Town of Sullivan’s Island, South Carolina
Planning Commission
Regular Meeting Minutes

Wednesday, April 8, 2026

A Planning Commission Public Hearing was held at 4:00 pm, on Wednesday, April 8, 2026, in
Town Hall at 2056 Middle Street. All requirements of the Freedom of Information Act were
verified to have been satisfied.

Present: Manda Poletti (Chair), Gallia Coles, Hannah Dodson, Mark Howard, and Gary Visser.
Staff Members: Rebecca Fanning and Pam Otto

A. Call to Order: Chair Poletti called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.

B. Confirmation of Freedom of Information Act Requirements
It was stated the press and public were duly notified pursuant to the Freedom of
Information Act requirements.
Public: There were four (4) members of the public present.
Media: There were no (0) members of the media present.

C. Approval of the Minutes from March 11, 2026

Motion: Motion was made to approve the March 11, 2026 Planning Commission Meeting
Minutes by Mark Howard, seconded by Gallia Coles, passed unanimously.

D. Public Input and Correspondence

¢ Bobby Cummings, 1450 Thompson Ave — supports allowing erosion control
structures at the property line with no special exception permit needed for
protection of his property and asks that the Town not be more restrictive than the
State.

e Tim Kelly, 1456 Thompson Ave — agrees with Mr. Cummings comments and also
wants to allow new erosion control structures and does not approve of proposed
requirements for landscape buffers and certification by a licensed engineer.

E. Proposed amendments to Zoning Ordinance Sections 21-20 & 21-69
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Director of Resilience and Natural Resources Rebecca Fanning presented on behalf of staff. She
went over the requested information from the last meeting then reviewed the staff recommended
changes to the ordinance. She also took questions from the Commission. The first changes she
reviewed were simple, updating the titles of agencies that have changed over the years and
removing irrelevant clauses. She then reviewed the suggested changes, stating the front beach
erosion structures will now be separate from the back marsh structures. She first went over the
beach front, RC-1 restrictions, which includes a 50% damage repair rule, meaning if a structure
is more than 50% damaged after a major weather event, it cannot be rebuilt per the State BCM
permitting authority. This rule is not the same for RC-2 district structures. Both areas need
permits from BCM (Bureau of Coastal Management) prior to issuance of the Town permit.

Next there was review and discussion about prohibited and conditional uses in the RS-District
regarding erosion control structures. Ms. Fanning took questions from the Commission.

Public Comment:

e Pierre Delucey, 405 Station 12 — stated it has been difficult to get an engineer to
certify that a wall will not cause adverse impacts to adjacent properties on a job
he is doing in Charleston. He would like to see corrugated sheet pile added to the
list of acceptable material. He is also concerned about property resale value and
wants erosion control structures allowed at the property line assuming that
boundary is not past the critical line.

e Bobby Cummings, 1450 Thompson Ave — stated that he agrees corrugated vinyl
sheet pile should be included as a possible material and that the engineer should
certify that the ECS would not cause adverse impacts to adjacent properties
during normal stormwater runoff scenarios, not from major storm events. He
would also support removing the vegetated buffer requirement for ECS in the RC-
2 setback and allowing residents to install ECS past their property line in the State
controlled upland.

Chair Poletti reviewed the process for moving forward and reminded the audience that what is
recommended to Council will not necessarily be the final ordinance language as Council is able
to make changes at their discretion, and it does not need to come back to Planning Commission
for approval. She also stated the public hearing will be next month and asked members for any
minor change suggestions for staff to make before that. Gallia Coles requested looking at other
options for acceptable materials. Hannah Dodson stated her objection to the engineer
requirement, would also like to add any materials allowed by BCM, and to revisit the buffer
requirements. She also asked about a non-hardened landscape wall and upland erosion. Chair
Poletti commented on the variety of properties on the back of the Island. She also mentioned
reincorporating the 50% rule as a trigger for requiring certification by an engineer in RC-2
District applications, adding the statement “if required” where BCM is mentioned, and
potentially expanding the acceptable materials list to incorporate more options allowed by BCM.

Motion was made by Manda Poletti, seconded by Gallia Coles, to move this forward with

the changes that the Commission proposed and also taking into consideration the
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comments regarding the flexibility on the creek, especially when there is a slope involved
and the wall type materials so the comments would be taken into consideration, passed 4-1,
with Hannah Dodson opposing.

F. Report to Town Council regarding screening the Lift Stations

Ms. Fanning went through the staff recommendations for the potential screenings, developed
with input from Water & Sewer Manager Greg Gress. She displayed a photo of a structure in Mt.
Pleasant the Commission had given as a possible reference, but the same layout is not possible
due to structural differences. Mr. Gress said it was not possible due to needing to trench pipes in
the area during emergencies or other necessary events. There is also critical infrastructure that is
routed through the right-of-way that doesn’t make plantings a functional possibility. She said
other options are being pursued by the Water & Sewer Committee, such as raising the fences or
using planters. Chair Poletti would like to know how often the pipes need to be accessed and
how deep they are. Gary Visser commented on the need for digging trenches and also mentioned
the Town put quite a bit of effort into making the stations look nice during the building process,
among other things.

The Commission decided they will take the advice of the Water & Sewer director, that plantings
were not a suitable solution for screening. They are interested in pursuing other options, like
more and/or higher fencing.

G. Adjourn. There being no new business, nor further discussion, the meeting adjourned at
approximately 5:55 p.m.

Motion: Motion was made to adjourn at 5:55 p.m. by Hannah Dodson, seconded by
Gallia Coles, passed unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,

Pamela Otto, Planning Commission Staff

Manda Poletti, Chair Date

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING APRIL 8, 2026 3



Pam Otto

From: Charles Drayton

Sent: Friday, March 20, 2026 12:07 PM

To: Hannah Dodson; Rebecca Fanning

Cc: Charles Cole; Gallia Coles; Garth Lynch; Gary Visser; Manda Poletti; Pam Otto; Mark
Howard (sihowardma@gmail.com)

Subject: RE: Planning Commission Comments for Staff

Attachments: ECS Workshop Notes.docx; PXI,_20260311_215834599 whiteboard b.jpg; PXL_20260311

_215852239 whiteboard a,jpg

Hi Hannah,

While this is good information and worthy of the Commission’s awareness, sending out emails to the
entire PC constitutes the creation of a guorum(or public meeting) without the proper advertisement of
said meeting. With my response to this email, | will ask Pam to place this in the public record as a public
comment on the topic of ECSs in the RC Districts. Having advocated in this way for a position that the
Commission is researching and deliberating on, | would ask you to consider recusing yourself when the
time comes to vote on the topic. In the future, please direct questions to staff or save your thoughts and
questions for the advertised public meetings.

Best regards,
Charles

PS. Attached are the synthesized notes from the white board as well as the images of the notes taken
during the meeting.

Charles Heyward Drayton | Director of Planning and Zoning
Town of Sullivan's Island

2056 Middle Street
Sullivan’s Island, South Carolina 29482
T: 843.883.5752

cdrayton@sullivansisland.sc.gov

From: Hannah Dodson <hdod262@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2026 4:22 PM

To: Charles Drayton <CDrayton@sullivansisland.sc.gov>; Rebecca Fanning <Rfanning@sullivansisland.sc.gov>

Cc: Charles Cole <ctcole@bellsouth.net>; Gallia Coles <gsu571@aol.com>; Garth Lynch <glynch@hntb.com>; Gary Visser
<garyvisser@bellsouth.net>; Manda Poletti <lmpoletti@comcast.net>; Pam Otto <POtto@sullivansisland.sc.gov>; Mark
Howard (sihowardma@gmail.com) <sihowardma@gmail.com>

Subject: Re: Planning Commission Comments for Staff



+

> This email originated from outside the Town of Sullivans Island. Do not click links or open

attachments unless you have verified the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Charles and Rebecca,

[ just wanted to follow up on this request ... would it be possible for one of you to send to the
Commission members the list of comments that was generated at the 3/11 meeting {(and in my email
below)? | would very much like some time to think them through hefore our next meeting.

Also, on the issue of Scour, | wanted to offer some photos of the concrete base of the historical Pitt St
Bridge, on the Sullivan’s Island side. Below are some photos that show the large concrete base of the
structure, still here after at least the 1940’s. There is no evidence of scour on any of its 3 sides that are
directly within the tidal flow. Interestingly, the location of this bridge base isn’t on Cove Creek —itis
located at the mouth of the Intracoastal Waterway, and close to the harbor opening, where strong water
currents are present on a continual basis, and perhaps some wave action as well. Also, while 2 of the 3
sides have rock and/or concrete revetments, the 3rd side has no revetment of any kind. That 3rd and
unprotected side shows no scour.

| feel that these {sland photos are very important to the issues before us and the ardinances we are
changing. | understand that vertical walls can produce scour when subjected to the forces of water
velocity and breaking waves. This is sound marine science. However, not all inland waterways or creeks
produce the forces of velocity and waves. While the science is good, it doesn’t apply to a calm, slow-
creeping creek (or even at the old bridge site where forces are greater).

This is a crucial issue to understand regarding how nature acts qon the back of our island. While the
presentation by Staff of 3/11 was detailed, informative and excellent, the majority of Staff’s
recommendations were based on the classic science of scour, rather than the actual behavior of Cove
Creek. | offer this information to help calm our concerns over vertical walls as ECS’s. [n our actual
environment, they are not producing the scour which we fear.

No one wants ECS’s of any kind way out into the middle of the creeks. But we should not fear a vertical
structure at the point of upland erosion. Residents want to protect the property they have. They prefer to
protect it at its edge, the property line, assuming its landward of the critical area. Doing so with a vertical
structure should not cause us alarm.



Thank you to Charles, Rebecca, and all the Commission members for taking the time to understand this
issue. | look forward to a reply.

Hannah Dodson
843.367.2275

On Mar 12, 2026, at 8:37 PM, Hannah Dodson < d262 il > wrote:

Hi Charles and Rebecca,



Thank you for the presentation yesterday and for the many hours it must have taken to
prepare! It’s such a complicated issue we are facing, and | appreciate the education and
demonstrative slides that went along with your suggestions.

Concerning the comments from the commission members and the audience, | was not
able to keep up with those that were recorded on the white board. Also, | had to run out
after the meeting, so | did not have time to read them afterward. Would one of you be able
to send us a list of them to review prior to the next meeting? [ realize they may be in the
meeting minutes at a later point, but it would really help if we could have them right away,
to give each member mare time to ponder.

Also, most of my comments were made earlier in the meeting, before Rebecca began to
record comments on the white board. Therefore, in the white board list of commission
member comments, | want to make sure that my comments are included. They are (and
hopefully better articulated here then they were in the meeting):

1. Far properties that sit completely landward of the Critical Line:
Consider allowing ECS/Landscape Walls at the property line, to allow property owners to

prevent erosion of the edge of their properties, thus preserving all of their land as climate
change brings greater threats. Consider requiring additional measures to compliment the
ECS/Landscape Wall such as a sloping toe revetment, tiles placed on marsh side of the
ECS to promote the marsh ecology, and/or marsh plugs to encourage marsh vitality.

A. This suggestion is based upon the actual conditions of water movement specifically on
Cove Creek. As stated by myself and other audience members, Cove Creek does not
develop Scour because it does not experience wave action or high velocity water
movement, even during storms. Unlike the internet photo shown on one of the meeting
slides, the existing ECS’s along Cove Creek have not produced adjacent or down-marsh
Scour. Please see the photo below of an actual ECS on Cove Creek — it shows zero scour,
and, a healthy looking adjacent marsh.

B. The location of ECS/Landscape Walls should be allowed at the site of erosion {property
edge), and not at a point landward that is based on projected or estimated Sea Level Rise.
This is directly aligned with the regulations of DES BCM that allow permitting at the site of
tidally induced erosion.

C. Eliminate the consideration of a 10 foot vegetative buffer behind the ECS/Landscape
Wall. The DES BCM does not require buffer areas be placed adjacent to ECS —even inside
the Critical Area — so our ordinance should not have stricter requirements in the less
fragile non critical area. (| have a question for staff: does a vegetative buffer behind an
upland ECS/Landscape Wall serve the purpose of promoting marsh ecology or preventing
erosion?) Property owners are not in favor of surrendering their back yard area for such
buffers, so ['d like to understand the purposed served by a vegetative buffer in this upland
circumstance.

2. Eor properties that sit partially of fully over the Critical Line and thus within the Critical
Area:

A. Consider allowing ECS/Landscape Walls at the site of erosion, if a valid permit is
obtained from DES BCM. Requiring an ECS/Landscape Wall to be somewhere else
effectively overrides the State framework. It also delays protection until erosion reaches a
landward line at the estimated 5 to 6 feet mean high tide mark. Following the State
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regulations would allow owners of low lot property to protect their property from further
erosion now, rather than allowing erosion to continue and additional property loss to
occur.

B. With the site of erosion being within the Critical Area, Permitting by DES BCM would
obviously be required.

C. Consider requiring additional measures to promote the vitality of the marsh (toe
revetment, tiles and/or plugs), if allowable by the State.

Finally, | wanted to clarify that | misspoke concerning the number of properties on the back
of the istand that abut the marsh. By my count, is looks like about 50-55 on each side of the
causeway, for a total of approximately 110.

Thank you for your time,

Hannah Dodson
843.367.2275
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