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Overview
BACKGROUND

PUBLIC INPUT GATHERING CAMPAIGN

Charleston County’s Comprehensive Plan is an expression of
the County’s intent for where and how future growth and development should occur. The Plan also identifies parts of the
County that may or may not be appropriate for certain types of
growth, given the Lowcountry’s unique character and natural
conditions.

Public input is an extremely important part of all Charleston
County planning processes, as noted by Charleston County
Council Chairman Teddie E. Pryor, Sr., who stated: “Public input
in the comprehensive planning process provides valuable feedback
on how the County should grow and prosper, what services the
County should maintain and enhance, and how future policies
should be made to improve the general welfare of all citizens and
visitors to Charleston County.” Charleston County Government
solicited comments from the public regarding the Comprehensive
Plan Five-Year Review through a series of public workshops and
through the County’s website, Facebook page, and Twitter account.

Charleston County Council adopted its first Comprehensive
Plan on April 20, 1999. Title 6, Chapter 29 of the South Carolina
Code of Laws requires that the Comprehensive Plan be reviewed
at least once every five years and updated at least once every ten
years. Thus, the first five-year review was adopted on November
18, 2003; the first ten-year update was adopted on November
18, 2008; and the Charleston County Planning Commission adopted a resolution completing the second five-year review on
October 14, 2013. The purpose of the 2013 five-year review of the
Charleston County Comprehensive Plan is to:
• Review/revise the location of the Urban Growth Boundary to
follow geographic features and for consistency with the Urban
Growth Boundaries adopted by the City of Charleston and
Town of Mount Pleasant, as applicable;
• Review/revise the future land use designations to reflect current demographic trends and community needs and desires;
• Update the existing conditions of all Plan elements, including
updating demographic and statistical data;
• Review/revise the goals, needs and strategies of all Plan elements;
• Update the annual work program; and
• Update maps to include overlay zoning districts adopted since
the 2008 Plan Update and to reflect current municipal boundaries and other applicable updated data.
In June and July 2014, Charleston County conducted a public input gathering campaign to implement the findings of the
Planning Commission review. The methods employed to gather public input, as well as the public comments gathered, are
documented in this report.

Charleston County Government held five public workshops in
five different areas of the County in June 2014 to gather input on
proposed amendments to the Charleston County Comprehensive
Plan. Varying locations, dates, and times were selected for the
workshops with the intention that citizens would be able to attend
at least one of the five events; however, the same information was
presented at each workshop. Please see the next page for the locations, dates, and times of the workshops. Public notification was
provided in various forms:
• May 27, 2014 – Press release sent to all media outlets;
• May 30, 2014 – Notifications sent to the Zoning and Land
Development Regulations/Comprehensive Plan Interested
Parties’ list (256 individuals);
• May 30, 2014 – Notifications sent to property owners affected by
the proposed Urban Growth Boundary revisions (116 individuals);
• June 1, 2014 & June 15, 2014 – Advertisements ran in the Post and
Courier; and
• June 18, 2014 – Electronic notices sent to individuals on all
County Zoning & Planning Department Interested Parties’ lists
(416 individuals).
In addition, the workshops were posted on the County’s on-line
meetings calendar, Facebook page, and Twitter account throughout May and June 2014.
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WORKSHOP SCHEDULE

1

Tuesday, June 10, 2014 (6 - 8 p.m.)
Ravenel Community Hall
5700 Conner Street
Ravenel, SC 29470

2

Thursday, June 12, 2014 (1 - 6 p.m.)
Lonnie Hamilton, III Public Services Building
First Floor Rotunda
4045 Bridge View Drive
North Charleston, SC 29405

3

Monday, June 16, 2014 (6 - 8 p.m.)
James Island Elementary School Cafeteria
1872 Grimball Road
Charleston, SC 29412

4

Monday, June 23, 2014 (4 - 6:30 p.m.)
John’s Island Regional Library Auditorium
3531 Maybank Highway
Johns Island, SC 29455

5

Thursday, June 26, 2014 (6 - 8 p.m.)
Wando High School Media Room
1000 Warrior Way
Mount Pleasant, SC 29466

The public workshops were set up utilizing a drop-in style
format to allow attendees to view the information presented
and talk to staff members at their own pace. Each attendee was
asked to sign in and was given a packet that included general
information on the Comprehensive Plan Five-Year Review, a
comment card, and a survey with a few questions regarding the
workshop format and demographic information. The information from the Planning Commission Five-Year Review and proposed amendments was summarized on 20 poster size boards,
which were displayed for the public to view at each workshop.
Copies of the boards presented at the workshops can be found
in Appendix D. Full copies of the proposed Comprehensive
Plan Five-Year Review were also available for attendees to view
at the workshops.
Each attendee was asked to provide feedback on their comment cards and turn them in to staff prior to leaving the workshops. The comment cards also included space for attendees
to provide contact information, general demographic information, and be added to the County’s Interested Parties list, if they
so desired.
All information presented at the public workshops was also
posted on the County’s web site. The public was invited to view
the information on the web site and submit comments and suggestions by mail, e-mail, or the form included on the web site.
The public input gathered at the workshops and submitted
through the web site, e-mail, and mail through August 5, 2014
is documented on the following pages. A summary of the comments received through July 18, 2014 is included in the next
section. The direct quotes of these comments can be found in
Appendix A. Appendix B contains all comments received after
July 18, 2014. Appendix C displays the formal letters received.
Lastly, images of each workshop board are found in Appendix
D.
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Public Comments
SUMMARY

FIGURE 2: SUBMITTAL METHOD

As shown below, a total of 164 people attended the public workshops. The workshops
held on James Island and Johns Island were the most well-attended.
Workshop
Attendance
1 – Ravenel
18
2 – North Charleston
15
3 – James Island
40
4 – Johns Island
69
5 – Mt. Pleasant
22
TOTAL
164

6%
(4)

Workshops
34%
(22)

Email
60%
(39)

Website form
Total: 65 responses

As conveyed in Figure 2, as of July 18, the County received written input from 65
people, the majority of which were received via comment cards at the workshops.
Figure 1 below breaks down the number of comment cards received at each workshop
location compared to the number of attendees. Figures 3 and 4 display content gathered through the public workshop comment cards and the online survey; respondents
who emailed their comments did not provide demographic information. While only
86 percent of the workshop comments and online submittals provided demographic
information, it is interesting to note the following:
• No one under the age of 30 supplied feedback on the Review;
• Almost all feedback came from those age 45 and above; and
• About half of the residents providing feedback have lived in Charleston County for
over 20 years.

FIGURE 3: RESPONDENTS’ AGE
5%
(2)

Under 18 years
19-29 years

40%

30-44 years

(15)

45-65 years

55%
(21)

Over 65 years
Total: 38 responses

FIGURE 1: NUMBER OF COMMENT CARDS RECEIVED AT EACH WORKSHOP
FIGURE 4: RESPONDENTS’ DURATION IN
CHARLESTON COUNTY

80

69

70

5%

60

10

22

Number of Comment
Cards Received

22

15
3

3
North
Charleston

7

James
Island

5-10 years
13%

4
Johns
Island

Mount
Pleasant

(5)

49%
(18)

0
Ravenel

1-4 years

(6)

30

18

Less than 1 year
16%

40

40

20

(2) (1)

Number of Attendees

50

3%

14%
(5)

11-20 years
20+ years
Do not live in
Charleston County
Total: 37 responses
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NORTH CHARLESTON
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RAVENEL
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COMMENT SUMMARY
A summary of the comments received through July 18, 2014,
organized by Comprehensive Plan Element, is included below. This information was gathered from the comment cards,
comment boards, County web site form, and individual emails.
Because all comments could not be summarized, full quotes
of each comment submitted as of July 18, 2014 can be found in
Appendix A. The back of the comment cards provided room for
attendees to answer what they would do to improve the workshop, how they heard about it, and why they attended; these responses are listed last.

•
•
•

•
•

While some comments were specific, several comments were
similar among respondents and have been consolidated below. The comments received by more than one respondent are
shown in bold with the number of similar comments received
noted in parentheses.

LAND USE
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Balance density and greenspace (2)
Legend on map is unclear; too many shades of green (2)
Include more labels on map to improve comprehension (2)
Need larger maps with more detail, especially Wadmalaw
Island (2)
Keep the Sol Legare Community rural to match the City’s
designation (2)
Stick to one Urban Growth Boundary (UGB); do not change it
so often just to accommodate certain development
Do not expand the UGB as this increases sprawl
Focus on conservation design in rural zoning
Update municipality boundaries
Suggest allotted percentages of each land use for each area
Check pie charts and ensure the legend categories include carry over from chart to chart
Provide map showing lands purchased with Charleston
County Greenbelt Funds
Pleased that Wadmalaw Island will remain as is
Need growth plan for Wadmalaw Island
Do not move the UGB to accommodate Kiawah River
Plantation/Mullet Hall; this will spur development

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
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viso requiring shoreside power at the new cruise terminal
(8)
Enforce that no cruise ship waste be discharged within 12
miles of the shoreline (6)
Perform an economic impact study to determine the cruise
ship industry’s real impact, including Union Pier (4)
Need increased access to services and more commercial
businesses (grocery stores, gas stations, public water, etc.)
on Wadmalaw Island (4)
Provide an analysis of food production in the County and
what can be done to preserve this industry (3)
Include agribusiness as an economic opportunity; such investments will also increase public health and quality of life
(2)
Mitigate cruise ship air and water pollution
Control cruise ship frequency in Charleston
Control cruise ship size allowed in Charleston
Discuss rising sea levels and its impacts on the local economy
Show/discuss infrastructure investments and/or tax reductions and expenditures, and discuss future investments/expenditures
Publicize benefits and incentives of location of private businesses
Convey where most of the economic development will occur

NATURAL RESOURCES
• Ditches need cleaning, namely on Johns Island and
Wadmalaw Island (6)
• Trees on Maybank Highway must be trimmed to make way
for large vehicles (4)
• Remove damaged and weak trees (2)
• Provide standards to improve our air quality (2)
• Remove trees in close proximity to roads
• Water conservation should be noted
• Improve water quality, including septic
• Encourage sustainable landscaping; potential policies
• Study environmental effects of I-526 extension
• Add Community Wildfire Protection Plan to strategies
• Include Angel Oak on parks map

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

CULTURAL RESOURCES

• Remove or substantially amend cruise discussion (10)
• Regulate the number of cruise ships and passengers allowed (8)
• Add support of the South Carolina State Legislature’s pro-

• Create historic trail and provide information markers (3)
• Provide a map showing all historically significant infrastructure
• Cultural significance should override development
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• Preserve history as much as possible
• Plans should consider historical significance of AfricanAmerican contributions to Charleston County
• Need increased support of the arts
• Need increased diversity
• Consider the Dill Property

•
•

•
POPULATION
• No comments were received
•
HOUSING
•
• Need more greenspaces around dwellings (3)
• Must preserve the characteristics of existing neighborhoods and minimize road cut-throughs (3)
• Need transit-oriented development, especially for affordable
housing
• Infill development to existing neighborhoods should follow
the same design standards as all other parcels in the neighborhood
• Encourage more townhomes and condominiums to increase
sense of community
• Consider incentives for making improvements to existing
housing
• Make older neighborhoods more livable by adding sidewalks
and curbs and replacing deep ditches with underground piping
• Consider a possible tax for new housing development to cover
service expansion
• This is the most important element

TRANSPORTATION
• Improve and emphasize mass transit options (one way is
subsidize public transportation to reduce single-occupancy vehicles); develop a park-and-ride system with CARTA,
provide access for rural residents to MUSC, and expand
CARTA over the Stono River to connect Johns Island and
Downtown (7)
• Incorporate the plans for Glenn McConnell and the
Long Savannah area and coordinate with the Dorchester
County Comprehensive Plan, the City of Charleston, and
Charleston Area Transportation Study (CHATS) LongRange Plan on the expansion of Glenn McConnell Parkway
to relieve Highway 61 traffic and provide for another hurricane evacuation route (7)
• Develop a long-term plan for a network of bike paths,

•

•
•

•
•
•

namely on River Road, and increase bike/ped funding to be
implemented on all public roadways, including bridges (5)
Implement a Complete Streets policy, including bicycle
lanes separated from traffic preferably with barriers (4)
Need improved road maintenance, namely on Maybank
Highway especially at the Main Road and River Road intersections (4)
Need a comprehensive approach of coordinated efforts between the County, all municipalities, and the Department
of Transportation, including a description of CARTA’s strategic plan (3)
Do not complete the I-526 extension as it would encourage
growth, investigate potential alternative modes of transportation as a solution instead (3)
Complete the I-526 extension to provide for greater access
to other islands and to keep up with the growth (2)
Preserve the scenic highways, namely Highway 61 between
Drayton Hall and Middleton Place; have more specific design standards to help do so, such as lowering the speed
limit and increasing buffers (2)
Roads can not handle all of the proposed development, namely on Johns Island
Existing I-526, the I-526 extension, and I-26 improvements
should be closely coordinated along with alternative modes
of transportation
Conduct traffic studies prior to permitting any commercial
business and resolve issues of “failing” roads
Convert dirt roads to paved asphalt
Reduce speed limits on Folly Road

COMMUNITY FACILITIES
• Need public water/sewer on Wadmalaw Island (10)
• Need more public access to waterways, for both boats and
non-motorized vehicles (4)
• Need more facilities on Wadmalaw Island and James Island
(fire stations, police stations, etc.) (3)
• Display future Charleston County parks on map for reference, ensuring all are free to the public, and include Mullet
Hall’s boat landing facility (3)
• Provide support for recycling in mixed-use and rural areas
• If the I-526 extension takes camping areas at James Island
County Park, additional areas must be preserved for camping
• Need more community swimming pools
• Schools need to be upgraded, including the bus fleet
• Need new drop-off site closer to Highway 41 (Maxville Road is
too far) to help stop large illegal dumping
• Want new library on James Island that has community meeting space
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• Ensure that those paying for storm drainage have working
ditches
• Private sector should control water business

PRIORITY INVESTMENT, IMPLEMENTATION, AND COORDINATION
• Use “design and implement” as opposed to “enhance”

ENERGY
• Provide property tax credits for installation of alternative
energy source systems, such as solar paneling, to encourage
this practice (2)
• Ensure our means of generating energy can keep up with our
development
• Happy to see this; hope it is well supported

IDEAS TO IMPROVE THE WORKSHOP
The following is a comprehensive list of the direct quotes given
as feedback regarding the workshop format.
• Too much verbage to read on the displays
• Educate landowners of the complexity of family divisions of
land (testate, intestate, and parents granting of land to children)
• Have more specific information concerning my area
(Wadmalaw)
• Have a more clear map and what will happen to Wadmalaw
Island
• Would like to have a representative to explain the plans to us
• Have someone to explain each plan
• This should have been an explanation/presentation forum or
meeting with someone/more going through each element and
explaining what is going on; too much information all at once
to absorb
• I would have liked a general presentation with slides to give a
bit of background information to set the stage
• Have workshop explained in more detail so everyone could
understand
• Make it more of a live presentation with speaker not just poster boards
• More advanced notice; suggest people study information
ahead of time
• Get the word out to the community
• More publicity
• It seems to be okay

•
•
•
•
•
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Good workshop
It was very well done
Nice job
Change nothing - it is very interactive
Follow through with the comments

NOTIFICATION
Thirty-five attendees reported on how they heard about the
workshop they attended. Fifteen received notification through
the efforts of the Charleston County Zoning and Planning
Department (advertisements in The Post and Courier, mail,
email, and social media) and slightly more, 20 citizens, attended
after hearing of the workshop through a secondary source (pastor, friend, business, or other municipality).

PURPOSE OF ATTENDANCE
Workshop attendees were given space on the comment cards to
write about why they attended the event. Some of the answers
were the same and are combined below; the total number of
each response is noted in parentheses. All 36 responses received
are directly quoted below with the exception of the four combined responses listed first.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

For information about the future of Wadmalaw Island (6)
To understand proposed changes (6)
For more information/knowledge (5)
To provide input/make comments (3)
Concern over County Council taking Johns Island’s transportation money
Concern on managing growth
Concerned about loss of rural area
I want the rural character of Johns Island to be preserved
Concern about Maybank (near Folly) development
We need changes on Wadmalaw Island
Because I’m building on Wadmalaw
For an update on where Charleston County lands propose
activities; we (the U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest
Service) are in midst of our Forest Plan Revision
To find out if the Charleston County School District is in step
with land use and population
As President of James Island/Folly Beach Democrats
Family divisions of property
Property owner / tax payer
New to community, curious about plan
Personal interest
To see what is presented
To find out more about the area
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Appendix A: General Comments Quoted by Element*
*Comments were received via comment card, email, or website form. Public comments received as of July 18, 2014.

LAND USE
Urban/suburban mixed use: hope that in these areas of development, there will be suggested percentages of various uses, so
that any particular area is not left to chance, as far as the sum of
its parts is concerned.
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) designation is needed for rural
and suburban area.

Urban Growth Boundary: I saw a lot of planned new developments on the outside of the boundary. Moving the boundary encourages sprawl. The County should refuse to move the
boundary. Stand on principle! Discourage sprawl!
The Urban Growth Boundary does not need to be moved to accommodate the Kiawah River Plantation/Mullet Hall development; this will open more cans of more worms that taxpayers
will have to support.

I am interested in developing a 20 acre parcel on Main Road.
Two sides of the parcel is on the border of your Urban Growth
Boundary line. I visualize a single family subdivision with
10,000-12,000-square foot lots with attached side-entry garages. There is a sewer manhole across the street. The parcel is
bounded by other single family residential and it is close to one
of the retail nodes on the island. All of the land is high ground.
To me it seemed like a good candidate for annexation/rezoning
and a project. Your planning staff seems fairly adamant as to
the not relocating the growth boundary. The way the boundary
line traverses around the property, it looks like it was carved
out when the initial plan was originally developed and adopted.
So, I am curious to know if you had any insight as to why this
parcel was not included. I suspect it was lack of advocacy on the
part of the owner at the time the plan was considered. Also, is
this a parcel that might warrant a consideration by the Council?
In this case, the Council would be considering a zoning with
an upfront development plan identifying lot count, dimensions,
buffers, storm water management, etc. Thanks for your time.
Please feel free to call.

Include the Sol Legare Community on James Island as rural
(outside the UGB) to match the City’s designation - no categorizing it as urban/suburban and therefore within the UGB.

I have attended many of the Council meetings and seen how
things are decided. I feel that while the Urban Growth Boundary
is a line on a map, it is and always will be a very fluid entity! It
will be changed at their whim to accommodate some project
or development that the Council deems as necessary or a good
idea for someone.

Not very clear about what type of development the legend is
referring to.

Plan should include the Sol Legare Community on James
Island as rural (outside the UGB) to match the City’s designation.
Pleased that Wadmalaw Island will remain as is with improvement made to care of roads and ditches.
Growth - urban - nothing in current plan for Wadmalaw Island.
Ensure density in urban growth area is balanced by greenspace
in contiguous areas, especially if density bonuses are being approved.
There seems to be an error in the pie charts. Existing shows
30% incorporated, 17% wetlands, 21% marsh. Future shows 30%
incorporated - no wetlands or marsh? Please clarify.

Too many shades of green on area maps. Makes the map confusing.
Limited road names/labels which made estimation of locations
challenging
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Have larger maps for different areas of the County.
Be sure all municipality annexation boundaries are current/updated.
I would like to have seen where Charleston County Greenbelt
Funds have purchased lands (the Federal Land Agency Forest
Service has been recipient).
As a resident of Johns Island, I would like to ask you to please
keep the urban growth boundary as it is on Johns Island and do
not expand it. Johns Island is facing too many pressures for high
density development and it is imperative that we hold this line.
If we disregard the line and push it out now, it will be easier to
push it out again in future years, and the hope for what rural
character there is left of Johns Island will be gone. Please do not
expand the urban growth boundary on Johns Island!
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Sweetgrass baskets: allow all businesses to enjoy the freedom
granted to the sweetgrass basket makers. Good for them that
they have kept government at bay.
Access to services: need more services i.e. grocery stores, gas
stations, etc. on Wadmalaw Island. No transportation i.e. bus
service is currently available.
Need more services (grocery store, gas station, etc.) on
Wadmalaw Island.
Need availability of public water and sewer on Wadmalaw
Island.
Ensure incentives are publicized and consistent with long-term
costs and benefits of having businesses located in specific areas,
especially related to transportation infrastructure agreements.
Where is most of the growth going to occur?
Food and Farms: Plan must include agribusiness and food as
an economic opportunity; investments in this sector will boost
rural economies, as well as public health and quality of life.
Plan should include a detailed assessment of food production
and its future in Charleston County. Where does the food consumed in Charleston County come from?
Farm Assessment: Plan should include measures for supporting future food production in Charleston County by mapping
existing growers.
Plan should include ongoing analysis of how much food is
actually being produced within the county, how many farms

are in jeopardy of going under, and what can be done through
local planning to preserve them.
Plan should recognize the importance of agriculture to
Charleston County.
I do not always agree with positions taken by the Coastal
Conservation League, especially on the need to complete I-526.
However, I concur that language about the cruise industry under the economic development section should be deleted or
substantially amended to address the concerns such as the size
and frequency of cruise ships in Charleston Harbor. The City
has been negligent in regulating the current cruise ships to the
detriment of its citizens. The County should not follow that
poor example!
Delete Cruise Business from the Plan.
I ask Charleston County to delete language in its Comprehensive
Plan that references the cruise business, or, at the least, include
guidelines on addressing the negative effects of that industry in
the updated Comprehensive Plan. There is substantial doubt,
as demonstrated by expert opinion, that increasing cruise operations contributes positive economic development for the
Charleston region. More likely, the operations are a detriment
being subsidized by taxpayers. If the language is to remain in
the document, guidelines should be in place on how to address
the negative effects from increasing cruise operations, which
should include: a cap of 104 ship visits annually; a ship size limit
of 3,500 passenger capacity; an enforceable agreement between
a local governmental entity and the cruise lines that states no
waste will be discharged within 12 miles of shore; and support
of the South Carolina State Legislature’s proviso requiring shoreside power at the new cruise terminal.
As a property owner and resident of downtown (MazyckWraggborough) I am quite concerned about the cruise industry
situation. I believe that the Comprehensive Plan needs to include guidelines which address the negative effects of our having
104 tourist ships a year tie-up here, and the potential 3500 cruise
passengers, per ship. The most important thing is mitigating
the air and water pollution emitted by these cruise ships. Next,
is an absolute ban on these ships dumping waste into the ocean,
within 12 miles of our coastline. Also, the cruise line/SPA must
adhere to the wishes of South Carolina State Legislators ruling
that there must be shore power installed and it must be used
all the time whenever these ships are tied up here. And that
the agreement, so stating, must be written in legally enforceable form. It is unclear at this stage how much revenue derives
from the cruise line ships to the merchants in Charleston and to
Charleston in general. There is no ‘head tax’ imposed on each
disembarking passenger, or tax on them of any kind levied by
the City, or Charleston County, as far as the tax payers living
on Charleston Peninsular can ascertain. That alone makes it
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very hard for us to figure out why the City and the County governments are so keen to bring in massive waves of tourists in
this manner. Perhaps you can let us know? Bear in mind, if
there were 104 cruise ships arriving here every year and all of
them were filled with 3500 passengers there would be 364,400
more people per year to’ing and fro’ing on our tiny peninsula.
I just don’t understand the ‘why’ of this whole idea. As it is we
can hardly move on the streets and sidewalks. We just don’t
need so many visitors a year. The passengers aren’t here long
enough to spend much money, so that can’t be the incentive.
The Mayor tells us that it’s OK, they come back later for a vacation and bring their friends too. Would be interesting to track
stats on any and all such claims. I wonder if the outstanding forward-thinking planner - G. Klein - whom the City has asked to
give guidelines re: managing growth on the peninsula over the
next 25 years has been asked what he thinks of an extra 364,400
people descending on the City? How would he manage them?
I hope that members of County Council will take time to come
into the City when the cruise ships are disembarking, to see the
traffic backed up. Much of Washington Street is closed to those
of us who live here, and alternative traffic route, East Bay Street,
is therefore backed up from here to there. It is not unusual for
it to take 20-25 minutes to drive from Calhoun Street to Broad
Street via East Bay Street - that’s one mile - when the tourist
ships are in. That is not good.
Cruise business should be completely removed from this document. Should there be any questions about this, cruise business
should be addressed only from the viewpoint of how to extricate
the county from this business sector.
As there is no discussion in your plan for regulations pertaining
to cruise ships’ numbers, size, etc., I advocate your removing
this section from the Plan as it is an incomplete and inaccurate
presentation of the topic. I advocate specifically for the following
regulations if you persist and include cruise ships in the Plan: (1)
There must be binding regulations establishing the maximum
size and number of ships and number of passengers permitted
during a given period. (2) As mandated by legislation, there
must be shore-side power so that noxious and dangerous emissions are not continually emitted when ships are in port. (3)
Valid economic analysis done by an independent agent should
evaluate the real impact, both favorable or unfavorable, of cruise
ships’ effect on the Charleston economy. (4) Objective evaluation of the highest and best use of Union Pier property must be
conducted, giving public, analytical assessment of alternate sites
for locating cruise ship terminals, with an assessment of all negative quality of life impact issues at Union Pier included. Thank
you for including my comments for consideration.
As property owners on Fripp Island, SC, and frequent visitors
to Charleston, we’re writing to request that reference to cruise
business, as stated in the Economic Development section, be
deleted altogether from the proposed updated Comprehensive
Plan, or, at the least, strict guidelines addressing negative effects
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of the cruise business (which are many) be included in the plan.
Guidelines should include: a cap of 104 ship visits annually; a
ship size limit of 3,500 passenger capacity; an enforceable agreement between a local governmental entity and the cruise lines
that states no waste will be discharged within 12 miles of shore;
support of the South Carolina State Legislature’s proviso requiring shoreside power at the new cruise terminal.
I want to go on record as being in favor of the Plan including
language that addresses the cruise industry, specifically Carnival
Cruise Lines and the negative impact on our community
through their unwillingness to comply with limits on number
of ship visits, size of such ships, waste disposal and use of shore
power. As many health & economic organizations have noted,
along with neighborhood associations and the State Legislature,
the use of shore power would be beneficial to all who live and
work on the Peninsula. I would hope to see a more balanced approach in future from the SPA as well as Carnival in addressing
the concerns of the residents of Charleston. I am not opposed to
cruise ships per se but rather to the open-ended arrangements
allowing operations without serious consideration for appropriate regulation.
I support guidelines on addressing negative effects from increasing cruise operations to be included in the updated
Comprehensive Plan. Specifically: a cap of 104 ship visits annually; a ship size limit of 3,500 passenger capacity; an enforceable
agreement between a local governmental entity and the cruise
lines that states no waste will be discharged within 12 miles of
shore; support of the South Carolina State Legislature’s proviso
requiring shoreside power at the new cruise terminal.
I think it would be useful to table, in the 3 periods: 2000-05,
2006-10, and 2011-13 a list the infrastructure investments (by
type and amount) and/or tax reductions and expenditures that
have been made and awarded by Charleston and the State of
SC. People need to know that growth is not magical and results
from specific governmental actions. Similarly, the plan needs to
anticipate future infrastructure and tax expenditure spending if
it is known or identify where and the types spending might be
necessary to attain the plan’s proposed objectives. There is no
attention to how atmospheric climate change (one chart on hurricane disturbances and on 11 business climate) consequences is
being folded into the plan’s objectives, particularly ED8 & ED11.
The economy will be impacted over the future years by these unfolding changes and the Plan should speak to it and take cognizance of the impacts. For instance, I drive along Route 17 and it
is obvious that retaining walls will need to be erected if the economic traffic using the existing route will continue or a further
inland replacement will need to be constructed. I am sure you
know of many more likely impacts already identified through
inundation studies and these effects need to be scrutinized on
both the on past and future economic goals and achievements.
Moreover, the plan needs to assess past growth and identify
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what is at risk of receding according to various climate change
scenarios. Even a table with narrative entries that discusses for
further study, some of the impacts that can reasonably be anticipated from rising sea levels and how it might impact the economic development goals would be helpful. The cruise section
discussion and goal needs to be expanded to show that it will
not be impacted by climate change and the investment, impacts,
and mitigations will last over the long term. The current cruise
industry section should at least be amended and imcorporate
“the rising of all boats and who will pay for it.” This is a five-year
review. That does not mean the planning horizon of five years is
acceptable given what can reasonably be anticipated.
Please remove the section relating to the cruise industry. There
is nothing good that comes from a company like Carnival coming to Chatleston. The economic impact is minimal, the pollution considerable, and the presence of huge cruise ships does
great damage to Charleston’s positive image among the tourists
whose economic impact can be significant.
No to increasing cruise operations as these operations are a
detriment being subsidized by taxpayers; Delete this section
from the Plan, or place guidelines on how to address the negative effects from increasing cruise operations; Require a cap of
104 ship visits annually; Limit ship size limit to 3,500 passengers
or less; No waste shall be discharged within 12 miles of shore;
Require shore-side power at the docking terminal.
I believe the present plan is inaccurate regarding the cruise ship
impact on the economy and costs to taxpayers. It needs to be
reworked.
Please delete the section in your Comprehensive Plan about
cruise ships. Downtown is crowded enough and additional hotels will make that unbearable. Cruise ships will ruin it!!! Do
not load up the golden goose like a pack mule.
As noted in Section 3.2.2, the plan update speaks highly of the
cruise ship industry, but this must be changed. For one, more
evidence and expert analysis is showing that cruise ship business does not positively impact the local community in the ways
promoted by the cruise industry. There are far better ways to
provide economic benefit to the City and County without embracing cruise ship activity. Specifically focus on long-term job
growth (which can also involve commercial use of the Port) as
this will more appropriately improve local living conditions and
economic activity. The tourism industry in Charleston is thriving on its own and the local economy does not need any cruise
ship activity. Not only are any positive impacts over-stated, but
the negative impacts are well-dcoumented (both here and in
other cruise ship cities). As a resident of downtown, I see the
traffic and added wear on the local roads. I see the mounds of
wasted brought into our city - including the toxic exhaust. I see
a large ship destroying the beautiful skyline of our fine City and

views of the surrounding waterways…. all of which are views
that the thousands of other tourists come to enjoy. There is
nothing special about having a “cruise industry” in Charleston,
and the County would be wiser (and much more appreciated)
to remove any comments about cruise industry in Charleston.
As is currently worded now, the comments on pages 66 and 67
sound like an advertisement for Carnival and that is not what
the citizens of Charleston deserve. Should you feel the mention
of cruises is necessary, at the very least include reference to vessel limits (on both passenger capacity and number of visits) and
please include guidelines for how to mitigate and resolve all of
the negative impacts that come along with the ship. I appreciate and respect that the Comprehensive Plan is being updated;
however, I firmly believe that the path to a better Charleston
DOES NOT involve the cruise industry. There are many other
ways to positively impact the community and economic vitality
of the area, and cruise ships are not necessary.
Please regulate cruise ships in terms of numbers,carbon
emissions, and related traffic problems. Everything else in
Charleston has restrictions, why not cruise ships? Thank you
very much indeed.
As a native Charlestonian and the owner of 8 South Battery, I
am writing to let you know about my concern regarding the
segment of the Plan that deals with the cruise ship business. I
seriously question whether such business provides any positive
economic impact on the City of Charleston. I suspect that cruise
ship passengers spend very little money in Charleston, yet they
put a strain on our municipal services and, I suspect, discourage
other high-end tourists from wanting to visit Charleston. While
I am unable to quantify the economic impact, I can from firsthand experience tell you that the industry has a negative impact
on the quality of life - from closed streets, to crowed streets, to
the esthetics of having a structure which dwarfs our carefully
preserved skyline, to pollution to name a few. I strongly urge
that any reference to the cruise ship business be deleted from
the Plan altogether. Barring that, I hope that the plan will set
guidelines on the business such as limiting the number of ships,
limiting the size of the ships, limiting where waste can be discharged and requiring that the ships use shore side power. All of
these are perfectly reasonable requirements to impose on ships
wanting to dock in Charleston. It is absolutely incumbent that
parameters be set which will help limit the detrimental influences this industry has on the quality of life in the most fragile
and historic section of our City which is the draw that has made
Charleston such a tourist Mecca.

NATURAL RESOURCES
There is nothing noted to conserve water (potable).
Clean ditches along Maybank Highway, Wadmalaw Island.
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Ditches are not being clean.

County, prepare and adopt a county-wide CWPP with the
assistance of local and locally represented land management
agencies and organizations, and local hazard mitigation officials, including fire departments.”

Ditch cleaning.

Is Angel Oak shown on the protected lands map?

Clean ditches on Maybank Highway - Johns Island and
Wadmalaw Island.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Trim trees/branches on Maybank Highway, Wadmalaw Island.

As much of the history should be preserved.

Trim tree branches overhanging Maybank Highway.

Plans are not very considerate of the African-American contributions or historical significance to Charleston County.

Clean ditches along Maybank Highway.

Trim trees that hang low to interfere with tractor trailors.
Trim trees overlapping the road and remove trees very, very
close to the highway on Wadmalaw Island.
Remove damaged and weak trees along Maybank Highway
(safety hazard).
Remove damaged and weak trees away.
Sustainable landscaping should be more actively encouraged
and linked to stormwater policies and land use.
Council does not seem to value the extremely fragile ecology
of our beautiful area! The 526 Extension would be terribly and
irreparably damaging to the local environment!
Plan must include provisions for air quality analysis of air quality and setting standards for clean air.
Plan should cover air quality in detail and ways to decrease air
pollution.

I would like to see more strategies toward supporting the arts.
I don’t have a suggestion, but I would like to see more cultural
diversity (racial, religious, etc.).
Lack of Council’s commitment to goals regarding culture;
example: last year a very old, well-established Mount Pleasant
cultural community was devastated by the Mount Pleasant
Council’s decision to allow a very large new development. The
roads and buildings will be very detrimental. The community objected but their voices were not heard! The Charleston
County Council could have come to their defense!
Expansion of historical areas and signage/documentation can
be more specific to include: historical transportation/agricultural alterations; the building and historical context of cuts, river/creek changes, canals dug, railroads, ferries, bridges which
is not covered well now; development of history “trails” which
visitors can drive from point-to-point; small farms selling product could also be part of the map; and identify all significant
churches, cemeteries, plantations, black communities, etc.
Create James Island historic trail with historic markers.

Plan should include, in detail, methodology for upgrading
water quality with particular emphasis on improving Septic
Maintenance Programs.

More historic markers are needed.
CDM Smith consultant has a good historic inventory.

Delete Rural Guideline 21 which would allow wastewater
treatment systems other than individual on-site systems prior
to submitting applications for development approval. It has
been shown repeatedly in recent years that wastewater treatment systems built specifically for Planned Developments (i.e.
“package plants”) are polluting and ultimately burdens on the
taxpayers.

Dill Property.

POPULATION
No comments were received.

No to “private package plants”.
HOUSING
Add Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) to strategies. Something like, “As recommended in the unincorporated
Charleston County Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan, and hazard mitigation plans for various entities throughout Charleston

What is the possibility of additional usage fees or taxes for de-
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velopers of new housing? This could help pay for the required
expansion of services.
There should be incentives to make improvements to existing
housing stock.
Yes we need more affordable housing but it needs to be supported by transportation, education, and retail services and built in
the correct areas to best serve the people that are in need of this
housing.
I want to encourage more townhouse and condominium facilities. I think having 250-300-unit buildings does not increase a
sense of community. People begin to feel like rats crammed into
a small space. There is a lack of a sense of “ownership” and pride.
People need open spaces around their dwellings.
I am an advocate for green spaces immediately around someone’s dwelling. I think ALL developers should be required to
provide this. As we become more and more crowded, there is a
greater need for this. It could be a garden in a development or
apartment project. It could be a community garden. Think of
the bleakness of the high rise for the elderly on upper Meeting
Street near the beginning of I-26. It’s sad to look at it. And although people have shelter and a place to live, it does not uplift
the soul. There’s no place to walk a dog or enjoy a sunset. I am
strongly opposed to four-story apartments right on the sidewalk, such as on Coleman Boulevard in Mount Pleasant. We
have a slight improvement on Maybank Highway near Folly
Road, but not much. It seems oppressive to drive by such places
and destroys the feel of the local area. We should not be so interested in providing housing that we just see how many people
can be crammed in. That’s happening on James Island. Leaders
can shape the community for good or destroy them on behalf
of developers.
More emphasis on specific techniques to support existing communities is needed. The shape and characteristics of new development is covered. Existing subdivisions, particularly the
older ones, are directly in the path of road changes, traffic cutthroughs, and commercialization on their fringes. Specifically
stating that maintaining the character, livability, and boundaries
of older neighborhoods is needed. Techniques to minimize the
impact of highways which have become very busy on neighborhoods should be delineated, such as: jumping from residential
zoning to zoning other than the lowest level of commercial activity should not be allowed as this should help lower the impact
on other parcels near highways; and housing stock no longer
viable due to their location along now traffic-intensive highways
should be considered for purchase, removal, and conversion to
open green space instead of commercial uses to benefit the residential parcels backing up to them.
Infill development in existing neighborhoods should have design standards that they meet the existing size, height, and par-

cel coverages which typically exist in the neighborhood.
Enhance older neighborhood livability with sidewalks, curbs,
and deep drainage ditches replaced with pipes and covered.
Often older neighborhoods had little traffic and roads were suitable for non-motorized activities; this is often not the case any
longer.
This is the most important element!

TRANSPORTATION
Roads in existing standalone subdivisions should not be expanded for additional traffic or be used for excessive cutthroughs; rather drivers should be directed via some technique
to major traffic arteries.
Saint Andrews Area: With the Long Savannah development
being added to the Urban/Suburban Area, what are the roads
infrastructure being added?
Coordinate with Dorchester County Comprehensive Plan on
the location of the expansion of Glenn McConnell Parkway.
I see the strategy to coordinate with communities in the county,
but it is important to coordinate with plans of other communities. I think it is important to incorporate the Glenn McConnell
Parkway into the Comprehensive Plan. I would also like to see
the name changed to something that means something to the
community.
In order to relieve pressure on Highway 61 and to add another hurricane evacuation route, I encourage the County to include an extension of the Glenn McConnell Parkway in the
Comprehensive Plan update.
The County is doing its citizens and all of the area residents a
big disservice if they do not consider the extension of the Glenn
McConnell Parkway.
The growth along Highway 61 will only continue to cause traffic
issues and possibly affect the historic areas and plantations along
the corridor. By completing the roadway, traffic from an already
crowded I-26, Dorchester Road, Rivers Avenue (Highway 52)
and Highway 61, it will contribute to a reduction of traffic on
those arteries and allow traffic to reach I-526 and the City in less
time. It will also open up additional areas for development. It
should be designed with little or no traffic lights to keep traffic
moving to the Bees Ferry Road interchange. Additional work
along Glenn McConnell Parkway should be done to reduce the
number of stop lights that just add to the congestion.
High speed: Glenn McConnell Pkwy - align with City
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of Charleston, Dorchester County, and Charleston Area
Transportation Study (CHATS) Long-Range Plan, showing connections with the three plans. Low speed: Highway 61, Drayton
Hall to Middleton - drop speed limit to 35mph, true scenic road.

Work more with CARTA or regional transportation agencies to
develop “park and rides”.

Be more specific that scenic corridors are desirable. There are
not that many opportunities remaining for them, and detail
what characteristics they should entail (e.g. low speed, no stop
lights/signs, good scenery, limited or no new commercial activity, large buffers for nearby development etc). Specifically
state that scenic corridors are not for fast travel or to evolve into
multi-lane roads such as Folly or Maybank.

A more specific plan for traffic is required to make sure that no
permits are issued until traffic issues are resolved for the future.

Reduce speed limits on Folly Road.
A Complete Streets policies for publicly-owned and -maintained streets.
T6. Complete Streets concept needs to be solifidied into a policy
that will be followed and applied.
T11. Bicycle lanes should be separated from traffic - preferably
with a barrier!
Plan should allocate more funding to bicycle and pedestrian
projects.
Ensure that pedestrian and bike access is incorporated on all
public roadways, including bridges.

Concern: No CARTA over the Stono River.

Prior to any additional commercial permitting, conduct a traffic
study and resolve the issues of “failing” roads.
No to the extension of I-526/Mark Clark Expressway; exclude
this project from the Plan revisions in part because it’s not a
high-priority regional project and will cost significantly more
than $556 million. No, also because this project would promote
automobile-dependent transportation while increasing sprawl
and damaging neighborhoods, thus directly contradicting most
of the recommendations and goals outlined elsewhere in the
Plan.
The biggest issue here is where the monies that are available
should be spent. The research data as presented states that the
extension of I-526 will FAIL to address traffic problems. The
SCDOT is under investigation, the SIB is like the “king’s new
clothes” ... you could not go there today and ask to withdraw
enough money for the 526 project! There are many roads in the
county, city and especially the state that are far more urgent issues!
Roads: complete I-526 to give greater access to other islands.

Develop a long-term plan for a network of bike paths linking all
areas of River Road to Maybank Road and Main Road.
Recognize that Charleston County Park and Recreation
Commission developed a comprehensive trails plan, to be implemented through the Charleston County RoadWise program.
In addition, some municipalities have developed their own bike
and pedestrian plans to be implemented through coordination
with Charleston County RoadWise.
Roads can’t handle all of the proposed development.
Plan for alternative methods to improve transportation.
T17. Public transportation should be subsidized to enourage ridership and reduce single-occupancy vehicles.

Get dirt roads changed to asphalt (paved).
Delete reference to the I-526/Mark Clark Expressway as a done
deal. Rather than relying on it, the Plan should investigate alternatives, such as mass transit, to alleviate the serious and worsening transportation problems in the County.
County/state and the I-526 (existing), I-526 Extension, I-26 improvements are not being closely coordinated, nor are comprehensive alternative modes being incorporated in the planning.
Comprehensive approach with all
Department of Transportation (DOT).

municipalities

and

Greater emphasis on mass transit options to reduce private cars
and provide access for rural residents to MUSC.

For our tax dollars, the roads and highway (Maybank) should
be kept much better than they are at present. Roads should be
mowed on a regular basis and some type of schedule to use prisoners to pick up the trash.

Plan should include an analysis of CARTA’s strategy.

Need improvement at River Road and Maybank Highway.

Plan should include a synopsis of CARTA’s current strategic
plan.

What is the plan for traffic on Main Road and Maybank
Highway?
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Maybe a shuttle service from Downtown to Johns Island.

Water and sewer - drainage line.

Label more roads on location maps.

Public utilities: water from City to Wadmalaw Island - when is
this in the plans? Also want public sewer.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

Water on Wadmalaw Island, commercial business.

If I-526 will take the primitive camping area at James Island
County Park, can additional areas be identified and preserved
for camping?

No to the Plan that suggests Rural Guideline 21 “allow any
wastewater treatment systems other than individual on-site
systems prior to submitting applications for development
approval” ; Wastewater treatment systems built specifically
for Planned Developments have been shown to be problematic, polluting, and ultimately costly to taxpayers. Septic
Maintenance Programs: Plan must include provisions for protecting rural communities from overdevelopment associated
with sewer lines; Plan must include provisions clean and safe
sewage systems to communities outside of the Urban Growth
Boundary; Plan must include funding specifically dedicated to
attaining and maintain high standards, such as in the Sewee to
Santee corridor.

Would be good to display future Charleston County Parks
on map for reference. Map depicts Ashley Boat Landing
McClellanville. Is it indeed? Signage states you need to pay a fee
as a member to use.
Parks and Boat Landing map: Kiawah Marsh is showing as public County park.
Please ensure that public access to waterways is a part of the
Comprehensive Plan. Too often, water access is limited to private property owners only.
More boat landings are needed.

No to targeting rural areas outside of the Urban Growth
Boundary for wastewater treatment lines; Plan should include
Septic Maintenance Programs.

Expanding access for existing county residents to water resources (rivers, creeks, marshes, old canals, etc.) for scenery, walking,
and non-motorized boating/paddling ‘put-ins’ should be a goal.
Development along the coast and waterways here is often the
domain of very wealthy individuals or gated communities and
the general public needs new access points as the population
grows. Such access would even make the area more viable for
visitors to see and use the lowcountry in a low-impact manner.

Need more services on Wadmalaw Island.

Incorporate boat landing in Mullett Hall park facilities.

Need a new drop-off site closer to people near 7 Mile/Highway
41 area for trash and recycling. Maxville Road is too far. This
would help stop large illegal dumping.

Provide support for recycling in mixed-use and rural areas.
Should have been discussed by community then by County.
We need to know about the plans for Wadmalaw Island before it
becomes in action. You said your department is not in the water
business, but you can give us ideas on how to proceed.
The county does not need to be in the sewer business. This is a
way for developers to push expenses (construction/operation)
off to taxpayers.

Increase fire stations on Wadmalaw and do not decrease current
location as provided by Johns Island fire company.
Expand Charleston County Sheriff ’s Office (CCSO) facilities to
more remote areas of the county, e.g. Johns Island, Wadmalaw,
etc.

Our schools need upgrades, the school bus fleet is desperate,
and there are no or hardly any community swimming pools!
The children in the area are so at risk of drowning and some do
indeed every year!
CF12. Want to see new library facility on James Island with community meeting space!
CF 19: Can encouragement of solar power include property tax
credits for installation of solar power on homes?

Storm drainage: why am I paying for this service when I don’t
have any ditches?
Storm drainage: I am not getting any benefits/services from my
tax dollars. I am paying for the above.

PRIORITY INVESTMENT, IMPLEMENTATION, AND COORDINATION
Replace “enhance” with “design and implement.”
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ENERGY
Can the County provide tax incentives for properties that install
alternative energy sources?
How are our electricity utilities going to meet the ever increasing challenges especially as the President and Congress are adamant about taking all of the coal fired facilities offline as soon as
they can? We cannot build new gas turbine/wind/solar/nuclear
facilities fast enough! The proposed Carbon Credit system is a
joke and will only make things so much worse.
Happy to see the strategies included in this plan. Hope that this
element is well supported.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
Some elements have confusing strikeovers.
Needed realigning and tweaking. To the extent that County government allows the free market to operate freely, the better all
of us will be.
Why was it necessary to insert “category” in the Plan if there are
no necessary changes done to Wadmalaw?
Family divisions and property: Will be happy to educate on
the onerous regulations that are financially overwhelming.
Ownership of land is the basic form of wealth in this nation
and to forbid parents from distributing this wealth to children
is draconian confiscatory.
Reject East Edisto - otherwise, ok.
Thanks for your time and effort.
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Appendix B: Comments Provided after July 18, 2014

LAND USE
Expand Rural Guideline 3 to state: “Develop gross densities at
the higher range of the recommended future land use designation when Clustering or Conservation Design is used, as exhibited in Figure 3.1.3, to offset the provision of significant amounts
of preserved land, especially in the Rural Residential and Rural
Agriculture Future Land Use categories.”
Amend Land Use Strategy 10 to correspond with the Rural
Guideline above as follows: “Adopt innovative planning and
zoning techniques such as: (1) Clustering or Conservation Design
to allow development within the recommended future land use
designation density ranges while preserving significant amounts of
land; and (2) Form-Based Zoning District regulations to authorize a combination of land uses within communities, including
residential, service, and employment land uses.”
Unfortunately, the rural nature of life on Johns Island has reduced considerably since the time of the writing of the previous
Comprehensive Plan. It is important for the future cohesiveness
of Johns Island to give more options to landholders who have
AG 8 properties.

I own property located at 2377 N Highway 17 in Mt. Pleasant
and I have been in regular contact with the Charleston County
Zoning and Planning Department concerning the Georgetown
Loop Overlay District in particular, and the Comprehensive Plan
in general. I have been voicing my concern about the limitations
placed on my property by the current zoning and would like to
have it changed. I was under the impression the two governing
authorities would discuss possible changes to and modify the
Plan. I have now discovered that the comment period has closed
and there is no current recommendations to amend this plan. I
am contacting you all in an attempt to get my concerns before
the proper parties so that I may be heard. Please contact me with
what course of action that I have remaining to address this issue.

Regarding Tax Parcels 280-00-00-007, -297, and -296: I am
working toward development of these parcels. I visualize a single family residential project with a density of approximately
3 units per acre. To achieve this density the parcels will need
to be annexed by the City of Charleston and tied into the City
water and sewer system. As I understand it, annexation will
require the relocation of the city’s urban growth boundary line
to the current location of the county’s urban growth boundary.
It would also require that the County make no change to the
status of these parcel under the current county comprehensive
land use plan (suburban residential).
These parcels are well suited for development. Sanitary sewer
is currently accessible. The parcels are adjacent to single family
residential parcels zoned by the city of Charleston SR-2. Across
Main Road are parcels zoned both SR-1 and SR-7. One of the
two retail nodes on John’s island is within ½ mile. All of the
land on these parcels would be considered high ground and useable with the exception of storm water management facilities.
A medium density residential project would represent a step
down in density from parcels located to the south and east.

I think that the County is suggesting that the UGB on James
Island be revised to be moved further out at Sol Legare Rd (it
is hard to see exactly where on the map in the Revised Comp
Plan). I think currently the UGB is up closer to S. Grimball Rd.
Many James Islanders would be OPPOSED to this change in
the UGB on James Island, and the City of Chas. Planning Office
says that they do not want it to be changed.
Can this be discussed today at the Planning Commission
meeting?
It is also unfortunate that the Folly Road Overlay is stricken
in the County’s Revised Comp Plan, whereas other overlays remain (ie. Maybank on Johns Island).
I also strongly disagree with the language in the
Transportation Element of the Revised Comp Plan that the
Extension of the Mark Clark is “high priority” (p. 124) Who has
labelled it “high priority”? The Comp Plan is drafted by planners
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and the county’s planning commission with public input. Where was
the public input that moved that project to “high priority”?
Thank you for taking these matters under consideration today at
your meeting.
Please recommend that the UGB on James Island remain where
it is currently and that the extension of the Mark Clark NOT be specified as “high priority”.
Can the County revise this boundary to what the City of
Charleston has it as? with Sol Legare being “rural”? Isn’t it possible for the County’s UGB line to be revised to match the City of
Charleston’s on Folly Road? Could Planning Commission recommend this change?

The County Comprehensive Plan seems to have no metrics to
limit the permits/building to match limited coastal access highway
inlet/egress capabilities. The District 9 areas of James Island and
Folly Beach have chronic traffic problems. Building permits for large
numbers of single family homes and multi-family apartments such
as near the Folly Road, Maybank Highway area have been recently
approved and will quickly overwhelm the few access roads to this
area. The Maybank Highway apartments have a large 4-level parking garage. Building permits must match highway, water, and sewage
infrastructure capabilities or quality of life will deteriorate rapidly.
Establish reasonable limits to coastal inlet/egress routes. For example, establish the limits for Harbor View and Folly Roads. Include
allowances for seasonal beach/tourist traffic. Make this a mandatory limitation on building permits. Cut back on permits as required
until highways can be improved to meet any additional requested
building/permitting.

I have attached the proposed UGB realignment as presented by
staff during the April 2013 Planning Commission [pictured at right].
As per our phone conversation, this is an emotional issue for
myself and adjacent property owners. Council has literally divided
and dissected a neighborhood by placing an arbitrary line down
Brownswood Rd. This is comparable to “living on one side of the
tracks”, “the haves and the have not’s”.
The proposed attached realignment makes sense. It is based on
geographic land features which extends the urban growth boundary
west to the County pit which would be inclusive of my property and
my neighbors’.
As you can see, the proposed realignment would affect less than
100 properties, many of those properties previously developed or
not large enough to support development. However, some of the
smaller property owners, (less than six acres) my neighbor being
one, would like the ability to be allowed to build another home on
their property. Many of these property owners have owned the land
for years, if not, generations. They should at least have the right to
be able to leave their heirs property on which they can build. Under
the current UDO and without access to public sewer they can not.
Again, the haves and have not’s.
Most of these same property owners are minorities. This may or

may not have a racial component and for the record, I am not stating or claiming that it does. That said, a reasonable person would
wonder why those western property owners are not afforded the
same rights as their eastern neighbors?
Speaking of public sewer, per my January 23, 2011 email; “the
western property owners are not allowed to connect to the public
sewer. Even though the sewer runs adjacent on the western side.
The eastern property owners are connected to the public sewer. This is a clear violation of the 208 Clean Water Act, which the
County recently signed on to uphold.”
I speak of experience as a Developer, my attorney Tommy
Goldstein defeated the Folly Beach illegal sewer referendum ordinance in 2000. Furthermore, the SC Supreme Court has ruled repeatedly that a “body politic” can not deny public services, (water,
sewer, fire, safety) when available and this was what the court ruled
in my case.
In addition a public gas line was recently installed on the western side. This is not indicative of a rural area, much less a transitional area. Utility companies simply do not install public utility
lines in rural areas.
Councilmember Johnson, per our phone conversation today, I
will call you this Monday morning and respectfully request that I
can meet with you at your earliest convenience and show you all the
new developments on Brownswood Rd., including a 90 lot development directly across from my property’s ingress.

BROWNSWOOD ROAD UGB
APRIL 8 PC DISCUSSION

Alternative UGB
Location

Current UGB
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Appendix C: Letters Received Regarding the Review

The following pages contain copies of letters regarding the
Comprehensive Plan Five-Year Review.
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7789 Steamboat Landing Rd.
Edisto Island, SC 29438
1/18/13
Mr. Eric Meyer, Chairman
Charleston County Planning Commission
4045 Bridgeview Dr.
North Charleston, SC 29405
Dear Mr. Meyer:
I had the pleasure of attending your meeting this week. I came because I know you are beginning the
lengthy and difficult process of reviewing the Charleston County Comprehensive Plan. We appreciate
the hard work, dedication and public benefit of your efforts in this regard.
As you may know I am an active member of the Edisto Island community, past President of both the
Edisto Island Community Association and the Edisto Island Preservation Alliance. While I don’t pretend
to speak for either group in this letter, I do stay pretty tuned in to our community’s interests.
I believe I can say that in general the island community has been pleased with the current
comprehensive plan. And we particularly appreciate the work of the planning commission staff under
the leadership of Dan Pennick. They have taken great pains to inform us and to educate us.
As Charleston County’s most rural area, as part of the internationally acclaimed ACE Basin, as home to
Botany Bay WMA, and as the home of one of only 4 National Scenic Byways in the State of SC the
residents of Edisto have long fought to protect our rural, agricultural, and natural heritage and have
appreciated the protections in the current plan. Currently over 50% of the land area of Edisto is under
some form of conservation protection.
I would ask that you continue the protections under the comprehensive plan and - yes - strengthen
them even further.
First, I ask that you defend the Charleston County urban growth boundary at all costs. We cannot afford
to see it creep closer to our rural communities. Any changes must be carefully studied and should make
it more defensible, not less.
Second, and a part of that critical issue, I ask that you continue the commitment NOT to extend
infrastructure like water and sewer service to rural areas. Water wells and septic systems function well
in low density environments and at considerably less cost to our residents. In this regard I would like to
see a commitment that you would also not permit the extension of such infrastructure into Charleston
County from adjoining counties, in our case from Colleton County’s Town of Edisto Beach.
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Where infrastructure goes more dense development follows, this has been proved time and again.
Density would destroy the Edisto Island that we love, that attracts our visitors who drive our tourism
based economy, and it would make the island less desirable for those who build second and retirement
homes here which enhances your tax base.
Third, while we generally accept the current designation of various classes of property (AG-10, AGR,
Community Commercial and the like) we are concerned by the designation of target areas around the
commercial areas as being those where additional commercial growth may be targeted in the future.
While we understand that planners like to think about the future, there is currently adequate
commercially zoned property for our foreseeable future. For the past eight years empty commercial
property on Edisto has generally sat untouched and unsaleable. Some of it, where commercial ventures
were attempted, sit empty and are eyesores.
With the current uptick in the economy a few more inquiries are beginning to be heard but they have an
unfortunate common theme. My real estate selling friends tell me those inquiring are unwilling to pay
the asking prices of already zoned commercial properties confident that they can purchase land
currently zoned agricultural much cheaper and get it rezoned in areas that the county has said may at
some time in the future become commercial.
This is simply not right, it is not healthy for our community, and I am confident most island residents
would oppose this.
Finally, some of the currently zoned commercial properties are in unfortunate locations. They were
placed there simply for historic reasons. That history however also includes horse and buggy
transportation, not 18 wheel trucks and tourists rushing to Edisto Beach. Some of these properties have
areas around them which fit the above description of perhaps at some time in the future being potential
commercial zoning.
When the comprehensive plan was drawn I believe staff looked at where commercial activities had
occurred in the past and those were the areas chosen to be commercial in the future. In some cases this
was fine. It tended to be at crossroads and the sites of often historic gathering places. Unfortunately
not all crossroads today are on nice straight stretches of road. I would suggest to you that, while we
would not ask that you roll back the commercial designation of those parcels currently zoned that way,
there should be no conversion of adjacent properties enlarging these areas. The danger to the motoring
public of putting additional commercial development on curves on a 55 mph highway is simply too
great.
As you face the complexities and problems of the rest of the county you may be tempted to overlook
Edisto or to think our challenges are simple by comparison. Please never forget what a valuable place
this is.
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The ACE Basin is home to endangered and threatened species. People on Edisto are as proud of our bald
eagles, wood storks and rosette spoonbills as some places are of their college sports teams. The Edisto
Island National Scenic Highway has brought a national spotlight to this rural area encouraging visitors
from around the world. In South Carolina there are few family beaches remaining, ours is one of those.
And the Gullah Geechee culture, it’s home ownership, religious heritage, and its agricultural and fishing
roots on this island are deep. That culture and the place of its people on this traditional sea island
deserves to be preserved.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Elliott M. “Bud” Skidmore
cc. Dan Pennick, Director of Planning
Anna Johnson, Charleston County Council
Jim Brailsford, Chairman, Edisto Island Preservation Alliance
Gracie Horne, President, Edisto Island Community Association
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Mr. Dan Pennick
Director, Charleston County Planning and Zoning Department
Lonnie Hamilton III Public Services Building
4045 Bridge View Drive
North Charleston, SC 29405
July 30, 2014
Dear Mr. Pennick:
Charleston Moves appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Transportation portion of the
Charleston County 5-year Comprehensive Plan Update.
We believe that a bicycle and pedestrian-friendly region is a healthy, active and fun place to live, work
and visit. We also believe that our region’s growth and the shifting trends of the Millennial generation
(less car-centric, more quality of life, health and active-lifestyle interested, more prone to bike/walk)
REQUIRE that the Comprehensive Plan reflects an aggressive and serious commitment to alternative
transportation plans, and not simply car through-put. We have seen the ink on current and past plans,
but the implementation lags.
Charleston Moves primary comment is that it is of utmost urgency for Charleston County to implement a
Complete Streets policy in all of its new and retrofit County Transportation projects, including and
especially bridges. Complete streets are designed and operated to provide safe access for everyone,
including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and transit riders of all ages and abilities. Charleston Moves
advocates that “streets are for people, not just people in cars.” This means transportation planners and
engineers will be directed to routinely design and operate the entire right of way to enable safe access
for all users on public roads and bridges, regardless of age, ability, or mode of transportation. This
means that every transportation project will make the street network better, improve connectivity and
make our roadways and bike lanes safer for drivers, transit users, pedestrians, and bicyclists – making
Charleston County a better place to live.
Furthermore, we would like to see Charleston County utilize federal dollars and other available funds in
a more proactive way to create dedicated bikeways, protected bike lanes, and improve signage and
safety markings. Too often, even with “complete streets” jargon, bike lanes, sharrows, road diets and
traffic calming measures are an afterthought, not a starting point. We urge you to include measures and
language in this plan, specifically in Section 3.7.3 (T.3, T.4, T.11, T.17) that emphasize PRIORITY and
IMPLEMENTATION regarding “complete streets,” protected bikeways, pedestrian access, and so forth.
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With the rapid growth which our region anticipates, and in fact, is already realizing, well balanced, safe
and connected multi-modal transportation is the answer to our mobility issues.
We appreciate this opportunity to comment on your plan, and will happily provide more specifics if
desired or required.
Respectfully,
Stephanie Hunt and Pat Sullivan
Charleston Moves Board Members
Cc: Julie Hensley, CCPRC
Matt Moldenhauer, CCPRC

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

49

50

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

51

52

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

53

54

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

Appendix D: Workshop Boards
The following pages contain images of the workshop boards
presented during the June 2014 public workshops.

55

56

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

57

58

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

59

60

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

61

62

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

63

64

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA: Public Comment Summary Report

65

