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AGENDA 
NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE 

Monday, February 19, 2018 
1:30 p.m.  

Executive Conference Room, Administration Building 
Beaufort County Government Robert Smalls Complex 

100 Ribaut Road, Beaufort 
 

Committee Members: Staff Support:   
Brian Flewelling, Chairman   Anthony Criscitiello, Planning Director  
Roberts “Tabor” Vaux, Vice Chairman     Gary James, Assessor 
Rick Caporale     Eric Larson, Division Director   

 Gerald Dawson  Environmental Engineering 
Steve Fobes Dan Morgan, Mapping & Applications Director  
York Glover            
Alice Howard 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER –1:30 P.M.  

 
2. UPDATE /  PREVIOUS PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

 
3. UPDATE / PREVIOUS SOUTHERN LOWCOUNTRY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 

(SOLOCO) MEETING 
 

4. CONSIDERATION OF CONTRACT AWARD / LANDSCAPING AT TANGER OUTLET MEDIANS 
ON U.S. HIGHWAY 278 (backup) 

 
5. UPDATE / STATUS OF FORT FREMONT HISTORICAL PARK INTERPRETIVE CENTER (backup) 

 
6. FUNDING REQUEST  / MITCHELVILLE PRESERVATION PROJECT / PHASE 1 (backup) 

 
7. TEXT AMENDMENT TO THE BEAUFORT COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE 

(CDC), ARTICLE 3, SECTION 3.3.50 REGIONAL CENTER MIXED USE (C5) ZONE STANDARDS 
(TO ALLOW HOTEL TO APARTMENT CONVERSION ON UNIT TO UNIT BASIS); APPLICANT:  
MICHAEL KRONIMUS (backup) 

 
8. SOUTHERN BEAUFORT COUNTY MAP AMENDMENT / OSPREY POINT (MALIND BLUFF) PUD 

MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT REQUEST FOR R600 013 000 0006 0000 (119.90 ACRES EAST OF 
HIGHWAY 170, OKATIE); OWNER / APPLICANT: LCP III, LLC / MR. J. NATHAN DUGGINS, 
AGENT: JOSH TILLER (backup) 

 
9. SOUTHERN BEAUFORT COUNTY MAP AMENDMENT / RIVER OAKS (MALIND POINTE) PUD 

MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT REQUEST FOR R600 013 000 008C 0000 (+/- 63.54ACRES EAST 
OF HIGHWAY 170, OKATIE); OWNER / APPLICANT: BBI HOLDING / MR. ROGER L. 
SAUNDERS; AGENT: JOSH TILLER (backup) 
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10. CONSIDERATION OF REAPPOINTMENTS AND APPOINTMENTS 

A. Design Review Board 
1. One Vacancy (architect, landscape architect, building design, civil engineer) 

B. Historic Preservation Review Board 
1. One Vacancy (Port Royal Island) 

C. Planning Commission  
1. One Reappointment (Robert W. Semmler) 

D. Rural and Critical Lands Preservation Review Board 
1. One Vacancy (District 5) 

E. Southern Beaufort County Corridor Beautification Board 
1. Two Vacancies (Council District 5 and Council District 11) 

 
11. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 



David L Thomas, Purchasing Director

dthomas@bcgov.net 843.255.2353

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY
PURCHASING DEPARTMENT

106 Industrial Village Road, Bldg. 2, Post Office Drawer 1228
Beaufort, South Carolina 29901-1228

TO: Councilman Brian Flewelling, Chairman, Natural Resources CommitteeCouncilman Brian Flewelling, Chairman, Natural Resources Committee

FROM: David L Thomas. CPPO. Purchasing Director

SUBJ: New Contract as a Result of SolicitationNew Contract as a Result of Solicitation

DATE:

BACKGROUND:

VENDOR INFORMATION: COST:

FUNDING:

RFP 121417, Landscaping at Tanger Outlet Medians on Highway 278 Project for Beaufort County

01/18/2018

On December 14, 2017, Beaufort County received three proposals for landscaping services for the Highway 278 traffic medians between 
Tanger 1 and Tanger 2 in Bluffton, South Carolina.  This service includes project oversight by a Registered South Carolina Landscape 
Architect, site preparation/grading, twelve (12) month hand-watering, warranty and maintenance program to facilitate plant 
establishment, cost of plants and installation of plants, and the cost of pine straw mulch with installation.  In addition to the twelve 
month maintenance program which is estimated to begin on May 6, 2018, the service also includes an additional four (4) years of 
landscape maintenance for a total of five (5) years of landscape maintenance which is estimated to end on May 6, 2023.  The evaluation 
committee consisting of Amanda Flake, Beaufort County Natural Resources Planner, Robert Merchant, Interim Planning Director and 
Nancy Moss, Community Development Planner interviewed/evaluated the following three firms: Hilton Head Landscapes, LLC; The 
Greenery and BrightView Landscape Services, Inc., on January 12, 2018, and selected Hilton Head Landscapes, LLC, as their number one 
ranked firm.  Please see below the three firms that submitted proposals for this project, and their final ranking.

1. Hilton Head Landscapes, LLC, Hilton Head Island, SC 29926 $268,198.69

2. The Greenery, Inc., Hilton Head Island, SC 29938 $332,983.51

3. BrightView Landscape Services, Inc., Bluffton, SC 29910

* All firms are self-performing.

$412,938.00
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Funding approved: YesYes  By:  Date: 

FOR ACTION:

RECOMMENDATION:

Attachment: 

RFP 121417 Attachments.pdf 
3.5 MB

 cc: Joshua Gruber, Interim County Administrator
Approved: YesYes    Date: 

                 Check to override approval: Overridden by: Override Date: 

      Alicia Holland, Assistant County Administrator, Finance
Approved: YesYes    Date: 

Eric Larson, Director, Environmental Engineering & Land Man     Approved: YesYes    Date:   

Check to override approval:  Overridden by: Override Date: ready for admin: 

Robert Merchant Assistant Director, Community Developmen     Approved: YesYes    Date:   

Check to override approval:  Overridden by: Override Date: ready for admin: 

After Initial Submission, Use the Save and Close Buttons

Funding is through a development agreement passed by a resolution by Beaufort County Council and COROC on 
10/12/15 to accept a bond in the amount of $323,865 which was received by Beaufort County on March 11, 2016. 
The receipt was credited to the Tree Reforestation Fund and assigned for this project.

aholland 01/31/2018

Natural Resources Committee meeting on Monday, February 19, 2018, at 2:00 p.m.

The Purchasing Department recommends that the Natural Resources Committee approve and recommend to County Council the 
contract award to Hilton Head Landscapes, LLC, in the amount of $268,198.69 for the aforementioned Landscaping Services from the 
funding source listed above.

02/01/2018

01/31/2018

02/01/2018

02/01/2018
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AlE Landscaping, PM and Installation Services for Landscaping at Tanger Outlet Medians HWY 278 

RFP 121417 

Summary Score Sheet 

Evaluators 

Brighll(iew Hilton Head LandscaQe The GreeneD£ 

A. Flake 90 100 95 
N. Moss 75 100 90 
R. Merchant 96 100 98 
TOTALS: 261 300 283 

1. Hilton Head Landscape 300 
2. The Greenery 283 
3. Brightview 261 
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PRELIMINARY PLANS, FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL ONLY 
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Prcpan.:d bv and aft c.:r record ing return to: 

Me 1A IR LAW F IR ~- P.A. (WJ I) 

P.O. Draw.: r 3 
ll ilton lkad Island. SC 2993 R 
(R43) 785-2 171 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 

) 

) 

LANDSCAPE INST ALLA TJON AND 

MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT 

(U.S. HIGHWAY 278 MEDIAN) 

THIS LANDSCAPE INSTALLATION AND MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT (the 

"Agreement'") is made and entered into as of the _k_ day of~ff~ y, 2016 by and between BEAUFORT 

COU TY, SOUTH CA ROLI A, a body politic and corporate and pol itical subdivision of the State of 

South Carolina (the "County') and COROC I HIL TO HEAD I LLC, a Delaware limited liability 

company authorized to conduct business in South Carolina (' CO ROC '), concerning the planting, care, and 

maintenance of certain landscape improvements contemplated in that certain County Application to the 

South Carolina Department of Transportation . 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, COROC, as owner of certain real property located in Beaufort County, South 

Carolina and the County entered into that certain Development Agreement for Tanger Hilton Head Outlet 

Center I dated March 30, 2009 and recorded in the Office of the Regi ter of Deeds for Beaufort County, 

South Carolina (the "ROD") in Book 2893 at Page 1, as amended by that First Amendment to Development 

Agreement for the Tanger Hi It on Head Outlet Center I dated May II , 20 II and recorded in the ROD in 

Book 3060 at Page 2136 (collectively, the "Development Agreement"); and 

WHEREAS among other matters, the Development Agreement provides in Article XI Section C 

for the installation by COROC of landscaping materials and irrigation in the U.S. Highway 278 median 

from the intersection of Saw Mill Forest Road to the median cut located in front of Tanger Hilton Head 

Outlet Center II, and the future maintenance of uch landscaping, pursuant to the terms of that Article XI , 

Section C (the "Median Landscaping"); and 

WHEREAS, in conjunction with the deve lopment ofOutparcel 'A", as depicted in the Master Plan 

for Tanger Hilton Head Outlet Center I, the County required issuance of a performance bond for the Median 

Land caping (the "Performance Bond'") in the amount of $323,865 .00· and 

HILTO HEAD 967603>1 0.1967 1-00044 

021920 16 



WHEREAS, the amou nt of the Performance Bond reflect the County 's estimate fo r the materi al 

cost, the cost of insta ll ation of the plant s and materia ls con templated for th e Median Landscaping, plus the 

cost o f providing five (5) years of maintenance (col lec ti ve ly. the ··s-Year Cost"); and 

WHEREAS, on April 14, 20 14 , the Beaufort County Counc il , upon the recommendation from the 

Southern Beaufor1 Coun ty Corridor Beautification Board, adopted a resolution approving the ·'TANG ER 

LA DSCAPE PLAN, HI G HWAY 278 MEDIAN, FROM TANG ER 2 E TRANCE (STA. 1193+00) TO 

TANG ER I E TRA CE (ST A. 11 3 1+00)" as presented by J .K Tiller & Assoc iates (the ''Landscape 

Plan"); and 

WHEREAS, irrigation is ne ither required nor included in the Landscape Plan is not contemplated 

and not desired in the Median Landscaping, is not included in the 5-Year Cost, and therefore the County 

agrees that irrigation shall not be a requirement and COROC shall not be required to install nor to pay the 

cost to install irrigation; and 

WHEREAS, on October 12, 2015 , the Beaufort County Council passed a re olution authorizing 

the County to accept a cash payment from CO ROC in the amount of $323 865.00 in lieu of its ob ligations 

for the installation of the Median Landscaping and the maintenance thereof for five (5) years thereafter; 
and 

WHEREAS, the parties hereto have agreed to the payment by COROC of $323 ,865 .00 in 

atisfaction ofthe Perfom1ance Bond , which payment shall be made within thirty (30) days of the complete 

execution of this Agreement, and in satisfaction of its obligations under the Development Agreement for 

the installation of the Median Landscaping and the maintenance thereof for five (5) years thereafter; and 

WHEREAS, the County and Tanger desire to enter into this Agreement regarding the matters set 

forth herein. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual benefits, promises and obligations set forth 

herein the sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged and accepted by each, the County and CO ROC 

hereby agree as follows : 

1. County Obligations. The County acknowledges and agrees that it shall perform the Median 

Landscaping obligations as required under the Development Agreement, with the exception of 

irrigation, for a period offive(5) years . Ftn1her, the County shal l secure any permits required for 

the Median Landscaping through the South Carolina Department of T ransportation and any other 

state agency as may be required . FU!thermore, the County sha ll notify COROC of the date of 

issuance by the County, or other tate agency, of a certificate of completion or other documentation 

evidencing the County ' s completion of the installation portion of the Median Landscaping in 

accordance with the Landscape Plan. This same date shall also serve as the commencement date 

of the five (5) year period of the County ' s obligation for the maintenance portion of the Median 

Landscaping. Upon receipt of the $323 ,865 .00, the County shall cancel the Performance Bond. 

HILTO HEAD 967603' I 039671·00044 

02.119t20 1o 



2. COROC Obligations. COROC acknowledges and agrees that, at no cost to the County. it shall 
pay the County in cash, or its equivalent , the amount of $323,865.00 within thitty(30) days of the 
complete execution of this Agreement. COROC acknowledges and agrees that thi agreement does 

not extingui. h COROCs maintenance obligations under the Development Agreement after the 
initial five (S) year term as delineated herein. Except as modified herein, all other terms of the 
Development Agreement hall control. 

3. Mu tual Cooper·ation & Notice. Notwithstanding anything contained herein the County and 

COROC each agree to cooperatively pursue their obligations set forth herein to the best of the ir 
ability. All notice to be provided hereunder shal l be provided in writing and delivered by U.S. 
Mail or by emai l to the following: 

If to Cou nty, To: 

With Copy to : 

lfto Tanger To: 

With Copy to: 

Beaufort Coun ty Administrator 
Attn: Gary Kubic 
P.O. Drawer 1228 
Beaufort, SC 2990 I 
Phone: (843)255-2027 
Email: gkubic@bcgo .net 

Beaufo11 County Attorney Office 
Attn: Alli son C. Coppage 
P.O. Drawer 1228 
Beaufort, C 2990 I 
Phone: (843)255-2056 

.net 

COROC I Hilton Head I, LLC 
Attn: Tom McDonough 
3200 otthline Avenue, Suite 360 
Greensboro, NC 27408 
Phone: (336) 834-6869 
Email : temcdonough@tangeroutlet.com 

Me ai r Law Firm, P.A. 
Attn: Walter J. ester, Ill 
P.O. Drawer 3 
Hilton Head Island, SC 29938-0003 
Phone: 843-785-217 1 
Email: wnester@mcnair.net 

4. Mod ifications . This Agreement cannot be changed orally, and no executory agreement shall be 
effective to wai e, change modi fy or discharge it in whole or in pa11 unless such executory 
agreement is in "vriting and is signed by the parties against whom enforcement or any waiver , 
change, modification or discharge is sought. 

5. Entire Agreement. This Agreement contain the enti re agreement between the patties pertaining 
to the subject matter hereof and fully supersedes all prior written or oral agreements and 
understanding between the parties pertaining to uch su bject matter. 

HILTO HEAD96760J, I 039671-00044 
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6. Counterparts . Thi Agreemem may be executed in counterpart . and all such executed 
counterparts shall constitute the same agreement. It sha ll be necessary to account for only one (I) 
such counterpa11 in proving this Agreement. 

7. Severability. If any provision ofthis Agreement i determined by a cou11 of competent jurisdiction 
to be invalid or unenforceable. the remainder of this Agreement shall nonetheless remain in full 
force and effect. 

8. Applicable Law. This Agreement is enforceable in the State of South Carolina and shall in all 
respects be governed by, and con tructed in accordance with , the ub tantive federal laws of the 
United State and the laws of the state of South Carolina. 

9 . Captions. The section headings appearing in this Agreement are for convenience of reference only 
and are not intended to any extent for the purpose to limit or define the test of any section or any 
subsection hereof. 

I 0. Constructio n. The parties acknov ledge that the parties and their coun el have reviewed and 
revi ed this Agreement and that the normal rule of construction to the efTect that an ambiguitie 
are to be re olved against the drafting party hall not be employed in the interpretation of thi 
Agreement or any exhibits or amendment hereto. 

I I. Recitals. The aforesaid recita ls are incorporated into and sha ll be considered a part of this 
Agreement. 

[Signalures on follmving pages} 

IIILTO IIEAD967603vl 039671-00044 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Agreement has been executed by the parties on the day and year 
first above written. 

COROC I HILTON HEAD, LLC 

• 

III LTO HEAD967603vl 039671 -00044 

02/ 19/2016 
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, SOUTH CAROLINA 

~a..A.A-\LL~ 
Attest: Site Rainey 6L.t..a.o... nne. rn . r\o.. ; n tv 
Its: Clerk ofCouncil 1 
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David L Thomas, Purchasing Director

dthomas@bcgov.net 843.255.2353

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY
PURCHASING DEPARTMENT

106 Industrial Village Road, Bldg. 2, Post Office Drawer 1228
Beaufort, South Carolina 29901-1228

 

TO:

FROM: David L Thomas. CPPO. Purchasing Director

SUBJ:      

DATE:

BACKGROUND:

VENDOR INFORMATION: COST:

mailto:dthomas@bcgov.net
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FUNDING:

Funding approved:  By:  Date:    

FOR ACTION:

RECOMMENDATION:

Attachment: 
IFB 092217 Attachments.pdf 
1.19 MB             

 
 cc: Joshua Gruber, Interim County Administrator
        

Approved:    Date:                   

                 Check to override approval: Overridden by:
Override Date: 

      Alicia Holland, Assistant County Administrator, Finance Approved:    Date: 

           Approved:     Date:   

      Check to override approval:   Overridden by:   Override Date: ready for admin: 

           Approved:     Date:   

      Check to override approval:   Overridden by:   Override Date: ready for admin: 

           Approved:     Date:   

      Check to override approval:   Overridden by:   Override Date: ready for admin: 

           Approved:     Date:   
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Project 

Number
Location Name of Company

Number of Days to 

Complete Project
Base $ Alternate 1 $ Alternate 2 $ Alternate 3 $

C. Merrill Construction, LLC 216 $941,550.00 $5,635.00 $12,650.00 $27,000.00

Savannah Construction & Preservation 360 $969,215.42 $5,687.25 $12,852.57 $27,607.03

IFB 092217

Ft Fremont Construction & Landscaping
1

IFB 092217  Ft Fremont Construction & Landscaping Bid Tab

BID FORM



Alternate 4 $
C. Merrill 

Construction, LLC

Savannah Construction & 

Preservation

$14,145.00 $1,000,980 $1,000,980 $1,029,756

$14,394.04 $1,029,756

IFB 092217  Ft Fremont Construction & Landscaping Bid Tab

BID FORM



Prepared by M. Spells 
 February 15, 2018 

 
 

Small and Minority Business Participation Bid Compliance Review of Good Faith Efforts 
Fort Fremont Building Construction and Landscaping for Beaufort County 

 
 

Prime Bidder/Proposer C. Merrill Constr. Savannah Constr.     

1 Included Completed Good Faith Efforts Checklist Form 1 1     

2 Requested Beaufort County SMBE Vendor List 0 1     

3 Included Copy of Written Notice to SMBE 0 1     

4 Provided Proof of Sending Written Notice to SMBE 0 1     

5 Sent Bid Notice to SMBE 10 Days in Advance 0 1     

6 Included Copy of Written Notice to Good Faith Agencies 0 1     

7 Provided Proof of Sending Written Notice to Good Faith Agencies 0 1     

8 Signed Non-Discrimination Statement Form (Exhibit 1) 1 1     

9 Included Completed Outreach Documentation Log (Exhibit 2) 0 1     

10 Included Completed Proposed Utilization Plan (Exhibit 3) 0 1     

Total 2 10     

 
 
Total of 10 Possible Points 
 
Scoring:  
0 = No  
1 = Yes 
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PAGES 1 THROUGH 10, and pages 28 AND ALL SBE REQUIREMENTS MUST 

 BE RETURNED BY ELECTRONIC BID PROCESS THROUGH VENDOR REGISTRY ON 

 OUR COUNTY WEBSITE AT WWW.BCGOV.NET OTHER PAGES SHALL REMAIN 

PART OF THE BID BY REFERENCE 

AND IT IS NOT NECESSARY TO RETURN THESE. 

http://www.bcgov.net/
mspells
Highlight

mspells
Highlight
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Program Provisions and Good Faith Outreach Effort Requirements for  

Small and Minority Business Participation 
  

Security Kiosk IFB 

FAILURE TO COMPLETE ALL GOOD FAITH OUTREACH EFFORT REQUIREMENTS MAY 
RESULT IN BID REJECTION. SPECIFIED DOCUMENTS WITHIN THESE PROGRAM 
PROVISIONS MUST BE RETURNED WITH THE BID PACKAGE.  FALSIFICATION OF ANY 
REQUESTED DOCUMENTS WILL BE CONSIDERED A BREACH OF PUBLIC TRUST. 
 
Direct questions regarding these provisions in writing via email to compliance@bcgov.net or fax to 843.255.9802. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:compliance@bcgov.net
mspells
Highlight

mspells
Highlight
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Important Actions and Notes for Bidders 
 

 These program provisions affect bid responsiveness. 

 These program provisions are required for all prime bidders, regardless of whether the prime bidder is a small or 
minority business (SMB). 

 If not self-performing one hundred percent (100%) of the project with your company’s workforce, bid packages should 
include the following items to be in compliance with these program provisions: 
 

1. Good Faith Efforts Checklist form. 
 

2. Non-Discrimination Statement form (Exhibit 1). 

 
3. Proof of requesting Beaufort County’s listing of local SMBs at least 10 business days in advance of the bid due date, by 

sending a request to bcvendors@bcgov.net.   
 

4. Outreach Documentation Log (Exhibit 2) and Proposed Utilization Plan (Exhibit 3).  Note: Both of these forms will be 
provided electronically when requesting Beaufort County’s current listing of local SMBs per item #3 above. 

 
5. Proof of sending written notice to SMBs notifying them of any bid opportunities.  Notices only need to be sent to those 

subcontractors and suppliers offering the services which the bidder intends to subcontract and purchase.  Notices can 
be e-mailed or faxed. 

 
6. Proof of sending written notice to Good Faith Agencies listed herein, at least 5 business days in advance of the bid due 

date, requesting their assistance notifying their business contacts of bidding opportunities with your company for this 
project.  Notices can be e-mailed or faxed.  If emailed, the notice can be sent to all agencies with one email. 
 

Good FaiGood Faith Agencies Distribution List 
 
Beaufort Beaufort County Black Chamber of Commerce 
Attentio: Attention:  Mr. Larry Holman 
Post Offi Post Office Box 754, Beaufort, SC 29901 
Email: prEmail:  president@bcbcc.org  
Fax: 843.Fax:  843.379.8027 
 
Beaufort  Regional Chamber of Commerce 
Attenti     Attention:  Ms. Jaime Dailey-Vergara 
Post Off   Post Office Box 910, Beaufort, SC 29901 
Email: jai Email:  jaime@beaufortsc.org  
Fax: 843. Fax:  843.986.5405 

 
Hilton       Hilton Head Island-Bluffton Chamber of Commerce 
Attent       Attention:  Ms. Cristina Kirby 
Post Off    Post Office Box 5647 
Email: c     Email:  ckirby@hiltonheadisland.org  
Fax: 843    Fax:  843.785.7110 

Other ReOther Resources* 
 
SC Office   SC Office of Small and Minority Business Assistance (OSMBA) 
1205 Pe    1205 Pendleton Street, Suite 453C 
Columbi    Columbia, SC 29201 
Telepho    Telephone:  803.734.5010   
 www.os    www.osmba.sc.gov        
 
SC Depar  SC Department Of Transportation  
Business   Business Development and Special Programs 
Post Off    Post Office Box 191 
Columbi    Columbia, SC 29202 
Telepho     Telephone:  803.737.2314 
www.sc     www.scdot.org    
 
* You do   *You do not need to send a notification to these agencies; however, they can  

assist you I   assist you in identifying certified minority and disadvantaged businesses.  

  

 

mailto:bcvendors@bcgov.net
mailto:prEmail:%20%20president@bcbcc.org
mailto:jai%20Email:%20%20jaime@beaufortsc.org
mailto:c%20%20%20%20%20Email:%20%20ckirby@hiltonheadisland.org
http://www.os/
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Program Overview 
 
Beaufort County recognizes that the South Carolina General Assembly, in South Carolina Code of Laws Section 11-
35-5210*, has declared that businesses owned and operated by minority persons have been historically restricted 
from full participation in our free enterprise system to a degree disproportionate to other businesses; and that it is 
in the state’s best interest to assist minority-owned businesses to develop fully as part of the state’s policies and 
programs which are designed to promote balanced economic and community growth throughout the state.  
Therefore, Beaufort County wishes to ensure that those businesses owned and operated by minorities are afforded 
the opportunity to fully participate in its overall procurement process for goods and services.  Further, Beaufort 
County seeks to ensure that small businesses are likewise afforded the same participation opportunity as minority 
businesses.  Consequently, attention of all bidders is called to contract provisions contained herein pertaining to 
Beaufort County’s “Small and Minority Business Participation Program”, as described in the Beaufort County Code of 
Ordinances, Section 2-537.2**. 
 
Pre-Award and Post-Award Requirements 
Beaufort County requires all bidders for this project to fulfill specific good faith outreach efforts.  The successful 
bidder (contractor) is required to fulfill any commitments made to the best of their ability in conjunction with pre-
award good faith outreach efforts, unless good cause is demonstrated for any failure to fulfill such commitment.  
Beaufort County shall have the right to inspect the contractor’s records related to the activity and expenditures to 
SMBs utilized on County projects, to include related contracts and purchase orders and payment records, such as 
cancelled check copies.  Further, Beaufort County personnel are permitted access to County project sites with the 
purpose of confirming workers on the project.  Beaufort County may require the contractor to provide monthly 
reports regarding its utilization and expenditures to small and minority businesses on Beaufort County projects.  
 
Definitions 
Minority Business means a concern at least fifty-one percent (51%) owned by a person determined to be socially 
and economically disadvantaged.  Socially disadvantaged means those persons who have been subject to racial or 
ethnic prejudice or cultural bias because of their identification as members of a certain group without regard to 
their individual qualities.  Such groups include, but are not limited to, Black Americans, Hispanic Americans, Native 
Americans (including American Indians, Eskimos, Aleuts and Native Hawaiians), Asian Pacific Americans, women, and 
other minorities to be designated by the state or Beaufort County.  Economically disadvantaged means those socially 
disadvantaged persons whose ability to compete in the free enterprise system has been impaired due to diminished 
capital and credit opportunities as compared to others in the same business area that are not socially 
disadvantaged.  
 
Small Business means a for-profit concern that is independently owned and operated, not dominant in the field of 
operation in which it is bidding on government contracts, and qualified as a small business under the criteria and 
size standards in the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 13, Part 121***, as amended.   
 
 
* South Carolina Code of Laws, Chapter 35 “South Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code”, Article 21 “Assistance to Minority Businesses”. 
** Beaufort County Code of Ordinances, Article 7 “Finance, Division 4 “Purchasing”, Section 2-537.2 “Small and Minority-owned Business Program”. 
*** Code of Federal Regulations, Title 13 “Business Credit and Assistance”, Chapter 1 “Small Business Administration”, Part 121 “Small Business Size Standards”. 

 
 

mspells
Highlight
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Self-Performance Affidavit 
 

If self-performing the entire project with your own workforce/staff on your payroll,  
complete and return this form with your bid package.  If self-performing all work, you do not need to solicit 

SMBs. 
 
 
I hereby certify my company’s intent to self-perform 100% of the work required for the referenced project: 
 
Project Name:  __________________________________________________________________ 
 
Project Number: __________________________________________________________________ 
 
By signing this affidavit, I further certify that my company has the capability to perform and will perform all 
elements of the work on the project referenced above with my company’s employees. 
 
I further agree to provide additional information or documentation requested by Beaufort County in support of the 
above statement. 
 
If a need to subcontract all or some of my company’s work on this project arises, I will notify Beaufort County in 
writing within three (3) business days via email at compliance@bcgov.net or fax at 843.255.9802. 
 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Name of Company 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Owner or Authorized Representative Name 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Signature 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Title 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Date 
 
 
State of ____________________________________ County of __________________________________ 
 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this _____________ day of _________________________, 20______ 

mailto:compliance@bcgov.net
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Notary Public ________________________________ My Commission Expires ______________________ 

Good Faith Efforts Checklist 
This form and supporting documents are due with the bid package, if not self-performing 100% of the work. 

 

☐ Divide and/or combine scope of work packages into economically feasible units, if possible. 
 

☐ Request a list of potential SMBs from Beaufort County at least 10 business days prior to the bid due date, 
by emailing a request to bcvendors@bcgov.net. 

 

☐ Send written notice to Good Faith Agencies and SMBs of your intent to bid the project and express an 
interest in receiving quotes from SMBs.  Notices should be sent at least 5 business days prior to the bid 
due date and can be e-mailed or faxed.  The notice should contain the following: 

 Bidder’s name and contact information 

 Project name and number 

 Scope of work/bid packages available for subcontracting 

 Information on availability of plans and specifications 

 Bidder’s insurance, bonding, and financial requirements 
 

☐ Include copies of the written notice to SMBs notifying them of bid opportunities.  Notices only need to be sent to 
those subcontractors and suppliers offering the services which the bidder intends to subcontract and purchase.  
Notices can be e-mailed or faxed.  If emailed, the notice may be sent to all applicable subcontractors with one 
email.  If faxed, include a copy of the fax transmittal confirmation slip.  If the notice is mailed, include a copy of 
the stamped or metered envelope. 

 

☐ Include copies of the written notice to Good Faith Agencies requesting their assistance notifying their local 
business contacts of bidding opportunities with your company for this project.  The request should be sent at 
least 10 business days prior to the bid due date and can be e-mailed or faxed.  If emailed, the notice may be sent 
to all agencies with one email.  If faxed, include a copy of the fax transmittal confirmation slip.  If the notice is 
mailed, include a copy of the stamped or metered envelope. 

 

☐ Include Exhibits 1, 2 and 3, with all requested supporting documentation, where applicable.  Exhibits 2 and 3 
must be requested by sending an email to bcvendors@bcgov.net (see page 2, item #4 of these provsions). 

The undersigned acknowledges making a good faith effort to comply with the above areas checked. 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Name of Company 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Owner or Authorized Representative Name 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Signature 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Title 
 

mailto:bcvendors@bcgov.net
mailto:bcvendors@bcgov.net
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__________________________________________________________________ 
Date 

Exhibit 1 
Non-Discrimination Statement 

 
This form is due with the bid package. 

 
The bidder certifies the following: 
 
 No person shall be excluded from participation in, denied the benefit of, or otherwise discriminated against on the basis 

of race, color, national origin, or gender in connection with any bid submitted to Beaufort County or the performance of any 
contract resulting thereof; 
 

 That it is and shall be the policy of the bidder to provide equal opportunity to all businesses or persons seeking to 
contract or otherwise interested in contracting with the bidder for Beaufort County contracts, including those businesses 
owned and controlled by socio-economic and racial minorities; 

 
 In connection herewith, we acknowledge and warrant that this bidder has been made aware of, understands, and 

agrees to take affirmative action to provide such companies with the maximum practicable opportunities to do business 
with this bidder; 

 
 That this promise of non-discrimination as made and set forth herein shall be continuing in nature and shall remain in 

full force and effect without interruption throughout the life of the referenced contract with Beaufort County; 

 
 That the promises of non-discrimination as made and set forth herein shall be and are hereby deemed to be made a 

part of and included by reference into any contract or portion thereof which this bidder may hereafter obtain and; 

 
 That the failure of this bidder to satisfactorily discharge any of the promises of non-discrimination as made and set forth 

herein shall constitute a material breach of contract entitling Beaufort County to declare the contract in default and to 
exercise any and all applicable right and remedies including, but not limited to cancellation of the contract, termination of 
the contract, suspension and debarment from future contracting opportunities, and withholding and/or forfeiture of 
compensation due and owning on a contract. 

 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Name of Company 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Owner or Authorized Representative Name 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Signature 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Title 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 



Proposal to Beaufort County 
For the Master Planning and Phase 1 Development of 

Historic Mitchelville Freedom Park 

Summary: 

The Mitchelville Preservation Project (MPP) is seeking a total of$ 1,400,000 to develop a 
comprehensive master plan and implement the first stages of construction at Historic Mitchelville 
Freedom Park. The Master Plan will include an interpretive plan, development plan, archaeological 
mitigation plan, business and financial plans, along with other components. Approximately 
$250,000 is reserved for the master planning component of the project. The remaining $1,150,000 
is for implementing Phase 1 improvements. 

Preliminary Budget Proposed: 

The M PP request to the County of Beaufort for master planning involves the components detailed 
below. Mitchelville and the Coastal Discovery Museum (COM) are willing to manage the process to 
the extent determined feasible by Beaufort County and the Town of Hilton Head Island. The first 
request is for the master planning phase of $250,000 which will determine the scope of subsequent 
Phase 1 construction. The goal is to enhance and improve Historic Mitchelville Freedom Park so 
that it supports the MPP mission, maintains the open use of the park by the public under the 
management of MPP, and is economically viable. Some components such as the land surveying, 
environmental and archaeology services may be procured separately from the overall master 
planning phase. 

The remainder of the total funding request will be for Phase 1 design, permitting and construction, 
which is anticipated to include: Clearing and developing appropriate spaces to interpret the 
experience of Mitchelville; recreating the Church School onjnear its historical placement to serve as 
an educational building used by school children and other groups for programming and as a 
potential exhibition space; the reconstruction of some of the homes that will serve as interpretive 
centers illustrating themes related to various aspects of Mitchelville life; partial restoration of the 
historic Mitchelville street grid; placing high-quality interpretive signage on the property to aid in 
self-guided tours and creating a virtual tour of the property. 

Master Planning Phase: 

The Master Planning phase will include the following components, which generally follow the 
guidelines produced by the Georgia DNR Historic Preservation Division, and widely recognized as 
standard components in a Historic Site Master Plan. 

1. Vision Statement: this will be a short and concise statement of the purpose and goals of the 
organization regarding the preservation and use of the historic site (which is not necessarily the 
overall mission of the organization). An important part of the vision statement will be to recognize 
and incorporate within it aspects of why the property is historically important-its historic 
context-and avoid objectives that conflict with preservation principles. 



2. Historical Overview: this will be a highly detailed history of the site, its historical development, 
its historic features, archaeological resources, and will be a chronicle of important people or events 
associated with the property. Copious amounts of information about the history of the site are 
available, and a summary history will be included, with reference to a separate historic overview 
document. An existing historic overview was completed as a Historic Property Information Form 
(H PIF) as part of nominating the property for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. 

3. Organization Overview and Goals & Objectives for Use of the Historic Site: this section will 
include a detailed history of the administering organization and will explain thoroughly how goals 
and objectives for the use, care, and management of the historic site are determined and how 
decisions were made. These goals and objectives will be the result of a vetting process that 
collected and considered such relevant information as: preliminary ideas regarding potential site 
usage, identification of historic resources on the site and their preservation needs, the historic 
context of the site, including association with important events or people, identification of issues 
beyond the immediate control of the organization and options for addressing these issues, costs of 
implementing a goal or objective, and priorities. Again, while this section of the Historic Site Master 
Plan is toward the beginning of the document, its final form may be dependent on information that 
follows. 

4. Interpretation Plan: this section will be the primary guidance tool for determining and managing 
how the historic aspects of the site will be presented to the public. The interpretation plan will 
include: information about how historic collections are displayed and curated; how physical and 
visual historic resources are explained; the themes that will guide the messages conveyed in the 
Park; the method and materials used for training docents I guides that will aid in interpretation; In 
addition, there will be information about display designs, signage, markers, plaques, and 
monuments, etc. 

5. Development Plan: this section will be the primary guidance tool for implementing the goals and 
objectives for the physical development of the historic site. Initially, the development plan will 
provide a general and broad perspective of what will be occurring to the property over time. As 
related individual projects are planned and implemented, they will be incorporated or referenced 
in the development plan section of the master plan. The development plan will include a site plan 
identifying historic resources, an overall layout of the proposed improvements and planned new 
construction, and other site alterations. 

6. Preservation Plan: this section will be the primary tool for determining the appropriate 
treatment of the historic resources on the property. The preservation plan will characterize and 
evaluate historic resources and objects, provide the necessary information to responsibly deal with 
existing issues and concerns about the resources /objects and plan for their futu re, guide 
implementation of recommendations resulting from the plan, and act as a reference source. 
Incorporated within the preservation plan will be acknowledgement of the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, and a Maintenance Plan. Associated 
documents include inventories of historic collections, photo documentation of the site, Conditions 
Assessment Reports, Archival status report of objects/artwork in the collection, other applicable 
reports, and archaeological studies. These may be included within the preservation plan or 
developed separately and incorporated. For related information see: Preservation Plan Guidelines 
for Historic Properties. 



7. Operations Plan: this section will be the primary guidance tool for managing the various types of 
uses that are planned for the historic site. Within the use plan will be information on hours of 
operation, staffing needs, a general maintenance plan, and other day-to-day operational 
requirements. It should also outline work plans and task lists for operating the site, assign 
management responsibilities, and set schedules. 

8. Disaster Plan: this section will be the primary guidance tool for reacting to an emergency 
situation involving the historic site, such as fire or natural disaster. Within the disaster plan will be 
information about emergency response measures, including notification responsibilities, 
emergency decision-making policies, recovery activity team assignments, and safety procedures. 
Notification responsibilities, team leader assignments, and other duties should include back-ups 
and be designated by position within the organization rather than to an individual to ensure 
continuity as terms and personal involvement fluctuate. 

9. Business Plan: this section will establish how the administering organization professionally 
manages the site. Within the business plan will be information about the management team, staff 
and board of directors and their duties and responsibilities in operating the site, including 
marketing, developing and managing the budget, hiring practices, purchasing procedures, 
personnel policies and contracting for services. 

10. Financial Plan: this section will establish how funding the historic site's operational and 
developmental needs will be achieved. Within the financial plan will be information about budgets, 
income, expenses, taxes, accounting and auditing practices, user fees, fund-raising activities, 
projects costs, etc. The financial plan should be updated on an annual basis. 

11. Other Information: this will include, as applicable, appendices and reference documents. 
Appendices should include the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties, copies of Preservation Briefs and other helpful technical information, maintenance 
plans, project estimates, inventories, and other reference materials, which may be mentioned in 
other sections of the master plan. Other information could also include items that don't sensibly 
belong in the major sections of the plan. These might include membership lists, contact lists, 
organization officers and board of directors' lists, and such things as information on strategic 
partnership development. 

12. Master Plan Report and Executive Summary: this will summarize the property's history and 
importance, why the Historic Site Master plan is being created, goals for the use of the property, 
information about the administering organization, and other important information as applicable. 
While the executive summary is at the beginning of the master plan document, it will be one of the 
last things written so that all aspects of the plan contents can be considered before deciding what 
should be included. The Executive Summary will be engaging, informative, easy to read by the 
general public, and relatively short-no more than two pages. Excerpts from the Executive 
Summary and the Vision Statement might also provide text for public relations or educational tools 
as pamphlets or flyers about the property. 



Consultant Fee Estimates for Master Planning 

Task Description Estimated Fee By Task 
Project Initiation, Community Outreach and $40,000 
Case Study Tours 
Historical Research, Surveys, Archaeology and $40,000 
Site Inventory I Analysis 
Conceptual Master Plan Development $110,000 
Final Master Plan Implementation $60,000 

All Services Total $250,000 

The Phase 1 Development Program: 

This will be based on the Master Plan, but will likely include several components including the 
following: 

1. As a public park, Mitchelville must pay careful attention to both the landscape and its history. 
The landscape, or the physical environment in general, would play an active, meaningful role in 
historical site interpretation for the public, and serve as an active tool for communicating important 
understandings about the past. Thus, the Development Plan will be the product of combining the 
work of a landscape architect with that of a historian and interpretive consultant. 

2. The conceptual design will include various structures that will highlight selected themes, serve as 
education and exhibition portals and an interpretive scope (acreage to be determined) of the park 
that presents an interpretation of Mitchelville in its historic context, as the first self-governed town 
operated by African Americans in the South. It is important to note that this proposed landscape is 
not intended to replicate the landscape that existed on this site. Instead, it is a newly created 
landscape intentionally designed to support the interpretive I thematic strategies and goals of the 
complex. 

Proposed components include: 

• Points of entry, arrival and visitor drop off 
• Site layout, vehicular circulation, parking (cars and buses) 
• Pathways and interpretive trails and circulation 
• Church School education ;exhibit center, historic renderings of homes, and other 

structures including artifact storage 
• Interpretive panels for self-guided daytime walks on the interpretive grounds 

Phase 1 Planning Elements: 



Phase one physical improvements will be determined, modified, and/or detailed out during the 
master planning process, but current thought includes some of the options outlined below. Ideally 
we would like to obtain approval for funding for both the Master Planning Phase and Phase 1 
improvements at the outset. Phase 1 funds will include archaeology, land surveying, environmental, 
design, construction and permitting that are estimated to be in the range of $1,150,000. Our 
request is to have these funds approved and set aside during the master planning phase, and then 
released as needed and generally following completion of the Master Plan. 

1. Archaeology: Archaeological work on the property would include clearing underbrush for 
remote sensing surveys, establishing a permanent grid system at the property and determining the 
location of the Mitchelville era road system and the location of building foundations. These efforts 
include ground penetrating radar, magnetometry, and resistivity surveys, and conducting selected 
test excavations to determine the depth of buried features and to ground-truth the results of the 
remote sensing survey. This is required to prevent archaeological resources from being damaged 
by construction. This process has started in small fashion due to surface sonar and Magnetometry 
on a selected area of the park that was conducted by the Masters in Public Archaeology from 
Binghamton University in july 2017. This plan would move forward inspired by the findings from 
this process. 

2. Land Surveying and Environmental Services: Proposed land surveying and environmental 
services would include an updated tree and topography survey, identification and boundary 
certification of the OCRM critical line and wetlands on the property. 

3. Roads, Parking and Pathway System: Phase 1 roads, parking, and a trail way that mirrors the 
Mitchelville era road system and creates an interpretive path that explores the property. Surface 
the main road and trail way system so that it is ADA accessible and enables full exploration of the 
site, including access to the Port Royal Sound. This project will likely mean a relocation of the 
current parking lot and access road. 

4. Signage and Site Improvements: Interpretive systems to tell the story of Mitchel ville through a 
series of interpretive elements, gathering areas, structures and signs on the property. The 
interpretive story will also be told through technology including a virtual tour of the property so 
that it can be seen by prospective visitors to Hilton Head Island from around the world. 

Phase 1 components Estimated Costs 
Archaeology $150,000 
Land Surveying and Environmental Services $50,000 
Roads, Parking and Pathway System $350,000 
Signage and Site Improvements $150,000 
Phase 1 Buildings, Structures/ Site $450,000 
improvements 

Component Total $1,150,000 
5. Phase 1 buildings, structure(s) and other site improvements on the property: The exact form 

and location of this building(s) and site improvements will be determined in the master planning 
process in the detailed design and permitting phases. 

Phase 1 estimates - These may shift according to Master Plan recommendations 
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TEXT AMENDMENT TO THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE (CDC): ARTICLE 3, 
SECTION 3.3.50 REGIONAL CENTER MIXED-USE (TO PERMIT UNIT-PER-UNIT 
CONVERSION OF LODGING TO MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL) 
  
WHEREAS, added text is highlighted in yellow and deleted text is struck through. 
 
 Adopted this _____ day of _____, 2018. 
  
  COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY 
 
 
 
  BY:_____________________________________ 
       D. Paul Sommerville, Chairman 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
Thomas J. Keaveny, II, Esquire 
Beaufort County Attorney 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
Ashley M. Bennett, Clerk to Council 
 
First Reading: 
Second Reading: 
Public Hearing: 
Third and Final Reading:   
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3.3.50 Regional Center Mixed Use (C5) Zone Standards     
 

A.  Purpose C.  Building  Form 
The Regional Center Mixed Use (C5) Zone permits a full  Building Height 
range of retail, service, and office uses.  The Zone’s All Buildings 3 stories max. 
intensity accommodates regional and community Ground Floor Finish Level No minimum 

commercial and business activities.  Uses include large, D.  Gross Density1 and Floor Area Ratio 
commercial activities that serve the entire County and Density 15.0 d.u./acre max.2 
highway-oriented businesses that need to be located on Floor Area Ratio23 0.37 max. 
major highways.  While this use intends high-quality, 1Gross Density is the total number of dwelling units on a  

commercial character, the setback or build-to-line, site divided by the Base Site Area (Division 6.1.40.F) 
landscaping and other design requirements provide a 2Lodging that is converted unit per unit to multi-family  
uniform streetscape that makes provision for pedestrian residential may exceed maximum density with the 
and transit access.  The Zone is intended to be more following conditions: 
attractive than commercial areas in other counties to 1. The hotel shall have been in continuous operation for  
maintain the attractive tourist and business environment a minimum of five years. 
and have minimal impact on surrounding residential areas. 2. To the greatest extent practicable, the site shall be  
The Zone is not intended to be a strip along all arterials revised to comply with the existing standards for  
and collectors.  In developing areas, the minimum depth of multi-family residential. 
a parcel along an arterial or collector shall be 600’. The 3. The site shall meet the parking requirements for  
minimum zone size shall be 20 acres.  In the older, built-up multi-family residential in Article 5, Division 5.5. 
areas, new uses shall have depths and areas equal to or 23Requirement applies to non-residential buildings. 

greater than similar uses in the area.  This Zone shall be E. Parking 
located in areas designated “regional commercial” in the Required Spaces: Residential Uses 
Comprehensive Plan. Single-family detached 3 per unit 

B. Building Placement Single-family attached/duplex 2 per unit 

Setback (Distance from ROW/Property Line) Multi-family units 1.25 per unit 
Front 25’ min. Accessory dwelling unit 1 per unit 
Side:  Community residence 1 per bedroom 
   Side, Main Building 15’ min. Live/work 2 per unit plus 1 per 300  
   Side, Ancillary Building 15’ min.  GSF of work area 

Rear 10’ min. Required Spaces: Services or Retail Uses 
Lot Size Retail, offices, services 1 per 300 GSF 
Lot Size 21,780 SF min.  Restaurant, café, coffee shop 1 per 150 GSF 
Width 150’ min. Drive-through facility Add 5 stacking spaces per 

Note:  drive-through 
For development within a Traditional Community Plan Gas station/fuel sales 1 per pump plus  
meeting the requirements of Division 2.3, setback,  requirement for retail 
minimum lot size and minimum site area requirements of Lodging: Bed and breakfast 2 spaces plus 1 per guest 
the transect zone established and delineated on the   room 
regulating plan shall apply.  Lodging: Inn/hotel 1 per room 

  Required Spaces: Industrial Uses 
   Light manufacturing,  1 per 500 GSF 
 processing and packaging  
  Warehousing/distribution 1 per 2,000 GSF 
  For parking requirements for all other allowed uses see 
  Table 5.5.40.B (Parking Space Requirements). 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 

To: Beaufort County Natural Resources Committee 

From: Anthony J. Criscitiello, Community Development Director 

Subject: Text Amendment to the Beaufort County Community Development Code (CDC): Article 

3, Section 3.3.50 Regional Center Mixed-Use to permit unit-per-unit conversion of 

Lodging to Multi-Family  

Date:  February 09, 2018 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION from the excerpt of its February 5, 2017, 

draft minutes: 

 

Mr. Robert Merchant briefed the Commissioners on the text amendment.  The new owners of the Bluffton 

Suburban Lodge, located east of Lowe’s along Highway 278, behind MacDonald’s, are interested in 

turning the extended-stay hotel, unit for unit, into efficiency apartments.  The building was built in 2000.  

The project is located in the C5 regional center mixed-use district where hotels and multi-family uses are 

permitted; however 150 units on 3.13 acres is problematic since the multi-family use density is 15 units 

per acre.  Staff recommended a text amendment; however, Staff made several provisions including the 

hotel having existed for five years rather than using the amendment to bypass the density issue, building 

code issues being separate from the CDC, and parking issues with hotels requiring 1 space per room 

versus 1.25 spaces per apartment.  The existing site has parking issues.  Traffic impacts for apartments are 

considered nominally greater than a hotel.  Staff recommends approval since smaller units could possibly 

provide a niche in the lower-end housing supply.  He noted that the county is going through a housing 

needs assessment and the results may expand or move this amendment to another zoning district.    

 

Commission discussion included whether the owner did a market research on the demand of studio 

apartments.  

 

Applicant’s Comment:  Mr. Michael Kronimus, the applicant, noted there was a huge demand for that 

type of housing in that location.  Service staff levels are not being met on Hilton Head Island; work force 

housing is needed.  These units are 500 to 700 square feet.  We can combine the rooms to form 1-

bedrooms, since most are studio apartments.  A parking issue exists.  Workforce housing is the aim; 

however, some tenants won’t have vehicles, so parking may not be the problem since there is access to a 

major thoroughfare for tenants to take a bus or Uber.     

 

Additional Commission discussion included querying whether the intent is to market as workforce 

housing, concern with the lack of firewalls for apartments, fearful of unintended consequences since the 

text amendment could be used in other zones where hotels transfer ownership but property deterioration is 

not addressed, querying whether regional significance was addressed regarding notifying municipalities 

of the proposed text amendment (Mr. Merchant said this amendment did not trigger the regional 

significance aspect so he had not notified the municipalities.), noting the logical evolution from hotel to 

multi-family, noting the cramped and confined space of the specific inn that led to this proposed text 

amendment, concern that a density capacity has not been set, noting the lack of amenities for children on 

the site, concern that there are no schools within walking distance of the property and school buses access 

would be problematic, concern that the amendment would allow more hotel to apartment conversions 

throughout the County, desiring input from the School District and the municipalities, querying the 

average occupancy rate of area hotels, affirming that the municipalities have a desperate need for 

affordable housing, querying when the workforce housing assessment would be completed (Mr. Merchant 
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noted that the target draft was set for March 2018.), querying how soon the Commission could receive 

input from the municipalities on the proposed text amendment, and noting that the Town of Bluffton had 

an Affordable Housing Committee.  

   

Mr. Kronimus noted, in regards to firewalls, that that building codes requirement would be addressed in 

another process.  In regards to other zones using the text amendment, only a small amount of zones would 

allow the hotel to multi-family conversion.  Mr. Kronimus stated that parking at the proposed site would 

not be met with the existing regulations.   

 

Mr. Merchant reiterated that the parking requirements can be increased or decreased by 20%, but the 

applicant must submit a parking study that will be reviewed by the County Traffic Engineer.  He noted 

that the site has no access to the Bluffton Parkway or to the trail.  He stated that the Staff doesn’t want to 

create a parking problem because there is nowhere to park offsite.   

 

Mr. Kronimus noted that the bottom line is if the text amendment is approved, it doesn’t mean that project 

will be approved.  This is truly a workforce housing opportunity.  This is a C5 zone that is the most dense 

zoning allowed in Beaufort County.  He stated that the owner could raze building and build another unit 

with higher density on the 3.2 acre property.  This location could be downzoned to a T-zone to allow a 

higher density.  There are various items that must be met by Building Codes so there’s a long way to go.  

The property is next door at a T4 zone with an unlimited density, but the parking calculation must be met. 

 

Public Comment:  None was received. 

 

Motion:  Mr. Ed Pappas made a motion, and Ms. Diane Chmelik seconded the motion, to recommend to 

County Council a denial of the Text Amendment to the Beaufort County Community Development 

Code (CDC), Article 3, Section 3.3.50 Regional Center Mixed Use (C5) Zone Standards (to allow 

hotel to apartment conversion on unit to unit basis) because the Housing Needs Assessment had not 

been completed.   Discussion included a clarification of the motion.  The motion failed (FOR:  Chmelik 

and Pappas; AGAINST:  Hennelly, Hincher, and Semmler; ABSENT:  Fermin, Stewart, and 

Vacancy/St. Helena Island Representative). 
 

Motion:  Mr. Jason Hincher made a motion, and Mr. Kevin Hennelly seconded the motion, to 

recommend to County Council approval of the Text Amendment to the Beaufort County 

Community Development Code (CDC), Article 3, Section 3.3.50 Regional Center Mixed Use (C5) 

Zone Standards (to allow hotel to apartment conversion on unit to unit basis) with the condition 

that input should be received from the municipalities that are affected and their respective 

affordable housing committees.  The motion passed (FOR:  Hennelly, Hincher, and Semmler; 

AGAINST:  Chmelik and Pappas; ABSENT:  Fermin, Stewart, and Vacancy/St. Helena Island 

Representative). 
 

 

STAFF REPORT: 

 

A. BACKGROUND: 

Case No. ZTA 2018-01 

Applicant: Michael Kronimus, KRA Architects 

Proposed Text Change: Text Amendment to the Beaufort County Community 

Development Code (CDC): Article 3, Section 3.3.50 Regional 

Center Mixed-Use to permit unit-per-unit conversion of Lodging to 

Multi-Family  
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B. SUMMARY OF REQUEST: 

The Community Development Department was approached by the new owner of Suburban Lodge in 

Bluffton about the possibility of converting the extended stay hotel into an apartment building.  The 

Suburban Lodge has 150 extended stay units on 3.13 acres. The new owner wanted to convert the hotel 

unit per unit to efficiency apartments with long-term leases. The property is located in C5 Regional 

Mixed-Use where both hotels and multi-family are permitted uses. Multi-family, however, has a 

maximum density of 15 dwelling units per acre.  The project was not able to move forward because the 

unit-per-unit conversion would result in a multi-family development with triple the density than what is 

permitted in the district. 

 

Proposed Amendment:  Staff directed the applicant to consider a text amendment that would allow for 

hotels that convert to multi-family developments to exceed the maximum permitted density with 

appropriate conditions attached.  The applicant responded with a formal zoning amendment request that 

allows for a unit-to-unit conversion with the following conditions: 

 The hotel shall have been in continuous operation for a minimum of five years. 

 To the greatest extent practicable, the site shall be revised to comply with the existing standards 

for multi-family residential. 

 The site shall meet the parking requirements for multi-family residential as established in Article 

5, Division 5.5. 

The proposed amendment is attached to this report. 

 

Impact on Parking and Transportation:  In analyzing the potential impacts of this proposed 

amendment, staff identified parking as the greatest concern.  The Community Development Code only 

requires hotels to have one parking space per unit, while it requires efficiency apartments 1.25 spaces per 

unit.  Converting from extended stay to permanent residency, there is a greater likelihood of households 

having more than one vehicle, and for residents to have visitors.  Therefore, any conversion would need to 

provide adequate parking.   Traffic impacts were not a major concern.  The change of use would only 

result in a modest increase in trip generation (6 to 12%).  For example, the conversion of an extended stay 

hotel of 150 units would increase the daily trips from 936 to 998; am Peak hour trips from 72 to 77; and 

pm peak hour trips from 83 to 93. 

 

C. ANALYSIS:  Sec. 7.7.30(C).  Code Text Amendment Review Standards.  The advisability of 

amending the text of this Development Code is a matter committed to the legislative discretion of the 

County Council and is not controlled by any one factor.  In determining whether to adopt or deny the 

proposed text amendment, the County Council shall weigh the relevance of and consider whether, and the 

extent to which, the proposed amendment: 

1. Is consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies of the Comprehensive Plan:  The 

proposed amendment has the potential to introduce multi-family uses in areas dominated by retail 

and services.  The Comprehensive Plan calls for promoting mixed-use development at higher 

density nodes along major travel corridors.  This recommendation is in the Land Use, Affordable 

Housing (Recommendation 8-7), Economic Development (Recommendation 7-7), Energy 

(Recommendation 9-2), and Transportation (Recommendation 10-7) Chapters.  The objective is 

to promote quality development that encourages internal trip capture, multiple modes of 

transportation, a mix of housing (including affordable housing), and energy efficiency.   

2. Is not in conflict with any provision of this Development Code or the Code of Ordinances:  

The Community Development Code only requires hotels to have one parking space per unit, 

while it requires efficiency apartments 1.25 spaces per unit.  This conflict has the potential of 

creating multi-family sites with inadequate parking. 

3. Is required by changed conditions:  The proposed amendment provides greater flexibility for a 

hotel to respond to market conditions. 
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4. Addresses a demonstrated community need:  The proposed amendment has the potential to 

promote affordable and workforce housing by increasing the supply of efficiency and studio 

apartments. 

5. Is consistent with the purpose and intent of the zones in this Development Code, or would 

improve compatibility among uses and ensure efficient development within the County:  

The Regional Center Mixed-Use (C5) Zone currently permits multi-family uses. 

6. Would result in a logical and orderly development pattern:  See item #5.  

7. Would not result in adverse impacts on the natural environment, including but not limited 

to water, air, noise, stormwater management, wildlife, vegetation, wetlands, and the natural 

functioning of the environment:  It is staff’s opinion that the natural resource protection, 

stormwater and performance standards in the CDC will minimize impacts to the environment. 

 

 

D. RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommends approval. 

 

E. ATTACHMENTS: 

 Proposed changes to the CDC 

 Application 

  



_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

ZTA 2018-01 Amendment to allow conversion of hotels to multi-family / rev. 02.09.2018 Page 5 of 5 

 

 

   

3.3.50 Regional Center Mixed Use (C5) Zone Standards     
 

A.  Purpose  C.  Building  Form 

The Regional Center Mixed Use (C5) Zone permits a full   Building Height 

range of retail, service, and office uses.  The Zone’s   All Buildings 3 stories max. 

intensity accommodates regional and community   Ground Floor Finish Level No minimum 

commercial and business activities.  Uses include large,   D.  Gross Density1 and Floor Area Ratio 

commercial activities that serve the entire County and   Density 15.0 d.u./acre max.2 

highway-oriented businesses that need to be located on   Floor Area Ratio23 0.37 max. 

major highways.  While this use intends high-quality,   1Gross Density is the total number of dwelling units on a  

commercial character, the setback or build-to-line,   site divided by the Base Site Area (Division 6.1.40.F) 

landscaping and other design requirements provide a  2Lodging that is converted unit per unit to multi-family  

uniform streetscape that makes provision for pedestrian   residential may exceed maximum density with the 

and transit access.  The Zone is intended to be more  following conditions: 

attractive than commercial areas in other counties to  1. The hotel shall have been in continuous operation for  

maintain the attractive tourist and business environment  a minimum of five years. 

and have minimal impact on surrounding residential areas.  2. To the greatest extent practicable, the site shall be  

The Zone is not intended to be a strip along all arterials  revised to comply with the existing standards for  

and collectors.  In developing areas, the minimum depth of  multi-family residential. 

a parcel along an arterial or collector shall be 600’. The  3. The site shall meet the parking requirements for  

minimum zone size shall be 20 acres.  In the older, built-up  multi-family residential in Article 5, Division 5.5. 

areas, new uses shall have depths and areas equal to or  23Requirement applies to non-residential buildings. 

greater than similar uses in the area.  This Zone shall be  E. Parking 

located in areas designated “regional commercial” in the  Required Spaces: Residential Uses 

Comprehensive Plan.  Single-family detached 3 per unit 

B. Building Placement  Single-family attached/duplex 2 per unit 

Setback (Distance from ROW/Property Line)  Multi-family units 1.25 per unit 

Front 25’ min.  Accessory dwelling unit 1 per unit 

Side:   Community residence 1 per bedroom 

   Side, Main Building 15’ min.  Live/work 2 per unit plus 1 per 300  

   Side, Ancillary Building 15’ min.   GSF of work area 

Rear 10’ min.  Required Spaces: Services or Retail Uses 

Lot Size  Retail, offices, services 1 per 300 GSF 

Lot Size 21,780 SF min.  Restaurant, café, coffee shop 1 per 150 GSF 

Width 150’ min.  Drive-through facility Add 5 stacking spaces per 

Note:   drive-through 

For development within a Traditional Community Plan  Gas station/fuel sales 1 per pump plus  

meeting the requirements of Division 2.3, setback,   requirement for retail 

minimum lot size and minimum site area requirements of  Lodging: Bed and breakfast 2 spaces plus 1 per guest 

the transect zone established and delineated on the   room 

regulating plan shall apply.  Lodging: Inn/hotel 1 per room 

   Required Spaces: Industrial Uses 
   Light manufacturing,  1 per 500 GSF 

  processing and packaging  

   Warehousing/distribution 1 per 2,000 GSF 

   For parking requirements for all other allowed uses see 

  Table 5.5.40.B (Parking Space Requirements). 

    

    

 
 



 

 

 

 

TO:  Natural Resources Committee of Beaufort County Council 

FROM: Robert Merchant, Interim Beaufort County Community Development Director 

DATE:  December 28, 2017 

SUBJECT: Osprey Point Planned Unit Development (PUD) Master Plan Amendment 

 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION from the excerpt of its December 4, 2017, 

draft minutes: 

 

Mr. Merchant briefed the Planning Commission on the history of the Osprey Point PUD property, 

including a 2008 rezoning that included three properties—Okatie Marsh, Osprey Point and River Oaks, as 

a unified plan.  284 acres were involved, with 900+ dwelling units, 270,000 square feet of commercial 

development,  300+ assisted/independent living units, and a nursing home on the River Oaks site.  The 

intent was a master plan of a traditional neighborhood with a walkable community, a mix of housing units 

with a commercial center, with internal trips captured, and capitalizing on the walkability to the 

neighboring school.  County Council adopted the PUDs in 2008 where the properties were formerly 

zoned rural.  Recession occurred and the properties have changed hands—Okatie Marsh was bought by 

County’s Rural & Critical Land Preservation Program, and Osprey Point came in for major amendments 

with a reduction of density and commercial square footage and making it an age-restricted community.  

The proposed amendment is removing the age restriction concept from the Osprey Point PUD.  The River 

Oaks PUD is being changed from assisted/senior living and a nursing home to all single-family homes 

which will affect the neighboring school.  The Osprey Point applicant has made soil borings and changed 

the positioning of the homes with a connectivity to River Oaks.  Other minor changes include an 

improvement of a more direct connection with two connections versus one circuitous route.  Staff has not 

received the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) that was requested at the September 2017 Commission 

meeting.  Staff believes a conditional approval recommendation could be considered until the County 

Traffic Engineer reviews and approves the TIA.  Other staff concerns include eliminating the right-

in/right-out turn based on the County’s adopted Access Management Plan, requiring current stormwater 

best management practices, and adding the verbiage of Mailand Bluff maintaining the abutting 13-acre 

County park which was part of the last submittal but not the current submittal.  Mr. Merchant noted 

comments by the Beaufort County School District and the Coastal Conservation League that were added 

to the meeting packet.    

 

Mr. Semmler queried having both projects (Osprey Point and River Oaks PUDs) to be addressed by all 

parties, and there were no objections from the Commissioners. 

 

Mr. Merchant briefed the Planning Commission on the River Oaks PUD and its history.  The existing 

PUD calls for independent/assisted living, age-restricted, with 118 cottages, 146 apartment units, and a 

66-bed nursing facility.  The Applicant is converting all into a single-family subdivision of 315 lots, 

including converting the 66-bed nursing home into single-family homes (not age-restricted).  The 

proposed subdivision will have 30’ X 110’ and 40’ X 110’ lots.  Staff concerns from the September 2017 

proposal include parking, vehicular traffic, and pedestrian safety with the narrower proposed lots.  The 

new proposed layout is more formal, with the perimeter lots being front loaded.  Staff current concerns 

are the missing TIA, the impact of the proposed community to the surrounding properties and Okatie 

Elementary School, and the stormwater handling that was not addressed. 

 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY 
Community Development Department 

Beaufort County Government Robert Smalls Complex 
Administration Building, 100 Ribaut Road 

Post Office Drawer 1228, Beaufort, South Carolina  29901-1228  
Phone:  843-255-2410 / FAX:  843-255-9432 
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Commission discussion included the staff’s rationale to eliminate the right-in/right-out along Highway 

170 and for traffic to use one of the existing roads instead, and the traffic light concerns for Osprey Point.  

 

Applicants Comments: 

1. Mr. Lewis Hammet, the attorney representing both applicants, regarding the Osprey Point PUD stated 

that improvements and long-term maintenance of the abutting County owed park has not been 

withdrawn and the verbiage will be part of the current proposal.  The original Osprey Point was for 

families and walkability to the school; the applicant is simply returning to the original concept but 

cutting the density.  The applicant will provide for meeting stormwater standards.  On River Oaks, it 

was expected to be age-restricted.  He noted that the development agreement states that 330 units 

were allowed, including single-family units at the developer’s discretion.  While the footprint looks 

considerably different, the development agreement language allows for single-family units, it gave 

flexibility to the developer.  Age-restricted was not imposed on the developer.  He noted that schools 

and growth have always been an issue.  Having family oriented development next to the school was a 

good idea to avoid bussing students to the school.  The development agreement terms will be 

discussed with County Council. 

2. Mr. Josh Tiller, the applicants’ representative and of J.K. Tiller Associates, handed out a couple of 

pages to the Commission for their convenience.  He noted that Mr. Hammet has mentioned a 

reduction in density from the original 3 PUDs of 1670 units—395 units for Okatie Marsh, 527 units 

for Osprey Point, 330 units for River Oaks.  The proposal is 396 units from 527 for Osprey Point, and 

315 units from 330 for River Oaks.  Mr. Tiller noted the loss of 395 units from the Okatie Marsh 

purchase by the County.  Mr. Tiller noted that Pulte Developers will be developing Osprey Point.  

The TIA is being held until Mr. Kinton reviews it.  Ms. Bihl, the applicants’ transportation consultant, 

will speak on her TIA.  Mr. Tiller noted that family housing, not age-restricted, is being proposed.  

The active amenities were moved to the central of the property and the river site became a passive 

park area.  The commercial area has the right-in/right-out feature that was in the original PUD and the 

applicant wants to keep it.  The applicant is willing to add the maintenance responsibility verbiage of 

the abutting County’s 13-acre park.  (Commission queries included details of the right-in/right-out 

whether there would be separate roads, and ad for clarification on the staff’s recommendation to 

eliminate the right-in/right-out feature.)  Mr. Tiller showed the trails and open space plan as part of a 

power point presentation. 

 

Regarding River Oaks, Mr. Tiller noted that the lot setbacks would be 5 feet on the sides, 10 feet on 

the rear, and 20 feet on the front.  Alleyways were provided for the smaller lots, while the larger lots 

were front loaded.  He noted that the alleyway lots have zero lot lines.     

 

Further Commission discussion included concern with the small rear yard setback, an explanation of the 

deeper front yard setback for parked cars, and a clarification on the width of the garages.  

 

Public Comment: 

1. Ms. Carol Crutchfield, Planning Coordinator with Beaufort County School District, noted School 

Board Superintendent Dr. Jeff Moss’ letter.  Okatie Elementary is full.  They are concerned with 

school impact fees and would like to see the fees continued.  She noted the 711 single-family units 

proposed.  She is uncertain about the full impact of the development on Okatie Elementary.  An 

easement to the school has been discussed with the developer.  She is looking forward to seeing the 

TIA.  Commission discussion included the 87% capacity that included Rose Hill, the district having 

property at a New River site and the abutting property but lacking funding to develop either, concern 

with traffic from the current enrollment at Okatie Elementary (the issue being the cars and busses 

coming from the same entrance/exit), and a proposed walking path from River Oaks/Malind Point and 

Osprey Point/Malind Bluff to Okatie Elementary School.  

2. Mr. Colin Kinton, the County Transportation Engineering Director, stated that he was looking for a 

TIA of the proposed developments.  He noted that it would take a couple of weeks from the receipt of 
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the TIA for him to make his recommendations.  Regarding the rationale to eliminate the right-

in/right-out feature along Highway 170, Mr. Kinton stated that the County’s Access Management 

Ordinance that was adopted by County Council shows the allowed access points in order to continue 

the flow of Highway 170 did not include the requested right-in/right-out from Osprey Point.  He did 

note that the TIA on the original PUDs was adopted.  However, uses and density issues have caused a 

need for a new TIA.  Mr. Kinton noted that the new regional transportation model includes Jasper 

County development; the old model did not.  

3. Ms. Jennifer Bihl, of Bihl Engineering, the applicant’s traffic consultant, noted that Mr. Tiller covered 

everything.  She noted that her calculation uses the 9
th
 Trip Generation edition since the 10

th
 has just 

come out.  A different mix of development is involved with the proposed project.   

4. Mr. Joe Dugan, a resident at 254 Cherry Point Road for 25 years, was involved in the original process 

that took 4 years.  There was tremendous resistance because of the bottle neck traffic.  Okatie River is 

compromised.  Walking to school is not acceptable.  Turning River Oaks from assistant living to 

single-family housing is a huge change and density will cause traffic from hundreds of homes to 

dump onto Highway 170.  Freshwater is detrimental to the marsh.  He noted the earlier comment 

regarding what about folks wanting to live in a rural area.  As a resident in Cherry Point he is trapped 

by the lighted intersection on Cherry Point Road and further down at the intersection of Highways 

278 and 170.  The homes will be built in my backyard—they are too close to my home.   

5. Mr. Shawn Custer addressed the River Oaks plan.  He believes it a step in the right direction toward 

affordable housing.  He is a business and homeowner.  There was only 1 affordable housing project 

he could purchase into.  He noted hundreds of commuters coming into Beaufort County due to the 

lack of affordable housing.  Businesses need these homes.  If this is affordable housing, this is exactly 

what is needed.  It’s impossible to find affordable housing.  He supports this plan that is very needed.   

6. Ms. Jane Hornburger, a new resident in Bluffton from Hilton Head, moved into housing next to May 

River School.  She noted that existing children would go from renters to homeowners.  She noted that 

this community will help, not tax, the school.  She believes the children are already being serviced by 

the school.   

7. Ms. Allison Melton, a realtor in Bluffton, has a child attending a Bluffton school.  She noted that she 

has families that are not ready to purchase the surrounding developments such as Oldfield and River 

Bend.  Families are desperate to purchase in the area.  She noted taking her child to school on golf 

cart.  Highway 170 is growing.   

8. Ms. Julie Forton, a Cherry Point resident, realizes growth happens.  Her children went to Okatie 

Elementary.  There have been numerous accidents on Highway 170.  She would not let her children 

walk to school.  There is a growing population of retirement people.  Assisted living is desperately 

needed.  She urges catering to the different ages.  An age-restricted development will not impact the 

roads as much.  She believes the proposed project will negatively affect waterways.   

9. Mr. Terry Lassiter, a resident at 146 Cherry Point Road, noted the history including the impact fees 

involved.  Adding another lane because of the traffic impact is costly.  He is touch by the affordable 

housing issue.  He queried if the tax money has been taken from the USC-Beaufort development.  He 

disagrees with the numbers.  Cherry Point was a quaint little fishing village; he doesn’t want his 

quality of life messed up.  If it can be guaranteed, then he will get on board.  He believes Okatie River 

has been shut down—he blames the Oldfield Subdivision.  He noted that the PUD documentation was 

received with a short turn around by Council.  He urges leaving the Cherry Point area out of the 

development.   

10. Ms. Kathy Scott, a 35-year Cherry Point resident, noted the affordable housing home size and cost 

were missing.  She is a real estate broker.  She was a business owner on Hilton Head.  By paying top 

dollar, she obtained loyal workers.  She gave Kudos on requiring a TIA.  She asked about considering 

the development in the adjoining counties; and suggests all traffic going out of Pritchard Point Road 

instead of Cherry Point Road.  She emphasized the age-restricted population in the original plan.  She 

asks for a compromise with the Cherry Point residents.   

11. Ms. Juanita DeGregorio stated she was from the Bronx and there were other options for 

homeownership such as getting a roommate, Section 8, etc. 
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Additional Commission discussion included a clarification on affordable housing and work-force 

housing (Mr. Merchant noted that affordable housing were those who have 80% of the median income, 

work-force housing are those who are within 80 to 120% of the median income.  He noted that the 

applicants have labeled 40 units as affordable housing.), noting the affordable housing units being 

reduced from 45 to 40 because of the suggested back alleys, a clarification on the density approved under 

the old ordinance, proposed ordinance not consistent with CDC, Oyster Bluff fencing versus 10-foot rear 

buffer, concern with using the 9
th
 Trip Generation edition instead of the latest 10

th
 edition, concern with 

not having the TIA despite the two-month timeframe from the last meeting in September to this 

December meeting, a clarification on commission voting options for these projects, desiring a denial 

recommendation, concern with impairment of the river, concern with overloading the school, concern 

with PUD handling by Commission, the details of the first Osprey Point amendment, the statistics of 

original PUDs and the proposed PUD amendments, noting the two separate applicants/owners for each 

PUD, and the non-receipt of the TIA from the applicants.  

 

Motion:  Mr. Robert Semmler made a motion to recommend approval to County Council on the 

Southern Beaufort County Map Amendment / Osprey Point (Malind Bluff) Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) Master Plan Amendment Request for R600-013-000-0006-0000 (119.90 acres 

east of Highway 170, Okatie) with the following conditions: 

 incorporate the Beaufort County Stormwater Best Management Practice (BMP) Manual 

into the plan; 

 conduct a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) using the regional transportation model; and 

 include the verbiage where the County’s abutting 13-acre park will be maintained by 

Malind Bluff.   

Discussion on the motion included amending the motion to require using the 10
th
 Trip Generation edition 

instead of the 9
th
 edition that was used and to request an exemption to the Access Management Ordinance 

to allow the proposed right-in/right-out feature along Highway 170.  Mr. Jason Hincher seconded the 

motion.  The motion failed (FOR:  Hincher, Mitchell, and Semmler; AGAINST:  Chmelik, Fermin, 

Pappas, and Stewart; ABSENT:  Hennelly; VACANCY:  St. Helena Island representative).  

 

Motion:  Mr. Robert Semmler made a motion to County Council to recommend approval to County 

Council on the Southern Beaufort County Map Amendment / River Oaks (Malind Pointe) Planned 

Unit Development (PUD) Master Plan Amendment Request for R600-013-000-008C-0000 (+/- 63.54 

acres east of Highway 170, Okatie) with the following conditions: 

 incorporate the Beaufort County Stormwater Best Management Practice (BMP) Manual 

into the plan; and 

 conduct a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) using the Lowcountry regional transportation 

model. 

Mr. Ed Pappas seconded the motion.  Discussion on the motion included the lack of a TIA.  The motion 

failed (FOR:  Semmler; AGAINST:  Chmelik, Fermin, Hincher, Mitchell, Pappas, and Stewart; 
ABSENT: Hennelly; VACANCY:  St. Helena Island representative).  

 

Commission discussion over the above motions resulted in the following motions.   

 

Motion:  Mr. Semmler made a motion, and Dr. Caroline Fermin seconded, to recommend denial to 

County Council on the Southern Beaufort County Map Amendment / Osprey Point (Malind Bluff) 

Planned Unit Development (PUD) Master Plan Amendment Request for R600-013-000-0006-0000 

(119.90 acres east of Highway 170, Okatie).  The motion carried (FOR:  Chmelik, Fermin, Mitchell, 

Pappas, and Stewart; AGAINST:  Hincher and Semmler; ABSENT: Hennelly; VACANCY:  St. 

Helena Island representative). 
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Motion:  Mr. Semmler made a motion, and Mr. Jason Hincher seconded, to recommend denial to 

County Council on the Southern Beaufort County Map Amendment / River Oaks (Malind Pointe) 

Planned Unit Development (PUD) Master Plan Amendment Request for R600-013-000-008C-0000 

(+/- 63.54 acres east of Highway 170, Okatie).  The motion carried (FOR:  Chmelik, Fermin, 

Hincher, Mitchell, Pappas, and Stewart; AGAINST:  Semmler; ABSENT: Hennelly; VACANCY:  

St. Helena Island representative). 

 

 

STAFF REPORT: 

 

A. BACKGROUND: 

 

Case No.   ZMA-2017-10 

Owner:   LCP III, LLC (J. Nathan Duggins, III) 

Applicant:   Joshua Tiller, J.K. Tiller and Associates 

Property Location: On the east side of Okatie Highway (SC 170) at the intersection of 

Pritcher Point Road. 

District/Map/Parcel: R603-013-000-0006-0000 

Property Size:   119.9 acres 

 

B. SUMMARY OF REQUEST:  The applicant is requesting revisions to the Osprey Point PUD.  This 

amendment is being sought in conjunction with revisions to the River Oaks PUD located to the south 

of this site.  This is the second time that the Osprey Point PUD is being requested to be revised.  The 

PUD was originally approved in 2008.  In 2014, Beaufort County Council approved a significant 

revision to the original PUD, changing it from a mixed-use, traditional community to a gated, age-

restricted residential community (see item C below).   

With this current PUD amendment, the most significant change is removing the age restrictions and 

gates on the residential portion of the development.  There are also changes in the road network that 

improve access from SC 170 into the site and access between this PUD and River Oaks to the south.  

The 2014 PUD had a mix of lot sizes ranging from 45 to 60 feet wide.  This proposal only has 53 foot 

wide lots.  There is also a small increase in total open space from 45.8 acres to 49 acres (39% to 

41%).  

Changes from September 7 Planning Commission Meeting:  The applicant made some moderate 

revisions to the PUD master plan since the September 7 meeting.  These revisions are due in part to 

changes in the wetland delineations and a change in the proposed homebuilder to the Pulte Group.  

The following is a summary of the revisions: 

 There is a second vehicular access point to the north south connector road that separates the 

commercial and residential portions of the PUD. 

 All of the lots are now 53” x 120” where the September plan had a mixture of 53 and 60 foot 

wide lots. 

 The amenity center was moved from the marsh front to the center of the development. 

 With the exception of the amenity center and a small green toward the eastern end of the site, 

open spaces and lagoons are located behind houses rather than fronting streets. 

 There is improved connectivity between this PUD and River Oaks with no proposed gate and 

more direct means of egress. 
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 The Master Plan no longer identifies a 13 acre County park north of this site on the marsh 

that would be managed by Mailind Bluff (Osprey Point). 

 The total number of workforce housing units to be supplied in the Osprey Point and River 

Oaks PUDs has been reduced from 45 to 40. 

 

C. PROJECT HISTORY:  It is important to understand that although the Osprey Point PUD has 

around since 2008, major revisions were made to the master plan in 2014 that set the pattern of 

development that is being presented with this current request. 

 

Original PUD:  The original Osprey Point PUD was approved by County Council in 2008 in 

conjunction with two adjoining PUDs – Okatie Marsh PUD to the north and River Oaks PUD to the 

south.  This action amended the zoning of a total of 284 acres and increased the allowable density 

nine-fold.  The combined PUDs featured an integrated street network, a mix of land uses and housing 

types, and a system of pathways, sidewalks and bike lanes.  County Council eventually supported the 

zoning change because they determined that these features made the community economically 

sustainable and provided enough internal trip capture to reduce the development’s impact on SC 170.  

Since the adoption of the original PUD, in 2012 Okatie Marsh (395 dwelling units, 97.7 acres) was 

purchased through the Rural and Critical Lands Program. 

 

2014 Amendment:  In 2014, County Council approved a revision to the Osprey Point PUD. The 

following is a summary of the revisions: 

 The number of approved dwelling units was reduced from 527 to 396. 

 The residential portion of the PUD was age restricted and gated. 

 The original master plan called for a mix of housing types – 213 townhouses, 110 multi-family 

units, and 204 single-family detached units.  The amendment eliminated the mix of housing types 

creating primarily single-family detached units. 

 The original master plan had a fully integrated street network and three north-south connector 

roads.  The amended master plan has one north-south connector road and a single road serving 

the residential portion of the PUD, and one road connecting to the River Oaks PUD.   

 There was a minor reduction in allowable commercial square footage from 207,700 square feet to 

190,000 square feet. 

 

D. TRANSPORTATION ISSUES:   

 Updated Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Ordinance Needed:  At the September 7, 2017 

meeting, the Planning Commission requested that the applicant provide a new Traffic Impact 

Analysis (TIA) that accounted for the combined impacts of the Osprey Point and River Oaks 

PUDs.  The revised TIA needs to look at existing traffic volumes and utilize the Lowcountry 

Regional Model.  The applicant has stated that the revised TIA is underway but not complete due 

to a backlog of work at CDM Smith, the consultant charged with running the traffic model.  

Therefore the results of the TIA are not available to the Planning Commission for this review.  

 SC 170 Access:  Additionally, Osprey Point’s frontage on SC 170 is only approximately 1,600 

feet.  Per the Access Management Ordinance for SC 170 in the Community Development Code, 

access for development of up to 2,000 ft of frontage is limited to 2 locations. The proposed 3 

locations across the 1,600 ft would be in violation of the ordinance. The Beaufort County Traffic 

Engineer recommends that the right-in/right-out access located between the two full access 

locations be eliminated. 
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E. POTENTIAL SCHOOL IMPACTS:  The combined amendments to the Osprey Point and Cherry 

Point PUDs may have significant implications on the number of potential students.  Both existing 

PUDs have age restrictions and therefore would have little to no impacts.  The proposed amendments 

would result in the creation of 711 single-family dwelling units with no age restrictions.  The School 

District has been given copies of the two revised PUDs and has expressed concerns about not having 

excess capacity to address the potential increase in the number of students in southern Beaufort 

County.  Okatie Elementary School is currently at capacity. The School District has also expressed 

concerns about the need for a second means of vehicular access to the elementary school.  The 

proposed master plan addresses this concern by providing a stub from the traffic circle that would 

allow a connection to the school district property located south of the PUD.  The master plan also 

provides a potential pedestrian connection to the school. 

 

F. STORMWATER:  The County’s Stormwater Manager reviewed the revised PUD and drainage plan 

and stated that the concept that the applicant has submitted is acceptable.  However, the revised PUD 

document needs to clearly incorporate the County’s existing Stormwater BMP Manual and any 

revisions that are made in the future.  When the original PUD was approved in 2008, the County did 

not have volume control standards in place.  The project’s location on the Okatie River makes it 

crucial that it follow the latest standards and practices for stormwater management.  The Okatie River 

is an impaired waterway and is currently protected by a set of Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 

regulations to ensure its continued or improved health in the future. 

 

G. STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommends approval with the following conditions: 

 The right-in/right-out intersection with SC 170 should be eliminated to bring the PUD into 

compliance with the County’s access management standards for SC 170. 

 The revised PUD document needs to clearly incorporate the County’s existing Stormwater BMP 

Manual and any revisions that are made in the future.   

 A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) needs to be conducted for the combined impacts of the Osprey 

Point and River Oaks PUDs.  This TIA needs to look at existing traffic volumes and utilize the 

Lowcountry Regional Model.  Any recommended improvements resulting from the findings of 

the TIA need to be incorporated into the PUD document before approval by County Council. 

 The revised PUD Master Plan needs to indicate the 13 acre park located directly north of the site 

that will be managed by Malind Bluff (Osprey Point). 

 

H. ATTACHMENTS: 
 Locational Map 

 Application with backup documentation, including TIA 

 List of Property Owners Notified of Request 

 Notification Letter to Property Owners 
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BEAUFORT COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA 
PROPOSED COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE CCDC) 

P OR TEXT AMENDMENT I PUD MASTER PLAN C 

TO: Beaufort County Council 

RECEIVED 

AUG 0 1 2Dl7 

PLANNING 
DIVISION 

The undersigned hereby respectfully re.ruests that the Beaufort County Zoning/Development Standards Ordinance 
(ZDSO) be amended as described below: 

I. This is a request for a change in the (check as appropriate): ( X ) PUD Master Plan Change 
( ) Zoning Map Designation/Rezoning ( ) Community Development Code Text 

2. Give exact infonnation to locate the property for which you propose a change: 
Tax District Number: Tax Map Number: Parcel Number(s):R600 013 000 0006 0000 
Si7.e of subject property: ll9.90 AC Square Feet/ Acres (circle one) 
Location: Okatie: East ofHWY 170 and South of 
Pritcher Point Rd. 

3. How is this property presently zoned'/ (Check as appropriate) 
( ) T4NC Neighbe>rhood Center ( ) T2RC Rural Center ( ) C3 Neighborhood Mixed Use 
( ) T4HC Hamlet Center ( ) T2RN Rural Neighborhood ( ) C4 Community Center Mixed Use 
( ) T4HCO Hamlet Center ( ) T2RNO Rural Neighborhood Open ( ) CS Regional Center Mixed Use 
( ) T 4 VC Village Center ( ) T2R Rural ( ) S llndustrja[ 
( ) TJNNeighborhood ( ) Tl Natural Preserve (X) Planned Unit Devclopmcnt/PUD 
( ) T3HN Hamlet Neighborhood ( ) Community Preservation (name) Okatie Village (Malind Bluff) 
( ) T3E Edge (specify)_ _______ _ 

4. What new zoning do you propose for this property?__,_A ..... m,..,e,.._nde....,d ......... PU~D'-----------.....,....-­
(Under Item 9 explain the reason{s) for your rezoning request.) 

5. Do you own all of the property proposed for this zoning change? ( X ) Yes ( ) No 
Only property owners or their authorized representative/agent can sign this application. lfthere are multiple 
owners, each property owner must sign an individual application and all applications must be submitted 
simultaneously. If a business entity is the owner, the authorized representative/agent ofthe business must 
attach: 1- a copy of the power of attorney that gives him the authority to sign for the business, and 2- a copy of 
the articles ofincorporation that lists the names of all the owners of the business. 

6. !fthis request involves a proposed change in the Community Development Code text. the section(s) affected 
are: N/A 

·~------....,....----....,....--....,....--....,....-....,....-------
(Under Item 9 explain the proposed text change and reasons for the change.) 

7. Is this property subject to an Overlay District? Check those which may apply; 
( ) MCAS-AO Airport Overlay District/MCAS ( ) MD Military Overlay District 
( ) BC-AO Airport Overlay District/Beaufort County ( ) RQ River Quality Overlay District 
( ) CPO Cultural Protection ( ) TDR Transfer of Development Rights 
( ) CFV Commercial Fishing Village 

8. The following sections ofthe Community Development Code (CDC) (see attached sheets) should be addressed 
by the applicant and attached to this application form: 
a. Division 7.3.20 and 7.3.30, Comprehensive Plan Amendments and Text Amendments. 
b. Division 7.3.40, Zoning map amendments (rezoning). 
c. Diuvision 1.6.60, Planned Unit Developments (PUDs) Approved Prior to Dec. 8. 2014 
d. Division 6.3, Traffic Impact Analysis (for PUDs) 

Rev. Jan. 2015 

\l~\'& 



Beaufort County. SC. Proposed Community Dcvclopm.:nt Coclc ~,1apiTcxt Amendment Application 
Page:! of::! 

9. Explanation (continue on separate sheet if needed): Sec attached PlJD Amcndm~nt 
Narrati w 

It is understood by the undersigned that while this application will be carefully reviewed and considered, the 
burden of proof for the proposed amendment rests with the owner. 

rrinted 
Name: Nathan Duggins III 

Address: PO Box ~888 Greensboro. NC ~7402 

Emai I: N Duggins(c/,;tugglcduggins.com 

Date 

Telephone 
Number: 336-271-5246 

;\gent INamctAddress!Phoneiemail): Josh Tiller.' IS I Rlufltlln Rd. STE 201. Bluftlon. SC 

299HV8-H-JS 15-4800 :josh@jktillcr.com .-.... 

Cr'ON RECEIPT OF APPLICATIONS. THE ST . .t\FF H~\S THREE 0) WORK DAYS TO REVt~W ALL 
.\PPLICATIO'!'SS FOR COMPLETENESS. TI-lE COMPLETED APPLIC ATION5 \VII. I. BE REVIEWED FIRST 
BY HIE BEAUFORT COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION SUBCOMMITTEE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE 
AREA WHERE YOUR PROPERTY IS LOCATED. MEETING SCHEDULES ARE LISTED ON THE 
AJ>PU(~JJ{!NJ>ROCF.S.S (ATTACHED)_ COMPLETE APPLICATIONS MUST BE SUBMITIED BY NOON 
Til REE WORKING DAYS AND FOUR C4) WEEKS PRIOR FOR PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS 
Wt!Osl OR THREE C3l WEEKS PRIOR FOR NON-PUD APPLICATIONS TO THE APPLICABLE 
Jll.rj.NMNG COMMISSION MEETING DATE. 

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) APPLICANTS ARE REQUIRED TO SUBMIT FIFTEEN {15) 
COPIES TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT. CONSULT THE APPLICABLE STAFF PLANNER FOR 
DETAILS. 

FOR MAP AMEND:\'IENT REQI;ESTS. TI-lE PLt\NNJNG OFFICE WILL POST A NOTICE ON THE 
A FFECTEJ) PROPERTY AS OUTLINED IN DIY. 7.4.50 OF TilE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE. 

CONTACT THE PLANNING DEPARTl\•lENT AT (R•B) :!55-2140 FOR EXACT APPLICATION FEES. 

FOR PLANNING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY: 

Date Application Received: 
(place received ~tamp bclowl 

Rc\!. Jan. 2015 

Date Posting Notice Issued: 

Application Fee Amount l~ccei•icd: 

Receipl No. for Application Fee: 

FILE NO: ___ ....~// Initiated by: STAFF I OWNER 
(C'Irclt- Onrl 
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Exhibit D 

DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE 

Development of the Property is expected to occur over the five (5) year term of the Agreement, 

with the sequence and timing of development activity to be dictated largely by market conditions. The 

following estimate of expected activity Is hereby included, to be updated by Owner as the development 

evolves over the term: 

Type of Development 

Commercial (Sq. Ft.) 

Residential, Single Family (1) 

Residential, Multifamily (2) 

Affordable I Workforce 
Housing (3) 

Park--% To Be Completed 

Multi-Purpose Trail & Pathways 
-- % To Be Completed 

Public Safety Site Transfer 
- % To Be Completed 

Year(s) of Commencement I Completion 

2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 

45,000 30,000 75,000 

74 74 74 74 

100% 

25% 30% 30% 

100% 

(1) 370 single family units are forecast to remain to be built at the end of five years. 
(2) none planned. 
(3) River Oaks Schedule 

2022/23 

62,700 

74 

15% 

As stated in the Development Agreement, Section VI, actual development may occur more 

rapidly or less rapidly, based on market conditions and final product mix. 
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EXHIBIT I 

Memorandum 

To: Richard Schwartz, Village Park Homes 

From: Jennifer Bihl, PE, PTOE 

Date: July 16. 2017 

Re: Traffic Impact and Access Summary for Okatie Village Planned Unit Development 

This memorandum documents the traffic intensity for the original Planned Unit Development (PUD) and 
the proposed changes to the PUD as a part of this update. The PUD is located in Beaufort County. SC on 
the east side ofSC 170, near Pritcher Point Road and Cheny Point Road. A graphic of the proposed changes 
is shown in Flgun~ 1. 

The original PUD plan (11120/07) included of approximately 272,500 square feet (sf) of commercial space 
(204,375 sf of retail and 68,12S sf of office space). 636 single-family detached units, 316 single-family 
attached units, and 388 multi-family apartment units. 

The proposed updated PUD plan includes approximately 190,000 sf of commercial space (142,500 sf of 
retail and 47,500 sf of office space), 861 single-family detached units. 103 single-family attached units. and 
165 multi-family apartment units. This is an overall reduction of units and square footage as well as R 

reduction in each area. of the PUD. 

Trip Generation 

The traffic generation potential of the existinglcmrently allowed development and proposed development 
was detennined using bip generation published in Institute of Transportation Engineers' (ITE) Trip 
Generation. Ninth Edition. Tablr 1 shows a comparison ofChe projected trips for the original uses and the 
updated uses. Note that the gross trips are shown below to be conservative and do not include internal 
capture or pass-by trips. 

As shown in Tablr l, the proposed updated PUD plan uses are projected to generate 1,048 gross trips 
during the AM peak hour (391 in and 657 out) and 1,791 gross trips during the PM peak hour (958 in and 
833 out). Compared to the original PUD uses. the proposed updated PUD uses result in 113 fewer AM peak 
hour trips and 271 fewer PM peak hour trips with lower entering and exiting trips for each time period. The 
gross daily trips are also projected to be reduced by 3,084 trips. 

Site Access 

The access plan for the site is not planned to be changed as a part of this update. lbe PUD has four access 
points along SC 170. The detailed analysis associated with these access points was not performed, however, 
it is expected that this will be perfonned during the site plan process. However, since all parcels have a 
lower intensity than the original plan, it is expected that the original PUD analysis is considered 
conservative and overall impacts are expected to be lower than the original PUD. 

·------
304 Meeting Str·~t. Suite D. Charleston. SC 29401 Mail: PO Box 31318 (29417) P: 843-637-9187 
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Tablet: 
Trip Generation 

ITE Daily AM Peak Hour 

Land Use and Intensity 
Land 
Use Total Total · In Out 

Code 
Original PUD Uses 

636 Single-Family Detached Units 210 5,761 455 114 341 
316 Residential 

230 1,750 130 22 108 
Condominium/Townhouse Units 

388 Apartments 220 2475 194 39 155 
204,375 sfRetail 820 10 807 241 149 92 
68,125 sfOffice 710 981 141 124 17 

Gross Trips 21,774 1,161 448 713 
Updated PUD Uses 

861 Single-Family Detached Units 210 7,612 612 153 459 
1 03 Residential 

230 660 53 9 44 
Condominium/Townhouse Units 

165 Apartments 220 1 123 85 17 68 
142 500 sfRetail 820 8,549 193 120 73 
47,500 sf Office 710 746 105 92 13 

Gross Trips 18,690 1,048 391 657 
Difference -3,084 -113 -57 -56 

304 Meeting Street, SuiteD, Charleston, SC 29401 Mail: PO Box 31318 (29417) 
2 

PM Peak Hour 

Total In Out 

555 350 205 

154 103 51 

231 150 81 
967 464 503 
155 26 129 

2,062 1,093 969 

729 459 270 

62 42 20 

108 70 38 
760 365 395 
132 22 110 

1,791 958 833 
-271 -135 -136 

P: 843-637-9187 
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COMBINED NARRATIVE 

(Revised October 16, 2017) 

OSPREY POINT AND RIVER OAKS 
AT OKATIE VILLAGE 

AMENDMENT REQUESTS 

Introduction 

RECEIVED 

OCT 1 6 ZD11 ,.,. 
Community 

Development Dept. 

Okatie Village originally consisted of Okatie Marsh PUD, Osprey Point PUD, and River 
Oaks PUD, each passed by Beaufort County Council as separate parts of a coordinated whole in 
2008. Each was passed with its separate, but coordinated, Development Agreement at the same 
time, following over two years of active planning and negotiations. 

The dream of Okatie Village was a mixed-use community, where kids could walk or be 
driven to the elementary school (without entering Highway 170), families could shop at the 
Neighborhood Commercial Village, park facilities were to be available to all, and an historic 
Workforce Housing requirement would make it possible for average income, working families to 
be part of the community. Environmental controls were the highest in the County, to protect the 
river and marsh, with required water quality testing. 

The dream evaporated during the Great Recession. Nothing was built or developed on 
any of the three properties. Okatie Marsh went bankrupt and was purchased by the County for 
open space. River Oaks went bankrupt next and was sold by the bank, with an uncertain future. 
Osprey Point came in to Beaufort County for an amendment to its PUD and Development 
Agreement in 2014, attempting to salvage something with a prospective development partner. 
The 2014 Osprey Point plan envisioned an age restricted and gated community. That plan also 
failed to move forward, after approval, due to high projected lot costs. 

A new vision has emerged for a new, coordinated development that seeks to restore much 
of.the original vision of Okatie Village, while competing successfully in the current market. 
Osprey Point has a new Second Amended PUD, and River Oaks comes forward with a 
coordinated First Amendment to its PUD. The details of each proposal are contained in the 
respective submittals which accompany this Narrative. To lend context to the proposals, this 
Narrative summarizes the allowed development within Okatie Village in 2008, followed by the 
allowed development in 2014 (at the time of the Osprey Point First Amendment), and finally, a 
brief summary of allowed development within Okatie Village under these current proposals. 

The requested changes that are specific to the Osprey Point PUD and Master Plan only 
are listed and justified in the final section of this narrative. 
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The Original Okatie Village Plan (2008) 

The original Okatie Village included Okatie Marsh (with 395 allowed homes and 64,800 
square feet of commercial), Osprey Point (with 527 allowed homes and 207,700 square feet of 
Village Commercial), and River Oaks (with 330 allowed retirement cottages, apartments and 
condos, with nursing and other facilities). Of the combined total of 1,250 homes, 922 homes 
allowed families, with the remainder being age restricted within River Oaks. 

Complete traffic, environmental, and economic studies were performed at the time. The 
traffic and road improvements were designed to accommodate these larger expected populations, 
and the storm water and other environmental features were designed to accommodate these 
loads. In fact, at the request of Planning Staff, these studies included projected development of 
nearby properties, to ensure that the Okatie Village communities could function and the designed 
systems were adequate. It should be noted that the enclosed traffic letter (Exhibit H) also 
includes densities projected for the adjacent properties. 

Only the River Oaks retirement PUD was envisioned to be gated, so that all family 
residences within both Okatie Marsh and Osprey Point could reach, through internal roads and 
paths, both the nearby school site and the planned Village Commercial area off Highway 170. 
The original developers of both Osprey Point and Okatie Marsh made historic commitments to 
include affordable, workforce housing for at least some of the product types, but not for single 
family housing. 

Okatie Village Plan in 2014 

The years from the original 2008 approvals of Okatie Village communities, through 
2013, were very dark times. As stated above, Okatie Marsh failed completely and was purchased 
by Beaufort County for open space. River Oaks, the proposed retirement community, foundered 
and was in bankruptcy and foreclosure. Osprey Point was the last standing of the three 
communities, but no development had taken place and disaster was on its horizon as well. A 
national builder sought the Osprey Point property for an age restricted, gated community. Many 
months were spent in negotiations with Beaufort County, and finally the First Amendment to 
Osprey Point Development Agreement and PUD was passed in late 2014. But alas, internal 
negotiations and projected lot cost overruns doomed the new Osprey Point direction. No 
development took place and the proposed national builder moved on. 

With the passage of the Osprey Point First Amendment in 2014, the original vision for 
Okatie Village was all but lost. Okatie Marsh was gone, and its potential for 396 homes was 
down to zero. River Oaks was in bankruptcy, with no one stepping up to develop the retirement 
center at that location. Osprey Point was down to 396 potential residents (from its 527 original 
approval). All of the anticipated homes within Osprey Point were to be age restricted homes, 
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with no provision for families to interact with the schools or the planned Village Commercial 
area. The loss of much of the residential density darkened the possibility of the Village 
Commercial area ever being built as envisioned, and doomed its future to a highway strip center. 

The new 2014 commitment of Osprey Point to develop a minimum of 15 affordable 
homes became a somewhat hollow commitment, with no houses being built at all, at any price 
range. 

New Okatie Village Plan of2017 

Against this background, the owners of Osprey Point and River Oaks have joined forces 
to present a new coordinated plan, which revives much of the original Okatie Village dream. All 
homes in both communities will now allow families. 

Even more importantly, the two communities have pledged to allow cross access to one 
another, so that all residents can reach the schools and all residents can reach the Village 
Commercial area. Total residential density for Osprey Point remains at 396, and River Oaks 
density is forecast at 315 homes. The Village Commercial density remains at 207,700, but now 
has a chance to thrive as part of an active, family oriented community. 

One of the best features of the revived Okatie Village vision is an increased commitment 
to affordable, workforce housing. At present, before these amendments, the requirement for all 
of Okatie Village (if it develops as expected as single family) is 15 affordable homes. The new 
development partner has stepped up this commitment. A new minimum commitment of 40 
affordable workforce homes within Okatie Village has been added. This important pledge will 
allow working families, teachers, police, fire fighters and others to buy homes in a beautiful new 
community. 

The official documents for the First Amendment to River Oaks PUD, and the Second 
Amendment to Osprey Point PUD, are attached to this Narrative. The plans are explained in 
greater detail, along With the justifications for changes, in the body of these documents. The 
Owners, the prospective developer, and all team members will stand ready to answer any 
questions that arise in the process. 

We urge all Beaufort County residents, and of course, Members of Council, to review 
these requests carefully, and approve this revived vision for Okatie Village. 
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LIST OF PROPOSED PUD CHANGES 

OSPREY POINT AT OKATIE VILLAGE PUD (Second Amendment) 

1. Only a few changes to the PUD and Master Plan, many of which are a restoration of 
the original agreement: 

2. Changes: 
a. Master Plan and Trail Plan- Changes to the approved layout to reflect restored 

direct interconnectivity with adjoining River Oaks (Vehicular, Bike and 
Pedestrian), so all can reach schools, village commercial, Highway 170, and 
the planned 13 Acre Park. This change removes the parallel road easement 
along the southern property line of Osprey Point that connected River Oaks to 
Highway 170 and the Commercial area of Osprey Point. In the previous 
Amendment, there was no commitment to build a road, just a provision to 
provide the easement. The change restores the original interconnectivity 
between Osprey Point and River Oaks by use of roads already obligated for 
construction. - No change in density or development and design standards 
from approved 1st Amendment. 

b. Added a second vehicular access point to the Connector Road. 
c. Allowed use for family housing restored. (Previously changed to age 

restricted). 
d. All other items in Second Amendment relate to the Development Agreement 

issues. All stormwater, environmental and related standards continue, 
including commitment to stormwater quality testing. 
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Memorandum 

To: Josh Tiller, PLA, ASLA, J.K. Tiller Associates, Inc. 

From: Jennifer Bihl, PE, PTOE 

Date: October 16, 2017 

Re: Status of Traffic Impact Analysis for Osprey Point (Malind Bluff) PUD and River Oaks (Ma/ind 
Pointe)PUD 

The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) associated with the updates to the Osprey Point (Malind Bluff) PUD 
and the River Oaks (Malind Pointe) PUD is in process. The updated to the PUD land uses result in 685 
single family units and 212,700 square feet of commercial space (office and retail). The latest master plans 
for these two PUDs are attached. The PUD is located in Beaufort County, SC on the east side of SC 170, 
near Pritcher Point Road and Cherry Point Road. 

Peak hour intersection turning movement counts including vehicular, pedestrians, and heavy vehicle traffic 
were performed in October 2017 from 7:00AM to 9:00AM and from 2:00PM to 6:00PM at the following 
intersections: 

• SC 170 at SC 140 
• Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Road 
• SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Road 
• SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive 
• SC 170 at Pearlstine Drive/Cherry Point Road 
• SC 170 at Schinger A venue 
• SC 170 at River Walk Boulevard 
• SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive 

Background traffic volumes on the roadway network are being developed in coordination with Lowcountry 
Council of Governments using the Lowcountry Travel Demand Model to project the project trip distribution 
along with development of projected total traffic volumes in the surrounding study area. 

304 Meeting Street, Suite D, Charleston, SC 29401 Mail: PO Box 31318 (29417) 
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Theodore D. Washington Municipal Building 

20 Bridge Street     P.O. Box 386     Bluffton, South Carolina 29910 

Telephone (843) 706-4500   Fax (843) 757-6720 

www.townofbluffton.sc.gov 

Lisa Sulka  Council Members 

Mayor  Fred Hamilton 

Larry Toomer  Dan Wood 

Mayor Pro Tempore  Harry Lutz 

Marc Orlando  Kimberly Chapman 

Town Manager  Town Clerk 

 
 

September 20, 2017 
 
 

Anthony Criscitiello (email to tonyc@bcgov.net) 
Beaufort County Planning Director 

100 Ribault Road, Room 115 
PO Drawer 1228 
Beaufort, SC 29901-1228 

 
RE: Proposed Planned Unit Development Master Plan Amendment for 

R600-013-000-0006 (Osprey Point Malind Bluff) 
  
 

Mr. Criscitiello: 
 

Thank you for submitting a copy of the application materials for the Proposed 
Master Plan Amendment for Osprey Point for comments.  In the spirit of the 
Southern Beaufort County Regional Plan’s (SBCRP) implementation 

strategies, Town Staff has taken the opportunity to review the information.   
 

Since the proposed changes do not change the density or the permitted uses, 
the changes are unlikely to have a regional impact on the Town of Bluffton 
and are outside of the scope of the Regional Plan.   However, due to the 

proposed removal of the age restrictions, the recommendations and approval 
from the Beaufort County School District should be taken into consideration.   
 
The Town of Bluffton staff supports Beaufort County’s staff recommended 
conditions concerning the traffic management and the requirement to 

conduct a Traffic Impact Analysis.  Because of the location of the proposed 
development, adjacent to the Okatie River, we request that best practices 

are used to minimize any negative impacts on the surrounding watershed 
and river. 

 
I would like to request that you forward me subsequent staff reports and any 
supplemental information that is received after this letter to my email at 

hcolin@townofbluffton.com or via standard mail to Town Hall for additional 
review and consideration.   

 
 

mailto:hcolin@townofbluffton.com
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Theodore D. Washington Municipal Building 

20 Bridge Street     P.O. Box 386     Bluffton, South Carolina 29910 

Telephone (843) 706-4500   Fax (843) 757-6720 

www.townofbluffton.sc.gov 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
 
 

Heather L. Colin, AICP 
Director of Growth Management 

hcolin@townofbluffton.com 
Office (843)706-4592 
Mobile (843)540-6946 

 
 

Cc: Marc Orlando, ICMA-CM, Town Manager 
 Mayor and Town Council 

mailto:hcolin@townofbluffton.com


David Bennett 
Mayor 

Kim W. Likins 
Mayor ProTem 

Council Members 

David Ames 
Marc A. Grant 
William D. Harkins 
Thomas W. Lennox 
John J. McCann 

Stephen G. Riley 
Town Manager 

TOWN OF HILTON HEAD ISLAND 
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September 15, 2017 

Tony Criscitiello 
Planning Director 
1 00 Rib aut Road 
Beaufort, SC 29901 

RE: Osprey Point and River Oaks PUD Master Plan Amendments 

Dear Tony: 

Thank you for submitting a copy of the application materials for the Osprey 
Point and River Oaks PUD master plan amendments to the Town of Hilton 
Head Island. In the spirit ofthe Southern Beaufort County Regional Plan's 
(SCBRP) implementation strategies, Town Staffhas taken the opportunity to 
review the information and make the following comments: 

Removing the age restrictions on the Osprey Point PUD and developing the 
River Oaks PUD as a single-family development will significantly change 
projected traffic impacts. Town staff agrees that a Traffic Impact Analysis 
(TIA) using existing traffic volumes and the Lowcountry Regional model 
should be required to ensure adequate access management. 

These amendments will have a significant impact on area schools, particularly 
Okatie Elementary School. The review of the proposed amendments should be 
coordinated with the Beaufort County School District's Facilities-Planning and 
Construction Department. 

These comments are provided to for your consideration and review. 

Again, thanks for the opportunity to provide input. 

n Colin, AICP, Deputy Director of Community Development 



November 30, 2017 

Beaufort County Planning Division 

Beaufort County 

Post Office Drawer 1228 

Beaufort, SC 29901-1228 

Re: Proposed PUD Master Plan Amendments for Osprey Point (Malind Bluff) and River Oaks (Malind Pointe) 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

This letter is to update the previously submitted September letter regarding the Proposed PUD Master Plan 

Amendments for Osprey Point (Malind Bluff) and River Oaks (Malind Pointe). Beaufort County School District is 

currently working with the developer, PulteGroup, on access to SC highway 170. It appears that we are headed 

in a mutually beneficial direction. To date Beaufort County School Board has not had the opportunity to review 

this agreement. 

On the second topic regarding impact fees. It is my understanding that the developer is petitioning for the 

removal of impact fees. Due to the overcrowding of schools in the Bluffton area, the Beaufort County School 

District has been in conversation with Beaufort County Council on leveraging impact fees on all new 

developments. I cannot be in favor in the removal of impact fees. Impact fees are needed on all new 
developments of this nature. 

While the Beaufort County School District is a proponent of economic growth and free enterprise, this 

residential development has the potential to increase student population, dictating the need for additional 

facility capacity, operational costs and staff resources. The combined amendments to the Osprey Point and 

Cherry Point PUDs is for a 711-home single family development with no age restrictions. This type of 

development would attract resident families with school age chi ldren. Presently the School District does not 

have the capacity to handle additional school children in the Bluffton area. The impact fees in the existing PUD 

agreement are needed to ensure that there are facilities available for the future school age children of Beaufort 

County. I cannot recommend that the Beaufort County School District support any agreement that includes the 
removal of impact fees. 

C. Moss, Ed.D 

Superintendent, Beaufort County School District 

Re: Rob Merchant, Beaufort County 

Tony Criscitiello, Beaufort County 

Drew Davis, Beaufort County School District 

Tonya Crosby, Beaufort County School District 

Post Office Drawer 309 
Beaufort, South Carolina 29901-0309 
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Staff and Members of the Planning Commission, 

December 4, 2017 

Please accept these comments regarding Southern Beaufort County Map and PUD Master Plan 
amendments for Osprey Village (ROO 013 000 0006 0000) and River Oaks (R600 013 000 008C 
0000), collectively known as Malind Pointe. The comments below address the 182 acres in 
total, unless otherwise noted, and restate many of our original concerns from the cancelled 
September meeting. 

We appreciate the developer's efforts to incorporate some ofthe League's previous 
suggestions in its current plan; however, we remain concerned about the map and PUD 
amendments as presented in three main categories. 

1. Stormwater: 
The Okatie River headwaters are east of the property and any development here will 
have significant impact to the headwaters of the Okatie. The river's declining health 
has been well documented and studied, and the Okatie is currently protected by a set 
of Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) regulations to ensure its continued or improved 
health in the future. If we set the expectation that the health of the Okatie River 
headwaters is important, the stormwater systems and development nearby need to 
meet those expectations in their design, capture and treatment of stormwater and/or 
failure to generate storm water in the first place. Development of this nature 
inevitably generates stormwater, so how it is addressed must be of the highest quality 
or development plans should be rearranged potentially with rights transferred or 
reduced to reduce the total volume generated . 

It is a little surprising to see virtually no change from a 2008 PUD to a 2017 submission 
with respect to stormwater given the research and investment that has taken place in 
this field over the same time period. The PUD amendment states: "All stormwater, 
environmental and related standards continue, including commitment to storm water 
quality testing." What advances in land use design or stormwater engineering have 
taken place over the past 10 years can be implemented to reduce the development's 
impact on the Okatie River? The county has built up its stormwater program and 
there may be lessons learned that should be shared and implemented. Similarly, 
there may be best practices from elsewhere that should change the design of the 
ponds. We encourage the planning commission to study this issue further, consult 
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with the county stormwater managers and other experts in the field to better protect 
the Okatie. 

2. Land Use: Although they can be helpful, improved stormwater improvements alone 
may not steady or improve the overall water quality in the Okatie. In fact, the best 
indicator of water quality is the land use and extent of development in the watershed. 
The only aquatic systems that will retain the full range of species and ecological 
functions will be those where less than ten percent of the watershed is impervious. 
(Schueller & Holland, 2000). Within Beaufort County, we should strive to maintain 
watersheds at or below that threshold by concentrating density in village and town 
centers, protecting land along the vulnerable edge. To date, Beaufort County has 
protected 16 parcels and over 700 acres on the Okatie River; thus the County has an 
interest in what development takes place alongside the River. Intense growth 
pressures in Jasper County, including the newly proposed East Argent development, 
make it even more important that Beaufort County think critically about how and 
where it develops within this watershed. 

The PUD in 2008 resulted in zoning that would not be possible with the Community 
Development Code alone, creating a bypass for the comprehensive plan and base 
zoning guidelines. Approving amendments today is an opportunity to promote 
development that is better aligned with the comprehensive plan for growth. To be 
clear, we do not believe low-density suburban sprawl development, with a 
monoculture of single family homes generating single-occupancy vehicle trips, is the 
viable alternative but rather that the planning commission and staff should seek to 
engage the developer to consider the ways a true village area can be knit together 
with surrounding development. A single-family residential development with 
homogenous lot sizes does not accomplish these goals. 

3. Connected transportation: We appreciate the continued attempt to reconnect 
neighborhoods with returned pedestrian access points. Removing the gate between 
communities is certainly a step in the right direction and a more integrated street grid 
is proposed. Planning Commission should insist on more options to access the 
neighborhood and navigate within the neighborhood by car, bike and foot to increase 
internal trip capture and not overcrowd neighborhood streets or Highway 170. 

Thank you for taking our comments into account during your review. We look forward to 

continu ing this thoughtful conversation. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

M~ /~ 
Rikki Parker 
South Coast Project Manager 
Coasta l Conservation League 
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1.0 Executive Summary 
 
Okatie Village is located in Beaufort County, SC on the east side of SC 170, near Pritcher Point Road and 
Cherry Point Road. With the proposed updates to the PUD the land use intensities will include a total of 
212,700 square feet (sf) of commercial space (159,525 sf of retail and 53,175 sf of office space) and 711 
single-family detached units. Okatie Village consists of two development areas being updated, Osprey Point 
PUD and River Oaks PUD, these land use intensities further break down as follows: 
 

 Osprey Point PUD – 159,525 sf of retail, 53,175 sf of office space, and 396 single-family 
detached units 

 River Oaks PUD – 315 single-family detached units 
 
The development will be accessed via three access points along SC 170. 
 
The most recent traffic analysis for the PUD was performed in 2007.  
 
For the purposes of this TIA, the proposed development is assumed to be complete by 2023, constructed in 
three phases. This report reviews the 2017 existing, 2019 background and projected total traffic peak hour 
conditions, 2021 background and projected total traffic peak hour conditions, and 2023 background and 
projected total traffic peak hour conditions and presents the trip generation, distribution, and traffic analysis, 
and any recommendations for transportation improvements required to meet anticipated traffic demands. 
 
The study area includes the following existing intersections:  
 

 SC 170 at Argent Boulevard (signalized) 

 Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Pearlstine Drive/Cherry Point Road (signalized) 

 SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Schinger Avenue (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive (signalized) 
 
Today the study area intersections are operating with some delays during the peak times, particularly the 
unsignalized intersections. However, it is not uncommon for unsignalized intersections on heavily traveled 
corridors to experience delays while the traffic along the corridor is moving with little to no delays. At these 
intersections, the wide medians allow two-step maneuver to occur for side street vehicles providing an area 
for vehicle storage. The intersection of SC 170 at Cherry Point Road experiences delays during peak student 
pick-up and drop-off times as this is the primary access point for Okatie Elementary School.  
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The SC 170 corridor is subject to an access management plan where signalized intersection locations have 
been identified. Back access is also planned for the properties east and west of SC 170 in this area. These 
connections within the PUD area are planned and shown on the site plans. 
 
As part of the study, the Lowcountry Travel Demand Model was run with and without the land uses 
associated with this project. It was found that the growth rate along SC 170 is expected to be approximately 
3% per year for the background conditions. 
 
The project phases include the following land uses. Land uses listed are cumulative. 
 
The Phase 1 2019 Phase 1 Build conditions for this study and includes the following land uses: 

 Osprey Point PUD – 102 single-family detached units 

 River Oaks PUD – 101 single-family detached units 
 
The Phase 2 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions for this study and includes the following land uses: 

 Osprey Point PUD – 331 single-family detached units 

 River Oaks PUD – 315 single-family detached units 
 

The Buildout 2023 Build conditions for this study and includes the following land uses: 

 Osprey Point PUD – 159,525 sf of retail, 53,175 sf of office space, and 396 single-family 
detached units 

 River Oaks PUD – 315 single-family detached units 
 
Based on the analysis the following Phase 1 (2019) transportation improvements are recommended: 
 

 Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive – Installation of a northbound right-turn 
lane on Argent Boulevard 

 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive – Installation of a traffic signal, when warranted. 
Performance of a traffic signal warrant analysis at completion of phase. 

 SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2 – Installation of a northbound right-turn lane on SC 170, 
southbound left-turn lane on SC 170, and shared westbound left-turn lane, through lane, and right-
turn lane on Site Access #2. Installation of an exclusive eastbound right-turn lane on Red Oaks 
Drive. 

 Improvements to Cherry Point Road (to be coordinated with County Staff) – Improvements to 
roadway conditions from site access point to SC 170, potential installation of left-turn lane into the 
School property, etc. 

 Coordination with Beaufort County, Beaufort County School District Staff and Developer 
regarding school access 

 SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard – Consideration of extension of the eastbound right-turn lane on 
Riverwalk Boulevard 

 Traffic signal timing optimization at signalized intersections 
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Based on the analysis the following Phase 2 (2021) transportation improvements are recommended: 
 

 Improvements listed in Phase 1 above 

 Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive – Installation of a westbound left-turn 
lane on Short Cut Drive 

 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive – Installation of westbound left-turn lane on Pritcher 
Point Road  

 SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2 – Installation westbound right-turn lane on Site Access 
#2 

 SC 170 at Pearlstine Drive/Cherry Point Road – Installation of an additional westbound left-turn 
lane on Cherry Point Road, and restriping of the westbound approach (Cherry Point Road) to dual 
left-turns with a shared through right lane 

 Traffic signal timing optimization at signalized intersections 
 
Based on the analysis the following ultimate (2023) transportation improvements are recommended: 
 

 Improvements listed in Phase 1 and Phase 2 above 

 SC 170 at Argent Boulevard – Signal optimization and reconfiguration of the eastbound approach 
to dual left-turn lanes with shared right-turn lane 

 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive – Install westbound dual left-turn lanes on Pritcher 
Point Road  

 SC 170 at Site Access #1 – Installation of a northbound right-turn lane on SC 170  

 Traffic signal timing optimization at signalized intersections 
 
Results in this report are based solely on traffic studies and are considered input into final design 
considerations. The final design will be determined by the project engineer after other design elements 
(such as, but not limited to, utilities, stormwater, etc.) are taken into consideration.  
 
2.0 Introduction 
 
Okatie Village is located in Beaufort County, SC on the east side of SC 170, near Pritcher Point Road and 
Cherry Point Road. The most recent traffic study performed for the site was in 2007. This study is included 
in the Appendix.  
 
With the proposed updates to the PUD the land use intensities will include a total of 212,700 sf of 
commercial space (159,525 sf of retail and 53,175 sf of office space) and 711 single-family detached units. 
Okatie Village consists of two development areas being updated, Osprey Point PUD and River Oaks PUD, 
these land use intensities further break down as follows: 
 

 Osprey Point PUD – 159,525 sf of retail, 53,175 sf of office space, and 396 single-family 
detached units 
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 River Oaks PUD – 315 single-family detached units 
 

The development will be ultimately accessed via three full access points along SC 170 and one right-in, 
right-out access point. Per the Access Management Ordinance for SC 170, the right-in, right-out access 
location will need to be approved.  
 
For the purposes of this TIA, the proposed development is assumed to be complete by 2023, constructed in 
three phases with final buildout in 2023. 
 
The 2019 Phase 1 Build conditions for this study and includes the following land uses: 
 

 Osprey Point PUD – 102 single-family detached units 

 River Oaks PUD – 101 single-family detached units 
 
The 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions for this study and includes the following land uses: 
 

 Osprey Point PUD – 331 single-family detached units 

 River Oaks PUD – 315 single-family detached units 
 
This report reviews the potential external traffic impacts of Okatie Village and identifies recommended 
transportation improvements to accommodate future background traffic conditions and projected total 
traffic conditions for buildout and interim phase years.  
 
3.0 Inventory 
 
The following section discuss the existing conditions of the study area and the SC 170 Access Management 
Plan. 
 
3.1 Study Area 

The study area for the traffic impact analysis includes the following existing intersections. 
 

 SC 170 at Argent Boulevard (signalized) 

 Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Pearlstine Drive/Cherry Point Road (signalized) 

 SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Schinger Avenue (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive (signalized) 
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Figure 1 (Appendix) shows the site location and Figure 2A and 2B (Appendix) shows the project 
conceptual site plans.  
 
3.2 Existing Conditions 

Roadways in the project vicinity include SC 170, Pritcher Point Road, Short Cut Drive, Argent Boulevard, 
Jasper Station Road, Red Oaks Drive, Pearlstine Drive, Cherry Point Road, Schinger Avenue, Riverwalk 
Boulevard, and Tidewatch Drive.  
 
SC 170 is a principal arterial four-lane divided roadway with a grassed median and a posted speed limit of 
55 miles per hour (mph) north and south of Argent Boulevard and 45 mph around the intersection with 
Argent Boulevard. SC 170 has a 2016 South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) annual 
average daily traffic (AADT) of 30,100 vehicles per day (vpd) in the vicinity of the site.  
 
Argent Boulevard is a two-lane roadway with a posted speed limit of 45 mph. Argent Boulevard connects 
SC 170 to US 278.  
 
Short Cut Drive/Jasper Station Road is a two-lane roadway. Short Cut Drive connects SC 170 and Argent 
Boulevard. Pritcher Point Road is located opposite Short Cut Drive/Jasper Station Road is a dirt roadway 
that is currently being improved for the animal hospital with a southbound left-turn lane and a northbound 
right-turn lane on SC 170 and a shared through-left and right-turn lanes on the east approach.    
 
Cherry Point Road is a two-lane roadway that provides access to Okatie Elementary School and the Cherry 
Point area. Cherry Point Road is paved from SC 170 to Okatie Elementary School and unpaved east of 
Okatie Elementary School. This roadway experiences congestion during school pickup and drop-off 
periods.  
 
Pearlstine Drive, Schinger Avenue, Riverwalk Boulevard are two-lane roadways. 
 
Tidewatch Drive is a two-lane roadway with a speed limit of 25 mph west of SC 170 and 10 mph east of 
SC 170.  
 
Figure 3 (Appendix) shows the existing roadway laneage in the study area. 
 
3.3 SC 170 Access Management Plan 

The SC 170/US 278 Corridor Study Analysis Findings and Recommended Access Management Standards 
prepared for Beaufort County by Day Wilburn Associates, Inc. (December 2003) provides an access 
management plan for SC 170. Within the Access Management Plan the following minimum spacing 
requirements are given: 
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 Full signalized access – 3,200 feet 

 Directional signalized access – 1,900 feet 

 Driveways – 500 feet 
 
The following intersection controls are noted for SC 170 intersections in the study area –  
 

 Full signalized intersections on SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive, Cherry Point 
Road, and Tidewatch Drive 

 Directional signalized intersections on SC 170 at Argent Boulevard, Heffallump Road, and south 

of Riverwalk Boulevard 
 
In addition, the report identifies a back access connection throughout the Okatie Village area as well as 
back access connections for the properties west of SC 170.  
 
This report is included in the Appendix. 
 
Connectivity through the Okatie Village area is shown on the site plans. 
 

4.0 Traffic Generation 
 
The trip generation of the proposed development was determined using trip generation rates published in 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation handbook (Institute of Transportation 
Engineers, Tenth Edition). Internal capture and pass-by trips were also applied. Internal capture trips are 
those trips that stay internal to the development and do not use the external roadway network. The internal 
capture trips were calculated using National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 
684 standards. If internal capture was calculated to be greater than 20% of the overall trips, it was limited 
to 20% of the overall trips in the analysis per SCDOT guidelines. Pass-by trips are those trips currently on 
the external roadway network (SC 170) that enter and exit the development then resume their trip. The pass-
by trips were calculated using ITE standards.  
 
Table 1 summarizes the peak hour trips associated with the proposed PUDs.  
 
The proposed PUDs are projected to generate 771 new trips during the AM peak hour (318 entering and 
453 exiting) and 991 new trips during the PM peak hour (539 entering and 452 exiting).  
 
Tables 2 and 3 summarize the peak hour trips noted above specifically associated with each of the PUDs. 
 
Table 2 summarizes the peak hour trips associated with the Osprey Point PUD. The proposed development 
is projected to generate 551 new trips during the AM peak hour (264 entering and 287 exiting) and 757 new 
trips during the PM peak hour (383 entering and 374 exiting).  
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Table 3 summarizes the peak hour trips associated with the River Oaks PUD. The proposed development 
is projected to generate 220 new trips during the AM peak hour (54 entering and 166 exiting) and 234 new 
trips during the PM peak hour (156 entering and 78 exiting).  
 

Table 1:  
Year 2023 Buildout  

Okatie Village Overall Trip Generation 

Land Use and Intensity 
ITE Land Use 

Code 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Total In Out Total In Out 
711 Single-Family Detached Units 210 510 128 382 668 421 247 

53,175 sf Office 710 76 65 11 62 10 52 

159,525 sf Retail 820 232 144 88 768 369 399 

Gross Trips 818 337 481 1,498 800 698 

Internal Capture w/ Overall Okatie Village -30 -15 -15 -278 -139 -139 

Driveway Trips 788 322 466 1,220 661 559 

Pass-by Trips 0 0 0 -209 -109 -100 

Net New Trips 788 322 466 1,011 552 459 

 

Table 2:  
Year 2023 Buildout  

Osprey Point PUD Trip Generation 

Land Use and Intensity 
ITE Land Use 

Code 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Total In Out Total In Out 
396 Single-Family Detached Units 210 284 71 213 372 234 138 

53,175 sf Office 710 76 65 11 62 10 52 

159,525 sf Retail 820 232 144 88 768 369 399 

Gross Trips 592 280 312 1,202 613 589 

Internal Capture w/ Overall Okatie Village -24 -12 -12 -216 -108 -108 

Driveway Trips 568 268 300 986 505 481 

Pass-by Trips 0 0 0 -209 -109 -100 

Net New Trips 568 268 300 777 396 381 

 

Table 3:  
Year 2023 Buildout  

River Oaks PUD Trip Generation 

Land Use and Intensity 
ITE Land Use 

Code 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Total In Out Total In Out 
315 Single-Family Detached Units 210 226 57 169 296 187 109 

Gross Trips 226 57 169 296 187 109 

Internal Capture -6 -3 -3 -62 -31 -31 

Driveway Trips 220 54 166 234 156 78 

Pass-by Trips 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Net New Trips 220 54 166 234 156 78 
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Table 4 summarizes the peak hour trips associated with the 2019 Phase 1 Build year trip generation. The 
proposed development is projected to generate 149 new trips during the AM peak hour (37 entering and 
112 exiting) and 200 new trips during the PM peak hour (126 entering and 74 exiting). 
 

Table 4:  
2019 Phase 1  

Okatie Village Trip Generation 

Land Use and Intensity 
ITE Land Use 

Code 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Total In Out Total In Out 
203 Single-Family Detached Units 210 149 37 112 200 126 74 

Gross Trips 149 37 112 200 126 74 

Internal Capture 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Driveway Trips 149 37 112 200 126 74 

Pass-by Trips 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Net New Trips 149 37 112 200 126 74 

 
Table 5 summarizes the peak hour trips associated with the 2021 Phase 2 Build year trip generation. The 
proposed development is projected to generate 463 new trips during the AM peak hour (116 entering and 
347 exiting) and 609 new trips during the PM peak hour (384 entering and 225 exiting). 
 

Table 5:  
2021 Phase 2 

Okatie Village Trip Generation 

Land Use and Intensity 
ITE Land Use 

Code 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Total In Out Total In Out 
646 Single-Family Detached Units 210 463 116 347 609 384 225 

Gross Trips 463 116 347 609 384 225 

Internal Capture 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Driveway Trips 463 116 347 609 384 225 

Pass-by Trips 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Net New Trips 463 116 347 609 384 225 

 

5.0 Lowcountry Council of Governments Traffic Demand Model 
 
The Lowcountry Council of Governments maintains the Lowcountry Travel Demand Model which includes 
the study area for this project. The validated 2010, the projected 2030 (Beaufort County Comprehensive 
Plan Existing plus Committed Network), and the projected 2030 with the update to the traffic analysis zone 
(TAZ) that includes this development were used to determine trip distribution and traffic growth for the 
project. The TAZ includes the land use data associated with this section of the model. The Travel Demand 
Model runs for the study area performed by CDM Smith are provided in the Appendix. 
 
In the 2010 model, SC 170 (in the project area) had 23,700 vehicles traveling daily on the segment. In the 
2030 model based on the Beaufort County Comprehensive Plan on the Existing plus Committed 
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transportation network, this segment was determined to have approximately 37,200 daily vehicles in year 
2030. With the addition of the updated traffic analysis zone information for this project, the daily volumes 
were expected to be 38,900 daily vehicles in this segment.  
 
The 2030 Beaufort County Comprehensive Plan on the Existing plus Committed transportation network 
model estimates the volume to capacity ratio for this area from 1.01 to 0.96 and projecting LOS C and LOS 
D operation. With the addition of the updated TAZ data the volume to capacity ratio for the area ranges 
from 0.92 to 1.2 and projecting LOS C to LOS E operation depending on the location of the segment.  
 
Table 6 summarizes the projected growth rate in the study area which included data from SC 170 and 
Argent Boulevard. Model data points were taken on SC 170 north of Argent Boulevard and three additional 
points between Argent Boulevard and US 278 and two model data points were taken west of SC 170 to 
determine the modeled growth in the area.  
 

Table 6: 
Lowcountry Council of Governments Travel Demand Model  

Traffic Volumes and Growth Rates 

Roadway 

Road Section Model Year % Growth per Year 

Start End 2010 

2030 
Beaufort 
County 
Comp 

Plan E+C 

2030 E+C 
Model 

with TAZ 
Update 

2030 
Beaufort 
County 
Comp 

Plan E+C 

2030 E+C 
Model 

with TAZ 
Update 

SC 170 Argent Blvd 
Oldfield 

Way 
31,300 46,200 47,700 2.4% 2.6% 

SC 170 
Green Acres 

Rd 
SC 141 23,700 37,200 38,900 2.8% 3.2% 

SC 170 
Tidewatch 

Dr. 
Green Acres 

Road 
23,900 39,100 44,700 3.2% 4.4% 

SC 170 US 278 
Tidewatch 

Dr. 
25,500 41,700 47,200 3.2% 4.3% 

SC 170 Weighted Average 2.9% 3.6% 

Argent Blvd 
Jasper 

Station Rd 
SC 170 7,800 10,300 11,700 1.6% 2.5% 

Argent Blvd 
Sergeant 
William 

Jasper Blvd 

Jasper 
Station Rd 

7,700 9,900 11,100 1.4% 2.2% 

SC 141 (Argent Blvd) Weighted Average 1.5% 2.4% 

Overall Study Area Weighted Average 2.7% 3.5% 
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The overall study area growth rate in the model was 2.7% per year without the proposed Okatie Village, 
and 3.5% per year with the proposed Okatie Village.  
 
A select zone was also completed for the updated 2030 traffic model to help determine the distribution of 
the project trips. This figure is included in the Appendix. 
 

6.0 Site Traffic Distribution  
 
The development will be accessed via three roadways. Pritcher Point Road, Site Access #2, and Cherry 
Point Road are all full access points located on SC 170. Site Access #1 will be a right-in, right-out (RIRO) 
access point located on SC 170. 
 
The proposed project traffic was assigned to the surrounding roadway network. The directional distribution 
and assignment were based on the 2030 travel demand model Select Zone run performed as part of the 
regional modeling efforts (Section 5). The following overall trip distribution was calculated and proposed 
to be used in the analysis: 
 

 65% to/from the south on SC 170 

 18% to/from the north on SC 170 

 2% to/from the west on Short Cut Road/Jasper Station Road 

 4% to/from the south on Argent Boulevard 

 1% to/from the west on Red Oaks Drive 

 1% to/from the west on Pearlstine Drive 

 5% to/from the west on Riverwalk Boulevard 

 2% to/from the west Tidewatch Drive 

 2% to/from the east Tidewatch Drive 
 
Figure 4 (Appendix) shows the projected traffic distribution through the study area.  
 

7.0 Traffic Volumes 
 

7.1 Existing Traffic 

Peak hour intersection turning movement counts including vehicular, pedestrian, and heavy vehicle traffic 
were performed in October 2017 from 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and from 2:00 PM to 6:00 PM at the following 
intersections: 
 

 SC 170 at Argent Boulevard (signalized) 

 Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive (unsignalized) 
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 SC 170 at Pearlstine Drive/Cherry Point Road (signalized) 

 SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Schinger Avenue (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive (signalized) 
 
The turning movement count data is included in the Appendix and the AM and PM peak hour existing 
traffic volumes are shown in Figure 5 (Appendix). 
 

7.2 Future Background Traffic 

Historic growth on the SC 170 corridor was also reviewed. Based on historic AADT data provided by 
SCDOT SC 170 had approximately a 4.5% per year growth rate from 2011 to 2016 (six years) as shown in 
Table 7.  
 

Table 7: 
SCDOT Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) Counts by Year 

Roadway 

Road Section Year % 
Growth 

 per 
Year 

Start End 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 

SC 170 US 278 SC 462 30,100 29,200 27,700 25,800 24,300 23,300 4.5% 

 
As previously shown in Table 6, the overall study area growth rate in the model was 2.7% per year without 
the proposed Okatie Village. 
 
Due to the difference in growth on SC 170 and Argent Boulevard, to determine the background growth, the 
application of a 2.9% per year growth rate was applied to the SC 170 corridor while a 1.5% per year growth 
rate was applied to the Argent Boulevard corridor.  
 
The No Build traffic volumes include existing traffic grown to the buildout year. Figure 6 (Appendix) and 
Figure 7 (Appendix) show the 2019 Phase 1 No Build AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes, respectively. 
Figure 8 (Appendix) and Figure 9 (Appendix) show the 2021 Phase 2 No Build AM and PM peak hour 
traffic volumes, respectively. Figure 10 (Appendix) and Figure 11 (Appendix) show the 2023 No Build 
AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes, respectively. 
 

7.3 Project Traffic 

The AM peak hour and PM peak hour projected project trips were assigned based on the trip distribution 
discussed in Section 5. 
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7.4 Build Traffic 

The total traffic volumes include the background traffic and the proposed development traffic at buildout. 
The 2019 Phase 1 AM and PM peak hour total traffic volumes are shown in Figure 6 (Appendix) and 
Figure 7 (Appendix), respectively. The 2021 Phase 2 AM and PM peak hour total traffic volumes are 
shonw in Figure 8 (Appendix) and Figure 9 (Appendix), respectively. The 2023 Buildout AM and PM 
peak hour total traffic volumes are shonw in Figure 10 (Appendix) and Figure 11 (Appendix), 
respectively. 
 
Intersection volume development worksheets are included in the Appendix. 
 

8.0 Capacity Analysis 
 
Capacity analyses were performed for the AM and PM peak hours for the Existing, No Build (2019, 2021, 
and 2023), and Build (2019, 2021, and 2023) conditions using the Synchro Version 9 software to determine 
the operating characteristics of the adjacent roadway network and the impacts of the proposed project. The 
analyses were conducted with methodologies contained in the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual 
(Transportation Research Board, December 2010).  
 
Capacity of an intersection is defined as the maximum number of vehicles that can pass through an 
intersection during a specified time, typically an hour. Capacity is described by level of service (LOS) for 
the operating characteristics of an intersection. LOS is a qualitative measure that describes operational 
conditions and motorist perceptions within a traffic stream. The Highway Capacity Manual defines six 
levels of service, LOS A through LOS F, with A being the best and F being the worst.  
 
LOS for signalized intersections is determined by the overall intersection operations and is reflected in 
average delay per vehicle. LOS D or better is typically considered acceptable for signalized intersections.  
 
LOS for a two-way stop-controlled (TWSC) intersection is determined by the delay of the poorest 
performing minor approach, as LOS is not defined for TWSC intersections as a whole. It is typical for 
minor stop-controlled side streets and driveways on major streets to experience longer delays at LOS E and 
LOS F during peak hours while the majority of the traffic moving through the corridor typically experiences 
little or no delay. Due to the traffic volumes on SC 170 the side street vehicle maneuvers are mostly two-
step maneuvers. On roadways with higher levels of traffic with medians large enough to store vehicles, 
drivers will often cross one direction of traffic and wait in the median for the second direction of traffic to 
clear. The analysis does not fully reflect the platooning of vehicles along the corridor from adjacent 
signalized intersections which results in gaps for these movements. This is not fully reflected in the analysis 
algorithms so the study results for the unsignalized intersections where medians exist are considered 
conservative and are typically lower in practice. 
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Capacity analyses were performed for the Existing, No Build (2019, 2021, and 2023), and Build (2019, 
2021, and 2023) AM and PM peak hour traffic conditions for the following intersections: 
 

 SC 170 at Argent Boulevard (signalized) 

 Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Pearlstine Drive/Cherry Point Road (signalized) 

 SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2 (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Schinger Avenue (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard (unsignalized) 

 SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive (signalized) 

 SC 170 at Site Access #1 (2023 Build conditions only) 
 

Existing signal timings were applied to the signalized intersections for the intersection analyses. Signal 
timings were optimized in the Build conditions to the signalized intersections.  
 
Figure 12 (Appendix) shows the proposed roadway laneage in the study area applied in the 2023 Build 
conditions analysis.  
 
8.1 2019 Capacity Analysis 

Capacity analyses were performed for the Existing, 2019 Phase 1 No Build, and 2019 Phase 1 Build AM 
and PM peak hour traffic conditions. The 2019 Phase 1 Build year conditions includes the following land 
uses: 
 

 Osprey Point PUD – 102 single-family detached units 

 River Oaks PUD – 101 single-family detached units 
 

8.1.1 SC 170 at Argent Boulevard 
Table 7 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2019 Phase 1 No Build, and 2019 Phase 1 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the 
signalized intersection of SC 170 at Argent Boulevard. 
 
As shown in Table 8, the intersection of SC 170 at Argent Boulevard currently operates at LOS D during 
the AM and PM peak hours. Based on the projected traffic growth, the intersection is projected to 
experience elevated delays during the AM peak hour and operate at LOS D during the PM peak hour in the 
2019 Phase 1 No Build conditions. With signal optimization, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS 
D during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2019 Phase 1 Build conditions.  
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1. Delay = average seconds of delay 

 

8.1.2 Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive 
Table 9 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2019 Phase 1 No Build, and 2019 Phase 1 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the 
unsignalized intersection of Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive. 
 
As shown in Table 9, the intersection of Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive currently 
operates at LOS D (eastbound and westbound approach) during the AM peak hour and experiences elevated 
delay, operating at LOS E (westbound approach), during the PM peak hour. Based on the projected traffic 
growth, the intersection is projected to continue to operate similarly in the 2019 Phase 1 No Build 
conditions. The addition of a northbound right-turn lane was included in the 2019 Phase 1 Build conditions. 
With this improvement, the intersection is projected to continue to operate similar to the 2019 Phase 1 No 
Build conditions, operating at LOS D (eastbound and westbound approach) during the AM peak hour and 
experiencing delay, operating at LOS E (westbound approach), during the PM peak hour in the 2019 Phase 
1 Build conditions. It is typical for minor stop-controlled side streets and driveways on major streets to 
experience longer delays at LOS E and LOS F during peak hours while the majority of the traffic moving 
through the corridor typically experiences little or no delay. 
 
 

Table 8: 
2019 Phase 1 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Argent Boulevard 

Analysis Scenario Approach 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 

B (12.5) 
D (46.8)  
F (149.6)  

D 
(45.7) 

B (15.8) 
C (22.3) 
F (168.1) 

D 
(38.2) 

2019 Phase 1  
No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

B (13.2) 
E (66.8) 
F (164.8) 

E 
(57.1) 

B (17.7) 
C (24.4) 
F (198.4) 

D 
(43.9) 

2019 Phase 1 Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

B (18.9) 
D (51.3) 
F (102.1) 

D 
(44.2) 

C (29.6) 
E (57.5) 
E (76.9) 

D 
(46.2) 
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1. Delay = average seconds of delay 

 

8.1.3 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive 
Table 10 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2019 Phase 1 No Build, and 2019 Phase 1 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the 
intersection of SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive. The intersection is currently unsignalized. 
Construction associated with the nearby animal shelter, accessed via Pritcher Point Road, includes the 
following intersection improvements, included in the 2019 Phase 1 No Build and 2019 Phase 1 Build 
conditions: 
 

 Northbound right-turn lane on SC 170 

 Southbound left-turn lane on SC 170 

 Westbound through/left-turn lane and right-turn lane on Pritcher Point Road 
 
The intersection was signalized in the 2019 Phase 1 Build conditions. This is consistent with the SC 170 
Access Management Plan. 
 
As shown in Table 10, the intersection of SC 170 at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive currently 
experiences elevated delay, operating at LOS F (westbound approach), during the AM peak hour and 
operates at LOS E during the PM peak hour (eastbound approach). The current westbound approach traffic 
volume is very low in the morning (two vehicles) however, those vehicles do experience delay. As stated 
previously, improvements to the intersection are being completed as part of construction associated with 
the nearby animal shelter on Pritcher Point Road. These improvements include installation of a northbound 
right-turn lane, a southbound left-turn lane, and configuration of the westbound approach to include a right-

Table 9: 
2019 Phase 1 Analysis Summary 

Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive 

Analysis Scenario Approach 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS (Delay1) Approach LOS (Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (0.2) 
A (0.2)  
D (30.0) 
D (32.6)  

A (0.3) 
A (0.2)  
D (32.6) 
E (36.4)  

2019 Phase 1  
No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (0.2) 
A (0.1) 
D (30.6) 
D (33.2) 

A (0.3) 
A (0.2) 
E (36.0) 
E (40.6) 

2019 Phase 1 Build 
with Improvements 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (0.2) 
A (0.2) 
D (27.0) 
D (31.3) 

A (0.3) 
A (0.2) 

D (34.4) 
E (40.4) 
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turn lane and a shared through-left lane. With these improvements, based on the projected traffic growth 
the intersection is projected to experience elevated delays, operating at LOS F (eastbound and westbound 
approaches) during the AM peak hour and at LOS C (eastbound approach) during the PM peak hours in the 
2019 Phase 1 No Build conditions. The intersection is planned to be signalized in the 2019 Phase 1 Build 
conditions. With signalization the intersection is projected to operate at LOS C during the AM and PM peak 
hours in the 2019 Phase 1 Build conditions. Performance of a traffic signal warrant analysis should be 
performed for this intersection at completion of Phase 1. 
 

1. Delay = average seconds of delay 
2. * Delay exceeds 300 seconds 
3. Overall intersection delay not calculated for two-way stop controlled intersections 

 

8.1.4 SC 170 at Pearlstine Road/Cherry Point Road 
Table 11 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2019 Phase 1 No Build, and 2019 Phase 1 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the 
signalized intersection of SC 170 at Pearlstine Road/Cherry Point Road. 
 
As shown in Table 11, the intersection of SC 170 at Pearlstine Road/Cherry Point Road currently 
experiences elevated delay in the AM peak hour and operates at LOS B during the PM peak hour. The AM 
peak hour delay is elevated on the westbound approach primarily due to the impacts of the Okatie 
Elementary School (intersection is the only access to the school from SC 170). School hours are from 7:40 
AM – 2:45 PM with drop-off in the morning allowed from 7:00 AM – 7:35 AM which coincides with the 

Table 10: 
2019 Phase 1 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive 

Analysis Scenario Approach 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (1.7) 
A (0.0)  
E (48.3)  
F (*)2  

N/A3 

A (0.6) 
A (0.0) 
E (36.7) 
A (0.0) 

N/A3 

2019 Phase 1  
No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (2.0) 
A (0.0) 
F (68.0) 
F (55.0) 

N/A3 

A (0.6) 
A (0.0) 
C (22.5) 
A (0.0) 

N/A3 

2019 Phase 1 Build 
with Improvements 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

B (18.3) 
D (41.1) 
D (49.5) 
D (51.3) 

C 
(32.3) 

C (24.3) 
B (16.4) 
C (34.7) 
C (30.7) 

C 
(21.5) 
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morning peak time of the SC 170 corridor. Based on the projected traffic growth, the intersection is 
projected to experience elevated delays during the AM peak hour and to operate at LOS B during the PM 
peak hour in the 2019 Phase 1 No Build conditions. With signal optimization the intersection is projected 
to operate at LOS D and LOS B during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, in the 2019 Phase 1 Build 
conditions.  
 

1. Delay = average seconds of delay 
2. * Delay exceeds 300 seconds 

 

8.1.5 Cherry Point Road 
Based on the projected flow on Cherry Point Road, an eastbound left-turn lane entering the school is 
recommended for consideration along with improvements to Cherry Point Road which may include 
restriping and repaving. These items should be closely coordinated with Beaufort County Staff regarding 
their requirements. In addition, it may be prudent for the school to consider a review of their drop-off and 
pick-up operations to limit impacts to Cherry Point Road. Coordination with the developer, school, and 
County is recommended. 
 

8.1.6 SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2 
Table 12 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2019 Phase 1 No Build, and 2019 Phase 1 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the 
unsignalized intersection of SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2. 
 

Table 11: 
2019 Phase 1 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Pearlstine Road/Cherry Point Road 

Analysis Scenario Approach 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

C (22.5) 
D (39.5)  
D (40.6)  

F (*)2 

E 
(72.8) 

B (18.0) 
B (13.8) 
D (37.2) 
D (35.7) 

B  
(16.7) 

2019 Phase 1  
No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

C (24.1) 
D (52.1) 
D (40.9) 

F (*)2 

F 
(85.2) 

C (22.3) 
B (15.3) 
D (37.5) 
D (35.8) 

B 
(19.6) 

2019 Phase 1 Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

C (27.5) 
D (40.1) 
D (49.6) 
F (233.4) 

D 
(54.5) 

B (12.6) 
B (13.8) 
C (32.2) 
C (31.3) 

B 
(13.8) 



Okatie Village - Traffic Impact Analysis  

 

 18 January 2018 

As shown in Table 12, the intersection of SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive currently experiences elevated delays 
during the AM and PM peak hours. The intersection is projected to continue to experience elevated delays 
during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2019 Phase 1 No Build conditions. The installation of an eastbound 
right-turn lane was applied in the 2019 Phase 1 Build conditions. The intersection was further reviewed for 
consideration of the installation of an exclusive northbound right-turn lane based on SCDOT Design 
Manual guidelines and the projected intersection volumes. It was found that a northbound right-turn lane 
was warranted in the 2019 Phase 1 Build conditions. With these improvements the intersection is projected 
to experience elevated delays during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2019 Phase 1 Build conditions. It 
is typical for minor stop-controlled side streets and driveways on major streets to experience longer delays 
at LOS E and LOS F during peak hours while the majority of the traffic moving through the corridor 
typically experiences little or no delay. 
 

1. Delay = average seconds of delay 
2. * Delay exceeds 300 seconds 

 

8.1.7 SC 170 at Schinger Avenue 
Table 13 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2019 Phase 1 No Build, and 2019 Phase 1 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the 
unsignalized intersection of SC 170 at Schinger Avenue.  
 
As shown in Table 13, the intersection of SC 170 at Schinger Avenue currently operates acceptably at LOS 
D and LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. Based on the projected traffic growth the 
eastbound approach of the intersection is expected to experience elevated delays during the AM peak hour, 
operating at LOS E and to operate at LOS D during the PM peak hours in the 2019 Phase 1 No Build and 
2019 Phase 1 Build conditions. It is typical for minor stop-controlled side streets and driveways on major 

Table 12: 
2019 Phase 1 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2 

Analysis Scenario Approach 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS (Delay1) Approach LOS (Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (0.4) 
A (0.0)  

F (279.1)  

A (0.4) 
A (0.0)  
F (*)2 

2019 Phase 1 
No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (0.4) 
A (0.0) 
E (47.2) 

A (0.4) 
A (0.0) 
F (64.4) 

2019 Phase 1 Build 
with Improvements 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (0.5) 
A (0.0) 
F (59.7) 
E (40.7) 

A (0.4) 
A (0.0) 
F (94.7)  
F (55.5) 
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streets to experience longer delays at LOS E and LOS F during peak hours while the majority of the traffic 
moving through the corridor typically experiences little or no delay. 
 

1. Delay = average seconds of delay 

 

8.1.8 SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard 
Table 14 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2019 Phase 1 No Build, and 2019 Phase 1 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the 
unsignalized intersection of SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard.  
 
As shown in Table 14, the intersection of SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard currently experiences elevated 
delay during the AM and PM peak hours. The intersection is projected to continue to experience elevated 
delays during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2019 Phase 1 No Build and 2019 Phase 1 Build conditions. 
These operations are typical for minor stop-controlled side streets and driveways on major streets to 
experience longer delays at LOS E and LOS F during peak hours while the majority of the traffic moving 
through the corridor typically experiences little or no delay.  
 
It is recommended based on the results of the No Build and Build conditions that consideration of extending 
the eastbound turn-lane to accommodate the project queue from the left-turn. This would allow right-turning 
vehicles to not be delayed by the left-turns.  
 
 
 

Table 13: 
2019 Phase 1 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Schinger Avenue 

Analysis Scenario Approach 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS (Delay1) Approach LOS (Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0)  

D (32.2)  

A (0.0) 
A (0.0)  
C (22.7)  

2019 Phase 1  
No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0) 
E (37.9) 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0) 

D (25.9) 

2019 Phase 1 Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0) 
E (42.2) 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0) 

D (27.5) 
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1. Delay = average seconds of delay 
2. * Delay exceeds 300 seconds 

 

8.1.9 SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive 
Table 15 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2019 Phase 1 No Build, and 2019 Phase 1 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the 
signalized intersection of SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive.   
 

1. Delay = average seconds of delay 

Table 14: 
2019 Phase 1 Analysis Summary 
SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard 

Analysis Scenario Approach 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS (Delay1) Approach LOS (Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (4.4) 
A (0.0)  
F (*)2 

A (0.9) 
A (0.0)  
F (*)2 

2019 Phase 1  
No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (6.3) 
A (0.0) 
F (50.7) 

A (1.0) 
A (0.0) 
F (*)2 

2019 Phase 1 Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (7.7) 
A (0.0) 
F (75.8) 

A (1.0) 
A (0.0) 
F (77.2) 

Table 15: 
2019 Phase 1 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive 

Analysis Scenario Approach 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (7.9) 
A (9.6)  
D (44.5)  
D (44.2)  

B 
(10.0) 

A (8.4) 
A (8.0) 

D (44.2) 
D (45.9) 

A  
(9.8) 

2019 Phase 1  
No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (8.7) 
B (10.9) 
D (44.7) 
D (44.3) 

B 
(11.0) 

A (9.2) 
A (8.7) 

D (44.3) 
D (46.2) 

B 
(10.5) 

2019 Phase 1 Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

B (14.7) 
B (10.5) 
D (37.0) 
D (36.7) 

B 
(13.6) 

B (13.8) 
B (12.5) 
C (31.6) 
C (32.7) 

B 
(14.0) 
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As shown in Table 15, the intersection of SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive currently operates acceptably at LOS 
B and LOS A during the AM and PM peak hours. Based on the projected traffic growth the intersection is 
projected to operate acceptably at LOS B during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2019 Phase 1 No Build 
conditions. In the 2019 Phase 1 Build conditions, signal optimization was applied to the signalized 
intersection. With this improvement the intersection is projected to continue to operate acceptably, 
operating at LOS B, during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2019 Phase 1 Build conditions.  
 

8.1.10 2019 Phase 1 Capacity Analysis Summary 
Based on the projected 2019 Phase 1 Build year future conditions, the following transportation 
improvements are recommended as a part of this project: 
 

 Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive – Installation of a northbound right-turn 
lane on Argent Boulevard 

 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive – Installation of a traffic signal, when warranted. 
Performance of a traffic signal warrant analysis at completion of phase. 

 SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2 – Installation of a northbound right-turn lane on SC 170, 
southbound left-turn lane on SC 170, and shared westbound left-turn lane, through lane, and right-
turn lane on Site Access #2. Installation of an exclusive eastbound right-turn lane on Red Oaks 
Drive. 

 Improvements to Cherry Point Road (to be coordinated with County Staff) – Improvements to 
roadway conditions from site access point to SC 170, potential installation of and eastbound left-
turn lane into the School property, etc. 

 Coordination with Beaufort County, Beaufort County School District Staff and Developer 
regarding school access 

 SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard – Consideration of extension of the eastbound right-turn lane on 
Riverwalk Boulevard 

 Traffic signal timing optimization at signalized intersections 
 
8.2 2021 Capacity Analysis 

Capacity analyses were performed for the Existing, 2021 Phase 2 No Build, and 2021 Phase 2 Build AM 
and PM peak hour traffic conditions. The 2021 Phase 2 Build year conditions includes the following land 
uses: 
 

 Osprey Point PUD – 331 single-family detached units 

 River Oaks PUD – 315 single-family detached units 
 

8.2.1 SC 170 at Argent Boulevard 
Table 16 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2021 Phase 2 No Build, and 2021 Phase 2 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the 
signalized intersection of SC 170 at Argent Boulevard. 
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As shown in Table 16, the intersection of SC 170 at Argent Boulevard currently operates at LOS D during 
the AM and PM peak hours. Based on the projected traffic growth, the intersection is projected to 
experience elevated delays during the AM peak hour and to operate at LOS D during the PM peak hour in 
the 2021 Phase 2 No Build conditions. With signal optimization of the intersection, the intersection is 
projected to operate at LOS D during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions.  
 

1. Delay = average seconds of delay 

 

8.2.2 Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive 
Table 17 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2021 Phase 2 No Build, and 2021 Phase 2 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the 
unsignalized intersection of Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive. 
 
As shown in Table 17, the intersection of Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive 
currently operates at LOS D (eastbound and westbound approaches) during the AM peak hour and 
experiences elevated delay, operating at LOS E (westbound approach) during the PM peak hour. Based on 
the projected traffic growth, the intersection is projected to experience elevated delays during the AM and 
PM peak hours for the 2021 Phase 2 No Build conditions for the eastbound and westbound approaches. As 
stated previously, the addition of a northbound right-turn lane was included in the 2019 Phase 1 Build 
conditions. In addition, the installation of a westbound left-turn lane was included in the 2021 Phase 2 Build 
conditions. With these improvements the intersection is projected to operate at LOS D during the AM peak 
hour (eastbound and westbound approaches) and to experience elevated delay, operating at LOS E 

Table 16: 
2021 Phase 2 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Argent Boulevard 

Analysis Scenario Approach 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 

B (12.5) 
D (46.8)  
F (149.6)  

D 
(45.7) 

B (15.8) 
C (22.3) 
F (168.1) 

D 
(38.2) 

2021 Phase 2  
No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

B (14.2) 
F (94.1) 

F (179.2) 

E 
(72.0) 

C (20.8) 
C (27.6) 
F (231.8) 

D 
(51.0) 

2021 Phase 2 Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

C (21.6) 
E (64.6) 
F (110.5) 

D 
(52.2) 

D (40.9) 
D (41.9) 
F (80.5) 

D 
(46.3) 
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(westbound approach) in the PM peak hour during the 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions. It is typical for minor 
stop-controlled side streets and driveways on major streets to experience longer delays at LOS E and LOS 
F during peak hours while the majority of the traffic moving through the corridor typically experiences little 
or no delay. 
 

1. Delay = average seconds of delay 

 

8.2.3 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive 
Table 18 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2021 Phase 2 No Build, and 2021 Phase 2 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the 
intersection of SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive. The intersection is currently unsignalized. 
As discussed previously, construction associated with a nearby animal shelter, accessed via Pritcher Point 
Road, includes the following intersection improvements, included in the 2021 Phase 2 No Build and 2021 
Phase 2 Build conditions: 
 

 Northbound right-turn lane on SC 170 

 Southbound left-turn lane on SC 170 

 Westbound through/left-turn lane and right-turn lane on Pritcher Point Road 
 
The intersection was assumed to be signalized in the 2021 Phase 2 conditions. 
 

Table 17: 
2021 Phase 2 Analysis Summary 

Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive 

Analysis Scenario Approach 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS (Delay1) Approach LOS (Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (0.2) 
A (0.2)  
D (30.0) 
D (32.6)  

A (0.3) 
A (0.2)  
D (32.6) 
E (36.4)  

2021 Phase 2  
No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (0.2) 
A (0.2) 
E (35.9) 
E (39.9) 

A (0.3) 
A (0.2) 
E (39.2) 
E (45.6) 

2021 Phase 2 Build 
with Improvements 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (0.2) 
A (0.1) 
D (30.1) 
D (27.9) 

A (0.3) 
A (0.2) 
E (38.8) 
D (34.6) 
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1. Delay = average seconds of delay 
2. * Delay exceeds 300 seconds 
3. Overall intersection delay not calculated for two-way stop controlled intersections 

 
As shown in Table 18, the intersection of SC 170 at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive currently 
experiences elevated delay, operating at LOS F (westbound approach), during the AM peak hour and 
operates at LOS E during the PM peak hour (eastbound approach). The current westbound approach traffic 
volume is very low in the morning (two vehicles) however, those vehicles do experience delay. As discussed 
previously, construction associated with a nearby animal shelter on Pritcher Point Road, includes 
installation of a northbound right-turn lane, a southbound left-turn lane, and configuration of the westbound 
approach to include a right-turn lane and a through-left lane. With these improvements, based on the 
projected traffic growth the intersection is projected to experience elevated delays, operating at LOS F 
(westbound and eastbound approaches) during the AM peak hour and to operate at LOS F during the PM 
peak hour (eastbound approach) in the 2021 Phase 2 No Build conditions. The intersection is planned to be 
signalized in the 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions. With signalization the intersection is projected to operate 
at LOS D and LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, in the 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions.  
 

8.2.4 SC 170 at Pearlstine Road/Cherry Point Road 
Table 19 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2021 Phase 2 No Build, and 2021 Phase 2 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the 
signalized intersection of SC 170 at Pearlstine Road/Cherry Point Road. 
 

Table 18: 
2021 Phase 2 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive 

Analysis Scenario Approach 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1,2) 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1,2) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1,2) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (1.7) 
A (0.0)  
E (48.3)  
F (*)2 

N/A3 

A (0.6) 
A (0.0) 
E (36.7) 
A (0.0) 

N/A3 

2021 Phase 2 
No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (2.4) 
A (0.0) 

F (101.6) 
F (107.6) 

N/A3 

A (0.7) 
A (0.0) 
F (78.2) 
A (0.0) 

N/A3 

2021 Phase 2 Build 
with Improvements 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

C (26.3) 
E (56.7) 
E (56.1) 
F (163.4) 

D 
(49.7) 

C (27.1) 
C (20.4) 
D (37.6) 
D (37.1) 

C 
(25.1) 
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1. Delay = average seconds of delay 
2. * Delay exceeds 300 seconds 

 

As shown in Table 19, the intersection of SC 170 at Pearlstine Road/Cherry Point Road currently 
experiences elevated delay in the AM peak hour and operates at LOS B during the PM peak hour. The AM 
peak hour delay is elevated on the westbound approach primarily due to the impacts of the Okatie 
Elementary School (intersection is the only access to the school from SC 170). Based on the projected 
traffic growth, the intersection is projected to experience elevated delays during the AM peak hour and to 
operate at LOS C during the PM peak hour in the 2021 Phase 2 No Build conditions. The installation of a 
second westbound left-turn lane with restriping of the westbound approach to dual left-turn lanes with a 
shared through right lane, and signal optimization were applied in the 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions. With 
these improvements the intersection is projected to operate at LOS D and LOS B during the AM and PM 
peak hours, respectively, in the 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions.  
 
The Cherry Point Road improvements were assumed to be complete as part of Phase 1. 
 

8.2.5 SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2 
Table 20 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2021 Phase 2 No Build, and 2021 Phase 2 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the 
unsignalized intersection of SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2. 
 

Table 19: 
2021 Phase 2 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Pearlstine Road/Cherry Point Road 

Analysis Scenario Approach 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

C (22.5) 
D (39.5)  
D (40.6)  

F (*)2 

E 
(72.8) 

B (18.0) 
B (13.8) 
D (37.2) 
D (35.7) 

B  
(16.7) 

2021 Phase 2  
No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

C (26.2) 
F (70.3) 
D (44.2) 

F (*)2 

F 
(99.2) 

C (30.1) 
B (16.9) 
D (37.6) 
D (35.8) 

C 
(24.6) 

2021 Phase 2 Build 
with Improvements 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

B (19.9) 
C (34.5) 
D (48.9) 
F (88.9) 

D 
(35.8) 

B (15.8) 
B (14.4) 
D (37.7) 
D (36.4) 

B 
(16.2) 
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1. Delay = average seconds of delay 
2. * Delay exceeds 300 seconds 

 
As shown in Table 20, the intersection of SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive currently experiences elevated delays 
during the AM and PM peak hours. The intersection is projected to continue to experience elevated delays 
during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2021 Phase 2 No Build conditions. As stated previously, the 
addition of an eastbound right-turn lane and northbound right-turn lane were included in the 2019 Phase 1 
Build conditions. In addition, the installation of an exclusive westbound right-turn lane with a shared 
through left lane exiting the site were applied in the 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions. With these 
improvements the intersection is projected to experience elevated delays during the AM and PM peak hours 
in the 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions (eastbound and westbound approaches). It is typical for minor stop-
controlled side streets and driveways on major streets to experience longer delays at LOS E and LOS F 
during peak hours while the majority of the traffic moving through the corridor typically experiences little 
or no delay. 
 

8.2.6 SC 170 at Schinger Avenue 
Table 21 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2021 Phase 2 No Build, and 2021 Phase 2 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the 
unsignalized intersection of SC 170 at Schinger Avenue.  
 
As shown in Table 21, the intersection of SC 170 at Schinger Avenue currently operates acceptably at LOS 
D and LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. Based on the projected traffic growth the 
intersection is expected to experience elevated delays during the AM peak hour and to operate at LOS D 
during PM peak hour in the 2023 No Build conditions. The intersection is projected to experience elevated 
delays during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions. It is typical for minor stop-

Table 20: 
2021 Phase 2 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2 

Analysis Scenario Approach 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS (Delay1) Approach LOS (Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (0.4) 
A (0.0)  

F (279.1)  

A (0.4) 
A (0.0)  
F (*)2 

2021 Phase 2  
No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (0.5) 
A (0.0) 
F (56.6) 

A (0.4) 
A (0.0) 
F (87.2) 

2021 Phase 2 Build 
with Improvements 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (0.6) 
A (0.0) 
F (86.8) 
F (70.1) 

A (0.4) 
A (0.0) 

F (159.7)  
F (91.4) 
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controlled side streets and driveways on major streets to experience longer delays at LOS E and LOS F 
during peak hours while the majority of the traffic moving through the corridor typically experiences little 
or no delay. 
 

1. Delay = average seconds of delay 

 

8.2.7 SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard 
Table 22 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2021 Phase 2 No Build, and 2021 Phase 2 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the 
unsignalized intersection of SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard.  
 
As shown in Table 22, the intersection of SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard currently experiences elevated 
delay during the AM and PM peak hours. The intersection is projected to continue to experience elevated 
delays during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2021 Phase 2 No Build and 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions. 
These operations are typical for minor stop-controlled side streets and driveways on major streets to 
experience longer delays at LOS E and LOS F during peak hours while the majority of the traffic moving 
through the corridor typically experiences little or no delay.  
 
As stated in Phase 1, it is recommended based on the results of the No Build and Build conditions that 
consideration of extending the eastbound turn-lane to accommodate the project queue from the left-turn. 
This would allow right-turning vehicles to not be delayed by the left-turns.  
 

Table 21: 
2021 Phase 2 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Schinger Avenue 

Analysis Scenario Approach 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS (Delay1) Approach LOS (Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0)  

D (32.2)  

A (0.0) 
A (0.0)  
C (22.7)  

2021 Phase 2  
No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0) 
E (46.7) 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0) 

D (30.4) 

2021 Phase 2 Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0) 
F (69.2) 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0) 
E (38.8) 
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1. Delay = average seconds of delay 
2. * Delay exceeds 300 seconds 

 

8.2.8 SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive 
Table 23 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2021 Phase 2 No Build, and 2021 Phase 2 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the 
signalized intersection of SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive.   
 

1. Delay = average seconds of delay 
2. * Delay exceeds 300 seconds 

Table 22: 
2021 Phase 2 Analysis Summary 
SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard 

Analysis Scenario Approach 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS (Delay1) Approach LOS (Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (4.4) 
A (0.0)  
F (*)2 

A (0.9) 
A (0.0)  
F (*)2 

2021 Phase 2  
No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (9.8) 
A (0.0) 

F (117.4) 

A (1.2) 
A (0.0) 
F (*)2 

2021 Phase 2 Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

D (19.4) 
A (0.0) 
F (75.9) 

A (1.2) 
A (0.0) 

F (192.1) 

Table 23: 
2021 Phase 2 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive 

Analysis Scenario Approach 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (7.9) 
A (9.6)  
D (44.5)  
D (44.2)  

B 
(10.0) 

A (8.4) 
A (8.0) 

D (44.2) 
D (45.9) 

A  
(9.8) 

2021 Phase 2  
No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (9.6) 
B (12.6) 
D (44.7) 
D (44.3) 

B 
(12.3) 

B (10.2) 
A (9.6) 

D (44.3) 
D (46.4) 

B 
(11.4) 

2021 Phase 2 Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (8.9) 
B (13.8) 
E (57.8) 
E (57.2) 

B 
(13.1) 

B (14.8) 
B (12.2) 
D (42.0) 
D (43.4) 

B 
(14.8) 
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As shown in Table 23, the intersection of SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive currently operates acceptably at LOS 
B and LOS A during the AM and PM peak hours. Based on the projected traffic growth the intersection is 
projected to operate at LOS B during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2021 Phase 2 No Build conditions. 
In the 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions, signal optimization was applied to the signalized intersection. With 
this improvement the intersection is projected to continue to operate similarly, operating at LOS B, during 
the AM and PM peak hours in the 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions.  
 

8.2.9 2021 Phase 2 Capacity Analysis Summary 
Based on the projected 2021 Phase 2 Build year future conditions, the following transportation 
improvements are recommended as a part of this project, in addition to the recommendations for the 
projected 2019 Phase 1 Build year future conditions: 
 

 Improvements listed in Phase 1 above 

 Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive – Installation of a westbound left-turn 
lane on Short Cut Drive 

 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive – Installation of westbound left-turn lane on Pritcher 
Point Road  

 SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2 – Installation westbound right-turn lane on Site Access 
#2 

 SC 170 at Pearlstine Drive/Cherry Point Road – Installation of an additional westbound left-turn 
lane on Cherry Point Road, and restriping of the westbound approach (Cherry Point Road) to dual 
left-turns with a shared through right lane 

 Traffic signal timing optimization at signalized intersections 
 

8.3 2023 Capacity Analysis 

Capacity analyses were performed for the Existing, 2023 No Build, and 2023 Build AM and PM peak 
hour traffic conditions. The 2023 Build year conditions include the following land uses: 
 

 Osprey Point PUD – 159,525 sf of retail, 53,175 sf of office space, and 396 single-family 
detached units 

 River Oaks PUD – 315 single-family detached units 
 
8.3.1 SC 170 at Argent Boulevard 
Table 24 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2023 No Build, and 2023 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the signalized intersection 
of SC 170 at Argent Boulevard. 
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1. Delay = average seconds of delay 

 
As shown in Table 24, the intersection of SC 170 at Argent Boulevard currently operates acceptably at 
LOS D during the AM and PM peak hours. Based on the projected traffic growth, the intersection is 
projected to experience elevated delays during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2023 No Build conditions. 
With the current intersection configuration, the intersection was projected to continue to experience 
elevated delay during the Build conditions. It is recommended that the eastbound approach movements be 
reconfigured, to provide dual left-turn lanes along with a right-turn lane. Based on the geometrics of this 
intersection the eastbound approach may be able to be restriped or the intersection approach may need to 
be redesigned. This would be determined as part of the design of the improvements by the project team in 
coordination with the County staff. With this improvement and signal optimization, the intersection is 
projected to operate acceptably at LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2023 Build conditions.  
 

8.3.2 Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive 
Table 25 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2023 No Build, and 2023 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the unsignalized intersection 
of Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive. 
 
 
 

Table 24: 
2023 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Argent Boulevard 

Analysis Scenario Approach 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 

B (12.5) 
D (46.8)  
F (149.6)  

D 
(45.7) 

B (15.8) 
C (22.3) 
F (168.1) 

D 
(38.2) 

2023 No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

B (15.4) 
F (123.7) 
F (196.1) 

F 
(88.3) 

C (26.4) 
C (33.1) 
F (267.0) 

E 
(60.5) 

2023 Build with 
Improvements 

NB 
SB 
EB 

B (11.3) 
D (36.1) 
F (84.5) 

C 
(31.2) 

C (21.8) 
D (35.6) 
D (51.2) 

C 
(30.7) 
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1. Delay = average seconds of delay 

 
As shown in Table 25, the intersection of Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive 
currently operates at LOS D during the AM peak hour and experiences elevated delay, operating at LOS E, 
during the PM peak hour (westbound approach). Based on the projected traffic growth, the intersection is 
projected to experience elevated delays during the AM and PM peak hours for the 2023 No Build 
conditions. As stated previously, the addition of a northbound right-turn lane and a westbound left-turn lane 
were included in the 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions and were also applied in the 2023 Build conditions. 
With these improvements the intersection is projected to operate acceptably at LOS D during the AM peak 
hour and to experience elevated delay, operating at LOS E, in the PM peak hour during the 2023 Build 
conditions (eastbound and westbound approaches). It is typical for minor stop-controlled side streets and 
driveways on major streets to experience longer delays at LOS E and LOS F during peak hours while the 
majority of the traffic moving through the corridor typically experiences little or no delay. 
 

8.3.3 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive 
Table 26 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2023 No Build, and 2023 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the intersection of SC 170 
at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive. The intersection is currently unsignalized. As discussed previously, 
construction associated with a nearby animal shelter, accessed via Pritcher Point Road, includes the 
following intersection improvements, included in the 2023 No Build and 2023 Build conditions: 
 

 Northbound right-turn lane on SC 170 

 Southbound left-turn lane on SC 170 

 Westbound through/left-turn lane and right-turn lane on Pritcher Point Road 

Table 25: 
2023 Analysis Summary 

Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive 

Analysis Scenario Approach 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS (Delay1) Approach LOS (Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (0.2) 
A (0.2)  
D (30.0) 
D (32.6)  

A (0.3) 
A (0.2)  
D (32.6) 
E (36.4)  

2023 No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (0.2) 
A (0.2) 
E (40.2) 
E (45.5) 

A (0.3) 
A (0.2) 
E (45.1) 
F (50.9) 

2023 Build with 
Improvements 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (0.2) 
A (0.2) 
D (34.2) 
D (31.9) 

A (0.3) 
A (0.2) 
E (47.1) 
E (45.5) 
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The intersection was assumed to be signalized in the 2023 conditions. A second westbound left-turn lane 
installed in Phase 2 was also included in the 2023 analysis. 
 

1. Delay = average seconds of delay 
2. * Delay exceeds 300 seconds 
3. Overall intersection delay not calculated for two-way stop controlled intersections 

 
As shown in Table 26, the intersection of SC 170 at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive currently 
experiences elevated delay, operating at LOS F (westbound approach), during the AM peak hour and 
operates at LOS E during the PM peak hour (eastbound approach). The current westbound approach traffic 
volume is very low in the morning (two vehicles) however, those vehicles do experience delay. Based on 
the projected traffic growth the intersection is projected to continue to experience elevated delays during 
the AM peak hour, operating at LOS F (eastbound and westbound approaches), and to operate at LOS D 
during the PM peak hour in the 2023 conditions. With the improvements discussed above, the intersection 
is projected to operate acceptably at LOS D in the AM and PM peak hours during the 2023 Build conditions.  
 

8.3.4 SC 170 at Pearlstine Road/Cherry Point Road 
Table 27 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2023 No Build, and 2023 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the signalized intersection 
of SC 170 at Pearlstine Road/Cherry Point Road. 
 

Table 26: 
2023 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive 

Analysis Scenario Approach 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (1.7) 
A (0.0)  
E (48.3)  
F (*)2 

N/A3 

A (0.6) 
A (0.0) 
C (19.7) 
A (0.0) 

N/A3 

2023 No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (3.0) 
A (0.0) 

F (154.1) 
F (*)2 

N/A3 

A (0.7) 
A (0.0) 

D (30.9) 
A (0.0) 

N/A3 

2023 Build with 
Improvements 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

C (23.2) 
E (56.3) 
F (86.8) 

F (135.5) 

D 
(47.4) 

C (34.6) 
C (28.2) 
E (72.3) 
F (110.4) 

D 
(37.4) 
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1. Delay = average seconds of delay 
2. * Delay exceeds 300 seconds 

 

As shown in Table 27, the intersection of SC 170 at Pearlstine Road/Cherry Point Road currently 
experiences elevated delay in the AM peak hour (westbound approach) and operates at LOS B during the 
PM peak hour. The AM peak hour delay is elevated on the westbound approach due to the impacts of the 
Okatie Elementary School using this intersection as the primary access to the school. Based on the projected 
traffic growth, the intersection is projected to experience elevated delays during the AM peak hour 
(westbound approach) and to operate at LOS C during the PM peak hour in the 2023 No Build conditions. 
As stated in Phase 2, the installation of a second westbound left-turn lane, and signal optimization were 
applied in the 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions and were applied in the 2023 Build conditions analysis. In 
addition, the installation of an eastbound left-turn lane was applied in the 2023 Build conditions. With these 
improvements the intersection is projected to operate at LOS D and LOS C during the AM and PM peak 
hours, respectively, in the 2023 Build conditions.  
 
The Cherry Point Road improvements were assumed to be complete as part of Phase 1. 
 

8.3.5 SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2 
Table 28 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2023 No Build, and 2023 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the unsignalized intersection 
of SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2. 

Table 27: 
2023 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Pearlstine Road/Cherry Point Road 

Analysis Scenario Approach 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

C (22.5) 
D (39.5)  
D (40.6)  

F (*)2 

E 
(72.8) 

B (18.0) 
B (13.8) 
D (37.2) 
D (35.7) 

B  
(16.7) 

2023 No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

C (29.4) 
F (94.3) 
D (44.5) 

F (*)2 

F 
(118.8) 

D (46.0) 
B (19.3) 
D (37.8) 
D (35.9) 

C 
(34.1) 

2023 Build with 
Improvements 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

C (34.1) 
D (46.7) 
E (75.5) 
F (109.7) 

D 
(48.9) 

C (27.4) 
B (15.3) 
E (67.6) 
F (96.8) 

C 
(25.2) 
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1. Delay = average seconds of delay 
2. * Delay exceeds 300 seconds 

 
As shown in Table 28, the intersection of SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive currently experiences elevated delays 
during the AM and PM peak hours. The intersection is projected to continue to experience elevated delays 
during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2023 No Build conditions. As stated previously, the installation 
of an eastbound right-turn lane, a northbound right-turn lane, and a westbound right-turn lane and a through-
left lane exiting the site to help facilitate traffic flow out of the site were applied in the 2021 Phase 2 Build 
conditions. These improvements were also applied in the 2023 Build conditions. With these improvements 
the intersection is projected to experience elevated delays during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2023 
Build conditions. It is typical for minor stop-controlled side streets and driveways on major streets to 
experience longer delays at LOS E and LOS F during peak hours while the majority of the traffic moving 
through the corridor typically experiences little or no delay. As the development builds out and as back 
access is established on both sides of SC 170, this location may be considered for right-in, right-out 
operations.  
 

8.3.6 SC 170 at Schinger Avenue 
Table 29 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2023 No Build, and 2023 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the unsignalized intersection 
of SC 170 at Schinger Avenue.  
 
 

Table 28: 
2023 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2 

Analysis Scenario Approach 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS (Delay1) Approach LOS (Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (0.4) 
A (0.0)  

F (279.1)  

A (0.4) 
A (0.0)  
F (*)2 

2023 No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (0.5) 
A (0.0) 
F (75.6) 

A (0.4) 
A (0.0) 
F (124) 

2023 Build with 
Improvements 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (0.6) 
A (0.0) 

F (189.5) 
F (268.4) 

A (0.5) 
A (0.1) 
F (*)  

F (188.2) 
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1. Delay = average seconds of delay 

 
As shown in Table 29, the intersection of SC 170 at Schinger Avenue currently operates acceptably at LOS 
D and LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. Based on the projected traffic growth the 
intersection is expected to experience elevated delays during the AM and PM peak hours during the 2023 
No Build and 2023 Build conditions. It is typical for minor stop-controlled side streets and driveways on 
major streets to experience longer delays at LOS E and LOS F during peak hours while the majority of the 
traffic moving through the corridor typically experiences little or no delay. 
 

8.3.7 SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard 
Table 30 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2023 No Build, and 2023 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the unsignalized intersection 
of SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard.  
 
As shown in Table 30, the intersection of SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard currently experiences elevated 
delay during the AM and PM peak hours. The intersection is projected to continue to experience elevated 
delays during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2023 No Build and 2023 Build conditions. These operations 
are typical for minor stop-controlled side streets and driveways on major streets to experience longer delays 
at LOS E and LOS F during peak hours while the majority of the traffic moving through the corridor 
typically experiences little or no delay. It is recommended based on the results of the No Build and Build 
conditions that consideration of extending the eastbound turn-lane to accommodate the project queue from 
the left-turn. This would allow right-turning vehicles to not be delayed by the left-turns.  
 

Table 29: 
2023 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Schinger Avenue 

Analysis Scenario Approach 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS (Delay1) Approach LOS (Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0)  

D (32.2)  

A (0.0) 
A (0.0)  
C (22.7)  

2023 No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0) 
F (59.6) 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0) 
E (37.0) 

2023 Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0) 

F (113.4) 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0) 
F (70.8) 
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1. Delay = average seconds of delay 
2. * Delay exceeds 300 seconds 

 

8.3.8 SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive 
Table 31 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 
Existing, 2023 No Build, and 2023 Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the unsignalized intersection 
of SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive.   
 

1. Delay = average seconds of delay 
2. * Delay exceeds 300 seconds 

Table 30: 
2023 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard 

Analysis Scenario Approach 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS (Delay1) Approach LOS (Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 

A (4.4) 
A (0.0)  
F (*)2 

A (0.9) 
A (0.0)  
F (*)2 

2023 No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

C (15.3) 
A (0.0) 
F (66.6) 

A (1.3) 
A (0.0) 

F (136.5) 

2023 Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 

D (32.8) 
A (0.0) 

F (196.5) 

A (1.8) 
A (0.0) 
F (*)2 

Table 31: 
2023 Analysis Summary 

SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive 

Analysis Scenario Approach 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Approach LOS 
(Delay1) 

Overall LOS 
(Delay1) 

Existing 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

A (7.9) 
A (9.6)  
D (44.5)  
D (44.2)  

B 
(10.0) 

A (8.4) 
A (8.0) 

D (44.2) 
D (45.9) 

A  
(9.8) 

2023 No Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

B (10.9) 
B (15.3) 
D (44.8) 
D (44.4) 

B 
(14.3) 

B (11.5) 
B (10.8) 
D (44.4) 
D (46.6) 

B 
(12.6) 

2023 Build 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

B (12.0) 
C (22.0) 
E (58.3) 
E (57.4) 

B 
(18.8) 

B (14.9) 
B (13.0) 
E (57.8) 
E (60.0) 

B 
(15.9) 
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As shown in Table 31, the intersection of SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive currently operates acceptably at LOS 
B and LOS A during the AM and PM peak hours. Based on the projected traffic growth the intersection is 
projected to operate acceptably at LOS B during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2023 No Build 
conditions. In the 2023 Build conditions, signal optimization was applied to the signalized intersection. 
With this improvement the intersection is projected to continue to operate acceptably, operating at LOS B, 
during the AM and PM peak hours in the 2023 Build conditions.  
 

8.3.9 SC 170 at Site Access #1 
Table 32 summarizes LOS and control delay (average seconds of delay per vehicle) for the projected 2023 
Build AM and PM peak hour conditions for the unsignalized intersection of SC 170 at Site Access #1. 
 
This location has been shown in previous planning efforts for the PUDs but is not consistent with the SC 
170 Access Management Plan as noted by Staff in their comments. Formal allowance of this access will 
need to be coordinated with the County. If this access point is not allowed, the trips assigned to this 
intersection would be redistributed to other access points.  
 

1. Delay = average seconds of delay 

 
The RIRO intersection of SC 170 at Site Access #1 was reviewed for consideration of the installation of an 
exclusive northbound right-turn lane on SC 170 based on SCDOT Design Manual guidelines and projected 
intersection volumes. The AM and PM peak hour conditions meet the guidelines for installation of an 
exclusive northbound right-turn lane. As shown in Table 32, with this improvement the intersection is 
projected to operate acceptably at LOS C during the AM peak hour and to experience elevated delays during 
the PM peak hour in the 2023 Build conditions. The westbound approach queuing is projected to be 
approximately one vehicle in the AM peak hour conditions and two vehicles in the PM peak hour 
conditions. These operations are typical for minor stop-controlled side streets and driveways on major 
streets to experience longer delays at LOS E and LOS F during peak hours while the majority of the traffic 
moving through the corridor typically experiences little or no delay. 
 
 

Table 32: 
2023 Analysis Summary 
SC 170 at Site Access #1 

Analysis Scenario Approach 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Approach LOS (Delay1) Approach LOS (Delay1) 

2023 Build 

NB 
SB 
WB 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0) 
C (21.7) 

A (0.0) 
A (0.0) 
E (48.0) 
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8.3.10 2023 Capacity Analysis Summary 
Based on the projected 2023 Build future conditions, the following transportation improvements are 
recommended as a part of this project: 
 

 Improvements listed in Phase 1 and Phase 2 above 

 SC 170 at Argent Boulevard – Signal optimization and reconfiguration of the eastbound approach 
to dual left-turn lanes with shared right-turn lane 

 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive – Install westbound dual left-turn lanes on Pritcher 
Point Road  

 SC 170 at Site Access #1 – Installation of a northbound right-turn lane on SC 170  

 Traffic signal timing optimization at signalized intersections 
 

8.4 Year 2023 - SC 170 Arterial Analysis 

Arterial analysis was performed for the SC 170 in the study area for the AM, Midday and PM peak hour 
conditions. The arterial level of service reviews the travel speed on a corridor. Travel speed considers 
intersection delay and travel time along the segments. The SC 170 corridor from Argent Boulevard to 
Tidewatch Drive was reviewed. Table 33 provides a comparison of the arterial level of service between the 
Existing, 2023 No Build and 2023 Build conditions during the AM and PM peak hours.  
 
In the Existing and 2023 No Build conditions, the intersection of Pritcher Point Road is not included because 
it is unsignalized in those conditions. During the morning and evening peak hour conditions, the arterial is 
operating at LOS D or better in the northbound direction (to Beaufort area) for all scenarios. In the 
southbound direction (to Bluffton area) in the morning peak, the arterial is operating at LOS D in the 
Existing conditions and LOS E in the 2023 No Build and Build conditions with 0.1 mph difference in 
overall travel speed between No Build and Build. In the southbound direction (to Bluffton area) in the 
evening peak, the arterial is operating at LOS C in the Existing conditions and 2023 No Build conditions 
and LOS D in the 2023 Build conditions.   
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Table 33:  
Arterial Level of Service – SC 170 

LOS (Speed in mph) 
 

Existing Conditions 
2023 No Build 

Conditions 
2023 Build 
Conditions 

Cross Street 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM 
Peak 
Hour 

NB SC 170 

Tidewatch Drive 
D 

(26.6) 
D 

(25.7) 
D 

(24.5) 
D 

(22.9) 
D 

(23.7) 
E 

(20.3) 

Cherry Point Road 
D 

(26.7) 
B 

(34.2) 
D 

(23.2) 
D 

(29.6) 
D 

(22.4) 
D 

(25.4) 

Pritcher Point Road n/a n/a n/a n/a 
D 

(23.1) 
E 

(16.9) 

Argent Boulevard 
B 

(36.5) 
B 

(34.6) 
B 

(34.8) 
C 

(29.8) 
C 

(27.9) 
D 

(22.0) 

Total 
C 

(31.0) 
C 

(32.9) 
C 

(38.2) 
C 

(28.6) 
D 

(24.0) 
D 

(21.1) 

SB SC 170 

Argent Boulevard 
F 

(6.2) 
F 

(8.0) 
F 

(2.9) 
F 

(6.5) 
F 

(6.8) 
F 

(7.3) 

Pritcher Point Road n/a n/a n/a n/a 
F 

(14.0) 
E 

(20.5) 

Cherry Point Road 
C 

(30.8) 
B 

(39.1) 
E 

(19.0) 
B 

(36.8) 
F 

(16.0) 
D 

(26.4) 

Tidewatch Drive 
B 

(35.9) 
B 

(36.8) 
C 

(32.7) 
B 

(34.7) 
C 

(30.0) 
C 

(32.9) 

Total 
D 

(27.0) 
C 

(32.1) 
E 

(17.1) 
C 

(29.2) 
E 

(17.2) 
D 

(23.2) 

1. n/a = not signalized 

 

8.5 Analysis Summary 

Based on the analysis the following Phase 1 (2019) transportation improvements are recommended: 
 

 Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive – Installation of a northbound right-turn 
lane on Argent Boulevard 

 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive – Installation of a traffic signal, when warranted. 
Performance of a traffic signal warrant analysis at completion of phase. 

 SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2 – Installation of a northbound right-turn lane on SC 170, 
southbound left-turn lane on SC 170, and shared westbound left-turn lane, through lane, and right-
turn lane on Site Access #2. Installation of an exclusive eastbound right-turn lane on Red Oaks 
Drive. 
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 Improvements to Cherry Point Road (to be coordinated with County Staff) – Improvements to 
roadway conditions from site access point to SC 170, potential installation of left-turn lane into the 
School property, etc. 

 Coordination with Beaufort County, Beaufort County School District Staff and Developer 
regarding school access 

 SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard – Consideration of extension of the eastbound right-turn lane on 
Riverwalk Boulevard 

 Traffic signal timing optimization at signalized intersections 
 
Based on the analysis the following Phase 2 (2021) transportation improvements are recommended: 
 

 Improvements listed in Phase 1 above 

 Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive – Installation of a westbound left-turn 
lane on Short Cut Drive 

 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive – Installation of westbound left-turn lane on Pritcher 
Point Road  

 SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2 – Installation westbound right-turn lane on Site Access 
#2 

 SC 170 at Pearlstine Drive/Cherry Point Road – Installation of an additional westbound left-turn 
lane on Cherry Point Road, and restriping of the westbound approach (Cherry Point Road) to dual 
left-turns with a shared through right lane 

 Traffic signal timing optimization at signalized intersections 
 
Based on the analysis the following ultimate (2023) transportation improvements are recommended: 
 

 Improvements listed in Phase 1 and Phase 2 above 

 SC 170 at Argent Boulevard – Signal optimization and reconfiguration of the eastbound approach 
to dual left-turn lanes with shared right-turn lane 

 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive – Install westbound dual left-turn lanes on Pritcher 
Point Road  

 SC 170 at Site Access #1 – Installation of a northbound right-turn lane on SC 170  

 Traffic signal timing optimization at signalized intersections 
 
Results in this report are based solely on traffic studies and are considered input into final design 
considerations. The final design will be determined by the project engineer after other design elements 
(such as, but not limited to, utilities, stormwater, etc.) are taken into consideration.  
 

9.0 Conclusion 
 
The Okatie Village is located in Beaufort County, SC on the east side of SC 170, near Pritcher Point Road 
and Cherry Point Road. Okatie Village includes two development areas being studied, Osprey Point PUD 



Okatie Village - Traffic Impact Analysis  

 

 41 January 2018 

and River Oaks PUD. The development will be accessed via three full access points along SC 170 and a 
RIRO access point. For the purposes of this TIA, the proposed development is assumed to be complete by 
2023, constructed in three phases. Land uses listed are cumulative. 
 
The Phase 1 2019 Phase 1 Build conditions for this study and includes the following land uses: 

 Osprey Point PUD – 102 single-family detached units 

 River Oaks PUD – 101 single-family detached units 
 
The Phase 2 2021 Phase 2 Build conditions for this study and includes the following land uses: 

 Osprey Point PUD – 331 single-family detached units 

 River Oaks PUD – 315 single-family detached units 
 

The Buildout 2023 Build conditions for this study and includes the following land uses: 

 Osprey Point PUD – 159,525 sf of retail, 53,175 sf of office space, and 370 single-family 
detached units 

 River Oaks PUD – 315 single-family detached units 
 
Based on the analysis the following Phase 1 (2019) transportation improvements are recommended: 
 

 Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive – Installation of a northbound right-turn 
lane on Argent Boulevard 

 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive – Installation of a traffic signal, when warranted. 
Performance of a traffic signal warrant analysis at completion of phase. 

 SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2 – Installation of a northbound right-turn lane on SC 170, 
southbound left-turn lane on SC 170, and shared westbound left-turn lane, through lane, and right-
turn lane on Site Access #2. Installation of an exclusive eastbound right-turn lane on Red Oaks 
Drive. 

 Improvements to Cherry Point Road (to be coordinated with County Staff) – Improvements to 
roadway conditions from site access point to SC 170, potential installation of left-turn lane into the 
School property, etc. 

 Coordination with Beaufort County, Beaufort County School District Staff and Developer 
regarding school access 

 SC 170 at Riverwalk Boulevard – Consideration of extension of the eastbound right-turn lane on 
Riverwalk Boulevard 

 Traffic signal timing optimization at signalized intersections 
 
Based on the analysis the following Phase 2 (2021) transportation improvements are recommended: 
 

 Improvements listed in Phase 1 above 

 Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Drive – Installation of a westbound left-turn 
lane on Short Cut Drive 
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 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive – Installation of westbound left-turn lane on Pritcher 
Point Road  

 SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive/Site Access #2 – Installation westbound right-turn lane on Site Access 
#2 

 SC 170 at Pearlstine Drive/Cherry Point Road – Installation of an additional westbound left-turn 
lane on Cherry Point Road, and restriping of the westbound approach (Cherry Point Road) to dual 
left-turns with a shared through right lane 

 Traffic signal timing optimization at signalized intersections 
 
Based on the analysis the following ultimate (2023) transportation improvements are recommended: 
 

 Improvements listed in Phase 1 and Phase 2 above 

 SC 170 at Argent Boulevard – Signal optimization and reconfiguration of the eastbound approach 
to dual left-turn lanes with shared right-turn lane 

 SC 170 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Drive – Install westbound dual left-turn lanes on Pritcher 
Point Road  

 SC 170 at Site Access #1 – Installation of a northbound right-turn lane on SC 170  

 Traffic signal timing optimization at signalized intersections 
 
Results in this report are based solely on traffic studies and are considered input into final design 
considerations. The final design will be determined by the project engineer after other design elements 
(such as, but not limited to, utilities, stormwater, etc.) are taken into consideration.  
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The SC 170 and US 278 corridors are key arterials in Beaufort County. These arterials currently 
serve high traffic volumes during the peak hours, with the US 278 corridor serving heavy 
seasonal traffic flow to/from Hilton Head Island and the Town of Bluffton. In the face of high 
existing volumes and strong projected growth in the area, Beaufort County is interested in 
maximizing the available capacity on these existing roadway corridors that link the City of 
Beaufort, Town of Bluffton, Hilton Head Island, and I-95. The SC 170 corridor north of US 278 
borders Jasper County, which is also projecting high growth into the future. 

At the request of Beaufort County, Day Wilburn Associates, Inc. (DWA) has performed an 
analysis of the SC 170 corridor from US 278 to Old Baileys Road and the US 278 corridor from 
SC 170 to the Jasper County Line. The study of the SC 170 corridor began by considering 
application of the existing US 278 corridor access management standards (east of SC 170). The 
existing access management standards for the US 278 corridor are documented in the US 278 
Immediate Needs Study, 2000, by Wilbur Smith Associates, Inc. (WS). The existing US 278 
standards were overlaid onto the SC 170 roadway network and major development access 
locations, and the intersection spacing criteria were modified slightly to fit the conditions along 
the SC 170 corridor. Analysis of traffic conditions along the SC 170 corridor revealed that the 
proposed standards provide good operations which maximize available throughput. These draft 
SC 170 corridor standards were used as the basis for development of draft Countywide Access 
Management Standards, in conjunction with the Comprehensive Plan update. The draft 
Countywide Access Management Standards are documented in Beaufort County Access 
Management Standards, September 2002, by DWA. 

DWA then performed additional analysis along the SC 170 corridor north of US 278 and along 
US 278 west of SC 170 with additional plarmed development, including the USC New River 
Campus. The following paragraphs summarize the need for access management standards along 
the US 278 and SC 170 corridors and describe the consistency in application of the access 
management standards along US 278 east and west of SC 170, as well as along SC 170 north of 
us 278. 

Need for Access Management Standards 

The Beaufort County Draft Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Update, January 2003, 
indicates southern Beaufort County grew by 73% in the 1990s, and the county as a whole was 
the fastest growing county in South Carolina The future land use plan indicates the County has 
a capacity for 177,000 additional residents. This additional growth will further strain the arterial 
roadway network in Beaufort County, including the US 278 and SC 170 corridors. 

The US 278 and SC 170 corridors are designated as principal arterials on the County's 
Functional Classification Map. These are the only roads in southern Beaufort County providing 
for long distance through traveL Therefore, the through capacity along these roadways must be. 
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preserved, as indicated in the Comprehensive Plan. Preserving the throughput capacity in a 
manner consistent with serving long trips along the corridor means preserving capacity at a 
reasonable corridor level of service (LOS) to allow consistent travel times with minimal 
stopping. 

Physical barriers provide constraints on implementation of new parallel principal arterials, 
including: 

• Distances between Beaufort and Bluffton/Hilton Head 
• Wetlands and waterways which]Uniting capacity expansion 
• Increased development reducing available routes and increasing right-of-way cost 

Therefore, preservation of the existing capacity to satisfy long trips is needed to accommodate 
the planned growth, as indicated in the County's Comprehensive Plan and accounted for in the 
Countywide TRANPLAN travel demand model. 
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PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL 

INCREASING ACCESS 

As this graphic shows, as a 
roadway provides more access 
it will experience reduced 
capacity. A principal arterial 
such as US 278 and SC 170 
focuses on mobility as a 
priority over local access . 

The County's comprehensive planning process and other planning efforts have recognized the 
goal of focusing on mobility for the US 278 and SC 170 corridors. It would be more expensive 
and have greater impacts to install a new continuous parallel roadway to satisfy long trips versus 
installing shorter connecting roadways to accommodate shorter trips. Therefore, the operational 
strategy for the US 278 and SC 170 corridors includes: 

• Maximize the throughput capacity along US 278 and SC 170. 
• Use existing parallel roadways, such as Bluffton Parkway, to satisfy shorter trips, and 

install additional parallel roadway connections. 
• Use backside connections and interparcel access to minimize the need for travel along US 

278 or SC 170 to access development generated trips from within the local area. 
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In addition to the operational benefits of less frequent interruptions to mainline traffic flow, the 
spacing of access points facilitates use of minor arterials and collectors to provide connections to 
final trip origins/destinations. 

Analysis Area 

The following corridor sections were examined as a part of this analysis: 

• SC 170 from US 278 to Old Baileys Road 
• US 278 from SC 170 to Jasper County Line 

This study area is shown in Figure 1. Existing roadway conditions, including the location of 
existing traffic signals and the number of travel lanes on each section of roadway, are shown in 
Figure 2. As this figure indicates, the study corridors are primarily four-lane divided roads with 
some existing five-lane sections (including two-way left turn lanes). Discussions with SCDOT 
revealed that the locations of existing median breaks was negotiated as a part of the right-of-way 
purchase along these corridors. Therefore, the existing breaks in access along the corridors are 
likely to remain in place. Existing traffic volumes for the 1999 base year conditions are shown 
in Figure 3. These volumes indicate conditions below the capacities of the SC 170 and US 278 
corridors with few existing signalized access points. 

New Development Considered in Analysis 

The corridor analysis considered planned growth above the growth by TAZ already provided in 
the growth assumptions for the Beaufort County TRANPLAN model. The TRANPLAN model 
was modified to account for the following growth: 

• Specific growth planned along SC 170 in Beaufort County was considered 
o Growth assumed in Beaufort County TRANPLAN model to reflect buildout 

conditions (year 2020) was used as a starting point 
o Beaufort County TAZ 74 disaggregated to account for development patterns along 

east side of SC 170 
o Additional growth planned in vicinity of Cherry Point Road I Pritcher Point Road was 

added to model (TAZs 90 and 91) 

• Jasper County growth planned in the Branigar Plan was included in analysis 
o Additional TAZs added west of SC 170 and north of US 278 to account for Branigar 

Planned Development in Jasper County 
o Additional primary roadway network in Jasper County and/or new interchange with I-

95 was not considered 
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• Additional College Campus growth was considered along US 278 
o Additional growth added in new TAZ 107 to account for USC New River Campus 

south of US 278 
o Additional growth added in new T AZ 108 to account for TCL College north of US 

278 

Analysis Methodology 

A variety of analysis tools were used to determine the roadway capacity available along sections 
of the corridor and compare it to projected volumes with access management standards applied 
along the corridor. The corridor analysis was performed using future year 2020 traffic volumes 
obtained from modifying the Beaufort County TRANPLAN model to reflect additional planned 
development in Beaufort County and adjacent portions of Jasper County, as documented in SC 
170/US 278 Corridor Study Travel Demand Model Technical Memorandum, September 2003. 
The paragraphs below indicate the analysis steps undertaken. 

Modification of County TRANPLAN Model 

The Beaufort County TRANPLAN model was used to project future buildout traffic volumes for 
year 2020 (refer to Figure 4). The TRANPLAN runs included: 

• Base year conditions 
• 2020 E+C network 
• 2020 E+C network with potential roadway connections in Jasper County, including 

widening of John Smith Road to five-lane section and connection of roadway from Tide • 
Watch Drive to John Smith Road 

Corridor Capacity Determined 

The corridor capacity was determined through examination of operations along the arterial as a 
whole as well as at typical intersections. Arterial analysis was conducted using HCM 
methodology to examine potential access spacing. Individual intersection analysis was 
performed using Synchro software to determine the throughput capacity at typical intersections 
with projected future operations. 

Corridor Capacity Compared to Future Projected Volumes at Buildout (2020) 

The capacity of the corridor was compared to future projected traffic volumes at buildout for the 
following two future conditions: 

• 2020 E+C 
• 2020 E+C with potential improvements to roadway network currently under 

consideration by Jasper County 
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Existing US 278 Access Management Standards Considered for Application 

The corridor analysis began with the existing access management standards, currently adopted 
by the County and applied along US 278 east of SC 170, including the following: 

• Full signalized access- 3,600' spacing 
• Directional signalized access- 2,000' spacing 
• Right-in-right out only driveway spacing- I ,000' 

As intersection spacing standards were considered for SC 170 north of US 278, the existing US 
278 access management standards were modified to reflect likely signalized access needs as 
reflected by local development patterns and existing roadway network. This resulted in the 
following signal spacing standards: 

• Full signalized access- 3,200' spacing 
• Directional signalized access- 1,900' spacing 
• Right-in/right-out only driveway spacing- 500' 

These draft SC 170 corridor standards were used as the basis for development of draft 
Countywide Access Management Standards, in conjunction with the Comprehensive Plan 
update. DW A then performed additional analysis along the SC 170 corridor north of US 278 and 
along US 278 west of SC 170 with additional planned development, including the USC New 
River Campus. 

As the modified intersection spacing standards were applied, they were compared to the existing 
US 278 access management standards, currently applied east of SC 170. The section of SC 170 
north of US 278 has more frequent intersections with arterial and collector streets and existing 
major development access points than are present along US 278 east of SC 170, where the 
existing access management standards are in place. Similarly, the US 278 corridor from Sun 
City through John Smith Road has more frequent intersections with existing roads and planned 
college access locations than are present along US 278 east of SC 170. The modified signal 
spacing developed along US 278 west of SC 170 and along SC 170 north of US 278 fit with 
these roadway and major access spacings, while providing adequate signal spacing so that 
interaction between traffic signals does not limit throughput capacity. 

Study Findings and Conclusions 

Analysis of the SC 170 and US 278 corridors has resulted in the study findings and conclusions 
described below. The analysis indicates access management is needed to maximize the use of 
the existing roadway for servicing through vehicles as traffic volumes increase in the future. The 
access management standards allow the roadway to operate with less friction, at levels closer to 
the available volume throughput at the intersections. With frequent signal spacing, usable 
roadway capacity can decrease 15-20% due to friction and multiple stops. 

' '~)-. 
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Projected Traffic Volume Growth 

The TRANPLAN results indicate significant traffic volume growth to year 2020 (4-5% per 
year): 

• Traffic volumes along SC 170 are projected to increase by 26,000 vpd through 2020 
(4.7% per year) 

• Traffic volumes along US 278 are projected to increase by 35,000 vpd through 2020 
(5.5% per year) · 

Comparison of Projected Volumes to Corridor Capacity 

The arterial analysis confirmed the intersection spacing standards are appropriate to facilitate 
through traffic flow along the corridors. Though less than the original 3,600', the reduced 
spacing is not short enough to change the operating environment from rural/suburban to urban 
which results in slower overall travel speeds, increased travel time, and reduced throughput 
capacity. Therefore, these spacings are recommended for application in the DWA study, through 
implementation of access management standards, as part of a corridor management plan for the 
study corridors. 

The maximum throughput capacity was determined based on arterial analysis using HCS 
software and operations of critical intersections using Synchro software. Based on this analysis, 
the following maximum capacities were achieved based on the operational factors as indicated: 

• US 278 maximum capacity of 44,600 vpd based on assumed corridor operational factors 
(90% or 40,000 vpd used for arterial capacity): 

o Directional distribution of 65% 
o K factor of 10% 
o Cycle length of 160 seconds= allowable through delay 
o 55% of green time allocated to through movement 
o 20% of approach vehicles turning at intersection 

• SC 170 maximum capacity of 43,000 based on assumed corridor operational factors 
(90% or 39,000 vpd used for arterial capacity): 

o Directional distribution of 65% 
o K factor of 10% 
o Cycle length of 130 seconds =allowable through delay 
o 55% of green time allocated to through movement 
o 20% of approach vehicles turning at intersection 

These capacities result in individual intersection approach LOS equal to the cycle length (130 to 
160 seconds), which represents LOS F conditions for that intersection approach. However, with 
intersection spacing per the indicated spacing standards, the corridor is projected to operate with 
overall travel times indicating LOS D conditions. 
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A comparison of the calculated roadway volume to capacity (v/c) with access management 
standards implemented is shown in Table 1. ' 

Table 1 
Comparison of Projected Daily Volume to Available 'Daily Capacity for US 278 and SC 170 Corridors 

Segment 

! west of John Smith Rd 
!_!rom USC ; to John Smith Rd. 
l_ from SC 1' I to usc 

1999 Volume 2020 Model 

1,500 
:.600 

Throughput 

).000 

~ 

2020 VIC 2020 Volume 
WI <eoS II 

(4.50ol~---l 
(4.60ol 

C 170 from L : 2''8 to Tide Watch Or. ,600 
1.400 

51,300 1,000' (17,300) 
'from de' tch Dr. to JOfln sm1111 Rd. 11 ,600 42,000 19,000 .01 (3,000) 
1 north Jo Smitn Rd. 18,300 42,000 39,000 1.08 (3,000) 

'The (of on this section of SC 170 iimils throughpul capacity to values less than that for other sections. 

As this tables shows. the 2020 v/c ratios are near or over capacity for both roadways. In 
addition, each of the links is projected to be over capacity in year 2020. Most of the roadway 
segments are anticipated to be slightly over capacity, with the exception of US 278 just west of 
SC 170 and SC .170 just north of US 278, both of which experience significant capacity 
deficiencies. 

Identification of Continuing Deficiencies 

The analysis indicates that, even with access management standards in place, significant capacity 
deficiencies will remain in some areas, including: 

• US 278 east of the New River Campus - Heavy traffic volume demand in this area is 
well over capacity (24,400 vpd deficiency). Development of the USC New River 
Campus and TCL College contribute to the additional travel demand in this area. 

• SC 170 north of US 278- A concentration of volumes in this area combines with planned 
signal spacing that is less thim recommended in the access management standards, 
resulting in a major capacity deficiency (projected at 17,300 vpd). 

Roadway modifications being considered by Jasper County include widening John Smith Road 
to five lanes and providing a roadway connection from John Smith Road to Tide Watch Drive. 
These improvements could reduce the additional capacity needs along SC 170 from Tide Watch 
Drive to US 278 by 4,150 vpd (a continuing capacity deficiency of 13,150 vpd will remain on 
this section) . 

'. 
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The results of the current conidor analysis along US 278 are consistent with the previous US 278 
conidor study in identifying the potential benefits of access management. However, the revised 
land use assumptions in the current analysis indicate the potential need to continue access 
management west of SC 170, along with th,e need for additional through roadway capacity along 
US 278 (potential six-lane section) and/or parallel roadways to accommodate the high projected 
volumes (64,400 vpd resulting. in a capacity deficiency of24,400 vpd). 

Signal Spacing Exception to Recommended Standatds 

Due to the existing property boundaries of the USC New River Campus site and the location of 
its access points relative to the existing roadway ,network, an exception to the recommended 
signal spacing standard is recommended to allow a spacing of 2,640 feet between the following 
full signalized access points: · 

• US 278 at New River Campus West Access!Wal-Mart Access Road - The Wal-Mart 
access road north of US 278 is planned for:extension to John Smith Road, providing an 
intersection with through capabilities from the USC New River Canipus to John Smith 
Road. · 

• US 278 at New River Campus East Access/TCL College West Access- This access point 
will serve both colleges and connect to an east/west road, which will lead from the TCL 
New River Campus across New River Parkway to the Wal-Mart site. Connection of the 
signalized access point north to intersect With John Smith Road is recommended to 
provide multiple travel paths to the north for access to the colleges without requiring 
travel on US 278. 

The spacing exception of 2,640' is at the low end; of the recommended spacing for signalized 
intersections to maximize throughput. These intersections should be closely coordinated to 
maximize US 278 throughput and minimize friction between intersections. 

Need for Parallel Roadway Connections and Backside Access 

For the recommended access management standards to work effectively, implementation of 
' parallel roadway connections and backside access is needed. Achieving the capacities indicated 

in this study requires maximizing utilization of the arterial through movement at the 
intersections, as well as increasing the spacing of access locations. The analysis assumptions 
include the allocation of a minimum of 55% of i:he signal green time to the main roadway 
through movement. Implementation of this green time split with fewer access points can result 
in backups of vehicles on the side streets unless alternative access is provided to satisfY local 
trips. Roads parallel to the principal arterials with connection to the parcels via side roads or 
backside access is critical to serving local trips ~thout the need to access the arterial for 
traveling a few blocks. The Access Management I:lan drawings shown in Figures 5 through I 1 
provide a concept for implementation of parallel; roadways along the SC 170 and US 278 
conidors. An overview of the recommended parallel roadways is shown in Figure 12. 

. f . 
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Providing additional capacity parallel to SC 170 and US 278 is recommended for study, in 
conjunction with increasing the development of college campuses and Branigar Master Plan, as a 
part of the Beaufort County Southern Regional Study. Installation of backside and parallel 
roadway connections can reduce the need for drivers to access the main roadway for short trips. 

In the area of SC 170 between Tide Watch Drive and John Smith Road, if the backside 
connections accommodate 25% of generated traffic in adjacent TAZs assigned to SC 170, a total 
trip reduction of 5,700 vpd will result on this section. However, assuming the same 25% capture 
rate in the critical area of SC 170 north of US 278, the backside connection west of SC 170 
would amount to a total trip reduction of only 550 vpd on this congested section. 

The results of the corridor analysis provide specific guidance regarding the application of access 
management standards, including: 

• Based on analysis of projected buildout (year 2020) conditions along the SC 170 and US 
278 corridors, application of the Countywide Access Management Standards is strongly 
recommended. In conjunction with these standards, incorporation of future signalized 
access points only as defined in this study into the Corridor Management Plans for US 
278 and SC 170 is critical. 

• Eight signal locations are proposed along the US 278 corridor (four full access signals 
and four directional access signals) 

• Fifteen signal locations are proposed along the SC 170 corridor (eight full access signals 
and seven directional access signals) 

• Backside connections are recommended along the SC 170 and US 278 corridors in 
conjunction with implementation of the access locations within a Corridor Management 
Plan. 

Recommended Access Locations 

The following signal locations are recommended along the US 278 corridor (refer to Figures 5, 
6, and 7): 

• Second median break west of John Smith Road (full signal access) 
• First median break west of John Smith Road (directional signal access -north side) 
• John Smith Road (directional signal access -north side) 
• Wal-Mart Entrance/USC New River Campus {full signal access) 
• USC New River Campus East Entrance (full signal access) 
• TCL Campus (directional signal access- north side) 
• Sun City Boulevard (directional signal access - south side) 
• Oakatie Boulevard {full signal access) 
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The following signal locations are proposed along the SC 170 corridor (refer to Figures 8 
through 11): 

• US 278 Eastbound ramp (directional signal access- west side) 
• US 278 Westbound ramp (full signal access) 
• Oakatie Boulevard (full signal accesss) 
• Oakatie Center (directional signal access (west side) 
• Tide Watch Drive (full signal access) 
• Median break north of Tide Watch Drive (directional signal access - west side) 
• Cherry Point Road (full signal access) 
• Pritcher Point Road (full signal access) 
• Residential development north of Prichard Point Road (directional signal access - east 

side) ' 
• John Smith Road (directional signal access- west side) 
• Old Field Plantation Entrance (full signal access) 
• SC 462 (directional access- north side) 
• Median break east of SC 462 (directional access - south side) 
• Median break west of Old Baileys Road (full access) 
• Camp St. Mary's Road (full access) 

Backside connections are recommended along the SC 170 and US 278 corridors in conjunction 
with implementation of the access locations within a corridor management plan (refer to Figure 
12). 

Opportunities to provide additional capacity parallel to SC 170 and US 278 are recommended for 
study, in conjunction with increasing development of college campuses and Branigar Master 
Plan, as a part of the Beaufort County Southern Regional Study. 

Recommended Access Management Standards 

Based on analysis of projected buildout (year 2020) conditions along the SC 170 and US 278 
corridors, application of the Countywide Access Management Standards is recommended. In 
conjunction with these standards, incorporation of the future signalized access points, defined in 
this study and identified above, is recommended for incorporation in the Corridor Management 
Plans for US 278 and SC 170. 

The application of access management standards can improve the efficiency of a transportation 
network. Access management is a tool that can help prevent traffic congestion by limiting and 
controlling vehicles entering, exiting, and turning along a corridor. Traffic movement is 
facilitated by minimizing the potential disruptions to the vehicles in the roadway. Effective 
access standards benefit a community by reducing accidents, increasing roadway capacity, 
providing better access to businesses, and improving mobility. 
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The recommended access management standards for US 278 west of SC 170 and for SC 170 
north of US 278 address the following: 

• Number of Driveways 
• Driveway Spacing and Comer Clearance 
• Driveway Design 
• Driveway Linkages 
• Acceleration and Deceleration Lanes 
• Driveway Retrofit Techniques 
• Signal Spacing 
• Median Breaks 
• Backside Access 

The following sections explain the various access management techniques and establish 
standards for each technique. 

Signal Spacing 

The placement of traffic signals significantly impacts the ability to move traffic along a roadway. 
Signals placed too closely together can impede the flow of traffic on the roadway. Traffic 
signals should only be erected if they are warranted for a particular location and, if warranted, 
should follow specific placement guidelines. The following signal spacing shall apply along the 
study corridors: 

• Full signalized access- 3200' spacing 
• Directional signalized access- 1,900' spacing 

A full signalized access location provides signalized access to both sides of the arterial. A 
directional signalized access provides signalized access to one side of the arterial. The other side 
remains free flowing past the signalized access point. On the side of the arterial where access is 
provided, the arterial traffic is stopped. On the side of the arterial where access is not provided, 
the movements to and from the accessed side of the arterial are provided via acceleration and 
deceleration lanes on the left side of the free flowing arterial section. By requiring only one side 
of the arterial to stop, this unique signal configuration requires coordination of flow for only one 
direction, simplifying signal operations (since there is no need to provide signal coordination in 
two directions). 
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Signal Operations to Maximize Throughput 

Maintaining throughput capacity along the SC 170 and US 278 corridors requires the 
maximizing the available green time along the corridor. Therefore, all signalized intersections 
shall provide a minimum of 55% of the signal cycle length for through movement green time for 
US 278 and SC 170. Along the corridor as a whole, an average of 65% of the signal cycle shall 
be allocated to for through movement green time for US 278 and SC 170. 

Median Breaks 

Median breaks along a roadway have a significant effect on the ability to move traffic safely. A 
median break allows for potential conflict created by traffic crossing over several lanes of traffic. 
Median breaks should only be allowed at specific intervals to minimize the number of potential 
conflict points. New median breaks shall not be permitted along US 278 or SC 170 unless they 
are replacing a closed median break to provide a better location for a full or directional signal in 
a manner consistent with the signal locations identified for the corridors and included in the 
Corridor Management Plan. 

Number of Driveways 

A minimum of one point of access to a property will be allowed. Additional access points above 
the one permitted may be granted provided the continuous roadway frontage of the property 
exceeds 200 feet. Driveways should be limited to the number needed to provide adequate access 
to a property. Factors such as alignment with opposing driveways and minimum spacing 
requirements will have a bearing on the location and number of driveways approved. Refer to 
Table 2. 

Table 2 
Maximum Number of Driveways per Frontage 

Length of Frontage Maximum Number of Driveways 

200 feet or less 1 

200+ to 600 feet 2 

600+ to 1, 000 feet 3 

1,000+ to 1,500 feet 4 

More than 1 ,500 feet 4 plus 1 per each additional 500 feet of frontage 

SCDOT Access and Roads1de Management Standards 
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Driveway Spacing and Corner Clearance 

Driveway spacing and corner clearance standards are an essential tool used to manage potential 
conflicts between through traffic and traffic generated by development. The establishment of 
driveway and comer clearance standards serves to limit the number of potential conflict points 
and separate potential conflict points. These standards are particularly effective in preventing 
future traffic problems in lightly to moderately developed areas likely to develop in the future. 

Driveways should be located away from other intersections to minimize the potential for conflict. 
When possible, access should be limited or denied along higher class roadways and access 
should be provided from the lower class intersecting roadway. A minimum driveway spacing of 
500' shall be maintained along SC 170 and US 278. Driveway spacing shall be measured from 
the closest edge of pavement to the next closest edge of pavement. All driveways shall be right­
in and right-out only unless located at an existing median break location. If safety issues 
associated with left turns into or out of a driveway that is not identified as a future signalized 
access location in the Corridor Management Plan exist, the safety issues shall be mitigated 
through conversion of the driveway to right-in and right-out access only. 

Driveway Design 

Traffic entering and exiting developments creates potential conflict with vehicles traveling on the 
roadway. Appropriate driveway design can improve safety and reduce congestion. Driveways 
should be designed to allow vehicles to enter and exit the roadway quickly and safely with 
minimum impact to the traffic on the roadway. Driveways should have appropriate turn radii 
and driveway width. The throat of a driveway must be adequate in depth in order to allow a 
vehicle to queue as it enters or exits the highway. An access point must also be designed to 
accommodate appropriate vehicle types. Table 3 outlines driveway width and turn radii 
standards. The principal elements of driveway design are outlined in SCDOT's Access and 
Roadside Management Standards. 

Driveway Linkages 

There are several techniques for linking driveways to improve access from the roadway and 
between parcels. Shared driveways serve two or more adjacent properties that may or may not 
be comprised of land from each property. Shared driveways allow for larger driveway spacing 
and improved management of traffic entering and exiting a development. 

Cross access driveways interconnect the parking facilities of two or more abutting properties. 
They are always comprised of land from both properties. Cross access driveways provide an 
opportunity for vehicles to move between developments without using the roadway. Cross 
access driveways reduce traffic on the roadway and reduce the potential for conflict between 
entering, exiting, and through traffic. 
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D' nveway 1 an 
Table 3 

W'dth d T unme Rad" 11 

Land Use or Design Vehicle Driveway Width 
(feet) 

Single Residence (with curb and gutter) 10-16 
Single Residence (with shoulder) 10-16 

Small Apartment Complex (with curb and gutter) 10-16 
Small Apartment Complex (with shoulder) 10-16 

Large Apartment Complex 24-40 
Urban Commercial (One-Way) 14-24 

Urban Commercial (Two-Way) 24-40 

Rural Commercial (One-Way) 18-24 

Rural Commercial (Two-Way) 24-50 

Industrial (Single Unit Truck) 
Industrial (WB-40 Tractor Trailer) 
Industrial (WB-50 Tractor Trailer} 
Industrial (WB-62 Tractor Trailer) 

Turning Radii 
(feet) 
5-10 
10-20 
5-10 
10-20 
20-40 

See Design 
Vehicle Type 

Below 
See Design 

Vehicle Type 
Below 

See Design 
Vehicle Type 

Below 
See Design 

Vehicle Type 
Below 

40 
40 
50 
50 

The land comprising the shared or cross access driveways should be recorded as an easement and 
serve as a covenant attached to the property. Joint maintenance agreements should also be 
incorporated into the property deed. Linkages requiring mutually executed easements should be 
required between adjoining properties to provide movement without requiring a return to the 
public roadway. 

A circulation road may be used as the linkage when a uniform setback line is established on a 
number of properties so that drives at the front of the building can be interconnected. A common 
road should be provided if possible to avoid the striping of lots. 

A system of joint-use driveways and cross access easements should be established wherever 
feasible. Vehicle and pedestrian links to adjacent properties with provisions for stubbed out 
connections should be required when adjacent land is not developed. 
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Acceleration and Deceleration Lanes 

Acceleration and deceleration lanes on corridors providing access into and out of developments 
that produce a substantial number of trips can reduce the slowing and stopping of traffic caused 
by turning vehicles. The purpose of an acceleration or deceleration lane is to enhance motorist 
safety and the through movement of vehicles on the corridor. These lanes are desirable features 
on any road, but offer the most benefit on principal arterials. These lanes are needed when the 
volume of traffic turning at a site is high enough in relation to the through traffic to constitute the 
potential for disruption. 

A traffic impact study will be required according to the Beaufort County Traffic Impact Analysis 
Ordinance to determine the need for acceleration or deceleration lanes. · Beaufort County staff 
will review the traffic impact study to determine .the need for acceleration or deceleration lanes. 

Driveway Retrofit Techniques 

Opportunities to bring existing driveways to the current standards appear when a business 
changes ownership or when any improvements to the existing driveways or parking lots occur. 
As changes are made to previously developed property or to the roadway, driveways will be 
evaluated for the need to be relocated, consolidated, or eliminated if they do not meet the access 
management standards. 

Backside Access 

The development of backside access roads provides an opportunity to remove turning traffic 
from the roadway and serve businesses with alternate access. Backside access to businesses 
provides exposure to a greater number of businesses, thus increasing commercial value, and 
improves intersection spacing on cross roads. Traffic that would otherwise enter and exit from 
the main roadway has access to a large number of businesses from a safer, less conflicting 
location. 

Where feasible, a backside access road should be provided. Developments should be designed to 
connect to existing backside access, where provided. Where feasible, a continuous backside 
access road shall be provided either immediately behind the buffer yard or, if outlots ate 
provided, along the rear property line of the outlots. 

Where backside access does not exist, developments should be designed to allow for future 
backside access through construction of circulation roads to the rear and parking on the side and 
in the rear of properties. 
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Additional Guidelines 

In addition to the aforementioned guidelines,' it is recommended that multimodal access be 
considered, planned and incorporated. Sigualized intersections should have marked crosswalks 
and appropriate crosswalk sigualization. , 

Unless specifically stated otherwise, SCDOT Roadside Management Standards should be 
followed. The recommended guidelines in this document should be utilized in addition to the 
SCDOT strategies. When they are in conflict, the stricter requirement shall govern. 
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TO:  Natural Resources Committee of Beaufort County Council 

FROM: Anthony Criscitiello, Beaufort County Community Development Director 

DATE:  December 28, 2017 

SUBJECT: River Oaks Planned Unit Development (PUD) Master Plan Amendment 

 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION from the excerpt of its December 4, 2017, 

draft minutes: 

 

Mr. Merchant briefed the Planning Commission on the history of the Osprey Point PUD property, 

including a 2008 rezoning that included three properties—Okatie Marsh, Osprey Point and River Oaks, as 

a unified plan.  284 acres were involved, with 900+ dwelling units, 270,000 square feet of commercial 

development,  300+ assisted/independent living units, and a nursing home on the River Oaks site.  The 

intent was a master plan of a traditional neighborhood with a walkable community, a mix of housing units 

with a commercial center, with internal trips captured, and capitalizing on the walkability to the 

neighboring school.  County Council adopted the PUDs in 2008 where the properties were formerly 

zoned rural.  Recession occurred and the properties have changed hands—Okatie Marsh was bought by 

County’s Rural & Critical Land Preservation Program, and Osprey Point came in for major amendments 

with a reduction of density and commercial square footage and making it an age-restricted community.  

The proposed amendment is removing the age restriction concept from the Osprey Point PUD.  The River 

Oaks PUD is being changed from assisted/senior living and a nursing home to all single-family homes 

which will affect the neighboring school.  The Osprey Point applicant has made soil borings and changed 

the positioning of the homes with a connectivity to River Oaks.  Other minor changes include an 

improvement of a more direct connection with two connections versus one circuitous route.  Staff has not 

received the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) that was requested at the September 2017 Commission 

meeting.  Staff believes a conditional approval recommendation could be considered until the County 

Traffic Engineer reviews and approves the TIA.  Other staff concerns include eliminating the right-

in/right-out turn based on the County’s adopted Access Management Plan, requiring current stormwater 

best management practices, and adding the verbiage of Mailand Bluff maintaining the abutting 13-acre 

County park which was part of the last submittal but not the current submittal.  Mr. Merchant noted 

comments by the Beaufort County School District and the Coastal Conservation League that were added 

to the meeting packet.    

 

Mr. Semmler queried having both projects (Osprey Point and River Oaks PUDs) to be addressed by all 

parties, and there were no objections from the Commissioners. 

 

Mr. Merchant briefed the Planning Commission on the River Oaks PUD and its history.  The existing 

PUD calls for independent/assisted living, age-restricted, with 118 cottages, 146 apartment units, and a 

66-bed nursing facility.  The Applicant is converting all into a single-family subdivision of 315 lots, 

including converting the 66-bed nursing home into single-family homes (not age-restricted).  The 

proposed subdivision will have 30’ X 110’ and 40’ X 110’ lots.  Staff concerns from the September 2017 

proposal include parking, vehicular traffic, and pedestrian safety with the narrower proposed lots.  The 

new proposed layout is more formal, with the perimeter lots being front loaded.  Staff current concerns 

are the missing TIA, the impact of the proposed community to the surrounding properties and Okatie 

Elementary School, and the stormwater handling that was not addressed. 

 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY 
Community Development Department 

Beaufort County Government Robert Smalls Complex 
Administration Building, 100 Ribaut Road 

Post Office Drawer 1228, Beaufort, South Carolina  29901-1228  
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Commission discussion included the staff’s rationale to eliminate the right-in/right-out along Highway 

170 and for traffic to use one of the existing roads instead, and the traffic light concerns for Osprey Point.  

 

Applicants Comments: 

1. Mr. Lewis Hammet, the attorney representing both applicants, regarding the Osprey Point PUD stated 

that improvements and long-term maintenance of the abutting County owed park has not been 

withdrawn and the verbiage will be part of the current proposal.  The original Osprey Point was for 

families and walkability to the school; the applicant is simply returning to the original concept but 

cutting the density.  The applicant will provide for meeting stormwater standards.  On River Oaks, it 

was expected to be age-restricted.  He noted that the development agreement states that 330 units 

were allowed, including single-family units at the developer’s discretion.  While the footprint looks 

considerably different, the development agreement language allows for single-family units, it gave 

flexibility to the developer.  Age-restricted was not imposed on the developer.  He noted that schools 

and growth have always been an issue.  Having family oriented development next to the school was a 

good idea to avoid bussing students to the school.  The development agreement terms will be 

discussed with County Council. 

2. Mr. Josh Tiller, the applicants’ representative and of J.K. Tiller Associates, handed out a couple of 

pages to the Commission for their convenience.  He noted that Mr. Hammet has mentioned a 

reduction in density from the original 3 PUDs of 1670 units—395 units for Okatie Marsh, 527 units 

for Osprey Point, 330 units for River Oaks.  The proposal is 396 units from 527 for Osprey Point, and 

315 units from 330 for River Oaks.  Mr. Tiller noted the loss of 395 units from the Okatie Marsh 

purchase by the County.  Mr. Tiller noted that Pulte Developers will be developing Osprey Point.  

The TIA is being held until Mr. Kinton reviews it.  Ms. Bihl, the applicants’ transportation consultant, 

will speak on her TIA.  Mr. Tiller noted that family housing, not age-restricted, is being proposed.  

The active amenities were moved to the central of the property and the river site became a passive 

park area.  The commercial area has the right-in/right-out feature that was in the original PUD and the 

applicant wants to keep it.  The applicant is willing to add the maintenance responsibility verbiage of 

the abutting County’s 13-acre park.  (Commission queries included details of the right-in/right-out 

whether there would be separate roads, and ad for clarification on the staff’s recommendation to 

eliminate the right-in/right-out feature.)  Mr. Tiller showed the trails and open space plan as part of a 

power point presentation. 

 

Regarding River Oaks, Mr. Tiller noted that the lot setbacks would be 5 feet on the sides, 10 feet on 

the rear, and 20 feet on the front.  Alleyways were provided for the smaller lots, while the larger lots 

were front loaded.  He noted that the alleyway lots have zero lot lines.     

 

Further Commission discussion included concern with the small rear yard setback, an explanation of the 

deeper front yard setback for parked cars, and a clarification on the width of the garages.  

 

Public Comment: 

1. Ms. Carol Crutchfield, Planning Coordinator with Beaufort County School District, noted School 

Board Superintendent Dr. Jeff Moss’ letter.  Okatie Elementary is full.  They are concerned with 

school impact fees and would like to see the fees continued.  She noted the 711 single-family units 

proposed.  She is uncertain about the full impact of the development on Okatie Elementary.  An 

easement to the school has been discussed with the developer.  She is looking forward to seeing the 

TIA.  Commission discussion included the 87% capacity that included Rose Hill, the district having 

property at a New River site and the abutting property but lacking funding to develop either, concern 

with traffic from the current enrollment at Okatie Elementary (the issue being the cars and busses 

coming from the same entrance/exit), and a proposed walking path from River Oaks/Malind Point and 

Osprey Point/Malind Bluff to Okatie Elementary School.  
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2. Mr. Colin Kinton, the County Transportation Engineering Director, stated that he was looking for a 

TIA of the proposed developments.  He noted that it would take a couple of weeks from the receipt of 

the TIA for him to make his recommendations.  Regarding the rationale to eliminate the right-

in/right-out feature along Highway 170, Mr. Kinton stated that the County’s Access Management 

Ordinance that was adopted by County Council shows the allowed access points in order to continue 

the flow of Highway 170 did not include the requested right-in/right-out from Osprey Point.  He did 

note that the TIA on the original PUDs was adopted.  However, uses and density issues have caused a 

need for a new TIA.  Mr. Kinton noted that the new regional transportation model includes Jasper 

County development; the old model did not.  

3. Ms. Jennifer Bihl, of Bihl Engineering, the applicant’s traffic consultant, noted that Mr. Tiller covered 

everything.  She noted that her calculation uses the 9
th
 Trip Generation edition since the 10

th
 has just 

come out.  A different mix of development is involved with the proposed project.   

4. Mr. Joe Dugan, a resident at 254 Cherry Point Road for 25 years, was involved in the original process 

that took 4 years.  There was tremendous resistance because of the bottle neck traffic.  Okatie River is 

compromised.  Walking to school is not acceptable.  Turning River Oaks from assistant living to 

single-family housing is a huge change and density will cause traffic from hundreds of homes to 

dump onto Highway 170.  Freshwater is detrimental to the marsh.  He noted the earlier comment 

regarding what about folks wanting to live in a rural area.  As a resident in Cherry Point he is trapped 

by the lighted intersection on Cherry Point Road and further down at the intersection of Highways 

278 and 170.  The homes will be built in my backyard—they are too close to my home.   

5. Mr. Shawn Custer addressed the River Oaks plan.  He believes it a step in the right direction toward 

affordable housing.  He is a business and homeowner.  There was only 1 affordable housing project 

he could purchase into.  He noted hundreds of commuters coming into Beaufort County due to the 

lack of affordable housing.  Businesses need these homes.  If this is affordable housing, this is exactly 

what is needed.  It’s impossible to find affordable housing.  He supports this plan that is very needed.   

6. Ms. Jane Hornburger, a new resident in Bluffton from Hilton Head, moved into housing next to May 

River School.  She noted that existing children would go from renters to homeowners.  She noted that 

this community will help, not tax, the school.  She believes the children are already being serviced by 

the school.   

7. Ms. Allison Melton, a realtor in Bluffton, has a child attending a Bluffton school.  She noted that she 

has families that are not ready to purchase the surrounding developments such as Oldfield and River 

Bend.  Families are desperate to purchase in the area.  She noted taking her child to school on golf 

cart.  Highway 170 is growing.   

8. Ms. Julie Forton, a Cherry Point resident, realizes growth happens.  Her children went to Okatie 

Elementary.  There have been numerous accidents on Highway 170.  She would not let her children 

walk to school.  There is a growing population of retirement people.  Assisted living is desperately 

needed.  She urges catering to the different ages.  An age-restricted development will not impact the 

roads as much.  She believes the proposed project will negatively affect waterways.   

9. Mr. Terry Lassiter, a resident at 146 Cherry Point Road, noted the history including the impact fees 

involved.  Adding another lane because of the traffic impact is costly.  He is touch by the affordable 

housing issue.  He queried if the tax money has been taken from the USC-Beaufort development.  He 

disagrees with the numbers.  Cherry Point was a quaint little fishing village; he doesn’t want his 

quality of life messed up.  If it can be guaranteed, then he will get on board.  He believes Okatie River 

has been shut down—he blames the Oldfield Subdivision.  He noted that the PUD documentation was 

received with a short turn around by Council.  He urges leaving the Cherry Point area out of the 

development.   

10. Ms. Kathy Scott, a 35-year Cherry Point resident, noted the affordable housing home size and cost 

were missing.  She is a real estate broker.  She was a business owner on Hilton Head.  By paying top 

dollar, she obtained loyal workers.  She gave Kudos on requiring a TIA.  She asked about considering 

the development in the adjoining counties; and suggests all traffic going out of Pritchard Point Road 
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instead of Cherry Point Road.  She emphasized the age-restricted population in the original plan.  She 

asks for a compromise with the Cherry Point residents.   

11. Ms. Juanita DeGregorio stated she was from the Bronx and there were other options for 

homeownership such as getting a roommate, Section 8, etc. 

 

Additional Commission discussion included a clarification on affordable housing and work-force 

housing (Mr. Merchant noted that affordable housing were those who have 80% of the median income, 

work-force housing are those who are within 80 to 120% of the median income.  He noted that the 

applicants have labeled 40 units as affordable housing.), noting the affordable housing units being 

reduced from 45 to 40 because of the suggested back alleys, a clarification on the density approved under 

the old ordinance, proposed ordinance not consistent with CDC, Oyster Bluff fencing versus 10-foot rear 

buffer, concern with using the 9
th
 Trip Generation edition instead of the latest 10

th
 edition, concern with 

not having the TIA despite the two-month timeframe from the last meeting in September to this 

December meeting, a clarification on commission voting options for these projects, desiring a denial 

recommendation, concern with impairment of the river, concern with overloading the school, concern 

with PUD handling by Commission, the details of the first Osprey Point amendment, the statistics of 

original PUDs and the proposed PUD amendments, noting the two separate applicants/owners for each 

PUD, and the non-receipt of the TIA from the applicants.  

 

Motion:  Mr. Robert Semmler made a motion to recommend approval to County Council on the 

Southern Beaufort County Map Amendment / Osprey Point (Malind Bluff) Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) Master Plan Amendment Request for R600-013-000-0006-0000 (119.90 acres 

east of Highway 170, Okatie) with the following conditions: 

 incorporate the Beaufort County Stormwater Best Management Practice (BMP) Manual 

into the plan; 

 conduct a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) using the regional transportation model; and 

 include the verbiage where the County’s abutting 13-acre park will be maintained by 

Malind Bluff.   

Discussion on the motion included amending the motion to require using the 10
th
 Trip Generation edition 

instead of the 9
th
 edition that was used and to request an exemption to the Access Management Ordinance 

to allow the proposed right-in/right-out feature along Highway 170.  Mr. Jason Hincher seconded the 

motion.  The motion failed (FOR:  Hincher, Mitchell, and Semmler; AGAINST:  Chmelik, Fermin, 

Pappas, and Stewart; ABSENT:  Hennelly; VACANCY:  St. Helena Island representative).  

 

Motion:  Mr. Robert Semmler made a motion to County Council to recommend approval to County 

Council on the Southern Beaufort County Map Amendment / River Oaks (Malind Pointe) Planned 

Unit Development (PUD) Master Plan Amendment Request for R600-013-000-008C-0000 (+/- 63.54 

acres east of Highway 170, Okatie) with the following conditions: 

 incorporate the Beaufort County Stormwater Best Management Practice (BMP) Manual 

into the plan; and 

 conduct a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) using the Lowcountry regional transportation 

model. 

Mr. Ed Pappas seconded the motion.  Discussion on the motion included the lack of a TIA.  The motion 

failed (FOR:  Semmler; AGAINST:  Chmelik, Fermin, Hincher, Mitchell, Pappas, and Stewart; 
ABSENT: Hennelly; VACANCY:  St. Helena Island representative).  

 

Commission discussion over the above motions resulted in the following motions.   

 

Motion:  Mr. Semmler made a motion, and Dr. Caroline Fermin seconded, to recommend denial to 

County Council on the Southern Beaufort County Map Amendment / Osprey Point (Malind Bluff) 

Planned Unit Development (PUD) Master Plan Amendment Request for R600-013-000-0006-0000 
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(119.90 acres east of Highway 170, Okatie).  The motion carried (FOR:  Chmelik, Fermin, Mitchell, 

Pappas, and Stewart; AGAINST:  Hincher and Semmler; ABSENT: Hennelly; VACANCY:  St. 

Helena Island representative). 

 

Motion:  Mr. Semmler made a motion, and Mr. Jason Hincher seconded, to recommend denial to 

County Council on the Southern Beaufort County Map Amendment / River Oaks (Malind Pointe) 

Planned Unit Development (PUD) Master Plan Amendment Request for R600-013-000-008C-0000 

(+/- 63.54 acres east of Highway 170, Okatie).  The motion carried (FOR:  Chmelik, Fermin, 

Hincher, Mitchell, Pappas, and Stewart; AGAINST:  Semmler; ABSENT: Hennelly; VACANCY:  

St. Helena Island representative). 

 

 

STAFF REPORT: 

 

A. BACKGROUND: 

Case No.   ZMA-2017-11 

Owner:   BBII Holding Company, LLC (Roger L. Saunders) 

Applicant:   Joshua Tiller, J.K. Tiller and Associates 

Property Location: Located in the Okatie area on Cherry Point Road approximately 2,000 

feet from SC 170 

District/Map/Parcel: R603-013-000-008C-0000 

Property Size:   63.5 acres 

 

A. SUMMARY OF REQUEST:  The River Oaks PUD is located in the Okatie area on Cherry Point 

Road approximately 2,000 feet from SC 170.  The property is immediately to the East of the Okatie 

Elementary school and south of the Osprey Point PUD.  The applicant is requesting to amend the 

PUD by changing it from a senior village to a single-family subdivision.  The revised master plan 

consists of 315 single-family houses.  124 of the lots will be 4,400 square feet (40’ x 110’); and the 

remaining 191 lots will be 3,300 square feet (30’ x 110’).  The main entrance of the subdivision is off 

Cherry Point Road.  The PUD proposes a connection to the Osprey Point PUD.  The revised master 

plan provides a network of pedestrian sidewalks with a connection to the property line of Okatie 

Elementary.  The lots along the perimeter of the property are proposed to be 4,400 square feet and be 

accessed from the front.  The remaining lots will be 3,300 square feet and will be accessed by alleys.  

The applicant is proposing to develop 45 affordable housing units in the combined Osprey Point and 

River Oaks PUDs. 

 

Changes from September 7 Planning Commission Meeting:  The applicant revised the plan to 

address some of concerns of the Planning Commission.  They reconfigured the master plan to provide 

for a more traditional pattern of streets and blocks.  In the original plan, all of the 315 lots were 

accessed from the street.  In the revised plan, 60% of the lots are accessed from the rear via alleys.  

The open spaces were largely reconfigured to be surrounded by streets rather that located at the rear 

of the lots.  While these revisions are improvements on the previously submitted master plan, it 

should be noted that the total number of workforce housing units to be supplied in the combined 

PUDs has been reduced from 45 to 40. 

 

Existing PUD:  The River Oaks PUD sits on 63.5 acres and was designed to accommodate seniors 

(65 or older) with a combination of independent and assisted living quarters and a nursing home.  The 

PUD consists of 118 cottages for independent living, 146 apartment units for independent and 
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assisted living, and 66 nursing home beds.  The original River Oaks PUD was approved by County 

Council in 2008 in conjunction with two adjoining PUDs – Osprey Point and Okatie Marsh.  This 

action amended the zoning of a total of 284 acres and increased the allowable density nine-fold.  The 

combined PUDs featured an integrated street network, a mix of land uses and housing types, and a 

system of pathways, sidewalks and bike lanes.  County Council eventually supported the zoning 

change because they determined that these features made the community economically sustainable 

and provided enough internal trip capture to reduce the development’s impact on SC 170.  Since the 

adoption of the original PUD, in 2012 Okatie Marsh (395 dwelling units, 97.7 acres) was purchased 

through the Rural and Critical Lands Program. 

 

B. CONSISTENCY WITH ZDSO PUD STANDARDS:  The Zoning and Development Standards 

Ordinance states the purpose of PUDs is to implement the Comprehensive Plan by allowing 

flexibility that would result in improved design, character, and quality while preserving natural and 

scenic features.  Innovative features may include preservation of open space and natural areas; 

greenways, sidewalks, and other bike/pedestrian features; enhanced landscaping and deeper buffers; 

vehicular and pedestrian connectivity; provision of affordable housing; dedication of public parks and 

community facilities; mitigating adverse impacts on neighboring properties, and burying utilities.  

The revised master plan addresses some of these features.  The plan provides for a system of streets 

and blocks with a network of sidewalks and pathways.  Three of the stormwater ponds also function 

as usable civic spaces that are accessible to community residents by being located on streets rather 

than in the interior of blocks.  The plan also makes a provision for affordable housing.    

 

C. CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:  The future land use designation for 

the River Oaks PUD is Neighborhood Mixed-Use.  This district calls for new development to be 

pedestrian-friendly, have a mix of housing types, a mix of land uses and interconnected streets. The 

maximum gross residential density is approximately two dwelling units per acre.  Residential areas 

are to have a network of sidewalks and trails to link the development to retail, employment, and 

schools.  The Plan allows for some density bonuses for the creation of affordable housing. 

 

The River Oaks PUD is also designated as a village in the Place Type Overlay District which calls for 

clusters of residential neighborhoods of sufficient intensity to support a central, mixed-use 

environment.  Villages are meant to be organized within an interconnected network of streets and 

blocks in multiple pedestrian sheds. They include areas where one has the opportunity to walk, bike, 

or ride transit to work, to fulfill daily shopping needs (such as groceries), and to access other 

amenities within close proximity. 

 

D. STORMWATER:  The County’s Stormwater Manager reviewed the revised PUD and drainage plan 

and stated that the concept that the applicant has submitted is acceptable.  However, the revised PUD 

document needs to clearly incorporate the County’s existing Stormwater BMP Manual and any 

revisions that are made in the future.  When the original PUD was approved in 2008, the County did 

not have volume control standards in place.  The project’s location on the Okatie River makes it 

crucial that it follow the latest standards and practices for stormwater management.  The Okatie River 

is an impaired waterway and is currently protected by a set of Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 

regulations to ensure its continued or improved health in the future. 

 

E. CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE (CDC):   
The Community Development Code provides transect zones to foster the creation of walkable 

communities with density and character ranging from the most rural (T1) to the most urban (T4).  The 

only districts that would allow lots this small are T4 Hamlet Center and T4 Neighborhood Center.   
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F. TRANSPORTATION ISSUES:   

 Updated Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Ordinance Needed:  At the September 7, 2017 

meeting, the Planning Commission requested that the applicant provide a new Traffic Impact 

Analysis (TIA) that accounted for the combined impacts of the Osprey Point and River Oaks 

PUDs.  The revised TIA needs to look at existing traffic volumes and utilize the Lowcountry 

Regional Model.  The applicant has stated that the revised TIA is underway but not complete due 

to a backlog of work at CDM Smith, the consultant charged with running the traffic model.  

Therefore the results of the TIA are not available to the Planning Commission for this review.  

 Paving of Cherry Point Road:  Approximately 1,300 feet of Cherry Point Road would need to 

be paved in order to accommodate this PUD. 

 

G. POTENTIAL SCHOOL IMPACTS:  The combined amendments to the Osprey Point and Cherry 

Point PUDs may have significant implications on the number of potential students.  Both existing 

PUDs have age restrictions and therefore would have little to no impacts.  The proposed amendments 

would result in the creation of 711 single-family dwelling units with no age restrictions.  The School 

District has been given copies of the two revised PUDs and has expressed concerns about not having 

excess capacity to address the potential increase in the number of students in southern Beaufort 

County. 

 

H. RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommends conditional approval of the application for the 

following conditions: 

 The revised PUD document needs to clearly incorporate the County’s existing Stormwater BMP 

Manual and any revisions that are made in the future.   

 A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) needs to be conducted for the combined impacts of the Osprey 

Point and River Oaks PUDs.  This TIA needs to look at existing traffic volumes and utilize the 

Lowcountry Regional Model.  Any recommended improvements resulting from the findings of 

the TIA need to be incorporated into the PUD document before approval by County Council. 

 

I. ATTACHMENTS: 
 Locational Map 

 Application with backup documentation, including TIA 

 List of Property Owners Notified of Request 

 Notification Letter to Property Owners 
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RECEIVED 

AUG 0 1 ZD17 

PLANNING 
DIVISION 

TO: Beaufort County Council 

The undersigned hereby respectfully requests that the Beaufort County Zoning/Development Standards Ordinance 
(ZDSO) be amended as descn'bed below: 

1. This is a request for a change in the (check as appropriate): ( ) PUD Master Plan Change 
( ) Zoning Map Designation/Rezoning 

(X) Community Development Code Text 

2. Give exact infonnation to locate the property for which you propose a change: 
Tax District Number: , Tax Map Number: , Parcel Nmnber(s):R600 013 000 008C 0000 
Size of subject property: +/- 63.54 Acres Square Feet I ACieS (cirele one) 
Location: Cherry Polot Road, East ofHWY 170 In Okatie (River Oa.kJ PUD) 

3. How is this property presently zoned? (Check as appropriate) 
( ) T4NC Neighborhood Center ( ) T2RC Rural Center ( ) C3 Neighborhood Mixed Use 
( ) T4HC Hamlet Center ( ) T2RN Rural Neighborhood ( ) C4 Community Center Mixed Use 
( ) T4HCO Hamlet Center ( ) T2RNO Rural Neighborhood Open ( ) C5 Regional Center Mixed Use 
( ) T4VC Village Cenkr ( ) T2RRural ( ) Sl Industrial 
( ) T3N Neighborhood ( ) T1 Natural Preacrvc (X) Planned Unit Development/PUD 
( ) T3HN Hamlet Neighborhood ( ) Community Preservation (name)'---------
( ) TIE Edge (specify), _______ _ 

4. What new zoning do you propose for this property? Amendment to the River Oaks PUD 
(Under Item 9 explain the reason(s) for your rezoning request.) 

S. Do you own all of the property proposed for this zoning change? (X) Yes ( ) No 
Only property owners or their authorized representative/agent can sign this application. If there are multiple 
owners, each property owner must sign an individual application and all applications must be submitted 
simultaneously. If a business entity is the owner, the authorized representative/agent of the business must 
attach: 1- a copy of the power of attorney that gives him the authority to sign for the business, and 2-a copy of 
the articles of incorporation that lists the names of all the owners of the business. 

6. If this request involves a proposed change in the Conununity Development Code text, the section(s) affected 
are: N/A 

. (Under Item 9 explain the proposed text change and reasons for the change.) 

7. Is this property subject to an Overlay District? Check those which may apply: 
( ) MCAs-AO Airport Overlay District/MCAS ( ) MD Military Overlay District 
( ) BC-AO Airport Overlay District/Beaufort County ( ) RQ River Quality OVerlay District 
( ) CPO Cultural Protection ( ) TDR Transfer of Development Rights 
( ) CFV Commercial Fishing Village 

8. The following sections of the Community Development Code (CDC) (see attached sheets) should be addressed 
by the applicant and attached to this application form: 
a. Division 7.3.20 and 7.3.30, Comprehensive Plan Amendments and Text Amendments. 
b. Division 7 .3.40, Zoning map amendments (rezoning). 
c. Diuvision 1.6.60, Planned Unit Developments (PUDs) Approved Prior to Dec. 8, 2014 
d. Division 6.3, Traffic Impact Analysis (for PUDs) 

Rev. Jan. 2015 

17512 



Beaufort County, SC, Proposed Community Development Code Map/fext Amendment Application 
Page2of2 

9 Ex 1 ti
. ( tm' ___ sh 'f eed d) See attached River Oaks (MaUnd Pointe) PUD 

. p ana on con ue on sep ..... .., eet 1 n e =----------------
Amendment Narrative 

It is undentoocl by the undenlgned that whne thiJ applleatlon wiD be carefully reviewed and eonsklered, the 

ban~ea orproorror .... /. -:Jl:;_ .... ........ "'2/J//7 
/~-of"'"'"'(""!lcmSoap,..tofl) ~ 

Printed Roger L. Saunden Telephone 
Name: BBU HoldJDg Com.pany LLC Number: _2_12-_77.;....2_-_11_7_8 _____ _ 

Address: 106 Mariomi Road, New Canaan, CT 06840 

Email: roger@cedarhillboldlngs.com 

Agent (Name/Address/Phone/email): Josh K. Tiller/181 Blufl'ton Road, STE 203, Blnffton, SC 19910 
843=8Is:4800 

UPON RECEIPT OF APPLICATIONS, 1HE STAFF HAS THREE (3) WORK DAYS TO REVIEW ALL 
APPLICATIONS FOR COMPLETENESS. THE COMPLETED APPLICATIONS wn..LBEREVIEWED FIRST 
BY THE BEAUFORT COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION SUBCOMMIITEE RESPONSffiLE FOR THE 
AREA WHERE YOUR PROPERTY IS LOCATED. MEETING SCHEDULES ARE LISTED ON THE 
APPLICATION PROCESS (ATTACHED). COMPLETE APPLICATIONS MUST BE SUBMI'ITED BY NOON 
THREE WORKING DAYS AND FOUR (4) WEEKS PRIOR FOR PLANNED UNITDEVELOPMENJS 
fPU])sl OR THREE C3l WEEKS PRIOR FOR NON-PUD APPLICATIONS TO THE APPLICABLE 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING DATE. 

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) APPLICANTS ARE REQUIRED TO SUBMIT FIFTEEN (IS) 
COPIES TO Tim PLANNlNG DEPARTMENT. CONSULT 11IE APPUCABLE STAFF PLANNER FOR 
DETAILS. 

FOR MAP AMENDMENT REQUESTS, TilE PLANNING OFFICE WILL POST A NOTICE ON THE 
AFFECTED PROPERTY AS OUTLINED IN DIV. 7.4.50 OF THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE. 

CONTACT THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT AT (843) 255-2140 FOR EXACT APPLICATION FEES. 

FOR PLANNING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY: 

Date Application Received: 
(place received stamp below) 

Rev. Jan. 2015 

Date Posting Notice Issued: 

Application Fee Amount Received: 

Receipt No. for Application Fee: 

FILE NO: __ _.:// Initiated by: STAFF f OWNER 
(ctrdeOae) 



COMBINED NARRATIVE 

(Revised October 16, 2017) 

OSPREY POINT AND RIVER OAKS 
AT OKATIE VILLAGE 

AMENDMENT REQUESTS 

Introduction 

RECEIVED 

OCT 16 Zl11 

Community 
Devetopment ~. 

Okatie Village originally consisted of Okatie Marsh PUD, Osprey Point PUD, and River 
Oaks PUD, each passed by Beaufort County Council as separate parts of a coordinated whole in 
2008. Each was passed with its separate, but coordinated, Development Agreement at the same 
time, following over two years of active planning and negotiations. 

The dream of Okatie Village was a mixed-use community, where kids could walk or be 
driven to the elementary school (without entering Highway 170), families could shop at the 
Neighborhood Commercial Village, park facilities were to be available to all, and an historic 
Workforce Housing requirement would make it possible for average income, working families to 
be part of the community. Environmental controls were the highest in the County, to protect the 
river and marsh, with required water quality testing. 

The dream evaporated during the Great Recession. Nothing was built or developed on 
any of the three properties. Okatie Marsh went bankrupt and was purchased by the County for 
open space. River Oaks went bankrupt next and was sold by the bank, with an uncertain future. 
Osprey Point came in to Beaufort County for an amendment to its PUD and Development 
Agreement in 2014, attempting to salvage something with a prospective development partner. 
The 2014 Osprey Point plan envisioned an age restricted and gated community. That plan also 
failed to move forward, after approval, due to high projected lot costs. 

A new vision has emerged for a new, coordinated development that seeks to restore much 
of the original vision of Okatie Village, while competing successfully in the current market. 
Osprey Point has a new Second Amended PUD, and River Oaks comes forward with a 
coordinated First Amendment to its PUD. The details of each proposal are contained in the 
respective submittals which accompany this Narrative. To lend context to the proposals, this 
Narrative summarizes the allowed development within Okatie Village in 2008, followed by the 
allowed development in 2014 (at the time of the Osprey Point First Amendment), and finally, a 
brief summary of allowed development within Okatie Village under these current proposals. 

The requested changes that are specific to the River Oaks PUD and Master Plan only 
are listed and justified in the final section ofthis narrative. 

Page 1 of4 



The Original Okatie Village Plan (2008) 

The original Okatie Village included Okatie Marsh (with 395 allowed homes and 64,800 
square feet of commercial), Osprey Point (with 527 allowed homes and 207,700 square feet of 
Village Commercial), and River Oaks (with 330 allowed retirement cottages, apartments and 
condos, with nursing and other facilities). Of the combined total of 1,250 homes, 922 homes 
allowed families, with the remainder being age restricted within River Oaks. 

Complete traffic, environmental, and economic studies were performed at the time. The 
traffic and road improvements were designed to accommodate these larger expected populations, 
and the storm water and other environmental features were designed to accommodate these 
loads. In fact, at the request of Planning Staff, these studies included projected development of 
nearby properties, to ensure that the Okatie Village communities could function and the designed 
syste:rqs were adequate. It should be noted that the enclosed traffic letter (Exhibit H) also 
includes densities projected for the adjacent properties. 

Only the River Oaks retirement PUD was envisioned to be gated, so that all family 
residences within both Okatie Marsh and Osprey Point could reach, through internal roads and 
paths, both the nearby school site and the planned Village Commercial area off Highway 170. 
The original developers of both Osprey Point and Okatie Marsh made historic commitments to 
include affordable, workforce housing for at least some of the product types, but not for single 
family housing. 

Okatie Village Plan in 2014 

The years from the original 2008 approvals of Okatie Village communities, through 
2013, were very dark times. As stated above, Okatie Marsh failed completely and was purchased 
by Beaufort County for open space. River Oaks, the proposed retirement community, foundered 
and was in bankruptcy and foreclosure. Osprey Point was the last standing of the three 
communities, but no development had taken place and disaster was on its horizon as well. A 
national builder sought the Osprey Point property for an age restricted, gated community. Many 
months were spent in negotiations with Beaufort County, and finally the First Amendment to 
Osprey Point Development Agreement and PUD was passed in late 2014. But alas, internal 
negotiations and projected lot cost overruns doomed the new Osprey Point direction. No 
development took place and the proposed national builder moved on. 

With the passage of the Osprey Point First Amendment in 2014, the original vision for 
Okatie Village was all but lost. Okatie Marsh was gone, and its potential for 396 homes was 
down to zero. River Oaks was in bankruptcy, with no one stepping up to develop the retirement 
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center at that location. Osprey Point was down to 396 potential residents (from its 527 original 
approval). All of the anticipated homes within Osprey Point were to be age restricted homes, 
with no provision for families to interact with the schools or the planned Village Commercial 
area. The loss of much of the residential density darkened the possibility of the Village 
Commercial area ever being built as envisioned, and doomed its future to a highway strip center. 

The new 2014 commitment of Osprey Point to develop a minimum of 15 affordable 
homes became a somewhat hollow commitment, with no houses being built at all, at any price 
range. 

New Okatie Village Plan of2017 

Against this background, the owners of Osprey Point and River Oaks have joined forces 
to present a new coordinated plan, which revives much of the original Okatie Village dream. All 
homes in both communities will now allow families. 

Even more importantly, the two communities have pledged to allow cross access to one 
another, so that all residents can reach the schools and all residents can reach the Village 
Commercial area. Total residential density for Osprey Point remains at 396, and River Oaks 
density is forecast at 315 homes. The Village Commercial density remains at 207,700, but now 
has a chance to thrive as part of an active, family oriented community. 

One of the best features of the revived Okatie Village vision is an increased commitment 
to affordable, workforce housing. At present, before these amendments, the requirement for all 
ofOkatie Village (if it develops as expected as single family) is 15 affordable homes. The new 
development partner has stepped up this commitment. A new minimum commitment of 40 
affordable workforce homes within Okatie Village has been added. This important pledge will 
allow working families, teachers, police, fire :fighters and others to buy homes in a beautiful new 
community. 

The official documents for the First Amendment to River Oaks PUD, and the Second 
Amendment to Osprey Point PUD, are attached to this Narrative. The plans are explained in 
greater detail, along with the justifications for changes, in the body of these documents. The 
Owners, the prospective developer, and all team members will stand ready to answer any 
questions that arise in the process. 

We urge all Beaufort County residents, and of course, Members of Council, to review 
these requests carefully, and approve this revived vision for Okatie Village. 
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1. Changes: 

LIST OF PROPOSED PUD CHANGES 

RIVER OAKS AT OKATIE VILLAGE PUD 

a. Master Plan and Trail Plan reflect new direction as a family oriented 
community, including restored interconnectivity with Osprey Point, so all 
residents in both communities can reach schools, village commercial, and the 
13 Acre park (by internal connections). 

b. The 30' and 40' Lot layout reflects single family uses, which was allowed 
previously, but previous layout reflected an expected retirement center. See 
Exhibits B-1 and B-2 for lot building placement details. 

c. Density reduction from 330 units to 315 units. 
d. Design and development standards adjusted to match the standards in the 

adjacent Osprey Point neighborhood, to accommodate more affordable, single 
family product. The builder has agreed to increase the commitment to 
affordable/workforce housing in the two communities (under the 
Development Agreement). 

e. As requested by Staff !Uld the Planning Commission, the Master Plan has been 
updated to include alleyways on all30' lots. In addition, these 30' Lots will be 
"zero" lot line (Z-Lots), which maximizes private open space within the lots. 
(See Exhibit B-1) 

f. All stormwater, environmental and related standards continue, including the 
commitment to stormwater quality testing. 

2. All other items in the First Amendment to the River Oaks PUD and Development 
Agreement relate to Development Agreement issues. 
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Memorandum 

To: Josh Tiller, PLA, ASLA, J.K. Tiller Associates, Inc. 

From: Jennifer Bihl, PE, PTOE 

Date: October 16, 2017 

Re: Status of Traffic Impact Analysis for Osprey Point (Malind Bluff) PUD and River Oaks (Malind 
Pointe)PUD 

The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) associated with the updates to the Osprey Point (Malind Bluff) PUD 
and the River Oaks (Malind Pointe) PUD is in process. The updated to the PUD land uses result in 685 
single family units and 212,700 square feet of commercial space (office and retail). The latest master plans 
for these two PODs are attached. The PUD is located in Beaufort County, SC on the east side of SC 170, 
near Pritcher Point Road and Cherry Point Road. 

Peak hour intersection turning movement counts including vehicular, pedestrians, and heavy vehicle traffic 
were performed in October 2017 from 7:00AM to 9:00AM and from 2:00PM to 6:00PM at the following 
intersections: 

• SC 170 at SC 140 
• Argent Boulevard at Jasper Station Road/Short Cut Road 
• SC 1 70 at Pritcher Point Road/Short Cut Road 
• SC 170 at Red Oaks Drive 
• SC 170 at Pearlstine Drive/Cherry Point Road 
• SC 170 at Schinger A venue 
• SC 170 at River Walk Boulevard 
• SC 170 at Tidewatch Drive 

Background traffic volumes on the roadway network are being developed in coordination with Lowcountry 
Council of Governments using the Low country Travel Demand Model to project the project trip distribution 
along with development of projected total traffic volumes in the surrounding study area. 

3 04 Meeting Street, Suite D, Charleston, SC 29401 Mail: PO Box 3 1 318 (29417) 
1 

P: 843-637~9137 
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Exhibit D 

DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE 

MALIND POINT ( RIVER OAKS) 

Development of the Property is expected to occur over the five (5) year term of the Agreement, 

with the sequence and timing of development activity to be dictated largely by market conditions. The 

following estimate of expected activity is hereby included, to be updated by Owner as the development 

evolves over the term: 

Tvpe of Development 

Residential, Single Family (1) 

Affordable I Workforce 
Housing (3) 

Park -- % To Be Completed 

Multi-Purpose Trail & Pathways 
-- % To Be Completed 

Year(s) of Commencement I Completion 

2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 

50 50 50 50 

15 15 15 15 

100% 

25% 30% 30% 

(1) 300 single family units are forecast to remain to be built at the end of six years. 
(2) none planned. 
(3) River Oaks Schedule 

2022/23 

50 

15 

15% 

As stated in the Development Agreement, Section VI, actual development may occur more 

rapidly or less rapidly, based on market conditions and final product mix. 
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EXHIBIT H 

Memorandum 

To: Richard Schwartz, Village Park Homes 

From: Jennifer Bihl, PE, PTOE 

Date: July 16,2017 

Re: Traffic Impact and Access Summary for Okatie Village Planned Unit Dm•elopment 

This memorandum documents the traffic intensity for the original Planned Unit Development (PUD) and 
the proposed changes to the PUD as a part of this update. The PUD is located in Beaufort County, SC on 
the east side ofSC 170, near Pritcher Point Road and Cheny Point Road. A graphic of the proposed changes 
is shown in Figm-e 1. 

The original PUD plan (11/20/07) included of approximately 272,500 square feet (sf) of commercial space 
(204,375 sf of retail and 68.125 sf of office space), 636 single-family detached units. 316 single-family 
attached units, and 388 multi-family apartment units. 

The proposed updated PUD plan includes approximately 190.000 sf of commercial space {142,500 sf of 
retail and 47,500 sf of office space}, 861 single-family detached units, 103 single-family attached units. and 
165 multi-family apartment units. This is an overall reduction of units and square footage as well as a 
reduction in each ar~ of the PUD. 

Trip Generation 

The traffic generation potential of the existing/currently allowed development and proposed development 
was detennined using trip generation published in Institute of Transportation Engineers' {ITE) Trip 
Generatio11. Ni11th Edition. Table 1 shows a comparison of the projected trips for the original uses and the 
updated uses. Note that the gross trips are shown below to be conservative and do not include internal 
capture or pass-by trips. 

As shown in Table 1, the proposed updated PUD plan uses are projected to generate 1,048 gross trips 
during the AM peak hour (391 in and 657 out) and 1, 791 gross trips during the PM peak hour (958 in and 
833 out). Compared to the original PUD uses, the proposed updated PUD uses result in 113 fewer AM peak 
hour trips and 271 fewer PM peak hour trips with lower entering and exi~ trips for each time period. The 
gross daily trips are also projected to be reduced by 3,084 trips. 

Site Access 

The access plan for the site is not planned to be changed as a part of this update. The PUD has four access 
points along SC 170. The detailed analysis associated with these access points was not performed, however. 
it is expected that this will be performed during the site plan process. However, since all parcels have a 
lower intensity than the original plan, it is expected 1hat the original PUD analysis is considered 
conservative and overall impacts are expected to be lower than the original PUD. 

------~---------------------------· 304MeetingS~. SuiteD. Charleston. SC 29401 Mail: PO Box31318 (29417) P: 843-637-9187 
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Table 1: 
Trip Generation 

ITE Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Land Use and Intensity 
Land 
Use Total Total In Out Total In Out 

Code 
Original PUD Uses 

636 Single-Family Detached Units 210 5 761 455 114 341 555 350 205 
316 Residential 230 1,750 130 22 108 154 103 51 

Condominium/Townhouse Units 
3 88 Apartments 220 2,475 194 39 155 231 150 81 
204,375 sfRetail 820 10 807 241 149 92 967 464 503 
68 125 sf Office 710 981 141 124 17 155 26 129 

Gross Trips 21,774 1,161 448 713 2,062 1.093 969 
Updated PUD Uses 

861 Single-Family Detached Units 210 7,612 612 153 459 729 459 270 
103 Residential 230 660 53 9 44 62 42 20 

Condominium/Townhouse Units 
165 Apartments 220 1123 85 17 68 108 70 38 
142 500 sfRetail 820 8,549 193 120 73 760 365 395 
47 500 sf Office 710 746 105 92 13 132 22 110 

Gross Trips 18,690 1,048 391 657 1,791 958 833 
Difference -3,084 -113 -57 -56 -271 -135 -136 

-----~--~~~--·---------- --------·--·--·-------
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Lisa Sulka 
Mayor 
Larry Toomer 
Mayor Pro Tempore 
Marc Orlando 
Town Manager 

September 20, 2017 

Anthony Criscitiello (email to tonyctPbcgov.nefJ 
Beaufort County Planning Director 
100 Ribault Road, Room 115 
PO Drawer 1228 
Beaufort, sc 29901-1228 

Council Members 
Fred Hamilton 

Dan Wood 
Harry Lutz 

Kimberly Chapman 
Town Clerk 

RE: Proposed Planned Unit Development Master Plan Amendment for 
R600-013-000-008C (River Oaks PUD) 

Mr. Criscitiello: 

Thank you for submitting a copy of the application materials for the Proposed 
Master Plan Amendment for the River Oaks PUD for comments. In the spirit 
of the Southern Beaufort County Regional Plan's {SBCRP) implementation 
strategies, Town Staff has taken th~ opportunity to review the information. 

Although the applicant refers to the density as a simple conversion, the 
conversion of a mixed independent living development to a single family 
subdivision may result in an overall increase in the number of units. The use 
conversion from a mix of assisted living units to single family subdivision will 
result in an increase in the average daily trips and school aged children. This 
may have a regional impact on the Town of Bluffton in terms of Increased 
traffic as well as an increased need for school facilities. It is important that 
prior to any approval of this request, the recommendations and the approval 
from Beaufort County School District is taken into consideration and the 
requirements in Beaufort County's Access Management Plan are adhered to. 

Overall, Town of Bluffton staff supports the recommendation of denial based 
on the reasons stated in the staff report dated August 31, 2017. We are 
generally supportive of the inclusion of workforce and affordable housing 
units, as long as the overall development meets the requirements in Beaufort 
County's Community Development Code and Comprehensive Plan. 

Theodore D. WIIShlngton Municipal Building 
20 Bridge Street P.O. Box 386 Bluffton, South Csmllna 29910 

Telephone (843) 706-4500 FBX (843) 757-6720 
www.townolbluffton.sc.gov 
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September 20, 2017 

Many of the other concerns addressed by Beaufort County Planning Staff in 
the staff report are site plan related in terms of internal access, lot size and 
open space. Although these items are important to the overall development, 
they would not have a regional impact on the Town and are outside of the 
scope of the regional plan implementation committee. 

I would like to request that you forward me subsequent staff reports and any 
supplemental information that is received after this letter to my email at 
hcolin@townofbluffton.com or via standard mail to Town Hall for additional 
review and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Heather L. Colin, AICP 
Director of Growth Management 
hcolin@townofbluffton.com 
Office (843)706-4592 
Mobile (843)540-6946 

Cc: Marc Orlando, ICMA-CM, Town Manager 
Mayor and Town Council 

Theodore D. Washington Municipal Building 
20 Brk/ge Street P.O. Box 386 Bluffton, South Csro/lna 29910 

Telephone (843) 706-4500 Fax (843) 757-6720 
www.townofbluflton.sc.gov 



David Bennett 
Mayor 

Kim W. Likins 
Mayor ProTem 

Council Members 

David Ames 
Marc A. Grant 
William D. Harkins 
Thomas W. Lennox 
John J. McCann 

Stephen G. Riley 
Town Manager 

TOWN OF HILTON HEAD ISLAND 
One Town Center Court, Hilton Head Island, S.C. 29928 

(843) 341-4600 Fax (843) 842-7728 
www.hiltonheadislandsc.gov 

September 15, 2017 

Tony Criscitiello 
Planning Director 
1 00 Rib aut Road 
Beaufort, SC 29901 

RE: Osprey Point and River Oaks PUD Master Plan Amendments 

Dear Tony: 

Thank you for submitting a copy of the application materials for the Osprey 
Point and River Oaks PUD master plan amendments to the Town of Hilton 
Head Island. In the spirit ofthe Southern Beaufort County Regional Plan's 
(SCBRP) implementation strategies, Town Staffhas taken the opportunity to 
review the information and make the following comments: 

Removing the age restrictions on the Osprey Point PUD and developing the 
River Oaks PUD as a single-family development will significantly change 
projected traffic impacts. Town staff agrees that a Traffic Impact Analysis 
(TIA) using existing traffic volumes and the Lowcountry Regional model 
should be required to ensure adequate access management. 

These amendments will have a significant impact on area schools, particularly 
Okatie Elementary School. The review of the proposed amendments should be 
coordinated with the Beaufort County School District's Facilities-Planning and 
Construction Department. 

These comments are provided to for your consideration and review. 

Again, thanks for the opportunity to provide input. 

n Colin, AICP, Deputy Director of Community Development 



November 30, 2017 

Beaufort County Planning Division 

Beaufort County 

Post Office Drawer 1228 

Beaufort, SC 29901-1228 

Re: Proposed PUD Master Plan Amendments for Osprey Point (Malind Bluff) and River Oaks (Malind Pointe) 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

This letter is to update the previously submitted September letter regarding the Proposed PUD Master Plan 

Amendments for Osprey Point (Malind Bluff) and River Oaks (Malind Pointe). Beaufort County School District is 

currently working with the developer, PulteGroup, on access to SC highway 170. It appears that we are headed 

in a mutually beneficial direction. To date Beaufort County School Board has not had the opportunity to review 

this agreement. 

On the second topic regarding impact fees. It is my understanding that the developer is petitioning for the 

removal of impact fees. Due to the overcrowding of schools in the Bluffton area, the Beaufort County School 

District has been in conversation with Beaufort County Council on leveraging impact fees on all new 

developments. I cannot be in favor in the removal of impact fees. Impact fees are needed on all new 
developments of this nature. 

While the Beaufort County School District is a proponent of economic growth and free enterprise, this 

residential development has the potential to increase student population, dictating the need for additional 

facility capacity, operational costs and staff resources. The combined amendments to the Osprey Point and 

Cherry Point PUDs is for a 711-home single family development with no age restrictions. This type of 

development would attract resident families with school age chi ldren. Presently the School District does not 

have the capacity to handle additional school children in the Bluffton area. The impact fees in the existing PUD 

agreement are needed to ensure that there are facilities available for the future school age children of Beaufort 

County. I cannot recommend that the Beaufort County School District support any agreement that includes the 
removal of impact fees. 

C. Moss, Ed.D 

Superintendent, Beaufort County School District 

Re: Rob Merchant, Beaufort County 

Tony Criscitiello, Beaufort County 

Drew Davis, Beaufort County School District 

Tonya Crosby, Beaufort County School District 

Post Office Drawer 309 
Beaufort, South Carolina 29901-0309 
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Staff and Members of the Planning Commission, 

December 4, 2017 

Please accept these comments regarding Southern Beaufort County Map and PUD Master Plan 
amendments for Osprey Village (ROO 013 000 0006 0000) and River Oaks (R600 013 000 008C 
0000), collectively known as Malind Pointe. The comments below address the 182 acres in 
total, unless otherwise noted, and restate many of our original concerns from the cancelled 
September meeting. 

We appreciate the developer's efforts to incorporate some ofthe League's previous 
suggestions in its current plan; however, we remain concerned about the map and PUD 
amendments as presented in three main categories. 

1. Stormwater: 
The Okatie River headwaters are east of the property and any development here will 
have significant impact to the headwaters of the Okatie. The river's declining health 
has been well documented and studied, and the Okatie is currently protected by a set 
of Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) regulations to ensure its continued or improved 
health in the future. If we set the expectation that the health of the Okatie River 
headwaters is important, the stormwater systems and development nearby need to 
meet those expectations in their design, capture and treatment of stormwater and/or 
failure to generate storm water in the first place. Development of this nature 
inevitably generates stormwater, so how it is addressed must be of the highest quality 
or development plans should be rearranged potentially with rights transferred or 
reduced to reduce the total volume generated . 

It is a little surprising to see virtually no change from a 2008 PUD to a 2017 submission 
with respect to stormwater given the research and investment that has taken place in 
this field over the same time period. The PUD amendment states: "All stormwater, 
environmental and related standards continue, including commitment to storm water 
quality testing." What advances in land use design or stormwater engineering have 
taken place over the past 10 years can be implemented to reduce the development's 
impact on the Okatie River? The county has built up its stormwater program and 
there may be lessons learned that should be shared and implemented. Similarly, 
there may be best practices from elsewhere that should change the design of the 
ponds. We encourage the planning commission to study this issue further, consult 

P.O. Box 1861• Beaufort , S.C. 29901 - 186 1 • T elephone (8-B) 522- 1800 • www.CoastalConservationLeague.org 
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with the county stormwater managers and other experts in the field to better protect 
the Okatie. 

2. Land Use: Although they can be helpful, improved stormwater improvements alone 
may not steady or improve the overall water quality in the Okatie. In fact, the best 
indicator of water quality is the land use and extent of development in the watershed. 
The only aquatic systems that will retain the full range of species and ecological 
functions will be those where less than ten percent of the watershed is impervious. 
(Schueller & Holland, 2000). Within Beaufort County, we should strive to maintain 
watersheds at or below that threshold by concentrating density in village and town 
centers, protecting land along the vulnerable edge. To date, Beaufort County has 
protected 16 parcels and over 700 acres on the Okatie River; thus the County has an 
interest in what development takes place alongside the River. Intense growth 
pressures in Jasper County, including the newly proposed East Argent development, 
make it even more important that Beaufort County think critically about how and 
where it develops within this watershed. 

The PUD in 2008 resulted in zoning that would not be possible with the Community 
Development Code alone, creating a bypass for the comprehensive plan and base 
zoning guidelines. Approving amendments today is an opportunity to promote 
development that is better aligned with the comprehensive plan for growth. To be 
clear, we do not believe low-density suburban sprawl development, with a 
monoculture of single family homes generating single-occupancy vehicle trips, is the 
viable alternative but rather that the planning commission and staff should seek to 
engage the developer to consider the ways a true village area can be knit together 
with surrounding development. A single-family residential development with 
homogenous lot sizes does not accomplish these goals. 

3. Connected transportation: We appreciate the continued attempt to reconnect 
neighborhoods with returned pedestrian access points. Removing the gate between 
communities is certainly a step in the right direction and a more integrated street grid 
is proposed. Planning Commission should insist on more options to access the 
neighborhood and navigate within the neighborhood by car, bike and foot to increase 
internal trip capture and not overcrowd neighborhood streets or Highway 170. 

Thank you for taking our comments into account during your review. We look forward to 

continu ing this thoughtful conversation. 

P.O. Box 186 1• Beaufort , S.C. 29901 - 186 1 • Telephone (843) 522- 1800 • www .CoastaiConservationLcague.org 



Respectfully submitted, 

M~ /~ 
Rikki Parker 
South Coast Project Manager 
Coasta l Conservation League 
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R600 13 8C 

BBII HOLDING COMPANY LLC 
145 E 74TH STREET 
NEW YORK NY  10021 

 R600 13 104 

BEAUFORT COUNTY SCHOOL 
   DISTRICT 
POST OFFICE BOX 309 
BEAUFORT SC  29901 

 R600 13 42 

BECHTOLD KERRY 
19823 SE 123 STREET 
ISSAQUAH WA  98027 

R600 13 30 

BECKER GINA LYNCH  
LYNCH WILLIAM CHAR 
503 NESLO LANE 
LAKELAND FL  33813 

 R600 13 8I 

BOLLIN WILLIAM H 
23 BIG OAK STREET 
HILTON HEAD ISLAND SC  29926 

 R600 13 8M 

BOOKER JULIE K 
222 CHERRY POINT ROAD 
NORTH 
OKATIE SC  29909 

R600 13 43 

BOULINEAU CHRISTOPHER 
282 CHERRY POINT ROAD 
   NORTH 
OKATIE SC  29909 

 R600 13 31 

CIRINCIONE GLORIA A    
95 SKIDAWAY ISLAND PARK 
   ROAD APT 433 
SAVANNAH GA  31411 

 R600 13 8N 

COLCOCK TISCH 
128 CHERRY POINT ROAD 
OKATIE SC  29909 

R600 13 25 & 25A 

DAVIS EATHEN D LOIS A 
303 E CREGOR STREET 
BLOOMINGDALE GA  31302-1903 

 R600 13 8L 

DAVIS TROY D 
POST OFFICE BOX 1217 
POOLER GA  31322 

 R600 13 41 

DUBOIS JEAN-LOUIS S  
    & VIRGINIA A 
POST OFFICE BOX 5234 
HILTON HEAD ISLAND SC  29938 

R600 13 34 

DUGGAN CYNTHIA MARHOFFER 
    & JOE 
254 CHERRY POINT ROAD NORTH 
OKATIE SC  29909 

 R600 13 35 

DUGGAN JOSEPH B 
254 CHERRY POINT ROAD 
   NORTH 
OKATIE SC  29909 

 R600 13 6A, 6B & 6C 

FORTON WILLIAM P & JULIE M 
POST OFFICE BOX 2135 
BLUFFTON SC  29910 

R600 13 37 

GRIFFIN WILLIAM P 
13 BOW CIRCLE 
HILTON HEAD ISLAND SC  29928 

 R600 13 8B & 8H 

KIRKLAND JOHN E 
123 CHERRY POINT ROAD 
    SOUTH 
OKATIE SC  29909 

 R600 13 8E 

LASETER LAURA ELIZEY 
146 CHERRY POINT ROAD 
OKATIE SC  29909 

R600 13 6 

LCP III LLC  
% J NATHAN DUGGINS III 
POST OFFICE BOX 2888 
GREENSBORO NC  27402 

 R600 13 8F 

LEE JUDITH DIANNE 
800 DORSET ROAD 
PT WENTWORTH GA  31407 

 R600 13 8J & 27 

MCGRAW HAL & MARCY 
230 CHERRY POINT ROAD 
    NORTH 
OKATIE SC  29909 

R600 13 38 

PAYNE JOHN P LINDA 
30 TORRINGTON LANE 
BLUFFTON SC  29910 

 R600 13 8K & 50 

PREACHER JAMES E 
165 CHERRY POINT ROAD 
BEAUFORT SC  29902 

 R600 13 23 & 115 

SCOTT FAMILY REVOC LIV 
   TRUST 
139 CHERRY POINT ROAD 
OKATIE SC  29909 

R600 13 8G 

SECRETARY OF VETERANS 
   AFFAIRS 
1801 ASSEMBLY STREET 
COLUMBIA SC  29201 

 R600 13 40 

SHEAFFER LOUISE B 
274 NORTH CHERRY POINT 
   ROAD 
BLUFFTON SC  29909 

 R600 13 33 

STRAIT BENJAMIN W 
POST OFFICE BOX 2186 
BLUFFTON SC  29910 

R600 13 8A & 26 

WHITAKER FAMILY TRUST (THE) 
214 CHRISTY ROAD 
SAVANNAH GA  31410 

 R600 13 39 

WOLFE V MICHELE 
210 FIFTH AVE UNIT 22 
BELMAR NJ  07719 

 R600 13 36 

YOCCO WILLIAM M NANCY H 
17 BIG OAK STREET 
HILTON HEAD ISLAND SC  29926 
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