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Basic Information 
 

Agency    DENR, Division of Coastal Management (DCM) 

     Coastal Resources Commission 

 
Title  AREAS OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN (AECS) WITHIN    

OCEAN HAZARD AREAS  

 

 

Citation    15A NCAC 7H .0304(1)(a) 

 

Description of the Proposed Rule 7H.0304 defines and establishes Areas of Environmental 

Concern (AECs) that are considered to be within the Ocean 

Hazard Areas along the State’s Atlantic Ocean shoreline.   

Ocean Hazard Area AECs include the Ocean Erodible 

Area, High Hazard Flood Area, Inlet Hazard Area and the 

Unvegetated Beach Area.   

 

 

Agency Contact Ken Richardson 

 Senior Environmental Specialist 

 Ken.Richardson@ncdenr.gov 

(252) 808-2808 ext 225 

 

Authority    G.S. 113A-107; 113A-113; 113A-124 

 

Necessity    The Coastal Resources Commission proposes to update 

oceanfront erosion rates as it has done every five years 

since 1980.  Erosion rates are used to establish construction 

setback and Ocean Erodible Area – Areas of Environmental 

Concern (OEA-AEC), which are areas where there is a 

substantial possibility of excessive shoreline erosion.  This 

proposed rule change is in the public interest because it 

may allow coastal landowners to avoid increases in 

insurance costs and conforms to the principles of Executive 

Order 70. 

 

Impact Summary   State government: No 

Local government: No 

Substantial impact: No 

Federal government: No 
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Summary 
 

 

The Coastal Resources Commission (CRC) seeks to amend its administrative rules governing 

oceanfront development setbacks.  Oceanfront construction setbacks are based on long-term 

average annual erosion rates (15A NCAC 7H .0304(1)(a)).  The current statute contains the 

oceanfront erosion rates that were made effective in 2004. The proposed rule change would 

update these rates using new data. The purpose and intent of updating oceanfront erosion rates is 

to protect life and property from hazards associated with coastal erosion.   

 

Residential and commercial development built directly next to the ocean may be vulnerable to 

erosion and water intrusion.  In North Carolina, the Division of Coastal Management (DCM) 

seeks to minimize the loss of property and human life by establishing ‘setbacks’ that specify the 

minimum distance between a building and the shoreline. These updated erosion rates will be 

used to calculate construction setbacks.  This rule only applies to property owners seeking to 

redevelop or construct a new home; or those needing to do repairs if the structure has been 

damaged more than fifty percent.  In rule 15A NCAC 07J.0210(1), “fifty percent” is defined as 

when “proposed work is considered replacement if the cost to do the work exceeds fifty percent 

of the market value of an existing structure immediately prior to the time of damage or the time 

of request.”  If a home has been damaged less than fifty percent, the home owner is not required 

to obtain a Coastal Area Management Act (CAMA) building permit. 

 

Updating the erosion rates also will put North Carolina back in compliance with FEMA (Federal 

Emergency Management Administration) guidelines for the Community Rating System (CRS). 

These updated rates will ensure that property owners in coastal communities that participate in 

the National Flood Insurance Program are given fifty CRS points to maintain insurance rates at 

their current level. The loss of these points may increase insurance rates by up to five percent for 

some policyholders.   

 

The economic impacts of this proposed rule change are twofold. The first impact is the 

avoidance of increased flood insurance premiums. The division estimates this savings at 

$161,000 annually. Second, approximately 780 properties would experience reduced 

construction setbacks, while 567 properties would see higher construction setbacks. This may 

impact the level of property development or redevelopment than under the previous setback 

calculations. Assessing the specific impact of the interaction between erosion rates and state 

setback requirements on home values is extremely difficult. Given (a) the small number of 

properties impacted, (b) the likelihood that the impact on home value, if any, has already been 

captured by general awareness of erosion risks, (c) the additional setbacks imposed by different 

local construction ordinances, and (d) numerous other more important variables affecting 

property value, we believe the overall impact of this rule on home values would not be 

substantial.   

 

This proposal will have no impact on Department of Transportation projects or on DCM permit 

income. 

 

The proposed effective date of these rules is July 01, 2012. 
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Introduction and Purpose 
 

 

Since 1980, the State of North Carolina has updated its oceanfront erosion rates approximately 

once every five years.  The last update became effective on January 29, 2004 and was based on 

1998 data, making current erosion rates dated. 

 

The proposed erosion rates were developed using the end-point methodology. This technique of 

calculating shoreline change rates is consistent with earlier studies and provides results that can 

be compared to those from previous studies.  The end-point method uses the earliest and most 

current shoreline (2009) data points where they intersect at any given shore-perpendicular 

transect. The distance between the two shorelines (shore-transect intersect) is then divided by the 

time, or number of years, between the two shorelines. Rates at each measured location on the 

shoreline are then statistically “smoothed and blocked” with neighboring transects in order to 

group like adjacent shoreline segments that have similar rates into one manageable shoreline 

segment.   A “segment” of shoreline is defined as a portion of beach with statistically similar 

erosion rates and a minimum length of approximately 1,300 feet (400 meters).   The mean 

erosion rate for a segment of beach serves as the ocean hazard setback factor. 

 

Erosion rates calculated in the latest study show similar trends to those in the previous erosion 

rate update.  Between the 2003 (using 1998 shoreline as most current) and 2011 (using 2009 

shoreline as most current) erosion rate update studies, approximately 99 percent of the 

oceanfront shoreline has maintained itself in a consistent state of change.  In other words, where 

there was erosion, or accretion (growing beach), measured along a specific shoreline segment in 

the 2003 study, results from this study show that same shoreline segment to be in a consistent 

state of flux.  The following table illustrates a comparison of all studies: 

 

Comparison of Shoreline Erosion and Accretion (1980 to 2011) 

 

Summary  2011 2003 1992 1986 1980 

Miles of Shoreline 307.4 312 300 237 245 

Accretion  33.3% 32% 26% 27% 22% 

Erosion  

(<= 2 ft/yr) * 
61.9% 62% 59% 61% 61% 

Erosion  

(2.1 – 5.0 ft/yr) * 
20.2% 20% 19% 18% 21% 

Erosion  

(5.1 – 8 ft/yr) * 
10.2% 9% 11% 8% 9% 

Erosion  

(>  8 ft/yr) * 
6.8% 9% 11% 9% 9% 

Maximum Setback Factor * 28 30 16 17 19 

Mean Setback Factor * 3.4 4.3 3.8  3.7  3.9  

 

Table 1.  Percentages and statistics are based on blocked erosion rates, or ocean hazard setback factors.  For 

example, the table row containing erosion less than, or equal to two feet per year is the percentage of total shoreline 

with a setback factor of two. 

 



 4 

 

Statewide, results show that of the 307.4 miles of oceanfront shoreline analyzed, approximately 

66 percent (202.2 miles) is eroding, or moving landward, at varying rates, while 33 percent is 

accreting, or moving seaward thus resulting in a wider beach.  Of the eroding portions (202.2 

miles) of shoreline 24.1 percent (74.1 miles) is eroding at rates less than two feet per year and 

22.6 percent (69.3 miles) between two and five feet per year.  The results are not unique to this 

study as they are generally consistent with those of earlier erosion studies. 

 

One of the main uses of the updated erosion rates will be as factors in the calculation of 

construction setbacks. Residential and commercial development built directly next to the ocean 

may be vulnerable to erosion and water intrusion.  In North Carolina, the Division of Coastal 

Management (DCM) seeks to minimize the loss of property and human life by establishing 

‘setbacks’ that specify the minimum distance between a building and the shoreline.  

 

In places where there is a high rate of erosion, buildings must be located farther from the 

shoreline than in places where the coast is experiencing less erosion.  The construction setback 

equation depicted in Table 2 is used to site oceanfront development and determine the extent of 

the Ocean Erodible Area of Environmental Concern (OEA) - the area where there is a substantial 

possibility of excessive shoreline erosion.  A minimum factor of two (2) is applied if the erosion 

rate is less than two feet per year (see Table 2). These factors were initially established by the 

Coastal Resources Commission (CRC) under the Coastal Area Management Act (CAMA) in 

1979. 

   

 

Construction Setback Using Minimum Setback Factor 

 

Structure Size (square feet) Construction Setback Equation 
Minimum Setback (calculated using 

Setback Factor = 2 ft/yr) 

Less than 5,000  30 x Setback Factor 60 

=>5,000 and < 10,000 60 x Setback Factor 120 

=>10,000 and <  20,000 65 x Setback Factor 130 

=>20,000 and < 40,000 70 x Setback Factor 140 

=>40,000 and < 60,000 75 x Setback Factor 150 

=>60,000 and < 80,000 80 x Setback Factor 160 

=>80,000 and < 100,000 85 x Setback Factor 170 

Greater than 100,000 90 x Setback Factor 180 

 

Table 2.  This table demonstrates an example of minimum construction setback based on structure size and 

minimum setback factor of 2 ft/yr.   

 

 

Calculations with the new erosion rates show that 64.1 percent (197 miles) of the state’s 

analyzed shoreline will experience no change in ocean hazard setback factors while 20.1 percent 

(61.8 miles) of analyzed oceanfront shoreline will receive reduced setback factor values.  The 

remaining 48.6 miles of analyzed shoreline will receive higher construction setback factors; 

however 38.6 miles, nearly 80 percent, of the 48.6 miles is either Federal or State owned land 

where oceanfront development does not exist.  Based on 2009 data, there are 8,611 oceanfront 

structures located adjacent to the Atlantic shoreline.  Of these, approximately ninety-four percent 

(94%) of their owners will see no change in construction setback factor values, or reduced 

setback factors. 

 

National Flood Insurance Rate Calculations 
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Updating erosion rates will affect the price of some flood insurance premiums.  Communities 

that regulate new development in their floodplains are able to join the National Flood Insurance 

Program (NFIP). In return, the NFIP provides federally backed flood insurance for properties in 

participating communities. The Community Rating System (CRS) is an assessment tool used by 

the NFIP. The CRS ratings reduce flood insurance premiums to reflect what a community does 

above and beyond the NFIP’s minimum standards for floodplain regulation. The objective of the 

CRS is to reward communities for what they are doing, as well as to provide an incentive for 

new flood protection activities. Communities are classified based of the number of points they 

accumulate by doing flood preparedness activities, flood damage reduction work, and public 

information activities.   

The reduction in flood insurance premium rates is provided according to a community’s CRS 

classification, as shown Table 3. To reduce premiums by five percent (5%), a community must 

quality for five hundred (500) CRS points and be at least a Class 9 community on a class scale of 

one to ten (see Table 3). For each additional five hundred points another five percent in savings 

is applied for communities with Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHA).  The maximum number of 

CRS points a community can qualify for is 4,500 with a potential savings of forty-five percent in 

their flood insurance premiums; these communities are considered by the U.S. Federal 

Emergency Management Administration (FEMA) to be Class 1. 

 

 

FEMA’s Community Rating System (CRS) 

 

CRS Community Class Points SFHA Non-SFHA 

1 4,500 45% 10% 

2 4,000 40% 10% 

3 3,500 35% 10% 

4 3,000 30% 10% 

5 2,500 25% 10% 

6 2,000 20% 10% 

7 1,500 15% 5% 

8 1,000 10% 5% 

9 500 5% 5% 

10 0 0 0 
 

Table 3.  Higher points correlate to reduced flood insurance premiums for communities with Special Flood Hazard 

Areas (SFHA). 

 

 

FEMA currently uses North Carolina’s erosion rate updates to award Community Rating System 

(CRS) points to qualified coastal communities.  FEMA’s current policy allows North Carolina’s 

oceanfront erosion rate update to account for fifty (50) CRS points only if the states erosion rates 

are updated once every five years.  The current erosion rates, set in 2004, are past due for an 

update in order to meet FEMA’s requirement.  FEMA has extended this credit twice while 

waiting for North Carolina’s next erosion rate update.   

 

In January of 2011, FEMA notified the Division of Coastal Management (DCM) that they would 

not grant another extension to qualified N.C. coastal communities. If the state does not update 

erosion rates with this proposed rule change, fifty (50) points will be removed from every North 

Carolina communities’ CRS totals.  Loss of these points could potentially result in a five percent 

increase in flood insurance premiums. 
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Description of Rule Update 
 

 

Rule 15A NCAC 7H .0304(1)(a) describes Areas of Environmental Concern (AEC) within 

Ocean Hazard Areas (OEA).  The proposed rule amendment will only be changed to reference 

the “2011 Long-Term Average Annual Erosion Rate Update” cited in 15A NCAC 7H 

.0304(1)(a).  The reference to “Long-Term Annual Shoreline Change Rates updated through 

1998” will be replaced with “20ll Long-Term Average Annual Erosion Rate Update.” The draft 

amendment is located in Appendix A.  
 

 

Cost or Neutral Impacts 
 

 

Private Property Owners: 

 

The setback rule applies when oceanfront property owners are seeking a Coastal Area 

Management Act (CAMA) permit for the purpose of development; this includes construction of 

new a structure, or replacement of an existing structure requiring more than fifty percent (50%) 

repair or re-construction.  Based on results, 7,264 (84%) of existing structures adjacent to the 

Atlantic shoreline will experience no change in its development setback factor, while 567 (7%) 

of oceanfront structures will experience an increase in construction setback factors.  Table 4 

depicts the number of properties affected by changes in erosion rates. Where proposed erosion 

rates would increase setback factors, it is worth noting that all are regions with known 

historically high erosion rates. “High erosion rate” is relative and considered by the NC DCM to 

be any rate greater than two feet per year.  The highest erosion rates are primarily centralized 

around those inlets that have not been regularly engineered for purposes of navigational safety, 

or erosion control (Brunswick County); and in areas where high erosion is the result of direct 

impact from persistent North-Easterly storms (Dare County). Those landowners adjacent to the 

Atlantic shoreline where the highest erosion rates occur, are consistent with construction 

setbacks calculated in previous erosion rate updates (Table 1.)    

 

About 570 properties will receive an increased construction setback factor ranging from one-half 

a foot to two feet per year. These properties have historically had an associated high erosion rate 

with small fluctuation since the first study was done in 1980. These property owners could be 

negatively impacted by this change if their home is destroyed by more than fifty percent and if 

they are unable to meet the required construction setback as measured from the first line of 

stable-natural vegetation. It is important to note that this still does not preclude them from 

rebuilding should their home be destroyed.   

 

The first line of stable-natural vegetation is not mapped by the NC DCM since it is dynamic and 

can change from one day to the next depending on weather conditions. This line can also change 

if a community installs a beach nourishment project, or if the beach accretes (grows seaward).  In 

time, the vegetation will respond and grow with the beach, thus changing the point of reference 

from which the construction setback is measured. In a situation where a home was destroyed and 

could not meet the construction setback, they still could potentially rebuild a structure no greater 

than 2,500 square feet and no farther seaward than adjacent neighbors. 
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This may lower the corresponding option value for these properties. Option values are ones that 

do not affect any current use of the property but may limit or expand future property uses. Option 

values are a component of total value and capitalized into the sale price of the property. The 

setback factor may change again in five years so this loss of option value may not be permanent. 

 

Isolating or predicting the impact of state setback requirements on oceanfront property is 

difficult, if not impossible, since there are many statistically independent criterion that affect 

home values. To examine these types of changes, economists use hedonic price models to 

decompose the total home value into measurements for individual aspects of the home such as 

size, age, number of bathrooms, location, and nearby amenities. Existing research indicates that 

erosion risks may decrease the value of oceanfront property but that this effect is overshadowed 

by the much larger positive value homebuyers place on being located directly next to the ocean.
1
  

Our ability to analyze this change is also complicated by different local construction ordinances 

which typically have additional structure setback distances that are measured from points of 

reference not presented in this document, but can potentially limit size or placement of a 

proposed structure on a lot. It is true that as the erosion rate increases, construction setback 

increases; however, depending on size of lot and structure, local government construction 

requirements (lot-side and street setback) in instances of home damage exceeding 50 percent of 

the home value, the property owner may still be able to repair their home to its original size, or at 

least to 2,500 square feet. Only a small number of properties may be impacted and the overall 

change in home value due to this policy change is ambiguous.  

 

In the long-term, an increased setback factor may protect any existing or new structures from 

beach erosion. This may provide the property owners and the greater public with benefits.   

 

As demonstrated in the following table, these impacts are not distributed equally among the 

oceanfront counties. Property owners in Brunswick and Dare Counties will have the most 

reductions in setbacks.  Areas in these two counties have the highest erosion rates in the state.   

Although the rates are higher in these counties, it is important to note that FEMA does not 

consider the actual erosion rate value when they evaluate flood insurance rates. FEMA only 

considers that fact that the State of North Carolina did, or did not, update its erosion rates 

utilizing new data.  FEMA requires this update to occur approximately once every five years.  If 

the state does not, FEMA can then discredit fifty CRS points from all NC oceanfront 

communities with property inside a Special Flood Hazard area.  On the oceanfront, these areas 

are defined by the Velocity Zone, or V-Zone, and do vary in size based on coastal region.  In 

some areas this zone may extend across an entire barrier island, while in others it may only 

contain first or second row house.  NC’s erosion rates are not used to delineate V-Zone 

boundaries. 

 

  

                                                 
1
Bin, O. and Kruse J.B. “ Real Estate Market Response to Coastal Flood Hazards” Natural Hazards Review, 7:4. 

2006.; Hindsley, P. “Applying Hedonic Property Models in the Planning and Evaluation of Shoreline Management” 

Presented at the Coastal Society’s 22
nd

 International Conference in Wilmington North Carolina June 13, 2010. 
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Count of Structures Adjacent to Atlantic Shoreline & Associated Change in Erosion Rates 
 

Location 
Total 

Structures 

No Rate 

Change 

% No 

Change 

Lower 

Rates 

% Lower 

Rates 

Higher 

Rates 

% Higher 

Rates 

Brunswick 

County 
1984 1580 79.6% 352 17.7% 52 2.6% 

New Hanover 

County 
838 822 98.1% 1 0.1% 15 1.8% 

Pender County 745 745 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Onslow County 567 537 94.7% 30 5.3% 0 0.0% 

Carteret County 1265 1219 96.4% 46 3.6% 0 0.0% 

Hyde County 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Dare County 2512 1721 68.5% 332 13.2% 459 18.3% 

Currituck 

County 
700 640 91.4% 19 2.7% 41 5.9% 

TOTALS: 8611 7264 84%  780 9%  567 7%  

 

Table 4 1.  Count of structures adjacent to Atlantic shoreline by county.   Values represent the number of structures 

and percentages to demonstrate how the proposed update will influence construction setback factors for those 

structures. 

 

 

NC Department of Transportation (DOT): 

 

Pursuant to G.S. 150B-21.4, NC DOT staff (Steve Sollod and Cathy Brittingham) reported that 

the proposed amendment to 7H.0304 will not affect environmental permitting for the NC 

Department of Transportation.  Development such as roads, parking lots, and other public 

infrastructure such as utilities continue to have a minimum setback factor of sixty feet (60) or 

thirty (30) times the shoreline erosion rate (whichever is greater) as defined by 

07H.0306(a)(2)(I).  In the event NC DOT needs to build or maintain a road located within an 

Ocean Hazard AEC, the proposed amendments will not change the CRC’s approach to 

permitting that activity.   

 

Local Government: 

 

Public infrastructure (roads, parking lots, & utilities) have a minimum setback factor of sixty feet 

(60) or thirty (30) times the shoreline erosion rate (whichever is greater) as defined by 

07H.0306(a)(2)(I).  In the event that local governments need to replace or rebuild public 

infrastructure within an Ocean Hazard AEC, the proposed amendments will not change the 

CRC’s approach to permitting that activity. 

 
 

Division of Coastal Management: 

 

The Division of Coastal Management’s permit review process will not be changed by these 

amendments and DCM does not anticipate changes in permitting receipts due to the proposed 

action.   
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Benefits 
 

Private Citizens: 

 

780 (9%) of the existing structures adjacent to the Atlantic shoreline will receive a reduced 

construction setback factor, which in some locations could allow re-development or additional 

development of the existing structure;  

 

These property owners benefit by being able to construct additional development or re-develop 

their property to a greater extent possible than allowed under the existing rule. The exact value of 

this benefit will be determined by the number of people who chose to undertake addition 

construction or redevelopment. While it is challenging to provide an estimate of value, we are 

able to state that this is a positive net impact over the current situation.  

 

A second way property owners will benefit from the proposed rule change is that their property 

insurance rates will not increase due to a loss of CRS points. Updating erosion rates alone does 

not guarantee a community will save five percent in premiums. However, the fifty points for 

updated erosion rates could make a difference for communities that are less than fifty points 

away from ranked in a lower CRS tier.  Examination of recent CRS records, indicate that a loss 

of fifty points would negatively affect two North Carolina communities, Pine Knoll Shores and 

Emerald Isle. If North Carolina’s erosion rates are not updated, both Emerald Isle and Pine Knoll 

Shores (located in Carteret County) would receive reduced CRS classifications, thus increasing 

flood insurance premiums by five percent.  This increase would mean that property owners in 

those communities would pay approximately $161,000 more each year for insurance (CRS 

Program statistics as of May 1, 2010, Tables 5 & 6). The 5-year net present value of this savings 

would be about $662,000.   

 

 

Property at Risk of Increased Flood Insurance Premiums 

 

Community 

Name 
Structures 

Whole Insured 

Value 

Insurance 

Premium 

%5 of 

Premium 

Emerald Isle 3,091 $731,045,000 $2,315,699 $115,784.95 

Pine Knoll Shores 1,602 $347,194,300 $916,521 $45,826.05 

Totals 4,693 $1,078,239,300 $3,232,220 $161,611.00 
 

Table 5. Five percent of premium is the amount of potential increase in flood insurance rates. 

 

 

Community Rating System (CRS) Class and Point Comparison 

 

Community 

Name 

Current 

CRS 

Class 

Current CRS 

Score 

CRS Score (-50 

points) 

Reduced CRS 

Class 

Emerald Isle 7 1506 1456 8 

Pine Knoll Shores 7 1507 1457 8 
 

Table 6.  The threshold for a Class 7 is 1500 points.   By losing fifty (50) points each community will be reduced to 

a Class 8, thus resulting in increased insurance premiums. 
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Cost/Benefit Summary 
 

Updating rule 15A NCAC 7H .0304(1)(a) to reference the proposed erosion rate report 

contributes to an annual cost savings of approximately $161,000 for property owners living in 

oceanfront communities by the avoidance of a five percent (5%) increase in flood insurance 

rates.  In addition, approximately 780 properties will experience reduced construction setbacks. 

This may allow for a greater level of property development or redevelopment than under the 

previous setback calculations. This has an un-quantified, but positive, option value for these 

landowners. These impacts are concentrated in Brunswick and Dare Counties. The new erosion 

rates would increase setbacks, however, to approximately 570 other properties in these two 

counties.  
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Appendix A 

 

DRAFT AMENDMENTS TO 15A NCAC 07H .0304 AECS WITHIN OCEAN HAZARD AREAS 

 
 

15A NCAC 07H .0304  AECS WITHIN OCEAN HAZARD AREAS 
The ocean hazard system of AECs contains all of the following areas: 

(1) Ocean Erodible Area.  This is the area in which there exists a substantial possibility of excessive 

erosion and significant shoreline fluctuation.  The seaward boundary of this area is the mean low 

water line.  The landward extent of this area is determined as follows: 

(a) a distance landward from the first line of stable natural vegetation to the recession line 

that would be established by multiplying the long-term annual erosion rate times 60, 

provided that, where there has been no long-term erosion or the rate is less than two feet 

per year, this distance shall be set at 120 feet landward from the first line of stable natural 

vegetation.  For the purposes of this Rule, the erosion rates are the long-term average 

based on available historical data.  The current long-term average erosion rate data for 

each segment of the North Carolina coast is depicted on maps entitled "Long Term 

Annual Shoreline Change Rates updated through 1998" “2011 Long-Term Average 

Annual Erosion Rate Update” and approved by the Coastal Resources Commission on 

January 29, 2004 May 5, 2011(except as such rates may be varied in individual contested 

cases, declaratory or interpretive rulings).  The maps are available without cost from any 

local permit officer or the Division of Coastal Management; and 

(b) a distance landward from the recession line established in Sub-Item (1)(a) of this Rule to 

the recession line that would be generated by a storm having a one percent chance of 

being equaled or exceeded in any given year. 

(2) The High Hazard Flood Area.  This is the area subject to high velocity waters (including hurricane 

wave wash) in a storm having a one percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given 

year, as identified as zone V1-30 on the flood insurance rate maps of the Federal Insurance 

Administration, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.  

(3) Inlet Hazard Area.  The inlet hazard areas are natural hazard areas that are especially vulnerable to 

erosion, flooding and other adverse effects of sand, wind, and water because of their proximity to 

dynamic ocean inlets.  This area shall extend landward from the normal low water line a distance 

sufficient to encompass that area within which the inlet shall, based on statistical analysis, migrate, 

and shall consider such factors as previous inlet territory, structurally weak areas near the inlet and 

external influences such as jetties and channelization.  The areas identified as suggested Inlet 

Hazard Areas included in the report entitled INLET HAZARD AREAS, The Final Report and 

Recommendations to the Coastal Resources Commission, 1978, as amended in 1981, by Loie J. 

Priddy and Rick Carraway are incorporated by reference without future changes and are hereby 

designated as Inlet Hazard Areas except that the Cape Fear Inlet Hazard Area as shown on said 

map shall not extend northeast of the Baldhead Island marina entrance channel.  These areas shall 

be extensions of the adjacent ocean erodible areas and the width of the inlet hazard area shall not 

be less than the width of the adjacent ocean erodible area.  This report is available for inspection at 

the Department of Environment and Natural Resources, Division of Coastal Management, 400 

Commerce Avenue, Morehead City, North Carolina.  Photo copies are available at no charge. 

(4) Unvegetated Beach Area.  Beach areas within the Ocean Hazard Area where no stable natural 

vegetation is present may be designated as an unvegetated beach area on either a permanent or 

temporary basis: 

(a) An area appropriate for permanent designation as an unvegetated beach area is a dynamic 

area that is subject to rapid unpredictable landform change from wind and wave action.  

The areas in this category shall be designated following studies by the Coastal Resources 

Commission.  These areas shall be designated on maps approved by the Commission and 

available without cost from any local permit officer or the Division of Coastal 

Management. 

(b) An area that is suddenly unvegetated as a result of a hurricane or other major storm event 

may be designated as an unvegetated beach area for a specific period of time.  At the 

expiration of the time specified by the Commission, the area shall return to its pre-storm 

designation.  Areas appropriate for such designation are those in which vegetation has 
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been lost over such a large land area that extrapolation of the vegetation line under the 

procedure set out in Rule .0305(a) of this Section is inappropriate. 

The Commission designates as temporary unvegetated beach areas those oceanfront areas on 

Hatteras Island west of the new inlet breach in Dare County in which the vegetation line as shown 

on Dare County orthophotographs dated 4 February 2002 through 10 February 2002 was 

destroyed as a result of Hurricane Isabel on September 18, 2003 and the remnants of which were 

subsequently buried by the construction of an emergency berm.  This designation shall continue 

until such time as stable, natural vegetation has reestablished or until the area is permanently 

designated as an unvegetated beach area pursuant to Sub-Item 4(a) of this Rule. 

 

History Note: Authority G.S. 113A-107; 113A-113; 113A-124; 

Eff. September 9, 1977; 

Amended Eff. December 1, 1993; November 1, 1988; September 1, 1986; December 1, 1985; 

Temporary Amendment Eff. October 10, 1996; 

Amended Eff. April 1, 1997; 

Temporary Amendment Eff. October 10, 1996 Expired on July 29, 1997; 

Temporary Amendment Eff. October 22, 1997; 

Amended Eff. January 1, 2010, February 1, 2006; October 1, 2004; Amended Eff. April 1, 2004; 

August 1, 1998. 

 

 
 

 

 


