
Comment

14. We note with interest the reference to the Charleston earthquake of 1886 on p. 1-7, which
apparently is not followed up by any subsequent discussion of earthquake hazards or program policy
considerations. In view of the devastating nature of the 1886 disaster, it seems that some
evaluation and identification of potential earthquake hazard areas in the coastal zone is warranted.

Response

A fuller discussion of earthquake hazards has been added to Chapter I, Part II. The State
has recognized the potential hazards associated with earthquake fault areas with program policies
where appropriate.

Comment

15. We note that there appears to be a present lack of information on coastal zone hydrology, and
we recommend that the Council take appropriate actions during program implementation to fill such
information gaps. We feel that the management program (particularly as articulated in the policies
in Chapter III) could then be strengthened by including information on the interrelationship between
surface water and ground water within the coastal ~one.

Response

The South Carolina Water Resources Commission has extensive ground water studies presently
underway for the coastal lone. As improved information becomes available in the future, the
Council will certainly refine and strengthen its program. The Council welcomes continued close
cooperative efforts with 001 staff to develop both data and new policy proposals in the future.

Comment

16. We also recommend that your discussion of Federal activities (pp. V-15 through V-20) be re­
vised to reflect the recent Department of Justice opinion that Federal activities are subject to
the consistency requirements of Section 307(c)(1) of the Federal Act only where such projects are
likely to directly affect a State's coastal lone. As you know, the Departmen~ is currently working
with your office to assure that the Justice opinion is implemented appropriately.

With regard to Federal licenses and permits (p. V-23), we do not agree that all geological
and geophysical exploration permits issued by the U.S. Geological Survey directly affect the
coastal zone. We believe that this review should be limited to drilling operations only. Also,
States will not have the opportunity to review and approve "applications for permit to drill"
(listed as Item 2 under Permits Associated with OCS Activities on p. V-23) if the OCS plan
describing the drilling activity was subject to consistency review pursuant to 307(c)(3)(B).

Response

The program document has been revised to reflect the recent D~partment of Justice Opinion
which states that Federal Consistency provisions shall apply to Federal activities which directly
affect the coastal zone. This opinion requires deletion of reference to "significant" effects on
the coastal lone.

The State continues to want to review the license and permit activities referenced above.
However, if during program implementation, this review appears unwarranted, the program document
will be refined to reflect this change in emphasis.



Comment

17. Draft Environmental Impact Statement. We believe that the DEIS concentrates on the program1s
positive impacts and fails to describe adequately the environmental "trade-offs" which can be
expected to occur.

Response:

OCZM believes that the discussion in Part III, Chapters 4, 5, and 6 of the South Carolina
DEIS adequately addresses the potential environmental trade-offs that could occur as a result of
Federal approval of the South Carolina Coastal Management Program. South Carolina is currently
implementing a major portion of the program (i.e., the permitting and State level consistency/
certification procedures) under the mandate of the South Carolina Coastal Management Act. The
effects of Federal approval are basically those associated with Federal consistency and the effect
that additional Federal dollars will have on the State1s ability to better implement its permitting
and program implementation activities. We believe that the negative environmental effects associated
with these activities are negligible.

Comment:

18. On page IV-20, under "Mining Operations," the report states that "Extraction of minerals by
mining is a basic and essential activity, making an important contribution to the economic welfare
of this State and the Nation." Because of this importance, we believe that South Carolina should
include mineral resources in the list of national interests on page 111-5.

Response

The South Carolina coastal program identifies mining operations as Geographic Areas of
Particular Concern at the State level, but does not concur that these would always be of scope
or significance to warrant national interest designation.

Comment

19. In South Carolina, the SCaRP Exchange Council is the vehicle for continuing coordination and
citizen participation in the SCORP planning process. The South Carolina Coastal Council is a
member of the SCaRP Exchange Council. Because of this, we recommend all major actions involving
coastal recreational and cultural resources have SCaRP Exchange Council involvement.

Response

The objectives of the SCaRP Exchange Council for recreation are adopted as objectives of
the coastal program, as shown on p. 111-42. Continued close cooperation with both 001 and SCaRP
will be Council practice in the future.



u.s. Navy (6th Naval District)
Hugh A. Benton
May 7, 1979

Comment

1. Our one objection is to the "Note" on page V-16. It is much too restrictive and is an
over-zealous definition of what constitutes "significantly affecting the Coastal Zone." It is
a ruling imposed only on Federal agencies as no other person or body is required to submit all its
development projects within the coastal zone to the State for approval. In fact, it effectively
grants the State final review authority for all military construction, an authority certainly not
contained, or contemplated, within the Act of 1972. Hence, it is requested that the "Note" be
deleted in its entirety.

Response

See change in the program document on p. 'V-17. The document was in error and the change
now reflects a proper interpretation of §307 of the CZMA.

xUx.



Westvaco
W. D. Baughman
May 18, 1979

Westvaco Corporation takes a keen interest in the proposed South Carolina Coastal Management
Program. Westvaco manufactures paper, packaging, chemicals and lumber. Over one million acres
of forestland are managed in the Southeast to supply our mills with wood fiber. One-half million
acres comprise Southern Woodlands, most of which is in South Carolina. Approximately 350,000
acres lie in the Coastal Zone of South Carolina as defined in the Coastal Management Program.
Westvaco has a longstanding record of firm commitment to the multiple-use concept, that is, the
management of our timber resources in conjunction with water, wildlife and recreational values.

Comment

1. Of particular concern is the definition of wetlands to include upland freshwater areas that
affect estuarine systems. Plainly a liberal interpretation of this definition could have far­
reaching impacts on our operations. For example, please reference "Roads and Highways" (p. 111­
21). Many acres of productive timberland are accessible only through wetlands as defined by the
program. Most Westvaco roads constructed through wet areas are fill roads, and use of culverts
maintains the general natural drainage pattern. Bridging these areas, as recommended in the
program, would not be economically feasible.

Response

Freshwater wetlands are included in the definition of areas subject to management within
the coastal program. However, the language of the resource policies for wetland protection,
specifically those on p. 111-22, does not place an unnecessary burden on timber production and
associated activities since bridging of wetlands is required whenever feasible. The definition
of "feasibility" as shown in the glossary contains the concept of economic as well as environ­
mental consideration, which must all be balanced.

Comment

2. In reference to "Forestry" (p. III-31), management of logging operations so that drainage
characteristics remain at pre-existing water quality, volume and rate of flow will prove difficult
if not impossible. Any logging operation will disrupt those parameters to some extent, but the
majority of these disruptions are temporary and not considered serious. Perhaps acceptable limits
to changes in quality, volume and flow should be developed, along with monitoring mechanisms.

Also in reference to "Forestry," avoidance of disruption of freshwater marshes for timber­
related activitie~ is a very broad policy. Would increased runoff in a swamp which eventually
drains into a marsh constitute disruption? Again, the potential impact on our operations appears
to be quite large.

Response

The SCCMP recognizes that management of logging operations in a manner that ensures
drainage characteristics are unchanged is a difficult task. The policies which guide the Coastal
Council in its decisionmaking are intended to limit the adverse effect that timber operations may
have on coastal resources. We recognize that in South Carolina, it may, in many cases, be difficult
to avoid completely the disruption of freshwater marshes for timber activities. Policy #l(b) on p.
111-31 is intended to.minimize such disruption and to ensure that alternatives are considered where
possible. All the policies in the section on Forestry are sufficiently flexible for the applicant
to demonstrate special constraints or conditions for specific project proposals.



Comment

3. We also have concern for the prohibition of dredge or strip mining operations in critical
areas "unless no feasible alternatives exist and the benefits of mining outweigh the adverse
impacts" ("Mineral Extraction," p. 111-32). We request that the phrase lIunless no feasible al­
ternatives exist" be omitted, and a provision added whereby minerals may be mined in critical areas
if acceptable reclamation measures are employed. We hope that the availability of mineral resources
will weigh heavily as a benefit. The language, however, certainly leaves room for unreasonable
restrictions on mineral resource utilization.

Response

Because of their value as coastal resources and their fragile nature, certain II critical
areas ll of the coast were identified in the 1977 South Carolina Coastal Management Act. These
critical areas--beaches, primary sand dunes, coastal waters, and tidelands--as well as other wet­
lands are intended to receive special management attention. Extensive mineral extraction activities
generally would not be compatible with resource protection in these areas. The policy referenced
on p. 111-32 is not unreasonably restrictive since feasibility of alternatives, as well as the
benefits of obtaining mineral resources must be considered by the Council.

Comment

4. Under IIWildlife and Fisheries Management ll (p. 111-51) the wording again is too broad.
Certain interpretations of II s ignificant negative impact," "healthy and viable condition" and "to
the maximum extent possible ll could have serious implications for forest management activities.

Response

The Council will interpret these phrases reasonably, relying on the biological expertise
of staff from both SCWMRD and the Coastal Council. Note the language of policy 1) a), p. III-51,
which states: "In reviewing permit applications relative to wildlife and fisheries resources,
social and economic impacts as well as biological impacts will be considered."

Comment

5. We also suggest that under "Boat Ramps" (p. 111-48, ld and 2a), a more detailed definition
of "environmentally acceptable materials ll be developed.

Westvaco certainly shares the Council's commitment to conservation of South Carolina's
coastal resources. It is our opinion, however, that in the above areas the language is too
all-inclusive for effective implementation of the plan in the manner intended.

Response

See change to program document, p. 111-46 under IIFindings. 1I

The document now has a discussion of the factors which make materials unacceptable for boat
ramp construction.


