Anderson County Planning Commission

David Cothran, Chair, District #5

Ed Dutton, District #1
Brad Burdette, District #3
Debbie Chapman, District #7

AGENDA

Call to Order
Approval of Agenda

Old Business

A o

New Business

October 10,2017
Regularly Scheduled
Meeting
6:00 PM

Approval of Minutes (from September 12, 2017 meeting)

Preliminary Subdivision - Shackleburg Farms

Public Hearing: Variance - Vance Wells

Jane Jones, Vice-Chair, District #6
Lonnie Murray, District #2
Jerry Vickery, District #4

A.
B. Public Hearing: Large-Scaled Project - The Oaks Event - Withdrawn by Applicant
C.
D.

Public Hearing: NECAP (North East County Area Plan)

6. Other Business

7. Adjournment

The Planning Commission meets on the second
Tuesday of each month, unless otherwise noted.
Meetings are held at 6:00 PM in the County Council
Chambers, 2" floor of the old courthouse, located at
101 South Main Street, Anderson.

Planning & Community Development Department
401 East River Street
Post Office Box 8002
Anderson, South Carolina 29622
864-260-4720 (Telephone)
Planning@andersoncountysc.org (Email)
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Anderson County Planning Commission
Tuesday, September 12, 2017 ¢ 6:00 PM
Council Chambers ¢ Second Floor — Old Courthouse
Anderson, South Carolina

Minutes

In accordance with the South Carolina Freedom of Information Act, Section 30-4-10 et seq., South Carolina Code, 1976, as amended and the
Anderson County Ordinance #386, as adopted on September 21, 1993, the media was duly notified of the date, time, and place of the meeting.

Members Present: David Cothran, Ed Dutton, Jerry Vickery and Jane Jones

Members Absent: Lonnie Murray, Brad Burdette and Debbie Chapman

Staff Present: Alesia Hunter, Henry Copeland, Michael Forman and Celia Boyd Myers

Call to Order: Chairman Cothran called the meeting to order at 6PM, with a quorum present to conduct the
meeting and welcomed all present to the meeting.

Approval of Agenda: Chairman Cothran called for any changes to the agenda. The agenda was unanimously

approved.

Approval of Minutes: Chairman Cothran called for any changes to the minutes from the August g meeting.

Hearing none, the minutes were approved 4-0, with a motion made by Mr. Dutton and second by Mr. Vickery.

Old Business:

Tabled: Preliminary Subdivision

Chairman Cothran asked if any further information had been provided since the August meeting. Ms.
Hunter replied none had been received. Approximately a dozen citizens spoke in opposition to the
proposed subdivision. After a motion from Mr. Dutton to take off the table, the Chairman called for a
motion. Mr. Vickery moved to denial the request as presented. The motion to deny was unanimous.

New Business:

Preliminary Subdivision: Creekside Farms

Mr. Kay Elrod approached the Commissioners and delivered prepared remarks regarding this proposal.
His chief concern was an easement that permitted him to reach his property where he operates a farm.
The proposed subdivision removed this access. Ms. Alesia Hunter then presented the request for the
proposed Creekside Farms subdivision. The proposal is located off Powdersville Main in District #6 and
would consist of 99 lots on +/- 45.62 acres. No variances were requested. Staff’s recommendation of the
preliminary subdivision was approval. After discussion among the Commissioners and the citizens
present, Mrs. Jones moved to deny the request at the time and asked the developers to work with Mr.
Elrod to ensure access to his property would be maintained before resubmittal. The motion to deny was
unanimous.

Preliminary Subdivision: Benji Beck

Ms. Hunter presented the request for the proposed subdivision submitted by Mr. Beck. The proposal is
located off Lake View Drive in District #4 and would consist of 4 lots on +/-3.21 acres. No variances were
requested. Staff recommended approval of the preliminary subdivision. Hearing no discussion, Chairman
Cothran called for a motion to approve the subdivision as requested. Mr. Vickery moved to accept staff’s
recommendation; Mr. Dutton seconded. The motion to approve was 4-0.

Public Hearing: Land Use Request — RV Park/Recreational Camping



Ms. Hunter presented the request for the proposed RV Park. The proposal is located on White Pine Trail
Road in District #4 and would consist of 26 rental spaces on +/- 10.82 acres utilizing septic tanks. Staff
recommended approval of request. Chairman Cothran opened the public hearing. Hearing none, he then
closed the hearing and called for a motion. Mr. Vickery moved to accept staff’s recommendation and
approve; Mr. Dutton seconded. The motion to approve was unanimous.

Public Hearing: Amendment to Chapter 70, Section 10.1 and 10.2 to clarify the public hearing process for zoning
ordinance or map amendments

Mr. Michael Forman explained that the changes would allow a public hearing to take place on the second
or third reading of an ordinance, should it be needed to allow ordinances to proceed in a timely manner.
The current language insists that public hearings are held prior to Council hearing the first reading.
Chairman Cothran opened the public hearing and invited comments. Hearing none, he closed the hearing
and called for a motion. Mr. Dutton moved to accept staff’s revisions and offer approval of the
amendment; Mr. Vickery seconded. The motion to approve was unanimous.

Other Business:

Next Meeting: NECAP Discussion

Mr. Forman announced that the NECAP Plan (North East County Area Plan) would be on the October
agenda with a public hearing.

Chairman Cothran called for any other business. Hearing no further business, Chairman Cothran adjourned the
meeting at 6:57 pm.

Respectfully Submitted,

Celia Boyd Myers, AICP
Planning Commission Secretary



Anderson County Planning Commission
October 10, 2017
6:00 PM

Staff Report — Preliminary Subdivision

Preliminary Subdivision Name:  Shackleburg Farms Subdivision (Request approval
for phasing project into (Phase I & Phase II)

Intended Development: Residential Single Family
Applicant: John Beeson/Mark III Properties
Surveyor/Engineer: Blue Water Civil Design
Location: 645 Shackleburg Road

County Council District: 4

Surrounding Land Use: North — Residential

South — Residential
East — Industrial
West — Residential

Zoning: The property is un-zoned
Tax Map Number: 143-00-03-007
Extension of Existing Dev: No

Existing Access Road: Shackleburg Road
Number of Acres: 40.07

Number of Lots: 119

Water Supplier: Powdersville Water

Sewer Supplier: Anderson County Wastewater



Variance: Yes

1. Lot Dimension requesting 7,000 square foot lots instead of 8,000 square feet.

2. Lot Dimension requesting minimum width of 53’ instead of 60’ measured at the
building line.

3. Lot Dimension requesting a 5” side yard setback instead of the 8’

4. Intensity Standards requesting one (1) full access entry instead of the two (2) that are
required per the number of lots.

Traffic Impact Analysis:

This new subdivision is expected to generate 1190 new trips per day. Shackleburg Farms
is classified as a minor collector road with no maximum average vehicle trips per day
requirement.

- A traffic study is required and has been submitted with the following comments;
-1.Cypress Hollow Drive would be classified as a major local road that requires 22’ of
pavement.

-2.The ADT on Cypress Hollow Drive (internal road within subdivision) is estimated to
be 1,190 which is less that the maximum of 1,600 allowed for a major local road.

-3. The traffic study did not recommend any improvements or turning lanes at the
proposed access on Shackleburg Road.

4. The proposed road layout is acceptable to Roads & Bridges with the exception of
providing two entrances within the subdivision.

5. The proposed access on Shackleburg Road is acceptable to Roads and Bridges with
two entrances.

6. The developer will be required and is responsible for meeting or exceeding
construction plans that are approved by Anderson County Roads and Bridges for internal
roads. Any road improvements, if applicable, will be the responsibility of the developer.
An encroachment permit shall be required by Anderson County Roads and Bridges.

Staff Recommendation:

Denial, of the variance requests for items 1-3 for the following reasons,

1. The applicant has not demonstrated that there are extraordinary and exceptional
conditions pertaining to the property to grant these requested variances.

2. Lots that are larger than 9,000, 10,000, 11, 000, 12,000 & 14,000 square feet can be
possibly redesigned to accommodate and meet the lot design, lot width, and setback
requirements.

3. Variances cannot be considered or recommended for financial purposes, such as higher
profits to maximum development.

4. There is nothing on this application that indicates and explains a reason for the
Planning Commission to grant these variances that would in term improve the quality of
life for residents such as walking trails, pockets parks, and amenity areas for all to enjoy.
5. This would set a negative precedent for future submittals in granting variances with
balancing the spirit and the intent of the ordinance.



Note: The Planning Commission has approved a variance in 2013 for this developer for
lot dimensions, lot widths, and setbacks in exchange to provide a dedicated park amenity
which is centrally located within the subdivision and also to provide sidewalks on one
side to the subdivision.

Item #4 Variance Request for the elimination of a second entrance. Denial. The developer
has indicated that there are vertical curves and sight distance issues. The Roads and
Bridges Department has reviewed the design and recommends that a second entrance be
required to accommodate 119 residential lots. If the developer does not wish to install
two (2) instances, he will need to redesign the subdivision to accommodate under 99 lots.
Therefore, a second entrance would not be needed to meet the ordinance requirements.
Therefore, the variance would not be needed.

Denial, staff recommends denial of the overall preliminary subdivision as submitted.



o Subdivision Plat Application
08/10/2017 Shackleburg Farms

Date of Application Completion Name of Project

Applicant’s Information
John Beeson w/ Mark Ill Properties, Inc.

170-C Camelot Drive, Spartanburg, SC 29301
864-809-6675, 864-595-1736 . . .. john@markiiiproperties.com

Name:

Mailing Address:

Telephone and Fax:

Owner’s Information
(If Dufferent from Applicant)

Name:

Mailing Address:

Telephone and Fax: E-Mail:

Project Information

Project Location: 645 Shackleburg Road
Parcel Number/TMS: 1430003007
CCD 4

School District 01
119
Unzoned

School District:

County Council District:

40.07

Total Acreage: Number of Lots:

Residential

Current Zoning:

’ Residential East. Industrial Wesi Residential

Intended Development:

Residential S

Surrounding Land Uses: North: outl

Powdersville Water

Anderson County Wasetwater

Water Supplier: Sewer Supplier:

Have any changes been made since this plat was last before the Planning Commission?: No

If so, please describe:

Yes

Is there a request for a variance?: If so, please attach the description to this application.

As the applicant, I hereby confirn that all the required materials for this application are authentic and have been
submittgdfto the Anderson County Development Standards Office.

- E-t=l 7
Applifant’s .L..M'e Date

Page 1 of |

\I::-)?"wc Use Only: Scheduled Public Hearing Date:
Applitation Received By: Date Complete Application Received:
Amount of Fee Paid: Check Number:

Staff Recommendation: Planning Commission Decision:

Anderson County Public Warks Division - Development Standards ® 101 Fast River Street # Post Office Boy 5002
Revision Anderson, South Carolina 20624 % Plone: (361) 260-1352 % Fax: (861) 260-1795
April 2012



August 14, 2017

Mrs. Alesia Hunter

Anderson County Development Standards
401 East River Street

Anderson, SC 29624

864.260.4352

RE:  Shackleburg Farms
“Variance Request”
Shackleburg Road - Anderson County, SC

Dear Alesia,

Please accept this request on behalf of the applicant to consider the following
variance request items as listed below for the above reference project. Please feel
free to contact me (paul@bluewatercivil.com or 864-735-5068) if you have any
comments or questions concerning this submittal

Regards,

Bluewater Civil Eesign, LLC

Paul J. Harrison, P.E., LEED® AP
Partner

Variance Request Items

1. Variance from Sec. 38-371.a.1 - Lot Dimensions; setbacks
Request to develop a minimum 7,000 SF lot in lieu of the 8,000 SF minimum lot
size required by this section in the Anderson County Code of Ordinances.

2. Variance from Sec. 38-371.a.3 - Lot Dimensions; setbacks
Request to have a minimum lot width of 53’ (W) measured at the front setback
line.

3. Variance from Sec. 38-371.a.6 - Lot Dimensions; setbacks
Request to have a 5’ side yard building setback in lieu of 8’. Space between
buildings would still remain 10°.

BLUEWATER CIVIL DESIGN, LLC ¢ 19 Washington Park - Suite 100 « Greenville, SC 29601
(864) 326-4203 o injosbiucwatercivil.com « www.bluewatercivil.com



4. Variance from Sec. 38-358 - Intensity Standards
Request to only have (1) full access drive in lieu of (2) full access drives. The
ordinance is not very clear on this issue but it states “One subdivision entrance
is required for every 100 lots of a proposed subdivision”. We are proposing 119
lots with a secondary emergency access entrance. Two entrances off of
Shackleburg Road in our professional opinion would be more dangerous than
what we have proposed. Our main entrance is at the crest of a hill and sight
distance is achievable in both directions. The introduction of an additional
drive makes it hard to see over the existing vertical curve in Shackleburg Road
and therefore presents a more dangerous situation for residents entering and
existing the neighborhood.

BLUEWATER CIVIL DESIGN, LLC + 19 Washington Park - Suite 100 e Greenville, SC 29601
(864) 326-4203 o njudlucwatoicivi coim o www.bluewatercivil.com
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*  ALL NEW LOTS TO HAVE INTERNAL ACCESS ONLY.

* 5 DRAINAGE AND UTILITY EASEMENTS SHALL BE
ESTABLISHED ALONG ALL SIDE AND INTERIOR REAR
PROPERTY LINES; 10' EASEMENTS SHALL BE ESTABLISHED
ALONG EXTERIOR BOUNDARY OF THE SUBDIVISION UNLESS
ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS HAVE ESTABLISHED
EASEMENTS.

®  ATSTORM WATER MANAGEMENT AND SEDIMENT REDUCTION
PLAN HAS BEEN PREPARED FOR THIS PROPERTY AND WILL BE
APPLIED FOR LAND DISTURBING ACTIVITIES. EACH PROPERTY
OWNER WILL COMPLY WITH THIS PLAN UMLESS AN
INDIVIDUAL PLAN IS PREPARED AND APPROVED FOR THAT
PROPERTY.”

*  ALL NEW ROADWAYS WITHIN DEVELOPMENT WILL HAVE A 50
(MIN.) PUBUIC R.O.W.

*  PUBUC WATER IS AVAILABLE ALONG SHACKLEBURG ROAD
PROVIDED BY POWDERSVILLE WATER SYSTEM.

*  ANDERSON COUNTY IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR THE
OWNERSHIP & MAINTENANCE OF STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT / QUALITY PONDS OR DEVICES.

GRAPHIC SCALE

Know what's below.
Call before you dig.

THS DRAWIMG AND ASSOCIATED .DWG FILES ARE THE PROPERTY OF BLUEWATER CIVIL DESIGH, LLE AN SHALL NOT BE MODIFICD, USED, OR REPRODUCED In ANY WAY OTHER THAN AUTHORIZED IN WRITIHG. © 2017 BLUEWATER CIVIL DESIGN, LLC
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Staff Report — Variance
Anderson County Planning Commission Meeting
Historic Courthouse — 101 South Main Street — 2nd Floor County Council Chambers
October 10, 2017
6:00 PM

Project Name: Vance Wells

Applicant: Glenn Surveyors, LLC Sam B. Glenn

Owner: Vance Wells

Intended Use: Residential, Single-Family Home

Location: Oakview Drive, Belton, SC 29669

County Council District: Six (3)

Zoning: None (The property is un-zoned.)
Total Site Area: 5.15 acres
Tax Map Number: 248-11-02-001

Extension of Existing Development: Yes

Existing Access Road: Private Road Oak View Drive

Water Supplier: City of Belton

Sewer: Individual On-Site Wastewater (Septic System)

Variance: Yes

Request: Applicant would like to subdivide their property, a 5.15 acre parcel, to create 3 individual lots containing
approximately 2.99, 1.11 acres and 1.05 acres that are currently being occupied by long term renters. These new
parcels would be accessed via a private road and cul-de-sac as shown.

Findings of Fact: Anderson County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 38, Section 38-353.a. — Access. — All lots
developed in the county from the date of the adoption of this article must be situated on or have direct access by
right-of-way or easement to an approved county, state maintained road, or private road built to county standards.

Direct access to any new lot must be in the form of an individual right of way or easement for each lot, not less than
20 feet in width.

The staff recommends APPROVAL of this request for the following reasons and with the following conditions:

1.

2.

oo

Applicant has demonstrated that extraordinary and exceptional conditions exist. The 5.15 acre parcel is the
remaining three parcels of a larger older development that was platted many years.

The subdivision plat was not recorded by two residential dwellings and the current owner is attempting to
convey the parcels to the existing occupants of each dwelling unit.

3. The fact that the density will remain the same and there will be no change in the use of the property.
4,

The fact that the dwellings have been in place for many years and that no further subdividing will be
permitted.

The existing private road is the only viable means of access to the property.
Should the Planning Commission approve this request, the staff will not be able to recommend approval of
any further subdivision of lots that would be dependent on the existing private road.

Revised to: Aug 1, 2017



Variance Application

Date of Application Completion Application Status (Approved or Denied)

Applicant’s Information
Glenn Surveyors, LLC. Sam B. Glenn Jr.

Name:

119 Lakewood Drive Townville, SC 29689

Mailing Address:

864-844-1195 F-Mail: sam@glenncivil.com

Telephone and Fax:

Owner’s Information
(If Different from Applicant)

. Vance Wells
Name:

P.O. Box 3021 Anderson, SC 29622

Mailing Address:

864-617-4525 E-Mail:

Telephone and Fax:
Designation of Agent: (Complete only if owner is not the applicant)

[ (We) hercWint the person named the Applicant as my (our) agent to represent me (us) in this request for
rezoning.

%ﬂﬁ_@ @f/q /8 SEP7. 20/

Owner's Signature Date

Project Information
Oakview Drive, Belton SC

248-11-02-001

Property Location:

Parcel Number(s)/ TMS:

Three Two

County Council District: School District:

Total Acreage: 5.15 Current Zoning: None
o ) There is a Variance A'g;limﬁqn. fee of 3200 if in a zoned area.
Requested Variance: __Subdivide Parcel into 3 separate Parcels (On existing Private Drive)

Please indicate if setback variance, sign variance or minimuwm lot size variance.

Purpose of Variance: __I N€ request to subdivide this parcel into 3 separate parcels is to convey

each parcel to tenants that are currently long term renters on the property

Private Covenants or Deed Restrictions on the Property: Yes No X

Page 1 ot 2

Anderson County Public Works Division — Development Standards # 401 East River Street # Post Office Box 8002
Revision Anderson, South Carolina 2962+ # Phone: (86+) 260-4719 # Fax: (864) 260-4795
April 2012



[t you indicated no, yo 1s required.

12 September 2017

e e T 7 z
Applicant’s Signature Date

If you indicated yes, please provide a copy of your covenants and deed restrictions with this application - pursuant
to State Law (Section 6-29-1145: July 1, 2007) - determining existence of restrictive covenants. Copies may be
obtained at the Register of Deeds Office. It is the applicant’s responsibility for checking any subdivision covenants
or private covenants pertaining to the property.

Applicant hereby appeals to the Board of Zoning Appeals for a variance from the strict application to the property
described in the Notice of Appeal of the following provision of the Development Standards Ordinance.

No subdivision of property that lies within the limits of a private drive without approval

The application of the ordinance will result in unnecessary hardship, and the standards for a variance set by State Law and
the ordinance are met by the following facls:

Extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece of property, as follows:
This 5.15 acre parcel is the remaining three parcels of a larger older development that was platted many years ago.
The subdivision plat was not recorded and each lot was sold on an individual basis by Mr. Vance Wells. These remaining

Da arre Y

d (@)
existing occupants of each dwelling. L
Conditions do not generally apply to other properties in vicinity, as shown by:

Application of the ordinance to the particular piece of property would eftectively prohibit or unreasonable
restrict the utilization of the property as follows:
The current Anderson County ordinance will not restrict the property itself because there will be no change in the current
use of the property. There are two residential dwellings on the parcel currently and the intent of variance is to sell each
parcel.

Authorization of variance will not be of substantial detriment to adjacent property or to the public good

and the character of the district will not be harmed by the granting of the variance tor the tollowing reasons:
The adjacent property on all sides of this parcel are existing residential dwellings. There will be no change in the use of
property, nor will it increase any traffic flow on the existing private drive. These dwellings have been in place for many

years.

The following documents are submitted in support of this application: (Please attach copies of all additional
information to this application.) _See attached plat submitted for approval and also the unrecorded subdivision drawing

Please attach an accurate, legible plot plan showing the dimensions and locations of structures and improvements
of the property to this application.

As the applicant, I hereby contirm that the required information and materials tor this application are authentic
and have been submitted to the erson County Development Standards Ottice.

12 September 2017

Applicant’s Signature Date
Page 2 of 2

For Office Use Only: %@
Application Received By: 1/1 He Date Complete Application Received:

Application Fee Amount Paid: Check Number:
Scheduled Advisory Hearing Date: Scheduled Board Hearing Date:
Staff Recommendation: Advisory Recommendation:

Land Use/Board of Zoning Appeals’ Decision:

Anderson County Public Works Division — Development Standards # 401 East River Street # Post Office Box 8002
Revision Anderson, South Carolina 2962+ # Phone: (864) 260-4719 # Fax: (86+4) 260-+795
April 2012
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I hereby stale that to the best of my
knowledge, information, and beliel, the
survey shown hereon was made in
accordance with the requirements of
the Minimum Standards Manual fer the
Practice of Land Surveying in South
Caralina, and meets or exceeds the
requirements for a Class A survey as
specified therein, also there are no

visible enpmachmmls of pgbjections

Samuel B Glenn Jr
PLS No. 24277

This survey is subject to any rights of
way and easements of record, and any
facts which may be disclosed by a full
and accurate tille search.
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ADJOINING PROPERTY INFORMATION

-LOT 32- \

Barbed Wire Fence
13.8' Encroachment

1 Derryl & Vick:e Robininson
TMS #248-11-02-040
Deed Book 3249, Page 97
Piat Slide 978, Page 10-A

2 Rosemary Willams
TMS #248-11-02-019
Deed Book 2373, Page 316

3 James C. & Susie A Duffield
TMS #248-11-02-016
Deed Bock 9444, Page 222
Plat Slide 241, Page 8-8

4 Freeman Property Management, LLC.
TMS #248-11-02-043
Deed Book 11666, Page 220
Piat Slide 2132, Page 9

5 Gregory S Rochesler
TMS #248-11-02-017
Deed Book 1722, Page 102
Plat Book 97, Page 354

6 Wiliam Ansel Deadwyler
TMS #248-00-06-004
Deed Book 12011, Page 21
Plat Slide 2215, Page 3

7 Curtis Grer
TMS #248-00-06-005
Deed Book DOD, Page 2010
Plal Siide 52, Page 5-A

8 Geraline Blassingame
TMS #248-11-02-020
Deed Book 2538, Page 335
Plat Shde 750, Page 5-8

8 Horacio & Marnela Tabares
TMS #248-11-02-041
Deed Book 4767, Page 56
Plat Book 116, Page 233

10.  David Flores
TMS #248-11-02-032
Deed Book 10885, Page 229
Plat Slide 975, Page 18 2

1 2,LLC
TMS #248-11-02-033
Deed Book 11189, Page 58
Plat Shde 1050, Page 1-B

12, Vance Wells
TMS #248-11-02-034
Deed Book 20-Y, Page 896
Plal Side 975, Page 1 & 2

13.  David Flores
TMS #248-11-02-035
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A RESOLUTION OF THE
ANDERSON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

A RESOLUTION TO RECOMMEND THAT ANDERSON COUNTY
COUNCIL ENACT AN ORDINANCE TO ADOPT THE NORTHEAST
COUNTY AREA PLAN (NECAP) AND ALL MAPS CONTAINED
THEREIN AS AN AMENDMENT TO THE ANDERSON COUNTY
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ADOPTED IN 2016

WHEREAS, the Anderson County Planning Commission was appointed by County Council and
is the duly authorized body to prepare a Comprehensive Plan that conforms to the 1994 Act, and
to carry out a continuing planning program for the physical growth, social growth, and economic
development and redevelopment of Anderson County; and

WHEREAS, Section 6-29-520 and Section 6-29-530 of the South Carolina Code of Ordinances
1976, as amended (South Carolina Local Government Comprehensive Planning Enabling Act of
1994, as amended), requires that a Planning Commission may recommend adoption of a
Comprehensive Plan (the Plan) as a whole by a single ordinance, and any recommendations for
amendments to the Plan must be by resolution of the Planning Commission; and

WHEREAS, the Anderson County Planning Commission held a duly advertised Public
Hearing on October 10, 2017 during which time it reviewed the Northeast County Area Plan
(NECAP) and recommended it to the Anderson County Council for adoption; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Anderson County Planning Commission
does hereby recommend the Northeast County Area Plan (NECAP), to the Anderson County
Council for adoption and use as a guide for Northeast Anderson County.

ADOPTED this 10th day of October, 2017.

David Cothran, Chair
Anderson County Planning Commission

Attested by:

Michael Forman, AICP
Anderson County Planning Manager
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Introduction and background

In August, 2016 the Anderson County Planning Department was directed to conduct
an area plan that focuses on northeast Anderson County. This plan is titled NECAP,
or North East County Area Plan.

An area plan is a plan that covers a specific sub-region and can be used to provide
basic information on the natural features, resources, and physical constraints that
affect development in an area. An area plan differs from a comprehensive plan in its
focus, scope, and greater attention to detail for any given area. Focusing on smaller
geographic areas also promotes healthy citizen participation in the planning process,
which ensures that the area plan is responsive to community needs. A main function
of this plan is to serve as a resource for decision makers in the area.

To help define the area for study, Planning staff established an area with Pickens and
Greenville County lines to the north and east, respectively, and Highway 8
(generally) to the west and south. As such, for the purposes of this study, we are
defining the Northeast County Area Plan to include the area described and mapped
as shown to the right.

The area under study is situated as a nexus between the City of Anderson to the
southwest, Pelzer, West Pelzer, and Williamston to the southeast, Easley to the
northwest, Pendleton and Clemson to the west, and Greenville to the northeast. The
area is served by 1-85, and is bisected by S.C. 8, S.C. 86, S.C. 81, and S.C. 153, the
latter of which functions as the primary commercial thoroughfare for the NECAP
area.

Due in part to its location, the NECAP area has experienced immense growth,
particularly over the last 20 years. This growth has the potential to introduce
unintended issues. Growth brings more people, and with it more conflicts; conflicts
such as those between land uses, existing property owners, and the natural
environment. It also brings infrastructure demands to bear. Issues such as sewer and
potable water capacity, new and existing road network support, and school capacity
will all need to be addressed so that future development does not put undue strain on
existing systems.

Public outreach, a key component of the planning process, will include two
advertised Community Meetings which will be held within the area, with broader
citizen outreach efforts through social media and digital surveys. The results of this
community participation will help inform Anderson County officials as to the goals
and objectives for the NECAP area, with a goal of reducing future conflicts as the
community continues to see growth.
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The map to the right indicates Anderson County Council districts located within
the NECAP area. Most of the study area lies within County Council District 6
(shown to the right in blue), while some smaller portions of the study area lie
within Council Districts 4 (yellow) and 7 (orange).

The elected County Council Member for District 6 is Mr. Ken Waters. The
elected County Council member from District 4 is Mr. Tom Allen. The elected
County Council member from District 7 is Ms. M. Cindy Wilson.

Each County Council member appoints a resident from within their District to
serve on the Planning Commission for Anderson County. The appointed
Planning Commission members for Districts 4, 6, and 7, respectively, are Mr.
Jerry Vickery, Mrs. Jane Jones, and Mrs. Debbie Chapman. The Planning
Commission, among other duties, is tasked with undertaking a continuing
planning program for the physical, social, and economic growth, development,
and redevelopment of the County. This includes any plans and programs
designed to promote public health, safety, morals, convenience, prosperity, or
the general welfare as well as the efficiency and economy of the County.

Further details regarding the Planning Commission’s specific duties can be
found in Section 38-67 of the Anderson County Code of Ordinances, as well as
Title 6, Chapter 29 of the South Carolina Code of Ordinances.
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Population Data

The map to the right shows United States Census Blocks and Census Blockgroups
located within or near the NECAP boundaries. United States Census Bureau Blocks
are the smallest geographic unit used for 100-percent data (rather than a sample). All
households are counted at the Census block level.

Census Blockgroups are the smallest geographical unit for which the Bureau
publishes sample data, i.e. data which is only collected from a fraction of all
households. As the name implies, Census Blockgroups are made up of groups of
multiple Census blocks.

Blocks are shown on the map to the right with thin gray lines. Blockgroups are
shown on the map to the right with red lines. Using Census Block and Blockgroup
data allows us to break out population characteristics from the NECAP area.

NECAP Population (*projections)
1990 2000 2010 2015* 2020* 2025* 2030* 2040*
NECAP Pop 17,391 20,653 26,710 30,277 33,783 37,828 42,281 52,668

Source: U.S. Census and Anderson County

The table above shows NECAP area population projections over a 30 year period
between 2010 and 2040. The historical growth rate over the previous twenty years
for the NECAP area average +/-2.90% per year. The NECAP area grew by 29% over
the ten year period between 2000 and 2010. Using these historical growth patterns as
a guide, the NECAP area can expect to more than double over the next 25-30 years.

County Population (*projections)
1990 2000 2010 2015* 2020* 2025* 2030* 2040*
County Pop 145,196 165,740 187,126 199,056 211,406 224,254 237,635 266,153

Source: U.S. Census and Anderson County

The table above shows total County growth population figures and projections over a
50 year period from 1990 to 2040. The County as a whole grew at a rate of 1.44%
per year between the years of 1990 and 2010. Using historical growth patterns, the
Total County population is expected to grow by +/-80,000 people between 2010 and
2040.

Taken together, the tables above show that while the NECAP area only accounts for
+/- 14% of the entire County’s population, growth in the NECAP area between the
years of 1990 and 2010 accounted for +/-23% of the entire County’s growth.
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Breaking down the area further, we can look at the area voting precincts that fall within
the NECAP area, shown on the map to the right. Voting precincts are sub-districts of
the County that contain individual polling places. The County contains a total of 80
voting precincts. The NECAP study area is made up of seven full voting precincts and
three partial voting precincts.

Voting Precinct Census Populations and Projections (*projections) (p = portion)
1990 2000 2010  2015* 2020* 2025* 2030* 2040*
Brushy Creek 1,739 2,447 2,885 3,205 3,553 3935 4354 5334

Concrete 1,759 2,254 3578 4,409 5411 6,636 8,156 12,474
Hunt Meadows 2,036 2,834 4,762 6,092 7,777 9,954 12811 21,724
Mt. Airy 1,940 2,497 2,768 2,969 3,181 3,404 3,641 4,158
Pelzer (p) 902 842 784 756 729 703 676 625

Piedmont 1,201 1,490 1538 1599 1662 1,727 1,795 1,938

Powdersville 2,905 3,011 4,033 4516 5042 5619 6,254 7,741
Simpsonville 2,285 2,723 3,513 3,948 4,422 4939 5508 6,827
West Pelzer (p) 1,807 1,973 2,108 2,184 2,262 2,341 2,422 2,589
White Plains (p) 538 582 741 818 902 991 1,088 1,306

Source: U.S. Census and Anderson County

The NECAP area’s total

NECAP Area Age and Sex Characteristics population increased by 29%
2000 2010  Increase % Increase petyween 2000 and 2010 as
Total 20,653 126,710 " 6.057 2o discussed earlier, but as the

table to the left shows, the

ML 10,492 13,536 S0 29;%’ area experienced by far the

_— S 0% greatest growth for people
over the age of 60. These

Under 10 2,825 3,512 687 24% _

10 to 19 3048 4017 969 3095 29ing trends are a common

20 to 29 9337 2660 323 14% characteristic of the Nation

30 to 39 3201 3,49 293 9%° as a whole, as well as at the

40 to 49 3570 4,345 775 2904 State and local level.

50 to 59 2,844 3,881 1,037 36% _

60 to 69 1435 2816 1,381 96% Every age cohort in NECAP

Over 70 1393 1,985 592 42% has experienced growth over

the last decade.
Source: U.S. Census and Anderson County
Note: The next United States Census will commence in the year 2020, with results available
in 2021 at the earliest. Census data is the most reliable population tabulation available,
therefore any numbers shown in these tables that are not tabulated using Census data are
expressly presented as projections.

Many factors can influence these projections up or down, and it should be stressed that
historical growth rates do not guarantee that future growth rates will be similar. However,
historical growth rates are generally a useful tool for predicting future growth trends.
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Transportation Infrastructure

The NECAP area is served by 1-85, with four access points onto the interstate.
NECAP is also bisected by state highways S.C. 8, S.C. 20, S.C. 81, S.C. 86, and
S.C. 153. The transportation network in the NECAP area is essentially funded by
Anderson County, C-Funds, and GPATS (Greenville Pickens Area Transportation
Study).

A healthy transportation network includes multiple forms of transportation,
including safe bike/walk lanes, railways, and public transportation systems,
allowing for ease of use and interconnectivity for all users; not just those in cars.
Unfortunately, minimal sidewalks and bike lanes are available for use in the
NECAP area. There is a significant need for biking trails and/or lanes, Safe
Routes to School (walk to school initiative), ‘Share the Road’, ADA accessibility,
and sidewalks.

Anderson County currently categorizes their road network by their intended road
function with specific design requirements for each category. Road classifications
relate land use intensity to the design function and carrying capacity of the
county's road network. Arterial and Collector roads allow for unlimited trip
generation, while local Major and Minor Local roads restrict total road capacity to

1000 and 500 trips per day, respectively. Each roadway classification is defined as
shown below:

Arterial road: A road designed to carry through traffic and to carry intra-
county traffic, with minimal ingress/egress points optimal.

Collector road: A road that connects local access roads to the highway
systems major and high-speed arterial roads. Provides both land access
service and traffic service within residential subdivisions, commercial and
industrial areas.

Major local (access) road: Designed primarily to access abutting properties,
with two or more access points.

Minor local (access) road: Designed primarily to access abutting properties
with no more than two access points, usually terminating in a cul-de-sac.

As the NECAP area continues to grow, much of the study area will undergo a
transformation from low density residential and rural land uses to suburban
residential land uses at higher densities. During this transformation the existing
collector road network, which is adequate for handling levels of traffic generated
by the low rural population densities, will not be able to keep pace.
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The lack of street connectivity between subdivisions and complimentary land uses
places an extreme burden on the area’s arterial and major collector roads. Most
roadways in the NECAP area are not intended nor are capable of handling the amount
of traffic caused by this fragmented and disconnected development pattern. As this
pattern repeats itself, area roads become more congested. This is especially obvious on
Highway 153. As the traffic congestion worsens, the quality of life declines, and
people spend more time and money behind the wheel.

Traffic congestion on Anderson County’s roadways is the most tangible and noticeable
indicator of the impact on quality of life caused by new growth. Further discussion
regarding a robust and connected transportation system becomes much more apparent
and necessary as development continues to expand into the area.

Traffic indicators are steadily increasing, as growth and development continue. The
blue dots on the map to the right show Traffic Stations and corresponding traffic counts
from the years 2008 and 2013. Also shown are the Annual Average Daily Traffic
(AADT) lines with corresponding traffic amounts for select roads within the NECAP
area.

Accident Data for Certain Roads within NECAP

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Hood Rd. 13 5 13 2 5 7 10 10 12
McNeely Rd. 1 0 1 1 1 0 12 6 15
Powdersville Main 2 8 4 6 6 8 5 4 6

River Rd. 18 25 25 20 29 24 30 23 32
SC 8 29 33 32 35 15 12 23 11 13
SC 81 53 44 54 50 56 44 61 32 86
SC 86 52 38 47 37 53 53 49 51 70
SC 153 88 94 93 74 99 114 124 96 131
Three and Twenty Rd. 3 1 3 5 6 8 4 3 3

Three Bridges Rd. 10 7 6 7 4 12 10 12 14
Wren School Road 8 10 5 4 8 3 3 3 2

Total 277 265 283 241 282 285 331 251 384

Accident records for certain roads within the NECAP area are shown above. The roads
shown above average 288 accidents per year. 2015 is the latest year’s data available at
the time of this area plan’s publication. As such, it is unclear if the year 2015 is the
beginning of a major trend upwards, or is merely an outlier as it pertains to accidents.

Nineteen (19) total fatalities were recorded on these roads between 2007 and 2015.
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The map to the left indicates certain Public Facilities located within the NECAP area, including Fire Stations, Parks/Recreation areas, Schools, and Solid Waste Facilities. The NECAP area is
entirely contained within the boundaries of Anderson School District 1, and includes three high schools, three middle schools, and eight elementary or primary schools. Four fire stations are
located within the NECAP area (Powdersville, Three and Twenty, West Pelzer, and Wren). The Saluda River Blue Route runs along the eastern border of the NECAP area, and displays the
natural resources of this area of Anderson County through kayaking and hiking.
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The map above indicates Water Service Areas within the NECAP area. The area is
primarily served by Powdersville Water. Big Creek Water and Southside Rural are two
additional water providers in the NECAP area.
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The map above indicates existing sewer service to the NECAP area. Anderson County
(AC) currently utilizes 13 pump stations in the area, Easley Combined utilizes three
pump stations located within Anderson County. Renewable Water Resources (REWA)
utilizes two Water Resource Recovery Facilities (WRRF) in or near Anderson County.
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The map above indicates Intact Core Habitat Quality for the NECAP area as approved by
Anderson County Council in November 2016. Core Habitats are scored based on a
variety of factors, including area and thickness of land core, species abundance, richness
and diversity, topographic and soil diversity, and percentage of wetland cover. Areas
scoring highest show as dark green on the map and should be protected as practical.
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The map above indicates Drainage Watersheds, with Rivers & Streams located near or
within the NECAP area. The NECAP area is broken up into three major watersheds
(Saluda River, Little Brushy Creek, and Hartwell Lake), with portions of three other
watersheds as well. Major rivers and streams in NECAP include the Saluda River,
Hurricane Creek, Big Brushy Creek, and Little Brushy Creek.
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Land Characteristics

The map to the right indicates the Current Land Use designations for properties
located within the NECAP area. Information was collected via multiple means,
including tax assessor data, aerial photography, and ‘windshield” surveying.

Current Use Acreage

Undeveloped/Agricultural

Developed / Existing
Residential
Commercial
Public
Industrial

TOTAL

Developed Acreage Breakdown

Residential
Commercial
Public
Industrial

Total

23,668.27

9,714.07
1,395.50
687.87
158.99

35,624.70 acres

9,714.07
1,395.50
687.87
158.99
11,956.43 acres

66.44%

27.27%
3.92%
1.93%

0.45%

81.25%
11.67%
5.75%
1.33%

As shown on the
table to the left, the
NECAP area
consists of 35,625
acres, of which
23,668 (or 66%) are
characterized as
agricultural or
undeveloped. 9,714
(27%) acres are
characterized as
residential, 1,396
(4%) acres are
commercial, 688
acres  (2%) are
public, and 159
acres (<1%) are
industrial.

As shown on the
table to the left, of
the properties in
NECAP that are
developed, 81.25%
are of residential
use, with 11.67%
commercial, 5.75%
publicly used, and
1.33% industrial.

As shown on the map to the right, and reiterated in the tables above, the vast
majority of historically developed acreage in the NECAP area has been developed
for residential purposes. Pockets of commercial land uses are found outside the
SC153 corridor, including along SC81, and SC86. The majority of industrial utilized
acreage in the NECAP area can be found along the Interstate 85 corridor.
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Avg Lot Size

Final Approval # of Subs Total Acres  Total Lots Lots/Acre (acres)
Unknown 15 841 761 0.90 1.11
Pre-1970 21 1038 714 0.69 1.45
1970 - 1979 39 1502 1781 1.19 0.84
1980 - 1989 22 630 690 1.10 0.91
1990 - 1999 11 293 501 1.71 0.58
2000 - 2015 36 1187 1923 1.62 0.62
NECAP Area Total 129 4650 5609 1.21 0.83

As shown in the table above as well as the heat map to the right, subdivision
activity in the NECAP area has been relatively steady, with an uptick in the
1970’s, as well as in the 21st century. Average subdivision lot size has generally
trended smaller over the years, with newer lots averaging about half to two/thirds
the size of lots built prior to 1990. Thirty four percent (34%) of the subdivision
lots built in the NECAP area were developed after the year 2000.

Most of the subdivisions built in this area lack interconnectivity. They typically
access arterial roads directly, and have not incorporated additional collector streets
into their designs. As a result, much of the study area now lacks a functional
network of collector roadways, with arterial roadways taking on the function of
collector roadways with multiple access points. This trend can cause breakdowns
in the safety and functionality of the entire road system as arterial roadways are
not intended to serve in this function. Collectors support the arterial highway
system by serving short-distance traffic, and providing the connectivity that allows
neighborhood trips to avoid using and congesting regional highways.

Special consideration needs to be taken for all future subdivision development, the
development of which should include an adequate network of interconnected
collector and local roadways, so as to not put additional undue strain on the
arterial network.
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The map to the right shows a portion of the approved Future Land Use map from the
County's 2016 Comprehensive Plan, with designations for the NECAP area. The
map represents a forecast for the next twenty years and was developed using
multiple sources of information including the Current Land Use Map, the County’s
official Zoning Map, and community input. One function of the Future Land Use
map is to extrapolate existing development trends and then project those trends
forward up to twenty years.

The majority of the NECAP area is designated for residential use, as per the Future
Land Use Map. Certain lands along sections of major highways such as S.C. 153,
U.S. 29, and Interstate 85 are designated as commercial use, meaning conditions
exist to support potential commercial activity in the near or middle term future. The
Future Land Use map designates certain areas along Interstate 85 and U.S. 29 as
being suitable for industrial use as well.

The development pattern throughout the NECAP continues to transform from rural
into a typical suburban sprawl, with low population densities, isolated single use
residential areas, and poor or non-existent road connectivity between residential
subdivisions and other compatible land uses.

As discussed previously, sidewalks and bicycle lanes are virtually non-existent in the
NECAP area. As a result, it is practically impossible to bike or walk safely to local
schools, churches, other subdivisions, and commercial destinations within the
NECAP area. As such, automobile use is the predominant form of travel in the
NECAP area.

It is unrealistic to expect existing roads to be widened at a pace equal to the rate of
growth and development. One more realistic and achievable approach to handling
traffic is to establish a more sustainable development pattern with a mix of
interconnected land uses that allow trips to be captured internally. This approach, in
coordination with strategic infrastructure improvements, is more cost sustainable in
the long run and supports a transportation system that can relieve some of the
demand on NECAP area roads.
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Developable Parcels

The map to the right shows developable parcels within the NECAP area, as
defined by the Anderson County Planning Department. For the purposes of this
study, “Developable Parcels” are those parcels that are greater than five acres,
are located with access or potential access to arterial or collector roads, and have
no improvements or few improvements to the property at the time of this study.

The total number of acres considered “developable parcels” as per this
study in the NECAP area is 15,808 acres. The map also groups the parcels by
acreage (5-25 acres, 25-50, 50-100, and 100+). These are shown in varying
shades of blue, from light (small) to dark (large).

The Anderson County Wastewater Department, Renewable Water Resources,
and Easley Combined Utilities continue to discuss various alternatives to
upgrade sewer capacity within the NECAP area. The goal of these discussions is
to provide an efficient, economical sewer system to the community. This
particular map is not intended to consider the effect of growth from any sewer
expansion projects.

It’s important to understand that even with a lack of additional sewer capacity
new growth may not be entirely hindered, as historical trends have shown
development occurring in the NECAP area without public sewerage. However,
the haphazard nature of “leapfrog” or uncoordinated development over time puts
a strain on all of the previously discussed systems such as the natural
environment, transportation, sewer, etc. Costs to maintain systems that have
been piecemealed together over time will eventually become unsustainable.

A more efficient and cost effective long term development trend would see
growth as a natural offshoot of existing developed areas, with infrastructure
already in place, or located nearby. To ensure an efficient, cost effective growth
pattern, all future development in the NECAP area should coordinate
development plans early in their respective planning processes.

Note: This map is not intended to show properties that Anderson County finds
suitable for development, nor does it take into account parcels or portions of
parcels that may have natural impediments to growth such as unsuitable slope.
This map also does not take into account property owners’ interest or lack
thereof in development of their property.
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The Process

The process to develop a long term vision for the NECAP area formalized in earnest around
2011, when the Powdersville Planning Group was formalized. At the time, a study of SC 153
was undertaken, with recommendations for improvements to the SC 153 corridor discussed.
Since those meetings occurred, a number of minor improvements have been made to the SC
153 corridor, most of which are smaller “band-aid” solutions for the corridor. Many good ideas
were discussed at that time, and it should be noted that some of those discussions are still
relevant today, and should be taken into account as the area continues to develop.

The process to develop the NECAP document began in August 2016, when Anderson County
Council resolved to request County Administrator Rusty Burns to instruct County Planning
staff to begin the process of creating an area plan for northeast Anderson County.

Using the newly adopted Anderson County Comprehensive Plan as a starting point, County
Planning staff began preparing baseline conditions to present to the public. These conditions
were condensed and formatted into pages 1 to 13 of this document.

Preliminary stakeholder meetings have also occurred during the time within which staff is
preparing the baseline conditions report. These stakeholder meetings have occurred specifically
with area water providers, sewer providers, Anderson School District 1, and others. The
purpose of these stakeholders meetings was and is for data gathering.

In an effort to gather community input regarding what issues are most important to NECAP
residents, County Planning staff will conduct two community meetings, to be held at the
Powdersville Library. The first meeting was held on February 13, 2017, and was an overview
of the baseline conditions process, with the initial dissemination of a survey to help prioritize
citizen concerns. The second community meeting, to be held on April 24, 2017, will provide
results from the survey process, growth management techniques for the community to consider,
as well as recommendations from those survey results. The results from the second meeting
will be incorporated into the final draft version of the NECAP plan that will move forward to a
public hearing and formal recommendation from the Anderson County Planning Commission.

After the Anderson County Planning Commission holds their public hearing, the draft NECAP
plan will move forward to County Council for a public hearing with three readings and
eventual adoption. This process allows for fine tuning of the plan throughout the entire process,
and the end result will be a living document as an addendum to the Comprehensive Plan after
adoption by County Council.

The NECAP plan can then be employed by local leaders as an advisory tool for policy
decisions in the area, and can be updated and refined in the future as warranted.

EHHEH T

[

Driving-only transportation pattern

Walkable connected transporation network '
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Survey Results Available in Addendum 1

Hard copies and electronic copies were made available starting February 21%t. A copy of the actual survey is shown below.

NECAP Community Assessment Survey

1. Are you a resident and/or employed in the Northeast Anderson County Area?
[ ] Residentin the area

[_‘ Business owner/work in the area

[] Property Owner but not resident of area

[ ] Mone of the above

2. What are challenges facing residents or business owners in the Northeast Anderson County Area (up to
3)?

[ ] Heavy traffic

[] Lack of employment opportunities

D Lack of housing choices

[] Lack of mobility choices - sidewalks, bike lanes, transit, etc.
D Lack of recreational facilities.

E‘ Lack of senior services - ability to age in place

D Poor road conditions

3. For Residents, what type of additional non-residential development would you prefer to see in the
NECAP area (up to 3)?

D Big Box Retail (Wal-Mart, Publix, etc...)

E] Cultural and Recreational (Libraries, Museums, Parks, etc.)
| | office (including medical facilities)

[_‘ Neighborhood Commercial (strip development)

E] Restaurants

[j None of the above, | want residential only in this area

[] Not a resident of the NECAP area

4. What services or amenities would you be willing to spend more for (up to 3)?
D Emergency Services (Fire, Police, Ambulance)

D Existing Park and Cultural Facilities upgrades

D New Cultural Facilities (Library, Museum, etc.)

[ ] New parksirecreational facilities

[7] Road network maintenance and upgrade

[ ] sidewalk/Bike network

5. Which method of funding would you prefer regarding your answers to question 4 (up to 3)?
[:] Community Fund Raisers

D Property Tax

D Special Service District Fee

D User Fee

D None of the above

[ ] other (please specify)

6. Please rank the following:

Somewhat

Not Important Not Very Important No Opinion Important
Access and connectivity ~ IS — =
(Transportation) g \J Q C)
Business/Employment — —~ -
opportunities ~/ O A O
Variety of housing types ~ e
ey O O O O
Shopping opportunities O O o O
Parks and recreation ~ -
opportunities Q O

Sidewalks and
pedestrian friendly
streets

O
@
O

Conservation of natural
resources/Open space

@)
J
O
(’\

Sense of Community

O
@)
O
@)

Very Important
O
L
O

O

O

O

7. What is your age?

O Under 35

() 351049

Q 50 to 64

() ®5and older

8. How many people live in your household?

O1

)2

L

OF
'
4

'C:) 5 or more

9. If you are a resident in the NECAP area, what do you call your community?
(} Anderson

(") Easley

\ <

O Greenville

~
‘\) Pelzer\West Pelzer
s

\_) Piedmont

q Powdersville

\

() other

10. Please provide any additional comments.
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Growth Management Technigues

As shown in the baseline conditions report, the NECAP area is experiencing
unprecedented growth pressures under unique constraints.

The preceding survey results show that growth pressures are important considerations
that the NECAP community must consider. Unchecked growth has the potential to
bring conflicts between existing property owners and new development, and can
disrupt the natural environment with little to no recourse for remediation after the fact.
New growth also brings new infrastructure costs to develop and maintain. Issues such
as sewer and potable water capacity, new and existing road network support, and
school capacity become much more pronounced if not managed properly.

For the purposes of this study, we are looking at three generally recognized methods
for growth to be managed in this area. None of these methods are all encompassing,
but all could be considered if the goal for the NECAP community is to produce a
reasonable growth management strategy that is responsive to local needs.

The three techniques discussed in further detail are: 1) Incorporation; 2) Sewer access;
and 3) Zoning (either through traditional or alternative zoning methods). It’s important
to remember that the historical NECAP development pattern has been without
incorporation, with the lack of a robust sewer system, and with no zoning. This current
development pattern is unsustainable in the long run, as the community will soon
outgrow its ability to effectively maintain all the systems discussed herein.

Each of the three growth management techniques listed have advantages and
disadvantages, and none are a “silver bullet” that will answer all potential growth
issues in the NECAP area. Obviously, the conditions that are in place in the NECAP
area did not occur overnight, and can not be remedied overnight, either.

Some of the advantages and disadvantages for each growth management technique are
outlined to the right. Each of these techniques are wide ranging subjects that can not be
fully summed up in one page. Rather than being all encompassing, staff outlines a few
advantages and disadvantages to each technique.

This document is not a recommendation for all or any of these techniques.
However, an intended outcome of this document is to facilitate an open discussion
about growth in the NECAP area. Any or all of these techniques could be employed if
the community decides these measures are necessitated by projected development
patterns.

A.

B.

C.

Incorporation: Legally constituting a place and its residents as a municipality.

»  Advantages: Enables community to self-regulate, with local control of subdivision
and land use; allows for establishment of specific services such as fire and police
protection; provides eligibility for certain State and Federal funding sources;
preempts/prevents annexation by nearby municipalities.

» Disadvantages: Additional layer of government; additional taxation; NECAP is a
large area (~55 square miles) that could not/would not feasibly be annexed as one
jurisdiction.

Sewer access: Connection to sewer infrastructure.

* Advantages: Enables denser development; opens areas/properties for greater
economical use; well maintained and updated systems are cost effective in the
long term; would better accommodate heavy precipitation or surges that can
overwhelm individual septic systems; environmentally friendlier than individual
septic systems.

» Disadvantages: High up-front costs; risk if development does not occur to offset
costs; denser development will lead to straining of other systems (road network,
potable water, schools) if not planned for accordingly; not necessarily cost
effective for outlying areas.

Zoning: Allows for the management of uses, form, design, effect, or compatibility of
future development.

»  Advantages: Protects property owners from harmful or undesirable nearby uses;
provides a level of certainty for the development of property in an area; required
to implement design standards that would preserve existing community character;
used as a tool for the implementation of a community’s long term vision.

» Disadvantages: Perceived by some as an unreasonable intrusion on individual
property rights; NECAP broken up into nine different voting precincts, each
would need to be zoned through separate referenda; additional layer of
government; would not alter basic development dynamic in the NECAP area.



Recommendations

With or without the aforementioned growth management techniques discussed on
page 20, broad recommendations specific to the NECAP area are made herein
that could supplement existing Anderson County policy. Additional discussion is
warranted for any or all of these recommendations.

Land development regulations are somewhat limited in their scope by State law
(S.C. Sec 6-29-310 et al), and therefore could not have the same reach or effect as
the more broadly reaching growth management techniques discussed on page 20.
However, even slight tweaks to existing policy can have a positive effect on a
community’s health, safety, and well being.

Many of these recommendations echo the 2016 Anderson County Comprehensive
Plan, as well as the 2016 Anderson County Green Infrastructure Plan. Both plans
are available online at www.andersoncountysc.org/planning.

Existing Anderson County Land Development regulations are available online at
www.andersoncountysc.org/development.

As discussed previously, this NECAP document is building upon previous
discussions coordinated by the Powdersville Planning Group and others, and is
the next step in what is an on-going discussion.

As such, a clear vision should be established that will help to reduce the potential
for conflicts as growth and development continue in the NECAP area at a rapid
pace. This conversation should not end with this document, as this document is
not intended to be the final word in regards to growth and development in the
NECAP area. Additional conversations should be led at the local level by local
decision makers. This will ensure that the needs of the community are being met
by those most closely affected by growth and development pressures.

Overall

Form a Citizens Committee for the NECAP area made of residents, business
leaders, and public sector leaders to continue these discussions moving forward
Coordinate with neighboring jurisdictions and agencies to provide infrastructure
cost share where feasible

Consider Special Tax District/Special Purpose District as designated by State law to
provide supplemental services

Development

Direct new development into areas where public services are available

For residential growth, encourage open space development through clustering
and/or conservation subdivisions

Encourage individual property owners to consider conservation easements

Promote mixed use developments along road networks that have the infrastructure
ability to support them

Transportation Infrastructure

Identify best practices for the upkeep and maintenance of existing road network
Discourage the practice of arterial roadways functioning as connectors through
communication with the development community and SCDOT

Encourage interconnectivity of subdivisions and commercial uses within existing
road network

Improve the safety and function of the road network to facilitate the free flow of
traffic by providing safe alternatives for transportation

Create a pedestrian and bicycle plan that identifies and prioritizes sidewalks, bike
lanes, and multi-use paths that link destinations

Identify bike and pedestrian infrastructure improvements in areas able to support
them, and plan for connectivity to existing and proposed schools and parks

Develop a consistent funding mechanism for potential greenway and trail areas

Environmental

Identify and preserve prime agricultural and forestry lands

Revise Anderson County Land Development regulations in regards to open space
subdivisions and stream buffering

Set aside open spaces that are significant in size and contiguous where possible


http://www.andersoncountysc.org/planning
http://www.andersoncountysc.org/development

Addendum #1
NECAP Community Assessment Survey

290 responses
Tuesday, October 10, 2017
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Q1: Are you aresident and/or employed in the Northeast Anderson
County Area?

Answered: 291 Skipped: -1

Resident in
the area
Business

ownerfwork i...

Property Owner
but not...

Mone of the
above

0%  10% 20%  30% 40%  50% 60%  T70%  B0%  90% 100%
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Q1: Are you aresident and/or employed in the Northeast Anderson
County Area?

Answered: 291 Skipped: -1

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Resident in the area 90.03% 262
Business owner/work in the area 27.15% 79
Property Owner but not resident of area 1.03% 3
Mone of the above 0.69% 2

Total Respondents: 291

Powered by £* SurveyMonkey



Q2: What are challenges facing residents or business owners in the
Northeast Anderson County Area (up to 3)?

Answered: 287 Skipped: 3

Heavy traffic

Lack of
employment...

Lack of
housing choices

Lack of
mability...

Lack of
recreational...

Lack of senior
services -...

Poor road
conditions

10% 20%  30% 40%  50% 60%  T0%  B80%  90% 100%

0%
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Q2: What are challenges facing residents or business owners in the
Northeast Anderson County Area (up to 3)?

Answered: 287 Skipped: 3

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Heavy traffic 86.41% 248
Lack of employment opportunities 8.71% 25
Lack of housing choices 8.36% 24
Lack of mobility choices - sidewalks, bike lanes, transit, etc. 40.77% 117
Lack of recreational facilities 21.92% 148
Lack of senior services - ability to age in place 8.71% 23
Poor road conditions 63.91% 188

Total Respondents: 267

Powered by *» SurveyMonkey



Q3: For Residents, what type of additional non-residential
development would you prefer to see in the NECAP area (up to 3)?

Answered: 287 Skipped: 3

Big Box Retail
(Wal-Mart,...

Cultural and
Recreational...

Office
(including...

Meighborhood
Commercial...

Restaurants

None of the
above, | wan...

Mot a resident
of the NECAP...

0%

Powered by ¢*» SurveyMonkey
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Q3: For Residents, what type of additional non-residential
development would you prefer to see in the NECAP area (up to 3)?

Answered: 287 Skipped: 3

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Big Box Retail (Wal-Mart, Publix, etc...) 24.04% 69
Cultural and Recreational (Libraries, Museums, Parks, etc.) 62.37% 173
Office (including medical facilities) 13.29% 39
Neighborhood Commercial (strip development) 12.89% 37
Restaurants 29.28% 171
None of the above, | want residential only in this area 17.77% 31
Not a resident of the NECAP area 3.83% 1

Total Respondents: 267

Powered by {*) SurveyMonkey



Q4: What services or amenities would you be willing to spend more for
(up to 3)?

Answered: 277 Skipped: 13

Emergency
services (Fi...

Existing Park
and Cultural...

Mew Cultural
Facilities...

MNew
parks/recrea...

Road network
maintenance ...

Sidewalk/Bike
network
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0%

Powered by 4*» SurveyMonkey



Q4: What services or amenities would you be willing to spend more for
(up to 3)7?

Answered: 277 Skipped: 13

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Emergency Services (Fire, Police, Ambulance) 29.27% 165
Existing Park and Cultural Facilities upgrades 33.97% 93
New Cultural Facilities (Library, Museum, etc.) 13.72% 38
New parks/recreational facilities 33.43% 148
Road network maintenance and upgrade 60.69% 168
Sidewalk/Bike network 37.30% 104

Total Respondents: 277

Powered by {*) SurveyMonkey



Q5: Which method of funding would you prefer regarding your
answers to question 4 (up to 3)?

Answered: 284 Skipped: 6

Community Fund
Haisers

Property Tax

special
Service...

lser Fee

Mone of the
above

Other (please
specify)
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Q5: Which method of funding would you prefer regarding your
answers to question 4 (up to 3)?

Answered: 284 Skipped: 6

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Community Fund Raisers 41.99% 118
Property Tax 39.44% 112
Special Service District Fee 29.58% B4
User Fee 32.04% 91
MNone of the above 11.62% 33
Other (please specify) 14.08% 40

Total Respondents: 264

Powered by £* SurveyMonkey



Q6: Please rank the following:

Answered: 289 Skipped: 1

Access and
connectivity...

Business/Employ
ment...

Variety of
housing type...

Shopping
opportunities

Parks and
recreation...

Sidewalks and
pedestrian...

Conservation
of natural...

Sense of
Community

o
—
k2
a3
.
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Access and
connectivity
(Transportation)

Business/Employment

opportunities

Variety of
housing types and
prices

Shopping
opportunities

Parks and recreation
opportunities

Sidewalks and
pedestrian friendly
streats

Conservation of
natural
resources/Open
space

Sense of Community

Powered by *)» SurveyMonkey

NOT
IMPORTANT

8.42%
24

6.62%
19

14.89%
42

11.83%
34

4.51%
13

9.34%
27

3.14%

1.39%

Q6: Please rank the following:

Answered: 289 Skipped: 1

NOT VERY
IMPORTANT

2.61%
16

13.24%
38

12.77%
36

11.83%
34

3.47%
10

10.73%
31

3.48%
10

1.39%
4

NO
OPINION

6.67%
19

14.29%
41

14.89%
42

9.41%
27

6.94%
20

10.03%
29

8.71%
23

2.90%
17

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

27.02%
77

36.93%
106

36.92%
103

42.16%
121

393.76%
103

32.29%
102

31.71%
a1

23.26%
67

VERY
IMPORTANT

22.28%
149

28.92%
83

20.92%
29

24.74%
[

49.31%
142

34.60%
100

22.96%
152

68.06%
196

TOTAL

283

287

282

287

288

289

287

288

WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

4.09

3.68

3.36

3.06

4.22

3.73

4.28

4.33



Q7: What Is your age”?

Answered: 289 Skipped: 1

Under 35

35 to 48

50 to 64

65 and older

10% 20%  30% 40%  50% 60%  T0%  B0%  90% 100%

0%
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Q7: What Is your age”?

Answered: 289 Skipped: 1

ANSWER CHOICES

Under 33
3o 1o 49
20 to 64

69 and older
TOTAL
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19.03%
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30.10%

9.34%

39

120

a7

27

289



Q8: How many people live in your household?

Answered: 291 Skipped: -1

5 or more
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Q8: How many people live in your household?

Answered: 291 Skipped: -1

Powered by

ANSWER CHOICES

1
2
3
4

9 OF more

TOTAL

SurveyMonkey

RESPONSES
3.78%

29.21%

20.62%

29.21%

17.18%

1

83

60

83

20

291



Q9: If you are aresident in the NECAP area, what do you call your
community?

Answered: 282 Skipped: 8

Anderson

Easley I

Greenville

Pelzer/West
Pelzer

Fiedmaont

Other
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Q9: If you are aresident in the NECAP area, what do you call your
community?

Answered: 282 Skipped: 8

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Anderson 2.48% 7
Easley 2.32% 15
Greenville 0.35% 1
Pelzer\West Pelzer 0.33% 1
Piedmaont 3.90% 11
Powdersville 86.17% 243
Other 1.42% 4
TOTAL IR
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Q10 Please provide any additional comments.

Answered: 92  Skipped: 193

RESPONSES

Zoning is the answer for our community (powedersville) between the Saluda River to Old
Williamston highway, hwy 81,74, 486 and brushy creek road

Biggest concern is speed of 911 response and traffic

Too much uncontrolled growth on 153. A lot of housing going in that the schools can't
accommodate. Localized crime because of lack of constant police presence.

Keep the RINO's coming!
| would like to see planned zoning for Powdersville.

We moved here 21 years ago because of the open country feeling. We didn't move here for
sidewalks and walking paths. We are for limited zoning but don't want to see Pville incorporated.

| do not want my taxes to go up. | love my community exactly the way it is and | am sick and tired
of outsiders coming in here and telling me that | need to change things. | live in the country
because | love it here. Let's keep it this way. | certainly don't want to pay MORE taxes to make it
more congested. If | want to go shopping, I'll drive an extra ten minutes to go to Greenville or
Easley. If | wanted to be like them, | would move there. | do not want the taxes or the lifestyle of
the city. Give me the simple life!

| have lived here 59 years and hate to see our country pastures and opened space turned into
another Woodruff Road.

Would like to see design guidelines and growth planning. for example housing developments not
approved along 153 or close to 153 but push for that area to be commercial. Design guidelines for
commercial down Hwy 81. Expansion of Hwy 81 to 4 lanes.

We need: (1) Sheriff's Office substation in PVL (2) Special Purpose Fire District embracing PVL (3)
sewer infrastructure (4) improved traffic control on major arteries (153 and the eights)

| will move if my property becomes city limits

our schools are the backbone of our community. | am an Anderson district 1 grad. We need to
protect our classroom sizes at all costs. Please consider our academic success when making
decisions.

Powdersville is growing too fast. Classroom sizes are getting to large. | live and work as a Realtor
in the area. | remember when there was little more than cow pastures in Powdersville. | miss that
small town feel, but enjoy the convenience of the Wal-mart, etc. Something needs to be done to
accommodate the growth. I'm all for property owners rights, but until schools and roads catch up
with the growth, there is a problem.

Any devlopment that is done in this area has to consider current traffic conditions. For example,
building a large subdivision on a small back road that already has 3 schools would create a traffic
nightmare! We have to plan our community growth around our roads or upgrade our roads to
accommodate the growth!

We do not need any more traffic in this area. No more homes, no more apartments please.

We need law enforcement! Anderson county is too large for the number of deputies that we have.
They are not readily available for the Powdersville area. The number of crimes are on the rise and
we are going to have to do something if we want Powdersville to remain the wonderful place it is!

Thanks for conducting this research. Hopefully some eyes are opened. Builders are running wild
with no concerns of how major housing projects are negetavely effecting our community. Growth is
wonderful, but it needs to be healthy growth.

| am a member of a family who has a LONG history in Powdersville. Just want to see Powdersville
prosper but make it unique.
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We have allowed our quiet, peaceful community to be overrun with an underclass of criminals,
panhandlers, drug dealers and folks that simply don't care about maintaining their property. This
has decreased property values and driven people who have lived their entire lives from this
community. Not sure what has been gained by the careless overdevelopment of Powdersville. The
apartment complexes, Walmart and mobilhome parks have allowed the infestation of a criminal
underclass that continues to grow and devalue our little community. The town should have been
incorporated prior to opening the floodgates. Road development, emergency responders, police
presence and other infer structure development could have deterred many of our current plights.
Planners seem to be too preoccupied with the easy money that is to be made rather than a long
term sustainable vision of success!

We are new to Powdersville because of the schools and we are already involved, doing volunteer
work. There is plenty of retail but lacking in residential home opportunities. Though | desire to see
more home availability (we currently renting until we find a home), and feel there is plenty of land, |
am cautious of over development and taking away from agricultural land to do so. Dolly Cooper
Park is a great piece of land that should be completed for the community. There is such great
opportunity there. | am sure there is grant money available to assist. My family and | feel so
confident in our move here and are proud to call Powdersville home. Our only concern is how
large it will actually grow.

Growth has to be controlled. It does not need to be controlled by a paid board it can be done
voluntarily and any and all monies needed to increase services and amenities that the voters feel
is important will go directly to those services chosen

We need road maintenance!!! No more small fried food places in powdersville! Help older strip
malls get a real facelift

With all of the developments in the area and state taxes for roads there should be plenty of money
to fix the horrible roads and include sidewalks!

Growth is here, let's be smart and plan accordingly with standards so Powdersville stays desirable
and doesn't turn into another Berea(visually).

| would not necessarily be opposed to the business district being incorporated, however, the
residential areas should remain outside any town limits. One of the reasons my family moved to
this area is because it is outside town/city limits.

It will not serve the current residents to pack more people into Powdersville. Most here commute
so the traffic will only increase and utilities be burdened. So many houses have been built in the
past year our schools are at capacity. Invest in roads, school, utilities before over developing. No
zoning makes for miserable growth and those that profit from cheap poorly constructed houses do
not reside here. Minimums on lot size and quality homes protect the investments already here.
Apartments charge exorbant prices and gouge renters Not fair prices should reflect the quality so
the quality should be better if they are allowed to build here. The current trend to remove all nature
and flatten the landscape makes unsightly growth, all for the developers to save a buck. Not to
mention flooding the market with new cheap housing makes it difficult to sell older yet quality built
homes.

My main concern is not having enough law enforcers to protect our area. Also, | had to call 911 last
year to report dangerous driving and | was transferred 2 times. Each time | was told it wasn't their
area. The third time they told me they would have an Anderson county sheriff ride by when there
was one available. No one ever came by. Do you want to know why there are so many traffic
deaths of teenagers on the Powdersville back roads? Because there are not many law
enforcement around and the kids know it so they drive fast & dangerous. And | want to be sure
that I'll get a fast response if | call 911 if someone is breaking in my house or | am being
threatened. | want that sense of security & | don't have it now. And | live close to Hwy 153 & Hwy
81.

Traffic is crazy and needs immediate attention from the community leaders to determine how to
make it safer.

Commercial growth and public sewer is very important

We are Powdersville, not Easley or Anderson. We chose to specifically live in this area because it
IS NOT Easley or Anderson. It should be managed and developed how Powdersville residents
want, not what Easley or Anderson government officials want and not what developers want. We
need community planning, not the random growth and development that has happened up to this
point.
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Our community is in need of more beautification. Our kids deserve more play space. Our morning
commute to school should be addressed. It is being impacted by the community growth and is
more of a struggle each year.

We need turning lanes revamped for traffic flow.The traffic flow on 153 has decent turning lanes
but needs improvement. 153 to Roe Rd. needs a left turn signal as well as River Road onto 153.If
you insist on adding housing on Circle Road please add a red light at Hwy 81 and Circle Road.

PVHS is nearing capacity. What are future plans?

The Powdersville schools, Elementary, Middle and High, are located on the same 2 lane road.
With the additional appartments being built on the road, traffic will only get worse in the mornings
and after school. There will be traffic accidents and then our public services will be needed and
possibly unable to access due to blocked roads. Hood Road desparately needs to be widened.
With the poplulation exploding in Powdersville, the schools are bursting at the seams. In the
middle school my daughter attends, average class size is 28-30. With the new appartments, there
will be another increase in students to teacher ratios. Teachers are going to struggle with the
additional students added to their now overloaded classes. Public services (police, fire) cannot
keep up with the increased business and residential demand. We need a true police presence and
full service fire department. As far as box stores and strip malls coming in and those currently in
use, there should be something in the works to prevent these buildings from becoming empty
shells, such as with the old Ingles. There should not be tax break given to these businesses. they
are moving here to take advantage of a growing community demand and by getting tax breaks, the
are truly taking advantage of the community. Typically, Walmart has a 7 or 8 year max on their
buildings and then they vacate. If that happens with the one in Powdersville, then we probably
have 4 years before that building is empty, and they potentially build another building to get tax
breaks. And those old building don't typically get reused for a more positive image business. There
is concern over the two motels near KFC, in particular the one behind KFC. What can be done to
stop the drug and prostitution rings knowingly using these businesses? Lastly, the influx of
repetitive business types is not good for Powdersville. How many auto parts stores, donation
stores, drug stores, gas stations do we need in a 2 mile area? And the hotels being built at the
intersection of 85 and 153 are gong to cause traffic accidents. We are not prepared for this traffic.

Taxes are high enough already. Recreational development/improvements should be funded by
fundraisers or private donation. Traffic issues need to be addressed before new development is
allowed. More access to the schools is also needed. It was not the greatest idea to put 3 schools
on a single road.

| would like to see some regulations for signage in Powdersville. Business signs look junky.

Allow more green space as in parks, specifically Dolly Cooper. Amazes me how quick Green Pond
Landing has been developed and Dolly Cooper is just there, stagnant except for the Saluda River
Rally.

Ragsdale road is a nightmare! Please re-surface it.. New teenage drivers cross the lane to avoid
potholes!!! very dangerous..

Make our area safe for our elders and our children. Finish our park. Spearman park.

Controlling the growth and having the infrastructure to handle it in place first are my main
concerns.

Everything we need done can be done from the county level. Right now | feel like we have taxation
without much representation......

We need full time fire and police

Traffic is a major issue from side roads entering hwy 81 and hwy 153. The turn lanes at
McDonalds and Quick Trip on hwy 153 need to be completely closed off before someone gets
killed there.The intersection at hwy 81 and McNeely rd needs a concrete median to prevent any
traffic from crossing there. There have been too many accidents there making left turns onto hwy
81 or crossing hwy 81 from McNeely Rd. Traffic around the schools looks more like a parking lot in
the mornings and afternoons. All three schools on Hood Rd need traffic lights for entry and exit.
Hood road needs to be widened to allow for the amount of traffic that is seen there.

Traffic on I85S & 153 is horrible!

Powdersville needs a Chipotle :)---more restaurants above anything. Also, not building anymore
residential communities...there are way too many as is, which are hard to accommodate in such a
small town.
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46 Concerned about the growth in the schools. The student/teacher ratio has grown and the schoolis  8/29/2017 4:15 PM
running out of room to teach students.

47 Powdersville should be incorporated, have a paid fire district employees, have a zip code and a 8/29/2017 11:55 AM
post office.

48 The Hwy 81 corridor is fraught with danger for drivers, pedestrians, and cyclists. Our region has 8/29/2017 11:14 AM

grown in part due to the emmense natural resources and yet we have done little to support the
interests and revenue they can generate from both locals and visitors. We need access and
protection via road and right of way improvements, cycling lanes, and sidewalks to promote a
healthier and safer community

49 | work here, so probably do most of my food expense & shopping here in Powdersville. Love the 8/29/2017 11:07 AM
small community atmosphere, but would like to see better shopping opportunities, maybe closer to
the interstate exits like 153 & River Rd areas. Too many housing developments are creating
terrible traffic congestion...especially at roads such a Circle Rd that has no stop light. Better traffic
control is a must!

50 Why don't we have a combination FD with a full time FF during the day time hours supported with 8/29/2017 11:00 AM
volunteers ? Why doesn't the County pay for the Pelzer EMS Station 3 ? | understand that Pelzer
EMS has to pay for these salaries ..... ??

51 Apartment type housing (multifamily) should be limited. 8/29/2017 10:43 AM

52 Something has to be done about the congestion on Hood Road in the mornings and after school. 8/29/2017 10:34 AM
School start times/dismissal times need to be staggered.

53 | think our area already has a huge variety both in styles and prices of living accommodations. The  8/29/2017 10:25 AM
uncontrolled growth is causing great strain on our transportation infrastructure, and developers are
reaping profits but not paying for the repairs and maintenance.

54 45 year resident and want to preserve Powdersville of just the concrete/Powdersville voting 8/29/2017 10:10 AM
precincts

55 No more traffic on Hood Road, PLEASE. 8/29/2017 9:53 AM

56 Concerning my answer on #6- | think that we already have a variety of housing options from 8/28/2017 8:14 PM

apartment complexes to million dollar single family residences. Our infrastructure, including our
schools which are reaching capacity now, cannot sustain large apartment buildings with multiple
family dwellings. The road system which services three schools in Powdersville is currently
dangerous due to too much traffic during commute time for students and teachers. People are
attracted to Powdersville and willing to pay higher home prices mainly because of the excelent job
that our school do to provide a quality edcuation. Apartment complexes are already charging
higher prices than comporable housing in Easley and surrounding towns . Overcrowding
classrooms will result in diminished education outcomes. Too many permits for even single family
dwellings will drive the resale ability of older homes in our area down possibly causing established
neighborhoods to deteriorate. | also think that priority should be given to local construction
companies wishing to put in quality housing over companies that build prefab houses with little
regard to the long-term stability, quality construction, respect of natural resources, and safety of
the houses. | think it is time to consider having city planners and the community involved in the
growth of our area. Having a vision for a small town of Powdersville somewhat like Peachtree City
outside of Atlanta which serves the needs of the residents is the next step in sustaining
Powdersville as a place that people come to raise families and enjoy a good life.

57 I live in the Powdersville area and teach at one of the Powdersville schools. | think that new 8/27/2017 3:18 PM
housing in the area should include single family houses rather than apartments, which in general
are more transient in the community. | do NOT want to see more apartments built off of Hood
Road as that road is already incredibly hard to drive on to get to school in the mornings and
afternoons.

58 | am not opposed to big box companies, but we have the same ones within a small radius. We do 8/25/2017 4:03 PM
not need a Walmart here and 10 minutes away in Easley. It would be of more value to have had a
Target. We don't need three drug stores on one corner. | am also not opposed to strip malls, but
would prefer them to be more local vendors and restaurants. | feel that 153 is nothing but a fast
food stop off 85, this region does nothing to build community it is all just cheap convenience. As far
as residential concerns, | believe many people want to live here because they want convenience
to Greenville, but still want land and space. If we add apartments and houses one on top of each
other we will lose some of our fresh country feel. | understand the area is growing and things must
be built, so separate single family homes are preferred.
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59 | look forward to growth, but too much residential and commercial can be detrimental to a 8/25/2017 3:30 PM
community. | would like to see less residential and more recreational or cultural aspects
added/improved in this community

60 | hope the residential zoning does not include mostly apartments. Low cost or low rent apartments 8/25/2017 12:41 PM
are transitional homes and are often a detriment to building community and quality neighborhoods.
Apartment zoning should be at least equal to housing zoning (if not less). The degree to which
homes (and not apartments) are added is important to the general appeal of the community for
quality of life and businesses. Please consider this when planning zoning.

61 Growth is coming. Uncontrolled growth will be disastrous. County Council needs to do what is 8/25/2017 10:30 AM
necessary to manage growth, including, if necessary, incorporating Powdersville.

62 sidewalking, landscaping/streetscaping, zoning in neighborhood commercial areas, safety in 8/8/2017 9:11 AM
roads, curbs, smoke-free, signage, design guidelines

63 The Powdersville area needs County provided trash service, Parks, Playgrounds, and traffic 4/27/2017 8:21 AM
control. Powdersville residents pay a fair portion of Anderson County tax but yet we see little done
in the area with our tax money.

64 | would like to see Dolly Cooper Park completed as a community friendly place to enjoy the Great 4/24/2017 10:35 PM
Outdoors, relax, walk/run track with paved asphalt, hike safely in nature around the Saluda River,
or canoeing/kayaking, have covered shelters for family gatherings, lighted outdoor amphitheater
with local concerts and festivals... Just a great outdoor space for ALL residents of NE Anderson
County. Even the Steel bridge could be revitalized as a walking destination over the river.

65 Change question Four (4) to read other than spending money! 4/14/2017 8:47 AM

66 We pay a lot of tax money for services we aren't getting like police coverage. 2/13/2017 9:57 PM

67 NO MORE TAX INCREASES!!! 2/13/2017 9:38 AM

68 No additional taxes, If groups want something such as recreation areas, they should fund 2/12/2017 11:30 PM
themselves with fundraisers, etc.

69 muti use path would be great 2/12/2017 10:43 PM

70 The area is growing too fast now. We don't need to spend more money to grow faster. We need to 2/12/2017 10:11 PM

choose very carefully how we spend taxpayer money. Recreation needs should be addressed
through fundraisers and private donation. Let those who want these thing so bad pay for them.
Wren Youth Association has been very successful in using this method of funding. Learn from
them. Don't raise taxes. Let me repeat. Do not raise taxes.

71 The housing boom has gotten out of control. The amount of people moving to the area is just too 2/12/2017 8:06 PM
much. The school system and rural roads can not accommodate this influx and | am in fear that
the reason we moved to a small community no longer exists.

72 | am in favor of a multi use path. We need zoning and planning for Powdersville based on the 2/12/2017 7:22 PM
amount of growth projected.

73 | would like to see Dolly Cooper Park in Powdersville gain momentum again and live up to what | 2/11/2017 2:09 AM
know could be an amazing area in our community!

74 Stop being so greedy Anderson County 2/10/2017 8:47 AM

75 Left turning lanes with designated traffic lights. 2/10/2017 6:31 AM

76 There are over eighty percent of us grandparents raising our grandchildren. Everything is high 2/9/2017 7:55 PM

enough unless this State considers a way to pay us for this they sure will pay foster parents. On
this note that ' s why a tax increase of any kind | would strongly oppose

77 Can we get a traffic light at the corner of Highway 81 and Circle Road? During the week the school ~ 2/8/2017 6:11 PM
and work traffic gets so busy on Hwy 81 that the cars on Circle Rd waiting to turn out onto 81
backs way way up and people take crazy chances pulling out into traffic on 81.

78 Please get Publix to locate a grocery store in Powdersville 2/8/2017 7:52 AM
79 | don't - there is no community. 2/8/2017 5:38 AM
80 Let's continue to make this community great! 2/8/2017 5:35 AM
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we are missing opportunities as a county to offer & possibly profit more from parks & recreation in
Powdersville! Wren has Hurricane Park - powdersville nothing there is an incredible explosion of
residents and development , award winning schools, and now commercial development , Exit 40
can be Exit 19 with careful planning and structure . If it is ignored the county loses the potential of
millions in tax dollars. Vision Powdersville as a future Simpsonville. Anderson county has had a
GEM in northern anderson county for years and not even realized or embraced the vision .
Planning & structure , green space, parks , landscaped areas,others will invest, if the county
invests & believes in its future !!! Give us a means to get at least one Park w/ football, soccer,
baseball fields for the kids, tennis courts , amphitheater for concerts! give us the opportunity to
enjoy God's blessings , river, rolling pastures..... something..... green!!! Thank you for this survey!!

We really need to beef up our police force in Powdersville. We pay high taxes. Why, when
Powdersville has such a concentration of higher priced homes that bring in tax money to Anderson
County, don't we have a larger police force?

We could use some zoning laws.

Powdersville is so ugly... needs a facelift. Also needs a target and better grocery stores. Along with
a little downtown with restaurants and shops. Can we get rid of Walmart? City needs to get going
or residents, including us, are going to move back into town. The schools are also overcrowded.
30 kids in a class is unacceptable. We moved here for good schools and are disappointed.

Powdersville should have their own ZIP CODE. We currently either have a Greenville or Easley zip
code. Also, we are closer to Greenville County distance wise but need to travel 20+ miles for
anything Anderson County related. It becomes frustrating. It would be great to have a satellite
Anderson County office in the Powdersville area.

Especially needed is attention to the section of road between BiLo shopping center and
Walmart/CVS. The entrances on to 81 there are not clearly marked for direction on the BiLo side
and it's extremely dangerous there - cars pulling out in front of traffic, not knowing which lane is for
straignt, left turn traffic. A traffic light is probably not the answer because of proximity to the light at
81 and 153 but it needs to be addresses.

Would love to see higher end shopping and restaurants - Publix or Harris Teeter (top choice is
Harris Teeter), Target, more restaurants, no more fast food, book store, shops, closer Home Depot
or Lowes

sewer service is maybe the biggest issue in this market.

NO MORE TAXES OR FEES. If we need parks, have fund raisers for and by the ones that want
more of them, or improvements on the one we already have. There is more to life than just a ball
field. | feel like Anderson County treats Powdersville area like a cash cow, take our money, give us
a few crumbs to keep us happy. Powdersville is the fastest growing part of Anderson County, and
what do we get for it? A tax notice!l! If we can't pay it, we are forced to move or get a public sale
notice of our own property. Our tax structure for Anderson County, and our State, needs to be
looked real hard and restructured. None of the concerns or choices listed above included anything
about farming or raising any kind of produce or animals. Why? We need to encourage local
produce and farming. All our acreage is being turned into places to plant houses or other buildings.
What can we do without for a day? Food is not in that list.

need traffic signal at 81 and circle road for morning commute, need more police presence for
speeders.

Make Powdersville the REAL address. Not Easley not Piedmont nor Greenville. Our own zip code.

This effort needs to get in "high gear" to catch up with the growth in our area!
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