁŽƵůĚůŝŬĞůǇŶŽƚďĞĂůůŽǁĞĚ͕ďƵƚ
ǁŽƵůĚŵŽƐƚůŝŬĞůǇŐŽǁŝƚŚĂϰtďƵƐƐǇƐƚĞŵƐŝŵŝůĂƌƚŽƚŚĂƚƵƐĞĚĂƚĂĐŬĂǇŝŶs͘
хх
хх^ƵĐŚĂĐĐĞƐƐůŝŵŝƚĂƚŝŽŶƐĂƐĂďŽǀĞǁŽƵůĚďĞƵŶĂĐĐĞƉƚĂďůĞ͘ƚĂŵŝŶŝŵƵŵƉƌŝǀĂƚĞǀĞŚŝĐůĞĂĐĐĞƐƐďǇĂƚůĞĂƐƚϰt
ǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐŽŶƐĂŶĚƌŽĂĚƐƐŝŵŝůĂƌƚŽƚŚĞ/ŶƚĞƌĚƵŶĂůZŽĂĚŶĞĂƌĂƉĞWŽŝŶƚĂŶĚWŽůĞZŽĂĚĂƚ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐ/ŶůĞƚƐŚŽƵůĚďĞ
ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚĨŽƌ͘
хх
ххEŽǁƚŚĂƚƐĂŝĚůĞƚŵĞďĞĐůĞĂƌŝŶŵǇĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘/Ĩ͕ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ƚŚĞϳŵŝůĞďƌŝĚŐĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚďǇh^&t^ŝƐďƵŝůƚ͕/
ǁŽƵůĚĞǆƉĞĐƚƚŽƐĞĞĂƐĂŶĚƌŽĂĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞEŽƌƚŚĞŶĚŽĨZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞƚŽƚŚĞ^ŽƵƚŚƐŝĚĞŽĨƚŚĞŶĞǁWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚ/ŶůĞƚĂŶĚĂ
ƐĂŶĚƌŽĂĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞEŽƌƚŚƚĞƌŵŝŶƵƐĂƌĞĂŽĨƚŚĞďƌŝĚŐĞƚŽƚŚĞEŽƌƚŚƐŝĚĞŽĨƚŚĞŶĞǁWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚ/ŶůĞƚ͘ƵƚŝĨ͕ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕
ĂŶŝŶůĞƚǁĂƐĞǀĞŶƚƵĂůůǇĨŽƌŵĞĚĂƚƚŚĞ^ͲƵƌǀĞĂƌĞĂ͕ŽƌĂŶǇŽƚŚĞƌĂƌĞĂ͕/ǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚĞǆƉĞĐƚĂŶǇďƌŝĚŐŝŶŐŽƌĨŝůůŽĨƐƵĐŚĂŶ
ŝŶůĞƚƚŽĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞĂƐĂŶĚƌŽĂĚ͘tĞƐŚŽƵůĚĂƚůĞĂƐƚƐƚĂƌƚǁŝƚŚƌĞĂƐŽŶĂďůĞƐĂŶĚƌŽĂĚĂĐĐĞƐƐĂŶĚůĞƚŶĞǁŝŶůĞƚƐĚŝĐƚĂƚĞ
ǁŚĂƚĂĐĐĞƐƐƌĞŵĂŝŶƐŽǀĞƌƚŝŵĞ͘^ƵĐŚĂĐĐĞƐƐƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĂŐƌĞĞĚƚŽďǇh^&t^ĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĂŶĚĨĂĐƚŽƌĞĚŝŶƚŽƚŚĞ
ƌŽĂĚŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ͘/ƚƐŚŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞůĞĨƚƵŶĚĞĐŝĚĞĚĂŶĚĨŽƌh^&t^ƚŽĚĞĐŝĚĞŝŶƚŚĞĨƵƚƵƌĞĂƐƚŚĞǇŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ
ĚƵƌŝŶŐĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƐŽŶƚŚĞϭϳŵŝůĞďƌŝĚŐĞ͘
хх
ххϰ͘ŶǇďƌŝĚŐĞͬƌĂŝƐĞĚƌŽĂĚǁĂǇƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐƐŚŽƵůĚĐĂƌĞĨƵůůǇůŽŽŬĂƚǁŚĂƚǁŝŶĚƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚŝŽŶƐŵĂǇďĞŶĞĞĚĞĚĂŶĚƚŚĞŝƌ
ŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƚƌĂǀĞůͬĂĐĐĞƐƐ͘/ƌĞĨĞƌǇŽƵƚŽǁŝŶĚƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚŝŽŶƐŽŶƚŚĞŚĞƐĂƉĞĂŬĞĂǇƌŝĚŐĞdƵŶŶĞůĂƐĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐŽĨĂ
ƐŝŵŝůĂƌůǇĞǆƉŽƐĞĚƌŽĂĚǁĂǇƚŚĂƚŝƐƉƵƌƉŽƐĞůǇŶŽƚƵƐĞĚĂƐĂŶĞǀĂĐƵĂƚŝŽŶƌŽƵƚĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞǁŝŶĚƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚŝŽŶƐ͘
хх
хх
ххEŽǁŚĂǀŝŶŐƐĂŝĚĂůůƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞ͕/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐĂƌĞƚŚĞďĞƐƚĐŽŵƉƌŽŵŝƐĞƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŵǇϰ
ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ͘
хх
хх&ŽƌWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚƌĞĂĐŚ͗
хх
ххƌŝĚŐĞŽŶŶĞǁůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ͘dŚŝƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐŽŶůǇĂƐŚŽƌƚƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨŶĞǁƌŝŐŚƚŽĨǁĂǇ͕ŵŽǀĞƐƚŚĞƌŽĂĚĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƐƵƌĨ
ǌŽŶĞ;ďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĞϮϬϲϬĞƌŽƐŝŽŶǌŽŶĞͿŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂŽĨƚŚĞďƌĞĂĐŚ;ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇƚŽƚŚĞ^ŽƵƚŚĂƐŝŶůĞƚƐƚĞŶĚƚŽŵŝŐƌĂƚĞ^ŽƵƚŚ͖
ĞŐ͘KƌĞŐŽŶ/ŶůĞƚͿ͕ƉůĂĐĞƐŝƚŽŶĂďƌŝĚŐĞƐŽƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚŝŶůĞƚĐĂŶďĞůĞĨƚĨŽƌƐŽƵŶĚǁĂƚĞƌŽƵƚĨůŽǁƌĞůŝĞĨĨƌŽŵƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů
ƐŽƵŶĚĨůŽŽĚŝŶŐĂŶĚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐďĞƚƚĞƌŝŶƚĞƌĐŽŶŶĞĐƚƚŽƚŚĞEŽƌƚŚŝĨƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůƌŽĂĚͬďƌŝĚŐĞ;ŽƌƉŽƌƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĞƌĞŽĨͿĞǀĞƌ
ŶĞĞĚƚŽďĞďƵŝůƚƚŽƚŚĞEŽƌƚŚ͘
хх
ххŶĚĂŶǇŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐŚŽƵůĚĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƚŚĞďŽĂƚƌĂŵƉĂƚEĞǁ/ŶůĞƚ͘tĞƐŚŽƵůĚŶŽƚůŽŽƐĞĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƚŚŝƐďŽĂƚ
ƌĂŵƉ͘
хх
хх&ŽƌZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞƌĞĂĐŚ͗
хх
ххƌŝĚŐĞŝŶWĂŵůŝĐŽ^ŽƵŶĚ͘/ƚƐĞĞŵĨŽŽůŝƐŚƚŽďƵŝůĚĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚĞĂƐĞŵĞŶƚ͕ŬŶŽǁŝŶŐŝƚǁŝůůƐŽŽŶďĞŝŶƚŚĞ
ƐƵƌĨǌŽŶĞ͖;ŝĞƚŚĞĞĂƐĞŵĞŶƚŝƐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞϮϬϲϬĞƌŽƐŝŽŶǌŽŶĞͿ͘dŚĞŚŝƐƚŽƌǇŽĨƚŚŝƐĂƌĞĂŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ>ŽŐŐĞƌŚĞĂĚ/ŶůĞƚŝŶƚŚŝƐ
ŐĞŶĞƌĂůůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƐŽŽŶĞƌ͕ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶůĂƚĞƌ͕ƚŚŝƐĂƌĞĂǁŝůůďĞďƌĞĂĐŚĞĚďĂĚůǇ͘tŚĞŶŝƚŝƐďĂĚůǇďƌĞĂĐŚĞĚ͕ŝƚǁŽƵůĚ
ŽďǀŝŽƵƐůǇďĞďĞƚƚĞƌƚŚĂƚĂŶǇďƌŝĚŐŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂǁĂƐŶŽƚĞǀĞŶƚƵĂůůǇŝŶƚŚĞƐƵƌĨǌŽŶĞ͘
хх
ххdĞĚ͘,ĂŵŝůƚŽŶ
ххϲ:ŝďƚ
хх,ĂŵƉƚŽŶsϮϯϲϲϰ
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I strongly support the beach nurishment options to create a stable corridor for the road.
Karl and Billi Haug
Owners
Sandbox at Salvo

%OXHVDGYLFH#DROFRP
)ULGD\'HFHPEHU$0
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
5RGDQWKHURDGRSWLRQV

Nancy Hawkins



The other bridge options are too disruptive to the area, too expensive, and would leave Rodanthe open to further erosion
and loss of property value.

This letter is for the purpose of asking NCDOT to proceed with the beach nourishment option for Highway 12 into
Rodanthe. The bridge options, particularly the bridge in the sound, would harm the idyllic atmosphere of Mirlo Beach and
the surrounding area. My second choice would be the shorter bridge into Rodanthe along with the beach nourishment
option.

Dear Ms. Smyre,

)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

+DXJKDXJ#DVWRXQGQHW!
:HGQHVGD\'HFHPEHU30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
+Z\2XWHU%DQNV

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
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Smyre, Elizabeth A [bsmyre@ncdot.gov]
Monday, January 23, 2012 8:57 AM
randy hirscher; Norburn, Robert E.
Office of the Governor; governor.office@governor.ncmail.net; LT. Governor
RE: Mirlo Beach/Hwy 12 Breach Fix Options

Randy and Julie Hirscher
22009 Sea Gull Street
Rodanthe, NC 27968


Many best regards,

Thank you for you consideration of our comments!

1

I wanted to take the opportunity to contact you to provide my input to the Mirlo Beach Breach Fix Options that are under
consideration and which NC DOT and the Office of the Governor will be making a decision about shortly. As one of the
ocean front home owners in Mirlo Beach who is directly experiencing the effects of the overwash and erosion that is
regularly occuring, and whose property will be directly impacted by any decision that is made on the breach fix option, I
am dismayed to hear that beach nourishment option has been eliminated--right from the start--from serious consideration
as a viable option to restore the highway while preserving the natural beauty that Hatteras Island is known for around the
world. Any of the bridge options that might be chosen, besides being a more costly long-term option and contradicting
the natural essence of the Island, will essentially commit our community (Mirlo Beach), including our house, to the sea.
The Army Corps of Engineers built an engineering marvel that would stand any test of time when it built the dunes that
line the island...that is, until the groin was set up at Oregon Inlet which shut off the natural flow of sand up and down the
island. I would ask that NC DOT seriously reconsider the beach nourishment option -- one that is established and
maintained like the Army Corp set up. NC DOT has a constant long-term source of sand that is being dredged at Oregon
Inlet to maintain any beach nourishment option.

Ms. Smyre and Mr. Norburn:

From: randy hirscher [mailto:rhirscher@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, January 20, 2012 6:26 PM
To: Smyre, Elizabeth A; norburn@pbworld.com
Cc: Office of the Governor; governor.office@governor.ncmail.net; LT. Governor
Subject: Mirlo Beach/Hwy 12 Breach Fix Options




BethSmyre,P.E.
ProjectPlanningEngineer
NCDepartmentofTransportation
ProjectDevelopment&EnvironmentalAnalysisUnit
1548MailServiceCenter
Raleigh,NC276991548
(919)7076043

Randy,Julie
ThankyouforyourcommentsontheNC12projects.EverycommentthatNCDOTreceiveswillbecarefullyconsidered
astheplanningprocessfortheprojectsmovesforward.Ifyouhaveanyfurthercommentsorquestions,pleasefeelfree
tocontactme.
Thanks,
Beth


From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Norburn, Robert E.
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Best,
Ben Hutchinson



Although I do not currently live in North Carolina, I’ve been vacationing in the Outer Banks for most of my
life. I visit at least twice a year, I was married at Bodie Island lighthouse and I consider our family vacation
home in Mirlo Beach my second home.

I am writing you this email to express my support for consideration of the beach nourishment plan in Hatteras
Island. I understand that you are meeting about this issue tomorrow, and I would like to add my voice to any
others there might be in support of assessing the feasibility of the plan. My family has been coming to the Outer
Banks for several decades now, and not only have we regularly supported the rentals-based economy and local
businesses there, but we also own property in Rodanthe and are invested heavily in its future. From my
understanding of the various proposals, the nourishment plan seems to be well worth considering given its
relatively low cost and non-intrusive nature. I hope that you ultimately choose what is best for Rodanthe, and I
believe that course of action to include at least looking into the nourishment plan. Many thanks for your time.

Sincerely,
Beth Hutchinson

Thank you for your time.



I realize that you will be meeting with other representatives tomorrow as part of a merger team to discuss action
regarding solutions for the erosion and transportation issues affecting highway 12 near Mirlo Beach. I hope
you will strongly consider beach nourishment as a solution. This approach has the potential to preserve the
natural beauty of this special place in a cost-effective, forward-thinking and sensible way.

Dear Ms. Beth Smyre,

%HWK+XWFKLQVRQEHWKEKXWFKLQVRQ#JPDLOFRP!
:HGQHVGD\'HFHPEHU$0
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
0LUOREHDFKQRXULVKPHQW

Dear Ms. Smyre,

)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

%HQ+XWFKLQVRQEHQKXWFKLQVRQ#JPDLOFRP!
:HGQHVGD\'HFHPEHU30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
%HDFK1RXULVKPHQW3ODQ

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
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ĞƚŚ͕

ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬƐŝƚĞƐ͘ŐŽŽŐůĞ͘ĐŽŵͬƐŝƚĞͬŵŝƌůŽďĞĂĐŚŶĐͬŚŽŵĞ

dŚĞĂďŽǀĞhZ>ůŝŶŬƐƚŽĂǁĞďƐŝƚĞǁĞŚĂǀĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚƚŽŝŶĨŽƌŵƚŚĞŐĞŶĞƌĂůƉƵďůŝĐĂŶĚƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐ
ŽĨƚŚĞDŝƌůŽĞĂĐŚ,ŽŵĞKǁŶĞƌƐƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ;D,KͿƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚĚĞƐŝŐŶŽƉƚŝŽŶĨŽƌƚŚĞZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞƉĂƌƚ
ŽĨWŚĂƐĞϮ͘t^dZKE'>z&>d,EKhZ/^,DEdKWd/KEDZ/d^&hZd,Z^dhz͘hŶůĞƐƐǇŽƵŬŶŽǁĞǆĂĐƚůǇǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞ
ƐĂŶĚŝƐ;ĂŶĚŝƐŶΖƚͿ͕ǁĞĐĂŶŶŽƚƐĞĞŚŽǁǇŽƵĐĂŶŵĂŬĞĂŶŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚĨŝŶĂůĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŝƐŝŶƚŚĞďĞƐƚŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐŽĨƚŚĞĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐŽĨ
ƚŚĞ^ƚĂƚĞŽĨEŽƌƚŚĂƌŽůŝŶĂĂŶĚĂůůŽĨƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌƐǁŚŽĨŝŶƐǀĂůƵĞŝŶƚŚĞŽƵƚĞƌďĂŶŬƐ͘

tŚĞŶǇŽƵĂŶĚ/ŵĞƚĂƚƚŚĞEKdǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉ;DŽŶĚĂǇϭϮͬϱͬϭϭͿ͕ǇŽƵƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚƚŚĂƚ/ƉƵƚĂůůŽĨŽƵƌĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŝŶŽŶĞƉůĂĐĞ͘/
ĂŵƐƵƌĞƚŚĂƚŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůŚŽŵĞŽǁŶĞƌƐǁŝůůĐŽŶƚĂĐƚǇŽƵƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞůǇ͕ďƵƚŽŶďĞŚĂůĨŽĨD,K͕/ŚĂǀĞƉĂƐƚĞĚďĞůŽǁΗdŚĞϭϬdŽƉ
ZĞĂƐŽŶƐƚŽ^ƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĂĐŚEŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚΗĨƌŽŵŽƵƌǁĞďƐŝƚĞ͘/ŚĂǀĞĂůƐŽƉĂƐƚĞĚďĞůŽǁƚŚĞůĞƚƚĞƌǁĞĞŵĂŝůĞĚƚŽǇŽƵŽŶ
EŽǀĞŵďĞƌϰ͕ϮϬϭϭ͕ĂŶĚ/ŚĂǀĞĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚƚŚĞƌĞƉŽƌƚďǇŽĂƐƚĂů^ĐŝĞŶĐĞĂŶĚŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐ͕ǁŚŝĐŚǁĞĂůƐŽƐĞŶƚĞĂƌůŝĞƌ͘

^ŝŶĐĞǇŽƵĂŶĚ:ŽŚŶWĂŐĞ;WŵĞƌŝĐĂƐͿŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚĂƚƚŚĞǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĐŽƐƚŽĨŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝƐĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚƚŽƋƵĂŶƚŝĨǇĂŶĚƚŚĂƚ
ǇŽƵĚŽŶŽƚĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƚŽƋƵĂŶƚŝĨǇƚŚĞĐŽƐƚƐŽĨƚŚĞďƌŝĚŐĞŽƉƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨĚĂŵĂŐĞƚŽƚŚĞůŽĐĂůĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ;ǁŚŝĐŚĂƌĞ
ƋƵĂůŝƚĂƚŝǀĞůǇŽƵƚůŝŶĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ&/^Ϳ͕ƉůĞĂƐĞŶŽƚĞZĞĂƐŽŶƐηϲĂŶĚηϴ͕ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇ͘dŚĞƐĞĂƌĞŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇǀĞƌǇĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞ
ĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞƐ͖ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ǁĞǁŝůůĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƚŽƌĞĨŝŶĞƚŚĞŵĂŶĚƵƉĚĂƚĞŽƵƌǁĞďƐŝƚĞĂƐǁĞĚŽŵŽƌĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĂŶĚĐŽŶƐƵůƚŵŽƌĞǁŝƚŚĂ
ǀĂƌŝĞƚǇŽĨĞǆƉĞƌƚƐ͘

ĨƚĞƌǁĞůĞĂƌŶǁŚŝĐŚŽƉƚŝŽŶƐŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƌĞƚĂŝŶĞĚďǇƚŚĞDĞƌŐĞƌdĞĂŵĨŽƌĨƵƌƚŚĞƌƐƚƵĚǇĂŶĚƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĂĐŽƉǇŽĨƚŚĞĞǆƉĞƌƚ
ƌĞƉŽƌƚ;ǁŚŝĐŚǇŽƵƐĂŝĚǇŽƵǁŽƵůĚƐĞŶĚͿ͕ǁĞǁŝůůĂůŵŽƐƚĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇŚĂǀĞŵŽƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐƚŽƐƵďŵŝƚ͘

dŚĂŶŬƐĂŐĂŝŶĨŽƌĂůůŽĨǇŽƵƌŚĂƌĚǁŽƌŬĂŶĚƚŚĂƚŽĨƚŚĞDĞƌŐĞƌdĞĂŵ͘

ͲͲǁĞƐ

dŚĞϭϬdŽƉZĞĂƐŽŶƐƚŽ^ƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĂĐŚEŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ

ϭ͘ĞĂƵƚǇ͘dŚĞƌŝďďŽŶŽĨƐĂŶĚƚŚĂƚŝƐƚŚĞKƵƚĞƌĂŶŬƐŽĨEŽƌƚŚĂƌŽůŝŶĂƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞŵŽƐƚďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵůďĞĂĐŚĞƐŝŶƚŚĞ
ǁŽƌůĚ͕ƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞŵŽƐƚďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵůǁŝůĚůŝĨĞ͕ƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞŵŽƐƚďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵůƐƵŶƌŝƐĞƐĂŶĚƐƵŶƐĞƚƐ͘EŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞƐƚŚŝƐ
ďĞĂƵƚǇ͘>ĞƚΖƐďĞŚŽŶĞƐƚ͕ďƌŝĚŐĞƐĂƌĞƵŐůǇ͘

Ϯ͘tŽƌŬŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŶĂƚƵƌĞ͘EŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶƐĂďĞĂĐŚǁŝƚŚƐĂŶĚŵĂƚĐŚĞĚƚŽƚŚĂƚďĞĂĐŚ͘WƵŵƉŝŶŐƐĂŶĚďĂĐŬŽŶƚŽĂ
ďĞĂĐŚŝƐƐŝŵƉůǇƵƐŝŶŐĂŚƵŵĂŶĨŽƌĐĞƚŽƌĞƉĂŝƌĚĂŵĂŐĞĚŽŶĞďǇĂŶĂƚƵƌĂůĨŽƌĐĞͲͲĞƌŽƐŝŽŶ͘EŽĐŽŶĐƌĞƚĞ͕ŶŽƐƚĞĞů͕ŶŽƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚ
ŵĂŶŵĂĚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŽŶĂƚƵƌĞ͘

ϯ͘WĞƌŵĂŶĞŶĐĞ͘/ƚŝƐƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐƐĂŝĚƚŚĂƚďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝƐŶŽƚĂƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ͕ďƵƚƚŚĂƚũƵƐƚŵĞĂŶƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ
ŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŵƵƐƚďĞƌĞƉĞĂƚĞĚ͘dŚŝƐŝƐŚŽǁEĞǁzŽƌŬ͕EĞǁ:ĞƌƐĞǇ͕ĂŶĚĞůĂǁĂƌĞŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶƚŚĞŝƌďĞĂĐŚĞƐ;ĂůŽŶŐǁŝƚŚŵĂŶǇ
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ƐƚĂƚĞƐĂŶĚĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐͿ͘dŚĞ&ŝŶĂůŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů/ŵƉĂĐƚ^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ;&/^ͿĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚĐǇĐůĞĨŽƌZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ
ǁŽƵůĚďĞŽŶĐĞĞǀĞƌǇϰǇĞĂƌƐ͘,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ǁĞǁŝůůŶĞǀĞƌŬŶŽǁƵŶƚŝůǁĞƚƌǇŝƚ͘/ƚĐŽƵůĚďĞƐŚŽƌƚĞƌ͖ŝƚĐŽƵůĚďĞůŽŶŐĞƌ͘dŚƵƐ͕ǁĞ
ƐŚŽƵůĚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚĂƐƐŽŽŶĂƐƉŽƐƐŝďůĞƚŽůĞĂƌŶƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƐ͘

ϰ͘^ƉĞĞĚ͘EŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝƐƚŚĞĨĂƐƚĞƐƚǁĂǇƚŽƉƌŽƚĞĐƚEϭϮ͘dŚĞŵĂŝŶƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚĚĞůĂǇƐŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ͕ŝƐŐĞƚƚŝŶŐƚŚĞŶĞĞĚĞĚ
ƉĞƌŵŝƚƐ͘/Ŷ^ŽƵƚŚEĂŐƐ,ĞĂĚ͕ƚŚĂƚƚŽŽŬƐĞǀĞƌĂůǇĞĂƌƐ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐĂďŽƵƚŚŽǁůŽŶŐŝƚƚĂŬĞƐƚŽĚĞƐŝŐŶĂŶĚďƵŝůĚĂďƌŝĚŐĞ͘tĞ
ĂƐƐƵŵĞƚŚĂƚĂƉƌŽũĞĐƚƚŚŝƐďŝŐĂŶĚŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚǁŝůůďĞĨĂƐƚͲƚƌĂĐŬĞĚďǇƚŚĞĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ͘EϭϮŶĞĞĚƐ
ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ^W͊

ϱ͘&ůĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇ͘ĞĐĂƵƐĞŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝƐĂŶŽŶŐŽŝŶŐƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ͕ŝƚĐĂŶďĞƌĞƉĞĂƚĞĚƐŽŽŶĞƌŽƌůĂƚĞƌĚĞƉĞŶĚŝŶŐŽŶĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ͘/ƚ
ůĞĂǀĞƐŽƉĞŶƚŚĞƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŽĨďĞƚƚĞƌƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐϮϬǇĞĂƌƐĚŽǁŶƚŚĞƌŽĂĚďĂƐĞĚŽŶŶĞǁƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĞƐ͘ďƌŝĚŐĞĐĂŶĂůǁĂǇƐďĞ
ďƵŝůƚůĂƚĞƌŝĨĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƉƌŽǀĞƐƚŚĂƚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝƐƚŽŽĐŽƐƚůǇŽƌŝŶĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ͘ďƌŝĚŐĞĐĂŶŶŽƚďĞΗƵŶďƵŝůƚΗůĂƚĞƌ͕ŝĨŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ
ŝƐƐŚŽǁŶƚŽďĞďĞƚƚĞƌŽƌŝĨďĞƚƚĞƌĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐĞŵĞƌŐĞ͘ďƌŝĚŐĞĐĂŶŶŽƚĞǀĞŶďĞƐƚŽƉƉĞĚŚĂůĨǁĂǇŝĨĐŽƐƚŽǀĞƌƌƵŶƐƐŚŽǁŝƚƚŽďĞ
ďĞŵƵĐŚŵŽƌĞĞǆƉĞŶƐŝǀĞƚŚĂŶĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚ͘

ϲ͘^ĂǀĞƐŵŽŶĞǇ͘dŚĞĐŽƐƚŽĨĂďƌŝĚŐĞŝŶZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞŝƐΨϭϭϰŵŝůůŝŽŶƚŽΨϮϰϬŵŝůůŝŽŶ;EKdĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞŝŶϮϬϬϲĚŽůůĂƌƐ͕ΨϭϮϴDD
ƚŽΨϮϳϬDDŝŶϮϬϭϭĚŽůůĂƌƐͿĂŶĚΨϭϲϵŵŝůůŝŽŶƚŽΨϮϭϮŵŝůůŝŽŶ;ŽƵƌĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞŝŶϮϬϭϭĚŽůůĂƌƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶĨŝŐƵƌĞƐƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚďǇ
ŽĂƐƚĂů^ĐŝĞŶĐĞĂŶĚŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐͿ͘,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ďƵŝůĚĂďƌŝĚŐĞƚŽĚĂǇ͕ƉĂǇĨŽƌŝƚƚŽĚĂǇ͘ĞŐŝŶďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚĂŶĚǇŽƵƉĂǇŽŶůǇ
ϭͬϭϮŽĨƚŚĞƚŽƚĂůĐŽƐƚƚŽĚĂǇ͕ĂŶĚƚŚĞΗƉƌĞƐĞŶƚǀĂůƵĞΗĐŽƐƚŽĨŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝƐŽŶůǇΨϭϬϲŵŝůůŝŽŶƚŽΨϭϯϯŵŝůůŝŽŶ͘

ϳ͘ƵĞĚŝůŝŐĞŶĐĞ͘dŚĞ/'ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝƐǁŚĞƚŚĞƌŽƌŶŽƚƐĂŶĚĐĂŶďĞĨŽƵŶĚ͘dŚŝƐŝƐǁŚǇŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŶĞĞĚƐ
ƚŽďĞŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐƐĞůĞĐƚĞĚďǇEKdĂŶĚƚŚĞDĞƌŐĞƌdĞĂŵŽŶĞĐĞŵďĞƌϭϱĨŽƌĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůƐƚƵĚǇ͘tŚĂƚƚŚĞ
ĞǆƉĞƌƚƐŚĂǀĞƐĂŝĚŝƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞŝƐǀĞƌǇůŝƚƚůĞƐĂŶĚŝŶtŝŵďůĞ^ŚŽĂůƐ;ƐĞǀĞƌĂůŵŝůĞƐĨƌŽŵZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞͿ͕ďƵƚƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂůŽƚŽĨƐĂŶĚŝŶ
WůĂƚƚ^ŚŽĂůƐ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐϲͲϵŵŝůĞƐŶŽƌƚŚĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞŵĂǇďĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐŽĨƐĂŶĚŝŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶ͘ǆƉĞƌƚƐĂůƐŽƐĂǇƚŚĂƚĞǀĞŶϭϬͲϮϬŵŝůĞƐ
ĐĂŶďĞĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂůůǇĨĞĂƐŝďůĞ͘tĞŶĞĞĚƚŽŬŶŽǁǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞƐĂŶĚŝƐ͊

ϴ͘WƌĞƐĞƌǀĞƐƚŚĞ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐ/ƐůĂŶĚĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ͘ůůŽĨƚŚĞďƌŝĚŐĞĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐǁŝůůŚĂǀĞĂĚĞǀĂƐƚĂƚŝŶŐĞĨĨĞĐƚŽŶƚŚĞĐƵůƚƵƌĂůĂŶĚ
ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐůŝĨĞŽĨŶŽƌƚŚZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ;ŶŽƚũƵƐƚDŝƌůŽĞĂĐŚͿ͘WŽƉƵůĂƌƵƐĞƐƐƵĐŚĂƐĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ͕ďŝƌĚŝŶŐ͕ƐƵƌĨŝŶŐ͕ǁŝŶĚƐƵƌĨŝŶŐ͕ĂŶĚŬŝƚĞ
ďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐǁŝůůĂůůďĞŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞůǇĂĨĨĞĐƚĞĚŽƌĞůŝŵŝŶĂƚĞĚ͘sĂĐĂƚŝŽŶƌĞŶƚĂůƐĂŶĚƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇǀĂůƵĞƐǁŝůůƉůƵŵŵĞƚ͘dŚĞDŝƌůŽĞĂĐŚ
ƐƵďĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶĂůŽŶĞŚĂƐĂƚĂǆǀĂůƵĞŽĨŽǀĞƌΨϱϬŵŝůůŝŽŶ͕ĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞƐƚŽĨŶŽƌƚŚĞƌŶZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞŝƐǁŽƌƚŚĂƚůĞĂƐƚƚŚĂƚŵƵĐŚ͘dŚƵƐ͕ƚŚĞ
ĂŶŶƵĂůƚĂǆĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƚŽĂƌĞŽ͘ŝƐŽǀĞƌΨϰϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ͘KǀĞƌƚŚĞϱϬͲǇĞĂƌůŝĨĞŽĨĂďƌŝĚŐĞ͕ƚŚĂƚŝƐΨϮϬŵŝůůŝŽŶ͘ĚĚƚŽƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ
ƌĞŶƚĂůƌĞǀĞŶƵĞĂŶĚƌĞƚĂŝůƐĂůĞƐƚŽǀĂĐĂƚŝŽŶŝŶŐƌĞŶƚĞƌƐĂŶĚŝƚŝƐĐůĞĂƌƚŚĂƚďƌŝĚŐĞƐǁŝůůƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůůŽƐƐƚŽŽƵƌ
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͘͘͘͘ĂŶĚŽƵƌĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇŝƐŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞĨĞǁƚŚĂƚƐĞŶĚŵŽƌĞƚĂǆƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƚŽZĂůĞŝŐŚƚŚĂŶŝƐƐƉĞŶƚŚĞƌĞŽŶŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘

ϵ͘ZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞŝƐƚŚĞƚĞƐƚĐĂƐĞĨŽƌĂůůŽĨKy͘ůůŽĨ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐ/ƐůĂŶĚŝƐĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐŝŶŐĞƌŽƐŝŽŶƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ͗ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞŚŽŵĞƐŝŶƚŚĞ
ǀŝůůĂŐĞƐ͕WĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚt/ůĚůŝĨĞZĞĨƵŐĞ͕ĂŶĚƚŚĞĂƉĞ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐEĂƚŝŽŶĂů^ĞĂƐŚŽƌĞ͘tŚĂƚŚĂƉƉĞŶƐŝŶZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞǁŝůůďĞĂŵŽĚĞůĨŽƌ
ĞǀĞƌǇǁŚĞƌĞĞůƐĞ͘ŽǁĞƌĞĂůůǇǁĂŶƚĂƉŽůŝĐǇŽĨƐŝŵƉůǇďƵŝůĚŝŶŐďƌŝĚŐĞƐĂŶĚĂďĂŶĚŽŶŝŶŐƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚEϭϮĂŶĚƚŚĞůĂŶĚƐŝƚ
ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ͍/ƐŝƚƌŝŐŚƚƚŽũƵƐƚůĞƚƚŚĞŝƐůĂŶĚĚŝƐƐŽůǀĞŝŶƚŽƚŚĞƚůĂŶƚŝĐ͕ǁŚĞŶŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŵŝŐŚƚŬĞĞƉƚŚĞƉůĂĐĞũƵƐƚůŝŬĞŝƚŝƐŶŽǁ͍

ϭϬ͘^ĞŶĚĂŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ͘/ƚƚŽŽŬϮϬǇĞĂƌƐƚŽŵĂŬĞĂĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞŽŶŶĞƌƌŝĚŐĞ͘dŚĞEŽƌƚŚĂƌŽůŝŶĂĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŽĨ
dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƚŚĞ&ĞĚĞƌĂů,ŝŐŚǁĂǇĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶǁŽƌŬĞĚǁŝƚŚĂDĞƌŐĞƌdĞĂŵǁŝƚŚƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝǀĞƐĨƌŽŵŵĂŶǇůŽĐĂů͕
ƐƚĂƚĞ͕ĂŶĚŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚĂůŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘ƵƚƚŚĞƉĞŽƉůĞǁŚŽůŝǀĞ͕ǁŽƌŬ͕ĂŶĚƉůĂǇŚĞƌĞĂůǁĂǇƐĐŽŵĞůĂƐƚ͘tĞŐĞƚĂ
ŵŽŶƚŚŽƌƚǁŽŽĨƉƵďůŝĐĐŽŵŵĞŶƚ͕ƚŚĞŶĂĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŝƐŵĂĚĞ͘/ƚŝƐƚŝŵĞĨŽƌĐŽŵŵŽŶƐĞŶƐĞƚŽƉƌĞǀĂŝů͘WůĞĂƐĞƐĞŶĚĂŵĞƐƐĂŐĞƚŽ
ĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞǁŚŽǁŝůůďĞŝŶƚŚĞƌŽŽŵǁŚĞŶƚŚŝƐĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŝƐŵĂĚĞĂŶĚĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞǁŚŽĐĂŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞƚŚŝƐĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ͘/ƚŝƐŶŽǁ
ŽƌŶĞǀĞƌ͘


dŚĞŵĞƐƐĂŐĞďĞůŽǁǁĂƐƐĞŶƚϭϭͬϰͬϭϭ͗

:ĞƌƌǇ͕ĞƚŚ͕ĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƐĂƚEKdĂŶĚh^&t^͕

dŚĂŶŬƐĂŐĂŝŶĨŽƌǇŽƵƌƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝǀĞŶĞƐƐŝŶƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞƉĂƐƚĂŶĚĨŽƌĂƌƌĂŶŐŝŶŐĨŽƌ:ŝŵ,ŽĂĚůĞǇƚŽĂƚƚĞŶĚƚŚĞ
ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐŽŶDŽŶĚĂǇ;ϭϬͬϯϭͬϭϭͿĂƚDŝƌůŽĞĂĐŚǁŚĞƌĞEKd͕h^&t^͕,͕ĂŶĚD,K;ďŽĂƌĚŵĞŵďĞƌƐĂŶĚĂĨĨĞĐƚĞĚ
ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇŽǁŶĞƌƐͿǁĞƌĞƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ͘

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$

B-50



/ǁŽƵůĚůŝŬĞƚŽƐŚĂƌĞƚǁŽŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚŚĂǀĞĞŵĞƌŐĞĚĂŵŽŶŐD,KŵĞŵďĞƌƐ͘KƉŝŶŝŽŶϭŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐƚŚĞŵŽƌĞŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞŝƐƐƵĞ
ŽĨƚŚĞĞƌŽƐŝŽŶŽĨƉƌŝǀĂƚĞƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇŽŶƚŚĞǁĞƐƚƐŝĚĞŽĨEϭϮ͕ĂŶĚKƉŝŶŝŽŶϮŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐƚŚĞŵŽƌĞůŽŶŐƚĞƌŵďĞĂĐŚĞƌŽƐŝŽŶĂŶĚ
ŽŶŐŽŝŶŐĚĂŵĂŐĞƚŽEϭϮĂŶĚƉƌŝǀĂƚĞƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ͘ŽƚŚŽĨƚŚĞƐĞŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐĂƌĞďĂƐĞĚŽŶŽƵƌĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞĂƌĞĂ
ĂŶĚĂƉƌĞůŝŵŝŶĂƌǇĞǆƉĞƌƚƌĞƉŽƌƚƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚĨŽƌD,KďǇŽĂƐƚĂů^ĐŝĞŶĐĞĂŶĚŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐ;^Ϳ͘DĂũŽƌ^ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐŝŶEŽƌƚŚ
ĂƌŽůŝŶĂŝŶĐůƵĚĞƚŚĞďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚĂƚEĂŐƐ,ĞĂĚĂŶĚƚŚĞŽŐƵĞĂŶŬƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŶĂƌƚĞƌĞƚŽƵŶƚǇ͘dŚĞŝƌƌĞƉŽƌƚŝƐ
ĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚƚŽƚŚŝƐĞŵĂŝůĨŽƌǇŽƵƌƌĞǀŝĞǁ͘

tĞǁŽƵůĚďĞǀĞƌǇŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚƚŽŬŶŽǁǁŚĞƚŚĞƌŽƌŶŽƚǇŽƵƐŚĂƌĞŽƵƌŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐ͕ĂŶĚ͕ŝĨŶŽƚ͕ǁĞŚŽƉĞǇŽƵǁŝůůƐŚĂƌĞƚŚĞĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ
ƚŚĂƚůĞĂĚƐǇŽƵƚŽĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƐ͘KǀĞƌĂůů͕ŽƵƌŽƉŝŶŝŽŶŝƐƚŚĂƚEKdĂŶĚh^&t^ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐĂŶĚĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ͕ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌǁĞůů
ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚĂŶĚĐŽƐƚĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĂƚƚŚĞƚŝŵĞ͕ŚĂǀĞĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇƚŽƚŚĞĞǆƚƌĞŵĞĞƌŽƐŝŽŶĚĂŵĂŐĞƚŚĂƚŽĐĐƵƌƌĞĚĚƵƌŝŶŐ
,ƵƌƌŝĐĂŶĞ/ƌĞŶĞ͘&ƌŽŵŽƵƌĐŽŵŵŽŶƐĞŶƐĞƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͕ǁĞďĞůŝĞǀĞƐŽŵĞƚǇƉĞŽĨƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞĨƌŽŵďŽƚŚĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐŝƐ
ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞĂŶĚĚĞƐĞƌǀĞĚ͘DŽƌĞŽǀĞƌ͕ǁĞŚŽƉĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶǁĞĂƌĞƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐĂƐƐŝƐƚƐďŽƚŚĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐŝŶƚŚĞŝƌĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ
ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞĨƵƚƵƌĞŽĨ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐ/ƐůĂŶĚĂŶĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇǁŝůůĨƵůůǇƚĂŬĞŝŶƚŽĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƚŚĞůŝŬĞůǇĚĂŵĂŐĞƚŽDŝƌůŽĞĂĐŚƚŚĂƚ
ǁŝůůĂůŵŽƐƚĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇƌĞƐƵůƚĨƌŽŵƐŽŵĞĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐƵŶĚĞƌĂĐƚŝǀĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͘

KW/E/KEϭ͗d,h^^K&d,ydZDZK^/KEdD/Z>K,hZ/E',hZZ/E/ZE͘dŚĞĞƌŽƐŝŽŶŝŶƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ
ŽĐĐƵƌƌĞĚŽŶƚŚĞǁĞƐƚƐŝĚĞŽĨEϭϮĨƌŽŵůƵĞ^ĞĂZĚ͘ƚŽ'ƌĞĞŶ>ĂŶƚĞƌŶƚ͘ĂŶĚƌĞŵŽǀĞĚŵŽƐƚŽĨƚŚĞƐĂŶĚŝŶƚŚĂƚĂƌĞĂ
ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵŝŶŐƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇƚŚĂƚǁĂƐĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϰĨŽŽƚĂďŽǀĞƐĞĂůĞǀĞůŝŶƚŽĂƉŽŶĚǁŚŽƐĞďŽƚƚŽŵŝƐŶŽǁƐĞǀĞƌĂůĨĞĞƚďĞůŽǁƐĞĂ
ůĞǀĞů͘EŝŶĞDŝƌůŽĞĂĐŚƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐĂƐǁĞůůĂƐD,KƌŽĂĚƐĂŶĚĐŽŵŵŽŶĂƌĞĂƐǁĞƌĞĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇĂĨĨĞĐƚĞĚ͘ůůDŝƌůŽĞĂĐŚ
ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐǁĞƌĞŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇŝŶƐŽĨĂƌĂƐŽĐĞĂŶĂĐĐĞƐƐŝƐŶŽǁůŝŵŝƚĞĚĨŽƌƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐǁĞƐƚŽĨEϭϮ͘tĞĂůƐŽďĞůŝĞǀĞƚŚĞƉŽǁĞƌƉŽůĞƐ
ŝŶƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐǁĂƚĞƌĂŶĚƌĞŵĂŝŶŝŶŐĚĞďƌŝƐƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚƐĂĨĞƚǇŚĂǌĂƌĚ͘

tĞďĞůŝĞǀĞƚŚĞƌĞǁĞƌĞĨŽƵƌŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚĐĂƵƐĂůĨĂĐƚŽƌƐƚŚĂƚĐƌĞĂƚĞĚƚŚŝƐĞǆƚƌĞŵĞĂŶĚĨŽĐƵƐĞĚĞƌŽƐŝŽŶƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶƚŚĞĚŝĨĨƵƐĞ
ĂŶĚůŝŵŝƚĞĚĞƌŽƐŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŶŽƌŵĂůůǇŽĐĐƵƌƐŝŶƐŽƵŶĚƐŝĚĞĨůŽŽĚŝŶŐ͘&ŝƌƐƚ͕ƚŚĞŶĂƌƌŽǁďƌĞĂĐŚĂƚƚŚĞďŽƵŶĚĂƌǇŽĨZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞĂŶĚ
WĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚtŝůĚůŝĨĞZĞĨƵŐĞĐƌĞĂƚĞĚĂƐŝŶŐƵůĂƌƉŽŝŶƚŽĨĚƌĂŝŶĂŐĞĨŽƌƚŚĞϰͲϱĨŽŽƚŽĨǁĂƚĞƌƚŚĂƚĨůŽŽĚĞĚƚŚĞĂƌĞĂǁŚĞŶƚŚĞǁŝŶĚƐ
ĨƌŽŵ/ƌĞŶĞƐŚŝĨƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞƐŽƵƚŚǁĞƐƚ͘^ĞĐŽŶĚ͕ƚŚŝƐĨŽĐĂůďƌĞĂĐŚǁĂƐŵŽƐƚŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞůǇĐĂƵƐĞĚďǇƚŚĞĐĂŶĂůƌƵŶŶŝŶŐďĞƚǁĞĞŶ
ƚŚĞƉŽŶĚƐŝŶƚŚĞZĞĨƵŐĞ;WĂƵůΖƐŝƚĐŚͿ͕ǁŚŝĐŚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƚŚĞǁĂƚĞƌƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞĂƚƚŚĞƉŽŝŶƚŽĨƚŚĞďƌĞĂĐŚ͘;ǀŝĚĞŶƚůǇ
ƚŚŝƐĐĂŶĂůŚĂƐďĞĞŶŝŶƉůĂĐĞĨŽƌŵĂŶǇǇĞĂƌƐĂŶĚŝƐũŽŝŶƚůǇŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶĞĚďǇEKdĂŶĚh^&t^͘^ĞǀĞƌĂůƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐŶŽƚĞĚƚŚĂƚŝƚ
ǁĂƐĐůĞĂƌĞĚĂŶĚƌĞͲĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚũƵƐƚƉƌŝŽƌƚŽƚŚĞƐƚŽƌŵ͘ͿdŚŝƌĚ͕ƚŚĞƐĂŶĚďĂŐƐƉůĂĐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞĞĂƐƚƐŝĚĞŽĨEϭϮũƵƐƚŶŽƌƚŚŽĨƚŚĞ
ďƌĞĂĐŚĨŽƌŵĞĚĂĚĂŵǁŚŝĐŚƉƌĞǀĞŶƚĞĚŽǀĞƌǁĂƐŚŽƌƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇďƌĞĂĐŚĞƐ͕ĨŽƌĐŝŶŐĂůůŽĨƚŚĞǁĂƚĞƌƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞŶĂƌƌŽǁďƌĞĂĐŚ
;ƉůƵƐEϭϮĂŶĚĞůĞǀĂƚĞĚďĞĂĐŚĨƌŽŶƚƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐƐŽƵƚŚŽĨƚŚĞďƌĞĂĐŚĂůƐŽĂĐƚĞĚĂƐĂĚĂŵͿ͘&ŝŶĂůůǇ͕ĨƌŽŵĂďƌŽĂĚĞƌƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͕
ƚŚŝƐďƌĞĂĐŚ;ŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇͿĂŶĚƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐŽĐĞĂŶƐŝĚĞďƌĞĂĐŚĞƐ;ŵŽƌĞĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇͿǁĞƌĞĐĂƵƐĞĚďǇƚŚĞŚŝŐŚďĞĂĐŚĞƌŽƐŝŽŶƌĂƚĞĂƚƚŚŝƐ
ΗŚŽƚƐƉŽƚ͘Η'ŝǀĞŶƚŚŝƐ͕ƚŚĞďƌĞĂĐŚǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƉƌĞǀĞŶƚĞĚŚĂĚƚŚĞƌĞďĞĞŶĂƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŽĨďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŽĨƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚ
ƐĐĂůĞŝŶƉƌŝŽƌǇĞĂƌƐ͘/ŶƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ͕ďĂƐĞĚŽŶŽƵƌƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƐǁŝƚŚǇŽƵ͕ǁĞŬŶŽǁƚŚĂƚƐƵĐŚĂƉƌŽũĞĐƚŚĂĚďĞĞŶƉůĂŶŶĞĚ
;ĂƚůĞĂƐƚĨŽƌƐƚƵĚǇ͕ZͲϯϭϭϲͿ͕ďƵƚǁĂƐƐĞƚĂƐŝĚĞƐĞǀĞƌĂůǇĞĂƌƐĂŐŽŝŶĚĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƚŽƚŚĞŽŶŶĞƌƌŝĚŐĞƉůĂŶ͘KĨĐŽƵƌƐĞ͕ƚŚĞƌĞŵĂǇ
ŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶŐŽŽĚďƵĚŐĞƚĂƌǇĂŶĚƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůƌĞĂƐŽŶƐĨŽƌŶŽƚĞŶŐĂŐŝŶŐŝŶďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝŶƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐǇĞĂƌƐ͕ďƵƚŝƚŝƐĂĨĂĐƚ͕
ŶŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐ͕ƚŚĂƚƐƵĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞƉƌĞǀĞŶƚĞĚƚŚŝƐĚĂŵĂŐĞ͘

KW/E/KEϮ͗,EKhZ/^,DEd/^s/>>KE'ͲdZD^K>hd/KEdKd,ZKEd,,Kd^WKdWZK>D͘ƚŽƵƌ
ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐŽŶDŽŶĚĂǇ͕ĞŶŶŝƐ^ƚĞǁĂƌƚ;h^&t^ͿƚŽůĚƵƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞŚĂĚďĞĞŶĂŚŝŐŚͲůĞǀĞů͕ŝŶƚĞƌͲĂŐĞŶĐǇŵĞĞƚŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚůŽŶŐͲƚĞƌŵ
ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĞƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐDŽŶĚĂǇ;ϭϬͬϮϰͬϭϭͿ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŚĞĂƚƚĞŶĚĞĚ͘,ĞƐĂŝĚƚŚĂƚĚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĂƚŵĞĞƚŝŶŐĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞǁĂƐƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚƚŚĂƚ
ǁŚŝůĞƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞƐĂŶĚĐůŽƐĞƚŽDŝƌůŽĞĂĐŚ;Ğ͘Ő͕͘ǁŝƚŚŝŶϯŵŝůĞƐͿƚŚĂƚƚŚŝƐƐŽƵƌĐĞǁĂƐŶŽƚƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚůǇůĂƌŐĞƚŽ
ƐƵƉƉůǇĂůŽŶŐͲƚĞƌŵƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ͘,ĞĂůƐŽŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚƚŚĂƚĂĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞŽĨϲŵŝůĞƐǁĂƐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ͕ďƵƚǁĂƐƚŚŽƵŐŚƚƚŽďĞƚŽŽ
ĐŽƐƚůǇ͘zŽƵǁŝůůŶŽƚĞŝŶƚŚĞĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚ^ƌĞƉŽƌƚƚŚĂƚĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞƐŽĨϭϬƚŽϮϬŵŝůĞƐĂƌĞƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂůůǇǀŝĂďůĞ͘dŚƵƐ͕
ďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇůŝŵŝƚĞĚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚǁĞŚĂǀĞĂďŽƵƚEKdƉůĂŶƐ͕ǁĞĂƌĞǀĞƌǇĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚƚŚĂƚEKdŝƐ
ƉƌĞŵĂƚƵƌĞůǇĂďĂŶĚŽŶŝŶŐďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝŶĨĂǀŽƌŽĨĂďƌŝĚŐĞ͘tĞďĞůŝĞǀĞƚŚĂƚ͕ŝĨŽŶůǇĂƐĂŵĂƚƚĞƌŽĨĚƵĞĚŝůŝŐĞŶĐĞĂŶĚ
ĨĂŝƌŶĞƐƐ͕EKdƐŚŽƵůĚĂůƐŽŐĞƚĂŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĨƌŽŵ^;ŝ͘Ğ͕͘ŵŽƌĞĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚĂŶĚƚŚŽƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĂŶƚŚĞŽŶĞĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚͿ͘tŚŝůĞƚŚĞƌĞ
ĂƌĞŵĂŶǇĞǆƉĞƌƚƐƚŚĂƚĐĂŶƉƌŽǀŝĚĞǀĂůƵĂďůĞŝŶƉƵƚƚŽƚŚĞEKdĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ͕ŝƚŝƐŚĂƌĚƚŽƚŚŝŶŬŽĨĂŶǇŽŶĞǁŝƚŚŵŽƌĞƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂůĂŶĚ
ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞŽĨĂĐƚƵĂůŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐŽŶƚŚĞEĐŽĂƐƚ͘

ƐǁĞĂůůŬŶŽǁ͕ƚŚĞ'ŽǀĞƌŶŽƌŚĂƐŵĂŶĚĂƚĞĚƚŚĂƚĂůŽŶŐͲƚĞƌŵƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞEϭϮƉƌŽďůĞŵďĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚĂŶĚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚ
ĂƐƐŽŽŶĂƐƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͘dŚƵƐ͕ǁĞďĞůŝĞǀĞŝƚŝƐŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚĨŽƌǇŽƵƚŽƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŽƵƌKƉŝŶŝŽŶϮĂŶĚĨŽƌƵƐƚŽƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚǇŽƵƌ
ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐĂŶĚƚŚĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐǇŽƵŶŽǁƉůĂŶƚŽĨŽůůŽǁ͘,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ƚŚĞŝƐƐƵĞƐŝŶKƉŝŶŝŽŶϭĂƌĞĂŵŽƌĞŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĨŽƌƵƐ͘
D,KŚĂƐĐŽŶƚĂĐƚĞĚƚŚĞŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐƚŽƐĞĐƵƌĞƉĞƌŵŝƚƐƚŽĨŝůůŝŶƚŚĞĞƌŽƐŝŽŶŽŶƚŚĞǁĞƐƚƐŝĚĞŽĨEϭϮ͘tĞŚĂǀĞĂůƐŽ


ƐĞĐƵƌĞĚďŝĚƐƚŽĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞƚŚĞǁŽƌŬ͘hŶĨŽƌƚƵŶĂƚĞůǇ͕ƚŚĞD,KĚŽĞƐŶŽƚŚĂǀĞƚŚĞĨƵŶĚƐƚŽĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͘tĞŚĂǀĞ
ĨŝůĞĚĨŽƌ&Dͬ^ůŽĂŶƐ͖ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ƚŚŝƐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝƐůŽŶŐ͕ĂŶĚĂƉƉƌŽǀĂůĨŽƌƐƵĐŚůŽĂŶƐŝƐŶŽƚŐƵĂƌĂŶƚĞĞĚ͘KƵƌĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ
ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ͕ďĂƐĞĚŽŶǇŽƵƌƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ͕ŝƐƚŚĂƚEKdŚĂƐŶŽĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĨŽƌŵƐŽĨĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞĨŽƌƵƐ͕ĂŶĚŽƵƌŽŶůǇ
ƌĞĐŽƵƌƐĞŝƐƚŽŵĂŬĞĂůĞŐĂůĐůĂŝŵŽĨĚĂŵĂŐĞ͘/ƐƚŚĂƚƚƌƵĞ͍/ƐƚŚĂƚƚƌƵĞĨŽƌh^&t^ĂƐǁĞůů͍dŚŝƐŝƐŶŽƚƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐǁĞĂƌĞĞĂŐĞƌ
ƚŽĚŽ͕ĞǆĐĞƉƚĂƐĂůĂƐƚƌĞƐŽƌƚ͘tĞǁŽƵůĚŵƵĐŚƌĂƚŚĞƌĨŝŶĚĂŵŽƌĞĐŽŽƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ͘dŚƵƐ͕ǁĞŶĞĞĚƚŽŬŶŽǁƚŚĂƚŝƚŝƐŽƵƌ
ŽŶůǇƌĞŵĂŝŶŝŶŐŽƉƚŝŽŶďĞĨŽƌĞǁĞŐŽĚŽǁŶƚŚĂƚƉĂƚŚ͘ŽǇŽƵƚŚŝŶŬĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞŵŝŐŚƚďĞĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞĨƌŽŵƐŽŵĞŽƚŚĞƌEŽƌ
ĨĞĚĞƌĂůĂŐĞŶĐǇ͍

ƐĂůǁĂǇƐ͕ǁĞĚĞĞƉůǇĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚĞǇŽƵƌĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ͕ƚŚĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶǇŽƵŚĂǀĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ͕ĂŶĚǇŽƵƌǁŝůůŝŶŐŶĞƐƐƚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞŝŶĨƌĂŶŬĂŶĚ
ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƐ͘

^ŝŶĐĞƌĞůǇ͕

tĞƐ,ƵƚĐŚŝŶƐŽŶ
sŝĐĞWƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͕DŝƌůŽĞĂĐŚ,ŽŵĞŽǁŶĞƌƐƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ





B-51

+XWFKLQVRQ:HVMZKXWFK#ZKDUWRQXSHQQHGX!
7XHVGD\'HFHPEHU30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
):0LUOR%HDFKDQG3KDVHRIWKH%RQQHU%ULGJH3URMHFW



/ĂŵƚŚĞsWŽĨƚŚĞDŝƌůŽĞĂĐŚ,ŽŵĞKǁŶĞƌƐƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƐĞǀĞƌĂůƉĂƚŚƐŚĂǀĞůĞĚŵĞƚŽǇŽƵ͘ƐǇŽƵ
ƉƌŽďĂďůǇŬŶŽǁŬŶŽǁƚŚĞŽŶŶĞƌƌŝĚŐĞŵĞƌŐĞƌƚĞĂŵǁŝůůďĞŵĞĞƚŝŶŐŽŶdŚƵƌƐĚĂǇƚŽĚĞĐŝĚĞǁŚŝĐŚĚĞƐŝŐŶ
ŽƉƚŝŽŶƐƚŽƌĞƚĂŝŶĨŽƌĨƵƌƚŚĞƌƐƚƵĚǇĨŽƌWŚĂƐĞϮŽĨƚŚĞŽŶŶĞƌƌŝĚŐĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͘tŚŝůĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŝŶŐďĞĂĐŚ
ŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ͕/ĐĂŵĞĂĐƌŽƐƐĂϮϬϬϰƌĞƉŽƌƚǇŽƵĚŝĚǁŝƚŚZŽďĞƌƚŽůĂŶ͕ĂƚƚŚĞEKdǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉůĂƐƚǁĞĞŬĞƚŚ
^ŵǇƌĞŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚƚŚĂƚŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞŝƌĞǆƉĞƌƚƐǁĂƐĨƌŽŵh&;ƐŽ/ŐŽŽŐůĞĚǇŽƵ͕dt/ǁĂƐŽŶƚŚĞh&ĨĂĐƵůƚǇĨŽƌϭϯ
ǇĞĂƌƐďĞĨŽƌĞĐŽŵŝŶŐƚŽhWĞŶŶͿ͕ĂŶĚƚŚŝƐŵŽƌŶŝŶŐǁŚĞŶ/ĂƐŬĞĚdŝŵ<ĂŶĂ;ŽĂƐƚĂů^ĐŝĞŶĐĞΘŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐͿ

ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬƐŝƚĞƐ͘ŐŽŽŐůĞ͘ĐŽŵͬƐŝƚĞͬŵŝƌůŽďĞĂĐŚŶĐͬŚŽŵĞ

)URP+XWFKLQVRQ:HV>PDLOWRMZKXWFK#ZKDUWRQXSHQQHGX@
6HQW7XHVGD\'HFHPEHU30
7RGHDQ#FRDVWDOXIOHGX
6XEMHFW0LUOR%HDFKDQG3KDVHRIWKH%RQQHU%ULGJH3URMHFW

Bob Dean

Best regards,

Let me know if I can assist further.

Without knowing all the background information, I believe that “further study for nourishment” should be worthwhile.
I suspect that the “UF expert” that Beth Smyre referenced was Dr. Max Sheppard. However, to the best of myknowledge,
he does not work with beach nourishment.

Hello:

&ƌŽŵ͗ZŽďĞƌƚĞĂŶфĚĞĂŶΛĐŽĂƐƚĂů͘ƵĨů͘ĞĚƵх
ĂƚĞ͗dƵĞ͕ϭϯĞĐϮϬϭϭϮϬ͗ϰϭ͗ϯϴͲϬϱϬϬ
dŽ͗:ŽŚŶtĞƐůĞǇ,ƵƚĐŚŝŶƐŽŶфũǁŚƵƚĐŚΛǁŚĂƌƚŽŶ͘ƵƉĞŶŶ͘ĞĚƵх
^ƵďũĞĐƚ͗Z͗DŝƌůŽĞĂĐŚĂŶĚWŚĂƐĞϮŽĨƚŚĞŽŶŶĞƌƌŝĚŐĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ


&z/͘
ͲͲ
tĞƐ,ƵƚĐŚŝŶƐŽŶ
^ƚĞƉŚĞŶ:͘,ĞǇŵĂŶWƌŽĨĞƐƐŽƌ
DĂƌŬĞƚŝŶŐĞƉƚ͕͘ϳϰϲ:ŽŶD͘,ƵŶƚƐŵĂŶ,Ăůů
dŚĞtŚĂƌƚŽŶ^ĐŚŽŽů͕hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽĨWĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ
WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ͕WϭϵϭϬϰͲϲϯϰϬ

ŽĨĨŝĐĞ͗;ϮϭϱͿϴϵϴͲϲϰϱϬ
ĨĂǆ͗;ϮϭϱͿϴϵϴͲϮϱϯϰ



)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$


ͲͲ
tĞƐ,ƵƚĐŚŝŶƐŽŶ
^ƚĞƉŚĞŶ:͘,ĞǇŵĂŶWƌŽĨĞƐƐŽƌ
DĂƌŬĞƚŝŶŐĞƉƚ͕͘ϳϰϲ:ŽŶD͘,ƵŶƚƐŵĂŶ,Ăůů
dŚĞtŚĂƌƚŽŶ^ĐŚŽŽů͕hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽĨWĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ
WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ͕WϭϵϭϬϰͲϲϯϰϬ

ŽĨĨŝĐĞ͗;ϮϭϱͿϴϵϴͲϲϰϱϬ
ĨĂǆ͗;ϮϭϱͿϴϵϴͲϮϱϯϰ


ͲͲǁĞƐ



ƐǇŽƵŵŝŐŚƚĞǆƉĞĐƚ͕ƚŚĞD,KŝƐĂƐƚƌŽŶŐĂĚǀŽĐĂƚĞŽĨĨƵƌƚŚĞƌƐƚƵĚǇĨŽƌŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ͘tĞƚŚŝŶŬŝƚΖƐǁŽƌƚŚ
ƚŚĞƚŝŵĞĂŶĚŵŽŶĞǇƚŽĨŝŶĚŽƵƚĞǆĂĐƚůǇǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞƐĂŶĚŝƐ;ŽƌŝƐŶΖƚͿďĞĨŽƌĞĂĨŝŶĂůĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŝƐŵĂĚĞ͘tĞǁŝůůďĞ
ΗŐŽŝŶŐƉƵďůŝĐΗƚŚŝƐĂĨƚĞƌŶŽŽŶǁŝƚŚĂǁĞďƐŝƚĞ;ůŝŶŬŝƐĂďŽǀĞͲͲŐŽƚƚĂůŽǀĞ'ŽŽŐůĞͿ͘/ĂŵƌƵŶŶŝŶŐŝƚďǇƚŚĞĞǆƉĞƌƚƐ
ǁĞŚĂǀĞĐŽŶƚĂĐƚĞĚĨŽƌĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐĂŶĚĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇƚŽĐŽŶĨŝƌŵƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƐďĞŚŝŶĚŽƵƌŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐĂƌĞƌŝŐŚƚ;ĞǀĞŶ
ƚŚŽƵŐŚŽƚŚĞƌƐŵŝŐŚƚĂƌƌŝǀĞĂƚĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞƐĂŵĞĨĂĐƚƐͿ͘tĞǁŽƵůĚǀĂůƵĞĂŶǇƚŚŽƵŐŚƚƐǇŽƵ
ŵŝŐŚƚŚĂǀĞ͘

ĂďŽƵƚǇŽƵ͕ŚĞƐĂŝĚ͕ΗŽďĞĂŶŝƐƌĞǀĞƌĞĚŝŶŽƵƌƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚďĞĂŐƌĞĂƚƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞĨŽƌǇŽƵ͘ΗdŚƵƐ͕/
ǁŽƵůĚůŽǀĞƚŽŬŶŽǁǇŽƵƌŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐĂďŽƵƚďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚĂƐĂWŚĂƐĞϮƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶĨŽƌƚŚĞZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞŚŽƚƐƉŽƚ͘
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Pea Island is a dynamic westward moving, environmentally sensitive sand bar in the Atlantic ocean, the ocean
is rising, storms are unavoidable, beach erosion is inevitable, engineering & building a sand dike on this sand

During the meeting, when we mentioned a ferry system around Pea Island, We were told that NCDOT had
evaluated a ferry solution & felt that a ferry system could not be engineered which would be able to handle the
traffic & therefore did not present it as a viable solution. This answer is a cop-out. Given the gravity of the
situation, we need to include a ferry solution as part of the evaluation process. I feel a ferry solution could be
engineered & may be the least expensive & the most effective.

As you know, the Pea Island road situation is critical to the survival of Hatteras Island, & Dare county as a
whole, both economically & socially. We firmly believe that the solutions presented at the meeting to fix the
Pea Island situation were stop-gap & temporary at best. If NCDOT, the state, Dare county, the federal
government &, most of all, the residents, are serious about providing sustainable access on & off Hatteras
Island, we need to reconsider the Pea Island causeway by-pass, which was part of the original Bonner Bridge
replacement proposal. During the December 6 meeting, the only reason we were given for not considering the
Pea Island by-pass was that it would be too expensive. This being said, there are creative & innovative ways to
finance such a project which could include tolls, a special tax on the people who benefit, municipal bonds or
private investment. Yes, it will be expensive; & not politically attractive but it should be evaluated. One option
that should be considered would be to tie a by-pass into the existing Bonner bridge. The existing bridge may not
meet modern design criteria but is being maintained to be safe & useable.

My wife & I attended the NCDOT Bonner Bridge Public Workshops meeting in Rodanthe on 12/6/11. I want to
compliment you & your staff on presenting a well organized and informative meeting. The NCDOT personnell
were knowledgeable & personable.

Ms. Smyre.

Re. Comment concerning the Bonner Bridge replacement project - phase II TIP No. B-2500 Dare county

Ms. Beth Smyre, PE
NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis Unit
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Lynn & Windsor Jacques
51170 Lassiter Lane
P.O. Box 1025
Buxton, NC 27920-1025
Tel 252-995-3760
e-mail: frisconc@embarqmail.com
Cell Phone 252-995-2125 or 252-305-1040
December 11, 2011
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Windsor J

Thanks

We would appreciate a response to our comments.



bar is foolish, building a fixed structure behind the dike is fool-hardy.
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IURQWDQGVRXQGIURQW'DUHFRSDUFHOVURGDQWKHVFDQSGI



ĞĂƌĞƚŚ^ŵǇƌĞ͕

/ĂƚƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐĐŽŵŵĞŶƚŝŶZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞƚŚŝƐĞǀĞŶŝŶŐ͕ĞĐĞŵďĞƌϲ͕ϮϬϭϭƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŶĞǁ
ƉĂƌĂůůĞůŽŶŶĞƌƌŝĚŐĞĂŶĚĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐŽŶŚŽǁƚŽŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶE,ŝŐŚǁĂǇϭϮƚŽZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͘dŚŝƐǁĂƐƚŚĞĨŽƵƌƚŚƐƵĐŚ
ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞƉĂƐƚϲǇĞĂƌƐĂŶĚŵĂŶǇŵŽƌĞŽĨƚŚĞƐĂŵĞŵĞĞƚŝŶŐƐ/͛ǀĞĂƚƚĞŶĚĞĚŽǀĞƌƚŚĞƉĂƐƚϮϬǇĞĂƌƐ͘
,ŽƉĞĨƵůůǇǁĞĂƌĞŐĞƚƚŝŶŐĐůŽƐĞƌƚŽĂƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ͘

ĨƚĞƌƌĞǀŝĞǁŝŶŐǇŽƵƌƐŝƚĞƉůĂŶƐĂŶĚŵĂŶǇƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ͕/͛ĚůŝŬĞƚŽŽĨĨĞƌŵǇĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐďĞůŽǁ͗

&ŝƌƐƚŽĨĨ͕/ǁŽƵůĚůŝŬĞƚŽƚĞůůǇŽƵĂůŝƚƚůĞĂďŽƵƚŵǇƐĞůĨ͘/ŚĂǀĞĂŶĞŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚĂŶĚǁŽƌŬĞĚĂƐĂƉƌŽũĞĐƚ
ĞŶŐŝŶĞĞƌĨŽƌϭϬǇĞĂƌƐǁŝƚŚhŶŝƚĞĚŶŐŝŶĞĞƌƐĂŶĚůĂƚĞƌ͕^ƚŽŶĞĂŶĚtĞďƐƚĞƌŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨůĞĐƚƌŝĐĂůWŽǁĞƌWůĂŶƚƐ
ĂŶĚ^ƚĞĞůDŝůůƐ͘/ƌĞůŽĐĂƚĞĚƚŽZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞŝŶϭϵϳϲĂŶĚŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶŝŶƚŚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂŶĚĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƌĞĂůĞƐƚĂƚĞŚĞƌĞ
ĨŽƌŽǀĞƌϯϬǇĞĂƌƐ͘/ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇŽǁŶĂŶĚŽƉĞƌĂƚĞĂƉĞ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐZĞĂůƚǇĂŶĚŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽƌƉŝŶ^ĂůǀŽ͕E͘/͛ŵƚŚĞďƌŽŬĞƌ
ǁŚŽǁĂƐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞĨŽƌƚŚĞƐĂůĞŽĨ:ĞŶŶĞƚ͛Ɛ&ŝƐŚŝŶŐWŝĞƌĂŶĚůĂƚĞƌŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇDĂŶŶƐ,ĂƌďŽƌDĂƌŝŶĂƚŽƚŚĞ^ƚĂƚĞŽĨEŽƌƚŚ
ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ͕ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐŵĂŶǇƐŝŵŝůĂƌƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐŝŶŵǇϯϬнǇĞĂƌĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ͘/ŚĂǀĞƐĞĞŶƚŚĞĞĨĨĞĐƚƐŽĨďĞĂĐŚĞƌŽƐŝŽŶŽŶE
,ŝŐŚǁĂǇϭϮƚŚƌƵͲŽƵƚWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚĂŶĚZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞǁŝƚŚŽǀĞƌϭ͕ϴϬϬĨĞĞƚůŽƐƚĚƵĞƚŽĞƌŽƐŝŽŶŝŶŽŶĞƐƚŽƌŵ;ƐŽƵƚŚƐŝĚĞŽĨ
KƌĞŐŽŶ/ŶůĞƚĐŝƌĐĂϭϵϳϬ͛ƐͿ͘dŚĞƌĞĂƌĞŵĂŶǇƉůŽƚƚĞĚůŽƚƐŝŶZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞƚŚĂƚĂƌĞŶŽǁŝŶƚŚĞŽĐĞĂŶ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĂϮϴƵŶŝƚĐŽŶĚŽ
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚŽŶ^,ŽůŝĚĂǇǀĞ͘dŚĞŚŝŐŚǁĂǇŚĂƐďĞĞŶƌĞůŽĐĂƚĞĚϯƚŝŵĞƐƐŝŶĐĞ/͛ǀĞůŝǀĞĚŚĞƌĞ͕ĂŶĚŶŽǁƚŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽůĂŶĚůĞĨƚƚŽ
ƌĞůŽĐĂƚĞŝƚĂŐĂŝŶ͘ĨƚĞƌƌĞǀŝĞǁŝŶŐŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůŵĂƉƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞϭϳƚŚĂŶĚϭϴƚŚĐĞŶƚƵƌǇZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞǁĂƐĂŶŝŶůĞƚĨŽƌĐĞŶƚƵƌŝĞƐ͘
dƌǇŝŶŐƚŽĐŽŵďĂƚƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĂůƐŽƵƚŚĞƌůǇĨůŽǁŽĨŽĐĞĂŶĐƵƌƌĞŶƚƐŝŶƚŚŝƐŚĞŵŝƐƉŚĞƌĞǁŝƚŚďĞĂĐŚĞƌŽƐŝŽŶŝƐĂůŽƐŝŶŐďĂƚƚůĞ͘

^ŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐǇŽƵŚĂǀĞƚŽƐƚĞƉďĂĐŬĂŶĚƚĂŬĞĂŶŽƚŚĞƌůŽŽŬƚŽƐĞĞƚŚĞĨŽƌĞƐƚƚŚƌƵƚŚĞƚƌĞĞƐ͘ƚƚĂĐŚĞĚŝƐĂƐŝƚĞƉůĂŶŵĂƌŬĞĚ
͞ůƚĞƌŶĂƚĞ///͟ĂŶĚĂĞƌŝĂůŽĨĂƌĞŽƵŶƚǇƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇŝŶZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͘dŚĞŽŶůǇƌĞĂƐŽŶǁĞŚĂǀĞĂƉƌŽďůĞŵǁŝƚŚE,ŝŐŚǁĂǇϭϮ
ƚŚƌƵWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚŝƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞǁĞĂƌĞďƵŝůĚŝŶŐĂŶĞǁďƌŝĚŐĞŝŶƚŚĞǁƌŽŶŐůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ͘͞&ŽƌŐĞƚĂŶĞǁďƌŝĚŐĞĂĐƌŽƐƐKƌĞŐŽŶ
/ŶůĞƚ͘͟dĂŬĞƚŚĞĨƵŶĚƐĂŶĚďƵŝůĚĂŶĞǁϭϯŵŝůĞďƌŝĚŐĞĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞƐŽƵŶĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞE^ƚĂƚĞ&ĞƌƌǇƚĞƌŵŝŶĂůŝŶ^ƚƵŵƉǇWŽŝŶƚ
ƚŽƚŚĞE^ƚĂƚĞͬĂƌĞŽƵŶƚǇ&ĞƌƌǇ>ĂŶĚŝŶŐŝŶZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ;ďĞŚŝŶĚƚŚĞĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇĐĞŶƚĞƌͿ͘>ĞĂǀĞWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚĂůŽŶĞĨŽƌƚŚĞ
ǁŝůĚůŝĨĞ͘dŚĞƌĞǁŽƵůĚďĞŶŽŶĞĞĚĨŽƌďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŽƌŵĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞŽĨE,ǁǇϭϮŽƌƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƚŝŽŶƐ͘

>ĞƚŵŽƚŚĞƌŶĂƚƵƌĞƚĂŬĞĐĂƌĞŽĨƚŚĞZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞĂŶĚWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚƌĞĞĐŚ͘DĂŬĞŝƚĂĐĐĞƐƐŝďůĞĨŽƌǁĂůŬŽŶƚƌĂĨĨŝĐŽŶůǇ͘ĂƌĞ
ŽƵŶƚǇĂůƌĞĂĚǇŽǁŶƐϵ͘ϴϮĂĐƐŽƵŶĚͲĨƌŽŶƚ;ZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞͲtĂǀĞƐͲ^ĂůǀŽĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇĐĞŶƚĞƌͿĂŶĚϳ͘ϯϯĂĐǀĂĐĂŶƚŽĐĞĂŶĨƌŽŶƚ
ůĂŶĚĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞƌŽĂĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇĐĞŶƚĞƌ͘dŚĞĐŽƵŶƚǇĂůƌĞĂĚǇĂƉƉůŝĞĚĨŽƌĂŐƌĂŶƚŽŶƚŚĞŽĐĞĂŶĨƌŽŶƚƉĂƌĐĞůƚŽ
ďƵŝůĚĂƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĐĞŶƚĞƌǁŝƚŚƉƵďůŝĐƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ͘dŚŝƐǁŽƵůĚĂůůŽǁƉƵďůŝĐǁĂůŬͲŽŶĂĐĐĞƐƐĂůŽŶŐƚŚĞďĞĂĐŚĨƌŽŶƚƚŽWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚ͘

dŚŝƐĐŽƵůĚďĞĂƐŝŵƉůĞƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƚŽĂƵŶƐŽůǀĂďůĞĐŽŵƉůĞǆƉƌŽďůĞŵ;ĂŶĚŐĞƚƚŝŶŐďŝŐŐĞƌͿ͙͙ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚǇŽƵĐĂŶŐĞƚƚŚƌƵƚŚĞ
ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůŚŽŽƉŶĞƚ͘dŚĞůŝĨĞůŝŶĞŽĨŽǀĞƌϱ͕ϬϬϬ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐ/ƐůĂŶĚƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐĂŶĚϭ͕ϱϬϬŚƵŶĚƌĞĚKĐƌĂĐŽŬĞƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ
ŚƵŶĚƌĞĚƐŽĨƐŵĂůůŵŽŵĂŶĚƉŽƉďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐĂŶĚĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĚĞƉĞŶĚŽŶƐĂĨĞĚĞƉĞŶĚĂďůĞĂĐĐĞƐƐĨƌŽŵZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͘

ĨƚĞƌĂůů͕ƚŚĞ^ƚĂƚĞĂŶĚ&ĞĚƐĂƌĞĂůŵŽƐƚĨŝŶŝƐŚĞĚďƵŝůĚŝŶŐĂŶĞǁŚŝŐŚƐƉĞĞĚŝŶƚĞƌƐƚĂƚĞh^ͬEϲϰĨƌŽŵ/Ͳϵϱ;ZŽĐŬǇDŽƵŶƚ͕
EͿƚŽDĂŶŶƐ,ĂƌďŽƌͬEĂŐƐ,ĞĂĚ͕EǁŚŝĐŚĐŽƵůĚĞĂƐŝůǇŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚ^ƚƵŵƉǇWŽŝŶƚ͕E͘
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Cape Hatteras Realty and Construction Corp
27013 Third Street
PO Box 249
Salvo, NC 27972

MLS Services (IDX All Listings updated daily)
Foreclosure Specialist, Short Sales, REO+BPO
Residential, Commercial, Land (HUD Certified)

Residential-Commercial-Business Broker

Buyer-Seller Agent & Investment Broker (1031 Tax Deferred Exchanges)

Frank A. Jakob, President Realtor-Broker-Auctioneer
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WůĞĂƐĞĨĞĞůĨƌĞĞƚŽĐŽŶƚĂĐƚŵĞŝĨǇŽƵŚĂǀĞĂŶǇƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ͘
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This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information
that is PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this message is
not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you
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Dear Government Officials, in addition to all information that you probably have received supporting beach
nourishment for the Rodanthe area, a quick personal story: In May 2011, my wife and I invested our life savings
in our dream house in Mirlo Beach. After exploring the entire eastern coast from Delaware to South Carolina,
we both decided this is where we wanted to be. We felt we were safe investing on the west side of Route 12,
thinking it would be there to protect us. Now, several options proposed, are threatening the entire northern area
of Rodanthe. Please decide to pursue beach nourishment to protect this beautiful and historic area for us and our
descendants. Thank you, Tom and Janet Kligge.

6XEMHFW

&DWK\/DQH/$1(&$#SZFVHGX!
7KXUVGD\'HFHPEHU30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
%HDFK1RXULVKPHQW



,DPZULWLQJWR\RXWRGD\ZLWKFRQFHUQVDERXWWKHSURSRVDOWRHQVXUHDFFHVVWR+DWWHUDV,VODQGWKURXJKDEHDFK
QRXULVKPHQWSURMHFW%HFDXVH,VSHQGP\VXPPHUVLQ+DWWHUDV9LOODJHDQGSODQWRUHWLUHWKHUH,DPJUHDWO\LQWHUHVWHG
LQNHHSLQJIXOOWLPHDFFHVVWR+DWWHUDV,VODQGDYDLODEOH+RZHYHU,GRKDYHVRPHTXHVWLRQVWKDW,ZRXOGOLNHWRVHH
DGGUHVVHGEHIRUHDGHFLVLRQLVPDGHWRJRDKHDGZLWKEHDFKQRXULVKPHQW7KRVHTXHVWLRQVDUHDVIROORZV

 :KHUHLVWKHVHGLPHQWFRPLQJIURP":LOOLWEHGUHGJHGDQGSXPSHGRQWRWKHEHDFKRUEURXJKWE\GXPSWUXFNV",I
WKHVHGLPHQWLVEHLQJEURXJKWLQKRZZLOOWKHHYHQWXDOHURVLRQRIWKHQHZPDWHULDODIIHFWWKHRIIVKRUHHQYLURQPHQW",I
LWLVEHLQJSXPSHGLQKRZZLOOWKHORVHRIVHGLPHQWRIIVKRUHDQGWKHGUHGJLQJDIIHFWWKHRIIVKRUHHQYLURQPHQW"
 :KDWZLOOWKHVL]HRIWKHVHGLPHQWEH":LOOLWPDWFKWKHFXUUHQWJUDLQVL]HRQWKHEHDFKRUEHODUJHURUVPDOOHU":LOO
WKHVHGLPHQWEHZHOOVRUWHGRUSRRUO\VRUWHG"7KLVZLOOPDNHDGLIIHUHQFHLQKRZTXLFNO\WKHQHZEHDFKHURGHV
 :LOOWKHUHEHPXGDQGVLOWPL[HGLQ"7KHVHWHQGWRHURGHTXLFNO\DQGFDXVHSRRUZDWHUTXDOLW\GLUHFWO\RIIVKRUH,Q
DGGLWLRQFRQWDPLQDWHVWHQGWREXLOGLQPXGDQGVLOW
 :LOOWKHQHZVHGLPHQWEHFRPSDFWHGPRUHWKDQWKHH[LVWLQJVHGLPHQW"2UJDQLVPVWKDWFXUUHQWO\XVHWKHEHDFKPLJKW
QRWEHDEOHWRVXUYLYHLIWKHVHGLPHQWEHFRPHVWRRFRPSDFWHG
 :LOODVHGLPHQWWR[LFRORJ\VWXG\EHGRQHEHIRUHWKHSURMHFWLVVWDUWHG"
 :LOOWKHEHDFKSURILOHEHDIIHFWHG":LOOWKHQHZEHDFKEHVWHHSHUWKDQWKHH[LVWLQJEHDFK"7KLVZLOODIIHFWKRZ
TXLFNO\LWHURGHVDQGZKDWRUJDQLVPVFDQXWLOL]HWKHEHDFK
 +DVDELRORJLFDOLPSDFWVWXG\EHHQGRQH":LOOVHDWXUWOHQHVWVEHDIIHFWHG VHDWXUWOHVZRXOGEHXQDEOHWRQHVWRQD
FRPSDFWHGEHDFKDQGFDQQRWFUDZORQWRDVWHHSEHDFKSURILOH ",IWKHUHLVPXGDQGRUVLOWLQWKHVHGLPHQWJUHDWHUWKDQ
DIHZDUHWKHUHRIIVKRUHILOWHUIHHGHUV FODPVPXVVHOVHWF WKDWFRXOGEHDIIHFWHGE\WKHUHVXOWLQJSRRUZDWHUTXDOLW\
DVWKHPXGDQGVLOWHURGH"
 :KHUHLVWKHIXQGLQJFRPLQJIURP"

,WKDQN\RXIRUWDNLQJWKHWLPHWRUHDGWKLVHPDLO,DOVRWKDQN\RXLQDGYDQFHIRUWDNLQJWKHDQVZHUVWRWKHVHTXHVWLRQV
VHULRXVO\EHIRUHDQ\GHFLVLRQLVPDGHUHJDUGLQJEHDFKQRXULVKPHQW:KLOHDJDLQ,ZDQWDFFHVVWR+DWWHUDV,VODQG,GR
QRWZDQWLWDWDQH[RUEDQHQWFRVW1RUGR,ZDQWWKHHQYLURQPHQWKDUPHGWRWRRJUHDWDQH[WHQW$IWHUDOOLWLVIRUWKH
JUHDWEHDXW\RIWKH2XWHU%DQNVWKDW,VSHQGP\VXPPHUVWKHUH

7KDQN\RX

&DWK\/DQH
2FHDQRJUDSK\,QVWUXFWRU
6FLHQFH'HSDUWPHQW&KDLU
&'+\OWRQ+LJK6FKRRO

)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

)URP
6HQW
7R
&F

7KRPDV.OLJJHWGNOLJJH#JPDLOFRP!
:HGQHVGD\'HFHPEHU$0
2IILFHRIWKH*RYHUQRU
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$WLPVSHDU#QFOHJQHW:DUUHQ-XGJHDOOHQE#GDUHQFFRP
MRVKXDERZOHQ#PDLOKRXVHJRYNDUDBZHLVKDDU#EXUUVHQDWHJRY
DDURQBVXQWDJ#KDJDQVHQDWHJRY
%HDFK1RXULVKPHQW

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
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&KULV/D]LQVNLFOD]LQVNL#JPDLOFRP!
7KXUVGD\-DQXDU\30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
&RPPHQWVRQWKH)XWXUHRI67XUQV

Best,
Chris Lazinski
Kiteboarding Coach, Real Watersports
www.realwatersports.com



I'm writing in response to a recent article in ESPN Surfing (http://es.pn/wZBcbh) that details the potential
outcomes of NCDOT's planning for the future of the Pea Island and North Rodanthe breach sites. As a resident
of Hatteras Island whose employment depends on access to the waters of the ocean and the sound, I urge you to
consider the needs of the surfing community in designing the future road structure of the S-Turns area. I teach
kiteboarding and surfing lessons full-time for Real Watersports in the town of Waves, and I can attest that a
very significant portion of our year-round business comes from tourists who travel to Hatteras Island
specifically for surfing or kiting. By designing a road structure that does not easily preserve access to this area,
we risk losing at least some of these surfers and kiters to other, more easily accessible riding locations. This risk
is unacceptable to an island that was so physically and economically damaged by Hurricane Irene this past
August. In years past, the lack of public parking or designated public beach accesses in the S-Turns area has led
to conflicts with property owners and a weakening of the dune structure due to constant human traffic. Barring
any more large natural events, the surf breaks at the north end of Rodanthe won't be going anywhere, and as a
consequence, neither will the surfers. By designing a long-term plan that takes the needs of surfers into account,
such as the needs for parking, bathrooms/changing rooms, and designated beach accesses, we can preserve
access to these breaks while also pleasing local property owners and helping preserve the dunes in that area. I
feel that this win-win-win outcome should be the goal of your design process, and I hope the DOT listens to our
concerns.

Hello Ms. Smyre,

)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
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Jim Littlefield
West Coast Environmental Projects Director
Surfers' Environmental Alliance (SEA)
www.seasurfer.org



We all urge you to preserves beach access parking for surfers and all other beach users.

members.

situation. Any public action which reduces water quality, beach access, or surfing access is strongly opposed by all SEA

SEA operates nationally and overseas also when appropriate, so we are extremely interested in the Outer Banks

surf zone from unnecessary development. www.seasurfer.org

quality of our marine environment, preserve or enhance surf breaks, protect beach access rights, and safeguard the coastal

activism, community involvement, education and humanitarian efforts. We engage in projects that strive to conserve the

environmental and cultural elements that are inherent to the sport of surfing. Our goals are achieved through grassroots

As a preliminary matter, Surfers’ Environmental Alliance (SEA) is committed to the preservation and protection of the

parking for recreational beach users and surfers. We believe beach access is a public right and public funds should
not be used to eliminate or reduce said existing access. This request applies to the S-Curves surf break, in
particular. This is a well-known break and used by surfers year-round. Such recreational activities help power the
local economy, as well.

SEA asks that any bridge-building or public transportation project on the Outer Banks include provision for public

Respectful greetings from Surfers' Environmental Alliance (SEA),

The Leading Edge of Coastal Activism

SURFERS’ ENVIRONMENTAL ALLIANCE (SEA)

0DWWKHZB0F&DPEULGJH#EGFRP
)ULGD\'HFHPEHU30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
5RGDQWKH1&URDGRSWLRQV



----------------------------------------******************************************************************* IMPORTANT MESSAGE
FOR RECIPIENTS IN THE U.S.A.: This message may constitute an advertisement of a BD group's products or
services or a solicitation of interest in them. If this is such a message and you would like to opt out of receiving
future advertisements or solicitations from this BD group, please forward this e-mail to
optoutbygroup@bd.com. *******************************************************************
This message (which includes any attachments) is intended only for the designated recipient(s). It may contain
confidential or proprietary information and may be subject to the attorney-client privilege or other
confidentiality protections. If you are not a designated recipient, you may not review, use, copy or distribute this
message. If you received this in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete this message. Thank
you. ******************************************************************* Corporate
Headquarters Mailing Address: BD (Becton, Dickinson and Company) 1 Becton Drive Franklin Lakes, NJ
07417 U.S.A. *******************************************************************

BD
1 Becton Dr., Franklin Lakes, NJ 07417 USA MC: 017
tel: 201-847-5853
E-mail: Matthew_McCambridge@bd.com Website: www.bd.com

Matt McCambridge
Distribution / Supply Chain

Very Respectfully,
Matt McCambridge

I fear that any program without beach nourishment would lead to further severe erosion and the gradual elimination of the
northern Rodanthe area. Thank you for your considerations.

This letter is to ask the NCDOT to implement the beach nourishment option for stabilizing Highway 12 into Rodanthe. It
makes the most sense economically and would have the least disruptive effect of the four options. In particular, the
bridge in the sound would ruin the Mirlo Beach area. As a frequent visitor to the area, I know that it would harm the active
sound life that is so popular. Kiteboarders, stand-up paddlers, windsurfers, kayakers, and families enjoying the shallow
warm waters would all be harmed by a bridge in the sound.

Dear Ms. Smyre:

)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

6&6($VFVHDVXUIHU#JPDLOFRP!
)ULGD\-DQXDU\30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
6XUIHUV (QYLURQPHQWDO$OOLDQFH 6($ VXSSRUWIRUSXEOLFSDUNLQJDW6&XUYHVVXUI
EUHDNRQWKH2XWHU%DQNV

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
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:HDUHUHTXLUHGE\,56&LUFXODUWRLQIRUP\RXWKDWWKHDGYLFHFRQWDLQHGKHUHLQ LQFOXGLQJDOODWWDFKPHQWV ZDVQRWLQWHQGHGRUZULWWHQWR
EHXVHGIRUWKHSXUSRVHRIDYRLGLQJDQ\SHQDOWLHVWKDWPD\EHLPSRVHGXQGHU)HGHUDOWD[ODZDQGFDQQRWEHXVHGE\\RXRUDQ\RWKHU
WD[SD\HUIRUWKHSXUSRVHRIDYRLGLQJVXFKSHQDOWLHV,IWKLVHPDLOFRQWDLQVQRGLUHFWRULQGLUHFWWD[DGYLFHWKHZDUQLQJLVQRWDSSOLFDEOH

7KHLQIRUPDWLRQFRQWDLQHGLQWKLVPHVVDJH LQFOXGLQJDOODWWDFKPHQWV PD\EHSULYLOHJHGDQGFRQILGHQWLDODQGSURWHFWHGIURPGLVFORVXUH,IWKH
UHDGHURIWKLVPHVVDJHLVQRWWKHLQWHQGHGUHFLSLHQWRUDQHPSOR\HHRUDJHQWUHVSRQVLEOHIRUGHOLYHULQJWKLVPHVVDJHWRWKHLQWHQGHG
UHFLSLHQW\RXDUHKHUHE\QRWLILHGWKDWDQ\GLVVHPLQDWLRQGLVWULEXWLRQRUFRS\LQJRIWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQLVVWULFWO\SURKLELWHG,I\RXKDYHUHFHLYHG
WKLVFRPPXQLFDWLRQLQHUURUSOHDVHQRWLI\XVLPPHGLDWHO\DW  RU  DQGGHOHWHRUGHVWUR\WKHPDWHULDODQG
LQIRUPDWLRQ

0RXQWMR\&KLOWRQ0HGOH\//3LVDQLQGHSHQGHQWPHPEHURI%DNHU7LOO\,QWHUQDWLRQDO









 'LDQH%0HGOH\&3$$%9&9$
&R0DQDJLQJ3DUWQHU
3KRQH)D[  

ĞĂƌ'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚKĨĨŝĐŝĂůƐĂŶĚKƚŚĞƌ>ĞĂĚĞƌƐ͗

/ĂŵǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƚŚŝƐĞŵĂŝůƚŽƉůĞĂĚǁŝƚŚǇŽƵƚŽƐĞƌŝŽƵƐůǇĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƚŚĞĞĂĐŚEŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇďĞŝŶŐ
ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚĨŽƌ,ŝŐŚǁĂǇϭϮ͘/ĂŵĂŚŽŵĞŽǁŶĞƌŽĨƚŚƌĞĞŚŽƵƐĞƐŽŶƚŚĞKƵƚĞƌĂŶŬƐĂŶĚ/ŚĂǀĞǀĂĐĂƚŝŽŶĞĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌŽǀĞƌ
ϯϬǇĞĂƌƐ͘dŚŝƐĂƌĞĂŽĨǇŽƵƌƐƚĂƚĞŝƐĞǆƚƌĞŵĞůǇŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƚŽŵĂŶǇƉĞŽƉůĞǁŚŽĚŽŶŽƚůŝǀĞŝŶEŽƌƚŚĂƌŽůŝŶĂďƵƚǁŚŽŐŽ
ƚŚĞƌĞŽŶĂƌĞŐƵůĂƌďĂƐŝƐĂŶĚƐƉĞŶĚůŽƚƐŽĨƚŝŵĞĂŶĚŵŽŶĞǇƚŚĞƌĞĞǀĞƌǇǇĞĂƌ͘dŚŝƐƉŽƌƚŝŽŶŽĨǇŽƵƌƐƚĂƚĞŚĂƐŚĂĚƐŽŵĞ
ŵŝƐĨŽƌƚƵŶĞŽĨůĂƚĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƐƚŽƌŵƐƚŚĂƚŚĂǀĞĚĂŵĂŐĞĚƚŚĞŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ͘/ƚŝƐǀĞƌǇŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƚŚĂƚǇŽƵĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƚŚŝƐ
ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƚĂŬĞĂĐƚŝŽŶŶŽǁƚŽƐƚĂďŝůŝǌĞĂŶĚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƚŚŝƐƉŽƌƚŝŽŶŽĨǇŽƵƌƐƚĂƚĞĨŽƌƚŚĞĨƵƚƵƌĞĂŶĚĨƵƚƵƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘

/ĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚĞǇŽƵƌĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚŝƐŵĂƚƚĞƌĂŶĚŚŽƉĞĨƵůůǇƚŚĞƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚĐĂŶĂŶĚŵƵƐƚŽĐĐƵƌ͘

^ŝŶĐĞƌĞůǇ͕

ŝĂŶĞDĞĚůĞǇ


+LJK

6XEMHFW

-HU0HKWDMPHKWD#VSHHFKVRIWFRP!
:HGQHVGD\-DQXDU\30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
5(%RQQHU%ULGJH5HSODFHPHQW3URMHFW3KDVH,,3XEOLF:RUNVKRS&RPPHQWV


ĞƚŚ^ŵǇƌĞ͕W͘͘
WƌŽũĞĐƚWůĂŶŶŝŶŐŶŐŝŶĞĞƌ
EĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŽĨdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ
WƌŽũĞĐƚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚΘŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐƌĂŶĐŚ
ϭϱϰϴDĂŝů^ĞƌǀŝĐĞĞŶƚĞƌ




:ĞƌͲ
dŚĂŶŬǇŽƵĨŽƌǇŽƵƌĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ͊WůĞĂƐĞůĞƚŵĞŬŶŽǁŝĨǇŽƵŚĂǀĞĂŶǇĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŽƌƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ͘
dŚĂŶŬƐ͕
ĞƚŚ

ͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲ
ΎΎΎWůĞĂƐĞŶŽƚĞŵǇƉŚŽŶĞŶƵŵďĞƌŚĂƐĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ͕ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞDĂƌĐŚϯϬ͕ϮϬϭϭͲƐĞĞďĞůŽǁ͘ΎΎΎ

)URP6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$>PDLOWREVP\UH#QFGRWJRY@
6HQW0RQGD\'HFHPEHU30
7R-HU0HKWD
6XEMHFW5(%RQQHU%ULGJH5HSODFHPHQW3URMHFW3KDVH,,3XEOLF:RUNVKRS&RPPHQWV

,ŝĞƚŚ͕

EŽǁƚŚĂƚďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŚĂƐďĞĞŶĚŝƐŵŝƐƐĞĚĂƐĂŶŽƉƚŝŽŶĨŽƌƚŚĞZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ^ͲĐƵƌǀĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͕/ǁĂŶƚƚŽŐŽŽŶƌĞĐŽƌĚ
ĂƐĨĂǀŽƌŝŶŐƚŚĞŽƉƚŝŽŶƚŽĞůĞǀĂƚĞEϭϮ͘/ĂŵƐƚŝůůǀĞƌǇŽƉƉŽƐĞĚƚŽďƵŝůĚŝŶŐĂŶĞǁďƌŝĚŐĞŝŶƚŚĞWĂŵůŝĐŽ^ŽƵŶĚĂƐŝƚ
ǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞĂǀĞƌǇŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƚŽŵǇƐŽƵŶĚĨƌŽŶƚŚŽŵĞŝŶZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͘

ƐƐƚĂƚĞĚŝŶŵǇĞŵĂŝůďĞůŽǁ͕ĂďƌŝĚŐĞŝŶƚŚĞWĂŵůŝĐŽƐŽƵŶĚǁŝůůĚĞƐƚƌŽǇƚŚĞĐŚĂƌŵĂŶĚĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŽĨƚŚŝƐƵŶŝƋƵĞ
ŶĂƚƵƌĂůƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞĂŶĚĚŝŵŝŶŝƐŚƚŚĞďĞĂƵƚǇŽĨƚŚĞĞŶƚŝƌĞĂƌĞĂ͘/ƚǁŝůůƌƵŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇǀĂůƵĞƐŽĨĂůůƚŚĞŚŽŵĞƐŝŶ
ZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͕ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇƚŚĞƐŽƵŶĚĨƌŽŶƚŚŽŵĞƐ͘KƵƌƐŽƵŶĚĨƌŽŶƚŚŽŵĞŽŶWĂƉƉǇ>ĂŶĞŝƐƌŝŐŚƚŶĞǆƚƚŽƚŚĞƉůĂŶŶĞĚ
ƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶƉŽŝŶƚŽĨƚŚĞWĂŵůŝĐŽďƌŝĚŐĞ͘dŚĞĐŚĂŽƐ͕ŶŽŝƐĞĂŶĚĚŝƐƌƵƉƚŝŽŶĐĂƵƐĞĚĚƵƌŝŶŐĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶǁŝůůǀŝƌƚƵĂůůǇƉƵƚ
ŽƵƌƌĞŶƚĂůŚŽŵĞŽƵƚŽĨďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ͘ĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ͕ƚŚŝƐďƌŝĚŐĞǁŝůůĚĞƐƚƌŽǇƚŚĞĂƌĞĂƐƐƉŽƌƚŽĨŬŝƚĞďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ͕ǁŝŶĚƐƵƌĨŝŶŐ͕ĂŶĚ
ƐĂŝůŝŶŐ͕ĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚƌƵŝŶƚŚĞǀĂĐĂƚŝŽŶƌĞŶƚĂůďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ͕ĂƐŽƵƌĐĞŽĨĐŽƵŶƚǇƌĞǀĞŶƵĞ͘tĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇŐĞƚĂůŽƚŽĨƌĞŶƚĂůƐŝŶƚŚĞ
Ɖƌŝů͕DĂǇ͕:ƵŶĞ͕^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌĂŶĚKĐƚŽďĞƌŵŽŶƚŚƐĨƌŽŵŬŝƚĞďŽĂƌĚĞƌƐ͕ǁŝŶĚƐƵƌĨĞƌƐ͘dŚŝƐƌĞǀĞŶƵĞǁŝůůďĞůŽƐƚĨŽƌĂůů
ŚŽŵĞƐŶŽƌƚŚŽĨƚŚĞďƌŝĚŐĞƐƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶƉŽŝŶƚ͘&ƵƌƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞŝƚǁŝůůƌƵŝŶƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĂůďĞĂƵƚǇŽĨƚŚĞǁŝůĚůŝĨĞƌĞĨƵŐĞĂƐǁĞůů
ĂƐƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĂůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞWĂŵůŝĐŽƐŽƵŶĚǁĂƚĞƌƐ͘

KǀĞƌĂůůƚŚĞŽƉƚŝŽŶƚŽďƵŝůĚĂďƌŝĚŐĞŝŶƚŚĞWĂŵůŝĐŽ^ŽƵŶĚƐǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞĂƚƌĞŵĞŶĚŽƵƐŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂƚŚĂƚƐŽ
ŵĂŶǇƉĞŽƉůĞĂƌĞƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞŝŶŝƚƐŶĂƚƵƌĂůƐƚĂƚĞĂŶĚƌƵŝŶƚŚĞďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐĂŶĚŚŽŵĞǀĂůƵĞƐŝŶZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͘

WůĞĂƐĞƚĂŬĞƚŚŝƐŝŶƚŽĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂƐǇŽƵĂƐƐĞƐƐƚŚĞϮƌĞŵĂŝŶŝŶŐŽƉƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͘/ƐƚŚĞƌĞĂƚĂƌŐĞƚĚĂƚĞǁŚĞŶĂ
ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶǁŝůůďĞŵĂĚĞƉƵďůŝĐ͍

ZĞŐĂƌĚƐ͕
:ĞƌDĞŚƚĂ



)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

)URP
6HQW
7R

'LDQH0HGOH\'LDQH0HGOH\#PFPFSDFRP!
:HGQHVGD\'HFHPEHU30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$7LP6SHDU#QFOHJQHWZDUUHQM#GDUHQFFRPDOOHQE#GDUHQFFRP
2IILFHRIWKH*RYHUQRU-RVKXDERZOHQ#PDLOKRXVHJRY
NDUDBZHLVKDDU#EXUUVHQDWHJRYDDURQBVXQWDJ#KDJDQVHQDWHJRY
3HUPDQHQW6ROXWLRQWR+LJKZD\(URVLRQ,VVXHV

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$

B-60



,ŝDƐ͘^ŵǇƌĞ͕

dŚĂŶŬǇŽƵĨŽƌƚĂŬŝŶŐƚŚĞƚŝŵĞƚŽĚŝƐĐƵƐƐƚŚĞŽŶŶĞƌƌŝĚŐĞZĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚWƌŽũĞĐƚWŚĂƐĞ//ĂƚƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉŚĞůĚ
ϭϮͬϱŝŶDĂŶƚĞŽ͘

DǇŶĂŵĞŝƐ:ĞƌDĞŚƚĂ͘DǇŚƵƐďĂŶĚDŽƌƌŝƐEĞƵŵĂŶĂŶĚ/ŽǁŶĂƐŽƵŶĚĨƌŽŶƚŚŽŵĞĂƚϮϯϭϳϳWĂƉƉǇ>ĂŶĞ͕ZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞĂŶĚ
ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌŚŽŵĞĂƚϮϮϭϵϳ'ƌĞĞŶ>ĂŶƚĞƌŶŽƵƌƚ͕DŝƌůŽĞĂĐŚ͕ZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͘ŽƚŚŚŽƵƐĞƐĂƌĞƵƐĞĚĂƐĂƌĞŶƚĂůďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĂŶĚƚŚĞ
ŽƉƚŝŽŶŽĨĂŶĞǁďƌŝĚŐĞŝŶWĂŵůŝĐŽ^ŽƵŶĚǁŽƵůĚĚĞƐƚƌŽǇŽƵƌďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĂŶĚŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚƐ͘

&ŽƌƚŚĞZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞďƌĞĂĐŚĂƌĞĂ͕/ƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇĨĂǀŽƌƚŚĞĞĂĐŚEŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚKƉƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĂŵǀĞƌǇŽƉƉŽƐĞĚƚŽƚŚĞŽƉƚŝŽŶŽĨ
ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐĂŶĞǁďƌŝĚŐĞŝŶƚŚĞWĂŵůŝĐŽ^ŽƵŶĚĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŶŐWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚƚŽZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͘

dŚĞĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞĨŽƌĂŶĞǁďƌŝĚŐĞŝŶƚŚĞWĂŵůŝĐŽ^ŽƵŶĚƐǁŝůůďĞĂďĂŶĚŽŶŝŶŐZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͕ŽƵƌďĞĂĐŚĂŶĚĚĞƐƚƌŽǇŝŶŐŽƵƌ
ƐŽƵŶĚ͘dŚŝƐĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞǁŝůůŚĂǀĞĂŚƵŐĞŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƚŽŽƵƌŚŽŵĞƐ͕ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚƐĂŶĚďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ͘

dŚĞďĞĂĐŚŝƐĂŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ͕ƵŶƌĞĐŽǀĞƌĂďůĞŽŶĐĞůŽƐƚ͘DŝůůŝŽŶƐŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞĐŽŵĞƚŽƚŚĞďĞĂĐŚĞƐƚŽǀĂĐĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĞŶũŽǇ
ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐĂŶĚĨŽƌǁĂƚĞƌƐƉŽƌƚƐ͕ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐƚŽƵƌŝƐƚĚŽůůĂƌƐƚŽƚŚĞĐŽƵŶƚǇĂŶĚƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞ͘ůůƚŚƌƵƚŚĞĞĂƐƚĞƌŶĐŽĂƐƚ͕
ĐŽƵŶƚǇͬƐƚĂƚĞŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐŚĞůƉůŽĐĂůƚŽǁŶƐƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞƚŚĞƚŽƵƌŝƐƚďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞ͘Ő͘KĐĞĂŶŝƚǇD͕ĞƚŚĂŶǇĞĂĐŚD͘/Ŷ
Ez͕ƚŚĞďĞĂĐŚƐŚŽƌĞůŝŶĞŝƐƉƌŽƚĞĐƚĞĚǀŝĂũĞƚƚŝĞƐ͘dŚĞďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚĞĨĨŽƌƚŝŶEĂŐƐ,ĞĂĚƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞĚĂůŽƚŽĨ
ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚƐĚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚŝƐƉĂƐƚƐƚŽƌŵĂŶĚŚĂƐŚĞůƉĞĚƌĞũƵǀĞŶĂƚĞƚŚĞŝŵĂŐĞŽĨEĂŐƐ,ĞĂĚĂƐĂƚŽƵƌŝƐƚĚĞƐƚŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ͘WůĂĐĞƐ
ůŝŬĞƐƉĞŶKƐƉĞŶĚŵŝůůŝŽŶƐŽĨĚŽůůĂƌƐĞĂĐŚǇĞĂƌŐƌŽŽŵŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌƐŬŝƐůŽƉĞƐƚŽƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞƚŚĞƚŽƵƌŝƐƚďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ͕ĞǀĞŶƚŚŽƵŐŚ
ĞĂĐŚǇĞĂƌƚŚĞƐŶŽǁŵĞůƚƐĂŶĚŚĂƐƚŽďĞƌĞƉůĞŶŝƐŚĞĚ͘KŶĐĞƚŚĞďƌŝĚŐĞŝƐďƵŝůƚ͕ƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐEϭϮǁŝůůďĞĂďĂŶĚŽŶĞĚĂŶĚ
ƚŚĞƐŚŽƌĞůŝŶĞĞƌŽƐŝŽŶǁŝůůĚĞƐƚƌŽǇŶŽƚŽŶůǇƚŚĞŽĐĞĂŶĨƌŽŶƚŚŽŵĞƐďƵƚƚŚĞŚŽŵĞƐǁĞƐƚŽĨEϭϮ;ůŝŬĞŽƵƌŚŽŵĞͿǁŝůůďĞ
ƵŶŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶĂďůĞďǇƚŚĞŽǁŶĞƌƐ͘dŚĞƌŽĂĚǁĂǇĂŶĚďĞĂĐŚĨƌŽŶƚĂƐǇŽƵĞŶƚĞƌ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐŵƵƐƚŶŽƚďĞĂďĂŶĚŽŶĞĚ͘/ƚƐŚŽƵůĚ
ďĞŶŽƵƌŝƐŚĞĚĂŶĚƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞĚƚŽƐŚŽǁĐĂƐĞƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĂůďĞĂƵƚǇŽĨƚŚŝƐŝƐůĂŶĚĂŶĚĂƐƚŚĞŐĂƚĞǁĂǇƚŽ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐ͘

dŚĞWĂŵůŝĐŽ^ŽƵŶĚƐŝƐƚŚĞůĂƌŐĞƐƚďŽĚǇŽĨǁĂƚĞƌŝŶƚŚĞh^ǁŝƚŚĐůĞĂƌǁĂƚĞƌƐĂŶĚƵŶŽďƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚǀŝĞǁƐ͘dŚŝƐďƌŝĚŐĞŝŶ
WĂŵůŝĐŽƐŽƵŶĚǁŝůůĚĞƐƚƌŽǇƚŚĞĐŚĂƌŵĂŶĚĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŽĨƚŚŝƐƵŶŝƋƵĞŶĂƚƵƌĂůƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞĂŶĚĚŝŵŝŶŝƐŚƚŚĞďĞĂƵƚǇŽĨƚŚĞ
ĞŶƚŝƌĞĂƌĞĂ͘/ƚǁŝůůƌƵŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇǀĂůƵĞƐŽĨĂůůƚŚĞŚŽŵĞƐŝŶZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͕ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇƚŚĞƐŽƵŶĚĨƌŽŶƚŚŽŵĞƐ͘KƵƌƐŽƵŶĚ
ĨƌŽŶƚŚŽŵĞŽŶWĂƉƉǇ>ĂŶĞŝƐƌŝŐŚƚŶĞǆƚƚŽƚŚĞƉůĂŶŶĞĚƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶƉŽŝŶƚŽĨƚŚĞWĂŵůŝĐŽďƌŝĚŐĞ͘dŚĞĐŚĂŽƐ͕ŶŽŝƐĞĂŶĚ
ĚŝƐƌƵƉƚŝŽŶĐĂƵƐĞĚĚƵƌŝŶŐĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶǁŝůůǀŝƌƚƵĂůůǇƉƵƚŽƵƌƌĞŶƚĂůŚŽŵĞŽƵƚŽĨďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ͘ĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ͕ƚŚŝƐďƌŝĚŐĞǁŝůů
ĚĞƐƚƌŽǇƚŚĞĂƌĞĂƐƐƉŽƌƚŽĨŬŝƚĞďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐ͕ǁŝŶĚƐƵƌĨŝŶŐ͕ĂŶĚƐĂŝůŝŶŐ͕ĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚƌƵŝŶƚŚĞǀĂĐĂƚŝŽŶƌĞŶƚĂůďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ͕ĂƐŽƵƌĐĞ
ŽĨĐŽƵŶƚǇƌĞǀĞŶƵĞ͘tĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇŐĞƚĂůŽƚŽĨƌĞŶƚĂůƐŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŝů͕DĂǇ͕:ƵŶĞ͕^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌĂŶĚKĐƚŽďĞƌŵŽŶƚŚƐĨƌŽŵŬŝƚĞ
ďŽĂƌĚĞƌƐ͕ǁŝŶĚƐƵƌĨĞƌƐ͘dŚŝƐƌĞǀĞŶƵĞǁŝůůďĞůŽƐƚĨŽƌĂůůŚŽŵĞƐŶŽƌƚŚŽĨƚŚĞďƌŝĚŐĞƐƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶƉŽŝŶƚ͘&ƵƌƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞŝƚ
ǁŝůůƌƵŝŶƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĂůďĞĂƵƚǇŽĨƚŚĞǁŝůĚůŝĨĞƌĞĨƵŐĞĂƐǁĞůůĂƐƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĂůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞWĂŵůŝĐŽƐŽƵŶĚǁĂƚĞƌƐ͘

KǀĞƌĂůůƚŚĞŽƉƚŝŽŶƚŽďƵŝůĚĂďƌŝĚŐĞŝŶƚŚĞWĂŵůŝĐŽ^ŽƵŶĚƐǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞĂƚƌĞŵĞŶĚŽƵƐŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂƚŚĂƚƐŽ
ŵĂŶǇƉĞŽƉůĞĂƌĞƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞŝŶŝƚƐŶĂƚƵƌĂůƐƚĂƚĞĂŶĚƌƵŝŶƚŚĞďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐĂŶĚŚŽŵĞǀĂůƵĞƐŝŶZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͘

dŚĞƌĞŝƐĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŽƵƐĚƌĞĚŐŝŶŐƚŽŬĞĞƉƚŚĞKƌĞŐŽŶ/ŶůĞƚŽƉĞŶƚŽĨŝƐŚŝŶŐďŽĂƚƐ͘dŚĞ^ŽƵŶĚŝƐĂůƐŽƋƵŝƚĞƐŚĂůůŽǁĂŶĚ
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐĚƌĞĚŐŝŶŐƚŽŬĞĞƉƚŚĞĐŚĂŶŶĞůŽƉĞŶ͘dŚŝƐƐĂŶĚƐŚŽƵůĚďĞŵĂĚĞĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞĂŶĚƵƐĞĚƚŽŶŽƵƌŝƐŚͬŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶŽƵƌ
ƐŚŽƌĞůŝŶĞ͘:ĞƚƚŝĞƐƐŚŽƵůĚĂůƐŽďĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚƚŽƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞŽƵƌďĞĂĐŚ͘

ĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚǁŝůůƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůƚƌĞĂƐƵƌĞƐͲŽƵƌďĞĂĐŚĞƐĂŶĚĂŶĂƚƵƌĂůWĂŵůŝĐŽ^ŽƵŶĚĨŽƌƚŚƌŝǀŝŶŐǀĂĐĂƚŝŽŶ
ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĂŶĚĞŶũŽǇŵĞŶƚĨŽƌŵŝůůŝŽŶƐ͘

)URP-HU0HKWD>PDLOWRMPHKWD#VSHHFKVRIWFRP@
6HQW6XQGD\'HFHPEHU$0
7R6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
6XEMHFW%RQQHU%ULGJH5HSODFHPHQW3URMHFW3KDVH,,3XEOLF:RUNVKRS&RPPHQWV



ZĂůĞŝŐŚ͕EϮϳϲϵϵͲϭϱϰϴ
;ϵϭϵͿϳϬϳͲϲϬϰϯ
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ůĞǀĂƚŝŶŐ,ǁǇϭϮǁŝƚŚďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƐĞĞŵƐůŝŬĞƚŚĞůĞĂƐƚŝŶǀĂƐŝǀĞŽƉƚŝŽŶĂĨƚĞƌďĞĂĐŚƌĞƉůĞŶŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ͘

dŚĂŶŬǇŽƵĨŽƌǇŽƵƌĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͘

ZĞŐĂƌĚƐ͕

:ĞƌDĞŚƚĂ
ϵϭϰͲϯϴϰͲϯϬϰϳ;ĐĞůůͿ
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,VDZWKHDUWLFOHLQ(631DERXWSDUNLQJDW67XUQV6LQFH\RX YHDVNHGIRUFRPPHQWV, GOLNHWRVKDUH

, YHVXUIHGVLQFHWKHHDUO\V,VSHQWDORWRIWLPHRQWKH2XWHU%DQNVXVXDOO\EHWZHHQ5RGDQWKHDQG)ULVFR6RPH
YLVLWVZHUHWRJRVXUIVRPHYLVLWVZHUHWRJRILVK+DWWHUDVLVDYHU\LPSRUWDQWSODFHIRUPH$Q\ZD\, GORYHWRVHHD
SDUNLQJORWDW67XUQV(YHQLILWZDVLQODQGDELWDQGUHTXLUHGDZDONLWZRXOGEHDWKDYLQJSDUNLQJHOLPLQDWHG, YHDOZD\V
IHDUHGSDUNLQJRQDVLW VGDQJHURXVDQGWKHUHDUHYHU\IHZSDUNLQJSODFHVLQ5RGDQWKH0RVWRIWKHVWUHHWVDUHSULYDWH
RUDUHWRRQDUURZWRRIIHUSDUNLQJ,FDQXQGHUVWDQGZK\SHRSOHZRXOGQ WZDQWWKHLUVWUHHWVFORJJHGZLWKYHKLFOHVZKHQ
,OLYHGLQ9LUJLQLD%HDFK KRPH ZHOLYHGDIHZEORFNVDZD\IURPWKHZDWHUDQGLWZDVDOZD\VD]RR%RWKVLGHVRIWKH
VWUHHWZRXOGEHIXOODQGDWWLPHVLWZDVKDUGIRUXVWRSXOOLQWRRXUGULYHZD\:KHQWKHFLW\DGGHGVRPHDGGLWLRQDO
SDUNLQJORWVWKDWUHDOO\KHOSHG7KHWUDIILFZHQWIURPWKHVWUHHWVLQWRWKHORWV,WZDVWKHQVDIHWRZDONRQWKHVWUHHWV
DJDLQ2QHLGHDWKDW, PRNZLWKLVSDLGSDUNLQJ$IHZEXFNVWRSDUNDOOGD\LVDEDUJDLQDQGZRXOGKHOSWRRIIVHWWKH
SULFHRIWKHORWPD\EHHYHQLQJPDNLQJWKHWRZQRI5RGDQWKHVRPHH[WUDPRQH\LQWKHSURFHVV

7KDQNVIRUUHDGLQJWKLV

5LFN0LDOH
1&'LYLVLRQRI3XEOLF+HDOWK(DUO\,QWHUYHQWLRQ
ZZZQFHLRUJ

EVP\UH#QFGRWJRY
0RQGD\1RYHPEHU30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
,KDYH&DUERQ&RSLHG\RXRQWKLV&RQWDFW8VPHVVDJH
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Date/Time: 11/27/2011 5:56:52 PM
Sent By: Ronald Moorse
Comment:
In light of the Hurricane Irene effects, it is my considered opinion that building a new bridge is unwise.
Spending $215 million on the bridge will give the people of North Carolina a connector between nowhere and
nowhere when the next hurricane hits. It would be better to build ferry terminals: quick and easy to repair at
much lower cost.

Comment History
Tracking Number: WEVO1Y5RTT
Bonner
Unit Name:
Date/Time: 11/27/2011 5:56:52 PM
Sent By: Contact Us Administrator
Comment:
Ronald- Thank you for your comment on the Bonner Bridge project; all comments are important and will be
fully considered as we move forward with the next phase of the project. Please let us know if you have any
further comments or questions! Thanks, Beth Smyre
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6HQW
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6XEMHFW

)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

0LDOH5LFN
)ULGD\-DQXDU\30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
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Smyre, Elizabeth A [bsmyre@ncdot.gov]
Friday, January 20, 2012 4:46 PM
Brenda J Morris; Norburn, Robert E.
Office of the Governor
RE: DOT options for fix for NC 12, Rodanthe

1


To:BethSmyreandBobbyNorburn,

Re:NC12fixes

MyhusbandandIownanoceanfronthouseinRodanthe,onSeagullStreet,intheMirloBeachDevelopment.Itwas
builtin1990.WealsoownalotacrossthestreetonCrossOfHonorWayintheMirloBeachdevelopment.

Myhusband,Robert,andIpurchasedthelot,onSeagullStreet,in1989andbuiltthehousemonthslaterin1990.We
intendedtorentthehousetopaythemortgageandthenretiretothisarealateron.Afterwebuiltthehouse,we
noticedthebeginningofthegroinprojectattheBonnerBridgearea.Iremembertheprojectwastobuildthegroinon
eachsideoftheinlet,eastofBonnerBridgeandputintoplaceapumpingsystemoneachsidesoastodirectthesand,
thatwasdredged,southwardornorthwardsothatthebeaches,southandnorth,donotlosesandfromthisproject.
Thebeacheswerenottobestarvedofsandasaresultofthisgroinanddredgingactivity.Theprojectwasnever
finished,withonlyonegroininplaceandnopumpingsystemstodirectthedredgedsandtotheocean.Instead,there
arenewislandsbeingcreatedeveryyearinthesound,withthesandthatissupposedtotravelupanddownthe
coastline.NCprohibits“permanentstructures”onthebeaches,however,this“permanentstructure”wasallowedto
saveabrokendownbuilding,whichdoesnotgeneraterevenue,andtomakeaconvenientrouteforfishingboats,which
causedpropertiessouthandnorthofittolosetheirbeachsand,aswellaspropertyownerstolosetheirhomesonthe
ocean.ThisprojectwasonlyabandaidfortheBonnerBridge,asitshouldhavebeenreplacedyearsago,whilethe
“alwaysdelayed”processtookplaceforbridgereplacement.

MyhusbandandIhavewitnessed,sincethisgroinwasputin,thedeteriorationofthebeachesinourareaaswellasthe
beachesnorthofusinNagsHead,KillDevilHillsandKittyHawk.WestronglybelievethattheproblemsfromHurricane
Irene,theinletsthatwerecutatPeaIslandandMirlo,werelargelyaresultofthestrippingofoursand,overtheyears,
causedbythedredgingattheBonnerBridgeareawhichstilltakesplace.Welovedthebeachesinourareain1989.We
purchasedtheoceanlotbecauseofthis.Weknowthatsandcomesandgoeseveryyear,however,theescalationhas

From: Brenda J Morris [brexmor@optonline.net]
Sent: Friday, January 20, 2012 2:07 PM
To: Smyre, Elizabeth A; norburn@pbworld.com
Cc: Office of the Governor
Subject: DOT options for fix for NC 12, Rodanthe

Thanks,
Beth Smyre

Thank you for your comments on the NC 12 projects. Every comment that NCDOT receives will be carefully considered as
the planning process for the projects moves forward. If you have any further comments or questions, please feel free to
contact me.

Brenda, Robert-

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Norburn, Robert E.

2
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beenspeededupataridiculouspaceduetothedredging.Ifyounotice,thelifesavingstation,thatwasreadytofallin
thewater,hasahugeislandarounditnow.Thisis,basically,ourlostbeach!

BeachnourishmentisusedallovertheUScoastlineanditworks!LookatAtlanticCity,NJandOceanCity,MD.Robert
andIbelievethatreplacingthesandonourbeacheswouldnotonlysaveNC12inthisarea,buttheMirloBeach
oceanfronthomesaswell.Ittookyearsforustolosethissandandourbeachesarealmostnonexistentnow.The
bridgeoptioninthesound,whichcomesinonSixteenthofAugustStreetinMirlo,willdefinitelydestroyallofour
properties,aswellasthebridgeoptioncominginattheIslandConveniencecampground.Allthepropertiesnorthofthe
campgroundwillbeleftandforgotten.Thisrevenueforthestatewillbegone,astheroadswillbeslowlyabandonedby
theNCDOT!AverylargepieceofRodanthewilldisappear,fromoceantosound!Bothbridgeoptionswillaffectall
propertiesnorthofIslandConvenienceandwillalsoneedtobemaintainedwithpossiblesandreplenishmentinthe
futuresoastoprotectNC12andtherestofRodantheandWavesfromdisappearing.

Propertyandsalestaxescouldberaisedtogeneratethemoneyneededforsandreplenishmentforthebeaches.Since
HatterasIslandgivesmuchmoretothestate,intaxes,thanithaseverreceived,wethinkit’stimetohelpthisisland
becauseitsbeachesaredisappearingatanalarmingrate.HatterasIslandwasonceabeautifulislandwithbeautiful
beachesandnowitlookslikeadisasterzoneaftereveryhurricaneornor’easterthatpassesby.HatterasIslandhaslong
beenneglectedbyNCstateandtheFederalGovernment,thattookitoveryearsago,thenpromisingtomaintainitbut
instead,havingFEMAhaulawayoursandaftereverydisasterinsteadofputtingitbackonourbeaches.

RobertandIbelievethatthesmallbridgeatPeaIsland,wheretheoceancutthroughnorthofMirlo,alongwithbeach
nourishmentinthatareaandextendingintoorthruMirlowouldsolvetheproblemandhelpthebeachestorebuild
themselvesfromwhatwasstolenfromthemyearsagoandcontinuestobestolennow,thesand!

Respectfully,

BrendaandRobertMorris
29WhiteBirchRd.S.
PoundRidge,NY10576
9147644056



Cc:GovernorBeverlyPerdue




B-63


WůĞĂƐĞƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĂĐŚEŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ͘/ƚŝƐǀŝƚĂůƚŽŽƵƌĐŽŵŵƵŝŶŝƚǇ͘

ŶŐĞůĂEĂŐĞůĞ
EŽƌƚŚĂƌŽůŝŶĂ





Phone:  (252)202-1963  Email:  enetsch@gmail.com 

$EERWW6WHYH
7XHVGD\-DQXDU\30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
IURP&RQWDFW8VRQ1&



Access to Pea Island would still be available for bird watching, beachgoers, surfing etc, with the

I would like to share my findings with NCDOT in hopes to help find the best fix for HWY 12 in respect
to the economy and doing the best to preserve the Pea Island National Wildlife Refuge. Some areas of
HWY 12 are more protected then others, and not every mile of the road needs to be moved. Obviously
like any east coast barrier island, Pea Island is moving westward. And eventually after decades the road
will be in the ocean. But with the average life span of a bridge being between 50 and 100 years, the
phrase "permanent fix" is relative to this time period.

In short, after much research and personal experience over the years, I concluded that small land
bridges over problematic areas would be the best solution. I considered the ideas of moving the road
west and extending the Bonner Bridge 17 miles in the Pamlico Sound to Rodanthe. Each solution has
pros and cons, but by far a series of small land bridges is the best economical and environmentally
practical solution. These land bridges would be about 10-12ft above the ground, and allow for general
over wash during hurricanes and Nor Easters to wash under the road. The sections of elevated highway
would not only be build over areas such as the newly formed inlet at the Ranger Station but also areas
the require constant maintenance and are possible was out spots. For example the 2 miles immediately
south of Oregon Inlet, where sand is being constantly cleared from the road, and the S-turns area just
north of town. Footings for the elevated highway would be deep enough if the area for a small inlet
during a storm and a lot of sand was lost from beneath the bridge the bridge would still stand. It would
also eliminate annual maintenance and repair costs to these sections of unstable roads.

I found out about the workshop on Ocracoke, but unfortunately will be out of the country on Jan. 5th
and will not be able to attend. However I would still like to voice my opinion and recommendations if
possible. Living on the OBX for the majority of my life and spending a lot of time back and forth
between Kitty Hawk and Rodanthe, I have become very familiar with the issues associated with HWY
12. Just a month ago I finished writing a major research paper on management and recovery options for
HWY 12, in particular the section for the Oregon Inlet to Mirlo Beach in Rodanthe.

I have lived in Kitty Hawk, NC for the majority of my life, worked in Rodanthe for the past 6 years in
the summers and am now a senior at University of North Carolina at Wilmington, studying
environmental science and economics. I have a particular interest in management of coastal areas.

My concerns and suggestions are relative to the HWY 12 recovery plan, on Hatteras Island, NC.

Comment History 
Tracking Number: OPHXVIO9SY 
Sent By: Evan Nesch 
Date/Time: 12/29/2011 3:32 PM 
Comment:
Hi NCDOT Staff,

From:  Evan Nesch 
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Thank You,
Evan Netsch 

Or feel free to call me at 252-202-1963. I will not have phone access until January 15th, but will
frequently be checking my email.

Please email me at enetsch@gmail.com

I look forward to hearing back as soon as possible, and would like to help in any way that is needed in
this project, and share a more in detailed description of my solution to HWY 12. Environmental Studies
is my major, and issues such as coastal development and management is what my degree is intended
for, and being a proud resident of the Outer Banks, I hope to see the best solution for HWY 12.

sections of elevated highway, opposed to the long bridge option. Marsh, ponds and migratory bird areas
wound not be destroyed by moving the road west either, which protection the valuable marsh and
estuarine habitat is a major part of the National Wildlife Refuge’s mission. Nor would the upfront cost
associated with this option be as high as construction an entirely new bridge, as building small bridges
over land is much cheaper than building a long one over water. Reasons for this solution are extensive,
and range from safety, to short and long term economic benefits, user convenience, and reasons
regarding environmental integrity.

0RUULV1HXPDQQHXPDQ#VSHHFKVRIWFRP!
:HGQHVGD\'HFHPEHU$0
2IILFHRIWKH*RYHUQRU-RVKXDERZOHQ#PDLOKRXVHJRY
DDURQBVXQWDJ#KDJDQVHQDWHJRYNDUDBZHLVKDDU#EXUUVHQDWHJRY6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
7LP6SHDU#QFOHJQHWZDUUHQM#GDUHQFFRPDOOHQE#GDUHQFFRP
MPHKWD#VSHHFKVRIWFRP
6DYHRXU1DWLRQDO7UHDVXUHDQG9DOXDEOH5HVRXUFHV+DWWHUDV,VODQG5RGDQWKH

Morris Neuman
Speechsoft, Inc.
www.speechsoft.com
914-273-5560 x170
mail:neuman@speechsoft.com



Do not abandon our beach or our community of Rodanthe and do not destroy the natural beauty of the Pamlico
Sound.

,QVXSSRUWRIRXUHIIRUWWRPDNHHYHU\RQHZDUHRIZKDW+DWWHULV,VODQGLVDOODERXWZHKDYHFUHDWHGDZHEVLWH7RS
5HDVRQVWR6XSSRUW%HDFK1RXULVKPHQWSOHDVHYLVLWRXUZHEVLWHKWWSWLQ\XUOFRPPLUOREHDFKFUHDWHGE\WKH0LUOR
%HDFK+RPH2ZQHUV$VVRFLDWLRQRXWOLQLQJ

,ZLOOQHYHUIRUJHWWKHILUVWWLPH,GURYHGRZQKLJKZD\WRZDUGV5RGDQWKH$IWHUSDVVLQJPDJQLILFHQWGXQHVDQG
XQGLVWXUEHGODQGVFDSHVRI3HD,VODQG,VDZWKHWRZQRI5RGDQWKHRQWKHKRUL]RQDQGLWLPPHGLDWHO\EURXJKWWRPLQGWKH
YLVLRQ'RURWK\KDGZKHQVKHILUVWVDZWKH/DQGRI2]RQKHUTXHVWWRILQGWKH:L]DUGWRJHWKHUKRPH,NQHZ,ZDV
KRPH,WLVXQLPDJLQDEOHWKDWDQ\RQHFRXOGMXVWPDNHDGHFLVLRQRQSUHVHUYLQJWKLVPDJLFDOSODFHEDVHGRQVWULFWFRVW
DQDO\VLVLJQRULQJDOORWKHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQVWKDWPRWLYDWHPLOOLRQVRISHRSOHWRYDFDWLRQKHUH

0\QDPHLV0RUULV1HXPDQDQG,DPDKRPHRZQHULQ5RGDQWKH,FDPHKHUHLQVHHNLQJDQHVFDSHIURPWKHXUEDQ
OLIHRIWKHELJFLW\1HZ<RUN$OWKRXJKGLVFRXUDJHGE\ORFDOVIURPSXUFKDVLQJLQ5RGDQWKHGXHWRHURVLRQLVVXHVEDFN
WKHQ,ZDVWDNHQZLWKWKHVWDUNEHDXW\DQGVHUHQLW\RIWKHDUHD,FDQQRZVD\WKDWDIWHUWUDYHOLQJWKHZKROHHDVWFRDVW
IURP0DLQHWRWKH)ORULGD.H\VWKLVVOLFHRIQDWXUHLVWUXO\XQLTXHLQHYHU\ZD\DQGRQFHORVWFDQQHYHUEH
UHFUHDWHG2QFH5RGDQWKHLVDOORZHGWRIDOOWRWKHRFHDQVUHOHQWOHVVHURVLRQLQGXHWLPHWKHQHLJKERULQJ+DWWHUDV,VODQG
WRZQVRI:DYHVDQG6DOYRZLOOVXUHO\IROORZ1RRQHFDQDIIRUGWRORVHVXFKSUHFLRXVUHDOHVWDWH

,IEHDFKQRXULVKPHQWLVDEDQGRQHGDVDYLDEOHRSWLRQWRFRQVLGHUDWWKLVQH[WGHFLVLRQSRLQWLWHIIHFWLYHO\DEDQGRQVWKH
SHRSOHDQGEXVLQHVVHVRI5RGDQWKHWRDIXWXUHRIRQJRLQJHURVLRQRIWKHVKRUHOLQHDQGDOOWKHWD[JHQHUDWLQJSURSHUW\LQ
WKDWWRZQWKDWZHKDYHZRUNHGKDUGDQGVSHQWPLOOLRQVWRGHYHORSLQWRRQHRIWKHXQLTXHYDFDWLRQGHVWLQDWLRQIRUPLOOLRQV
RI$PHULFDQVIURPDOOVWDWHV,WZLOOEHDVTXDQGHULQJRIRXUQDWLRQVWUXO\XQLTXHQDWXUDOUHVRXUFHVRQWKHVFDOHDQG
OHYHORIWKH*UDQG&DQ\RQRU<HOORZVWRQH1DWLRQDO3DUN

,DPZULWLQJWRDOOZKRKDYHEHHQHOHFWHGE\WKHSHRSOHRI1RUWK&DUROLQDWRVHUYHWKHSHRSOH VLQWHUHVWDERXWDPDWWHU
WKDWLVRILPPHGLDWHLPSRUWDQFHWRWKHSHRSOHRI1RUWK&DUROLQDDQGDOOWKHSHRSOHRIWKH8QLWHG6WDWHVWKHFRQVHUYDWLRQ
RI+DWWHUDV,VODQG7KH*RYHUQRUDQGDOPRVWDOORI\RXKDYHSHUVRQDOO\ZLWQHVVHGWKHGHYDVWDWLRQRIKXUULFDQH,UHQH
XQOHDVKHGRQ+DWWHUDVLVODQGWKLVSDVW$XJXVW1RZDGHFLVLRQZLOOEHPDGHVKRUWO\E\DQRQ\PRXVSDUWLHVDVWRWKH
IXWXUHRI5RGDQWKHWKH*DWHZD\WRZQRI+DWWHUDV,VODQG,LPSORUH\RXDOOWRSURDFWLYHO\GLUHFWWKDWGHFLVLRQWREHLQ
IDYRURIEHDFKQRXULVKPHQW

Dear Elected Representative

&F
6XEMHFW
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6HQW
7R
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WŚŽŶĞ͗ ;ϳϳϮͿϴϬϭͲϱϬϴϰ 

ŵĂŝů͗ ƐƵƌĨƐĞƚΛĂƚƚ͘ŶĞƚ 

$EERWW6WHYH
:HGQHVGD\-DQXDU\$0
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
&RQWDFW8VFRPPHQWRQ1&
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WƌŝŶƚ
ŽŵŵĞŶƚ,ŝƐƚŽƌǇ
dƌĂĐŬŝŶŐEƵŵďĞƌ͗ Dd:ϵd'ϴhh
^ĞŶƚǇ͗WĞƚĞƌKΖŽŶŶĞůů
ĂƚĞͬdŝŵĞ͗ ϭϮͬϮϳͬϮϬϭϭϲ͗ϮϳD
ŽŵŵĞŶƚ͗
WůĞĂƐĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƉĂƌŬĂŶĚǁĂůŬŽƉƚŝŽŶĨŽƌƚŚĞĂƌĞĂĂƌŽƵŶĚZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞĚƵĞƚŽƚŚĞŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐŐŽŽĚƐƵƌĨƐƉŽƚƐƚŚĂƚ
ĂĐĐĞƐƐǁŝůůďĞůŽƐƚŝĨďƌŝĚŐĞŽƉƚŝŽŶŝƐĐŚŽƐĞŶ͘dŚŝƐǁŝůůŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞůǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƚŽƵƌŝƐŵŝĨĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŝƐŶŽƚŐŝǀĞŶƚŽ
ĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƚŚĞƐĞďĞĂĐŚĞƐ͘tĞǀŝƐŝƚŽŶĐĞŽƌƚǁŝĐĞĂǇĞĂƌĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŶŽƚĐŽŵŝŶŐŝĨǇŽƵĐƵƚŽĨĨƉƵďůŝĐ
ĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƚŚĞƐĞďĞĂĐŚĞƐ͘tĞǁŽƵůĚƐƚĂƌƚĂĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶŚĞƌĞŝŶ&ůŽƌŝĚĂƚŽΗďŽǇĐŽƚƚ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐΗŝĨĂƌĞĂƐŽŶĂďůĞ
ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶŝƐŶŽƚĨŽƵŶĚƚŽŬĞĞƉƉƵďůŝĐĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƚŚĞƐĞďĞĂĐŚĞƐ͘




WĞƚĞƌKΖŽŶŶĞůů 
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/ŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƐƵƌĨŝŶŐƐŝŶĐĞϭϵϲϰĂŶĚƚŽƚĂůůǇƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĨƵůůĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽsZzKEŽŶƚŚŝƐĂƌĞĂŽĨƚŚĞŽƵƚĞƌďĂŶŬƐ͘ĨƚĞƌƐƵƌĨĞƌΖƐ
ƐƵƌĨĂŶĚĞǀĞŶďĞĨŽƌĞ͕ƚŚĞǇƵƐƵĂůůǇŐŽƚŽƚŚĞůŽĐĂůƐƚŽƌĞĂŶĚƐƉĞŶĚŵŽŶĞǇŽŶĨŽŽĚĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůƐ͘/ĨƚŚĞǁŝĨĞŝƐŝŶ
ƚŽǁ͕ǇŽƵĐĂŶďĞƚƐŚĞǁŝůůǁĂŶƚŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶĨŽŽĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞůŽĐĂůĞĐŽŶŽŵǇĂŶĚǁŝůůƐƉĞŶĚƐĞƌŝŽƵƐĚŽůůĂƌƐŽŶĐůŽƚŚŝŶŐΖƐĂŶĚ
ĐŽůůĞĐƚĂďůĞƐ͘>ĞƚŵĞŬŶŽǁǁŚĂƚ/ĐĂŶĚŽƚŽŚĞůƉ͘

ĚKďĞƌŵĞǇĞƌ
ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ĞĚŽďĞƌŵĞǇĞƌΛĐŽǆ͘ŶĞƚ

)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW
$WWDFKPHQWV

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
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.(5,25#DROFRP
)ULGD\'HFHPEHU$0
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
%RQQHU%ULGJH5HSODFHPHQW%ULGJH3KDVH

Keith Orr
393 Hannastown Road
Greensburg, PA 15601
724-689-9062

Thank you.



Considering the negative effect on the quality of life in northern Rodanthe and the higher costs of the bridge in the
sound, I think the logical choice is to institute the beach nourishment option.

I strongly disagree with Table 2 of the Phase 2 impacts on the Rodanthe Area. It says the bridge on new location would
have no impact on the Rodanthe Cohesion and Accessibility. It will ruin Mirlo Beach and without beach nourishment, it
would leave the north end of Rodanthe susceptible to further erosion and lost of property value.

Outside of sailing, the sound bridge would still have a strong detrimental effect on Mirlo Beach. It would ruin the sound
side views that attract vacationers and severely harm the property values of all the homes on the sound side of Rt 12.

This sound front area of Mirlo offers a unique waterfront experience that would be ruined by a bridge in the
sound. Kiteboarding and windsurfing are very popular in Mirlo Beach. Even by Hatteras Island standards, Mirlo offers
unusually good sailing conditions. In the summer, it gets strong thermal winds and it is also very good for the fall and
winter northeast wind directions. This sailing nirvana would be lost if a bridge is put in the sound.

I am a sound front property owner in the Mirlo Beach area of Rodanthe, NC. I am writing to express my strong support for
the Beach Nourishment option. The bridge options, particularly the bridge on the new location in the sound would
have a devastating impact on the life in Rodanthe.

Dear Ms: Smyre:

)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
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1HOVRQ3DXOQHOVRQ#QHOVRQSDXOFRP!
7KXUVGD\1RYHPEHU$0
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
5H+LJKZD\2SWLRQV0HHWLQJV



So, in conclusion, the NCDOT designation of the Scenic Byway is at cross purposes with the decision to allow
the inlet to remain. If the inlet is allowed to remain, then the Outer Banks National Scenic Byway designation

If the intent is to lure more people to the Outer Banks through the Outer Banks National Scenic Byway
designation, then the responsibility for the safety of these people (as it pertains to the availability of highway
transportation) rests squarely on NCDOT. The combination of an NCDOT policy that allows this inlet to
remain while simultaneously implementing a NCDOT policy that promotes and encourages tourism on the
Outer Banks is very dangerous. This is irresponsible and is unnecessarily endangering the public.

Highway 12 being designated as the “Outer Banks National Scenic Byway” exacerbates this life and death
situation. The Scenic Byway designation is intended to lure MORE tourists to the area in order to improve the
local economy. Through this designation NCDOT is making substantial investments in promoting the Outer
Banks as a tourist destination.

This is a reasonable scenario that we would have considered when I worked for the NC Division of Coastal
Management. In this scenario there could be more than 10,000 people trapped in a life-threatening
situation. And from our recent experience with Irene, we can easily see that people could die if it had been a
stronger storm. You may want to review what happened on Ocracoke Island with Hurricane Alex in 2004.

Imagine a scenario where a Cat 1 storm approaches the Outer Banks in mid-July. While evacuating the island, a
vehicle strikes a structural member of the existing temporary bridge, making traversing the inlet by vehicle
impossible. The bridge is closed. The NCDOT Ferry Service springs into action, but it is too many people and
too little time. The storm increases to a Cat 3 and bears down on the island, roughly following the path of
Hurricane Irene.

However, worse than that, the decision to bridge the inlet has created a potential trap for residents and visitors
that could likely result in the loss of life.

Because inlets move, the decision to bridge this inlet, rather than fill the inlet, has created a scenario that will
most likely doom the economies of these Outer Banks communities over the next decade. Without an enormous
commitment of scarce revenues, the shifting sands of this new inlet will likely make travel on Highway 12
intermittent and undependable.

Hurricane Irene severely impacted the Outer Banks and severed Highway 12 with a new inlet that NCDOT has
chosen to bridge, rather than fill.

My name is Nelson Paul. I am commenting as someone who is knowledgeable of the situation on the Outer
Banks having worked with the NC Division of Coastal Management as a Field Representative for their coastal
permitting program on the Outer Banks in the 1980's.

Dear Ms. Smyre,

)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$



Email correspondence to and from this sender is subject to the N.C. Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.

Thank you,
Nelson Paul
(919) 231-4409

Can we submit comments regarding the breaches in Highway 12 through you?

Hi Beth, hope you are doing well today.

)URP1HOVRQ3DXO>PDLOWRQHOVRQ#QHOVRQSDXOFRP@
6HQW:HGQHVGD\1RYHPEHU30
7R6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
6XEMHFW+LJKZD\2SWLRQV0HHWLQJV

ͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲ
ΎΎΎWůĞĂƐĞŶŽƚĞŵǇƉŚŽŶĞŶƵŵďĞƌŚĂƐĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ͕ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞDĂƌĐŚϯϬ͕ϮϬϭϭͲƐĞĞďĞůŽǁ͘ΎΎΎ

ĞƚŚ^ŵǇƌĞ͕W͘͘
WƌŽũĞĐƚWůĂŶŶŝŶŐŶŐŝŶĞĞƌ
EĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŽĨdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ
WƌŽũĞĐƚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚΘŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐƌĂŶĐŚ
ϭϱϰϴDĂŝů^ĞƌǀŝĐĞĞŶƚĞƌ
ZĂůĞŝŐŚ͕EϮϳϲϵϵͲϭϱϰϴ
;ϵϭϵͿϳϬϳͲϲϬϰϯ

EĞůƐŽŶͲ
ďƐŽůƵƚĞůǇ͊zŽƵĂƌĞǁĞůĐŽŵĞƚŽƐĞŶĚŵĞĂŶǇĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐǇŽƵŵŝŐŚƚŚĂǀĞ͘
dŚĂŶŬƐ͕
ĞƚŚ

----- Original Message ----From: Smyre, Elizabeth A
To: Nelson Paul
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2011 5:22 PM
Subject: RE: Highway 12 Options Meetings

Thank you,
Nelson Paul
(919) 231-4409

It is my opinion that this inlet should be filled as soon as possible. And future inlets, should they occur, should
be filled also. This is the only long-term, cost-effective solution that MUST be established as official NCDOT
policy.

needs to be suspended until a long-term, permanent solution is established and IMPLEMENTED regarding the
inlet.
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ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬƐŝƚĞƐ͘ŐŽŽŐůĞ͘ĐŽŵͬƐŝƚĞͬŵŝƌůŽďĞĂĐŚŶĐͬ

DƐ͘^ŵǇƌĞ͕

/ƚŝƐŵǇƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞDĞƌŐĞƌdĞĂŵǁŝůůŵĞĞƚƚŚŝƐdŚƵƌƐĚĂǇƚŽĚĞĐŝĚĞǁŚŝĐŚWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚ,ǁǇ͘ϭϮĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ;ƐͿ
ƚŽĂĚǀĂŶĐĞĨŽƌĨƵƌƚŚĞƌƐƚƵĚǇ͘/ŽǁŶ^ƵƌĨŽƌ^ŽƵŶĚZĞĂůƚǇŽŶ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐ/ƐůĂŶĚ͘tĞŵĂŶĂŐĞĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϰϱϬƐŝŶŐůĞĨĂŵŝůǇ
ǀĂĐĂƚŝŽŶŚŽŵĞƐŽŶ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐ/ƐůĂŶĚĂŶĚĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϭϬϬ͕ϬϬϬǀŝƐŝƚŽƌƐƚŽ,E^ĞĂĐŚǇĞĂƌ͘/ĂŵǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƚŽ
ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚƚŚĂƚďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚďĞŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚĂƐŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐĨŽƌĨƵƌƚŚĞƌƐƚƵĚǇ͘ƐĂĨĞĂŶĚƌĞůŝĂďůĞĐŽƌƌŝĚŽƌŝƐ
ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůĨŽƌǀŝƐŝƚŽƌĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽĂƉĞ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐEĂƚŝŽŶĂů^ĞĂƐŚŽƌĞĂŶĚĨŽƌ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐĂŶĚKĐƌĂĐŽŬĞ/ƐůĂŶĚƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐĂŶĚ
ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇŽǁŶĞƌƐ͘ĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝƐĂŶĂƉƉĞĂůŝŶŐŽƉƚŝŽŶƚŽƉƌŽƚĞĐƚƚŚĞ,ǁǇ͘ϭϮĐŽƌƌŝĚŽƌƚŚƌŽƵŐŚWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚĨŽƌ
ƐĞǀĞƌĂůƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ͘/ŚĂǀĞĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚƚŚĞůŝŶŬƚŽĂǁĞďƐŝƚĞƚŚĂƚŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚƐƚŚĞŵĂŶǇƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐŽĨďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ͘

dŚĂŶŬǇŽƵ͕

ĂůĞWĞƚƚǇ
K͕^ƵƌĨŽƌ^ŽƵŶĚZĞĂůƚǇ




W>^EKdKhZEtZ^^͗

ϲϬϭtĞƐƚZŽƐĞŵĂƌǇ^ƚƌĞĞƚ͕^ƵŝƚĞϮϮϬ
ŚĂƉĞů,ŝůů͕EŽƌƚŚĂƌŽůŝŶĂϮϳϱϭϲͲϮϯϱϲ

KƵƌƚĞůĞƉŚŽŶĞ͕ĨĂǆ͕ĂŶĚĞͲŵĂŝůĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞƐŚĂǀĞŶŽƚĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ͘



/RX$QQ3KHOSV
$GPLQLVWUDWLYH/HJDO$VVLVWDQW
1RUWK&DUROLQD6WDWH%DU&HUWLILHG3DUDOHJDO
6287+(51(19,5210(17$//$:&(17(5
7HO  
)D[  
ODSKHOSV#VHOFQFRUJ

/RX$QQ3KHOSVOSKHOSV#VHOFQFRUJ!
)ULGD\-DQXDU\30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
%RQQHU%ULGJH5HSODFHPHQW3URMHFW 7,31R%
&RPPHQWVWR1&'27UH3KDVH,,2SWLRQVSGI

WůĞĂƐĞƐĞĞƚŚĞĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚŽŶďĞŚĂůĨŽĨĞĨĞŶĚĞƌƐŽĨtŝůĚůŝĨĞ͕EĂƚŝŽŶĂůtŝůĚůŝĨĞZĞĨƵŐĞ
ƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĂŶĚƚŚĞ^ŽƵƚŚĞƌŶŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů>ĂǁĞŶƚĞƌ͕ƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞͲƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞĚƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͘

dŚĂŶŬǇŽƵĨŽƌǇŽƵƌĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͘



)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW
$WWDFKPHQWV

)URP
6HQW
7R
&F
6XEMHFW

'DOH3HWW\GDOH#VXUIRUVRXQGFRP!
0RQGD\'HFHPEHU30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
ZDUUHQM#GDUHQFFRP2IILFHRIWKH*RYHUQRU
+DWWHUDV,VODQG+Z\%HDFK1RXULVKPHQW

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
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"Boys and their TOYS scenario."

KSLVHN#DROFRP
)ULGD\'HFHPEHU30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$QRUEXUQ#SEZRUOGFRP
)ZG'DUH&RXQW\%RQQHU%ULGJHUHSODFHPHQW

Helen and Irv Pisek
5208 Birch Lane
Kitty Hawk, NC 27949

Thank you.



P-L-E-A-S-E consider the 17-mile-long bridge. In the long run, it will save the state millions of dollars trying to keep
Highway 12 passable on Hatteras Island. It's almost a "boys and their boys" scenario. They have waaay tooo much fun
playing with all that construction equipment.

-----Original Message----From: hpisek <hpisek@aol.com>
To: bsmyre <bsmyre@ncdot.gov>; norburn <norburn@pbworld.com>
Sent: Fri, Dec 2, 2011 12:00 pm
Subject: Dare County Bonner Bridge replacement

I meant to say:

)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
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tĂƌƌĞŶWŽǁĞůů
^ĂůĞƐŝƌĞĐƚŽƌ^ŽƵƚŚĞĂƐƚZĞŐŝŽŶ
WƌĞƐƚŝŐĞĂƉŝƚĂůŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ
ϵϭϵͲϯϰϵͲϮϴϲϲ
ϮϬϭͲϵϰϰͲϵϰϳϳĨĂǆ
ǁƉŽǁĞůůΛƉƌĞƐƚŝŐĞĐĂƉŝƚĂů͘ĐŽŵ

)OH[LEOH$FFRXQWV5HFHLYDEOH)XQGLQJ6ROXWLRQV


:DUUHQ3RZHOO



ĞĂƌĞƚŚ͕

/ŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƚƌĂǀĞůŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞKƵƚĞƌĂŶŬƐĨŽƌƚŚĞƉĂƐƚϯϬǇĞĂƌƐƉƌŝŵĂƌŝůǇƚŽƐƵƌĨĂŶĚĨŝƐŚ͘/ƚǁŽƵůĚďĞĂƚƌĂǀĞƐƚǇ͕ŝĨƚŚĞŶĞǁ
ƌŽĂĚͬďƌŝĚŐĞŽƉƚŝŽŶƐĚŝĚŶŽƚŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐŽŵĞǁĂǇĨŽƌƉĞŽƉůĞƚŽƌĞĂĐŚƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞďĞƐƚĂƌĞĂƐĨŽƌƐƵƌĨŝŶŐŽŶƚŚĞĞŶƚŝƌĞĂƐƚ
ŽĂƐƚ͘^ŽŵĞŽĨŵǇŐƌĞĂƚĞƐƚŵĞŵŽƌŝĞƐĂƌĞĐƌŽƐƐŝŶŐƚŚĞŽŶŶĞƌƌŝĚŐĞĂŶĚƌƵŶŶŝŶŐĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞĚƵŶĞƐƚŽƐĞĞĂŵĂǌŝŶŐƐƵƌĨ͕
ĂŶĚ/ŚŽƉĞƚŽďĞĂďůĞƚŽƐŚĂƌĞƚŚĞƐĞĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐǁŝƚŚŵǇϮƐŽŶƐ͘

WůĞĂƐĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂůůĂĐĐĞƐƐŽƉƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚǁĞƐƉĞŶĚĂŐŽŽĚďŝƚŽĨŵŽŶĞǇǁŚĞŶƚƌĂǀĞůŝŶŐƚŽĂŶĚƐƵƌĨŝŶŐŽŶƚŚĞ
Ky͘

ŽƌĚŝĂůůǇ͕


MSTXLQQ#FRPFDVWQHW
:HGQHVGD\'HFHPEHU30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
5RGDQWKH



Dear Ms. Smyre,
Please take into consideration beach nourishment as opposed to the bridge alternative which will
devastate Rodanthe.
Sincerely John Quinn owner of 23176 Pappys Lane Rodanthe.

)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

:DUUHQ3RZHOOZSRZHOO#SUHVWLJHFDSLWDOFRP!
0RQGD\-DQXDU\$0
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
2XWHU%DQNV

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
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Cindy Thorne
161 Nemec Lane
West Newton, Pa. 15089
724-331-1581

Thank you.



Please keep NC 12 through Pea Island open as close as possible to what is there now. Do not put the 7 mile
bridge out in the sound. We are losing enough beach on the National Seashore we can not afford to lose more. I
own a house in Salvo and in a few years will be retiring. Pea Island is my favorite place for just walking and
shelling. The way it is going now there won't be any place left to access the beach so I guess I wasted all my
money on buying a house and who would want to buy it if there is no beach. Please don't give into the
environmental people or the
Fish and Wildlife people.

RXWHUEDQNV#VXUIULGHURUJ
:HGQHVGD\'HFHPEHU30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
1&RSWLRQV



ĞĂƌ͕DƐ͘^ŵǇƌĞ͗

KŶďĞŚĂůĨŽĨƚŚĞKƵƚĞƌĂŶŬƐŚĂƉƚĞƌŽĨƚŚĞ^ƵƌĨƌŝĚĞƌ&ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ͕ǁĞǁŽƵůĚůŝŬĞƚŽŽĨĨĞƌƐŽŵĞĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞ
ďƌĞĂĐŚĞƐĂůŽŶŐEϭϮ͘tŚŝůĞǁĞΖƌĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇŐĂƚŚĞƌŝŶŐĂŵŽƌĞŽĨĨŝĐŝĂůƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƚŽƐƵďŵŝƚĨŽƌƚŚĞĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƉĞƌŝŽĚƚŚĂƚ
ĞŶĚƐ:ĂŶƵĂƌǇϮϬ͕ǁĞĂůƐŽƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂŵĞĞƚŝŶŐƚŽŵŽƌƌŽǁ͕ƐŽǁĞƚŚŽƵŐŚƚǁĞƐŚŽƵůĚǀŽŝĐĞĂďƌŽĂĚƐĞŶƐĞŽĨ
ǁŚĂƚŽƵƌŽǀĞƌĂůůƐƚĂŶĐĞǁŝůůďĞ͘dŚĂƚƐƚĂŶĐĞ͕ƐŝŵƉůǇƉƵƚ͕ŝƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞKdǁŽƌŬĂƐŵƵĐŚĂƐƉŽƐƐŝďůĞƚŽǁĂƌĚƉƌĞƐĞƌǀŝŶŐ
ĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƐƵƌĨďƌĞĂŬƐƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐďŽƚŚƚŚŽƐĞďƌĞĂĐŚĞƐ͕ŶŽŵĂƚƚĞƌǁŚĂƚƉůĂŶƉĞƌƐĞǀĞƌĞƐ͘

zŽƵŵĂǇŶŽƚďĞĂǁĂƌĞ͕ďƵƚƚŚŽƐĞƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌƐƚƌĞƚĐŚĞƐŽĨďĞĂĐŚĂƌĞƉƌŝŵĞƐƵƌĨŝŶŐĂƌĞĂƐ͘DĂŶǇKƵƚĞƌĂŶŬƐůŽĐĂůƐŵŽǀĞƚŽ
ƚŚĞĂƌĞĂũƵƐƚƚŽƐƵƌĨƚŚĞWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚĐŽĂƐƚ͘ŶĚŽĨƚŚĞŵĂůů͕ƚŚĞĂƌĞĂũƵƐƚŶŽƌƚŚŽĨDŝƌůŽͲͲĐŽŵŵŽŶůǇĐĂůůĞĚ^ͲdƵƌŶƐͲͲŝƐ
ĂŵŽŶŐƚŚĞŵŽƐƚĨĂŵŽƵƐĂŶĚƌĞƐƉĞĐƚĞĚŽŶƚŚĞĞŶƚŝƌĞĂƐƚĞƌŶ^ĞĂďŽĂƌĚ͘;^ƵƌĨĞƌDĂŐĂǌŝŶĞŶĂŵĞĚŝƚŽŶĞŽĨŝƚƐƚŽƉϭϬϬ
ƐƵƌĨƐƉŽƚƐƚŚŝƐƉĂƐƚǇĞĂƌ͘ͿdŚŝƐŵĞĂŶƐƉůĞŶƚǇŽĨƐƵƌĨƚŽƵƌŝƐŵĚŽůůĂƌƐĨŽƌƚŚĞŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞĂƌĞĂ͘^ŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐƚŚĞŽŶůǇďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ
ŝŶƚŚĞǁŝŶƚĞƌŵŽŶƚŚƐǁŚĞŶĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚƐƚŽƌŵƐŵĂŬĞŝƚĂǀĂůƵĂďůĞƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞĨŽƌƐƵƌĨĞƌƐĨƌŽŵƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐƐƚĂƚĞƐĂƐǁĞůů͘

DŽƐƚŽĨƚŚĞƚŝŵĞ͕ƚŚĞƐĞƐƵƌĨĞƌƐƉĂƌŬŽŶƚŚĞƐŝĚĞŽĨEϭϮ͕ǁŚŝĐŚͲͲĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚĞĂƐǇĨŽƌƚŚĞƐƵƌĨĞƌƐͲͲǁĞĂůƐŽƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ
ĐĂŶĐĂƵƐĞĐŽŶĨůŝĐƚƐǁŝƚŚŶŽƌŵĂůƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ͘KƵƌĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝƐƚŚĂƚŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞďƌŝĚŐĞŽƉƚŝŽŶƐǁŝůůǁŝŶŽƵƚǁŝƚŚŽƵƚĂŶǇ
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐƐƵƌĨŝŶŐƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶǁŚŽƵƐĞƚŚĞƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ͘tĞΖƌĞŚŽƉŝŶŐEϭϮĂŶĚĂƌĞŽƵŶƚǇĐĂŶƐĞŝǌĞ
ƚŚŝƐŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐŽŵĞƉĂƌŬŝŶŐĂŶĚĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƉƌĞǀĞŶƚĨƵƚƵƌĞĐŽŶĨůŝĐƚ͘tĞΖƌĞŶŽƚƐƵƌĞǁŚĂƚƚŚĂƚƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶůŽŽŬƐ
ůŝŬĞ͕ďƵƚŝƚƐĞĞŵƐƌĞĂƐŽŶĂďůĞƚŚĞƌĞŝƐƐŽŵĞǁĂǇƚŽůŽŽŬĂƚĂůůƚŚĞŽƉƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚĨŝŐƵƌĞŽƵƚƉĂƌŬŝŶŐĂŶĚĂĐĐĞƐƐƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌ
ĞĂĐŚ͕ƐŽƚŚĂƚŶŽŵĂƚƚĞƌǁŚĂƚƉůĂŶĐŽŵĞƐƚŽĨƌƵŝƚŝŽŶ͕ƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐƐƵƌĨŝŶŐƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶͲͲͲďŽƚŚůŽĐĂůĂŶĚǀŝƐŝƚŽƌͲͲĐĂŶ
ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƚŽĞŶũŽǇƚŚĞƐƵƌĨŝŶŐƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐŽĨZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞĐĂŶďĞŶĞĨŝƚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ
ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚĂŶǇŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘

KŶďĞŚĂůĨŽĨƚŚĞ^ƵƌĨƌŝĚĞƌ&ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶΖƐϭϮϱнůŽĐĂůŵĞŵďĞƌƐͲͲĂŶĚϱϬ͕ϬϬϬŶĂƚŝŽŶǁŝĚĞŵĞŵďĞƌƐͲͲǁĞƌĞƋƵĞƐƚǇŽƵ
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƚŚĞƐĞŽƉƚŝŽŶƐĂƐǇŽƵŵŽǀĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶͲŵĂŬŝŶŐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͘

dŚĂŶŬǇŽƵĨŽƌƚŚĞƚŝŵĞĂŶĚĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͘ŶĚǁĞǁŝůůĨŝůĞĂŵŽƌĞŽĨĨŝĐŝĂůƌĞƋƵĞƐƚďĞĨŽƌĞ:ĂŶƵĂƌǇϮϬ͘

^ŝŶĐĞƌĞůǇ͕

DĂƚƚtĂůŬĞƌ
sŝĐĞŚĂŝƌ
^ƵƌĨƌŝĚĞƌ&ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ͕KƵƚĞƌĂŶŬƐŚĂƉƚĞƌ


)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

&,1'<7+251(FLQG\BWKRUQH#\DKRRFRP!
7XHVGD\-DQXDU\$0
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
1&

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
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Dear Ms.Smyre:
I have been in Hatteras village for over 50 years and I can assure you the only sensible and financially feasable long term
solution is to return to a Ferry System. This is flexible and relatively inexpensive. Everything else is a waste of tax payer's
money!
H.Scheidemandel, Falls Curch,Va.

)UHG:DOWHUVIHZDOW#QWHORVQHW!
7KXUVGD\'HFHPEHU30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
%ULGJHWRQRZKHUH



/ĨƚŚĞEW^ŬĞĞƉƐĐůŽƐŝŶŐďĞĂĐŚĂĐĐĞƐƐ͕ŽƌĂƚŽƚĂůĐůŽƐƵƌĞŝƐĞŵŝŶĞŶƚ͕EKďƌŝĚŐĞǁŝůůďĞŶĞĞĚĞĚ͊͊͊͊͊͊

&ƌĞĚtĂůƚĞƌƐ
dƌŽƵƚǀŝůůĞ͕sĂ


)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

)URP
6HQW
7R

+HLQ]6FKHLGHPDQGHOK\QHVVFK#FR[QHW!
0RQGD\1RYHPEHU30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
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ĞĂƌĞƚŚ^ŵǇƌĞ͗

KŶďĞŚĂůĨŽĨƚŚĞ^ƵƌĨƌŝĚĞƌ&ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ;ǁǁǁ͘ƐƵƌĨƌŝĚĞƌ͘ŽƌŐͿ͕/ǁŝƐŚƚŽƐƵďŵŝƚƚŚĞĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚůĞƚƚĞƌĂŶĚƉĞƚŝƚŝŽŶůŝƐƚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞ
E͘͘͘K͘d͘ĨŽƌĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĚĞƐŝŐŶŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĨŽƌƚŚĞĂƌĞĂŬŶŽǁŶĂƐ^ͲdƵƌŶƐŝŶZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͕ĂƌĞŽƵŶƚǇ͘dŚĞǆĐĞů
ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚůŝƐƚĂůůƐŝŐŶĞƌƐŽĨƚŚĞƉĞƚŝƚŝŽŶŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚŝŶƚŚĞůĞƚƚĞƌ͘ƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇƚĞůůŝŶŐĂƌĞƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐƚŚĂƚƵƐĞƌƐ
ŽĨƚŚĞƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞŚĂǀĞŵĂĚĞĨƌŽŵĂůůŽǀĞƌƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƚŚŝƐƐŝƚĞ͘

^ͲdƵƌŶƐŝƐĂǀĂůƵĂďůĞĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂŶĚŶĂƚƵƌĂůƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞĨŽƌEŽƌƚŚĂƌŽůŝŶĂ͘WůĞĂƐĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƉƌĞƐĞƌǀŝŶŐĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƚŚŝƐ
ůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŝŶĂůů͘K͘d͘ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͘

^ŝŶĐĞƌĞůǇ͕

:ŽŚŶtĂƐŶŝĞǁƐŬŝ
ŚĂŝƌŵĂŶ
KƵƚĞƌĂŶŬƐŚĂƉƚĞƌŽĨƚŚĞ^ƵƌĨƌŝĚĞƌ&ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ


VKHOOH\VZHLVEHUJ#FR[QHW!
7XHVGD\'HFHPEHU$0
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
5(%HDFK1RXULVKPHQW7RS7HQ5HDVRQV


ĞƚŚ^ŵǇƌĞ͕W͘͘
WƌŽũĞĐƚWůĂŶŶŝŶŐŶŐŝŶĞĞƌ




^ŚĞůůĞǇͲ
dŚĂŶŬǇŽƵĨŽƌǇŽƵƌĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ͊WůĞĂƐĞůĞƚŵĞŬŶŽǁŝĨǇŽƵŚĂǀĞĂŶǇĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŽƌƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ͘
dŚĂŶŬƐ͕
ĞƚŚ

ͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲ
ΎΎΎWůĞĂƐĞŶŽƚĞŵǇƉŚŽŶĞŶƵŵďĞƌŚĂƐĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ͕ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞDĂƌĐŚϯϬ͕ϮϬϭϭͲƐĞĞďĞůŽǁ͘ΎΎΎ

)URP6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$>PDLOWREVP\UH#QFGRWJRY@
6HQW:HGQHVGD\'HFHPEHU30
7RVKHOOH\
6XEMHFW5(%HDFK1RXULVKPHQW7RS7HQ5HDVRQV

ĞĂƌĞƚŚ͕

dŚĞŶĞǁƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞDĞƌŐĞƌdĞĂŵŵĞĞƚŝŶŐŝŶZĂůĞŝŐŚŝƐŵŽƐƚĚŝƐĂƉƉŽŝŶƚŝŶŐ͘

Ɛ/ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ͕h^&ŝƐŚΘtŝůĚůŝĨĞŝƐĂĚĂŵĂŶƚůǇŽƉƉŽƐĞĚƚŽĞĂĐŚEŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚŵŽǀĞĨŽƌǁĂƌĚƚŝůŝƚǁĂƐ
ƌĞŵŽǀĞĚĨƌŽŵĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͘

/ďĞůŝĞǀĞ͕EKdŝƐĨĂǀŽƌŝŶŐŬĞĞƉŝŶŐƚŚĞďƌŝĚŐĞŝŶƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐƌŝŐŚƚŽĨǁĂǇŽŶWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚĂŶĚŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐĂƐƚƌŽŶŐ
ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐĞĂĐŚEŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƚŽƉƌŽƚĞĐƚďŽƚŚƚŚĞƌŝĚŐĞĂŶĚƚŚĞƌŽĂĚ͘

DĞĂŶǁŚŝůĞZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞďĞŝŶŐŝŶEĂƚŝŽŶĂůWĂƌŬũƵƌŝƐĚŝĐƚŝŽŶŵƵƐƚŚĂǀĞĂƉĞƌŵŝƚŝƐƐƵĞĚĨƌŽŵEW^͘

WĞƌŚĂƉƐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŽƵůĚďĞŐŝǀĞŶƚŽƚŚĞƐŽƵƌĐĞŽĨƚŚĞĚŝƐĂƉƉĞĂƌŝŶŐWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚͲZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞƐĂŶĚ͙KƌĞŐŽŶ/ŶůĞƚ͛Ɛ
ũĞƚƚǇ͍

ŝǆŽŶĂŶĚWŝůŬĞǇ͛ƐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ;dŚĞŽƌƉƐĂŶĚƚŚĞ^ŚŽƌĞ͕/ƐůĂŶĚWƌĞƐƐ͕ϭϵϵϲͿƐƉĞĂŬƐƚŽƚŚĞŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůĞůŽƐƐŽĨƐĂŶĚĨƌŽŵ
ZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞŝĨŽŶůǇŽŶĞũĞƚƚǇǁĂƐĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚ͘dŝŵĞŚĂƐƐŚŽǁŶƚŚŝƐƉƌĞĚŝĐƚŝŽŶƚƌƵĞ͘>Ğƚ͛ƐƐƚŽƉĚƌĞĚŐŝŶŐWĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚͲ
ZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͛ƐƐĂŶĚŽƵƚŽĨKƌĞŐŽŶ/ŶůĞƚ͘>Ğƚ͛ƐĂďĂƚĞƚŚĞŝƐƐƵĞŽĨĚŝƐĂƉƉĞĂƌŝŶŐƐĂŶĚďǇƌĞͲĞǆĂŵŝŶŝŶŐƚŚĞũĞƚƚǇƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ͘

WůĞĂƐĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů͘tĞŶĞĞĚǇŽƵƌŚĞůƉ͘


^ŝŶĐĞƌĞůǇ͕

^ŚĞůůĞǇΘ:ĞĨĨtĞŝƐďĞƌŐ
ϮϮϬϭϮ^ŝǆƚĞĞŶƚŚƵŐƵƐƚ^ƚ͘
ZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ͕EϮϳϵϲϴ



)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

)URP
6HQW
7R
&F
6XEMHFW
$WWDFKPHQWV

-RKQ:DVQLHZVNL-RKQ#VKRVKLQWHFKFRP!
)ULGD\-DQXDU\30
6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
UPDWWZDONHU#JPDLOFRPLY\UD\#HDUWKOLQNQHW
5RGDQWKH67XUQV'HVLJQ&RPPHQWV6XUIULGHU)RXQGDWLRQ
5RGDQWKH67XUQV$FFHVVSGI3UHVHUYH67XUQV$FFHVV[OV

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$

6P\UH(OL]DEHWK$
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ĞĂƌĞƚŚ͕

/ĂŵĂŚŽŵĞŽǁŶĞƌŝŶDŝƌůŽĞĂĐŚ͕ĂĨĂŵŝůǇͲŽƌŝĞŶƚĞĚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇŽŶƚŚĞŽƵƚĞƌďĂŶŬƐŽĨEŽƌƚŚĂƌŽůŝŶĂůŽĐĂƚĞĚĂƚƚŚĞ
ŶŽƌƚŚĞŶĚŽĨƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞŽĨZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞͲͲƚŚĞŐĂƚĞǁĂǇƚŽ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐ/ƐůĂŶĚ͘/ƚŝƐĂďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵůƉůĂĐĞƚŽůŝǀĞĂŶĚǀĂĐĂƚŝŽŶ͘

ZŝŐŚƚŶŽǁ͕ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ǁĞĂƌĞƐŝŵƉůǇƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽƐƵƌǀŝǀĞ͊tĞǁĞƌĞĚĞǀĂƐƚĂƚĞĚďǇ,ƵƌƌŝĐĂŶĞ/ƌĞŶĞĂŶĚĂƌĞĂƚƚŚĞĐĞŶƚĞƌŽĨ
ƚŚĞĚĞďĂƚĞŽŶďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚǀĞƌƐƵƐĂďƌŝĚŐĞĂƚƚŚĞZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞŚŽƚƐƉŽƚŽŶ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐ/ƐůĂŶĚ͘WůĞĂƐĞŐŝǀĞďĞĂĐŚ
ŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƚŚĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŝƚĚĞƐĞƌǀĞƐ͘zŽƵƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐĂĨĨĞĐƚŽƵƌĨƵƚƵƌĞ͘

dŚĞdŽƉϭϬZĞĂƐŽŶƐƚŽ^ƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĂĐŚEŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ

ϭ͘ĞĂƵƚǇ͘dŚĞƌŝďďŽŶŽĨƐĂŶĚƚŚĂƚŝƐƚŚĞKƵƚĞƌĂŶŬƐŽĨEŽƌƚŚĂƌŽůŝŶĂƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞŵŽƐƚďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵůďĞĂĐŚĞƐŝŶ
ƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ͕ƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞŵŽƐƚďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵůǁŝůĚůŝĨĞ͕ƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞŵŽƐƚďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵůƐƵŶƌŝƐĞƐĂŶĚƐƵŶƐĞƚƐ͘EŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞƐ
ƚŚŝƐďĞĂƵƚǇ͘>ĞƚΖƐďĞŚŽŶĞƐƚ͕ďƌŝĚŐĞƐĂƌĞƵŐůǇ͘

Ϯ͘tŽƌŬŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŶĂƚƵƌĞ͘EŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶƐĂďĞĂĐŚǁŝƚŚƐĂŶĚŵĂƚĐŚĞĚƚŽƚŚĂƚďĞĂĐŚ͘WƵŵƉŝŶŐƐĂŶĚďĂĐŬŽŶƚŽĂ
ďĞĂĐŚŝƐƐŝŵƉůǇƵƐŝŶŐĂŚƵŵĂŶĨŽƌĐĞƚŽƌĞƉĂŝƌĚĂŵĂŐĞĚŽŶĞďǇĂŶĂƚƵƌĂůĨŽƌĐĞͲͲĞƌŽƐŝŽŶ͘EŽĐŽŶĐƌĞƚĞ͕ŶŽƐƚĞĞů͕ŶŽ
ƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚŵĂŶŵĂĚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŽŶĂƚƵƌĞ͘

ϯ͘WĞƌŵĂŶĞŶĐĞ͘/ƚŝƐƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐƐĂŝĚƚŚĂƚďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝƐŶŽƚĂƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ͕ďƵƚƚŚĂƚũƵƐƚŵĞĂŶƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ
ŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŵƵƐƚďĞƌĞƉĞĂƚĞĚ͘dŚŝƐŝƐŚŽǁEĞǁzŽƌŬ͕EĞǁ:ĞƌƐĞǇ͕ĂŶĚĞůĂǁĂƌĞŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶƚŚĞŝƌďĞĂĐŚĞƐ;ĂůŽŶŐǁŝƚŚ
ŵĂŶǇƐƚĂƚĞƐĂŶĚĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐͿ͘dŚĞ&ŝŶĂůŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů/ŵƉĂĐƚ^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ;&/^ͿĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚĐǇĐůĞĨŽƌ
ZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞǁŽƵůĚďĞŽŶĐĞĞǀĞƌǇϰǇĞĂƌƐ͘,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ǁĞǁŝůůŶĞǀĞƌŬŶŽǁƵŶƚŝůǁĞƚƌǇŝƚ͘/ƚĐŽƵůĚďĞƐŚŽƌƚĞƌ͖ŝƚĐŽƵůĚďĞ
ůŽŶŐĞƌ͘dŚƵƐ͕ǁĞƐŚŽƵůĚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚĂƐƐŽŽŶĂƐƉŽƐƐŝďůĞƚŽůĞĂƌŶƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƐ͘

ϰ͘^ƉĞĞĚ͘EŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝƐƚŚĞĨĂƐƚĞƐƚǁĂǇƚŽƉƌŽƚĞĐƚEϭϮ͘dŚĞŵĂŝŶƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚĚĞůĂǇƐŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ͕ŝƐŐĞƚƚŝŶŐƚŚĞ
ŶĞĞĚĞĚƉĞƌŵŝƚƐ͘/Ŷ^ŽƵƚŚEĂŐƐ,ĞĂĚ͕ƚŚĂƚƚŽŽŬƐĞǀĞƌĂůǇĞĂƌƐ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐĂďŽƵƚŚŽǁůŽŶŐŝƚƚĂŬĞƐƚŽĚĞƐŝŐŶĂŶĚďƵŝůĚĂ
ďƌŝĚŐĞ͘tĞĂƐƐƵŵĞƚŚĂƚĂƉƌŽũĞĐƚƚŚŝƐďŝŐĂŶĚŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚǁŝůůďĞĨĂƐƚͲƚƌĂĐŬĞĚďǇƚŚĞĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ
ĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ͘EϭϮŶĞĞĚƐƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ^W͊

ϱ͘&ůĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇ͘ĞĐĂƵƐĞŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝƐĂŶŽŶŐŽŝŶŐƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ͕ŝƚĐĂŶďĞƌĞƉĞĂƚĞĚƐŽŽŶĞƌŽƌůĂƚĞƌĚĞƉĞŶĚŝŶŐŽŶ
ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ͘/ƚůĞĂǀĞƐŽƉĞŶƚŚĞƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŽĨďĞƚƚĞƌƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐϮϬǇĞĂƌƐĚŽǁŶƚŚĞƌŽĂĚďĂƐĞĚŽŶŶĞǁƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĞƐ͘
ďƌŝĚŐĞĐĂŶĂůǁĂǇƐďĞďƵŝůƚůĂƚĞƌŝĨĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƉƌŽǀĞƐƚŚĂƚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝƐƚŽŽĐŽƐƚůǇŽƌŝŶĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ͘ďƌŝĚŐĞĐĂŶŶŽƚďĞ
ΗƵŶďƵŝůƚΗůĂƚĞƌ͕ŝĨŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝƐƐŚŽǁŶƚŽďĞďĞƚƚĞƌŽƌŝĨďĞƚƚĞƌĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐĞŵĞƌŐĞ͘ďƌŝĚŐĞĐĂŶŶŽƚĞǀĞŶďĞƐƚŽƉƉĞĚ
ŚĂůĨǁĂǇŝĨĐŽƐƚŽǀĞƌƌƵŶƐƐŚŽǁŝƚƚŽďĞďĞŵƵĐŚŵŽƌĞĞǆƉĞŶƐŝǀĞƚŚĂŶĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚ͘

ϲ͘^ĂǀĞƐŵŽŶĞǇ͘dŚĞĐŽƐƚŽĨĂďƌŝĚŐĞŝŶZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞŝƐΨϭϭϰŵŝůůŝŽŶƚŽΨϮϰϬŵŝůůŝŽŶ;EKdĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞŝŶϮϬϬϲĚŽůůĂƌƐ͕
ΨϭϮϴDDƚŽΨϮϳϬDDŝŶϮϬϭϭĚŽůůĂƌƐͿĂŶĚΨϭϲϵŵŝůůŝŽŶƚŽΨϮϭϮŵŝůůŝŽŶ;ŽƵƌĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞŝŶϮϬϭϭĚŽůůĂƌƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶĨŝŐƵƌĞƐ
ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚďǇŽĂƐƚĂů^ĐŝĞŶĐĞĂŶĚŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐͿ͘,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ďƵŝůĚĂďƌŝĚŐĞƚŽĚĂǇ͕ƉĂǇĨŽƌŝƚƚŽĚĂǇ͘ĞŐŝŶďĞĂĐŚŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ
ĂŶĚǇŽƵƉĂǇŽŶůǇϭͬϭϮŽĨƚŚĞƚŽƚĂůĐŽƐƚƚŽĚĂǇ͕ĂŶĚƚŚĞΗƉƌĞƐĞŶƚǀĂůƵĞΗĐŽƐƚŽĨŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŝƐŽŶůǇΨϭϬϲŵŝůůŝŽŶƚŽΨϭϯϯ
ŵŝůůŝŽŶ͘
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ƐƚƵĚǇ͘tŚĂƚƚŚĞĞǆƉĞƌƚƐŚĂǀĞƐĂŝĚŝƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞŝƐǀĞƌǇůŝƚƚůĞƐĂŶĚŝŶtŝŵďůĞ^ŚŽĂůƐ;ƐĞǀĞƌĂůŵŝůĞƐĨƌŽŵZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞͿ͕ďƵƚ
ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂůŽƚŽĨƐĂŶĚŝŶWůĂƚƚ^ŚŽĂůƐ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐϲͲϵŵŝůĞƐŶŽƌƚŚĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞŵĂǇďĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐŽĨƐĂŶĚŝŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶ͘ǆƉĞƌƚƐ
ĂůƐŽƐĂǇƚŚĂƚĞǀĞŶϭϬͲϮϬŵŝůĞƐĐĂŶďĞĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂůůǇĨĞĂƐŝďůĞ͘tĞŶĞĞĚƚŽŬŶŽǁǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞƐĂŶĚŝƐ͊

ϴ͘WƌĞƐĞƌǀĞƐƚŚĞ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐ/ƐůĂŶĚĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ͘ůůŽĨƚŚĞďƌŝĚŐĞĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐǁŝůůŚĂǀĞĂĚĞǀĂƐƚĂƚŝŶŐĞĨĨĞĐƚŽŶƚŚĞĐƵůƚƵƌĂůĂŶĚ
ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐůŝĨĞŽĨŶŽƌƚŚZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞ;ŶŽƚũƵƐƚDŝƌůŽĞĂĐŚͿ͘WŽƉƵůĂƌƵƐĞƐƐƵĐŚĂƐĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ͕ďŝƌĚŝŶŐ͕ƐƵƌĨŝŶŐ͕ǁŝŶĚƐƵƌĨŝŶŐ͕ĂŶĚ
ŬŝƚĞďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐǁŝůůĂůůďĞŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞůǇĂĨĨĞĐƚĞĚŽƌĞůŝŵŝŶĂƚĞĚ͘sĂĐĂƚŝŽŶƌĞŶƚĂůƐĂŶĚƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇǀĂůƵĞƐǁŝůůƉůƵŵŵĞƚ͘dŚĞDŝƌůŽ
ĞĂĐŚƐƵďĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶĂůŽŶĞŚĂƐĂƚĂǆǀĂůƵĞŽĨŽǀĞƌΨϱϬŵŝůůŝŽŶ͕ĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞƐƚŽĨŶŽƌƚŚĞƌŶZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞŝƐǁŽƌƚŚĂƚůĞĂƐƚƚŚĂƚ
ŵƵĐŚ͘dŚƵƐ͕ƚŚĞĂŶŶƵĂůƚĂǆĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƚŽĂƌĞŽ͘ŝƐŽǀĞƌΨϰϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ͘KǀĞƌƚŚĞϱϬͲǇĞĂƌůŝĨĞŽĨĂďƌŝĚŐĞ͕ƚŚĂƚŝƐΨϮϬ
ŵŝůůŝŽŶ͘ĚĚƚŽƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞŶƚĂůƌĞǀĞŶƵĞĂŶĚƌĞƚĂŝůƐĂůĞƐƚŽǀĂĐĂƚŝŽŶŝŶŐƌĞŶƚĞƌƐĂŶĚŝƚŝƐĐůĞĂƌƚŚĂƚďƌŝĚŐĞƐǁŝůůƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂ
ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůůŽƐƐƚŽŽƵƌĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͘͘͘͘ĂŶĚŽƵƌĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇŝƐŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞĨĞǁƚŚĂƚƐĞŶĚŵŽƌĞƚĂǆƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƚŽ
ZĂůĞŝŐŚƚŚĂŶŝƐƐƉĞŶƚŚĞƌĞŽŶŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘

ϵ͘ZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞŝƐƚŚĞƚĞƐƚĐĂƐĞĨŽƌĂůůŽĨKy͘ůůŽĨ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐ/ƐůĂŶĚŝƐĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐŝŶŐĞƌŽƐŝŽŶƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ͗ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞŚŽŵĞƐŝŶƚŚĞ
ǀŝůůĂŐĞƐ͕WĞĂ/ƐůĂŶĚt/ůĚůŝĨĞZĞĨƵŐĞ͕ĂŶĚƚŚĞĂƉĞ,ĂƚƚĞƌĂƐEĂƚŝŽŶĂů^ĞĂƐŚŽƌĞ͘tŚĂƚŚĂƉƉĞŶƐŝŶZŽĚĂŶƚŚĞǁŝůůďĞĂ
ŵŽĚĞůĨŽƌĞǀĞƌǇǁŚĞƌĞĞůƐĞ͘ŽǁĞƌĞĂůůǇǁĂŶƚĂƉŽůŝĐǇŽĨƐŝŵƉůǇďƵŝůĚŝŶŐďƌŝĚŐĞƐĂŶĚĂďĂŶĚŽŶŝŶŐƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚEϭϮĂŶĚ
ƚŚĞůĂŶĚƐŝƚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ͍/ƐŝƚƌŝŐŚƚƚŽũƵƐƚůĞƚƚŚĞŝƐůĂŶĚĚŝƐƐŽůǀĞŝŶƚŽƚŚĞƚůĂŶƚŝĐ͕ǁŚĞŶŶŽƵƌŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŵŝŐŚƚŬĞĞƉƚŚĞƉůĂĐĞ
ũƵƐƚůŝŬĞŝƚŝƐŶŽǁ͍

ϭϬ͘WůĞĂƐĞůŝƐƚĞŶƚŽƚŚŽƐĞǁŚŽǇŽƵƌĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶĞĨĨĞĐƚƐ͘KƵƌĨƵƚƵƌĞƌĞƐƚŝŶǇŽƵƌŚĂŶĚƐ͘WůĞĂƐĞĂĐƚƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůǇ͘
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Page, John
Wednesday, November 30, 2011 4:27 PM
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John Page, AICP, CEP
Parsons Brinckerhoff
434 Fayetteville Street, Suite 1500
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601
USA
919-836-4076 (office)
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IreceivedaninformationlinecallfromanAvonpropertyowner.Hewasupsetthatnodecisionhadbeenmadeon
replacingBonnerBridgeandthatthePeaIslandbreachbridgewastooshort.Iexplainedthatadesignbuildcontractor
hadbeenselectedtobuildthereplacementOregonInletBridge.Ialsoindicatedthatthebridgeoverthebreachwasa
shorttermfixandthatNCDOThadstartedplanningthelongtermfix.Isaidonealternativeinthatareawasa1.5mile
longbridge.Iofferedtoputhimonthemailinglistandheagreed.

Mr.WilliamE.Wilson
5805KiplingCourt
Baltimore,Maryland212123735


John


From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Norburn, Robert E.
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Bonner Bridge Replacement Project
December 2011 Proposed Options for NC 12 (TIP No. B-2500)

Facsimile 919-929-9421

Charlottesville • Chapel Hill • Atlanta • Asheville • Birmingham • Charleston • Richmond • Washington, DC

2. Outdated, skewed cost estimates can no longer justify construction of a
replacement bridge over Oregon Inlet in Phase I and elimination of the
Pamlico Sound Bridge alternative as the solution for the entire Project.

1. The selected alternative for the Project constitutes illegal segmentation in
violation of the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”).

As discussed in more detail below, the Phase II plan is flawed in the following
respects:

None of the proposed alternatives will provide a viable long-term solution for the
ongoing transportation crisis on Hatteras Island. The options will not satisfy Governor
Perdue’s request for a permanent solution to transport people to the southern Outer
Banks. Moreover, they will run afoul of federal law. After two decades of study, it
should be clear that the only viable long-term solution is to re-route the transportation
corridor off the island onto a bridge that bypasses the most unstable portion of the island
and/or onto ferries.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the options proposed by the North
Carolina Department of Transportation (“NCDOT”) for the “Phase II” portion of the
Bonner Bridge replacement project, TIP Project Number B-2500 (the “Project”). These
comments are submitted on behalf of Defenders of Wildlife, the National Wildlife
Refuge Association, and the Southern Environmental Law Center.

Dear Ms. Smyre:

RE:

Ms. Beth Smyre, P.E.
NCDOT - Project Dev. & Env. Analysis Unit
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548
bsmyre@ncdot.gov

January 20, 2012

601 WEST ROSEMARY STREET, SUITE 220
CHAPEL HILL, NC 27516-2356

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL

Telephone 919-967-1450

S O U T H E R N E N V I R O N M E N TA L L AW C E N T E R

A.

Background

General Comments

1
We understand that the banks of the Refuge Inlet are already eroding to the point that emergency
measures are already being taken to prevent another breach of NC 12. Lauren King, “Lane Closures on
N.C. 12 Bridge at Pea Island to Begin Wed.,” The Virginian-Pilot (Jan. 17, 2012). We also understand that
the fill material and sandbags supporting NC 12 at the Rodanthe Breach are also endangered by ongoing
erosion.

Governor Perdue has asked NCDOT to develop a long-term solution to the
problem of maintaining NC 12 through the Refuge. In a series of public meetings
beginning December 5, 2011, NCDOT presented alternatives for long-term solutions to
the recurring problems caused by breaches of NC 12 in the southern two-thirds of the
Refuge, leaving the recurring problems in the northernmost portion of the Refuge to be
addressed later. The materials handed out by NCDOT at the public workshops are

NCDOT and FHWA selected this alternative and rejected the less
environmentally damaging Pamlico Sound Bridge alternative on the theory that the latter
was not practical because all of its costs would be borne up front, while the Selected
Alternative could proceed in phases, with fewer up-front costs and much of the cost being
spread out over decades. Hurricane Irene in August 2011 (along with Tropical Storm Ida
in November 2010, and numerous other storms over the years) proved the fallacy of that
theory. Hurricane Irene created two new inlets and disrupted NC 12 for seven weeks.
One new inlet is located near the mid-point of the Refuge (the “Refuge Inlet”) and has
been temporarily bridged. A second new inlet is located at the southern end of the
Refuge near the village of Rodanthe (the “Rodanthe Breach”), and it has been
temporarily filled and shored up with sandbags. 1

In the Environmental Assessment (“EA”) issued May 7, 2010, and the Record of
Decision (“ROD”) issued on December 10, 2010, NCDOT and FHWA approved and
selected an alternative called the “Parallel Bridge Corridor with NC 12 Transportation
Management Plan” (the “Selected Alternative”). The Selected Alternative segments the
Project into several parts: “Phase I” (an initial replacement bridge over Oregon Inlet) and
“Later Phases” (monitoring Highway NC 12 through Pea Island National Wildlife Refuge
(the “Refuge”) and maintaining it in place while the island on which it is located,
Hatteras Island, erodes and moves westward). The EA and ROD also refer to the Later
Phases as “Future Phases” and “Phases II-IV,” and state they will “mix and match”
methods of maintaining the highway from methods previously identified in the NEPA
process as well as other, yet-to-be-identified methods.

I.

3. The problems with each of the individual alternatives being considered for
Phase II that have been previously identified still remain and prevent their
implementation.

Ms. Beth Smyre, P.E.
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NCDOT and FHWA cannot legally ignore the impediments and impacts of the
Phase II alternatives by segmenting the difficult, environmentally damaging portions of
the Project until there is no other choice but to construct them. Under CEQ’s NEPA
guidelines, when an agency is considering “connected actions” that “are related to each
other closely enough to be, in effect, a single course of action,” their impacts must be
considered together. 40 C.F.R. §§ 1502.4(a), 1508.25(a). Here, the bridge over Oregon
Inlet and the alternatives for addressing the damage inflicted by Hurricane Irene

Despite the fact that the Merger Team could not fully support any of the
alternatives now proposed for Phase II at the time they were originally considered,
NCDOT has proffered them again to the public, having failed to develop any different,
workable options to keep the highway stable. Yet the problems that prevented the
Merger Team from supporting each of these options still remain: they cannot receive
necessary permits from various federal and state agencies, they depend upon easements
that the State does not own, and/or they cannot be found compatible with the Refuge as
required by the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 (the “Refuge
Act”).

However, the damage caused by Hurricane Irene has forced NCDOT and FHWA
to confront the unsustainable NC 12 situation sooner than they expected. The Refuge
Inlet and the Rodanthe Breach destroyed sections of NC 12 in two of the four locations
where government scientists have long predicted new inlets would form. NCDOT and
FHWA are now tasked with developing a long-term plan to restore or bridge those two
sections of NC 12 as “Phase II,” before even beginning construction of Phase I.
According to news reports, NCDOT plans to award contracts for the northern-most
portion of Phase II by August 2012 and for the Rodanthe area by December 2012.
Construction on the Bonner Bridge replacement is not slated to begin until 2013 and is
expected to last three years. The fact that Phase I and Phase II will now effectively
proceed simultaneously demonstrates that the two phases are one project, the effects of
which must be considered together.

According to the EA and ROD, NCDOT and FHWA plan to select the methods
for accomplishing the Later Phases from the list of options that were explored in previous
NEPA documents but were rejected by federal agencies in the merger process. They may
also turn to additional, undisclosed methods that were not revealed or explored in any
NEPA document. NCDOT and FHWA plan to delay the decision on which of these
methods – each impermissible for various reasons – until the Phase I bridge is already
built and renders the maintenance of NC 12 in the Refuge necessary.

Segmentation

Inaccurate Cost Estimates

2
Comments dated June 21, 2010, on the EA (pp. 6-9); Comments dated October 27, 2008, on the
2008 Final Environmental Impact Statement (“FEIS”) (pp. 25-27).

The alternatives for Phase II cannot be considered without updated and accurate
cost estimates, for all alternatives, including a Pamlico Sound Bridge and modern ferries,
as requested by the Corps of Engineers in its letter to NCDOT of January 5, 2012. The
Pamlico Sound Bridge alternative cost estimates should include estimates for a version of

C.

Segmentation is also inappropriate because it leaves users of NC 12 and Hatteras
Island residents and visitors vulnerable to a foreseeable breach outside the two current
Phase II sites. The proposed options do nothing to address the ongoing problems at the
Canal Zone hot spot, for example, and another breach may open in or near the S-curves
area in the very near future. NCDOT’s approach suggests that, as with the Hurricane
Irene breaches, it will wait until the next crisis arises before attempting to patch it and
then retrospectively attempt to develop a stable solution for that particular site. This
piecemeal approach falls far short of the comprehensive, long-term solution for the NC
12 corridor required by NEPA and, furthermore, requested by Governor Perdue.

To do otherwise – to treat Phase I’s replacement bridge as a fait accompli when
planning Phase II – impermissibly forces the decision on the Later Phases. It
irretrievably commits resources to the Phase I replacement bridge in such a way that it
forces the Later Phases to go forward without regard to their environmental
consequences. If the environmental consequences and costs of the alternatives for the
Later Phases had been considered thoroughly and realistically, the agencies would likely
have selected a different alternative altogether in the ROD.

The new breaches/inlets and NCDOT’s newly accelerated timetable clarify that
NCDOT cannot divide the Project into separate phases and consider only the
environmental effects of Phase I at this time without violating NEPA. As we explained
in previous comments,2 NCDOT and FHWA’s phased plan constitutes illegal
segmentation by evaluating the environmental impacts of the Project piecemeal, and
allowing the selection for Phase I to force choices for Phase II. The Project in this case
encompasses the entire transportation corridor from Bodie Island to Rodanthe, so
evaluating each “phase” of the Project separately violates NEPA. With multiple phases
of this Project now underway simultaneously, it is even more apparent that NEPA
documentation must evaluate the entire Project as a whole in order to analyze its
environmental impacts adequately. A complete evaluation of the Project as a whole must
include re-evaluating the choices made concerning Phase I.

constitute such “connected actions,” and they must be considered a single transportation
project, for which the impacts must be considered altogether.

hereinafter referred to as the “NCDOT Handout.” These comments address those
alternatives.

B.
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3
See, e.g., U.S. Army Corps Comments on Supplement to SDEIS (Apr. 18, 2007), at p. 1
(questioning the 123% increase for the Pamlico Sound Bridge as compared with the 36% increase for the
Oregon Inlet bridge).

The cost estimates provided in the NCDOT Handout (p. 11) date from 2006.
Even at that time, federal agencies – including the National Marine Fisheries Service
(“NMFS”), Department of the Interior (“DOI”), and the Army Corps of Engineers –
questioned the accuracy of those estimates. In 2006, when cost estimates of various
alternatives were updated from the 2005 Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, the cost of the Pamlico Sound Bridge alternative rose inexplicably
disproportionately as compared to the other alternatives. Then, in 2011, the Phase I
Oregon Inlet replacement bridge contract was awarded for a mere 59% of its previously
estimated price. The Pamlico Sound Bridge would likely see similar savings, and might
even realize greater savings to the extent that its 2006 estimated price appears to have
been inflated relative to the estimates for other alternatives.3 In addition to the passage of

As explained above, after Hurricane Irene, Phases I and II will now overlap
significantly and progress virtually simultaneously. We have attached a map showing the
location of the three portions of the Project that are currently planned, created using data
obtained from NCDOT. As is evident from the map, the currently planned Project
portions account for at least seven to 10 miles of bridge and two-thirds of the length of
the entire Project, leaving little to be accomplished in the Later Phases. In addition, in
light of the current rate of erosion of the banks of the Refuge Inlet, we understand that the
bridge over that portion of the Refuge might need to be much longer to last more than a
few years. Accordingly, the combined up-front costs of the currently planned portions
will surely begin to approach the up-front costs of the Pamlico Sound alternative. The
fact that NCDOT is proposing to fund three large-scale construction projects
simultaneously, even though the total cost of these projects is likely to be comparable to
the less environmentally damaging Pamlico Sound Bridge, should compel
reconsideration of the prior rejection of the Pamlico Sound Bridge solely on the basis of
funding.

$493 million

(from NCDOT’s Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement,
Sept. 12, 2005, p. 2-110)

Total: $427 million to $603
million

$211 million to $387 million –
NCDOT estimates for Phase II
alternatives over new Hurricane
Irene breaches

$216 million – contract for
Phase I Oregon Inlet bridge

(for Phase II only)

$331 million to $1.136 billion

(if actual contract came in at the
same 59% discount from 2006
estimate as the Phase I Oregon
Inlet bridge)

$553 million to $846 million ??

N/A

$943 million to $1.441 billion

$420 million to $425 million

Long / Pamlico Sound Bridge
Alternatives

NCDOT states that it will develop more accurate cost information once the proposed
options have been narrowed down through the public comment process and Merger Team
meetings. However, this sequence of events deprives the public of vital information it
needs before it can accurately evaluate these options. Updated cost information should
have been provided to the public at the outset to inform the comments. Moreover,
NCDOT and the Merger Team need accurate cost information in order to select or
eliminate options reasonably. Waiting until an alternative has been selected to develop

(from NCDOT Handout, p. 7, and
article by Bruce Siceloff, News &
Observer, 12/15/11, quoting
NCDOT)

NCDOT’s 2011 Estimates

(from NCDOT Handout, p. 11)

NCDOT’s 2006 Estimates for
Phase II only

$602 million to $1.524 billion

(from NCDOT’s Revised Final
Section 4(f) Evaluation, Oct. 9,
2009, pp. 26, 27, Apx. G-3 )

(incl. up to $368 million for
Phase I Oregon Inlet bridge,
plus remainder for route to
Rodanthe)

Parallel Bridge Alternatives:

NCDOT’s 2006 Estimates

(incl. $191 million for Phase I
Oregon Inlet bridge, plus
remainder for route to
Rodanthe)

“All Bridge Alternative”

NCDOT’s 2005 Estimates

Short / Parallel
Bridge Alternative

The chart below shows the progression of cost estimates and contracts.

time, much has changed since the 2006 estimates were generated, including construction
costs, recession and inflation, the creation of new inlets in the Refuge, and other changes
to the island’s geography.

that bridge that does not travel as far away from Hatteras Island into the sound, but rather
incorporates new bridge-building technologies that allow construction closer to the
Refuge without harming submerged aquatic vegetation. Such a bridge would be shorter
and presumably less expensive than the 17.5-mile version previously priced.

Although the Merger Team selected the Pamlico Sound Bridge alternative for
detailed study in 2003 and generally acknowledged it to be the least environmentally
damaging alternative, NCDOT and FHWA rejected it in favor of the current approach,
arguing that the up-front costs of the long bridge would be too expensive while the
phased approach or transportation management plan (TMP) alternatives would
supposedly have fewer up-front costs with the majority of costs being spread over
decades. This argument no longer justifies rejection of the Pamlico Sound alternative.

Ms. Beth Smyre, P.E.
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Specific Problems with Each of DOT’s Proposals for Pea Island and
Rodanthe

According to the NCDOT Handout, p. 4, the current Phase II “Beach
Nourishment” alternative equates to the 2008 FEIS’s Nourishment alternative. The
current Phase II “Bridge Within Existing NC 12 Easement” alternative equates to the
2008 FEIS’s “Phased Approach.” The current Phase II “Bridge/Road on New Location”
alternatives described in the NCDOT Handout equate to the 2008 FEIS’s “Road
North/Bridge South” and “All Bridge” alternatives.

Each of the alternatives currently proposed by NCDOT for Phase II is taken from
options first proposed in 2005 and analyzed extensively since then. None of these options
was eventually selected as the preferred alternative due to the serious legal and/or
engineering problems inherent in each of them, and the fact that the same problems
remain militates in favor of re-evaluating the plan for the entire Project.

II.

In sum, many factors – including the fact that Phases I and II will proceed nearly
simultaneously, the likelihood that the Pamlico Sound Bridge alternative would cost far
less than previously estimated, the likelihood that the true cost of Phases I and II will
approach that of a Pamlico Sound Bridge, and the possibility that any sources that could
fund Phase II might also be available to fund a Pamlico Sound Bridge – all mandate a reexamination and revision of the cost estimates previously provided to the public and the
Merger Team.

4
Catherine Kozak, NCDOT Presents Options for Long-Term Highway 12 Repair to the Public,
Island Free Press (Dec. 7, 2011).

The significant problems that NCDOT concedes with regard to each of these options
demonstrate that none of them presents the viable long-term solution to the NC 12
maintenance problem requested by Governor Perdue. Any long-term solution must
include moving the transportation corridor off this vulnerable stretch of Hatteras Island.

The Bridge within Existing NC 12 Easement and Beach Nourishment
option raises the “[s]ame concerns as with beach nourishment option [i.e.,
compatibility and sustainability]; in addition, rapid erosion rate in this area
may cause portions of the structure to be in the surf zone or offshore in the
future.”

The Bridge within Existing NC 12 Easement is subject to a “[r]apid
erosion rate” that will result in parts of the elevated structure being “in the
surf zone or offshore in the future,” a result that was rejected in 1991 as
creating serious maintenance problems and an unreliable storm evacuation
route that would bear the brunt of an incoming nor’easter or hurricane.

The Bridge on New Location option is “[n]ot likely to be found
compatible with Refuge’s mission and purpose.”

The Beach Nourishment option is “[n]ot likely to be found compatible
with Refuge’s mission and purpose; sand quality and sand availability . . .
is [sic] a concern,” as is the “extensive dredging” that will be required to
obtain the sand and the frequency with which nourishment would have to
be repeated.

Finally, it is striking that NCDOT essentially concedes it has no viable plan for a
long-term solution to transportation problems for the Rodanthe area. NCDOT Chief
Operating Officer Jim Trogdon has stated that even after six years of studying the current
proposed options for Rodanthe, “there’s no alternative that stands out yet.”4 Moreover,
even the NCDOT Handout, Table 2 (p. 10), lists “Potential Constraints” that will be fatal
to each of the Rodanthe options:

Because all of these options are virtually identical to past alternatives rejected by
the Merger Team, our specific comments on the current proposed options are similar to
(and incorporate by reference) our comments on the 2005 Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS), the 2007 Supplement to the SDEIS, the 2008
FEIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation, the 2009 Revised Final Section 4(f) Evaluation
(“Revised 4(f) Evaluation”), and the 2010 EA.

accurate cost information prevents sound agency decision-making and risks
impermissible reverse-engineering of cost estimates to support predetermined outcomes.

Moreover, the cost estimates for Phase II provided by NCDOT fail to include key
components of the Project. First, all cost estimates should include the cost of replacing
the Bonner Bridge (Phase I) since they are part of the same Project. They also should
include the costs of foreseeable direct and indirect impacts of these options, including
mitigation costs, emergency repairs of storm damage throughout the construction of the
phased approach, the permanent ongoing maintenance of an elevated roadway located in
the Atlantic Ocean that will result from the phased approach, etc. For instance, NCDOT
has incurred costs to restore NC 12 over the two Hurricane Irene breaches and is
currently incurring additional costs to shore up the bridge over the Refuge Inlet; these
costs should be considered part of Phase II. Finally, despite frequent mentions of a
monitoring program in previous NEPA documents, there are no cost estimates provided
to reflect the costs of such a program for each of the proposed alternatives. Providing all
of this information to reflect the true cost of each alternative would help the agencies and
the public fairly compare these alternatives with other alternatives such as a Pamlico
Sound Bridge or modern ferry system.

Ms. Beth Smyre, P.E.
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Problems with Beach Nourishment Alternative

Practical Difficulties

Geological and Biological Impacts

The Nourishment and dune enhancement option would harm – both directly and
indirectly – protected species with habitat in the Study Area. It would also alter the
geological profile of the island in a manner harmful to the natural processes of the barrier
islands. The geologic effects of nourishment will narrow the island and will cause further
harm to federally protected plants and animals.

2.

Finally, the nourishment options for the Rodanthe Breach are described
inconsistently in NCDOT’s workshop handout. The Nourishment option’s map shows
nourishment stopping just south of the Refuge boundary. However, the “Bridge Within
Existing NC 12 Easement and Beach Nourishment” option shows nourishment extending
south of the Rodanthe Historic District. If nourishment further south will be required for
the bridge option, it will be required for the nourishment-alone option as well. Thus,
NCDOT appears to understate significantly the geographical extent of the nourishment
required for this latter option.

However, in addition to these general problems, nourishment simply is not a
viable option in the area of the temporary bridge over the Refuge Inlet because the inlet
there is moving southward and will cause the bridge to collapse. Nourishment will not
stop this movement. One of the Fish and Wildlife Service (“FWS”) buildings on the
south side of the new inlet has already fallen into the inlet, and several more are currently
close to collapse and may have already been condemned. Just a few months after the
temporary bridge was installed there, the inlet has already migrated so much that it has
already become necessary to shore up the bridge. (See footnote 1.) Inlet movement is a
natural part of barrier island dynamics, and the new Refuge Inlet may migrate as far south
as the location of the former New Inlet. Much more intrusive structural maintenance
would be required to try to stabilize the current bridge, which would be found to be
incompatible with the Refuge.

There are numerous practical impediments to relying on beach nourishment to try
to counteract the natural movement of Hatteras Island and the formation of new breaches
and inlets. Chief among these is the fact that nourishment tends to accelerate erosion by
steepening the beach. This and other problems are described in more detail below.

1.

NCDOT proposes to use beach nourishment combined with dune enhancement
“to maintain an adequate protective beach and dune system.” NCDOT plans to nourish
four locations at four-year intervals, though more frequent intervals will likely be
required.

A.

Ms. Beth Smyre, P.E.
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Long-term nourishment within the Project area would have additional adverse
impacts on federally protected species, including the piping plover and North Carolina’s
endangered sea turtle species. By suppressing overwash, nourishment leads to loss of

Beyond these negative effects on the physical structure of the island, the
nourishment option will also negatively impact plant and animal species. Organisms can
be harmed by nourishment either directly by sand placement or indirectly through
alterations to the beach environment. For example, “birds may be displaced by dredges,
pipelines, and other equipment along the beach, or may avoid foraging on the beach if
they are aurally affected.” Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission, “Beach
Nourishment: A Review of the Biological and Physical Impacts” (November 2002).
Other direct impacts include eggs, hatchlings, and adult birds being crushed by sand. Id.
Indirect impacts to feeding birds are related to the sediment grain. “If the sediment is too
coarse or high in shell content it can inhibit the bird’s ability to extract food particles in
the sand. Fine sediment that reduces water clarity can also decrease feeding efficiency of
birds.” Id. Other indirect impacts from beach nourishment can include diminished
reproductive success, reduction in biomass of prey items, and long-term changes to
substrate composition at dredging sites.

The impacts of nourishment also extend beyond the visible beach to the nearshore waters and to the offshore areas from which sand is mined. Mining sand offshore
can disrupt long-shore sediment transport and the long-term sediment budget for the
barrier islands and their adjacent inlets.

In addition, nourishment and dune construction prevent ocean overwash, leading
to further erosion on the sound side, including erosion of sound-side wetlands. Overwash
moves sand to the sound side of barrier islands and is an essential part of barrier island
dynamics. See S.R. Riggs, et al., “North Carolina’s Coasts in Crisis: A Vision for the
Future” (“Coasts in Crisis”), which explains how nourishment and dune construction
contribute to ocean-side erosion and prevent overwash, exacerbating sound-side erosion.
This article is available at:
http://www.coastal.geology.ecu.edu/NCCOHAZ/downloads/Coasts%20in%20Crisis%20
Booklet.pdf.

Nourishment and dune construction alter the geological profile of the target
beach. “[A] steeper beach profile is created when sand is stacked on the beach during the
nourishment process. This condition can lead to greater wave energy on the beach and
greater beachside erosion.” Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission, “Beach
Nourishment: A Review of the Biological and Physical Impacts” 5 (November 2002).
Because of this higher erosion rate with nourishment, the demand for sand increases over
time. Id. at 6. The combined erosion on the ocean and sound sides of the island will lead
to a narrowing of the island, potentially to the point that it can no longer support a
highway, mush less the wildlife habitat that is the purpose of the Refuge.

Ms. Beth Smyre, P.E.
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Inaccurate Cost Estimates

The cost estimates provided for the nourishment option are misleading for several
reasons. First, like all the cost estimates provided in the handout, they are now five years
out of date. Second, as discussed above, nourishment tends to accelerate beach and
sound-side erosion. That means that not only will the need for more sand increase over

3.

The nourishment option is also unsustainable. Narrowing the island renders it
more fragile and makes maintenance of NC 12 even more difficult in the long-term. Not
only does erosion accelerate as a result of nourishment, but the costs of nourishment
increase greatly over time and the amount of usable sand is limited. NMFS commented
that the need for nourishment appeared to be significantly understated and the availability
of suitable sand appears to be significantly overstated, which “could affect conclusions
about the suitability of the alternatives that have beach nourishment as a component.”
(FEIS at 8-49 to 8-50). DOI noted in its comments on the nourishment option that “over
500,000 cubic yards of Oregon Inlet sand have been placed along and adjacent to the
‘Canal Zone Hot Spot’ [alone] annually for the past four years, and it has not been
sufficient to protect the highway from overwash and sand deposition impacts.” FEIS 858 (emphasis added). And NCDOT admitted in its response to NMFS and DOI’s
concerns that it has not adequately studied the sand supply issue to determine whether
available and suitable sand sources exist for a project of this magnitude. (Response to
Comment, FEIS at 8-59).

Beach nourishment can directly impact endangered sea turtles by burying nests
and disturbing nesting turtles. Nourishment also impacts turtles indirectly. Beach
nourishment may result in increased sand compaction and hardness and changes in
moisture content and beach slope. Furthermore, as discussed above, nourished barrier
islands may erode more quickly than natural beaches. This rapid erosion creates
escarpments, which hamper access to nesting sites. In a vicious cycle, the rapid erosion
may necessitate re-nourishment at more frequent intervals, thereby increasing the
likelihood of interference with sea turtle nesting. See Fish and Wildlife Service,
Recovery Plan for the U.S. Population of Atlantic Green Turtle, 3, 1991, available at
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/pdfs/recovery/turtle_green_atlantic.pdf.

time, but the island will become more vulnerable to breaches as it narrows, necessitating
expensive emergency repairs. NCDOT has also admitted that nourishment has increased
flooding problems in the Canal Zone hot spot area. FEIS at 4-70. Cost estimates should
reflect these problems. Due to the massive volume of sand (500,000 cubic yards
annually) that has been required even to partially stabilize the Canal Zone hot spot area in
recent years, the Department of the Interior noted that “it appears that the estimated beach
stabilization and associated costs are understated.” FEIS at 8-58.

designated critical sound-side feeding habitat and nesting habitat for the federally
threatened piping plover. In addition, the nourishment and artificial dune system
prevents natural maintenance of existing habitat by increasing vegetative succession.
Furthermore, nourishment may result in a narrower, steeper beach profile, reducing the
available intertidal area. See National Park Service, Natural Resource Year in Review—
2004: Ecosystem Restoration in an Altered Coastal Environment, available at
http://www.nature.nps.gov/yearinreview/yir2004/01_H.html (“A berm constructed to
reduce the potential for island breaching has prevented natural overwash processes and
has reduced habitat availability of piping plover.”).

Permitting and Compatibility Problems

(iii) The proposed discharge does not include all appropriate and
practicable measures to minimize potential harm to the aquatic ecosystem;
or

(ii) The proposed discharge will result in significant degradation of the
aquatic ecosystem . . . ; or

(i) There is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge that
would have less adverse effect on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as such
alternative does not have other significant adverse environmental
consequences; or

The 404(b)(1) Guidelines prohibit issuance of a permit where:

It is unlikely that NCDOT will be able to secure necessary permits from the Army
Corps of Engineers for the Nourishment alternative. Section 404(a) of the Clean Water
Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1344(a), authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Corps
of Engineers, to issue permits for the discharge of dredged or fill materials into navigable
waters. Section 404(b)(1) directs the Environmental Protection Agency to issue
guidelines (“404(b)(1) Guidelines”) defining the circumstances in which dredged or fill
material may be discharged into wetlands or other waters. The Corps must deny
applications for section 404 permits if the discharge that would be authorized by the
permit would not comply with EPA’s 404(b)(1) Guidelines. 33 C.F.R. § 320.4(a).

4.

Finally, the long Pamlico Sound Bridge agreed upon by the Merger Team in 2003
was designed to last 100 years. Providing only a 50-year cost estimate for nourishment
disguises the true cost of this option in comparison with a 100-year option like the
Pamlico Sound bridge. The equivalent 100-year cost of nourishment would be at least
double the current 50-year estimate, or $815,490,000 to $1,314,520,000, and it will likely
be much higher when updated cost information is developed and erosion acceleration and
other geologic impacts of nourishment are taken into account. When these costs are
added to the cost of the Oregon Inlet bridge currently under contract, the nourishment
option is significantly more expensive than the Pamlico Sound Bridge alternative.
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In addition to these § 404 permitting concerns, the Nourishment option within the
Refuge requires depositing sand outside the State’s NC 12 easement, and therefore
constitutes a use of the refuge under § 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of
1966. Use of publicly owned land is prohibited unless “(1) there is no prudent and
feasible alternative to using that land; and (2) the program or project includes all possible
planning to minimize harm to the park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or
historic site resulting from the use.” 49 U.S.C. § 303(c). Depositing sand on the Refuge
beaches is without question a use of the Refuge property. Thus, it is prohibited where

The fact that NCDOT has a contract for construction of an Oregon Inlet bridge
replacement does not preclude this required alternatives analysis, because practicable
alternatives must be evaluated relative to the overall project purpose. The Pamlico Sound
Bridge and the development of a ferry network are two examples of practicable
alternatives that fulfill the project purpose with far less impact on the island’s
ecosystems. The decision to proceed simultaneously with three costly projects in the
transportation corridor demonstrates that the funding concerns raised by FHWA in no
way proved the Pamlico Sound Bridge impracticable as required by the Clean Water Act.
As the Corps of Engineers explained in its letter to NCDOT dated January 5, 2012, “the
primary reason [it] believed that the Pamlico Sound Bridge was not a practicable
alternative was based on cost estimates and the assertion that the project could not
reasonably be funded.” If this underlying rationale is proven false and the Pamlico
Sound Bridge re-emerges as the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative,
the Corps will not be able to issue a § 404 permit for the Selected Alternative or any of its
component parts, including the Nourishment option for Phase II.

40 C.F.R. §230.12(a)(3). An alternative to discharge to navigable waters “is practicable
if it is available and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing
technology, and logistics in light of overall project purpose.” 40 C.F.R. § 230.10(a)(2)
(emphasis added). Where a discharge “is proposed for a special aquatic site” and is not
“water dependent,” all practicable alternatives to the proposed discharge which do not
involve a discharge to a special aquatic site “are presumed to have less adverse impact on
the aquatic ecosystem, unless clearly demonstrated otherwise.” 40 C.F.R. § 230.10(a)(3).
As a federal wildlife refuge, the area at issue in this case is a special aquatic site, and the
use is not “water dependent” since the transportation route could be placed elsewhere,
including over Pamlico Sound. 40 C.F.R. §§ 230.2(q-1); 230.40. “If such an alternative
exists . . . the [Clean Water Act] compels that the alternative be considered and selected
unless proven impracticable.” Utahns for Better Transp. v. U.S. Dep’t of Transp., 305
F.3d 1152, 1188-89 (10th Cir. 2002) (emphasis added).

(iv) There does not exist sufficient information to make a reasonable
judgment as to whether the proposed discharge will comply with these
Guidelines.
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Finally, the Cape Hatteras National Seashore extends 150 feet offshore of the
Refuge, so NCDOT would also need a Special Use Permit from the National Parks
Service (“NPS”) in order to pursue the Nourishment option. The harmful impacts of
nourishment, which result in narrowing the island, are not compatible with the NPS’s
goal of supporting the natural processes of barrier island dynamics.

Here, the direct and indirect impacts of nourishment and dune construction are
incompatible with the purpose of the Refuge because would they harm plants and animals
in the Refuge as well as the species’ ecosystems and designated critical habitat, and they
would negatively alter the geological condition of the Refuge land by contributing to
increased erosion and island narrowing. NCDOT acknowledges that the Nourishment
option is “[n]ot likely to be found compatible with Refuge’s mission and purpose.”
(Handout p. 10).

65 Fed. Reg. 62484, 62490 (Oct. 18, 2000).

Inherent in fulfilling the System mission is not degrading the ecological
integrity of the refuge . . . . The Refuge Manager must consider not only
the direct impacts of a use but also the indirect impacts associated with the
use and the cumulative impacts of the use when conducted in conjunction
with other existing or planned uses of the refuge, and uses of adjacent
lands or waters that may exacerbate the effects of a refuge use.

Moreover, the Nourishment option’s use of the Refuge property also triggers a
required compatibility determination: “[T]he Secretary shall not initiate or permit a new
use of a refuge or expand, renew, or extend an existing use of a refuge, unless the
Secretary has determined that the use is a compatible use and that the use is not
inconsistent with public safety.” 16 U.S.C. § 668dd(d)(3)(A)(i). “Compatible use”
“means a wildlife-dependent recreational use or any other use of a refuge that, in the
sound professional judgment of the Director, will not materially interfere with or detract
from the fulfillment of the mission of the System or the purposes of the refuge.” 16
U.S.C. § 668ee.

there are prudent and feasible alternatives. For the reasons discussed above, NCDOT’s
plan to construct three components of the transportation corridor project simultaneously
reveals that the up-front funding concerns used to justify the rejection of the Pamlico
Sound Bridge as not prudent were in fact arbitrary and capricious, and should be rejected
in light of the current situation. Because feasible and prudent alternatives to this use of
the Refuge land exist, this option cannot be approved under § 4(f). Even if no feasible
and prudent alternatives exist, § 4(f)’s implementing regulations require that “the
Administration may approve only the alternative that . . . [c]auses the least overall harm.”
23 C.F.R. § 774.3(c)(1) (emphasis added). The Nourishment option does not cause the
least overall harm, even among NCDOT’s current Phase II options.
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Problems with Bridge Within Existing Easement Alternative

The Phase II NCDOT Handout and other materials also fail to mention the
projected dune-building and maintenance activities through 2030 that were integral to the
Phased Approach as it was described in the FEIS (pages 4-70 to 4-72), much less explain
how maintenance and any future dune-building will stay within the easement and cause
no further encroachment onto the Refuge. Absent credible information to the contrary, it
is simply not realistic for NCDOT to claim it will be able to accomplish all of the
activities it proposes – new dune construction and maintenance, a temporary road, and
constructing a long bridge more than 40 feet wide while keeping the existing highway

Letter from David Verhey, Acting Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, to
Governor Easley, dated September 11, 2007 (emphasis added).

While the intent is to construct these new bridges within the existing
road’s right-of-way, we believe this alternative would require continued
maintenance outside of the existing road’s right-of-way through the
Refuge until each subsequent phase of bridge construction along NC 12 is
completed. Current information also indicates that all 4 phases would
require at least 13 years of actual construction during a 28-year timeframe.
Based on the information that the Service currently has, it is unlikely that
we could find this alternative to be compatible with the purposes for which
the refuge was established, as required under the Refuge Improvement
Act.

In a 2007 letter to then-Governor Easley, DOI stated that the Phased Approach
would require actual use of Refuge land and therefore was likely incompatible with the
Refuge’s purpose:

NCDOT claims that elevating NC 12 in the Refuge will not use the Refuge so
long as the Project stays within its existing easement. As a result, NCDOT claims there
are no potential constraints on this option (Handout p. 8). However, this option is highly
unlikely to stay within its easement, and even if it does, it will constitute a use of the
Refuge that is subject to a compatibility determination.

This “Bridge Within Existing Easement” alternative involves elevating NC 12
onto bridges within the State’s current easement and is part of the “Phased Approach”
that was effectively rejected by not being designated the preferred alternative in the EA
or the selected alternative in the ROD. This option has two components in the current
Phase II proposal: a longer, permanent bridge over the Refuge Inlet, along with two
bridge options for the Rodanthe Breach site. Though NCDOT’s workshop materials do
not disclose this, the Phased Approach option may also involve nourishment and the
construction of artificial dunes.

B.
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The Refuge Act specifically mandates that a compatibility determination consider
the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on Refuge land and any adjacent land or
waters that affect the Refuge use. It is clear that the elevated roadway option will have
adverse impacts on the Refuge, and it is therefore subject to a compatibility

Moreover, beyond these problems, the bridge’s eventual location in the surf also
constitutes a constructive use of the Refuge: “A constructive use occurs when the
transportation project does not incorporate land from a Section 4(f) property, but the
project's proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features, or
attributes that qualify a resource for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially
impaired.” 23 C.F.R. § 774.15(a). An ocean-side bridge will negatively affect Refuge
geology, including erosion rates, inlet formation, ocean overwash, etc. Indeed, NCDOT
has admitted that the presence of bridge piles on the beach or in the ocean and the
accompanying scour effects would create erosion problems and “could accelerate the
development of a breach” during storms. The scour area on the ocean floor anticipated
by NCDOT to result from the elevated roadway is approximately 15.6 acres. (FEIS at 461.) As we discussed in our comments on the FEIS, scour effects from a long ocean-side
bridge running parallel to the shore have not been adequately studied and may be much
more significant than revealed in the FEIS. Moreover, dune construction and/or
nourishment will increase ocean-side erosion, prevent overwash, and increase sound-side
erosion, reducing valuable wetland habitat.

In addition to these actual uses of Refuge land, this option will constructively use
Refuge property as well. The elevated roadway will soon be located on the beach, in the
surf, and eventually in the Atlantic Ocean as the island migrates westward. NCDOT
acknowledges that the end result of this option will be a long bridge located in the ocean.
See FEIS at 4-172. This is an absurd result. The U.S. Army Corps reminded NCDOT in
its 2007 comments on the Supplement to the SDEIS that an ocean bridge was rejected in
1991 (in the form of the “East Bridge” alternative) because wave and storm impacts
would create unjustifiably high maintenance costs. Those same problems will plague an
elevated NC 12 that winds up in the ocean under the Phased Approach as well. Large
sections of the proposed bridge will sit in highly dynamic breaker zones, where they will
be subject to waves, scour, and severe storms, including nor’easters and hurricanes.
Beyond the severe maintenance problems this would create, the route would also fail
utterly to provide a safe, reliable storm evacuation route. For this reason alone, this
option must be rejected.

open– while staying entirely within its existing easement. It is virtually inevitable that
these activities will “use” the Refuge within the meaning of Section 4(f). Moreover, the
FEIS acknowledged that the Phased Approach “may require some beach nourishment,”
which would constitute a further use of Refuge land. (FEIS at 4-107). For all these
reasons, it is foreseeable that the Phased Approach will result in actual use of Refuge
land.
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could permanently affect diversity and density of some aquatic wildlife
within these [ocean] communities . . . . Because of habitat alteration and
diminished vegetative growth, shading could impact managed species by
locally diminishing the primary producers on which the managed species

In addition to the harmful impacts on Refuge land, an ocean bridge would harm
essential fish habitat (“EFH”). NCDOT has stated that the ocean bridge that would result
from this option

Assuming that NCDOT plans to continue this option under a phased approach and
thus will not elevate the entire roadway at once, this option will have significant indirect
impacts on the Refuge and impermissibly interfere with the FWS’s ability to manage the
Refuge for the benefit of federally protected species. Because of the unpredictable nature
of barrier island dynamics – including inlet/breach formation, shoreline erosion rates and
locations, and sound-side erosion – NCDOT’s plan to elevate sections of the highway as
problems arise will likely occur suddenly and require “temporary” or “emergency”
actions that will permanently and adversely affect the Refuge. As has been the case for
maintaining NC 12 in the past, these temporary measures include sand bags, beach
nourishment, dune rebuilding, dune sprigging, fencing, and road relocation. As NCDOT
admitted in the FEIS, it has never conducted these emergency or maintenance measures
within the existing right-of-way. Such an approach would also recreate the significant
transportation problems and economic losses that Hatteras residents suffered as a result of
recent NC 12 breaches, including the six to seven weeks they were cut off in the wake of
Hurricane Irene.

Second, irrespective of § 4(f) use, maintenance of an existing right-of-way is
subject to review and approval by the FWS and is restricted to minor actions such as
minor expansions or minor realignments to meet safety standards. See Final
Compatibility Policy Pursuant to the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act
of 1997, 65 Fed. Reg. 62484, 62490 (Oct. 18, 2000). The impacts of a major project to
elevate the length of NC 12 through the Refuge will include significant direct and indirect
effects and therefore cannot be exempted from a compatibility determination.

This option also would be subject to a compatibility determination even if it did
not constitute a physical use of Refuge land under § 4(f). First, this option would use the
Refuge as a historic property due to the significant visual impact of an elevated bridge
through the length of the Refuge. NCDOT acknowledges that a long bridge through the
Refuge or on the beach will create a “sizeable visual intrusion in to the landscape of the
Refuge,” all the more so in light of new bridge height requirements developed after
Hurricane Katrina.

determination. For the reasons already discussed, FWS is likely to find the proposed
activity is incompatible with the mission and purpose of the Refuge.
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A Rodanthe bridge will also create access problems and significant effects on the
human environment for property owners and tourists. As one example, NCDOT noted in
its 2010 EA that the bridge will have to terminate in a full-height stub so that it can be
continued farther into Rodanthe when continuing erosion cuts off planned temporary
access ramps. Furthermore, NCDOT concedes that the bridge being in the surf will

Beyond these problems within the Refuge, there are serious legal and logistical
problems with elevating the existing roadway in the Rodanthe area as well. By
NCDOT’s own calculations, a bridge in this area will be located in the breakers by 2020
– in eight short years – creating tremendous maintenance and erosion problems. By
2060, NCDOT calculates the bridge could be 930 feet offshore. FEIS at 4-30, 4-62. Cost
estimates should reflect the certainty of this section of bridge being located in the Atlantic
Ocean. Moreover, as discussed above, the bridge’s eventual location in the breakers and
offshore would render the bridge unusable as an emergency evacuation route.

The dune-building activities associated with this option will disrupt overwash and
other barrier island dynamics, as described above in the discussion of the Nourishment
option. Once these natural processes are interrupted, the bridge will adversely affect
migratory bird and other wildlife habitat. For example, the eventual presence of bridge
pilings in the surf or on the beach would impact the quality of nesting habitat for the
federally protected piping plover and green and loggerhead sea turtles. Because this
result is readily foreseeable, this option is incompatible with the purpose of the Refuge
due to the significant negative impacts of a long bridge located on the beach or in the
ocean.

In addition, maintenance activities on this bridge in the surf zone “would . . .
represent a long-term impact” to EFH and federally protected species. See FEIS at 4108. Permanent, ongoing maintenance would be a necessity for bridge piles located in
the high-energy surf zone, as the vast majority of the elevated roadway would be over the
next 50 years, and this intrusive activity would be a major detriment to EFH. Permanent,
on-going maintenance of an ocean bridge would also constitute another use of the
Refuge, would require a Special Use Permit from the NPS, and likely a section 404
permit from the Army Corps as well.

(FEIS at 4-107.) The Magnuson-Stevens Act, 16 U.S.C. § 1801 et seq., requires
agencies to consult with the U.S. Secretary of Commerce before undertaking any
action that might adversely affect EFH.

rely for food and cover, thereby resulting in an overall reduction in local
carrying capacity. Fish abundance and growth have been found to be
lower beneath fishing piers compared to adjacent waters . . . . The high
energy around the piles may reduce habitat quality for larval and adult
fish, as well as reduce invertebrate species abundance and diversity.
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Problems with Road or Bridge on New Location West of Existing
Easement in the Refuge

5
Kozak, “NCDOT Presents Options for Long-Term Highway 12 Repair to the Public,” Island
Free Press (Dec. 7, 2011).

The information provided to the public about these options is also unrealistic
because it artificially understates the impacts to wetlands and other lands within the
Refuge. The NCDOT Handout states that the wetlands impact for the “Bridge on New
Location” option is 0.1 acre and that it is 3.0 acres for the “Road on New Location”
option. However, the FEIS reveals that relocating the easement west as proposed by the
current options will result in permanent wetlands impacts of 8.5 acres filled for an “All
Bridge” option, and between 67.5 and 79.4 acres for a relocated roadway. SDEIS at 458, FEIS at 2-73. The workshop handout does not explain this discrepancy. It may stem
from the fact that “Phase II” of this option entails temporarily linking the relocated
corridor back to existing NC 12 just north of the new Refuge Inlet. However, given that
this alignment is admitted to be temporary and will inevitably be replaced by a new

NCDOT has conceded that the two options to relocate NC 12 west of its existing
easement are not viable because they could not obtain the necessary easements and
compatibility determinations. Jim Trogdon has admitted that “[o]n Pea Island, any option
that stays in the right of way is preferred, and in some cases, required.”5 Several agencies
on the Merger Team rejected these options in 2009 due to their substantial wetlands
impacts. Moreover, the NCDOT Handout (p. 8) acknowledges that neither relocation
option would be likely to be found compatible with the Refuge. These admissions should
have prevented NCDOT from presenting such unrealistic options to the public.

C.

Finally, the cost of this option was estimated by NCDOT to be higher than that of
the Pamlico Sound Bridge when the most recent cost estimates were calculated in 2006.
The Phased Approach was estimated to cost between $1.171 and $1.497 billion, or
between $1.149 billion and $1.524 billion if nourishment was also used in the Rodanthe
area. (Rev’d Final 4(f) Evaluation, FEIS at B-26). The Pamlico Sound Bridge, by
contrast, was estimated to cost between $942.9 and $1.441 billion. Cost cannot therefore
justify rejecting the Pamlico Sound Bridge in favor of this current proposal.

Problems with Bridge in Pamlico Sound Near Rodanthe

No matter which other option the proposed bridge would be linked to, a Rodanthe
area bridge would require a new easement through two acres of estuarine emergent
wetland areas in the Refuge in order to rejoin the existing NC 12 corridor; such a new
easement would likely be denied as incompatible for the reasons given above. Here too,

The proposed bridge from Rodanthe through the Pamlico Sound was originally
proposed as part of the “Road North/Bridge South” and “All Bridge” alternatives.
Because it now could also be combined with one of the other proposed options, we
discuss it separately from the relocation options covered in the previous section.

D.

For similar reasons, the Army Corps could not issue a § 404 permit for the
massive amount of wetlands fill that these options would necessitate. The existence of
other proposed options that would be less harmful to jurisdictional wetlands, in addition
to the even less intrusive long Pamlico Sound Bridge or ferry options, preclude the
issuance of a § 404 permit for these options.

In addition, there is no viable compensatory wetlands mitigation within the
Refuge to offset these impacts. Even if FWS were willing to accept NCDOT’s
abandonment of its existing easement as partial mitigation – which is unlikely, especially
since on information and belief NCDOT plans to undertake no pavement removal or
restoration work in the Refuge – the new route would use more acres of the Refuge than
the existing easement and thus would require additional mitigation that simply does not
exist. See EA at 2-24. Mitigation would also be required for the degraded state of the
abandoned easement. DOI has reminded NCDOT that “mitigation cannot be used to
make an otherwise incompatible proposed use compatible with the mission and purpose
directives.” FEIS 8-70.

In fact, neither of these options stands any chance of being constructed. Because
of their massive impacts on jurisdictional wetlands and other Refuge wildlife habitat
described above, these relocation options cannot be approved by FWS or the Army
Corps. First, in order to be constructed, NCDOT would have to obtain a new easement
for each of these options. FWS could not grant such an easement, however, because
these options are manifestly incompatible with the mission and purpose of the Refuge.
The huge footprint of a new road or bridge through the length of the Refuge, including
cutting through vital waterfowl impoundments, would clearly degrade the ecological
integrity of the Refuge as a wildlife habitat and therefore must be found to be an
incompatible use.

corridor that extends through the entire length of the Refuge, the true impacts of this
option and their implications for the viability of this option must be disclosed to the
public. To withhold those impacts until the remainder of the corridor is relocated is
another instance of illegal segmentation.

impede views and beach access for residents and visitors and likely will accelerate the
erosion problems that already threaten structures in Mirlo and Rodanthe, to the detriment
of local property owners.

The Bridge with Nourishment option for Rodanthe is not feasible either. It would
have the same erosion problems as the longer Rodanthe bridge, and would also require a
compatibility determination in order to deposit sand and construct dunes in the Refuge.
As NCDOT acknowledges—as well as for the reasons given above—this activity is likely
to be found incompatible with the Refuge. (Handout p. 10).
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Seven-Mile Bridge in Pamlico Sound Bypassing Rodanthe Breach and
Refuge Inlet

Although it was not included in NCDOT Handout or other materials distributed at
the public meetings, we understand that NCDOT is also considering a seven-or-moremile long bridge to bypass the southern half or even two thirds of the Refuge in the
Pamlico Sound as yet another alternative for Phase II. We have marked our
understanding of the general path of such a bridge in magenta on the attached map.

E.

Lastly, the proposed bridge would be quite expensive to construct due to the
shallow water in the proposed bridge corridor. The water depth is less than six feet for
virtually all of the bridge length. NCDOT is prohibited from dredging in SAV areas in
order to use barges to construct the bridge, so instead a temporary work bridge would
have to be constructed and the proposed bridge built off of that. (FEIS 4-90, 4-177).
This is a much more expensive construction method than conventional barge-based
bridge construction and likely means the estimates provided in the handout are artificially
low.

The Rodanthe terminus of this bridge would apparently be in the same location as
the Rodanthe Bridge Within Existing NC 12 Easement. As discussed above, NCDOT
has acknowledged potential problems with the terminus of the latter option being located
seaward of the projected 2060 shoreline. The same problem is likely to affect the Bridge
on New Location option, raising its costs and increasing its environmental impact as a
result.

The bridge would also require a § 404 permit from the Army Corps of Engineers
for discharge and fill in jurisdictional waters. Such discharges are not permitted if a
practicable alternative exists that would have a lesser adverse impact on the aquatic
ecosystem. 40 C.F.R. § 230.10(a)(2). As discussed earlier, the in-corridor Rodanthe
bridge, as well as a long Pamlico Sound Bridge or a ferry system, would offer practicable
alternatives with lesser adverse impact.

NCDOT Must Reconsider Off-Island Options

In addition, however, it is time for NCDOT and the rest of the Merger Team to
give serious consideration to a system of modern, high-speed ferries that would link the
Hatteras communities to Bodie Island and the mainland. Ferry technology has come a
long way since the ferry option was studied in 1991 and dismissed in the 1993 DEIS. For
example, quadrimaran ferries already in use elsewhere appear to offer the combination of
high speed, extremely shallow draft, and low wake that could meet the needs of
transportation across Pamlico Sound. See, e.g., William A. Hockberger, “Quadrimaran

As discussed above, the ostensible justification for rejecting a long Pamlico
Sound Bridge – its cost – has been disproven. At Governor Perdue’s request, NCDOT
has accelerated its timetable to try to provide a long-term solution to the breaches caused
by Hurricane Irene. As a result, NCDOT now proposes to construct Phase I and Phase II
of the Bonner Bridge replacement at once, with three major components, incurring costs
that will surely be comparable to the likely contract price of the Pamlico Sound Bridge.
Accordingly, that option must now be reconsidered by the Merger Team as the least
environmentally damaging alternative, or “LEDPA,” and as a feasible and prudent
avoidance alternative under § 4(f), because it would cause significantly less
environmental harm and would provide a much more stable long-term solution to the
current transportation crisis on Hatteras Island.

III.

The consideration of this medium-length bridge alternative again raises the issue
of cost: if NCDOT has the funding necessary to build both the 2.5- to 3.2-mile Phase I
bridge over Oregon Inlet as well as a seven-or-more mile bridge to bypass both the
Rodanthe Breach and the Refuge Inlet, why should that money not be spent to build the
less environmentally damaging Pamlico Sound Bridge alternative? Such a bridge would
bypass the entire Refuge, eliminate impacts to the Refuge, eliminate the need for the
Later Phases of the current Selected Alternative, and result in a safe and reliable route
predicted to last 100 years.

Because this alternative has not been explained by NCDOT nor evaluated during
the NEPA process, it is difficult to comment thoroughly on it. Generally, it represents a
step in the right direction insofar as it would remove the transportation corridor from the
most unstable portion of Hatteras Island and would eliminate the need for the much of the
nourishment, construction, maintenance, and other activities that would constitute use of
the Refuge under the Refuge Act. Once the details of this alternative are revealed,
however, there may well be problems to be addressed, such as the use of the Refuge land
where the northern end of the bridge makes landfall on the Refuge, the maintenance of
the remaining miles of NC 12 (especially in the future inlet locations identified by
government scientists), impacts on submerged aquatic vegetation on the sound side of the
Refuge, harm to EFH, and impacts to wetlands, among other things.

on-site compensatory mitigation would be impossible because there are no equivalent
wetlands NCDOT could restore. For all these reasons, the NCDOT Handout concedes
that this option is “[n]ot likely to be found compatible with the Refuge’s mission and
purpose” and thus it could not be constructed. (Handout at 10).

In addition, the proposed bridge would travel through areas of known submerged
aquatic vegetation (SAV), which are also classed as EFH because they provide refuge
from predators and foraging areas for juvenile and adult fish. As discussed above, the
Magnuson-Stevens Act requires consultation with the Secretary of Commerce before any
action is taken that might adversely affect EFH. In this case, the proposed bridge would
fill approximately 1.4 acres of SAV (see FEIS at 4-88) and shade 5.3 acres of SAV
(Handout at 10).
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In short, rather than finding reasons to reject ferries out of hand, NCDOT should
study this option seriously, investigating other public and private ferry systems in the
United States and internationally to determine whether such an option is practicable.
NCDOT claimed in its response to comments on the EA that the FEIS provided an
adequate discussion of the ferry option, but that discussion, like discussions in previous
NEPA documents, appears merely to summarize and repeat assumptions made in a 1991
feasibility study. Given the lack of viable options among those it is currently proposing

One point made in our comments on the EA bears repeating in light of Hurricane
Irene: ferry systems provide a much more reliable and resilient transportation option after
a major storm. While the Hatteras communities were cut off for over six weeks after
Hurricane Irene breached NC 12, ferry service to Ocracoke Island was up and running
within days. Hatteras residents and businesses suffered a major economic loss as a result
of NCDOT’s dependence on the vulnerable stretch of NC 12 through the Refuge. In
contrast, an updated ferry system would provide a much quicker recovery from
hurricanes during tourist season.

NCDOT’s previous response to comments regarding ferries has indicated a
resistance to meaningfully considering this option. For example, in its response to
comments on the 2010 EA, NCDOT stated that other island communities served
exclusively by ferries are “not in any way equivalent” in part because they have been
“accessed by boat, ferry or plane for their entire modern histories.” (ROD at C-53.) This
is not a meaningful reason to refuse to study modern ferry options for Hatteras Island.
NCDOT also argued that these other communities have lower permanent and seasonal
populations than Hatteras Island, but again, dividing the transportation load currently
carried by the Bonner Bridge among multiple ferry routes to key locations on Hatteras
Island would alleviate any capacity issues.

Finally, ferry terminals located in currently isolated mainland towns like Stumpy
Point could have a tremendous positive economic impact on these communities. Ferries
would create permanent jobs on the Outer Banks and the mainland while also supporting
the creation of other local businesses to serve ferry passengers.

Privatizing a ferry system for Hatteras Island would introduce competition and
multiple route options while allowing the private sector to bear the costs of expensive
new ferry technologies. Spreading the transportation burden among multiple routes (and
possibly among multiple carriers) would help address the objection that a ferry system
could not match the carrying capacity of the Bonner Bridge, since each route would only
need to carry a fraction of the total demand by taking passengers directly to their final
destination in Rodanthe, Cape Hatteras, Bodie Island, etc.

Ferries: High Speed with Shallow Draft,” 2033 Transportation Research Record: Journal
of the Transportation Research Board at 1-7 (2007).

Ms. Beth Smyre, P.E.
January 20, 2012
Page 23
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cc (by e-mail only, with attachment):
Dr. Gregory Thorpe, Ph.D., NCDOT
John Sullivan, FHWA
Clarence Coleman, FHWA
Stacey Bosshardt, Esq., USDOJ, attorney for FHWA
Thomas H. Henry, Esq., NCDOJ, attorney for NCDOT

Ms. Beth Smyre, P.E.
January 20, 2012
Page 25
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13, 2013 are listed to the left on the Bulletin Board. The purpose of the
hearings is to give citizens the opportunity to express their opinions about the
Phase IIa alternative and design under consideration. The hearings will be
informal, with the public welcome to drop in any time between 4:00 PM and
7:00 PM. Study team members will be available to explain the alternative and
design under consideration and answer questions. The same information will
be available at all three meetings.
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The EA identifies the Bridge within Existing NC 12 Easement Alternative as the Preferred Alternative for Phase IIa. The
Preferred Alternative is shown on the figure on the next page. The EA also describes the changes in the environment since
the release of the 2010 Record of Decision (ROD
(ROD), in particular the formation of the new Pea Island inlet. As described
in the EA, the Preferred Alternative for Phase IIa would
w
include the following characteristics:

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) has released an Environmental Assessment (EA) for public
comment for Phase IIa (Pea Island inlet) of the Bonner Bridge Replacement Project. The Bonner Bridge Replacement
Project includes both a new bridge over Oregon Inlet (Phase I) and future phases that provide for the long-term
maintenance of NC 12 from Oregon Inlet to Rodanthe. Phase IIa of the project is the long-term solution for the section
of NC 12 at the Pea Island inlet, which formed as a result of Hurricane Irene in 2011.
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The EA and maps of the Preferred Alternative design are available for public review
at the following locations:

EA Review Locations

SFEIS is not needed, a ROD will be issued in the spring of 2013 and permit applications will be submitted to regulatory agencies.
NCDOT plans to award a construction contract as early as the summer of 2013. An EA assessing alternatives for a long-term solution to
NC 12 overwash in the Rodanthe area (Phase IIb) is expected to be released in the summer of 2013.

(continued from above)

North Carolina Department of Transportation
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Unit
Attention: Beth Smyre
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1548

After reviewing comments from citizens, local government, and state and federal regulatory and resource agencies, NCDOT and the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) will determine if the proposed Phase IIa project results in any significant new impacts beyond
those taken into consideration in the 2010 ROD and if a Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Statement (SFEIS) is necessary. If a
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C.

Response to Scoping Comments
on Potential Phase IIb
Alternatives

This appendix completes the response to the comments received following a series of
Citizens Informational Workshops held in December 2011 and January 2012. The
workshops were held as part of the scoping process for Phase II of the Bonner Bridge
Replacement Project (B‐2500).1 As a result of damage to NC 12 caused by Hurricane
Irene in August 2011 in two locations, the North Carolina Department of Transportation
(NCDOT) initiated Phase IIa (B‐2500A) and Phase IIb (B‐2500B) of the Bonner Bridge
Replacement Project (B‐2500) to implement long‐term NC 12 improvements pursuant to
the PBC/TMP Alternative identified in the ROD. The two locations in which NC 12 was
breached by the storm were in northern Rodanthe (the “Rodanthe breach”) and within
the Pea Island National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) approximately 6 miles south of Oregon
Inlet (at the “Pea Island inlet”). This Environmental Assessment (EA) is for the
Rodanthe breach area (“Phase IIb”). An EA for the Pea Island inlet area (“Phase IIa”)
was released in February 2013 and a ROD was issued in October 2013. Appendix C of
the Phase IIa EA for the Pea Island inlet included responses to comments that were
applicable to Phase II as a whole, as well as those that specifically addressed Phase IIa.
This appendix provides responses to the comments or portions of longer comments that
are applicable only to Phase IIb and for which the promise of a response in this
document was made in the Phase IIa EA (Appendix C).
Also included in this Appendix are public comments related to Phase IIb that were
made during the Phase IIa EA comment period that ended March 28, 2013. They
originally appeared in the Phase IIa ROD under the heading “Phase IIb Rodanthe
Breach.” These comments were considered during the preparation of this EA and are
repeated in this appendix for the reader’s convenience.
The Phase IIa EA and the Phase IIa ROD are included on the compact disc (CD) that
accompanies this EA, at the public review locations listed in Section 6.7, and on the
NCDOT website at http://www .ncdot.gov/projects /bonnerbridgephase2/.

The Selected Alternative for the NC 12 Replacement of the Herbert C. Bonner Bridge over
Oregon Inlet (Bonner Bridge Replacement Project), State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) No. B‐2500, is the Parallel Bridge Corridor with NC 12 Transportation Management Plan
Alternative (PBC/TMP Alternative), as documented in the December 2010 ROD.

1
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C.1 Public Comments
As part of the Phase II scoping process, Citizens Informational Workshops were held on
December 5, 2011 at the Dare County Administration Building in Manteo; December 6,
2011 at the Rodanthe‐Waves‐Salvo Community Center in Rodanthe; and January 5, 2012
at the Community Center in Ocracoke. Based on the workshop sign‐in sheets,
attendance at the workshops was as follows: Manteo – 45 people; Rodanthe – 135
people; and Ocracoke – 58 people. A total of 77 citizens and one non‐governmental
organization (NGO) made comments (written, e‐mail, or telephone) at and following the
Citizens Informational Workshops. Of the 78 total comments, 25 comments did not
express an alternative preference (i.e., general project‐related comments and information
requests). A summary of these comments sorted by the Phase IIb alternative favored is
presented in the next section. Comments not related to a preference for one or more
alternatives are presented in the section that follows.

C.1.1 Alternatives Favored in the Phase IIb Project Area
A total of 41 commenters expressed a preference for one of the alternatives displayed at
the workshops in the Phase IIb project area, as follows:





Beach Nourishment
Bridge on New Location
Bridge within Existing NC 12 Easement
Bridge within Existing NC 12 Easement
with Beach Nourishment

29
9
7
6

The Outer Banks Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation submitted a petition (with 1,148
signatures) in favor of giving consideration to design options that, at a minimum,
provide continued, if not improved, access to Rodanthe ‘S’ Curves Hot Spot area for
surfing. The petition did not indicate support for a particular alternative, but it stated
that the ‘S’ Curves Hot Spot area is a top surfing spot in the United States. It also
emphasized the contribution of surfing to the local economy.

C.1.2 Public Comment Summary Related to the Phase IIb Project Area
In addition to comments indicating a preference for one or more alternatives, there were
comments addressing the following substantive topics: project need and timing, cost
and financing, decision‐making considerations, permanent bridges, the temporary
bridge over the Pea Island inlet, a permanent bridge over the Rodanthe breach,
relocating NC 12 as a road, beach nourishment, other actions to minimize shoreline
change, and utilities and emergency services. Almost all of these comments were
addressed in Appendix C of the Phase IIa EA (Section C.1.2, comment themes 1 to 5, 7, 8
[part], and 9 to 11). The comments grouped as comment themes 6 and 8 (part) are
specific to the Rodanthe area. These are listed and responses are provided below.
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Permanent Bridge Over the Rodanthe Breach:






A new bridge would be too disruptive. It would ruin the waterfront experience,
including recreation and scenic views. It would impact community cohesion and
quality of life. Do not disturb the community; “everything” is disappearing;
more commercial development is undesirable.
A new bridge will create negative impacts to recreational opportunities such as
surfing and the economy unless beach access and parking are maintained/
provided, especially at the “S” curves.
The bridge alternative will devastate Rodanthe.
Response: The positions of the commenters are noted. Such impacts were considered
when evaluating these alternatives in the Bonner Bridge Replacement Project (B‐2500)
2008 FEIS and the 2010 EA. They also were taken into consideration in the current
Phase IIb study process and this EA. Access will be maintained to homes and businesses
along NC 12 with either Phase IIb detailed study alternative. However, direct access
from the NC 12 roadside within the Pea Island National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) would
be removed for the section of NC 12 within the Refuge that is bridged. In the past, the
Refuge has preferred sacrificing direct roadside motor vehicle access in order to eliminate
the need for artificial dunes to maintain a surface road. Refuge representatives have
indicated in the past that they will allow for some form of access to the Refuge and its
facilities. In the development of Phase IIa mitigation measures, NCDOT agreed to
provide an access road, to be maintained by the Refuge, to the New Inlet boat
ramp/parking lot. NCDOT also agreed to replace the parking lot currently on the east
side of NC 12 that also will be bypassed by the Phase IIa Selected Alternative.



Beach Nourishment:


The entrance to Rodanthe could benefit from beach re‐nourishment; if
nourishment is tried, then direct ingress to historical Rodanthe is desirable.
Response: The positions expressed in this comment are noted. Beach nourishment is
not being pursued as a detailed study alternative for Phase IIb for the following reasons:
uncertainties related to the availability of suitable sand to regularly re‐nourish the
shoreline over the project’s 50‐year life; nourishment would not adequately protect
NC 12 from potential future inlets in this area because of the underlying geology; the
higher shoreline erosion rate in this area compared to the rest of the Bonner Bridge
Replacement Project (B‐2500) project area, which would increase the amount of sand
required compared to other parts of the full project area; it would not allow natural island
processes to occur within the southern portion of the Refuge; and nourishment as a long‐
term solution is not likely to be found compatible with the Refuge’s mission and purpose
(based on previous US Department of Interior [USDOI] comments). Neither of the
detailed study alternatives evaluated for Phase IIb would affect ingress to historical
Rodanthe. In addition, neither of the detailed study alternatives would prohibit the
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consideration of either short‐term or long‐term beach nourishment proposals by other
government or private entities.

C.2 Southern Environmental Law Center Comments
Portions of the Southern Environmental Law Center’s (SELC) scoping comment 7 and
comment 9, as presented in the Phase IIa EA, directly related to Phase IIb. Responses to
these comments are presented in this section.
7. Comment: The portions of this comment not addressed in Appendix C of the Phase
IIa EA are:
Beyond these problems within the Refuge, there are serious legal and logistical
problems with elevating the existing roadway in the Rodanthe area as well. By
NCDOT‘s own calculations, a bridge in this area will be located in the breakers by
2020 – in eight short years – creating tremendous maintenance and erosion problems.
By 2060, NCDOT calculates the bridge could be 930 feet offshore. FEIS at 4‐30, 4‐62.
Cost estimates should reflect the certainty of this section of bridge being located in
the Atlantic Ocean. Moreover, as discussed above, the bridge‘s eventual location in
the breakers and offshore would render the bridge unusable as an emergency
evacuation route.
A Rodanthe bridge will also create access problems and significant effects on the
human environment for property owners and tourists. As one example, NCDOT
noted in its 2010 EA that the bridge will have to terminate in a full‐height stub so
that it can be continued farther into Rodanthe when continuing erosion cuts off
planned temporary access ramps. Furthermore, NCDOT concedes that the bridge
being in the surf will impede views and beach access for residents and visitors and
likely will accelerate the erosion problems that already threaten structures in Mirlo
Beach and Rodanthe, to the detriment of local property owners.
The Bridge with Nourishment option for Rodanthe is not feasible either. It would
have the same erosion problems as the longer Rodanthe bridge, and would also
require a compatibility determination in order to deposit sand and construct dunes
in the Refuge. As NCDOT acknowledges—as well as for the reasons given above—
this activity is likely to be found incompatible with the Refuge. (Handout p. 10).
Response:
Bridge in the Ocean as an Emergency Evacuation Route. NCDOT disagrees with the
commenter’s assertion that the Phase IIb bridge in the existing NC 12 easement would be
rendered unusable as an evacuation route once located in the ocean. This concern was
also addressed on page C‐32 of the Phase IIa EA. The Phase IIb Bridge within Existing
NC 12 Easement Alternative would be designed to span the entire area that is
Bonner Bridge Replacement EA
Phase IIb – Rodanthe Breach
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geologically susceptible to breaching in the Rodanthe breach area, which addresses the
potential for future storms to create a new breach or inlet. The superstructure (the bridge
beams and deck), would be placed above the projected storm surge associated with major
storms so that it cannot be struck or damaged by the surge, and the depths of the
supporting bridge piles would be designed to account for the possibility that the Phase IIb
bridge in the existing NC 12 easement would ultimately be off‐shore as beach erosion
progresses in the area. Additionally, estimated costs for the Bridge within Existing
NC 12 Easement Alternative take into consideration that the bridge will be in the ocean
by 2060.
Access Problems and Impacts to Property Owners and Tourists. Changes in access and
community impacts noted in the comment were documented in the 2008 FEIS (Section
4.1 beginning on page 4‐2) and updated in the 2010 EA (Table 2‐3 on page 2‐24) for the
Phased Approach/Rodanthe Bridge Alternative. They are updated again in this EA for
the Bridge within Existing NC 12 Easement Alternative, for which the 2010 EA design
of the Phased Approach/Rodanthe Bridge Alternative was modified to take into
consideration the 2060 high erosion shoreline updated in 2012 and keeping in mind a
desire to minimize community impacts. Access changes and community impacts,
however, remain similar to those presented in the 2008 FEIS and 2010 EA. The effect of
bridge piles in the ocean on beach erosion was documented in Section 4.6.8.4 of the 2008
FEIS (on page 4‐67). Clarifications were made in Appendix C of the Phase IIa ROD in
response to this commenter’s comments 14 to 16.
Bridge within Existing NC 12 Easement and Beach Nourishment Alternative. This
alternative was not selected as a detailed study alternative for Phase IIb for reasons
documented in Section 2.4.1 of this EA.
9. Comment: “The proposed bridge from Rodanthe through the Pamlico Sound was
originally proposed as part of the “Road North/Bridge South” and “All Bridge”
alternatives. Because it now could also be combined with one of the other proposed
options, we discuss it separately from the relocation options covered in the previous
section.
No matter which other option the proposed bridge would be linked to, a Rodanthe
area bridge would require a new easement through two acres of estuarine emergent
wetland areas in the Refuge in order to rejoin the existing NC 12 corridor; such a
new easement would likely be denied as incompatible for the reasons given above.
Here too, on‐site compensatory mitigation would be impossible because there are no
equivalent wetlands NCDOT could restore. For all these reasons, the NCDOT
Handout concedes that this option is “[n]ot likely to be found compatible with the
Refuge‘s mission and purpose” and thus it could not be constructed. (Handout at
10).
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In addition, the proposed bridge would travel through areas of known submerged
aquatic vegetation (SAV), which are also classed as EFH because they provide refuge
from predators and foraging areas for juvenile and adult fish. As discussed above,
the Magnuson‐Stevens Act requires consultation with the Secretary of Commerce
before any action is taken that might adversely affect EFH. In this case, the proposed
bridge would fill approximately 1.4 acres of SAV (see FEIS at 4‐88) and shade 5.3
acres of SAV (Handout at 10).
The bridge would also require a § 404 permit from the Army Corps of Engineers for
discharge and fill in jurisdictional waters. Such discharges are not permitted if a
practicable alternative exists that would have a lesser adverse impact on the aquatic
ecosystem. 40 C.F.R. § 230.10(a)(2). As discussed earlier, the in‐corridor Rodanthe
bridge, as well as a long Pamlico Sound Bridge or a ferry system, would offer
practicable alternatives with lesser adverse impact.
The Rodanthe terminus of this bridge would apparently be in the same location as
the Rodanthe Bridge within Existing NC 12 Easement. As discussed above, NCDOT
has acknowledged potential problems with the terminus of the latter option being
located seaward of the projected 2060 shoreline. The same problem is likely to affect
the Bridge on New Location option, raising its costs and increasing its environmental
impact as a result.
Lastly, the proposed bridge would be quite expensive to construct due to the
shallow water in the proposed bridge corridor. The water depth is less than six feet
for virtually all of the bridge length. NCDOT is prohibited from dredging in SAV
areas in order to use barges to construct the bridge, so instead a temporary work
bridge would have to be constructed and the proposed bridge built off of that. (FEIS
4‐90, 4‐177). This is a much more expensive construction method than conventional
barge‐based bridge construction and likely means the estimates provided in the
handout are artificially low.”
Response:
Refuge Compatibility. NCDOT worked with Refuge representatives to identify an
alignment for the Bridge on New Location Alternative that can be considered a minor
modification and be permitted under the terms of a Special Use Permit. In a letter dated
July 22, 2013, USFWS‐Refuge indicated that with the provision of adequate mitigation
to ensure no net loss of habitat quality or quantity, the Bridge on New Location
Alternative as assessed in this EA could likely be considered a minor modification to the
existing NC 12 easement. The proposed alignment minimizes the amount of new
easement required within the Refuge, and it allows for the return of approximately 19.27
acres of the existing easement to be returned to the Refuge. The impacts of this alignment
are assessed in Chapter 4 of this EA.
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Magnuson‐Stevens Act Consultation. The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS),
which is part of the US Department of Commerce, is on the project’s Merger Team and
EFH consultation is a part of the Phase II environmental studies. Such consultation is
needed for any alternative affecting the Atlantic Ocean, Pamlico Sound, and Oregon
Inlet. NCDOT and FHWA are consulting with the NMFS as required. An updated
assessment of SAV and EFH impacts is included in Chapter 4 of this EA.
US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Permit Requirements. USACE is on the
project’s Merger Team. The commenter’s opinion on there being practicable alternatives
to the Bridge on New Location Alternative at Rodanthe is noted. The reasonableness and
practicability of the Pamlico Sound Bridge Corridor and Ferry Alternatives were
revisited in the Phase IIa EA (Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2, beginning on page 2‐5), and it
was re‐affirmed that neither alternative was reasonable or practicable. Comments on the
Phase IIa EA related to these alternatives were addressed in Appendix C of the Phase IIa
ROD.
Location of Alternative Seaward of Forecast 2060 High Erosion Shoreline. NCDOT’s
goal with the Parallel Bridge Corridor alternatives is, where possible, to place bridge
termini and surface road relocations more than 230 feet beyond the forecast 2060 high
erosion shoreline (i.e., in the area that is not expected to be threatened by high shoreline
erosion and sand overwash through 2060). Taking into consideration the 2060 high
erosion shoreline prepared in 2012, the NC 12 intersection of the Bridge on New Location
Alternative in Rodanthe is now more than 230 feet beyond the 2060 high erosion
shoreline.
As a part of the PBC/TMP Alternative, NCDOT is regularly monitoring the shoreline
and reconsidering the high erosion shoreline as a part of deciding when to implement
future phases of the PBC/TMP Alternative. If shoreline erosion were to ultimately
manifest itself in a manner similar to the 2060 high erosion shoreline used in the 2008
FEIS, NCDOT would relocate the NC 12 intersection of the Bridge on New Location
Alternative to a location where it would not be threatened. If intersection relocation were
to ultimately involve a portion of the Rodanthe Historic District, that also would mean
the primary contributor to the District (i.e., the Chicamacomico Life Saving Station),
which is seaward of NC 12, would have been lost or partially lost to beach erosion, and
the historic resource issues considered in developing the Bridge on New Location
Alternative would be different.
Cost. The current and past cost estimates for the Bridge on New Location Alternative
assumed that a work bridge would be needed to erect a bridge when over SAV, as
discussed in the response to this organization’s comment 4 in Appendix C of the Phase
IIa EA.
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C.3 Public Comments Related to Phase IIb Made During
the Phase IIa EA Comment Period
The comments and responses in this section originally appeared in the October 2013
Phase IIa ROD under the heading “Phase IIb Rodanthe Breach.” They were considered
during the preparation of this EA and are presented here for the reader’s convenience
with updates as needed.


Natalie McIntosh
Ms. McIntosh states that an “emergency status” is needed for the Rodanthe ‘S’
Curves and Mirlo Beach area. She understands from conversations with Mr.
Drew Joyner that there is a possibility for an emergency bridge solution prior to
the implementation of Phase IIb. She states that the perception that the island is
“cut off” must be avoided.
Response: The Governor declared the situation on NC 12 in the area between the
temporary bridge at Pea Island inlet and the village of Rodanthe a State of
Emergency on March 19, 2013. This declaration is expected to facilitate the
implementation of interim measures to stabilize NC 12 at the Rodanthe ‘S’ Curves
Hot Spot, prior to the construction of a long‐term improvement at this location
(Phase IIb). A temporary bridge was considered at the Rodanthe ‘S’ Curves Hot Spot
as one option to stabilize NC 12 in the interim prior to the construction of Phase IIb.
Beach nourishment also was assessed and is preferred as an interim measure. A
permit application for an interim nourishment program at the Rodanthe ‘S’ Curves
Hot Spot was submitted by NCDOT to USACE on June 13, 2013. USACE
approved the EA for an interim beach nourishment project at the Rodanthe ‘S’
Curves Hot Spot on October 15, 2013. USACE concluded that this interim project
would have no significant impacts. NCDOT continues to work with USACE to
implement this interim program.



Scott and Martha Caldwell
Mr. and Mrs. Caldwell are the owners of the Island Convenience Store and
Midgett’s Campground. They list the impacts to their businesses under each of
the Phase IIb alternatives, including the loss of their convenience store with the
existing easement alternative and the loss of their campground with the bypass
through the sound alternative. They conclude that the sound bypass is their
preference between the two, because the convenience store is their main source
of income.
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Response: This position is acknowledged. The commenters’ observations on the
impact of the proposed alternatives to their properties are included in this EA in
Section 4.2.1.


Keith McCulloch and Brian Van Druten
Mr. McCulloch is in favor of the bypass in the sound alternative and is against
the existing easement alternative.
Mr. Van Druten states that he supports the Phase IIb option that would bypass
the ‘S’ curves by going out into the Pamlico Sound.
Response: These positions are acknowledged. A “sound alternative” is one of the
detailed study alternatives assessed in this EA as the Bridge on New Location
Alternative.



Stephanie Joy Sweeney
Ms. Sweeney asks NCDOT to reconsider beach nourishment using dredged sand
to sustain sports and recreation in the Rodanthe area. With regard to the bridge
alternatives under consideration, she asks that NCDOT consider pushing the
sound side bridge farther from shore to make it less of an eyesore and to provide
visuals of the side view of the bridges from a 2nd or 3rd story perspective.
Response: The Merger Team (NCDOT, FHWA, and federal and state
environmental resource and regulatory agencies) has advanced only bridging
alternatives for detailed study in this EA. The reasons that beach nourishment was
found not to be a reasonable long‐term improvement are addressed in this EA in
Section 2.4.1. This EA includes an analysis of impacts, including visual impacts to
sound‐side homes and homes along NC 12 (see Section 4.2.2). Visualizations are
included in this EA as Figure 8 and Figure 9. The sound side bridge (Bridge on New
Location Alternative) is 930 to 950 feet farther west in Pamlico Sound than the
bridge location discussed in the 2010 EA that was presented to the public for
discussion at the Phase II scoping meetings. (See Figure 4 of this EA.) This change
in bridge location was made in the context of minimizing the Refuge impacts of this
alternative.



Patrick Munson, Dhanyo Merillat‐Bowers, and Janet Doll
Dr. Munson, a physician who lives in Waves and works on the mainland,
stressed that the current pace of the Bonner Bridge project is not sufficient to
prevent the collapse of the communities on the Outer Banks and that a
permanent solution must happen sooner. He also states that the situation at the
‘S’ curves has advanced beyond the ability of the phased Bonner Bridge project
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to address it, and supports beach nourishment as a solution between now and a
permanent fix.
Ms. Merillat‐Bowers is concerned that the livelihood of the island is being held
hostage by the lawsuits brought by wildlife advocates and believes that beach
nourishment is needed now in addition to a permanent fix.
Ms. Doll thanks NCDOT for their hard work on maintaining the ‘S’ Curve Hot
Spot at Rodanthe and states that while a permanent fix is needed, it will take too
long to construct the bridges and roads. She states that a short‐term solution
needs to be planned and implemented immediately, saying that tourists need a
safe way to get on and off the island in order to avert disaster for the area.
Response: These positions and concerns are acknowledged. The Governor declared
the situation on NC 12 in the area between the temporary bridge at Pea Island inlet
and the village of Rodanthe a State of Emergency on March 19, 2013. This
declaration is expected to facilitate interim measures to stabilize NC 12 (which could
involve beach nourishment) at the Rodanthe ‘S’ Curves Hot Spot, prior to the
implementation of a long‐term improvement at this location (Phase IIb).


Carol Dawson
Ms. Dawson emphasizes that no beach nourishment has happened on the island
in 39 years, and that dredging and beach nourishment is needed to stabilize the
hot spots and secure NC 12 as safe passage to the mainland. Ms. Dawson is
opposed to the Bridge within Existing NC 12 Easement Alternative. She believes
that the NCDOT’s methods have been reactionary rather than proactive, and that
NCDOT should look to neighboring states for preventative measures.
Response: These positions are acknowledged. Section 2.4 of the Environmental
Assessment (EA) on Phase IIa explains why Beach Nourishment was eliminated
from further consideration as a long‐term improvement for Phase IIa. The Merger
Team (NCDOT, FHWA, and federal and state environmental resource and
regulatory agencies) has advanced only bridging alternatives for detailed study in
this Phase IIb EA. The reasons that Beach Nourishment has been found not to be a
reasonable long‐term improvement for Phase IIb are addressed in this EA in Section
2.4.1.



Michael R. Martin
In reference to recent NCDOT actions of moving sand from the NC 12 right of
way and using it to cover sand bags in the ‘S’ Curve Hot Spot area, Mr. Martin
states that it is a waste of time and money to continue these short‐term cosmetic
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fixes. Mr. Martin wonders whether the dredging permits have been obtained,
and if not, who is holding up the process.
Response: Covering the sandbag piles in the Rodanthe ‘S’ Curves Hot Spot area is
required by state law and the permit that allowed for the placement of the sand bags.
The sand used was the most readily available and its transport did not require a
permit. The Governor declared the situation on NC 12 in the area between the
temporary bridge at Pea Island inlet and the village of Rodanthe a State of
Emergency on March 19, 2013. This declaration is expected to facilitate the
implementation of interim NC 12 stabilization at the Rodanthe ‘S’ Curves Hot Spot.


Thomas Dolina
Mr. Dolina supports a longer span avoiding the ‘S’ Curves.
Response: This position is acknowledged.
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Appendix D
2060 High-Erosion Shoreline
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Appendix E
Relocation Reports

EIS

RELOCATION

REPORT
North Carolina Department of Transportation
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

E .I.S .

CORRIDOR

DESIGN

WBS ELEMENT:

13201.10 COUNTY
Dare
Alternate
Red of
2
Alternate
28025
T.I.P. NO.: B-2500B
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: NC-12 Rodanthe Long-Term Improvements, Bridge on New Location
Alternative
ESTIMATED DISPLACEES

Type of
Displacees
Residential
Businesses
Farms
Non-Profit

Owners
2
0
0
0

Tenants
0
2
0
0

INCOME LEVEL

Total
2
2
0
0

Minorities
0
0
0
0

No

X
X

Explain all "YES" answers.
Will special relocation services be necessary?
1.
2.
Will schools or churches be affected by
displacement?

X

3.

X

4.

Will business services still be available
after project?
Will any business be displaced? If so,

15-25M
0

25-35M
0

VALUE OF DWELLING

Owners
0-20M
20-40M

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS
Yes

0-15M

40-70M
70-100M
100 UP
TOTAL

35-50M
0

50 UP
2

0

DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE

Tenants

0
0
0
0
2
2

For Sale
0-20M
0
0
150-250
20-40M
0
0
250-400
40-70M
0
0
400-600
0 70-100M
0
600 UP
100 UP
0
38
0
38
REMARKS (Respond by Number)
$ 0-150

For Rent
$ 0-150
150-250
250-400
400-600
600 UP

0
0
0
0
0
0

3. There are other businesses in the area outside the acquisition areas.
4. 1) Strip Mall with the following shop:
Island Convenience Auto Repair Garage – 4 employees
The other 5 shops in this strip mall are vacant in anticipation of the
project.
2) Money’s Worth Rentals – 3 employees

indicate size, type, estimated number of
employees, minorities, etc.

X
X

5.
6.

Will relocation cause a housing shortage?
Source for available housing (list).

7.

Will additional housing programs be
needed?
Should Last Resort Housing be
considered?

8.

X
X

9.

X

X
X

6. MLS, Realtor.com, newspaper, local realty offices
8. As required by law
11. Economic Improvement Council, Inc. handles Section 8
housing for Dare County

Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc.
families?

X
X

Please note that a Campground is in the acquisition area, which
has 23 RV hook-ups, 7 of which are currently occupied within the
acquisition area of this alternate, with only 5 hook-ups out of the
23 being unaffected by the project.

10.
11.
12.

Will public housing be needed for project?
Is public housing available?
Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing
housing available during relocation period?
13. Will there be a problem of housing within
financial means?
14. Are suitable business sites available (list
source).
15. Number months estimated to complete
RELOCATION?
18

12. There are plenty of houses for sale in the area.
13. This might be an issue due to the high prices of some of the
local homes for sale.
14. MLS, Realtor.com, newspaper, local realty offices

9/19/13

Robert Woodard
Right of Way Agent

9/19/13

Date

Relocation Coordinator

FRM15-E

E-1

Date

EIS

RELOCATION

REPORT
North Carolina Department of Transportation
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

E.I.S.

CORRIDOR

DESIGN

WBS ELEMENT:

13201.10 COUNTY
Dare
Alternate
Blue of
2
Alternate
28025
T.I.P. NO.: B-2500B
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: NC12 -- Rodanthe Long-Term Improvements, Bridge within Existing
NC 12 Easement
ESTIMATED DISPLACEES

Type of
Displacees
Residential
Businesses
Farms
Non-Profit

Owners
5
1
0
0

Tenants
0
1
0
0

INCOME LEVEL

Total
5
2
0
0

Minorities
0
0
0
0

No

X
X

Explain all "YES" answers.
Will special relocation services be necessary?
1.
2.

X

3.

X

4.

Will schools or churches be affected by
displacement?
Will business services still be available
after project?
Will any business be displaced? If so,

15-25M
0

25-35M
0

VALUE OF DWELLING

Owners
0-20M
20-40M

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS
Yes

0-15M

40-70M
70-100M
100 UP
TOTAL

35-50M
0

50 UP
2

3

DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE

Tenants

0
0
0
0
5
5

For Sale
0-20M
0
0
150-250
20-40M
0
0
250-400
40-70M
0
0
400-600
0 70-100M
0
600 UP
100 UP
0
38
0
38
REMARKS (Respond by Number)
$ 0-150

For Rent
$ 0-150
150-250
250-400
400-600
600 UP

0
0
0
0
0
0

3. There are other businesses in the area outside the acquisition areas.
4. 1) Strip Mall with the following shop:
Island Convenient Auto Repair Garage – 4 employees
The remaining shops in the strip mall are vacant in anticipation of the
project.
2) Island Convenient Store and Liberty Gas – 5 employees

indicate size, type, estimated number of
employees, minorities, etc.

X
X

5.
6.
7.
8.

X
X

X
X

9.

Will relocation cause a housing shortage?
Source for available housing (list).
Will additional housing programs be
needed?
Should Last Resort Housing be
considered?
Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc.
families?

10.

Will public housing be needed for project?

11.

Is public housing available?

6. MLS, Realtor.com, newspaper, local realty offices
8. As required by law.
11. Economic Improvement Council, Inc. handles Section 8
housing for Dare County
12. There are plenty of houses for sale to cover the displacees.
13. Some houses in this market may be priced too high for our
displacees.
14. MLS, Realtor.com, newspaper, local realty offices
NOTE: The proposed 15’ Aerial Easements (AUE) may not
interfere with any existing private septic systems and/or
drain lines. However, if they do, then a determination of the
actual location will be necessary as well as any possible
“repair areas”. There could also be additional relocatees
due to these issues, which are not being shown on this
report.

12.

Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing
housing available during relocation period?
13. Will there be a problem of housing within
financial means?
14. Are suitable business sites available (list
source).
15. Number months estimated to complete
RELOCATION?
18

X
X
X

Additionally. Please avoid the cemetery on Sea Gull Street

11/6/13

Robert Woodard
Right of Way Agent

11/6/13

Date

Relocation Coordinator

FRM15-E

E-2

Date

