ORDINANCE #: 2020‐14

PUBLIC HEARING DATE: November 17, 2020

ORDINANCE TITLE: An ordinance amending the Development Standards Ordinance for the Town of Seabrook Island, South Carolina; Article 2, Definitions and Interpretation of Terms; Section 2.10, Definitions; so as to add definitions for “Dwelling, Accessory,” “Short‐Term Rental Unit,” “Vacation
Club Unit,” “Vacation Time sharing Lease Plan,” “Vacation Time Sharing Ownership Plan,” and “Vacation time sharing plan;” to delete definitions for “Dwelling, Rental” and “Guesthouse;” and to modify the definition for “Family;” Article 5, Zoning District Specifications; Section 5.20, Agricultural‐
General (AG); Subsection 5.20.30, Conditional Uses; so as to amend the requirements for Accessory Dwelling Units and to establish Short‐Term Rental Units and Vacation Club Units as allowed conditional uses in the AG zoning district; Section 5.30, Single‐Family Residential District (SR);
Subsection 5.30.30, Conditional Uses; so as to amend the requirements for Accessory Dwelling Units and to establish Short‐Term Rental Units and Vacation Club Units as allowed conditional uses in the SR zoning district; and Section 5.40, Planned Development District (PDD); Subsection 5.40.50,
PDD Conditional Uses; so as to establish Accessory Dwelling Units, Short‐Term Rental Units and Vacation Club Units as allowed conditional uses within PDD zoning districts; and Article 8, General Development Requirements; Section 8.70, Restricted Uses; Subsection 8.70.30, Time Sharing; so as to
amend the prohibition on Vacation Time Sharing Plans
Date Submitted
11/04/2020 07:31am

IP Address
73.131.115.211

Name
Susan McLaughlin

Address
Email Address
3061 Baywood Drive, Johns Island, seabrooksrm@gmail.com

Do you support the approval of Ord. 2020‐14?
No ‐ Opposed

Comment
I support the bill but I think it needs to include a cap on single family residences that can be used
as rental units. Kiawah caps this at 20%. Our street has been overrun with recent purchases that
have been converted to rentals. Garbage cans are being left on driveways, towels are hanging on
railings, toys are all over the driveway, noise level and traffic has increased, kids are driving LSVs,
cars are parked on the street, garbage is overflowing and attracting rats, etc. Some of this is
against SIPOA rules but NOTHING is enforced. We donâ€™t know who the property managers are
so there is no one to call. You can make all kinds of rules but if there is no enforcement the rules
are useless. We are certain our property value will decline because renters generally donâ€™t take
great care of their houses or yards. One reason we purchased on Seabrook was because it was not
a rental community and had many full‐time residents. The influx of renters in single family homes
will change the community. I think a cap would do a great deal to control this trend.

11/06/2020 06:59am

159.45.71.11

Randy Buck

2528 Otter Lane, Seabrook Island, SRandall.Buck@wellsfargo.com

No ‐ Opposed

Opposed as written. Questions Below:
What is the purpose of this Ordinance. It states the purpose is because of public health and safety.
What are the health and safety concerns ? Can you share the data from the last 5 years to see if
there are any trends for these concerns. Why are these concerns only for owners who rent ?
What other communities were we compared too?
If there are concerns about activities and conditions of rental properties, why are we not
concerned about all the properties? The POA did have a committee working on reporting on all
homes on Seabrook Island. Was this data reviewed ?
Why not combine the business license and the new "conditional use permit"? What are the
budget impacts that the rental guests have on the Town? What is the new permit fee and what
are the estimated expenses associated with the admin and enforcement of the new rules?
How does the new occupancy rule effect select condos/villas/cottages/houses etc. ? Specifically
the homes that have lofts and or large bedrooms.
How will the local contact effect owners who rent through VRBO/Airbnb etc ? Understand the
emergency requirement for 2 hours, but i don't understand why for code violations and i don't
think the 2 hours for inspection is legal.
As for parking, does the POA already enforce parking rules? most villa and regimes already have
set rules which the POA security should be enforcing.

Information packet containing emergency information, community rules, etc. should be in every
one home not just rental properties. All the Safety requirements should be for every home on
Seabrook Island. will the enforcement officer be doing inspections on all the homes ? This seems
to be discriminatory toward those that rent.
The Violations section is very concerning. Who is responsible for identifying an issue and
determining if there is a violation? Will this also be related to non‐rental homes? What is the
process for appealing violation? There are many different entities on Seabrook Island with
different responsibilities and rules. An example is the gate pass. If an owner or rental agency does
everything correct ,a rental guest can still call the gate house and get a pass for additional guests
unknown to rental agency and homeowners. Who would be responsible? The misdemeanor
charge is over the top and the overall cost for a suspension could reach $50k+. Where can any
homeowner sustain a penalty that high .
The revocation, cancellation and reinstatement process all need to be revisited and rewritten. It is
far to damaging to any owner.
It appears as if the purpose of this Ordinance is to stop people from visiting and buying on
Seabrook Island.
11/06/2020 07:38am

159.45.71.11

Randy Buck

2528 Otter Lane, Seabrook Island, Srandall.buck@wellsfargo.com

No ‐ Opposed

I also have concern about how fast this process is happening and how little owners who rent are
aware of this proposed ordinance.
I would like to see more interaction with various entities to review the ordinance and hear direct
input . The Town Committee could should expand the committee to include different entities like
national rental agencies, local rental agencies, local real estate, Association/Regimes, SIPOA,
SIClub, Resident homeowners, NonResident homeowners, and a couple of guests that have rented
over the years.
These are the people that will be impacted and their voice should be heard.
I would also like to request a delay on the council vote.

11/07/2020 07:30am

99.76.58.202

Colleen and Tom Thornb2513 The Bent Twig

ohtriplets@yahoo.com

No ‐ Opposed

As a part time resident who looks forward to living in SI as a full timer in just 2 short years, and
allows rentals when we are not on the island, there is something that I am confused about ‐‐
where is the complaint coming from? There are no specific examples of where the car situation is
an issue, so it is difficult to determine if the issue is real or if the issue is because of the interests of
individuals who oppose renters. I would like specifics to be provided before any action moves
forward. I canâ€™t recall seeing lots of cars parked on streets or driveways as I walk through SI. Is
there a certain problem area that does not have ample parking and that is what needs to be
addressed? Is the complaint because during the summer there is not adequate beach parking
access and people start parking on property owner lawns or the cul de sacs near the beach? If that
is the case, this will continue regardless of the number of cars allowed. There is simply not enough
parking for beach access and the town needs to come up with another plan for overflow parking
during peak summer months of June‐ August. My guess is this is the real issue. Perhaps a unsold
lot can be used in someway for additional access or shuttle buses from the Lake House or Town
Center that run on the Â½ hour ( an expense but it could be built into rental costs or amenity fees
for renters).
For the reason of lack of specificity and examples of real issues and an attempt to problem solve
these issues first, we oppose the proposed ordinance. Tom and Colleen Thornburgh

11/07/2020 10:40am

174.102.20.164

William Marsteller

731 Spinnaker Beachhouse Vl

Bmrstlr@yahoo.com

No ‐ Opposed

I am opposed to the ordnance as written. Penalties are extremely excessive. Inspections in two
hours unrealistic and possibly illegal. A total governmental overreaction to a problem that will not
be solved by this ordinance. Why do you want to make criminals out of property owners and
constituents? There is probably a reason you canâ€™t impose these regulations under current
business license. If you think there is over crowding this is not the way to solve it. I do not think
you ad‐hoc committee utilized enough community input on this matter.

11/09/2020 11:24am

24.11.140.181

Wendy Donaghue

2523 Haulover Point Circle, Seabroowpdonaghue77@gmail.com

No ‐ Opposed

I believe adoption of an ordinance that Kiawah has in place, simply because of a few complaints for
handful of incidents, that are manageable using the security and processes and rules we already
have in place, would be very damaging and have long term negative ramifications.

11/09/2020 12:30pm
11/09/2020 02:49pm

108.93.239.174
63.241.33.148

Jean Dunn
Kevin Donaghue

2956 Seabrook Island Rd
2523 Haulover Pointe Cir

Unsure
No ‐ Opposed

Please make sure that "Tiny Houses" will not be allowed in someone's backyard.
See my email string to Jeri.

jeandunn100@bellsouth.net
kevin.donaghue@alliant.com

11/09/2020 04:07pm

104.131.182.93

Roy Widdus

2008 Long Bend Drive, Seabrook Isl Roy.Widdus@me.com

No ‐ Opposed

Suggestions on the proposed Short‐Term Rental Ordinance
We propose that the Township investigate the possibility of using Alternative Dispute Resolution
(ADR) or facilitated mediation as a method to address complaints that may in part be giving rise to
the proposed Short‐Term Rental Ordinance (STRO). This would be far preferable to immediately
starting disputes down a legal path that could result in stains on an ownerâ€™s or an agentâ€™s
legal record. ADR is a well‐recognized mechanism for which help from the South Carolina Bar is
available.
Please consider our comments on the proposed Short‐Term Rental Ordinance before any actions
are taken that are potentially dangerous to the Seabrook Community. In â€˜the Seabrook
Communityâ€™ we obviously include non‐resident owners who rent: they should not be treated as
second‐class property owners through unnecessary restrictions.
Firstly, we need more Transparency. At present there is no credible explanation why the STRO is
being pushed through hurriedly without a clear statement of the complaints that it is meant to
address and who they are coming from. It looks like the Township Committees and Board are
giving in to a small but vocal minority that fundamentally want to change the historic nature of
Seabrook by reducing or eliminating rentals. (Such a change would have far reaching and probably
unintended consequences, discussed further below).
If the concerns at the root of the push for the proposed STRO are laid out then the most
appropriate, least onerous solution can surely be found.

The proposed STRO cannot be driven alone by considerations of safety on Seabrook as a whole
since the proposed rules on safety are not also suggested for non‐resident owners who do not rent
or full‐time residents. Reasonable safety rules (for all owners) are obviously acceptable but should
not apply solely to non‐resident owners who rent.
We know that the COVID‐19 epidemic brought about some reactions to the presence on Seabrook
of what were seen as additional â€˜outsidersâ€™. It is entirely without justification to attribute
this additional occupancy solely to rentals and to transfer anxiety into overly strict rules on owners
who rent. The observed level of occupancy could well have been due to any non‐resident owners
using their property, as they are fully entitled to do. Consultation with any of the rental
management groups could shed light on this.
Occasional instances of overuse of properties seems to be driving part of the proposed STRO but
again non‐resident owners who rent are singled out for overly restrictive rules and severe
potential retribution financially after complaints (possibly unjustified) from neighbors.
Many non‐renting non‐resident owners and full‐time residents regularly lend their properties to
family and friends or have visitors, who can be numerous. Many of the instances of perceived
overuse could well occur in these situations but these are not addressed by the STRO.
All occurrences of possible over‐occupancy should initially be handled by mediation, not simply
targeting only those instances assumed to be the responsibility of owners who rent (or their
agents).

The relevant committee(s) and Board need to consult widely, listen, respect, and carefully consider
views submitted. There is little evidence so far of wide consultation or that comments have been
incorporated or even fully considered. Some of the objections raise the possibility that the
proposed STRO will have far‐reaching consequences: for example, possibly decreasing interest in
buying at Seabrook initially as a non‐resident owner who intends to rent. To dismiss these as
â€˜specula veâ€™ avoids thinking through the possible unintended consequences of the STRO.
(The belief that the proposed STRO will reduce some problems is also speculative).
It is essential that the Township thoroughly consult the Seabrook Island Real Estate Brokerage.
They have deep experience on likely perceptions of extensive rental regulations and their probable
impact on interest in Seabrook as a purchase option. Also of possible implications for property
values. We would like to see evidence that the brokerage has been consulted and their opinions
fully taken into account.
Some responses to comments on the proposed STRO that we have seen claim not to understand
the chain of logic that the STRO would make Seabrook less desirable for some potential
purchasers.
It is well established that many current full‐time Seabrook residents were initially renters, then non‐
resident owners some of whom choose to rent (as well as use their property) to cover Seabrook
costs. Those considering buying at Seabrook are faced with a host of requirements and fees that
only become clear with careful investigation. Adding another layer to this challenge ‐ especially
one where the consequences are
uncertain but potentially severe legally and financially â€“ could well be a disincentive.Reduced
interest from potential buyers inevitably would lead to stagnation in property values, we believe.
Had the STRO (as proposed) been in place when we were first looking at Seabrook it would have
definitely affected our decision to buy as non‐resident owners who also planned to rent.
Finally, we would like to address what we see as the potential financial damage that would
probably arise from the proposed STRO. We believe it would reduce the number of units available
for rent. With fewer rental units there would be fewer renters and less overall income from renters
(separate from the monies that would go to the owners who rent). The town would get less from
busines licenses, SIPOA would lose use fees for its facilities and the club would get much less from
restaurant revenues and use fee. With less income from renters the costs to owners in all
categories would increase.
Owners at Seabrook, whatever category they fit into, need to recognize that the current situation
is a delicate â€˜symbiosisâ€™ â€“ each category gets some benefits of living together. Targeting
non‐resident owners who rent with unfair burdens is shortsighted.
Other mechanisms need to be found to address whatever concerns are deemed to be valid after
the proposed Short‐Term Rental Ordinance is studied more thoroughly.

11/10/2020 05:57am
11/10/2020 11:11am

73.217.135.20
108.93.239.174

Eve Herbick
Jean Dunn

2782 Little Creek Rd, Seabrook IslanEherbick@aol.com
2956 Seabrook Island Road
jeandunn100@bellsouth.net

No ‐ Opposed
Unsure

I feel that a permit in addition to a business license is overkill. Please do not do this.
I read through the presentation on Ord. 2020‐14. Thank you for the extensive work on this
ordinance. I hope all of these rules can be enforced.

11/10/2020 04:13pm

98.230.232.56

Alan Mayhew

2926 Atrium Villas

ahmayhew@outlook.com

No ‐ Opposed

Regarding Atrium homes, their bedrooms easily accommodate two queen size beds and have
ingress and egress under the current fire code that would allow up to 8 occupants. This Ordinance
overreaches and exceeds current fire guidelines.
Current fire codes state that fire alarms need to be placed outside the bedroom. This Ordinance
states that fire alarms will be placed inside the bedrooms. Therefore we at Atrium have wired fire
alarms on the exterior of the bedroom and now have to place alarms inside the bedroom. This
ordinance is in excess of the current fire code and is considered an overreach.
The informational package is considered an overburden for the rental agents and owners
considering there have been relatively no problems in the past. Regarding marketing our
properties this may give the impression that our community is too restrictive and may be a
disincentive to rent on the island.
Regarding inspection, the staff has not answered the question if access can not be obtained due to
a renter not allowing access for inspection. A minimum of two hours of response time for access to
our home could be an overburden for the owner.

11/11/2020 05:36am

73.131.119.241

Lisa Trimberger

3733 Seabrook Island Road

lisa@mackcapitalinvestments.com No ‐ Opposed

I am in support of the stated objectives and of certain minimum requirements as stated. The
requirements included, as drafted, are fair and reasonable. However, I am opposed to the nature
and magnitude of the "penalties" as currently drafted. I am concerned that the penalties
(misdemeanor) along with certain criteria for suspension and revocation of an STR permit are
poorly drafted, are over‐reaching, and are disproportionately punitive. As drafted, it does not
include clear and appropriate provisions for due process, appeals and protection of property
owner rights when diligently complying in spirit and letter of the requirements. I am happy to
share my specific concerns. I strongly support maximum occupancy and vehicles. However, due to
ongoing gaps in access controls, under the Town and POA purview, currently rental guests can
circumvent such even when property owners and rental agencies are doing everything in their
power to prevent overcapacity and excess vehicles. To hold property owners and their designated
agents to such onerous penalties and consequences, as currently included in the proposed
ordinance, is not in the spirit of the stated objectives of the ordinance. More time and
consideration is necessary. This proposed ordinance, as drafted, is not ready for prime time.

11/11/2020 05:21pm

71.57.224.139

Philip and Patricia Hite 937 Sealoft Drive

pphite@hotmail.com

No ‐ Opposed

To TOSI Board of Administration,
I am writing to you to dissuade the passage of Short Term Ordinance 2020‐14. I have owned a
Sealoft Villa since 1990 as a nonresident investment property which I have rented for over 29
years. Renting has enabled me to help absorb the many expenses related to owning on Seabrook
such as SIPOA taxes, regime dues, Charleston County taxes, The Club fees, amenity card fees,
commercial licenses, Charleston Accomodation taxes, etc.
The tightening of parking regulations, occupancy limitations and inspections with only a 2 hour
notification are not conducive to good rentals. The restrictive nature of this ordinance will not
only curtail rentals, but will also cost Seabrook Island large losses in revenues necessary to
maintain the infrastructure of the many facilities along with the financial needs of The Club.
Additionally the passage of ordinance 2020‐14 will seriously undercut real estate sales which will
also lead to increased costs to all Seabrook owners, including the permanent resident owners.
Nonresident owners represent about 2/3 of the island ownership. This very restrictive ordinance
will make Seabrook a less desirable location to visit or own, causing many owners, myself included,
to consider selling their properties before the values of homes on Seabrook decline.

SIPOA currently allows renters to call the gate for additional guest passes. Most rental properties
are rented with acceptable parking and occupancy limitations. SIPOA and the TOSI could greatly
reduce the parking and subsequent occupation issues by not permitting this situation. How can
SIPOA and TOSI hold the owners and rental agencies accountable with threats of criminal
misdemeanor charges to the owners and rental agencies when, SIPOA and TOSI authorize the extra
guests? As owners, we are required to have a code to schedule passes. Why isn't this required for
renters who are calling for passes? This problem is SIPOA and TOSI's to correct, which they haven't
addressed in several years, despite constant requests by the owners, COVAR, and rental agents.
As a long time Seabrook owner, I sincerely encourage you to rethink the passage of ordinance
2020‐14. Passed as proposed is extremely unfair to the STR owners. Over the years Seabrook
Island has flourished and continues to flourish. The STR contribute tremendously to the financial
healthiness of the island. The vast majority of present Seabrook owners rented on Seabrook for 3
to 5 years before buying a condo, villa or house on Seabrook themselves. Do not let the greed
from revenues from a new business license cloud your judgement. Don't bite the hand that feeds
you! Ordinance 2020‐14 will not help Seabrook Island. It will hurt it!

11/13/2020 12:14pm

71.204.241.152

William L Sax

2465 Racquet Club Drive

williamsax@aol.com

No ‐ Opposed

Under Â§ 5.20.30 (b)(1)(q), Rental units shall be subject to inspection at any time, with at least two
(2) hoursâ€™ notice to verify compliance with the requirements of this section, current Charleston
County Building Codes, and/or any other applicable provision of the Town Code.
1. There is no designation as to who is authorized to give such a notice and no limitations as to
time of day. In the second paragraph, the Zoning Administrator is authorized to request certain
things but that doesn't apply to the first sentence. I can understand a short requirement in the
case of an emergency or a safety issue but there needs to be a reasonableness standard in regard
to times of day, time of response and purpose of inspection. As an example, there is no need for a
two hour response to inspect to make sure the required smoke detectors are in place.
2. Under the ordinance as written, a two hour notice could be given at four in the morning by
anyone to inspect for smoke detectors (my ongoing example). Also, a renter who is at the beach
could return home to find inspectors in their unit or that someone has been in their rental unit
without their consent and without any notice to them. What happens if something valuable turns
up missing from their unit?
3. The way this provision of the ordinance is written, I don't believe it stands a chance of being
upheld by the courts of South Carolina. I can understand the need for inspection provisions but
they need to be reasonable and legally enforceable. They need to provide for reasonable notice in
non‐emergency situations and for other protections. I haven't researched it, but Nancy Buck has
indicated the two hour notice provision violates the rights of renters under South Carolina law.

4. The town needs to coordinate with SIPOA on the issuance of gate passes. Renters can call in as
many passes as they want which can create a parking problem and other violations and there is
nothing my rental agency or I can do about it.
Similarly, under Â§ 5.20.30 (b)(4)(a)(9), it is a violation, punishable as a misdemeanor, to fail to
respond to any emergency situation, alleged violation or public complaint communicated by the
town, or any inquiry or inspection request within two (2) hours of notification.
1. Again, who is authorized to provide such a notice.
2. There is a two hour provision for every type notice, whether it's an emergency or safety
situation or just a routine inspection. That's totally unreasonable except in the case of an
emergency or a safety matter.
3. There is no time of day limitations for routine inspections. Under the ordinance, some unnamed
person can request to check on smoke detectors at 11:00 at night and it would be a violation to
not respond with two hours.
4. The fact that a violation is treated as a misdemeanor is way too much. The way the ordinance is
written, I can be charged with a criminal offense, which creates a permanent record of criminal
activity on my part, if one of my renters violates the parking regulations for Seabrook Island or
violates any other such rule or one of my smoke detectors becomes defective without my
knowledge. As an attorney, that could create a problem with my professional license. This is a
ridiculous provision.

This is a poorly thought out ordinance and there is a substantial need for additional review and
comments. As it is written, there is no doubt there will be legal challenges to the ordinance. The
Town Council will certainly have egg on its face if this ordinance is struck down as too broad, too
vague or in violation of state law.
It's time to defer action on the current ordinance and consider how to make it a more reasonable
enforcement vehicle.
I did want to make one more comment.
I would ask that each town councilperson put themselves in the shoes of a non‐resident
homeowner, who rents. Ask yourself these questions:
â€¢Would you like to not have input into policy changes, be unaware of policy changes, and not
have a chance for dialogue on the policy changes?
â€¢Would you like to pay mul ple fees/taxes (TOSI, SIPOA, SI Club, Charleston County) for the
same services that resident owners get?
â€¢Would you like not to have peer representa on within the TOSI, SIPOA, and SI Club governing
bodies?
â€¢Would you like to have mandated changes to the interior of your home when resident owners
are not required to?
â€¢Would you like to get a viola on when you had no control over guest invita ons?
â€¢Would you like to have any part of your income disturbed for viola ons outside of your control?
Specifically amounts that can total almost $50,000.00.
â€¢Would you like to get a misdemeanor that could cause you to lose employment?
â€¢Would you like to be denied privacy rights and have unauthorized individuals entering your
home?
After considering these questions and how they may impact you personally, I would assume you
would have answered â€œNoâ€ to at least of few.
The Ordinance No. 2020‐14 has some good aspects, but I believe Stakeholders from different
groups need to be involved in determining the details of this ordinance. I would recommend a
delay in the passage of Ordinance No. 2020‐14, so that a new committee may be established to
review the ordinance details and get a better perspective from all the Stakeholders.

11/13/2020 01:37pm

159.45.129.20

Randy Buck

2528 Otter Lane, Seabrook Island, Srandall.buck@wellsfargo.com

No ‐ Opposed

11/14/2020 04:58am

24.11.138.173

Bernard McLaughlin

3020 Baywood Drive

bgmclau@yahoo.com

Yes ‐ In Favor

Regarding Ordinance 2020 ‐14, we look for the Board to protect our Seabrook neighborhoods from
widespread, growing and unrestrained single family rentals. The increased incidences of noise,
congestion, speeders, strangers and large groups of non‐residents (who do not have a stake in the
community) in our single family neighborhoods is a threat to the character and home values of our
community. Please work to (amend if necessary) pass an Ordinance that addresses the above‐
mentioned problems. Thanks! Bernie McLaughlin 3020 Baywood Drive.

11/14/2020 07:27am

99.67.30.157

K Doyle George

4013 Bridle Trail Drive

kdoylegeorge@gmail.com

No ‐ Opposed

This comment supplements my email dated November 13, 2020:
Section (b)(1)(q) called â€œInspectionsâ€ has been changed significantly to provide 24 hours
notice for non‐emergency inspections, unless the owner or renter voluntarily allows access to the
dwelling. For emergency situations the Town retains the 2 hour notice requirement. This would
still violate the implied covenant of quiet enjoyment under South Carolina case law, in my opinion.
Contacting the renter to gain voluntary access to the dwelling in a non‐emergency situation would
violate the covenant of quiet enjoyment. See, Diminich v. 2001 Enterprises, Inc., 355 S.E.2d 275,
292 S.C. 141 (S.C. App. 1986).

11/14/2020 01:18pm

108.93.239.18

Calvin

Cobby Creek

beachgirlgr@gmail.com

Yes ‐ In Favor

9. Fail to respond any emergency situation, alleged violation or
public complaint communicated by the town, or any inquiry or inspection request within two (2)
hours of notificationpursuant to the notification requirements of
Please clarify: â€œcommunicated by the townâ€. What happens if a viola on occurs on the
weekend when the town is closed? Thank you.

11/15/2020 06:27am
11/15/2020 10:58am

108.93.239.18
73.45.38.116

Gail
Mart McClellan

Tarpon Pond
1133 Edgewood Rd.

gailreid8@gmail.com
mart@macro‐wealth.com

Yes ‐ In Favor
Unsure

11/16/2020 04:41am
11/16/2020 05:12am

107.137.16.176
193.56.116.59

EMILY L HALL
Joan Musser

14 DuneCrest
3505

elhallcofc@gmail.com
mussfam6@mac.com

No ‐ Opposed
No ‐ Opposed

11/16/2020 06:23am

165.166.36.202

Raymond Hamilton

2959 Seabrook Island Road

raimman01@gmail.com

Yes ‐ In Favor

I have been an owner on Seabrook since the 90's and believe the rental programs are an important
component to sharing what Seabrook has to offer to visitors and future homeowners. People hear
about Kiawah,but Seabrook has so many things to offer for people in the know. I trust Seabrook
Exclusives and Kat to provide input that serves in the best interests in both the homeowners and
rental gusets. I think it is safe to say that a good percentage of present homeowners on Seabrook
came through by the Seabrook experience. I do get frustrated by the additional fees and costs
associated with being a rental owner whether it is through the town or the club because those
costs make it more challenging to continue renting, which I think is bad for Seabrook.

This is an over reach into our properties.
I understand the issue of overcrowding the island
A first step to curb this problem is not ALLOWING GUESTS TO call in passes to the gate .
We have had properties on SBI for 19 years have complied with permit requirements and used
common sense to produce an income to offset the costs of a second home . We really love it here
and hope to retire here permanently some day . We love to see young families on the island but
this proposal will affect real estate sales club business and the future of young Seabrookers falling
in love with this island and returning with their families like our 4 children have done .
Thank you Joan Musser
Overall I support Ordinance 2020‐14 but do not understand the requirement that an entire
structure has to be rented. Logically the best way for a homeowner to be responsible for their
guests is to be there with them. By not allowing single bedrooms to be rented out the homeowner
is responsible after the damage is done. I will not be renting any portion of my home but question
why it matters if someone wants to rent out 1 room or the whole house provided they have
appropriate permits. I ask that you consider striking this requirement and allow single bedrooms
be rented out.

11/16/2020 10:10am

172.72.162.79

Mandy Schlender

305 Wingfoot Dr

mandys1234@hotmail.com

No ‐ Opposed

Dear Town of Seabrook and Council,
(For those of you I copied on this email, I apologize if this doesnâ€™t apply to you. Also I would like
to apologize for the simplicity of the remarks, â€œLegalese" is not my forte. And to the Town
Council, I apologize for the Capital letters, YES I am yelling at you, but there is no public forum for
me to express my frustration).
This is to address the STR Ordinance 2020‐14 which is to be voted on November 17th. My
questions are MANY and my anger is palatable.
What will happen to Seabrook Island when 400‐450 property owners that use their properties as
rental properties can no longer pay their mortgage? What will happen to Seabrook Island when
the 400‐450 property owners can no longer pay their Seabrook Island Club(SIC) Dues? What will
happen to Seabrook Island when the 400‐450 property owners can no longer pay their SIPOA
Dues? What will happen to Seabrook Island when these 400‐450 property owners can no longer
pay their Regime fees?
What will happen to SIC when these 400‐450 rental properties have NO Rental Guests OR GREATLY
REDUCED Guests, which spend money at SIC on FOOD, TEE TIMES, LESSONS, HORSEBACK RIDING
and all other PAID activities? What will happen to Seabrook island when these 400‐450 properties
generate NO amenity card FEES? What will happen to Seabrook Island when the (SIC) DUES
INCREASE DRAMATICALLY because of the loss of income to the Club?
What will happen to Seabrook Island when these 400‐450 property owners are treated like a
COMMERCIAL hotel owners, and are required to pay EXORBITANT taxes, occupancy taxes and fees
to Charleston County? What will happen to Seabrook Island when these 400‐450 property owners
are specifically and ARBITRARILY told where and how many people can SLEEP in a bedroom? What
will happen to Seabrook Island when these 400‐450 property owners can NO LONGETR ADVERTISE
their LOFTS or LARGE ROOMS as a sleeping area? What will happen to Seabrook Island when these
400‐450 property owners donâ€™t have the ARBITRARILY DETERMINED square footage in order to
advertise their sleeping area as a bedroom? What will happen to Seabrook Island when these 400‐
450 property owners are no longer able to ADVERTISE their property and generate INCOME?
What will happen to Seabrook Island when some of these 400‐450 properties are sold at greatly
REDUCED prices? What will happen to Seabrook Island if some of these 400‐450 properties
FORECLOSE? What will happen to Seabrook Island when theses 400‐450 properties have a
dramatically DECREASED income streams due to SUBJECTIVE occupancy rules? What will happen
to Seabrook Island when the LOCAL Property Management companies earn dramatically reduced
fees? What will happen to Seabrook Island when the Property Management companies have to lay‐
off employees?
What will happen to Seabrook Island IF these 400‐450 property owners file a lawsuit against the
Town of Seabrook? What will happen to Seabrook Island if this lawsuit pertains to
DISCRIMINATION, PREDJUDICE and EXTREME BIAS towards property owners that rent their
properties? What will happen to Seabrook Island IF a lawsuit deems The Town DISCRIMANTORY,
PREJUDICIAL and it does hold EXTREME BIAS toward rental property owners? What will happen to
Seabrook Island IF it is determined ALL PROPERTIES on the island are now subject to this
ordinance? What will happen to Seabrook Island if residents sue the Town of Seabrook for
INVASION of PRIVACY? (you are telling them where they can and can't sleep now). What will
happen to Seabrook Island IF it is determined to close the Town of Seabrook and absorb it into
Charleston County?

Thank you for reading my many questions. Some of these questions could be deemed insane or
absurd, but is the Town of Seabrook willing to take the risk that none of this will happen to the
island? My view is the Town of Seabrook and the Council are supposed to act in the best interests
of the ENTIRE Island? We purchased here last August and began renting our property in February
of 2020. If this ordinance passes I have to spend significant time and money in order to comply
with an arbitrary ordinance which tells me what a bedroom is. My villa and many on the island
have a loft and since the building of this villa in 1980, NO ENTITY HAS ISSUED ANY ORDINANCE on
where you can or cannot sleep in your own home????? We have used an extremely reputable
local company to rent our property. We have NEVER been in violation of ANY of the current laws
or ordinances governing current short term rentals.
Please use and enforce current guidelines and ordinances which are in place. Please distinguish
this ordinance on November 17th. THIS ORDINANCE WILL DO IRREPAIRABLE DAMANGE TO THE
ISLAND AND TO MY FAMILY!!!
11/16/2020 06:33pm
11/17/2020 06:27am
11/17/2020 06:50am

68.91.150.158
24.88.126.157
108.93.239.18

Ryan and Sheila Savagea723 Spinnaker Beachhouse VL,
CHRISYNDA RUNION
#2 Dunecrest
Barbara Connolly
545 Cobby Creek ln

savageau7@gmail.com
chrissyrunion@yahoo.com
bbzump@aol.com

11/17/2020 06:57am
11/17/2020 04:36am

98.25.132.17
209.155.220.122

jerry runion
2665 seabrook island rd
Joanne and Douglas Fag 813 Treeloft Trace

j.runion@american‐national.com Yes ‐ In Favor
Joanne.fagan@comcast.net
Yes ‐ In Favor

11/17/2020 08:29am

204.141.173.100

Todd A Miller

todd@thistlebrae.com

123 High Hammock Villas

No ‐ Opposed
Yes ‐ In Favor
Yes ‐ In Favor

No ‐ Opposed

Seabrook island needs this ordinance for a balance between rentals and full time residents to
maintain a sense of community. Thank you.
My husband and I fully support Ordinance 2020‐14 as written. We appreciate your efforts in
writing this ordinance and providing a mechanism to enforce occupancy.
It is my understanding that this initiative is rooted in a desire to have better management and
control of two aspects of island life on Seabrook:
1.) Define and control occupancy of rented properties to a reasonable level.
2.) Define and control the number of vehicles of properties being rented.
With that being my understanding of the genesis of the ordinance I cannot comprehend how
resolution of those two initiatives grew the proposed solution to something which seems ripe with
aggressive overreach by the Town of Seabrook Island (TOSI). An initiative which seems to have
failed to follow any legally advised and accepted due process, lack of formal official notification,
lack of legally posted hearings open to the all owners, review and comment periods which were
both published and executed, etc.
Several initiatives proposing legal suit against the TOSI are already mounting from owners in
several regimes. As we are all property owners, unfortunately, the costs of fighting these legal
claims, win or lose, will materialize at the expense of all property owners. Therefore, irrespective
of which side a property owner is on, we all lose. There are NO WINNERS!
Until we regain control of the Seabrook Island gate we will NEVER control occupancy on the Island.
To hold an owner accountable to regulations that, at present, an owner cannot legally uphold is by
definition unlawful and fraught with legal ramifications headed to the courtrooms of Charleston
County.
The following are the views and concerns of numerous owners who have reached out in
conversation:
1.If this is enacted I will stop ren ng my property and drop my Club membership
2.This is discriminatory and I have contacted my a orney to discuss legal ac on against the Town.
3.All rented property is a â€œbusinessâ€ yet this ordinance focuses solely against short‐term
renters which is discriminatory by definition

4.Enforcement of occupancy is not legal against an owner since our ability to control is has been
removed by SIPOA who refuse to enforce that control which existed for over thirty years without
issue. ("Tell them this owner has commenced a class‐action lawsuit discovery against both TOSI
and SIPOA")
There are many more comments, but I think the above represent the essence and sentimentality
of a majority of homeowners on whom the ordinance is targeted. The majority of property owners
have no issues with the intent to resolve the two initial issues. Unfortunately, the resulting draft
ordinance seems to have outgrown any defendable boundaries. It would see that a sledgehammer
is being swung at a gnat.
Here are the likely impacts to our Island community:
‐ Rentals will decline, and in many cases, will cease
‐ Club memberships will be cancelled
‐ With no rentals the event business on the Island with extinguish
‐ Club fees will have to be increase which will result in further membership cancellations
‐ Property values will falter (we've only just recovered to break even after Island One and the 2008
meltdown) and the Club Real Estate business contribution will decline
‐ The Club cannot be sustained by a minority of full‐time Island residents
All suffer, all lose. Some change seems reasonably agreeable to most. The level proposed, at
present, is not welcomed and certain to be legally challenged my many.Please reconsider the
content and the process of how these changes are being communicated and implemented. When
clearly discriminatory practices are mixed with real estate matters, the full weight of Federal law
will apply, despite whatever legal stance and power TOSI feels they have rights to enact.
I urge you to step back and reconsider the unintended consequences that will likely result.
May we restore peace and calm to our beloved Island Community. There is a peaceful solution
and this is NOT that solution.
11/17/2020 08:38am

24.102.246.20

Thomas Wukitsch

2140 Landfall Way

tjwukitsch@aol.com

Why was the revision of this ordinance not given more time, review and communication to
Seabrook Island owners. As owners who are not on Island year‐round, this has a huge impact on
our real estate investment. We get reams of communication about the smallest item of concern,
gate operation, garbage, emergency management, was the councils intent to try to push this
through during the Pandemic when residents are dealing with a number of challenges?

We have owned our Seabrook Island condo for over 10 years. We have been good neighbors and
stewards of the natural resources of our Island. We have just started short‐term rentals in the last
two years, very selectively through our own management. We have never experienced a problem
as we do an excellent job of screening our candidates. We did this so we could upgrade our
membership at the club, make improvements to our property, and spend more money at
merchants and in the community!!!! No to mention, the ever‐increasing taxes and fees that thrust
upon our community without serious consideration to waste! The new ordinance is nothing more
than more expenses to be born by the property owner. Increase in taxes, increase in bureaucracy
will not solve what I think are problems that can be dealt with differently. Always throwing money
at a problem, doesn't solve the problem. Additionally, the ordinance requires an agent! Another
big expense to get additional service, not in our experience from speaking with other owners. Is
this a push so we can employee more full‐time residents on the Island? Requiring a property
owner to posting information about a unit through a property manager is ridiculous. Good
owners know how to manage their property, ensure good guest conduct, and outcomes that don't
cost the owner lost revenue on renters! . We have a property manager of the condo. I manage
my property above an beyond anyone I would pay fees. Placing limits on the number of guests is
already covered in our condo guidelines. I think this ordinance is heavy‐handed and will result in
the reduction of real estate values on Seabrook. We just got individual real estate values up from
the downslide of 2007‐2008 and now this level of bureaucracy threatens us all. If we put so many
barrier to owners renting, be careful what you wish for! These renters offset the large number of
fees for owners who cannot do this when they are not living there full‐time and want to increase
activities and support of the community. This is a very short‐sighted answer to your problem? It is
that you only want full‐time residents to live on the island. Good luck...they won't like the fees
they will need to pay to offset the loss of income from rentals and support of the local businesses.

Ordinance 2020‐14: Public Hearing (Nov. 17, 2020)
Emailed Comments & Correspondence
Name
Andy & Vicki Boukydis
Bill Coppel

Address
Not Provided
Not Provided

Bill Sax
Bruce Young
Carolyn Danielle
Cyndi Platt
Dan Eigel
David Fennell
Deanna Miller
Debra Ayres
Doyle George

2465 Racquet Club Drive
6738 Wynfaire Lane (Charlotte)
Not Provided
1135 Summerwind
2780 Hidden Oak
Not Provided
Not Provided
Charlestowne Place
4013 Bridle Trail Drive

Eve Herbick
Heather Paton
James Hoover
Jaren Suster
Jim & Terri Edmiston
Jim Hattler
John & Jackie Regan
Joseph Tantillo
Kevin Donaghue
Kyle Tucci
Lisa Trimberger
Louis Vitantonio
Lynne Copple
Mandy Schlender Tantillo
Melinda and Ian Robertson
Michael Asnip

Not Provided
SIPOA
1317 Pelican Watch
1 Dune Crest
1111 Summerwind
784 Spinnaker Beachhouse
928 Sealoft Villa Drive
1413 Dune Loft Villas
Not Provided
3702 Bonita
Golf Shore Villas
2940 Atrium Villa
President, Tarpon Pond
Not Provided
Not Provided
Seabrook Island Real Estate

Mike Staed
Nancy Buck

Property Owner
Coastal Getaways

2

Date Received
11/12/2020
11/8/2020
11/17/2020
11/13/2020
11/10/2020
11/11/2020
11/9/2020
11/10/2020
11/7/2020 (2)
11/7/2020
11/11/2020
10/30/2020
11/9/2020
11/13/2020
11/16/2020
11/8/2020
11/16/2020
10/30/2020
11/9/2020
11/2/2020
11/16/2020
11/8/2020
11/4/2020
11/9/2020
11/3/2020
11/17/2020
11/5/2020
11/16/2020
11/17/2020
11/8/2020
11/6/2020
11/9/2020
11/9/2020
11/6/2020
11/7/2020 (3)
11/9/2020 (5)
11/14/2020 (2)
11/16/2020

Patrick Aiello
Phil & Pat Hite
Rob Flood, Jr.
Rob & Jennifer MacDonald
Roy & Diane Widdus
Ryan & Sheila Savageau
Steffen Frey

Steve Hildreth
Todd Miller
Tom & Colleen Thornburg
William and Karen Marstellar
William and Jo Marstellar

Not Provided
937 Sealoft Villa
Tarpon Pond Cottage
1201 Creek Watch Trace
2008 Long Bend Drive
723 Spinnaker Beachhouses
3020 Seabrook Village Drive
3016 Seabrook Village Drive
933 Sealoft Villa
President, Treeloft Villas
Not Provided
2513 The Bent Twig
731 Spinnaker Beachhouses
731 Spinnaker Beachhouses
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11/9/2020
11/9/2020
11/1/2020
11/2/2020
10/30/2020
11/16/2020
11/2/2020

11/17/2020
11/17/2020 (2)
11/7/2020
11/1/2020
11/7/2020

Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

reservations@cgofsc.com
Thursday, November 12, 2020 9:25 AM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com; kat@seabrookexclusives.com
Town Of Seabrook Short Term Rental Ordinance
UTF-8

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Original Message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

We rented on Seabrook Island for 4 years prior to purchasing our Sealoft Villa. Those four years provided
an introduction to the Island, club and facilities. During that period we made friendships with
Seabrookers and staff. It was the key factor for selecting Seabrook Island for our vacation
property purchase.
We purchased our Sealoft Villa about 3 years ago. It had been on the market for over one year. We were
told that property sales take this amount of time.Legislation such as being proposed, will make listing
periods even longer, especially for villa type residences.
We used Seabrook Island Realty (and so did the vendors). We understand that Seabrook Island Realty
transactions financially benefit the Island's community. Legislation such as being proposed would reduce
those financial benefits.
We are foreign residents (Canadian) so our Sealoft is a vacation property. We were told that we
were able to rent our property to help offset the costs. This was very attractive given that it is a vacation
property only. The Seabrook Island real estate agent even provided an estimate of rental income that
proved accurate over the past three years. We were made aware that rental income would never cover
the cost of membership but would be a significant offset.
We believe that the proposed legislation will greatly reduce the number of rental units making it harder
for those who wish to rent on the Island before buying, reduce the value of the properties through
lower prospective rental income, disproportionately reduce the value of "villa" and apartment
properties more than full lots, and decrease overall demand for real estate on the Island.
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We hope for continued discussion on the legislation to further specify the problems being addressed,
and more consultation for solutions. Is it a few bad apples causing the concern, isolated incidents, or just
a temporary side effect of these covid‐quarantine times?
Best regards,
Andy and Vicki Boukydis
On Wed, Nov 11, 2020 at 8:16 PM <Reservations@cgofsc.com> wrote:
To help protect y ou r priv acy , Microsoft Office prev ented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

Good Evening,
The petition asking for the Short Term Rental Ordinance to be delayed until we have additional time to
address it is up. Please read about it and sign it so we can present it to the Town Council by 12:00 on
Monday. Your support is greatly appreciated. Feel free to ask any questions you may have.
http://chng.it/MyZrWjzBCN

Thank you!
Nancy
Coastal Getaways
843‐789‐4438
http://www.cgofsc.com
To help protect y our priv acy , Microsoft Office prev ented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

To help protect y ou r priv acy , Microsoft Office prev ented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

To help protect y ou r priv acy , Microsoft Office prev ented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

To help protect y ou r
priv acy , Micro so ft Office
prev ented au tomatic
download of this pictu re
from the Internet.

To help pr
priv acy , M
prev ented
download
from the In
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:

Subject:

Bill Coppel <bcoppel@earthlink.net>
Sunday, November 8, 2020 5:12 PM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com
kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; bcoppel@earthlink.net; buckohiou@aol.com;
notifications@system.striven.com; marinerconstruction@gmail.com; marc.chafe@comcast.net;
kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; ebreen@earthlink.net; eherbick@aol.com; jjsesody@icloud.com;
kathy@kccreativeinc.com; kim12922@gmail.com; MDelleBovi@benchmarkgrp.com;
nancy@cgofsc.com; taleman@deloitte.com
Re: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

I am replying to all to share this message.

This message is directed to the Mayor of Seabrook and town council members.

My name is Bill Coppel and my wife, Kathy Fulton and I own property at 2228 Rolling Dune
Road. We have two children, Will age 16 and Grace age 14. I echo the concerns that have
been expressed by Nancy Buck. This proposed ordinance is misguided, discriminatory and
overreaching. Let me share my thinking.

We don't live on the island year-round (yet) and as such we rent our home. As Nancy
stated, our ability to responsibly rent our home was an attractive reason to buy on
Seabrook. Yes, I said responsibly. Coastal is our rental agent and we conduct our rental
business responsibly, professionally and work hard to present a positive and attractive
experience for guests. We effectively market the wonderful attributes of this island on
behalf of all homeowners on the island. The ability to responsibly rent one’s home
represents an important component contributing to the overall value of all Island homes.

Our home ownership and rental activity has contributed to the economic viability of the
island in five ways:

1. We have executed 3 real estate transaction generating healthy commissions for
Seabrook Island Realty and a local law firm
2.

Our guests spend money at club facilities in support of the club

3.

Our guests shop and spend at local businesses and restaurants.
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4. Our rental revenue generates taxes which all islanders benefit from and supports
local businesses, that generate taxes which we all benefit from.
5. We pay a business license fee and amenity card fees to SIPOA and the Club that are
important significant revenue streams for their budgets.

Read our reviews. Our guests have come to recognize the beauty and enjoyment Seabrook
offers and tend to return regularly. Some even move on to purchase a home. The point
being is that a robust rental environment is good for the island and thus good for all
who own a home on Seabrook.

This ordinance creates "hand-cuffs" that pose unreasonable risks for those who rent,
including potential criminal charges and significant economic impairment. What this
ordinance proposes is not good for the island and appears to respond to a minority of
owners on the Island that advocate to eliminate short term rentals.

But what is most disturbing as a fair minded person, is the lack of transparency in
this process you are using to rush this ordinance through without a proper period for
comment from the rental owners themselves. The process appears unethical, politically
manipulative and detrimental to respecting and maintaining a cohesive, inclusive,
diverse and vibrant community.

The promulgation of any and all legislation should be evidenced based, inclusive of "many
voices" beyond an "ad-hoc" committee and executed in a time frame that recognizes the
unique nature of a part-time versus year round community.

While I hope and want to believe that these shortfalls cited herein are made with good
intent, I fear the effect will be to destroy trust and promote divisive resentment in our
community.

Therefore, we respectfully request that you to stop this process now to allow for the
following:

1. Clearly state with evidence the problem that you are intending to address and remedy.
2. Present your evidence and remedy to all the constituencies of our community including
all homeowners, SIPOA, rental agents, property managers, and local businesses.
3. Allow ample time for review and comment, both in writing and in person, respecting
the unique community make up of full and part time residents and the consideration that
we are in the midst of a global pandemic.
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If there is an opportunity to improve the quality of life on Seabrook through this
effort, it will organically surface when the process is designed to proceed openly,
respectfully and without prejudice.

Mr. Gregg, you have it within your power to make this right and restore trust and
confidence in this process.

Sincerely,
Bill Coppel
Kathy Fulton
-----Original Message----From: Nancy Buck
Sent: Nov 6, 2020 6:49 AM
To: "jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org" , "scrane@townofseabrookisland.org" ,
"jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org" , "pfox@townofseabrookisland.org" , "bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org" ,
"jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org" , "dandortsipoa@gmail.com" , "dreinhart@bellsouth.net" ,
"celledge@discoverseabrook.com" , "hpaton@SIPOA.org" , "ccross@sipoa.org" ,
"michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com" , "jwilson@dunesproperties.com"
Cc: "kdoylegeorge@gmail.com" , "bcoppel@earthlink.net" , "buckohiou@aol.com"
Subject: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

After reading over the proposed ordinance for short-term rentals, I have included the Seabrook
Island Club (SIC), Seabrook Island Real Estate (SIRE), Dunes Properties, and Seabrook
Island Property Owners Association (SIPOA) on this email so my concerns are expressed to
everyone at once.
I would like to know the impetus for this ordinance. I understand there were complaints this
year about too many people on the island. How did you know if the complaint was for a rental
unit or an owner occupied one? With COVID, there were more owner occupied homes this
year. The island was crowded and many owners had family/friends visiting. In April, there
was a ban on short-term rentals (per the Town of Seabrook), yet complaints continued on the
Next Door application. These were owners using their homes.
If a complaint is made on the number of cars/people at a property, this constitutes a penalty
according to the ordinance as it is currently written. Coastal Getaways of SC limits the number
of cars to the number of bedrooms in a property - less if there are parking limitations. We also
have occupancy limitations per rental. SIPOA permits guests to call in passes when they are
renting properties. We have had multiple discussions with SIPOA for years on this issue. How
can an owner be penalized if SIPOA permits the guest to call additional passes without the
knowledge of the owner/rental agency. A misdemeanor goes on a person’s legal record - the
ramifications are widespread. Does SIPOA security have the authority to issue penalties or
does the town have to hire someone? Does the sheriff's office have to be called in?
Three complaints in 24 months can result in rentals being banned for 60 days. That could be a
fine worth $20k - $80k, if it is over June/July/August time frame. Are owners banned from
renting while they are appealing the charges? Are homes that do not rent fall under the same
3

restrictions - number of cars? People? What happens if an owner is in their home during a
complaint - it is not a rental at that time?
Who is going to purchase property here on Seabrook Island when word gets out about this
ordinance? A large percentage of first time buyers rent their properties for 3 - 5 years to help
offset costs before moving here permanently. We would never have purchased our first
property here - we have now purchased five over the years. The Club receives a large
percentage of their operating budget from home sales and rental guests. If there is no rental
revenue, dues will be raised exorbitantly. We receive complaints about the high cost of fees
here already - imagine what they would be without rental guests.
Several owners have been told the purpose of this ordinance is to ensure safety. If safety is
the primary reason for this ordinance, why not make it for the Town of Seabrook Island
owners, not just those who rent. Why not link these issues with the purchase of their business
license rather than adopting an ordinance?
Non-residents pay the same fees as residents for island access. They are continuously left out
of any decisions here on Seabrook Island. Was everyone notified of this ordinance? It is my
understanding any proposed ordinance must be advertised and those effected notified. Please
let me know when and how non-residents were notified. Does state law require three
readings? Does a zoom "meeting" where no one can ask questions constitute a hearing
required for an ordinance? Where should questions be sent? Will they be addressed in the
meeting for others to respond? I just received this months copy of The Island Connection - no
mention or notification of this ordinance in it.
Finally - be careful what you wish for. If you are gearing towards banning short-term rentals
(and this is exactly what this ordinance does with the penalties as stated), then you may get
more owners moving in to their homes - and the island will be more crowded than ever. Sales
will drop, property values will plummet, and Club fees will go sky high. It is a vicious circle one unintentional act can have severe adverse effects.
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Bill Coppel <bcoppel@earthlink.net>
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 8:56 AM
Nancy Buck
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@sipoa.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com; joanne.fagan@comcast.net; tkendall@captivesolutionsllc.com;
todd@thistlebrae.com; pphite@hotmail.com; kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; buckohiou@aol.com
Re: Short Term Rental Ordinance

Mr. Gregg,
I support delaying this proposed ordinance based on my previous email, the work and analysis presented by Doyle
George, the sentiments of the many homeowners who have been left out of the convention and Nancy email.
Do the right thing.
Bill Coppel
Sent from my iPhone Bill Coppel

On Nov 16, 2020, at 7:51 PM, Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com> wrote:
Thank you for the changes that have taken place for the ordinance: 24 hrs notice for entrance and
allowing rentals to continue while a complaint goes thru due process. We appreciate these changes. As
I've stated before, I have no issue with most of the occupancy levels - the villas that have lofts seem to be
effected most though. Seems unfair that some are listed as 3 bedrooms with Charleston while others are
listed as 2 - for the exact same floor plan. I would hope to see an amendment to allow a sleeping loft to
count for 2. Atriums are at risk as they were built to hold golf groups - 4 queen beds per room - their
bedrooms are huge. Under the ordinance they would be limited to 6.
Just to clarify - the ordinance states: ...be required to have at least one smoke alarm on each level of the
unit, including the standard that there be one in every bedroom and outside of each sleeping area. Does
there need to be a smoke detector in each bedroom and also outside each one?
I do hope there is a delay so we can have a committee to work together to go over items. If we're
comparing ourselves to Kiawah (For reference, the fee for the STR rental permit on
Kiawah Island is $500.) then lets also have the enforcement officer field the complaints as was stated in
one of the first emails as to how Kiawah handles it. The majority of complaints I have heard from owners
is the misdemeanor charge. Owners can lose their jobs if a criminal record exists. A misdemeanor is
considered a criminal record.
What I don't want to happen is for Seabrook to be negatively effected. I have had many owners call to
say they just won't rent their property. They will drop their Club membership as the only reason they
belong to the Club is for rentals. It's a vicious circle.
I have asked for examples of violations of this ordinance and haven't received any explanations. In the
FAQ's it says no cars will be counted - that there is no restriction on the number of cars. Good since the
POA allows guests to call in passes. I have been working for several years to get the POA to only allow
owners and property managers to call in gate passes. I've been told their attorneys say guests have the
same rights as owners. That being said - then guests should have to give the pin numbers. Seems like
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an easy solution. As an owner, I cannot call in a pass if I don't have my pin number - yet a guest can call
in as many as they want. This would be an easy way to be sure the occupancy level is adhered to. The
QR Code should expire once it is used by the person listed - they should not be able to send it to
others. So what constitutes a valid complaint?
I appreciate all you do. I just want to make sure Seabrook continues to be as wonderful a place as it
currently is - to everyone, not just a select few.
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Bill Sax <sax.bill@gmail.com>
Friday, November 13, 2020 3:20 PM
Faye Allbritton
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@sipoa.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com; Nancy Buck
Short Term Rental Ordinance

Under § 5.20.30 (b)(1)(q), Rental units shall be subject to inspection at any time, with at least two (2) hours’ notice to
verify compliance with the requirements of this section, current Charleston County Building Codes, and/or any other
applicable provision of the Town Code.
1. There is no designation as to who is authorized to give such a notice and no limitations as to time of day. In the second
paragraph, the Zoning Administrator is authorized to request certain things but that doesn't apply to the first sentence. I
can understand a short requirement in the case of an emergency or a safety issue but there needs to be a
reasonableness standard in regard to times of day, time of response and purpose of inspection. As an example, there is
no need for a two hour response to inspect to make sure the required smoke detectors are in place.
2. Under the ordinance as written, a two hour notice could be given at four in the morning by anyone to inspect for smoke
detectors (my ongoing example). Also, a renter who is at the beach could return home to find inspectors in their unit or
that someone has been in their rental unit without their consent and without any notice to them. What happens if
something valuable turns up missing from their unit?
3. The way this provision of the ordinance is written, I don't believe it stands a chance of being upheld by the courts of
South Carolina. I can understand the need for inspection provisions but they need to be reasonable and legally
enforceable. They need to provide for reasonable notice in non-emergency situations and for other protections. I haven't
researched it, but Nancy Buck has indicated the two hour notice provision violates the rights of renters under South
Carolina law.
4. The town needs to coordinate with SIPOA on the issuance of gate passes. Renters can call in as many passes as they
want which can create a parking problem and other violations and there is nothing my rental agency or I can do about it.
Similarly, under § 5.20.30 (b)(4)(a)(9), it is a violation, punishable as a misdemeanor, to fail to respond to any emergency
situation, alleged violation or public complaint communicated by the town, or any inquiry or inspection request within two
(2) hours of notification.
1. Again, who is authorized to provide such a notice.
2. There is a two hour provision for every type notice, whether it's an emergency or safety situation or just a routine
inspection. That's totally unreasonable except in the case of an emergency or a safety matter.
3. There is no time of day limitations for routine inspections. Under the ordinance, some unnamed person can request to
check on smoke detectors at 11:00 at night and it would be a violation to not respond with two hours.
4. The fact that a violation is treated as a misdemeanor is way too much. The way the ordinance is written, I can be
charged with a criminal offense, which creates a permanent record of criminal activity on my part, if one of my renters
violates the parking regulations for Seabrook Island or violates any other such rule or one of my smoke detectors
becomes defective without my knowledge. As an attorney, that could create a problem with my professional license. This
is a ridiculous provision.
This is a poorly thought out ordinance and there is a substantial need for additional review and comments. As it is written,
there is no doubt there will be legal challenges to the ordinance. The Town Council will certainly have egg on its face if
this ordinance is struck down as too broad, too vague or in violation of state law.
It's time to defer action on the current ordinance and consider how to make it a more reasonable enforcement vehicle.
William Sax
2465 Racquet Club Drive
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Bruce Young <bryoung60@outlook.com>
Tuesday, November 10, 2020 9:34 AM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org
www.cgofsc.com
Proposed Town Ordinance - Short Term Rentals on Seabrook Island

To: All Interested Parties
Good morning everyone. Our property manager Nancy Buck has been keeping many of the Seabrook Non‐
Residents including myself informed regarding the proposed short term rental ordinance.
My wife and I have been owners on Seabrook Island for 19 years. Due to the high costs of ownership, we have
rented our villa each year to help supplement the costs. Seabrook is considered our second home and we have
wonderful and fond memories as we have raised our family on the island during the summer.
I currently work for a Swiss bank in a highly regulated position and must adhere to the many laws and
regulations which cover my role which are administered by FINRA and the FCA in England.
Based on my very clear understanding of the proposed ordinance, if I am found in violation of the ordinance
then I will receive a misdemeanor. After looking at the South Carolina statues and after conversations with
both our company internal counsel and our compliance department in Zurich, I have been told this will
automatically trigger a review of my statis as a licensed broker‐dealer. While this review is being conducted, I
have been told I will be placed on administrative leave pending a review. I was told it would be highly unlikely I
would be subject to the loss of any necessarily license to perform my role given the nature of the violation.
However, I would be placed on unpaid leave until the matter is investigated. The process is very clear with
FINRA and the FCA.
Based on the above, if the ordinance is passed as proposed, I will need to pull our villa off the rental market.
We have a lovely older couple coming in December from Maine who spend their winters at Seabrook. We
have told them about the ordinance and if passed, they will need to seek other accommodations. In addition,
we will advise the club to cancel any future amenity fee payments which now total $3000 per year.
I just wanted to share this information. I expect no response and have no desire to debate the merits of the
ordinance. I will leave that up to others.
Best Regards
Bruce M. Young
6738 Wynfaire Lane
Charlotte, NC 28210
Cell Phone ‐ 704 650‐3683
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Faye Allbritton
Thursday, November 12, 2020 8:17 AM
Joe Cronin
FW: Short term rental proposed ordinance

See below.
Faye Allbritton
Clerk/Treasurer
Town of Seabrook Island
2001 Seabrook Island Road
Seabrook Island, SC 29455
843‐768‐5320
From: Carolyn Danielle <carolyn.danielle1@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 11, 2020 7:42 AM
To: John Gregg <jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>; Skip Crane <scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>; Jeri Finke
<jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>; Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>; Barry Goldstein
<bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>
Cc: Faye Allbritton <fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Subject: Short term rental proposed ordinance
Good morning,
I hope this message finds you well. I am reaching out to (hopefully) get you to see the excessive degree to which you are
seeking to "regulate" short term rentals in Seabrook Island.
The proposed ordinance is the very definition of overregulation. Somehow, what started as an exploration for possible
solutions to SIPOA concerns re: parking issues associated with short term rentals morphed into an absurdly complex and
excessive set of regulations (23 pages worth!). For one, SIPOA, like any other HOA, has the ability to impose (and
enforce) any number of limitations on their property owners. To suggest otherwise is simply not factual. It is not the
Town's job to do SIPOA's work. If SIPOA would like to hire the Town to run parking enforcement on their property, then
that's one thing, but the Town should not be drawn in to do their enforcement work for them for free.
It is also very doubtful that the Town has the resourcing and personnel necessary to carry out and enforce the multitude
of minutia of regulation that is being proposed. From inspections, to "spot checks", to monitoring of registration
numbers on online ads, and everything else in between (application reviews, tracking of complaints, etc), this will likely
overwhelm Town staff, and what's more concerning, take away from time they should be using to focus on actual Town
issues (not doing SIPOA's enforcement for them). Also, who's going to monitor occupancy? Is the Town going to be
sending non‐existent Code Enforcement officers to knock on doors and count people?
And...misdemeanors. REALLY? This is what the Town is seeking to do to property owners? How about focusing on actual
nuisance properties? I believe the request from SIPOA was "a little help" on "parking and occupancy". This proposed
ordinance is FAR from "a little help" on that. The drafters of this ordinance have truly gone overboard. You'd think they
were designing short term rental regulations for a major metropolis. Ridiculous.
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This ordinance goes so far beyond what is needed. It actually even goes blatantly against people's property rights ‐‐
prohibiting the use of ADUs as stand‐alone STRs. Also, the ban on people being able to rent a room in their homes. Talk
about limiting people's ability to earn supplemental income (in the middle of a pandemic!). If that's not excessive and
short‐sighted, I don't know what is. I highly doubt a room rental (or ADU rental) is what's presenting major issues as far
as home rentals go.
It would be incredibly helpful to know how many complaints or violations regarding short term rentals have been
recorded by the Town. The Town Administrator literally said at yesterday's meeting that he's "not aware of any problem
properties. This appears to be a "solution" looking for a problem, driven largely by a small group that is seeking to decide
what regulations the Town should have. That's not how democracy works. Just look at how many people have reached
out to you thus far (before next week's public hearing). Does this really seem like something that there is a need/support
for?
I would also submit to you that just because an ordinance has been drafted and some members of the Council have
dedicated time to it, it does not mean it must move forward. The fact that the Town does not currently have an
ordinance to deal with parking issues in short term rentals does not mean the solution is going from nothing to the other
extreme ‐ overregulation. This is an example of something that started as a reasonable concern to be discussed and
potentially worked out with SIPOA, but escalated to a 20+ page barrage of overregulation.
There are certainly a number of options the Town could consider to salvage something here that is actually reasonable.
Namely, you could simply put forth a nuisance‐type ordinance that could address potential quality of life disturbance
issues such as excessive noise, parking in unauthorized areas, etc, along with fines for violations. This would be a tool the
Town could leverage to help SIPOA with their issues, while avoiding all other burdensome aspects of the current
proposed ordinance. It would be a much more targeted approach which would actually get to the crux of the issue.
Regards,
‐Carolyn
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Cyndi Platt <cyndiplattcpa@gmail.com>
Monday, November 9, 2020 10:28 AM
Jeri Finke; John Gregg; Skip Crane; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin; ccross@sipoa.org;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net
Rental property ordinance

My husband and I have owned 1135 Summerwind for 6 years. We spend 6‐8 weeks a year on the island and
offer our property for rent when we are not able to enjoy it.
We are unaware of any issues with parking at our cottage.
Our Summerwind neighbors (owners) let us know if there are any problems, and we have had no known
issues. The only time we have noticed an excess parking issue has been with the owner of a nearby cottage
whose family visits and squeezes a few too many people in their home (by my standards).
Coastal Getaways does a fine job limiting gate passes, vetting renters and notifying rental guests of parking
and island rules.
It seems onerous to blame owners who rent their properties for parking problems on the island.
If passes are limited by the Security Gate for rental guests, that would seem to solve the problem.
I doubt owners (especially those who are full time) would want the restrictions of parking for their
homes. However, perhaps a better strategy is requiring a permit or waiver of fixed parking limitations for
owners have larger gatherings.
We all love the island. Perhaps it was particularly busy in the Spring and Summer due to its relative safety and
offering of plenty of room for social distancing during the pandemic.
Please seek a more equitable solution to the problems outlined in the ordinance.
As you are well aware, Seabrook would lose a considerable amount of revenue in a declining rental
environment. In addition, the rental visitors help to keep the businesses and restaurants at Fresh Fields viable.
Respectfully submitted,

Cyndi Platt, CPA
937-439-5425
cyndiplattcpa@gmail.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Dan Eigel <danjeigel@gmail.com>
Tuesday, November 10, 2020 11:27 AM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@sipoa.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com
Nancy Buck
Fwd: Short term rentals

Begin forwarded message:
From: Dan Eigel <danjeigel@gmail.com>
Subject: Short term rentals
Date: November 7, 2020 at 4:46:13 PM EST
To: danjeigel@gmail.com
Cc: Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
I am a non resident owner of a condo 2780 hidden oak drive. I am also a board member.
on live oaks regime. I am in favor of limited amounts of parking by unit but against this whole imitative
the way it is being presented as a crime if caught. In my opinion the owners are responsible for
controlling parking passes and renters are not able to order more. Also if a unit has two parking passes
allotted they should also have the ability to have more for a unique situation but needs prior approval
before providing approvals for more than two. I approve penalizing those who abuse the system
currently in place but not penalizing everyone for their abuse.
Sent from my iPhone
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

reservations@cgofsc.com
Saturday, November 7, 2020 10:49 AM
davidfennell47@gmail.com
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com
Re: Re: Town Of Seabrook - Short Term Rental Ordinance

To help protect y ou r
priv acy , Micro so ft Office
prev ented au tomatic
download of this pictu re
from the Internet.

Thank you David. I've copied the various entities on this email so they can address your question. I totally agree.
Take care,
Nancy
Coastal Getaways of SC
843‐789‐4438 Office
843‐789‐4521 Fax
www.cgofsc.com
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download of this pictu re
from the Internet.

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Original Message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Nancy,
In the end, what is in this for the city of Seabrook to pass this ordinance? Property owners who rent,
already pay taxes, have joined the club, spend money there, including monthly dues, and by renting are
creating additional revenue that would not be present due to lower usage of property owners who are
non resident, if the ability to rent was diminished or eliminated (forgive the run on sentence). When
statistics are published around revenue, guests make up a nice portion of annual income. Renting also
creates interest in the island and future home buyers come from renters (we know that three owners at
SALTMARSH came from renting our place). A quick explanation of purpose of the city on this would be
helpful. Thanks.
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David
David Fennell
502‐457‐1372
DWF Sent from my iPad
On Nov 6, 2020, at 4:28 PM, reservations@cgofsc.com wrote:

To help protect y ou r priv acy , Microsoft Office prev ented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

To bring everyone up to date on what is transpiring with the Short Term Rental Ordinance from the Town, I've copied
the emails going back and forth so you can see what the sentiment is. I wrote the original email, Jeri Finke,
councilwoman responded in red, then I replied in blue. I am going to be sending out a petition for people to sign if they
are against the ordinance. It's going to take all of us working together to get this at least delayed so we can take further
looks at it and other ordinances from towns that could help us. Please let the Town know your thoughts ‐ as this could
seriously change the scope of Seabrook. The ability to rent is a huge asset here for sales and property values. I've also
attached a letter from Michael Asnip ‐ the Broker in Charge of Seabrook Island Real Estate who reiterates this
sentiment.
The consequences are the biggest concern. With each complaint, you have to go to court to fight it. This is an added
expense/time for everyone. Being non‐residents, it's also a trip to Seabrook to contest it. Not the easiest for
anyone. They can suspend your ability to rent for 60 days ‐ if this is June/July or August ‐ could be a huge financial strain
‐ biggest fine most of us would ever see!
Please note that a single violation will result in the property owner and property manager being accused of a
misdemeanor which is a criminal violation.
We are working diligently to protect all of our interests. The change in occupancy seems to help the majority. Atriums
still would not be able to have 8 people. I've been in contact with Tom Kendall, the Atrium's President, so we are
working on it. Having a smoke detector outside each bedroom as well as a fire extinguisher in the kitchen is fine. We
already have information in notebooks which suffices the requirement to have something on the door.
Again ‐ this could have severe ramifications on all our property values and sales on Seabrook. A petition will be coming
tomorrow so we can get as many signatures as possible to go against this ordinance passing. I have been told they may
be having one to get it passed. Please don't hesitate to ask any questions you may have.

Take care,
Nancy
Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>
To: Nancy Buck <nancNEB@aol.com>
Cc: Joe Cronin <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>; Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>; John Gregg
2

<jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>; Skip Crane <scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>; Barry Goldstein
<bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>; Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>; Faye Allbritton
<fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Sent: Fri, Nov 6, 2020 12:55 pm
Subject: Responding to your STR email

Nancy:
I hope you realize how much I value (and have depended on) your views. You have always been
generous with your time and more than forthcoming with information and perspective on the short-term
rental business, so please know that when I say "thank you" for this detailed email that I am sincere
and appreciative.
I’m responding with a few comments from my position of supporting the proposed ordinance. My
comments do not speak for the entire Council.

On Nov 6, 2020, at 7:49 AM, Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com> wrote:

After reading over the proposed ordinance for short-term rentals, I have included the
Seabrook Island Club (SIC), Seabrook Island Real Estate (SIRE), Dunes Properties,
and Seabrook Island Property Owners Association (SIPOA) on this email so my
concerns are expressed to everyone at once.
I would like to know the impetus for this ordinance. I understand there were complaints
this year about too many people on the island. How did you know if the complaint was
for a rental unit or an owner occupied one? With COVID, there were more owner
occupied homes this year. The island was crowded and many owners had
family/friends visiting. In April, there was a ban on short-term rentals (per the Town of
Seabrook), yet complaints continued on the Next Door application. These were owners
using their homes. The proposed ordinance was never pandemic driven! The concerns
of property owners about some rental properties, and their frustration over continually
being bounced back and forth between the Town and SIPOA, came to my and the
Council’s attention at least as far back as my first year on Council. This past January, I
asked Council if we should again look at this issue for possible remedies, which resulted
in the Mayor appointing the ad hoc committee. All this was before we even anticipated
the pandemic and how it would impact our lives. This just reinforces the need for all
three entities to work together and come to an agreement. For instance - I reiterate how can the parking issue be addressed if guests can call in additional passes thru the
POA? If owners and property management companies comply with the rules - and can
show they only called in 2 passes - yet 6 are there - who is responsible?

If a complaint is made on the number of cars/people at a property, this constitutes a
penalty according to the ordinance as it is currently written. Coastal Getaways of SC
limits the number of cars to the number of bedrooms in a property - less if there are
parking limitations. We also have occupancy limitations per rental. SIPOA permits
guests to call in passes when they are renting properties. We have had multiple
discussions with SIPOA for years on this issue. How can an owner be penalized if
SIPOA permits the guest to call additional passes without the knowledge of the
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owner/rental agency. A misdemeanor goes on a person’s legal record - the
ramifications are widespread. Does SIPOA security have the authority to issue
penalties or does the town have to hire someone? Does the sheriff's office have to be
called in? To be more careful with terminology, I’ll note that a “complaint” does not
trigger suspension of a rental permit. That penalty is not triggered until the property
owner is “found guilty by admission or by the Municipal Judge,” and that process subject
to due process. In other words, someone might make a call to Town Hall to complain
about parking, but that does not start any count on the three-strikes provision. A
complaint would have to be investigated, a citation issued, and if a problem is not
resolved, it could end up in court. Even then, the Zoning Administrator “may” suspend
the permit, so there is provision for common-sense resolution — encouraging
compliance (as is the practice in other areas under Town jurisdiction) without being
punitive. Enforcement will be by enforcement officers empowered by the Town. I
reiterate - how can the parking issue be addressed if guests can call in additional
passes thru the POA? If owners and property management companies comply with the
rules - and can show they only called in 2 passes - yet 6 are there - who is
responsible? Does security - hired by the POA - have the authority to issue citations
for these issues - and are they willing to pay for their officers to attend a hearing in
court? Otherwise, if it is like other citations, if they don't show, it is thrown out of
court. SIPOA is taking on a huge liability issue with this. Doesn't quite seem fair the
town is instituting the ordinance but it's the POA that has to enforce it.
Three complaints in 24 months can result in rentals being banned for 60 days. That
could be a fine worth $20k - $80k, if it is over June/July/August time frame. Are owners
banned from renting while they are appealing the charges? The rental of a property is
required to cease once the notice of suspension is received but, here again, that
suspension is not issued until Court resolution of three citations during which the
property owner could appeal/challenge them. The ordinance actually lists 3 violations in
a 12 month period, not 24. Are homes that do not rent fall under the same restrictions number of cars? People? This ordinance only addresses properties that are
considered a business because they are rented and have a permit for conditional use
as a rental. What happens if an owner is in their home during a complaint - it is not a
rental at that time? The ordinance does not impact the owners’ right to occupy/use their
property. Any home that isn't a rental isn't subject to restrictions on the number of cars? Or they aren't
subject to this ordinance. They can still be fined, etc?

Who is going to purchase property here on Seabrook Island when word gets out about
this ordinance? A large percentage of first time buyers rent their properties for 3 - 5
years to help offset costs before moving here permanently. We would never have
purchased our first property here - we have now purchased five over the years. The
Club receives a large percentage of their operating budget from home sales and rental
guests. If there is no rental revenue, dues will be raised exorbitantly. We receive
complaints about the high cost of fees here already - imagine what they would be
without rental guests. I have to admit that this is an argument I do not understand. Does
imposing minimal safety and parking requirements on short-term rental activity, which in
no way limits the right of an owner to rent a property, devalue a property? Kiawah real
estate sales have skyrocketed under a far, far more restrictive short-term rental
ordinance, which includes rental caps. Kiawah sales have skyrocketed just like Seabrooks - due
to the pandemic. Nothing to due with restrictions. As soon as the notice came out that a short term rental
ad hoc committee was being formed, I know of at least two buyers who backed out of their
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contracts. Michael Asnip - Broker in Charge of Seabrook Island Realty, sent a letter earlier today to all of
you stating sales would plummet and Seabrook would not be the same. Definitely will have an adverse
effect on real estate and everyone's property values/re-sales.

Several owners have been told the purpose of this ordinance is to ensure safety. If
safety is the primary reason for this ordinance, why not make it for the Town of
Seabrook Island owners, not just those who rent. Why not link these issues with the
purchase of their business license rather than adopting an ordinance? I may have
mentioned this in a previous email. Initially, especially after my first meetings with
SIPOA (which specifically requested help with parking and occupancy limits), I
proposed adding some short-term rental conditions through the business license. That
was preempted by a recently enacted state law. Municipalities will now be required to
use a standard ordinance for issuing business licenses, and it will be difficult or legally
impossible for us to carve out exceptions/additions to that standard in order to add
rental conditions. We have to have that business license reform in place for 2022. I
have been adamant that the rental permit and business license be on the same
schedule and that the Town send out the notice/paperwork for both together to make it
as easy as possible. I understand - just would make it much simpler for everyone.
Non-residents pay the same fees as residents for island access. Not to be
argumentative, but the fee structure is a SIPOA issue. They are continuously left out of
any decisions here on Seabrook Island. As in nearly all jurisdictions across the country,
folks get to make the personal decision where to declare residency to vote in state/local
elections. Of course, they do have a vote in SIPOA’s elections no matter their
residency. Was everyone notified of this ordinance? It is my understanding any
proposed ordinance must be advertised and those effected notified. One thing I am
certain of is the Mayor’s and the Town’s staff's adamant and consistent adherence to
the state’s FOIA rules — so yes. The public hearing was advertised in the Post and
Courier, as required by state law. The draft ordinance was also published on the Town’s
website and Tidelines, which are not required by law, but consistent with the Town’s
practice. Though not required by law, if notice was mailed out, we couldn’t “cherry pick”
and send it only to rental owners; all residents and property owners may have an
interest in this ordinance, so it would need to go to thousands of property
owners. Please let me know when and how non-residents were notified. Schedules,
information, agendas, minutes are on the Town’s website and available to residents and
nonresidents. Does state law require three readings? Two. Counties must have three
readings, but municipalities are required to have two. Does a zoom "meeting" where no
one can ask questions constitute a hearing required for an ordinance? Because of the
pandemic, Zoom has been the practice, but to be sure before this more controversial
ordinance is before Council on November 17, we have asked for legal clarification on
public hearings from counsel. But under the state’s FOIA statute, any quorum of Town
council, whether in person or by electronic means, constitutes a public meeting. Where
should questions be sent? There is a portal for questions and comments on the website
and available for any issue at any time. Will they be addressed in the meeting for
others to respond? I’m not sure what you mean? Council can and does consider the
posted comments and questions. The purpose of a public hearing is not a planned
debate but to receive comments from the public on a pending item.
Finally - be careful what you wish for. If you are gearing towards banning short-term
rentals (and this is exactly what this ordinance does with the penalties as stated), then
you may get more owners moving in to their homes - and the island will be more
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crowded than ever. I’ll just relay a rumor here — please do not take this as a position
statement — but there are Seabrookers who have repeatedly asked for rental caps as
imposed on Kiawah, arguing that they are concerned about the island evolving more
and more into a resort and losing its identity as a year-round community — and there is
a rumor of a petition on the issue. Sales will drop, property values will plummet, and
Club fees will go sky high. It is a vicious circle - one unintentional act can have severe
adverse effects. Is this fair Is this speculation fair? I want to stress again that Council is
not banning, nor has it expressed any desire to ban STRs. In fact, the language of the
proposed ordinance recognizes the economic importance of STRs to the island. If
an STR follows the most basic of rules and operates in a safe and neighborly manner
(as yours are known for), they have nothing to worry about — it’s business as usual. As
well intented as you may be - this is going pit neighbors against each other, and no
matter how many rules people follow - you are giving power to people to target
rentals. Just look at how certain individuals were posting pictures of "rental Guests"
license plates and of groups on the beach when in fact they were residents here. I think
our Mayor knows what I'm talking about. None of it was true - but it was posted all
over. We are a resort in the summer - look at all the owners family/friends who come.
There are only around 400 properties that rent - even if everyone of them was full - the
island wouldn't be very crowded. Residents have to understand owners do use their
properties, especially in the summer!
Thank you - I truly feel this ordinance is making a mountain out of a mole hill for
issues. If there are certain properties that continuously cause issues then address them
- don't punish everyone.

Again, thank you!!
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
Take care,
Nancy
Coastal Getaway
843‐789‐4438
http://www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

reservations@cgofsc.com
Saturday, November 7, 2020 2:29 PM
davidfennell47@gmail.com
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin
Re: Re: Town Ordinance Link & Email Addresses
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Thank you David! I've forwarded your comments onto the board members. The gate is such a mess ‐ I have asked the
POA to make guests have the pin like owners do if they're going to let them call in passes.
Take care,
Nancy
Coastal Getaways of SC
843‐789‐4438 Office
843‐789‐4521 Fax
www.cgofsc.com
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‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Original Message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Nancy,
Thanks for the updates and response from council member. Needless for me to reiterate issues of
potential lost revenue for the island etc, however I believe this whole process is short sighted. Your
comment on giving examples of “true violations”{ of the type being sighted in the ordinance) would be
helpful. Seems to be isolated. I also have difficulty (recognizing that I am not there often enough)
believing that there is an overcrowding issue. I see that three cars for our place would require an outside
garage spot, which should be available, but I have always felt that our parking in Saltmarsh was
inadequate. Mentioning garages. Given our first level garage, does that require a carbon monoxide
detector as stated? These little things continue to drive up expenses, which could eventually challenge
rental incomes.
Your points about tenants calling in extra gate passes is really out of wack with intents on renting. If this
continues, my suggestion is any renter requesting gates passes either work through rental agents who
know how many bedrooms are occupied or be limited to one day passes.
1

Sorry for not having all my thoughts together for one email, but just wanted to keep the topics fresh.
Thanks
David
David Fennell
502‐457‐1372
DWF Sent from my iPad
On Nov 7, 2020, at 12:39 PM, reservations@cgofsc.com wrote:

To help protect y ou r priv acy , Microsoft Office prev ented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

Good afternoon,
Many owners have asked for the email addressed to send comments about the proposed ordinance. Below are the
email addresses for Town Council members, SIPOA, The Club, and the Broker of Seabrook Island Real Estate. Our
primary concern is the enforcement of this issue and the ramifications for non‐resident owners. If found in violation,
you receive a misdemeanor ‐ which goes on your criminal record. You have to appear in front of a judge for a hearing to
dispute it ‐ not the Town Council. This is serious.
Link for Town Council to send in questions for the hearing of the ordinance: http://www.townofseabrookisland.org or
email: fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org

To include everyone on your email: ‐ which I do think is very important:
jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org; scrane@townofseabrookisland.org; jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org;
pfox@townofseabrookisland.org; bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org; jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com; hpaton@SIPOA.org;
ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com; jwilson@dunesproperties.com,
Working on the petition ‐ will send it this afternoon!
Take care,
Nancy
Coastal Getaways of SC
843‐789‐4438
To help protect y our priv acy , Microsoft Office prev ented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

reservations@cgofsc.com
Saturday, November 7, 2020 8:50 AM
dmendenhallmiller@gmail.com
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com
Re: Re: Town Of Seabrook - Short Term Rental Ordinance
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Thank you Deanna. I understand your concern ‐ especially as a new owner. I have copied the council members on this
so they too are aware of your feelings on this issue. I will keep you updated.
Take care,
Nancy
Coastal Getaways of SC
843‐789‐4438 Office
843‐789‐4521 Fax
www.cgofsc.com
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‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Original Message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Thank you for the update.
This whole situation concerns us greatly and definitely makes us feel unwelcome as new owners! And
quite frankly would have prevented us from purchasing had we known this was in the works!!
We fall into the category of owners that won't be on‐site for several years and want to offset costs by
renting the property. And yes, we want to maximize our income potential through renting our villa when
we are not able to use it ourselves.
At just over 1300 sq ft, we feel our unit is more than ample to host up to 8 people (a mix of children and
adults) for a rental (yes, only 2 bedrooms ‐ but large bedrooms of 250‐300 sq ft each!). Of course, we
want some limitations but not overly restrictive for the space.
1

As a matter of point when we visit as owners with our children and grandchildren, we often will have 7‐9
(including children...over the age of 2!) persons during some points of our stay. Are we going to be
penalized? Can an occupancy ordinance ONLY be applicable to short‐term rentals without applying in
general terms to the unit? Or only penalized if it happens to be when it is rented versus owner
occupied.
So yes, we are angry.
Should we worry that if we are on the island with family and someone 'complains' that we are in 3 cars
because we came in from three different states or that there's 5 adults and 3 children in our 2 bedroom
villa, we will be charged with a misdemeanor? We all have out of state tags. How would a 'concerned
citizen' distinguish us as owners from a renter? Or are we subject to unannounced or 2‐hour notice
searches to determine if we are in violation of an occupancy ordinance? Outside of not advertising a
rental for more than the occupancy ordinance allows, how do they plan to enforce the ordinance? Do
we need to make sure we have proof of ownership with us at all times?
If we feel unwelcome, I can only imagine how potential renters will feel!
We know that you are working on our behalf and we appreciate you! Feel free to share our concerns.
On Fri, Nov 6, 2020, 4:34 PM <reservations@cgofsc.com> wrote:
To help protect y ou r priv acy , Microsoft Office prev ented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

To bring everyone up to date on what is transpiring with the Short Term Rental Ordinance from the
Town, I've copied the emails going back and forth so you can see what the sentiment is. I wrote the
original email, Jeri Finke, councilwoman responded in red, then I replied in blue. I am going to be
sending out a petition for people to sign if they are against the ordinance. It's going to take all of us
working together to get this at least delayed so we can take further looks at it and other ordinances
from towns that could help us. Please let the Town know your thoughts ‐ as this could seriously change
the scope of Seabrook. The ability to rent is a huge asset here for sales and property values. I've also
attached a letter from Michael Asnip ‐ the Broker in Charge of Seabrook Island Real Estate who
reiterates this sentiment.
The consequences are the biggest concern. With each complaint, you have to go to court to fight
it. This is an added expense/time for everyone. Being non‐residents, it's also a trip to Seabrook to
contest it. Not the easiest for anyone. They can suspend your ability to rent for 60 days ‐ if this is
June/July or August ‐ could be a huge financial strain ‐ biggest fine most of us would ever see!
Please note that a single violation will result in the property owner and property manager being
accused of a misdemeanor which is a criminal violation.
We are working diligently to protect all of our interests. The change in occupancy seems to help the
majority. Atriums still would not be able to have 8 people. I've been in contact with Tom Kendall, the
Atrium's President, so we are working on it. Having a smoke detector outside each bedroom as well as
a fire extinguisher in the kitchen is fine. We already have information in notebooks which suffices the
requirement to have something on the door.
2

Again ‐ this could have severe ramifications on all our property values and sales on Seabrook. A
petition will be coming tomorrow so we can get as many signatures as possible to go against this
ordinance passing. I have been told they may be having one to get it passed. Please don't hesitate to
ask any questions you may have.

Take care,
Nancy
Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>
To: Nancy Buck <nancNEB@aol.com>
Cc: Joe Cronin <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>; Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>;
John Gregg <jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>; Skip Crane <scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>;
Barry Goldstein <bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>; Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>; Faye
Allbritton <fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Sent: Fri, Nov 6, 2020 12:55 pm
Subject: Responding to your STR email

Nancy:
I hope you realize how much I value (and have depended on) your views. You have always
been generous with your time and more than forthcoming with information and perspective
on the short-term rental business, so please know that when I say "thank you" for this
detailed email that I am sincere and appreciative.
I’m responding with a few comments from my position of supporting the proposed
ordinance. My comments do not speak for the entire Council.

On Nov 6, 2020, at 7:49 AM, Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com> wrote:

After reading over the proposed ordinance for short-term rentals, I have
included the Seabrook Island Club (SIC), Seabrook Island Real Estate
(SIRE), Dunes Properties, and Seabrook Island Property Owners
Association (SIPOA) on this email so my concerns are expressed to
everyone at once.
I would like to know the impetus for this ordinance. I understand there
were complaints this year about too many people on the island. How did
you know if the complaint was for a rental unit or an owner occupied
one? With COVID, there were more owner occupied homes this
year. The island was crowded and many owners had family/friends
visiting. In April, there was a ban on short-term rentals (per the Town of
Seabrook), yet complaints continued on the Next Door
application. These were owners using their homes. The proposed
ordinance was never pandemic driven! The concerns of property owners
about some rental properties, and their frustration over continually being
bounced back and forth between the Town and SIPOA, came to my and
the Council’s attention at least as far back as my first year on Council.
This past January, I asked Council if we should again look at this issue
3

for possible remedies, which resulted in the Mayor appointing the ad
hoc committee. All this was before we even anticipated the pandemic and
how it would impact our lives. This just reinforces the need for all three
entities to work together and come to an agreement. For instance - I
reiterate - how can the parking issue be addressed if guests can call in
additional passes thru the POA? If owners and property management
companies comply with the rules - and can show they only called in 2
passes - yet 6 are there - who is responsible?

If a complaint is made on the number of cars/people at a property, this
constitutes a penalty according to the ordinance as it is currently
written. Coastal Getaways of SC limits the number of cars to the number
of bedrooms in a property - less if there are parking limitations. We also
have occupancy limitations per rental. SIPOA permits guests to call in
passes when they are renting properties. We have had multiple
discussions with SIPOA for years on this issue. How can an owner be
penalized if SIPOA permits the guest to call additional passes without the
knowledge of the owner/rental agency. A misdemeanor goes on a
person’s legal record - the ramifications are widespread. Does SIPOA
security have the authority to issue penalties or does the town have to
hire someone? Does the sheriff's office have to be called in? To be more
careful with terminology, I’ll note that a “complaint” does not trigger
suspension of a rental permit. That penalty is not triggered until the
property owner is “found guilty by admission or by the Municipal Judge,”
and that process subject to due process. In other words, someone might
make a call to Town Hall to complain about parking, but that does not
start any count on the three-strikes provision. A complaint would have to
be investigated, a citation issued, and if a problem is not resolved, it
could end up in court. Even then, the Zoning Administrator “may”
suspend the permit, so there is provision for common-sense resolution —
encouraging compliance (as is the practice in other areas under Town
jurisdiction) without being punitive. Enforcement will be by enforcement
officers empowered by the Town. I reiterate - how can the parking issue
be addressed if guests can call in additional passes thru the POA? If
owners and property management companies comply with the rules - and
can show they only called in 2 passes - yet 6 are there - who is
responsible? Does security - hired by the POA - have the authority to
issue citations for these issues - and are they willing to pay for their
officers to attend a hearing in court? Otherwise, if it is like other citations,
if they don't show, it is thrown out of court. SIPOA is taking on a huge
liability issue with this. Doesn't quite seem fair the town is instituting the
ordinance but it's the POA that has to enforce it.
Three complaints in 24 months can result in rentals being banned for 60
days. That could be a fine worth $20k - $80k, if it is over
June/July/August time frame. Are owners banned from renting while they
are appealing the charges? The rental of a property is required to cease
once the notice of suspension is received but, here again, that
suspension is not issued until Court resolution of three citations during
4

which the property owner could appeal/challenge them. The ordinance
actually lists 3 violations in a 12 month period, not 24. Are homes that do
not rent fall under the same restrictions - number of cars? People? This
ordinance only addresses properties that are considered a business
because they are rented and have a permit for conditional use as a
rental. What happens if an owner is in their home during a complaint - it
is not a rental at that time? The ordinance does not impact the owners’
right to occupy/use their property. Any home that isn't a rental isn't subject to
restrictions on the number of cars? Or they aren't subject to this ordinance. They can
still be fined, etc?

Who is going to purchase property here on Seabrook Island when word
gets out about this ordinance? A large percentage of first time buyers
rent their properties for 3 - 5 years to help offset costs before moving
here permanently. We would never have purchased our first property
here - we have now purchased five over the years. The Club receives a
large percentage of their operating budget from home sales and rental
guests. If there is no rental revenue, dues will be raised exorbitantly. We
receive complaints about the high cost of fees here already - imagine
what they would be without rental guests. I have to admit that this is an
argument I do not understand. Does imposing minimal safety and parking
requirements on short-term rental activity, which in no way limits the right
of an owner to rent a property, devalue a property? Kiawah real estate
sales have skyrocketed under a far, far more restrictive short-term rental
ordinance, which includes rental caps. Kiawah sales have skyrocketed just like
Seabrooks - due to the pandemic. Nothing to due with restrictions. As soon as the
notice came out that a short term rental ad hoc committee was being formed, I know of
at least two buyers who backed out of their contracts. Michael Asnip - Broker in Charge
of Seabrook Island Realty, sent a letter earlier today to all of you stating sales would
plummet and Seabrook would not be the same. Definitely will have an adverse effect
on real estate and everyone's property values/re-sales.

Several owners have been told the purpose of this ordinance is to ensure
safety. If safety is the primary reason for this ordinance, why not make it
for the Town of Seabrook Island owners, not just those who rent. Why
not link these issues with the purchase of their business license rather
than adopting an ordinance? I may have mentioned this in a previous
email. Initially, especially after my first meetings with SIPOA (which
specifically requested help with parking and occupancy limits), I proposed
adding some short-term rental conditions through the business
license. That was preempted by a recently enacted state
law. Municipalities will now be required to use a standard ordinance for
issuing business licenses, and it will be difficult or legally impossible for
us to carve out exceptions/additions to that standard in order to add
rental conditions. We have to have that business license reform in place
for 2022. I have been adamant that the rental permit and business
license be on the same schedule and that the Town send out the
notice/paperwork for both together to make it as easy as possible. I
understand - just would make it much simpler for everyone.

5

Non-residents pay the same fees as residents for island access. Not to
be argumentative, but the fee structure is a SIPOA issue. They are
continuously left out of any decisions here on Seabrook Island. As in
nearly all jurisdictions across the country, folks get to make the personal
decision where to declare residency to vote in state/local elections. Of
course, they do have a vote in SIPOA’s elections no matter their
residency. Was everyone notified of this ordinance? It is my
understanding any proposed ordinance must be advertised and those
effected notified. One thing I am certain of is the Mayor’s and the Town’s
staff's adamant and consistent adherence to the state’s FOIA rules — so
yes. The public hearing was advertised in the Post and Courier, as
required by state law. The draft ordinance was also published on the
Town’s website and Tidelines, which are not required by law, but
consistent with the Town’s practice. Though not required by law, if notice
was mailed out, we couldn’t “cherry pick” and send it only to rental
owners; all residents and property owners may have an interest in this
ordinance, so it would need to go to thousands of property
owners. Please let me know when and how non-residents were
notified. Schedules, information, agendas, minutes are on the Town’s
website and available to residents and nonresidents. Does state law
require three readings? Two. Counties must have three readings, but
municipalities are required to have two. Does a zoom "meeting" where no
one can ask questions constitute a hearing required for an
ordinance? Because of the pandemic, Zoom has been the practice, but
to be sure before this more controversial ordinance is before Council on
November 17, we have asked for legal clarification on public hearings
from counsel. But under the state’s FOIA statute, any quorum of Town
council, whether in person or by electronic means, constitutes a public
meeting. Where should questions be sent? There is a portal for
questions and comments on the website and available for any issue at
any time. Will they be addressed in the meeting for others to
respond? I’m not sure what you mean? Council can and does consider
the posted comments and questions. The purpose of a public hearing is
not a planned debate but to receive comments from the public on a
pending item.
Finally - be careful what you wish for. If you are gearing towards banning
short-term rentals (and this is exactly what this ordinance does with the
penalties as stated), then you may get more owners moving in to their
homes - and the island will be more crowded than ever. I’ll just relay a
rumor here — please do not take this as a position statement — but there
are Seabrookers who have repeatedly asked for rental caps as imposed
on Kiawah, arguing that they are concerned about the island evolving
more and more into a resort and losing its identity as a year-round
community — and there is a rumor of a petition on the issue. Sales will
drop, property values will plummet, and Club fees will go sky high. It is a
vicious circle - one unintentional act can have severe adverse effects. Is
this fair Is this speculation fair? I want to stress again that Council is not
banning, nor has it expressed any desire to ban STRs. In fact, the
language of the proposed ordinance recognizes the economic importance
of STRs to the island. If an STR follows the most basic of rules and
6

operates in a safe and neighborly manner (as yours are known for), they
have nothing to worry about — it’s business as usual. As well intented as
you may be - this is going pit neighbors against each other, and no matter
how many rules people follow - you are giving power to people to target
rentals. Just look at how certain individuals were posting pictures of
"rental Guests" license plates and of groups on the beach when in fact
they were residents here. I think our Mayor knows what I'm talking
about. None of it was true - but it was posted all over. We are a resort
in the summer - look at all the owners family/friends who come. There are
only around 400 properties that rent - even if everyone of them was full the island wouldn't be very crowded. Residents have to understand
owners do use their properties, especially in the summer!
Thank you - I truly feel this ordinance is making a mountain out of a mole
hill for issues. If there are certain properties that continuously cause
issues then address them - don't punish everyone.

Again, thank you!!
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
Take care,
Nancy
Coastal Getaway
843‐789‐4438
http://www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>
Wednesday, November 11, 2020 1:19 PM
Faye Allbritton
Patricia Fox; Joe Cronin; John Gregg; Skip Crane; Barry Goldstein
Fwd: Pending Short-Term Rental Ordinance

Faye, to include in the record.

Begin forwarded message:
From: Debra Ayres <deb3906@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Pending Short-Term Rental Ordinance
Date: November 11, 2020 at 1:03:21 PM EST
To: Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>

Dear Jeri,
I support the short term rental ordinance. I believe you have done an excellent job of drafting this
document that will greatly assist aggrieved homeowners who reside in regimes with rental units.
Charlestowne Place, where I live, does not have any property for rent so I don’t have first hand
experience with rental guests. I was made aware of the ongoing problem when I attended my first
COVAR meeting. I was shocked and sympathetic for our neighbors.
I am not sure if the pushback you received is for any change to the policy, or the items specific to
parking or emergency contacts. Regardless, in my opinion this draft represents a reasonable attempt to
solve issues and maintain a peaceful coexistence with renters and owners.
Good Luck!
Debra Ayres

1

Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Importance:

Doyle George <kdoylegeorge@gmail.com>
Friday, October 30, 2020 3:09 PM
Joe Cronin; John Gregg
K Doyle George; Cathy Patterson; Chase Crawford; Caleb Elledge; Peterson, Kelly; Randal ONeill; S
Pass; Barbara Vincentsen; jabbattista; George Reinhart; William Drohan; Jeff Ward; Doris Reinhart;
Scott Humphries; nancy@cgofsc.com; MaryBeth Hibbard
Fwd: Occupancy Ordinance 2020-14 Reading Today
ord._2020-14_-_text_amendment_for_short_term_rental_regulations__redline_.pdf; rpte-journalv53-2-article-bradley-beware-bnb-regs-community-assc-to-residential-sharing.pdf; The Effect of
Home-Sharing on House Prices and Rents Evidence from Airbnb by Kyle Barron, Edward Ku.pdf;
town_of_seabrook_island_-_2019_comprehensive_plan_-_chapter_8_housing.pdf; Regulatory
Challenges in the Sharing Economy.pdf
High

Joe Cronin & John Gregg:
I live at 4013 Bridle Trail Drive in the Village. I am a commercial real estate attorney originally admitted to the
Pennsylvania Bar in 1976. For the last 22 years I have practiced law in North Carolina.
I purchased my house in October, 2014 and except for 2020, I have rented my house on a short term basis for a portion
of each year.
Cathy Patterson, the president of the Village regime, asked me to look at Ordinance 2020‐14 dealing with Short‐Term
Rental Occupancy.
It is my understanding that a 2nd reading of the proposed ordinance is on the Town's agenda for November 17th.
I had a difficult time finding a copy of this ordinance. I found a copy on the Tidelines website.
As far as I am aware, there has been no widespread notification of the proposed ordinance to non‐residents of
Seabrook. I have not seen any articles published by COVAR, Tidelines, Discover Seabrook or The Seabrooker. The Town’s
website does not refer to this ordinance except to show that it was on the agenda at the Town meeting on October
27th. Please correct me if notice of this ordinance has been mentioned in one of the various Seabrook publications.
As I discuss in the attached email, the availability of short term rentals will be significantly affected by its adoption.
There may be an adverse financial impact on fees generated by short term rentals for SIC, SIPOA and the Town.
I respectfully request an opportunity at the 2nd public reading of this ordinance or any other forum before November
17th to express my views in opposition to this ordinance.
Because of COVID many public hearing are now conducted via Zoom or Google’s meeting platform. How does the Town
of Seabrook conduct its public meetings?
Thank you for your expected response.
K. Doyle George
1

Begin forwarded message:
From: Doyle George <kdoylegeorge@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Occupancy Ordinance 2020‐14 Reading Today
Date: October 29, 2020 at 7:38:46 PM EDT
To: Cathy Patterson <pncpatt@aol.com>, Chase Crawford <Ccrawford@ravenelassociates.com>, Caleb
Elledge <celledge@discoverseabrook.com>, "Peterson, Kelly" <kpeterson@hearst.com>, K Doyle George
<kdoylegeorge@gmail.com>, Randal ONeill <colinbubba@gmail.com>, S Pass <wakegr88@aol.com>,
Barbara Vincentsen <vincentsenarch@aol.com>, jabbattista <jabbattista@bellsouth.net>, George
Reinhart <greinhart@bellsouth.net>, William Drohan <w.drohan@aol.com>, Jeff Ward
<wardenterprisesinc@gmail.com>, Doris Reinhart <dreinhart@bellsouth.net>, Scott Humphries
<scotthumphries@carolina.rr.com>, nancy@cgofsc.com, MaryBeth Hibbard
<marybeth.hibbard@vacasa.com>
Cc: K Doyle George <kdoylegeorge@gmail.com>
Cathy:
I looked at the new ordinance 2020‐14, and it is a very sophisticated attempt to use zoning to regulate
short term rentals.
Based on the attached American Bar Association Article written by Patrick Bradley, a South Carolina
lawyer, Isle of Palms and Charleston both have similar zoning ordinances. Apparently, Sullivan’s Island
bans short term rentals. Some state legislatures have limited the ability of municipalities to adopt this
type of regulation, e.g. California and Idaho. I assume South Carolina permits it. See page 384‐ Section III
(B) and page 388‐ Section IV. The Isle of Palms Ordinance ‐Code of Ordinances Section 5‐4‐202(a)‐(b)
referred to in footnote 145 on page 396 appears very similar to this ordinance because it incorporates
maximum occupancy requirements related to the number of bedrooms in the rental unit.
I think this is very dangerous ordinance, particularly since SIPOA’s CC&R’s and Regulations do not
provide restrictions on short term rentals, and reference renters in various provisions. When a
community and a town such as Seabrook govern the same area, can a municipality adopt more stringent
requirements through zoning without amending the CC&R's? I believe a South Carolina attorney needs
to answer this question.
The impact of this ordinance will be to deter and frustrate owners who purchased their homes on the
assumption that they could rent on a short term basis. Attached is another article that analyzed the
impact of short term rentals by AirBnB and found that rental rates and home prices actually increased as
a result of these rentals.
There is a concerted effort at Seabrook by COVAR to discourage short term or vacation rentals.
According to the Town of Seabrook’s Comprehensive Plan, in 2016 the number of housing units that
were occupied by a property owner or long‐term renter represented only 40% of the total housing
stock. So 60% of the housing stock was being used for “seasonal or occasional use.” See Figure 8.4 of
Chapter 8‐ Housing Element. The policy of SIPOA, SIC and the Town has been to encourage visitors to
occupy rental units. SIC depends on amenity fees to keep its club dues lower than would ordinarily be
the case. I note that these fees have just been dramatically increased. Seabrook is a vacation destination
which depends on short term rentals, and is distinguishable from New York and San Francisco where
short term rentals are competing with hotels and reducing the availability of long term rentals.
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The Town should carefully consider whether restricting short term rentals and adding additional
regulatory requirements for AirBnB, VRBO and other rental managers (e.g. registration numbers
included in ads) conflicts with the objective of marketing rentals to Seabrook visitors.
I am sending a copy of this email to the members of the long range planning committee for SIC.
Whether or not the Town can lawfully adopt this restrictive ordinance is not the primary issue. The
underlying concern is that it will result in a reduction of housing units available for short term rental,
and be detrimental to SIC, SIPOA and the Town.
The 2nd reading of this ordinance is on November 17th.
I am asking SIC to review this ordinance and the attached ABA materials and make their opinions known
to the Town of Seabrook before the ordinance is adopted.
This ordinance has a major impact on the Seabrook community as a whole, and it should have received
more publicity before being introduced by the Town. I am certain that few Seabrook property owners
understand what is being proposed.
Doyle George
My contact info is:
K Doyle George
Attorney‐At‐Law
6729 Fairview Road, Suite B
Charlotte, Nc 28210
Office Tel; 704‐367‐4335
Cell: 704‐607‐7366

On Oct 27, 2020, at 6:50 PM, Doyle George <kdoylegeorge@gmail.com> wrote:
Cathy:
Thanks for forwarding this. I will look at it. I do not believe the Town of Seabrook can
regulate short term rentals unless Seabrook’s Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions
(“CC&R’s”) are amended which I believe requires a 3/4 vote of the membership. Any
restrictions on parking by renters would require an amendment, as well.
I had a lengthy exchange about one year ago with the chair of the legal committee of
SIPOA regarding parking restrictions and he agreed. I am unclear whether the Town
would be able to regulate short term rentals without this change.
Nancy Buck at Coastal Getaways should get involved.
Doyle
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On Oct 27, 2020, at 10:40 AM, Cathy Patterson <pncpatt@aol.com>
wrote:
FYI....

Cathy Patterson

-----Original Message----From: Joanne Fagan <joanne.fagan@comcast.net>
To: Lark Asbelle <larkstarr@aol.com>; Ayres, Debra
<deb3906@gmail.com>; Lynn Baker <bakerlynnd@gmail.com>; Barber,
Phyllis <phylliskent0621@gmail.com>; Dick Barnola
<dbarnolaj@gmail.com>; Barbara Blasch <hbms418@bellsouth.net>;
Beverly Bradley <bradley.bunch@att.net>; Sumter Bradwell
<jsb@bradwellproperties.com>; Breen, Ed <ebreen@earthlink.net>; Bill
Britton <bbritton@seabrookislandrealestate.com>; Nancy Brown
<nancyjbrownfoley@gmail.com>; Nancy Buck <Nancneb@aol.com>;
Sue Cameron <spcameron@buckeye-express.com>; Doug Carlson
<dougcarlson@me.com>; Susan Carpenter
<scarpenter616@gmail.com>; Robert Cherry
<rlcherry187@yahoo.com>; Jerry Cohen <jerrycohen@gmail.com>;
Lynette Copple <lynne.copple@gmail.com>; Eugene D'Ablemont
<edablemont@kelleydrye.com>; Jules Deas
<jdeas@ravenelassociates.com>; Peter DeLuca
<delucafam@comcast.net>; Jud Etherton <judetherton@yahoo.com>;
Vic Evans <hvevans@bellsouth.net>; Joanne Fagan
<joanne.fagan@comcast.net>; Joseph Ficarra <jofi821@gmail.com>;
Debbe Finklestein <d.finkelstein@sbcglobal.net>; Amanda Freke
<Amanda@IMCCHS.com>; Kathryn Graham <kkg6101@aol.com>;
Greg Griffin <ggriffin@porticosystems.com>; Hancock, Matt
<hancockmatt@outlook.com>; Gene Hanson <genegw@bellsouth.net>;
Hardick, Deb <darhardick@aol.com>; Charlie Heye
<ceha@bellsouth.net>; Steve Hildreth <shildrethsr@aol.com>; Denny
Howell <sohowell@aol.com>; Jadwin, Debra
<debrajadwin@gmail.com>; Russ Johnson
<russeljohnson@yahoo.com>; Tom Kendall
<tkendall@captivesolutionsllc.com>; Lanfersiek, Tim
<bakere0887@gmail.com>; Lori Leary <rodstewart1@bellsouth.net>;
Debra Lehman <DebraKLehman@yahoo.com>; Greg Lehman
<glehman@mungo.com>; Cameron Leyh
<cleyh@ravenelassociates.com>; Edward (Bud) C. Mann III
<bud@columbiadevelopment.com>; Marshall, Sherry
<mydesignhere@gmail.com>; Oliver Matthewes
<omathewes@carolinaone.com>; Jim McDonald <jjmcd82@gmail.com>;
Debra McKenzie <debramckenzie@bellsouth.net>; Katie Mell
<kmell@ravenelassociates.com>; Miller, Susan <miller8678@att.net>;
Todd Miller <todd@thistlebrae.com>; Jim Murphy
<jamesmurphy2469@att.net>; Murphy, Kevin
<kmm8238@bellsouth.net>; Naida, Tom <tnaidagolfer@aol.com>;
Catherine Patterson <pncpatt@aol.com>; Joyce Phillips
<jphillips5055@gmail.com>; Harry Polychron
<hpolychron@yahoo.com>; Gary Quigley <gpq7200@aol.com>; Diane
Raymo <dcraymo001@gmail.com>; John Reynolds
<johnr99773@aol.com>; Runion, Chrissy <chrissyrunion@yahoo.com>;
Schettler, Chuck <cdrccs@hotmail.com>; Geordie Schroder
<geordie@columbiadevelopment.com>; John Sesody
<jjsesody@gmail.com>; Barry Shedrow <bshedrow@gmail.com>; Pat
Short <shortps@verizon.net>; Tim Snyder <timsnyder123@gmail.com>;
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Ken Stevenson <kstevensonsc@gmail.com>; Ron Trayer
<ronaldtrayer@comcast.net>; Turner, Eric <et22@rocketmail.com>;
Margaret Van Voorhis <mcv24@sbcglobal.net>; James Vincent
<jwvincent@outlook.com>; Jack Vissing <jrvissinglaw@aol.com>; Sally
Wackym <swackym@ravenelassociates.com>; Wardell, Marie Valle
<marievwardell@gmail.com>; Welch, Sharon
<sharonwelch@gmail.com>; Ed Williams <edwilliams1125@gmail.com>;
Kristine Wilson <krisw10@gmail.com>
Sent: Tue, Oct 27, 2020 7:17 am
Subject: Occupancy Ordinance 2020-14 Reading Today

Good morning
At 2:30 p.m. today, Tuesday October 27, the Town of
Seabrook Island will have the first reading of Ordinance
2020-14, which addresses Short-Term Rental Occupancy.
Instructions on viewing the Town Council meeting can be
found on the Tidelines blog. If you are not able to watch the
meeting in real time, you can search YouTube at your
convenience and find the meeting.
You can view the Ordinance 2020-14 document in the Town
Council agenda for today, viewable either on Tidelines or
through the TOSI website under the "Meetings" tab.
It will be important that any rental unit owners in our member
associations and regimes familiarize themselves with this
new ordinance. Once instituted, a separate Short-Term
Rental Permit will be required in addition to the Seabrook
Island Business license required. There is also some
language in the ordinance pertaining to parking
requirements.
Thank you for your continued support of COVAR.
Joanne Fagan
Secretary for COVAR
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Doyle George <kdoylegeorge@gmail.com>
Monday, November 9, 2020 4:47 PM
Joe Cronin
K Doyle George; Nancy Buck; John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com; kat@seabrookexclusives.com; bcoppel@earthlink.net;
buckohiou@aol.com
Re: Town of Seabrook Ordinance

Mr. Cronin:
It is helpful that the Town takes the position that an appeal of a suspension or revocation notice to the Board of Zoning
Appeals will stay the suspension or revocation proceedings pending the appeal. I would prefer that the Seabrook STR
state this explicitly under subparagraph (b)(3)(c) (denial of issuance of new or modified short‐term rental permit) and
subparagraph (b)(5)(d)
(decision to suspend or revoke short‐term rental permit).
The Kiawah STR clearly sets out this right to a stay of the proceedings to revoke, suspend or deny a rental business
license in Section 15‐810 (a). Based on your email, a denial of issuance of a new or modified short‐term rental permit is
not subject to a stay. Is that the Town’s intention?
Under the suspension /revocation framework in the Seabrook STR, a notice of suspension or revocation would trigger
an obligation to “immediately cease” rental operations which would be stayed if an appropriate appeal was filed,
pending the outcome of the appeal. However, a single violation under subparagraph (b)(4)(a) and (b) of the Seabrook
STR subjects “[a]ny person violating any provision of this section” to the penalty of a misdemeanor. Who makes this
determination that there has been a violation? The Zoning Administrator? Does a Municipal Judge makes this
determination? Instead of a fine or administrative penalty, each violation is a misdemeanor which is a criminal penalty.
There is a provision under subparagraph (b)(5)(a)(1)(ii)(suspension) for a Municipal Judge to make a determination
that a property owner or designated agent has committed 3 or more violations during the preceding 12 month period,
but there is no express provision in the Seabrook STR for a Municipal Judge to decide that any particular violation has
occurred. This should be clarified.
The Kiawah STR is also vague, but in describing the penalty for a violation adds the phrase ”upon conviction.” Section 15‐
808(a).
A misdemeanor conviction, even if after a hearing before a Municipal Judge, is a severe penalty that will deter many
owners of rental property to withdraw their properties from the rental market. There are persons whose employers will
take disciplinary action if they are convicted of a misdemeanor.
In summary, a single violation of the Seabrook STR may be a significant penalty that will deter property owners from
taking the risk of continuing to rent their Seabrook Island properties.
Doyle George
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On Nov 9, 2020, at 12:02 PM, Joe Cronin <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org> wrote:
Nancy,
A single violation (or even two during a 12‐month period) would have no bearing on the status of a
rental property. Even if a violation is alleged to have occurred, it is not deemed an actual violation unless
and until the individual receiving the ordinance summons has been found guilty either by admission or
by the municipal judge following a trial.
The only time a rental may be required to cease operations would be upon the suspension or revocation
of a short‐term rental permit. In most instances, this would require 3 or more actual violations in a 12‐
month period (suspension) or 6 or more actual violations in a 24‐month period (revocation).
The draft ordinance states that “any person who is aggrieved by a decision of the Zoning Administrator
to suspend or revoke a short‐term rental permit may appeal the decision to the Board of Zoning
Appeals, pursuant to Section 19.40 of this ordinance.”
Section 19.40.10.20 of the DSO contains the following: “An appeal stays all legal proceedings in
furtherance of the action appealed from, unless the officer from whom the appeal is taken certifies to
the Board, after the notice of appeal shall have been filed with him, that by reason of facts stated in the
certificate a stay would, in his opinion, cause imminent peril to life and property. In such case,
proceedings shall not be stayed otherwise than by a restraining order which may be granted by the
Board or by a court of record on application, on notice to the officer from whom the appeal is taken, and
on due cause shown.”
The town would be precluded from initiating legal proceedings against the property owner or agent
while the suspension or revocation is pending appeal. Even though this provision is addressed by
reference in the draft ordinance, assuming council concurs, I see no harm in amending the ordinance to
explicitly state that a rental may continue to operate while pending appeal.
Joseph M. Cronin
Town Administrator
Town of Seabrook Island
2001 Seabrook Island Road
Seabrook Island, SC 29455
Office: (843) 768‐5321
Cell: (843) 637‐9832
www.townofseabrookisland.org
From: Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, November 9, 2020 8:32 AM
To: John Gregg <jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>; Skip Crane <scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>;
Jeri Finke <jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>; Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>; Barry
Goldstein <bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>; Joe Cronin
<jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>; dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@di
scoverseabrook.com; hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.c
om; jwilson@dunesproperties.com; kat@seabrookexclusives.com
Cc: kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; bcoppel@earthlink.net; buckohiou@aol.com
Subject: Town of Seabrook Ordinance
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Good Morning,
Under the current ordinance - rentals must cease while an appeal is underway. I always thought in our
judicial system you were deemed innocent until proven guilty. Even the Kiawah ordinance allows rentals
to continue while an appeal is underway. Under the Seabrook ordinance, you must cease operations
immediately. So what happens to the tenant that arguably has not caused a violation? Do you just require
the tenant to leave? What about the lost rental income while the violation is being appealed?
Have the consequences of this ordinance, under the current way it is written, been thoroughly thought out
and looked at? The Town is setting itself up for a mess. Has an agreement been reached with the POA unless they are willing to enforce this - and the gate for access - I cannot see it surviving the legal
challenges that are bound to come.
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com

<image003.jpg><image004.jpg>
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Doyle George <kdoylegeorge@gmail.com>
Monday, November 16, 2020 8:25 PM
Joe Cronin
K Doyle George; Faye Allbritton; Nancy Buck; John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry
Goldstein; Doris Reinhart; dankortsipoa@gmail.com; Caleb Elledge; <hpaton@sipoa.org>;
ccross@sipoa.org; jwilson@dunesproperties.com; Kelly Peterson; Rayhooversipoa@outlook.com;
sipoatreas@gmail.com; criehlsipoa@gmail.com; chuckcrosssipoa@gmail.com; Jaimegeiger68
@gmail.com; hmgsipoa@gmail.com; Warren Kimball; jtkinne@gmail.com; jpennysbi@aol.com;
jamieryan1@comcast.net; normpowers@gmail.com; Barbara Vincentsen; Bob Nerhood; Jeff Ward;
Larry Buchman; Michael Asnip; Donald_Romano@emcorgroup.com; Fred Finke; Frank McCann; Scott
Humphries; jim@zfinancialadvisors.com; Bill Coppel; buckohiou@aol.com
Re: Town of Seabrook Ordinance 2020-14

Subject:

Mr. Cronin:
You will have the final word on these issues, because there is no opportunity for me or anyone else to respond to
whatever is decided during the virtual exchange between Town Council members tomorrow.
To conclude this proceeding tomorrow meets the definition of a public meeting is not reasonable. Definitions in the
same statute (Title 6, Chapters 29 and 11) are commonly interpreted by courts to have a similar meaning.
The major problem with this STR is a practical one, fewer units will be offered by Seabrook Island property owners for
rental and that is the primary way potential purchasers are introduced to Seabrook. SIC, SPOA, SIRE and the Town may
lose significant revenue. But because this ordinance is being introduced in the off‐season, many non‐residents who rent
on a short‐term basis will be unaware of its provisions until after it has been approved.
Sincerely,
Doyle George

On Nov 16, 2020, at 6:13 PM, Joe Cronin <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org> wrote:
Mr. George,
Your comments will be forwarded to the mayor and council. There are, however, a few items which
warrant a response:
1. Regarding whether a neighboring property owner may bring action, the language contained in
Sec. 18.10.30 of the DSO is substantially the same as SC Code of Laws Sec. 6‐29‐950(a), which
states, in part: “In case a building, structure, or land is or is proposed to be used in violation of
any ordinance adopted pursuant to this chapter, the zoning administrator or other appropriate
administrative officer, municipal or county attorney, or other appropriate authority of the
municipality or county or an adjacent or neighboring property owner who would be specially
damaged by the violationmay in addition to other remedies, institute injunction, mandamus,
or other appropriate action or proceeding to prevent the unlawful erection, construction,
reconstruction, alteration, conversion, maintenance, or use, or to correct or abate the
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violation, or to prevent the occupancy of the building, structure, or land. [Emphasis added]
Therefore, DSO is consistent with the provisions of state statute.
2. Regarding whether a violation shall be considered a misdemeanor, the language contained in
Section 18.20.20 of the DSO is consistent with SC Code of Laws Sec. 6‐29‐950(a), which states, in
part: “A violation of any ordinance adopted pursuant to the provisions of this chapter is a
misdemeanor.” [Emphasis added] The reference to “this chapter” is the South Carolina Local
Government Comprehensive Planning Enabling Act of 1994 (SC Code of Laws, Title 6, Chapter
29). As I am sure you are aware, the town’s DSO was adopted pursuant to this enabling
legislation. (See Sec. 1‐20 of the DSO for reference).
3. While I would have no objection to providing an explicit recitation of the appeal provisions
contained in Sec. 19.40.10.20 of the DSO, subparagraphs (b)(3)(c) and (b)(5)(d) of the draft
ordinance both refer to Sec. 19.40.10. Taken in its entirety, Sec. 19.40.10 expressly states that
an appeal stays all legal proceedings. Putting the same language in another section would
appear to me to be redundant and would make an already lengthy ordinance unnecessarily
longer.
4. The assertion that the town did not follow the required public notice procedures is false. The
town’s public hearing was advertised in compliance with all notification requirements
prescribed by law. SC Code Sec. 6‐29‐760 requires “at least fifteen days' notice of the time and
place of the public hearing must be given in a newspaper of general circulation in the
municipality.” The town’s public hearing notice was advertised in the Post and Courier on
November 2nd. (Notarized Affidavit of Publication attached) During the council meeting on
October 27th, we openly discussed the draft ordinance and residents and property owners were
encouraged to review the ordinance and submit comments in advance of the public hearing.
This meeting was live streamed on our YouTube page, and remains accessible for on‐demand
viewing. Our town clerk does maintain “a list of groups that have expressed an interest in being
informed of zoning proceedings,” and notices of all meetings are (and were) sent to those
groups prior to each meeting. Lastly, though not required by law, the notice was advertised on
the following:
a. Tidelines: Town Council Meeting Notice for October
27: https://tidelinesblog.com/2020/10/26/town‐council‐meeting‐public‐hearing‐
october‐27/
b. Tidelines: Public Hearing Notice: https://tidelinesblog.com/2020/11/04/town‐of‐
seabrook‐island‐public‐hearing‐notice/
c. Tidelines: Town Council Meeting Notice for November
17: https://tidelinesblog.com/2020/11/14/town‐council‐meeting‐november‐17‐2020/
d. Town Website: Town Council Meeting Notice for October
27: https://www.townofseabrookisland.org/tc‐10‐27‐2020.html (Note: Draft ordinance
posted for public view; public comments accepted)
e. Town Website: Public Hearing Notice for Ord. 2020‐
14: https://www.townofseabrookisland.org/ord‐2020‐14.html (Note: Draft ordinance
posted for public view; public comments accepted)
f. Town Website: Town Council Meeting Notice for November
17: https://www.townofseabrookisland.org/tc‐11‐17‐2020.html (Note: Draft ordinance
posted for public view; public comments accepted)
Sec. § 20.70.40 of the DSO requires that notice of a rezoning hearing be mailed to certain
property affected owners. Because the amendment to the Village affected the terms of the PUD
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(and thereby the zoning requirements within the Village), notice was required to be provided to
all property owners.
5. Regarding the public hearing, the section referenced in your email (SC Code of Laws Sec. 6‐11‐
450) deals with public hearings held by special purpose districts prior to altering its boundaries
or issuing bonds. The town is not a special purpose district, and is neither seeking to alter its
boundaries nor issue bonds. To my knowledge, state law does not prescribe a specific procedure
for holding a public hearing. Due to the pandemic, we are not able to host in‐person hearings in
council chambers at this time. In lieu of in‐person hearings, the town has provided multiple
options for residents and property owners to submit public comments, including through our
website, email, mail, or by dropping them off in person at Town Hall. All comments received
through these channels will be reviewed by council and will become part of the public record,
just as they would during an in‐person hearing. Under SC Code 30‐4‐20(d), “the convening of a
quorum of the constituent membership of a public body, whether corporal or by means of
electronic equipment, to discuss or act upon a matter over which the public body has
supervision, control, jurisdiction or advisory power,” is expressly defined as a public meeting.
Joseph M. Cronin
Town Administrator
Town of Seabrook Island
2001 Seabrook Island Road
Seabrook Island, SC 29455
Office: (843) 768‐5321
Cell: (843) 637‐9832
www.townofseabrookisland.org
From: Doyle George <kdoylegeorge@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 3:35 PM
To: Faye Allbritton <fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>; Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>; John
Gregg <jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>; Skip Crane <scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>; Jeri Finke
<jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>; Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>; Barry Goldstein
<bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>; Joe Cronin <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>; Doris
Reinhart <dreinhart@bellsouth.net>; dankortsipoa@gmail.com; Caleb Elledge
<celledge@discoverseabrook.com>; <hpaton@sipoa.org>
<hpaton@SIPOA.org>; ccross@sipoa.org;jwilson@dunesproperties.com; Kelly Peterson
<kpeterson@hearst.com>; Rayhooversipoa@outlook.com; sipoatreas@gmail.com; criehlsipoa@gmail.c
om; chuckcrosssipoa@gmail.com; Jaimegeiger68@gmail.com; hmgsipoa@gmail.com; Warren Kimball
<wkimball12@gmail.com>; jtkinne@gmail.com;lallier.spoa@gmail.com; imillar.sipoa@gmail.com; jpenn
ysbi@aol.com; jamieryan1@comcast.net; normpowers@gmail.com; Barbara Vincentsen
<vincentsenarch@aol.com>; mpap77@gmail.com; Bob Nerhood <nerhood@marshall.edu>; Jeff Ward
<wardenterprisesinc@gmail.com>; Larry Buchman <larrybuchman@gmail.com>; Michael Asnip
<michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com>; Donald_Romano@emcorgroup.com; Fred Finke
<finke74@comcast.net>; Frank McCann <fxmccann@mccannlaw.net>; Scott Humphries
<scotthumphries@carolina.rr.com>; jim@zfinancialadvisors.com; K Doyle George
<kdoylegeorge@gmail.com>; Bill Coppel <bcoppel@earthlink.net>; buckohiou@aol.com
Cc: K Doyle George <kdoylegeorge@gmail.com>
Subject: Fwd: Town of Seabrook Ordinance 2020‐14
Ms. Allbritton & Town Council Members:
Please supplement my letter dated November 13, 2020 with the attached email.
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1. Is it possible for an adjoining property owner to bring an action, separate from the Town, to enforce
the STR ordinance? If so this provision would subject a property owner to additional risk, if an
adjoining property owner wanted to pursue an owner for the actions of a short‐term renter.
Attached is Article 18 of the Development Standards Ordinance. Look at Section 18.10.30:
"§ 18.10.30. In case any building or structure proposed is erected, constructed, reconstructed,
altered, maintained or used in violation of this Ordinance or amendment thereof, enacted or
adopted by the Town Council under the authority granted by this Ordinance, Town Council, or any
owner of real property adjacent or neighboring such structure or land who may be specially
damaged by the violation, in addition to other remedies provided by law, may institute an
injunction, abatement, or any appropriate action or proceeding to prevent, enjoin, abate or remove
such unlawful erection, construction, reconstruction, alteration, maintenance or use, or to prevent
occupancy of the building, structure or land.” (Emphasis added).
Is it the intention of the Town to allow enforcement by adjoining property owners of the STR ordinance?
2. Under SC Code 5‐7‐30, the State enabling statute applicable to municipalities states generally that a
“municipal governing body may fix fines and penalties for the violation of municipal ordinances and
regulations not exceeding five hundred dollars or imprisonment not exceeding thirty days, or both.”
That is exactly what the Kiawah STR does under Section 15‐808(a). The Town could simply impose a fine
not exceeding $500, and for more serious violations, imprisonment. Many Seabrook property owners
will withdraw their units from the rental market to avoid being accused of a misdemeanor because this
is a criminal offense.
The penalty provision for the Seabrook STR ordinance is Section 18.20.20 of the Development Standards
Ordinance:
"§ 18.20.20. Any person violating the provisions of this Ordinance shall be guilty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction shall be fined not more than Five Hundred ($500.00) Dollars or imprisoned not
more than thirty (30) days. Each day of violation shall constitute a separate offense.”
3. During an appeal of a violation of the STR, Mr. Cronin has indicated there is a stay of enforcement
under Section 19.40.10.20 of the Development Standards Ordinance. This stay provision should be
included explicitly under subparagraph (b)(3)(c) (denial of issuance of new or modified short‐term rental
permit) and subparagraph (b)(5)(d) (decision to suspend or revoke short‐term rental permit). See my
attached email dated 11/9 to Mr. Cronin.
4. The Town’s notice of the public hearing was defective. COVAR and Joanne Fagan were consulted
about this ordinance, but the assumption was that association representatives would then advise their
members. That may or may not have happened. Nevertheless, SC Code Section 6‐29‐760 requires the
Town to hold a public hearing, and in addition to publishing notice of the hearing in a newspaper of
general circulation, such as the Post & Courier, in this case, notice of the public hearing must
be mailed to groups that “have expressed an interest in being informed of zoning proceedings….”
SC Code Section 6‐29‐760:
"Before enacting or amending any zoning regulations or maps, the governing authority or the planning
commission, if authorized by the governing authority, shall hold a public hearing on it, which must be
advertised and conducted according to lawfully prescribed procedures. If no established procedures
exist, then at least fifteen days' notice of the time and place of the public hearing must be given in a
newspaper of general circulation in the municipality or county. In cases involving rezoning, conspicuous
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notice shall be posted on or adjacent to the property affected, with at least one such notice being visible
from each public thoroughfare that abuts the property. If the local government maintains a list of
groups that have expressed an interest in being informed of zoning proceedings, notice of such
meetings must be mailed to these groups.” (Emphasis added).
I called Joe Cronin on 10/30, 11/2 and finally spoke with him on 11/3. I sent an email to John Gregg and
Joe Cronin on 10/30, complaining about the lack of notice to non‐residents. I received an email reply
from John Gregg on 10/31 confirming there had not been any dissemination of the STR ordinance to the
public prior to the 1st reading on October 27th.
The Town was required to mail me and other Seabrook residents a notice of the public hearing on
November 17th. Certainly this has been done in the past, when I received a mailed notice of a public
hearing on 2/25/2020 from the Town adopting an amendment to the Village at Seabrook PUD
(Ordinance 2020‐01).
5. The hearing itself is a video conference between members of Town Council with no opportunity for
the public to speak. It fails to meet the definition of a public hearing under SC Code 6‐11‐450:
"SECTION 6‐11‐450. Hearing.
Such hearing shall be conducted publicly and both proponents and opponents of the proposed action
shall be given full opportunity to be heard.” (Emphasis added).
Please look at the list of FAQs from COVAR. They are deceptive and inaccurate.
Most of these FAQs do not require a response, except for the lack of required notice, failure to hold a
public hearing and the characterization of a violation of the STR provisions as a misdemeanor just like
any other violation of a zoning ordinance although imposing fines (except for major violations) would be
as effective and less threatening to property owners.

Doyle George

Begin forwarded message:
From: Doyle George <kdoylegeorge@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Town of Seabrook Ordinance
Date: November 9, 2020 at 4:46:32 PM EST
To: Joe Cronin <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>
Cc: K Doyle George <kdoylegeorge@gmail.com>, Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>,
"jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org" <jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>, Skip Crane
<scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>, Jeri Finke <jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>,
Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>, Barry Goldstein
<bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>, "dandortsipoa@gmail.com"
<dandortsipoa@gmail.com>, "dreinhart@bellsouth.net" <dreinhart@bellsouth.net>,
"celledge@discoverseabrook.com" <celledge@discoverseabrook.com>,
"hpaton@SIPOA.org" <hpaton@SIPOA.org>, "ccross@sipoa.org" <ccross@sipoa.org>,
"michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com"
<michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com>, "jwilson@dunesproperties.com"
<jwilson@dunesproperties.com>, "kat@seabrookexclusives.com"
<kat@seabrookexclusives.com>, "bcoppel@earthlink.net" <bcoppel@earthlink.net>,
"buckohiou@aol.com" <buckohiou@aol.com>
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Mr. Cronin:
It is helpful that the Town takes the position that an appeal of a suspension or
revocation notice to the Board of Zoning Appeals will stay the suspension or revocation
proceedings pending the appeal. I would prefer that the Seabrook STR state this
explicitly under subparagraph (b)(3)(c) (denial of issuance of new or modified short‐term
rental permit) and subparagraph (b)(5)(d)
(decision to suspend or revoke short‐term rental permit).
The Kiawah STR clearly sets out this right to a stay of the proceedings to revoke,
suspend or deny a rental business license in Section 15‐810 (a). Based on your email, a
denial of issuance of a new or modified short‐term rental permit is not subject to a stay.
Is that the Town’s intention?
Under the suspension /revocation framework in the Seabrook STR, a notice of
suspension or revocation would trigger an obligation to “immediately cease” rental
operations which would be stayed if an appropriate appeal was filed, pending the
outcome of the appeal. However, a single violation under subparagraph (b)(4)(a) and (b)
of the Seabrook STR subjects “[a]ny person violating any provision of this section” to the
penalty of a misdemeanor. Who makes this determination that there has been a
violation? The Zoning Administrator? Does a Municipal Judge makes this
determination? Instead of a fine or administrative penalty, each violation is a
misdemeanor which is a criminal penalty.
There is a provision under subparagraph (b)(5)(a)(1)(ii)(suspension) for a Municipal
Judge to make a determination that a property owner or designated agent has
committed 3 or more violations during the preceding 12 month period, but there is no
express provision in the Seabrook STR for a Municipal Judge to decide that any
particular violation has occurred. This should be clarified.
The Kiawah STR is also vague, but in describing the penalty for a violation adds the
phrase ”upon conviction.” Section 15‐808(a).
A misdemeanor conviction, even if after a hearing before a Municipal Judge, is a severe
penalty that will deter many owners of rental property to withdraw their properties
from the rental market. There are persons whose employers will take disciplinary action
if they are convicted of a misdemeanor.
In summary, a single violation of the Seabrook STR may be a significant penalty that will
deter property owners from taking the risk of continuing to rent their Seabrook Island
properties.
Doyle George

On Nov 9, 2020, at 12:02 PM, Joe Cronin
<jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org> wrote:
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Nancy,
A single violation (or even two during a 12‐month period) would have
no bearing on the status of a rental property. Even if a violation is
alleged to have occurred, it is not deemed an actual violation unless and
until the individual receiving the ordinance summons has been found
guilty either by admission or by the municipal judge following a trial.
The only time a rental may be required to cease operations would be
upon the suspension or revocation of a short‐term rental permit. In
most instances, this would require 3 or more actual violations in a 12‐
month period (suspension) or 6 or more actual violations in a 24‐month
period (revocation).
The draft ordinance states that “any person who is aggrieved by a
decision of the Zoning Administrator to suspend or revoke a short‐term
rental permit may appeal the decision to the Board of Zoning Appeals,
pursuant to Section 19.40 of this ordinance.”
Section 19.40.10.20 of the DSO contains the following: “An appeal stays
all legal proceedings in furtherance of the action appealed from, unless
the officer from whom the appeal is taken certifies to the Board, after
the notice of appeal shall have been filed with him, that by reason of
facts stated in the certificate a stay would, in his opinion, cause
imminent peril to life and property. In such case, proceedings shall not
be stayed otherwise than by a restraining order which may be granted
by the Board or by a court of record on application, on notice to the
officer from whom the appeal is taken, and on due cause shown.”
The town would be precluded from initiating legal proceedings against
the property owner or agent while the suspension or revocation is
pending appeal. Even though this provision is addressed by reference in
the draft ordinance, assuming council concurs, I see no harm in
amending the ordinance to explicitly state that a rental may continue to
operate while pending appeal.
Joseph M. Cronin
Town Administrator
Town of Seabrook Island
2001 Seabrook Island Road
Seabrook Island, SC 29455
Office: (843) 768‐5321
Cell: (843) 637‐9832
www.townofseabrookisland.org
From: Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, November 9, 2020 8:32 AM
To: John Gregg <jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>; Skip Crane
<scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>; Jeri Finke
<jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>; Patricia Fox
<pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>; Barry Goldstein
<bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>; Joe Cronin
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<jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>; dandortsipoa@gmail.com; drein
hart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com; hpaton@SIPOA.o
rg; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com; jwil
son@dunesproperties.com; kat@seabrookexclusives.com
Cc: kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; bcoppel@earthlink.net; buckohiou@aol.
com
Subject: Town of Seabrook Ordinance
Good Morning,
Under the current ordinance - rentals must cease while an appeal is
underway. I always thought in our judicial system you were deemed
innocent until proven guilty. Even the Kiawah ordinance allows rentals to
continue while an appeal is underway. Under the Seabrook ordinance,
you must cease operations immediately. So what happens to the tenant
that arguably has not caused a violation? Do you just require the tenant
to leave? What about the lost rental income while the violation is being
appealed?
Have the consequences of this ordinance, under the current way it is
written, been thoroughly thought out and looked at? The Town is setting
itself up for a mess. Has an agreement been reached with the POA unless they are willing to enforce this - and the gate for access - I cannot
see it surviving the legal challenges that are bound to come.
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com

<image003.jpg><image004.jpg>

<Public Hearing Notice ‐ 11‐17‐2020.pdf>
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Eve Herbick <eherbick@aol.com>
Sunday, November 8, 2020 7:26 PM
Bill Coppel
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@sipoa.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com; kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; buckohiou@aol.com;
notifications@system.striven.com; marinerconstruction@gmail.com; marc.chafe@comcast.net;
ebreen@earthlink.net; jjsesody@icloud.com; kathy@kccreativeinc.com; kim12922@gmail.com;
MDelleBovi@benchmarkgrp.com; nancy@cgofsc.com; taleman@deloitte.com
Re: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

I agree with everything Bill Coppel and Nancy Buck have to say.
Eve Herbick
Sent from Eve Herbick's iPad

On Nov 8, 2020, at 5:12 PM, Bill Coppel <bcoppel@earthlink.net> wrote:

I am replying to all to share this message.

This message is directed to the Mayor of Seabrook and town council members.

My name is Bill Coppel and my wife, Kathy Fulton and I own property at 2228
Rolling Dune Road. We have two children, Will age 16 and Grace age 14. I echo
the concerns that have been expressed by Nancy Buck. This proposed ordinance
is misguided, discriminatory and overreaching. Let me share my thinking.

We don't live on the island year-round (yet) and as such we rent our home. As
Nancy stated, our ability to responsibly rent our home was an attractive
reason to buy on Seabrook. Yes, I said responsibly. Coastal is our rental
agent and we conduct our rental business responsibly, professionally and work
hard to present a positive and attractive experience for guests. We
effectively market the wonderful attributes of this island on behalf of all
homeowners on the island. The ability to responsibly rent one’s home
represents an important component contributing to the overall value of all
Island homes.
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Our home ownership and rental activity has contributed to the economic
viability of the island in five ways:

1. We have executed 3 real estate transaction generating healthy commissions
for Seabrook Island Realty and a local law firm
2.

Our guests spend money at club facilities in support of the club

3.

Our guests shop and spend at local businesses and restaurants.

4. Our rental revenue generates taxes which all islanders benefit from and
supports local businesses, that generate taxes which we all benefit from.
5. We pay a business license fee and amenity card fees to SIPOA and the Club
that are important significant revenue streams for their budgets.

Read our reviews. Our guests have come to recognize the beauty and enjoyment
Seabrook offers and tend to return regularly. Some even move on to purchase a
home. The point being is that a robust rental environment is good for the
island and thus good for all who own a home on Seabrook.

This ordinance creates "hand-cuffs" that pose unreasonable risks for those
who rent, including potential criminal charges and significant economic
impairment. What this ordinance proposes is not good for the island and
appears to respond to a minority of owners on the Island that advocate to
eliminate short term rentals.

But what is most disturbing as a fair minded person, is the lack of
transparency in this process you are using to rush this ordinance through
without a proper period for comment from the rental owners themselves. The
process appears unethical, politically manipulative and detrimental
to respecting and maintaining a cohesive, inclusive, diverse and vibrant
community.

The promulgation of any and all legislation should be evidenced based,
inclusive of "many voices" beyond an "ad-hoc" committee and executed in a
time frame that recognizes the unique nature of a part-time versus year round
community.

While I hope and want to believe that these shortfalls cited herein are made
with good intent, I fear the effect will be to destroy trust and promote
divisive resentment in our community.
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Therefore, we respectfully request that you to stop this process now to allow
for the following:

1. Clearly state with evidence the problem that you are intending to address
and remedy.
2. Present your evidence and remedy to all the constituencies of our
community including all homeowners, SIPOA, rental agents, property managers,
and local businesses.
3. Allow ample time for review and comment, both in writing and in
person, respecting the unique community make up of full and part time
residents and the consideration that we are in the midst of a global
pandemic.

If there is an opportunity to improve the quality of life on Seabrook through
this effort, it will organically surface when the process is designed to
proceed openly, respectfully and without prejudice.

Mr. Gregg, you have it within your power to make this right and restore trust
and confidence in this process.

Sincerely,
Bill Coppel
Kathy Fulton
-----Original Message----From: Nancy Buck
Sent: Nov 6, 2020 6:49 AM
To: "jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org" , "scrane@townofseabrookisland.org" ,
"jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org" , "pfox@townofseabrookisland.org" ,
"bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org" , "jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org" ,
"dandortsipoa@gmail.com" , "dreinhart@bellsouth.net" , "celledge@discoverseabrook.com" ,
"hpaton@SIPOA.org" , "ccross@sipoa.org" , "michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com" ,
"jwilson@dunesproperties.com"
Cc: "kdoylegeorge@gmail.com" , "bcoppel@earthlink.net" , "buckohiou@aol.com"
Subject: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

After reading over the proposed ordinance for short-term rentals, I have included
the Seabrook Island Club (SIC), Seabrook Island Real Estate (SIRE), Dunes
Properties, and Seabrook Island Property Owners Association (SIPOA) on this
email so my concerns are expressed to everyone at once.
I would like to know the impetus for this ordinance. I understand there were
complaints this year about too many people on the island. How did you know if
the complaint was for a rental unit or an owner occupied one? With COVID,
there were more owner occupied homes this year. The island was crowded and
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many owners had family/friends visiting. In April, there was a ban on short-term
rentals (per the Town of Seabrook), yet complaints continued on the Next Door
application. These were owners using their homes.
If a complaint is made on the number of cars/people at a property, this
constitutes a penalty according to the ordinance as it is currently written. Coastal
Getaways of SC limits the number of cars to the number of bedrooms in a
property - less if there are parking limitations. We also have occupancy
limitations per rental. SIPOA permits guests to call in passes when they are
renting properties. We have had multiple discussions with SIPOA for years on
this issue. How can an owner be penalized if SIPOA permits the guest to call
additional passes without the knowledge of the owner/rental agency. A
misdemeanor goes on a person’s legal record - the ramifications are
widespread. Does SIPOA security have the authority to issue penalties or does
the town have to hire someone? Does the sheriff's office have to be called in?
Three complaints in 24 months can result in rentals being banned for 60
days. That could be a fine worth $20k - $80k, if it is over June/July/August time
frame. Are owners banned from renting while they are appealing the
charges? Are homes that do not rent fall under the same restrictions - number of
cars? People? What happens if an owner is in their home during a complaint - it
is not a rental at that time?
Who is going to purchase property here on Seabrook Island when word gets out
about this ordinance? A large percentage of first time buyers rent their properties
for 3 - 5 years to help offset costs before moving here permanently. We would
never have purchased our first property here - we have now purchased five over
the years. The Club receives a large percentage of their operating budget from
home sales and rental guests. If there is no rental revenue, dues will be raised
exorbitantly. We receive complaints about the high cost of fees here already imagine what they would be without rental guests.
Several owners have been told the purpose of this ordinance is to ensure
safety. If safety is the primary reason for this ordinance, why not make it for the
Town of Seabrook Island owners, not just those who rent. Why not link these
issues with the purchase of their business license rather than adopting an
ordinance?
Non-residents pay the same fees as residents for island access. They are
continuously left out of any decisions here on Seabrook Island. Was everyone
notified of this ordinance? It is my understanding any proposed ordinance must
be advertised and those effected notified. Please let me know when and how
non-residents were notified. Does state law require three readings? Does a
zoom "meeting" where no one can ask questions constitute a hearing required
for an ordinance? Where should questions be sent? Will they be addressed in
the meeting for others to respond? I just received this months copy of The Island
Connection - no mention or notification of this ordinance in it.
Finally - be careful what you wish for. If you are gearing towards banning shortterm rentals (and this is exactly what this ordinance does with the penalties as
stated), then you may get more owners moving in to their homes - and the island
4

will be more crowded than ever. Sales will drop, property values will plummet,
and Club fees will go sky high. It is a vicious circle - one unintentional act can
have severe adverse effects.
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Heather Paton <hpaton@sipoa.org>
Monday, November 16, 2020 9:53 AM
Joe Cronin; Jeri Finke
Kortvelesy, Dan
STR Ordinance Comment

Good morning,
In an effort to avoid confusion when the ordinance goes into effect, I wanted to offer one comment about Section 2.j.2
and 3 (On street parking and General requirements).
I understand this ordinance would apply to properties both inside and outside the gate, and the ordinance provides that
the owner of any private street may impose stricter requirements.
SIPOA’s parking rules prohibit parking within 50’ of a fire hydrant. The ordinance and the state specify 15’. I can envision
circumstances where SIPOA issues a ticket for being parked closer than 50’, and the renter cites the Town ordinance 15’
distance as the rule they have been given. Is there any way we can establish some consistency to avoid conflict in
enforcement and understanding?
Thanks!
Heather Paton, MCM, CMCA, LSM, PCAM
Executive Director
Seabrook Island Property Owners Association
1202 Landfall Way
Johns Island, SC 29455
843.768.0061
843.768.4317 FAX
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

jimphoenix@aol.com
Friday, October 30, 2020 10:25 AM
bfox@townofseabrookisland.org; Joe Cronin
Fwd: Rental Regulations

For you review.
-----Original Message----From: jimphoenix@aol.com
To: jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org <jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>; bfox@townofseabrookisland.com
<bfox@townofseabrookisland.com>; jcronin@townofseabrookislan.com <jcronin@townofseabrookislan.com>
Cc: jhjh@consolidated.net <jhjh@consolidated.net>; reservations@cgofsc.com <reservations@cgofsc.com>
Sent: Fri, Oct 30, 2020 10:17 am
Subject: Rental Regulations

I have recently reviewed Seabrook Island's proposal to promulgate additional regulations, raise
taxes and raise fees.
We purchased property at Pelican Watch for several reasons including as a prelude to permanent
relocation. I am increasingly concerned with the towns attempts to continually add fees and
regulations. It appears that the politics of the town are being run by a bunch of old school Democrats
whose intent is to raise taxes, fees and increase regulations. Perhaps we should be considering an
alternative for relocation.
Kindly consider the above when deciding your vote.
Sincerely,
James W. Hoover
1317 Pelican Watch
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Faye Allbritton
Monday, November 9, 2020 12:22 PM
Joe Cronin
FW: Short-Term Rental "Over" Regulations

See below. I don’t believe you were copied on this one.
Faye Allbritton
Clerk/Treasurer
Town of Seabrook Island
2001 Seabrook Island Road
Seabrook Island, SC 29455
843‐768‐5320
From: Jaren Sustar <jdsustar@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 9, 2020 12:17 PM
To: John Gregg <jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>; Skip Crane <scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>; Jeri Finke
<jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>; Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>; Barry Goldstein
<bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>; Faye Allbritton <fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Subject: Short‐Term Rental "Over" Regulations

Hi All,
My name is Jaren Sustar and my wife, Mary Beth, and I own 1 Dune Crest Trace within Seabrook Island. It has been
brought to our attention that there is a proposed ordinance to add short‐term rental regulations on Seabrook Island,
which include the following:

 Conditions
 Prohibition
 Prohibition
 Short-term

on the use of property as a short-term rental (i.e. conditional use permit required)
of an accessory dwelling unit being rented as a standalone short-term rental unit
of a property owner renting a portion of a dwelling (i.e. bedroom)
rental units being subject “to inspection at any time” (with two hours’ notice)

We purchased our home in July of 2019 and have truly enjoyed having a home on Seabrook Island. My wife
and I are both 29 years old and have three boys (4, 2, newborn) who always look forward to coming and
staying on the island, enjoying the pool, beach, golf, tennis, and all of the amenities offered. While we have
been blessed to be able to purchase a home in such a great neighborhood, we must have the rental income to
be able to keep our home on Seabrook Island. Although these regulations themselves don't prohibit the use of
short-term rentals completely (yet), there are some suspect agenda items that concern me.
My unfiltered thoughts on the proposed regulations:
Adding a regulation to make me purchase a permit to be able to allow other people to stay and enjoy MY
property is a bit outlandish. It's a way for the town to grab a few extra bucks, but instead of taking more money
from me, let's enjoy the tourist $$'s I'm bringing onto the Island instead. Also, why tell folks they can't rent out
an attachment at their home, or a bedroom only, in THEIR own home. Why does that effect the Island?
Because you're not able to tax it separately? Let the folks do what they want with their property in regards to
1

rentals. And last but not least, making our homes subject to inspection is plain outrageous. Is this a community
now to where the leadership can just come waltzing into our homes whenever they'd like??
I want to urge you all to use caution and wisdom when making these decisions that will negatively affect many
of your property owners on the island. I understand how tempting it can be to want to control and add
regulations that you see other towns doing, but I want to ask you to resist. Regulations like this seem harmless
on the front end, but they all become a slippery slope that leads to nowhere good when it is all said and done.
If you guys as our leaders are pushing for a retirement community that doesn't want outsiders (which I don’t
think you are), then let's not tip toe around it, but instead rip the bandaid off and get it done. But, if you want a
thriving community where people from all over the world come and visit Seabrook Island and bring a plethora
of money per year as tourists, then let's not mess up a good thing we have going. I live in SC and I can
promise you that Seabrook Island has more momentum RIGHT NOW as a destination spot than it ever has
before. More people are hearing about it and falling in love with it year after year, and it is exciting to see the
recognition of the island grow.
Thank you for hearing me out, and I trust that you all will make the correct decision(s) for our community.
Thank you,
Jaren Sustar
843-864-3682
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

tbedmiston@gmail.com
Monday, November 2, 2020 3:33 PM
Jeri Finke; bfox@townofseabrookisland.org; Joe Cronin
Fwd: Proposed short-term rental ordinance

Terri Edmiston
Begin forwarded message:
From: tbedmiston@gmail.com
Date: November 2, 2020 at 3:28:51 PM EST
To: jfink@townofseabrook.org, jeri.finke@comcast.net, bfox@townofseabrook.org,
foxb@bodyandsoultherapy.com, jcronin@townpfseabrook.com
Subject: Proposed short‐term rental ordinance

The proposed Town of Seabrook Island Short‐Term Rental ordinance has come to our attention
through word of mouth. After careful review and consideration of the proposed ordinance, we
wish to express our concerns about the proposal.







Notification – There has been a lack of sufficient notification of this proposed ordinance
to the impacted homeowners. The town has contact information for all rental
properties, as this is associated with the Business license we already are required to
purchase annually. This contact information should have been used to provide
sufficient advance notice of the proposal. Additionally, the rationale behind this
proposed ordinance needs to be explained. How does this contribute to public health
and safety? How is this aligned to similar ordinances already enacted in other towns?
Privacy – A two hour notice for a mandatory property inspection is a violation of
privacy. Neither a homeowner nor a rental guest should be subjected to this. In fact, we
would feel the need to let potential guests know of this requirement in advance, and
feel certain it will negatively impact the number of people choosing to vacation on the
island.
Suspension – First, listings for vacation rental homes cannot be turned on and
off. Therefore, the requirement for no advertisement of a suspended property is not
possible. Second, there should be clear, factually verifiable reasons listed for
suspension. As it is currently written, it seems to be a judgement call on the part of the
town. Third, the proposed ordinance does not clearly state the process to be followed
in the event of a suspension, or even of how a suspected violation will be
processed. Fourth, when a person books a vacation rental, we are required to honor
that booking. Should the town decide for some reason to suspend the permit,
cancelling all rentals on the books will cause a hardship not just for the homeowners,
but also for the parties who have booked the stays. My property is listed on
VRBO. They will penalize listings who cancel bookings.
1



Legality – Has the town considered the potential legal costs surrounding the
implementation of this proposed ordinance? As written currently, we believe many
facets of this proposal could be challenged legally as a violation of the fair housing act.

Finally, as written this proposed ordinance destroys our confidence that purchasing a home on
this island was a good choice. The proposed violation fees, suspensions of business, and
additional fees to be charged in order to regain a permit feel like nothing more than a means
for the Town to meet a budget shortfall at our expense. We hope you will reconsider
implementation of this proposed ordinance.
Regards,
Jim and Terri Edmiston
1111 Summerwind property owners for 14 years
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Faye Allbritton
Monday, November 16, 2020 1:59 PM
Joe Cronin; John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Barry Goldstein; Patricia Fox
FW: Proposed ordinance 2020-14

See comment below. I did not address this person’s comment about the ordinance but did let him know that the
Architectural Review Committee was not located in this office.
Faye Allbritton
Clerk/Treasurer
Town of Seabrook Island
2001 Seabrook Island Road
Seabrook Island, SC 29455
843‐768‐5320
From: jhattler@yahoo.com <jhattler@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 1:44 PM
To: Faye Allbritton <fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Subject: Proposed ordinance 2020‐14
I am the owner of 784 Spinnaker Beachhouse which would be regulated by the above referenced ordinance. I currently
am permitted by the Town under license 20200278. It has come to my attention that a first reading of the above
ordinance has already occurred without any input by owners that would be subject to the proposed ordinance.
Furthermore, under the SC Code 6‐29‐670 requires that a public hearing be held along with advance notice of such
hearing be sent 15 days prior to the hearing. I have not received any correspondence regarding the proposed ordinance
either in the mail or by email. During the Covid lockdown in April/May, regularly received such updates when the
emergency ordinances were passed.
I have not fully digested the ramifications of the ordinance on my property beyond a first reading but the general tone of
the ordinance places a great burden on my rights as a property owner. The tone of the document is that I, as a property
owner is guilty until proven innocent, which is counter to the principle of innocent until proven guilty which the laws of
our Nation are built on. It seems convenient that all of this occurring when Covid does not allow public gatherings and
that the meetings in which this ordinance was developed were all closed meetings. I don’t believe the Town has the staff
to administer this ordinance given the fact that it took me over 2 months, 3 emails, 3 unreturned phone calls and a
Public Comment to receive a simple Architectural Review Board approval for a deck replacement at my Spinnaker
Beachhouse villa.
I asked that you postpone the second reading that is scheduled for tomorrow and provide the owners of Seabrook Island
proper and legal notice and the time to provide proper comments on the proposed ordinance.
Thank you in advance for your consideration of my request.

Jim Hattler‐President
Nickel City Ventures, Inc.
632 Hampton Trace Ln
Columbia, SC 29209
1

803‐238‐1441 Cell
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

John Regan <johnmartinregan@gmail.com>
Sunday, November 8, 2020 7:21 PM
Faye Allbritton; John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dankortsipoa@gmail.com; Doris Reinhart; celledge@discoverseabrook.com; hpaton@sipoa.org;
ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com; jwilson@dunesproperties.com;
nancy@cgofsc.com; Optonline
Comments on Pending Short Term Rental Ordinance

After reading over the proposed ordinance for short-term rentals, I have a number of questions and
comments. As an opening, what is this ordinance trying to solve? As written, it appears targeted at
those who provide short term rentals, with no link to problems that affect the island as a whole. My
comments are based on my reading of the ordinance and what I “think” this ordinance may be trying
to address but as this is unclear, the majority of my input will pertain to what’s in the ordinance that
should affect the entire community, not just those that provide short term rentals.
-

Too many people on the island: I was on Seabrook during parts of January, April, May, July
and August of this year. The most crowded I noticed was during the short term rental ban. As
more property owners used their properties and as more had guests, the amount of people
and traffic expanded significantly. Occupancy limits, if any, should apply to all
properties. Owners and owners that rent their properties, part time, should be treated equally
in addressing any overcrowding issues.

-

Parking: Similar to the above, this is a problem for the island and not specific to those that rent
their property, part time. The number of gate passes allowed per home should be addressed
separately and should apply across the board to all owners.

-

Complaints: This broad category should be equal across all owners. Problems with noise,
parking, trash, i.e. anything significant that creates an issue between neighbors should be
addressed the same. If something rises to the level of justifying a misdemeanor or worse, it
should not only apply to owners and property managers that provide short term rentals but to
all owners.

-

Club Membership – the only way to purchase property on Seabrook Island is to join the
club. This is no small up front expense nor annual outlay. For those not living permanently on
Seabrook, the ability to recoup this expense is limited. This requirement already makes it
more difficult to buy/sell a property on Seabrook. Specifically targeting short term rentals can
only have a negative affect.

-

Licensing, fees and taxes: There are already significant licensing and tax requirements tied to
renting property on Seabrook Island. These include: Seabrook Island business license. South
Carolina license, VRBO license, Property Management fees, housecleaning fees, maintenance
fees, higher insurance costs, higher cable costs and taxes of 12% per rental and annual taxes
on home furnishings. Many owners are unaware of the taxes being paid. We don’t need more
taxes and fees. These are covered by those owners that rent their property and I would argue
that they keep the broader tax rate lower for all owners.
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-

Property Management: I don’t believe that this should be a requirement to rent but I do utilize a
property management company and believe that they do a wonderful job screening renters,
providing direct and repetitive guidance to renters on the rules and responsibilities on the
island, focus on safety and appearance of properties and provide “on-call” assistance if any
issues arise. I would say having this additional layer, while costly to those that choose this
route, provides an extra level of vigilance and oversight, above and beyond what a stand-alone
owner provides. This ordinance, as written, restricts and constrains one set of property owners
versus another. Rules should be written at the owner level and voted on by all owners.

-

Safety: Those sections of the ordinance relating to fire extinguishers, carbon dioxide and fire
alarms, etc. should be required of all home owners. Why only short term rental properties?

-

Notification – I was only made aware of this ordinance through my Property Manager. I’m not
sure how those owners that rent their properties short term and do not use a Property Manager
were notified of this pending ordinance. I’m sure the notification process was “legal” but I’m
not sure all affected owners are aware of what is being proposed.

-

Access: As written, the ordinance allows access to short term rental properties at any time. I
don’t believe this is legal but again, why not all properties if the town council believes this is for
the good of the island? Put it to a vote to the owners instead of isolating a sub group.

In closing, I think there are more equitable ways to address existing concerns and I don’t believe
there’s any benefit isolating one group when the issues in the ordinance affect all owners and are
affected by all owners and their ability and willingness to act in a neighborly manner.
Thank you for your time and consideration. Please reach out if you would like to discuss any part of
this feedback.
John & Jackie Regan
928 Sealoft Villa Drive
347-421-1905
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Joseph Tantillo <jttantillo@gmail.com>
Wednesday, November 4, 2020 10:41 AM
Barbara Fox; bfox@townofseabrookisland.com; Joe Cronin; jeri.finke@comcast.net; Jeri Finke
Mandy Schlender
Proposed STR Ordinance

Dear Council Member,
It has come to my attention that Town of Seabrook has been holding private (secret?) meetings to craft an ordinance
placing further restrictions upon the owners of short term rental properties on Seabrook Island. I find this to be
inexcusable and completely irresponsible.
In reviewing the draft of your proposed STR Ordinance, it is very clear you are trying to justify this action by implying
that this is for “public health and safety”, when it is truly just a transparent attempt at imposing your will upon the
property owners. A few, loud and persistent residents who have “concerns about activities and conditions at rental
properties” that are near their home should be mature enough to handle those concerns individually with the property
owner in question, not badger and hide behind the Town Council. As a reminder, you represent ALL property owners,
not just those who are full time residents.
I am happy to discuss this with you at any time, and I hope you will reconsider this ill‐conceived and poorly executed
attempt to restrict my rights and the rights of other rental property owners who love Seabrook just as much as those
who have asked for this ordinance.
Sincerely,
Joseph Tantillo
1413 Dune Loft Villas
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Kevin Donaghue <Kevin.Donaghue@alliant.com>
Monday, November 9, 2020 11:12 AM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
'dandortsipoa@gmail.com'; 'dreinhart@bellsouth.net'; 'celledge@discoverseabrook.com';
'hpaton@SIPOA.org'; 'ccross@sipoa.org'; 'michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com';
'jwilson@dunesproperties.com'
Nancy Buck
FW: Short Term Rental Ordinance

To everyone. The below email string I believe was entered into the record, but just in case you can’t find it my exchange
with Jeri is below. If this is not a classic example of “eating‐your‐own” then I don’t know what is. Criminal conviction (are
you #$%&* kidding me), thousands of dollars lost due to suspensions and legal fees, etc. all over issues that Jeri can’t
specifically confirm in “fact” nor articulate is systemic. How this has gotten so far is an indication our Council cannot
restrain itself nor has the presence of mind to fact‐check before letting this tripe proceed. You all should consider
resigning in‐mass for the sake of fare governance. Shame on all of you. Rentals will no longer be rentals (revenue
decline) and for those who purchased their homes and villas in anticipation of a wonderful retirement on a wonderful
island, well, all I see is our elected officials unable to control costs and/or spending. Why would the Council knowingly
retard or encourage self‐withdrawal (owners taking their homes off the rental market) when those who rent our homes
and villas contribute significantly to the prosperity of “our” island?
Kevin Donaghue, CSHM, CSHP
Vice President, Lead Risk Consultant
Alliant Insurance Services
353 North Clark Street, 10th Floor
Chicago, IL 60654
C 708 712 8273
W alliant.com
CA License No. 0803093
Mesirow Insurance Services, Inc., an Alliant-owned company

This email and its attachments are for the exclusive use of the intended recipients, and may contain proprietary
information and trade secrets of Alliant Insurance Services, Inc. and its subsidiaries. This email may also contain
information that is confidential, or otherwise protected from disclosure by contract or law. Any unauthorized use,
disclosure, or distribution of this email and its attachments is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, let us
know by reply email and then destroy all electronic and physical copies of this message and attachments. Nothing in this
email or its attachments is intended to be legal, financial, or tax advice, and recipients are advised to consult with their
appropriate advisors regarding any legal, financial, or tax implications.
From: Kevin Donaghue
Sent: Wednesday, November 04, 2020 6:18 PM
To: 'Jeri' <jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>
Cc: Joe Cronin <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>; Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>; John Gregg
<jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>; Skip Crane <scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>; Barry Goldstein
<bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>; Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>; Nancy Buck <Nancy@cgofsc.com>
Subject: RE: Short Term Rental Ordinance

1

+ Nancy
Jeri, my responses are in green. You made it abundantly clear you’re on a mission.
Good day,
Kevin Donaghue, CSHM, CSHP

Vice President, Lead Risk Consultant
Alliant Insurance Services

353 North Clark Street, 10th Floor
Chicago, IL 60654
C 708 712 8273
W alliant.com
CA License No. 0803093
Mesirow Insurance Services, Inc., an Alliant-owned company

From: Jeri [mailto:jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 04, 2020 9:37 AM
To: Kevin Donaghue <Kevin.Donaghue@alliant.com>
Cc: Joe Cronin <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>; Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>; John Gregg
<jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>; Skip Crane <scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>; Barry Goldstein
<bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>; Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>
Subject: Re: Short Term Rental Ordinance
Importance: High

This message has originated outside the organization.

I’m not sure you really want to debate the policy, but on the chance you do, I have added my comments to
yours. And, as I did in my first response, I thank you for your input. My original response is in blue, your
comments in red, and my response to those should appear in black.
On Nov 2, 2020, at 7:41 PM, Kevin Donaghue <Kevin.Donaghue@alliant.com> wrote:
Jeri, please see my in‐line responses in red.
Kindest regards,
Kevin Donaghue, CSHM, CSHP

Vice President, Lead Risk Consultant
Alliant Insurance Services
353 North Clark Street, 10th Floor
Chicago, IL 60654
C 708 712 8273
W alliant.com

<image001.png>
CA License No. 0803093
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Mesirow Insurance Services, Inc., an Alliant-owned company

This email and its attachments are for the exclusive use of the intended recipients, and may contain
proprietary information and trade secrets of Alliant Insurance Services, Inc. and its subsidiaries. This
email may also contain information that is confidential, or otherwise protected from disclosure by
contract or law. Any unauthorized use, disclosure, or distribution of this email and its attachments is
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, let us know by reply email and then destroy all
electronic and physical copies of this message and attachments. Nothing in this email or its attachments
is intended to be legal, financial, or tax advice, and recipients are advised to consult with their
appropriate advisors regarding any legal, financial, or tax implications.
From: Jeri [mailto:jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org]
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2020 2:40 PM
To: Kevin Donaghue <Kevin.Donaghue@alliant.com>
Cc: Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>
Subject: Re: Short Term Rental Ordinance
Importance: High

This message has originated outside the organization.

Thank you for your comments about the short-term rental ordinance pending before the SI Town
Council. Every bit of input we’ve received over the last several months has been very helpful in
developing this ordinance.
There is a very robust, and reportedly increasing, rental business on Seabrook Island, and after
reading and re-reading your comments, I’m still curious why you think ensuring that those rental
properties are safe will inhibit rental activity.

Kevin’s comments: I neither said nor implied I am not for safety, hell if you read my signature
line you would’ve known that. I’ve been doing it for +40 years. Your blanket assumption that
these properties are unsafe is insulting. I do not, nor does the pending ordinance, make this
blanket assumption. In fact, from working with rental agents, we understand that their properties
are probably already in compliance with the minimal safety requirements in the ordinance.
Kevin’s Comments (1): So again, what are we doing here? You keep mentioning safety. So what
“specifically” are you adding that does not already exist or is already required by the rental
agencies and is so important that an Ordinance needs to be passed?

The fact that short-term rental business IS successful is a very good indication they are
safe. Here you make an assumption that every property owner is as diligent as you are. Kevin’s
Comments (2): No apparently you do as well. I’ll use your own words as stated above, “In fact,
from working with rental agents, we understand that their properties are probably already in
compliance with the minimal safety requirements in the ordinance.” Or, for that matter, you
assume that every renter respects the need for safety features that may impact and help protect
neighboring properties. Kevin’s Comments (3): I did not know you read minds. You apparently
use “assume” a lot. What “specific” safety features are you referring that don’t already exist by
local code and/or already required by the rental agencies that the Ordinance is designed to fix?
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After all you have no evidence of such, but you say, “In developing policy, you need to rely on
extensive research of state and local law, input from property owners and other stakeholders,
and established building and fire code norms, and industry standards such as the International
Property Maintenance Code.” So where is the fruit of this “extensive research” that supports
your baseless assumptions? You have not defined, what you call safe. In the context of
this ordinance, what are considered minimal safety requirements are defined in its
language. Kevin’s Comments (4): see above.

By presenting no facts yourself you assume a systemic problem exists where there is none. 1) Show
me/us the evidence these properties are not safe before subjecting others to needless
regulations. Perhaps you would like to define what is needless in your mind — for example, the fire
extinguisher or smoke alarm requirement? Again, from working with local rental agents, we know that
there are properties that are not safe — for example, upon their inspection the agent would not represent
a property because of its condition. Kevin’s Comments (5): We already have fire extinguishers and
smoke alarms, you idiot. This is YOUR Ordinance your proposing, not mine. You’re the elected official,
you should be convincing me by using facts and research with balanced reasoning since you represent
the community. You have yet to produce either.
2) What due diligence have you and/or the Council performed? 3) Have you or the Council
investigated all so-called complaints to determine their validity? 4) Over what timeframe? 5)
What percentage of the valid complaints have you or the Council confirmed and how many of
those were addressed satisfactorily? In developing policy, you need to rely on extensive
research of state and local law, input from property owners and other stakeholders, and
established building and fire code norms, and industry standards such as the International
Property Maintenance Code. We have not physically been inside every rental property in the
Town — until there is that authority, albeit limited in this proposed ordinance, there is no
authority to enter to check for those smoke alarms you refer to above as a needless
regulation. Kevin’s Comments (6): I NEVER SAID smoke alarms are needless, you twit. Again,
you present no data or even the slightest quantitative analysis. So on the basis you “have not
physically been inside every rental property in the town” your still pursuing passage of this
Ordinance without credible evidence, other than hearsay. Just be honest for once and say you’ve
done nothing with regard to 2-5. People would be more likely respect your response then just a
line of BS that, again, confirms you’ve done nothing.

(Note: We too have vested interest to “promote Seabrook Island as a first-class community and
resort destination”. If we didn’t, the rental business would not be thriving and all the benefits it
brings to all of us.). The proposed ordinance clearly recognizes the economic benefits of the
short-term rental business to the Town and to those property owners who choose to rent their
properties. Kevin’s Comments (7): Boy that’s clear. My only conclusion to this statement is that
you are looking for another revenue stream to which you have no current access.
Certainly, in every way we want to promote Seabrook Island as a first-class community and
resort destination. Kevin’s comment: Cut the BS, we already know it’s a first class community,
on a day-to-day basis we do more than you do in keeping it that way. We ARE, what we call,
client facing. If you took a little time to read our rental reviews you would know this, but of
course you probably have not. From this comment, I get the impression that you think any
reference we make to “rental” complaints come just from the renters who are visiting the
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island. Admittedly, few are. Kevin’s Comments (8): As I thought, an admission finally. If the
issues are “admittedly few”, why are you badgering me about fire extinguishers and smoke
alarms? It really not about safety, its about revenue. Shame on you. I have been told that a
complaint from a visitor about the condition of a property usually goes to the agent or owner, and
I know of no provision in the current Town code that would require the complaint to be passed
on to Council. Kevin’s Comments (9): Before you push this Ordinance any further, do you or
any other Council member have evidence that these disputes have gone unresolved? If not, why
then does the Council need to be involved, let alone an Ordinance? It Have you considered that
complaints about rentals come from residents (homeowners) who have a rental property above,
below, or next to their home and have had week-to-week problems, such as parking (especially
during our peak season). Kevin’s Comments (10): Yes of course, but you are pushing safety as
your primary excuse for this Ordinance. We have a very good Security service. That’s their
charge. Property owners, like myself, should contact Security if there is an issue. Also, regime
rules usually govern parking. When the number of vehicles are not addressed there’s an easy
solution Nancy Buck has already addressed it. It can be handled at the gate upon arrival and
rental guests forewarned prior to arrival by the rental agency. It does not require and Ordinance
to resolve. An Ordinance will not stop the .5% that get a little loud on occasion, that’s Security’s
jurisdiction not the Councils.

I have yet to read one review that mentions an interaction with a Council member for their
reason for coming back year after year. I’m thrilled for you if your property is popular, regularly
rented, loved by your renters, and that they return year after year. In addition, if you think for
one moment I don’t have a vested interest in keeping my property safe, then you should not be
sitting on the Council. Again, you are the one making an assumption.
I have been on Town Council for three years, and looking back over my notes and
correspondence, I don’t think a month has gone by that rental issues have not been
raised. Kevin’s comments: Again, such as? Many of what are called
nuisance complaints (barking dogs, loud music, garbage) are under SIPOA’s jurisdiction and are
referred back to the association. SIPOA reports that those complaints are addressed, when made,
by the association’s security personnel. SIPOA, however, did tell Council that it would welcome
help from the Town on other limited issues. Kevin’s Comments (11): Again I repeat, such as? If
it’s not about safety and/or Security, what is it exactly?

What is the severity of the complaints? Again, you do not mention resolution. The resolution is
addressing the issue in Town code, which currently has little substantive language on rental use
of properties within the Town’s limits. Most of the complaints about rentals that I have
received, or have been heard by Council at meetings, are clearly under SIPOA's
jurisdiction. There has been no indication or any expressed desire from Town Council to change
that. However, based on discussions with SIPOA, the association's hands are tied in respect to
regulating and controlling certain problems associated with short-term rentals because of legal
jurisdiction and authority limitations — you could accurately call them safety issues, Kevin’s
Comments (12): As stated above, you state there are “admittedly few” (see comment 8). Again,
you fail to clearly define the issues.
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(Kevin’s comments: Again, no clarification as to what you call a safety issue) and those are the
issues the pending ordinance addresses. Kevin’s comments: Your talking out of both sides of
your mouth (i.e., “no indication or any expressed desire from Town Council to change that”, but
here we are. You neither offer nor present an alternative to regulation. No sensible restraint,
shame on you and the Council. Please review the short-term rental regulation now in place for
Kiawah Island before assuming there is no restraint in the proposed ordinance for Seabrook
Island. Kevin’s Comments (13): I give a rats ass about the Kiawah regulation. I don’t live there.
Are you saying because they have a regulation we need to have one as well? Give me a break!
Seabrook Island is NOT Kiawah!

Specifically, SIPOA indicated it would appreciate help from the Town on occupancy limits and
vehicle parking. Kevin’s comments: Here’s a novel thought, why do you just tell them to put on
their big boy pants and work with the rental agencies to resolve issues. While many are, not all
short-term rentals are managed by a rental agency. And before making this demand, perhaps you
would want to check the legal limitations on SIPOA related to state law, articles of
incorporation, bylaws and covenants. Kevin’s Comment (14): See comment 10. If you can’t
resolve simple occupancy and parking issues without the need for an Ordinance, then your both
collectively inept. And how would you propose resolving issues if the parameters of the solution
are not down on paper, applicable to everyone, transparent, with an enforcement ability? Kevin’s
Comment (15): See comment 10.
Both sides of this issue are very passionate and concerned about our island — both for now and
its culture into the future. I can assure you that the short-term rental ad hoc committee, which
the Mayor appointed at the beginning of this year, has been making every effort to give both
sides every consideration.
Again, thank you for your comments. Kevin’s comments: Thank you for the lack of detail in
yours. You can access every detail in the proposed ordinance — it’s been posted on the Town’s
website. Kevin’s Comments (16): You still don’t get it. I am looking for the information and/or
data that you base your reasoning before you and/or the Council decided to initiate a draft
Ordinance. See comments 5,6, 8, 9, and 10. Please stay in touch as this process moves
forward. The ordinance as revised after first reading last week will be posted on the Town’s
website when those revisions are completed. There will be a public hearing on November
17. I’ve forwarded your comments so they will be part of the record.
Later, Kevin’s Comment: Yea, later. Respectfully submitted of course.
Jeri Finke

On Oct 30, 2020, at 12:24 PM, Kevin Donaghue <Kevin.Donaghue@alliant.com>
wrote:
Jeri, in my opinion this will lead to a reduction in available rentals on the Island, maybe
10‐12%. Enough is enough. Between the additional liability insurance we have to pay,
growing tax burden, home repairs due to rental activity, etc. it’s almost not worth the
hassle anymore. Also, when is the last time someone had a “so‐called” inspector arrive
and not find something? That’s another unforeseen cost to the home owner (i.e., paper
work to respond, contractor coming on an emergency basis (+$) to perform whatever
work the inspector says need to be done in the timeframe they set, etc.). I am sure
6

someone knows what each rental guest spends on the island to support ALL of our
services. Maybe someone should look at this and determine how much revenue could
be lost if the amount of available rental units decline. In addition, before we even think
of slapping more permit/license fees on the owners maybe we should be spending more
time encouraging more owners to rent when they can’t be present, not make it more
difficult or less attractive to continue renting.
Respectfully submitted,

Kevin Donaghue, CSHM, CSHP

Vice President, Lead Risk Consultant
Alliant Insurance Services
353 North Clark Street, 10th Floor
Chicago, IL 60654
C 708 712 8273
W alliant.com

<image001.png>
CA License No. 0803093
Mesirow Insurance Services, Inc., an Alliant-owned company

This email and its attachments are for the exclusive use of the intended recipients, and
may contain proprietary information and trade secrets of Alliant Insurance Services, Inc.
and its subsidiaries. This email may also contain information that is confidential, or
otherwise protected from disclosure by contract or law. Any unauthorized use,
disclosure, or distribution of this email and its attachments is prohibited. If you are not
the intended recipient, let us know by reply email and then destroy all electronic and
physical copies of this message and attachments. Nothing in this email or its
attachments is intended to be legal, financial, or tax advice, and recipients are advised
to consult with their appropriate advisors regarding any legal, financial, or tax
implications.
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Faye Allbritton
Tuesday, November 3, 2020 8:35 AM
Joe Cronin
FW: Short Term Rental Ordinance

Importance:

High

Comment below.
Faye Allbritton
Clerk/Treasurer
Town of Seabrook Island
2001 Seabrook Island Road
Seabrook Island, SC 29455
843‐768‐5320
From: Jeri <jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>
Sent: Monday, November 2, 2020 3:22 PM
To: Faye Allbritton <fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Cc: Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>
Subject: Fwd: Short Term Rental Ordinance
Faye:
I have several emails about the short‐term rental ordinance that need a response and/or should be part of the
record. I’ll forward them to you as I answer them. This is the first. Thanks!
Later,
Jeri

Begin forwarded message:
From: Kyle Tucci <kttucci@valorbrands.net>
Subject: Short Term Rental Ordinance
Date: October 30, 2020 at 9:36:19 AM EDT
To: "jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org" <jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>,
"bfox@townofseabrookisland.org" <bfox@townofseabrookisland.org>,
"jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org"
<jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>
Cc: "jtucci@mindspring.com" <jtucci@mindspring.com>

I have received the draft of considerations for short term rentals. I commend the intentions of
seeking to make rentals on Seabrook safe as well as maintain conditions that make Seabrook a
community that considers the needs of all its owners and residents. Certainly business licenses,
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fire protection, parking space, and having a reasonable number of occupants are all things that
make good sense.
There are some facts that the draft does not take into consideration. Strictly allowing only 2
people per bedroom fails to consider that many homes are safely and comfortably set up to
accommodate more than 2 per bedroom. I am including photos of the second bedroom of our
home at 3702 Bonita Court as evidence that that restriction is short‐sighted. This particular
bedroom is quite large and safely and comfortably accommodates two QUEEN beds. It also has
its own private bath. There is no reason that this room cannot accommodate 4 ADULTS. It
certainly could accommodate 4 people over the age of 5. The restrictions of 2 per bedroom is
unreasonable in this case. Properties like the Atrium Villas often have 2 queens in one
bedroom as well.

While our home at 3702 Bonita does not have a sleeping loft, many homes on the island do
have sleeping lofts which, while not zoned or taxed as a bedroom, were designed to
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accommodate additional sleeping capacity specifically with a beach/vacation community in
mind. Our first home on Seabrook was a Tarpon Pond Cottage with a sleeping loft and
attached full bath. Strictly limiting the rental occupants to 2 per “bedroom” denies the fact
that houses like that Tarpon are perfectly well suited to sleeping arrangements that can exceed
2 per bedroom because that’s exactly how the home was designed to be used.
If the town is going to set up an additional revenue stream with another licensing fee, then the
town should have the resources to review the actual accommodations to see if they can safely
allow more rental occupants than 2 per zoned bedroom.

Two additional concerns:
1. The age limit for not counting children toward the total number of occupants at 5 years
of age is not guided by good sense. As indicated above, our second bedroom could very
comfortably sleep 4 adults so having 4 teens in that space is not a problem either. Many
homes have bunk rooms that are perfectly suited to sleep more than 2 children over age
5 without issue.
2. Asking for full access inspections with only 2 hours notice is absolutely unreasonable.
Making renters subject to this kind arbitrary inspection is not just unfair, it certainly
unfriendly and perhaps, I suspect, unlawful. Most renters are on Seabrook to enjoy
activities like golf ( 4 hours per round) or the beach and our pools( often a full day away
from the home). Is it acceptable for a government official to access that home while
they are not there? Even if accompanied by owner or the local agent/representative of
the owner, any liability that may occur whether real or simply alleged by the renters to
have occurred during an inspection, would have to be owned by the town. In our
litigious society, that is not a farcical concern. What’s even more likely and perhaps
more detrimental to the community is the damage that could be done to all
Seabrookers via social media. Imagine the outrage for the first renter who decides to
post on facebook or twitter that their Seabrook vacation was interrupted by the local
government storming into their rental with just 2 hours notice! There has to be a
better means to inspect what you expect than this approach.
Thank you for your consideration.
Joy and Kyle Tucci
3702 Bonita Court
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Lisa Trimberger <lisa@mackcapitalinvestments.com>
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 6:39 AM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin; Faye Allbritton
Proposed Ordinance 2020-14, as drafted
Comments on Proposed Ordinance No. 2020 14 being read on Nov 17 2020.pdf

Good morning,
Thank you for your service and efforts in serving the Town of Seabrook Island. My husband and I are non‐resident
homeowners. We have owned property here, individually and with his parents, for decades. My husband has been
coming to Seabrook Island since he was a pre‐teen in the mid‐1970s and I “married into” the Seabrook Island
experience.
I don’t generally post comments or write letters. I did not think I would want to or need to with respect to this proposed
ordinance as we are in general support of the requirements outlined. However, as I read the ordinance, I became
concerned regarding the wording and the nature of potential consequences to homeowners and their designated
agents, whether “penalties”, “suspensions”, or “revocations”, as currently set out in the proposed ordinance.
Please know that we are in strong support of an appropriate ordinance regarding short‐term rentals. I have no
disagreement with the requirements or nature of violations outlined in those specific sections.
I do have specific and significant concerns as to how the ordinance is currently drafted as it relates to how violations are
assessed and penalized as well as other certain conditions providing for consequences.
Please see the attached document that outlines my specific concerns.
I am happy to discuss with you for me to better understand the intent of certain provisions and for you to better
understand my concerns in certain areas.
Overall, I suggest that this ordinance, as drafted, is not ready for “prime time” and more time needs to be taken to hear
and address the various concerns being raised with respect to the consequences of the violations and to the writing of
such.
I only learned about this proposed ordinance in the past week or so.
Thank you for your consideration.
With regards,
Lisa G. Trimberger
+1 312 259 6624
lisa@mackcapitalinvestments.com
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Proposed Ordinance No. 2020-14 Comments November 2020
Regarding the Town of Seabrook Island proposed Ordinance No. 2020-14, as a part-time resident who
owns a single family home on Seabrook Island and does rent such home for the months of June, July and
August as a short-term rental, I provide the following comments and questions regarding this proposed
ordinance.
By background, we have owned a Golf Shore Villa, a single family home on High Hammock and now a
single family home on Seabrook Island Road. Prior to four years ago, we had never been renting out
our property. We began renting our home for the summer months four years ago. We have always
wanted and attempt to strictly limit the number of guests and vehicles
My husband has been coming to Seabrook Island with his family since the mid 1970s and I have been
coming here for over 30 years.
While I strongly support the nature of requirements for STRs within the ordinance, the penalties and
certain of the criteria for suspension and revocation of a STR permit include overly punitive elements, as
drafted, against property owners and their designated agents, even when they are acting in good faith
and compliance with the provisions. Overall, those sections are not clearly written and do not link
specifically enough violations to consequences and do not provide clear due process, appeals processes
and other protections of rights of property owners and their agents in line with their responsibilities.
I understand that Jeri Finke in an email noted the following:
To be more careful with terminology, I’ll note that a “complaint” does not trigger suspension of a
rental permit. That penalty is not triggered until the property owner is “found guilty by admission
or by the Municipal Judge,” and that process subject to due process. In other words, someone
might make a call to Town Hall to complain about parking, but that does not start any count on
the three-strikes provision. A complaint would have to be investigated, a citation issued, and if a
problem is not resolved, it could end up in court. Even then, the Zoning Administrator “may”
suspend the permit, so there is provision for common-sense resolution — encouraging
compliance (as is the practice in other areas under Town jurisdiction) without being
punitive. Enforcement will be by enforcement officers empowered by the Town.
While that clarification is helpful, it is not how the ordinance, as drafted reads. It does not convey the
intent or process clearly. Given the ordinance is the definitive document, more care should be taken in
how those sections are written.
The ordinance lead-in states a desire to establish “minimum requirements”. However, as written the
“penalties” for violation of such requirements are not “minimum”. They are punitive in some cases,
over-reaching in others, and lack clarity regarding provisions for due process that appropriately protect
the rights of the property owners and their agents.
SUPPORT
I strongly support the amendment proposed in Section 2, specifically in(b) (i) (1) stating maximum
occupancy. The Town’s approach seems reasonable and fair in terms of occupancy.
Philosophically, I strongly support ordinances that discourage the ability to cram multiple people and
families into homes or rental units not built or designed for the large numbers.

CONCERNED
I am concerned that certain elements of this ordinance related to violations and responsibility is
overreaching and punitive to the property owner and its designated agents/rental agencies.
Misdemeanor
In Section (4)b. Penalties, “…Any person violating any provision of this section shall be guilty of a
misdemeanor…”
Such is punitive and egregious and without due process as written. It is overreaching and has
ramifications on an individual that is not proportional to the nature of the “violations” as indicated in
(4)a.
I strongly object to this provision as written for the following reasons:
x
x
x
x

Being considered a misdemeanor, which goes on one’s personal record, of “this section” for
“violating any provision of this section” is extremely far-reaching and egregious.
It is not at all in the spirit of the principles stated in the ordinance preamble.
This does not at all address any “due process”.
This is not at all linked to the “three strikes” referenced in the section following.

I do not support this level or nature of penalty.
The above penalty is made that more egregious given the following concerns that are currently outside
the control of the property owners, rental agencies and property managers.

Violation of guests and vehicles in excess of maximum occupancy – who should be held accountable if
advertised and rented subject to such in good faith.
As stated, I support maximum occupancy and vehicle measures.
We want to and do limit the number of people and vehicles for the short-term rental of our home
through advertising, rental agreements, number of passes for vehicles issued by our rental agency,
Coastal Getaways of South Carolina. We take appropriate measures in an attempt to assure such. We
have asked our property manager to meet the renters and stop by as a courtesy check during the rental.
Our rental agency tells us that they perform “drive-bys’ to check on such. It is in our best interest and to
limit the wear and tear on our home to manage such occupancy appropriately as contemplated by the
occupancy limitations of the ordinance.
However, on more than one occasion, the short-term renter has been able to call the gatehouse and
authorized a pass for more vehicles.
My concern is that I, as an owner, would be penalized and severely so (e.g. misdemeanor), for
something out of my control. If a guest is permitted to call in additional passes without my knowledge
or that of my rental agency/property manager, and a complaint and/or violation assessed regarding the
number of vehicles or people at a property, a penalty (currently defined as a misdemeanor) is assessed

against me as a property owner and/or my designated agents when we, in fact, have been working
diligently to be in compliance.
And even if there is a due process (which is not clear in the ordinance), the onus is now on the property
owner and designated agents to demonstrate compliance and potentially, as written, affect our ability
to continue to rent and earn income.
This situation is a result of gaps in elements under the Town and SIPOA control and purview. We as
property owners and our rental agencies work diligently to comply to such limitations (even now before
an ordinance) to the best of our ability. But if guests can call in additional passes, why should we be
penalized?
Until that issue is fully addressed, it would be inappropriate to assess violations and penalties against
property owners, rental agencies and property management companies related to this issue.

Revocation
Section b. (1) vii. The occurrence of any violation which results in death or gross bodily injury….”
“…regardless of whether the violation was committed by property owner, designated agent, local
contact person, renter or guest.”
This is overreaching and unnecessary. We post certain warnings and prohibitions; we carry umbrella
and rental liability insurance to protect ourselves; we are a non-smoking rental. However, we cannot
protect against everything, whether in a rental or in our own home. Someone falling down the stairs,
tripping on a rug, dropping a cigarette (which they are not to have in our home) on the sofa are
accidents and based on the acts of others and not necessarily to any violations of this proposed
ordinance. It is completely unrelated to any provisions within this ordinance and to include such as a
basis for revocation is overreaching.
There is no reason to include such language when the Town has plenty of recourse in the ordinance for
violations as already written excluding this provision.
I am not an attorney. However, I am also concerned that including such potentially extends the
property owner liability to a rental guest for any injury in the rental property even if due to their own
actions. This leaves the property owner open for significant liability completely unrelated to the
objectives of this ordinance.
I do not support inclusion of such language and provision in any fashion in this ordinance.
Overall, the sections related to violations, suspension and revocation are poorly drafted and don’t
appropriate build upon each other or demonstrate clearly a due process and appeals process.
To that end, what happens during due process or an appeals? Does the property owner still have ability
to rent until “proven guilty”?
This is allowing a lot of authority to a Zoning Administrator without clear rights for the property owner
and their designated agents.

CONFUSED
Vehicles
See Section 2, (b)(j) Parking Requirements, 2. On-street parking. This section and subsections following
is quite confusing.
In 2. It refers to on-street parking shall be allowed for “…short-term renters and their guests…”. Why
the reference to “their guests”?
This section with reference to “short-term renters and their guests” raises a more significant issue
around access through the gatehouse. Through our rental agency, we presumably control the number
of vehicles authorized to access Seabrook Island for our rental home for any rental. However, on more
than one occasion, we have had short-term renters call the gatehouse and authorize additional guests
access. I monitor this through the Gate Access App and have called the gatehouse when it occurs albeit
too late as the unauthorized vehicle has already had access.
The Town must address this ongoing issue through better technology and better trained gatehouse staff
the ease of access. Until that occurs, it is difficult as a homeowner of a STR to manage and prevent
additional numbers of guests and vehicles accessing the Town of Seabrook Island under our rental
arrangement without our knowledge.
Until such is addressed, it is inappropriate and unfair to hold the property owner or their designated
agents accountable and liable for any violations in this regard until the Town has fully addressed this
ongoing issue.
Inspections
See Section2, (b)(q) Inspections
Please advise as to what inspections would be necessary with two hours notice. Especially the last line
as it relates to licenses, permits, etc. which does not require access to the short-term rental unit.
If this is in response to an alleged violation related to number of renters or vehicles, how would such
“inspection” determine a violation if short-term renters have guests visiting for the day or evening?
And back to the point regarding access requested by guests and allowed by POA, how do I as a property
owner and my designated agent have control over misuse of the property by the short-term renter if the
Town and POA are not addressing an ongoing issue preceding and potentially causing this ordinance to
be necessary.
Violations, Suspensions, Revocations
Please provide clarification on due process of alleged violations, criteria for suspension and revocation
and cancellation of STR permits. We understand violations of stated rules. However, the rest of this
document appears to give the Zoning Administrator and the Town carte blanche on suspending,
revoking or cancelling STR permits with no due process resulting in the property owner bearing all
punitive and economic risk.

The ordinance provides no specific cure periods or appeals process that would generally be included to
allow for honest oversight or human mistake vs. intent to circumvent the provisions of the ordinance.
Timing
With 30 days notice for a permit to be effective January 1, 2021 and hearing on this topic on November
17, 2020, this seems an aggressive timeline that will make it impossible for all property owners to
comply by January 1, 2021.

IN CONCLUSION
I support maximum occupancy and vehicles. I do not support the current provisions related to penalties
and certain criteria for suspension and revocation of permit as drafted. I find such disproportionate to
the nature of the violations that could occur.
I believe the Town should revisit the wording of those elements and better align the rights of the
property owners and their designated agents with their responsibilities. We are trying to do the right
thing but cannot protect entirely against those short-term renters, who through the POA and Town’s
weak systems, can circumvent the provisions. Monetary penalties may suffice and be easier to assess
against the short-term renters who violate their rental agreements rather than the overly punitive
penalties of misdemeanor, revocation, etc. currently included.

Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Faye Allbritton
Thursday, November 19, 2020 3:34 PM
Joe Cronin
FW: Pending Short-Term Rental Ordinance

Faye Allbritton
Clerk/Treasurer
Town of Seabrook Island
2001 Seabrook Island Road
Seabrook Island, SC 29455
843‐768‐5320
From: Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 10:22 AM
To: Faye Allbritton <fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Cc: Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>
Subject: Fwd: Pending Short‐Term Rental Ordinance
Comment for the record on 2020‐14

Begin forwarded message:
From: Lynne Copple <lynne.copple@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Pending Short-Term Rental Ordinance
Date: November 16, 2020 at 9:29:15 AM EST
To: Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>
Jeri,
First I want to thank you for involving the regimes in this matter. I am glad you revised the age of extra
persons to 2 years! I am also encouraged that you are all forward thinking in this regard to short term
rentals and their impact on our community.
Stay the course and stay healthy!
Lynne Copple
President Tarpon Pond
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Mandy Schlender <mandys1234@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 11:56 AM
Joe Cronin; bfox@townofseabrookisland.org; Jeri Finke; jeri.finke@comcast.net;
foxB@bodyandsoultherapy.com; John Gregg; Skip Crane; Barry Goldstein; Faye Allbritton; rmb333
@gmail.com; jttantillo@gmail.com; dankortsipoa@gmail.com; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
nancneb@aol.com; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com; marc.chafe@comcast.net;
kpeterson@hearst.com; vincentsenarch@aol.com; ronaldtrayer@comcast.net;
dreinhart@bellsouth.com; rayhooverfaia@gmail.com; Doyle George; larrybuchman@gmail.com;
Mandy Schlender
Validity of Comparable Cities & Misdemeanor

Dear Town Council,
I have additional questions on the validity of the “comparable” areas being used to determine the Seabrook’s STR
Ordinance. How can Charleston be considered a comparable area? They have over 7 million visitors a year to the city,
with THOUSANDS of hotel rooms. Commercial Hotels owned by massive corporations should not be used to compare
and set Seabrook’s Occupancy. Who thinks this is legal or even ethical? Plus using Kiawah as a comparable area is also
NOT valid. How can an island with 23,000 square feet of Conference rooms and Conference areas be a comparable area
to Seabrook? Kiawah has 2 large hotels and hundreds more rental units than Seabrook. They bus in hundreds of people
each year for Annual Business Conferences. How can a Committee even believe this is a legal and reasonable
comparison to Seabrook?
Does the Town of Seabrook realize that using a zoning ordinance is extremely unfair. Plus charging a home owner with a
MISDEMEANOR for a minor offense is immoral. Just because you can do it, doesn’t mean you should do it. This type of
charge could lead to significant ramifications for home owners and their places of employment!
In many cases it seems the complaints have arisen out of parking issues, why is an ordinance necessary for this? In other
cases are the residents on the island ABSOLUTELY SURE they were renters, not the property owners themselves that
caused some of the issues? Seabrook had a much higher than normal property owner usage these last 6 months.
Why can't the Town of Seabrook, SIPOA, The Club and Regimes work together and enforce the current rules on the
island?
Please rescind this ordinance completely.
Mandy Schlender Tantillo
iPad
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Melinda Robertson <melindabrobertson@gmail.com>
Sunday, November 8, 2020 4:22 PM
Melinda Robertson; Ian Robertson
Faye Allbritton; John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@sipoa.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com; nancy@cgofsc.com; Stuart Rumph
STR on Seabrook Island

Good afternoon,
We are writing in response to the potential changes in regards to short term rental properties on Seabrook.
We have been owners on Seabrook for 20 years. We rented on Seabrook and other Charleston area communities for
several years before we decided to purchase on Seabrook. In the last several years we have had many friends come
down to Seabrook with us and 4 have bought homes on Seabrook after visiting. We are now in our second home on the
island.
Ultimately our decision to buy on Seabrook came down to rental potential to help offset the cost of owning a vacation
property. To be clear, our purchase was based on the potential for rental income which was encouraged at the time.
Seabrook is such a unique place, as stated on the discoverseabrook website, where rentals are encouraged and
welcomed! We are not Kiawah. We are not Wild Dunes. That was the thing that attracted us to Seabrook in the first
place.
While we appreciate that the proposed changes will still permit short term rentals, there are certain conditions within
the changes that are completely unacceptable. As far as the court proceedings and potential criminal violations that
owners will be exposed to if these changes are approved, we strongly object! They seem targeted and extremely
punitive because they don’t apply equally to owner occupied versus rental homes. Also, the notion that someone can
enter our property within 2 hours notice is extremely alarming and unreasonable. And it only applies to rental
properties? It would seem that having too many people in an non rental owner occupied property would create the
same challenges for the island.
We support many of the proposed changes such as limiting number of vehicles per rental and occupancy per rental
based on number of bedrooms/beds. Fire extinguishers and smoke alarms are essential, and I know that in our case
these are required by our insurance company under our home insurance policy due to ours being a rental property.
Furthermore, we are already required to have a business licence in order to rent out our property, so we are not sure
why a separate licence or annual fee is required? Why not just raise the cost of the existing business licence?
Also, why don’t you meet with the property managers/rental managers and figure out a way to enforce occupancy.
Seabrook has a state of the art electronic gate pass system and there must be a way to limit number of passes per
property per week.
In our case, our rentals are all done through Coastal Getaways of South Carolina, and we have complete trust and faith
in Nancy Buck and her team to take care of our rentals for us. We have been very pleased with the service that Nancy
provides.
1

Is the ultimate plan to make renting on Seabrook obsolete one day? Or are these new restrictions being put in place with
plans to still encourage and support rentals on the island?
Full time residents, part time residents, owners who rent their properties, owners who don’t and renters all contribute
to the overall health and success of our island TOGETHER.
In closing, we are very concerned that the conditions of your new proposals will create insurmountable challenges for
us, and potentially force us to sell our property. Our primary concern is the enforcement issue and the ramifications for
non‐resident owners. If found in violation, we would receive a misdemeanour and a criminal record and have to appear
in front of a judge for a hearing to dispute. Does this not feel a little excessive, if not draconian?
Seabrook is the place where we meet as a family, spend the winter, entertain friends and grow old. We have more than
20 years invested on Seabrook, a history and love for the island and enduring friendships. We are equity members in the
Club. We have been through assessments, rebuilding of facilities and hurricanes. These proposed changes seem
extremely out of character for Seabrook and feel divisive and without a sense of community.
It is our hope that we can find a way forward with a spirit of inclusiveness and unity to help keep Seabrook the treasure
that it is, while protecting the right to enjoy the island for everyone.
Kindest regards
Melinda & Ian Robertson
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Michael Asnip <michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com>
Friday, November 6, 2020 10:09 AM
'Nancy Buck'; John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; jwilson@dunesproperties.com
kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; bcoppel@earthlink.net; buckohiou@aol.com
RE: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

To All,
Nancy has asked many penetrating and important questions that should be answered clearly by those putting forward
and promoting this ordinance. While I am also very concerned about appropriate and legal processes being followed the
consequences of this action are my major concerns.
These changes will gradually fundamentally change the culture of Seabrook Island. The family nature of the island will be
stunted by limiting occupancy, parking. The addition of significant penalties will complicate and confuse the purchasing
decisions of those looking at second and vacation homes. The perceived value, resale prices, numbers of units sold, and
appreciation will all be negatively affected by the what if consequences of this ordinance.
As is so typical in private gated communities the cry of a vocal small minority and the activist response to solve those
concerns can have long lasting drastic effects on values and viability of communities and clubs alike.
The concerns that have a risen can be handled with in the frame work of local regulations already on the books with
local authorities and the POA. Many of you who live here now enjoyed the vibe, advantages, and values that the
Seabrook experience gave you, your family and friends when you were vacationers and visitors here. Those experiences
led many of you to ultimately buy here. This ordinance will change the experiences of members, their families and
friends, as well as future snowbirds, guests and vacationers.
I advise you all to speak up in opposition to this ordinance.

Michael
Michael Asnip
Chief Operating Officer & Broker‐in‐Charge
Seabrook Island Real Estate Company
1002 Landfall Way
Seabrook Island SC 29455
C) 843‐696‐8059
O) 843‐768‐7765
michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com
From: Nancy Buck [mailto:nancneb@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, November 6, 2020 7:49 AM
To: jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org; scrane@townofseabrookisland.org; jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org;
pfox@townofseabrookisland.org; bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org; jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com; hpaton@SIPOA.org;
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ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com; jwilson@dunesproperties.com
Cc: kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; bcoppel@earthlink.net; buckohiou@aol.com
Subject: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

After reading over the proposed ordinance for short-term rentals, I have included the Seabrook Island
Club (SIC), Seabrook Island Real Estate (SIRE), Dunes Properties, and Seabrook Island Property
Owners Association (SIPOA) on this email so my concerns are expressed to everyone at once.
I would like to know the impetus for this ordinance. I understand there were complaints this year
about too many people on the island. How did you know if the complaint was for a rental unit or an
owner occupied one? With COVID, there were more owner occupied homes this year. The island
was crowded and many owners had family/friends visiting. In April, there was a ban on short-term
rentals (per the Town of Seabrook), yet complaints continued on the Next Door application. These
were owners using their homes.
If a complaint is made on the number of cars/people at a property, this constitutes a penalty
according to the ordinance as it is currently written. Coastal Getaways of SC limits the number of
cars to the number of bedrooms in a property - less if there are parking limitations. We also have
occupancy limitations per rental. SIPOA permits guests to call in passes when they are renting
properties. We have had multiple discussions with SIPOA for years on this issue. How can an owner
be penalized if SIPOA permits the guest to call additional passes without the knowledge of the
owner/rental agency. A misdemeanor goes on a person’s legal record - the ramifications are
widespread. Does SIPOA security have the authority to issue penalties or does the town have to hire
someone? Does the sheriff's office have to be called in?
Three complaints in 24 months can result in rentals being banned for 60 days. That could be a fine
worth $20k - $80k, if it is over June/July/August time frame. Are owners banned from renting while
they are appealing the charges? Are homes that do not rent fall under the same restrictions - number
of cars? People? What happens if an owner is in their home during a complaint - it is not a rental at
that time?
Who is going to purchase property here on Seabrook Island when word gets out about this
ordinance? A large percentage of first time buyers rent their properties for 3 - 5 years to help offset
costs before moving here permanently. We would never have purchased our first property here - we
have now purchased five over the years. The Club receives a large percentage of their operating
budget from home sales and rental guests. If there is no rental revenue, dues will be raised
exorbitantly. We receive complaints about the high cost of fees here already - imagine what they
would be without rental guests.
Several owners have been told the purpose of this ordinance is to ensure safety. If safety is the
primary reason for this ordinance, why not make it for the Town of Seabrook Island owners, not just
those who rent. Why not link these issues with the purchase of their business license rather than
adopting an ordinance?
Non-residents pay the same fees as residents for island access. They are continuously left out of any
decisions here on Seabrook Island. Was everyone notified of this ordinance? It is my understanding
any proposed ordinance must be advertised and those effected notified. Please let me know when
and how non-residents were notified. Does state law require three readings? Does a zoom
"meeting" where no one can ask questions constitute a hearing required for an ordinance? Where
should questions be sent? Will they be addressed in the meeting for others to respond? I just
received this months copy of The Island Connection - no mention or notification of this ordinance in it.
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Finally - be careful what you wish for. If you are gearing towards banning short-term rentals (and this
is exactly what this ordinance does with the penalties as stated), then you may get more owners
moving in to their homes - and the island will be more crowded than ever. Sales will drop, property
values will plummet, and Club fees will go sky high. It is a vicious circle - one unintentional act can
have severe adverse effects.
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Michael Asnip <michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com>
Monday, November 9, 2020 12:04 PM
'Jeri Finke'; 'Nancy Buck'; John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; jwilson@dunesproperties.com
Teamsire@seabrookislandrealestate.com
RE: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

Jeri,
Thank you for your thoughtful response. I have added additional thoughts of my own in green below.

Michael
Michael Asnip
Chief Operating Officer & Broker‐in‐Charge
Seabrook Island Real Estate Company
1002 Landfall Way
Seabrook Island SC 29455
C) 843‐696‐8059
O) 843‐768‐7765
michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com
From: Jeri Finke [mailto:jeri.finke@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, November 6, 2020 1:47 PM
To: Michael Asnip <michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com>
Cc: Joe Cronin <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>; Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>; John Gregg
<jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>; Skip Crane <scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>; Barry Goldstein
<bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>; Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>; Faye Allbritton
<fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Subject: Re: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

Michael:
Thank you for adding your comments to the discussion about the short-term rental ordinance pending before the
Seabrook Island Town Council. Your comments will be added to the public record. The comments I have
added below are my own as a Council member in support of the ordinance, but they do not speak for the entire
Council.
Jeri Finke

On Nov 6, 2020, at 10:09 AM, Michael Asnip <michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com>
wrote:
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To All,
Nancy has asked many penetrating and important questions that should be answered clearly by those
putting forward and promoting this ordinance. While I am also very concerned about appropriate and
legal processes being followed the consequences of this action are my major concerns.

It does bother me that there seems to be a veiled suggestion that Town Council has not followed the law in
considering this issue. As I relayed to Nancy Buck in my response to her, one thing I am certain of is the
Mayor’s and the Town’s staff's adamant and consistent adherence to statutory procedure, including the state’s
FOIA rules. It was not my intention to question the legality of the process of the council. I am not a lawyer and
not familiar with the chain of notices, readings and votes required by the towns statutes but it seems to me this
is moving unnecessarily fast which makes it a challenge for the greater Seabrook resident and non-resident
community alike to meaningfully engage. I would think that the highest and best procedure would be to get the
input from the greatest number of owners/members and residents/non-residents possible. Just because a course
of action is legal it does not follow that it is best, most considerate, and inclusive course. I believe a change like
this should strive to achieve full disclosure to the maximum audience possible of those affected
These changes will gradually fundamentally change the culture of Seabrook Island. The family nature of
the island will be stunted by limiting occupancy, parking. How do minimal safety requirements, the

most basic of parking rules, and reasonable occupancy limits based on existing County Records
change the family nature of our island? You cannot logically argue that simply saying a property
sleeps 10 rather than 12 or 14 deters someone from coming to the island. Actually, I can. This is
my area of expertise. Limiting parking and occupancy does not determine a safety level. Each owner
should and does consider the liability exposure and maintenance risk they are willing to face. I don’t
think it is our responsibility to determine how many guests can occupy a bedroom. I don’t believe it is a
safety concern nor is the limitation a safety benefit. The cost of having to rent a second property to
accommodate a larger family directly impacts rent ability and revenue of a property. For the community
entities it impacts tax collection and amenity fees.
The addition of significant penalties will complicate and confuse the purchasing decisions of those
looking at purchasing second and vacation homes. The perceived value, resale prices, numbers of units
sold, and appreciation will all be negatively affected by the “what if” consequences of this ordinance.

There are already penalties in the Town Code for violations of the required business license,
which have not been put forth, as you say, as a “what if” deterrent. Additional regulations of
significant fines and possible loss of use, for even reported violations, impacts the possible cost
of ownership. I want to stress that Council is not banning, nor has it expressed any desire to ban
STRs. Resident owners limiting the use of non- residents property is a slippery slope.
Historically regulation begets more regulation. In fact, the language of the
proposed ordinance recognizes the economic importance of STRs to the island and to the
property owners who rent their properties for the income. If an STR follows the most basic of
rules and operates in a safe and neighborly manner, they have nothing to worry about — it’s
business as usual.
From Council’s, resident owners, and neighbors perspective it may be business as usual but it
emphatically Is Not business as usual far from it. If regulation means I now must advertise my
home as occupying 10 people instead of 14 I can’t realize as much seasonal or annual revenue
because I can’t charge a 14 person occupancy rate for a 10 occupancy property. My home is no
more safe nor the community I just have less income. Having to face the loss of potentially tens
of thousands of dollars because my property has been charged as a violator (not yet found to be
guilty) is certainly not business as usual
2

As is so typical in private gated communities the cry of a vocal small minority and the activist response
to solve those concerns can have long lasting drastic effects on values and viability of communities and
clubs alike. The pending ordinance would bring Seabrook Island in line with safety and

other “best practices” rules for STRs already enacted in neighboring communities. Of note,
Kiawah Island’s real estate sales have skyrocketed in the last few months despite enactment of
its far, far more restrictive STR ordinance, which even includes rental caps. The sales of all
properties in the Charleston area have sky rocketed
****This is important Kiawah’s business model is totally different than ours they are a
resort with hundreds of rental rooms owned by the resort. They by regulation are limiting
private owners ability to rent so it does not impact the occupancy rate and revenue of the
resorts rooms. Kiawah sees privately owned rental units as cometitors.
The concerns that have a risen can be handled with in the frame work of local regulations already on the
books with local authorities and the POA. This is an incorrect statement. There is no substantial

requirements in the current Town code on STRs beyond the requirement of a business license.
And legal and jurisdictional issues limit SIPOAs ability to address certain issues. So property
owners impacted by some rental problems have been frustrated for several years as they were
bounced back and forth between the Town and SIPOA by being told “it’s not our jurisdiction"
or there is "no authority on the books to address the problem." The pending ordinance is being
proposed to help remedy that situation. No remedy is necessary. If the neighbors our rowdy,
disturbing the peace, you can call the sheriff and they can address it. The same is true regarding
unsafe operation of a motor vehicle. The sheriff can address these with an innocent until proven
guilty approach unlike this proposed ordinance. Many of you who live here now enjoyed the vibe,
advantages, and values that the Seabrook experience gave you, your family and friends when you were
vacationers and visitors here. Those experiences led many of you to ultimately buy here. This ordinance
will change the experiences of members, their families and friends, as well as future snowbirds, guests
and vacationers. You have the right to this opinion, but based on the actual language of the

pending ordinance your comments read as unfounded speculation. I have lived and worked in
resort, residential private community sales, marketing and management for my entire career,
almost 40 years. It is my history and experience that is the foundation of my opinion.
I advise you all to speak up in opposition to this ordinance.
I would advise passage of this ordinance be delayed until meaningful time has passed for residents
and non‐residents can be informed and consider the ramifications and merits of this ordinance.

Michael
Michael Asnip
Chief Operating Officer & Broker‐in‐Charge
Seabrook Island Real Estate Company
1002 Landfall Way
Seabrook Island SC 29455
C) 843‐696‐8059
O) 843‐768‐7765
michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com
From: Nancy Buck [mailto:nancneb@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, November 6, 2020 7:49 AM
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To: jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org; scrane@townofseabrookisland.org; jfinke@townofseabrookislan
d.org; pfox@townofseabrookisland.org; bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org; jcronin@townofseabro
okisland.org; dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com; hpa
ton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com; jwilson@dunesproper
ties.com
Cc: kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; bcoppel@earthlink.net; buckohiou@aol.com
Subject: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

After reading over the proposed ordinance for short-term rentals, I have included the
Seabrook Island Club (SIC), Seabrook Island Real Estate (SIRE), Dunes Properties,
and Seabrook Island Property Owners Association (SIPOA) on this email so my
concerns are expressed to everyone at once.
I would like to know the impetus for this ordinance. I understand there were complaints
this year about too many people on the island. How did you know if the complaint was
for a rental unit or an owner occupied one? With COVID, there were more owner
occupied homes this year. The island was crowded and many owners had
family/friends visiting. In April, there was a ban on short-term rentals (per the Town of
Seabrook), yet complaints continued on the Next Door application. These were owners
using their homes.
If a complaint is made on the number of cars/people at a property, this constitutes a
penalty according to the ordinance as it is currently written. Coastal Getaways of SC
limits the number of cars to the number of bedrooms in a property - less if there are
parking limitations. We also have occupancy limitations per rental. SIPOA permits
guests to call in passes when they are renting properties. We have had multiple
discussions with SIPOA for years on this issue. How can an owner be penalized if
SIPOA permits the guest to call additional passes without the knowledge of the
owner/rental agency. A misdemeanor goes on a person’s legal record - the
ramifications are widespread. Does SIPOA security have the authority to issue
penalties or does the town have to hire someone? Does the sheriff's office have to be
called in?
Three complaints in 24 months can result in rentals being banned for 60 days. That
could be a fine worth $20k - $80k, if it is over June/July/August time frame. Are owners
banned from renting while they are appealing the charges? Are homes that do not rent
fall under the same restrictions - number of cars? People? What happens if an owner
is in their home during a complaint - it is not a rental at that time?
Who is going to purchase property here on Seabrook Island when word gets out about
this ordinance? A large percentage of first time buyers rent their properties for 3 - 5
years to help offset costs before moving here permanently. We would never have
purchased our first property here - we have now purchased five over the years. The
Club receives a large percentage of their operating budget from home sales and rental
guests. If there is no rental revenue, dues will be raised exorbitantly. We receive
complaints about the high cost of fees here already - imagine what they would be
without rental guests.
Several owners have been told the purpose of this ordinance is to ensure safety. If
safety is the primary reason for this ordinance, why not make it for the Town of
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Seabrook Island owners, not just those who rent. Why not link these issues with the
purchase of their business license rather than adopting an ordinance?
Non-residents pay the same fees as residents for island access. They are continuously
left out of any decisions here on Seabrook Island. Was everyone notified of this
ordinance? It is my understanding any proposed ordinance must be advertised and
those effected notified. Please let me know when and how non-residents were
notified. Does state law require three readings? Does a zoom "meeting" where no one
can ask questions constitute a hearing required for an ordinance? Where should
questions be sent? Will they be addressed in the meeting for others to respond? I just
received this month’s copy of The Island Connection - no mention or notification of this
ordinance in it.
Finally - be careful what you wish for. If you are gearing towards banning short-term
rentals (and this is exactly what this ordinance does with the penalties as stated), then
you may get more owners moving in to their homes - and the island will be more
crowded than ever. Sales will drop, property values will plummet, and Club fees will go
sky high. It is a vicious circle - one unintentional act can have severe adverse effects.
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

mike staed <mikestaed@gmail.com>
Monday, November 9, 2020 7:51 AM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; Caleb Elledge; hpaton@sipoa.org;
ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com; jwilson@dunesproperties.com; Faye
Allbritton; nancy@cgofsc.com
Proposed Ordinance

We have been villa owners at Seabrook for 5 years spending the winter months on the island away from our home in
West Michigan. A significant driver in our decision to purchase in 2015 was the rental income opportunity of our
Spinnaker given its proximity to the ocean and positioning on the golf course.
While I can certainly support the recent changes to appropriately manage occupancy and the requirement to provide
smoke alarms and fire extinguishers, the apparent proposal on parking causes me angst. I don't know the extent of the
options you've considered but I don't think this proposal is wise. If enacted this proposal will create many unnecessary
burdens, decrease home values, and prompt owners like me to sell.
I hope you will reconsider the proposal and work with the property rental companies, real estate firms, SIPOA, and
homeowners to craft a more palatable solution. Thanks for your work in keeping Seabrook a great place to live.
Mike Staed
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
Friday, November 6, 2020 7:49 AM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com
kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; bcoppel@earthlink.net; buckohiou@aol.com
Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

After reading over the proposed ordinance for short-term rentals, I have included the Seabrook Island
Club (SIC), Seabrook Island Real Estate (SIRE), Dunes Properties, and Seabrook Island Property
Owners Association (SIPOA) on this email so my concerns are expressed to everyone at once.
I would like to know the impetus for this ordinance. I understand there were complaints this year
about too many people on the island. How did you know if the complaint was for a rental unit or an
owner occupied one? With COVID, there were more owner occupied homes this year. The island
was crowded and many owners had family/friends visiting. In April, there was a ban on short-term
rentals (per the Town of Seabrook), yet complaints continued on the Next Door application. These
were owners using their homes.
If a complaint is made on the number of cars/people at a property, this constitutes a penalty
according to the ordinance as it is currently written. Coastal Getaways of SC limits the number of
cars to the number of bedrooms in a property - less if there are parking limitations. We also have
occupancy limitations per rental. SIPOA permits guests to call in passes when they are renting
properties. We have had multiple discussions with SIPOA for years on this issue. How can an owner
be penalized if SIPOA permits the guest to call additional passes without the knowledge of the
owner/rental agency. A misdemeanor goes on a person’s legal record - the ramifications are
widespread. Does SIPOA security have the authority to issue penalties or does the town have to hire
someone? Does the sheriff's office have to be called in?
Three complaints in 24 months can result in rentals being banned for 60 days. That could be a fine
worth $20k - $80k, if it is over June/July/August time frame. Are owners banned from renting while
they are appealing the charges? Are homes that do not rent fall under the same restrictions - number
of cars? People? What happens if an owner is in their home during a complaint - it is not a rental at
that time?
Who is going to purchase property here on Seabrook Island when word gets out about this
ordinance? A large percentage of first time buyers rent their properties for 3 - 5 years to help offset
costs before moving here permanently. We would never have purchased our first property here - we
have now purchased five over the years. The Club receives a large percentage of their operating
budget from home sales and rental guests. If there is no rental revenue, dues will be raised
exorbitantly. We receive complaints about the high cost of fees here already - imagine what they
would be without rental guests.
Several owners have been told the purpose of this ordinance is to ensure safety. If safety is the
primary reason for this ordinance, why not make it for the Town of Seabrook Island owners, not just
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those who rent. Why not link these issues with the purchase of their business license rather than
adopting an ordinance?
Non-residents pay the same fees as residents for island access. They are continuously left out of any
decisions here on Seabrook Island. Was everyone notified of this ordinance? It is my understanding
any proposed ordinance must be advertised and those effected notified. Please let me know when
and how non-residents were notified. Does state law require three readings? Does a zoom
"meeting" where no one can ask questions constitute a hearing required for an ordinance? Where
should questions be sent? Will they be addressed in the meeting for others to respond? I just
received this months copy of The Island Connection - no mention or notification of this ordinance in it.
Finally - be careful what you wish for. If you are gearing towards banning short-term rentals (and this
is exactly what this ordinance does with the penalties as stated), then you may get more owners
moving in to their homes - and the island will be more crowded than ever. Sales will drop, property
values will plummet, and Club fees will go sky high. It is a vicious circle - one unintentional act can
have severe adverse effects.
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
Saturday, November 7, 2020 9:07 AM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com
kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; bcoppel@earthlink.net; buckohiou@aol.com
Town Of Seabrook Ordinance

Nancy
You may be well aware of this. It came to my attention that property
owners are selling gate passes. During the worst of the pandemic
when other area beaches were either closed or had limited access,
this certainly drove up the crowded conditions on SBI. This is
further complicated by the fact that multiple vehicles can use the
same QR code for access. That makes tracking who is issuing passes
and who comes on the island impossible to track. One gate pass
could be many cars.
It would seem to me to be a very easy coding change to the new high
tech GateAccess system we have to make each QR code singular and
distinct and no longer valid once the intended recipient has it
scanned and gets their paper pass.
Maybe working abuse of access to our island is a better first step
toward curbing over crowdedness than penalizing owners who a
merely trying to rent their properties in a reasonable fashion!
Kyle
Sent from my iPhone
From Kyle Tucci - owner of 3702 Bonita Court
Take care,
Nancy
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
Saturday, November 7, 2020 9:26 AM
jeri.finke@comcast.net; nancNEB@aol.com
Joe Cronin; Patricia Fox; John Gregg; Skip Crane; Barry Goldstein; jeri.finke@comcast.net; Faye
Allbritton
Re: Responding to your STR email

Thank you Jeri! I appreciate it and am glad the car issue is not a violation offense. The misdemeanor charge concerns
me. Do our security officers have the right to charge a guest or does the sheriff need to be called in each time? Will the
Town's attorney be there for each hearing? Obviously non-residents would have to come in town to dispute it. Are both
owner and rental management company charged each time? We handle 180 properties - definitely a concern if 3 strikes
you're out. Is this per property or per management company?
Take care,
Nancy
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com

-----Original Message----From: Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>
To: Nancy Buck <nancNEB@aol.com>
Cc: Joe Cronin <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>; Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>; John Gregg
<jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>; Skip Crane <scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>; Barry Goldstein
<bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>; Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>; Faye Allbritton
<fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Sent: Sat, Nov 7, 2020 9:14 am
Subject: Re: Responding to your STR email
Nancy:
Thanks so much for the additional comments and questions.
First, I completely share your frustration with the guest pass situation at the gate, and I wish I understood why SIPOA
seems unable to address the issue. You’ve worked on it, COVAR has been trying to negotiate a solution, and others have
repeatedly asked for better and more transparent controls at the gate. It is a mystery to me why a remedy cannot be
found. But when talking about the gate issue as related to the pending STR ordinance, I want to be sure we are talking
apples to apples.
The ordinance does NOT restrict the number of vehicles that may be at a rental property, it only requires that a rental property have a
minimum of one off-street parking space. The ordinance then outlines some basic, common-sense restrictions on where not to park —
don’t park in front of a fire hydrant, park in the direction of traffic, don’t park in a no-parking zone, don’t block emergency vehicles,
don’t block an intersection or access to a neighboring property, don’t park on a lawn, sidewalk, median, or pathway. Our research
suggests that clear and advertised occupancy limits help with the number of cars that show up per property, but the ordinance does not
place a numerical limit on parked cars. In other words, no STR property owner is going to get dinged by the Town because we were
out there simply counting cars. (Please note that if you are looking at the ordinance as discussed by Council at our October meeting,
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Section 2.2.j.2.i has already been deleted. That section referenced overnight parking times; it slipped in for Council discussion but was
removed by unanimous vote.)
And, yes, you make a valid point that many rules should logically apply island-wide, parking being one, but this ordinance is tackling
issues associated with the STR business. And we can’t enforce anything against any possible “problem properties,” unless we have
something on the books to enforce.
And to answer your question about carbon monoxide detectors, an-all-electric/no-propane property would not be required to have one
unless there is an attached garage.
Again, many thanks ...
Later,
Jeri

On Nov 6, 2020, at 3:56 PM, Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com> wrote:
Thank you Jeri. I appreciate it and do appreciate the correspondence and cooperation with the Town. I
have no issues with occupancy levels - there does need to be a limit, and the fire extinguishers, smoke
detectors are definitely needed. Every property doesn't need a carbon monoxide detector correct - that
was determined unless they have a propane tank? Just making sure.
Please see my responses below in Blue:
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
Saturday, November 7, 2020 9:26 AM
jeri.finke@comcast.net; nancNEB@aol.com
Joe Cronin; Patricia Fox; John Gregg; Skip Crane; Barry Goldstein; jeri.finke@comcast.net; Faye
Allbritton
Re: Responding to your STR email

Thank you Jeri! I appreciate it and am glad the car issue is not a violation offense. The misdemeanor charge concerns
me. Do our security officers have the right to charge a guest or does the sheriff need to be called in each time? Will the
Town's attorney be there for each hearing? Obviously non-residents would have to come in town to dispute it. Are both
owner and rental management company charged each time? We handle 180 properties - definitely a concern if 3 strikes
you're out. Is this per property or per management company?
Take care,
Nancy
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com

-----Original Message----From: Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>
To: Nancy Buck <nancNEB@aol.com>
Cc: Joe Cronin <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>; Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>; John Gregg
<jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>; Skip Crane <scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>; Barry Goldstein
<bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>; Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>; Faye Allbritton
<fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Sent: Sat, Nov 7, 2020 9:14 am
Subject: Re: Responding to your STR email
Nancy:
Thanks so much for the additional comments and questions.
First, I completely share your frustration with the guest pass situation at the gate, and I wish I understood why SIPOA
seems unable to address the issue. You’ve worked on it, COVAR has been trying to negotiate a solution, and others have
repeatedly asked for better and more transparent controls at the gate. It is a mystery to me why a remedy cannot be
found. But when talking about the gate issue as related to the pending STR ordinance, I want to be sure we are talking
apples to apples.
The ordinance does NOT restrict the number of vehicles that may be at a rental property, it only requires that a rental property have a
minimum of one off-street parking space. The ordinance then outlines some basic, common-sense restrictions on where not to park —
don’t park in front of a fire hydrant, park in the direction of traffic, don’t park in a no-parking zone, don’t block emergency vehicles,
don’t block an intersection or access to a neighboring property, don’t park on a lawn, sidewalk, median, or pathway. Our research
suggests that clear and advertised occupancy limits help with the number of cars that show up per property, but the ordinance does not
place a numerical limit on parked cars. In other words, no STR property owner is going to get dinged by the Town because we were
out there simply counting cars. (Please note that if you are looking at the ordinance as discussed by Council at our October meeting,
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Section 2.2.j.2.i has already been deleted. That section referenced overnight parking times; it slipped in for Council discussion but was
removed by unanimous vote.)
And, yes, you make a valid point that many rules should logically apply island-wide, parking being one, but this ordinance is tackling
issues associated with the STR business. And we can’t enforce anything against any possible “problem properties,” unless we have
something on the books to enforce.
And to answer your question about carbon monoxide detectors, an-all-electric/no-propane property would not be required to have one
unless there is an attached garage.
Again, many thanks ...
Later,
Jeri

On Nov 6, 2020, at 3:56 PM, Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com> wrote:
Thank you Jeri. I appreciate it and do appreciate the correspondence and cooperation with the Town. I
have no issues with occupancy levels - there does need to be a limit, and the fire extinguishers, smoke
detectors are definitely needed. Every property doesn't need a carbon monoxide detector correct - that
was determined unless they have a propane tank? Just making sure.
Please see my responses below in Blue:
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
Monday, November 9, 2020 8:32 AM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com; kat@seabrookexclusives.com
kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; bcoppel@earthlink.net; buckohiou@aol.com
Town of Seabrook Ordinance

Good Morning,
Under the current ordinance - rentals must cease while an appeal is underway. I always thought in our judicial system
you were deemed innocent until proven guilty. Even the Kiawah ordinance allows rentals to continue while an appeal is
underway. Under the Seabrook ordinance, you must cease operations immediately. So what happens to the tenant that
arguably has not caused a violation? Do you just require the tenant to leave? What about the lost rental income while the
violation is being appealed?
Have the consequences of this ordinance, under the current way it is written, been thoroughly thought out and looked
at? The Town is setting itself up for a mess. Has an agreement been reached with the POA - unless they are willing to
enforce this - and the gate for access - I cannot see it surviving the legal challenges that are bound to come.
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com

1

Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
Monday, November 9, 2020 8:41 AM
kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; jeri.finke@comcast.net; Patricia Fox; John Gregg; Skip Crane; Barry
Goldstein
kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; Joe Cronin; Faye Allbritton; dankortsipoa@gmail.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com; buckohiou@aol.com; notifications@system.striven.com;
marinerconstruction@gmail.com; marc.chafe@comcast.net; ebreen@earthlink.net;
jjsesody@icloud.com; kathy@kccreativeinc.com; kim12922@gmail.com;
MDelleBovi@benchmarkgrp.com; nancy@cgofsc.com; taleman@deloitte.com; eherbick@aol.com;
Ccrawford@ravenelassociates.com; Cathy Patterson; kat@seabrookexclusives.com
Re: Responding to your STR email

Coastal Getaways is respectfully requesting that the 2nd reading of the STR ordinance and the public hearing be
delayed for a period of at least 60 days to adequately notify property owners and amend this ordinance as described
below.
Take care,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com

-----Original Message----From: Doyle George <kdoylegeorge@gmail.com>
To: Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>; jeri.finke@comcast.net <jeri.finke@comcast.net>; pfox@townofseabrookisland.org
<pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>; jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org <jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>;
scrane@townofseabrookisland.org <scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>; bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org
<bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>
Cc: K Doyle George <kdoylegeorge@gmail.com>; jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org
<jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>; fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org <fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>;
dankortsipoa@gmail.com; jwilson@dunesproperties.com; buckohiou@aol.com; notifications@system.striven.com; Brad
Kalota <marinerconstruction@gmail.com>; J Marc Chafe <marc.chafe@comcast.net>; ebreen@earthlink.net;
jjsesody@icloud.com; kathy@kccreativeinc.com; kim12922@gmail.com; MDelleBovi@benchmarkgrp.com;
nancy@cgofsc.com; taleman@deloitte.com; eherbick@aol.com; Chase Crawford <Ccrawford@ravenelassociates.com>;
Cathy Patterson <PNCPATT@aol.com>
Sent: Sun, Nov 8, 2020 10:19 pm
Subject: Re: Responding to your STR email

Nancy Buck & Members of Town Council:
When Jeri Finke says the following, there is an explanation:
"First, I completely share your frustration with the guest pass situation at the gate, and I wish I understood why
SIPOA seems unable to address the issue. You’ve worked on it, COVAR has been trying to negotiate a solution,
and others have repeatedly asked for better and more transparent controls at the gate. It is a mystery to me why a
remedy cannot be found.” The fact is that SIPOA cannot set a maximum number of gate passes without
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amending SIPOA’s CC&R’s and Rules and Regulations which would require this issue be considered by all
Seabrook Island property owners.
Please see the attached email from Guy Gimson, the president of SIPOA in 2019, regarding the ability of SIPOA to
set a maximum number of gate passes under SIPOA’s CC&R’s and Rules and Regulations. Mr. Gimson agreed with
me that SIPOA cannot do so without amending these governing documents.
It is true that the STR ordinance (2020-14) does not set limits on the number of vehicles allowed to access the gate,
but Section 5.20.30 (b)(1) entitled “General requirements for short-term rental units” does establish “on-street
parking” requirements and other general requirements under subparagraphs (b)(1)(j) 2, 3 and 4 that are significantly
different than the parking requirements applicable to all residents of Seabrook under SIPOA’s Rules and
Regulations (Section III (E) (1) through (12)), a copy of which is attached. These STR parking requirements are
more and, in certain cases, less restrictive than the temporary/short-term parking restrictions on pages 18 and 19 of
SIPOA’s Rules. Compare SIPOA’s prohibition against parking within 50’ of a fire hydrant under subsection (E)(1)(c)
to the STR’s prohibition against parking within 15’ of a fire hydrant under subparagraph (b)(1)(j)(2)(iii).
SIPOA has adopted specific temporary/short-term parking restrictions that are applicable to all Seabrook residents,
and the STR ordinance’s restrictions are inconsistent with SIPOA’s parking restrictions.
Violations of parking restrictions can be dealt with by amending SIPOA’s governing documents applicable to all
Seabrook Island property owners, or requiring specific regimes that are experiencing parking problems to enforce
their own restrictions.
Most importantly, under subparagraph (4)(a)(1) of Section 5.20.30 (b)(1)(q) which defines “Violations,” it is
an offense to “[o]perate a short-term rental unit without complying with the conditions and requirements of
this section and any other provision of the Town Code.” The penalty for noncompliance
under subparagraph (4)(b) is a misdemeanor. This broad language includes parking violations, failure to
comply with the maximum occupancy limits, safety requirements, obtaining a South Carolina Retail
License, and payment of state and local taxes such as State and local sales taxes, State accommodations
tax and Charleston County accommodations tax, in addition to all of the other compliance requirements set
out in subparagraphs (4)(2 through10).

“b. Penalties. Any person violating any provision of this section shall be guilty of a
misdemeanor and subject to the enforcement provisions of Article 18. Punishment
for any violation shall not relieve the offender of any liability for delinquent taxes,
penalties, and any other costs.”
In addition to specific short-term rental restrictions, the Town of Seabrook has created an additional
criminal penalty enforceable by the town for failure to obtain a South Carolina Retail License, and payment
of state and local taxes, both of which are governed by South Carolina statutes. The State has adequate
civil and criminal penalties to enforce these license and tax payment provisions. Arguably, these provisions
of the STR ordinance have been preempted because the State statutory scheme “so thoroughly and
pervasively covers the subject as to occupy the field"…. and “the subject mandates statewide uniformity.”
Aakjer v. City of Myrtle Beach, 388 S.C. 129, 694 S. E. 2d 213, 215 (S.C. 2010). See, South Carolina State
Ports Authority v. Jasper County, 368 S.C. 388, 397, 629 S.E.2d 624, 628 (2006); Red Bluff Trade Center, LLC
v. Horry County, Case No.: 4:17-cv-03354-SAL, pages 11-13 (D. S.C. 2020).
I am a North Carolina attorney, and not licensed to practice law in South Carolina. I suggest that the Town
check these citations with the Town’s attorney, Stephen L. Brown at Young Clement Rivers, LLP.
We have been told this STR ordinance was partly based on Kiawah’s STR (copy attached). There are significant
differences. For example, under Section 15-804 called “Rental Business License,” subparagraph (c) provides that a
license holder “shall provide proof of accommodation tax payments for the previous year at the time of
license renewal. Failure to pay all required accommodation taxes constitutes grounds to not renew a rental business
license.” A license holder does not commit a misdemeanor, as is the case under the Seabrook STR. Failure to
obtain a South Carolina Retail License, and payment of state and local taxes is not penalized. In addition, the
Kiawah STR under Section 15-806(d) only limits the number of vehicles permitted for overnight parking, not onstreet parking during all hours.The Seabrook STR attempts to cover off-street and on-street parking at all times.
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A key difference is that a suspension or revocation of a STR permit under Seabrook’s ordinance is effective
immediately upon receipt of a notice of suspension under subparagraph (5)(a)(3) or revocation under
(5)(b)(3) and rental operations are required to “immediately cease” even though appealed to the Board of
Zoning Appeals under subparagraph (5)(d). Under Section 15-810 of the Kiawah STR, a revocation,
suspension or denial of a STR license may be appealed to the town council and a timely appeal stays the
revocation, suspension or denial pending a decision by the Town Council. This is a substantial protection
to property owners who might otherwise be subjected to a delay until an application could be approved for
reinstatement after a violation, or a minimum 60 day suspension for 3 or more violations within
the preceding 12 month period, or a 12 month revocation for 2 or more suspensions within any 24
month period. These are punitive and could result in a substantial loss of income even if the violation is
shown not to have occurred after an appropriate appeal.
Finally, it is unclear if the Town of Seabrook has provided adequate notice of the Planning Commission meeting
and the first reading of the STR ordinance by City Council on October 27, 2020, as required under S.C. Code
Section 6-29-760, a copy of which is attached. Did the town maintain a list of groups that have expressed an interest
in being informed of zoning proceedings? If so, the state statute requires notice of such meetings to be mailed to
these groups. Was this done? Will a landowner be allowed to present oral or written comments to the Town
Council? As I understand the proceedings, only written comments will be permitted, and there will be no
participation allowed by interested landowners or the public in the virtual Zoom meeting on November 17th.
It is my intention to submit written comments regarding this STR prior to the 2nd reading of the STR ordinance.
Given the absence of effective notice to full time residents and non-residents of Seabrook Island, I respectfully
request that the 2nd reading of the STR ordinance and the public hearing be delayed for a period of at least 60 days
to adequately notify property owners and amend this ordinance as described above.
Sincerely,
K Doyle George
Attorney-At-law
6729 Fairview Road, Suite B
Charlotte, NC 28210
Office Tel: 704-367-4335
Cell: 704-607-7366

On Nov 7, 2020, at 9:25 AM, Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com> wrote:
Thank you Jeri! I appreciate it and am glad the car issue is not a violation offense. The misdemeanor
charge concerns me. Do our security officers have the right to charge a guest or does the sheriff need to
be called in each time? Will the Town's attorney be there for each hearing? Obviously non-residents
would have to come in town to dispute it. Are both owner and rental management company charged
each time? We handle 180 properties - definitely a concern if 3 strikes you're out. Is this per property or
per management company?
Take care,
Nancy
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com
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-----Original Message----From: Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>
To: Nancy Buck <nancNEB@aol.com>
Cc: Joe Cronin <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>; Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>;
John Gregg <jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>; Skip Crane <scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>;
Barry Goldstein <bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>; Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>; Faye
Allbritton <fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Sent: Sat, Nov 7, 2020 9:14 am
Subject: Re: Responding to your STR email
Nancy:
Thanks so much for the additional comments and questions.
First, I completely share your frustration with the guest pass situation at the gate, and I wish I understood
why SIPOA seems unable to address the issue. You’ve worked on it, COVAR has been trying to
negotiate a solution, and others have repeatedly asked for better and more transparent controls at the
gate. It is a mystery to me why a remedy cannot be found. But when talking about the gate issue as
related to the pending STR ordinance, I want to be sure we are talking apples to apples.
The ordinance does NOT restrict the number of vehicles that may be at a rental property, it only requires that a
rental property have a minimum of one off-street parking space. The ordinance then outlines some basic, commonsense restrictions on where not to park — don’t park in front of a fire hydrant, park in the direction of traffic, don’t
park in a no-parking zone, don’t block emergency vehicles, don’t block an intersection or access to a neighboring
property, don’t park on a lawn, sidewalk, median, or pathway. Our research suggests that clear and advertised
occupancy limits help with the number of cars that show up per property, but the ordinance does not place a
numerical limit on parked cars. In other words, no STR property owner is going to get dinged by the Town because
we were out there simply counting cars. (Please note that if you are looking at the ordinance as discussed by
Council at our October meeting, Section 2.2.j.2.i has already been deleted. That section referenced overnight parking
times; it slipped in for Council discussion but was removed by unanimous vote.)
And, yes, you make a valid point that many rules should logically apply island-wide, parking being one, but this
ordinance is tackling issues associated with the STR business. And we can’t enforce anything against any possible
“problem properties,” unless we have something on the books to enforce.
And to answer your question about carbon monoxide detectors, an-all-electric/no-propane property would not be
required to have one unless there is an attached garage.
Again, many thanks ...
Later,
Jeri

On Nov 6, 2020, at 3:56 PM, Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com> wrote:
Thank you Jeri. I appreciate it and do appreciate the correspondence and cooperation
with the Town. I have no issues with occupancy levels - there does need to be a limit,
and the fire extinguishers, smoke detectors are definitely needed. Every property doesn't
need a carbon monoxide detector correct - that was determined unless they have a
propane tank? Just making sure.
Please see my responses below in Blue:
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Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
Monday, November 9, 2020 10:29 AM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com; kat@seabrookexlusives.com
kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; bcoppel@earthlink.net; buckohiou@aol.com
Re: Town of Seabrook Ordinance

HI Jeri,
There were 3 meetings on the same topic over a 2 day span, to present the ordinance - so not 3 different meetings over
the course of the committee to discuss items to draft the ordinance. Had I known this was all there would be, I would
have included every owner - but didn't think this was the reason for the meetings. I thought it was to discuss the items
about a possible ordinance, not present an ordinance with what had already been decided.
Take care,
Nancy
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com

-----Original Message----From: Jeri Finke <jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>
To: Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
Sent: Mon, Nov 9, 2020 10:09 am
Subject: RE: Town of Seabrook Ordinance
We had three. I asked you for property owners who rent to invite and you gave me two names.

Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device

-------- Original message -------From: Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
Date: 11/9/20 8:52 AM (GMT-05:00)
To: John Gregg <jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>, Skip Crane <scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>, Jeri Finke
<jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>, Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>, Barry Goldstein
<bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>, Joe Cronin <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>, dandortsipoa@gmail.com,
dreinhart@bellsouth.net, celledge@discoverseabrook.com, hpaton@SIPOA.org, ccross@sipoa.org,
michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com, jwilson@dunesproperties.com, kat@seabrookexclusives.com
Cc: kdoylegeorge@gmail.com, bcoppel@earthlink.net, buckohiou@aol.com
Subject: Town of Seabrook Ordinance
1

Just to add one more thought - one zoom meeting to discuss this ordinance does not seem sufficient to work out all the
bugs for such a huge issue on Seabrook that could significantly effect personal investments, sales and property
values. The Town is elected by the permanent residents but you are responsible to oversee the island for everyone. My
understanding is this is another approximately 65% of the owners on the island. Sounds a lot like taxation without
representation to coin an old phrase.
I request this ordinance be delayed for 60 days so those effected can meet with the ad hoc committee for a more
thorough process.
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
Monday, November 9, 2020 12:22 PM
michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com; jeri.finke@comcast.net; John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri
Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin; dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net;
celledge@discoverseabrook.com; hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com; kat@seabrookexlusives.com; bryoung60@outlook.com
Teamsire@seabrookislandrealestate.com
Re: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

Thank you Michael. Very well said - precisely what we have been trying to get across. By delaying the passage of this
ordinance for 60 days, it gives all entities time to review and discuss the ramifications. Seabrook's penalty is much more
invasive than the one Kiawah has imposed. I have been told it could actually effect the employment of non-resident
owners if a misdemeanor appears on their record.
Take care,
Nancy
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com

-----Original Message----From: Michael Asnip <michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com>
To: 'Jeri Finke' <jeri.finke@comcast.net>; 'Nancy Buck' <nancneb@aol.com>; jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org;
scrane@townofseabrookisland.org; jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org; pfox@townofseabrookisland.org;
bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org; jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org; dandortsipoa@gmail.com;
dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com; hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com
Cc: Teamsire@seabrookislandrealestate.com
Sent: Mon, Nov 9, 2020 12:03 pm
Subject: RE: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

Jeri,
Thank you for your thoughtful response. I have added additional thoughts of my own in green below.

Michael
Michael Asnip
Chief Operating Officer & Broker‐in‐Charge
Seabrook Island Real Estate Company
1002 Landfall Way
Seabrook Island SC 29455
C) 843‐696‐8059
O) 843‐768‐7765
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michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com

From: Jeri Finke [mailto:jeri.finke@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, November 6, 2020 1:47 PM
To: Michael Asnip <michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com>
Cc: Joe Cronin <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>; Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>; John Gregg
<jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>; Skip Crane <scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>; Barry Goldstein
<bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>; Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>; Faye Allbritton
<fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Subject: Re: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals
Michael:
Thank you for adding your comments to the discussion about the short-term rental ordinance pending before the
Seabrook Island Town Council. Your comments will be added to the public record. The comments I have added below
are my own as a Council member in support of the ordinance, but they do not speak for the entire Council.
Jeri Finke

On Nov 6, 2020, at 10:09 AM, Michael Asnip <michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com> wrote:

To All,
Nancy has asked many penetrating and important questions that should be answered clearly by those
putting forward and promoting this ordinance. While I am also very concerned about appropriate and
legal processes being followed the consequences of this action are my major concerns.
It does bother me that there seems to be a veiled suggestion that Town Council has not followed the law in considering
this issue. As I relayed to Nancy Buck in my response to her, one thing I am certain of is the Mayor’s and the Town’s
staff's adamant and consistent adherence to statutory procedure, including the state’s FOIA rules. It was not my intention
to question the legality of the process of the council. I am not a lawyer and not familiar with the chain of notices, readings
and votes required by the towns statutes but it seems to me this is moving unnecessarily fast which makes it a challenge
for the greater Seabrook resident and non-resident community alike to meaningfully engage. I would think that the highest
and best procedure would be to get the input from the greatest number of owners/members and residents/non-residents
possible. Just because a course of action is legal it does not follow that it is best, most considerate, and inclusive course. I
believe a change like this should strive to achieve full disclosure to the maximum audience possible of those affected

These changes will gradually fundamentally change the culture of Seabrook Island. The family nature of
the island will be stunted by limiting occupancy, parking. How do minimal safety requirements, the most
basic of parking rules, and reasonable occupancy limits based on existing County Records change the
family nature of our island? You cannot logically argue that simply saying a property sleeps 10 rather than
12 or 14 deters someone from coming to the island. Actually, I can. This is my area of expertise. Limiting

parking and occupancy does not determine a safety level. Each owner should and does consider the
liability exposure and maintenance risk they are willing to face. I don’t think it is our responsibility to
determine how many guests can occupy a bedroom. I don’t believe it is a safety concern nor is the
limitation a safety benefit. The cost of having to rent a second property to accommodate a larger family
directly impacts rent ability and revenue of a property. For the community entities it impacts tax
collection and amenity fees.
The addition of significant penalties will complicate and confuse the purchasing decisions of those
looking at purchasing second and vacation homes. The perceived value, resale prices, numbers of units
sold, and appreciation will all be negatively affected by the “what if” consequences of this ordinance.
There are already penalties in the Town Code for violations of the required business license, which have
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not been put forth, as you say, as a “what if” deterrent. Additional regulations of significant fines and
possible loss of use, for even reported violations, impacts the possible cost of ownership. I want to stress
that Council is not banning, nor has it expressed any desire to ban STRs. Resident owners limiting the
use of non- residents property is a slippery slope. Historically regulation begets more regulation. In fact,
the language of the proposed ordinance recognizes the economic importance of STRs to the island and
to the property owners who rent their properties for the income. If an STR follows the most basic of rules
and operates in a safe and neighborly manner, they have nothing to worry about — it’s business as
usual.
From Council’s, resident owners, and neighbors perspective it may be business as usual but it
emphatically Is Not business as usual far from it. If regulation means I now must advertise my home as
occupying 10 people instead of 14 I can’t realize as much seasonal or annual revenue because I can’t
charge a 14 person occupancy rate for a 10 occupancy property. My home is no more safe nor the
community I just have less income. Having to face the loss of potentially tens of thousands of dollars
because my property has been charged as a violator (not yet found to be guilty) is certainly not business
as usual

As is so typical in private gated communities the cry of a vocal small minority and the activist response
to solve those concerns can have long lasting drastic effects on values and viability of communities and
clubs alike. The pending ordinance would bring Seabrook Island in line with safety and other “best
practices” rules for STRs already enacted in neighboring communities. Of note, Kiawah Island’s real
estate sales have skyrocketed in the last few months despite enactment of its far, far more restrictive STR
ordinance, which even includes rental caps. The sales of all properties in the Charleston area have sky
rocketed
****This is important Kiawah’s business model is totally different than ours they are a resort with
hundreds of rental rooms owned by the resort. They by regulation are limiting private owners
ability to rent so it does not impact the occupancy rate and revenue of the resorts rooms. Kiawah
sees privately owned rental units as cometitors.

The concerns that have a risen can be handled with in the frame work of local regulations already on the
books with local authorities and the POA. This is an incorrect statement. There is no substantial
requirements in the current Town code on STRs beyond the requirement of a business license. And legal
and jurisdictional issues limit SIPOAs ability to address certain issues. So property owners impacted by
some rental problems have been frustrated for several years as they were bounced back and forth
between the Town and SIPOA by being told “it’s not our jurisdiction" or there is "no authority on the
books to address the problem." The pending ordinance is being proposed to help remedy that
situation. No remedy is necessary. If the neighbors our rowdy, disturbing the peace, you can call the
sheriff and they can address it. The same is true regarding unsafe operation of a motor vehicle. The
sheriff can address these with an innocent until proven guilty approach unlike this proposed ordinance.

Many of you who live here now enjoyed the vibe, advantages, and values that the Seabrook experience
gave you, your family and friends when you were vacationers and visitors here. Those experiences led
many of you to ultimately buy here. This ordinance will change the experiences of members, their
families and friends, as well as future snowbirds, guests and vacationers. You have the right to this
opinion, but based on the actual language of the pending ordinance your comments read as unfounded
speculation. I have lived and worked in resort, residential private community sales, marketing and
management for my entire career, almost 40 years. It is my history and experience that is the foundation
of my opinion.

I advise you all to speak up in opposition to this ordinance.
I would advise passage of this ordinance be delayed until meaningful time has passed for residents
and non‐residents can be informed and consider the ramifications and merits of this ordinance.

Michael
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Michael Asnip
Chief Operating Officer & Broker‐in‐Charge
Seabrook Island Real Estate Company
1002 Landfall Way
Seabrook Island SC 29455
C) 843‐696‐8059
O) 843‐768‐7765
michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com

From: Nancy Buck [mailto:nancneb@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, November 6, 2020 7:49 AM
To: jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org; scrane@townofseabrookisland.org; jfinke@townofseabrookislan
d.org; pfox@townofseabrookisland.org; bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org; jcronin@townofseabro
okisland.org; dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com; hpa
ton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com; jwilson@dunesproper
ties.com
Cc: kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; bcoppel@earthlink.net; buckohiou@aol.com
Subject: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

After reading over the proposed ordinance for short-term rentals, I have included the
Seabrook Island Club (SIC), Seabrook Island Real Estate (SIRE), Dunes Properties,
and Seabrook Island Property Owners Association (SIPOA) on this email so my
concerns are expressed to everyone at once.
I would like to know the impetus for this ordinance. I understand there were complaints
this year about too many people on the island. How did you know if the complaint was
for a rental unit or an owner occupied one? With COVID, there were more owner
occupied homes this year. The island was crowded and many owners had
family/friends visiting. In April, there was a ban on short-term rentals (per the Town of
Seabrook), yet complaints continued on the Next Door application. These were owners
using their homes.
If a complaint is made on the number of cars/people at a property, this constitutes a
penalty according to the ordinance as it is currently written. Coastal Getaways of SC
limits the number of cars to the number of bedrooms in a property - less if there are
parking limitations. We also have occupancy limitations per rental. SIPOA permits
guests to call in passes when they are renting properties. We have had multiple
discussions with SIPOA for years on this issue. How can an owner be penalized if
SIPOA permits the guest to call additional passes without the knowledge of the
owner/rental agency. A misdemeanor goes on a person’s legal record - the
ramifications are widespread. Does SIPOA security have the authority to issue
penalties or does the town have to hire someone? Does the sheriff's office have to be
called in?
Three complaints in 24 months can result in rentals being banned for 60 days. That
could be a fine worth $20k - $80k, if it is over June/July/August time frame. Are owners
banned from renting while they are appealing the charges? Are homes that do not rent
fall under the same restrictions - number of cars? People? What happens if an owner
is in their home during a complaint - it is not a rental at that time?
Who is going to purchase property here on Seabrook Island when word gets out about
this ordinance? A large percentage of first time buyers rent their properties for 3 - 5
years to help offset costs before moving here permanently. We would never have
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purchased our first property here - we have now purchased five over the years. The
Club receives a large percentage of their operating budget from home sales and rental
guests. If there is no rental revenue, dues will be raised exorbitantly. We receive
complaints about the high cost of fees here already - imagine what they would be
without rental guests.
Several owners have been told the purpose of this ordinance is to ensure safety. If
safety is the primary reason for this ordinance, why not make it for the Town of
Seabrook Island owners, not just those who rent. Why not link these issues with the
purchase of their business license rather than adopting an ordinance?
Non-residents pay the same fees as residents for island access. They are continuously
left out of any decisions here on Seabrook Island. Was everyone notified of this
ordinance? It is my understanding any proposed ordinance must be advertised and
those effected notified. Please let me know when and how non-residents were
notified. Does state law require three readings? Does a zoom "meeting" where no one
can ask questions constitute a hearing required for an ordinance? Where should
questions be sent? Will they be addressed in the meeting for others to respond? I just
received this month’s copy of The Island Connection - no mention or notification of this
ordinance in it.
Finally - be careful what you wish for. If you are gearing towards banning short-term
rentals (and this is exactly what this ordinance does with the penalties as stated), then
you may get more owners moving in to their homes - and the island will be more
crowded than ever. Sales will drop, property values will plummet, and Club fees will go
sky high. It is a vicious circle - one unintentional act can have severe adverse effects.
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
Monday, November 9, 2020 1:17 PM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com; kat@seabrookexclusives.com; bryoung60@outlook.com
Re: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

HI Jeri,
I have to disagree with your final comment: The second reading of theordinance may or may not be
deferred, but that does not change the fact that this issue did not just surface. There have been
months for anyone to weigh in.
The ad hoc committee was formed awhile ago, but no action was taken for months. There were no meetings open to the
public - very little communication between effected parties. The first real meetings were just a week or so prior to the 1st
reading. We were divided into 3 groups for a meeting on the draft - for you to go over it and then take initial comments. I
do appreciate some changes to the occupancy levels were implemented after this meeting, but it has not been months for
people to weigh in.
Take care,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com

-----Original Message----From: Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>
To: Nancy Buck <nancNEB@aol.com>
Sent: Mon, Nov 9, 2020 1:08 pm
Subject: Fwd: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

Begin forwarded message:
From: Jeri <jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>
Subject: Fwd: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals
Date: November 9, 2020 at 1:06:25 PM EST
To: Michael Asnip <michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com>
Cc: Joe Cronin <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>, Patricia Fox <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>

Michael — I truly appreciate your years of real estate experience on which you base your comments,
and I always welcome a lively debate. That said, I cannot let a couple of your comments go unanswered.
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Jeri,
Thank you for your thoughtful response. I have added additional thoughts of my own in
green below.

Subject: Re: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

Michael:
Thank you for adding your comments to the discussion about the short‐term
rental ordinance pending before the Seabrook Island Town Council. Your
comments will be added to the public record. The comments I have added
below are my own as a Council member in support of the ordinance, but they
do not speak for the entire Council.
Jeri Finke

On Nov 6, 2020, at 10:09 AM, Michael Asnip
<michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com> wrote:
To All,
Nancy has asked many penetrating and important questions that should
be answered clearly by those putting forward and promoting this
ordinance. While I am also very concerned about appropriate and legal
processes being followed the consequences of this action are my major
concerns.

It does bother me that there seems to be a veiled suggestion that Town
Council has not followed the law in considering this issue. As I relayed to
Nancy Buck in my response to her, one thing I am certain of is the Mayor’s
and the Town’s staff's adamant and consistent adherence to statutory
procedure, including the state’s FOIA rules. It was not my intention to
question the legality of the process of the council. I am not a lawyer and not
familiar with the chain of notices, readings and votes required by the towns
statutes but it seems to me this is moving unnecessarily fast which makes it a
challenge for the greater Seabrook resident and non‐resident community
alike to meaningfully engage. I would think that the highest and best
procedure would be to get the input from the greatest number of
owners/members and residents/non‐residents possible. Just because a
course of action is legal it does not follow that it is best, most considerate,
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and inclusive course. I believe a change like this should strive to achieve full
disclosure to the maximum audience possible of those affected
I realize how busy people are and most of the time really don’t care about what is
transpiring on Town Council, but agendas and minutes of every meeting are all public;
there are even videos and recordings. From all that, did no one not notice that the STR
issue has been out there for years, at least since I’ve been on Council? I asked Council
back in January whether we should take a closer look, and there have been regular
reports of the ad hoc committee, including the discussion to keep the scope narrowed to
occupancy, safety and parking.

These changes will gradually fundamentally change the
culture of Seabrook Island. The family nature of the island
will be stunted by limiting occupancy, parking. How do
minimal safety requirements, the most basic of parking rules,
and reasonable occupancy limits based on existing County
Records change the family nature of our island? You cannot
logically argue that simply saying a property sleeps 10 rather
than 12 or 14 deters someone from coming to the
island. Actually, I can. This is my area of expertise. Limiting
parking the ordinance does not limit parking, but requires, at
a minimum, one off-street parking space for the STR, and
then puts in place the most basic of parking rules— those
that go beyond SIPOAs authority on private streets, cul de
sacs, parking areas, etc. and occupancy does not determine
a safety level we will have to agree to disagree because
overcrowding a property is a safety issue by any standard I
have seen. Each owner should and does consider the
liability exposure and maintenance risk they are willing to
face. I don’t think it is our responsibility to determine how
many guests can occupy a bedroom. I don’t believe it is a
safety concern nor is the limitation a safety benefit. The
cost of having to rent a second property to accommodate a
larger family directly impacts rent ability and revenue of a
property. For the community entities it impacts tax collection
and amenity fees.
The addition of significant penalties will complicate and
confuse the purchasing decisions of those looking at
purchasing second and vacation homes. The perceived
value, resale prices, numbers of units sold, and appreciation
will all be negatively affected by the “what if” consequences
of this ordinance. There are already penalties in the Town
Code for violations of the required business license, which
have not been put forth, as you say, as a “what
if” deterrent. Additional regulations of significant fines and
possible loss of use, for even reported violations, impacts
the possible cost of ownership.The proposed ordinance does
NOT provide for loss of use for “even reported
violations.” You completely mischaracterize the enforcement
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provided in the language. I want to stress that Council is not
banning, nor has it expressed any desire to ban
STRs. Resident owners limiting the use of non- residents
property is a slippery slope. Historically regulation begets
more regulation. So don’t require a fire extinguishers
because in the future ????? does not make sense to me. In
fact, the language of the proposed ordinance recognizes the
economic importance of STRs to the island and to the
property owners who rent their properties for the income. If
an STR follows the most basic of rules and operates in a
safe and neighborly manner, they have nothing to worry
about — it’s business as usual.
From Council’s, resident owners, and neighbors perspective
it may be business as usual but it emphatically Is Not
business as usual far from it. If regulation means I now must
advertise my home as occupying 10 people instead of 14 I
can’t realize as much seasonal or annual revenue because I
can’t charge a 14 person occupancy rate for a 10 occupancy
property. My home is no more safe nor the community I just
have less income. Having to face the loss of potentially tens
of thousands of dollars because my property has been
charged as a violator (not yet found to be guilty) is certainly
not business as usual Here again we will have to agree to
disagree, because I do not see how occupancy limits are not
a legitimate safety issue, especially for a villa. Even most of
the comments in adamant opposition to the proposed
ordinance say they are okay with occupancy limits.
As is so typical in private gated communities the cry of a
vocal small minority and the activist response to solve those
concerns can have long lasting drastic effects on values and
viability of communities and clubs alike. The pending
ordinance would bring Seabrook Island in line with safety
and other “best practices” rules for STRs already enacted in
neighboring communities. Of note, Kiawah Island’s real
estate sales have skyrocketed in the last few months despite
enactment of its far, far more restrictive STR ordinance,
which even includes rental caps. The sales of all properties
in the Charleston area have sky rocketed
****This is important Kiawah’s business model is totally
different than ours they are a resort with hundreds of
rental rooms owned by the resort. They by regulation
are limiting private owners ability to rent so it does not
impact the occupancy rate and revenue of the resorts
rooms. Kiawah sees privately owned rental units as
cometitors. Agreed that there is different construct to much
of Kiawah’s operations, but the Kiawah STR ordinance
includes that rental cap on private properties and those
properties were still flying off the market.
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The concerns that have a risen can be handled with in the
frame work of local regulations already on the books with
local authorities and the POA. This is an incorrect statement.
There is no substantial requirements in the current Town
code on STRs beyond the requirement of a business
license. And legal and jurisdictional issues limit SIPOAs
ability to address certain issues. So property owners
impacted by some rental problems have been frustrated for
several years as they were bounced back and forth between
the Town and SIPOA by being told “it’s not our jurisdiction"
or there is "no authority on the books to address the
problem." The pending ordinance is being proposed to help
remedy that situation. No remedy is necessary. If the
neighbors our rowdy, disturbing the peace, you can call the
sheriff and they can address it. The same is true regarding
unsafe operation of a motor vehicle. Agreed. Callsecurity or
the sheriff for these issues. They are not addressed in the
ordinance. The sheriff can address these with an innocent until proven
guilty approach unlike this proposed ordinance. Again, please don’t
mischaracterize the ordinance. Even if a citation is issued, one must
either plead guilty or take it to court. Many of you who live here now
enjoyed the vibe, advantages, and values that the Seabrook experience
gave you, your family and friends when you were vacationers and
visitors here. Those experiences led many of you to ultimately buy here.
This ordinance will change the experiences of members, their families
and friends, as well as future snowbirds, guests and vacationers. You
have the right to this opinion, but based on the actual language of the
pending ordinance your comments read as unfounded speculation. I
have lived and worked in resort, residential private community sales,
marketing and management for my entire career, almost 40 years. It is
my history and experience that is the foundation of my opinion.

I advise you all to speak up in opposition to this ordinance.
I would advise passage of this ordinance be delayed
until meaningful time has passed for residents and nonresidents can be informed and consider the
ramifications and merits of this ordinance. The second
reading of theordinance may or may not be deferred, but that
does not change the fact that this issue did not just surface.
There have been months for anyone to weigh in.

Michael
Michael Asnip
Chief Operating Officer & Broker‐in‐Charge
Seabrook Island Real Estate Company
1002 Landfall Way
Seabrook Island SC 29455
C) 843‐696‐8059
O) 843‐768‐7765
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michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com
From: Nancy Buck [mailto:nancneb@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, November 6, 2020 7:49 AM
To: jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org; scrane@townofseabrookisland.
org; jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org; pfox@townofseabrookisland.or
g; bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org; jcronin@townofseabrookisla
nd.org; dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@
discoverseabrook.com; hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaela
snip@seabrookislandrealestate.com; jwilson@dunesproperties.com
Cc: kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; bcoppel@earthlink.net; buckohiou@aol.
com
Subject: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

After reading over the proposed ordinance for short-term
rentals, I have included the Seabrook Island Club (SIC),
Seabrook Island Real Estate (SIRE), Dunes Properties, and
Seabrook Island Property Owners Association (SIPOA) on
this email so my concerns are expressed to everyone at
once.
I would like to know the impetus for this ordinance. I
understand there were complaints this year about too many
people on the island. How did you know if the complaint was
for a rental unit or an owner occupied one? With COVID,
there were more owner occupied homes this year. The
island was crowded and many owners had family/friends
visiting. In April, there was a ban on short-term rentals (per
the Town of Seabrook), yet complaints continued on the
Next Door application. These were owners using their
homes.
If a complaint is made on the number of cars/people at a
property, this constitutes a penalty according to the
ordinance as it is currently written. Coastal Getaways of SC
limits the number of cars to the number of bedrooms in a
property - less if there are parking limitations. We also have
occupancy limitations per rental. SIPOA permits guests to
call in passes when they are renting properties. We have
had multiple discussions with SIPOA for years on this
issue. How can an owner be penalized if SIPOA permits the
guest to call additional passes without the knowledge of the
owner/rental agency. A misdemeanor goes on a person’s
legal record - the ramifications are widespread. Does
SIPOA security have the authority to issue penalties or does
the town have to hire someone? Does the sheriff's office
have to be called in?
Three complaints in 24 months can result in rentals being
banned for 60 days. That could be a fine worth $20k - $80k,
if it is over June/July/August time frame. Are owners banned
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from renting while they are appealing the charges? Are
homes that do not rent fall under the same restrictions number of cars? People? What happens if an owner is in
their home during a complaint - it is not a rental at that time?
Who is going to purchase property here on Seabrook Island
when word gets out about this ordinance? A large
percentage of first time buyers rent their properties for 3 - 5
years to help offset costs before moving here
permanently. We would never have purchased our first
property here - we have now purchased five over the
years. The Club receives a large percentage of their
operating budget from home sales and rental guests. If
there is no rental revenue, dues will be raised
exorbitantly. We receive complaints about the high cost of
fees here already - imagine what they would be without
rental guests.
Several owners have been told the purpose of this ordinance
is to ensure safety. If safety is the primary reason for this
ordinance, why not make it for the Town of Seabrook Island
owners, not just those who rent. Why not link these issues
with the purchase of their business license rather than
adopting an ordinance?
Non-residents pay the same fees as residents for island
access. They are continuously left out of any decisions here
on Seabrook Island. Was everyone notified of this
ordinance? It is my understanding any proposed ordinance
must be advertised and those effected notified. Please let
me know when and how non-residents were notified. Does
state law require three readings? Does a zoom "meeting"
where no one can ask questions constitute a hearing
required for an ordinance? Where should questions be
sent? Will they be addressed in the meeting for others to
respond? I just received this month’s copy of The Island
Connection - no mention or notification of this ordinance in it.
Finally - be careful what you wish for. If you are gearing
towards banning short-term rentals (and this is exactly what
this ordinance does with the penalties as stated), then you
may get more owners moving in to their homes - and the
island will be more crowded than ever. Sales will drop,
property values will plummet, and Club fees will go sky
high. It is a vicious circle - one unintentional act can have
severe adverse effects.
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
Saturday, November 14, 2020 9:00 PM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com
Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals Petition

Good Evening,
As of 8:00pm on Sunday evening we have 298 signatures on our petition to delay the vote on the Short Term Rental
Ordinance for Seabrook Island. We are asking for this delay so members of Town Council, Seabrook Property Owners
Association, rental companies, property management companies, residents and non-residents can work together to work
out the ramifications of this ordinance as currently written. You have received many emails on this topic.
Here is a link to the petition: http://chng.it/fs5D4XWM
We understand some amendments have been added, yet no notification has been sent out to those affected. We
understand by SC State Law, all parties must be informed of any changes.
Seabrook is a wonderful place to live - yet this ordinance, as written, is going to divide our community. We ask for your
vote to delay the passage for 60 days in order to further examine it's content.
Sincerely,
Nancy and Randy Buck, Doyle George, William Coppel, and many more

-----Original Message----From: Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
To: jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org <jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org>; scrane@townofseabrookisland.org
<scrane@townofseabrookisland.org>; jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org <jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>;
pfox@townofseabrookisland.org <pfox@townofseabrookisland.org>; bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org
<bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org>; jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com <dandortsipoa@gmail.com>; dreinhart@bellsouth.net <dreinhart@bellsouth.net>;
celledge@discoverseabrook.com <celledge@discoverseabrook.com>; hpaton@SIPOA.org <hpaton@SIPOA.org>;
ccross@sipoa.org <ccross@sipoa.org>; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com
<michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com>; jwilson@dunesproperties.com <jwilson@dunesproperties.com>
Cc: kdoylegeorge@gmail.com <kdoylegeorge@gmail.com>; bcoppel@earthlink.net <bcoppel@earthlink.net>;
buckohiou@aol.com <buckohiou@aol.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 6, 2020 7:49 am
Subject: Town of Seabrook Ordinance on Short Term Rentals

After reading over the proposed ordinance for short-term rentals, I have included the Seabrook Island
Club (SIC), Seabrook Island Real Estate (SIRE), Dunes Properties, and Seabrook Island Property
Owners Association (SIPOA) on this email so my concerns are expressed to everyone at once.
1

I would like to know the impetus for this ordinance. I understand there were complaints this year
about too many people on the island. How did you know if the complaint was for a rental unit or an
owner occupied one? With COVID, there were more owner occupied homes this year. The island
was crowded and many owners had family/friends visiting. In April, there was a ban on short-term
rentals (per the Town of Seabrook), yet complaints continued on the Next Door application. These
were owners using their homes.
If a complaint is made on the number of cars/people at a property, this constitutes a penalty
according to the ordinance as it is currently written. Coastal Getaways of SC limits the number of
cars to the number of bedrooms in a property - less if there are parking limitations. We also have
occupancy limitations per rental. SIPOA permits guests to call in passes when they are renting
properties. We have had multiple discussions with SIPOA for years on this issue. How can an owner
be penalized if SIPOA permits the guest to call additional passes without the knowledge of the
owner/rental agency. A misdemeanor goes on a person’s legal record - the ramifications are
widespread. Does SIPOA security have the authority to issue penalties or does the town have to hire
someone? Does the sheriff's office have to be called in?
Three complaints in 24 months can result in rentals being banned for 60 days. That could be a fine
worth $20k - $80k, if it is over June/July/August time frame. Are owners banned from renting while
they are appealing the charges? Are homes that do not rent fall under the same restrictions - number
of cars? People? What happens if an owner is in their home during a complaint - it is not a rental at
that time?
Who is going to purchase property here on Seabrook Island when word gets out about this
ordinance? A large percentage of first time buyers rent their properties for 3 - 5 years to help offset
costs before moving here permanently. We would never have purchased our first property here - we
have now purchased five over the years. The Club receives a large percentage of their operating
budget from home sales and rental guests. If there is no rental revenue, dues will be raised
exorbitantly. We receive complaints about the high cost of fees here already - imagine what they
would be without rental guests.
Several owners have been told the purpose of this ordinance is to ensure safety. If safety is the
primary reason for this ordinance, why not make it for the Town of Seabrook Island owners, not just
those who rent. Why not link these issues with the purchase of their business license rather than
adopting an ordinance?
Non-residents pay the same fees as residents for island access. They are continuously left out of any
decisions here on Seabrook Island. Was everyone notified of this ordinance? It is my understanding
any proposed ordinance must be advertised and those effected notified. Please let me know when
and how non-residents were notified. Does state law require three readings? Does a zoom
"meeting" where no one can ask questions constitute a hearing required for an ordinance? Where
should questions be sent? Will they be addressed in the meeting for others to respond? I just
received this months copy of The Island Connection - no mention or notification of this ordinance in it.
Finally - be careful what you wish for. If you are gearing towards banning short-term rentals (and this
is exactly what this ordinance does with the penalties as stated), then you may get more owners
moving in to their homes - and the island will be more crowded than ever. Sales will drop, property
values will plummet, and Club fees will go sky high. It is a vicious circle - one unintentional act can
have severe adverse effects.
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Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
Saturday, November 14, 2020 9:09 PM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com
kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; buckohiou@aol.com; bcoppel@earthlink.net
Town of Seabrook Short Term Ordinance Petition
Town Of Seabrook Short Term Ordinance petition comments 11-14-2020.pdf; Town Of Seabrook
Short Term Ordinance petition signatures 11-14-2-2-.pdf

As of 8:00pm on Sunday evening we have 298 signatures on our petition to delay the vote on the Short Term Rental
Ordinance for Seabrook Island. We are asking for this delay so members of Town Council, Seabrook Property Owners
Association, rental companies, property management companies, residents and non-residents can work together to work
out the ramifications of this ordinance as currently written. You have received many emails on this topic.
I have attached a copy of comments and signatures for the petition.
Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions or comments.
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck, Randall Buck, Doyle George, William Coppel
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
Monday, November 16, 2020 7:52 PM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com; joanne.fagan@comcast.net; tkendall@captivesolutionsllc.com;
todd@thistlebrae.com; pphite@hotmail.com
kdoylegeorge@gmail.com; bcoppel@earthlink.net; buckohiou@aol.com
Short Term Rental Ordinance

Thank you for the changes that have taken place for the ordinance: 24 hrs notice for entrance and allowing rentals to
continue while a complaint goes thru due process. We appreciate these changes. As I've stated before, I have no issue
with most of the occupancy levels - the villas that have lofts seem to be effected most though. Seems unfair that some are
listed as 3 bedrooms with Charleston while others are listed as 2 - for the exact same floor plan. I would hope to see an
amendment to allow a sleeping loft to count for 2. Atriums are at risk as they were built to hold golf groups - 4 queen beds
per room - their bedrooms are huge. Under the ordinance they would be limited to 6.
Just to clarify - the ordinance states: ...be required to have at least one smoke alarm on each level of the unit, including
the standard that there be one in every bedroom and outside of each sleeping area. Does there need to be a smoke
detector in each bedroom and also outside each one?
I do hope there is a delay so we can have a committee to work together to go over items. If we're comparing ourselves to
Kiawah (For reference, the fee for the STR rental permit on
Kiawah Island is $500.) then lets also have the enforcement officer field the complaints as was stated in one of the first
emails as to how Kiawah handles it. The majority of complaints I have heard from owners is the misdemeanor
charge. Owners can lose their jobs if a criminal record exists. A misdemeanor is considered a criminal record.
What I don't want to happen is for Seabrook to be negatively effected. I have had many owners call to say they just won't
rent their property. They will drop their Club membership as the only reason they belong to the Club is for rentals. It's a
vicious circle.
I have asked for examples of violations of this ordinance and haven't received any explanations. In the FAQ's it says no
cars will be counted - that there is no restriction on the number of cars. Good since the POA allows guests to call in
passes. I have been working for several years to get the POA to only allow owners and property managers to call in gate
passes. I've been told their attorneys say guests have the same rights as owners. That being said - then guests should
have to give the pin numbers. Seems like an easy solution. As an owner, I cannot call in a pass if I don't have my pin
number - yet a guest can call in as many as they want. This would be an easy way to be sure the occupancy level is
adhered to. The QR Code should expire once it is used by the person listed - they should not be able to send it to
others. So what constitutes a valid complaint?
I appreciate all you do. I just want to make sure Seabrook continues to be as wonderful a place as it currently is - to
everyone, not just a select few.
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Patrick Aiello <paiello24158@gmail.com>
Monday, November 9, 2020 12:01 PM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@sipoa.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com; Nancy Buck
Ord. 2020-14 - STR

To Whom it May Concern:
I am writing today as a concerned owner of my current property at Seabrook. Back in August I came to Seabrook with
my family to vacation at one of the current STR. My family utilized all amenities that this great island offered and we
were overjoyed by the Hospitality that Seabrook offered. Upon arriving there were specific rules that had to be followed
per the agreement we had in place, this by far was the most I have ever seen but we understood the reasoning behind
it. There were permanent residents and we had to ensure we were respecting not only them but the overall island
itself. With that being said we had a wonderful week and decided that we wanted to be here more often so we started
the process of looking at properties.
In late August we were lucky enough to purchase a property and started the process of the paperwork along with
making this property our own. Recently we decided to put this on a STR so it can help pay for the number of fees that
this island charges. Our goal is to ensure these fees are covered and we can also enjoy the property as well. Here we
are in November and the Town is deciding to change the game with these STR's due to "safety concerns". One of the
reasons we chose Seabrook was the fact you have zero crime on the island, how does STR's cause safety
issues? Without STR's driving revenue for both Seabrook and the local restaurants/shops at Freshfields, they would not
have survived especially during this Pandemic we are in. The way this ordinance is written you are penalizing every
property owner that has a STR, to a point that it will cause a misdemeanor on our record, do you honestly believe this is
the right path you should travel? I believe the council is being very short‐sighted and it will have grave effects on the
housing market, surrounding businesses and the membership of Seabrook. We should find some of the serious pain
points and work together to come up with a plan that will benefit both the year round resident and the
STR's. Implementing an ordinance that carries criminal fines along with involving a court is NOT how we should be
conducting business.
I completely disagree with this ordinance and hope you will reconsider your decision.
Patrick Aiello
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Patricia Hite <pphite@hotmail.com>
Monday, November 9, 2020 11:03 AM
Patricia Hite; John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge; hpaton@sipoa.org; ccross@sipoa.org;
michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com; jwilson@dunesproperties.com; Amanda Freke; Patricia
Hite; kmm8238; paskowski.robert@gmail.com; Eric Turner; Debra Hardick; Amanda Freke
Short Term Rental Ordinance 2020-14

To TOSI Board of Administration,
I am writing to you to dissuade the passage of Short Term Ordinance 2020‐14. I have owned a Sealoft Villa
since 1990 as a nonresident investment property which I have rented for over 29 years. Renting has enabled
me to help absorb the many expenses related to owning on Seabrook such as SIPOA taxes, regime dues,
Charleston County taxes, The Club fees, amenity card fees, commercial licenses, Charleston Accomodation
taxes, etc.
The tightening of parking regulations, occupancy limitations and inspections with only a 2 hour notification are
not conducive to good rentals. The restrictive nature of this ordinance will not only curtail rentals, but will
also cost Seabrook Island large losses in revenues necessary to maintain the infrastructure of the many
facilities along with the financial needs of The Club. Additionally the passage of ordinance 2020‐14 will
seriously undercut real estate sales which will also lead to increased costs to all Seabrook owners, including
the permanent resident owners.
Nonresident owners represent about 2/3 of the island ownership. This very restrictive ordinance will make
Seabrook a less desirable location to visit or own, causing many owners, myself included, to consider selling
their properties before the values of homes on Seabrook decline.
SIPOA currently allows renters to call the gate for additional guest passes. Most rental properties are rented
with acceptable parking and occupancy limitations. SIPOA and the TOSI could greatly reduce the parking and
subsequent occupation issues by not permitting this situation. How can SIPOA and TOSI hold the owners and
rental agencies accountable with threats of criminal misdemeanor charges to the owners and rental agencies
when, SIPOA and TOSI authorize the extra guests? As owners, we are required to have a code to schedule
passes. Why isn't this required for renters who are calling for passes? This problem is SIPOA and TOSI's to
correct, which they haven't addressed in several years, despite constant requests by the owners, COVAR, and
rental agents.
As a long time Seabrook owner, I sincerely encourage you to rethink the passage of ordinance 2020‐
14. Passed as proposed is extremely unfair to the STR owners. Over the years Seabrook Island has flourished
and continues to flourish. The STR contribute tremendously to the financial healthiness of the island. The vast
majority of present Seabrook owners rented on Seabrook for 3 to 5 years before buying a condo, villa or house
on Seabrook themselves. Do not let the greed from revenues from a new business license cloud your
judgement. Don't bite the hand that feeds you! Ordinance 2020‐14 will not help Seabrook Island. It will hurt
it!
Sincerely
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Phil & Pat Hite
937 Sealoft Owners
810 Apple Drive
Wyomissing, PA 19610
610‐678‐9072
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rob FloodJr <flood@us.ibm.com>
Sunday, November 1, 2020 12:50 PM
jfinke; bfox; Joe Cronin
Seabrook Short Term Rental Ordinance

Council Members,
I am writing to you about the proposed short term rental ordinance and the proposed limit of occupancy. Our family has
owned a Tarpon Pond cottage since 1981. We started renting it out in the past 8 years or so not out of financial need but
just to get some income as our family was only using it for less than a month a year. In those 8 years we have never had
a complaint about renters. I am curious what the issues are that are driving the committee to take these actions? We do
not have a financial need to rent our property but I imagine many others have a need. We have actually blocked our
home from renters for the next year as our family is using the home much more this year, we have probably been there for
3 of the past 6 month and want to keep it available for our family and friends. What I found in my 2 months at Seabrook
this year was that most of the homes were occupied with actual owners and their friends and family vs. renters, it was
great to actually meet some of them while we were there.
We are really concerned with the impact this STR ordinance will have on the value of all types of homes on Seabrook
Island. The smaller units and homes already have a higher burden on Seabrook when you look at just joining the club
and I imagine they are rented more often and those owners rely more on rental income. The process of doing work on
ones house is much more difficult at Seabrook Island than other places in the country which is driving up costs to hirer a
contractor and or people do the work on their homes with out the proper approvals. We strongly recommend you add lofts
to your math and consider them just like a bedroom. We have 2 queen beds in our loft and a bath room and its a great
place to put the kids when we or renters come to Seabrook.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter and your work to keep Seabrook Island the great place that it is.
Rob Flood and family
IBM Global Financing
Business Unit Executive - FS Market Industry and Integrated Clients
Cell Phone: (630) 835-9887
Email: flood@us.ibm.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Faye Allbritton
Tuesday, November 3, 2020 8:33 AM
Joe Cronin
FW: Proposed Short-Term Rental Ordinance

Importance:

High

Comment below.
Faye Allbritton
Clerk/Treasurer
Town of Seabrook Island
2001 Seabrook Island Road
Seabrook Island, SC 29455
843‐768‐5320
From: Jeri <jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>
Sent: Monday, November 2, 2020 4:12 PM
To: Faye Allbritton <fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Subject: Fwd: Proposed Short‐Term Rental Ordinance

Begin forwarded message:
From: "Macdonald, Jennifer" <JMacdonald@aar.org>
Subject: Proposed Short-Term Rental Ordinance
Date: October 30, 2020 at 5:28:19 PM EDT
To: "jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org" <jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>
Dear Ms. Finke:
We are writing to strongly oppose the Seabrook Island Town Council’s proposed Short‐Term Rental
ordinance. As new property owners on Seabrook, and previously short‐term renters, we find highly
objectionable the Town Council’s attempt to interfere with our property rights. At a time when the
entire country is dealing with the tragic and enduring effects of the COVID‐19 pandemic on both
personal and financial health, it is particularly insensitive to propose these new ordinances which are
clearly aimed at curbing rental income for Seabrook property owners and part‐time residents.
Specifically, the proposal to require a new $250 rental permit is simply a revenue grab. It is arbitrary
and capricious. Its purported purpose is to cover the cost of the proposed unreasonable short‐term
rental regulations and to supplement the budget of the Town Council. Given our opposition to the new
proposed regulations, we oppose this additional assessment. Short‐term renters are not putting any
more strain on the Town’s resources than would be the case if there were long‐term renters or owners
residing in those same units. How was the figure $250 derived? If it’s $250 this year, what is to prevent
you from raising it to $2,500 the following year?
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Secondly, to allow for an inspection of any rental unit at any rental property at any time of the day or
night with 2‐hours’ notice is fundamentally wrong and an unwarranted intrusion on private property
and personal liberties. If there is a lawful cause to enter a property, then it should be left to law
enforcement and subject to a warrant.
And finally, the limit on occupancy is also an interference on an owner’s property rights. Many rental
units and homes have very large bedrooms where two full‐sized beds or bunk beds are easily
accommodated. Property owners have a vested interest in ensuring that their homes are not abused or
overrun with too many renters. The number of occupants allowed should be a decision that the
property owner makes as long as it is consistent with local fire codes. We, for example, have a full‐size
bed and a twin bed in one of our bedrooms. Your proposal would preclude a couple with three children
from renting our property – or would prevent two couples and a 6‐year old from renting our
property. Again – this is not a decision that the Town Council should be making.
We did not decide to buy a home on Seabrook to see the community transformed into a nanny state
where a handful of people are imposing illogical solutions to problems that do not exist. We have
rented multiple homes and villas on Seabrook over the years precisely because it presents itself as a
quiet and beautiful community. We strongly urge you to table the proposed short‐term rental
ordinance.
Sincerely,
Rod and Jennifer Macdonald
1209 Creekwatch Trace
jmacdonald@aar.org
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Faye Allbritton
Tuesday, November 3, 2020 8:34 AM
Joe Cronin
FW: Solving real rental problems versus authoritarian 'Home Invasion'

Importance:

High

Comment below.
Faye Allbritton
Clerk/Treasurer
Town of Seabrook Island
2001 Seabrook Island Road
Seabrook Island, SC 29455
843‐768‐5320
From: Jeri <jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>
Sent: Monday, November 2, 2020 3:43 PM
To: Faye Allbritton <fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Subject: Fwd: Solving real rental problems versus authoritarian 'Home Invasion'

Begin forwarded message:
From: Roy Widdus <roy.widdus@me.com>
Subject: Solving real rental problems versus authoritarian 'Home Invasion'
Date: October 30, 2020 at 1:16:13 PM EDT
To: Jeri Finke <jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>, Jeri Finke <jeri.finke@comcast.net>,
foxB@bodyandsoultherapy.com, bfox@townofseabrookisland.org,
bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org, "," <jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org>
Cc: Diane T Widdus <dwiddus@me.com>
Dear Town of Seabrook Directors
I understand that you are trying to solve some ‘perceived' problems through new restrictions on rental
properties.
It is not clear to me what are the problems that the proposed new restrictions are trying to solve. All of
this need to be better explained to residents especially owners who also rent. Explanations should
include the origins of the push for new restrictions i.e., who is complaining about what specifically?
Any new restrictions must be justified by the magnitude of the problems and assessment of the other
options for addressing such problems.
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First let me state that I have no problem with rules intended to make rentals safe. I assume that the
suggested new rules in this regard have been suggested or vetted by all the relevant fire departments.
Second let me explain that my wife and I are owners who regularly use our property ourselves and
occasionally with relatives and friends (as a second home) and we ALSO rent. Other non‐resident
property owners who may not rent also use their properties occasionally and with relatives and friends
in the same manner as we do.
When we are using our property ourselves it is our HOME for that time. We find it impossible to
understand why the Town of Seabrook feels entitled to demand entry to our home during these
periods (or when it is not occupied) at short notice without specified reason. This threatened
equivalent to ‘home invasion’ is poorly thought through. Does the Town demand a similar right to
enter the homes of non‐resident owners (who do not rent) or residents when they are using their
property or lending it to relatives?
When the property is being rented (or lent at no charge to relatives) it is also unnecessarily intrusive
for us as property owners and for visitors to Seabrook to be subject to an arbitrary demand from the
Town for the right to access the property at short notice for no specified reason. It also contravenes
sections of the legal rental agreements requiring notice to renters of any need to enter the property in
question.
If something is happening at any property that immediately threatens public safety, the police, fire
and emergency services have sufficient authority to take necessary actions.
Some of the proposed rules regarding levels of occupancy also seem not fully thought through, difficult
to implement, and only targeted to property owners who rent. Owners who do not rent can also exceed
what some think is an appropriate level of occupancy; that problem seems not to be addressed. In
either case if the perceived level is creating an acute public safety concern police, fire and emergency
services can already intervene. If the level of occupancy is not creating an acute public safety concern
but rather just annoying neighbors the solution is not necessarily extensive bureaucratic rules, rather
facilitating neighborly communication.
I would also like to hear the justification for an additional fee for property owners who rent (beyond the
business license) and an explanation of what these additional funds would be used for; if simply to
increase general revenue why is this burden to be placed just on owners who rent and not shared more
equitably.
Please step back from the rush to put in place new additional rules that have not been thought through
properly or justified as the only way to solve perceived problems.
Thanks for considering these views.
Roy and Diane Widdus
2008 Long Bend Drive
Seabrook
129 Wappoo Landing Circle
Charleston
SC 29412
(301) 358 1971
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Faye Allbritton
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 7:49 AM
Joe Cronin; John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Barry Goldstein; Patricia Fox
FW: Comments - Ordinance 2020-14

Comment below.
Faye Allbritton
Clerk/Treasurer
Town of Seabrook Island
2001 Seabrook Island Road
Seabrook Island, SC 29455
843‐768‐5320
From: Savageau <savageau7@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 10:04 PM
To: Faye Allbritton <fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Subject: Comments ‐ Ordinance 2020‐14
To the Town of Seabrook Island,
We are writing to provide comments in regard to proposed revisions to Ordinance 2020‐14. We purchased 723
Spinnaker Beachhouse in April 2020 and have been using Airbnb and VRBO to rent the unit since the end of July. We
strive to provide exceptional service to our guests as we want them to feel like family. The benefit of Airbnb and VRBO is
to avoid the typical feeling and presence of a hotel. Both Airbnb and VRBO maintain high standards for guests and we
thoroughly review Town of Seabrook Island, SIPOA and regime rules to ensure they are followed by our guests.
Listed below are elements of the proposal we are in disagreement with:
1. Annual short‐term rental (STR) permit required effective January 1, 2021. – The Town of Seabrook Island is
already receiving revenue from business licenses required to conduct business as well as the accommodation tax
that is collected and remitted. An STR permit should not be required especially when the property owners are
renting through vendors that already comply with high standards.
2. SC retail license required for short‐term rentals that are rented for more than 1 week per calendar year. – A SC
retail license should not be required. We are already collecting and remitting taxes to the State for the rental of
the property. We are not a retailer.
3. State and local taxes must be collected and remitted if the unit rented is for more than 15 days in any
calendar year. – Taxes are collected and remitted based on a dollar amount currently. It should not be changed
based on the number of days the unit is rented. Upon remittance of the tax information, we already submit the
amount due plus the number of overnight stays.
4. Current business license number, maximum occupancy, fire extinguisher location and emergency contact
must be posted inside the STR inside primary access door. – It is not necessary to make a home feel like a hotel.
We already have this information contained in a binder inside the property. In addition, information is also
provided directly to the guests through VRBO and Airbnb.
5. All STR’s are subject to inspection at any time with at least 2 hours’ notice to verify compliance. – Again, we
are property owners. Our property should not be open to inspection within a 2 hours’ notice. This is our
personal property. This is overstepping boundaries of both the property owners and guests.
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6. The Zoning Administrator may request copies of licenses, permits, receipts, reports or similar information
which may be necessary to ensure compliance with the requirements of the ordinance – This should not be a
requirement for an STR. We already submit necessary information to tax authorities. In addition, the Town of
Seabrook already has records indicative of business licenses.
7. Criteria for approval: • Permit shall be approved if the STR unit meets all conditions • Zoning Administrator
may inspect a STR unit prior to permitting • Zoning Administrator may require documentation or certification
that the property satisfies any one or more conditions • Decisions must be made within 30 days and
communicated to the applicant in writing • Permits expire December 31st (subject to grace period mentioned
above) – Again this is nothing more than another revenue generator for the Town of Seabrook Island and an
opportunity to overstep the boundaries of personal property and invasion of privacy.
Thank you for your consideration.
Best Regards,
Ryan and Sheila Savageau
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Steffen Frey <steffenfrey@yahoo.com>
Monday, November 2, 2020 11:11 AM
Jeri Finke; jeri.finke@comcast.net; bfox@townofseabrookisland.org; foxB@bodyandsoultherapy.com;
Joe Cronin
Proposed Short-Term Rental Ordinance - Feedback from an owner of multiple properties

Good Monday Morning,
I was just informed about the proposed changes to the short-term rental ordinance. I am the owner of
3020 Seabrook Village Drive and 933 Sealoft Villa Drive - as well as a lot right next to 3020, and
hence I am concerned if what I hear is true. My little MBA-brain has a hard time processing this, so
please correct me if I am wrong:
1) RAISING RENTAL PERMITS FEES:
What is the basis for raising the rental permits to $250 annually? A short-fall in the revenue for the
town? If there is not s shortfall in revenue, can you please advise what these additional funds are
meant for? Additional PR/Marketing for Seabrook Island?
With that -> Can you please advise the circumstances for this proposal? Obviously, this will reflect my
bottom-line significantly, and trust me - I did not budget for this.
2) 2 HOUR INSPECTION:
My understanding is also that the town would have my properties subject to an inspection - with at
least 2 hours notice. Given the delay in communication, and folks simply being overloaded during the
peak season, this could mean that I or the designated agent could not get to this request in time, and
hence have the town's representative show up at my rentals without renters being notified? Again,
what are the circumstances?
I believe the law indicates a 24 hours notice is necessary - so why is this even proposed? What is to
be inspected? The number of guests? Fire-alarm working? Also, we need to remember the COVID
restrictions here. Some/Most guests see a stay on the island as a way to get out of their home(state)
to get away from the COVID situation - and thus as a substitute to flights/hotels/indoor restaurant
scenarios.
-> I would say, if I was a guest to the island and this inspection happened, I am not sure I would be
favoring a return. Sounds like Gestapo coming into your rental unit (possibly without any notification).
Both I, the rental agent, the club and the town will lose out in this scenario.
3) LIMIT OF OCCUPANCY:
My understanding is that the town will enforce a Limit of Occupancy in units to include 2 folks per
bedroom - even though additional sleeping arrangements are assigned beyond what is outlined in
your tax bill. Again, why these sudden changes? My unit has been advertised for years to include
additional sleeping arrangements - so why this urgency now? Basically all of the Sealofts have been
promoted accordingly as well. If this is truly your stand - what are my options? I will lose significant
revenue under these circumstances. Who is going to cover that? Also, I trust that ALL units will be
subject to this new proposal - including Tarpon Pond, Shelter Cove etc. Need a level playing field
here IF this is taking effect.
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In summary, I feel the town is making some rash and sudden decisions - without a true analysis
having taking place. My understanding is that rental guests are responsible for close to 60 percent of
total revenue at the Club. Your proposals do not seem to favor this aspect at all. I trust that this level
of revenue will go down significantly with your new proposals. How will the Club (let alone the island
overall) cover these shortfalls in revenue?
The COVID situation has put a significant strain on the island. I realize that. Some of us have been
beneficiaries of this (whether intended or not). Yet, this will all come to an end - and then what? Quite
frankly, it does not seem as if you are truly speaking for the landlords here. We came to the island as
investors (and to enjoy the so-called paradise) and what I am being presented with here will have an
impact on my willingness to invest further on the island - let alone promote it. Maybe we should just
sell, as many of us have bought under false pretenses here.
Best Regards,
Steffen Frey
3020 Seabrook Village Drive
3016 Seabrook Village Drive
933 Sealoft Villa Drive.
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Faye Allbritton
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 12:06 PM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Barry Goldstein; Patricia Fox; Joe Cronin
Jeri Finke
FW: Pending Short-Term Rental Ordinance

See comment below.
Faye Allbritton
Clerk/Treasurer
Town of Seabrook Island
2001 Seabrook Island Road
Seabrook Island, SC 29455
843‐768‐5320
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Jeri Finke <jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2020 11:51 AM
To: Faye Allbritton <fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Subject: Fwd: Pending Short‐Term Rental Ordinance
for the public record on 2020‐14
>
> Jeri,
>
> The Board of Treeloft Villas, support your new Ordinance for rental properties.
>
> We like the limitations of 2 per bedroom. We have one now that rents up to 8 or more, for our 3 bedrooms.
>
> Also, no cars parked on roads or public property. We have seen cars parked on Treeloft property, not on driveways.
>
> Thanks,
>
> Steve Hildreth
> President
> Treeloft Villas
>
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Faye Allbritton
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 11:57 AM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Barry Goldstein; Patricia Fox
Joe Cronin
FW: In the Matter of Ordinance 2020-14 - Short Term Rental Ordinance

Importance:

High

See comment below that came before the last one I sent you. It is for the same person.
Faye Allbritton
Clerk/Treasurer
Town of Seabrook Island
2001 Seabrook Island Road
Seabrook Island, SC 29455
843‐768‐5320
From: Todd A. Miller <todd@thistlebrae.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2020 11:37 AM
To: Faye Allbritton <fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Subject: In the Matter of Ordinance 2020‐14 ‐ Short Term Rental Ordinance

Respectfully Submitted PRIOR to the Noon 11/17/2020 Submission Deadline ‐ As Posed on TOSI website

Attention Town of Seabrook Island,
It is my understanding that this initiative is rooted in a desire to have better management and control of two aspects of
island life on Seabrook:
1.) Define and control occupancy of rented properties to a reasonable level.
2.) Define and control the number of vehicles of properties being rented.
With that being my understanding of the genesis of the ordinance I cannot comprehend how resolution of those two
initiatives grew the proposed solution to something which seems ripe with aggressive overreach by the Town of
Seabrook Island (TOSI). An initiative which seems to have failed to follow any legally advised and accepted due process,
lack of formal official notification, lack of legally posted hearings open to the all owners, review and comment periods
which were both published and executed, etc.
Several initiatives proposing legal suit against the TOSI are already mounting from owners in several regimes. As we are
all property owners, unfortunately, the costs of fighting these legal claims, win or lose, will materialize at the expense of
all property owners. Therefore, irrespective of which side a property owner is on, we all lose. There are NO WINNERS!
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Until we regain control of the Seabrook Island gate we will NEVER control occupancy on the Island. To hold an owner
accountable to regulations that, at present, an owner cannot legally uphold is by definition unlawful and fraught with
legal ramifications headed to the courtrooms of Charleston County.
The following are the views and concerns of numerous owners who have reached out in conversation:
1. If this is enacted I will stop renting my property and drop my Club membership
2. This is discriminatory and I have contacted my attorney to discuss legal action against the Town.
3. All rented property is a “business” yet this ordinance focuses solely against short‐term renters which is discriminatory by
definition
4. Enforcement of occupancy is not legal against an owner since our ability to control is has been removed by SIPOA who
refuse to enforce that control which existed for over thirty years without issue. ("Tell them this owner has commenced a
class‐action lawsuit discovery against both TOSI and SIPOA")
There are many more comments, but I think the above represent the essence and sentimentality of a majority of
homeowners on whom the ordinance is targeted. The majority of property owners have no issues with the intent to
resolve the two initial issues. Unfortunately, the resulting draft ordinance seems to have outgrown any defendable
boundaries. It would see that a sledgehammer is being swung at a gnat.

Here are the likely impacts to our island community:


Rentals will decline, and in many cases, will cease



Club memberships will be cancelled



With no rentals the event business on the Island with extinguish



Club fees will have to be increase which will result in further membership cancellations



Property values will falter (we've only just recovered to break even after Island One and
the 2008 meltdown) and the Club Real Estate business contribution will decline



The Club cannot be sustained by a minority of full‐time Island residents

All suffer, all lose. Some change seems reasonably agreeable to most. The level proposed, at present, is not welcomed
and certain to be legally challenged my many.
Please reconsider the content and the process of how these changes are being communicated and implemented. When
clearly discriminatory practices are mixed with real estate matters, the full weight of Federal law will apply, despite
whatever legal stance and power TOSI feels they have rights to enact.
I urge you to step back and reconsider the unintended consequences that will likely result.
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May we restore peace and calm to our beloved Island Community. There is a peaceful solution and this is NOT that
solution.
Respectfully Submitted,
Todd A. Miller
Seabrook Island Property Owner
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Faye Allbritton
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 11:50 AM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Barry Goldstein; Patricia Fox
Joe Cronin
FW: Short Term Rental Ordinance

Importance:

High

See comment below.
Faye Allbritton
Clerk/Treasurer
Town of Seabrook Island
2001 Seabrook Island Road
Seabrook Island, SC 29455
843‐768‐5320
From: Todd A. Miller <todd@thistlebrae.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2020 11:45 AM
To: Faye Allbritton <fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Subject: Fwd: Short Term Rental Ordinance
Importance: High

Please add this as additional input to my prior input for the meeting today at 2:00 p.m. Eastern.
Time is needed to revise the ordinance in a manner the achieves the desired intentions (controlling occupancy and
parking). This would allow time to remove the overly cumbersome intrusion into the individual rights of property
owners, and to resolve the lack of transparency that allowed this initiative to reach its currently heated
state. Communication, discussion(s), transparency and collaboration would be a more productive means of achieving
the results intended to the benefit of ALL owners. There is a solution. The current draft is not that.
Respectfully,
Todd A. Miller
Property Owner

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded Message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Subject:Re: Short Term Rental Ordinance
Date:Tue, 17 Nov 2020 08:55:47 ‐0500
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From:Bill Coppel <bcoppel@earthlink.net>
To:Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>
CC:jgregg@townofseabrookisland.org, scrane@townofseabrookisland.org, jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org,
pfox@townofseabrookisland.org, bgoldstein@townofseabrookisland.org, jcronin@townofseabrookisland.org,
dandortsipoa@gmail.com, dreinhart@bellsouth.net, celledge@discoverseabrook.com, hpaton@sipoa.org,
ccross@sipoa.org, michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com, jwilson@dunesproperties.com,
joanne.fagan@comcast.net, tkendall@captivesolutionsllc.com, todd@thistlebrae.com, pphite@hotmail.com,
kdoylegeorge@gmail.com, buckohiou@aol.com

Mr. Gregg,
I support delaying this proposed ordinance based on my previous email, the work and analysis presented by Doyle
George, the sentiments of the many homeowners who have been left out of the convention and Nancy email.
Do the right thing.
Bill Coppel
Sent from my iPhone Bill Coppel

On Nov 16, 2020, at 7:51 PM, Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com> wrote:
Thank you for the changes that have taken place for the ordinance: 24 hrs notice for entrance and
allowing rentals to continue while a complaint goes thru due process. We appreciate these changes. As
I've stated before, I have no issue with most of the occupancy levels - the villas that have lofts seem to be
effected most though. Seems unfair that some are listed as 3 bedrooms with Charleston while others are
listed as 2 - for the exact same floor plan. I would hope to see an amendment to allow a sleeping loft to
count for 2. Atriums are at risk as they were built to hold golf groups - 4 queen beds per room - their
bedrooms are huge. Under the ordinance they would be limited to 6.
Just to clarify - the ordinance states: ...be required to have at least one smoke alarm on each level of the
unit, including the standard that there be one in every bedroom and outside of each sleeping area. Does
there need to be a smoke detector in each bedroom and also outside each one?
I do hope there is a delay so we can have a committee to work together to go over items. If we're
comparing ourselves to Kiawah (For reference, the fee for the STR rental permit on
Kiawah Island is $500.) then lets also have the enforcement officer field the complaints as was stated in
one of the first emails as to how Kiawah handles it. The majority of complaints I have heard from owners
is the misdemeanor charge. Owners can lose their jobs if a criminal record exists. A misdemeanor is
considered a criminal record.
What I don't want to happen is for Seabrook to be negatively effected. I have had many owners call to
say they just won't rent their property. They will drop their Club membership as the only reason they
belong to the Club is for rentals. It's a vicious circle.
I have asked for examples of violations of this ordinance and haven't received any explanations. In the
FAQ's it says no cars will be counted - that there is no restriction on the number of cars. Good since the
POA allows guests to call in passes. I have been working for several years to get the POA to only allow
owners and property managers to call in gate passes. I've been told their attorneys say guests have the
same rights as owners. That being said - then guests should have to give the pin numbers. Seems like
an easy solution. As an owner, I cannot call in a pass if I don't have my pin number - yet a guest can call
in as many as they want. This would be an easy way to be sure the occupancy level is adhered to. The
QR Code should expire once it is used by the person listed - they should not be able to send it to
others. So what constitutes a valid complaint?
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I appreciate all you do. I just want to make sure Seabrook continues to be as wonderful a place as it
currently is - to everyone, not just a select few.
Sincerely,
Nancy Buck
Coastal Getaway of SC
843-789-4438
www.cgofsc.com
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Colleen Thornburgh <colleen.thornburgh4822@gmail.com>
Saturday, November 7, 2020 10:53 AM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; jwilson@dunesproperties.com
tom.thornburgh14@gmail.com; reservations@cgofsc.com
FW: Ordinance for STR on Seabrook Island

Good Morning,
We are property owners at 2513 The Bent Twig. We are currently part time residents looking forward to moving to
Seabrook full‐time in two short years. We rent our property when we are not on the island.
We would like information regarding the source of complaints that have generated the proposed ordinance ‐‐ where is
the complaint coming from? There are no specific examples of where excessive cars are an issue, so it is difficult to
determine if the issue is real or if the issue is because of the preferences of individuals who oppose rentals.
We would like specifics to be provided before any action moves forward. Neither of us can recall seeing excessive
number cars parked on streets or driveways as we walk through SI. Is there a certain problem area that does not have
ample parking and needs to be addressed? If so, this should be handled on a case‐by‐case basis and not imposed upon
all rentals.
Is the complaint because during the summer there is not adequate beach parking access and people park on property
owner lawns or the cul de sacs near the beach? If that is the case, this issue will continue regardless of the number of
cars allowed. There is simply not enough parking for beach access and the town needs to come up with another plan for
overflow parking during peak summer months of June‐ August. My guess is this is the real issue. Perhaps a unsold lot
can be used in someway for additional access or shuttle buses from the Lake House or Town Center that run on the ½
hour (an expense but it could be built into rental costs or amenity fees for renters.)
1. For the reason of lack of specificity and examples of where the issues are occurring and
2. For a lack of attempt to problem solve before jumping to a STR ordinance, we are opposed to the STR proposal.

Tom and Colleen Thornburgh,
2513 The Bent Twig
Colleen: 678.907.12
Tom: 678.908.6082

The link ed image cannot be display ed. The file may hav e been mov ed, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

1

2

Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

William Marsteller <bmrstlr@yahoo.com>
Saturday, November 7, 2020 3:04 PM
John Gregg; Skip Crane; Jeri Finke; Patricia Fox; Barry Goldstein; Joe Cronin;
dandortsipoa@gmail.com; dreinhart@bellsouth.net; celledge@discoverseabrook.com;
hpaton@SIPOA.org; ccross@sipoa.org; michaelasnip@seabrookislandrealestate.com;
jwilson@dunesproperties.com
Nancy Buck; nancy@cgofsc.com
proposed ordinance 2020-14

To All Concerned:
I feel that this ordinance has many flaws that I have written you about In the past and through many emails from Nancy
Buck of Coastal Getaways. I know that the town council probably feels that they have had an exhaustive look into this
situation. However, it seems clear that there are many concerns that have not been thoroughly vetted with the property
owners. This has permanent and lasting ramifications that will affect many property owners, including the possibility of
misdemeanor violations. I do not think that the majority of the property owners have had the opportunity have an open
discussion of this proposal. With the limitations imposed due to the covid pandemic and the inability to have open and
relevant in person discussions. I hope you would agree that, at the very least, this issue should be tabled until in person
open forums can be scheduled and held. This would allow for more open and transparent solutions to be discussed with
your ad-hoc committee and produce a much better studying, airing and understanding by the property owners of the
subject of overcrowding and safety of our Island. I think that further discussion and study needs to be done as to the
possible financial and value implications to this ordinance with the experts that we have on the Island. I think that there
have been some solutions that have been tried to address the overcrowding. Members only priority reservations on
certain days (ie. Pelican's on Tuesdays and Thursday) , staggered advance priority tee time reservations, etc. Maybe we
could discuss more of these type of solutions instead of a far reaching ordinance. Let us not have a rush to impose such a
far reaching ordinance on our Island.
Sincerely
William and Jo Marsteller
731 Spinnaker Beachhouse VI
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Joe Cronin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Faye Allbritton
Tuesday, November 3, 2020 8:33 AM
Joe Cronin
FW: proposed renters ordnance

Importance:

High

Comment below.
Faye Allbritton
Clerk/Treasurer
Town of Seabrook Island
2001 Seabrook Island Road
Seabrook Island, SC 29455
843‐768‐5320
From: Jeri <jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>
Sent: Monday, November 2, 2020 4:41 PM
To: Faye Allbritton <fallbritton@townofseabrookisland.org>
Subject: Fwd: proposed renters ordnance

Begin forwarded message:
From: William Marsteller <bmrstlr@yahoo.com>
Subject: proposed renters ordnance
Date: November 1, 2020 at 1:34:14 PM EST
To: "jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org" <jfinke@townofseabrookisland.org>,
"bfox@townofseabrookisland.org" <bfox@townofseabrookisland.org>,
"jcronin@towmofseabrookisland.org" <jcronin@towmofseabrookisland.org>,
"jeri.fink@comcast.net" <jeri.fink@comcast.net>, "foxB@bodyandsoultherapy.com"
<foxB@bodyandsoultherapy.com>
Cc: Nancy Buck <nancneb@aol.com>, "nancy@cgofsc.com" <nancy@cgofsc.com>, Jo
<karenjmarsteller@yahoo.com>
Dear Members:
We are writing you to express our thoughts, concerns and questions about the proposed new renters
ordnance. First of all we question the need of an additional ordnance for the renters on Seabrook, other
than an additional source of revenue to the town. If this is your goal just up the business license fee. We
realize that we are enjoying some income from renting our places and are not opposed to sharing some
with the town. However, I am not sure what additional services that are needed to service renters as
opposed to owners living in the various properties. I there is, would you please share them with us so we
may negotiate a viable solution with out some ordnance. I would also like to say that the rentals also
bring in additional revenue to all government, SIPOA and Seabrook Island Club.
I know that we and our fellow owners that rent out our homes have done everything to protect our
renters. All of the safety concerns that you have expressed in your ordnance have already been
1

addressed by the owners with the oversight of our management companies with the exception of many
redundant smoke alarms that you want to be installed. I know that Costal Getaways had an extensive list
of things that we needed in our place prior to taking us on as a client. To add an additional redundant
governmental bureaucracy seems like and overreaction to a perceived problem.
Our second concern is to impose a "snap inspection" on our renters with a 2 hour notice. As we
understand it, we have to by law, give 24 hour notice to or renters to enter the premises. We are not sure
how you can legally enforce this. Though I am not a Lawyer, we surely would not like our vacation to be
interrupted by such an inconvenience. Our housekeeping people come in and inspect our rentals after
every guest. If there is something that you would like them to look out for, I am sure with a little training
they would be happy to oblige and report to you and us any improvements necessary, as the already do
this for our managers and owners.
Third is this idea of limits on the number of occupants. As owners we do not want to over load our
properties. We understand how too many people in our rentals is detrimental to our property. We see
the damage that renters do and understand that the more people in our rentals at one time can cause
increased problems. That being said, we have set up rooms to accommodate the number of people that
we are comfortable with in our properties and advertise as such. Lofts and pull out couches are
legitimate places to sleep without sacrificing safety.
Fourth is the punitive actions that you propose to impose on people who do not follow your new ordnance
sounds extremely harsh. I understand that breaking ordnances need to have some kind of punishment,
but at least 60 days for a first violation without some sort of remediation action is ridiculous. This is
tantamount to a $20-50 thousand dollar or more fine. We think this is excessive.
I , through my years, have served in many capacities in local government, on corporate boards and
numerous committees of various organizations. I understand the urge of trying to have an overseeing
regulatory action to make sure that things that have gone on do not go on again. But, through my
experience, have found that it is much better to deal with a few problems individually rather that to create
the possibility many problems in solving a few. We feel this ordnance fits into this category.
I hope you will seriously consider what I have taken the time and thought to write and feeI you should
consider modifying or not passing this ordnance as written.
Sincerely,
William and Karen Marsteller
731 Spinnaker Beachhouse Vl
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Recipient:

Seabrook Island Property Owners who rent their homes

Letter:

Greetings,
Town of Seabrook Short Term Rental Ordinance

Signatures
Name

Location

Date

Nancy Buck

US

2020-11-12

Brian DeAngelis

Palatine, IL

2020-11-12

Cynthia Nixon Bailey

Seabrook island, SC

2020-11-12

Colleen Thornburgh

Atlanta, GA

2020-11-12

Wendy Sirchio

Louisville, KY

2020-11-12

Charles Strauss

Charlotte, NC

2020-11-12

Kristi Long

Seabrook is, VA

2020-11-12

Rita Brandeisky

Farmingdale, NJ

2020-11-12

Michael Murkley

Chesterbrook, PA

2020-11-12

Thomas Thornburgh

Atlanta, GA

2020-11-12

Peggy Fox

Pittsford, NY

2020-11-12

Jennifer Macdonald

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Mark Mills

Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-12

Pamela Thesing

Charleston, SC

2020-11-12

Dan Milgate

Livonia, NY

2020-11-12

Alberta Barron

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Howard Mintz

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Philip Hite

Reading, PA

2020-11-12

Jeanne Norcross

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Frank Kerr

Charleston, SC

2020-11-12

Name

Location

Date

James Pote

Signal Mountain, TN

2020-11-12

Kyle Tucci

Sea Brook Island, SC

2020-11-12

Gerry Geckle

Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-12

Anne Mowen

Hagerstown, MD

2020-11-12

Mary Maloney

Newtown, CT

2020-11-12

Jessica Brown

Seabrook, SC

2020-11-12

michael tabachnick

Atlanta, GA

2020-11-12

Doyle George

US

2020-11-12

Russ Bennett

Seabrook island, SC

2020-11-12

Sharon McGovern

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Melinda Robertson

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Michael Mowen

Hagerstown, MD

2020-11-12

Deanna Mendenhall-Miller

Seymour, TN

2020-11-12

Karen Williams

Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-12

Pam Alexander

Atlanta, GA

2020-11-12

Paul Smith

Pottstown, PA

2020-11-12

Norman Miller

Seymour, TN

2020-11-12

Dennis Karem

Hilliard, OH

2020-11-12

Ian Robertson

Hanmer, Ontario, Canada

2020-11-12

Terry Hoelle

Princeton, IL

2020-11-12

Wallace Kyle

Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-12

Azim Surka

Seabrook island, SC

2020-11-12

Name

Location

Date

Mary Gwyn

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Peter Alexander

Atlanta, GA

2020-11-12

Kristin Brennan

Powder Springs, GA

2020-11-12

Marie Schulz

Charlotte, NC

2020-11-12

Kevin Applegate

Antioch, TN

2020-11-12

William Carey

Fort Mill, SC

2020-11-12

Lori Hozza

Reading, PA

2020-11-12

Christine Simmons

Reading, PA

2020-11-12

Angie Cagle

Atlanta, GA

2020-11-12

Catherine Moninger

Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-12

William Sisk

Concord, NC

2020-11-12

William Marsteller

Dayton, OH

2020-11-12

Brian Bichey

Philadelphia, PA

2020-11-12

Kevin Robinson

Blythewood, SC

2020-11-12

Samantha McKinley

Louisville, KY

2020-11-12

Kristi Hesse

Virginia Beach, VA

2020-11-12

Karen Huber

Avon Lake, OH

2020-11-12

Amy Ostop

Pewaukee, WI

2020-11-12

Carol Brudereck

The Villages, FL

2020-11-12

Bill Coppel

St. Louis, MO

2020-11-12

Ann Clark

Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-12

Michele Reddig

Brownstown, PA

2020-11-12

Name

Location

Date

Benjamin Tarkenton

Charlotte, US

2020-11-12

Willy Z

Palm Coast, US

2020-11-12

Jared Brown

Indianapolis, IN

2020-11-12

Jill Karem

Hilliard, OH

2020-11-12

Milena Chotard

Charlotte, NC

2020-11-12

Elizabeth Young

Charlotte, NC

2020-11-12

Mike Staed

Holland, MI

2020-11-12

Max Sherman

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Steve Butler

Hudson, OH

2020-11-12

Jane Erb

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Rebecca Post

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Mary Strauss

Charlotte, NC

2020-11-12

Shane Braendel

Erie, PA

2020-11-12

Angela Sandre

703 Spinnaker, SC

2020-11-12

Dan Sweet

Chesterﬁeld, US

2020-11-12

Johnny Luna

Cabot, US

2020-11-12

Michael Burns

Worcester, US

2020-11-12

Rakia White

Columbia, US

2020-11-12

fuck you

fu, US

2020-11-12

isabell mclouth

Rochester, US

2020-11-12

Qaadaria Guthrie

Valdosta, US

2020-11-12

Kwa Ohene-Bonsu

New York, US

2020-11-12

Name

Location

Date

julia j

Madison, US

2020-11-12

PCTI Student

Nutley, US

2020-11-12

tanya Jain

Bellevue, US

2020-11-12

Edward Galbavy

Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-12

Hector Otero

Paterson, US

2020-11-12

Tom Kendall

Davidson, NC

2020-11-12

Vera Lester

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Teresa So

Mount Vernon, US

2020-11-12

Brett Temples

Fayetteville, GA

2020-11-12

Natalie Temples

Fayetteville, GA

2020-11-12

Edward Breen

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Kelly Stefanov

Massillon, OH

2020-11-12

Maureen Keefe

Windsor, CA

2020-11-12

Darcie Saar

Reading, PA

2020-11-12

Rob FLOOD

Wheaton, IL

2020-11-12

Terri Murphy

Mooresville, NC

2020-11-12

Lyle Oatway

Ormond Beach, FL

2020-11-12

Steffen Frey

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

George Conbeer

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Ruby Peoples

Mars Hill, NC

2020-11-12

Katelyn Schafer

Princeton, US

2020-11-12

Alexander Vera

CHICAGO, US

2020-11-12

Name

Location

Date

Jack Smith

skokie, US

2020-11-12

Bitter Sweet

US

2020-11-12

Zach Hester

Valdosta, US

2020-11-12

Daniel Feeley

Las Vegas, US

2020-11-12

Oscar Olivas

Palmdale, US

2020-11-12

Shari Youtsey

Van Wert, US

2020-11-12

Samantha Marshall

Boulder, US

2020-11-12

Southwest Fan 101

US

2020-11-12

Damon Mervine

Akron, US

2020-11-12

Orlando Acosta

La Mirada, US

2020-11-12

Zach Blankenship

Nashville, US

2020-11-12

Oscar Guerrero

Largo, US

2020-11-12

Michael Madariaga

temecula, US

2020-11-12

Brandon Arzate

Joliet, US

2020-11-12

Edna Karamian

Los Angeles, US

2020-11-12

Jennifer Dumas

Reading, PA

2020-11-12

Peter Schellhorn

Glenview, IL

2020-11-12

dennis salvi

Doylestown, PA

2020-11-12

Tim Beatty

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Bruce Alexander

Asheville, NC

2020-11-12

phil Solomon

Charlotte, NC

2020-11-12

mary jacques

Lawrenceville, GA

2020-11-12

Name

Location

Date

christine spurlock

Northﬁeld, NJ

2020-11-12

John R Spurlock

Northﬁeld, NJ

2020-11-12

Deborah J. Ott

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

James Ott

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Edward O'Sullivan

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Julia Ison

Columbia, SC

2020-11-12

Lucy Surka

Greenville, SC

2020-11-12

Robert Jed Fox

Pittsford, NY

2020-11-12

Andrew Renninger

Lancaster, PA

2020-11-12

Josee Bilodeau

West Hartford, CT

2020-11-12

Joy Tucci

Alpharetta, GA

2020-11-12

Cynthia Siegel

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Janey & Steven Sarniak

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Donna Brown

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Kristen Fox

Madison, NJ

2020-11-12

PATRICK AIELLO

Cary, NC

2020-11-12

Joan Goode

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

John Sesody

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Lori Aiello

Raleigh, NC

2020-11-12

Anne Marie Verini

Valhalla, NY

2020-11-12

Cal Aycock

Cumming, GA

2020-11-12

Heather Hayes

Weirton, WV

2020-11-12

Name

Location

Date

Andi Morgan

Charlotte, NC

2020-11-12

John Lyons

Powell, OH

2020-11-12

John Regan

Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-12

William Peoples

Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-12

Daniel Koval

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Steve Karp

Atlanta, GA

2020-11-12

Jacqueline Shoener

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Jill Michaels

Waco, TX

2020-11-12

Harry Bizzell

Charlotte, NC

2020-11-12

Lori Alexander

Asheville, NC

2020-11-12

Jim Thesing

Charleston, SC

2020-11-12

Brian Alexander

Ladson, SC

2020-11-12

edwin kelly

La Plata, MD

2020-11-12

Randsll Buck

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

James Brennan

Powder Springs, GA

2020-11-12

Mandy Schlender

Waxhaw, NC

2020-11-12

John Bush

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Victoria Boukydis

Toronto, Ontario, Canada

2020-11-12

David Fennell

Buford, GA

2020-11-12

Robert Bush

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

stephen Huber

Avon Lake, OH

2020-11-12

Allyson Hamilton

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Name

Location

Date

Jack Wilson

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Jacqueline Dinge

Cambridge, MA

2020-11-12

Bob Walczak

Fort Mill, SC

2020-11-12

Jeanne and Frank Kaulakis

Mount Vernon, IA

2020-11-12

Judy Lyons

Powell, OH

2020-11-12

Larry Phillips

LaGrange, IN

2020-11-12

Aneshia Seabrook

Columbia, SC

2020-11-12

Jerry Lynch

West Lafayette, IN

2020-11-12

Alan Fox

Madison, NJ

2020-11-12

Louis Vitantonio

Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-12

doria wosk

miami, FL

2020-11-12

Carre Razzano

Campobello, SC

2020-11-12

Ann Staed

Holland, MI

2020-11-12

CLAUDIA SERWAT

Hinsdale, IL

2020-11-12

Bruce Young

Charlotte, NC

2020-11-12

Scott Fox

Charlestown, MA

2020-11-12

Leslie Schlender

Elkin, NC

2020-11-12

Roger Schulz

Charlotte, NC

2020-11-12

Roy Widdus

Charleston, SC

2020-11-12

Amy Siachos

Greenville, SC

2020-11-12

Cyndi Platt

Dayton, OH

2020-11-12

Diane Widdus

Charleston, SC

2020-11-12

Name

Location

Date

Paul Cassidy

Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-12

Kathy Fulton

Saint Louis, MO

2020-11-12

Warren Schlender

mooresville, NC

2020-11-12

Ethan Segal

Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-12

Lillian Beatty

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Cheryl Gallegos

OR, OR

2020-11-12

Alexander Tyrteos

Goose Creek, SC

2020-11-12

Linda Cornaby

Knoxville, TN

2020-11-12

Steve Ostop

Pewaukee, WI

2020-11-12

ALAN BARCLAY

Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-12

Chris Siachos

Greenville, SC

2020-11-12

Gerald Stump

Reading, PA

2020-11-12

Brian Wood

Decatur, GA

2020-11-12

Kevin sharkey

Charlotte, NC

2020-11-12

Gale Marsiglia

Sykesville, MD

2020-11-12

STEPHEN MCLAUGHLIN

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Rodney Schlosser

Charleston, SC

2020-11-12

Nicholas Macpherson

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Carl Rosenberry

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Jill Boissonnault

Alexandria, VA

2020-11-12

Debra Colombo

Hillsborough, NJ

2020-11-12

Kathy Ellwanger

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Name

Location

Date

Nancy Smith

Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-12

Alan Mayhew

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Mike Edgar

Gahanna, OH

2020-11-12

Dan Eigel

Perrysburg, OH

2020-11-12

Patrick Woods

Daniel Island, SC

2020-11-12

Steven Haggerty

Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-12

Cindy Leidenfrost

Alpharetta, GA

2020-11-12

Larry Burke

Harrisburg, NC

2020-11-12

Eve Herbick

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Karen Lynn Myers

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

Christina Schlosser

Mount Pleasant, SC

2020-11-12

Mark Humiston

Hudson, OH

2020-11-12

Anne Sutton

3741 Seabrook Island Road, Johns
island, SC

2020-11-12

T Gregory Naples

Chicago, IL

2020-11-12

Madison Young

Charlotte, NC

2020-11-13

Ryan Young

Charlotte, NC

2020-11-13

Wannelle Lefkowitz

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-13

Laura Beverage

Denver, CO

2020-11-13

kelton peterson

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-13

Christine Badura

Portland, OR

2020-11-13

William Sax

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-13

Name

Location

Date

Conner George

Houston, TX

2020-11-13

Cade Herman

Oak Ridge, NJ

2020-11-13

Marcelle Belisle

2925 Atrium Village Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-13

Sarah Cassidy

Charlotte, NC

2020-11-13

Kimberly Coffey

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-13

Sharon Houck

Greenville, SC

2020-11-13

Steven Ash

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-13

Jeff Kravis

Waxhaw, NC

2020-11-13

JOSEPH BARIL

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-13

Becky Stallworth

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-13

Mari Mitchell

Atlanta, GA

2020-11-13

Holly Ott

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-13

Jean Cross

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-13

Glenda Miller

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-13

Wallace Kyle

Seabrook Island, SC

2020-11-13

Joseph Colombo

Hillsborough, NJ

2020-11-13

Becky Batson

Greenville, SC

2020-11-13

Diana Teitsma

Bensalem, PA

2020-11-13

Claudia Martinez

Corpus Christi, US

2020-11-13

Rodney Terry

US

2020-11-13

Mrs. Jeronda Williams

Bedford Heights, US

2020-11-13

Polar Falcon

Cary, US

2020-11-13

Name

Location

Date

Ariana bello

Goodyear, US

2020-11-13

Karen Lane

Braintree, MA

2020-11-13

Claire Brekken

Madison, US

2020-11-13

Destiny Paura

San Antonio, US

2020-11-13

Nathan Gibbons

Searcy, US

2020-11-13

madelynn angst

US

2020-11-13

Brielle Thompson

Miami, US

2020-11-13

Hadees Amin

Freeland, US

2020-11-13

Molly LaBar

Clifton Park, US

2020-11-13

Kaitlyn Gray

Nashville, US

2020-11-13

Devon Hulsey

Martinsburg, US

2020-11-13

Erin McCormick

Cherry Hill, US

2020-11-13

Andres Vilchez

Crystal Lake, US

2020-11-13

Kathy Sherman

Beulaville, US

2020-11-13

Naomi Smith

Atascosa, US

2020-11-13

Keith Everton

Midlothian, US

2020-11-13

Gabrielle Bluhm

Fort Wayne, US

2020-11-13

Mona Prelesnik

Santa Margarita, US

2020-11-13

Margaret Wildermann

US

2020-11-13

James Burke

509 cobby creek Johns Island, SC

2020-11-13

M Therese Lynch

West Lafayette, IN

2020-11-14

John M. McCabe

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-14

Name

Location

Date

Mike Lloyd

C, GA

2020-11-14

Brent Owens

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-14

Kathleen O’Sullivan

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-14

Myles Geary

Fayetteville, US

2020-11-14

Tamara Smith

Souderton, US

2020-11-14

Andrew Theodore

GREENVILLE, SC

2020-11-14

Renee Wilson

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-14

Paul Aitchison

Columbia, SC

2020-11-14

Mary Sisk

Concord, NC

2020-11-14

Gail Tuﬃeld

Australia

2020-11-14

Jean Wyman

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-14

Katharine Bryant

Murfreesboro, TN

2020-11-14

Sharon Schiavoni

Greensburg, PA

2020-11-14

Maura Fennell

Louisville, KY

2020-11-14

andy malinofsky

MARIETTA, GA 30066, GA

2020-11-14

Comments
Name

Location

Date

Comment

Colleen Thornburgh

Atlanta, GA

2020-11-12

"Do not believe that data supporting an overabundance of cars
has been provided. Evidence needs to be shown ﬁrst, along with
analysis of location, time and frequency. This will provide insight as
to whether or not a problem exists. 2nd step is to problem solve if
there is indeed an issue. Evidence and problem solving should come
before issuing an ordinance."

Rita Brandeisky

Howell, NJ

2020-11-12

"As an out of state owner who relies upon short term rentals I am
not happy with the process of this proposal nor the provisions. My
perception of these changes is that short term rentals are frowned
upon and people are trying to limit them and will force my husband
and I to sell our property if that is the case."

Peggy Fox

Pittsford, NY

2020-11-12

"Rental agencies limit the number of gate passes (cars) to one pas
per bedroom. However, unlike property owners who have to have
a password to get gate passes for guests, rental guests can merely
call the gate and get additional passes. In a single day during
Thanksgiving 2018 our rental guests were able to get 23 additional
gate passes for their guests. Herein is the problem. SIPOA and the
Town are not in sync and therefore there are times when far more
people are on the island than should be allowed."

Doyle George

US

2020-11-12

"This ordinance was proposed by a small minority of property
owners at a time when most non-residents are not at Seabrook, for
the purpose of making it impossible to rent to short-term visitors.
The Club and SIPOA will suffer a signiﬁcant decline in revenue and
many Seabrook property owners will decide not to continue renting
on a short-term basis to avoid being accused of a misdemeanor.
It's adoption without a public hearing where property owners can
actually ask questions and receive answers is undemocratic and not
representative of Seabrook Island's history."

Kevin Robinson

Blythewood, SC

2020-11-12

"I truly believe that all owners, whether they are residents or
not, love and want to preserve the same aspects of Seabrook.
I respectfully ask our elected leaders to do what is right yet
sometimes diﬃcult by allowing a discussion of the issues in order to
reach a solution that is reasonable. Anyone can pass an ordinance
without seeking input. Please be the rare leader who works to seek
evidence, input, and balances the point of view of all interested
parties. Imagine if Charleston County passed ordinances impacting
Seabrook without reasonable consideration of those impacted.
Please lead how you would want to be led."

Max Sherman

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-12

"I am a Seabrook Island rental property owner and I would like
more than anecdotal opinion and conjecture about the potential
impact the new restrictions would have on property value, rental
income, and rental customer experience before the Town passes
these rules and penalties. I don't see evidence of appropriate due
diligence or research by any party."

Cal Aycock

Cumming, GA

2020-11-12

"We need a fair hearing and both sides should be presented!"

Name

Location

Date

Comment

Jill Michaels

Waco, TX

2020-11-12

"Jill F. Michaels, DDS"

doria wosk

miami, FL

2020-11-12

"JUSTICE FOR THE PEOPLE. MAGA"

Glenda Miller

Johns Island, SC

2020-11-13

"I left Seabroke because I value my freedom too much to be
subjected to The Rulers!"

