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House DOCUMENT NUMBER 113-_* /3|

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY -
CiVIL WORKS
108 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0108

MAY -2 2014

Honorable John Boehner
Speaker of the House
of Representatives
U.S. Capitol Building, Room H-232
Washington, D.C. 20515-0001

Dear Mr. Speaker:

In response to a July 23, 1997 resolution of the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure of the House of Representatives, the Secretary of the Army recommends
authorization of the Neuse River Basin Ecosystem Restoration Project, North Carolina.
The proposed project is described in the report of the Chief of Engineers, dated Aprif 23,
2013, which includes other pertinent documents. The views of the state of North
Carolina and the U.S. Coast Guard are set forth in the enclosed reports. The report
includes an Environmental Assessment and a Finding of No Significant Impact.

The Neuse River is one of the major sources of freshwater for the Albemarle-
Pamlico estuary. The recommended plan would have a substantial beneficial impact on
biological integrity, freshwater mussel populations, anadromous fish populations,”
emergent freshwater and estuarine wetlands, and the quantity and quality of oyster reef
habitat in the Neuse River watershed. The Albemarie-Pamlico estuary, which is part of
the National Estuary Program, is a nursery for 90 percent of the commercial seafood
species caught in North Carolina. it is one of the nation’s largest and most productive
coastal estuaries. The recommended plan is the national ecosystem restoration plan.

Based on October 2013 price levels, the estimated project first cost is
$37,216,000. In accordance with the cost sharing provisions of Section 103(c) of the
WRDA 1986, as amended, ecosystem restoration features are cost shared at a rate of
65 percent federal and 35 percent non-federal. The federal share of the project first
cost is estimated to be $24,190,000 and the non-federal share is estimated at
$13,026,000. The costs of lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations, and dredged or
excavated material disposal (LERRD) areas are estimated at $256,000, all of which is
eligible for LERRD credit. The state of North Carolina, acting through the Department of
Environment and Natural Resources would be the non-federal sponsor responsible for
the operation, maintenance, repair, replacement, and rehabilitation (OMRR&R) of the
project after construction, at an average annual cost estimated to be $24,000.

Based on a 3.50 percent discount rate and a 50-year period of analysis, the total
equivalent average annual costs of the project are estimated to be $1,667,000,
including monitoring and OMRR&R. The recommended project would contribute to the
restoration of the Neuse River Basin ecosystem through construction of bottomiand
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hardwood wetlands, estuarine emergent wetlands and oyster habitat. Additionally,
modifications to a small dam on a Neuse River tributary would re-connect the system
with historical spawning habitat for anadromous fishes. The plan would restore about
686 acres of aquatic habitat and provide a total of 241 average annuai functional units
of restoration benefits in the basin.

The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) advises that there is no objection to
the submission of the report to Congress. However, OMB also noted that should the
Congress authorize this project for construction, it would need to compete with other
proposed investments for funding in future budgets. A copy of OMB’s letter, dated
January 15, 2014, is enclosed. | am providing a copy of this transmittal and the OMB
letter to the Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment of the House
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, and the Subcommittee on Energy and
Water Development of the House Committee on Appropriations. | am also sending an
identical letter to the President of the Senate.

Very truly yours,

-Ellen Darcy
Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Civit Works)
Enclosures



7 Enclosures

Report of the Chief of Engineers, Apr 23, 2013

U.S. Coast Guard, Jan 30, 2013

HQUSACE Response to Coast Guard, Feb 26, 2013

State of North Carolina — Letter of Intent, Feb 27, 2013

OMB Letter, Jan 15, 2014

Final Report — Neuse River Basin Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental
Assessment Nov 2012 (DVD)

7. Summary for the Office of the Parliamentarian
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS
2600 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310-2600

APR 2 3 2013

SUBJECT: Neuse River Basin, Ecosystem Restoration Project, North Carolina

THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY

1. I'submit for transmission to Congress my report on ecosystem restoration in the Neuse River
Basin, North Carolina. It is accompanied by the report of the district and division engineers. These
reports are in final response to two resolutions by the Committee of Public Works of the United
States House of Representatives, adopted April 15, 1966, and the Committcc on Transportation and
Infrastructure, adopted July 23, 1997. The 1966 resolution requested a review of the report of the
Chicf of Engineers on the Neuse River Basin, North Carolina, published as House Document
Numbered 175, Eighty-ninth Congress, and other pertinent reports to determine whether any
modifications to the recommendations contained in the report are advisable. The 1997 resolution
further requested a review of House Document 175 to determine where modifications of the
recommendations are advisable in the interest of flood control (flood risk management),
environmental protection and restoration, and related purposes. Preconstruction engineering and
design activitics for the Neuse River Basin ecosystem restoration projeet will continue under the
authority adopted in July 1997.

2. The Neuse River Basin, the third-largest river basin in North Carolina contains a total arca of
6,234 square miles, is one of only four watersheds entirely within the state. It originates at the
confluence of the Eno and Flat Rivers in north central North Carolina near the city of Durham and
flows southeasterly until reaching tidal waters upstream of the city of New Bern, North Carolina
where the river broadens dramatically and changes from a unidirectional freshwater regime to a
mixed tidal regime of the Neuse River Estuary before flowing out into Pamlico Sound and the
Atlantic Ocean. The Neuse River Basin has experienced severe flooding in the past; consequently
clements of the Basin ccosystem have shown signs of significant stress and degradation.

The ecosystem significance of the area is demonstrated on the national, regional, and local level. The
Neuse River Basin includes 7 essential fish habitats and 12 significant natural heritage areas. The
Neuse River Basin feeds one of the nation’s largest and most productive coastal estuaries
(Albemarle-Pamlico Sounds). The Albemarle-Pamlico estuary system, which is in the National
Estuary Program, is a nursery for 90 percent of the commercial seafood species caught in North
Carolina. In 2011 the value of seafood landed in North Carolina had an estimated

dockside value of $72.8 million.

‘The federally listed shortnosed sturgeon will directly benefit from the opening of the dam which will
improve passage for migration. The Neuse River Basin is also home to 17 species of rarc freshwater
mussels, two of which are federally listed as cndangered, and a rare snail species. The federally
listed dwarf wedgemussel and Tar River spinymusscl will benefit from the restoration by increasing
fish host for transportation. The Neuse River basin also provides habitat for 7 other federally listed

Lece [/



VII

DAEN
SUBJECT: Neuse River Basin, Ecosystem Restoration Project, North Carolina

endangered species which include, the West Indian manatee, Red-cockaded woodpecker,
Leatherback sea turtle and the Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle.

3. The reporting officers recommend authorization of a plan to restore four components of the Neuse
River Basin ecosystem. The plan includes construction of rock sills approximately 3,500 feet long at
Gum Thicket Creck and 5,200 feet long at Cedar Creek, built at distances of about 60 feet offshore;
regrading a previously filled area within the Kinston East wetiand complex to the approximate
clevation of the adjacent bottomland hardwood forest and allowing natural revegetation of the site by
bottomland hardwood species and limited planting; modifying the Low-head Dam on the Little River
to allow migration of anadromous fish; and the creation of 10 acres of 4 foot-high oyster reef within
an 80 acre service area. The rccommended plan is the National Ecosystem Restoration Plan.
Implementation of the recommended plan will have a substantial beneficial impact on biological
integrity, freshwater mussel populations, anadromous fish populations, emergent wetlands, and the
quantity and quality of oyster reef habitat.

4. Based on an October 2012 (FY 13) price level the estimated project first cost is $35,774,000. In
accordance with the cost sharing provisions contained in Section 103(c) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (WRDA 1986), as amended (33 U.S.C. 2213(c)), ecosystem restoration
features are cost-shared at a rate of 65 percent Federal and 35 percent non-Federal. Thus the Federal
share of the project first cost is estimated to be $23,253,100 and the non-Federal share is estimated at
$12,520,900, which includes the costs of lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations, and dredged or
excavated material disposal areas (LERRD) estimated at $254,000. The non-Federal will receive
credit for the costs of LERRD towards the non-Federal share. The North Carolina Department of
Environment and Natural Resources (NCDENR) Division of Water Resources (NCDWR) is the non-
Federal cost-sharing sponsor for the recommended plan. The State of North Carolina would be
responsible for the operation, maintenance, rcpair, replacement, and rehabilitation (OMRR&R) of the
project after construction, an average annual cost currently estimated at $24,000.

5. Based on a 3.75 percent discount rate and a 50-year period of analysis, the total equivalent
average annual costs of the project are estimated to be $1,671,000, including monitoring estimated at
$312,000 and OMRR&R. All project costs are allocated to the authorized purpose of ecosystem
restoration and are justified by the restoration of 241 average annual functional units in the Basin.
The plan would restore the habitats in the most cost-cffective manner. The restoration would include
1) creating 80 acres of oyster reef sanctuary with approximately 10 acres of reef top resulting in
improved water quality and habitat for commercial and recreational seafood, 2) increasing wetland
habitat by 14.5 acres of bottomland hardwoods, creating 15 acres of estuarine marsh, preventing
degradation of another 60 acres of cstuarine march and protecting a 240 acre wetland conservation
easement area for wetland species and improved water resource function, and 3) restoring hydrologic
connectivity for 46 miles of important spawning habitat for anadromous fish species.

6. The recommended plan was developed in coordination and consultation with various Federal,
State, and local agencies using cost effectiveness and incremental cost analysis techniques to
formulate ecosystem restoration solutions and evaluate the impacts and benefits of those solutions.
Plan formulation evaluated a wide range of non-structural and structural altematives under Corps
policy and guidelines as well as consideration of a variety of cconomic, social and environmental
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goals. The recommended plan delivers a holistic, comprehensive approach to solve water resources
challenges in a sustainable manner.

7. In accordance with the Corps Engineering Circular on sea level change, the study performed an
analysis of three Sea Level Rise rates, a baseline estimate representing the minimum expected sea
level change, an intermediate estimate, and a high estimate represcnting the maximum expected sea
level change. Projecting the three rates of change over a 50 year period provides a predicted low
level rise of 0.42 feet (ft), an intermediate level rise of 0.85 ft and a high level rise of 2.2 ft.
Accelerated sea level rise is expected to impact only one part of the reccommended plan, which is the
Gum Thicket/Cedar Creek site. Accelerated rates of future sea level rise may lead to drowning
scenarios of North Carolinas tidal coastal wetlands. Tt is estimated in the without project condition,
at the Gum Thicket reach up to 450 fi of erosion could occur under the historical rate of sea level
rise, 671 ft of erosion could occur under the baseline estimate and up to 1,381 f of erosion could
occur under the high estimate over the 50 year period of analysis. At the Cedar Creek reach, 100 fi,
149 ft and 306 fi of erosion could occur under historical sea level rise and for baseline, intermediate
and high scenarios, respectively, over the 50 year period of analysis. The environmental benefits of
the recommended were based on erosion occurring at the historical rate of sca level rise, this means
that the environmental benefits from the plan would actually increase with the accelerated sea level
rise scenarios. Average annual habitat benefits for the recommendcd plan at Gum Thicket/Cedar
Creek under the bascline scenario are estimated at 52.7 habitat units (a 10.0 habitat unit increase as
compared to the historical sea level rate). Both the shoreline stabilization and marsh creation at Gum
Thicket and Cedar Creeks would be affccted by sea level rise. The project is designed based upon a
historical rate of sea level rise. To reduce risks from potential accelerated sea level rise on the
plantings, marsb restoration would include both low and high marshes allowing upslope mitigation of
low-lying marshes. The sill design accounts for the historical rate of sea level rise

applied over 50 years.

8. In accordance with Corps Engineering Circular on review of decision documents, al} technical,
engineering and scientific work underwent an open, dynamic and vigorous review process to ensure
technical quality. This included District Quality Control, Agency Technical Review (ECO-PCX),
Policy and Legal Compliance Review, Cost Enginecring Directory of Expertise Review and
Certification, and Model Review and Approval. Given the nature of the project, an exclusion from
the requirement to conduct a Type [ Independent External Peer Review was granted on 18 May 2012.
Concerns cxpressed by the ECO-PCX team have been addressed and incorporated in the final report.

9. Washington level review indicates the plan recommended by the reporting officers is technically
sound, environmentally and socially acceptable, and on the basis of Congressional directives,
cconomically justified. The plan complics with all essential elements of the 1i.S. Water Resources
Council’s Economic and Environmental Principal and Guidelines for Water and Land Related
Resources Implementation Studies. The recommended plan complies with other administration and
legislative policies and guidelines. The views of interested parties including Federal, State and local
agencies have been considered. State and Agency comments received during review of the final
report and cnvironmental assessment included concerns raised by the North Carolina Clearinghouse,
the Environmental Protection Agency and the United States Coast Guard with design refinements for
compliance with regulations and benefit improvements, as well as a request for continued
coordination during the Preconstruction, Engincering and Design phase. The concemns were
addressed through USACE responsc ictters dated 7 March 2013, 12 February 2013,
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and 26 Fcbruary 2013, respectively.

10. [ concur in the findings, conclusions, and rccommendations of the reporting officers.
Accordingly, I recommend that the plan for ecosystem restoration in the Neuse River Basin, North
Carolina be authorized in accordance with the reporting officers’ recommended plan at an October
2012 (FY13) estimated cost of $35,774,000 with such modifications as in the discretion of the Chief
of Engineers may be advisable. My recommendation is subject to cost sharing, financing, and other
applicable requirements of Federal and State laws and policies, including Section 103 of the Water
Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1986, as amended (33 U.S.C. 2213). Accordingly, the non-
Federal sponsor must agree with the following requirements prior to project implementation.

a. Provide 35 percent of total ecosystem restoration costs as further specified below:

(1) Provide 35 percent of design costs in accordance with the terms of a design agreement entered
into prior to commencement of design work for the project;

(2) Provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-way, including those rcquired for rclocations, the
borrowing of material, and the disposal of dredged or excavated material; perform or ensure the
performance of all relocations; and construct all improvements required on lands, easements, and
rights-of-way to enable the disposal of dredged or excavated material all as determined by the
Government to be required or to be necessary for the construction, operation, and

maintenance of the projcct;

(3) Provide, during construction, any additional funds nccessary to make its total contribution equal
to 35 percent of total project costs;

b. Shall not use funds from other Federal programs, including any non-Federal contribution
required as a matching share therefore, to meet any of the non-Federal obligations for the project
unless the Federal agency providing the Federal portion of such funds verifies in writing that
expenditure of such funds for such purpose is authorized by Federal law;

¢. Prevent obstructions or encroachments on the project (including prescribing and enforcing
regulations to prevent such obstructions or encroachments) such as any new developmerits on project
lands, casements, and rights-of-way or the addition of facilitics which might reduce the outputs
produced by the project, hinder operation and maintenance of the project, or interfere with the
project’s proper function;

d. Shall not use the project or lands, easements, and rights-of-way required for the project as a
wetlands bank or mitigation credit for any other project;

e. Comply with all applicable provisions of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, Public Law 91-646, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4601-4655), and the
Uniform Regulations contained in 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 24, in acquiring lands,
easements, and rights-of-way required for construction, operation, and maintenance of the project,
including those necessary for rclocations, the borrowing of materials, or the disposal of dredged or )
excavated material; and inform all affected persons of applicable benefits, policies, and procedures in
connection with said Act;
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f. For so long as the project remains authorized, operate, maintain, repair, rchabilitate, and
replace the project, or functional portions of the project, including any mitigation features, at no cost
to the Federal Government, in a manner compatible with the project’s authorized purposes and in
accordance with applicable Federal and State laws and regulations and any specific directions
prescribed by the Federal Government;

g. Give the Federal Government a right to enter, at reasonable times and in a reasonable manner,
upon property that the non-Fedcral sponsor owns or controls for access to the project for the purpose
of completing, inspecting, operating, maintaining, repairing, rehabilitating, or replacing the project;

h. Hold and save the United States free from all damages arising from the design, construction,
operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, and replacement of the project and any betterments,
except for damages due to the fault or negligence of the United States or its contractors;

i. Keep and maintain books, records, documents, and other evidence pertaining to costs and
expenscs incurred pursuant to the project, for a minimum of three ycars after completion of the
accounting for which such books, records, documents, and other evidence are required, to the extent
and in such detail as will properly reflect total project costs, and in accordance with the standards for
financial management systems set forth in the Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and
Cooperative Agreements to State and Local Governments at 32 CFR Section 33.20;

j. Comply with ali‘applicable Federal and State laws and regulations, including, but not limited
to: Section 601 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Public Law 88-352 (42 U.S.C. 2000d) and
Department of Defense Directive 5500.11 issued pursuant thereto; Army Regulations 600-7, entitled
“Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Handicap in Programs and Activities Assisted or Conducted by
the Department of the Army”; and all applicable Fedcral labor standards requirements including, but
not limited to, 40 U.S.C. 3141-3148 and 40 UJ.S.C. 3701 -- 3708 (revising, codifying and enacting
without substantial change the provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act (formerly 40 U.S.C. 276a er seq.),
the Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act (formerly 40 U.S.C. 327 er seq.), and the
Copeland Anti-Kickback Act (formerly 40 U.S.C. 276¢ ef seq.));

k. Perform, or ensure performance of, any investigations for hazardous substances that are
determined necessary to identify the existence and extent of any hazardous substances regulated
under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA),
Public Law 96-510, as amendcd (42 U.S.C. 9601-9675), that may exist in, on, or under the lands,
easements, or rights-of-way that the Federal Government dctermines to be required for construction,
operation, and maintenance of the project. However, for lands that the Federal Government
determines to be subject to the navigation scrvitude, only the Federal Government shall perform such
investigation unless the Federal Government provides the non-Federal sponsor with prior specific
written direction, in which case the non-Federal sponsor shall perform such investigations in
accordance with such written dircction;

l. Assume, as between the Federal Government and the non-Federal sponsor, compiete financial
responsibility for all necessary cleanup and response costs of any hazardous substances regulated
under CERCLA that are located in, on, or under lands, easements, or rights-of-way that thc Federal
Government determines to be required for construction or operation and maintenance of the project;
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m. Agree, as between the Federal Government and the non-Federal sponsor, that the non-Federal
sponsor shall be considered the operator of the project for the purpose of CERCLA liability, and to
the maximum extent practicable, operate, maintain, repair, rehabilitate, and replace the project in a
manner that will not cause liability to arise under CERCLA;

n. Comply with Section 221 of Public Law 91-611, Flood Control Act of 1970, as amended (42
U.S.C. 1962d-5b), and Section 103(j) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, Public Law
99-662, as amended (33 U.S.C. 2213(j)), which provides that the Secretary of the Army shall not
commence the construction of any water resources project or separable element thereof, until each
non-Federal interest has entered into a written agreement to furnish its required cooperation for the
project or scparable clement.

11, The recommendation contained herein reflects the information available at this time and current
dcpartmental policies governing formulation of individual projects. It docs not reflect program and
budgeting priorities inherent in the formulation of a national civil works construction program or the
perspective of higher review levels within the executive branch. Consequently, the recommendation
may be modified before it is transmitted to Congress as a proposal for authorization and
implementation funding. However, prior to transmittal to Congress, the sponsor, the State, interested
Federal agencies, and other parties will be advised of any significant modifications and will be

afforded an opportunity to comment further.

THOMAS P. BOSTICK
Lieutenant General, USA
Chief of Engineers
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U.5. Pepartment of
Homeland Security

United States
Coast Guard

Canvmaruder 421 Crawdord Strest
Fifl Goast Guard Distrlot Portsmouth, VA 23704-5004
Staff Symbol {dpw
Phone: {757) 308-8229
Fax: {157} 39865303
Bl
John. R.Walers@USCE.mit

16318
January 30, 2013

Headquarters

U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers - CEC-W-P (SA)
7701 Telegraph Road

Alexandria, VA 22313-3860

Dear Mr. Theodore Brown:

I recently received your request to review and provide comments regarding my jurisdiction for the USACE's
Neuse River Basin ecosystem restoration efforts. The Coast Guard’s interest in this project falls within the
reabm of impacts to navigation safety. Due to the complexity and the dynamics of the Neuse River, and the
fact that we need more detailed information to accurately process your request, | was not able to respond by
Jaamary 26, 2013, I hereby respectfully request additional time and information to provide feedback to you.
Information in the next paragraph outlines a proposed pathway forward for your consideration.

The U.8. Coast Guard Fifth District recently provided comments regarding navigationsl safety for a similar
restoration project on Tlarris Creek, Maryland 1o the USACE Baltimore District. This letter is enclosed and
provided for your convenience to garner the key concerns addressed in that project as it continues to
progress. In addressing restoration in Maryland, may office worked closely with the Maryland Diepartment of
Natural Resources and USACE. 1 look forward to working together to identify areas for restoration that
will not impede navigattonal safety, as we have in the Baltimore District

In order for us to comment on this project, I need additional information regarding the exact locations,.
tncluding the type of restorution to take place at the various proposed ecosystem restoration sites. ¥ you are
interested in taking @ similar approach for this project with a small working group, please provide me your
POC and 1 will be plad 1o coordinate a meeting of the key stakeholders to discuss navigation issues.

‘The Coast Gunrd sincerely appreciates the multi-agency approach USACE has taken to minimize or
eliminate any nevigational concerns and or constraints restoration projects may pose.  This project remains
a priority for the Walerways Management Stalf. Please contact Mr. John Waliers at (757) 398-6230 for
updates concerning this matter., i

Sincerely, -

i

WA

Y. p HaRRE R,
Commander, 1. S. Coast Guard
Chief, Waterways Management
Fifth Coast Guard Distriet

Encl: CG lir fm DS to Baltimeore Corps District did 09 November 2012
Copy: €3 Sector North Carolina
Commandan (CG-WWM) - 7
- J AIC &
Commandant (CG-47) 2 <
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.8. ARMY CORPS OF ENOINEERS
441 G STREET, NW.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20314-1000

FER 25 203

Planning and Policy Division

Commander L. P. Harrison, Jr.
United States Coast Guard
Fifth Coast Guard District

431 Crawford Street
Portsmouth, VA 23704-5004

Dear Commander Harrison:

This letter is in response to your January 30, 2013, comments regarding the 11.S. Army
Corps of Engineers Final Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment for the
Neuse River Basin Project. The Neuse Feasibility Report was circulated for State and Agency
Review as required by the Flood Control Act of 1944, as amended. The Corps partnered with
the North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources Division of Water
Resources to conduct the study.

The U. 8. Coast Guard Fifth District (USCG) requested additiona! information regarding the
exact locations, including the type of restoration to take place at the various proposed ecosystem
restoration sites. The following information is provided to address this request. The lower
Neuse Estuary is wide and fairly deep, with mid-river depths ranging from about 20 to 26 feet
(R). The location of the Federal Navigation Channel is shown on Figure 6-1 enclosed. Existing
conditions in the mid-river are characterized by many unmarked natural reef tops at elevations
ranging from about 18 to 21 ft. The existing depths in the proposed shoreline reef areas are
approximetely 12 ft deep.

The Neuse River Basin Feasibility study identified general areas with the conditions for
successful oyster reef creation. Specific sites will be identified in Plans and Specifications.
However, in an sttermpt to ensure there is no conflict with navigational use of the general area,
the conceptual reef designs will provide at least 14 ft of navigational clearance in the mid-river
sanctuaries and near shore reefs will have at least 7 fi of navigational clearance. Mid-tiver reef
structures would be designed to not exceed the controlling elevations of the natural reefs that
currently exist in those locations. Sanctuary foot print areas will avoid navigation channels as
identified by navigation channel markers. All restored reef sites will be clearly marked with
navigational buoys and no significant navigational hazard is expected. Other than this general
information on conceptual reef design contained within the Feasibility Report, no additional
design information has been developed at this time. Supplemental field data collection efforts
scheduled for the upcoming project design will prowdc the detail required to aid in specific site
selection for oyster reef construction.
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As requested, the Corps Wilmington District is willing 1o engage in a small working group.
When the field data collection efforts are completed, coordination with the USCG and others will
oceur to establish the small working group. The small working group will review the gathered
data and the Corps proposed site recommendation for each restored reef to assure that final site
selection will not constitute increased navigational hazards to marine traffic.

Thank you for your comments and 1 look forward to future coordination with your agency.

Sincerely,

Theodore A. Brown, P.E.
Chiel, Planning and Policy Division
Directorate of Civil Works

Enclosure
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North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources
Division of Water Resources

Beverdy Eaves Perdue : Thomas A. Reeder Dee Freeman
Bovemor Director Seretary
Fcbruary 27, 2012

Colonel Steven A. Baker

District Commander, Wilmington District
LS. Army Corps of Engincers

69 Darlington Avenue

Wilmington, NC 28403

Dear Colonet Baker:

it is the intent of the State of North Carolina o be the non-Federal sponsor for the Neuse River
Basin ecosystem restoration project. We have reviewed the draft Integrated Feasibility Report and
Environmental Assessment dated October 201 | and the State expresses its support for the Tentatively
Selected Plan as described in the draft report.

As the non-Federal project sponsor we anticipate that implementation costs of the project,
currently estimated at $35,318,000, would be shared 35% non-Federal and 65% Federal. The State’s
share is currently estimated at $12.361,000 including cash, in-kind services, and lands, easements,
relocations. rights-of-way. and borrow or disposal areas. The State’s ability to provide these funds is
dependent upon the approval of appropriations for the praject in future Statc budgets.

We would also assume all responsibility for operation, maintenance, repair, rchabilitation and
replacement for the life of the project, at an estimated $390,000 average annual cost. Prior to
construction, we anticipate signing a Design Agreement and a Project Partnership Agreement (PPA) that
will explicitiy state Federal and non-Federal costs and responsibilities.

We appreciate the efforts of the Corps of Engineers on this project.

Sinccrew 7
s -

- LT

—

Tom Reeder

‘ One o
* tail Service Center, Raleigh. North Carolina 27639-1611 N(’;‘h(- arolina
9197339054 FAX. 915.733.3558 \ Internet. www nowater org A 11[1/171//1/

ity | Afhngtve Boon Empluyer 50 % Recyeied 110 % Post Consurny Pape’ o
¥ Py oy et £ ae L.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

January 15, 2014

The Honorable Jo-Ellen Darcy

Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works)
108 Army Pentagon

Washington, DC 20310-0108

Dear Ms. Darcy:

As required by Executive Order 12322, the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) has completed its review of your recommendation for the Neuse River Basin project,
North Carolina.

We appreciate this effort by the Corps, which identified aquatic ecosystem restoration
opportunities in the Neuse River Basin. Each of the four features proposed in this study would
likely have a positive environmental effect; some of them could also benefit Federally-listed
species, including the Dwarf wedge mussel, Tar River spinymussel, and Atlantic sturgeon. The
Corps identified these features through the type of collaborative, systems-based planning that the
Administration supports. The relevant Federal, state, and local agencies and other stakeholders
were actively involved in the planning process, helping the Corps identify restoration
opportunities that would build upon ongoing efforts in the Basin.

While the proposed plan would likely benefit this ecosystem, the study does not provide a
robust basis for the Corps’ involvement in the construction of this project. The project is not
designed to repair ecosystem degradation caused by past Corps activities. Instead, the need for
restoration stems from actions undertaken by local communities, private landowners, and others.
Nor does their construction seem to require special expertise that only the Corps can provide or
involve work to restore one of the nationally significant ecosystems identified by the
Administration. With the tight competition for Federal funds, ecosystem significance,
connectivity, species diversity and a determination on which entities are best equipped to do the
work will continue to be a paramount issue. However, we are encouraged that the Corps is
working to better define iis role in aquatic ecosystem restoration and are interested in continuing
discussions with you on this issue as it relates to both authorization and budgeting of projects,
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The Office of Management and Budget does not object to you submitting this report to
Congress. However, when you do so, please advise the Congress that should Congress authorize
this project for construction, the project would need to compcte with other proposed investments
for funding in future budgets.

Sincerely,

John Pasgdantino
Deputy Associate Director
Energy, Science, and Water
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

This Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared in
response to the Congressional Resolution adopted July 23, 1997, which requested review
of the report of the Chief of Engineers on the Neuse River Basin, (published as House
Document 175, 89th Congress), and reads as follows:

July 23, 1997: Resolved by the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure of the United States House of Representatives, that the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review the report of the Chief of
Engineers on the Neuse River Basin, North Carolina, published as House
Document 175, 89th Congress, Ist Session, and other pertinent reports to
determine whether modifications of the recommendations contained
therein are advisable at the present time in the interest of flood control
(flood risk management), environmental protection and restoration, and
related puirposes.

This document meets the technical requirements for USACE feasibility reports and also
for full NEPA compliance. The study investigates the quality of the overall Neuse River
Basin ecosystem and the level of flood risk in the watershed. The USACE is partnering
with the North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources (NCDENR)
Division of Water Resources (NCDWR) to conduct the study. This study encompasses
the Neuse River Basin, a total area of 6,234 square miles and the third-largest river basin
in North Carolina (Figure ES-1).

The study team focused its resources on identifying the most critical areas of need within
the river basin, performing full functional assessment only on those sites, developing
solutions to area-specific problems, and identification of the most cost-effective means
for their restoration. The Environmental Assessment (EA) found within this integrated
feasibility report was written pursuant to and complies with ER 200-2-2 (33 CFR Part
230): Environmental Quality Procedures for Implementing the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and 40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508 the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA).
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Figure ES-1. Neuse River Basin

The feasibility study effort has evaluated numerous problem areas throughout the river
basin. Many identified problems are currently being addressed through the efforts of the
State of North Carolina, and other Federal and non-Federal partner agencies, such as
Federal, State and local efforts to address water quality issues through the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. Because of these on-going
efforts, and the narrower mission area provided by the study language, the feasibility
study focused on the identification of problem areas within the arena of flood risk
management and ecosystem restoration, with other areas within the water resources arena
being addressed by other partner agencies. A summary of findings from the initial study
of these two focus areas follows,

Ecosystem Restoration

Recommendations for ecosystem restoration contained in this Feasibility Study report
focus on the first group of the three areas discussed below. Sites identified as having
various degrees of ecosystem degradation were initially identified by multi-agency teams,
with input from public and interest groups. The team then focused their efforts on
screening all initial sites to those deemed to be of regional or national significance, highly
degraded and incapable of recovery to a balanced and sustainable condition without

it
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intervention, and also not being addressed by other entities. A suite of initial measures
was also developed for the screened list of sites. These measures were then screened to
those most appropriate to each screened site. For the screened sites, analysis of existing
and future “without-project” conditions, and of calculated future “with-project”
conditions under numerous altemnative restoration plans, was then conducted. Further
screening of critical sites, and use of Cost-Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Analysis
(CE/ICA) followed this phase which then resulted in a discrete list of sites for which a
further reduced most productive list of measures could be identified as the most cost-
effectively implementable areas for restoration, and therefore, elements of the
Recommended Plan.

The study also identified, but did not conduct detailed functional assessment or CE/ICA,
on the second tier of sites. These second tier sites do not have as serious a degree of
degradation and could not necessarily be conclusively determined for Federal interest at
this time. Nonetheless, the team determined the sites should be examined periodically for
ecosystem quality, with regards to on-going or future impacts as the watershed continues
to change. These sites would then be identified for pursuit in follow-on study efforts.

Finally, the team identified many sites that are either fully functional, are likely capable
of healing on their own (i.e., may be in geomorphic flux, but within bounds of "natural”
adjustment), or are being addressed by other entities (such as NPDES issues, as local
projects, etc.).

Flood Risk Management

The USACE and NCDENR actively pursued flood risk reduction opportunities within the
Neuse River watershed but none could be identified that had a Federal interest at the time
of the issuance of this report..

Water Management and Water Supply

At the request of the study sponsor, the State of North Carolina, assessment needs and
opportunities to address water management, water supply, and the potential for
modification or de-authorization of existing water projects, was deferred from this study.

Study Focus

Specific problems identified for evaluation in this study included:
e Impaired biological integrity (embedded aquatic habitat/turbidity/sediment
impairment /stream bank erosion),
s Decrease in historical mussel populations,
® Declines in anadromous fish populations,
e Damaged or eliminated natural riparian buffers,
* Loss of estuarine emergent wetland, and
* Declines in eastern oyster populations.
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Restoration opportunities were identified and analyzed within the context of numerous
restoration partnerships and initiatives by other Federal agencies, state agencies, local
governments, nongovernment environmental organizations, and others. Study efforts
were conducted such that the recommendations would complement the other activities,
not conflict with or duplicate them. The identified opportunities include:

o Improve biological integrity,

o Improve freshwater mussel populations,

¢ Improve anadromous fish populations,

e Restore damaged or eliminated natural riparian buffers,
¢ Restore emergent wetlands, and

¢ Increase the quantity and quality of oyster reef habitat.

The problem sites initially identified were located anywhere from the headwaters of the
Neuse River system to the estuary. These sites were then qualitatively evaluated based on
their degree of degradation and potential for restoration. From the larger list of problem
areas identified by public, agency, and team input, a screened list of problem sites was
identified as having the potential for dramatic improvement of certain key functions that
had been degraded. Sites that warranted further consideration were carried forward and
site-specific objectives were established. The subject and location, timing, duration, and
measurement of each opportunity carried forward were defined in the site-specific
objective.

Modeling of the Resource

The Neuse River Basin study evaluated environmental benefits in three ecosystem habitat
categories—wetland, stream, and . oyster reef. Three different environmental benefits
models were used (one for each resource), because no existing single index model could
be used to evaluate all three ecosystem components in the study area. The models were:

e Wetlands: North Carolina Wetland Assessment Method (NC WAM),

e Streams: North Carolina Stream Habitat Evaluation Method (NC SHEM), and

o Oyster Reef: USFWS Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) for the American
oyster.
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As discussed above, the team focused its resources for detailed functional analysis of
sites only on those sites deemed as being regionally or nationally significant, highly
degraded and incapable of recovery to a balanced and sustainable condition, and also not
being addressed by other entities. For those critical sites, analysis of existing and future
“without-project” conditions, and also of calculated future “with-project” conditions
under numerous alternative restoration plans, was conducted. Ecosystem-specific models
were used to calculate functional values, and also to predict conditions in the future,
under both without-, and with-project conditions. The environmental benefits analysis
was used to measure the increase in both the quality and quantity of targeted ecosystem
components associated with various proposed restoration measures and alternatives at
each site.

Further screening of critical sites, and use of Cost-Effectiveness/Incremental Cost
Analysis (CE/ICA), then resulted in a discrete list of “Best Buy” plans, which are those
alternatives that provide the greatest increase in environmental output for the least
increase in cost. The project delivery team evaluated various iterations of the incremental
analysis until all the best buy alternative plans were identified. The project delivery team
further evaluated the final array of best buy alternatives to display the positive and
negative effects of various plans. The System of Accounts format was used to compare
plans. The four accounts used to compare proposed water resource development plans are
the National Economic Development (NED), Environmental Quality (EQ), Regional
Economic Development (RED), and Other Social Effects (OSE) accounts.

Comparison of the final grouping of “Best Buy” plans demonstrates that not only are the
measures chosen for each site the most cost-effective of all applicable to a given problem
area, but also that the sites chosen as elements of the Recommended Plan are only those
sites in which cost-effective restoration was demonstrated to be possible.

Recommended Plan

The Recommended Plan is also the identified National Ecosystem Restoration Plan. The
Recommended Plan would improve biological integrity, improve freshwater mussel
populations, improve anadromous fish populations, restore emergent wetlands, and
increase the quantity and quality of oyster reef habitat. The specific elements of the
Recommended Plan are shown in Figure ES-2 and are described below.
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Figure ES-2. Elements of the Neuse River Basin Recommended Plan.

Modification of the Low-head Dam on the Little River: This element would restore
habitat connectivity for 46 miles of important spawning habitat for anadromous fish
species between the Neuse River estuary and upstream freshwater tributaries. Species that
rely on habitat structure from the Neuse River Estuary upstream would be allowed access
to the Little River, a tributary to the Neuse River. Forty-six miles of in-stream habitat
would be made accessible by re-connection of the Little River to its mainstem, the Neuse
River. The first cost for this restoration component is $526,000.

Kinston East Wetland Complex: This element would restore approximately 14.5 ac of
damaged or eliminated riparian buffer where a former bottomland hardwood forest
adjacent to the Neuse River was filled. Restoration of this area would result in a
reconnection to the floodplain. The first cost for this restoration component is
$3,886,000.

Restoration of the Estuarine Wetlands at Gum Thicket and Cedar Creek: This element
would reduce erosion on approximately 59 ac of existing estuarine wetland at the Gum
Thicket and Cedar Creek sub-estuaries and create approximately 42 ac of additional
estuarine wetland. Stabilizing 3,500 feet of shoreline at Gum Thicket Creek and 5,200
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feet of shoreline at Cedar Creek would restore estuarine shoreline and maintain coastal
wetland conservation easement, where no development is allowed, that would otherwise
be lost to erosion in the future. The first cost for this restoration component is
$13,930,000.

Neuse River Estuary Opyster Reef Restoration:  This eclement would restore
approximately 10 ac of new oyster reef top, supporting 80 ac of estuarine habitat that
would be managed by the state as oyster reef sanctuary, where oyster harvesting wou]d
be prohibited. The first cost for this restoration component is $11,218,000.

The estimated total first cost for the Recommended Plan is $35,774,000, based on 2013
(Oct 2012) price levels. Cost-sharing for the Recommended Plan would be 65 percent
Federal and 35 percent non-Federal, based on current policy for ecosystem restoration
projects.

Additional Recosnmendations

The existing study authorities afford the Federal government an opportunity to work in
concert with state agencies in protecting and restoring important environmental resources
in the Neuse River Basin. Opportunities were identified and analyzed within the context
of numerous other restoration partnerships and initiatives by other Federal agencies, state
agencies, local governments, nongovernment environmental organizations, and others.
Study efforts were conducted such that the recommendations would complement the
other activities, not conflict with or duplicate them. While identified as potential water
resource management issues, water management, water supply, and modification and de-
authorization of existing water projects, were deferred from this study at the request of
the study sponsor, the State of North Carolina. Additionally, aggressive programs by the
State and Federal governments have eliminated a significant portion of the potential flood
risk damages in the basin. Therefore, large-scale flood risk opportunities were also
deferred from this study. Land uses, and water resource issues will continue to evolve
within the Neuse River Basin. Accordingly, it is recommended that the following subjects
be re-evaluated in future studies: 1) Water Management and Water Supply; 2)
Modification and/or De-authorization of Existing Water Projects, and; 3) Flood Risk
Management. NEPA. The Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental
Assessment (EA) discussed the four components of the Recommended Plan and
alternatives considered including the no action alternative. The environmental effects of
these alternatives on important resources of the Neuse River Basin project area were also
discussed. The proposed actions presented in the Integrated Feasibility Report and EA are
not expected to significantly affect the quality of the human or natural environment;
therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would not be required. A Finding of
No Significant Impact was prepared.. The analyses and the recommendations contained
in this report comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Public Involvement

Throughout this study, stakeholders were actively involved in the planning process; some
served as members of the PDT and workgroups. Ultimately, the USACE and stakeholders

viii



XXVI

November 2012

worked together to identify restoration measures that would add value to ongoing projects
by other Federal, state, and local agencies and to recommend projects as the selected
plan.

Initial input was requested by a scoping letter dated March 31, 1999. This letter requested
comments from agencies, interested groups and the public to identify needs and
opportunities related to flood damages, water quality improvements, and ecosystem
restoration in the Neuse River Basin, North Carolina. Information from this scoping
activity was used during the preparation of the Newuse River Basin, North Carolina
Reconnaissance Report (May 26, 2000).

Scoping was continued during the Feasibility Study. A scoping letter was distributed on
April 24, 2006 to a USACE-maintained mailing list of approximately 500 stakeholders,
which included Federal, state and local agencies, interest groups, and the public. A
Notice of Intent (NOT) was also published in the Code of Federal Regulations dated May
15, 2006. All copies of the scoping letter (including comments) as well as the NOI are
found in Appendix D. The participation of all known affected Federal, state, and local
agencies; any affected American Indian tribes; and other interested parties was requested.
The USACE used the comments received to determine the scope of the EA and the
significant issues to be analyzed in depth. At the time of the notices, the various
stakeholders expressed no interest in holding public meetings.

Comments and concerns identified by the study scoping process were grouped into four
broad subjects to be evaluated by individual workgroups. The four workgroups included:
e Wetlands, Streams, and Riparian Buffer Restoration Workgroup
e Anadromous Fish Habitat Restoration Workgroup
¢ Estuarine Resources Workgroup
¢ Flood Risk Management Workgroup.
The workgroups consisted of various stakeholders in the region, including members of
other Federal agencies and state agencies, local governments, and nongovernment

environmental organizations. Each of the workgroups conducted meetings with state and
local agencies to identify opportunities for partnerships in restoration.

Additionally, the USACE discussed the project with fishhouses in the area, and met with
local fishermen to gather information on how the proposed North and Mid-river oyster
reef areas are used and to discuss potential impacts on fishing activities

The USACE has maintained ongoing coordination with agencies that would ultimately
require specific consultation actions or clearances to meet Federal and state regulations.
Additionally, the Draft Study Report and Environmental Assessment was distributed to
the agencies and public for their review and comments.

Sponsor Support

The non-Federal sponsor, the State of North Carolina has expressed its support for the
Recommended Plan in accordance with the items of local cooperation set forth in this
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report; The financial analysis indicates that the non-Federal sponsor is financially capable
of participating in the recommended plan.

Cost and Cost Apportionment

The total project cost for the Recommended Plan is $35,774,000. That total investment is
based on 2013 price levels (October 2012). The fully funded project cost is $37,962,000
escalated from an estimated construction initiation date of FY15.

The Cost-sharing for construction of this environmental ecosystem restoration project
will be 65 percent Federal and 35 percent non-Federal. The Sponsor (State of North
Carolina) will provide all lands, easements, relocations, rights-of-way, and disposal or
borrow areas (LERRD) required for construction and subsequent maintenance.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

This Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared in
response to the Congressional Resolution adopted July 23, 1997, which requested review
of the report of the Chief of Engineers on the Neuse River Basin, (published as House
Document 175, 89th Congress), and reads as follows:

July 23, 1997: Resolved by the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure of the United States House of Representatives, that the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review the report of the Chief of
Engineers on the Neuse River Basin, North Carolina, published as House
Document 175, 89th Congress, Ist Session, and other pertinent reports to
determine whether modifications of the recommendations contained
therein are advisable at the present time in the interest of flood control
(flood risk management), environmental protection and restoration, and
related purposes.

This document meets the technical requirements for USACE feasibility reports and also
for full NEPA compliance. The study investigates the quality of the overall Neuse River
Basin ecosystem and the level of flood risk in the watershed. The USACE is partnering
with the North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources (NCDENR)
Division of Water Resources (NCDWR) to conduct the study. This study encompasses
the Neuse River Basin, a total area of 6,234 square miles and the third-largest river basin
in North Carolina (Figure ES-1).

The study team focused its resources on identifying the most critical areas of need within
the river basin, performing full functional assessment only on those sites, developing
solutions to area-specific problems, and identification of the most cost-effective means
for their restoration. The Environmental Assessment (EA) found within this integrated
feasibility report was written pursuant to and complies with ER 200-2-2 (33 CFR Part
230): Environmental Quality Procedures for Implementing the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and 40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508 the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act

(NEPA).




November 2012

Neuse River Basin Study Area
o

Fig:rre ES-1. Neuse River Basin

The feasibility study effort has evaluated numerous problem areas throughout the river
basin. Many identified problems are currently being addressed through the efforts of the
State of North Carolina, and other Federal and non-Federal partner agencies, such as
Federal, State and local efforts to address water quality issues through the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. Because of these on-going
efforts, and the narrower mission area provided by the study language, the feasibility
study focused on the identification of problem areas within the arena of flood risk
management and ecosystem restoration, with other areas within the water resources arena
being addressed by other partner agencies. A summary of findings from the initial study
of these two focus areas follows.

Ecosystem Restoration

Recommendations for ecosystem restoration contained in this Feasibility Study report
focus on the first group of the three areas discussed below. Sites identified as having
various degrees of ecosystem degradation were initially identified by multi-agency teams,
with input from public and interest groups. The team then focused their efforts on
screening all initial sites to those deemed to be of regional or national significance, highly
degraded and incapable of recovery to a balanced and sustainable condition without
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intervention, and also not being addressed by other entities. A suite of initial measures
was also developed for the screened list of sites. These measures were then screened to
those most appropriate to each screened site. For the screened sites, analysis of existing
and future “without-project” conditions, and of calculated future “with-project”
conditions under numerous alternative restoration plans, was then conducted. Further
screening of critical sites, and use of Cost-Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Analysis
(CE/ICA) followed this phase which then resulted in a discrete list of sites for which a
further reduced most productive list of measures could be identified as the most cost-
effectively implementable areas for restoration, and therefore, elements of the
Recommended Plan.

The study also identified, but did not conduct detailed functional assessment or CE/ICA,
on the second tier of sites. These second tier sites do not have as serious a degree of
degradation and could not necessarily be conclusively determined for Federal interest at
this time. Nonetheless, the team determined the sites should be examined periodically for
ecosystem quality, with regards to on-going or future impacts as the watershed continues
to change. These sites would then be identified for pursuit in follow-on study efforts.

Finally, the team identified many sites that are either fully functional, are likely capable
of healing on their own (i.e., may be in geomorphic flux, but within bounds of "natural”
adjustment), or are being addressed by other entities (such as NPDES issues, as local
projects, etc.).

Flood Risk Management

The USACE and NCDENR actively pursued flood risk reduction opportunities within the
Neuse River watershed but none could be identified that had a Federal interest at the time
of the issuance of this report..

Water Management and Water Supply

At the request of the study sponsor, the State of North Carolina, assessment needs and
opportunities to address water management, water supply, and the potential for
modification or de-authorization of existing water projects, was deferred from this study.

Study Focus

Specific problems identified for evaluation in this study included:
e Impaired biological integrity (embedded aquatic habitat/turbidity/sediment
impairment /stream bank erosion),
e Decrease in historical mussel populations,
e Declines in anadromous fish populations,
e Damaged or eliminated natural riparian buffers,
e Loss of estuarine emergent wetland, and
e Declines in eastern oyster populations.




November 2012

Restoration opportunities were identified and analyzed within the context of numerous
restoration partnerships and initiatives by other Federal agencies, state agencies, local
governments, nongovernment environmental organizations, and others. Study efforts
were conducted such that the recommendations would complement the other activities,
not conflict with or duplicate them. The identified opportunities include:

e Improve biological integrity,

e Improve freshwater mussel populations,

e Improve anadromous fish populations,

e Restore damaged or eliminated natural riparian buffers,
e Restore emergent wetlands, and

e Increase the quantity and quality of oyster reef habitat.

The problem sites initially identified were located anywhere from the headwaters of the
Neuse River system to the estuary. These sites were then qualitatively evaluated based on
their degree of degradation and potential for restoration. From the larger list of problem
areas identified by public, agency, and team input, a screened list of problem sites was
identified as having the potential for dramatic improvement of certain key functions that
had been degraded. Sites that warranted further consideration were carried forward and
site-specific objectives were established. The subject and location, timing, duration, and
measurement of each opportunity carried forward were defined in the site-specific
objective.

Modeling of the Resource

The Neuse River Basin study evaluated environmental benefits in three ecosystem habitat
categories—wetland, stream, and oyster reef. Three different environmental benefits
models were used (one for each resource), because no existing single index model could
be used to evaluate all three ecosystem components in the study area. The models were:

e Wetlands: North Carolina Wetland Assessment Method (NC WAM),

e Streams: North Carolina Stream Habitat Evaluation Method (NC SHEM), and

e Oyster Reef: USFWS Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) for the American
oyster.
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As discussed above, the team focused its resources for detailed functional analysis of
sites only on those sites deemed as being regionally or nationally significant, highly
degraded and incapable of recovery to a balanced and sustainable condition, and also not
being addressed by other entities. For those critical sites, analysis of existing and future
“without-project” conditions, and also of calculated future “with-project” conditions
under numerous alternative restoration plans, was conducted. Ecosystem-specific models
were used to calculate functional values, and also to predict conditions in the future,
under both without-, and with-project conditions. The environmental benefits analysis
was used to measure the increase in both the quality and quantity of targeted ecosystem
components associated with various proposed restoration measures and alternatives at
each site.

Further screening of critical sites, and use of Cost-Effectiveness/Incremental Cost
Analysis (CE/ICA), then resulted in a discrete list of “Best Buy” plans, which are those
alternatives that provide the greatest increase in environmental output for the least
increase in cost. The project delivery team evaluated various iterations of the incremental
analysis until all the best buy alternative plans were identified. The project delivery team
further evaluated the final array of best buy alternatives to display the positive and
negative effects of various plans. The System of Accounts format was used to compare
plans. The four accounts used to compare proposed water resource development plans are
the National Economic Development (NED), Environmental Quality (EQ), Regional
Economic Development (RED), and Other Social Effects (OSE) accounts.

Comparison of the final grouping of “Best Buy” plans demonstrates that not only are the
measures chosen for each site the most cost-effective of all applicable to a given problem
area, but also that the sites chosen as elements of the Recommended Plan are only those
sites in which cost-effective restoration was demonstrated to be possible.

Recommended Plan

The Recommended Plan is also the identified National Ecosystem Restoration Plan. The
Recommended Plan would improve biological integrity, improve freshwater mussel
populations, improve anadromous fish populations, restore emergent wetlands, and
increase the quantity and quality of oyster reef habitat. The specific elements of the
Recommended Plan are shown in Figure ES-2 and are described below.
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Figure ES-2. Elements of the Neuse River Basin Recommended Plan.

Modification of the Low-head Dam on the Little River: This element would restore
habitat connectivity for 46 miles of important spawning habitat for anadromous fish
species between the Neuse River estuary and upstream freshwater tributaries. Species that
rely on habitat structure from the Neuse River Estuary upstream would be allowed access
to the Little River, a tributary to the Neuse River. Forty-six miles of in-stream habitat
would be made accessible by re-connection of the Little River to its mainstem, the Neuse
River. The first cost for this restoration component is $526,000.

Kinston East Wetland Complex: This element would restore approximately 14.5 ac of
damaged or eliminated riparian buffer where a former bottomland hardwood forest
adjacent to the Neuse River was filled. Restoration of this area would result in a
reconnection to the floodplain. The first cost for this restoration component is
$3,886,000.

Restoration of the Estuarine Wetlands at Gum Thicket and Cedar Creek: This element
would reduce erosion on approximately 59 ac of existing estuarine wetland at the Gum
Thicket and Cedar Creek sub-estuaries and create approximately 42 ac of additional
estuarine wetland. Stabilizing 3,500 feet of shoreline at Gum Thicket Creek and 5,200
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feet of shoreline at Cedar Creek would restore estuarine shoreline and maintain coastal
wetland conservation easement, where no development is allowed, that would otherwise
be lost to erosion in the future. The first cost for this restoration component is
$13,930,000.

Neuse River Estuary Opyster Reef Restoration:  This element would restore
approximately 10 ac of new oyster reef top, supporting 80 ac of estuarine habitat that
would be managed by the state as oyster reef sanctuary, where oyster harvesting would
be prohibited. The first cost for this restoration component is $11,218,000.

The estimated total first cost for the Recommended Plan is $35,774,000, based on 2013
(Oct 2012) price levels. Cost-sharing for the Recommended Plan would be 65 percent
Federal and 35 percent non-Federal, based on current policy for ecosystem restoration
projects.

Additional Recommendations

The existing study authorities afford the Federal government an opportunity to work in
concert with state agencies in protecting and restoring important environmental resources
in the Neuse River Basin. Opportunities were identified and analyzed within the context
of numerous other restoration partnerships and initiatives by other Federal agencies, state
agencies, local governments, nongovernment environmental organizations, and others.
Study efforts were conducted such that the recommendations would complement the
other activities, not conflict with or duplicate them. While identified as potential water
resource management issues, water management, water supply, and modification and de-
authorization of existing water projects, were deferred from this study at the request of
the study sponsor, the State of North Carolina. Additionally, aggressive programs by the
State and Federal governments have eliminated a significant portion of the potential flood
risk damages in the basin. Therefore, large-scale flood risk opportunities were also
deferred from this study. Land uses, and water resource issues will continue to evolve
within the Neuse River Basin. Accordingly, it is recommended that the following subjects
be re-evaluated in future studies: 1) Water Management and Water Supply; 2)
Modification and/or De-authorization of Existing Water Projects, and; 3) Flood Risk
Management. NEPA. The Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental
Assessment (EA) discussed the four components of the Recommended Plan and
alternatives considered including the no action altemative. The environmental effects of
these alternatives on important resources of the Neuse River Basin project area were also
discussed. The proposed actions presented in the Integrated Feasibility Report and EA are
not expected to significantly affect the quality of the human or natural environment;
therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would not be required. A Finding of
No Significant Impact was prepared.. The analyses and the recommendations contained
in this report comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Public Involvement

Throughout this study, stakeholders were actively involved in the planning process; some
served as members of the PDT and workgroups. Ultimately, the USACE and stakeholders
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worked together to identify restoration measures that would add value to ongoing projects
by other Federal, state, and local agencies and to recommend projects as the selected
plan.

Initial input was requested by a scoping letter dated March 31, 1999. This letter requested
comments from agencies, interested groups and the public to identify needs and
opportunities related to flood damages, water quality improvements, and ecosystem
restoration in the Neuse River Basin, North Carolina. Information from this scoping
activity was used during the preparation of the Newuse River Basin, North Carolina
Reconnaissance Report (May 26, 2000).

Scoping was continued during the Feasibility Study. A scoping letter was distributed on
April 24, 2006 to a USACE-maintained mailing list of approximately 500 stakeholders,
which included Federal, state and local agencies, interest groups, and the public. A
Notice of Intent (NOI) was also published in the Code of Federal Regulations dated May
15, 2006. All copies of the scoping letter (including comments) as well as the NOI are
found in Appendix D. The participation of all known affected Federal, state, and local
agencies; any affected American Indian tribes; and other interested parties was requested.
The USACE used the comments received to determine the scope of the EA and the
significant issues to be analyzed in depth. At the time of the notices, the various
stakeholders expressed no interest in holding public meetings.

Comments and concerns identified by the study scoping process were grouped into four
broad subjects to be evaluated by individual workgroups. The four workgroups included:
o  Wetlands, Streams, and Riparian Buffer Restoration Workgroup
e Anadromous Fish Habitat Restoration Workgroup
o Estuarine Resources Workgroup
¢ Flood Risk Management Workgroup.
The workgroups consisted of various stakeholders in the region, including members of
other Federal agencies and state agencies, local governments, and nongovernment

environmental organizations. Each of the workgroups conducted meetings with state and
local agencies to identify opportunities for partnerships in restoration.

Additionally, the USACE discussed the project with fishhouses in the area, and met with
local fishermen to gather information on how the proposed North and Mid-river oyster
reef areas are used and to discuss potential impacts on fishing activities

The USACE has maintained ongoing coordination with agencies that would ultimately
require specific consultation actions or clearances to meet Federal and state regulations.
Additionally, the Draft Study Report and Environmental Assessment was distributed to
the agencies and public for their review and comments.

Sponsor Support

The non-Federal sponsor, t