
Public Safety Committee  
11:00am, Tuesday, September 1, 2026 

City Hall Council Chambers 
1207 Palm Boulevard, Isle of Palms, SC 

Public Comment: 
Citizens who wish to speak during the meeting must email their first and last name, 

address and topic to Nicole DeNeane, City Clerk, at nicoled@isleofpalms.gov no later 
than 3:00 p.m. the day before the meeting. Citizens may also provide written public 

comment here: https://www.isleofpalms.gov/public-comment-form  

Agenda 

1. Call to order and acknowledgement that the press and public have been duly
notified of the meeting in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act.

2. Citizen’s Comments – All comments have a time limit of three (3) minutes.

3. Approval of previous meeting’s minutes – August 4, 2026.

4. Old Business
a. Update on Waterway Boulevard signage
b. Update on Charleston County EMS ambulance at Fire Station 1
c. Update on installation of AI signal software and review of Signal

Maintenance Agreement (SMA)
d. Update on E-bike usage
e. Discussion of public safety related matrix recommendations
f. Discussion of flashing light systems at crosswalks

5. New Business
Update regarding FLOCK cameras

6. Departmental Reports

7. Miscellaneous Business – Next meeting date: Tuesday, October 6, 2026, 11am.

8. Adjournment
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Public Safety Committee Meeting 
11:00am, Tuesday, August 4, 2026 

1207 Palm Boulevard, Isle of Palms, SC and  
broadcasted live on YouTube: https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofisleofpalms 

MINUTES 

1. Call to Order 

Present: Council members Bogosian and Cohen 

Absent: Council Member Carroll, Administrator Kerr 

Staff Present: Deputy Administrator Kuester, Chief Oliverius, Chief Cornett 

Also Present: Jennifer Bihl 

2. Citizen’s Comments 

3. Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes – July 7, 2026 

MOTION: Council Member Cohen made a motion to approve the minutes of the July 7, 
2026 meeting. Council Member Bogosian seconded the motion. The motion passed 
unanimously. 

4. Old Business  

A. Update on Waterway Boulevard Signage 

A. Discussion of change to resident parking along Waterway Boulevard 

MOTION: Council Member Bogosian made a motion to discuss items 4.A. and 5.A. 
together. Council Member Cohen seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Chief Cornett stated that after some investigation for the encroachment permits for the signage 
along Waterway Boulevard, he would recommend that the two signs at the end of the path noting 
“Resident Parking Only” be taken down and replaced with “No Motor Vehicles on Path” signs.  

Residents will still be permitted to park in legal parking spaces on the other side of the street, but 
they will not be allowed to park cars on the Waterway Boulevard path. He noted that switching 
out the signs will speed up the signage process since the previous signs and poles were already 
permitted.  

Deputy Administrator Kuester said staff will begin an education campaign letting residents know 
of the change. 
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B. Update on Charleston County EMS partnership at Fire Station 1 

Chief Oliverius said there is no update on this item. 

C. Update on installation of AI signal software 

Deputy Administrator Kuester stated that staff met with Rhythm and Ms. Bihl to discuss the 
installation of the AI signal software. Ms. Bihl reviewed a list of action items from the meeting 
including expanding SCDOT’s inclusion in the project, developing the SMA (Signal 
Management Agreement), speaking with the Town of Mt. Pleasant regarding maintenance 
assistance, and procuring an installer. A kickoff meeting with SCDOT will be scheduled with the 
intention of having the equipment installed and functioning by March 2027. 

D. Update on E-bike usage 

Deputy Administrator Kuester has asked City Attorney McMillin to prepare document 
explaining to Council what State law says about e-bikes. Council Member Bogosian asked that 
e-scooters be included in the analysis.  

E. Discussion of Public Safety-related matrix recommendations 

Deputy Administrator Kuester said staff has been reviewing the Public Safety-related matrix 
recommendations and recommended several to Committee members to be marked as complete or 
“business as usual.” Staff will continue its review and continue to update the Committee on 
status changes of the recommendations.  

5. New Business 

B. Discussion of flashing light systems at 20th and 43rd avenues 

Chief Cornett said he supports the use of flashing light systems at crosswalks, adding that they 
have “come a long way” and no longer flash constantly. Lights are activated by pedestrians and 
flash for a short period of time while crossing the street. He said the City would have to pay for a 
study prior to any systems being installed. Earlier cost estimates were $10-$15,000 per 
crosswalk. 

Council Member Bogosian would like to see the study include a larger area to determine the best 
place to install the flashing light systems. 

Deputy Administrator Kuester will prepare a fact sheet about the light systems. Council Member 
Bogosian said the Committee will make a recommendation to City Council about system 
placements after they have reviewed the study and discussed possible funding sources. 

6. Departmental Reports 

Council Member Bogosian noted that next year’s budget conversation related to Public Safety 
needs to include data related to response to visitor calls for service. 
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When asked if arrests for serious offenses were up, Chief Cornett said the numbers are higher 
than last year, but he expects them to decline in August. He added that the increase in numbers 
can also be attributed to increased proactivity of the officers. 

7. Miscellaneous Business 

The next meeting of the Public Safety Committee will be on Tuesday, September 1, 2026 at 
11am. 

8. Adjournment 

Council Member Bogosian made a motion to adjourn, and Council Member Cohen seconded the 
motion. The meeting was adjourned at 11:40am. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Nicole DeNeane 
City Clerk  
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HAYNSWORTH SINKLER BOYD, P.A. 
134 MEETING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

P.O. BOX 340 (29402) 
CHARLESTON, SC 29401 
MAIN  843.722.3366      

FAX  843.722.2266 
www.hsblawfirm.com 

JAMES I. WARD IV 
DIRECT 843.720.4407 
jward@hsblawfirm.com 

 

MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Douglas Kerr, City Administrator 

  Sean Kuester, Deputy City Administrator 

  Chief Kevin Cornett, Chief of Police 

FROM: James I. Ward IV 

DATE: August 12, 2026 

RE:  E-Bike Regulations 

Question Presented 

1. May the City of Isle of Palms adopt an ordinance that treats low-speed electric bicycles (“e-

bikes”) differently from ordinary bicycles? 

2. What enforcement issues would such an ordinance create, including whether an e-bike 

remains an e-bike when its motor is off, when a municipal penalty may conflict with state 

law, and whether the City may regulate other motorized devices? 

Brief Answer 

1. Yes, but with certain limitations. South Carolina classifies low-speed e-bikes (“electric-assist 

bicycles” / “bicycles with helper motors”) as bicycles and makes their riders subject to all 

statutory provisions applicable to bicyclists. S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-3520. The City therefore 

cannot, by ordinance, strip e-bikes of the rights the State grants bicyclists on roadways and 

bicycle exclusive paths. However, the State’s bicyclist rules do not by their terms reach 

sidewalks or a mixed-use municipal path, and S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-710(A)(8) expressly 

authorizes local authorities to “regulate the operation of bicycles.” S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-

710. Within that space, the City has room to regulate where and how these devices may be 

operated. 

2. Whether an e-bike is still an e-bike when the motor is turned off is answered by the statute. 

The device’s classification turns on its design specifications, not on whether the motor is 

engaged at a given moment, so a qualifying e-bike remains an e-bike (and a bicyclist) whether 

or not the rider is pedaling under power. Under S.C. Const. art. VIII, § 14 and City of N. 

Charleston v. Harper, 306 S.C. 153, 410 S.E.2d 569 (1991), the State “occupies the field as 

far as penalties,” and a municipal ordinance imposing a penalty different from an available 
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state statute for the same conduct is void. Additionally, mopeds, bicycles, helper-motor 

bicycles, and Segway devices are regulated, to some extent, by state law. All other motorized 

devices (e.g., electric scooters) may be regulated by the City.  

 

Overview of Municipal Authority to Regulate E-Bikes 

 

South Carolina municipalities have authority to regulate e-bikes; however, such authority is limited 

under state law.  

 

State law uses the terms “electric-assist bicycles” and “bicycles with helper motors” to define e-bikes. 

Under S.C. Code Ann. § 56-1-10(29) “electric-assist bicycles” and “bicycles with helper motors” are 

defined as low-speed devices with operable pedals, a motor of no more than 750 watts, and a top 

motor-assisted speed under 20 mph. Mopeds are defined as a cycle, with or without pedals, powered 

by gasoline, electricity, alternative fuel, or a hybrid combination thereof and equipped with a motor 

of more than 750 watts but less than 1500 watts. As such, the State has already occupied the 

definitional space and a municipality cannot redefine what constitutes an e-bike. 

 

State law further provides that e-bikes must be treated as bicycles for the rules of the road. S.C. Code 

Ann. § 56-5-3520 provides that riders of bicycles with helper motors are subject to all statutory 

provisions applicable to bicyclists. Those provisions grant a bicyclist on a roadway the rights and 

duties of a vehicle driver, and apply “whenever a bicycle is operated upon any highway or upon any 

path set aside for the exclusive use of bicycles.” S.C. Code Ann. §§ 56-5-3410, -3420. The practical 

consequence is that on roadways and bicycle-exclusive paths, a municipality cannot treat e-bikes 

differently from ordinary bicycles, because the State has made them equivalent. 

 

However, municipalities have an express grant to regulate bicycle (and e-bike) operation. Two 

sources supply the power. Generally, the Home Rule enabling statute, S.C. Code Ann. § 5-7-30, lets 

a municipality enact ordinances “not inconsistent with the Constitution and general law of this State,” 

including as to streets and law enforcement. Furthermore, S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-710(A)(8) 

authorizes local authorities, over streets and highways within their jurisdiction and within the 

reasonable exercise of the police power, to regulate “the operation of bicycles and requiring the 

registration and licensing of them.” Because S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-3520 subjects e-bike operators 

to the provisions applicable to bicyclists, this grant reaches e-bike operation as well. 

 

Analysis 

 

I. Qualifying e-bike riders generally are subject to the bicycle rules of the road. 

 

As mentioned above, South Carolina law defines “electric-assist bicycles” and “bicycles with helper 

motors” as low-speed electrically assisted bicycles with two or three wheels, fully operable pedals, 
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an electric motor of no more than 750 watts (one horsepower), and a top motor-powered speed under 

20 mph, among other requirements. For an electric cycle otherwise meeting the statutory definitions, 

wattage is a principal dividing line from a moped. A device with an input exceeding 750 watts (up to 

1500 watts) is a moped, rather than an e-bike, which must be registered and licensed as a motor 

vehicle. S.C. Code Ann. § 56-1-10. 

 

S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-3520 states that bicyclists operating bicycles with helper motors are subject 

to all statutory provisions applicable to bicyclists, as provided in S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-3420 which, 

in turn, grants a person riding a bicycle on a roadway all the rights and subjects them to all the duties 

of a vehicle driver, except as modified by the bicyclist article. Therefore, for purposes of the Uniform 

Traffic Act’s rules of the road, a qualifying e-bike rider is treated as a bicyclist. 

 

I. The City has express authority to regulate e-bike operation, but that authority has limits. 

 

Again, the Home Rule enabling statute, S.C. Code Ann. § 5-7-30, lets each municipality enact 

ordinances “not inconsistent with the Constitution and general law of this State,” including in relation 

to roads, streets, and law enforcement. Specific to traffic, S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-710 provides that 

the Uniform Traffic Act does not prevent local authorities, over streets and highways under their 

jurisdiction and within the reasonable exercise of the police power, from exercising certain police 

powers, including “regulating the operation of bicycles and requiring the registration and licensing 

of them.” S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-710(A)(8). Because S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-3520 subjects e-bike 

operators to the provisions applicable to bicyclists, this grant of power reaches e-bike operation as 

well. 

 

However, that authority is not unlimited. S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-30 makes the Uniform Traffic Act 

“applicable and uniform throughout this State,” bars any local ordinance “in conflict with the 

provisions of this chapter unless expressly authorized,” and permits only “additional traffic 

regulations which are not in conflict.” South Carolina courts apply a two-step validity test: first, 

whether the local government had power to enact the ordinance (it is invalid if the State has preempted 

the field); and second, whether the ordinance is inconsistent with the Constitution or general law. 

Sandlands C & D, LLC v. Cnty. of Horry, 394 S.C. 451, 716 S.E.2d 280 (2011). 

 

On the conflict prong, the standard is demanding but not automatically fatal to local regulations. An 

ordinance conflicts, and is void, only where its express or implied conditions are “inconsistent or 

irreconcilable” with the statute; “[m]ere differences in detail do not render them conflicting,” and 

“[i]f either is silent where the other speaks, there can be no conflict.” Id. Additional regulation that 

merely supplements state law is permissible. City of N. Charleston v. Harper, 306 S.C. 153, 410 

S.E.2d 569 (1991). Therefore, an ordinance regulating where bicycles and e-bikes may be driven is 

defensible because the Uniform Traffic Act is silent as to the operations of bicycles and e-bikes on 

sidewalks and multiuse paths. 
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One potential concern is implied field preemption. In Aakjer v. City of Myrtle Beach, the South 

Carolina Supreme Court struck down a municipal motorcycle helmet ordinance, holding that “even 

assuming” the ordinance did not directly conflict with the Uniform Traffic Act, it could not stand 

because “the need for uniformity is plainly evident” in the regulation of motorcycle equipment; a 

patchwork of local rules would burden riders’ freedom of movement across the State. Aakjer v. City 

of Myrtle Beach, 388 S.C. 129, 694 S.E.2d 213 (2010). E-bike operation could be deemed analogous: 

a device lawfully ridden on paths in one town but banned in the next raises the same uniformity 

concern the Court found dispositive. The analogy may be weaker if a rule is confined to locally 

controlled sidewalks or shared use paths and is tied to documented local safety conditions. 

 

II. Applying these rules to City paths and sidewalks. 

 

The bicyclist provisions contained in the Uniform Traffic Act apply “whenever a bicycle is operated 

upon any highway or upon any path set aside for the exclusive use of bicycles.” S.C. Code Ann. § 

56-5-3410.  

 

On roadways and on any bicycle exclusive path, e-bikes carry the same rights as bicycles, and an 

outright e-bike ban there would conflict with the rights granted under S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-3410, 

et seq. However, a multiuse path (shared by pedestrians and others) is not a “path set aside for the 

exclusive use of bicycles,” and sidewalks are not addressed by the article at all. As such, on those 

facilities the State has largely left a gap that the City is entitled to fill under S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-

710(A)(8). 

 

Regulating bicycle use on sidewalks is a proper exercise of the powers contained in S.C. Code Ann. 

§ 56-5-710(A)(8). As such, the City can prohibit bikes on sidewalks. A uniform rule, e.g., no bicycles 

or e-bikes on designated sidewalks, is the safest structure. However, a rule barring only e-bikes from 

sidewalks while allowing pedal bicycles may be allowed since there is no direct statutory conflict, 

but may also be subject to heightened scrutiny. Sandlands C & D, LLC v. Cnty. of Horry, 394 S.C. 

451, 716 S.E.2d 280 (2011). 

 

If multi-use paths are genuinely a shared-use facility rather than a bicycle exclusive path, the City has 

the ability to regulate operation on them, including reasonable speed, yield, and equipment rules. 

Again, a regulation allowing bicycles but prohibiting e-bikes remains the most legally aggressive 

option for the reasons stated above. A more defensible design achieves the City’s safety goals without 

prohibiting just e-bikes, for example a path-wide speed limit and a prohibition on operating under 

motor power, applied to all users. Such an approach regulates conduct the State has not addressed on 

this type of facility, rather than reclassifying a device the State has defined. 
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III. Application to the beaches and boardwalks. 

 

The authority to regulate e-bikes on the beach is materially greater than on roadways because the 

beach is generally not covered by the Uniform Traffic Act. S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-430 ties “street” 

and “highway” to “every way publicly maintained when any part thereof is open to the use of the 

public for purposes of vehicular travel.” (emphasis added). Moreover, the bicycle rights granted under 

the Uniform Traffic Act applies only “whenever a bicycle is operated upon any highway or upon any 

path set aside for the exclusive use of bicycles.” S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-3410. The open sand beach 

is neither a publicly maintained vehicular way nor a dedicated bicycle path, so S.C. Code Ann. § 

3410, et seq. does not by its own terms govern conduct on the beach.  

 

Additionally, the beach sits squarely within the City’s jurisdiction and police power. S.C. Code Ann. 

§ 5-7-140 extends a coastal municipality’s corporate limits seaward to include the public beach, which 

is “subject to all the ordinances and regulations that may be applicable” within the city. S.C. Code 

Ann. § 5-7-145(A) further grants each Atlantic Ocean municipality express authority to “enact and 

enforce regulations it determines necessary for the safety of all persons on the beach.” The South 

Carolina Supreme Court has applied these provisions to sustain beach conduct ordinances. In Barnhill 

v. City of N. Myrtle Beach, the Court held that under S.C. Code Ann. § 5-7-140 a coastal city’s 

jurisdiction “includes the public beach” and upheld an ordinance restricting motorized watercraft on 

the beach as a valid S.C. Code Ann. § 5-7-30 police power measure reasonably related to public 

safety. Barnhill v. City of N. Myrtle Beach, 333 S.C. 482, 511 S.E.2d 361 (1999). That police power 

is broad, an ordinance is valid unless “arbitrary” and lacking a “reasonable relation to a lawful 

purpose.” Town of Hilton Head Island v. Fine Liquors, Ltd., 302 S.C. 550, 397 S.E.2d 662 (1990). 

 

Because the beach lies outside the state traffic scheme, the conflict and statewide uniformity obstacles 

that burden a roadway e-bike restriction largely fall away. Barnhill v. City of N. Myrtle Beach states 

that a state statute and a local ordinance conflict only where both speak to the same subject 

irreconcilably, and “[i]f either is silent where the other speaks, there is no conflict.” Barnhill v. City 

of N. Myrtle Beach, 333 S.C. 482, 511 S.E.2d 361 (1999). Just as the state watercraft rules were silent 

as to conduct on the beach in Barnhill, the bicyclist provisions contained in the Uniform Traffic Act 

are silent as to the beach here. Vehicle regulation on the beach is instead channeled through the coastal 

beach management framework, which contemplates “regulation of vehicular traffic upon the 

beaches” including “the prohibition of vehicles upon public beaches for nonessential uses.” S.C. Code 

Ann. § 48-39-320. 

  

As such, the City may regulate e-bikes on the beach far more freely than on its streets, including by 

adopting rules specific to e-bikes, provided the regulation is a reasonable safety or welfare measure. 
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IV. Enforcement issues.  

 

A. Motor-off issue. 

 

Classification under S.C. Code Ann. § 56-1-10(29) turns on the device’s fixed characteristics (wheels, 

operable pedals, motor wattage, top assisted speed, the required permanent label), not on whether the 

motor happens to be engaged at a given moment. As such, a qualifying bike remains an e-bike, and 

its rider remains a “bicyclist” under S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-3520, regardless of momentary motor 

use.  

 

B. Penalties.  

 

The Home Rule enabling statute, S.C. Code Ann. § 5-7-30, lets each municipality enact ordinances 

“not inconsistent with the Constitution and general law of this State,” including in relation to roads, 

streets, and law enforcement, and caps municipal penalties at $500 or 30 days imprisonment. 

 

Article VIII, § 14(5) of the South Carolina Constitution provides that, in exercising home rule powers, 

local governments may not set aside general law “criminal laws and the penalties and sanctions for 

the transgression thereof.” In City of N. Charleston v. Harper, the Supreme Court held that state law 

“occupies the field as far as penalties” and that “[l]ocal governments may not enact ordinances that 

impose greater or lesser penalties than those established” by state law. City of N. Charleston v. 

Harper, 306 S.C. 153, 410 S.E.2d 569 (1991). The Court reaffirmed this in Beachfront Ent., Inc. v. 

Town of Sullivan’s Island, striking a local ordinance whose $500 fine was “substantially greater than” 

the state penalty for related conduct and refusing to save it by recharacterizing the fine as civil. 

Beachfront Ent., Inc. v. Town of Sullivan’s Island, 379 S.C. 602, 666 S.E.2d 912 (2008). The line, as 

later drawn in Ani Creation, Inc. v. City of Myrtle Beach Bd. of Zoning Appeals, is that an ordinance 

carrying only a civil or licensing penalty for conduct the State has not itself criminalized is more 

likely to survive. Ani Creation, Inc. v. City of Myrtle Beach Bd. of Zoning Appeals, 440 S.C. 266, 

890 S.E.2d 748 (2023). 

 

Therefore, where a state statute already governs the conduct (e.g., a bicyclist’s duties on the roadway), 

officers should charge under the state statute, and the City should not adopt a parallel ordinance 

carrying a different penalty.  

 

C. E-scooters and other similar motorized devices 

 

The Uniform Traffic Act defines and addresses mopeds, bicycles, helper-motor bicycles, and self-

balancing Electric Personal Assistive Mobility Devices (“EPAMDs,” e.g., Segways, which S.C. Code 

Ann. § 56-5-3310 permits operation on sidewalks, roadways, bike routes, paths, and trails and 

authorizes limited local ordinance regulation), but it contains no defined category for electric scooters 
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or other motorized devices. Because the State has not occupied that field, the City has more latitude 

to regulate e-scooters and similar devices by ordinance than it has for e-bikes; however, such 

regulations are still subject to the penalty caps in S.C. Code Ann. § 5-7-30.  

 

Conclusion 

 

Because South Carolina treats qualifying e-bikes as bicycles under S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-3520, the 

City cannot deprive e-bikes of the rights the State grants bicyclists on roadways and bicycle exclusive 

paths, and an ordinance that singles out e-bikes for prohibition may be exposed to conflict and field-

preemption challenges. Aakjer v. City of Myrtle Beach, 388 S.C. 129, 694 S.E.2d 213 (2010). 

However, the City does have the ability to regulate e-bikes on sidewalks and multiuse paths (assuming 

it is a shared-use, not bicycle-exclusive, facility), including regulations for reasonable speed and 

operating rules. On penalties, the City must not adopt ordinances that duplicate state offenses or 

impose penalties different from state law; where a state statute governs, officers should charge under 

it. E-scooters, which state law does not address, remain substantially open to local regulation.  
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Information Paper: Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFB) on Palm Blvd. 

Bottom Line: RRFBs are proven pedestrian-safety enhancements that can substantially 
increase motorist yielding. On Palm Boulevard, the most viable locations are likely existing 
SCDOT-compliant crosswalks; however, additional analysis is needed to determine where 
pedestrian demand, site conditions, SCDOT requirements, and costs best align. 

Purpose: To frame and guide the discussion regarding the 
efficacy and potential for using RRFBs to enhance pedestrian 
safety at IOP.  

Background: Community feedback and the recent (AUG 
2026) BCDCOG Mobility Studyi indicate a significant interest 
in enhanced pedestrian safety in key locations – including 
Palm Blvd (see fig. 1). In JUL 2026 the specific topic of RRFBs 
was introduced to the Public Safety Committee. During the 
tourism season, there is heavy and consistent pedestrian 
traffic that crosses Palm Boulevard. Taking up this topic is 
entirely in alignment with the IOP Community Enrichment 
Plan (CEP), Safety segment whose purpose is to, “…provide the safest possible environment 
in which residents, visitors and workers can live, work and play…” and to “Promote 
collaborative efforts, education and proactive safety initiatives.” The CEP also has an entire 
sub-section dedicated exclusively to “Pedestrian Safety”.ii 

Key Facts:  

• The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) classifies RRFBs as 
proven safety measures and supports the use of them when placed 
strategically.  

• Saturation of an area with these devices may lead to unintended 
consequences including reducing RRFB efficacy. FHWA discourages this. 

• RRFBs are credited with reducing pedestrian crashes by 47% and 
increasing motorist yield rates up to 98%. 

• SCDOT indicates these projects have the highest chance of approval 
when collocated with an existing SCDOT compliant crosswalk. In general 
terms this is a marked crosswalk directly linked to a proper sidewalk. 

• Mount Pleasant Engineering Department indicates formal studies 
which present data such as sight lines and, most critically, pedestrian crossing counts also 
substantially improve chances of approval (see figs. 3 & 4).  

Figure 1: BCDCOG Mobility Study  

Figure 2: RRFB Specifications  
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• The City’s current understanding of total project cost is 
incomplete. Based on recent comparable pricing, individual RRFB 
assemblies can be roughly estimated at $11K to $15K each; a typical 
crossing requires multiple assemblies, and total project costs may be 
substantially higher depending on site conditions. 

• On Palm Blvd there are fifteen (15) marked pedestrian 
crosswalks. 

• Of the two crossings discussed during the JUL 2026 Public Safety 
Committee, the 20th Ave site appears to meet SCDOT prerequisites and 
the 43rd Ave site appears to mostly meet these prerequisites (see figs. 6 
& 13 respectively).  

Analysis: RRFBs are effective pedestrian safety measures but before the 
City moves forward with this effort, work will need to be done to determine those locations 
that are most appropriate. Additionally, the best locations may not align with those sites that 
meet most of SCDOT’s prerequisites which will likely increase cost and implementation 
time. Hardware costs certainly do not fully represent total cost, which may include a 
feasibility study, design, site preparation, permitting, inspections, and maintenance.  

Staff Recommendations:  

• Staff should obtain planning-level cost estimates, below the 
threshold of RFPs, from qualified vendors to establish a reasonable and 
more accurate budget range for sites needing minimal, some, and high 
levels of site preparation. 

• Staff should determine which locations justify or should be 
prioritized for RRFB installation based on usage and site data. 

• Staff should then provide recommendations on specific candidate 
locations for RRFBs. 

Principal Sources:  

• Federal Highway Administration, Rectangular Rapid Flashing 
Beacons (RRFB), FHWA-SA-21-053 

• Town of Mount Pleasant, Lucy Beckham High School RRFB 
Justification Study, July 15, 2021 

• BCDCOG's August 25, 2026 Mobility Study update 
• August 2026 SCDOT/Mount Pleasant staff coordination 
• Isle of Palms Community Enrichment Plan 

Figure 3: Mt. Pleasant RRFB 
Project Justification  

Figure 4: Mt. Pleasant Hourly 
Pedestrian Count from Study 
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Appendix A – Preliminary Crosswalk Site Review 

 

Figure 5. 10th Avenue. Appears to meet most preliminary SCDOT site criteria. 

 

Figure 6. 20th Avenue. Appears to meet most preliminary SCDOT site criteria. 
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Figure 7. 21st Avenue. Does not appear to meet preliminary SCDOT site criteria.  

 

 

Figure 8. 25th Avenue. Does not appear to meet preliminary SCDOT site criteria. 
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Figure 9. 28th Avenue. Does not appear to meet preliminary SCDOT site criteria. 

 

Figure 10. 31st Avenue. Does not appear to meet preliminary SCDOT site criteria. 
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Figure 11. 34th Avenue. Does not appear to meet preliminary SCDOT site criteria. 

 

Figure 12. 37th Avenue. Does not appear to meet preliminary SCDOT site criteria. 
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Figure 13. 43rd Avenue. Appears to meet most preliminary SCDOT site criteria. 

 

26



 

Figure 14. 46th Avenue. Appears to meet most preliminary SCDOT site criteria. 
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Figure 15. 49th Avenue. Appears to require substantial improvements to meet preliminary 
SCDOT site criteria. 

 

Figure 16. 51st Avenue. Appears to meet most preliminary SCDOT site criteria. 
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Figure 17. 53rd Avenue. Appears to meet most preliminary SCDOT site criteria.. 

 

Figure 18. Mid-Block Between 54th and 55th Avenues. Appears to meet most preliminary 
SCDOT site criteria. 
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Figure 19. 56th Avenue. Appears to meet most preliminary SCDOT site criteria.. 

 
i See slides 9, 12, 15-17 of the BCDCOG update to council on 8/25/26. This study shows on page 9 that 
“crosswalks and intersections” represented the project type that received the largest number of nominations 
(19 with the next highest being 10). 
ii See the IOP Community Enrichment Plan at the IOP webpage by going to the Government tab, then selecting 
the IOP Thrives Tab and then selecting the CEP. 
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OPERATIONS 
Incident by Type 

 
 
 

Residency Status  

TOTAL INCIDENTS FOR THE MONTH: 221 
 
Resident Calls:   34 
Non-Resident Calls: 120 
Unknown:   67 
 

Emergency Medical Incidents 

Isle of Palms Fire & Rescue 
Number of Emergency Medical Incidents: 68     
 
Number of Resident Emergency Medical Incidents:   12 
Number of Non-Resident Emergency Medical Incidents:   49 
Number of unknown residency Emergency Medical Incidents:   7 
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Incident Type Categories 
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Heat Map 
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Automatic Aid Given by Fire Department Given Aid 
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Breakdown of Fire Department Call Types 
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Fire Department Activity 
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Monthly Training Schedule 

    
 

38



 
 
 

9 
 

FIRE MARSHAL 
JULY 2026  
Nothing to Report at this time 
 

39



 
 
 

10 
 

CITIZEN COMMENTS
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JULY YTD JULY YTD
2026 2026 2025 2025

Alcohol on Beach 2 10 0 1
Smoking on Beach 0 0 0 2

Calls for Service 1890 9262 1390 6909 Litter on Beach 0 1 0 0
Incident Reports 129 772 112 710 Glass on Beach 0 0 0 0
Traffic Collisions 4 47 8 43 Plastics on Beach 0 0 0 0
Traffic Stops 466 3427 372 2423 Vehicles on Beach 3 4 0 0
Bicycle Stops 4 22 4 8 Nudity on Beach 0 0 0 0
Golf Cart Stops 3 22 12 32 Beached Boat on Beach 0 0 0 0
Marine Calls for Service 0 1 0 1 Destruction of Sea Oats 1 2 0 0
Arrests 55 400 37 293 Dog Off Leash 0 14 5 13
State Law Violations 147 1111 113 869 TOTAL 6 31 5 16

City Ordinance Violations 23 115 34 85 JULY YTD JULY YTD

Warning Citations 371 2794 526 2539 2026 2026 2025 2025

Parking Citations-PCI Municipal Services 1108 6324 1211 5644 Attempted Murder 0 0 0 0

Isle of Palms Warrants Served 15 97 7 62 Robbery 0 0 0 1

Criminal Investigations-Cases Opened 12 79 8 70 Assault 1 4 1 3

Criminal Investigations-Cases Closed 17 67 6 75 Domestic Violence 0 1 1 7

Training Hours 127 1860 134 1459 Public Disorderly 3 11 3 19

Coyote Sightings 5 75 0 103 Burglary 0 0 0 0

Beach Wheel Chairs Issued 43 112 39 127 Possession of Stolen Vehicle 0 1 0 1

Grand Larceny 0 2 1 3

All Other Larceny 0 3 0 1

DUI Fraud 0 1 0 1
Other Alcohol Offense Weapon Violation 4 16 3 11

Arson/Suspicious Fire
Drug Violations/Sale/Manufacture/ 
Distribution/Etc.

2 24 0 8

Rape/Sexual Assault Possession of Controlled Substance 3 19 0 11

Assault Other Drug Possession Methamphetamine/ 
Cocaine/Cocaine Base/Ecstasy/MDMA/Etc.

1 14 0 3

Indecent Exposure
Simple Possession of Marijuana/Possession 1 
oz. or less

10 118 8 67

Harassment Drug Equipment Violation 7 40 3 17
Drug Incident Vandalism/Damage to Property 0 3 0 0
Homicide/Manslaughter Driving Under Suspension 17 127 16 106
Traffic Driving Under Influence 6 47 7 51
DUS Other Alcohol Violation 10 77 2 49
Robbery Speeding 22 116 11 73
Burglary Other Traffic Related 66 556 61 463

Theft from Motor Vehicle Golf Cart Violation 0 1 0 0

Motor Vehicle Theft Marine Violation 0 0 0 0

Larceny
Resisting/Hindering/Assaulting Public Official or 
Police Officer

4 9 3 10

Fraud False Information to Police/Fire/Rescue 0 3 0 1
Suicide (Actual or Attempted) Failure to Stop for Police/Evade/Elude 0 1 0 8
Vandalism Animal Violation (Other than Dog at Large) 0 2 0 1
Weapon Law Violations Noise Violation 0 5 2 7
Assist Other Agency Littering 1 8 0 3
Noise Violation Indecent Exposure 0 0 0 1

All Other Offenses Business License 18 74 27 58

TOTAL All Other Charges 3 9 0 16

TOTAL 178 1292 149 1000

166

REPORTS BY OFFENSE TYPES

ACTIVITY SUMMARY
2026 2026 2025 2025

CHARGES

The Isle of Palms Police Department has one officer participating in the FBI Joint Terrorism Task Force.

BEACH RELATED CHARGESJULY YTD JULY YTD

ISLE OF PALMS POLICE DEPARTMENT
MONTHLY REPORT 

 JULY 2026
SIGNIFICANT DEPARTMENTAL ACTIONS

Incidents of interest in July include 55 arrests, 466 traffic stops, 23 drug related charges, 105 traffic citations, and 6 arrests 
for driving under the influence.  
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Drug, Gun, and DUI Charge Trend – Year to Date 

Animal Control Activity - Year to Date 
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Livability Statistics – JULY 2026 

Livability Complaint by Property Type – JULY 2026 

Island 
Resident

55%

Rental 
Property

38%

Other 
Locations

7%

Island Resident Rental Property Other Locations

ISLE OF PALMS POLICE DEPARTMENT 
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INCIDENT REPORT DENSITY/HEAT MAP 
JULY 2026 
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Reported Incident Crime Class Types – JULY 2026 

Reported Incident Crime Class Types (Red Area) – JULY 2026 

“All Other” includes incidents related to animals, noise, livability, and other violations. 
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JULY 2026 
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 Radar inoperable at this location.

Total Incoming Vehicles: 27434 Busiest Day of the Month: July 26, 2026 
Total Outgoing Vehicles: 20175 Total Vehicles Incoming: 880  

Total Vehicles Outgoing: 532 
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41st Ave Radar Stats (Wildwood side) JULY 2026
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PCI MUNICIPAL SERVICES 
JULY 2026 
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