











Bureau of Radiological Health

~ Total # of Registered Providers in South

Carolina

Dental Facilities 1,676

5. J. Don Kelley, DMD (Dental Facility) — Taylors, SC

Investigation: On August 3, 2005, the Department conducted a routine inspection of J. Don Kelley, DMD
(“Kelley”) and found the facility in violation of Regulation 61-64, X-Rays, for failure to perform
equipment performance testing, which is required every two (2) years. The Department did not receive a
response to the August 2005 violation from Kelley within the time specified by R.61-64. Therefore, the
Department mailed another letter to Kelley in February 2006 citing him for failing to correct all violations
within sixty (60) calendar days of the citation. On April 24, 2006, Kelley submitted evidence of
acceptable equipment performance testing. On April 9, 2011, the Department conducted another routine
inspection and determined Kelley’s last equipment performance testing to be April 6, 2006. The
Department did not receive a response to the April 2011 violation from Kelley within the time specified
by R.61-64. The Department then notified Kelley that compliance was past due and documentation of
corrective action should be submitted to the Department by November 23, 2011. Kelley indicated to the
Department that testing was scheduled for the next day and would provide evidence to the Department
upon completion. Kelley submitted evidence of acceptable equipment performance testing on January 9,
2012. On July 19, 2016, the Department conducted another routine inspection and found that Kelley
failed to perform equipment performance testing in years 2013 and 2015 as required. Kelley submitted
evidence of acceptable equipment performance testing on September 14, 2016.

Violations: Based upon the above-referenced inspections, the Department finds Kelley in violation of
RHB 4.2.18.1.3.1 on August 3, 2005, and RHB 4.2.16.1.3.1 on August 9, 2011, and July 19, 2016, by
failing to complete equipment performance testing at the required intervals.

Enforcement Action: By Consent Order executed December 7, 2016, Kelley agrees to the imposition of
an eight hundred dollar ($800) civil penalty. The Consent Order requires Kelley to make payment of two
hundred dollars ($200) of the assessed monetary penalty within thirty (30) days of execution of the
Consent Order. The remaining six hundred dollars ($600) of the assessed monetary penalty will be stayed
upon a forty-eight (48) month period of substantial compliance with R.61-64 and the terms of the Consent
Order. The Consent Order further requires Kelley to provide the Department with documentation
detailing how they will ensure that compliance with R.61-64 is maintained.

Prior Sanctions: None.

Bureau of EMS & Trauma

EMS Provider Type Total # of Providers in South:Carolinﬁ“
EMT 5,387
EMT — Intermediate 375

Advanced EMT

322




Paramedic 3,671
Athletic Trainers 879
Ambulance Services Provider 258
First Responder Services Provider 2

6. William B. Gillespie (EMT)

Investigation: On September 28, 2016, the Department was notified that Mr. Gillespie posted on a social
media platform information he obtained while in the performance of his job with McCormick County
EMS. The Department initiated an investigation into the matter and found that on September 27, 2016,
Mr. Gillespie responded to a call at the McCormick Correctional Institution. Subsequently, Mr. Gillespie
posted a comment on social media in response to a report by local media regarding the patient he
responded to at the McCormick Correctional Institution. The information contained in Mr. Gillespie’s
post revealed confidences entrusted to him in the course of his care of the patient.

Violations: As a result of its investigation, the Department found Mr. Gillespie committed “misconduct,”
as defined by S.C. Code Section 44-61-80(F)(9) and Section 1100(B)(9) of Regulation 61-7, by revealing
confidences entrusted to him in the course of medical attendance, without the revelation being required by
law or necessary to protect the welfare of the individual or the community.

Enforcement Action: The parties met and were able to resolve this matter pursuant to a Consent Order
executed December 19, 2016. Pursuant to the terms of the Consent Order, Mr. Gillespie agreed to a six
(6) month suspension of his EMT certificate. Mr. Gillespie’s suspension shall be held in abeyance for six
(6) months following execution of the Consent Order. Mr. Gillespie agrees to successfully complete a
National Association of Emergency Medical Technicians Principles of Ethics and Personal Leadership
course within six (6) months of execution of the Consent Order and submit proof of completion to the
Department. Should Mr. Gillespie fail to comply with the abovementioned requirements, the Department
may call in all or a portion of the six (6) month suspension and/or take other enforcement action in
accordance with the EMS Act and Regulation 61-7.

Prior Sanctions: None.
7. Stephen M. Kitchens (Advanced EMT)

Investigation: On September 28, 2016, the Department was notified that Mr. Kitchens posted on a social
media platform information he obtained while in the performance of his job with McCormick County
EMS. The Department initiated an investigation into the matter. The facts of the investigation mirror
those referenced above (Mr. Gillespie) as Mr. Kitchens responded to the same call with Mr. Gillespie and
subsequently posted a comment on social media regarding the patient.

Violations: As a result of its investigation, the Department found Mr. Kitchens committed “misconduct,”
as defined by S.C. Code Section 44-61-80(F)(9) and Section 1100(B)(9) of Regulation 61-7, by revealing
confidences entrusted to him in the course of medical attendance, without the revelation being required by
law or necessary to protect the welfare of the individual or the community.

Enforcement Action: The parties met and were able to resolve this matter pursuant to a Consent Order

executed December 19, 2016. Pursuant to the terms of the Consent Order, Mr. Kitchens agreed to a six (6)

month suspension of his AEMT certificate. Mr. Kitchens’s suspension shall be held in abeyance for six
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(6) months following execution of the Consent Order. Mr. Kitchens agrees to successfully complete a
National Association of Emergency Medical Technicians Principles of Ethics and Personal Leadership
course within six (6) months of execution of the Consent Order and submit proof of completion to the
Department. Should Mr. Kitchens fail to comply with the abovementioned requirements, the Department
may call in all or a portion of the six (6) month suspension and/or take other enforcement action in
accordance with the EMS Act and Regulation 61-7.

Prior Sanctions: None.
8. American Pride Medical Transport, LLC (Ambulance Services Provider)

Investigation: On September 21, 2016, the Department received complaints alleging American Pride
ambulances were unclean and in need of repairs. Additionally, allegations were made that American Pride
failed to submit multiple electronic patient care reports (“ePCRs”). The Department initiated an
investigation into the complaints and found the following violations.

Violations: The Department found American Pride in violation of S.C. Code Sections 44-61-70(B)(3) and
(5) by failing to maintain required equipment as evidenced by past compliance history and by failing to
maintain equipment in working order. On September 23, 2016, American Pride failed to have a stretcher,
folding stretcher, backboard, operable flashlight, and failed to securely store oxygen tanks in ambulance
32906. This failure to have the minimum required equipment on the ambulance is a Class II violation per
Sections 701.A, 701.C.1, 701.V, and 702 of Regulation 61-7. Further, this ambulance had a crack in its
interior, indicating a failure to maintain sanitation standards, which is a Class III violation, per Section
802.A of R.61-7. On September 23, 2016, American Pride failed to have retractable safety belts and a
wheel-well in safe and sound condition on ambulance 32904, a Class III violation per Sections 601.D.2.A
and 601.H.4 of R.61-7. Additionally, the interior of this ambulance was unsanitary and in need of
cleaning, a Class III violation per Section 802.A of R.61-7. On September 23, 2016, American Pride
failed to have unexpired nasopharyngeal airways on ambulance 32915, a Class II violation per Section
70L.E of R.61-7. Additionally, the interior of this ambulance was unsanitary and in need of cleaning, a
Class III violation per Section 802.A of R.61-7. Finally, from July 1, 2016, to September 28, 2016,
American Pride failed to timely submit two hundred four (204) ePCRs into PreMIS, a Class III violation
per Sections 1301.A and 1301.C of R.61-7.

Enforcement Action: Pursuant to the Consent Order executed December 20, 2016, American Pride agrees
to a five thousand dollar ($5,000) assessed monetary penalty, which shall be due within one hundred
eighty (180) days of execution of the Consent Order. American Pride further agrees to a six (6) month
suspension if the Department finds American Pride in violation of the EMS Act, Regulation 61-7, or the
terms of the Consent Order within one (1) year following execution of the Consent Order.

Prior Sanctions: On March 1, 2016, American Pride was assessed a six hundred dollar ($600) monetary
penalty by way of a Consent Order for several regulatory violations involving American Pride’s
ambulances.

9. Alison K.B. Harmon (Paramedic)

Investigation: On January 4, 2016, the Department was notified of alleged misconduct by Ms. Harmon.
The Department initiated an investigation into the allegations and met with Ms. Harmon on April 19,
2016, to discuss the allegations. During the April 2016 meeting, Ms. Harmon informed the Department
that she had voluntarily entered and completed a treatment program for drug addiction. At that time, the
Department elected to monitor her progress toward resolving the alleged misconduct. Subsequently, the
Department received notification on September 26, 2016, that Ms. Harmon was terminated by a licensed
ambulance service for misconduct. The allegations described behavior similar to the initial January 2016
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complaint which prompted the Department’s investigation. The Department thereafter reopened its
investigation into Ms. Harmon and on October 18, 2016, the Department issued an Administrative Order
suspending Ms. Harmon’s Paramedic certificate pending completion of its investigation.

Violations: As a result of its investigation, the Department found that while on duty as a Paramedic, Ms.
Harmon was observed on several occasions appearing under the influence of narcotics. Ms. Harmon
committed misconduct, as defined by S.C. Code Section 44-61-80(F)(3) and Section 1100(B)(3) of
Regulation 61-7, as evidenced by her drug use to such a degree as to render her unfit to perform as a
Paramedic. Ms. Harmon suffers from drug addiction which renders her a danger to patients under her
care.

Enforcement Action: Upon execution of the Consent Order, executed December 29, 2016, the October
2016 Administrative Order suspending Ms. Harmon’s Paramedic certificate is null and void. Furthermore,
pursuant to the terms of the Consent Order, Ms. Harmon agrees to a suspension of her Paramedic
certificate until March 30, 2018. The suspension is effective upon execution of the Consent Order and
includes all levels of certification. On or after March 30 2017, Ms. Harmon may apply to the Department
to lift the suspension and reinstate her Paramedic certificate. In order for the Department to list the
suspension and reinstate her certificate, Ms. Harmon must provide the Department with proof of
successful completion of an outpatient treatment program for drug addiction.

Prior Sanctions: On October 18, 2016, the Department issued an Administrative Order suspending Ms.
Harmon’s Paramedic certificate pending the completion of its investigation which is now null and void
pursuant to the Consent Order executed December 29, 2016.

10. Douglas Hildebrand (Paramedic)

Investigation: On December 28, 2016, the Department was notified of Mr. Hildebrand’s arrest in
Charleston County. Upon notification, the Department initiated an investigation into the matter. The
Department discovered that Mr. Hildebrand was arrested on December 22, 2016, and charged with
attempted murder and possession of a weapon during the commission of, or attempt to commit, a violent
crime.

Violations: The charges against Mr. Hildebrand, specifically, attempted murder and possession of a
weapon during the commission of, or attempt to commit, a violent crime, are crimes involving moral
turpitude and gross immorality. The Department found that Mr. Hildebrand’s arrest demonstrated a
capacity for inappropriate and criminal behavior towards individuals placed within his trust. The
Department determines that a clear and present danger would exist to the public health, safety, and
welfare if Mr. Hildebrand’s Paramedic certificate was not immediately suspended pending further
investigation.

Enforcement Action: Mr. Hildebrand’s Paramedic certificate was immediately suspended on an
emergency basis pursuant to the Emergency Suspension Order executed December 30, 2016. The
Department will continue to monitor Mr. Hildebrand’s criminal matters.

Prior Sanctions: None.
11. Sean Williams (Paramedic)
Investigation: On December 12, 2016, the Department was notified of Mr. Williams’s arrest in Charleston

County. Upon notification, the Department initiated an investigation into the matter. The Department
discovered that Mr. Williams was arrested on December 12, 2016, and charged with first degree burglary.
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Violations: The charge against Mr. Williams, specifically, first degree burglary, is a crime involving
moral turpitude and gross immorality. The Department found that Mr. Williams’s arrest demonstrated a
capacity for inappropriate and criminal behavior towards individuals placed within his trust. The
Department determines that a clear and present danger would exist to the public health, safety, and
welfare if Mr. Williams’s Paramedic certificate was not immediately suspended pending further
investigation.

Enforcement Action: Mr. Williams’s Paramedic certificate was immediately suspended on an emergency
basis pursuant to the Emergency Suspension Order executed December 30, 2016. The Department will
continue to monitor Mr. Williams’s criminal matters.

Prior Sanctions: None.
12. Bryce Jones (Paramedic)

Investigation: On December 23, 2016, the Department was notified of Mr. Jones’s arrest in Horry County.
Upon notification, the Department initiated an investigation into the matter. The Department discovered
that Mr. Jones was arrested on December 19, 2016, and charged with pointing or presenting a firearm at
another person.

Violations: The charge against Mr. Jones, specifically, pointing or presenting a firearm at another person,
is a felony. The Department found that Mr. Jones’s arrest demonstrated a capacity for inappropriate and
criminal behavior towards individuals placed within his trust. The Department determines that a clear and
present danger would exist to the public health, safety, and welfare if Mr. Jones’s Paramedic certificate
was not immediately suspended pending further investigation.

Enforcement Action: Mr. Jones’s Paramedic certificate was immediately suspended on an emergency
basis pursuant to the Emergency Suspension Order executed January 4, 2017. The Department will
continue to monitor Mr. Jones’s criminal matters.

Prior Sanctions: None.



BOARD OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL
SUMMARY SHEET

March 9, 2017

( ) ACTION/DECISION
(X) INFORMATION

I. TITLE: Public Hearing - Wave Dissipation System

I1. SUBJECT: Public Hearing before the Board to Inform the Final Agency Decision

I11. FACTS:

1.

In accordance with the S.C. Code Ann. § 48-39-130(D)(2) exception, Budget Proviso 34.51 of the
2014-2015 General Appropriations Act (amended in 2015-2016 as Budget Proviso 34.48)
authorized “[t]he deployment of a qualified wave dissipation device seaward of the setback line or
baseline pursuant to a study conducted by the Citadel or a research university.”

From March through September 2015, researchers from The Citadel submitted formal requests to
the Department to perform a study of the Wave Dissipation System (WDS) at the following
locations: Ocean Club Villas, Beachwood East and Seascape Villas in the Wild Dunes community,
Isle of Palms, SC; and Harbor Island, St. Helena, SC pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. Regulation 8§30-
5(A)(2).

The Department acknowledged that the proposed research projects at the above referenced
locations met the “research activities of a State educational institution™ exception pursuant to S.C.
Code Ann. Regulation 830-5(A)(2) and did not require a direct critical area permit provided
conditions were met.

The Citadel’s WDS research projects ended on July 28, 2016. Data collected from the study was
provided to the Department in a final report from The Citadel on August 28, 2016.

The Department contracted with GEL Engineering to collect data and information on the design
and functionality of the WDS research projects, and provide a third party evaluation of the
findings in a final report. GEL collected information between March and July 2016, and the final
report was submitted to the Department on October 31, 2016.

Pursuant to 1976 Code Ann. Section 48-39-320(C), the Department is tasked with determining
whether the WDS has been successful in addressing an erosional issue and whether it is allowed
for continued use in emergency situations under SC Code Ann. Regulations §30-15(H).

Data and information from The Citadel’s final report and GEL Engineering’s final report, along
with Department observations and evaluations, were considered in formulating a Staff
Recommendation.

The Staff Recommendation was documented in a report and presented to the Department’s Board
on December 8, 2016. Department staff concluded that the WDS has not been successful in
addressing an erosional issue and results in negative impacts to the beach. Staff recommended that



the technology, methodology or structure not be approved for future or continued use at these pilot
locations or additional locations.

9. On December 8, 2017, the Board granted approval to publish the Staff Recommendation for a 60-
day period to provide opportunity for public comment and to notice a public hearing before the
Department’s Board. The Notice was published on the Department’s website and is submitted as
Attachment A. Notice was also published in the Post and Courier newspaper and provided via
electronic mail to interested parties. The public notice comment period closed on February 13,
2017.

10. The Department received 486 comment letters during the open public comment period. A
Summary of Public Comments and Department Responses is submitted as Attachment B.

Submitted By: Approved By:
s /Wy 2
“Elizabeth Won Kolnitz Myra G/Reece

Chief Director

Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management Environmental Affairs
Attachments:

A. Notice of 60 Day Public Comment Period
B. Summary of Public Comments and Department Responses



ATTACHMENT A
NOTICE OF 60 DAY PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
March 9, 2017

Notice of 60 Day Public Comment Period
December 13, 2016 - February 13, 2017

The Wave Dissipation System (WDS) is a research study under an independently designed and academically sponsored pilot
program by The Citadel. The study was established by the South Carolina Legislature in Budget Proviso 34.51 of the 2014-2015
General Appropriations Act (amended in 2015-2016 as Budget Proviso 34.48) and ended on July 28, 2016.

Pursuant to 1976 Code Ann. Section 48-39-320(C), the Department of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC) is tasked with
determining whether the WDS has been successful in addressing an erosional issue and whether it should be allowed for
continued use.

WDS structures on Harbor Island and the Isle of Palms have been allowed to remain in place while final study results and
analysis by DHEC were completed. After reviewing data and information from the Citadel’s final report, the final report from a
third party evaluation, and DHEC’s own observations and evaluations, a staff recommendation was presented to the Board of
Health and Environmental Control (Board) on December 8, 2016.

DHEC’s analysis of all available information indicates that the WDS has not successfully addressed erosional issues at the
installation sites, has resulted in negative impacts to the beach and does not meet the performance criteria of a qualified device as
defined by statute. DHEC staff has recommended that the Board not approve the WDS for future use and that the existing
structures be required to be removed from the beach following the final agency decision.

To ensure that the general public and potential affected parties have the opportunity to provide input, the Board granted approval
to publish the DHEC staff recommendation for a 60-day public comment period. Following the public comment period the
Board will conduct a public hearing to receive additional information for consideration in determining a final agency decision.

Interested persons may submit comments by writing to Blair Williams by mail at DHEC-OCRM, 1362 McMillan Avenue, Suite
400, Charleston, SC 29405; or by email at ocrm-comments@dhec.sc.gov. To be considered, comments must be received no
later than 5:00 p.m. on February 13, 2017, the close of the public comment period. Comments received shall be submitted to the
Board for consideration.

The public is invited to review the documents on the DHEC website: http://www.scdhec.gov/homeandenvironment/water/wds/

Interested persons may also make oral and/or written comments at a public hearing to be conducted by the Board at its regularly
scheduled meeting on March 9, 2017. The Board will conduct the public hearing in the Board Room, Third Floor, Aycock
Building of the Department of Health and Environmental Control at 2600 Bull Street, Columbia, South Carolina 29201. The
Board meeting commences at 10:00 a.m. at which time the Board will consider items on its agenda in the order presented. The
order of presentation for public hearings will be noted in the Board’s agenda published by the Department twenty-four (24)
hours in advance of the meeting at the following address: http://www.scdhec.gov/Agency/docs/AGENDA .pdf.

Persons desiring to make oral comments at the hearing are asked to limit their statements to five (5) minutes or less and, as a
courtesy, are asked to provide written copies of their presentation for the record. Due to admittance procedures at the DHEC

Building, all visitors should enter through the Bull Street entrance and register at the front desk.

-HHE-



ATTACHMENT B

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND DEPARTMENT RESPONSES

March 9, 2017

DHEC Board
WDS: Comments Received Regarding Staff Recommendation

Number of
Type of Comment
Comments
115 Opposed to Staff Recommendation
Unique Letters (43)
Form Letters (72)
365 In Favor of Staff Recommendation
Unique Letters (45)
Form Letters (320)
3 Neutral to Staff Recommendation
Unique Letters (3)
2 Federal Resource Agency Letters (USFWS & NOAA NMFS)
In Favor of Staff Recommendation (2)
1 State Resource Agency Letter (SC DNR)

In Favor of Staff Recommendation (1)

Total # of Comments: 486
Total # Opposed to Staff Recommendation: 115
Total # In Favor of Staff Recommendation: 368
Total # Neutral to Staff Recommendation: 3

# of Comments Received after the close of the public comment period: 92

(all form letters opposed to Staff Recommendation)



DHEC Board

Wave Dissipation System (WDS): Summary of Public Comments Opposed to Staff Recommendation

Topic b Specific Comments & DHEC-OCRM Responses
Comments
Comment: "OCRM staff has attempted to dictate the parameters of the WDS study instead of allowing The
OCRM Staff Citadel to conduct the study in the way The Citadel wanted to perform it. Nevertheless, the study still
Prohibiting proved, as GEL Engineering agreed, that the WDS has been successful and has not caused harm. Both Dr.
Changes to the 3 Mays and Mr. Goodrich concluded that the WDS would have performed even better if the research team

WDS During The
Citadel Study

had not been prevented by OCRM staff from conducting experiments related to additional attributes of
and changes to the WDS devices." (Source: letter from Matt Hamrick, dated 2/13/2017, attorney for S.I.
Systems, LLC and Wave Dissipation Systems, LLC).

Comment: "Dr. Mays ultimately concluded that the WDS successfully addressed erosion at the additional
study sites. However, his opinion was qualified by further explanation that he was prevented from showing
that the WDS could perform optimally due to OCRM not allowing changes to be made to the system....Dr.
Mays' opinion was that the staff's prohibition of any manipulation of the WDS changed it from a dynamic
system to a static one, essentially allowing Dr. Mays to study the "worst case scenario" of potentially
installing the systems on the beach and then never doing any maintenance....[Mr. Goodrich] agreed that
the WDS would perform better if it had been actively managed during the studies, i.e., adjusted and
changed depending upon the wave energy at the time." (Source: letter from Mary Shahid, dated
2/13/2017, attorney for Beachwood East property owners).

Comment: "OCRM staff required the Citadel researcher to provide specific requests, similar to an
application for a permit, before it would acknowledge the WDS and allow it to be placed on the beach for
the second study. The Department's acknowledgement of the required request imposed conditions on the
study that significantly revised it. The Citadel researchers, though frustrated, cooperated with OCRM staff
and complied with the requirements, creating the 'worst case' study of the WDS. While some staff
requirements seem reasonable from a beach management regulatory perspective, most fall flat by
preventing the researcher from performing the study as desired and limiting the effectiveness of the WDS
being studied....The very staff prevention of the manipulation of the WDS to respond to the beach
lowering condition is what allowed the scouring to continue instead of being addressed by manipulating
the WDS as designed....This Board should allow the Citadel research study to be performed as the exempt
activity it is to determine the optimal effectiveness of this dynamic system. Directives to perform the study
or limit it in any way should not be allowed." (Source: letter from Jack Smith, dated 2/13/2017, attorney
for Seascape Villas).



OCRM RESPONSE: As stated in the OCRM staff recommendation on pages 34-35, "The WDS can be
adjusted after initial deployment by lowering the pilings, lowering or raising the panels, adding spacers
between panels, or temporarily removing the panels altogether. All of these adjustments were requested
by The Citadel researchers and approved by DHEC-OCRM during the study period." OCRM also allowed
wing walls to be extended and additional WDS tiers to be installed. The only changes to the WDS that
OCRM staff did not allow were the use of Vertical Porous Panels (VPPs), and bulldozing seaward sand to
the landward side of the WDS without a permit. The VPPs were initially approved, but since the installed
version was significantly altered from the approved version, OCRM indicated that no additional VPPs could
be added. The Citadel voluntarily removed the installed VPPs. OCRM did not approve bulldozing seaward
sand landward of the WDS because a large addition of sand landward of the WDS would alter the results of
the ongoing study. Since part of the study was to determine whether or not the WDS could retain or
increase sand on the landward side, adding sand on the landward side would have artificially skewed the
results. Additionally, during the first WDS study at Seascape Villas in 2014, the Citadel researchers
bulldozed sand behind that WDS installation. The piled up sand eroded away in a matter of days, lowering
the beach profile landward of the WDS and allowed the waves to reach higher up the beach and erode the
scarp line more quickly. Regarding the comments about OCRM staff imposing conditions on the research
study, these conditions were necessary to ensure that sufficient data would be collected in order to
properly assess whether or not the WDS successfully addressed an erosional issue.

OCRM Staff
Involvement in
the GEL Study

Comment: "Throughout the course of the GEL Engineering review, OCRM staff, particularly Jessica
Boynton, sought to control and influence GEL Engineering's review by, for example, providing Matt
Goodrich with false information that part of the WDS had become dislodged and providing a falsely-
captioned photograph in an attempt to convince Mr. Goodrich that this had occurred. Ms. Boynton also
required Mr. Goodrich to submit drafts of his report, and Ms. Boynton made editing suggestions to Mr.
Goodrich." (Source: letter from Matt Hamrick, dated 2/13/2017, attorney for S.I. Systems, LLC and Wave
Dissipation Systems, LLC).

Comment: "The Seascape Owners contend that the GEL Study is not an independent and objective study,
but a collection of facts directed by staff in their 18 questions comprising the study....Moreover, when
undertaking the independent third party review, OCRM tied that researchers hands and dictated that only
certain facts would be evaluated and no opinions on the WDS would be allowed." (Source: letter from Jack
Smith, dated 2/13/2017, attorney for Seascape Villas).



OCRM RESPONSE: Jessica Boynton is the OCRM employee who served as the Contract Manager for the
third-party review of the WDS. In sworn testimony given February 7, 2017, Mr. Goodrich was asked,
"During the course of this project about the WDS evaluation, in any of your conversations with Jessica or
anyone else at OCRM, did you get any feeling one way or the other that they had an opinion already
formed about the WDS's performance?" Mr. Goodrich's response to that question was "No." In a
subsequent question asked during the same deposition, Mr. Goodrich was asked, "From the time that you
first became involved in this project until you completed your work, did Jessica Boynton or any other
OCRM employee attempt to change your substantive opinions or conclusions in the report?" Mr.
Goodrich's response to that question was "No." The Request for Proposals (RFP) for the third-party review
of the WDS stated that OCRM would provide the selected contractor with "original WDS study proposals
from the academic sponsor, acknowledgement letters from the Department, previous monitoring reports,
future monitoring reports, and previous site photographs." OCRM staff stands by the accuracy of the
background information and photographs that were sent to GEL, including the photographs of the Vertical
Porous Panels, which Mr. Hamrick claims depict false information. The third-party review of the WDS was
federally funded with approximately $96,000 in grant money from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA). As the contract manager of this project, OCRM had a responsibility to the
Department, as well as to the federal funding source, to ensure that the terms of the contract were met.
As part of reporting requirements to NOAA, OCRM staff was required to provide status updates and draft
reports during the course of the GEL study. Finally, the 18 questions developed by OCRM in the GEL report
were designed around the language of the budget provisos to determine whether the WDS is a "qualified
system."

Scarp Line
Movement and
Storm Impacts

6 (form) +
4
(individual)

Comment: "OCRM staff's false report to the DHEC board that the WDS was not successful is essentially
based on the deceptive theory that the scarp line at the study locations moved landward during the study.
This is deceptive because in its report to the DHEC board OCRM staff completely failed to mention that
extreme storm events, including the 1000-year rain/flood event and Hurricane Joaquin in October 2015,
additional extreme storms and flood tides, extreme nor'easter events, and Hurricane Matthew in October
2016 have occurred at the WDS sites. OCRM's report to the DHEC board failed to mention that the WDS
withstood these extreme events well and protected the structures behind the WDS devices even during
these events. OCRM's report to the DHEC board failed to truthfully acknowledge that the WDS did, in
between the previously-mentioned extreme weather events and overall, successfully slow erosion without
causing harm, as shown by The Citadel's and GEL Engineering's reports." (Source: letter from Matt
Hamrick, dated 2/13/2017, attorney for S.I. Systems, LLC and Wave Dissipation Systems, LLC).

Comment: "As designed the WDS is not a complete barrier to the effects of storm conditions, and is not
intended to prevent landward movement of the scarp line from storm conditions. No temporary measures
can accomplish that, only seawalls may have that potential capability....The scarp line movement is
expected from storm events and this condition is not part of the provisos or research team criteria for the
study" (Source: letter from Jack Smith, dated 2/13/2017, attorney for Seascape Villas).



Comment: "The WDS was supposed to allow the dunes to rebuild. It has not done this by my home but
appears to have up the beach. What it has done is to assist the sand bagging in stopping further erosion
and in stopping the recent high tides from further damaging my home." (Source: letter from William
Longfield, dated 2/8/2017, Beachwood East property owner).

Comment: "We have been very pleased with the performance of the WDS during the numerous and
dramatic storm events that have occurred this past year." (Source: form letters from 6 Seascape Villas
property owners).

Comment: "The system's performance exceeded our expectations during the recent storm events."
(Source: letter from Harry G. Stumpf, dated 2/7/2017, Seascape property owner and President of Seascape
Villas Horizontal Property Regime).

OCRM RESPONSE: As detailed in the Staff Recommendation, OCRM considered The Citadel's report, GEL
Engineering's report, and its own observations over the entire study period to draw the conclusions that
the WDS does not hold the scarp line position when sandbags are not present, does not retain or increase
sand landward of the structure, and results in frequent and significant scour trenches on the landward and
seaward side of the structure. The Citadel specifically stated in their request letters to perform the study
that movement of the scarp line would be analyzed. Furthermore, the storm events that occured were
certainly factored into staff's report to the Board because data collection efforts covered any storm event
up to the end of the study. The study end date was July 28, 2016.

Accretion of
Sand on the
Beach

Comment: "The WDS has brought about accretion of the beach in the areas where it has been placed, and
has been effective in mediating oceanfront property damage." (Source: letter from John P. Clarke, dated
12/23/2016, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "The WDS has created more beach between the building and the ocean than we have seen in
years." (Source: letter from Joye Wells, dated 1/18/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "The only savior we have at this time is to have the Wave Dissipation System since it provides a
long term system to allow the sand to replenish." (Source: letter from Marion and Gail Glover, dated
1/11/2017, Ocean Club property owners).

Comment: "They have from my eye witness stand point protected the foundations of our buildings and
actually added sand to the area while repelled some damage from severe storms and a Hurricane."
(Source: letter from John M. Beam, Jr., dated 1/17/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "There may be an argument, if it has really proven to increase the sand build-up (I think it has)
but there is no doubt that it has kept the force of the waves from destroying our foundation." (Source:
letter from Tom Zix, dated 1/17/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "My background is engineering and whenever | watch the waves hitting the WDS thus
dissipating the wave’s energy and causing it to drop some of its entrapped sand. This action alone can help
replace a large amount of the sand that gets eroded during king tide cycles and other ocean storms."
(Source: letter from Paul Schulz, dated 1/17/2017, Ocean Club property owner).



Comment: "This seems to have been a complete success. The water still passes through the system but
the sand appears to be staying in place both in front and in back of the system....The Wave Dissipation
System is not only doing its job but the beach area in front of and adjacent to the system has actually
increased over the past few months." (Source: letter from Teri and Richard Roberts, dated 2/13/2017, Wild
Dunes property owners).

OCRM RESPONSE: GEL's survey data at all sites indicated that where accretion occurred, it was seaward of
the WDS, where sand was blocked by the WDS and prevented from moving landward up the beach profile
naturally. GEL's survey data showed that at all sites, sand volume decreased landward of the WDS. OCRM
observations also supported the finding that the WDS does not cause accretion to occur on the landward
side of the device. The Citadel did not collect elevation data landward of the WDS in the area between the
scarp line and the device.

Initial Seascape
Study vs.
Expanded Study

Comment: "Dr. Mays stated that the first study at Seascape was a full scale study in an area suffering
significant erosion. He believed that study itself was satisfactory for making conclusion about how the WDS
performed and what it could do." (Source: letter from Mary Shahid, dated 2/13/2017, attorney for
Beachwood East property owners).

OCRM RESPONSE: OCRM believes the expanded study was necessary to determine if the WDS could be
successful in addressing an erosional issue at sites with varying tidal and wave action. As detailed
throughout the Staff Recommendation document, OCRM believes the WDS was unsuccessful in addressing
an erosional issue at each site, including the initial study location.

Comparing the
WDS to
Sandbags

6 (form) +
26
(individual)

Comment: "The use of the WDS as an alternative to sand bags during emergency conditions provides a
much better alternative to sand bags because it is dynamic and can be manipulated to respond to actual or
threatened changing conditions, can be removed or relocated in whole or in part, and can be stored and
reused...Sand bags are better than a seawall or revetment because they are temporary, but they cannot be
relocated, deteriorate with exposure to sun and waves and torn pieces of bags can create hazards to
marine life and create litter. Sand bags can only reflect the wave energy and do not provide an opportunity
for the buildup or entrapment of sand when natural accretional events occur. The WDS is easier to monitor
and manage as a temporary measure pending renourishment of the beach, the preferred eroding beach
management solution....The WDS can be removed and stored until installation is necessary to protect the
Seascape building from future emergency erosional conditions. Sand bags continually have to be replaced
and cannot be removed or reused. Approving the staff recommendation burdens the Owners with no
alternative but sand bags to protect their property while waiting for renourishment. The use of sandbags
for emergency orders in the past was more expensive and less effective than the WDS, particularly since
the WDS can be dismantled and stored for future use. Sand bag maintenance is expensive and damage
from storms can cause bags to tear and lose sand, becoming litter on the beach." (Source: letter from Jack
Smith, dated 2/13/2017, attorney for Seascape Villas).



Comment: "WDS technology is both benign and far more environmentally friendly than other temporary
protections such as sandbags, trucking sand, etc....The Ocean Club WDS has allowed the removal of sand
bags during all but the most severe weather events." (Source: letter from Charles and Sheila Lord, dated
1/25/2017, Ocean Club propery owners).

Comment: "The WDS is much superior to sand bags. It is much more attractive and allows the waves to
flow through, but traps sand behind and protects our building from the severe turbulence of the waves....I
sincerely believe that the WDS is a huge improvement over sand bags in both appearance and long-range
cost." (Source: letter from Carl and Lollie Harper, dated 1/11/2017, Ocean Club property owners).
Comment: "[The WDS] has worked admirably and has protected our building much better than the only
other solution you allow- sand bags. The WDS is far superior to sand bags. It is easier to install, to maintain,
and to remove. It is much more aesthetically pleasing than a large stack of sand bags. The WDS is also
much more cost effective...The WDS has been more beneficial to sea life. Bags break down and tear apart.
The pieces can trap and entangle fish, birds, sea turtles and dolphins. They also ingest pieces of the bags."
(Source: letter from Brian Hall, dated 1/16/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "Sand bags are unsightly and difficult to install, maintain and remove. Sand bags are huge
pollutants of our beaches since they become almost impossible to remove after they have been in place
for some time and their removal undermines the very beach that we are trying to build!" (Source: letter
from Joye Wells, dated 1/18/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "The system is a dramatic improvement over sand bags in cost and appearance." (Source: letter
from James Walden, dated 1/16/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "We had used sandbags in the past and found them to be very expensive and ineffective."
(Source: form letters from 6 Seascape Villas property owners).

Comment: "The WDS looks so much nicer for tourist, they hardly notice it and when openings are left on
the sides folks are able to walk through it when the tide starts coming in, which extends beach time.
Sandbags are a total blocker, very ugly, more expensive and probably messes up the habitat where the
sand is removed from. Plus remnants of the bags tend to show up on the beach years after they are
removed." (Source: letter from Daniel Carpenter, dated 1/11/2017, Ocean Club property owner).
Comment: "Also based on our past history, the sand bags were not near as effective as the WDS....As far as
the comments about the appearance of the WDS, | have not heard anyone say they found them as
offensive as the sand bags and the WDS is easily removed when we get our beach back." (Source: letter
from Tom Zix, dated 1/17/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "The WDS looks better than sandbags. The WDS also holds up better than the sandbags that are
placed on the beach. Sandbags will break, get into the beach or get washed away. Also when sandbags
break the pieces of the bag can trap birds, sea turtles or fish. Therefore WDS | feel is an environmentally
much better solution than sandbags. Also | feel that WDS from a safety standpoint is a much better
solution than the sandbags. | have seen children playing on sandbags, but you don't see children trying to
play on the WDS. If the children who are playing on the sandbags would fall, they could get an arm or leg
stuck between the bags or hurt themselves in some other way." (Source: letter from Marc H. Silverman,
dated 1/18/2017, Ocean Club property owner).



Comment: "The WDS is working, and has shown more positive results over the years than sandbags."
(Source: letter from Graeme M. Keith, dated 1/19/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "l have witnessed countless deployments of sand bags of various sizes over the years at the
cost of multiple Millions of dollars - only to have these unsightly sandbags collapse and wash away along
the beach. Granted the large sandbags are less apt to wash away than the small - but they are still
unsightly at best, and they only provide limited protection and in the end there is also a cost to remove
them." (Source: letter from Pat Joyce, dated 1/21/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "Over the years we have seen several methods to protect property: boulders, sandbags, and
the WDS. The WDS appear to be the most effective, environmentally friendly, and attractive of these
methods....Sandbags are unattractive, break and the plastic and cording end up on the beaches and ocean
which is environmentally unfriendly and endanger wildlife." (Source: letter from Brian and Linda Abel,
dated 2/13/2017, Ocean Club property owners).

Comment: "It is a much easier system to manage than sandbags and far more affordable." (Source: letter
from Jeffrey C. Rogers, dated 2/11/2017, Seascape property owner).

Comment: "I managed Seascape since 1993 and have personally witnessed major erosion in front of
Seascape in the mid-1990's, 2006-2008 and now during the last two years. | have experienced all forms of
protection including scraping, 5 gallon sandbags, 1 yard sandbags and have found that the WDS is by far
the most effective temporary erosion control device....The use of sandbags will produce a tremendous
financial burden to the owners. It will negatively impair the use and enjoyment of the property by owners
and guests. It will negatively impact the accommodations tax base for the island." (Source: letter from Lona
Vest, dated 2/8/2017, Seascape Regime Manager).

Comment: "The use of sandbags for emergency orders in the past was less effective than the WDS,
particularly since the WDS can be dismantled and stored for future redeployment. Sandbag maintenance is
expensive and damage from storms can cause bags to tear and lose sand, littering the beach and ocean.
The Seascape regime has extensive experience with the use of sandbags and has found that not only do
they not adequately protect the property but they negatively impact wildlife, are cost prohibitive, are
unattractive, and also create dangerous shoreline conditions for owners, guests and beachgoers. Just the
presence of unsightly sandbags decreases property values, while the WDS looks like it belongs, blending in
with the beach environment." (Source: letter from Harry G. Stumpf, dated 2/7/2017, Seascape property
owner and President of Seascape Villas Horizontal Property Regime).

Comment: "As a neighbor, | far prefer the stable System rather than sandbags for emergency protection—
the sandbags, and especially the smaller ones, leave debris up-and-down the beach whereas the System is
entirely contained." (Source: letter from Al Bowen, dated 2/8/2017, Wild Dunes property owner).
Comment: "l went thru the ugly sand bags period where washed up sandbags were everywhere to be
found when walking on the beach. | was subjected to the sandbag costs of setting and removal of small
sand bags and then the setting and removal of the large sand bags. The laborious cost of tabulating what
went in the beach and what came out. This was ridiculous!" (Source: letter from Gary Werkman, dated
2/8/2017, Wild Dunes property owner).



Comment: "l also find it a far better solution than sandbags which are very ineffective, quickly erode, and
create a messy hazard for people and sealife. The WDS systems in place today are well maintained, do not
negatively impact the ecosystem and do not pose any danger to beachgoers." (Source: letter from Philip R.
Grennan lll, dated 2/2/2017, Wild Dunes property owner and President of Shipwatch HOA Board).
Comment: "l own oceanfront property in Wild Dunes near Seascape. | have not experienced any negative
impact from the use of the subject system and find it superior to the use of sandbags." (Source: letter from
Christian F. Rapp, dated 2/9/2017, Wild Dunes property owner).

Comment: "l own a property near the Seascape Villas and have no issue with continual use of the WDS
system to protect the property during periods of erosion. This is a much improved solution than sandbags
of past years." (Source: letter from Grady D. Wilson, dated 2/9/2017, Wild Dunes property owner).
Comment: "This system seems to me to be definitely preferable to the use of sandbags in dealing with the
problem of beach erosion, especially from the standpoint of long-term cost, appearance, and
effectiveness." (Source: letter from Elaine Rhodes, dated 2/10/2017, Wild Dunes property owner).
Comment: "It is a much better system to protect the beach and dunes from continued erosion. The sand
bags did not work well and this system should be used as we have not felt it was a problem. In fact, it is not
un-attractive plus is keeping the shoreline in tact so that property owners and guests can continue to enjoy
this beautiful area." (Source: letter from Sarah "Sally" and James Sexton, dated 2/11/2017, Wild Dunes
property owners).

Comment: "When my properties in the past were exposed to a comparable erosion threat, the only
permissible protective option available was the use of sandbags. That option had the considerable
environmental and aesthetic downside of having the bags scattered up and down the shoreline. The WDS
avoids these problems while affording protection to the threatened structures." (Source: letter from James
F. Fox, dated 2/13/2017, Wild Dunes property owner).

Comment: "We are owners of a Port-O-Call condo. Port-O-Call is a Beach Front condominium group of
buildings and located near the Ocean Club buildings. We have been owners since 1991 and have watched
the beach come and go in various areas of Isle Of Palms. We were extremely adversely affected by erosion
that began in the early 2000s and continued for several years. Carolyn Boltin, SDHEC-OCRM [sic] deputy
commissioner issued an emergency order allowing to use 5 pound sandbags for which we were assessed.
These failed, broke down quickly and left a mess on the beach which was largely washed out to sea.
Subsequently we were allowed to use 50 pound bags which worked better but still were not adequate to
stop erosion and loss of property, including stairs to first floor beach front units, our board walk and parts
of the pool structure with the latter two being behind the setback line. The final remedy came when the
Army Core [sic] of Engineers refurbished our beach. The process of using sandbags to remedy a multi-year
issue was not successful or environmentally sound given the amount of debris washed out to sea or buried
in the sand to be later washed out to sea. It was also very costly to the home owners and the region as it
affected tourism." (Source: letter from Teri and Richard Roberts, dated 2/13/2017, Wild Dunes property
owners).



Comment: "We have owned a unit in Shipwatch, Isle of Palms since 2004 and have seen the use of
sandbags in an attempt to protect properties. It is very unattractive and not as effective

as the need demands." (Source: letter from Mike and Anne Kinnane, dated 2/13/2017, Wild Dunes
property owners).

Comment: "As | understand it the continued use of WDS helps to protect from excessive beach erosion
and is a far better solution than sandbags." (Source: letter from Mickey Tyler, dated 2/9/2017, Wild Dunes
property owner).

OCRM RESPONSE: The intent of the WDS study was to determine whether it could be successful in
addressing an erosional issue per S.C. Code of Laws §48-39-320(C). The research study did not include
measurements of sandbags or their effectiveness in mitigating erosion. However, during the study, the
scarp line landward of the WDS continued to erode where sandbags were not present. Sandbags, when
properly installed and maintained, can provide temporary erosion protection while a community is
pursuing a longer-term erosion mitigation strategy like beach renourishment. The use of unmaintained
sandbags has resulted in negative effects in the past. The State Legislature recently enacted a new law that
requires bonds and a commitment to long term renourishment for the use of sandbags under an
Emergency Order. These steps ensure that the sandbags are properly managed and that the property
owners are pursuing long term solutions to protect their property.

Effects of the
WDS on Sea
Turtle Nesting
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Comment: "The erosional escarpment is not turtle nesting habitat, and the WDS does not harm turtles or
any other flora or fauna. The staff recommendation confirms only a potential for turtle nesting to be
affected, based on the few false crawls observed." (Source: letter from Jack Smith, dated 2/13/2017,
attorney for Seascape Villas).

Comment: "The Ocean Club WDS has had absolutely no measurable or meaningful effect on loggerhead
sea turtle nesting." (Source: letter from Charles and Sheila Lord, dated 1/25/2017, Ocean Club property
owners).

Comment: "The loggerhead turtles cannot nest in the WDS area anyway and always move to an area
where it is safer for their nests. Even though many of the nest are moved to safer ground by the turtle
brigade, when placed in the dry sand, time is provided for the relocation." (Source: letter from Carl and
Lollie Harper, dated 1/11/2017, Ocean Club property owners).

Comment: "The WDS also protects sea turtles from becoming trapped under our building when they are
searching for a suitable nesting site. There are no dunes for them to nest on- there is no beach, period!
There is only twisted metal and concrete under our washed out garage." (Source: letter from Brian Hall,
dated 1/16/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "l understand that a concern for turtles is at the heart of this decision and do not understand
this at all. Turtles cannot nest in sand bags! Turtles cannot nest if there is no beach. The bottom line is that
there is no way that a turtle can nest in front of Ocean Club Building One, regardless of which method is
used." (Source: letter from Joye Wells, dated 1/18/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "This system can be operated in harmony with the environment, specifically the critical nesting
of loggerhead turtles." (Source: letter from James Walden, dated 1/16/2017, Ocean Club property owner).



Comment: "It should be noted that there is no room or appropriate sand behind the WDS for turtles to
nest so the system should not have any bearing on turtle nesting." (Source: letter from W.P. Tiedeman,
dated 1/11/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "l also do not understand the argument about the WDS being bad for the turtles. Removing the
WDS or sandbags would allow them to go into the eroded cavity under the building where they would be
more apt to get trapped or hung on something and certainly not a good place to lay eggs. It's better to
have something that encourages the turtles to move away from these areas and try again elsewhere."
(Source: letter from Daniel Carpenter, dated 1/11/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "Reportedly, the sea turtles are protected by the EPA and are having trouble getting past the
plastic WDS during the May-August nesting season. The female turtles crawl up the beach searching to lay
their eggs preferably above the high tide line in sand dunes....Ironically, if it were not for the WDC [sic], the
poor turtle would run into sand bags and or the eroded parking area of Ocean Club garage." (Source: letter
from John M. Beam, Jr., dated 1/17/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "l understand that this problem has been a concern to the environmentalist, especially the
Turtle supporters and | also do not want to destroy their nesting area but if there is no sand dunes, they
cannot lay their eggs and if the WDS is removed the area will be unusable for anyone." (Source: letter from
Tom Zix, dated 1/17/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "Furthermore the WDS does not in any way hurt the turtles. In fact, | think it could be said that
the WDS helps save turtles. The reason | say this is if the turtles tried to nest in the highly eroded area
where the WDS is now, the eggs would probably be washed away. At the present time the turtles lay their
eggs elsewhere where there is a lot more beach." (Source: letter from Marc H. Silverman, dated
1/18/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "The WDS | have seen in use are so close to the involved properties that sea turtles would not
be able to lay their eggs on the beach and if they did the nest would be disrupted by wave action." (Source:
letter from Brian and Linda Abel, dated 2/13/2017, Ocean Club property owners).

Comment: "The erosional scarp is unsuitable turtle nesting habitat, and the WDS does not harm turtles or
any other flora or fauna. The staff recommendation confirms only a potential for turtle nesting to be
affected, based on the few false crawls observed. If as recommended by the Citadel research team the
WDS had been opened in those areas, the false crawls would likely have occurred anyway since the
erosional scarp is poor natural nesting habitat....A few false crawls along a few yards of beach (which
would have occurred anyway with the natural erosional scarp) could not reasonably be considered a threat
to the species' existence, compared to other threats." (Source: letter from Harry G. Stumpf, dated
2/7/2017, Seascape property owner and President of Seascape Villas Horizontal Property Regime).
Comment: "Based on their placement (close to buildings) and how few there are, | fail to understand how
they impact Turtles in any significant manner." (Source: letter from Philip R. Grennan lll, dated 2/2/2017,
Wild Dunes property owner and President of Shipwatch HOA Board).



Comment: "Since turtles would not nest up against the foundation of a building or, for that matter next to

a hill of sandbags, it would appear there is no negative effect on them. Usually the turtles at our end of the
beach build nests along the golf course and Dewees Island." (Source: letter from Teri and Richard Roberts,

dated 2/13/2017, Wild Dunes property owners).

OCRM RESPONSE: As stated on page 33 of the Staff Recommendation, "DHEC-OCRM has photographic
evidence of sea turtle nests being laid in less than optimal areas, including at the base of erosional scarps.
When a sea turtle nest is laid in an area with little chance for successful hatching, Nest Protection Project
Leaders and volunteers (which are active on Isle of Palms and Harbor Island) relocate the eggs to a more
ideal location along the shoreline. The sea turtle interactions that occurred at the WDS may have been
false crawls or they may have been legitimate nesting attempts. Therefore, regarding impacts to fauna, the
W0DS presents a potential harm associated with continued nesting attempts of sea turtles."

Building
Protection

10

Comment: "The Ocean Club WDS has been instrumental in mitigating the effects of severe erosion on
Ocean Club Building 1, including during Hurricane Matthew....The Ocean Club WDS has forestalled an
environmental and a human disaster by helping to protect a building and improvements with a value of
tens of millions of dollars against almost certain destruction, condemnation and ruin." (Source: letter from
Charles and Sheila Lord, dated 1/25/2017, Ocean Club property owners).

Comment: "The WDS has provided admirable protection through several major storms by decreasing the
force with which the water gets to our building. While our garage did collapse in 2015, the effects could
have been much worse if the full force of the waves and tide had been allowed to crash over sand bags
into our building." (Source: letter from Joye Wells, dated 1/18/2017, Ocean Club property owner).
Comment: "We have seen the effects of having it in place and are convinced that removing it would lead
to a tremendous amount if [sic] damage to our building." (Source: letter from Gary and Suzie McHugh,
dated 1/11/2017, Ocean Club property owners).

Comment: "This building has already sustained damage from erosion which required extensive repair and
one can visually see that the WDS is preventing recurrence of this erosion. | ask that the system be allowed
to remain in place to continue to protect the building from damage." (Source: letter from W.P. Tiedeman,
dated 1/11/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "The only thing which has kept Building 1 of Ocean Club out of the ocean is the experimental
Wave Dissipation System which has thus fair [sic] aided in avoiding disaster." (Source: letter from Steven E.
Schmidt, dated 1/13/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "It seems unconscionable that a property owner would not be permitted to protect their
property from almost certain destruction by all means possible. Especially when those means do no harm
to the environment or the inhabitants of said environment. | cannot understand how there could even be a
question about permitting the Ocean Club property owners (and others along the South Carolina coast) to

1/14/2017, Ocean Club property owner).



Comment: "We believe that we require the Wave Dissipation System to stay in place to protect our
building from the high tides. Ocean Club was built in accordance to the set- back requirements in place at
the time it was built. The wave dissipation system has helped, and is helping our building stabilize the
beach without any harmful effects to ocean life." (Source: letter from Ira and Merrie Zolin, dated
1/18/2017, Ocean Club property owners).

Comment: "The WDS has been such a great device for helping to protect our buildings." (Source: letter
from Paul Schulz, dated 1/17/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "l have seen first hand, daily, the effects of beach erosion caused by king tides, high tides, rising
ocean levels, storms, etc. | have seen these events with the WDS in place and without the system in place.
With the WDS in place the, damage associated with these events, to our building and property has been
much, much less than without the WDS. | have seen the WDS take the impact of the high waves and
greatly reduce their damaging force. The protection the WDS provides is very important to the values of
properties they protect up and down the coast of South Carolina and ultimately to tax revenue streams."
(Source: letter from John E. Long, Jr., dated 2/9/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "The fact remains that Seascape Villas (and Ocean Club, having the same System) survived
recent storms without being seriously damaged. It would not seem to be in the best interest of South
Carolina to see national coverage of local tourist destinations at risk of being swallowed by the sea because
DHEC-OCRM forced removal of the Systems while a beach nourishment project was pending." (Source:
letter from Al Bowen, dated 2/8/2017, Wild Dunes property owner).

OCRM RESPONSE: With the exception of two houses landward of the Harbor Island WDS, the buildings
landward of the WDS are generally still intact. The WDS dissipates wave energy to an extent but fails to
successfully address the erosional issues at each study site. Both short-term and longer-term options are
currently available to mitigate erosion at threatened properties. In the short-term, minor renourishment,
sand scraping, or sandbags can be used under an Emergency Order to provide temporary protection. In the
longer-term, large scale beach nourishment projects can be built to widen the beach and create new
dunes.

Effects of
Erosion on
Property Values

Comment: "Lower values are not only a hardship for current owners who wish to or need to sell, they also
mean very much lower tax revenues for state and local jurisdictions. For the 102 units in the two buildings
of Ocean Club alone, the loss of ratable tax base may be as much as 100 million dollars of valuation. Plus,
because Ocean Club HPR is the premier Wild Dunes condominium regime, its reduced values lower asking
prices and valuations for all similar Wild Dunes properties." (Source: letter from Charles and Sheila Lord,
dated 1/25/2017, Ocean Club property owners).

Comment: "What is happening at Ocean Club will continue to happen all along the coast of SC. Beach
erosion will continue and unless you as an agency and our elected state leaders recognize that our beaches
will require cyclical maintenance, we will lose our $12 billion tourism industry and the tax revenue from
ocean front property." (Source: letter from Brian Hall, dated 1/16/2017, Ocean Club property owner).



Comment: "As a long term owner and investor in my ocean property for over 20 years - | have struggled
with the finances of combating erosion - and the realization that insurance does not cover this slow
process of property degradation and its impact on property values and rental income - resulting in an
investment that requires much effort, stress, and ultimately a net loss after 20 +years." (Source: letter
from Pat Joyce, dated 1/21/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "Property is financially risky to own and maintain in this area, pretty soon it could become cost
prohibitive. If your goal is to have a pristine beach area, free of beach front property in this area then ban
the WDS and ban sandbags while you're at it. Owners will sell, lose money, go bankrupt etc. due to
resultant cost increases and decreases in building survivability. If you wish to continue having the tax
revenues generated by these properties flowing into the South Carolina economy as well as the jobs and
tourism they generate then you need to consider the owners request in this matter." (Source: letter from
Jeffrey C. Rogers, dated 2/11/2017, Seascape property owner).

OCRM RESPONSE: Both short-term and longer-term options are currently available to mitigate erosion at
threatened properties. In the short-term, minor renourishment, sand scraping, or sandbags can be used
under an Emergency Order to provide temporary protection. In the longer-term, large scale beach
nourishment projects can be built to widen the beach and create new dunes. The latest permit application
for a large scale beach nourishment project at Isle of Palms is currently undergoing interagency review and
would benefit the Beachwood East, Seascape Villas, and Ocean Club Villas sites in Wild Dunes.

Cost of Fighting
Erosion

Comment: "Since 2008 when the Isle of Palms beach was renourished at the expense of the Wild Dunes
Community Association and the City of Isle of Palms, the 102 owners of The Ocean Club HPR have spent
more than $3,000,000 (three million dollars) to stabilize the shoreline in front of our Building 1, about
$30,000 per unit. If a currently proposed renourishment takes place, each Ocean Club unit will contribute
over $3,500 more." (Source: letter from Charles and Sheila Lord, dated 1/25/2017, Ocean Club property
owners).

Comment: "We have spent over 3 million dollars since 2008 to prevent our building from washing into the
ocean. We are good citizens, pay our many taxes, including sales tax, property taxes, income taxes, etc.
The owners who rent also pay accommodation taxes. The 3 million dollars includes cost of sand, sand bags
and since 2014 we have spent nearly $400,000 on the wave dissipation system (WDS)." (Source: letter
from Carl and Lollie Harper, dated 1/11/2017, Ocean Club property owners).

Comment: "Ocean Club has spent over $3 million dollars on sandbags over the last few years. The
$400,000.00 cost and maintenance of the WDS has been much less." (Source: letter from Brian Hall, dated
1/16/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "Our regime has spent $400,000 in the development, installation and operation of this system;
it has proven to be very effective in saving sand and protecting property." (Source: letter from James
Walden, dated 1/16/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "My home has been battered by the numerous storms of the past several years, which has
resulted in my losing a portion of my house, stairs and porches as well as my beach dunes. | have spent
over $200,000 over this period of time trying to protect my home and to help rebuild the dunes structure
of the beach." (Source: letter from William Longfield, dated 2/8/2017, Beachwood East property owner).



Comment: "We have spent over $3 million since 2008 towards protecting the buildings from erosion, and a
lot of that went toward sandbags, which are unattractive and harmful to the environment." (Source: letter
from Graeme M. Keith, dated 1/19/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "Since 2008 we have spent over $3 million dollars on sand and sand bags trying to protect our
property from the negative effects of erosion....It is so much better than sand bags and even though our
Ocean Club owners have spent nearly $400,000 on its installation and maintenance, it has no doubt been
cheaper, more effective and certainly more environmentally friendly than sand bags." (Source: letter from
Paul Schulz, dated 1/17/2017, Ocean Club property owner).

Comment: "We have found this to be a cost effective system to protect our property from dramatic
storm/erosion events over the last year....In the short time we have been allowed to use this system there
has been a noticeable reduction of maintenance issues to the building and beach front....The study does
not take into account the economic savings the WDS provides to property owners." (Source: letter from
Jeffrey C. Rogers, dated 2/11/2017, Seascape property owner).

Comment: "Seascape owners have invested over $329,000 in the WDS protecting its property." (Source:
letter from Harry G. Stumpf, dated 2/7/2017, Seascape property owner and President of Seascape Villas
Horizontal Property Regime).

Comment: "As an 11 year owner of Tidewater 1204 | have been exposed to over $30,000 of fees for beach
restoration." (Source: letter from Gary Werkman, dated 2/8/2017, Wild Dunes property owner).

OCRM RESPONSE: Some property owners commented on the relative costs of sandbags versus the WDS.
OCRM believes that the WDS has not addressed the erosional issues at the study sites and that sandbags
will still be required in the future to maintain the scarp line position.

Characterization
of the WDS as a
"Seawall"

Comment: "Dr. Mays' opinion is that the WDS is a soft technology and does not perform like a typical
prohibited erosion control structure (seawall, bulkhead or revetment)." (Source: letter from Mary Shahid,
dated 2/13/2017, attorney for Beachwood East property owners).

Comment: "The WDS is not a seawall. Seawalls are static and designed to retain uplands, create erosion on
adjacent property on their ends, reflect wave energy that pushes sand away from the upper beach and are
not temporary....Staff continues in its recommendation to this Board to think of the WDS as a seawall in
spite of the facts to the contrary. See Deposition testimony of Dr. Mays, p. 20, Attachment K. However, the
recommendation conclusion by staff that the WDS has effects similar to seawalls only references the
effects and conditions following storm events and seems intentionally biased. Whether a WDS, sandbags
or other temporary structures exposed to storm conditions are involved, the beach conditions following a
storm event will be similar." (Source: letter from Jack Smith, dated 2/13/2017, attorney for Seascape
Villas).



Comment: "OCRM/DHEC now claims that the WDS is a permanent, hard structure sea wall, prohibited
under South Carolina law, despite the fact that the WDS can be removed with only a few days' notice and
without a trace, and without environmental harm. 'Permanent' has a dictionary meaning, which definition
must inform the legal interpretation of South Carolina regulations. The WDS is designed to be quickly
reengineered or removed and is no more 'permanent' than the wooden erosion snow fences now
permitted under South Carolina law....Permeant [sic] sea walls are structures of stone, concrete, boulders
or the like weighing tens of tons, intended to remain in situ for years, or forever. What theory, in light of
the contrary physical evidence, could convince a reasonable person that WDS is a permanent sea wall and
not a temporary erosion control device like a snow fence?" (Source: letter from Charles and Sheila Lord,
dated 1/25/2017, Ocean Club property owners).

Comment: "My own professional opinion is that it is highly misleading to refer to the WDS as a seawall.
Conventional seawalls are static, rigid retaining walls--hard structures--designed to hold earth materials
behind them, and the WDS is clearly an unconventional system designed to be flexible and reconfigured as
conditions warrant. Use of the term "seawall" is inappropriate and distorts the discussion." (Source: letter
from Harry G. Stumpf, dated 2/7/2017, Seascape property owner and President of Seascape Villas
Horizontal Property Regime).

OCRM RESPONSE: OCRM believes the WDS results in impacts to the beach in the immediate vicinity of the
structure that are similar to the impacts caused by shore-parallel erosion control structures like seawalls
and bulkheads. These similar impacts include scour at the base of the structure and increased erosion at
the end of the structure as summarized in the Staff Recommendation on page 24. As the WDS is modified
with sheetpile walls that extend below grade ("Vertical Porous Panels"), it shows additional attributes of a
seawall.

Form Letters
from Other Wild
Dunes Property
Owners

Comment: "Please accept this letter in favor of the continued use of the Wave Dissipation System (WDS). |
own a property adjacent to Seascape Villas / in Wild Dunes and have no issue with their continued use of
the WDS to protect their property during periods of erosion. | have not experienced any negative impact
from their use of the system. | find it a far better solution than sandbags. The system is well maintained,
does not negatively impact the ecosystem and does not pose any danger to the beachgoers." (Source:
form letter from 72 Wild Dunes property owners).
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Comments
The WDS does Comment: "It is understandable the protection of beachfront property will continue to be at issue along the
not address an 15 coast however the damage these devices cause to nearby properties and failure to address the erosion

erosional issue.

during the study should dictate their immediate removal." (Source: letter from Sandra Bundy, dated
2/13/2017).

Comment: "Plastic sea walls don't really protect our oceanfront property obviously and do prevent sea
turtles from laying their eggs. Please! This is a no brained [sic]." (Source: letter from Donna Harkness,
dated 2/8/2017).

Comment: "These walls have apparently not helped with erosion, conversely, they have at times made it
more prominent. Please rule for them to be removed." (Source: letter from Susan Nicassio, dated
2/8/2017).

Comment: "l am gratified by the Department’s conclusion that the WDS are not effective in addressing
beach erosion and, in fact, result in negative impacts to the beach including blocking the nesting attempts
of sea turtles in violation of the Endangered Species Act, and | also fully support the joint recommendation
of OCRM staff and an independent third-party reviewer that this technology, methodology or structure not
be approved for continued use at these locations or future use at any additional locations along our
coastline." (Source: letter from Victor Wright, dated 2/8/2017).

Comment: "These seawalls were authorized as experiments to determine their effectiveness in preventing
erosion. The experiment has ended (six months ago), they have been evaluated, and they have proven to
be not only ineffective in preventing erosion but to actually contribute to the process." (Source: letter from
Paul Keyserling, dated 2/8/2017).

Comment: "The authorization for these seawalls required a demonstration of success in addressing
erosion at the beach; however, the seawalls have not prevented erosion and actually make it worse."
(Source: letter from Tom Simpson, dated 2/8/2017).

Comment: "The authorization for these seawalls required a demonstration of success in addressing erosion
at the beach; however, the seawalls have not prevented erosion and actually make it worse. When ocean
waves contact the seawall, the sand around the seawall is washed away. In addition, movement and
replenishment of sand behind the seawall is impossible, which results in dune loss and a long-term
decrease in protection for the oceanfront houses." (Source: letter from Lacey Czeluscinski, dated 2/8/2017).
Comment: "DHEC's analysis of all available information indicates that the WDS has not successfully
addressed erosional issues at the installation sites, has resulted in negative impacts to the beach and does
not meet the performance criteria of a qualified device as defined by statute. DHEC-OCRM staff has
recommended that the Board of of Health and Environmental Control not approve the WDS for future use
and that the existing structures be required to be removed from the beach following the final agency
decision." (Source: letter from Amy Kraft, dated 2/3/2017).



Comment: "l would like to add my voice to the chorus of support for removal of the plastic seawalls known
as "Wave Dissipation Systems" that have been constructed in front of oceanfront houses on Harbor Island
and Isle of Palms. These seawalls are not just hideous eyesores that have proved time and time again to be
ineffective in preventing beach erosion, but even worse, they are inhibiting the nesting process of a sea
turtle population that is shrinking at an alarming rate." (Source: letter from Victor Wright, dated
12/29/2016).

Comment: "l am writing in support of removing the experimental seawalls (Wave Dissipation Systems) on
Harbor Island and Isle of the Palms implemented by The Citadel. The failed experiment ended in July 2016
and yet the walls still remain in place. The WDSs have not only failed in its mission to address erosion at the
beach but have made it worse. When ocean waves contact the seawall, the sand around the seawall is
washed away. Resulting in dune loss and a long-term decrease in protection for oceanfront properties."
(Source: letter from Lauren Rosolino, dated 12/28/2016).

Comment: "They [the WDS] are supposed to prevent erosion, but they do not. Coastlines constantly
change. When part of one beach is protected, part of another is eroded instead." (Source: letter from
MaryRose Randall, dated 12/22/2016)

Comment: "First, the wall clearly did not prevent erosion on Harbor Island. The scarp seaward of the wall
continued to erode, even on the two properties that also had sandbags. The original promise of the system
was to trap sand from incoming waves and form new dunes. That never happened at Harbor Island. There
was not the slightest sign of any dune-building. To the contrary, the scarp continued to erode. Needless to
say, the wall did not protect the three homes from Hurricane Mathew. All were severely damaged. Two will
have to be torn down and the third one moved to a safer location." (Source: letter from Dennis Nolan,
dated 12/28/2016).

Comment: "The last requirement in the Budget Proviso is also blatantly violated, as indicated by the results
of the study. The experimental seawall results are supposed to be that it "prevents down-coast erosion,
protects property, and limits negative impacts to public safety and welfare, beach access; and the health of
the beach dune system." Budget Proviso 34.48, part (7). However, this could not be further from the truth.
The WDS actually cause erosion and endanger property, as laid out in the studies and DHEC report."
(Source: letter from the South Carolina Environmental Law Project, dated 2/13/2017).

Comment: "Based on these results, the DHEC staff determined that these devices have failed to meet the
required demonstration of success in addressing beach erosion, and in fact, in several instances, made it
worse. After review of the data reviewed by DHEC, we concur with the staff determination and
recommendation that the WDS be removed." (Source: letter from the South Carolina Wildlife Federation
(SCWF), dated 12/28/2017).



Comment: "Pursuant to 1976 Code Ann. Section 48-39-320(C), the Department of Health and
Environmental Control (DHEC) is tasked with determining whether the WDS has been successful in
addressing an erosional issue and whether it should be allowed for continued use. As publicly noticed,
DHEC’s analysis of all available information indicates that the WDS has not successfully addressed erosional
issues at the installation sites, has resulted in negative impacts to the beach and does not meet the
performance criteria of a qualified device as defined by statute. DHEC staff has recommended that the
Board not approve the WDS for future use and that the existing structures be required to be removed from
the beach following the final agency decision." (Source: letter from The Coastal Conservation League, dated
2/13/2017).

Comment: "The most important finding in GEL’s assessment of the WDS is that, “WDS designs observed
during this study will not provide long-term protection for property subjected to long-term beach erosion
[emphasis supplied].” As noted in the GEL study, the WDS did not have the ability to protect properties and
stabilize scarps without using sandbags in conjunction.” (Source: letter from The Coastal Conservation
League, dated 2/13/2017).

OCRM RESPONSE: The DHEC - OCRM staff recommendation indicated that the WDS did not address an
erosional issue because the WDS: 1.) Did not hold the scarp line position, 2.) Did not increase or retain sand
volume on the landward side of the structure, and 3.) Did not minimize trenching and scouring.

The WDS does
not allow
natural
movement of
the beach

Comment: "Second, there were occasional small sand accretions on the seaward side of the wall. If those
accretions represented new sand building the beach, it would be wonderful. They did not. They seemed to
consist solely of sand that would, if not stopped by the wall, would have been deposited farther up the
beach. The wall only blocked the sand’s landward progress, and the next tide typically washed away even
those small accretions." (Source: letter from Dennis Nolan, dated 12/28/2016).

Comment: "Hard structures on our beaches even of temporary nature, do not allow the natural movement
of our beaches and should not be allowed." (Source: letter from Sandra Bundy, dated 2/13/2017).

Comment: "In fact, a quick visual inspection of the WDS reveals that sand has actually accumulated on the
seaward side of the system, indicating that sand is not making its way through the horizontal slats as
intended." (Source: letter from the Coastal Conservation League, dated 2/13/2017).

OCRM RESPONSE: As stated in the DHEC - OCRM staff recommendation on page 15, "As observed by GEL
during their study of the WDS, there was a loss of sand on the landward side of the structure at all four
sites. Accretion of sand at all sites was always on the seaward side of the structure, not on the landward
side. The WDS blocks the natural accretion of sand on the shoreline during calm conditions, and is
ineffective without sandbags during storm conditions. Therefore, the WDS does not increase or retain sand
on the landward side."




Effects of the
WDS on Sea
Turtle Nesting

320 (form)
+ 37
(individual)

Comment: "As a South Carolinian, | write in support of the DHEC decision to order the permanent removal
of temporary wave dissipation devices that disrupt federally protected sea turtles' capability to nest during
nesting season, pursuant to staff recommendation and South Carolina state law. We support the agency
standing up to do the right thing...In addition to violating state law, the seawalls also violate the Federal
Endangered Species Act because sea turtles are protected, and it is an illegal "take" of these creatures
under the Act to interfere with sea turtle nesting." (Source: 325 form letters).

Comment: "l strongly support the ban against sea walls (WDS) as they deter sea turtles from nesting. | also
think the existing walls should be removed at Harbor Island and Isle of Palms. Sea turtles, protected under
the Endangered Species Act, have been an interest on mine since volunteering for the Caretta Research

Project in Wassaw National Wildlife Refuge during high school. We know these sea walls were only a test to

see if there was a temporary fix for beach erosion that failed." (Source: letter from Hayden Geer, dated
2/12/2017).

Comment: "l support the DHEC staff decision to permanently remove the WDS at Harbor Island and Isle of
Palms! Thank you for caring enought to protect the sea turtles." (Source: letter from Betty Rankin, dated
2/10/2017).

Comment: "I'm weighing in on the side of the SEA TURTLES. enough words have been spoken - only action
speaks at this point." (Source: letter from Donna Stewart, dated 2/9/2017)

Comment: "The sea walls violate state law as well as the Federal Endangered Species Act. DHEC staff has
recommended that the walls come down. | am in support of sea wall removal." (Source: letter from Karen
Stacher, dated 2/9/2017).

Comment: "The Citadel has had temporary authorization to place experimental seawalls (aka Wave
Dissipation Systems) on Harbor Island and Isle of Palms. Authorization was granted with the proviso that
there be no adverse impact on beach wildlife (especially nesting sea turtles) or the beach itself, but the
opposite has been true. The seawalls harm sea turtles by blocking the nesting attempts of mother sea
turtles." (Source: letter from Merle Dowling, dated 2/8/2017).

Comment: "Plastic sea walls don't really protect our oceanfront property obviously and do prevent sea
turtles from laying their eggs. Please! This is a no brained [sic]." (Source: letter from Donna Harkness,
dated 2/8/2017).

Comment: "It has come to my attention that a sea wall project has been undertaken on Isle of Palms and
Harbor Island. | have personally witnessed the tiny turtles which are affected by this and other harmful
man-made elements." (Source: letter from Susan Nicassio, dated 2/8/2017).

Comment: "Personally, | feel | am here very temporarily and shoild leave little or no footprint on the
natural landscape, whereas the LOGGERHEAD SEA TURTLES have been here eons and their unfettered
access to the oceanfront for nesting is a god-given right that human beings must honor. In other words,
our morality must include the natural world." (Source: letter from Timothy Dodds, dated 2/8/2017).
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Comment: "l am gratified by the Department’s conclusion that the WDS are not effective in addressing
beach erosion and, in fact, result in negative impacts to the beach including blocking the nesting attempts
of sea turtles in violation of the Endangered Species Act, and | also fully support the joint recommendation
of OCRM staff and an independent third-party reviewer that this technology, methodology or structure not
be approved for continued use at these locations or future use at any additional locations along our
coastline." (Source: letter from Victor Wright, dated 2/8/2017).

Comment: "We can choose where we build. We should choose to build in more sustainable locations
farther away from the fragile and constantly moving shoreline. Building there is costly and eventually that
investment may be completely lost. Better to make more sustainable, intelligent choices. Sea turtles
cannot make that choice. They are part of the circle of life and we should protect them." (Source: letter
from Mary Beth Berry, dated 2/8/2017).

Comment: "As a volunteer for a local Hilton Head Island group working on the protection of our sea turtles,
| would respectfully ask that you not continue to allow any plastic seawalls on the SC coast. These walls
obviously impede a mother turtle from reaching a nesting site in the dunes. False crawls are a problem all
along our populated coast line. These plastic walls will only create more obstacles for this endangered
species." (Source: letter from Lisa Pianta, dated 2/8/2017).

Comment: "Further they were permitted with the understanding that they would not harm beach wildlife
but they have demonstrably done so. Especially notable is their disruption of sea turtle nesting, a violation
of our federal Endangered Species Act." (Source: letter from Paul Keyserling, dated 2/8/2017).

Comment: "The authorization for these seawalls also required that there be no adverse impact on beach
wildlife (especially nesting sea turtles) or the beach itself, but the opposite has been true. The seawalls
harm sea turtles by blocking the nesting attempts of mother sea turtles, resulting in “false crawls” and
failure to nest... The seawalls also violate the Federal Endangered Species Act because sea turtles are
protected, and it is an illegal “take” of these creatures under the Act to interfere with sea turtle nesting."
(Source: letter from Tom Simpson, dated 2/8/2017).

Comment: "| urge you to recognize that the sea wall project has failed and has put the endangered sea
turtle nesting habitat in grave danger." (Source: letter from Rosellen Aleguire, dated 2/8/2017).

Comment: "These walls also endanger sea turtles, which are a threatened South Carolina species." (Source:
letter from Lacey Czeluscinski, dated 2/8/2017).

Comment: "l am writing to encourage DHEC to protect the viability of endangered sea turtle populations by
removing the, literal, obstacles for the species to procreate. Realizing that the Wave Dissipating Systems
(walls) at Harbor Island and at Isle of Palms, very near to where I live in Charleston, hurt an important part
of a larger eco system is very valid reason to strive to minimize the harm done to this population." (Source:
letter from Amalia Leifeste, dated 2/8/2017).

Comment: "| have seen the effects of building too close to the sea for my whole life. The seawalls in
guestion Should be removed to help the loggerheads return to Their beach. Please stop the use of these
artificial barriers." (Source: letter from L.S. Alexander, dated 2/8/2017).



Comment: "l am writing to express my concern that the seawalls on the Isle of Palms and Harbor Island
have not been taken down. It is obvious they are detrimental to the well-being of nesting sea turtles, which
should be a higher priority than someone who foolishly built their house in the wrong place." (Source: letter
from Janet Swigler, dated 2/7/2017).

Comment: "The experimental sea walls block nesting sea turtles and public access to our beaches, and
must come down. SCELP's Endangered Species Act case on behalf of Sierra Club and South Carolina Wildlife
Federation has pressed the state agency, DHEC, to take some positive steps for sea turtles." (Source: letter
from Amy Kraft, dated 2/3/2017).

Comment: "I'm writing to ask that you follow the DHEC-OCRM Staff recommendation to the Board and not
approve the WDS for future use and to require the existing structures to be removed from the beach. These
walls block nesting sea turtles and public access to our beaches, and must come down." (Source: letter
from Joe Whetstone, dated 2/1/2017).

Comment: "l am a volunteer for sea turtles at Harbor Island and have personally witnessed the negative
impact that the seawalls have had on nesting turtles. During the season last summer | came across tracks
that lead up to the walls and then back to the ocean. Other volunteers and beach walkers have had the
same experiences. PLEASE REMOVE THOSE CONTROVERSIAL WALLS AND DISALLOW ANY FUTURE
SYSTEMS." (Source: letter from Katherine Pringle, dated 2/1/2017).

Comment: "Please ban plastic seawalls that are harming sea turtles in South Carolina." (Source: letter from
David Axe, dated 2/1/2017).
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Comment: "By way of introduction, | was the sea turtle coordinator for the South Carolina Department of
Natural Resources for 30 years....I am writing to explain how these experimental seawalls constitute harm to
loggerhead (Caretta caretta) turtles by negatively impacting their breeding and are thus a violation of the
Endangered Species Act. Using radio telemetry at South Island, it was shown when nesting loggerhead turtles
were prevented from nesting for several nights, two things happened. One, they selected poorer nest sites.
These nests were lost to inundation. Two, it lengthened their inter-nesting interval. Instead of the normal 13-day
nesting interval, false crawl turtles’ nesting interval would be days longer. By the end of the nesting season,
which is probably regulated by photoperiod, they have run out of time to lay any more eggs still in the oviducts.
These are reabsorbed as they migrate back to the foraging grounds. Fewer clutches have been laid, lowering
their reproductive potential. Female loggerhead turtles do not nest every year. During the “off years” they are
hundreds of miles away on foraging grounds replenishing fat stores that were depleted during the previous
nesting season. It may take two or three years, or even longer, to restore these fat stores. During migration back
to the nesting beaches and during the nesting season, female loggerheads are not feeding....Crawling up onto
the beach, digging an egg chamber, depositing the eggs, covering and concealing the location of the nest and
returning to the ocean consumes energy as well....Anything that results in a false crawl, or non-nesting
emergence, wastes precious energy needed for the production of the next clutch of eggs. If a female loggerhead
continually false crawls, she may use up too much of her energy and not be able to produce as many clutches of
eggs. Again, this lowers the reproductive potential by reducing the number of clutches laid in a season. Under
the Endangered Species Act, “harm” is defined to include significant habitat modification or degradation which
“actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding,
[emphasis added] feeding or sheltering.” 50 C.F.R. §17.3. These experimental seawalls have been documented to
cause false crawls in loggerhead turtles. This has the potential for lowering the reproductive output in several
ways. They constitute a significant “habitat modification” on the beach and clearly fit the definition of “harm”
under the Act. This is an insidious type of harm because it goes unseen and is difficult or impossible to
document. However, the potential is certainly there, based on my understanding of sea turtle reproductive
biology." (Source: letter from Sally Murphy, dated 1/10/2017).

Comment: "l am writing to support the staff's conclusion that the WDS is not effective and should be
immediately removed from the beaches. | hold the SC DNR permits for sea turtle protection on Dewees
Island and on Capers Island and have a very strong opinion that these devices are harmful to our nesting
loggerhead turtles. These turtles are protected by the Endangered Species Act and the plastic walls should
never have been allowed to be installed in the first place. They are a physical barrier to turtle nesting and
thus, violate this protection act." (Source: letter from Dr. Gary McGraw, dated 1/7/2017).

Comment: "| have pose [sic] walls on beaches as it jeopardizes the welfare of a wide variety of animals
which rely on the beach for their survival. Specifically the loggerhead turtle would be in great jeopardy if we
allow Wells to be constructed on beaches along with South Carolina coast preventing them from being able
to lay eggs and procreate." (Source: letter from Jan Mashman, dated 1/7/2017).
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Comment: "It is clear from the photos reviewed by the staff that the walls at Harbor and on Isle of Palms
repeatedly prevented nesting turtles from completing their mission. We cannot know for sure which of
those blocked journeys would have resulted in successful nests and which would have been normal false

crawls. We do know that some of them would have been successful. We also know that any human-created

barrier will make nesting more difficult for this threatened species. That is why the Endangered Species Act
prohibits artificial barriers to nesting areas. If DHEC does not force removal of the seawalls, it will be forced
to do so in federal court. That would simply waste DHEC funds." (Source: letter from Dennis Nolan, dated
12/28/2017).

Comment: "These seawalls are not just hideous eyesores that have proved time and time again to be
ineffective in preventing beach erosion, but even worse, they are inhibiting the nesting process of a sea
turtle population that is shrinking at an alarming rate." (Source: letter from Victor Wright, dated
12/29/2017).

Comment: "l am writing to urge you to support immediate removal of these "Wave Dissipation Systems"
which are plastic sea walls within the water off the coast of Isle of Palms, SC and Harbor Island, SC. They
dramatically inhibit the ability of the sea turtles that nest along these shores to make their nests. Our sea
turtles are an endangered species and should be protected to the best degree by all State and Local
authorities." (Source: letter from Holly Hook, dated 12/29/2017).

Comment: "The authorization for these seawalls also required that there be no adverse impact on beach
wildlife (especially nesting sea turtles) or the beach itself, but the opposite has been true. The seawalls
harm sea turtles by blocking the nesting attempts of mother sea turtles, resulting in “false crawls” and
failure to nest. And the experimental seawalls themselves are designed and situated in a manner that
blocks public access and movement along the beach....The seawalls also violate the Federal Endangered
Species Act because sea turtles are protected, and it is an illegal “take” of these creatures under the Act to
interfere with sea turtle nesting." (Source: letter from Lauren Rosolino, dated 12/28/2017).

Comment: "These systems prevent the endangered Loggerhead sea turtle from nesting." (Source: letter
from MaryRose Randall, dated 12/22/2017).

Comment: "Besides violating state law, they remain a deterrent for nesting turtles. This violates the
Federal Endangered Species Act." (Source: letter from Christopher Galton, dated 12/18/2017).

Comment: "As private citizens who donate many hours [sic] our time to monitor and protect endangered
sea turtles and their nests on the Isle of Palms, we would like to comment on the Wave Dissipation System
that has been in place on our beach since 2013. When this experiment first began, we were told by Mr.
Nettles whom we met on the beach that it was "turtle friendly" and that the cross pipes could and would
be removed to enable loggerheads to crawl up onto the beach and lay eggs. But this never happened....On
occasion we have observed instances where sea turtles have approached the WDS structures and then
"false crawled" or turned around and headed back to the ocean without being able to nest....\We strongly
urge the Board of DHEC/OCRM to do the right thing for the health of our endangered sea turtles and the
health of our beaches and vote to prohibit the WDS in the future." (Source: letter from Mary Pringle and
members of the Isle of Palms/Sullivan's Island Turtle Team, dated 1/9/2017).
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Comment: "By way of introduction, | am a biologist certified as an Endangered Species Observer by the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) with multiple years experience monitoring marine construction (all types of
dredging, cable laying and other) projects to ensure they are complying with the provisions of their contract and
permits that reduce the likelihood of harming sea turtles, marine mammals, and sturgeon....Female loggerhead
turtles do not nest every year. During the “off years” they are hundreds of miles away on foraging grounds
replenishing fat stores that were depleted during the previous nesting season. It may take two or three years, or
even longer, to restore these fat stores. During migration back to the nesting beaches and during the nesting
season, female loggerheads are not feeding....Crawling up onto the beach, digging an egg chamber, depositing
the eggs, covering and concealing the location of the nest and returning to the ocean consumes energy as
well....Anything that results in a false crawl, or non-nesting emergence, wastes precious energy needed for the
production of the next clutch of eggs. If a female loggerhead continually false crawls, she may use up too much
of her energy and not be able to produce as many clutches of eggs. This lowers the reproductive potential by
reducing the number of clutches laid in a season. Using radio telemetry, it was shown when nesting loggerhead
turtles were prevented from nesting for several nights, two things happened. One, they selected poorer nest
sites. These nests were lost to inundation. Two, it lengthened their inter-nesting interval. Instead of the normal
13-day nesting interval, false crawl turtles’ nesting interval would be days longer. By the end of the nesting
season, which is probably regulated by photoperiod, they have run out of time to lay any more eggs still in the
oviducts. These are reabsorbed as they migrate back to the foraging grounds. Fewer clutches have been laid,
lowering their reproductive potential....These experimental seawalls have been documented to cause false
crawls in loggerhead turtles. This has the potential for lowering the reproductive output in several ways. They

constitute a significant “habitat modification” on the beach and clearly fit the definition of “harm” under the Act.

This is an insidious type of harm because it goes unseen and is difficult or impossible to document. However, the
potential is certainly there, based on my understanding of sea turtle reproductive biology. They can also cause
physical harm to sea turtles as the beach is constantly changing it is possible either an adult or hatchling sea
turtle could get trapped behind the wall and not be able to make it back to the water causing either injury or
death....Lastly its possible that the broken pieces of these walls which | have personally seen up and down the
beach (and on neighboring islands) can either trap a sea turtle or they can ingest the pieces either of which
constitutes "harm" and is illegal under the Endangered Species Act." (Source: letter from Sean McQuilken, dated
1/25/2017).

Comment: "The Budget Proviso also requires that the WDS "does not negatively impact or inhibit sea turtle
nesting or other fauna." Budget Proviso 34.48, part (5). The study undertaken by the Citadel did not include
a marine biologist or other expert who could study and opine upon the impacts to sea turtles. However, it
became obvious during the course of the study that the WDS were impacting nesting. Several false crawls
were seen in front of the seawalls. Furthermore, it is well-known in the scientific community that seawalls
negatively impact sea turtle nesting. This is because they are hard structures blocking access to the
beaches. That causes what are known as "false crawls" where a sea turtle expends the significant energy it
takes to crawl out of the takes to crawl out of the ocean but fails to nest. Blocking sea turtles from nesting
certainly qualifies as a "negative impact" or "inhibiting" nesting, which is a direct violation of the Budget
Proviso. It is also a violation of the federal Endangered Species Act because it is a prohibited "take" of the
protected turtles. 16 U.S.C.A. §§ 1 538(a)(l )(B), 1 532(13)." (Source: letter from the South Carolina
Environmental Law Project, dated 2/13/2017).
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Comment: "During their experimental placement on the beaches, they resulted in numerous false nesting
crawls by sea turtles that returned to sea when they encountered these devices during a nesting attempt.
Inducement of this behaviour constitutes “harassment” of an endangered species under the Endangered
Species Act (ESA). We would point out that WDS were designed to preclude such impacts by removing
horizontal members during turtle nesting season. This was not done during the experimental period."
(Source: letter from the South Carolina Wildlife Federation, dated 12/28/2017).

Comment: "In addition to the broad sand resource impacts, the evidence indicates a potentially negative
impact on sea turtle nesting." (Source: letter from Mary Conley at The Nature Conservancy, dated
2/13/2017).

Comment: "According to public reports in 2016, the WDS resulted in several false sea turtle crawls. Turtle
Patrol volunteers documented these false crawls in photographs at three different WDS locations. DHEC
communications to the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) assert that WDS have blocked sea turtles
from nesting on at least six different occasions. DNR’s response indicates that long wave dissipation walls
could hurt nesting—not necessarily based on the reported false crawls per se, but the larger looming
problem with widespread and long-term use of WDS. While the legislature intended for WDS to be used
outside of turtle nesting season, the project designers do not explicitly state the number of hours required
to deploy or remove the horizontal panels. GEL's monitoring report of The Citadel’s project goes on to
conclude, “reports do not address potential impacts to turtles in detail. The final report recommends
removing the horizontal panels during turtle nesting season to avoid impacts, unless a structure is in
imminent danger of losing structural support. The report also discusses maintenance of wing walls to avoid
turtle entrapment. However, analyses or conclusions are not given regarding potential impacts to turtles or
other fauna.” (Source: letter from the Coastal Conservation League, dated 2/13/2017).

OCRM RESPONSE: As stated in OCRM's staff recommendation on page 22, "It can be debated whether
these sea turtle interactions with the WDS were “false crawls,” where the turtle would not have laid her
eggs regardless of the presence of the WDS, or if the WDS interrupted a nesting attempt. It has been stated
that nesting sea turtles are not negatively impacted by the WDS because the shoreline landward of the
structures is heavily eroded and not conducive to sea turtle nesting. However, DHEC-OCRM has
photographic evidence of sea turtle nesting in less than optimal areas, including at the base of erosional
scarps (Figure 20). When a sea turtle nest is laid in an area with little chance for successful hatching, Nest
Protection Project Leaders and volunteers (which are active on Isle of Palms and Harbor Island) relocate the
eggs to a more ideal location along the shoreline. The sea turtle interactions that occurred at the WDS may
have been false crawls or they may have been legitimate nesting attempts. Therefore, regarding impacts to
fauna, the WDS presents a potential harm associated with continued nesting attempts of sea turtles."
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Impacts to
Physical
Resource

320 (form)
+3
(individual)

Comment: "According to state code, "the general assembly has found use of armoring in the form of hard
erosion control devices such as seawalls, bulkheads, and rip-rap to protect erosion-threatened structures
adjacent to the beach has not proved effective. These armoring devices have given a false sense of security
to beachfront property owners. These hard structures, in many instances, have increased the vulnerability
of beachfront property to damage from wind and waves while contributing to the deterioration and loss of
the dry sand beach which is so important to the tourism industry." S.C. Code Ann. § 48-39-250(5)." (Source:
320 form letters).

Comment: "Seawalls of any type harm dune formation. Dune formation does offer some protection to the
land behind them, so Wave Dissipation Systems are actually counterproductive in the long run." (Source:
letter from MaryRose Randall, dated 12/22/2017).

Comment: "Third, every time | walked in that area after high tide, there was noticeable scouring landward
of the seawall. Typically the scour was in trenches at the corners of the wall, dredged out as the water that
managed to get into the enclosed areas drained out. Succeeding tides smoothed out those scours, but the
constant churning could not have helped the beach’s ecosystem." (Source: letter from Dennis Nolan, dated
12/28/2016).

Comment: "We are particularly concerned about: landward movement of the erosion line (or “scarp line”);
loss of sand volume landward of the devices; trenching or scouring of the beach around the devices; and
the contribution to erosion away from the pilot site." (Source: letter from Mary Conley at The Nature
Conservancy, dated 2/13/2017).
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OCRM RESPONSE: As stated in OCRM's staff recommendation on page 23, "Regarding impacts to physical
resources, the WDS results in impacts to the beach through 1.) Continued erosion of the scarp line
landward of the WDS structures, 2.) Persistent scouring and trenching, 3.) Periodic excavations to adjust the
system, 4.) Erosion of adjacent unprotected properties, and 5.) Similar impacts to those of seawalls." On
page 10, it states "The WDS did not maintain the scarp line or MHW positions. While the scarp line position
did not change drastically during GEL's study....the scarp eroded significantly at each WDS site after the
structures were installed, but before GEL began their study." On page 18, it states "DHEC - OCRM staff
observed persistent trenching and scour at the base of the structures at all sites except Seascape Villas."
Trenching and scour was observed throughout 2015 and 2016. In terms of the periodic excavations, the
WDS can be adjusted after initial deployment by lowering the pilings, lowering or raising the panels, adding
spacers between panels, or temporarily removing the panels altogether. These periodic excavations result
in temporary impacts to the beach (Figure 21 of the recommendation). In terms of impact to adjacent
properties, the WDS does not prevent erosion of the shoreline on the “down-coast” side of the structure. In
fact, where the WDS terminates, increased erosion was observed on unprotected properties immediately
adjacent to the WDS (Figure 22 of the recommendation). Finally, in terms of impacts similar to those of a
seawall, on page 24, it states "S.C. Code Ann. Regulation § 30-1(D)(22)(a) defines a seawall as “a special
type of retaining wall that is specifically designed to withstand wave forces”. While not defined as a seawall
or bulkhead, GEL notes that the WDS has similar negative effects on the beach as these traditional types of
erosion control structures....Shore-parallel erosion control structures like seawalls and bulkheads are
banned by the South Carolina Beachfront Management Act (S.C. Code Ann. § 48-39-250 et. seq). In writing
that Act, the General Assembly found that “The use of armoring in the form of hard erosion control devices
such as seawalls, bulkheads, and rip-rap to protect erosion-threatened structures adjacent to the beach has
not proven effective. These armoring devices have given a false sense of security to beachfront property
owners. In reality, these hard structures, in many instances, have increased the vulnerability of beachfront
property to damage from wind and waves while contributing to the deterioration and loss of the dry sand
beach which is so important to the tourism industry.”

Impacts to
adjacent
properties

Comment: "Most knowledgeable people are aware that erecting any kind of sea wall on the beach causes
erosion in adjacent areas and that is what we have seen on the Isle of Palms where the walls were
constructed." (Source: letter from Mary Pringle and members of the Isle of Palms/Sullivan's Island Turtle
Team, dated 1/9/2017).

OCRM RESPONSE: The WDS does not prevent erosion of the shoreline on the “down-coast” side of the
structure. Where the WDS terminates, erosion was observed on unprotected properties immediately
adjacent to the WDS (Figure 22 of the OCRM Staff Recommendation).

The WDS is not a
temporary
structure

Comment: "The premise of the seawalls as temporary and easily removable structures has proven false.
These seawalls were authorized as temporary structures that can be removed within the period of seventy-
two hours; however, the experimental seawalls were never removed, only expanded during the course of
the study." (Source: letter from Tom Simpson, dated 2/8/2017).
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Comment: "The premise of the seawalls as temporary and easily removable structures has proven false.
These seawalls were authorized as temporary structures that can be removed within the period of seventy-
two hours; however, the experimental seawalls were never removed, only expanded during the course of
the study. The seawalls’ horizontal panels were not even removed during turtle nesting season.
Furthermore, the seawalls cannot be installed or removed within seventy-two hours as provided by law
because they are big and require contractors with technical expertise to place or remove them over the
course of weeks or even months." (Source: letter from Lauren Rosolino, dated 12/28/2016).

Comment: "For example, the WDS "can be deployed within seventy-two hours or less and can be removed
within seventy-two hours or less." Budget Proviso 34.48, part (4). This has never been true of these
systems, which cover hundreds of feet of shoreline and require skilled professional installation and
removal, which can take weeks or even months." (Source: letter from the South Carolina Environmental
Law Project, dated 2/13/2017).

OCRM RESPONSE: As stated in the DHEC - OCRM staff recommendation, page 32, "Since all components of
the WDS structures, including vertical pilings and horizontal panels, were installed at once and have not
been removed, it is difficult to assess whether the horizontal panels alone can be deployed or removed
within one-hundred twenty hours or less. One-hundred twenty hours is the equivalent of five 24-hour days.
The entire structure at Ocean Club took approximately 40 days to install (4/27/2015 to 6/5/2015), the
entire structure at Harbor Island took approximately 24 days to install (5/11/2015 to 6/3/2015), and the
entire structure at Beachwood East took approximately 45 days to install (7/28/2015 to 9/10/2015)."

The WDS is a
seawall and
violates state
law

Comment: "Initially, though, it is important to recognize that despite its fancy name and academic veneer,
the so-called wave dissipation system is simply a seawall. It consists of horizontal plastic pipes rather than
vertical wood planks or solid concrete, but it functions in exactly the same way as other seawalls. On
several occasions in the last 18 months, | stood at high tide on the top of the public boardwalk that (pre-
hurricane) crossed over the plastic seawall and watched the waves come in. On the seaward side of the
wall, the waves crashed against the wall and bounced off to scour the base of the seawall or the portions of
the beach to the sides of the wall. The landward side remained relatively dry, with just trickles of water
coming in. It was apparent that the wall was virtually solid except for a few wooden spacers placed
between some bottom rungs. South Carolina outlawed seawalls in 1988 because they are counter-
productive, destroying the beach while failing in the long run to protect the properties behind them. The
wave dissipation system is nothing more than a new label on an old toxic product." (Source: letter from
Dennis Nolan, dated 12/28/2017).

Comment: "The sea walls violate state law as well as the Federal Endangered Species Act. DHEC staff has
recommended that the walls come down." (Source: letter from Karen Stacher, dated 2/9/2017).
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Comment: "Section 48-39-290(B)(2)(a) of the Coastal Zone Management Act ("CZMA") prohibits the
construction of new erosion control structures or devices on the beach/dune system seaward of the state's
designated jurisdictional setback line. The experimental seawalls at issue were erected with no public
notice or comment because the Citadel did not obtain a permit from the state for conducting its
experiments on public beaches. If there had been a proper vetting, then it would be apparent that the
experimental structures are nothing more than seawalls that have been prohibited by state law since 1988
under the Coastal Zone Management Act." (Source: letter from the South Carolina Environmental Law
Project, dated 2/13/2017).

Comment: "The Coastal Conservation League concurs that the installation of the WDS did not result in
enough benefit to outweigh the costs. The construction of new seawalls and other hard erosion control
structures on South Carolina’s beaches is not permitted.” (Source: letter from The Coastal Conservation
League, dated 2/13/2017).

OCRM RESPONSE: OCRM believes the WDS results in impacts to the beach in the immediate vicinity of the
structure that are similar to the impacts caused by shore-parallel erosion control structures like seawalls
and bulkheads. These similar impacts include scour at the base of the structure and increased erosion at
the end of the structure as summarized in the Staff Recommendation on page 24. As the WDS is modified
with sheetpile walls that extend below grade ("Vertical Porous Panels"), it shows additional attributes of a
seawall.

The WDS blocks
public access

Comment: "Finally, the seawall routinely interfered with beach access. Because the wall sticks out far
seaward of the lots it encloses, incoming tides stop beach walkers for a much longer period of time than
they otherwise would. At a time when the unblocked tide would peter out higher up the beach and allow
walkers to continue their path, the seawall forces them into the ocean and eventually blocks them
altogether." (Source: letter from Dennis Nolan, dated 12/28/2016).

Comment: "These walls block nesting sea turtles and public access to our beaches, and must come down."
(Source: letter from Joe Whetstone, dated 2/1/2017).

OCRM RESPONSE: As stated in DHEC - OCRM's staff recommendation, page 25, "Throughout the study,
DHEC-OCRM received complaints from members of the public regarding their inability to walk past the WDS
structures at high tide. GEL’s final report summarizes the percentage of time that lateral access along the
beach is not possible due to the WDS. Although the WDS is placed mostly parallel to the shoreline, it is
important to note that it extends a significant distance out onto the beach (approximately 40 feet seaward
of the building at Ocean Club, approximately 30 feet seaward of sandbags at Beachwood East, and
approximately 13 feet seaward of sandbags at Harbor Island) (GEL, pg. 114)."
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DHEC Board

Wave Dissipation System (WDS): Summary of Public Comments Neutral to Staff Recommendation

Number
of
Comments

Specific Comments & DHEC-OCRM Responses

Coastal
Management is
open to proven

technology

Comment: "Regardless of the final agency decision, we commend the state's open mindedness to consider
alternatives to sandbags and we encourage similar research studies on innovative erosion control devices in
the future." (Source: letter from the South Carolina Beach Advocates, dated 2/13/2017).

Comment: "We believe that tools for coastal management should include proven technology and methods
that have been tried and tested over time. While well-designed beach restoration is a preferred approach,
a combination of nourishment with coastal structures is many times necessary due to the local coastal
dynamics. Accordingly, appropriately designed groins, breakwaters, revetments and vertical structures can
be effectively combined to alleviate erosive shorelines and to protect natural resources, infrastructure and
development all while minimizing downdrift effects. Many unique coastal solutions have been proffered
over time. While time may prove some beneficial, it takes multiple installations in multiple conditions along
variable shoreline stretches to ensure a positive benefit and minimal secondary effects. The WDS is one
such unique strategy. It should be tested further in a controlled environment where impacts and benefits
can be monitored for a longer period of time across different conditions. A pilot program is a good
management technique to determine impacts/benefits; however, continued independent study would be
required to definitively determine the WDS future. We encourage OCRM to continue to allow experimental
pilot programs and to establish good scientific protocols sufficient to determine the effectiveness of the
strategy." (Source: letter from Applied Technology & Management, dated 2/13/2017).

Comment: "While the City does not have the in-house engineering expertise to be qualified to comment on
whether the systems function or not, the City does feel as though the State of South Carolina should
consider being more open to alternatives for emergency protection other than sandbags." (Source: letter
from The City of Isle of Palms, dated 2/13/2017).

OCRM RESPONSE: The Department is open to considering alternatives and encourages innovative ideas
which are proven to address temporary and long term erosion. These alternatives must be beneficial to
both the public and the environment while affording protection to affected property owners. They also
must be otherwise permissable under State law.

There are
positive and
negative
experiences with
the WDS

Comment: "Our members have had both positive and negative experiences with the WDS." (Source: letter
from the South Carolina Beach Advocates, dated 2/13/2017).
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Sandbags

Comment: "As you can see from the attached, sandbags create problems associated with their getting
buried. They migrate out of place fairly easily and the degraded debris can be found for months and years
after use. Appropriate maintenance of them is very labor intensive and requires daily scrutiny of the entire
seven miles of the IOP beach to retrieve errant ones and either dispose of them or reposition them. As with
anything used for emergency erosion control, the placement can hinder turtle nesting and also lateral
access for pedestrians walking the shoreline especially at high tide. The City realizes that there are no easy
answers for episodic erosion and erosion associated with storms, but it does seem as though South Carolina
is more restrictive than other states relative to alternative methods to respond to these crises situations. As
part of the City’s proposed upcoming nourishment project, any of these types of emergency measures will
be removed by their owners. No nourishment sand will be placed landward of these devices until they are
removed." (Source: letter from The City of Isle of Palms, dated 2/13/2017).

OCRM RESPONSE: The intent of the WDS study was to determine whether it could be successful in
addressing an erosional issue per S.C. Code of Laws §48-39-320(C). The research study did not include
measurements of sandbags or their effectiveness in mitigating erosion. However, during the study, the
scarp line landward of the WDS continued to erode where sandbags were not present. Sandbags, when
properly installed and maintained, can provide temporary erosion protection while a community is pursuing
a longer-term erosion mitigation strategy like beach renourishment. The use of unmaintained sandbags has
resulted in negative effects in the past. The State Legislature recently enacted a new law that requires
bonds and a commitment to long term renourishment for the use of sandbags under an Emergency Order.
These steps ensure that the sandbags are properly managed and that the property owners are pursuing
long term solutions to protect their property.
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DHEC Board

Wave Dissipation System (WDS): Summary of Public Comments Received from Resource Agencies

Number
Topic of Specific Comments & DHEC-OCRM Responses
Comments

Comment: "Loggerhead sea turtles (Caretta caretta), which are federally threatened, have interacted with
the WDS at three of the four sites while coming up to nest during the course of the study. Interactions were
documented more than once at two of the four WDS sites. Section 9 of the ESA and Federal regulation
pursuant to section 4(d) of the ESA prohibit the take of endangered or threatened species, respectively,
without special exemption. Take is defined as to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap,

Effects of the capture or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct. Harm is further defined by the Service to

WDS on Sea 3 include significant habitat modification or degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by

Turtle Nesting

significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Harass is
defined by the Service as intentional or negligent actions that create the likelihood of injury to listed species
to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavior patterns which include, but are not limited to,
breeding, feeding, or sheltering. The Service believes that these interactions did constitue take in the form
of harass defined above by disrupting normal sea turtle behavior." (Source: letter from the United States
Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, dated 2/9/2017).

Comment: "DNR consistently has expressed concern regarding the widespread use of this system, especially
as it relates to potential impacts to nesting sea turtles. Our Department's position on the use of the WDS
along our coastline has not changed, and we continue to recommend that the use of this system be
restricted to temporary and experimental uses in highly erosional areas where sea turtle nesting typically
does not occur. We have considered the six reported false crawls during 2015 and so far this year at the
WDS sites. DNR is not particularly surprised that some have occurred, and our position is that the impact of
these false crawls is comparable to those that would normally occur in highly erosional areas with a
shoreline characterized by a steep erosional scarp. In either of these situations, the six false crawls
documented by the Marine Turtle Conservation Program - and those occurring against a steep erosional
scarp, there is not necessarily evidence of material harm to the turtle attempting to nest nor to subsequent
potential nesting activity. That noted, there is potential harm associated with continued nesting attempts.
Where a WDS may be lengthy, it could cause a female to come in and out of the water several times
potentially each time interacting with another portion of the WDS. Sea turtles have a strong drive to
deposit eggs, and they have been known to nest at the base of erosional scarps if after multiple nesting
attempts they have not located appropriate habitat. Such a situation may result in material harm to the
species." (Source: letter from the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources, dated 6/26/2016,
resubmitted 2/9/2017).

Comment: "NMFS concurs with DHEC-OCRM's finding the [sic] the WDS has not been successful in
addressing an erosional issue and results in additional impacts to the beach." (Source: letter from NOAA's
National Marine Fisheries Service, dated 2/13/2017).
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OCRM RESPONSE: As stated in OCRM's staff recommendation on page 22, "It can be debated whether
these sea turtle interactions with the WDS were “false crawls,” where the turtle would not have laid her
eggs regardless of the presence of the WDS, or if the WDS interrupted a nesting attempt. It has been stated
that nesting sea turtles are not negatively impacted by the WDS because the shoreline landward of the
structures is heavily eroded and not conducive to sea turtle nesting. However, DHEC-OCRM has
photographic evidence of sea turtle nesting in less than optimal areas, including at the base of erosional
scarps (Figure 20). When a sea turtle nest is laid in an area with little chance for successful hatching, Nest
Protection Project Leaders and volunteers (which are active on Isle of Palms and Harbor Island) relocate the
eggs to a more ideal location along the shoreline. The sea turtle interactions that occurred at the WDS may
have been false crawls or they may have been legitimate nesting attempts. Therefore, regarding impacts to
fauna, the WDS presents a potential harm associated with continued nesting attempts of sea turtles."

Impacts to the
Physical
Resource

Comment: "Although the WDS was designed to be a temporary structure, it functions as a semi-permeable
plastic seawall and we believe it is equivalent to a permanent hard structure (seawall) that armors the
beach and transfers the problem to adjacent areas." (Source: letter from the United States Department of
the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, dated 2/9/2017).

Comment: "Erosional scarps, unlike hard structures, may eventually level out with natural processes
thereby creating potential sea turtle nesting habitat were [sic] it may not have existed before. WDS, which
were proposed to be temporary and experimental, may limit long-term shoreline stability." (Source: letter
from the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources, dated 6/26/2016, resubmitted 2/9/2017).
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OCRM RESPONSE: As stated in OCRM's staff recommendation on page 23, "Regarding impacts to physical
resources, the WDS results in impacts to the beach through 1.) Continued erosion of the scarp line landward
of the WDS structures, 2.) Persistent scouring and trenching, 3.) Periodic excavations to adjust the system,
4.) Erosion of adjacent unprotected properties, and 5.) Similar impacts to those of seawalls." On page 10, it
states "The WDS did not maintain the scarp line or MHW positions. While the scarp line position did not
change drastically during GEL's study....the scarp eroded significantly at each WDS site after the structures
were installed, but before GEL began their study." On page 18, it states "DHEC - OCRM staff observed
persistent trenching and scour at the base of the structures at all sites except Seascape Villas." Trenching
and scour was observed throughout 2015 and 2016. In terms of the periodic excavations, the WDS can be
adjusted after initial deployment by lowering the pilings, lowering or raising the panels, adding spacers
between panels, or temporarily removing the panels altogether. These periodic excavations result in
temporary impacts to the beach (Figure 21 of the recommendation). In terms of impact to adjacent
properties, the WDS does not prevent erosion of the shoreline on the “down-coast” side of the structure. In
fact, where the WDS terminates, increased erosion was observed on unprotected properties immediately
adjacent to the WDS (Figure 22 of the recommendation). Finally, in terms of impacts similar to those of a
seawall, on page 24, it states "S.C. Code Ann. Regulation § 30-1(D)(22)(a) defines a seawall as “a special type
of retaining wall that is specifically designed to withstand wave forces”. While not defined as a seawall or
bulkhead, GEL notes that the WDS has similar negative effects on the beach as these traditional types of
erosion control structures....Shore-parallel erosion control structures like seawalls and bulkheads are
banned by the South Carolina Beachfront Management Act (S.C. Code Ann. § 48-39-250 et. seq). In writing
that Act, the General Assembly found that “The use of armoring in the form of hard erosion control devices
such as seawalls, bulkheads, and rip-rap to protect erosion-threatened structures adjacent to the beach has
not proven effective. These armoring devices have given a false sense of security to beachfront property
owners. In reality, these hard structures, in many instances, have increased the vulnerability of beachfront
property to damage from wind and waves while contributing to the deterioration and loss of the dry sand
beach which is so important to the tourism industry.”

Modifications to
the WDS

Comment: "In our opinion, the data collected during the study to determine the effectiveness of the WDS
were not able to measure the true performance of the design since it was modified multiple times
throughout the study period and sandbags were used in conjunction with the WDS. Regardless, adequate
time has been allowed to test the effectiveness of the WDS and the continued need for emergency orders
and sand bags indicates it does not perform as intended." (Source: letter from the United States
Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, dated 2/9/2017).

Comment: "Also, DNR continues to be concerned over modifications to WDS since reconfigurations may

make it difficult to quantitataively assess "the experiment"." (Source: letter from the South Carolina
Department of Natural Resources, dated 6/26/2016, resubmitted 2/9/2017).
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OCRM RESPONSE: As stated in the OCRM staff recommendation on pages 34-35, "The WDS can be adjusted
after initial deployment by lowering the pilings, lowering or raising the panels, adding spacers between
panels, or temporarily removing the panels altogether. All of these adjustments were requested by The
Citadel researchers and approved by DHEC-OCRM during the study period." OCRM also allowed wing walls
to be extended and additional WDS tiers to be installed. The only changes to the WDS that OCRM staff did
not allow were the use of Vertical Porous Panels (VPPs), and bulldozing seaward sand to the landward side
of the WDS without a permit. The VPPs were initially approved, but since the installed version was
significantly altered from the approved version, OCRM indicated that no additional VPPs could be added.
The Citadel voluntarily removed the installed VPPs. OCRM did not approve bulldozing sand landward of the
WDS because a large addition of sand landward of the WDS would alter the results of the ongoing study.
Since part of the study was to determine whether or not the WDS could retain or increase sand on the
landward side, adding sand on the landward side would have artificially skewed the results. Additionally,
during the first WDS study at Seascape Villas in 2014, the Citadel researchers bulldozed the sand behind
that WDS installation, and the piled up sand eroded away in a matter of days. Lowering the beach profile
landward of the WDS by bulldozing allowed the waves to reach higher up the beach and erode the scarp
line more quickly.

The WDS does
not address an
erosional issue

Comment: "Upon review of the DHEC-OCRM staff recommendation and supporting documents, the Service
agrees that the WDS did not adequately address the erosional issues along the areas of beach where they
were installed. The WDS was intended to be a short term viable solution to sandbags in areas where
emergency measures were necessary to protect existing beachfront structures until long term solutions
were implemented. However, DHEC-OCRM continued to receive requests for emergency sandbags at all
four WDS locations after the structures were in place because the scarp line continued to erode." (Source:
letter from the United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, dated 2/9/2017).

OCRM RESPONSE: The DHEC - OCRM staff recommendation indicated that the WDS did not address an
erosional issue because the WDS: 1.) Did not hold the scarp line position, 2.) Did not increase or retain sand
volume on the landward side of the structure, and 3.) Did not minimize trenching and scouring.
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