Figure Eight Proposed Project – Draft EIS Comments
Notice concerning citizen comments:
Comments submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District (District)
regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Figure Eight Island Shoreline
Management Project (Action ID 2006-41158) in response to the District’s May 18, 2012 Public
Notice. Personally identifying Information that is considered exempt from release under the
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), 5 U.S.C.A 552 (b)(6) has been redacted.

Comments on EIS for Figure 8 Terminal Groin Project
07 June 2012
My name is
PenderWatch.

. I live in

and I’m a member of

The draft EIS seems to be a carefully prepared document. I assume that
experts on all sides are checking it out thoroughly.
After reading quickly through it, I focused on the final two pages of the final
chapter, which address the question: “How does the construction of the
terminal groin relate to Senate Bill 110?” The answer outlines four elements
of the Figure 8 Home Owners Assn's legal obligation to set aside funds to
make sure the outcome is properly monitored and the groin is fully removed
if it doesn't work as hoped. I think their response illustrates how unreal this
proposal is. I think all four elements are seriously flawed.
The first element commits $480,000 for shoreline monitoring. The HOA
promises to do 33 detailed studies of the environmental consequences of the
groin: two each year for the first three years and annually thereafter until
the 30th year. That's a paltry $14,000 for each of the 33 studies to follow up
on all the hundreds of environmental concerns raised by the groin project.
Second is maintenance. There is no allocation at all for repair or
maintenance, no matter what the monitoring studies may find. The groin
itself would get no maintenance whatever. Nor would neighboring Hutaff
Island, which is in Pender County. They say that "Mitigation beach fill for
Hutaff Island is not anticipated due to the lack of private property and
structures on the island," as if that’s all that matters there. So it appears
that environmental damage caused by borrowing sand from around Hutaff
Island may not be repaired at all.
Third is $1,821,000 for beach nourishment on Figure 8 Island. The text of
the EIS says there will be "periodic nourishment approximately every 5
years at an estimated cost of $1,821,000 for each operation," which would
total $10,926,000 for six refills over 30 years. I assume they would be
doing this whether or not they build the groin.
Finally, they promise to hold $1 million to remove the terminal groin if it
doesn't work. This seems awfully low. They plan to use 16,000 tons of rock
-- and pulling that out of the ocean can't be easy or cheap. Also, I'm struck
that the tax value of the 558 houses and lots on Figure 8 is reported as $1.2

billion. That's an average of $2.1 million per property. Is it reasonable that
they would expect to spend only half the cost of a single average house
there to completely dismantle and remove this 1600 ft stone groin?
The HOA adds up those four numbers and says they will set aside
$3,301,000 dollars to comply with the law. More than half of that is to pay
for just one beach renourishment out of six that the HOA would probably be
doing anyway. The remaining $1 ½ million dollars seems dangerously
minimal to me. I certainly hope the State will do its own estimate of what it
would really cost to monitor the effects of this project and to take it away
when it fails.
Thank you.

July 17, 2012

Mickey Sugg, Project Manager
US Army Corps of Engineers
69 Darlington Avenue
Wilmington NC 28403-1343
Dear Mr. Sugg,
This letter contains comments on the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared by
the Figure Eight Homeowners’ Association (HOA), regarding the proposed terminal groin at Rich
Inlet. I am a professor of economics
and speak only to issues
pertaining to the evaluation of the expected economic benefits and costs of the proposed action.
The views expressed herein are strictly my own, and do not represent the opinions of anyone at
or any other person or organization.
By way of general introduction, I must say that in my nearly two decades of reviewing
environmental impact statements for coastal projects in North Carolina and other states, I have
never seen one done more poorly. The writing, the organization, the prolixity, the errors and
omissions, and the inconsistencies from one section to another, make this document wholly and
grossly inadequate as a basis for a permit decision. At the very least, a major supplement should be
issued that includes discussion of omitted issues, discussed below. At best, this draft should be
jettisoned and the process started anew, with a mandate for clarity, completeness, and a logical
structure that allows the non-technical observer to draw well-informed conclusions.
More specifically, my comments are organized as follows: (1) general observations regarding
benefit/cost analysis, (2) simple property value issues, (3) storm damage issues, (4) mitigation and
maintenance issues, and (5) conclusions.
(1)

General observations regarding benefit/cost analysis
a.

Organization

It is standard practice in documents of this type to include a separate section for the
analysis of economic benefits and costs, and for good reason: only when all of the relevant
economic information is gathered in one place in the document can the non-technical
reader make well-informed judgements. In the present case, the limited economic
information that is included is scattered among many sections, making analysis far more

difficult than it should be. The document should be re-written and/or a supplement issued,
with a section dedicated to economic analysis, with ALL of the claimed benefits and costs
thoroughly addressed in one place.
b.

Benefits

The DEIS claims benefits will accrue to the local economy as a result of the proposed
action. While this may be true, nowhere is it justified in any detailed way. Further, the
document lacks discussion of any differences in benefits (other than avoided costs) among
the various alternatives. It is not likely that the positive impacts are identical among the
alternatives. If that is indeed the assumption made in the analysis, that assumption should
be clearly discussed and justified. If there are differences in benefits among the
alternatives, those differences should be clearly discussed and quantified.
c.

Direct cost issues

As I am not an engineer I have very limited ability to judge the validity of the costs cited in
the DEIS for building the groin, maintaining the groin, moving houses, performing
mitigation, and so on. As noted below, however, many aspects of mitigation are effectively
ignored, and the estimated maintenance costs are substantially lower than those observed
and anticipated by the CRC study of terminal groins. The omission of reasonable values
for mitigation costs, and the deviation of estimated maintenance costs from CRC norms
should be thoroughly explained and justified.
d.

Issues of uncertainty

The dynamic and unpredictable nature of the NC coast is a given. One hardly needs better
evidence for that than the DEIS itself: the project life is 30 years, the presented
performance analysis generally extends for only five years. None of us know the specifics of
what will happen over that long period of time. Yet, the analysis is presented in terms of
point estimates, rather than range estimates, for virtually all of the important performance
parameters, as if the outcomes could be predicted not only with certainty, but with great
precision as well. Clearly, this is not valid, but that invalidity is not made obvious in any
useful way. The analysis should be presented in a way that makes it very clear that few (if
any) of the important parameters for future performance can be known with either
certainty or precision, and that the resulting estimates of costs and benefits are therefore
neither certain nor precise. This can be done one or more ways, including (a) confidence
intervals, (b) alternative scenarios with varying assumptions regarding storm activity, sea
level rise, and engineering success, and (c) use of different discount rates in the present
value analysis, so that less-certain outcomes are discounted more highly than are morecertain outcomes. However it is done, it is essential that the DEIS reflect the fact that our
collective experience with coastal engineering has taught us that a very wide range of
outcomes are possible.
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2.

Property value issues
a.

2008 values

The property values of used in damage estimates are those of 2008. The current values are
far lower. Typical values of coastal property will presumably increase over the next 30
years. The values that are needed in the analysis are those of the affected properties at the
moment when impacts take place. No reason is presented as justification for the use of the
2008 values as estimates of the appropriate values; one doubts that any such reason (other
than ease of use) exists. If the 2008 values are indeed appropriate as proxies for the
appropriate values, then the reasons for that should be very clearly explained. If there is no
such justification available, then those values must not be used. If, due to the inherent
uncertainty, the appropriate value are simply unknowable, so that some sort of rough
average must be used, then that, too, should be spelled out.
b.

Moved structures

I did not find any clear statement(s) as to how the study was treating the values of
structures that would be re-located in the cases of the non-structural alternatives. To deal
with it properly, one would have to make specific assumptions about which structures were
moved, and at what points in time, and to where. One could then make estimates of the
value lost in one place, and then the value re-gained in another place, and the present value
of those. Rather than doing that, it seems that the issue has been essentially ignored,
because the relevant future facts simply cannot be known. While this is not whollyunreasonable, as our ignorance here is irreparable, the issue should be explicated
thoroughly and clearly. Once again, observers need to be made aware of the uncertainty
inherent in the undertaking, and the implications of that uncertainty for the validity and
precision of the estimates.
c.

Affected properties

It is perfectly clear why the properties that are currently sandbagged are considered
threatened. In contrast, it was not clear at all that the non-sandbagged properties on Surf
Court are threatened in the same way or to the same extent. If indeed they are believed so
to be, then the basis for this judgment should be made clear. If no such justification exists,
these properties should be excluded from the set of threatened properties. If they are indeed
threatened but to a different extent or in a different way, this should be made clear, and the
analysis adjusted accordingly.
d.

Truncated properties

Also not clear is the manner in which, and the extent to which, the loss of value of
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properties that will be truncated (by the seawall and groin) has been analyzed. The
properties whose back yards now consists of beach extending into the inlet, and who would
soon see that land disappear, and who would now have sheet pile and/or stone mounds
where the beach used to be, would suffer considerable loss of value as a result. And as these
properties are not imminently threatened, there would be no corresponding gain in value
from the structure’s protective services. Even if these individuals are compensated in some
way, the loss of value has occurred, and should be clearly and explicitly accounted for in the
analysis. It may indeed be in there somewhere; I did not find it.
3.

Storm issues
Substantial and damaging storms will occur in the vicinity of the threatened properties over
the next 30 years; with or without the various alternatives, damage to structures and loss of
land will occur as a result of those storms. With the exception of the analysis of mitigation
costs, in which it is presumed that up to 800 feet of shoreline retreat will occur without
any blame going to the seawall and groin, there seems to be no explicit consideration of
storm damage. This is, as a mentor of mine used to say, utterly the sheerest sort of
nonsense, and must be corrected. Although it is true that the long-term erosion estimates
do include the effects of storms, it is not true that erosion occurs in a simple linear
fashion. Further, vast structural damage can occur during storms, even without actual
(net) erosion taking place. Ignoring storm issues has two impacts on the analysis that must
be corrected by explicit consideration of these issues. First, by excluding storm damages,
the relative benefit/cost assessments are skewed for all of the projects. All of them produce
less benefit when storm damages are included. Second, because the alternatives differ in
terms of which properties receive various forms of protections, there is no particular reason
to believe that storm damages will be identical for every property under all alternatives.
Proper consideration of these issues may change the economic ranking of alternatives,
especially when proper treatment of uncertainty (i.e., confidence intervals and/or alternative
damage scenarios). There is a burden on the applicant to demonstrate that the hypothesis
of “no difference among alternatives” can be definitively rejected, at a high statistical level
of confidence, when these issues are properly considered. I suspect that there would be
very substantial overlap of the confidence intervals for net present value of expected
economic benefits, in a way that makes rejection of that hypothesis entirely problematic.

4.

Mitigation and maintenance
The analysis of mitigation is wholly unrealistic. It seems to be based on four beliefs: that
no damage will occur if the groin is built; that even if damage does occur, it will not be the
fault of the groin; that even if such damage is the fault of the groin, nobody will ever be
able to prove that; and that even if groin-caused damage does occur and is proven, it will be
to resources that have no value (biologic or economic). Therefore no mitigation would be
required. This portion of the analysis should be rejected in its entirety, with a mandate
that a realistic analysis take its place, with reasonable assumptions about the damage that
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may occur as a result of the project. Further, that analysis should very explicitly
acknowledge the value of such things as (a) piping plover habitat, in all places (even when
ephemeral) and at all times of the year; (b) the recreational and habitat value of the sand
spits and small islands that would be destroyed; (c) the negative value of the beach access
lost by the public; and (d) the costs and benefits of alterations to Hutaff Island consequent
to the project. The analysis should include rationally-determined triggers (in terms of
nature of impact, size of impact, and duration of impact), in contrast to the present
triggers, which apparently were chosen to obviate the need for significant mitigation,
period.
The estimates of maintenance costs likewise seem unduly low, and without justification.
One supposes that this project could have substantially lower long-term costs than those
observed by the CRC panel, but if that’s true, the reader needs to be shown why that’s true,
and to what extent. Absent justification for the deviance from previously-observed costs,
these costs should be adjusted upward in keeping with CRC norms.
5.

Conclusion
The draft EIS for the alteration and management of Rich Inlet is riddled with substantive
errors, inconsistencies, and omissions. It is not possible on the basis of the current
analysis, as presented in the DEIS, to draw valid conclusions regarding the economic costs
and benefits of the various alternatives. It would be entirely unacceptable for any permit
judgment or permit decision to be made on the basis of the analysis in its current form. It
should be supplemented and/or (my preferred alternative) wholly replaced with an analysis
that addresses and/or corrects all of the issues discussed above.

Thank you for consideration of these comments. Please contact me should any need arise for
clarification of the views offered.
Sincerely,
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Sugg, Mickey T SAW
Carolyn.Justice@ncleg.net; Thom.Goolsby@ncleg.net
Figure Eight Island Shoreline Management Project - SAW-2006-41158
Thursday, July 19, 2012 4:31:52 PM

July 19, 2012
US Army Corps Of Engineers
Wilmington District
Attn: Mr. Mickey Sugg
69 Darlington Avenue
Wilmington, NC 28403

Re:   Figure Eight Island Shoreline Management Project
          Terminal Groin Structure
          Action ID: SAW-2006-41158
<blockedhttp://www.saw.usace.army.mil/wetlands/Projects/Figure8TerminalGroin/index.html>

Mr. Sugg:

Please consider the following comments opposing the proposal by Figure Eight Island home owners and
residents to install a harden structure (aka: terminal groin) along our unique and prized coast.

I am a North Carolina native and for the majority of my life I have called Wilmington my home. For
many of my adolescence and adult years I have enjoyed fishing, boating, swimming, and simply
experiencing nature around the Rich Inlet area. I truly believe it to be a unique open space our State
should protect for future generations.

It is unfortunate that property is damaged by chaotic forces of nature. However, Figure Eight Island
now proposes to combat the natural processes that create the very environment which make coastal
North Carolina a desirable place to live. The approximately 20 residential structures benefiting from a
shoreline management plan, which includes the use of a terminal groin, does not seem to equate to the
estimated cost of $16.9 million over 30 years with no performance guarantee coupled with a
guaranteed loss of natural marine ecosystem. Just as an April 1, 2010 NC Coastal Resource Commission
recommendation to the NC General Assembly pointing out that “rocky habitat adjacent to an inlet is not
natural to NC”, one need not be a geologist to know this
(http://dcm2.enr.state.nc.us/CRC/tgs/finalrecs.pdf
<blockedhttp://dcm2.enr.state.nc.us/CRC/tgs/finalrecs.pdf> ).

Although there have been harden structures constructed at Masonboro inlet in 1965 (northern jetty) &
1978 (southern jetty), erosion to Masonboro island continues as the inlet migrates in a southerly
direction. Additionally, a Feb. 9, 2012 Island Gazette news article shows that a quick allocation of $6.5
million (FY 2012) went to the repair of the Masonboro jetties caused by just one hurricane in August
2011 (http://www.islandgazette.net/news-server1/index.php?id=15353:wilmington-district-receives276m-for-hurricane-damage-repairs&option=com_content&catid=1:local-news&Itemid=69
<blockedhttp://www.islandgazette.net/news-server1/index.php?id=15353:wilmington-district-receives276m-for-hurricane-damage-repairs&option=com_content&catid=1:local-news&Itemid=69> ). Just prior
to the hurricane repair, the Army Corps of Engineers commenced a maintenance project in early 2011
on the southern jetty “to withstand the onslaught of Mother Nature” according to their news release
article on March 10, 2011 (http://www.saw.usace.army.mil/News/News.asp?id=23
<blockedhttp://www.saw.usace.army.mil/News/News.asp?id=23> ). Money vs. Mother Nature is the
on-going theme for coastal residents. Who really wins?

I believe there are many factors contributing to shoreline erosion and it is likely that some factors are
human-induced. In a losing battle against barrier island migration, I also believe that in this case a
terminal groin approach is a last stitch gasping effort to retain a pile of shifting sand for the sake of a
few structures. The Army Corps of Engineers may have the duty to protect, but with that duty it has the
power to destroy; the power to destroy the natural ecosystem and environment at Rich Inlet.

Ultimately a detriment and a foreseeable burden to the tax payers of the great State of North Carolina,
the unintended loss of ecology will be heartfelt along with a punch to the gut. Please do not permit the
construction of this additional terminal groin structure on our coast.

Sincerely,

Mickey Sugg, Project Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Wilmington District, Regulatory Division
69 Darlington Avenue, Wilmington, NC 28403
ATTN: File Number 2006-41158
Dear Mr. Sugg!
I write this letter to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
Seawall and Terminal Groin at Rich Inlet proposed by the Figure 8 Island Homeowners Assoc.
I find the Figure 8 Island
Homeowner’s Association preferred alternative: “#5b: 1,600 foot long Terminal Groin and Sea Wall,
Renourish north end of island every 5 years (4,000 feet)” to be especially troubling. The DEIS does
NOT provide an adequate inventory of impacts from the construction and management of a sea wall
and terminal groin.
The DEIS does not list any impacts from transporting the thousands of tons of rock that will need to
be trucked/barged to the construction site. Many people, including myself, use Rich Inlet for
recreation as well as for commercial fishing and their use will be negatively impacted by both the
transportation and construction of the terminal groin and sea wall in Rich Inlet.
Impacts of the terminal groin and sea wall to adjoining Hutaff-Lea island are inadequately addressed.
This island is one of the few remaining undeveloped barrier islands on the entire coast of the Eastern
United States and is therefore an important resource to the quality of life in New Hanover and Pender
County.
The DEIS proposes that public trust waters be managed for the benefit of a private community. If this
must happen, surely non-structural alternatives that will allow the inlet to migrate naturally, or the
repositioning the inlet channel to the middle of the inlet would not be as detrimental to public trust
waters as construction of a seawall and terminal groin.
The final EIS must detail impacts to public trust waters of the proposed seawall and terminal groin.
Thank you for recording my comments above into the official record of comments on the DEIS for the
proposed Seawall and Terminal Groin at Rich Inlet which is adjacent to Figure 8 Island, NC.

Sincerely,

-- Via e-Mail –
June 29, 2012
To: Figure Eight Island Homeowners Association Board of Directors
Frank D. Gorham, III
President
Frank A. Daniels, Jr.
Vice President
Dean E. Painter, Jr.
Treasurer
Patricia M. Roseman Secretary
Stephen D. Coggins
Asst. Secretary
Earl Johnson, Jr.
Asst. Treasurer
C. Edward Pleasants
Member
cc:

David C Kellam

m

Administrator

Re: Terminal Groin – Figure Eight Island
Given the May 23rd, 2012 posting of the plans and Environmental Impact Statement, we have had our
first opportunity to review and discuss the full proposal for the terminal groin at the north end of Figure
Eight Island. We are now able to see the proposed siting and the experts’ projected consequences. Our
understanding is that you will seek
an easement for purposes of placing the
terminal groin. We think it proper and fair to provide clarity at this time to the Figure Eight Island
Homeowners Association Board, ahead of the upcoming close of the Public Comment Period,
That is, we are each unable to envision the circumstances under which
such an easement for this specific plan and its consequences. The reasons are numerous and the
conviction deeply held.

Sincerely,

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Sugg, Mickey T SAW
Fwd: Terminal Groin - Figure Eight Island -- Letter
Friday, June 29, 2012 5:45:51 PM
Figure Eight Terminal Groin - Letter to Board 06292012.pdf

FYI: To Mickey Sugg

Begin forwarded message:
       
       
       
       
       
       
       

From: "
Subject: Terminal Groin - Figure Eight Island -- Letter
Date: June 29, 2012 4:10:16 PM EDT
To:

       
        Cc:

       
        Reply-To:
       
       
        To: Figure Eight Island Homeowners Association Board of Directors
                   Frank D. Gorham, III
                   Frank A. Daniels, Jr.
                   Dean E. Painter, Jr.
                   Patricia M. Roseman
                   Stephen D. Coggins
                   Earl Johnson, Jr.
                   C. Edward Pleasants
        
        cc: Figure Eight Island Homeowners Association, Administrator
                   David C Kellam
        
        Re: Terminal Groin – Figure Eight Island
        
        Please see the attached note from the following parties:
        
       
   
       
                       
       
                                 
       
                                 
       
                                 
       
                               

        
        Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter.
        
        
        
       

Comments to Corps of Engineers on Terminal Groin at Figure Eight Island

Two whom it may concern:
As homeowners on Figure Eight Island, we are strongly AGAINST the construction of a terminal groin on
the north end of the island adjacent to Rich Inlet. We believe that it will cause
to erode
and devalue in the future. Furthermore, we are concerned that it is harmful to wildlife, particularly
threatened beach-nesting shorebirds, and that it also threatens public access to the north end of the
island.
Thank you,

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sugg, Mickey T SAW
terminal groin
Friday, June 15, 2012 3:53:13 PM

I want to voice my
objection to the building of a terminal groin.I have listened to the arguments for and against with
interest. The financial expenditure will be prohibitive for me but more than that is my belief that we will
only move the erosion problems further down the island.The island is static and other solutions must be
found. Moving the homes back is one alternative which some homeowners have done. We may soon
become aware that building near an inlet is foolhardy. Thank you for hearing my comments.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sugg, Mickey T SAW
File Number 2006-41158, Figure 8 HOA Terminal
Thursday, July 19, 2012 11:53:40 PM

Greetings,
I am completely against the building of this pipe / drainage system for the residents of Figure 8. It will
change the eco-system by shifting tidal lines and creeks in our intracoastal waterway. This will cause
others of us who live on the ICW lots of money and energy to fix. This is not fair to those of us that
have lived on the ICW and have moved or worked with the tides and the various sandbars or holes that
it makes. I feel this construction will cause massive erosion in other areas and I do not feel that we
need to pay for what others are doing. It will also drastically hurt various sanctuaries for birds and fish
that will ultimately cause in declines of populations.
Please note that my husband and I are completely against it!

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sugg, Mickey T SAW
Figure 8 Terminal Groin Comment
Friday, June 08, 2012 9:11:09 AM

Mickey:
After listening to Tom Jarrett's presentation, I request that the Corp. rerun the Delft3 erosion model
again with 2012 beach conditions versus 2007. If I understood correctly, Tom's model projected massive
erosion at the north end of Figure 8 in two to five years if we did nothing. Then he reran the model
with the proposed groin in place and the beach eroded to the same place thereby proving that the groin
would have no impact.
Unfortunately, the north end of Figure 8 has accreted significantly since 2007 with a distinctive sand bar
stretching from Hutaff Island to Inlet Hook. Tom even mentioned the new conditions in his presentation.
If his model inputs were correct in 2007, why didn't his model predict accretion instead of erosion?
Why can't the model inputs be adjusted, starting in 2007, to create the current beach conditions and
then, rerun with the groin. I would like to see projections to 2017 based on these new inputs, with and
without the groin. If the beach continues to accrete, one can argue that we don't need a groin of this
design. If the beach erodes with the new groin, we can then confirm that we don't want this groin.
I hope this makes sense. Models are as good as the inputs. Garbage in, garbage out. The residents of
Figure 8 will be dealt a huge disservice if this misinformation based on 2007 data is used to justify a
groin of this design.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sugg, Mickey T SAW
Terminal Groin Figure 8 Island
Thursday, June 28, 2012 6:17:13 PM

Mr. Sugg:
I have read all documentation prepared for public dissemination
regarding the installation of a terminal groin at
thje north end of Figure 8 Island. .
and the result of their presentation of photos, studies and tables left us
with the feeling our life on Figure 8 Island as we know it today would change dramatically and not for
the better!
my concerns are three fold, first the economic value of
my home is at risk, secondly, will the groin impact the ability to obtain insurance coverage and at what
rates, third accessibility and views of the ocean
Specifically could I walk with a
baby carriage (as I presently can) without oobstruction?

Thank you for listening.

--

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sugg, Mickey T SAW
Comment on potential terminal groin at Rich Inlet/Figure 8 Island
Thursday, June 07, 2012 4:45:59 PM

Mr. Sugg,
I did not have sufficient time to thoroughly review the Draft EIS and Engineering Report prepared by
CPE/Shaw/Figure 8 Island. I do have a few comments for consideration in assessing the alternatives
presented.
In summary, I have no real opposition to the placement of the hardened structure, nor justification
given recent rulemaking; however, in assessment of the relative cost, it seems that Figure 8 is making
the case that inlet relocation is cost prohibitive, and I'd like the USACE to require that long-term
maintenance and performance of the solution be included in the cost evaluation.
Specifically, the following questions should be addressed:
1. Who will pay for the construction of the hardened structure (I'm assuming this is Figure 8 Island's
HOA)?
2. What are the recurring and maintenance costs associated with the hardened structure in Year 2 and
beyond? How were those factored into the economic assessment of the alternatives?
3. What are the performance metrics established for the new hardened structure? Who will pay for
monitoring the success or failure? If failure, who will remedy and how fast?
4. What organization will be responsible for both routine and unexpected/emergency maintenance of
the hardened structure to ensure both unimpeded public access and the safety of the public as these
structures are placed in public waterways?
5. What cash reserves will be required to be maintained on-hand (by the organization identified in
Question 4) to cover maintenance, re-dredging, and/or re-location of the structure if it fails?
6. As this hardened structure will disrupt the un-impeded flow of sediment, how will Rich Inlet be
maintained to be open and accessible for the public? Will another hardened structure be placed on the
southern end of Hutaff Island?
7. How was environmental justice addressed? On the surface, there appears to be a situation where
one community (Figure 8 Island) has the financial resources to construct a hardened structure that will
have impact on the resources of an adjacent community, who is neither organized nor has the financial
resources to plan, evaluate, engineering, and construct a parallel corresponding hardened structure to
protect their resource.
Thank you,

