
Legareville Drainage Study Public Meeting 
March 11, 2009 

General Information regarding the RoadWise Program  

In November of 2004, the citizens of Charleston County voted to enact a half-cent sales tax to be used for the purposes of transportation 
improvements, greenbelt facilities and mass transit. Collection of the tax began in May 2005 and continues for 25 years or until $1.3 billion is 
collected. 

Purpose of the Study:  

The purpose of the Legareville Drainage Study is to address drainage issues in the Legareville community. During large rain storms, local 
residents experience excessive flooding on their property. This project consists of obtaining field information, providing engineering analysis of 
drainage patterns, and developing alternatives to correct the existing drainage issues in the Legareville community. 

Purpose of the Public Meeting:  

The purpose of the public meeting is to present and gather input on the three alternatives that have been developed for the Legareville Drainage 
Study. Maps showing the proposed improvement for each alternative are included in this handout. On the back of each map is a list of the 
advantages and disadvantages of each alternative.  

Meeting Format:  

·  Each of the three proposed alternatives will be described to the attendees in a group setting by a design team representative.  
·  A question and comment period will immediately follow the presentation of alternatives.  
·  After the group breaks, citizens may speak one-on-one with design team representatives.  
·  Comment forms are available and citizens are asked to do one of the following:  

o Complete the comment form at the meeting and drop it in the box provided. 
o Submit an electronic comment form by visiting www.ccroadwise.com  and following the link to the comment form. 
o Complete a comment form within the comment period and mail it to:  

Charleston County Roadwise 
4401 Belle Oaks Drive, Suite 105 

North Charleston, SC 29405 

(Comments will be accepted through March 25, 2009) 



Alternative 1 (Eastern Outfall)  - This alternative proposes connecting the area label ed “Wetland A” to the area labeled “Wetland 
B” with a new ditch. It also includes cleaning out and/or lowering approximately 4,100 Linear Feet of the existing ditch from Daniel 
Fludd Road to a tidal creek that leads to the Stono  River (the pros and cons for this alternative are listed on the back of this map). 



Alternative 1 (Eastern Outfall)  
 
Pros:  

·  This alternative would lessen the standing water around the area on the exhibit labeled “Wetland A”. 
 

·  This alternative would allow drainage of the area labeled on the exhibit “Wetland B” at low tide.  
 
Cons: 

·  This alternative may cause loss of wetlands, which could negatively impact receiving waters.  
o Explanation: Wetlands can be thought of as a giant sponge. They absorb stormwater runoff and slowly release it into the 

waterways.  Because wetlands slow down the flow of runoff, they’re able to filter the water.  This natural cleaning helps keep 
pollution, toxins, and nutrients out of the water system.  Water overloaded with nutrients promotes algae growth, which can be 
very destructive to plant and animal life. Wetlands provide an abundant and diverse habitat of many plant and animal species 
while protecting the nearby fisheries. 

 
·  This alternative only benefits a few property owners.  

 
·  Out of the three alternatives, this would be the most expensive to survey, engineer and permit.  

 
·  This alternative would likely require wetland mitigation.  

o Explanation: mitigation is trying to preserve, enhance, create a new, or restore a wetland area. If we impact “Wetland A” 
severely enough, we would mitigate by enhancing “Wetland B” or by creating a new wetland area. 

 



Alternative 2 (New Ditch from Wetland A to Wetland B)  - This alternative proposes constructing a new dit ch approximately 
800 Linear Feet between the areas labeled “Wetland A” and “Wetland B”. This would move some of the wat er from “Wetland A” to 
“Wetland B” which would result in an increase in si ze of “Wetland B” (the pros and cons for this alter native are listed on the back of this 
map).  



Alternative 2 (New Ditch from Wetland A to Wetland B) 
 
Pros: 

·  This alternative would lessen the standing water around area on the exhibit labeled “Wetland A”. 
 

·  The proposed solution generally follows the natural slope of the land. 
 

·  This alternative is the most cost efficient of the three proposed alternatives. 
 

·  This alternative would require low maintenance. Once the ditch is established, it would only require routine 
cleanout.   

 
Cons: 

·  Loss of wetlands that could negatively impact receiving waters.  
o Explanation: Wetlands can be thought of as a giant sponge. They absorb stormwater runoff and slowly release it into the 

waterways. Because wetlands slow down the flow of runoff, they’re able to filter the water. This natural cleaning helps 
keep pollution, toxins and nutrients out of the water system. Water overloaded with nutrients promotes algae growth, 
which can be destructive to plant and animal life. Wetlands provide an abundant and diverse habitat for many plant and 
animal species, while protecting the nearby fisheries. 

 
·  This alternative only benefits a few property owners.  

 
·  Although this alternative would lessen the water around the area on the exhibit labeled “Wetland A”, 

additional water would drain to the area labeled “Wetland B”, creating a larger wetland.    
 
 
 



Alternative 3 (New Southern Outfall)  - This alternative proposes constructing a new ditch between the areas labeled “Wetland A” 
and “Wetland B” and a new 2,000 Linear Foot ditch t o the south. This new ditch would connect “Wetland B” to the tidal creek that leads 
to the Kiawah River (the pros and cons for this alt ernative are listed on the back of this map).  

 
 
 
 
 



Alternative 3 (New Southern Outfall)  
 
Pros: 
·  This alternative would lessen the standing water around the area on the exhibit labeled “Wetland A”. 

 
·  The area labeled “Wetland B” shown on the exhibit could drain at low tide. 
 
Cons: 
·  Loss of wetlands that could negatively impact receiving waters.  

o Explanation: Wetlands can be thought of as a giant sponge. They absorb stormwater runoff and slowly release it into the 
waterways. Because wetlands slow down the flow of runoff, they’re able to filter the water. This natural cleaning helps 
keep pollution, toxins and nutrients out of the water system. Water overloaded with nutrients promotes algae growth, 
which can be destructive to plant and animal life. Wetlands provide an abundant and diverse habitat for many plant and 
animal species, while protecting the nearby fisheries. 

 
·  The flow is against the natural slope of the land, which means that the water runoff from the surrounding 

area is flowing the opposite way of the ditch. Because of the increase in water, the ditch would catch more 
water toward the beginning, which would make the ditch deeper and drain more slowly. 

 
·  Would require a very deep ditch (approximately six feet deep with a 66-foot drainage easement for portion of 

ditch).  
 

·  The solution only benefits a few property owners.  
 

·  This alternative would likely require wetland mitigation.  
o Explanation: mitigation is trying to preserve, enhance, create a new, or restore a wetland area. If we impact “wetland A” 

severely enough, we would mitigate by enhancing “wetland B” or by creating a new wetland area. 
 

 


