
 
 
 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
April 10, 2019 

 
AGENDA 

 
The Isle of Palms Planning Commission will hold its regular meeting on 
Wednesday, April 10, 2019 at 4:30 p.m. in the City Hall Conference Room, 
second floor, 1207 Palm Boulevard. 
 
A.  Call to order and acknowledgment that the press and the public were duly  
 notified in accordance with state law 
 
B.   Public comments 
 
C.   Approval of minutes:  March 13, 2019 
 
D. New business:  
    1. Subdivision request: 105, 107, 109 Forest Trail 
    2. Discuss further protection of palm trees 

3. Make recommendation on Ordinance 2019-07, an 
ordinance amending minimum lot sizes in SR1 and 
SR2 

 
  
E. Old business:  Discuss ways to reduce impervious surfacing: 
 

1. Review Ordinance 2018-13 
2. Review lot coverage limits in other 

jurisdictions 
  

        
F.  Miscellaneous business 
 
G.  Adjourn 
 



MINUTES OF THE ISLE OF PALMS 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

March 13, 2019 
 

The Isle of Palms Planning Commission met in the City Hall conference room, 1207 
Palm Boulevard on March 13, 2019 at 4:30 p.m.  Members attending included Richard 
Ferencz, Phillip Pounds, Ron Denton, Bill Mills, and Lisa Safford; the Director of 
Planning Douglas Kerr was present as well.  Vince DiGangi and Lewis Gregory were 
absent.  Mr. Ferencz acknowledged that the press had been notified of the meeting and 
the agenda for the meeting was posted in City Hall and the Building Department to 
comply with the Freedom of Information Act.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS  
 
Henry Hagerty, 106 Forest Trail, explained that he has seen that the applicant for the 
subdivision request on Forest Trail did not comply with the Planning Commission’s prior 
request to provide a drainage plan, but provided existing and proposed lot coverage 
amounts instead.  He explained that the problem with this is that unless the developer is 
willing to self-encumber the property with a requirement that no owner ever cover more 
of the lot than what he is proposing, there would be no legal way to the limit the 
impervious coverage to what he is proposing and the lot coverage for each lot could be 
as much as 7,000 square feet.  He requested that the Planning Commission either 
require that the drainage plan, that was previously requested, be completed or that the 
applicant encumber the property to limit the impervious surface to the same amount as 
what is currently in place. 
 
Jim Raih, 3904 Cameron Boulevard, explained that he believed that what the developer 
was proposing was a fair plan and appeared to meet the requirements of the City’s 
code.  He stated that he had noticed some marsh grass in the ditches around the 
properties and felt like a wetlands study could be done.  He stated that he felt that the 
only reasonable way to ensure this does not happen in the future is to increase the 
minimum lot size for future subdivision requests. 
 
Anthony Zazella, 104 Forest Trail, explained that he and his wife live across the road 
from the development being planned.  He explained that has seen what was provided 
by the developer and it is not the drainage plan the Planning Commission requested at 
the last meeting.  He requested that the Planning Commission either require the 
drainage plan be completed, as previously requested, or that a requirement be placed 
on the properties limiting the future coverage of the lots to their current impervious 
coverage. 
 
Dave Blaszczak, 130 Sparrow, explained that he was directly behind this proposed 
development and across the drainage canal.  He explained that during storm events or 
high tides, the water overwhelms the system and he has water into his property.  He  
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added that there is a large tree in the ditch that is being undermined by erosion from the 
water in the canal.  He stated that he is concerned that adding more houses to the area  
 
is going to add more water to a system that is already routinely overwhelmed and 
underperforming. 
 
Tom Widlowski, 107 Forest Trail, explained that he was one of the owners of the 
properties in question that would be selling the property.  He stated that the ditch 
adjacent to his house is not performing correctly, sometimes leaving two or three feet of 
water in his yard with no rain, and he asked that if this request does not pass, will the 
community look at improving the situation for the residents in the area.  He stated that 
he felt sure there was no worse drainage area on the island. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES   
 
With no more public comments offered, Mr. Ferencz explained that the next item on the 
agenda was the approval of the February 13, 2019 minutes and Mr. Pounds made a 
motion to approve the minutes as submitted and Ms. Safford seconded the motion.  The 
vote was unanimous in favor of the motion. 
 
SUBDIVISION REQUEST AT 105, 107, 109 FOREST TRAIL 
 
Mr. Kerr explained that the attached request is for preliminary approval of a subdivision 
at 105, 107 and 109 Forest Trail.  He explained that last month the Planning 
Commission directed the applicant to provide a drainage plan, but that had not been 
provided and instead calculations of existing and proposed lot coverage were provided. 
 
Mr. Denton asked if the applicant could be legally held to the lot coverage they are 
proposing.  Mr. Kerr answered that without additional legal steps, he did not believe the 
developer would be limited to the lot coverage he is showing in the application.  He 
stated that he thought that there could be some legal mechanism put in place that would 
limit the future lot coverage, but there was nothing currently in place.   
 
Mr. Kerr said that he sees two options: either investigate a legal mechanism to hold the 
future lots to the proposed lot coverage or go back to the original request for a drainage 
plan.  He warned the Commission that there was a timeframe of 60 days that the 
Commission needed to act within to avoid the request automatically being approved, 
which was approaching. 
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The applicant’s engineer, Mickey Seabrook, explained that he understood from the last 
meeting that the Commission wanted assurance that the drainage would not be any  
 
worse and if the lot coverage was reduced by 11%, as proposed, this would not make 
the drainage situation any worse. 
 
Mr. Mills asked if the developer would be willing to agree to not exceeding the current 
lot coverage. 
 
The applicant, Rick Banning, responded that he had not fully designed each house, but 
he feels confident they will be very close to what is being represented in the application.   
 
Mr. Ferencz explained that drainage problems are not just caused by surface areas, he 
stated that the changes in grade could also impact the situation and they have not been 
provided this information. 
 
Mr. Kerr indicated that the City’s code requires that the applicant provide a drainage 
plan prior to being ultimately subdivided.  He also stated that putting deed restrictions 
into place is a less clear path forward.  He explained that with as much input as the City 
has received indicating that there are drainage problems, he felt that the applicant was 
running the risk of buying properties and tearing down homes before he learns that the 
request does not meet the drainage requirements in the City’s code and cannot be 
granted final approval.  Therefore, he would suggest that the Commission deny the 
request until the applicant has provided a drainage plan that satisfies the City’s 
subdivision regulations.   
 
Mr. Ferencz asked how long it would take to get the drainage plan together.  Mr. 
Seabrook answered 30 days.  Mr. Ferencz stated that the Commission could agree to 
give the applicant 40 days to provide the information. 
 
Mr. Kerr stated that he felt it would be safer to deny the request, to stop the code’s 
required timeclock, and direct the applicant to submit documentation satisfying Sections 
5-5-7(e)4 & 5 of the City’s code with the understanding that the request will be heard 
once assurance is provided from Charleston County that the request is compliant. 
 
Mr. Seabrook explained that he felt like the timing requirement from Charleston County 
would be more than the applicant or potential buyers can endure. 
 
Mr. Mills asked since the applicant had to do this anyway, why is the request for a 
drainage plan being met with so much resistance. 
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Mr. Seabrook answered it was considerable cost to the applicant. 
 
Mr. Mills stated that the applicant must provide this plan anyway, so it is no additional 
cost. 
 
Mr. Seabrook answered that it is the timing of the cost that is problematic. 
 
Mr. Mills asked if there was any doubt that he would be able to get it approved. 
 
Mr. Seabrook answered that he did not know for certain what the County would do, but 
he did not believe he had ever had one denied before. 
 
Mr. Kerr explained that this was the concern, that the Commission grant preliminary 
approval, properties are purchased, houses are torn down, and then there is a problem.  
If this were to happen, all parties would be in a very bad situation.   
 
Mr. Kerr stated that the Commission had discussed the idea of deed restrictions limiting 
the properties to the current coverage and he was not clear if the applicant was 
agreeable to legally encumbering the properties to maintain their current coverage. 
 
Mr. Banning answered that he did not think it would be fair to hold these properties to a 
different standard than the other properties. 
 
Ms. Safford made a motion to deny the request until the Planning Commission received 
assurance from Charleston County that the request complies with Title 3 of the City’s 
Code. 
 
Mr. Mills seconded the motion and stated that he does not believe the denial causes the 
applicant to incur any additional expense. 
 
The vote was unanimous in favor of the motion. 
 
DISCUSS FURTHER PROTECTION OF PALM TREES 
 
Mr. Kerr explained that Mr. Ferencz asked that this item be put on the agenda for 
discussion, but he would give some background. 
  
He explained that currently the City’s Code allows palm trees to be removed if they are 
mitigated by either moving the trees, replacing the trees, or paying the same amount as 
replacement into the City’s tree fund.  He explained that prior to 2013, palm trees were  



 
Planning Commission minutes 
March 13, 2019 
Page 5 
 
given the same protection as other trees, but City Council relaxed this protection in 
reaction to owners complaining that palms are not technically trees and they are overly 
abundant on the island.  He explained that the Planning Commission revamped several 
aspects of the City’s tree removal requirements at the time and they engaged arborists 
from Clemson to guide those amendments.  He provided a picture of a property on 
Waterway Boulevard that had legally removed 13 palm trees and explained that he felt 
like this was the example that caused concern over this issue. 
 
Mr. Ferencz explained that he was on the Planning Commission in 2013, when the palm 
trees protection was relaxed, but he felt like it was an emotional issue then and a close 
vote, but he thinks that they should be provided with more protection. 
 
Mr. Mills asked if the ordinance had not been relaxed, how this would have impacted 
the property on Waterway Boulevard that removed the palms.  Mr. Kerr answered that 
they could have moved the palms under the old code, but they could not have been 
removed and a payment made to the tree fund. 
 
Mr. Mills asked if there were other instances that this has caused a problem.  Mr. Kerr 
answered not that he could remember.  He stated that he frequently issues permits for 
the removal of palms, when an owner pays into the tree fund, but it is almost always 
one or two palms, not 13. 
 
Mr. Mills stated that in reviewing the Planning Commission’s logic in 2013, when the 
decision was made to relax the protection of palm trees, the Commission seemed very 
thorough and well thought out, including engaging professionals from Clemson, and he 
did not see the need to undo that work. 
 
Mr. Kerr answered that he saw it as a preference.  He explained that as the “City of Isle 
of Palms,” he feels that there is an emotional connection between the community and 
palm trees and their protection would be in response to that connection. 
 
Ms. Safford explained that she always supports the protection of trees and she would 
be in favor of preserving more trees. 
 
The Commission agreed to delay the rest of the conversation until more Planning 
Commission members are in attendance. 
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DISCUSS WAYS TO REDUCE IMPERVIOUS SURFACING  
 
Mr. Kerr explained that he had including four options in the packets as ways to reduce 
impervious coverage on lots.   
 
He explained that the first option would be to reduce the lot coverage and FAR limits for 
properties using septic systems.  He explained that this was a recommendation of the 
Planning Commission to Council to not only reduce coverage and provide properties 
tied to septic systems more area for a septic system to function, but also incentivize 
tying into public sewer.  He explained that the downside to this requirement is that the 
Water and Sewer Commission objects to this amendment as they see it as a 
requirement that will drive owners towards grinder systems. 
 
Mr. Denton asked if the Water Commission would object, if the recommendation was to 
also tie the reduction in coverage and FAR to houses using grinder systems.  Mr. 
Ferencz explained that the logic of the requirement falls apart if you include grinders, 
because they do not need the space and smaller houses to function well, like septic 
systems. 
 
Mr. Denton pointed out that the draft would also have the effect of driving people away 
from engineered septic systems, which do not need the area that traditional septic 
systems need to function well. 
 
Mr. Kerr explained that a second strategy the Commission could consider implementing 
a fee for additional coverage that would be paid to the City once a property’s coverage 
toggles over a “normal” amount of coverage.  He explained that the fund could then be 
used for drainage projects to deal with the additional run-off created by the coverage.  
The fee could be set at an amount that eliminates any savings an owner may have seen 
by using concrete or other impervious surfaces (i.e. if concrete is $5 per square foot and 
pervious pavers are $7 per square foot, the charge may be $2 or $3 per square foot).  
He explained that he thought the downside of this approach would be the effort that 
would be required to handle the administration.   
 
Mr. Mills asked if this was his creation and if any other municipality was doing this.  Mr. 
Kerr answered that Philadelphia is doing a similar program for major industrial sites with 
acres of impervious surfacing, but he did not believe there was a community doing this 
on a residential lot level. 
 
Mr. Mills asked if the purpose would be to incentivize pervious materials or raise 
revenues.  Mr. Kerr answered it was primarily to incentivize pervious materials. 
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Mr. Kerr explained that a third option would be to require retention for new construction 
sites.  He explained that this could be either to require an engineer to analyze each site 
and prepare a site-specific plan or it could be a set percentage of a lot that would need 
to be used for retention.  He explained that Portland has a very detailed/complex 
stormwater program, but the program includes a “Simplified Approach” that is intended 
to allow homeowners to complete projects without having an engineer develop a site-
specific plan.  The approach appears to require a retention facility that is roughly 10% of 
the area of the impervious coverage on the lot. 
 
Mr. Ferencz stated that the City would be better off to try to handle retention at a City 
level instead of at the individual lot level. 
 
Mr. Kerr explained that the City currently did require this on large scale projects, like a 
hotel or shopping center, but it is not required at the individual lot level.  He stated that 
this was probably the simplest to administer, but it could be seen as a burden on those 
owners wanting to develop their sites. 
 
Mr. Ferencz asked if the Planning Commission could see the existing City code’s 
definition of what qualifies as a drainage plan.  Mr. Kerr answered that he could provide 
what the Planning Commission forwarded to Council last year that detailed what the 
plan should include.  The Commission agreed to hold the rest of this discussion until 
they review the language that is currently in the code. 
 
DISCUSS DRAINAGE PROJECTS THAT COULD BE QUICKLY IMPLEMENTED 
 
Mr. Kerr explained that construction on the outfall project is roughly a year and a half 
away, because of the permitting necessary.  He explained that the staff believed that 
some smaller projects could be completed within the drainage basins being studied 
before construction begins on the outfalls.  He stated that Council would be considering 
an amount to expand Thomas and Hutton’s scope to develop a list of potential projects 
that could be completed in the next fiscal year for a construction cost of not more than 
$500,000. 
 
UPDATE ON MOU WITH WATER AND SEWER COMMISSION  
 
Mr. Kerr explained that the next step would be a workshop between the City and the 
Water and Sewer Commission to review the masterplan that has been developed by 
Thomas and Hutton.  He explained that this meeting would be scheduled soon. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
With there being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 6:10 P.M.   
Respectfully submitted, Richard Ferencz, Chairman 



From: Rick Banning
To: "Douglas Kerr"
Cc: Ron Denton; E. M. Seabrook III; rick.ferencz@gmail.com; Lewis Seabrook
Subject: Re: Fw: drawing
Date: Thursday, April 4, 2019 7:29:17 PM
Attachments: drainage_plan_forrest.pdf

It appears the attached drainage plan was not attached to my  last email.

Rick Banning

Seacoast Builders, LLC

cell: 302-893-1110

On 4/4/2019 4:59 PM, Rick Banning wrote:

Douglas,
Attached is updated preliminary drainage plan as requested by the Commission. I have discussed this
with Commissioner Ron Denton and apprears to be in order with what the Commission is looking for
preliminary approval.  The commission did not require that we submit to the county but only to
provide a preliminary plan that could be submitted to the county. The drainage plan now incorporates
builing envelops, FFEs, LODs, contours and coverage calculations which we are agreeing to keep
below the current allowable coverages of up to 7,000 sq ft/lot totaling 21,000 sq ft. Our plan reflects
an average of 4,030 totaling 20,150 max coverage which is below the current allowable coverage and
within the existing subdivision infrastructure and stormwater capacities. We are also incorporating
rain garden features further help with stormwater management.

We are requesting that this project be placed on next week's agenda for approval. 

So far as the county submission, as this is only preliminary, we plan to generate individual site plans
per each building permit which will detail exact house layout, driveway, sidewalk,pool and drainage
features.

 Again the subdivision is strictly for zoning approval within an existing subdivision to confirm
zoning compliance, define lot lines and setbacks. The exact plan details will be defined within  each
individual permit application submission that will incorporate final site plan details for county
approval.

Please advise.

Thank you,

Rick Banning
302-893-1110

------ Original message------
From: Lewis Seabrook
Date: Wed, Apr 3, 2019 9:42 AM
To: Rick Banning;E. M. Seabrook III;
Cc:
Subject:Re: drawing

mailto:rick@seacoastcommunities.com
mailto:dkerr@iop.net
mailto:rjdentonarch@yahoo.com
mailto:mickey@emseabrook.com
mailto:rick.ferencz@gmail.com
mailto:lewis@emseabrook.com
tel:302-893-1110
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From: "Douglas Kerr"
To: Bill Mills; Lewis Gregory; Lewis Gregory; Lisa Safford; Lisa Safford; Phillip Pounds; Phillip Pounds (ppounds@iop.net);

Richard Ferencz (Rick.ferencz@gmail.com); Rick Ferencz; Ron Denton; Ron Denton; Vince DiGangi
Cc: ""Desirée Fragoso" (desireef@iop.net)"
Subject: palm tree ordinance
Date: Friday, March 8, 2019 2:48:00 PM
Attachments: minutes 3-20-13.doc

Rick has asked that we put a discussion on the agenda for palm tree removal.  I wanted to give some
background on this issue prior to the meeting.
 
The City’s Code allows palm trees to be removed as long as they are mitigated through one of the
options included in the Code.  See Section 5-4-2-(33A)(d) here: 
https://library.municode.com/sc/isle_of_palms/codes/code_of_ordinances?
nodeId=COOR_TIT5PLDE_CH4ZO_ART1GEPR_S5-4-2DE
 
Prior to 2013, palm trees were given the same protection as other trees.  It is my recollection that City
Council relaxed this protection in reaction to owners complaining that palms are not technically trees
and they are overly abundant on the island.  Attached are minutes where the Planning Commission
discussed this point with the arborists from Clemson.
 
Below is the picture of the lot that I believe started the concern.  This owner opted to pay into the City’s
tree fund to mitigate 13 trees.  We will discuss more on Wednesday.
 
Thanks, Douglas
 
Douglas Kerr
Director of Building, Planning and Licensing
City of Isle of Palms
P.O. Drawer 508
Isle of Palms, SC 29451
(p) 843-886-9912
(f) 843-886-8005
 
 
 

mailto:wmills@iop.net
mailto:lewgreg@comcast.net
mailto:lgregory@iop.net
mailto:lsafford@iop.net
mailto:lbsafford@gmail.com
mailto:plpounds@gmail.com
mailto:ppounds@iop.net
mailto:Rick.ferencz@gmail.com
mailto:rferencz@iop.net
mailto:rjdentonarch@yahoo.com
mailto:rdenton@iop.net
mailto:vdigangi@iop.net
mailto:desireef@iop.net
https://library.municode.com/sc/isle_of_palms/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=COOR_TIT5PLDE_CH4ZO_ART1GEPR_S5-4-2DE
https://library.municode.com/sc/isle_of_palms/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=COOR_TIT5PLDE_CH4ZO_ART1GEPR_S5-4-2DE

MINUTES OF THE ISLE OF PALMS

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING


March 20, 2013

The Isle of Palms Planning Commission met in the City Hall Conference Room, 1207 Palm Boulevard on March 20, 2013 at 4:30 p.m.  Members attending included Bev Ballow, Richard Ferencz, Ron Denton, Patrick Harrington, Penny Lewis, Noel Scott and Don Smith; the Director of Planning Douglas Kerr was present as well.  The press had been notified of the meeting and the agenda for the meeting was posted in City Hall and the Building Department to comply with the Freedom of Information Act.  

Chairman Noel Scott called the meeting to order.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES  


Mr. Scott explained that the first item on the agenda was the approval of the February 13, 2013 minutes. Mr. Denton made a motion to approve the minutes as submitted and Mr. Ferencz seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved.


DISCUSSION OF TREE ORDINANCE


Mr. Kerr explained that a redlined draft of amendments had been distributed in the packets and experts from Clemson were available to discuss the changes being considered.  He explained that the changes in the amendment included: exempting palm trees that are transplanted or replaced from permitting, exempting invasive pest species of trees from permitting, and allowing the removal of trees that are causing structural damage to the enclosed, habitable area of a building when the damage cannot be remedied without removing the tree.


Mr. Scott asked the representatives from Clemson, Harry Crissy and Mark Arena, to join the group and answer questions.  Mr. Kerr asked if they believed it was proper to exempt invasive species and if the “Invasive Plant Pest Species of South Carolina,” published by Clemson, was the proper reference.  Mr. Arena answered yes to both questions.  He stated that it was his belief that not all invasive species were harmful, but that the “pest” species were all harmful and the City should not require an owner to keep them.


Ms. Ballow explained that the City’s code gave no protection to pine trees and asked for their opinion on this exemption.  Mr. Arena answered that he believed that large pine trees do offer ecological benefits and they should be given some level of protection.  The group generally discussed the fact that there are relatively few pine trees over 24 inches in diameter left on the island.  It was discussed that after Hugo many pine trees snapped and caused damage, but that there was extensive damage from all other species as well.      
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Mr. Kerr asked Mr. Arena what suggestions he would make regarding trees causing structural damage to people’s homes.  Mr. Arena stated that he believed that communities should allow owners to remove trees that are causing hardships to owners, but that there is always a challenge of determining what level of hardship should qualify for the removal of a tree.  He explained that in situations where an owner is required to annually prune roots from a tree that is causing damage, the tree will ultimately die and in the end the result is the same as if the tree was allowed to be removed initially.    


The group thanked Mr. Arena and Mr. Crissy for joining and agreed to go through the draft amendment.  The first point of discussion was the amendment to exempt palm trees that are transplanted or otherwise replaced from permitting.  The group agreed that they supported this amendment.  Mr. Ferencz explained that he felt that the ordinance should clarify that the City recognizes the fact that a palm tree is not technically a tree, but that the ordinance still regulates their removal.  He explained that this fact is acknowledged in discussions, but that the code is silent on the issue and it would be clearer if the code acknowledged the distinction.  The group agreed that this clarification should be made.   


The next point of discussion was the exemption of invasive pest species of trees from permitting.  The group agreed that they supported this amendment and that they supported the code referencing the list published by Clemson as the guiding document.   


The next point of discussion was granting permission for trees causing damage to property.  Mr. Kerr explained that the draft included several triggers for permitting that he would like to discuss individually.  He explained that as the ordinance is drafted there would have to be some level of physical damage to a structure and not just the “potential” for damage for a permit to be issued.  He made an example of a large oak tree being only 24 inches from the foundation of a house, but no perceivable damage occurring and asked if the group supported the notion of requiring the owner to keep this tree until some perceivable damage occurred.  The group discussed the difficulty of accurately predicting when a tree could cause damage and the opportunity for abuse if the trigger is based on a prediction.  The group agreed that the trigger for removal should be some level of damage and not the potential for damage.

The next point of discussion was which structures would have to sustain damage before a tree removal permit could be issued.  He explained that as currently drafted, the amendment would only cover the enclosed, habitable area of buildings.  Under this language, damage to a porch, deck, parking slab, shed or pool would not qualify for tree removal.  
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Mr. Smith explained that he felt that language should be broadened to include any enclosed space of the principle building, including porches.  The group agreed.


Mr. Harrington explained that he had believed that pools and possibly other accessory structures should also be included.  Ms. Ballow explained that she felt that items like pools were luxury items and that burden should be on an owner to manage the conflict between a pool and a tree without the removal of the tree.  The group generally discussed whether it would be appropriate to allow the removal of trees damaging pools, but not allow the removal of trees damaging other accessory structures.


After a lengthy discussion, Mr. Kerr proposed keeping the amendment as drafted and resuming the discussion of accessory structures at the next meeting to give time for consideration.  The group agreed.


Mr. Ferencz explained that he would like to revisit the issue of pine trees being exempted regardless of size and asked that the group consider the recommendation of Mr. Arena of protecting large pine trees.  Mr. Denton explained that he doubted that the island had too many pine trees as large as 24 inches in diameter, which is the size Mr. Arena referenced.  Ms. Ballow explained that she supported the idea of protecting larger pine trees, as they provide habitat and enhance the ecology of the island.  The group generally agreed that wanted to extend protection to include pine trees over 24 inches in diameter.


Mr. Kerr explained that he would have the amendment put into ordinance form and have it on the next agenda for consideration.


REVIEW OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN    


Mr. Kerr explained that the first section of the Comprehensive Plan to be reviewed was the population element and he distributed a draft of changes to the section that included changes based on the 2010 Census.  He explained that the 2010 Census data did not show any alarming changes, but that there were some notable trends that the plan should note.  He explained that the year round population is shown to have fallen a bit from 2000 to 2010 even though the number of housing units had increased.  He also explained that the numbers appeared to show a large increase in the number of long term rentals, but the difference was so large it appeared to be due more to a change in the method of collecting or reporting data than a real change.

Mr. Denton stated that he found it interesting that for the first time, the City has more dwelling units than people.  
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Mr. Smith stated that he felt that the Vision Statement was overly optimistic and was silent on the fact that the City faces challenges such as erosion and seasonal congestion.  


Ms. Lewis stated that she had reviewed documents from other coastal communities and noticed that several of them, including Nag’s Head, North Carolina, included a mission statement as well as a vision statement and that the mission statement might include some of the challenges the communities face.  The group generally liked the idea of adding a mission statement to the plan.


Mr. Scott stated that the history made note of fairly insignificant issues including the fact that the Sea Pines Company initiated the process of developing Wild Dunes.  He explained that the group was only involved for a few months and it is probably not noteworthy.  The group agreed.


Mr. Kerr explained that he would work on confirming the data from the 2010 Census and clean up these sections for review at the next meeting and suggested that the group also look at the economic section at the next meeting.  The group agreed.


ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 6:45 p.m.   

Respectfully submitted, Noel Scott, Chairman.





MINUTES OF THE ISLE OF PALMS 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

March 20, 2013 
 

The Isle of Palms Planning Commission met in the City Hall Conference Room, 1207 
Palm Boulevard on March 20, 2013 at 4:30 p.m.  Members attending included Bev 
Ballow, Richard Ferencz, Ron Denton, Patrick Harrington, Penny Lewis, Noel Scott and 
Don Smith; the Director of Planning Douglas Kerr was present as well.  The press had 
been notified of the meeting and the agenda for the meeting was posted in City Hall and 
the Building Department to comply with the Freedom of Information Act.   
   
Chairman Noel Scott called the meeting to order. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES   
 
Mr. Scott explained that the first item on the agenda was the approval of the February 
13, 2013 minutes. Mr. Denton made a motion to approve the minutes as submitted and 
Mr. Ferencz seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
DISCUSSION OF TREE ORDINANCE 
 
Mr. Kerr explained that a redlined draft of amendments had been distributed in the 
packets and experts from Clemson were available to discuss the changes being 
considered.  He explained that the changes in the amendment included: exempting 
palm trees that are transplanted or replaced from permitting, exempting invasive pest 
species of trees from permitting, and allowing the removal of trees that are causing 
structural damage to the enclosed, habitable area of a building when the damage 
cannot be remedied without removing the tree. 
 
Mr. Scott asked the representatives from Clemson, Harry Crissy and Mark Arena, to join 
the group and answer questions.  Mr. Kerr asked if they believed it was proper to 
exempt invasive species and if the “Invasive Plant Pest Species of South Carolina,” 
published by Clemson, was the proper reference.  Mr. Arena answered yes to both 
questions.  He stated that it was his belief that not all invasive species were harmful, but 
that the “pest” species were all harmful and the City should not require an owner to 
keep them. 
 
Ms. Ballow explained that the City’s code gave no protection to pine trees and asked for 
their opinion on this exemption.  Mr. Arena answered that he believed that large pine 
trees do offer ecological benefits and they should be given some level of protection.  
The group generally discussed the fact that there are relatively few pine trees over 24 
inches in diameter left on the island.  It was discussed that after Hugo many pine trees 
snapped and caused damage, but that there was extensive damage from all other 
species as well.       
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Mr. Kerr asked Mr. Arena what suggestions he would make regarding trees causing 
structural damage to people’s homes.  Mr. Arena stated that he believed that 
communities should allow owners to remove trees that are causing hardships to 
owners, but that there is always a challenge of determining what level of hardship 
should qualify for the removal of a tree.  He explained that in situations where an owner 
is required to annually prune roots from a tree that is causing damage, the tree will 
ultimately die and in the end the result is the same as if the tree was allowed to be 
removed initially.     
 
The group thanked Mr. Arena and Mr. Crissy for joining and agreed to go through the 
draft amendment.  The first point of discussion was the amendment to exempt palm 
trees that are transplanted or otherwise replaced from permitting.  The group agreed 
that they supported this amendment.  Mr. Ferencz explained that he felt that the 
ordinance should clarify that the City recognizes the fact that a palm tree is not 
technically a tree, but that the ordinance still regulates their removal.  He explained that 
this fact is acknowledged in discussions, but that the code is silent on the issue and it 
would be clearer if the code acknowledged the distinction.  The group agreed that this 
clarification should be made.    
 
The next point of discussion was the exemption of invasive pest species of trees from 
permitting.  The group agreed that they supported this amendment and that they 
supported the code referencing the list published by Clemson as the guiding document.    
 
The next point of discussion was granting permission for trees causing damage to 
property.  Mr. Kerr explained that the draft included several triggers for permitting that 
he would like to discuss individually.  He explained that as the ordinance is drafted there 
would have to be some level of physical damage to a structure and not just the 
“potential” for damage for a permit to be issued.  He made an example of a large oak 
tree being only 24 inches from the foundation of a house, but no perceivable damage 
occurring and asked if the group supported the notion of requiring the owner to keep 
this tree until some perceivable damage occurred.  The group discussed the difficulty of 
accurately predicting when a tree could cause damage and the opportunity for abuse if 
the trigger is based on a prediction.  The group agreed that the trigger for removal 
should be some level of damage and not the potential for damage. 
 
The next point of discussion was which structures would have to sustain damage before 
a tree removal permit could be issued.  He explained that as currently drafted, the 
amendment would only cover the enclosed, habitable area of buildings.  Under this 
language, damage to a porch, deck, parking slab, shed or pool would not qualify for tree 
removal.   
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Mr. Smith explained that he felt that language should be broadened to include any 
enclosed space of the principle building, including porches.  The group agreed. 
 
Mr. Harrington explained that he had believed that pools and possibly other accessory 
structures should also be included.  Ms. Ballow explained that she felt that items like 
pools were luxury items and that burden should be on an owner to manage the conflict 
between a pool and a tree without the removal of the tree.  The group generally 
discussed whether it would be appropriate to allow the removal of trees damaging 
pools, but not allow the removal of trees damaging other accessory structures. 
 
After a lengthy discussion, Mr. Kerr proposed keeping the amendment as drafted and 
resuming the discussion of accessory structures at the next meeting to give time for 
consideration.  The group agreed. 
 
Mr. Ferencz explained that he would like to revisit the issue of pine trees being 
exempted regardless of size and asked that the group consider the recommendation of 
Mr. Arena of protecting large pine trees.  Mr. Denton explained that he doubted that the 
island had too many pine trees as large as 24 inches in diameter, which is the size Mr. 
Arena referenced.  Ms. Ballow explained that she supported the idea of protecting larger 
pine trees, as they provide habitat and enhance the ecology of the island.  The group 
generally agreed that wanted to extend protection to include pine trees over 24 inches 
in diameter. 
 
Mr. Kerr explained that he would have the amendment put into ordinance form and have 
it on the next agenda for consideration. 
 
REVIEW OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN     
 
Mr. Kerr explained that the first section of the Comprehensive Plan to be reviewed was 
the population element and he distributed a draft of changes to the section that included 
changes based on the 2010 Census.  He explained that the 2010 Census data did not 
show any alarming changes, but that there were some notable trends that the plan 
should note.  He explained that the year round population is shown to have fallen a bit 
from 2000 to 2010 even though the number of housing units had increased.  He also 
explained that the numbers appeared to show a large increase in the number of long 
term rentals, but the difference was so large it appeared to be due more to a change in 
the method of collecting or reporting data than a real change. 
 
Mr. Denton stated that he found it interesting that for the first time, the City has more 
dwelling units than people.   
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ORDINANCE 2019-07 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 5, PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, 
CHAPTER 4, ZONING, ARTICLE 2, DISTRICT REGULATIONS. 
 
 WHEREAS, the Isle of Palms Council is empowered with the authority to make 

substantive amendments to the Isle of Palms Code, including amending Chapters, and now wishes 

to do so;  

 WHEREAS, the City of Isle of Palms, like most municipalities in the Lowcountry, have 

experienced significant increases in flooding associated with tidal and stormwater influences; 

 WHEREAS, the City of Isle of Palms has endeavored to study and repair its current 

infrastructure in an attempt to address these issues, and anticipate its drainage project to take 

approximately ten (10) years to successfully complete; 

WHEREAS, the City of Isle of Palms believes it is necessary to slow any future 

subdivisions of property for development while this drainage project is underway in an effort to 

protect flood-prone and vulnerable areas of the island; 

 WHEREAS, the Isle of Palms Council now desires to amend Chapter 4, Zoning of the Isle 

of Palms Code of Ordinances, specifically Section 5-4-32 (5) (SR-1 single-family residential 

district). 

WHEREAS, the Isle of Palms Council now desires to amend Chapter 4, Zoning of the Isle 

of Palms Code of Ordinances, specifically Section 5-4-33 (5) (SR-2 single-family residential 

district). 

 BE IT ORDAINED AND ENACTED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL MEMBERS OF 

THE CITY OF ISLE OF PALMS, SOUTH CAROLINA, IN CITY COUNCIL ASSEMBLED 

THAT TITLE 5, PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, CHAPTER 4, ZONING, ARTICLE 2, 

DISTRICT REGULATIONS SHALL BE AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS: 
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Section 5-4-32 (5) (SR-1 single-family residential district) 

a. Lot area: seventeen thousand five hundred (17,500) thirty-five thousand (35,000) square 

feet of contiguous highland.  

Section 5-4-33 (5) (SR-2 single-family residential district) (5) Minimum lot requirements:  

a. Lot area: Eight Sixteen thousand (816,000) square feet of contiguous highland.  

SECTION 2. Should any part of this Ordinance be held invalid by a Court of competent 
jurisdiction, the remaining parts shall be severable therefrom and shall continue to be in full force 
and effect. 

 
 SECTION 3. That all ordinances or parts of ordinances conflicting with the provisions of 
this Ordinance are hereby repealed insofar as the same affect this Ordinance. 
 
 SECTION 4. That this Ordinance take effect immediately upon approval by Council. 
 
 PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF ISLE OF 
PALMS, ON THE ______  DAY OF _________________, 2019. 
 
 
________________________________ 
Jimmy Carroll, Mayor 
 

        (Seal) 
 
Attest: 
 
______________________________________  
Marie B. Copeland, City Clerk 
 
 
 
First Reading:       
Public Hearing:       
Second Reading:     
Ratification:      
 
 









From: "Douglas Kerr"
To: Bill Mills; Lewis Gregory; Lewis Gregory; Lisa Safford; Lisa Safford; Phillip Pounds; Phillip Pounds

(ppounds@iop.net); Richard Ferencz (Rick.ferencz@gmail.com); Rick Ferencz; Ron Denton; Ron Denton; Vince
DiGangi

Subject: FW: Increasing pervious surfaces on IOP
Date: Friday, April 5, 2019 1:35:00 PM
Attachments: sullivans island lot coverage ord.pdf

mt p lot coverage ord.pdf
Chas county bldg coverage ord.pdf
City Charleston lot coverage info.pdf

Please read Rick’s note below.
 
Attached are ordinances from our neighbors, but to summarize:
 
Sullivan’s Island- a computation of 30%+[(15000-lot area)x5%].  For a 10,000 sq’ lot, which I would
consider average for the Isle of Palms, this would result in 32.5% lot coverage limit (garage is
exempt).
Town of Mount Pleasant- Old Village District 40%- I do not see a limit in other districts.
City of Charleston- 50% building coverage, but no lot coverage limit
Charleston County- 30% building coverage, but no lot coverage limit
 
This will be on our agenda for discussion.
 
Thanks, Douglas
 
 
Douglas Kerr
Director of Building, Planning and Licensing
City of Isle of Palms
P.O. Drawer 508
Isle of Palms, SC 29451
(p) 843-886-9912
(f) 843-886-8005
 
 
*** WARNING *** All e-mail correspondence to and from this address may be subject to public
disclosure under the South Carolina Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).
 
From: Richard Ferencz <rick.ferencz@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2019 3:15 PM
To: "Douglas Kerr" <dkerr@iop.net>
Subject: Increasing pervious surfaces on IOP
 
Hi Doug,

 

I am still receiving strong encouragement by some council members to have the PC

come up with a program to increase the amount of permeable surface on our island.
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Article III. RS-Single Family Residential District 18 


(a) Principal Building Coverage Area shall be no greater than fifteen percent (15%) times Lot Area plus 
fifteen thousand (15,000) square feet minus the Lot Area times five percent (5%).  


(b) Example (12,000 sf Lot Area): (15% x 12,000 sf) + [(15,000 sf  12,000 sf) x 5%] = 1950 sf Principal 
Building Coverage Area permitted (16.3% of Lot Area) 


(3) Examples.½ acre Lot 21,780 sf = 3267 sf Coverage (15%).  


(a)  acre Lot 14,505 sf = 2176 sf Coverage (15%).  


(b) ¼ acre Lot 10,890 sf= 1634 sf Coverage (20%) 


(c) Lot 5,000 sf = 1250 sf Coverage (25%). 


C. Design Review Board. 


(1) The Design Review Board may increase by no more than twenty percent (20%) the maximum permitted 
Principal Building Coverage Area if this or other modifications achieve greater Neighborhood 
Compatibility as described in ARTICLE XII, except as provided in Section 21-20C.(2)(j) regarding historic 
properties with a second structure on the same lot. (5-15-07) 


(2) In cases of interpretation of Enclosed Principal Building Coverage Area, the Design Review Board shall 
determine what portion of the Enclosed Principal Building Coverage Area shall be included or excluded in 
the calculations. 


Sec. 21-26. Impervious coverage area. 


A. Definitions.  


(1) Impervious Coverage Area. That portion of the Lot Area covered by an impervious surface. 


(2) Impervious Surface: Any material or structure through which water cannot be absorbed or passed, 
including but not limited to roofed structures, compacted soil or stone, pavement consisting of asphalt, 
concrete, oil and stone, tar, or asphalt. Impervious surfaces also include building foundations, porches, 
decks, patios, sidewalks, play courts (tennis, basketball, etc.), pools, and other improvements that 
impede the absorption of water. Grassed or mulched areas are not considered impervious materials. 


(3) Pervious Surface: Any material through which water can be easily absorbed or passed, at a minimum 
infiltration rate of 2.0 inches per hour, such as, but not limited to, grass and uncompacted gravel, shell 
and crushed stone. (1/20/09) 


B. Permitted impervious coverage area. 


(1) Lot Area equal to or greater than fifteen thousand (15,000) square feet:  


(a) Impervious Coverage shall be no greater than thirty percent (30%) of the Lot Area.  


(b) Example (18,000 sf Lot Area): 18,000 sf lot x 30% = 5400 sf Impervious Coverage permitted (30%). 


(2) Lot Area less than fifteen thousand (15,000) square feet:  


(a) Impervious Coverage shall be no greater than (30% times Lot Area) plus [(15,000 sf minus the Lot 
Area) times 5 percent].  


(b) Example (12,000 sf Lot Area): (30% x 12,000 sf) + [(15,000 sf  12,000 sf) x 5%] = 3750 sf 
Impervious Coverage permitted (31.3%). 


(3) Garage exception to impervious coverage area. 


Where the finished first floor elevation in compliance with ARTICLE III. Sec. 21-31 (Foundation Height), 
limits the finished first floor elevation to six and a half (6.5) feet or less, an accessory garage shall be 
permitted in accordance with ARTICLE XV.Sec. 21-138 (Accessory Structures) without penalty toward the 
impervious surface coverage limits. In this case, the area beneath the dwelling shall not be used for parking 
of vehicles or equipment of any type. 


(4) Examples: 


(a) ½ acre Lot 21,780 sf = 6534 sf Impervious Coverage (30%). 


(b)  acre Lot 14,505 sf = 4352 sf Impervious Coverage (30%). 


(c) ¼ acre Lot 10890 sf = 3267 sf Impervious Coverage (33.3%). 







 


Article III. RS-Single Family Residential District 19 


(d) Lot 5,000 sf = 2000 sf Impervious Coverage (40%). 


(5) At least fifty percent (50%) of the Lot Area shall remain naturally vegetated or landscaped with grass 
and/or other vegetation. 


C. Design Review Board. 


(1) The Design Review Board may increase by no more than 25% the maximum permitted Impervious Coverage 
if the increased impervious coverage consists solely of materials such as grass pavers are employed that 
allow vegetative materials such as grass to permeate the surface giving the appearance of grassed areas. 


(2) In cases of interpretation of Impervious Coverage, the Design Review Board shall determine what portion of 
the Impervious Coverage area shall be included or excluded in the calculations. 


Sec. 21-27. Principal building square footage. 


A. Purpose and definition. 


(1) Purpose: The overall size of a Principal Building in relation to lot size affects the impact of the Principal 
ings and the Island as a whole. Improving the relationship 


greater compatibility of new construction with existing development and contributes to overall 
neighborhood compatibility. 


(2) Principal Building Square Footage: The entire square footage of the Principal Building or Buildings 
measured from the outside of the exterior walls, specifically including more than one dwelling on the 
same lot and historic structures used as accessory dwelling units, but not including (5-15-07) (12-17-13) 


(a) interior space not readily useable as living space (attic used only for storage or parking area 
beneath dwelling);  


(b) structures that are not used as living space;  


(c) exterior porches and decks; and,  


(d) exterior stairs. 


B. Permitted principal building square footage. 


(1) Lot Area of five thousand (5,000) square feet or less: Principal Building Square Footage limited to twenty 
four hundred (2400) square feet.  


(2) Lot Area exceeding five thousand (5,000) square feet: maximum Principal Building Square Footage of 
twenty four hundred (2400) square feet may be increased 10 sf for every additional 100 square feet of Lot 
Area.  


(3) Equation: [(Lot Area  5000 sf) / 100 sf] x (10) + 2400 = Principal Building Square Footage. 


Examples:   


(a) ½ acre Lot 21,780sf = 4078 Principal Building Square Footage. 


(b)  acre Lot 14,505sf =3351 Principal Building Square Footage.  


(c) ¼ acre Lot 10890sf = 2989 Principal Building Square Footage. 


(d) Lot 5,000 sf = 2400 Principal Building Square Footage. 


(4) The maximum permitted Principal Building Square Footage is fifty six hundred (5600) square feet for any 
newly constructed single-family home.  Existing buildings shall be exempt from the 5600 square foot 
requirement and able to utilize their total principal building square footage for single-family use.        
(12-17-13) 


C. Design Review Board. 


(1) The Design Review Board may increase by no more than twenty-five percent (25%) the maximum 
permitted Principal Building Square Footage if this or other modifications achieve greater Neighborhood 
Compatibility as described in ARTICLE XII, except as provided in Section 21-20C.(2)(j) regarding historic 
properties with a second structure on the same lot.  (5-15-07) 


(2) However, in no case shall any Principal Building Square Footage exceed 5,600 square feet or, when 
applicable, the principal square footage permitted in 21-27 B (4). (5-15-07) (12-17-13) 
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(3) When this Overlay District section does not address a particular situation, the existing town or county
regulations shall apply.


(4) In the event that regulations of the town may conflict with these requirements, the more stringent shall
apply; provided, however, that the provisions of § 156.318 UC OD and § 156.316 SB OD shall supercede those of
this section, where applicable.


(Ord. 96027, passed 6 11 96; Am. Ord. 99012, passed 4 21 99; Am. Ord. 02024, passed 6 11 02; Am. Ord. 06015,
passed 5 15 06; Am. Ord. 06092, passed 1 9 07)


§ 156.313 OV HD; OLD VILLAGE HISTORIC DISTRICT.


(A) Purpose of district. The town created a local historic district in conjunction with its general zoning
ordinance adopted August 13, 1979. Administered by the Old Village Historic District Commission, the intent of
the district is to:


(1) To protect, preserve, and enhance the architecture of the Old Village;


(2) To promote the economic and general welfare of the people of the Old Village;


(3) To foster civic pride;


(4) To encourage harmonious growth and development within the Old Village Historic District; and


(5) To promote the use and preservation of the historic district for the education and welfare of the
residents of the town.


(B) Definition of boundaries.


(1) The boundaries encompassed by the historic district zoning are described as: on the north beginning at
the intersection of Whilden and Live Oak Streets and running generally southeasterly following the western side
of Whilden Street, however, including the property on the east side of Whilden Street located at 440 Whilden
Street know as St. Andrews Episcopal Church, and continuing on as Whilden Street becomes Royall Avenue to
the common corporate municipal limit line of the town and the Town of Sullivan's Island, then running generally
southwesterly to the town corporate municipal boundary line in Charleston Harbor, then generally
northwesterly to a point at the centerline of the mouth of Shem Creek from the northern extended side
property line of the residentially zoned lot at the foot of Haddrell Street, following the same generally
southwesterly and extending east back to the intersection of Whilden and Live Oak Streets, including only the
residentially zoned lots abutting Haddrell Street, Magwood Lane, Live Oak Street, and Church Street, saving and
excepting therefrom the residential house lots on the south side of Shem Creek in the development known as
The Boatyard.


(2) Within the boundaries of the locally designated historic district is a 30 block area listed on the National
Register of Historic Places on March 30, 1973; the boundaries of which are as follows: on the north by Shem
Creek; on the east by the western edge of Whilden Street and Royal Avenue (with the exception of the lot on the
east side of the street containing the Mount Pleasant (St. Andrews) Episcopal Church); on the south by McCants
Drive; and on the west by Charleston Harbor.







Mount Pleasant, SC Code of Ordinances � Chapter 156: Zoning Code


adopted by Ordinance No. 14047 on August 12, 2014


Page 206 of 320


(C) Permitted uses.


(1) This is an �overlay� district. As such, permitted uses are determined by the �underlying� or primary
zoning classification in effect.


(2) Within the R 2 District, for example, only those uses permitted therein are permitted in the �OV HD�
District, subject to the additional requirements and standards of this section.


(3) Within the Old Village Historic District, short term rental of any residentially zoned parcel is prohibited.
A short term rental is: (a) the rental or lease of a residential dwelling unit for a duration of less than 28
consecutive days; or (b) the use of a residential dwelling unit in return for valuable consideration for a duration
of less than 28 consecutive days.


(4) Within the Old Village Historic District, the use of any residentially zoned parcel as a Bed & Breakfast is
prohibited.


(D) Lot, yard, height, and coverage requirements.


(1) Minimum requirements. The minimum requirements described in the underlying zoning district, shall
apply to all residential lots; except as otherwise expressly provided herein.


(2) Minimum lot frontage. However, lots are required to have a minimum lot frontage on a public street of
60 feet.


(3) Lot coverage. No more than 40% of the lot may be covered by impervious surfaces as defined in §
156.007.


(4) Yard requirements. For properties located within the Old Village Historic District, setback distances shall
be determined during the Certificate of Appropriateness review process, with consideration of existing
conditions and setbacks of adjacent lots. Consideration should be given to the established pattern on the block
and adjacent lots with respect to the overall character of the streetscape and district.


(E) Additional development requirements.


(1) Construction on public property.


(a) The Old Village Historic District Commission shall not approve any porches, steps, posts, fences, walks,
or other appurtenances extending over, on, or within a public sidewalk, alleyway, or street right of way, unless
the particular item is necessary for the authentic restoration or maintenance of the particular project, and
unless such proposed items will not impede pedestrian or vehicular traffic or constitute a public safety hazard.


(b) Any of the aforesaid items restored or maintained on, over, or within a public sidewalk or public alley
area under the authority hereof shall be the responsibility of the owner.


(c) The owner's restoration, reconstruction, or maintenance of any such item within such area shall
constitute the owner's agreement to protect and hold the town harmless against any and all liability, cost,
damage, or expense suffered or sustained by the town, as a result of, or growing out of, the restoration,
reconstruction or maintenance thereof.
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ARTICLE 4.10     R-4, SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 4 DISTRICT 


 
§4.10.1 PURPOSE AND INTENT 
The R-4, Single Family Residential district implements the Suburban Residential/Residential Low 
Density (Urban/Suburban Area) policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 


§4.10.2 USE REGULATIONS 
Uses are allowed in the R-4 district in accordance with the Use Regulations of Chapter 6. 
 
§4.10.3 DENSITY/INTENSITY AND DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS 
All residential and nonresidential development in the R-4 district shall be subject to the following 
density, intensity and dimensional standards: 


 
R-4 
DENSITY/INTENSITY AND DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS 


MAXIMUM DENSITY 4 dwelling units per acre 


MINIMUM LOT AREA 


   With Public Water AND Sewer 7,250 square feet 


   With Public Water OR Sewer 10,000 square feet 


   Without Public Water AND Sewer 14,500 square feet 


MINIMUM LOT WIDTH 60 feet 


MINIMUM SETBACKS 


   Front/Street Side  25 feet 


   Interior Side 5 feet 


   Rear 15 feet 


   OCRM Critical Line 35 feet 


MAXIMUM BUILDING COVER 30% of lot 


MAXIMUM HEIGHT 35 feet 


 
§4.10.4 OTHER REGULATIONS 
Development in the R-4 district shall comply with all other applicable regulations of this 
Ordinance, including the development standards of Chapter 9.  All waterfront property subdivided 
after April 21, 1999 shall be subject to the provisions of the Waterfront Development Standards 
contained in Article 4.22 of this Chapter. Existing lots of record on the waterfront shall be subject 
to the provisions of Wetlands, Waterways and OCRM Critical Line contained in Article 9.7. 
 
§4.10.5 ONE TIME SUBDIVISION OF NON-CONFORMING LOT OF RECORD 


EXISTING PRIOR TO APRIL 21, 1999 
A one time subdivision creating one lot from a non-conforming lot of record (lot existing prior to 
April 21, 1999) shall be allowed, if each lot resulting from the subdivision meets the minimum lot 
area of the R-4 zoning district. An Ingress/Egress Easement may be utilized to access a 
proposed lot (singular) to the rear of the property. The setback from the edge of the easement 
will be the required side setback required for Zoning District. The side setback from the edge of 
the easement will only be utilized to create one (1) proposed lot from the provision of: ONE TIME 
SUBDIVISION OF A NON-CONFORMING LOT OF RECORD EXISTING PRIOR TO APRIL 21, 
1999. 
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Sec. 54-353. - Standards and regulations.


For one-family attached dwellings, town, or row houses, the following standards and regulations shall apply in all


districts where permitted.


Height limitations: Maximum fifty (50) feet and three (3) stories.


Lot width: Minimum sixteen (16) feet (where side setbacks are hereinafter required, the minimum lot width


shall be increased accordingly).


Front setback for the principal building: Must conform to area regulations of district where located, with the


following exceptions:


In an STR, DR-1F, DR-2F, DR-3, DR-6, DR-9 or DR-12 district, no front setback shall be required for interior


units of a single grouping of one family attached dwellings, provided that the minimum front setback of


the end units of such grouping shall be either (1) ten feet, or (2) not less than the front setback of any


structure located on the next built-upon lot fronting on the same street which is not part of the same


town house, whichever is less.


In any district, if motor vehicles are parked or stored within a unit with vehicular entrance directly from


the street, a minimum front setback of eight (8) feet shall be provided.


In any district, if motor vehicles are parked or stored in the front yard of a unit the front setback shall be


at least twenty-five (25) feet.


Side setback for the principal building: A minimum side setback of six (6) feet shall be provided between the


end units of a row and a side lot line; provided, however that:


When the side lot line is a street line, the side setback adjacent to such street shall be at least ten (10)


feet; and


When the side lot line borders a driveway, the title to which or the easement to which runs with or is


appurtenant to such lot, the side setback may be reduced to three (3) feet; and


When no building on the next adjacent lot fronting on the same street is within three (3) feet of the side


lot line, the side setback adjacent to such next lot may be reduced to four (4) feet if its wall on that side


shall be of masonry construction, without openings, except ventilator grills; and


When the next adjacent lot is a platted open space or common area with a minimum width of ten (10)


feet, there shall be no required side setback.


Rear setback for the principal building: A minimum rear setback of sixteen (16) feet shall be provided; but


When required vehicular parking space is provided in rear yard, minimum rear setback shall be twenty-


five (25) feet; and


When a carport, garage, or other accessory building exceeding fifty (50) square feet is located in rear


yard, the minimum rear setback shall be twenty-five (25) feet.


Minimum lot area per family: One thousand five hundred (1,500) square feet.


Percent of lot occupancy: Not more than fifty (50) percent of lot shall be occupied by principal and accessory


buildings, but this may be increased by one hundred (100) square feet when required vehicular parking is


provided in principal building, or in a parking lot or community garage the title to which or the easement for


the use of which runs with or is appurtenant to the title to such building.


Accessory buildings: Shall be permitted and the following standards shall apply:


Front setback for accessory buildings: No front setback shall be required, provided that any accessory


building must be located to the rear of the principal building a minimum of ten (10) feet.


Side setback for accessory buildings: There shall be no minimum side setback required, provided,


however that when the side lot line is a street line, the side setback adjacent to such street shall be at
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least ten (10) feet.


Rear setback for accessory buildings: Minimum rear setback of five (5) feet shall be provided.


In addition to a carport or garage, another accessory building shall be permitted in the rear yard


provided it does not exceed one hundred (100) square feet in floor area and twelve feet in height, and


any such accessory buildings shall be constructed of materials similar to or in keeping with the principal


building.


Additional dwellings: None.


Special requirements:


The partition wall and walls between such structures shall comply with building code requirements.


Not more than six (6) such dwellings shall be constructed or attached together in a continuous row, and


no such row shall exceed two hundred (200) feet in length, except in SR-3, SR-4, SR-5 and STR Districts,


where not more than two such units shall be constructed or attached together in a continuous row.


Off-street parking shall be provided for each such dwelling, pursuant to the zoning regulations, either on


the premises or in a community parking lot or garage the title to which and/or the easement for the use


of which runs with and/or is appurtenant to the title to such dwelling. No such parking lot or garage shall


be located more than two hundred (200) feet from the dwelling which it serves. One driveway with a


maximum width of eleven (11) feet shall be permitted in the front yard, except that dwellings within a


development may be exempt from these driveway restrictions if sidewalks or paved multi-use paths with


a minimum width of five (5) feet are installed along both sides of all rights-of-way within the development


and along all street rights-of-way located adjacent to the development and classified as subcollector or


access streets.


(Ord. No. 2003-63, § 4, 7-15-03; Ord. No. 2014-67, § 9, 5-13-14; Ord. No. 2016-061, § 1, 5-10-16 )



https://library.municode.com/





Could you assist as follows;

A. Research into what other similar communities are doing to foster permeable

surfaces. (especially ordinances).

B. Alert the PC members that this will be on our next agenda and any pre-work would

helpful.

C. Distribute these notes to PC members.

 

Thanks, Rick
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(a) Principal Building Coverage Area shall be no greater than fifteen percent (15%) times Lot Area plus 
fifteen thousand (15,000) square feet minus the Lot Area times five percent (5%).  

(b) Example (12,000 sf Lot Area): (15% x 12,000 sf) + [(15,000 sf  12,000 sf) x 5%] = 1950 sf Principal 
Building Coverage Area permitted (16.3% of Lot Area) 

(3) Examples.½ acre Lot 21,780 sf = 3267 sf Coverage (15%).  

(a)  acre Lot 14,505 sf = 2176 sf Coverage (15%).  

(b) ¼ acre Lot 10,890 sf= 1634 sf Coverage (20%) 

(c) Lot 5,000 sf = 1250 sf Coverage (25%). 

C. Design Review Board. 

(1) The Design Review Board may increase by no more than twenty percent (20%) the maximum permitted 
Principal Building Coverage Area if this or other modifications achieve greater Neighborhood 
Compatibility as described in ARTICLE XII, except as provided in Section 21-20C.(2)(j) regarding historic 
properties with a second structure on the same lot. (5-15-07) 

(2) In cases of interpretation of Enclosed Principal Building Coverage Area, the Design Review Board shall 
determine what portion of the Enclosed Principal Building Coverage Area shall be included or excluded in 
the calculations. 

Sec. 21-26. Impervious coverage area. 

A. Definitions.  

(1) Impervious Coverage Area. That portion of the Lot Area covered by an impervious surface. 

(2) Impervious Surface: Any material or structure through which water cannot be absorbed or passed, 
including but not limited to roofed structures, compacted soil or stone, pavement consisting of asphalt, 
concrete, oil and stone, tar, or asphalt. Impervious surfaces also include building foundations, porches, 
decks, patios, sidewalks, play courts (tennis, basketball, etc.), pools, and other improvements that 
impede the absorption of water. Grassed or mulched areas are not considered impervious materials. 

(3) Pervious Surface: Any material through which water can be easily absorbed or passed, at a minimum 
infiltration rate of 2.0 inches per hour, such as, but not limited to, grass and uncompacted gravel, shell 
and crushed stone. (1/20/09) 

B. Permitted impervious coverage area. 

(1) Lot Area equal to or greater than fifteen thousand (15,000) square feet:  

(a) Impervious Coverage shall be no greater than thirty percent (30%) of the Lot Area.  

(b) Example (18,000 sf Lot Area): 18,000 sf lot x 30% = 5400 sf Impervious Coverage permitted (30%). 

(2) Lot Area less than fifteen thousand (15,000) square feet:  

(a) Impervious Coverage shall be no greater than (30% times Lot Area) plus [(15,000 sf minus the Lot 
Area) times 5 percent].  

(b) Example (12,000 sf Lot Area): (30% x 12,000 sf) + [(15,000 sf  12,000 sf) x 5%] = 3750 sf 
Impervious Coverage permitted (31.3%). 

(3) Garage exception to impervious coverage area. 

Where the finished first floor elevation in compliance with ARTICLE III. Sec. 21-31 (Foundation Height), 
limits the finished first floor elevation to six and a half (6.5) feet or less, an accessory garage shall be 
permitted in accordance with ARTICLE XV.Sec. 21-138 (Accessory Structures) without penalty toward the 
impervious surface coverage limits. In this case, the area beneath the dwelling shall not be used for parking 
of vehicles or equipment of any type. 

(4) Examples: 

(a) ½ acre Lot 21,780 sf = 6534 sf Impervious Coverage (30%). 

(b)  acre Lot 14,505 sf = 4352 sf Impervious Coverage (30%). 

(c) ¼ acre Lot 10890 sf = 3267 sf Impervious Coverage (33.3%). 
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(d) Lot 5,000 sf = 2000 sf Impervious Coverage (40%). 

(5) At least fifty percent (50%) of the Lot Area shall remain naturally vegetated or landscaped with grass 
and/or other vegetation. 

C. Design Review Board. 

(1) The Design Review Board may increase by no more than 25% the maximum permitted Impervious Coverage 
if the increased impervious coverage consists solely of materials such as grass pavers are employed that 
allow vegetative materials such as grass to permeate the surface giving the appearance of grassed areas. 

(2) In cases of interpretation of Impervious Coverage, the Design Review Board shall determine what portion of 
the Impervious Coverage area shall be included or excluded in the calculations. 

Sec. 21-27. Principal building square footage. 

A. Purpose and definition. 

(1) Purpose: The overall size of a Principal Building in relation to lot size affects the impact of the Principal 
ings and the Island as a whole. Improving the relationship 

greater compatibility of new construction with existing development and contributes to overall 
neighborhood compatibility. 

(2) Principal Building Square Footage: The entire square footage of the Principal Building or Buildings 
measured from the outside of the exterior walls, specifically including more than one dwelling on the 
same lot and historic structures used as accessory dwelling units, but not including (5-15-07) (12-17-13) 

(a) interior space not readily useable as living space (attic used only for storage or parking area 
beneath dwelling);  

(b) structures that are not used as living space;  

(c) exterior porches and decks; and,  

(d) exterior stairs. 

B. Permitted principal building square footage. 

(1) Lot Area of five thousand (5,000) square feet or less: Principal Building Square Footage limited to twenty 
four hundred (2400) square feet.  

(2) Lot Area exceeding five thousand (5,000) square feet: maximum Principal Building Square Footage of 
twenty four hundred (2400) square feet may be increased 10 sf for every additional 100 square feet of Lot 
Area.  

(3) Equation: [(Lot Area  5000 sf) / 100 sf] x (10) + 2400 = Principal Building Square Footage. 

Examples:   

(a) ½ acre Lot 21,780sf = 4078 Principal Building Square Footage. 

(b)  acre Lot 14,505sf =3351 Principal Building Square Footage.  

(c) ¼ acre Lot 10890sf = 2989 Principal Building Square Footage. 

(d) Lot 5,000 sf = 2400 Principal Building Square Footage. 

(4) The maximum permitted Principal Building Square Footage is fifty six hundred (5600) square feet for any 
newly constructed single-family home.  Existing buildings shall be exempt from the 5600 square foot 
requirement and able to utilize their total principal building square footage for single-family use.        
(12-17-13) 

C. Design Review Board. 

(1) The Design Review Board may increase by no more than twenty-five percent (25%) the maximum 
permitted Principal Building Square Footage if this or other modifications achieve greater Neighborhood 
Compatibility as described in ARTICLE XII, except as provided in Section 21-20C.(2)(j) regarding historic 
properties with a second structure on the same lot.  (5-15-07) 

(2) However, in no case shall any Principal Building Square Footage exceed 5,600 square feet or, when 
applicable, the principal square footage permitted in 21-27 B (4). (5-15-07) (12-17-13) 
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(3) When this Overlay District section does not address a particular situation, the existing town or county
regulations shall apply.

(4) In the event that regulations of the town may conflict with these requirements, the more stringent shall
apply; provided, however, that the provisions of § 156.318 UC OD and § 156.316 SB OD shall supercede those of
this section, where applicable.

(Ord. 96027, passed 6 11 96; Am. Ord. 99012, passed 4 21 99; Am. Ord. 02024, passed 6 11 02; Am. Ord. 06015,
passed 5 15 06; Am. Ord. 06092, passed 1 9 07)

§ 156.313 OV HD; OLD VILLAGE HISTORIC DISTRICT.

(A) Purpose of district. The town created a local historic district in conjunction with its general zoning
ordinance adopted August 13, 1979. Administered by the Old Village Historic District Commission, the intent of
the district is to:

(1) To protect, preserve, and enhance the architecture of the Old Village;

(2) To promote the economic and general welfare of the people of the Old Village;

(3) To foster civic pride;

(4) To encourage harmonious growth and development within the Old Village Historic District; and

(5) To promote the use and preservation of the historic district for the education and welfare of the
residents of the town.

(B) Definition of boundaries.

(1) The boundaries encompassed by the historic district zoning are described as: on the north beginning at
the intersection of Whilden and Live Oak Streets and running generally southeasterly following the western side
of Whilden Street, however, including the property on the east side of Whilden Street located at 440 Whilden
Street know as St. Andrews Episcopal Church, and continuing on as Whilden Street becomes Royall Avenue to
the common corporate municipal limit line of the town and the Town of Sullivan's Island, then running generally
southwesterly to the town corporate municipal boundary line in Charleston Harbor, then generally
northwesterly to a point at the centerline of the mouth of Shem Creek from the northern extended side
property line of the residentially zoned lot at the foot of Haddrell Street, following the same generally
southwesterly and extending east back to the intersection of Whilden and Live Oak Streets, including only the
residentially zoned lots abutting Haddrell Street, Magwood Lane, Live Oak Street, and Church Street, saving and
excepting therefrom the residential house lots on the south side of Shem Creek in the development known as
The Boatyard.

(2) Within the boundaries of the locally designated historic district is a 30 block area listed on the National
Register of Historic Places on March 30, 1973; the boundaries of which are as follows: on the north by Shem
Creek; on the east by the western edge of Whilden Street and Royal Avenue (with the exception of the lot on the
east side of the street containing the Mount Pleasant (St. Andrews) Episcopal Church); on the south by McCants
Drive; and on the west by Charleston Harbor.
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(C) Permitted uses.

(1) This is an �overlay� district. As such, permitted uses are determined by the �underlying� or primary
zoning classification in effect.

(2) Within the R 2 District, for example, only those uses permitted therein are permitted in the �OV HD�
District, subject to the additional requirements and standards of this section.

(3) Within the Old Village Historic District, short term rental of any residentially zoned parcel is prohibited.
A short term rental is: (a) the rental or lease of a residential dwelling unit for a duration of less than 28
consecutive days; or (b) the use of a residential dwelling unit in return for valuable consideration for a duration
of less than 28 consecutive days.

(4) Within the Old Village Historic District, the use of any residentially zoned parcel as a Bed & Breakfast is
prohibited.

(D) Lot, yard, height, and coverage requirements.

(1) Minimum requirements. The minimum requirements described in the underlying zoning district, shall
apply to all residential lots; except as otherwise expressly provided herein.

(2) Minimum lot frontage. However, lots are required to have a minimum lot frontage on a public street of
60 feet.

(3) Lot coverage. No more than 40% of the lot may be covered by impervious surfaces as defined in §
156.007.

(4) Yard requirements. For properties located within the Old Village Historic District, setback distances shall
be determined during the Certificate of Appropriateness review process, with consideration of existing
conditions and setbacks of adjacent lots. Consideration should be given to the established pattern on the block
and adjacent lots with respect to the overall character of the streetscape and district.

(E) Additional development requirements.

(1) Construction on public property.

(a) The Old Village Historic District Commission shall not approve any porches, steps, posts, fences, walks,
or other appurtenances extending over, on, or within a public sidewalk, alleyway, or street right of way, unless
the particular item is necessary for the authentic restoration or maintenance of the particular project, and
unless such proposed items will not impede pedestrian or vehicular traffic or constitute a public safety hazard.

(b) Any of the aforesaid items restored or maintained on, over, or within a public sidewalk or public alley
area under the authority hereof shall be the responsibility of the owner.

(c) The owner's restoration, reconstruction, or maintenance of any such item within such area shall
constitute the owner's agreement to protect and hold the town harmless against any and all liability, cost,
damage, or expense suffered or sustained by the town, as a result of, or growing out of, the restoration,
reconstruction or maintenance thereof.
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ARTICLE 4.10     R-4, SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 4 DISTRICT 

 
§4.10.1 PURPOSE AND INTENT 
The R-4, Single Family Residential district implements the Suburban Residential/Residential Low 
Density (Urban/Suburban Area) policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

§4.10.2 USE REGULATIONS 
Uses are allowed in the R-4 district in accordance with the Use Regulations of Chapter 6. 
 
§4.10.3 DENSITY/INTENSITY AND DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS 
All residential and nonresidential development in the R-4 district shall be subject to the following 
density, intensity and dimensional standards: 

 
R-4 
DENSITY/INTENSITY AND DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS 

MAXIMUM DENSITY 4 dwelling units per acre 

MINIMUM LOT AREA 

   With Public Water AND Sewer 7,250 square feet 

   With Public Water OR Sewer 10,000 square feet 

   Without Public Water AND Sewer 14,500 square feet 

MINIMUM LOT WIDTH 60 feet 

MINIMUM SETBACKS 

   Front/Street Side  25 feet 

   Interior Side 5 feet 

   Rear 15 feet 

   OCRM Critical Line 35 feet 

MAXIMUM BUILDING COVER 30% of lot 

MAXIMUM HEIGHT 35 feet 

 
§4.10.4 OTHER REGULATIONS 
Development in the R-4 district shall comply with all other applicable regulations of this 
Ordinance, including the development standards of Chapter 9.  All waterfront property subdivided 
after April 21, 1999 shall be subject to the provisions of the Waterfront Development Standards 
contained in Article 4.22 of this Chapter. Existing lots of record on the waterfront shall be subject 
to the provisions of Wetlands, Waterways and OCRM Critical Line contained in Article 9.7. 
 
§4.10.5 ONE TIME SUBDIVISION OF NON-CONFORMING LOT OF RECORD 

EXISTING PRIOR TO APRIL 21, 1999 
A one time subdivision creating one lot from a non-conforming lot of record (lot existing prior to 
April 21, 1999) shall be allowed, if each lot resulting from the subdivision meets the minimum lot 
area of the R-4 zoning district. An Ingress/Egress Easement may be utilized to access a 
proposed lot (singular) to the rear of the property. The setback from the edge of the easement 
will be the required side setback required for Zoning District. The side setback from the edge of 
the easement will only be utilized to create one (1) proposed lot from the provision of: ONE TIME 
SUBDIVISION OF A NON-CONFORMING LOT OF RECORD EXISTING PRIOR TO APRIL 21, 
1999. 
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Sec. 54-353. - Standards and regulations.

For one-family attached dwellings, town, or row houses, the following standards and regulations shall apply in all

districts where permitted.

Height limitations: Maximum fifty (50) feet and three (3) stories.

Lot width: Minimum sixteen (16) feet (where side setbacks are hereinafter required, the minimum lot width

shall be increased accordingly).

Front setback for the principal building: Must conform to area regulations of district where located, with the

following exceptions:

In an STR, DR-1F, DR-2F, DR-3, DR-6, DR-9 or DR-12 district, no front setback shall be required for interior

units of a single grouping of one family attached dwellings, provided that the minimum front setback of

the end units of such grouping shall be either (1) ten feet, or (2) not less than the front setback of any

structure located on the next built-upon lot fronting on the same street which is not part of the same

town house, whichever is less.

In any district, if motor vehicles are parked or stored within a unit with vehicular entrance directly from

the street, a minimum front setback of eight (8) feet shall be provided.

In any district, if motor vehicles are parked or stored in the front yard of a unit the front setback shall be

at least twenty-five (25) feet.

Side setback for the principal building: A minimum side setback of six (6) feet shall be provided between the

end units of a row and a side lot line; provided, however that:

When the side lot line is a street line, the side setback adjacent to such street shall be at least ten (10)

feet; and

When the side lot line borders a driveway, the title to which or the easement to which runs with or is

appurtenant to such lot, the side setback may be reduced to three (3) feet; and

When no building on the next adjacent lot fronting on the same street is within three (3) feet of the side

lot line, the side setback adjacent to such next lot may be reduced to four (4) feet if its wall on that side

shall be of masonry construction, without openings, except ventilator grills; and

When the next adjacent lot is a platted open space or common area with a minimum width of ten (10)

feet, there shall be no required side setback.

Rear setback for the principal building: A minimum rear setback of sixteen (16) feet shall be provided; but

When required vehicular parking space is provided in rear yard, minimum rear setback shall be twenty-

five (25) feet; and

When a carport, garage, or other accessory building exceeding fifty (50) square feet is located in rear

yard, the minimum rear setback shall be twenty-five (25) feet.

Minimum lot area per family: One thousand five hundred (1,500) square feet.

Percent of lot occupancy: Not more than fifty (50) percent of lot shall be occupied by principal and accessory

buildings, but this may be increased by one hundred (100) square feet when required vehicular parking is

provided in principal building, or in a parking lot or community garage the title to which or the easement for

the use of which runs with or is appurtenant to the title to such building.

Accessory buildings: Shall be permitted and the following standards shall apply:

Front setback for accessory buildings: No front setback shall be required, provided that any accessory

building must be located to the rear of the principal building a minimum of ten (10) feet.

Side setback for accessory buildings: There shall be no minimum side setback required, provided,

however that when the side lot line is a street line, the side setback adjacent to such street shall be at

dkerr
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least ten (10) feet.

Rear setback for accessory buildings: Minimum rear setback of five (5) feet shall be provided.

In addition to a carport or garage, another accessory building shall be permitted in the rear yard

provided it does not exceed one hundred (100) square feet in floor area and twelve feet in height, and

any such accessory buildings shall be constructed of materials similar to or in keeping with the principal

building.

Additional dwellings: None.

Special requirements:

The partition wall and walls between such structures shall comply with building code requirements.

Not more than six (6) such dwellings shall be constructed or attached together in a continuous row, and

no such row shall exceed two hundred (200) feet in length, except in SR-3, SR-4, SR-5 and STR Districts,

where not more than two such units shall be constructed or attached together in a continuous row.

Off-street parking shall be provided for each such dwelling, pursuant to the zoning regulations, either on

the premises or in a community parking lot or garage the title to which and/or the easement for the use

of which runs with and/or is appurtenant to the title to such dwelling. No such parking lot or garage shall

be located more than two hundred (200) feet from the dwelling which it serves. One driveway with a

maximum width of eleven (11) feet shall be permitted in the front yard, except that dwellings within a

development may be exempt from these driveway restrictions if sidewalks or paved multi-use paths with

a minimum width of five (5) feet are installed along both sides of all rights-of-way within the development

and along all street rights-of-way located adjacent to the development and classified as subcollector or

access streets.

(Ord. No. 2003-63, § 4, 7-15-03; Ord. No. 2014-67, § 9, 5-13-14; Ord. No. 2016-061, § 1, 5-10-16 )

https://library.municode.com/


Stormwater regulation and policy are the basis for coastal water protection. Stormwater manage-
ment program regulation and planning strategies are major tenets that support successful LID 
implementation. This chapter outlines the current federal, state, and local stormwater regulations 
and presents planning and regulatory strategies needed for coastal SC LID implementation. At the 
local level, planning improvements, better development patterns, effective LID implementation, 
and accurate LID reporting support state policy goals. 

The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permitting program is the result of laws enacted by Congress that are then developed and 
implemented under the law’s regulations. The Clean Water Act establishes environmental pro-
grams, including the NPDES program, to protect the Nation’s waters and directs EPA to develop, 
implement, and enforce regulations consistent with this law. The NPDES stormwater program 
regulates stormwater discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s), construc-
tion activities, and industrial activities. The goal is to reduce pollution that enters the receiving 
waterways from point and non-point sources of pollution. 

South Carolina is authorized to implement the NPDES Stormwater Program and administer its 
own stormwater permitting program. The SC Department of Health and Environmental Control 
(SCDHEC) manages the state stormwater program. It is important to note that South Carolina’s 

-
quirements that were reissued on January 1, 2013 (SCDHEC, 2013). More information is available in 
Appendix H and online at: http://www.scdhec.gov/HomeAndEnvironment/Water/Stormwater/



To protect water quality during construction and development, the state (or MS4 local government 
under Phase II NPDES requirements) generally requires a permit for projects within ½ mile of a 
receiving waterbody or those that disturb greater than one acre. Typically, projects within ½ mile of 

activities, state regulations require that peak post-development discharge rates from the site must 
be at or below pre-development rates for the 2- and 10-year, 24- hour storm events (approximately 
4.5 and 6-inch rain events, respectively, but this varies regionally). During construction, a site-level 

year, 24-hour storm event if the project disturbs greater than 10 acres and drains to a common point 
(SCDHEC, 2002). The latest SCDHEC BOW stormwater BMP manual includes the best available 
information as of 2005 (SCDHEC, 2005; also check website for updates). Table 2.2-1 summarizes the 
applicable state regulatory requirements for pre- and post- land development in South Carolina. 

-
-

established in R.720307.C(11) applies. Table 2.2-2 summarizes the requirements based on BMP and 

thus providing an incentive for designers (only requiring the storage of one inch of runoff over the 
impervious area).



This Planning and Design Guide allows innovative stormwater management that may be used to 
comply with state regulations and also uses the best available science and practical knowledge to 

to the state-level stormwater requirements, many local governments have established additional or 
unique conditions in their local regulations.

The Coastal Zone of South Carolina is currently organized into 8 counties (Beaufort, Berkeley, 
Charleston, Colleton, Dorchester, Georgetown, Horry and Jasper) and 51 municipalities. Within this 
group of individual counties and municipalities, there are two urbanized areas designated as Regu-
lated Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s): Charleston and Myrtle Beach (See 
Table 2.2-3). The designations are based on urbanized areas determined by the latest census, and it 
is anticipated that the Beaufort area will be designated as another MS4 in the near future.



of conveyances that include, but are not limited to, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, man-made 

are required to obtain National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II permits 
in order to discharge stormwater into Waters of the State; the current NPDES General Permit for 
Storm Water Discharges from Regulated Small MS4s became effective January 1, 2014, and includes 
the urbanized areas listed in Table 2.2-3 (SCDHEC, 2013). Communities subject to the SMS4 Permit 
are required to develop new development and redevelopment standards for sites greater than 1 

Projects in an MS4 must design, construct, and maintain stormwater management practices that 

area.

In addition to the Regulated Small MS4s listed below, SCDOT has been designated as a large MS4 
and has been issued its own NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges.

Table 2.2-4 summarizes examples (as of September 2013) of coastal counties and municipalities 



which have requirements that are stricter than this state requirement for stormwater volume con-
trol. Information for the design manuals and local ordinances for these local governments is includ-
ed in the References section at the end of this chapter.

The State requires the following minimum standards for water quantity management: post devel-
opment peak discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development discharge rates for the 2- and 10- 
year frequency, 24-hour duration storm event. Implementing agencies may utilize a less frequent 
storm event (e.g. 25-year, 24-hour) to address existing or future stormwater quantity or quality 
problems. Hydraulic modeling is required for the 100-year, 24-hour storm to demonstrate that the 
discharge from a stormwater control structure will not cause downstream damage. Table 2.2-5 sum-
marizes some of the local stormwater design criteria that exceed this minimum state standard, as of 
August 2013.



The past few decades of stormwater management have focused on using control and treatment 
strategies that are largely hard-infrastructure-engineered, end-of-pipe, and site-focused practices 

-
tive experience of communities across the United States demonstrates that looking only at site-level 
practices will not repair damaged waterbodies and will likely put more streams on impaired lists 

the creation of unnecessary impervious cover and other land cover conditions that produce exces-
sive runoff. These factors are embedded in a community’s land use codes and policies. Therefore, a 
comprehensive approach to stormwater management should include an examination of a locality’s 
land development regulations, policies, and ordinances to align better with water quality goals. 



Some common land use regulations, codes, and policies that can drive impervious cover include the 
following from Hirschman and Kosco (2008): 

 Zoning ordinances

 Subdivision codes

 Street standards or road design guidelines

 Parking requirements 

 Minimum setback requirements;

 Site coverage limits

 Height limitations

The conservation principles and neighborhood site design guidance for LID outlined in Chapter 3 

and ordinances objectively. During this review, opportunities for updates and/or improvements 

for improvements, and implement changes as appropriate. Each local jurisdiction is unique with 

and ordinance reviews, updates, and improvements are a key strategy to plan for future conditions 
that best meet the community needs. 

-
rent codes and ordinances can support future development patterns that use the better site design 
development principles, protect trees, promote stormwater LID, reduce the impervious cover and 
urban footprint, and additional site assessment principles for LID discussed in this manual. 

Land use development can occur in conjunction with better stormwater management and addi-

and policies that promote LID as much as possible. Planning for future growth conditions and pat-
terns means promoting LID, reducing impervious cover, and preserving natural areas. Preserving 

directing and concentrating new development in areas targeted for growth, communities can re-
duce or remove development pressure on undeveloped parcels and protect sensitive natural lands 
and recharge areas. Coastal land use planners must weigh these options carefully before determin-
ing where to direct future growth. Table 2.3-1 provides tools to direct development in Coastal Plain 
watersheds. Because communities vary in their current state of buildout, proximity to the coast, 
legal authority to regulate land use and resources, and regulatory climate, a tailored approach us-
ing multiple tools, such as those suggested here, may be necessary to support planning for future 
growth conditions and patterns. 

To protect important natural resources from development impacts while still accommodating 
 over conversion of natu-

ral lands to development. Concentrating development in certain areas while limiting it in other 
areas reduces sprawl and may be the only way to maintain the pristine condition of undeveloped 
subwatersheds, since even low levels of impervious cover are associated with waterway degrada-







tion. Also, the area slated for intense 
development is likely already impaired. 

of these areas is recommended as it pro-
vides an opportunity to improve water 
quality conditions by treating existing 
impervious cover through the use of 
BMPs designed for highly urban areas 
(e.g., green alleys, stormwater planters, 
green rooftops, streetside bioretention, 
etc.). Redevelopment should be done in 
a smart way, so as to make it attractive 
to homeowners. This would include 
planning to have walking distance ame-
nities including local shopping areas, 
parks, nature trails, access to water, etc. 

Codes and ordinances supported by 
-

-

changes based on new information can 
better support planning now for future 
growth conditions and patterns.

The regulatory framework of federal, 
state, and local regulations and codes is 

In some cases, there are regulatory over-
lays, such as the Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Act, and most coastal states have 
more stringent regulations along the 

district/neighborhood, and regional 
scales can drive the creation of unneces-
sary impervious cover and other land 
cover conditions that produce excessive 
runoff. These factors are embedded 
in a community’s land use codes and 
policies. A comprehensive approach to 
stormwater management should there-

fore include an examination of a locality’s land development regulations, policies, and ordinances. 
-

tance a house is set back from the road. All of these measures create impervious surface. It is for the 
municipality to determine whether the creation of this impervious surface and the generation of the 



associated runoff are appropriate. In this way, the municipality can align its development regula-
tions with its stormwater goals. Table 2.3-2 lists common land use development regulations, codes, 
and policies that could be reviewed for consistency with stormwater goals.

Reviewing current codes and ordinances is recommended to identify opportunities for improve-
ments, such as LID, as well as to identify obstacles to improvements. The code and ordinance 
reviews can be done by vested stakeholder and/or decision maker groups. Often the process to 
discuss options serves to educate the group but also spurs innovative solutions and ideas. Several 
checklists exist to guide the code and ordinance review process, including:

 The US EPA’s Water Quality Scorecard focuses on incorporating green infrastruc-
ture practices at the municipal, neighborhood, and site scales. This is available at               
http://www.epa.gov/smartgrowth/water_scorecard.htm.

 The Better Site Design Codes and Ordinances Worksheet (known as the COW) fo-
cuses on 22 Better Site Design development principles for projects such as streets and 
roads, sidewalks, parking lots, open space requirements, etc. These better site design 
development principles are outlined in Table 3.1-1 in Chapter 3 and the COW work-
sheet is available at www.cwp.org.



 -
matic tools and gaps in watershed protection. This is available at www.cwp.org.

 Additional reviews may focus on permit compliance (e.g., US EPA’s MS4 Program 
Audit, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, industrial or commercial discharges, 
etc.) building codes, transportation, or other code and ordinance areas. 

It is important to outline the codes and ordinance review goal and potential outcomes, then choose 

tailor the tool to better meet the local conditions, current policies, or anticipated outcomes. The 
COW has been altered and used in several other locations. In fact, the Coastal Community Wa-
tershed Management Checklist was based on the COW and updated for the coast. This Coastal 
Community Watershed Management Checklist includes improved stormwater management bench-
marks and is detailed in the next section. 

One prominent tool that was developed for coastal code and ordinance review is the Center for Wa-
tershed Protection’s Coastal Community Watershed Management Checklist. Local codes, policies, 
and incentive programs can, of course, provide an additional and locally-tailored level of protec-
tion, and these local initiatives are the chief focus of this checklist.

The Center for Watershed Protection developed this planning checklist to address critical coastal 
watershed management issues and challenges related to water quality and natural resource protec-
tion goals. The Checklist provides an inventory of best practices and policies that local coastal gov-

of watershed protection in their community, and to identify areas for improvement through the use 
of example resources and case studies.

The Checklist has twenty-eight questions organized by the following six sections:

1. Land Use Planning

2. Hazard Mitigation Planning

3. Pollution Sources

4. Shoreline Management

5. Site Design

6. Stormwater Management

The Checklist Evaluation Worksheet contains all six sections in an Excel spreadsheet for scoring.

These sections are not stand-alone; rather, they represent opportunities for integrated approaches 
to coastal watershed management. In some cases, related questions are linked across sections. Us-
ers are encouraged to consider all six sections in order to gain a comprehensive evaluation of their 
community’s progress toward integrated coastal watershed management. Recognizing that no 
single checklist can apply equally to all coastal communities, and that some policies or management 
approaches may be more important than others, this planning tool is intended to help compare one 
community’s approaches to others, and to increase awareness of management options and exam-



Scoring is provided for each question in the Checklist based on the answers provided by the com-
munity. A summary score provided at the end of each section is intended to identify the top three 
strengths and areas for improvement in the community. Key resources and example case studies 

 Important coastal watershed management strategies

 Current practices and policies in their community

 Ways to enhance or improve these practices and policies

 Resources and case studies that are needed for improved practices and policies

-
ment program could be improved by providing incentives for the use of low impact development 
(LID). Examples of other communities that use LID are provided in the Checklist in addition to 
other resources to support program changes. The Checklist is available online at http://www.cwp.
org/coastal-community-watershed-management-checklist. 

All of the tools provided in this manual can be implemented through changes to local land use 
regulations. Depending on the tools a given community may adopt, these provisions will provide a 
good starting point for adapting local ordinances to include LID principles. 

The Code & Ordinance Review should identify areas where the 21 Better Site Design Guidelines 
have not been addressed adequately. Here are some suggestions for how to incorporate low impact 
development principles into ordinances (adapted from NCCE, 2009 and RI DEM & CMC, 2011):

I. Avoid the impacts of development to natural features and pre-development hydrology

Protect as much undisturbed open space as possible to maintain pre-development hydrology.

 

 Adopt a Conservation Development Ordinance to protect open space and predevel-
opment hydrology.

 Permit open space developments/conservation developments by right, not only by 
waiver.

 
plan submittal to minimize loss of open space.

Maximize the protection of natural drainage areas, streams, surface waters, and jurisdictional wetland buf-
fers.

 Amend regulations to require that new lots are created out of freshwater and/or 
coastal wetland jurisdictional areas, to the extent practical.

 Revise regulations to direct building envelopes away from steep slopes, riparian cor-



 Develop a community buffer program to establish a naturally-vegetated buffer sys-
tem along all streams and wetlands to supplement and expand upon the minimum 
requirements of DHEC-OCRM requirements.

Minimize land disturbance, including clearing and grading, and avoid areas susceptible to erosion and sedi-
ment loss.

 Adopt or continue to enforce an erosion and sedimentation control ordinance that ad-
dresses all land development activities.

 Adopt a grading ordinance to require applicants to maintain as much natural veg-
etation as possible and limit clearing, grading, and land disturbing activities to the 
minimum required for construction maintenance and emergency services.

 Adopt provisions in the Zoning Ordinance and/or Subdivision Regulations for pre-

in developed areas.

 Restrict the minimum requirement for building footprints, construction access, and 
setbacks.

 Establish slope protection criteria.

 Create requirements for the retention of native vegetation and tree canopy.

 
uncleared.

 Allow or encourage BMPs in required landscape areas and open spaces (but not ri-
parian buffers, which should remain undisturbed).

Minimize soil compaction and restore soils compacted as a result of construction activities or prior develop-
ment.

 Approve requirements within land development regulations that prohibit the com-
paction of soils in areas needed for post-construction stormwater recharge.

 Require regular inspection of site construction practices by the municipality to ensure 
that soils are properly preserved and restored.

 Direct contractors to reestablish permeability of soils compacted by construction ve-
hicles; for example, till or amend soils of lawn areas prior to seeding.

II. Reduce the impacts of land alteration to decrease stormwater volume, increase groundwater 
recharge, and minimize pollutant loadings from a site.

Provide low-maintenance, native vegetation that minimizes the use of lawns, fertilizers, and pesticides.

 Adopt landscaping standards that require the preservation of as much natural vegeta-
tion as possible and encourage low-maintenance native landscaping. 

 Prohibit the installation of plant species that may be found on the most recent listing 
of invasive species as published by the South Carolina Exotic Pest Plant Council.

 Establish limits for lawn areas in favor of other groundcovers or vegetation.



Minimize impervious surfaces.

 Planning Development:

Adopt compact growth ordinances such as Conservation Development, mixed use, 
or planned development to minimize impervious surfaces. 

Examine the feasibility of adopting impervious cover limits for the entire commu-

-
prints.

Amend density standards and allowances to encourage natural area protection in 
exchange for higher densities.

 Roadway Design:

Tailor street width standards to be as narrow as possible while providing adequate 

Require street right-of-way widths to be the minimum width necessary to accom-
modate travel lanes, pedestrians and vegetated open swales safely. 

Revise residential street design to limit or eliminate the use of curbing where pos-
sible to allow side of the road drainage into vegetated open swales.

Where curbs are necessary to protect the roadway edge, allow perforated curbs 

Modify the requirements for dimension, design, and surface material of cul-de-

landscaped islands and bioretention in cul-de-sacs.

-

side of the street in low-density residential areas or provide an alternative pedes-
trian circulation layout that uses common areas, rather than street rights-of-way. 
Design sidewalks to disconnect runoff from the stormwater conveyance system 
and encourage the use of pervious materials.

Permit placement of utilities under the paved section of the right-of-way or imme-
diately adjacent to the road edge to allow for swales to be located adjacent to the 
roadway.

 Parking Design:

Require driveway lengths and widths to be reduced to the extent possible, encour-
age shared driveways, and promote the use of pervious surfaces wherever appro-
priate.

Adopt both minimum and maximum parking ratios to provide adequate parking 
while reducing excess impervious cover.



Adopt innovative parking design standards that allow for reductions in parking 
stall and travel lane width.

Encourage shared parking wherever feasible in order to reduce total impervious 
cover.

Allow off-site parking to accommodate re-development and mixed-use compact 
growth.

techniques; for example, require vegetated islands with bioretention functions.

Allow or require pervious materials for spillover parking and parking lanes.

Manage Impacts at the Source

treatment systems.

 Revise regulations to allow and encourage LID vegetated treatment systems, such as 

 

 Amend regulations to encourage runoff to be diverted over pervious surfaces to fos-

 Provide source controls to prevent or minimize pollutants in stormwater.

 Revise regulations to encourage or require appropriate pet waste disposal to prevent 
pet waste from entering stormwater runoff 

 Require commercial and industrial development to sweep their parking areas on an 
annual basis.

 Street sweeping should be done on community streets to limit pollutant transport to 
water bodies and reduce maintenance of catch basins.

 Consider adopting a wastewater management district to encourage or require all sep-
tic systems to be inspected and maintained regularly.

 Revise regulations to limit lawn areas and encourage alternative ground covers that 
require less irrigation and fertilization, where possible.

 Consider adopting a stormwater utility district to manage the existing impacts of 
stormwater runoff.

Re-vegetate previously cleared areas to help restore groundwater recharge and pollutant removal.

 Revise regulations to encourage re-vegetation of cleared areas with native species, 
where possible.



The adoption of alternative zoning ordinances to supplement or reform outmoded local codes can 
help communities meet water quality and land-use planning goals. Stormwater management is 
addressed largely by engineering solutions. However, nonconventional land-use planning strate-
gies and regulatory tools, such as form-based codes, are often overlooked as a way to achieve water 
quality standards.

A form-based regulatory approach focuses on designating appropriate form and scale of develop-
ment that is contextually sensitive to the surrounding landscape. This contrasts with Euclidean 
(conventional) zoning, which focuses on segregation of land uses. The form-based codes incorpo-
rate new standards for building façades and public spaces, yet conventional regulatory mecha-
nisms, such as building heights and setbacks, are still utilized. While form-based code’s primary 
organizing principle differs from Euclidean codes, it is not a complete departure from conventional 
zoning regulations, and instead serves as an alternative regulatory option for communities to em-
ploy at the regional, neighborhood, or site scale.

In addition to promoting contextually sensitive design, form-based codes foster interconnected 
patterns of development for the built environment and public realm. Advocates of the form-based 
approach assert that this is a viable regulatory mechanism for managing stormwater, resulting in 

A number of elements are commonly included in a form-based code, such as a regulating plan, 
public realm standards, and building form standards. A regulating plan serves as a map, outlin-
ing streets and public open spaces and designating where different building form standards apply. 
Typically, the urban-rural transect model is used for the form-based code regulating plan frame-
work, depicting a gradient of urban forms that range from rural to highly urbanized zones. These 
designated zones specify the form and character of development appropriate for each zone. Most 
often the regulating plan is applied to areas within a framework of streets and blocks as opposed to 

Through the use of a regulating plan, high-density development could be concentrated away 
from environmentally sensitive areas. Similarly, a form-based code could prescribe appropriate 
LID practices for public spaces, such as use of bioretention cells or swales, type of vegetation used 
along public easements, lakes, streams, and streetscapes, or pervious materials for sidewalks – all 
designed within the context of the surrounding environment. Additional elements can be required 

-

through reduced impervious cover. It is important to note that these standards would need to align 
with local BMP manual standards to be effective. A transect model could be used to indicate how 

to ensure LID practices match with appropriate environmental conditions and development con-
text.

The concept of a form-based code is just beginning to emerge in South Carolina municipal zoning 
regulations, yet several coastal communities are currently working towards the development and 
adoption of a form-based approach to zoning. There are, however states in the region that have con-



North Carolina began exploring the potential for utilizing form-based code to achieve water qual-

the town of Bradenton successfully adopted a form-based code that includes an environmental 
resource standards element focusing on stormwater management (http://formbasedcodes.org/
content/uploads/2014/02/bradenton-form-based-code.pdf).

More examples of where this regulatory tool has been adopted and implemented can be found on 
www.formbasedcodes.org. 



Incentives can be an important aspect of land conservation and LID management. Better site design 
principles that were discussed in this manual include opportunity for incentives, such as higher 
density units allowed when open space is preserved (See Laurel Oak Preserve Case Study) or con-
served or reduced parking lot size when shared parking is used. Generally, fewer parking spaces 
allow more space for building, which is often an inducement for developers. Other motivations 

purchase of land for protection or tax reductions for lands placed in easements are also common 
incentive examples. These are only a few conservation and land use incentives; many other oppor-
tunities exist to promote watershed and stormwater goals.

Costs are incentives from two perspectives: 1) the actual cost of land development, LID implemen-

margin. The amount features cost (actual dollars spent) and the amount of a commodity saved is 

margin in the overall revenue. Incentives for willingness to pay or perceptions of conservation, land 
-

community (Vandiver and Hernandez, 2009).





Stormwater management incentives can also include the ability to meet local Total Maximum Daily 

dry or wet ponds at removing a pollutant of concern (e.g., bacteria) from the environment. Storm-
water management is easiest and least costly when done at the earliest stages of land development, 
such as during the early development stage where there is an opportunity to conserve natural lands 
(see Section 3.2) and use better site design. Stormwater management increases in complexity and 
cost as sites involve more urban infrastructure and more stormwater management infrastructure 
(e.g., pipes or LID structural components). Therefore, there are monetary incentives to incorporate 
better stormwater management through conservation of natural land, better site design, non-struc-
tural LID, and structural LID in a stepwise fashion. LID incentives include: 

 Decentralizing the stormwater treatment practice

 Reducing the size and cost of the practice

 Reducing soil disturbance (which decreases grading and compaction, while providing 
more storage capacity in soils)

 Reducing impervious cover

 Supporting TMDL requirements

Incentives can encourage adoption of LID practices in the community. The US EPA’s LID Bar-

following four most common type of local incentive mechanisms to plan, design, and build LID 
projects. 

1. Stormwater fee discount or credit – LID practices result in a stormwater credit and/
or for those municipalities where there is a stormwater fee, LID practices receive a 
discount from the fee.

2. Development incentives – Municipalities can offer incentives such as reduced per-
mit fees, expedited permit process, higher density development allowance, and/or 
exemptions from permitting requirements if LID practices are used.

3. 
low-interest loans, tax credits, and/or reimbursement when LID practices are used.

4. Awards and recognition programs – Municipalities can recognize the people and 
places where LID practices are implemented. Recognition examples include newspa-
per articles, website announcements, notes in utility bill mailings, and/or LID-design 
contests.

Some local governments have included recommendations in design manuals or ordinances that 
encourage low impact development planning and practices. The list in Table 2.3-1 pulls together the 
best available information at the time of publication and may be subject to change. Resource infor-
mation for these ordinances is included in the References section at the end of this chapter.







Among the strategies for improved stormwater management is the use of innovative community 
and subdivision designs that reduce the impact on water quality and required municipal services. 

Compact development patterns generate far less stormwater per unit of development than the typi-
cal single use suburban model. Additionally, on the watershed scale, more compact development 

According to 2010 census data (summarized in Table 2.4-1), South Carolina’s eight coastal coun-
ties experienced 24.3 percent population growth in the last decade, which exceeds the state average 
of 15.3 percent. Beaufort County experienced a 34.1 percent population increase during this time, 
while Horry County similarly experienced a 37.0 percent increase in population (SC Budget and 
Control Board, 2014 -
ondary homes, and vacation resorts and it is estimated that land development occurs at more than 
double the rate of actual population growth (Beach, 2002 and USDA, 2000). 

Urban sprawl growth patterns often generate unnecessary impervious cover. But it is important 

cover for a watershed decreases as site density increases, assuming the same amount of growth. 



impacts of various growth patterns ranging from the current sprawl to more compact development 
(land consumption and population growth rates are equal). The researchers found that more com-
pact development would cut the amount of sediment and nutrient (nitrogen and phosphorous) pol-
lution from future development in half. Even though population growth remained the same in each 

et al. 2011).

As part of the 1994 comprehensive land-use planning legislation, a provision for planned develop-
-
-

ment process, encouraging innovative site planning for residential, commercial, institutional, and 
industrial developments. Local governing authorities may establish these districts as amendments 
to locally adopted zoning ordinances with the overall goal of improving design, character, and 
quality of mixed-use developments while preserving natural features of open spaces. A develop-
ment permitted as part of a PDD is referred to as a planned unit development (PUD).

PUDs offer a comprehensive approach to the design of large scale developments, as opposed to 
the conventional lot-by-lot approach typically allowed in community zoning codes and regula-
tions. Unlike conventional development, a PUD allows developers to by-pass standard zoning and 

placement of structures, mixed land uses, conservation of open spaces, and natural resource preser-
vation.

The PUD has become an increasingly popular land development practice across rural areas of the 
U.S. coastal zone, and is a commonly utilized planning tool in large undeveloped land tracts of 

Figure 2.4-1. Illustration of Using Higher Density to Reduce Impervious Cover This illustration, adapted from the U.S. EPA publica-
tion “Protecting Water Resources with Higher Density Develoment,” shows how increasing density at the site level decreases imper-
vious cover for the watershed (EPA, 2006).



coastal jurisdictions in South Carolina. All eight coastal counties and a number of municipalities 
within their borders have adopted/authorized PUD provisions in their local zoning codes; howev-

-
where from 1 acre to 50 acres. Nevertheless, there are a number of common elements often incorpo-



protection, mixed types of housing, uses, and densities, innovative planning and site design, high 
quality development, public access opportunities, comprehensive plan and or/long-range plan 

protection.

Often local codes and ordinances prohibit or restrict the use of LID strategies, requiring special 
permits or variances which may discourage developers from implementing LID practices in their 

and are not subject to existing conventional outdated codes and ordinances, they provide an oppor-
tunity/avenue for increasing LID application (e.g., buffers, bioretention cells and swales, clustering 
development, dedicated open space, pervious driveways and sidewalks). Incorporating LID fea-
tures into the site design of a PUD can help maintain the predevelopment hydrology of the prop-
erty and minimize the impacts of runoff, therefore improving overall water quality. 

Generally speaking, LID strategies are minimally addressed in existing South Carolina PUDs; how-
-

ments encouraging or requiring LID implementation.

Preserving and protecting natural lands from development can be accomplished using Transfer of 
Development Rights (TDRs) and Purchase of Development Rights (PDRs). TDRs are rural areas that 
can be sold to private builders. The builder pays the rural land owner in exchange for the ability 
to build in excess of limits where urban growth areas are designated. TDRs are considered a trad-
ing system since the TDR value is based on building demand and the TDR is paid by the builder. 
However, PDRs are programs that pay landowners to not convert farmland to development. PDR 
programs are often led and funded by the local government (Anderson and Lohof, 1997). TDR and 
PDR land selection and prioritization can be supported using natural resource inventories, cost, or 
opportunity. The TDRs and PDRs strive to meet environmental objectives such as habitat protection 
and open space preservation. 

purchase. TDRs and PDRs are commonly outlined in local codes, and there are some state PDR pro-
grams (Anderson and Lohof, 1997). Communities can use TDRs and PDRs to protect natural lands 
from development by compensating property owners in exchange for their commitment to limit 
development in perpetuity. 

Developments that occurred with no stormwater management controls or with outdated stormwa-
ter management controls, represent an opportunity to capture and treat stormwater runoff. Assess-
ing the site for potential to capture and treat stormwater is an opportunity to improve water quality 

-
development; often, LID practices are required during redevelopment to meet the most up-to-date 

local water quality goals. 



-
dress existing stormwater management problems in a watershed. These practices are installed in 
upland areas to capture and treat stormwater runoff before it is delivered to the storm drainage 
system. They are an essential element of a holistic watershed restoration program that can result in 

-
logic regime by regulating the volume, duration, frequency, and rate of stormwater runoff. In addi-

residents and build community interest in watershed restoration.

-

includes a step by step process that can and should be updated to meet local conditions.

Redevelopment is development that occurs on previously developed land. Redevelopment and 
new development require stormwater management that meets the local requirements. Redevelop-
ment from a watershed and stormwater management perspective is an opportunity to bring the de-
veloped site into compliance with the current stormwater requirements. Redevelopment of imper-
vious surfaces rather than new development of pervious surfaces will prevent further increases in 
the watershed’s impervious cover. In addition, redevelopment is an opportunity to upgrade aging 
infrastructure, such as sewer and stormwater pipes, that are deteriorated and causing water impair-
ments (US EPA, 2006; Hicks, 2014). 

Redevelopment can be a tool to direct development to urban corridors and away from undeveloped 

programs that include redevelopment as part of a larger investment effort: business development 
-

versions, and others. Redevelopment is another way to target development in already developed 
areas and also provide up-to-date stormwater management to meet water quality and habitat goals. 

-
1 2. Often, these areas already have transportation, utilities, and other 

amenities in place. Concentrating growth in urban corridors is preferred due to the ability to re-
energize urban growth and reduce stress to the natural habitat in undeveloped watersheds. 

http://www.

epa.gov/dced/pdf/sg_stormwater_BMP.pdf)

-
http://www.epa.gov/

swerosps/bf/overview/glossary.htm



and/or proximity to the immediate coastline and the associated natural hazards. Development code 
requirements can be unintended barriers to coastal waterfront redevelopment and may require 
changes. Additionally, past land use contamination can present real and perceived pollution prob-



Perhaps the biggest opportunity for any stormwater manager is to work with local governments to 
develop a range of policies and incentives to direct development to already degraded areas. Com-

sites (Congress for New Urbanism et al., 2001). Redeveloping already degraded sites such as aban-

Protect future development through resource planning to direct growth to redevelopment sites 

as growth occurs. These efforts may feed into a local comprehensive plan, policy, or ordinance that 
guides current and future development patterns into designated areas. Redevelopment in urban 
areas can protect undeveloped natural resources, support working waterfronts, and incorporate 

an excellent opportunity for LID stormwater management. As an example, Horry County, SC, has 
-

zation tool (Wood, pers. comm., 2013).

prepare the applicant for a more successful permit procedure, result in improved LID designs, and 
reduce staff time. The stormwater management program’s process should include documentation 

-

staff; these staff members can have the ability to suggest improvements, alter processes when 
needed, and offer innovative solutions to permit applicants when needed. Tracking, inspection, and 

-
ment program highlights the importance of compliance with state regulations. 

Stormwater management programs should include a clear, comprehensive, transparent site review 

and highlighted in the stormwater management program.

Approval of a stormwater plan is an important milestone. After plans are approved, making chang-

process is the best opportunity to get things right with stormwater design. A well-organized storm-
water plan review process can help ensure:

 
design manual and are being properly applied to the project site.



 Stormwater plans incorporate innovative practices, such as site design techniques and 
low-impact development, early in the planning process.

 BMPs are sited within easements and have adequate access for inspection and main-
tenance.

 
become clogged before the site is stabilized.

 Adequate maintenance agreements that assign long-term maintenance responsibility 
are in place.

 The stormwater BMP plan approval is coordinated with other necessary environ-

dams.

 Approved stormwater BMPs are covered by performance bonds to ensure proper 

 -
mented at each site so that inspection and maintenance staff will have the necessary 
information.

 The review process generates the appropriate amount of user fees to help defray de-
velopment review costs.

Local governments have experience with general development plan review, but reviewing LID 
projects may be a relatively new function within a local agency. A stormwater plan review process 
does not have to be created anew. The biggest challenges are securing an adequate and well-trained 
staff and integrating stormwater reviews with other local reviews for drainage, utilities, erosion 
control, roads, and site layout. More detailed information for site plan review is available in the 
Managing Stormwater in Your Community Chapter 7, The Stormwater Plan Review Process (CWP, 

-
eration for a successful stormwater program that incorporates LID in the coastal policy. 

There is a need for a coordinated approach to stormwater management practice permit, design, 
build, and maintenance processes. This need was voiced several times in the stakeholder meetings 
during the development of this manual. A multidisciplinary approach for stormwater management 
in coastal SC is recommended. Here are key tips to implement this approach in your municipality, 
locality, agency, and/or group:

1. Set a clear, concise goal to implement low impact development stormwater manage-
ment practices.

2. Hold and attend trainings to ensure staff and other vested parties are up to date on 
the subject.

3. Use these training opportunities to communicate common goals, recognize and pro-
-



4. Coordinate the agency, group, and people that review site plans, permits, designs, 
and construction.

a. Recognize problems early to save time and money.

b. Streamline the process, cross train, and better ensure the practices meet the stan-
dards and meet the goal (#1). 

5. Integrate development review and inspections. Develop and use standard operating 
procedures that ensure a coordinated approach is followed.

a. Use checklists and standard operating procedures.

b. Use a documentation and tracking system.

6. Develop and follow a performance review to measure success, to make changes as 
needed, and to update procedures based on the best available information.

a. Perform on a regular basis.

These steps for a coordinated approach to stormwater management will promote best practices 

more details on how to set up this coordinated approach for stormwater management, see Chapter 
Managing Stormwater in Your Community: A Guide for 

Building an Effective Post Construction Progran (Hirschman and Kosco, 2008). Use this goal to over-

coastal South Carolina.

to ensure the natural resource protection that was planned for is achieved. Tracking is commonly 
achieved using a database such as Microsoft Excel and/or Access, geographic location in mapping 

of the permit process and are completed to ensure that the practice was installed, was installed in 

-

a level of safety because they insert checks and balances into the Stormwater Program to identify 
practices that are in compliance and identify practices that require corrective or preventative main-

inspection of stormwater BMPs once during each 5-year permit cycle. Tracking is a mechanism that 
compiles the past and present practices. A standardized, rapid inspection approach should be in 
place to track, inspect, and verify the low impact development practices. Additional information 



Enforcement is a last resort to bring a stormwater practice into permit compliance. The permitting 
authority should have a standard process with trigger thresholds, recommended actions, and ulti-

-
tion indicates that the practice is not in compliance (e.g., not performing as designed and permitted) 

practice into compliance. Enforcement is a necessary tool to keep the state Stormwater Program in 
compliance with US EPA federal regulations. Enforcement of stormwater regulations is handled by  
the SCDHEC BOW’s Water Pollution Enforcement Section.

application, timeframe, personnel, and endpoint. Adapted from Goulet and Schueler (2012).
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