PICKENS COUNTY PLANNiNG COMMISSION
MINUTES
of
August 9, 2021
6:30pm

PICKENS COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
Auditorium

NOTICE OF MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARING: Pursuant to Section 30-4-80 of the S.C. Code of Laws, annual notice of this
Commission's meetings was provided by January 1, 2021 via the Pickens County Website and posted next to the Offices of
the County Planning Department. in addition, the agenda for this meeting was posted outside the meeting place (Pickens
County Administration Building Bulletin Board) and was emailed to all persons, organizations, and news media requesting
notice. Notice for the pubiic hearings was published in the Pickens County Courier, posted on the properties subject of public
hearing(s), and emailed to all persons, organizations, and news media requesting notice pursuant to Section 1205(d)(1) of the
Pickens County Unified Development Standards Ordinance.

MEMBERS PRESENT:
Bobby Ballentine, Chairman
David Cox

Gary Stancell

Michael Watson

Bobbie Langley

Jon Humphrey

STAFF PRESENT:

Les Hendricks, County Attorney

Ray Holliday, County Planner

Chris Brink, Community Development Director

Welcome and Call to Order

Mr. Ballentine, the Presiding Official, called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

Mr. Ballentine asked those in attendance to join in a moment of silence and for the recital of the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Approval of Minutes
Mr. Ballentine called for a motion regarding the minutes of the July 12, 2021 meeting.

Mr. Watson motioned to approve the minutes. Mr. Cox seconded the motion. The motion to
approve the minutes passed unanimously.

Public Comments

No one signed up or was otherwise present to speak.
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Public Hearings

Mr. Ballentine briefly went over the anticipated code of conduct and the procedures that will be
followed for this evening’s public hearing.

Mr. Ballentine opened the public hearing portion of the meeting and called for the 1% case being
heard.

1. SD-21-0007 Subdivision Land Use for a 46 lot, single-family
residential development located on Bakerville Road and Zion
Church Road, Easley. The proposed development is located on
approximately 34.14 acres. The applicant is Mungo Homes
Properties, LLC. The property owner of record is the Estate of
Frances M Black Parslow.

TMS# 5017-00-94-3270

Mr. Chris Emde, of Mungo Homes, introduced the project to the Commission and gave a brief
overview of the proposed project; that the project will compose of 46 lots on septic and public
water; that all the roads will be constructed to minimum county standards with curb and gutter;
that the stormwater infrastructure and detention will also be built to minimum county standards;
that there are no wetlands or floodplain within the project; access will be from Bakerville Road, a
county road and there will be no access to Zion Church Road.

Mr. Emde introduced his engineer, being present to answer technical questions, and members
of the family, heirs, who will also be making a presentation.

Ms. Langley asked if the subdivision would be gated.

Mr. Emde stated that if the county does not take over the roads for maintenance that the
development would be gated.

Ms. Langley asked if green space areas are being provided.

Mr. Emde stated that there are some open areas and buffers located within the development;
that the lots are fairly large.

Ms. Langley asked if the utilities would be underground.

Mr. Emde stated that all utilities would be underground.

Ms. Langley explained the county’s interest in fiber and access to high speed internet to the
rural areas of the county and if the developer would be interested as the utilities are being
placed would a joint trench be considered to see fiber to the homes?

Mr. Emde expressed his willingness to pursue joint trench within the development.

Ms. Langley commented on dark skies and if lighting in the development would be dark sky
compliant.

Mr. Emde stated his willingness to provide such lighting in the development.
Ms. Langley asked about the cost of the homes being proposed.
Mr. Emde stated the potential price range would be between $350k to $400k.

Mr. Watson asked if there were any streams or wetlands on the property and if the detention
pond would be the responsibility of the HOA.
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Mr. Emde stated that there were no streams or wetlands on site and that the detention pond
would be the responsibility of the HOA.

There being no additional questions from the Commission, Mr. Ballentine asked if anyone else
was present that wished to speak in favor of the request.

Ms. Jan Cross, representative of the estate, spoke before the Commission and read from a
prepared presentation that she also provided copies of for the record; a copy of which is
attached to the minutes.

Ms. Cross also addressed the matter of the public hearing sign being moved on multiple
occasions prior to tonight's meeting.

Mr. Tim Black, a representative of the estate, spoke before the Commission and read from
prepared notes; a copy of which is attached to the minutes.

Mr. Emde stated that the School District provided a letter in reference to school zone capacity
which stated the district had no objection to the development.

There being no additional presentation by the applicant or any additional individuals wishing to
speak in favor of the request, Mr. Ballentine opened the floor up to those wishing to speak in
opposition; giving two (2) minutes to each speaker due to the number that had signed up to
speak.

Mr. David Kelley appeared before the Commission and spoke in opposition and addressed
these points:

- that the public hearing signs were hidden by tall grass and were not visible

- he is not in opposition to the sale of the property

- the size of the homes and the number of lots were not in keeping with the area
- he moved to Pickens County to be in the country

- the proposed subdivision is not a rural development

- the project is not compliant with the comp plan

- the impact to public facilities

- the last meeting the opposition was described as a mob

- the Planning Commission must focus on planning

- Section 315 of the UDSO must be followed

Ms. Mandy Bennett spoke to the Commission in opposition; that;

- statements made about knowing about plans for future development on the subject
tract were false

- had asked to be able to purchase property if development was to occur

- addressed comments made by the applicant and facebook post and the letter from
the realtor presented to the Commission in the application

- thanked the Commission for hearing the public last time and again tonight

- addressed statements made about the last petition submitted not being an accurate
capture of property owners

Ms. Teresa Kelley addressed the commission.
- Lived in area most of her life, worked in area and knew Ms. Parslow
- Presented same photos from app to the Commission

- that adjacent uses will create noise and smells that would be objectionable by new
homeowners — aroma of the country
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Mr. Hugh Leslie addressed the commission in opposition.

- objects to the proposed subdivision

objection to the increased traffic caused by the development

the developer can build less homes and still make money

that the site could not handle the number of buried septic systems

Mr. Rayford Coats addressed the commission and appeared in opposition.

- thanked Commission for looking at growth of the county but that they must also look
and take care of existing residents
- that the project would impact traffic at Hwy 8 and Zion Church Road

Ms. Tammy Rice spoke in opposition.

- She stated that she was responsible for the initial petition

- That she owns the hobby farm on Bakerville Road

- That no realtor will be able to sell any horse arena like she has when it is adjacent to
a 46 lot subdivision.

Mr. Randal Dosier spoke in opposition.

- Zion Church Road and Hwy 8 is dangerous and traffic will become an issue

- That the area is a cut through between Hwy 135 and Hwy 8

- That he owns a small farm

- The area cannot handle the number of proposed homes but Mungo Homes is a good
company and does a lot for South Carolina

- A better fit for the property would be a large lot country estate

Dr. Michael Hovanec appeared before the Commission and spoke in opposition; that

- He moved from Southern California to Melody Lane

- That this project would negatively impact the schools as well as traffic in the area

- That tort laws would come into play with nuisance complaints and issues

- That due to the increase in traffic, he will have a harder time leaving his
neighborhood

- That he was surprised the case was back before the Commission; that he
understood that the applicant was not allowed to reapply

Ms. Amanda Willoughby spoke in opposition to the proposed development, and; that

- the proposed value of the homes does not fit the area
- that all the neighbors have said no to the subdivision
- if the approval was no previously, what is different to change the decision

Mr. Todd Miller appeared and spoke in opposition.

- Traffic was a concern, Johnson Road and N. Watson Road, bottom of hill and blind
spot — everyone speeds along the road

- That speed is his biggest fear and the number of wrecks in the area

- Moved to the rural area and that he likes to shoot firearms

There being no additional comments from those wishing to speak in opposition, Mr. Ballentine
opened the floor for rebuttal from the applicant.

Prior to the rebuttal, Ms. Dee Taylor wanted to speak in favor of the subdivision; that she
resides on Bakerville Road and was a neighbor of Ms. Parslow and lives next to the property;
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that she likes to be able to do what she wants and a denial of the subdivision would impact her
future rights.

Ms. Ashley Edwards offered rebuttal on behalf of the applicant and the property owners; that
she is a family friend. Ms. Edwards stated that there was no new information presented this
evening from the opposition, as asked for by the Chairman, that would affect the outcome; that
Mungo Homes has presented information demonstrating that the project does in fact fit the area:;
that neighbors speak to their rights but the rights of the property owner and the right to use the
property as they desire seem to be overlooked.

Ms. Edwards asked the Commission to look at the facts that was presented rather than
emotions.

Mr. Cox asked the applicant who was the senator that spoke in favor of the request, for the
record.

Ms. Cross stated that it was Senator Rex Rice.

Ms. Langley asked Mr. Emde if they would consider an increase in lot sizes within the
subdivision.

Mr. Emde stated that that would have to be an economic decision made between his company
and the land sellers; that he could not say but that it would be a matter of economics.

With no further presentation by the applicant, no additional comments or questions from the
Commission, Mr. Ballentine closed the public hearing for this item and called for a motion.

Mr. Humphrey motioned that the item be approved and opened for discussion.
Mr. Stancell seconded the motion.
Mr. Ballentine called for discussion or questions.

Mr. Watson stated the church was a pillar of the area and that nothing was mentioned about the
growth in the area and growth in the church; that Baskerville Road was slated to be repaved in
the future; that even though the Character Area for the property was agriculture, property
immediately across Zion Church Road was designated as Residential Growth.

Mr. Watson motioned that the motion to approve be amended to add staff recommended
conditions, the conditions being:

1. Individual lot access onto Zion Church Road shall not be permitted.

2. Individual lot access onto Bakerville Road shall not be permitted.

3. There shall be a minimum of a 50’ setback along the project boundary separating
the subject tract and those with the current TMS#s 5017-00-84-1752 and 5017-
00-73-9769. No structures, infrastructure, or land disturbance shall be permitted
or allowed within this setback and this restriction must be appropriately noted on
all plans and plats.

Commission members discussed the recommended condition #3.
Mr. Humphrey seconded the motion to amend the original motion adding the stated conditions.
Commission members clarified the location and impacted parcels for condition #3.

With no additional discussion or comments, Mr. Ballentine called for a vote on the motion to
amend.
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The motion to amend with the stated conditions being added to the original motion passed three
(Watson, Langley, Humphrey) for and two (Cox, Stancell) not for.

Ms. Langley motioned that the original motion be further amended to add:

4. The developer shall work with the utilities to ensure fiber to the homes.
5. The developer shall ensure that dark skies lighting is used throughout the
subdivision.

Mr. Watson seconded the motion to amend. The motion passed with four (Watson,
Humphrey, Cox, Langley) for and one (Stancell) opposed.

Mr. Ballentine called for a vote on the original motion, as amended. The motion to
approve, as amended, passed unanimously.

Mr. Ballentine called for the next public hearing.

2. SD-21-0008 Subdivision Land Use for a 2 lot addition to an existing,
single-family residential development/major subdivision (The
Highlands). The total size of the affected addition is approximately
2.5 acres. The applicant is the Highlands Homeowners Association.
The property owner of record is the Highlands Homeowners
Association.

TMS# 4039-00-81-4191

Mr. Dave Downey, applicant and President of the Highland's Home Owners Association,
presented the request to add two additional building lots to the Highlands development; that the
plan is to take approximately 2 %2 acres from part of the common area and create the two
additional parcels; that the HOA has plans for infrastructure upgrades and needed
improvements and the sale of these two lots will offset those costs; that the location for the two
new lots is currently located a small pavilion and dock that the HOA has issues with trespassers
using.

Mr. Watson asked about the boat storage area and if that was to remain.

Mr. Downey stated that the open boat storage area will remain and a new drive created for
access so not to impact the new tracts.

Ms. Langley asked about the road being shown that goes through the two proposed lots.

Mr. Downey stated that this was a gravel access to the boat storage area, pavilion, and the
former dock that has since been removed; that this drive to the boat storage area would be
relocated.

Mr. Ballentine asked if there were any additional questions of the applicant.

With no additional comments or presentations, Mr. Ballentine closed the public hearing for this
item and called for a motion.

Mr. Stancell motioned that it be approved as presented.
Mr. Cox seconded the motion.

The motion to approve the two additional lots passed unanimously.
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Mr. Ballentine called for the next public hearing.
3. LU-21-0006 Land Use approval for an 8 site RV Park and

Campground. The subject property is located at 222 Pleasant Hill

Church Road, Central. The applicant is Brock Warwick. The

property owner of record is South Park Homes, LLC.

TMSi#s 4047-00-82-7016
Brock and Trisha Warwick, applicants and property owners, appeared before the Commission
members and presented their proposed 8 site RV Park; that the site was a former manufactured
home park that had a lot of issues related to trash, crime, vandalism; that when the park came
up for sale in 2020, they jumped on the chance to purchase it so that they could clean it up; that
they live next to the property and felt that they needed to have that old park removed for their
safety and comfort as well as for their children’s safety; that the site will be a family run
campground since they live next door; that they will run and care for the park.

Mr. Stancell commented about access to several of the sites and that several of them will be
hard to maneuver into based on the drawing provided.

Mr. Warwick stated that the entrance to the park would be upgraded with SCDOT approval to
approximately 44”, making access much easier for the larger RVs.

Ms. Langley commented on the need for security lighting but to make sure that they were dark
sky compliant.

Mr. Warwick stated that BREC had already moved several poles on the site and would be
providing lighting and all the utilities would be underground serving the individual sites.

Mr. Watson asked about the ADA site.

Mr. Warwick stated that ultimately, by design, all their sites would be ADA compliant but at least
two of the sites would be dedicated as ADA sites.

With no further comments, presentation, or questions, and no members of the public present,
Mr. Ballentine closed the public hearing and called for a motion.

Ms. Langley motioned that the request be approved as presented.
Mr. Cox seconded the motion.

The motion to approve as presented passed unanimously

Commissioners and Staff Discussion

Staff discussed:

Training — opportunity for CE credits on September 27" in Easley.

Comprehensive Plan — still delayed but staff is now starting to receive drafts of several chapters.

Les Hendricks gave an introduction to himself as the County Attorney and that he would be
present for future Commission meetings.
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Adjourn

There being no additional matters to be taken up by the Commission, Mr. Stancell motioned that
the meeting be adjourned. Mr. Watson seconded the motion to adjourn. The meeting was

adjourned at 8.40pm.
Of/’ S /:/Q !
/

Date 7/

Submitted by:

———Secretary

A/ppro,ved by:

&o@uwm é# _ [13[z0 2]

Chairman
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Bakerville Rd.
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We, the undersigned, are concernad citizens who urge our leaders 1o vote AGAINST a sub division on Zior -
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Petiion summary and
bockground

Homeoweners on Zion ryﬁ% Road Against the Subdivision @ the Estate of Frances M Black at Zion Church &
Bakerville Rdl.

Action pelitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concemed citizens who urge our magwa to vote AGAINST a sub division on Zion
Church Rd. & Bakervifle Rd. af the Frances Block Estale

Printed Name
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COUNTERS TO OBJECTIONS

My name is Jan Cross. My brothers and 1 own this property.

I have handouts that are numbered and follow the order of my presentation. I've
also included a copy of my presentation and can follow along if you like. And if
you don’t mind, I'll read this in order to be more concise and to stay on track.

{ think that most of us remember this property and what was presented as
objections in the previous two meetings. | will address those issues.

But first, | would like to give you some background. This property has been in
our family for almost 60 years (58). It's our homeplace so we don't take our
decision to sell lightly. My uncle built the house and my father and grandfather
built the barn. Our mother was suffering from Alzheimer's disease and had to go
into Assisted Living Memory Care and eventually into Skilled Nursing. The cost
for her care was in excess of $7,000/month so we sold the house, barn and 8
acres to Adam and Amanda Bennett in September of 2019. Before the contract
was signed, they requested additional acreage to “buffer them from future
development” which we accommodated. (The email of August 27, 2019 from
their realtor to ours was included in your package but I've also added it to my
handouts as #1.) They knew we were talking with several developers at the
time. We never hid that from them or tried to deceive them. We explained to
them numerous times that the reason for the sale of the remaining acreage was
to maximize our mother's assets and use the proceeds to provide her with the
very best care possible.

Handout #2 is a text sent to the area neighbors when the new meeting notice
signs were posted. it's obvious who the leader/organizer of the opposition is.

Now to the opposition’s objections.

1. To address the concerns over traffic and speeding, | requested reports
from the South Carolina Department of Public Safety and the Pickens
County Sheriff's Office for all areas of Zion Church Road and Bakerville
Road. The first report shows that over the last 2 1[2 years, 2019 to date,




there have been a total of 5 accidents, 2 of those being fatalities. All of
these accidents were single vehicle that ran off the road, no other cars
involved. '

The reasons given by the nghway Patrol were dlsregard of signs, an
anlmal in the road, drwmg too fast, DUl and an unknown factor. See
handout #3.

- The report requested from the Sheriff's Office was to show how many

‘calls came into their office to complain or ask for assistance regarding the

traffi clspeedmg on Zion Church and Bakerville Roads in the last year, June
1, 2020 through July 1, 2021. 1 used the phone numbers of those who
spoke in opposition at the last 2 meetings. The report states that no calls
came in from those numbers or from an any number in the area to complam
about traffic/speeding or to request traffic patrol on Zion Church or

Bakerville Roads. The Sheriff's office also told me that they would gladly

dispatch a deputy to momtor the roads for speedmg if requested See
handout #4. :

. The subject property is not in a flood zone and there are no

streams/creeks on the property. County staff will oversee the
development process to protect the adjacent properties from run-off and
any damage. As our engineer, Mr. Pulley, mentioned in the last meeting,
this will be an improvement over the current situation. We are also
providing the additional setback that staff has required.

This is an area of anticipated growth. The new Easley High School located
just 1.9 miles away and West End Elementary is 2.6 miles. As per the
letter Mr. Emde presented, the schools are capable of handlmg “the
anticipated increase in students.

As stated in the previous meetings, the infrastructure in the area will
support the additional homes.



. In the May 10th planning commission meeting when our request was
tabled, two other developments were approved. One is just 1.8 miles
from our property with 98 lots on 38.03 acres and the other is 5.4 miles
-away with 90 lots on 37.47 acres. Our proposed development is only 46

homes with 1/2 acre or larger lots on 34 acres. Accordmg to my research
our property is the only development demed by the planning commission
in over two years. ‘ :

. The price of the new homes w:ll begin in the $300,000's and go to the
upper $400,000's. It will have street lighting, curbed roads and an HOA to
maintain the integrity of the area. We wanted this to be a very nice
addition to the neighborhood. We've been talking to several developers
~ since February 2019 and chose Mungo Homes because we knew they built
quality homes.

- To address the concern about property values, | have an email and sales
comps in handout #5 from a prominent Realtor, Joy Balley, stating that a
development in this price range will increase property values which will
also increase the county's tax base. Pictures, in your package, also show
how this development w:ll lmprove the nelghborhood

. As determined by the planning staff in the closed meeting on June 14
2021, Zion Church and Bakerville Roads can handle the increase in traffic.

3. The property is »«.mostly brush, briars and Callery pear trees. These trees
-areto be banned 10-1-2024 in S.C. There is an article from Penn State in
your handout #6 ). Clemson University has been studying these trees for
‘'several years. The article states "the Callery pears' thorns are strong
enough to puncture tractor tires” so normal bush hogging of land isn't an
option to rid fields of the trees which makes farming difficult and they are
-harmful to animals and the environment. :



10.There are no significant agricultural enterprises on Zion Church Road or
Bakerville Road. What's there, if any, would be considered hobby farms
and would, in no way, be affected by the development. Actually, there is
already a subdivision on Bakerville Road named Bakerfield with 16 lots
and 9 homes that appear to be built in 2018 or 2019 less than 1/4 mile
from our property. Pictures are in your package.

11.The pétition, that was presented to the commission on June 14th, did not

represent 100% of the residents as stated and reflected in the minutes.

Some of the s:gnatures were from the same families and the handwntmg

* looked to be the same also. .The names on the petition were never

verified by the commission. The nearby property owners | spoke with are

not against the development, unfortunately they don't want to get
involved because they have to live with these neighbors.

The opposition will be presenting you with another petition tonight with
more signatures. My cousin who lives on Mount Calvary Church Road and
has hved in this area all her life, told me a stranger knocked at her door
and asked her to sign a petition against the development stating that the
traffic would impact her and that the Bennett's had a deal with us when
they bought our home and 8 acres to buy all the property when their
house sold in Greenville. First, Mount Calvary Church Road will not be
affected and second, we never agreed to sell the Bennett's any additional
property other than the extra 2 acres that they wanted to "buffer them
for future development". Those statements are not true! No one knows
for sure what people are being told to get these signatures but I now
know the real reason behind the leadership of this crusade. Their motives
~ areclear.



The opposition wants to keep the land vacant without the ownership
responsibility, liability and costs that come with it. It's being used for poaching
(as noted in the pictures in package) and trespassing. Every "no tréspassing"
sign we put up is almost immediately taken down. Someone even painted over
the original Planning Commission hearing sign of May 10th to show a new
hearing date of June 14th, which new signs were not to be posted because it
was not to be an open hearing.

In closing, we, as the owners of this property, have met all the development
criteria set forth by the Unified Development Standards Ordinance of Pickens

-County. The planning staff has recommended approval twice. We have the
right to sell our property to whomever we want. The opposition are truly
not concerned with traffic, run-off or property values. They just want to
stymie the growth in this area and continue to use this property. This is not
harming the neighborhood in any way, it's improving it.

" This has been a very emotional journey for me and my brothers.
Thank you for your time and consideration. '



Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 7 02 PM
Q""To tblackcpa@gmail.com:;

jb.cross@comcast.net
Subject: Letter from agent

Hi Francine,

| have attached my buyers offer. Please notice that they are willing t@ pay
slightly above asking with no seller paid closing costin exchange for
additional acreage on the left side of the property. They are asking for 2
additional acres. The point is to make sure the tree line is included with their
pmpertv to shield them from future development. Since the seller hasn't
had a chance to get a new survey, | tried to use the CRS systemtodrawa
line on the left side beyond the tree line from the road to the back of the
property. The CRS system shows 6 acres on the right side of the trees and
8 acres on the left side of the trees. 1am sure thzs is not completely accurate
and | have explained that to the buyers. All that to be said, if less than 8
acres gets them to the left side of the tree line, they will be fine withit.

Please conﬂrm receipt and don't hesitate to call me with questmns | Iook
forward to the opportunity to work with you!

- Thank you,



Chris> o

.~ The followmg is a message sent |
~out this mommg by the other :
cside :

Hello Netghbors' This is Mandy
“Bennett-526 Zion Church Rd.”
'Unfortunately the Black sxblmgs |
~have found another developer.
- The meeting to dispute the
development is Aug 9th. Tammy,
~do you still have the petition with
signatures? I plan on gettinga -
~petition with signatures for Zion
‘Church Rd. 1 am going to talkto -
~school personnel to determme
their concerns regarding a -
development in such close |
- proximity as well as the overall
{;rlmpact to our schools Does
- anyone have time to contact SC
- HW Patrol to find the number of
- accidents on Zion Church Rd? I
- know we have had atleast2
~ deaths on our road. Have there
“been more? Any other thoughts
. as to how we can fight this?




TRAFFIC COLLISIONS ON SECONDARY-42

PICKENS COUNTY 2019-2021 {2020-2021 PRELIMINARY DATAY

2019 1 1 0| 2 2} 2
12020} 1 o] 1 2} 1 -0
2021 0 0] 0| 0| 0| 0

i

0
|February of 0 of o} 9] 0
|March of 0 o] of o} K
|Aprit o} 0 0 of . of 0
[May 0] K 0 0] o] 0
June of 1 - 0] 1 0] 2
July - of 0 0 o} of 0]
August o} 0 0} 0 0 0|
September o] 0| o] of o] of
[October 1 0 o} 1 1 0
November o} 0 o} of o} |
[December i 0f i 2l 2] 0]
o 0 1 1 0| 0
[Monday I of o] 1 2 0
- |Tuesday 0 1} .0 1 0 2
. {Wednesday ‘ o] o] 0 0| 0
Thursday 0 o} 0 0 0 0
riday 0, 0 0 | 0 0
. |saturday 1 0 o] 1 1 0

\PREPARED BY SCDPS ~ OFFICE OF HIGHWAY SAFETY AND JUSTICE PROGRAM:
STATISTICAL. ANALYSIS AND RESEARCH SECTION
27JUL2021 (RAH)

TRAFFIC COLLISIONS ON SECONDARY-42

TCKENS COUNTY 2019-2021 (2020-2021 PRELIMINARY DATA)




TRAFFIC COLLISIONS ON BAKERVILLE RD
PICKENS COUNTY 2019-2021 (2020-2021 PRELIMINARY DATA)
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OFFICE OF THE SHERIFF Pickens County &
|  RICK CLARK Sheriff

16 €. David Stone Road Pickens, South Caroling 29671

Office Phones  364-898-5500  BB4-R6R-2603
¥ax  B64-RON-3831

July 8,2021

Ma. Jan Cross

2028 Amenity Park Dr
Mount Pleasant, SC 29466
Jo.cross@eomeast.net

(864) 884-2008

Re: FOIA Request for information involving the teaffic complaints for Zion
Chureh Bd and Bakerville Bd

Dear Wis. Jan Cross:

We received your request under the SC Freedom of Information Act on Thursday, July 1, 2021,
You have specifically requested the following information:

“Attached is a list of phone numbers that I need to Jfind ot if anyone called from these numbers
€0 complain about traffic/speeding on Zion Church Rd and Bakerville Rd”
“Fune 1, 2020 thew July 1, 20217

- sumber iisted. Further search came back with no record of ap ; following numbers having
ever cafled in to our Communications Center with the excep 64-906-3632. There was
only one instance of 864-906-3632 having called in for June 1 2020-Fulyl, 2021; it was for
llegal dumping.

Phone Number:|Zion Church Rd|Bakerville Rd|
v1864-630-2587 [No No
wi864-363-8202 No MNo
+1864-420-8013 INo No
v'{864-270-7427 {No No
v1864-320-3327 INo No
v1864-859-3996 [No No
¥1864-855-7116 [No No
¥|864-906-3632 |No No
|864-541-5447 [No - No

1did locate 9 (nine) instances where Bakerville Rd was placed on Extra Patrol and 15 (fifteen)
instances for Zion Chureh Rd.



QFFICE OF THE SHERIFF Pmkcns County _
© RICK CLARK terif

214 £, David Swone Road  Pickens, Sowth Carolina 29671

Offfce Vhones  64-9R-3500  S64-06%:2003
Fax 8648985531

July 13, 2021

Ms. Jan Cross

" 2028 Amenity Park Dr
Mount Pleasant, SC 29466
Jb_cross(@comeast.net

(864) 884-2008

Re: FOIA Request for information involving the traffic complamts for Zion
Church Rd and Bakervnlle Rd

Dear Ms. Jan Cross:

We received your request under the SC Freedom of Information Acton Thursday, Tuly 1,2021.
You have specifically requested the following information:

“Attached is a list of phone numbers that I need to find'out if anyone called from these numbers
to complain about traffic/speeding on Zion Church Rd and Bakerville Rd” .
“June 1, 2020 thru July 1, 20217

Per our email communication on yesterday, July 12, 2021, there were 5 (five) phone numbers cut
off of your previous request, '

$64-810-7080-12/22/2020-Burglary (Location: Zion Church Rd); no other calls located for this
number for the time period requested.

864-752-7065 — 12/12/2020- Discharge of Weapon (Location: Johnson Rd); no other calls
Tocated for this number for the time period requested.

864-906-1667-No records found for time period requested

864-907-7858-No records found for time period requested

864-884-3608-No records found for time period requested

Please do not he;i:ate't'o' contact me if you have any questions regarding access to information
pursuant to the provisions of the SC Freedom of Information Aet.

Yours truly,
Amanda J. Howard, FOIA Specialist



?Zwﬁ“* Joy R Bailey Email@paragonmessaging.com
ubject: Link to Listings
Da e Jul 15, 2021 at 9:10:34 AM

To: ;b {:mss@camcast net

These are sales in the past 2 years including your Memem h{m ion Church Rd. You can

see if Mmg@ would build anything above $250K it would be a nprovement to the

onei ood: The CMA gives you the average prices of the homes/mobile homes that have
sold i in the mgt two years. The link below give you full detail of each property. | hope this is
helpful. If you would like me to go to the next meeting with you and describe these stats | will
be glad to. The attachment shows the price per square foot.
Hugs to both you and Chuck.

Click Here to View Listings

SOY BANLEY

JO¥ REAL ESTATE
{B64) 234-8547 Office
{BG4) B78-1800 FAX
{Rﬁd} 935’@59’53 Caﬁf
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PennState Extension

% [Q "HOME ;. NURSERY SALE OF BRADFORD PEAR BANNED IN SOUTH CAROLINA

Nursery Sale of Bradford Pear Banhed in
South Carolina |

South Carolina will become only the second state in the United
States to ban the nursery sale of Bradford pear trees and any other

pear trees grow_h on the commonly used Pyrus calleryana rootstock.
«#% NEWS | UPDATED: JULY 20, 2021

The ban on sales
will begin October |
1, 2024, which is
the annual nursery
‘licensing renewal
date in South
Carolina. Ohio will
become the first
state on January 1,
- 2023, after
passing
. regulations
banning the sale of
the species in 2018
with a 5-year
grandfathering

period.

The additions of Pyrus calleryana — or Callery pear — along with three
species of Elaeagnus, met the approval of state agency representatives and |
the director of Clemson’s Regulatory and Public Service Programs. The clock

https:/fextension.psu.edu/nursery-sale-of-bradford-pear-banned-in-south-carolina 8/5]21, 9:55 AM
Page 1of 2



is now ticking on a émmfath@ring period of a little more than 3 years for
the nursery industry to comply with the new regulations by ceasing sale of
these plant species.

Callery pears have nasty thorns that can damage everything from tractor
‘tires to livestock and also damage the ecosystem by crowding out native

Bradford pears were once touted as sterile, but it turns out that if polien
from any other Pyrus species gets into Bradford pear flowers, the trees can
make viable seeds. Those seeds are then eaten by birds and other animals
and spread across the Southeastern landscape, contributing directly to one
of the worst invasive plant species in the region—the Callery pear.

Read the full article: Invasive Bradford pear, 3 other species to be banned
for sale in 8C

hitps:ffextension. psu.adu/oursery-sale-of-bradford-paar- banned-in-sputh-caraling BIEI2Y, 8188 AM
Page 2 of 2
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My name is Tim Black and I own a CPA firm in Easley. I am one of the
property owners. I find it disturbing that we have to appear before you
to defend our rights to our property. This is especially true since we live
in Pickens County. We were born and raised here.

I’m the analytical type so I found myself delving into your role and the
criteria you should use in the planning process.

I have read the Pickens County USDO, The Pickens County Advisory
Committee Meeting #1 Summary, the 2018 Comprehensive Planning
Guide for Local Governments, the MASC Planning Guide, and the
2010-2030 Pickens County Comprehensive Plan. I even sat through
most of the MASC Planning and Zoning Orientation Training,

I wanted to fully understand the criteria that you Commissioners had to
consider in order to approve a subdivision. The documents primarily
addressed lot and building standards, subdivision standards, project
design standards, land development, permitting and appeals. Every
requirement was tangible, meaning there exists specific requirements
that must be satisfied for approval. The goal of the directives is
structured growth. We have satisfied every one of those specified
criteria. The Pickens County Comprehensive Plan recognizes the
inevitable growth and openly states that it welcomes it.

The MASC Planning and Zoning Orientation Training stressed equal
protection under the law and due process. That’s derived from the
SC Constitution. It specifically stated that arguments against equal
protection and due process are to be considered arbitrary. You are to use
facts in your decisions and not politics or emotions. It specified the
requirement for consistent treatment of all proposals. In the recent
past, several, if not all, proposed developments were approved nearby.
Ours contains fewer homes and is less dense than many of their



proposals. Based on our meeting all planning criteria, we would
expect consistent treatment.

Nowhere in these documents and training sessions does it state we have
to obtain the permission of our neighbors or take an opinion poll
(petition) in order to develop our land. A petition is meaningless when
it comes to our property rights. There’s no commitment that follows a
signature on a petition. It’s just an opinion. Ifthe petition contained a
clause that committed each petitioner to contribute money to purchase
the land, there would be very few signatures.

The Pickens County USDO specifies the criteria for approval of
subdivisions. Section 103(b), item 2 specifically states that the USDO
is to be “liberally construed in favor of the property owner”. That’s
a quote. In other words, our property rights are foremost and are to be
respected and protected. This ordinance applies to all unincorporated
areas of Pickens County. The requirements in the Ordinance come
directly from the South Carolina Code of Laws.

Article 2 of the USDO states that the specific purposes of the General
Development District (all of the area within unincorporated limits of
Pickens County) are to:

...provide for a full range of land uses throughout the
unincorporated areas of Pickens County;

To establish minimum standards for safe and orderly
development of land... (we have met all of that criteria);

To minimize conflicts between residential and non-residential
(commercial) development...; (N/A)

To protect the rights of property owners and their right to use
their property. (important)



My brother-in-law served on the Pickens County Council a few years
back. He has also chaired the council. I wanted his opinion on what
was going on with our property. He stated that the Planning
Commission is apolitical, meaning you can not consider politics in
your decisions. That’s why you are appointed and not elected. He
stated that a petition is political and therefore not allowed in your
decision-making process. He stated that it didn’t matter how many
signatures were garnered.

I feel certain that there would be opposition if we decided to make an
auto wrecking yard or trailer park out of the property.

Both of those are allowed by the county after meeting specific criteria
and with the Planning Commission’s approval.

There will be no adverse effects to anyone in the area due to this
development. Your development criteria ensure this.

The point is, the opposition doesn’t want us to do anything with the land,
and at our expense. You have a printed social media post in your
information that shows the opposition’s intent to contrive excuses to try
to convince you to deny the development. That illustrates their
dishonest and selfish intentions. You also have pictures of the
tampering with the public notice signs in order to circumvent the posting
requirements and mislead the community. You also have an affidavit
that explains how the petitioners were misinforming the public in order
to obtain signatures. The statement they were using was completely
dishonest. How many more were told the same thing? There’s no way
to know. These untruths alone render that entire petition invalid.



We pay $20 in property taxes per year for the entire acreage. 42 homes
would pay tens of thousands of dollars in taxes. You are charged to
serve the entire population of Pickens County. Your responsibility is
to determine what is in the best interest of the entire county, not a
select few. There are 126,884 residents here in 2019. I’'m sure the
population is much higher than that now. Based on that number, the
opposition represents less than 1/10 of 1% of that population.

We have no intentions of keeping the property due to the liability
associated with the trespassing and poaching that is taking place. The
demand for housing in Pickens County is exploding as evidenced by the
numerous developments already under way near our property; Pearson
Road, Sheffield Road, Highway 8 and Highway 135 are prime examples.
All of those were approved by the Commission. We would expect
consistent treatment in the approval process. Growth is also coming
to this community due to its close proximity to the schools, the new
sports complex and the City of Easley. There are already 2 subdivisions
in the community.

A disapproval of the proposal will result in great financial loss to the
family. The sale of the property is contingent on your approval. Also,
disapproval will label the property as undesirable for any future
development sale. The fair market value of the property will materially
diminish. They just want to leave us with devalued vacant land at zero
cost to them. Does that seem fair to us? At what point would the
property overcome this? How many years would it take?



Our SC Senator suggested that Pickens County should buy the land if
disapproved since all of the criteria have been met. He also recognizes
that the development should be approved.

Thank you.
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