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AT THE 
HUNTING ISLAND STATE PARK 

IN 
BEAUFORT COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA 

 
July 2002 

 
1. BACKGROUND 
 
 Hunting Island State Park is located along the southeastern shore of South Carolina 
in Beaufort County (see attachment), 16 miles east of the City of Beaufort, 9 miles 
southwest of Edisto Beach, and 35 miles northeast of Tybee Roads at the mouth of the 
Savannah River.  This sea island is about 4 miles in length, with a sand beach on the 
Atlantic Ocean.  The park annually provides for 150,000 overnight visitors in cabins and 
campgrounds and 600,000 to 700,000 visitors for day use to access to the beaches and park 
facilities.  Shoreline erosion along Hunting Island has been a severe problem for many 
years, averaging 15-20 feet per year.  That erosion has now placed Cabin Road and 
associated utilities in jeopardy of being breached just south of the center of the island.  The 
dune system has been eliminated and the road has already been damaged, creating a 
potential safety problem for the cabin users.  State park personnel have had the road 
repaired, but heavy equipment operators must pile sand in front of the damaged area 
frequently to keep it from being damaged again. 
 
 The South Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism has requested 
assistance, by letter of June 11, 2001, from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under 
Section 14 of the 1946 Flood Control Act, as amended, to alleviate the threat of a breach 
and loss of access (and the associated utilities) to the public and private dwelling units at 
the southern end of the island caused by continued erosion (see Appendix 1).  The project 
will be authorized under Section 103 of the River and Harbor Act of 1962.  Under Section 
103 authority, the government can participate in continuing periodic nourishment up to the 
Federal funding limit of $3,000,000. 
 
2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
 

This project calls for the placement of approximately 230,000 cubic yards of sand 
along 2,500 feet of beach fronting Cabin Road (see attached map).  The sand will be used 
to recreate the destroyed dune system between the ocean and the roadway.  The 2,500 feet 
of sand placement includes 2,000 feet of full nourishment template and 250 foot tapered 
sections on each end of the full section.  Top elevation of the sand berm is 11 feet 
NGVD29 with a width of 140 feet.  The beachfront slope will be 1.0V to 15.0H with a 
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landward slope of 1.0V to 1.5H to tie into Cabin Road, which has an elevation of 8 feet 
NGVD29.  The total profile width from landward to seaward is about 350 feet.  The 
project would start approximately 200 feet south of the location of existing utility pole #19 
along Cabin Road and move north approximately 2,500 feet to a point north of utility pole 
#13 near the south end of the South Beach recreation area.  The borrowed sand will be 
excavated from an existing shoal off of the south end of the island (see attached map) and 
transferred to the nourishment site on the front beach.  Material will then be shaped to 
conform to the design template described above.  A one-time renourishment effort will 
occur when approximately 85% of the initial sand berm has been lost to erosion.  This 
renourishment effort will reconstruct the sand berm to the same dimensions as the initial 
nourishment project.  The same borrow site will be used for the renourishment effort.  This 
renourishment will extend the project life to 10 years.  After the initial construction, and 
the subsequent renourishment, it is expected that the sand berm that is created will undergo 
severe erosion during the first year after construction.  As the project stabilizes, it is 
expected that the erosion rate will be reduced through the remaining project life. 

 
Contract specifications will call for an optional bid for the placement of a 500 foot 

long by 5 foot high by 12.5 foot wide geotube in front of the road.  This option allows the 
contractor to place the geotube for an immediate measure of protection if it is found that 
the forces of erosion are damaging the road during construction.  This will only be 
implemented if the contractor finds it more cost effective to use trucks to haul the sand to 
the construction site in lieu of a small pipeline dredge.  It is not expected that the geotube 
will need to be replaced during the renourishment cycle. 
 
3. NONSTRUCTURAL ALTERNATIVES 
 

a. Move Roadway inland from the coast.  This alternative was ruled out due to 
excessive costs (approx. $7,000,000) and impacts to the infrastructure.  The 
utilities would still be subject to damage, unless relocated, and when the 
road breaches the flow through the lagoon would alter its character and may 
reduce its productivity. 

 
b. No Action.  This alternative was ruled out because “no action” would result 

in the destruction of the road and the loss of access and utilities to the 
dwellings at the south end of the island.  Also, as in 3.a. above, when the 
road breaches it could lead to a negative alteration of the tidal pool 
environment behind it. 

 
4. STRUCTURAL ALTERNATIVES 
 

a. Use of Sheet Pile or Geotube Groins along the entire work area would offer 
a long-term solution, and could be supported by the state Office of Ocean 
and Coastal Resource Management (OCRM) due to current legislation.  
However, this alternative was also ruled out because of high study and 
design costs, as well as high construction costs. 
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b. Several different types of sea wall/revetment alternatives along the entire 
work area were considered (e.g., lateral stacked geotubes, steel sheet pile 
sea walls, articulated block (AB) mats, armor stone, etc.).  Sea walls and 
revetments are specifically prohibited by the South Carolina Beachfront 
Management Act and would not be supported by the state (OCRM).  
Additionally, each alternative was ruled out because of high construction 
costs. 

 
c. Use of man-sized armor stone along 400 feet of the shoulder of Cabin Road 

with a 2-year supply of sand (68,000 cubic yards) along a 2000-foot stretch 
of beach.  This proposal would protect the area for about 3 years, but there 
is a risk of flanking, and erosion could work behind the rock.   Beach 
erosion could scour in front of the rock, because the erosion rate is severe, 
and create a drop-off that would make this a safety hazard, thus making this 
option unacceptable. 

 
d. A protective Sand Berm is easily constructed, aesthetically pleasing, and 

relatively inexpensive, and can last up to 5 years, based upon placement of 
a protective sand berm template on the existing beach profile at Hunting 
Island.  A 500-foot geotube option could be placed in front of the most 
severely damaged area as an anchor and for immediate protection of the 
road during construction.  Even though the erosion rate remains high, this 
sand berm can be added to easily by the state in order to increase its level of 
protection or useful life. 

 
5. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 

The area that would be affected is a 2,500-foot reach of eroded dune where local 
interests have mechanically pushed sand, fallen trees, and other debris seaward of the road 
in an effort to protect the existing road and prevent more damage.  There are no significant 
environmental resources remaining within the project area. 
 
6. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

 
The environmental consequences discussed below apply to both the initial project 

construction and the one-time follow-up renourishment. 
 

Delivery and placement of the sand will have minimal negative impact.  Hauling or 
pumping and placement activities would temporarily increase noise levels along the beach 
and in the vicinity of the borrow area and the roadway.  No threatened or endangered 
species, cultural resources, floodplains, or other significant resources would be affected 
during the construction activity, with the exception of potential turtle nesting impacts (see 
Biological Assessment discussion in paragraph 12).  A full-time employee at the park will 
monitor daily for signs of turtle nesting activity and, at the same time, will examine the 
pipeline or vehicle pathway for signs of nesting activity of terns or plovers and the 
presence of the common ground dove.  However, the beach is so eroded that, according to 
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park staff, the terns and plovers won't nest there anymore.  Sea-beach amaranth has not 
been found on the island.  The proposed project will not cause any significant decrease in 
fishery habitat value in the borrow area (see ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT discussion in 
paragraph 11).  Terrestrial habitat will be positively affected by replacing the dune and 
beach system in front of the remaining habitat.  The potential for existence of hazardous, 
toxic, or radiological waste (HTRW) in the study area is minimal due to existing and past 
land uses.  Site inspections and interviews with park employees were conducted on 
September 26, 2001 and June 18, 2002.  No evidence of potential HTRW was discovered.  
The proposed project is the least damaging alternative that will protect the road access to 
dwellings located on the southern portion of the island.  Benefits exceed the costs. 
 
7. LIST OF AGENCIES BEING CONSULTED 
 

a. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
 
b. The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
 
c. The South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control 

(SCDHEC) 
 
d. The Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management (OCRM) 
 
e. The South Carolina Department of Archives and History, State Historic 

Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
 
f. The South Carolina Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR) 

 
Correspondence and agency letters providing concurrence or comments with regard 

to this proposed Federal action will be found in Appendix 2.  All agencies concurred with 
the original plan to place a sand berm in front of the road in order to protect it.  There was, 
however, concern expressed by the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources that 
the geotube fabric, if used, would interfere with turtle nesting activities in the future as 
sand was washed away over time.  In a discussion held on June 13, 2002 between Mr. Ed 
Duncan (SCDNR) and Mr. Robert Chappell (CESAC-PM-TE) it was agreed that SCDNR 
would go along with whatever the US Fish and Wildlife Service decided on the matter of 
the use of a geotube.  The US Fish and Wildlife Service did not comment on the geotube in 
their letter of June 27, 2002, however, in a telcon held on July 08, 2002 between Ms. Paula 
Sisson and Mr. Ed Eudaly (USFWS) and Mr. Robert Chappell (CESAC-PM-TE), they 
expressed a desire for a plan to be developed that would remove the geotube fabric if, and 
when, it should break down over time.  Following receipt of a call from Ms. Sally Murphy 
(SCDNR), it was decided to convene a meeting on July 22, 2002 with NMFS, SCDNR, 
and USFWS to discuss the how and when a geotube might be used.  As a result of this 
meeting, the geotube may be included only if the project is constructed by mechanical 
hauling.  It is the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers intent to construct this project using a 
pipeline dredge.  However, if a dredge is too expensive, then the mechanical hauling 
option will be used. 
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A site examination conducted on June 18, 2002 showed that the lack of dunes and 

the presence of trees and rock have precluded any nesting opportunities under current 
conditions.  Also, left to itself, the road will breach and create a tidal inlet with even less 
nesting opportunities being available.  The placement of a sand berm would, however, 
protect the road while providing improved turtle nesting opportunities for the length of the 
design project.  If all the sand is eventually washed away, the site will not deteriorate to a 
condition worse than present.  If the geotube is used and the fabric becomes exposed and 
begins to disintegrate at some time in the future, the state park personnel will be required 
(as outlined in the project operation and maintenance manual) to assess damage to the 
geotube and either repair, replace, or remove it.  This will satisfy the above-listed concerns 
as well as those listed in the June 18, 2002 letter issued by the National Marine Fisheries 
Service. 

 
8. PRIOR APPROVALS/CERTIFICATION 
 

A 404(b) Assessment was executed on July 27, 1978 for the purpose of building up 
an eroding beach at Hunting Island State Park.  Water quality certification was issued for 
this work on September 18, 1978.  Since that time, a beach stabilization effort under 
Section 14 Authority was conducted in 1999.  DHEC granted a waiver for Water Quality 
Certification (WQC) for the 1999 project.  Further, Hunting Island State Park requested 
and received a permit (including WQC) for beach re-nourishment in 2001.  The re-
nourishment action by the state has already been reviewed and granted WQC in the 2001 
permit.  Because of the previous WQC waiver and the WQC issued recently to the state 
park, and after consulting with DHEC, a WQC waiver was requested for this project and 
received on June 3, 2002. 
 

Coastal Consistency was received by letter dated June 17, 2002. 
 
9. ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES 
 
 Past investigations into the National Register of Historic Places have shown that 
there are no properties listed within the area of project influence.  In addition, the State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has determined that there are no sites of historical 
importance that will be adversely affected by the project.  In view of the westward drift of 
sand in this area, this project will actually help to protect the Hunting Island Lighthouse.  
The current restoration effort was coordinated with the State Site File Administrator, 
SHPO, and the Federally recognized Tribes having an historical association with the State 
of South Carolina.  If cultural resources are discovered during construction of this project, 
SHPO and the Federally recognized tribes will be notified and appropriate protective 
measures will be taken. 
 
10. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
 

Executive Order 12898 requires Federal agencies to develop a strategy for its 
programs, policies, and activities to avoid disproportionately high and adverse impacts on 
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minority and low-income populations with respect to human health and the environment.  
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is committed to the principles of environmental justice.  
Due to the remote location of the construction site from any residential areas, there will be 
no impacts to the above-stated populations. 
 
11. ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT 
 

The provision of the draft Environmental Assessment to the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) initiated the Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) consultation 
requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 
(MSFCMA).   Our current determination is that the proposed action would not have a 
substantial individual or cumulative adverse impact on EFH or fisheries managed by the 
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council and the NMFS. 

 
EFH Assessment 

 
a. A description of the proposed action is located in paragraph 2 above. 
 
b. Analysis of individual and cumulative effects on EFH:  The proposed project is 

located in an area identified as Essential Fish Habitat for larval, juvenile, and/or 
adult red drum (Sciaenops ocellata), summer flounder (Paralichthys dentatus), 
black sea bass (Centropristis striata), white shrimp (Litopenaeus setiferus), and 
brown shrimp (Farfantepenaeus aztecus).  Categories of EFH that would be 
impacted by this work include marine and estuarine water column and 
sand/mud bottom.  These fishery resources and associated EFH are discussed in 
detail in documents prepared by the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council (SAFMC).  Species under jurisdiction of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council also occur in the project area.  These species and their 
associated EFH include juvenile and adult summer flounder, which occur on 
marine and estuarine bottoms and in the water column, and juvenile and adult 
bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrix), which occur in the water column. 

 
The project area also provides nursery and forage habitat for other 
commercially and recreationally important species including black drum 
(Pogonias cromis), Atlantic croaker (Micropogonias undulatus), spot 
(Leiostomus xanthurus), Florida pompano (Trachinotus carolinus), spotted 
seatrout (Cynoscion nebulosus), Gulf kingfish (Menticirrhus littoralis), Atlantic 
menhaden (Brevoortia tyrannus), striped mullet (Mugil cephalus), and blue crab 
(Callinectes sapidus).  Several of these species serve as prey for other species 
(e.g., mackerels, snappers, and groupers) that are managed by the SAFMC and 
for highly migratory species (e.g., billfishes and sharks) that are managed by 
the NMFS.  Detailed information on Federally managed fisheries and their EFH 
is provided in the 1998 amendments of the Fishery Management Plans of the 
South and Mid-Atlantic Regions prepared by the SAFMC and the Mid-Atlantic 
Fishery Management Council.  The amendments were prepared as required by 
the MSFCMA (P.L. 94-265).  Macro invertebrate inhabitants of the near shore 
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coastal zone are important food items for a number of transitory and resident 
fishes.  Characteristic fauna of southeastern beaches may include haustoriid 
amphipods, polychaete worms, isopods, and ghost crab (Ocypode quadrata).  
Near shore coastal waters are also inhabited by sea turtles, and beachfront 
nesting by the threatened loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta) occurs during 
the summer. 

 
c. Charleston District’s views regarding effects:  Based on information recently 

provided by the National Marine Fisheries Service to the Charleston District’s 
Regulatory Branch, it appears that this project would not result in significant 
long-term harm to the ecologically diverse aquatic habitats, such as “live rock” 
and other stable bottoms.  Most impacts are believed to be limited to relatively 
sparse benthic epifauna and infauna, which includes mollusks, crustaceans, and 
polychaete worms.  These organisms would be at least temporarily eliminated 
through excavation and, in some locations, burial would result as inter-tidal 
zones are converted to beach and dune environments.  Materials used for beach 
nourishment may also be transported onto other areas that support benthic 
communities; however, no hard bottoms or vegetated wetlands will be affected.  
Other potential impacts include localized turbidity elevation and possible 
reduction of dissolved oxygen in the surrounding water column.  Elevated 
turbidity can reduce photosynthesis activity of pelagic and benthic algae.  
Suspended sediments can cause physical damage to respiratory structures of 
early life history stages of fishes and invertebrates. 

 
d. The borrow area for this project is a large surf zone shoal at the south end of the 

island near Fripp Inlet.  If a pipeline dredge is used, the dredge will shave sand 
from the northeast side of Fripp Inlet in order to provide working depth for the 
vessel.  If the contractor decides to truck the material, in order to minimize 
creating deep depressions, the sand will be removed from the borrow area in 
broad layers.  It is expected that a total of 4 to 5 feet of sand will be removed 
from an area of 20 to 30 acres.  Because the borrow area is in the surf zone and 
because of the constant movement of sand, it is expected that the borrow area 
will fill with sand with little accumulation of fine sediments. 

 
e. Monitoring of sand borrow sites is normally conducted to determine recovery 

rates and ecological characteristics.  The customary detailed pre-assessment 
(and post-dredging) of bathymetry and biological characteristics in the borrow 
area will not be needed for this project, however, since deep depressions (a 
concern of NMFS) will not be made and a large volume of sand will not be 
required for this effort. 

 
f. Proposed mitigation, if applicable:  Not applicable in this case. 

 
12. BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF THE EFFECT ON THREATENED AND 

ENDANGERED SPECIES 
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 The placement of sand on the beach at Hunting Island has the potential to affect 
nesting loggerhead sea turtles or emerging loggerhead sea turtle hatchlings.  To minimize 
the effects to sea turtles the following precautions will be followed: 
 

a. If construction of the protective sand berm occurs during the period between 
May 1 and November 30, daily nesting surveys will be conducted starting 
either May 1 or 65 days prior to the start of construction, whichever is later.  
These surveys will be performed between sunrise and 9:00 A.M. and will 
continue until the end of the project, or September 30, whichever is earlier.  
Any nests found in the area that will be impacted by construction activities will 
be moved to a safe location.  The nesting surveys and nest relocations will only 
be performed by people with a valid South Carolina DNR permit. 

 
b. If construction of the protective sand berm occurs during the period December 

1 to April 30, no nesting surveys will be performed. 
 

c. For construction activities occurring during the period May 1 through 
November 30, staging areas for equipment and supplies will be located off of 
the beach to the maximum extent possible. 

 
d. For construction activities occurring during the period May 1 through 

November 30, all on-beach lighting associated with the project will be limited 
to the minimum amount necessary around active construction areas to satisfy 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) requirements. 

 
e. Immediately after completion of the project, the Corps of Engineers will 

perform compaction testing of the newly constructed sand berm.  This 
compaction testing will be repeated for 3 subsequent years, prior to May 1 of 
each year. 

 
f. Because of the short length of the proposed sand berm (i.e., 2,500 feet on a  

4-mile long island), initial and periodic tilling is not considered necessary. 
 

Adherence to the above precautions should minimize the effects to nesting 
loggerhead sea turtles and emerging loggerhead sea turtle hatchlings.  However, negative 
impacts still may occur; therefore, the Corps of Engineers has concluded that the upcoming 
emergency shoreline protection project may adversely affect the loggerhead sea turtle. 
 
 Other threatened or endangered species listed for Beaufort County that would be 
expected to occur in the project area include the West Indian manatee, Piping plover, 
Kemp’s ridley sea turtle, Leatherback sea turtle, Green sea turtle, and Shortnose sturgeon. 
 
 There are no reported sightings of Piping plover on Hunting Island and there is no 
designated Piping plover critical habitat within the impacted area.  Therefore, the Corps of 
Engineers has determined that the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect the 
Piping plover. 
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 The Loggerhead sea turtle is considered to be the only sea turtle species likely to 
nest in the project area.  Therefore, the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect the 
Kemp’s ridley sea turtle, Leatherback sea turtle, or Green sea turtle. 
 
 The West Indian manatee is an uncommon summer resident of the South Carolina 
coast.  To ensure the protection of any manatees that may be present, personnel associated 
with the project will be instructed about the possible presence of manatees and the need to 
avoid them with vessels and other equipment.  For these reasons, it has been determined 
that the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect the West Indian manatee. 
 
 Because of the shallow waters and tidal inlet associated with the sand source for 
this project, it is unlikely that Shortnose sturgeon occur in the immediate project area.  For 
this reason, it has been determined that the proposed project is not likely to adversely 
affect the Shortnose sturgeon. 
 
13. CONCLUSIONS 
 

The proposed action, placement of sand along 2,500 feet of ocean-side road berm, 
the possible use of a 500-foot geotube, and up to 230,000 cubic yards of sand seaward of 
the road with one follow-up renourishment, is needed to avoid destruction of the road and 
loss of access and utilities to the dwellings on the south end of the island.  The "no action" 
alternative would not be acceptable, since it would not eliminate the threat of the loss of 
the road and utilities.  All other options except the proposed action would be too costly, 
impractical because of the location of a lagoon, a safety problem, or inadequate when done 
in isolation.  All reasonably foreseeable impacts, which could result from the proposed 
action, have been considered, and no significant adverse impacts were identified.  
Therefore, the proposed action does not constitute a major Federal action significantly 
affecting the quality of the human environment, and the preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) provided for under Section 102(c) of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 is not required.  A "Findings of No Significant Impact" is included in 
this EA. 
 
 
 





 13

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 









 14

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 15

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 















 16

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 3 
 


























































































