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Abstract
Designation: Focused Environmental Assessment
Title of Proposed Action: Pier Replacement
Project Location: Marine Corps Air Station Beaufort, South Carolina
Lead Agency for the EA: U.S. Marine Corps
Cooperating Agency: Defense Logistics Agency
Affected Region: Beaufort, South Carolina
Action Proponent: Marine Corps Air Station Beaufort and Defense Logistics Agency
Point of Contact: BFRT_JPAO@usmc.mil
Date: December 2021

Marine Corps Air Station Beaufort has prepared this focused Environmental Assessment in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act, as implemented by the Council on Environmental Quality
Regulations and U.S. Marine Corps regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act.
The Proposed Action is to replace the existing pier at Marine Corps Air Station Beaufort to include new
pilings, decking, storage shed, piping, and mooring dolphins. This focused Environmental Assessment
evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with 2 action alternatives and the No Action
Alternative to the following resource areas: biological resources, water resources, and health and safety.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.1 Proposed Action

The United States (U.S.) Marine Corps proposes to replace the pier at Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS)
Beaufort in Beaufort County, South Carolina. The Proposed Action is to replace the existing pier to
include new pilings, decking, storage shed, piping, and mooring dolphins. This new pier would be
constructed prior to the demolition of the existing pier. Use of the existing pier would be maintained
during the entire term of the project with the exception of a brief period of weeks where utility switch
overs would occur. Access to the existing Boat Dock would be maintained throughout construction.

Support activities would include new utility connections (lighting, power, piping, and potable water
lines), minor site civil work (riprap and fill), and site demolition. Site demolition would include removing
the existing decking, beams, vertical pilings when necessary, utility lines, piping, and mooring. Existing
equipment would be reused if available and in good condition.

This project would provide Antiterrorism/ Force Protection (AT/FP) features and comply with AT/FP
regulations and physical security mitigation in accordance with Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 4-020-01
Department of Defense Security Engineering Facilities Planning Manual.

ES.2 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide a functional, efficient, and safe means of ship to shore
operations to support training and readiness at MCAS Beaufort.

The Proposed Action is needed because the pier currently in use, and built in 1957 with an upgrade in
1999, was recently evaluated and received an undesirable engineering assessment. Advanced
deterioration and overstressing observed on widespread portions of the structure has resulted in a
downgraded capacity. This means the pier cannot support utilities for proper operation. Increased
sustainment costs and eventual failure of the pier have been determined to be unacceptable.

ES.3 Alternatives Considered

MCAS Beaufort is considering two action alternatives that meets the purpose of and need for the
Proposed Action and a No Action Alternative.

In order to meet the purpose and need, potential alternatives were required to provide a system for
operations that:

{ is functional and reliable,

9 addresses environmental concerns,
 is modern, safe, and maintainable, and
|

can maintain ship to shore operations during construction.

In support of the above, potential alternatives must additionally meet the following requirements:

§ UFC4-020-01 Department of Defense Security Engineering Facilities Planning Manual,

f  UFC 2-000-05N Facility Planning Criteria for Navy/Marine Corps Shore Installations, and
Navy/Marine Corps AT/FP requirements.
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Under the Preferred Alternative, the Marine Corps would replace all of the existing pier at MCAS
Beaufort. The existing Boat Dock would be kept and connected to the new pier. The existing pier would
be demolished using demolition jaws to cut/crush concrete. Existing pilings would be left in place and
cut below the mud line where possible. Pilings that require removal would be demolished by the direct
pull method. Demolition and construction under Alternative 1 would take approximately 36 months. The
new pier would have an expected life cycle of 50-75 years if properly maintained.

Under Alternative 2, the Marine Corps would replace portions of the existing pier at MCAS Beaufort.
This would require demolition and replacement of a majority of the piling caps (those not replaced in
2015) and all of the prestressed deck beams and deck overlay. In addition, the portions of the north side
of the pier that are currently not used would be demolished and not replaced. Finally, the piping from
the shore as well as any other features that are not used would be demolished. Any pilings that are not
reused as part of the repair would be demolished. Pilings being demolished would be left in place and
cut below the mud line where possible or removed by the direct pull method. Access to the Boat Dock
on the south end of the pier would be maintained throughout construction. Access would be achieved
by launching another vessel from the boat ramp located on the southern end of MCAS Beaufort and
transiting to the south end of the pier, or by having the contractor provide safe access through the
construction site. Demolition and construction under Alternative 2 would take approximately 36
months. The repaired pier would have an expected life cycle of 30-50 years with a more frequent
maintenance effort than that needed for the new pier.

As part of the analysis required by the CEQ and MCO 5090.2, the No Action Alternative is included as a
baseline to compare potential impacts of the Proposed Action and Alternatives. Under the No Action
Alternative, the Marine Corps would not replace the pier at MCAS Beaufort. However, the No Action
Alternative would not meet the purpose and need as described in Section ES.2 and is not considered a
reasonable alternative, although this alternative was carried forward for purposes of analyses.

ES.4 Summary of Environmental Resources Evaluated in the EA

CEQ regulations, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and Navy and U.S. Marine Corps
instructions for implementing NEPA, specify that an Environmental Assessment (EA) should address
those resource areas potentially subject to impacts. The following resource areas have been addressed
in this EA: biological resources, water resources, and health and safety. Because potential impacts were
considered to be negligible or non-existent, the following resource areas were not evaluated in this EA:
airspace, air quality, noise, land use, transportation, hazardous materials and wastes, socioeconomics
and environmental justice, infrastructure, cultural resources, and geological resources.

ES.5 Public Involvement

For this project, which will affect lands within the boundaries of MCAS Beaufort, a project Factsheet and
the Final Focused EA will be published to the base website and public notices will be published in local
newspapers. Public comments can be submitted to BFRT_JPAO@usmc.mil.

ES.6 Summary of Potential Environmental Consequences of the Action Alternatives

Table ES-1 provides a tabular summary for the potential impacts to the resources associated with each
of the action alternatives analyzed.
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Resource No Action Alternative 1
Area Alternative (Preferred Alternative) Alternative 2
Biological The No Action 1 Temporary impacts to nearby Temporary impacts to nearby wildlife
Resources Alternative would wildlife from demolition and from demolition and construction
have no significant construction noise. noise.
impacts to I Temporary impacts to Essential Temporary impacts to EFH, but would
biological Fish Habitat (EFH), but would not not have any lasting direct or indirect
have any lasting direct or effect upon the status or
resources. indirect effect upon the status or sustainability of managed species or
sustainability of managed their habitat.
species or their habitat. Project may affect, but not likely to
1 Project may affect, but not likely adversely affect wood storks, black
to adversely affect wood storks rails, and West Indian manatees.
(Mycteria americana), black rails With proposed mitigations, there
(Laterallus jamaicensis would be no significant impact on
jamaicensis), and West Indian threatened and endangered species
manatees (Trichechus manatus). or marine mammals.
i With proposed mitigations,
there would be no significant
impact on threatened and
endangered species or marine
mammals.
Water The No Action 1 Minor, temporary impacts to Minor, temporary impacts to surface
Resources Alternative would surface water and wetlands due water and wetlands due to increased
have no significant to increased turbidity during turbidity during construction and
impacts to water construction and demolition demolition activities.
activities.
resources.
Health and The No Action 1 During construction at the During construction at the Proposed
Safety Alternative would Proposed Action site, Action site, OSHA regulations,
have a negative Occupational Safety and Health procedures, and AT/FP requirements
long-term impact to Administration (OSHA) would be followed.
health and safety. regulations, procedures, and The replaced pier would provide long-
AT/FP requirements would be term benefits to health and safety at
followed. MCAS Beaufort by replacing the aging
I The new pier would provide current pier with a modern and safe
long-term benefits to health and pier. However, the replaced pier
safety at MCAS Beaufort by would have an expected life cycle of
replacing the aging current pier 30-50 years with a more frequent
with a modern and safe pier. The maintenance effort than that needed
new pier would have an for the new pier.
expected life cycle of 50-75 years There are no environmental health or
if properly maintained. safety risks associated with the
i There are no environmental Proposed Action that would
health or safety risks associated disproportionately affect children.
with the Proposed Action that
would disproportionately affect
children.
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Abbreviations and Acronyms

Acronym Definition Acronym Definition

AT/FP Antiterrorism Force Protection South Carolina Department of

SCDNR
Acoustic Transmission Loss Natural Resources
ATLM

Modeling TTS temporary threshold shift
BGEPA Efcl)ileacr;iisilgten Eagle u.s. United States
uU.S.C. United States Code
BMP best management practice USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
CEQ Coun'ul on Environmental U.S. Environmental Protection
Quality USEPA
Agency
CFR Code of Federal Regulations UFC Unified Facilities Criteria
CWA Clean Water Act USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
DoD Department of Defense 701s Zones of Impact
DPS Distinct Population Segment
EA Environmental Assessment
EFH Essential Fish Habitat
Environmental Impact
EIS
Statement
EO Executive Order
ESA Endangered Species Act
HAPC Habitat Areas of Particular
Concern
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act
MCAS Marine Corps Air Station
MCO Marine Corps Order
MMPA Marine Mammal Protection Act
NEPA National Environmental Policy
Act
NMES Natpnal Marine Fisheries
Service
National Oceanic and
NOAA
Atmospheric Administration
NPDES Nétlf)nal. Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System
OSHA Occu'pétlonr?\l Safety and Health
Administration
PTS permanent threshold shift
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1 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action

1.1 Introduction

The United States (U.S.) Marine Corps proposes to replace the pier at Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS)
Beaufort in Beaufort County, South Carolina.

This focused Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] section 4321 et seq.); the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations
[CFR] 1500-1508); Marine Corps Order (MCO) 5090.2, Volume 12; and all other applicable laws,
regulations, Executive Orders (EOs), and instructions.

1.2 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide a functional, efficient, and safe means of ship to shore
operations to support training and readiness at MCAS Beaufort (Figure 1.2-1).

The Proposed Action is needed because the pier currently in use, and built in 1957 with an upgrade in
1999, was recently evaluated and received an undesirable engineering assessment. Advanced
deterioration and overstressing observed on widespread portions of the structure has resulted in a
downgraded capacity. This means the pier cannot support utilities for proper operation. Increased
sustainment costs and eventual failure of the pier have been determined to be unacceptable.

1.3 Scope of Environmental Analysis

This focused EA includes an analysis of potential environmental impacts associated with the action
alternatives and the No Action Alternative. The environmental resource areas analyzed in this EA
include: biological resources, water resources, and health and safety. The study area for each resource
analyzed may differ due to how the Proposed Action interacts with or impacts the resource.

Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action
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Figure 1.2-1. MCAS Beaufort Location
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1.4 Relevant Laws and Regulations

This focused EA has been prepared in accordance with federal and state laws, statutes, regulations, and
policies pertinent to the implementation of the Proposed Action, including the following:

=

NEPA (42 U.S.C. sections 4321-4370h)

CEQ Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508)
Navy regulations for implementing NEPA (32 CFR 775)

MCO 5090.2, Volume 12, Environmental Planning and Review

National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. section 306108 et seq.)

Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 U.S.C. section 1531 et seq.)

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. section 703-712)

Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) (16 U.S.C. section 1361 et seq.)

Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 U.S.C. section 1251, et seq.)

Coastal Zone Management Act (16 U.S.C. section 1451 et seq.)

= =4 —a -—a _—a _—_a _—_a _a _a

]

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (16 U.S.C. section 1801-1891d)

A description of the Proposed Action’s consistency with these laws, policies and regulations, as well as
the names of regulatory agencies responsible for their implementation, is presented in Chapter 5 (Table
5.1-1).

1.5 Public and Agency Participation and Intergovernmental Coordination

For this project, which will affect lands within the boundaries of MCAS Beaufort, a project Factsheet and
the Final Focused EA will be published to the base website and public notices will be published in local
newspapers. Public comments can be submitted to BFRT_JPAO@usmc.mil.

The U.S. Marine Corps has coordinated or consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental

Control, and the State Historic Preservation Officer and/or Tribal Historic Preservation Officer regarding
the Preferred Alternative.

1-3
Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action



Focused EA for Pier Replacement Final EA December 2021

This page intentionally left blank.

1-4
Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action



Focused EA for Pier Replacement Final EA December 2021

2 Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action is to replace the existing pier to include new pilings, decking, storage shed, piping,
and mooring dolphins. This new pier would be constructed prior to the demolition of the existing pier.
Use of the existing pier would be maintained during the entire term of the project with the exception of
a brief period of weeks where utility switch overs would occur. Access to the existing Boat Dock would
be maintained throughout construction.

Support activities would include new utility connections (lighting, power, piping, and potable water
lines), minor site civil work (riprap and fill), and site demolition. Site demolition would include removing
the existing decking, beams, vertical pilings when necessary, utility lines, piping, and mooring. Existing
equipment would be reused if available and in good condition.

This project would provide Antiterrorism/ Force Protection (AT/FP) features and comply with AT/FP
regulations and physical security mitigation in accordance with Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 4-020-01
Department of Defense Security Engineering Facilities Planning Manual.

2.2 Screening Factors

NEPA’s implementing regulations provide guidance on the consideration of alternatives to a federally
proposed action and require rigorous exploration and objective evaluation of reasonable alternatives.
Only those alternatives determined to be reasonable and to meet the purpose and need require
detailed analysis.

In order to meet the purpose and need, potential alternatives were required to provide a system for
operations that:

I is functional and reliable,

1 addresses environmental concerns,

§ is modern, safe, and maintainable, and

f can maintain ship to shore operations during construction.

In support of the above, potential alternatives must additionally meet the following requirements:

1 UFC4-020-01 Department of Defense Security Engineering Facilities Planning Manual,
' UFC 2-000-05N Facility Planning Criteria for Navy/Marine Corps Shore Installations, and
f  Navy/Marine Corps AT/FP requirements.

2.3 Alternatives to the Proposed Action Carried Forward for Analysis

Based on the reasonable alternative screening factors and meeting the purpose and need for the
Proposed Action, two reasonable action alternatives (Figure 2.3.1) for replacement of the pier at MCAS
Beaufort will be carried forward for analysis in this focused EA.

Proposed Action and Alternatives
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Figure 2.3-1. Pier Replacement Alternatives
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2.3.1 No Action Alternative

As part of the analysis required by the CEQ and MCO 5090.2, the No Action Alternative is included as a
baseline to compare potential impacts of the Proposed Action and Alternatives. Under the No Action
Alternative, the Marine Corps would not replace the pier at MCAS Beaufort. However, the No Action
Alternative would not meet the purpose and need as described in Section 1.4 and is not considered a
reasonable alternative, although this alternative was carried forward for purposes of analyses.

2.3.2 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

Under the Preferred Alternative, the Marine Corps would replace all of the existing pier at MCAS
Beaufort. The existing Boat Dock would be kept and connected to the new pier. The existing pier would
be demolished using demolition jaws to cut/crush concrete. Existing pilings would be left in place and
cut below the mud line where possible. Pilings that require removal would be demolished by the direct
pull method. Demolition and construction under Alternative 1 would take approximately 36 months. The
new pier would have an expected life cycle of 50-75 years if properly maintained.

The Preferred Alternative would be completed in four phases:

f Phase 1 - The waterway side of the new pier would be constructed first. This would allow access
to be maintained to the Boat Dock while the southern end of the existing pier is being
demolished.

§ Phase 2 — The southern end of the existing pier would be demolished and construction of the
remaining portions of the new pier would be completed.

 Phase 3 —Final connections between the utility systems on the new pier and the shore would be
made. A brief outage (i.e., period of weeks) would be permitted to make these final
connections.

1 Phase 4 — The remaining portions of the existing pier structure would be demolished along with
removal of utility systems associated with the existing pier structure.

2.3.3 Alternative 2

Under Alternative 2, the Marine Corps would replace portions of the existing pier at MCAS Beaufort.
This would require demolition and replacement of a majority of the piling caps (those not replaced in
2015) and all of the prestressed deck beams and deck overlay. In addition, the portions of the north side
of the pier that are currently not used would be demolished and not replaced. Finally, the piping from
the shore as well as any other features that are not used would be demolished. Any pilings that are not
reused as part of the repair would be demolished. Pilings being demolished would be left in place and
cut below the mud line where possible or removed by the direct pull method. Access to the Boat Dock
on the south end of the pier would be maintained throughout construction. Access would be achieved
by launching another vessel from the boat ramp located on the southern end of MCAS Beaufort and
transiting to the south end of the pier, or by having the contractor provide safe access through the
construction site. Demolition and construction under Alternative 2 would take approximately 36
months. The repaired pier would have an expected life cycle of 30-50 years with a more frequent
maintenance effort than that needed for the new pier.

Alternative 2 would be completed in five phases:

I Phase 1 - While keeping the existing systems operational, temporary utility systems, pedestrian
access, and associated supports would be constructed. A brief outage (i.e., period of weeks)

2-3
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would be permitted to make connections between the temporary systems and the shore and
the pier.

 Phase 2 — The existing piping (to the extent necessary) and utilities would be demolished after
the temporary systems are in place. Piling caps, prestressed deck beams, and deck overlay on
the south side of the pier would be demolished and replaced. The boom reel would be
temporarily moved to the north edge of the pier so that operations could be maintained.

1 Phase 3 - Piling caps, prestressed deck beams, and deck overlay on the north side of the pier
would be demolished and replaced. The boom reel would be moved back to the south side of
the pier so that operations could be maintained.

I Phase 4 — While keeping the temporary systems operational, new utility systems would be
constructed along the north edge of the replaced pier. A brief outage (i.e., period of weeks)
would be permitted to make final connections between the new systems on the pier and the
shore.

 Phase 5 —-Temporary utility systems would be demolished. Remaining unnecessary features of
the pier would be demolished as required.

2.4 Alternatives Considered but not Carried Forward for Detailed Analysis

The following alternatives were considered, but not carried forward for detailed analysis in this focused
EA as they did not meet the purpose and need for the project and did not satisfy the reasonable
alternative screening factors presented in Section 2.2.

MCAS Beaufort considered modifying support operations to alleviate the use of the pier. In order to
maintain training and readiness all ship to shore operations conducted at the pier would be converted to
ground support operations. This approach reduces support capabilities for the installation, increases the
likelihood of mishaps and is not favorable for long-term operations.

MCAS Beaufort considered building a new pier and leaving the existing pier in place. In order to build a
new pier at least a portion of the existing pier would have to be removed. In addition, the degradation
of the structure would pose a safety risk to anyone near it. Therefore, this is not suitable to support
long-term operations.

2.5 Best Management Practices Included in the Proposed Action

This section presents an overview of the best management practices (BMPs) that are incorporated into
the Proposed Action in this document. BMPs are existing policies, practices, and measures that the U.S.
Marine Corps would adopt to reduce the environmental impacts of designated activities, functions, or
processes. Although BMPs mitigate potential impacts by avoiding, minimizing or reducing/eliminating
impacts, BMPs are distinguished from potential mitigation measures because BMPs are (1) existing
requirements for the Proposed Action, (2) ongoing, regularly occurring practices, or (3) not unique to
this Proposed Action. In other words, the BMPs identified in this document are inherently part of the
Proposed Action and are not potential mitigation measures proposed as a function of the NEPA
environmental review process for the Proposed Action. Table 2.5-1 includes a list of BMPs. Mitigation
measures are discussed separately in Chapter 5.
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BMP

Description

Impacts Reduced/Avoided

Marine Mammal Observers

If a marine mammal or sea turtle were
observed entering construction area,
work would be stopped and would not
commence until the animal moves out
of the area.

Reduce impacts to threatened and
endangered species and marine
mammals.

General Construction BMPs

These requirements are incorporated
into the Proposed Action work
contract and include adherence to
CWA permit requirements, spill
containment, spill response, and
construction equipment requirements.

Reduces potential water column
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)
impacts.

General Piling Removal BMPs

Contractor will assess the condition of
the piling and either remove it using a
barge or upland equipment. The work
plan must include procedures for
extracting and handling pilings that
break off and limit partial removal.
Contractor should slowly remove
piling. Pilings should not be shaken, or
material removed during demolition. If
clamshell bucket is used, extraction
should be conducted during the best
tidal conditions.

Reduces potential water column
EFH impacts.

Soft start for impact pile
driving

A soft start procedure will be used for
impact pile driving at the beginning of
each day’s in-water pile driving or any
time pile driving has ceased for more
than 30 minutes. Soft start will consist
of an initial set of strikes from the
impact hammer at reduced energy,
followed by a 30-second waiting
period, then two subsequent sets. (The
reduced energy of an individual
hammer cannot be quantified because
it varies by individual drivers. Also, the
number of strikes will vary at reduced
energy because raising the hammer at
less than full power and then releasing
it results in the hammer “bouncing” as
it strikes the pile, resulting in multiple
“strikes”). This will allow for animals to
leave the Proposed Action vicinity
before sound pressure increases.

Minimizes impacts to threatened
and endangered species, marine
mammals, managed fish species,
and water column EFH.

Erosion and Sediment Control
Plan

The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
would identify site-specific BMPs to
implement during construction and
demolition activities.

Reduce erosion at construction
and site. Minimize impacts on
nearby water resources from
sedimentation.

2-5
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3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

This chapter presents a description of the environmental resources and baseline conditions that could
be affected from implementing any of the alternatives and an analysis of the potential direct and
indirect effects of each alternative.

All potentially relevant environmental resource areas were initially considered for analysis in this EA. In
compliance with NEPA, CEQ, and Department of Navy and Marine Corps guidelines; the discussion of the
affected environment (i.e., existing conditions) focuses only on those resource areas potentially subject
to impacts. Additionally, the level of detail used in describing a resource is commensurate with the
anticipated level of potential environmental impact.

“Significantly,” as used in NEPA, requires considerations of both context and intensity. Context means
that the significance of an action must be analyzed in several contexts such as society as a whole (e.g.,
human, national), the affected region, the affected interests, and the locality. Significance varies with
the setting of a proposed action. For instance, in the case of a site-specific action, significance would
usually depend on the effects in the locale rather than in the world as a whole. Both short- and long-
term effects are relevant. Intensity refers to the severity or extent of the potential environmental
impact, which can be thought of in terms of the potential amount of the likely change. In general, the
more sensitive the context, the less intense a potential impact needs to be in order to be considered
significant. Likewise, the less sensitive the context, the more intense a potential impact would be
expected to be significant.

This section includes biological resources, water resources, and health and safety. Resources that have
little to no potential for impact have been eliminated from further evaluation. These include:

Airspace: The Proposed Action does not alter, use, or have the potential to affect airspace at the
installation.

Air Quality: Impacts to air quality from the Proposed Action would be temporary and would not exceed
any pollutant thresholds.

Noise: Impacts to noise from the Proposed Action would be temporary and localized to the project area.

Land Use: There would be no change in land use as a result of the Proposed Action. A Coastal
Consistency Determination (Appendix A) was prepared for the project that finds the Proposed Action
consistent with the enforceable policies of South Carolina’s Coastal Zone Management Program.

Transportation: There would be no change in the local transportation system as a result of the Proposed
Action. No impacts to transportation would be expected.

Hazardous Materials and Wastes: The Proposed Action would not introduce any new hazardous
materials in the environment. All hazardous wastes generated by construction and demolition activities
would be handled under the existing Resource Conservation and Recovery Act -compliant waste
management programs and MCAS Beaufort Standard Operating Procedures.

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice: The proposed construction and demolition activities could
generate short-term employment and income to civilian contractors, as well as temporary beneficial
impacts in the local economy, resulting from an increase in demand for goods and services. The
Proposed Action would not change the local, regional, or statewide economics or social conditions or
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affect any specific population or demographic group. No impacts to socioeconomics and environmental
justice would be expected.

Infrastructure: It is not anticipated that there would be any changes to personnel loading, operations,
or training activities as a result of the Proposed Action. During construction and demolition activities,
contractors are responsible for the removal of construction debris. The Proposed Action would not alter
the stormwater infrastructure at MCAS Beaufort.

Cultural Resources: There are no known cultural resources within the project area. Ground disturbing
activities during demolition and construction could unearth an unknown or unmapped cultural resource.
In an event such as this, all work would cease and the MCAS Beaufort Cultural Resources Manager
would be notified. MCAS Beaufort consulted with the South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office
regarding the Proposed Action, which concurred that it was unlikely to affect cultural resources.

Geological Resources: Standard erosion and sedimentation control procedures, outlined in MCAS
Beaufort’s stormwater pollution prevention plan, would be implemented to minimize impacts to soils.

3.1 Biological Resources

Biological resources include living, native, or naturalized plant and animal species and the habitats
within which they occur. This section will focus on marine species including threatened and endangered
species and marine mammals that may utilize the project area and vicinity. Additionally, no terrestrial
habitats would be affected by the Proposed Action.

3.1.1 Regulatory Setting

Special-status species, for the purposes of this assessment, are those species listed as threatened or
endangered under the ESA as well as species afforded Federal protection under the MMPA and Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA).

The purpose of the ESA is to conserve the ecosystems upon which threatened and endangered species
depend and to conserve and recover listed species. Section 7 of the ESA requires action proponents to
consult with the USFWS or National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) NMFS to ensure
that their actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of federally listed threatened or
endangered species, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat.
Critical habitat is an area protected by ESA that contains features essential to the conservation of an
endangered or threatened species and that may require special management and protection. Critical
habitat cannot be designated on any areas owned, controlled, or designated for use by the Department
of Defense (DoD) where an Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan has been developed that, as
determined by the Department of Interior or Department of Commerce Secretary, provides a benefit to
the species subject to critical habitat designation.

All marine mammals are protected under the provisions of the MMPA. The MMPA prohibits any person
or vessel from “taking” marine mammals in the U.S. or the high seas without authorization. The MMPA
defines “take” to mean “to harass, hunt, capture, or kill or attempt to harass, hunt, capture, or kill any
marine mammal.” The MMPA defines “harassment” as: any act of pursuit, torment, or annoyance
which: (i) has the potential to injure a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild [Level A
harassment]; or (ii) has the potential to disturb a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild
by causing disruption of behavioral patterns, including, but not limited to, migration, breathing, nursing,
breeding, feeding, or sheltering [Level B harassment] (50 CFR, Part 216, Subpart A, Section 216.3-
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Definitions). Level A is the more severe form of harassment because it may result in injury, whereas
Level B only results in behavioral disturbance without the potential for injury. NMFS equates the onset
of permanent threshold shift (PTS), which is a form of auditory injury, with Level A harassment under
the MMPA and “harm” under the ESA. Temporary threshold shift (TTS) is noise-induced hearing loss that
recovers over time, and is a form of Level B harassment.

Bald and golden eagles are protected by the BGEPA. This Act prohibits anyone, without a permit issued
by the Secretary of the Interior, from taking bald eagles, including their parts, nests, or eggs. The Act
defines "take" as "pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, kill, capture, trap, collect, molest or disturb.”

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act provides for the conservation and
management of the fisheries. Under the Act, EFH consists of the waters and substrate needed by fish to
spawn, breed, feed, or grow to maturity.

Species protected by the MBTA are not assessed here in accordance with the Department of Interior
Solicitor's Opinion M-37050, Incidental Take Prohibited Under the MBTA, issued December 22, 2017
which concludes that the MBTA's prohibition on take (defined as pursuing, hunting, taking, capturing,
killing, or attempting to do the same) applies only to “direct and affirmative purposeful actions that
reduce migratory birds, their eggs, or their nests” and not to the losses incidental to otherwise lawful
activities.

3.1.2 Affected Environment

The pier at MCAS Beaufort is located on Brickyard Creek. McCalleys and Mulligan Creeks are located to
the north, and Albergottie Creek and the Beaufort River are located to the south.

3.1.2.1 Threatened and Endangered Species

The species listed below in Table 3.1-1 have the potential to occur within the water bodies in the vicinity
of the project area (Brickyard Creek, Albergottie Creek, and Beaufort River). Potential presence of
species is based on Marine Mammal Stock Assessment Reports in the Atlantic (Waring et al., 2016),
South Carolina Environmental Index Maps-Atlas (NOAA 2015), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service species
information for West Indian Manatee (USFWS 2019), the South Carolina Department of Natural
Resources (SCDNR 2020), and the Navy’s Marine Species Density Database (Navy 2017).
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Table3.14d. Threatenedand Endangeredspeciesvith the Potentialto Occurin

ProjectArea

CommonName Sientific Name RegulatoryAuthority
Marine Mammals
WestIndianmanatee(T) Trichechusnanatus MMPA,ESA
Commonbottlenosedolphin Tursiopdruncatus MMPA
SaTurtles
LeatherbacKE) Dermochelysoriacea ESA
LoggerheadNorthwestAtlantic Carettacaretta ESA
OceanDPS]T)
Green(North AtlanticDPS)T) Cheloniamydas ESA
Kemp'sridley (E) Lepidochelykempi ESA
Fishes
Atlantic sturgeon(E) Acipensepxyrinchus ESA
Shortnosesturgeon(E) Acipensebrevirostrum ESA
Birds
Woodstork (T) Mycteriaamericana ESA
Easterrblackrail (T) Laterallugamaicensigamaicensis ESA

Legend:T =Threatened E= EndangeredMMPA= Marine MammalProtectionAct, ESA= Endangere®bpeciesict; DPS=
DistinctPopulationSegment.
Noneof the threatenedandendangeredspecieghat havethe potentialto occurin the projectarea
havebeenobservedn BrickyardCreek No designatedcritical habitatis locatedwithin the projectarea.

3.1.2.2 MarineMammals

Jurisdictionover marinemammalss maintainedby NMFSandthe USFWS\NMFSmaintainsjurisdiction
overwhales,dolphins,porpoisessealsandsealions. TheUSFW $naintainsjurisdictionfor certainother
marinemammalspeciesjncludingmanatees Commonbottlenosedolphin (Tursiopgruncateg, and
WestIndianManateehavethe potential to occurin watersnearthe proposedprojectactivities.

AnAcousticTransmissioh.ossModeling(ATLMWorkplanand Mitigation Strategywaspreparedfor the
projectandisincludedin AppendixB. TheATLManalyzeghe potentialimpactsfrom projectrelatedin r
water noiseon marinemammals.

3.1.2.3 EssentiaFishHabitat

Fishare vital componentsof the marineecosystemTheyhavegreatecologicabndeconomic
importance.Toprotect this resource NMFSwvorkswith the regionalfisherymanagementouncilsto
identify the essentiahabitat for everylife stageof eachfederallymanagedspecieausingthe best
availablescientificinformation. In accordancewith the MagnusonStevend=isheryConservatiorand
ManagementAct of 1976,Federalagenciesnust consultwith the NMFSor activitiesthat mayadversely
affect EFHhat is designatedn a FederalFisheriesManagementPlan.EFHs definedas“those waters
andsubstratenecessaryo fishfor spawning preeding feeding,or growth to maturity.” EFHhasbeen
describedfor approximatelyl,000managedspeciespr specieggroups,to date. An EFHassessmentvas
preparedfor the proposedprojectandisincludedin AppendixC

Table3.1 2 presentsthe speciesr speciequnits potentially presentin the projectareafor whichEFH
and/or HabitatAreasof ParticularConcernHAPC)a subsetof EFHhat refersto specificlocations
requiredby a life stage,exist.
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Table 3.1-2. Marine Resources with Designated Essential Fish Habitat Within the Proposed

Action Area

Life Stage
Common name Scientific name (Eggs, Larvae, Juvenile, and Adult)

Penaeid Shrimp (Brown, | Farfantepenaeus aztecus,

Pink, and White) Farfantepenaeus aduorarum, All

Litopenaeus setiferus

Snapper-Grouper Lutjanidae, Epinephelinae All
Spiny Lobster Panulirus argus All
Lemon Shark Negaprion brevirostris All
Bonnethead Shark Sphyrna tiburo All
Sandbar Shark Carcharhinus plumbeus All
Spinner Shark Carcharhinus brevipinna All
Tiger Shark Galeocerdo cuvier All

Various types of EFH are found within and adjacent to the Proposed Action area, such as wetlands
(estuarine and marine emergent wetlands and tidal palustrine forested wetlands), tidal influenced
reaches, submerged aquatic vegetation (estuarine and marine submerged aquatic vegetation), shell
bottom (oyster reefs and shell banks), intertidal flats, aquatic beds, soft bottom, and the estuarine water
column. These habitats support managed species, such as shrimp or snapper/grouper.

Based on the geographical location, the Proposed Action is located within designated HAPC for only one
species, penaeid shrimp. Habitat areas that meet the criteria for HAPC for penaeid shrimp include all
coastal inlets, all state-designated nursery habitats of importance to shrimp, and state-identified
overwintering areas. In South Carolina, shrimp nursery habitat is marsh areas with shell hash and mud
bottom; HAPC encompasses the entire estuarine system.

3.1.24 Wildlife

The nearshore habitats in the project area provide habitat for several species of rails, blackbirds, wading
birds, raccoons, otter, alligators, osprey, and bald eagles. The creeks and rivers adjacent to MCAS
Beaufort support a wide diversity of marine and estuarine fishes; including flounder, sheepshead, black
drum, black sea bass, pinfish, croaker, spotted seatrout, red drum, whiting, rock bass, mullet, ladyfish,
and immature stages of many other species. The adjacent waters also contain oysters, hard clams,
shrimp, and blue crabs (MCAS Beaufort 2013).

3.1.3 Environmental Consequences

3.1.3.1 NoAction Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not occur and there would be no change to
existing biological resources. Therefore, no significant impacts to biological resources would occur with
implementation of the No Action Alternative.

3.1.3.2 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

Threatened and Endangered Species and Marine Mammals

Under the Preferred Alternative, the Marine Corps would replace all of the existing pier at MCAS
Beaufort. An ATLM Workplan and Mitigation Strategy was prepared for the project in order to assess
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acoustic impacts to marine mammals and threatened and endangered species with the potential to
occur in the project area. This section summarizes the results of the ATLM Workplan and Mitigation
Strategy. See Appendix B for a more detailed discussion.

Replacing the pier would require demolition and construction activities. Demolition activities would
involve removal of piles, pile caps, prestressed concrete deck beams, and concrete deck overlay. Pilings
being demolished would be left in place and cut below the mud line where possible or removed by the
direct pull method. Demolition and construction under Alternative 1 would take approximately 36
months.

Construction of the new pier would require installation of up to 250 14-inch square concrete piles using
an impact pile driver and installation of up to four mooring dolphins each composed of three, 30-inch
steel pipe piles using both vibratory and impact pile driving methods. Tidal fluctuations vary in the
proposed pile installation areas from less than 1.0 meter to greater than 2.4 meters, depending on tidal
conditions. To be conservative, the total number of piles were assumed to be installed during high tide.

For impact pile driving of 30-inch steel pipe, the Zones of Impact (ZOls) to potential Level A (PTS onset)
are 6.9 and 12.3 meters to injurious thresholds for bottlenose dolphins and manatees, respectively. For
Level B (Behavioral harassment), the ZOIl would extend out 2,512 meters from a driven pile. The ZOls for
sea turtles are 251 meters for behavioral, 1.8 meters for temporary threshold shift (TTS), and 0.2 meters
for PTS.

For vibratory pile driving of 30-inch steel pipe, the ZOls to potential Level A (PTS onset) are 2 and 2.2
meters to injurious thresholds for bottlenose dolphins and manatees, respectively. For Level B
(Behavioral harassment), the ZOl would extend out 5,412 meters from a driven pile. Because vibratory
pile driving has a relatively low source level, it is highly unlikely, based on best available science, for sea
turtles to experience PTS or TTS, even if exposed to a full day of pile driving.

For impact pile driving of 14-inch square concrete piles, the ZOls to potential Level A (PTS onset) are less
than 1 meter to injurious thresholds for bottlenose dolphins and manatees. For Level B (Behavioral
harassment), the ZOIl would extend out 6 meters from a driven pile. The ZOlIs for sea turtles are 1 meter
for behavioral, 0 meters for TTS, and 0 meters for PTS.

In order to mitigate impacts from pile installation, the Marine Corps would utilize marine mammal
observers, which would likely also observe any sea turtles entering the project area. If a marine mammal
or sea turtle were observed entering the pile driving ZOlIs, work would be stopped and would not
commence until the animal moves out of the area. Contractors would also be required to utilize a soft
start procedure for impact pile driving at the beginning of each day’s in-water pile driving or any time
pile driving has ceased for more than 30 minutes. This would allow for animals to leave the Proposed
Action vicinity before sound pressure increases.

Potential impacts to protected bird species could occur if an individual is foraging in the immediate
vicinity on the pier during demolition and construction activities. Bird species that use the nearshore
waters of MCAS Beaufort are acclimated to the noise associated with a military airfield.

The Marine Corps conducted informal consultation with USFWS regarding the Preferred Alternative. It
was determined that the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect wood storks, black rails,
and West Indian manatees. The Preferred Alternative would have no affect on leatherback sea turtles,
loggerhead sea turtles, green sea turtles, Kemp's ridley sea turtles, Atlantic sturgeon, or shortnose
sturgeon.
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Therefore, there would be no significant impact on threatened and endangered species or marine
mammals, and no MMPA permits would be required.

Essential Fish Habitat

The potential for adverse impacts to fish with EFH designated in the Proposed Action area is likely to
differ from species to species, depending upon life history, habitat use (demersal vs. pelagic), and
distribution and abundance. It is anticipated that short-term impacts to older life-stages (e.g., juveniles
and adults) of fish (both pelagic and demersal) will be limited to temporary displacement from the
Action Area. Juvenile and adult stages would likely leave the construction areas and move to nearby
unaffected habitat during construction given the minimal increase in turbidity, sedimentation, and
underwater sound. Impacts to these life stages would consist of a temporary displacement and a
temporary loss of a very small portion of food/foraging area. Potential impacts could impact species
(fish and invertebrates) with demersal eggs/larvae as they would be subjected to sedimentation or
potential crushing from the new piles, but it is likely this will be minimal given the small construction
footprint. In contrast, species with pelagic larvae and eggs are not expected to be impacted because
they will continue to be carried through the Proposed Action area with prevailing tides, currents, and
wave action should spawning take place during the Proposed Action period and within or vicinity of the
Proposed Action area.

In order to mitigate impacts from pile installation on EFH, the Marine Corps would implement general
construction BMPs, including adherence to CWA permit requirements, spill containment, spill response,
and construction equipment requirements. Piling removal BMPs would also be implemented during
demolition activities. Contractors would be required to assess the condition of the piling and either
remove it using a barge or upland equipment. The work plan would include procedures for extracting
and handling pilings that break off and limit partial removal. Contractors would be required to slowly
remove pilings. Pilings would not be shaken, or material removed during demolition. If clamshell bucket
is used, extraction would be conducted during the best tidal conditions. Contractors would also be
required to utilize a soft start procedure for impact pile driving at the beginning of each day’s in-water
pile driving or any time pile driving has ceased for more than 30 minutes. This would allow for animals to
leave the Proposed Action vicinity before sound pressure increases.

Overall, the Preferred Alternative would not substantially adversely affect EFH. The Preferred
Alternative may cause minimal and temporary impacts, but would not have any lasting direct or indirect
effect upon the status or sustainability of managed species or their habitat.

Wildlife

Potential impacts to bird species could occur if an individual is foraging in the immediate vicinity on the
pier during demolition and construction activities. Bird species that use the nearshore waters of MCAS
Beaufort are acclimated to the noise associated with a military airfield. Any impacts that could occur as a
result of the Preferred Alternative would not jeopardize the population or foraging habitat of any of the
known bird species that utilize the nearshore areas of MCAS Beaufort.

For fish, impacts would primarily be limited to temporary displacement from benthic or water column
habitats. Pile driving activities could result in injury or mortality to fish species. The overall potential for
adverse impacts to fish would be highly localized.

In order to mitigate impacts from pile installation, contractors would be required to utilize a soft start
procedure for impact pile driving at the beginning of each day’s in-water pile driving or any time pile
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driving has ceased for more than 30 minutes. This would allow for animals to leave the Proposed Action
vicinity before sound pressure increases.

Therefore, implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not result in significant impacts to
biological resources.

3.1.3.3 Alternative 2

Under Alternative 2, the Marine Corps would replace portions of the existing pier at MCAS Beaufort.
Demolition activities would involve removal of piles, pile caps, prestressed concrete deck beams, and
concrete deck overlay. Pilings being demolished would be left in place and cut below the mud line
where possible or removed by the direct pull method. Demolition and construction under Alternative 2
would take approximately 36 months.

Impacts to threatened and endangered species, marine mammals, EFH, and wildlife would be similar to
those described under Alternative 1. The pile driving ZOls would be identical for both alternatives, and a
similar number of piles would be demolished and installed.

Mitigation measures to minimize impacts to marine species would be identical to Alternative 1.

Therefore, impacts would be similar to Alternative 1, and implementation of Alternative 2 would not
result in significant impacts to biological resources.

3.2 Water Resources

This discussion of water resources includes surface water, wetlands, and floodplains. This section also
discusses the physical characteristics of wetlands, etc.

Surface water resources generally consist of wetlands, lakes, rivers, and streams. Surface water is
important for its contributions to the economic, ecological, recreational, and human health of a
community or locale. A Total Maximum Daily Load is the maximum amount of a substance that can be
assimilated by a water body without causing impairment. A water body can be deemed impaired if
water quality analyses conclude that exceedances of water quality standards occur.

Wetlands are jointly defined by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.” Wetlands generally
include “swamps, marshes, bogs and similar areas.”

Floodplains are areas of low-level ground present along rivers, stream channels, large wetlands, or
coastal waters. Floodplain ecosystem functions include natural moderation of floods, flood storage and
conveyance, groundwater recharge, and nutrient cycling. Floodplains also help to maintain water quality
and are often home to a diverse array of plants and animals. In their natural vegetated state, floodplains
slow the rate at which the incoming overland flow reaches the main water body. Floodplain boundaries
are most often defined in terms of frequency of inundation, that is, the 100-year and 500-year flood.
Floodplain delineation maps are produced by the Federal Emergency Management Agency and provide
a basis for comparing the locale of the Proposed Action to the floodplains.
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3.2.1 Regulatory Setting

The CWA establishes federal limits, through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) program, on the amounts of specific pollutants that can be discharged into surface waters to
restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the water. The NPDES program
regulates the discharge of point (i.e., end of pipe) and nonpoint sources (i.e., stormwater) of water
pollution.

The South Carolina NPDES stormwater program requires construction site operators engaged in clearing,
grading, and excavating activities that disturb one acre or more to obtain coverage under an NPDES
Construction General Permit for stormwater discharges. Construction or demolition that necessitates an
individual permit also requires preparation of a Notice of Intent to discharge stormwater and a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that is implemented during construction. As part of the 2010 Final
Rule for the CWA, titled Effluent Limitations Guidelines and Standards for the Construction and
Development Point Source Category, activities covered by this permit must implement non-numeric
erosion and sediment controls and pollution prevention measures.

Wetlands are currently regulated by the USACE under section 404 of the CWA as a subset of all “Waters
of the United States.” Waters of the United States are defined as (1) traditional navigable waters, (2)
wetlands adjacent to navigable waters, (3) nonnavigable tributaries of traditional navigable waters that
are relatively permanent where the tributaries typically flow perennially or have continuous flow at least
seasonally (e.g., typically 3 months), and (4) wetlands that directly abut such tributaries under section
404 of the CWA, as amended, and are regulated by USEPA and USACE. The CWA requires that South
Carolina establish a section 303(d) list to identify impaired waters and establish Total Maximum Daily
Loads for the sources causing the impairment.

Section 404 of the CWA authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to
issue permits for the discharge of dredge or fill into wetlands and other Waters of the United States. Any
discharge of dredge or fill into Waters of the United States requires a permit from the USACE.

Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security Act establishes storm water design requirements
for development and redevelopment projects. Under these requirements, federal facility projects larger
than 5,000 square feet must “maintain or restore, to the maximum extent technically feasible, the
predevelopment hydrology of the property with regard to the temperature, rate, volume, and duration
of flow.”

EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires that federal agencies adopt a policy to avoid, to the extent
possible, long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with destruction and modification of
wetlands and to avoid the direct and indirect support of new construction in wetlands whenever there is
a practicable alternative.

EO 11988, Floodplain Management, requires federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible the long-
and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to
avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain development unless it is the only practicable alternative.
Flood potential of a site is usually determined by the 100-year floodplain, which is defined as the area
that has a one percent chance of inundation by a flood event in a given year.
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3.2.2 Affected Environment

The following discussions provide a description of the existing conditions for each of the categories
under water resources at MCAS Beaufort.

3.2.2.1 Surface Water

Surface water includes all lakes, ponds, rivers, streams, and impoundments, within a defined area or
watershed. MCAS Beaufort is located within the Broad-St. Helena Watershed. Brickyard, Albergottie,
Salt, Mulligan, and McCalleys Creeks drain MCAS Beaufort into the Beaufort River, Port Royal Sound,
Whale Branch, the Coosaw River, and St. Helena Sound (MCAS Beaufort 2013).

The project site is located on Brickyard Creek.

3.2.2.2 Wetlands

MCAS Beaufort contains freshwater and estuarine wetlands. The project site is located adjacent to
emergent estuarine wetlands. The majority of the estuarine wetlands on the air station are located
along Brickyard and Albergottie Creeks. The estuarine wetlands are composed predominately of smooth
cordgrass. At higher elevations near the islands, the smooth cordgrass becomes progressively less
vigorous and small sandy flats and saltmeadow areas exist. The predominant vegetation in these areas
includes black needlerush, wiregrass, sea oxeye, and other species. Other species include various
bulrushes and sedges (MCAS Beaufort 2013).

3.2.2.3 Floodplains

Extensive floodplain areas exist in the Beaufort area because of its slight elevation above sea level and
the relatively flat topographic relief of the land surface. Areas predicted to be subject to a 100-year
flood event (1 percent chance of flooding annually) on MCAS Beaufort include much of the eastern
portion of the Installation (MCAS Beaufort 2013). The project area is located within the 100-year
floodplain.

3.2.3 Environmental Consequences

In this EA the analysis of water resources looks at the potential impacts on surface water, wetlands, and
floodplains. The analysis of surface water quality considers the potential for impacts that may change
the water quality, including both improvements and degradation of current water quality. The impact
assessment of wetlands considers the potential for impacts that may change the local hydrology, soils,
or vegetation that support a wetland. The analysis of floodplains considers if any new construction is
proposed within a floodplain or may impede the functions of floodplains in conveying floodwaters.

3.2.3.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not occur and there would be no change to
baseline water resources. Therefore, no significant impacts to water resources would occur with
implementation of the No Action Alternative.

3.2.3.2 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

Under the Preferred Alternative, the Marine Corps would replace all of the existing pier at MCAS
Beaufort.
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Construction and demolition related activities may temporarily lower surface water quality. Demolition
or pile installation may briefly cause sediment resuspension and turbidity to increase within the project
area, which could lower dissolved oxygen levels. Elevated turbidity plumes may last from a few minutes
to several hours depending on various factors, such as sediment type and water hydrology. This impact
would be temporary during demolition and construction activities and would be reduced from
implementation of BMPs. All construction and demolition would be done in adherence to MCAS
Beaufort’s state-required Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan as well as all state and Marine Corps
required erosion and sedimentation control procedures.

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not have any permanent impacts on estuarine
wetlands. Increased turbidity and associated sedimentation from Proposed Action construction and
demolition has the potential to impact salt marsh habitat if sediment deposition smothers or covers the
salt marsh for an extended time period. However, the expected turbidity and sedimentation is
comparable to what might be circulated through a typical storm event. Appropriate BMPs to minimize
turbidity within the project area would be used.

The Preferred Alternative would not alter the function of the 100-year floodplain.

Therefore, implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not result in significant impacts to water
resources.

3.2.3.3 Alternative 2

Under Alternative 2, the Marine Corps would replace portions of the existing pier at MCAS Beaufort.
Impacts to water resources under Alternative 2 would be identical, but on a smaller scale, to those
described for the Preferred Alternative.

Therefore, implementation of Alternative 2 would not result in significant impacts to water resources.

3.3 Health and Safety

This discussion of health and safety includes consideration for any activities, occurrences, or operations
that have the potential to affect the safety, well-being, or health of members of civilians and the
personnel at MCAS Beaufort. A safe environment is one in which there is no, or optimally reduced,
potential for death, serious bodily injury or illness, or property damage. The primary goal is to identify
and prevent potential accidents or impacts. Health and safety within this EA discusses information
pertaining to community emergency services, construction activities, operations, and environmental
health and safety risks to children.

Health and safety during construction, demolition, and renovation activities is generally associated with
construction traffic, as well as the safety of personnel within or adjacent to the construction zones.

Operational safety may refer to the actual use of the facility or built-out proposed project, or training or
testing activities and potential risks to inhabitants or users of adjacent or nearby land and water parcels.
Safety measures are often implemented through designated safety zones, warning areas, or other types
of designations.

Environmental health and safety risks to children are defined as those that are attributable to products
or substances a child is likely to come into contact with or ingest, such as air, food, water, soil, and
products that children use or to which they are exposed.
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3.3.1 Regulatory Setting

The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) is responsible for ensuring safe and healthful
working conditions for workers by setting and enforcing standards and by providing training, outreach,
education, and assistance. OHSA was created through the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970.
Safety on Marine Corps installations is upheld through numerous MCOs and base (or air station) orders.

3.3.2 Affected Environment

The pier currently in use, and built in 1957 with an upgrade in 1999, was recently evaluated and
received an undesirable engineering assessment. Advanced deterioration and overstressing observed on
widespread portions of the structure has resulted in a downgraded capacity. This means the pier cannot
support utilities for proper operation.

The intent of the Proposed Action is to provide a modern, safe, and maintainable pier.

3.3.3 Environmental Consequences

The safety and environmental health analysis addresses issues related to the health and well-being of
military personnel and civilians living on or in the vicinity of MCAS Beaufort. Specifically, this section
provides information on hazards associated with demolition and construction associated with the
Proposed Action and the long-term impact of replacing the pier. Additionally, this section addresses the
environmental health and safety risks to children.

3.3.3.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not occur. The current pier has a
downgraded capacity. Increased sustainment costs and eventual failure of the pier have been
determined to be unacceptable. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would result in long-term
negative impacts to health and safety at MCAS Beaufort.

3.3.3.2 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

During construction and demolition, contractors would be required to wear proper personal protective
equipment such as hard hats, gloves, steel toed boots, eye protection, and long pants/long sleeve shirts
as necessary, and safe equipment operation procedures would be followed. Construction and
demolition activities occurring at MCAS Beaufort are required to be conducted in a manner that is
consistent with all federal regulations, including all applicable OSHA and Marine Corps requirements.

Once operational, the new pier would have an expected life cycle of 50-75 years, if properly maintained,
providing long-term benefits to health and safety.

There are no environmental health or safety risks associated with the Proposed Action that would
disproportionately affect children.

Therefore, implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not result in significant impacts to health
and safety.
3.3.3.3 Alternative 2

Under Alternative 2, the Marine Corps would replace portions of the existing pier at MCAS Beaufort.
Impacts to health and safety under Alternative 2 would be similar to those described for the Preferred
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Alternative; however, the repaired pier would have an expected life cycle of 30-50 years with a more
frequent maintenance effort than that needed for the new pier.

Therefore, implementation of Alternative 2 would not result in significant impacts to health and safety.

3.4 Summary of Potential Impacts to Resources and Impact Avoidance and Minimization

A summary of the potential impacts associated with each of the action alternatives and the No Action
Alternative is presented in Table 3.4-1. There are no anticipated significant impacts.

e —
3-13
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences



Focused EA for Pier Replacement

Final EA

December 2021

Table 3.4-1. Summary of Potential Impacts to Resource Areas

have a negative
long-term impact to
health and safety.

Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA)
regulations, procedures, and
AT/FP requirements would be
followed.

The new pier would provide
long-term benefits to health and
safety at MCAS Beaufort by
replacing the aging current pier
with a modern and safe pier. The
new pier would have an
expected life cycle of 50-75 years
if properly maintained.

There are no environmental
health or safety risks associated
with the Proposed Action that
would disproportionately affect
children.

Resource No Action Alternative 1
Area Alternative (Preferred Alternative) Alternative 2
Biological The No Action Temporary impacts to nearby 1 Temporary impacts to nearby wildlife
Resources Alternative would wildlife from demolition and from demolition and construction
have no significant construction noise. noise.
impacts to Temporary impacts to Essential Temporary impacts to EFH, but would
biological Fish Habitat (EFH), but would not not have any lasting direct or indirect
have any lasting direct or effect upon the status or
resources. indirect effect upon the status or sustainability of managed species or
sustainability of managed their habitat.
species or their habitat. Project may affect, but not likely to
Project may affect, but not likely adversely affect wood storks, black
to adversely affect wood storks, rails, and West Indian manatees.
black rails, and West Indian With proposed mitigations, there
manatees. would be no significant impact on
With proposed mitigations, threatened and endangered species
there would be no significant or marine mammals.
impact on threatened and
endangered species or marine
mammals.
Water The No Action Minor, temporary impacts to Minor, temporary impacts to surface
Resources Alternative would surface water and wetlands due water and wetlands due to increased
have no significant to increased turbidity during turbidity during construction and
impacts to water construction and demolition demolition activities.
activities.
resources.
Health and The No Action During construction at the During construction at the Proposed
Safety Alternative would Proposed Action site, Action site, OSHA regulations,

procedures, and AT/FP requirements
would be followed.

The replaced pier would provide long-
term benefits to health and safety at
MCAS Beaufort by replacing the aging
current pier with a modern and safe
pier. However, the replaced pier
would have an expected life cycle of
30-50 years with a more frequent
maintenance effort than that needed
for the new pier.

There are no environmental health or
safety risks associated with the
Proposed Action that would
disproportionately affect children.
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4 Cumulative Impacts

This section (1) defines cumulative impacts, (2) describes past, present, and reasonably foreseeable

future actions relevant to cumulative impacts, (3) analyzes the incremental interaction the Proposed
Action may have with other actions, and (4) evaluates cumulative impacts potentially resulting from
these interactions.

4.1 Definition of Cumulative Impacts

The approach taken in the analysis of cumulative impacts follows the objectives of the NEPA, CEQ
regulations, and CEQ guidance. Cumulative impacts are defined in 40 CFR section 1508.7 as “the impact
on the environment that results from the incremental impact of the action when added to the other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-
federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor
but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.”

To determine the scope of environmental impact analyses, agencies shall consider cumulative actions,
which when viewed with other proposed actions have cumulatively significant impacts and should
therefore be discussed in the same impact analysis document.

In addition, CEQ and USEPA have published guidance addressing implementation of cumulative impact
analyses—Guidance on the Consideration of Past Actions in Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEQ 2005) and
Consideration of Cumulative Impacts in USEPA Review of NEPA Documents (USEPA 1999). CEQ guidance
entitled Considering Cumulative Impacts Under NEPA (1997) states that cumulative impact analyses
should “...determine the magnitude and significance of the environmental consequences of the
Proposed Action in the context of the cumulative impacts of other past, present, and future
actions...identify significant cumulative impacts...[and]...focus on truly meaningful impacts.”

Cumulative impacts are most likely to arise when a relationship or synergism exists between a proposed
action and other actions expected to occur in a similar location or during a similar time period. Actions
overlapping with or in close proximity to the Proposed Action would be expected to have more potential
for a relationship than those more geographically separated. Similarly, relatively concurrent actions
would tend to offer a higher potential for cumulative impacts. To identify cumulative impacts, the
analysis needs to address the following three fundamental questions.

! Does a relationship exist such that affected resource areas of the Proposed Action might interact
with the affected resource areas of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions?

 If one or more of the affected resource areas of the Proposed Action and another action could
be expected to interact, would the Proposed Action affect or be affected by impacts of the other
action?

{1 If such a relationship exists, then does an assessment reveal any potentially significant impacts
not identified when the Proposed Action is considered alone?

4.2 Scope of Cumulative Impacts Analysis

The scope of the cumulative impacts analysis involves both the geographic extent of the effects and the
time frame in which the effects could be expected to occur. For this EA, the study area delimits the
geographic extent of the cumulative impacts analysis. In general, the study area will include those areas
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previously identified in Chapter 3 for the respective resource areas. The time frame for cumulative
impacts centers on the timing of the Proposed Action.

Another factor influencing the scope of cumulative impacts analysis involves identifying other actions to
consider. Beyond determining that the geographic scope and time frame for the actions interrelate to
the Proposed Action, the analysis employs the measure of “reasonably foreseeable” to include or
exclude other actions. For the purposes of this analysis, public documents prepared by federal, state,
and local government agencies form the primary sources of information regarding reasonably
foreseeable actions. Documents used to identify other actions include notices of intent for
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) and EAs, management plans, land use plans, and other planning
related studies.

Where feasible, the cumulative impacts were assessed using quantifiable data; however, for many of the
resources included for analysis, quantifiable data is not available and a qualitative analysis was
undertaken. In addition, where an analysis of potential environmental effects for future actions has not
been completed, assumptions were made regarding cumulative impacts related to this EA where
possible. The analytical methodology presented in Chapter 3, which was used to determine potential
impacts to the various resources analyzed in this document, was also used to determine cumulative
impacts.

4.2.1 Past Actions

There are no past actions that interact temporally or geographically with the study area for the
Proposed Action.

4.2.2 Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions

There are no present or reasonably foreseeable actions that might interact with the study area for the
Proposed Action.

4.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis

None of the past, present, or future actions would overlap temporally or geographically with the
Preferred Alternative or Alternative 2. Therefore, implementation of the Preferred Alternative or
Alternative 2 combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not
result in significant impacts within the project area.
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5 Other Considerations Required by NEPA

5.1 Consistency with Other Federal, State, and Local Laws, Plans, Policies, and Regulations

In accordance with 40 CFR 1502.16(c), analysis of environmental consequences shall include discussion
of possible conflicts between the Proposed Action and the objectives of federal, regional, state and local
land use plans, policies, and controls. Table 5.1-1 identifies the principal federal and state laws and
regulations that are applicable to the Proposed Action and describes briefly how compliance with these

laws and regulations would be accomplished.

Table 5.1-1. Principal Federal and State Laws Applicable to the Proposed Action

and Controls

Federal, State, Local, and Regional Land Use Plans, Policies,

Status of Compliance

for Implementing NEPA; MCO 5090.2, Volume 12,
Environmental Planning and Review

NEPA; CEQ NEPA implementing regulations; Navy procedures

Completion of EA will document compliance

Clean Air Act

Completion of EA will document compliance

Clean Water Act

Completion of EA will document compliance

Coastal Zone Management Act

Concurrence with Coastal Consistency
Determination will document compliance.

National Historic Preservation Act

Completion of EA will document compliance

Endangered Species Act

Completion of EA will document compliance

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Completion of EA will document compliance

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection

Completion of EA will document compliance

Comprehensive Environmental Response and Liability Act

Completion of EA will document compliance

Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act

Completion of EA will document compliance

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act

Completion of EA will document compliance

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Completion of EA will document compliance

Toxic Substances Control Act

Completion of EA will document compliance

Invasive Species Act

Completion of EA will document compliance

Noxious Weed Act

Completion of EA will document compliance

EO 11988, Floodplain Management

Completion of EA will document compliance

EO 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control
Standards

The Proposed Action would comply with this
order.

Risks and Safety Risks

EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health

Completion of EA will document compliance

Minority Populations and Low-income Populations

EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in

Completion of EA will document compliance

EO 13834, Efficient Federal Operations

Completion of EA will document compliance

5.2 Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitments of Resources

Resources that are irreversibly or irretrievably committed to a project are those that are used on a long-
term or permanent basis. This includes the use of non-renewable resources such as metal and fuel, and
natural or cultural resources. These resources are irretrievable in that they would be used for this
project when they could have been used for other purposes. Another impact that falls under this
category is the unavoidable destruction of natural resources that could limit the range of potential uses
of that particular environment.
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Implementation of the Proposed Action would involve the consumption of fuel, oil, and lubricants for
construction vehicles and loss of natural resources; however, it would not result in a significant
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources.

5.3 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

This EA has determined that the alternatives considered would not result in any significant impacts.
Implementing the alternatives would result in minor, temporary impacts to wildlife, which are
unavoidable.

5.4 Relationship between Short-Term Use of the Environment and Long-Term Productivity

NEPA requires an analysis of the relationship between a project’s short-term impacts on the
environment and the effects that these impacts may have on the maintenance and enhancement of the
long-term productivity of the affected environment. Impacts that narrow the range of beneficial uses of
the environment are of particular concern. This refers to the possibility that choosing one development
site reduces future flexibility in pursuing other options, or that using a parcel of land or other resources
often eliminates the possibility of other uses at that site.

In the short-term, effects to the human environment with implementation of the Proposed Action
would primarily relate to the construction activity itself. Air quality and noise would be impacted in the
short-term. There are no anticipated long-term impacts. The construction of the facility and operation
would not significantly impact the long-term natural resource productivity of the area. The Proposed
Action would not result in any impacts that would significantly reduce environmental productivity or
permanently narrow the range of beneficial uses of the environment.

5-2
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Coastal Consistency Determination for Pier Replacement at MCAS Beaufort, SC

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document provides the State of South Carolina with the United States Marine Corps (USMC)
Consistency Determination under section 307(c)(1) of the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of
1972, as amended, and 15 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] part 930, subpart C, for the proposed
replacement of the existing pier at Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Beaufort.

The USMC analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the proposed construction of a replacement
pier and the demolition of the existing pier.

20 REGULATORY BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The CZMA of 1972, codified in 16 U.S. Code section 1451 et seq. established a comprehensive
regulatory scheme for effective management, beneficial use, protection, and development of the coastal
zone and its natural resources. The CZMA encourages coastal states and provides a mechanism for them
to develop, obtain federal approval for, and implement a broad-based coastal management program
(CMP).

The CZMA section 307 provides that federal agency activities shall be carried out in a manner which is
consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies of approved state management
programs. Section 307 applies to federal agency activity in a state’s coastal zone and also to federal
agency activity outside the coastal zone, if the activity affects a land or water use in or natural resources
of the coastal zone. Federal agency activity includes activity performed by a federal agency, approved by
a federal agency, or for which a federal agency provides financial assistance. Such activity, whether
direct, indirect, or cumulative, must be demonstrated to be consistent with the enforceable policies of the
state’s CMP, unless full consistency is otherwise prohibited by federal law (per 15 CFR part 930.32,
“consistent to the maximum extent practicable”). The USMC’s Proposed Action constitutes a direct
federal action.

3.0 PROJECT LOCATION

The Proposed Action would take place onboard MCAS Beaufort, specifically at the site of the existing
pier along Brickyard Creek (Figure 1).

4.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED FEDERAL AGENCY ACTION

The USMC’s Proposed Action is to replace the existing pier to include new pilings, decking, storage
shed, piping, and mooring dolphins. This new pier would be constructed prior to the demolition of the
existing pier. Use of the existing pier would be maintained during the entire term of the project with the
exception of a brief period of weeks where utility switch overs would occur. Access to the existing Boat
Dock would be maintained throughout construction. Figure 2 shows the proposed layout of the new pier
and areas of old pier scheduled for demolition. Construction would occur within the 100-year floodplain.

Support activities would include new utility connections (lighting, power, piping, and potable water
lines), minor site civil work (riprap and fill), and site demolition. Site demolition would include removing
the existing decking, beams, vertical pilings when necessary, utility lines, piping, and mooring dolphins.
Existing equipment would be reused if available and in good condition.
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Figure 1. Project Location
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Figure 2. Proposed Action Design Layout
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This project would provide Antiterrorism/ Force Protection (AT/FP) features and comply with AT/FP
regulations and physical security mitigation in accordance with Unified Facilities Criteria 4-020-01
Department of Defense Security Engineering Facilities Planning Manual.

5.0 DETERMINATION OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS

In accordance with 15 CFR part 930; subpart C, the USMC reviewed its Proposed Action and has
determined that certain activities that will be conducted as part of the Proposed Action may have an effect
on a coastal use or resource of the State of South Carolina.

6.0 ASSESSMENT OF APPLICABILITY OF POLICIES OF THE
SOUTH CAROLINA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

The South Carolina Coastal Zone Management Program is based on a network of agencies implementing
a number of policies that protect and enhance the territory’s natural and economic coastal resources. The
USMC reviewed each of South Carolina’s enforceable policies and determined that four polices are
applicable to the Proposed Action. Table 1 presents the policies and a brief description of potential
impacts from the Proposed Action.
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Table 1. Enforceable Polices of South Carolina’s Coastal Zone Management Act and Potential

SC CMP Enforceable
Policy

Impacts
Potential Impacts from Proposed Action

Part 1. Residential
Development

The Proposed Action does not include residential development and would not affect
any residential development programs.

Part 2. The Proposed Action does not include development of ports, highways, airports,
Transportation railways, or parking facilities and would not affect any transportation facilities or
Facilities programs.

Part 3. Coastal The Proposed Action does not include development of agriculture, forestry
Industries (silviculture), mineral extraction, manufacturing, fish and seafood processing, or

aquaculture and would not affect any such coastal industry.

Part 4. Commercial
Development

The Proposed Action does not include any commercial development and would not
affect any coastal development programs.

Part 5. Recreation
and Tourism

The Proposed Action does not involve any development of public recreational lands.
No new recreational lands would be developed, and no impacts to recreation or tourism
would occur.

Part 6. Marine
Related Facilities

The Proposed Action is to replace an existing pier. Any necessary permitting from the
South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control Office of Ocean and
Coastal Resource Management and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers would be
obtained prior to construction. Mitigations to lessen any impacts from pier construction
as required by permitting would be adhered to. The Proposed Action involves no
construction of marinas, boat ramps, or dock master plans, and would not affect any of
those programs.

Part 7. Wildlife and
Fisheries
Management

The Proposed Action does not involve the creation of artificial reefs or impoundments
and none would be altered or affected by the Proposed Action. Only minor, temporary
impacts to coastal wildlife would occur during the construction and demolition
activities associated with the Proposed Action. Fisheries management would not be
negatively impacted.

Part 8. Dredging

The Proposed Action does not involve dredging, dredge material disposal, or
underwater salvage.

Part 9. Public The Proposed Action does not involve an increase in population and would not require
Services and the construction of public services or facilities.

Facilities

Part 10. Erosion The Proposed Action would result in minor, temporary soil disturbance and increase
Control the potential for erosion during construction. Best Management Practices (BMPs)

including various State approved erosion and sediment control measures would be
vigorously incorporated into all project plans to minimize potential impacts from
erosion.

Part 11. Energy and
Energy Related
Facilities

The Proposed Action is the replacement of an existing facility. No increase in demand
for energy or need for construction of energy related facilities would occur.

Part 12. Activities in
Areas of Special
Resource Significance

The Proposed Action includes the replacement of an existing pier that would span over
a portion of estuarine tidelands, and any necessary permitting would be obtained prior
to construction. If required, mitigation would occur per permit specifications.
Additionally, the proposed pier footprint is smaller than the existing pier footprint. The
Proposed Action would have no impact to barrier islands, dune areas, navigation
channels, or public open spaces.

Part 13. Stormwater

The Proposed Action would be constructed within the 100-year floodzone.

Management Construction and operation of the replacement pier would incorporate necessary BMPs
Guidelines to reduce impacts to stormwater runoff volume and velocity.

Part 14. Mitigation The Proposed Action would incorporate numerous BMPs in order to fully protect
Guidelines coastal zone resources.




Coastal Consistency Determination for Pier Replacement at MCAS Beaufort, SC

7.0 CONCLUSION

The USMC reviewed South Carolina’s Coastal Zone Management Program and determined that while
four of the polices could result in minor impacts from the Proposed Action, these impacts would not
represent inconsistencies with the enforceable polices listed in Table 1. As described in Table 1, the
Proposed Action would be consistent with the enforceable policies of the South Carolina CZMA.

The USMC will be consistent with the policies of the South Carolina Coastal Zone Management
Program.
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