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Answer – The priority of ac�ons is to 1) provide sand to maintain the Terminal Groin fillet 
(required by State permit) on the west end of South Beach extending towards the vicinity of 
Muscadine Wynd, 2) replace the so�-tube groin field on the west end, and 3) place sand on 
the east end of South Beach from approximately Flora’s Bluff to the Point at Cape Fear.  Note, 
referenced loca�ons of sand placement may be adjusted depending on beach profile surveys 
and the engineer’s recommenda�ons to maximize beneficial use of sand.  The $4.5M earmark 
would be one source to cover the costs of the “project” in its en�rety whether that includes 
the west end, east end, and replacement of the so� tube groins all dependent on the bids 
received by prospec�ve contractors to complete the project.  Once bids are received and 
evaluated by the engineer with recommenda�ons for the total costs of the project, Village 
Council will decide what parts of the project and for how much the Village will pay to 
construct. 
 
Again, depending on the bids and how much they come in at will determine how much of the 
project the Village will be able to construct also dependent on whether the Village is 
successful in the GO Bond referendum and ge�ng the federal earmark approved by Congress. 
 
Ques�ons #1 and #2 for the Engineers: 
 
#1 – Village engineers’ response – Highly likely…, unless an MOA (“Memorandum of 
Agreement”) between the Corps Wilmington District and the Village allowing for federal 
disposal on the East end of South Beach is consummated and the Village has sufficient funds 
to defer the associated costs (i.e., pay the delta costs) of strategic disposal.  The Village at 
present is working with Corps Wilmington District on a dra� “Addi�onal Work Agreement” 
that would provide the Village with the ability to pay the addi�onal costs for the Corps to 
place sand in a specific loca�on on the South Beach shoreline where necessary to mi�gate 
erosion.  The objec�ve is to have this effort completed and the MOA in place for the Corps 
channel dredging project with sand placement on BHI in 2027. 
 



#2 – Olsen response – The only “ac�on” available is the passage of NC legisla�on allowing for 
structural measures sufficient to provide stabiliza�on.  If/when legisla�on is passed and 
codified in North Carolina Division of Coastal Management CAMA regula�ons then the Village 
can pursue the required in-depth modeling to develop an engineered design specific to that 
site and various condi�ons all of which was done for the Terminal Groin at the West end of 
South Beach. 
 
 

 
 
According to the Village’s Finance Officer, the 10% is the actual amount of money paid by 
MSD Zone A Proper�es associated with the MSD Zone A Tax Rate ($0.0668) that it generates 
each year and is 10% of the GO Bond Debt Service Annual Payment (~$250k). 
 
Village is not sure where the reference of the 3% by east end proper�es or the Shoals Club 
amount was derived from…, the 10% tax rate increase would be correct in the scenario if the 
Village had to take out the full $20.2M bond authoriza�on with no Federal earmark. 
 
We are not sure where the 30% increase in property tax men�oned is derived and its not to 
be assumed that the $4.5M earmark will reduce the tax rate if used for the West End op�on. 
 
As for nes�ng habitat for sea turtles at the West End, it is documented from pre-Terminal 
Groin shoreline condi�ons with the performance of the Terminal Groin structure, and the 
stabiliza�on of the shoreline, that has created suitable nes�ng habitat for some sea turtles in 
addi�on to a variety of endangered bird species including the Piping Plover and Least Terns. 
 
With regards to the $4.5M Federal earmark, it should not be assumed that if the Village gets 
the funds that it would be used to reduce the $13.5M to complete the west end sec�on of the 



shoreline alone as there will also be the need for reconstruc�on of the so�-tube groin field to 
consider as well. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
3. Answer – response from BHA would be appropriate, notwithstanding, the Village, for the 
reasons expressed in its communica�ons to the BHA and decision not to par�cipate in the 
informa�on session so as not to be perceived as promo�ng or advoca�ng in support of the 
bond referendum and being put in a posi�on of deba�ng the merits of the project. 
 
4. Answer – There are numerous variables within the equa�on to derive what the outcome 
might look like for scenarios presented with respect to any poten�al tax rate increase.  The 
Village has provided some level of detail with each scenario that would require a tax rate 
increase and associated impacts to values of proper�es on the island.  These scenarios 
contemplated if the Village were to have to fund the project in excess of $13.5M without 
receiving the $4.5M federal earmark and if construc�on bids from prospec�ve contractors 
come in high and the Village would have to also use the exis�ng Bond authoriza�on of $2.2M 
approved in 2018. 
 
5. Answer – The bond referendum schedule is not within the Village’s control, it has to occur 
during this primary elec�on in March given the �ming with construc�ng the project later this 
winter…, a bond approval also is required to include with the Village’s LGC applica�on for 
approval as well for a target date of April 2024.  There are several �me-sensi�ve dates within 
the project schedule to meet the Village’s cri�cal pathway to ge�ng this project done in 2025. 
 
 


