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KEY THEMES FORIMPROVEMENT

1 INCREASE EASE OF USE

1.1.  Consolidate land-use related material from County Code into single volume /
remove parallel standards

1.2. Clarify that basic LUDO standards are applicable throughout the County with some
additional standards (and flexibility) available within zoned portions of the County

1.3. Self codify LUDO to facilitate change tracking and allow more rapid inclusion of text
amendments

1.4. Consolidate “like” material together
(definitions, procedures, enforcement, nonconformities, etc.)

1.5. Standardize document “voice” and convert prose into numbered statements

1.6. Use more summary tables
(allowable uses, dimensional standards, landscaping, parking, signage, etc.)

1.7. Incorporate more illustrations and embed in-line rather than in appendix

1.8. Add rules of measurement and more definitions

1.9. New page layout, numbering, navigation options

1.10. Put supporting materials in Appendix (certificates, plan/plat requirements, plant list)

MAKE REVIEW PROCEDURES MORE PREDICTABLE

2.1. Increase reliance on pre-submittal conferences with applicants

2.2. Re-organize application procedures into three classes:
Staff-decided, Committee decided, Board-decided

2.3. Move from legislative special exception to quasi-judicial special use permit
(confirm okay in un-zoned areas)

2.4. Depart current two-stage permitting (preliminary & final) approach

2.5. Administrative (staff/committee) review of site plans and subdivisions — boards
consider “concept plans”

2.6. Articulate different subdivision types (summary plat to minor subdivision), family
subdivisions, 3-step major subdivision procedure

2.7. Clarify when site plan reviews are required

2.8. Address group or unified developments in a more clear, comprehensive manner
2.9. Add procedural flow charts

2.10. Use uniform procedural descriptions

2.11. Include purpose and intent statements for most standards

2.12. Ensure written decisions are provided to applicants

2.13. Establish a Technical Review Committee for application reviews

2.14. Establish the Board of Appeals (variances, appeals, special use permits)

2.15. Planning Commission role revision
(Retain in text amendment and map amendment reviews, Annual LUDO audit, Comp
plan review and update, Growth tiers map maintenance)

2.16. Reference County departments rather than individual review authority positions
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KEY THEMES FORIMPROVEMENT

MODERNIZE DISTRICTS AND LAND USES

3 ..

Recognize Growth Tiers (Tier 1 “green”, & Tier 2 “yellow and red”) - Tier 1 = middle
housing, current development/dimensional standards, staff decision; Tier 2 = no
middle housing, committee/board decision, reduced development potential; annual
tier map eval by Planning Commission

3.2. Consolidate under-used zoning districts & explore more intuitive
names/abbreviations

3.3. Review and update dimensional standards (RA- side setbacks, street setbacks,
impervious surfaces, secondary use setbacks, Tier 1 vs. Tier 2)

3.4. Add a new Mill Village and mixed-use districts

3.5. Add conditional zoning district options in favor of current planned development /
|ZOD districts

3.6. Treat airport protection and flood damage prevention provisions as overlay districts
3.7. Add discussion about establishment of initial zoning in un-zoned areas

3.8. Explore additional location-based standards for some uses in un-zoned areas
(fronting higher-order streets, on lots served by sewer)

3.9. Add clarity/reform current “large project” development requirements/review
procedure

3.10. Allow for a wider array of housing types in Tier 1 areas: bungalow courts, pocket
neighborhoods, triplex, quadplex, mansion apartments in Tier 1 areas, ADUs

3.11. Include summary tables for principal and secondary uses in zoned and un-zoned
areas

3.12. Add new use standards
(data centers, short term rentals, RV parks, manufactured homes, etc.)

3.13. Supplement and enhance standards for secondary uses
(home occupation uses, “pool houses”, chicken-keeping, etc.)

3.14. Identify use types prohibited throughout the County
ADDRESS TRANSPORTATION CONCERNS

4 4.1. Establish a new roadway level of service standard regimen to replace ADT system

4.2. Unify residential and commercial street standards and distinguish based on
public/private instead

4.3. Require off-site roadway improvements (including dedication and construction) as
a part of new development

4.4. Enhance transportation impact analysis procedure
(traffic shed, peak hour trips, 3rd party review, LOS)

4.5. Review and update public roadway cross section requirements

4.6. Establish new private road standards (including deficiency upgrades for new
development)

4.7. Clarify roadway continuation standards into vacant, abutting lands
4.8. Add road connectivity and traffic calming provisions
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KEY THEMES FORIMPROVEMENT

RAISETHEBAR FOR QUALITY
lot size- smaller the lot, the more standards apply (exterior materials, garage

° .

placement, off-street parking, slab-on-grade, manufactured housing, etc.)

5.2. Reform open space standards (apply to more uses, active vs passive forms, open
space credits/exemptions)

5.3. Reform cluster/conservation subdivision standards
(increase open space, limit visibility, small-scale option)

5.4. Add farmland compatibility standards

5.5. Carry forward and enhance environmental protections (riparian buffers, mass
grading limits, tree protection, impervious surface limits, reduced parking
minimums, etc.)

5.6. Enhance stormwater standards (distinguish between quality and quantity controls,
move from centralized retention to dispersed treatment/GS|, silt fencing, etc.)

Establish basic design quality standards for single-family residential that are tiered to

5.7. Reform nonconformity standards (facilitate increased compliance during alterations)

5.8. Shift performance guarantee reliance to escrow from surety

5.9. Upgrade landscaping/buffering/screening standards (more buffer options, more
clarity, location-based screening, streetscape buffers, parking lot shading, native
species, berm/wall standards, plant list, etc.)

5.10. Add new refuse/recycling container standards (location, screening, configuration,
etc.)

5.11. Overhaul signage provisions (more clarity, content-neutrality, new signage types,
temporary sign control, wall sign reform, prohibition of new billboards, ground-
mounted rather than pole-mounted signage, etc.)

6 INCORPORATE FLEXIBILITY AND INCENTIVES

6.1. Add opportunity for conditional zoning districts in zoned areas

6.2. Carry forward current “superior environmental design” options

6.3. Include sustainable development incentives (providing attainable housing, GSI, LID,
“green” building standards, increasing flood capacity, renewable energy, reflective
paving/roof, etc.)

6.4. Allow administrative adjustments to some dimensional standards in zoned and un-
zoned areas (25% in zoned, 10% in un-zoned)

6.5. Incorporate an Alternative Plan compliance option for landscaping, parking, lighting,
and signage features

6.6. Include more fee-in-lieu options for roadways, open space, and pedestrian

circulation
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PART 1. INTRODUCTION

Anderson County, South Carolina, is a county of
around 750 square miles in size located in the B
Upstate portion of South Carolina located sreenviie | SPAMTANBURG ’
between Greenville, SC and the Georgia state S s

line. Anderson County had an estimated e >
population of around 220,000 people in 2025, a

and is expected to grow to more than 233,000
people (including incorporated areas) by 2030. ANDERSON LAURENS

UNION
L]

The County has experienced profound
economic change over the last thirty years.
With the rise of the automotive industry and
associated advanced manufacturing sector in

the Upstate region in the early 2000, Counties in the Upstate region of South Carolina

ABBEVILLE
.

GREENWOOD
.

Anderson County became an attractive location
for automotive suppliers, plastics, and precision manufacturing. Higher paying jobs began to replace
textile jobs and agricultural activity, and population growth accelerated as workers have moved to the
area to serve the growing manufacturing sector. The growth of the 2000’s and 2010’s has seen
increased growth pressure in the northern portion of the County, along the -85 corridor, and around
Lake Hartwell.

Now, County residents are grappling with traffic, school capacity, a need for road and utility
expansion, and tensions between rural preservation and economic growth. Rapid growth and
suburbanization is now the order of the day. The County’s development regulations (largely found in
Chapters 24 and 48 of the County Code of Ordinances) were built for a slow-growing labor-intensive
manufacturing and agricultural county while the Anderson County of today is a fast-growing
technological metropolitan-edge county. Many of the County’s current growth challenges result from
trying to address 2026-era growth challenges with regulatory systems built for the 1990's.

South Carolina law requires local governments who wish to regulate land use and development to
prepare and adopt a comprehensive plan. Anderson County has long had a comprehensive plan in
place as a means of directing growth and providing context for capital improvement planning. The
County’s prior plan, adopted in 2016, was updated with a two-part comprehensive plan in 2026.

20262026 Comprsensiv P Part 1 of the Comprehensive Plan includes
o information on the Couty’s changing population,
\ L};g P housing patterns, current land uses, and
“% Cd i, community facilities and was adopted by the
- Af "w?—i County Council in early 2026. Part 2 explores
cultural resources, natural resources, resiliency,
: economic development, and transportation and
' was adopted in mid-2026. Together, these
Wti documents chart a course for the County’s
growth and development for the next 20 years.

2026-2036
Comprehensive Plam
Part

: . i Celebrating
C&ﬂ%mgagmﬁﬁudﬁmgﬁmg%ﬂw Anderson County

|E [ wd Bicentennial
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PART 1. INTRODUCTION

The parts establish guiding policies and recommended actions for the County to take in order to
reach the Plan’s primary goals, specifically:

1 The need to house all Anderson County citizens;

1 The need for protection of existing and potential drinking water supplies;

1 Continued public infrastructure integrity to keep County residents and visitors safe and
secure;

1 Protection and preservation of agriculture; and

1 Ensuring the County has adequate resources in order to reach its desired future.

Now that the County has adopted Parts 1 and 2 of the Comprehensive Plan, the next step in the
process is to implement the plan’s policy guidance. The primary means or tool for implementing the
Comprehensive Plan is the County’s development regulations. However, the County’s current
provisions have not been updated to address the newly-adopted policy guidance.

B = rwew ~ o+ | Theland Use and Development Ordinance (or

' cx -~eo «ew | “LUDQO”) project is the County’s effort to update
and refine its current development regulations
in light of the updated policy guidance in the
Comprehensive Plan. The LUDO will be a
modern, graphic-intensive, stand-alone
document that includes all the development and
subdivision-related provisions in a single
volume. The document is configured to be
intuitive, easy-to-use, more predictable,
prepared in accordance with recent State law,
and consistent with best planning practice.

JOIN THE PROJECT
MAILING LIST!

While the LUDO will apply to the zoned portions
of the County, it will also replace the regulations
in other parts of the county Code (like Chapter
24, Land Use) that apply throughout the County,
even in the un-zoned portions - thus the LUDO
will have impact on land use and development

.| provisions throughout unincorporated Anderson
Project website: County.

www.andersoncountyludo.com

The LUDO project is supported by a project website that will be maintained over the life of the project
that includes background, frequently asked questions, details on how to get involved, draft work
products for review, and methods of contacting the project team.

While the primary objective for the LUDO is to protect public health and safety, the project also has
the following six additional goals:

J;% ‘ ANDERSON COUNTY LUDO 5
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PART 1. INTRODUCTION

Implementing the new Comprehensive Plan’s land use policy guidance;

Adding increased clarity and predictability to the development rules and review
procedures for zoned and un-zoned portions of the County;

Incorporating new standards for higher-quality residential development;

Ensuring adequate public infrastructure capacity is maintained;

Protecting open space and environmentally-sensitive areas;

Promoting best practices for stormwater management, grading, and erosion control; and
Maintaining legal sufficiency.

N -

o0k w

This document, the Code Diagnosis, is Task 3 in the LUDO work program and contains a review of the
County’s current development rules and a series of recommendations for the establishment of a new
LUDO. These recommendations are developed based on a series of stakeholder interviews, input from
County staff, discussions with the project Steering Committee and elected officials, and the
consulting team’s review of the current regulations and policy guidance. This Code Diagnosis
document describes the key recommendations for the new LUDO and provides a framework for
discussion about how Anderson County’s development regulations could evolve.

The Code Diagnosis contains three main parts: this Introduction, a set of six Key Themes for
Improvement, and a detailed set of Appendices with other supporting elements, including a detailed
review of relevant comprehensive plan policy guidance, an overview of all the current development-
related regulations in the County code of Ordinances, and a summary report of project stakeholder
input collected last year.

Recommendations for improvements to the current regulations have been organized into a series of
six themes for improvement, with each theme addressing a group of related topics like ease of use,
implementing policy guidance, or addressing incentives and flexibility. In many cases, the
recommendations included in these themes are proposed as a means of bringing the County’s
development requirements into closer conformity with modern best practices in land use regulation.
The six key themes for improvement include:

Increase ease of use;

Make review procedures more predictable;
Modernize districts and land uses;
Address transportation concerns;

Raise the bar for quality; and

Incorporate flexibility and incentives.

o0 s LN

Each key theme is discussed in greater detail in Part 2 of this Code Diagnosis.
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PART 2. KEY THEMES FOR IMPROVEMENT

Key Theme 1: Increase Ease of Use

The most important element in a modern, effective development code is the ease of use
for applicants, landowners, County staff, and County officials. Land development
ordinances that are easy to use and understand include intuitive numbering systems,
illustrations and graphics, avoid jargon in favor of plain English, and rely on consistent
terminology. They have an intuitive structure and avoid lengthy prose paragraphs to help
users understand concepts and regulations quickly and easily. The new Land Use and
Development Ordinance (or “LUDO”) for Anderson County will include all these aspects,
along with new procedural flow charts that depict the primary steps in each application
procedure. Zoning district provisions will include images of preferred forms of
development (as examples) as well as line art depicting how dimensional standards are
applied. The LUDO will include images of certain kinds of uses and varieties of allowable
configurations. Development and design standards will be heavily illustrated to show how
to comply with aesthetic requirements, and how parking lot, landscaping, screening, signs,
or exterior lighting features could be designed. The LUDO will also include detailed
diagrams showing lot types, lot line determination, how setbacks are applied, and other rules of measurement
like building height, sign face area, parking stall dimensions, minimum landscaping size requirements, slope,
and similar features. Ten user-friendly recommendations for Anderson’s new LUDO are listed in the table below.
Example illustrations and page layouts from similar development ordinances are provided after the table.

Anderson County maintains its land use, development, zoning, and environmental
regulations across the following seven chapters of the current County Code of

Ordinances:

- Ch. 6 Aviation - Ch. 30 Manufactured Homes

- Ch. 8 Buildings and Building Regulations and Trailers

- Ch. 10 Businesses - Ch. 40 Street, Sidewalks, ...
1.1 - Ch. 24 Land Use - Ch. 48 Zoning

Consolidate Land | 1his segmented approach means that each chapter must “stand on its own” in
Use-Related | terms of definitions, procedures, review authorities, enforcement, and

Material from | administrative aspects. This can create inconsistencies in terminology and process,

County Code | which in turn can create confusion for code users. It can also add needless
repetition like the airport-related standards in Chapter 6 and those in Section 5:23
in Chapter 48. We suggest the County consider consolidating all the development,
land use, and zoning-related material into a single consolidated document - the
Land Use and Development Ordinance (or “LUDQO”). We also suggest that the LUDO
be maintained outside the County Code of Ordinance document and simply be
cross-referenced in the County Code.

Only about 25% of the unincorporated County’s land area is zoned (around 107,000
1.2 acres), but Chapter 24, Land Use, applies to all the land in the unincorporated
Clarify some County, whether zoned or not. Chapter 24 currently includes a wide variety of

Standards Apply “zoning-like” standards, such as sign rules, landscaping, setbacks, and standards for
some uses in addition to the rules regarding the subdivision of land. We suggest
the LUDO go into greater detail regarding the fact that all lands in the
unincorporated County are subject to development rules, and that the zoned
portions also have additional zoning rules that apply.

Throughout County;
and other just in
Zoned Portions
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PART 2. KEY THEMES FOR IMPROVEMENT

Key Theme 1: Increase Ease of Use

Anderson County relies on CivicPlus (formerly Municode) to codify its Code of
Ordinances document. Codifiers are responsible for maintaining the text and
incorporating changes to the document as a local government modifies its
regulations over time. Use of an outside codifier like Civic Plus means that local
governments often “batch” their transmittals of text amendments to codifiers to
help manage costs. Unfortunately, the batching process creates delays as earlier
text amendments wait to be sent. The result is that the codified version of the
development ordinance is not up-to-date with the adopted rules themselves. This
can create confusion and frustration as applicants rely on rules that are out of date.
1 3 Another issue of concern is the codifier’s desire to structure the text to use
¢ “autoflow” principles for the on-line .html version of the document. Autoflow can
Self-codify the | interfere with page layout and often inhibits the ability to size a table to occupy a

LUDO | full page, interferes with indentation schemes that help readers understand text
relationships, and can result in illustrations being small in size or located away from
or from the text they relate to. To solve these problems, we suggest the County
self-codify the LUDO. The LUDO will be built in Microsoft Word (an application
already owned by the County and already in use). The webpage-based version of
the LUDO will be built with Adobe Acrobat (Distiller) which is also very common,
and also likely already in use by County staff. Use of these software platforms will
remove the need for additional expenditure for an outside codifier, will allow a more
dynamic and intuitive page layout, and will reduce the delays between text
amendment adoption and codification.

As mentioned in Section 1.1 above, much of the County’s current development
regulations are drafted in separate “stand-alone” chapters that must all include
purpose language, procedures, enforcement, definitions and so forth. The LUDO is
drafted as a single document so there is no longer a need for repetition of this
material in numerous stand-alone chapters. Further, we suggest that modern
ordinances organize their material into a series of chapters where “like materia
maintained together. For example, all the procedures are in one Procedures
chapter. All the use-related material is in one Uses chapter. Same for the zoning
1 4 districts, development standards (parking, landscaping, signage, etc.),
¢ enforcement, and definitions. The new LUDO includes chapter-based tables of
Consolidate “Like” | contents and numerous dynamic cross references to alert readers to the locations
Material Together | of other relevant material and simplify moving around the digital version of the
document. We suggest the following 11-chapter organization for the LUDO:

|"

is

Ch. 1 Administration; Ch. 7 Infrastructure Standards;
Ch. 2 Applications; Ch. 8 Nonconformities;

Ch. 3 Land Use Regulations; Ch. 9 Violations and Enforcement;
Ch. 4 Zoning Districts; Ch. 10 Definitions; and

Ch. 5 Development Standards; Ch. 11 Appendices.

Ch. 6 Environmental Standards;
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PART 2. KEY THEMES FOR IMPROVEMENT

Key Theme 1: Increase Ease of Use

A document’s “voice” consists of many different aspects, including:
1 Consistent terminology;
Uniform tone and language formality;
Use of common phrases and uniform phrasing patterns;
Parallel sentence construction;
Standardized rules of punctuation and capitalization;
Use of present tense; and
1 Use of the “active” (not passive) voice wherever possible.
1.5 When these features are held constant throughout a document, the document
maintains a “standardized voice.” Documents with a standardized voice help limit
confusion or misinterpretation by readers. Standardized voice also includes
Document “Voice;” | yniform section and syntax structure - for example all application review
Convert Prose Into | procedures should include the same or very similar sections (e.g., purpose and
Numbered | intent, applicability, exemptions, decider, the criteria, how the applicant is notified,
Statements | effect of approval, amendment, expiration, and how appeals are initiated).

=a =4 —a —a -8

Standardize

Paragraphs of unstructured prose (paragraphs comprised of multiple, related
sentences) in a development code can make it difficult to interpret requirements
and alternatives. User-friendly codes are typically organized in short, numbered
statements or ideas that allow the reader to quickly grasp the standards without
having to “unwind” multiple sentences included in a single paragraph. The LUDO
will use short numbered statements wherever possible to convey meaning quickly
without requiring the reader to “unravel” sentences.

Summary tables are an excellent way to organize and present volumes of

information. Many development ordinances use summary tables to show the zoning

districts where particular uses are allowed, or the off-street parking requirements

for particular use types. Tables are also an excellent way to organize zoning district
1.6 dimensional information, landscaping requirements, signage, screening options,
and definitions. The new LDO should use summary tables wherever possible,
including the range of allowable principal and accessory uses (both in zoned
portions and un-zoned portions), setbacks (in zoned and un-zoned portions),
parking standards, and many other development standards. Flowcharts can
supplement tables and are a powerful way to explain the full breadth of procedural
steps involved and are provided for each of the main development application
review procedures in the LUDO.

Use More Summary
Tables and Flow
Charts

Illustrations are an important part of any development code. They provide detail on

the purpose and intent behind the standards, examples of preferred forms of

development, demonstrate how standards (like measurement) work in practice, and

1 7 can even provide examples of how not to configure development. While the text
° always controls, illustrations are vital to helping convey detailed and complex
Incorporate More In- | regulatory concepts. User-friendly codes use illustrations to show review processes,
Line lllustrations | design standards, development standards (like landscaping) and how

measurements are determined. Many of the current County Code chapters include

illustrations, but they are found in the appendices portions of the chapter and some

are difficult to read. The LDO is expected to include over 400 new illustrations.
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PART 2. KEY THEMES FOR IMPROVEMENT

Key Theme 1: Increase Ease of Use

Rules of measurement are code provisions that explain how certain measurements
are determined, like how height is measured, slope, or how sign face area is
calculated, the minimum size of landscaping at time of planting, how lot lines are
determined (for example, what is the rear lot line on a pie-shaped lot?), allowable
encroachments, and similar features. The new LUDO will include a new illustrated
section on how all measurements are determined (including gross and net density).

We suggest all definitions be consolidated into a single chapter, that any standards

1.8 or requirements be removed from a definition (so they are not missed by a reader),
Add Rules of = and that the definitions be supplemented with a glossary of acronyms. All
principal, accessory, and temporary use types should be defined. All application
procedures should be defined. All dimensional standards and concepts should be
defined. The definitions should include cross references to alternative spellings or
phrasing to help readers find the terms they are seeking. In cases where the same
word or phrase has different meanings (like the term “development” from a zoning
standpoint versus a stormwater standpoint) each definition or meaning should be
included and should indicate the context for the definition (this is very typical for
flood damage prevention and stormwater provisions). We note that most modern
development code definition chapters (like the one to be included in the LUDO)
include around 100 pages of defined terms.

Measurement &
More Definitions

A document’s page layout can have a profound effect on a reader’s ability to quickly
find and absorb desired information. Each code section, table, and illustration
should be numbered to allow easy navigation and easy identification during
conversation. The page’s typeface should blend colors, capitalization, and other
attributes to better demonstrate relationships between headings, lists, and body
1 9 text. The indentation of text (also called “nesting”) provides a quick visual
¢ framework of the relationship between text (text indented below text above it
New Page Layout, ' provides an intuitive indication text dependencies). Text located below and to the
Numbering; right of a heading belongs to that heading. Finally, having ample white space on
Navigation Options pages is important to allow the reader’s eyes to rest and provide room for
annotation on the paper version. It is important to note that use of indentation, text
leading, and white space can add bulk to a document, but this extra bulk is offset
by the ease of navigation, and is irrelevant in digital formats. The following pages
provide additional examples of modern code page layouts, illustrations, tables, and
flow charts.

Not all the information in a development code is a regulation. It is very common to
1 10 include items such as subdivision plat certificate language, subdivision declaration
¢ statements (like when roads are private), recommended landscaping species lists,
Locate Supporting plan and plat content checklists, and related supplemental information in a
Materials in = development ordinance’s appendix. The LUDO will include this kind of information,
Appendix and because it is included as an appendix, it does not require a public hearing to

update.
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ﬁﬁ ‘ Code Diagnosis 1 July 2026 Draft



PART 2. KEY THEMES FOR IMPROVEMENT

Key Theme 1: Increase Ease of Use

Example Page Layout Elements

Dynamic
Headers
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Example Procedural Flowcharts

Article 156.2 PROCEDURES
Section 2.3 Common Procedures - Subsection 2.3.11 Review Process

2311 REVIEW PROCESS
Development applications identified in Section 2.4 ific Pre ures, shall be reviewed and
decided in accordance with one of the following three review processes. The type of review
process for each specific procedure is identified in Table 2.2, ific Procedures Table. The

flowcharts below depict the procedural steps in each review process type. White boxes show
actions of the applicant. Grey boxes show actions of Town staff. Red boxes show actions of
review authorities.

FIGURE 2.3.8.A.1: TYPE 1
REVIEW PROCESS

===

Town Staff/Other
Review (as appropriate;

FIGURE 2.38.A3: TYPE 3
REVIEW PROCESS

FIGURE 2.3.8.A2: TYPE 2
REVIEW PROCESS

Deliver Application

Zoning Administrator Decision

Board of Adjustment Decision
(quasi-judicial hearing

B. ions for and maijor site plans follow the Type 2 review process
except that the Planning Board does not review or make a recommendation on these kinds of
applications.

2.3.12 CONTINUANCE, POSTPONEMENT, OR WITHDRAWAL
An applicant may request that a review authority’s K f a i
continued, postponed, or withdrawn by submitting a written request to the appropriate review authority.

Town of Franklinton, NC Last Updated: 1.15.20
Unified Development Ordinance Page 24
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PART 2. KEY THEMES FOR IMPROVEMENT

Key Theme 1: Increase Ease of Use

Example Zoning District Summary Pages

| Section 3.2 Conventional Zoning Districts
Sub-section 3.2.4 (DTNN) Downtown
Neighborhood

3.2.4 (DTNN) DOWNTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD’®
DOWNTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD (DTNN) SUBDISTRICT PURPOSE STATEMENT

The Cowntown Neighborn0od (DTNN) Sub-distrct Inchudes three groups of negHborhood oo<ks located 1o o6 north and south of M

o0 of moderate-dersity housing

options like duplexes s, and 4 charscter and are

commanly between one end two stories

imn metrods

jb-distrcts, sidewalks, parks, and recrewtion festures are distriuted
thvoughout the sub-distrct. The transportation network continues the well-sstablished ractiliner strést grd network of un form block
‘5205, through strests, and alleys found in the downtown core and ransitionsl ares.

B. DTNN SUBDISTRICT PREFERRED DEVELOPMENT FORMS

The following images are provided a5 example forms of allowable dovelopment and site conliguration. Those
provided for informational purposes only, and do

not constitute a standard or requirement under this Ordinance
Conflicts between images and the text of this Ordinance are addressed in accordance with Section <3, Conflict

Pocket Neighborhood

Live/Work Building

s ditrit porton of downtown, =5

Town of Clayton | Last Update
- — 183 st Gaon |Lany

Section 3.2 Conventional Zoning Districts

Sub-section 3.2.4 (DTNN) Downtown
Neighborhood

€. DOWNTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD SUBDISTRICT DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS

Max. Residentisl Density (du/sc) 90 Min. Buldng Frontage (5 of ot wdth) None
Wen. Lot Area { @ M. Streot Setback (1) (6]10] 20
With Water & Sewer [1] 7,000 Max Strect Setoack (#t) Nona.
T S Setback (1] (Abatting DTN distrct <A
Without Wister & Sewer A s e LBl 10
@ Moo Lot Width ()21 13] s0 : 20725
Max. Lot Coverage (% of lot ares) 60 Min. Specing Betwesn Buildings ()(71110)
@ Mo Bulding Sae(sh 14 o0 | @ Between Principa Buldings [3] 20
Wir. Open Soace Set-Asde 3 B
ety 10 o Between Secondsry and eny othar Bulding 8
. Wi Parimeter Setback for Mt Bulding snd Undied
M. Bulding Height (#ories) Neno e e 20
Max. Bulding Heght (i) 35 M, Ofi-Street Parking Setback (ft) None
TP

SaFSoraTS00 Tt Toudarta it fr dovdlopmente iy axcss T o e
12] Appied to the entire development sita wh ngr on indical ot
[3]Macsared ot he nkarior bl g setoeck Ine (ot the -pcle” potion of & ag o)
4] Appied to new commercial and institutionsl buildings only. Buidings on lots over five acres n area are exempt.
I5]Gatharing aras ars credtd a apen s se-asde.
6) Appied edge of public street ights-ofway (exchuding alleys), Setbacks from prvate strests shall be ot least fne
NOTES: | faot o the adge of e pavemant or the edie ofthe sciewnk fone s provided.

7) Appicable Firm Coda or Buld g Code ecurements shall contralwih respect 1o minimum distance.
6 Not applied to lcts nas adjacent 10 shared ar party busiding wals
9]Not applied to mult buidng and unifed developments

sharad or party walls.
).

10} Redluced by 50% for bungslow court snd pocket neighborhot
11} Undied and mult-bul s mosting e definibons n this Ovdiarice sew enecspled o sk s rar
lor cter sethacks shall apply slong all public street rights -of-wa

I Buiding (Principal) M Gathering Area —--— Lotline
Building (Secondary) Vehicular Use Area Setback
B Pocket

g

184 Town of Clayton | Last Update
Unified Development Ordinance | 7.5.23

Precedent Images Showing Preferred Development Forms

TABLE'3.18.E..

orbuidngwallsarebuittc

longand b

m Cityof Burlington-Unified Development Ordinances "

ANDERSON COUNTY LUDO

Code Diagnosis T July 2026 Draft




PART 2. KEY THEMES FOR IMPROVEMENT

Key Theme 1: Increase Ease of Use

Annotated Photos lllustrating Design Standards

CHAPTER 7: STANDARDS CHAPTER 7: STANDARDS
SECTION 7.1: DESIGN STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES SECTION 7.1: DESIGN STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
9: PRIMARY ENTRANCE TABLE 7.1.2:E:6: FACADE DESIGN

a: The primary building fagade and primary building entrance of a single-building development shall T e T [V R R TR
face the right-of.way from which the buiiding derives its ztreet addres: (see Figure 7.1.2:E4: Primary RECHANED ARCIRTECTURAL Town CENTER (TC) DISTRICT I’ MoUNTAREIDE MoaD Use (MM)
Entrance Characteristics). DISTRICT

b: Comer entries are permitted on buildings on comer lots. aing: o o 10 appe i 8 Jenes o

€ Nothing shall prohibit a secondary building entrance from facing a parking Iot or other portion of Sioreionts, aach with 3 ik s widh GF 20 gl ok Notin sl ol e inchodion of 3 dooneay witie eadt
the site.

d: A primary entrance shall either project from or be recessed into the primary fagade wall plane.

FIGURE 7.1.2:E:4: PRIMARY ENTRANCE CHARACTERISTICS

LEGEND

°| |®

[ -
i
\ /]
l y—
W Primary Entrance A A\
o

[ Secondary Entrance
W Garage Door

10: GARAGES
Garage doors in non-residential buildings shall not face any existing or proposed street but may face an
alley.

11: FACADE DESIGN
Building facades on lots in the TC or MM districts that face streets (except alleys) shall be configured in
accordance with Table 7.1.2:6:6: Fagade Design, and Figure 7.1.2::6: Fagade Design:

TABLE 7.1.2:E:6: FACADE DESIGN
T

REQUIRED ARCHITECTURAL = = MOUNTAINSIDE MocED Use (MM)
Town CenTer (TC) DisTRICT
FEATURE DISTRICT

Building Offzets ovides every 30 feet of fagace length

Required above at iea:

Required above at least 75% of doors

Permanent Awning: or Cancpiez doors along 3¢ade, including the | and windows along fagade, including
primary entrance the primary entrance

Minimum Number of Required Tivee s

Exteror Sulding Materats

PAasters, Arbors, ana Timber Framing | Optional, but encouraged Optional, but encouraged

NOT!

Town of Laurel Park Unified Development Ordinance Town of Laurel Park Unified Development Ordinance
Effective Date: 8.18.21 PAGE 219 Last Amended: 12.1522 Effective Date: 81821 PAGE 220 Last Amended: 12.15.22

Sign Standards (for 2 kinds of signs) Organized in Table Form

x
LEGEND i
@ Maximum Height = 60° Above Adjacent Grade When on an Individual Lot; 42"
Above Pavement of Adjacent Roadway when in a Street Right-of-Way
@ Maximum Sign Face Area within ROW= 6 sf
@© Maximum Sign Face Area on a Lot= 32 sf
@ No Min. Setback from Lot Line
=
Setback
Lot Line
Right-of-Way
LEGEND
@ Max. Height: Wall on Which Sign is Mounted
@ Min. Clearance Over Sidewalk or Vehicular Access: 9"
g1 p3 arty, position, or political-action that: [ @ Max. Sign Face Area: 40 sf
Y y & @ Max. Encroachment into Required Yard: 6
aDefialtionX | o0 ons areaboraferredtoas “campaign”signsor-election”signs.-Signsufa poltical @ Max. Projection into Right-of-Way: 36"
ey _ @ Minimum Distance from Back of Curb: 2°
b.2 - Resoomat = CBD& | Inousmuar |x
~Zoning’ oma | uxapo] oracors| mex | caaces| .
Permitteds Yesx | Yess | vess Yes= | vess | Yes= Yes= = - X
c-Dimensional Standards= W o =
FSigns Per Lotx &{1]= [ a. “ 3 ~Sign n g
42inchesabovethewdgedh [x m-u\:'u e Fwall"signs. !
2 " o) v e J orabanner"sign.x
lwdmumteights SORCh b.Z : Resoonma CBD&
ot b oning v I Hx‘cm{ oucol-l NBx ] ucu-l PDDx
a Yes= Yes= Yes= Yes= Yes= . =
——— —— =1 pemitess | Ve | ver | ver | Ve | ver | vw .
acmumSign Facedren = " c
f otLinex ?_?o- x Lotx per & i
Minimun oltical- Signs= 2= = =
NOTES:q e i wal s mounted to 1]
[2) P Pl ig! y uring - 40-squarefeet{2]x =
por year 9
ownertoplacethesignin frontof theot.§ Jokiiesetnck ey Litthes morethan s fest (3] 0
[2]:Nopoltcal sign may beplacednan, NOTES =
d.-Additional Standardsx i {alAny b itindabied occa
X o F] P g -1
movement-of-vehicles and pedestrians.y ) gl vy
i gt Y Yy poles 1 feetrof ecurb.x
3 ybep! yonly d [
thetlorth L] 2 =
v, Political-signs maynotbe-luminated.§ ¥ 9 .
b 2 d & ) eimindeperia] . o
————Page Break ] ———Page Break 1
City gt

m Cityof Burlington-Unified Development Ordinance=
LastUpd & =
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PART 2. KEY THEMES FOR IMPROVEMENT

Key Theme 2: Make Review Procedures More Predictable

A common refrain from many involved in or affected by the regulatory process
is that complying with the standards is not the problem - rather, its knowing
what the standards actually are that is the problem. Many applicants,
landowners, and residents alike need to know what the development standards
(or requirements) are in advance. Ensuring that there is sufficient clarity and
predictability built into the review process helps applicants understand what
will be required of them and helps ensure a more efficient and predictable
development review process. Making the development review process more
efficient is one of the most beneficial economic development activities
available, and clear and predictable review processes are hallmarks of a
modern development code. Another hallmark of increased predictability is the
delegation of an appropriate amount of decision-making authority to the
County’s professional-level staff (such as allowing a Technical Review
Committee comprised of County-employed land use professionals to decide
subdivision applications). In addition, ensuring the LUDO includes clearly codified requirements helps avoid
over-reliance on legislative discretion (like that associated with special exceptions) which helps keep the
development review process out of costly litigation. The table below sets out 16 key recommended changes to
the current regulations to make the new LUDO procedures more predictable.

Section 24.335 of current Chapter 24 of the County Code of Ordinances describes
the process for review of subdivision preliminary plats that involves a meeting with
an applicant and the staff to review a preliminary plat application. This step
happens after application submittal. We suggest the new LUDO include a
standardized pre-submittal conference requirement for several application types
(including rezonings, special use permits, preliminary plats, and others). Pre-
2.1 submittal conferences are an important way to ensure that applicants are aware of
procedural and substantive requirements before filing an application. While not
binding on either party, they are an important way for applicants and County staff to
go over potential applications and flag areas for deeper discussion. Pre-submittal
conferences should be conducted by the a Technical Review Committee during its
regular monthly meetings so applicants can benefit from comments by all the
different departments and agencies involved in plan review. Many communities
prepare a brief summary memorandum detailing the discussion of the pre-submittal
conference. Applications which require pre-submittal conferences should not be
accepted until after the pre-submittal conference is completed.

Increase Reliance on
Pre-Submittal
Conferences

One of the best ways to optimize review efficiency and reduce confusion regarding
the application review process is to standardize development application review
into a series basic processes. In Anderson County, we suggest all development-
2.2 related applications be classified as one of three classes: Type |, Administrative;
. Type Il Committee-Decided; and Type Ill Official-Decided. Administrative decisions
Re-Organize | are made by County staff, in accordance with codified standards (for things like
Application | puilding permits, sign permits, certificates of occupancy, etc.). Committee-
Procedures into | Decided applications are made by the Technical Review Committee, and include
Three Classes @ aspects like preliminary plats, site plans, construction drawings, and technical
applications. Official-Decided applications are ones made by the County Council or
the Board of Appeals, and rely on the application of discretion or judgement in
addition to codified standards (like rezonings, special use permits, variances, etc.).
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PART 2. KEY THEMES FOR IMPROVEMENT

Key Theme 2: Make Review Procedures More Predictable

Numerous sections of the County’s current Code of Ordinances address use-related
provisions (like Section 10-69 for sexually-oriented businesses, Section 24-140 for
“Large Scale” developments, the zoning district-related standards in Sections 5:2
through 5:21 relating to approval of special exceptions, and Article 7 of Chapter 48).
In addition to consolidating all the use-related provisions into a single chapter, the
LUDO should add deeper clarity about how uses, particularly impactful uses, are
established. We suggest a variety of changes, including deeper codification of use-
specific standards generally, and shifting towards a quasi-judicial special use permit
procedure for uses in the un-zoned portions of the County instead of the current
legislative decision-making process used by the Planning Commission. We also
suggest the quasi-judicial special use permit process be utilized for review of
sexually-oriented businesses and uses subject to a special exception procedure in
2.3 Section 5:2 through 5:21 of Chapter 48. Development codes that have a heavy
Move from | reliance on discretionary, legislative decision-making (like Anderson County’s
current rules) do so often because the development regulations lack sufficient
codified standards - and the local government feels ill-equipped to consider these
uses without applying some sort of discretionary review. An over-reliance on
discretionary decision-making increases the duration of the review process, can
make the process overly expensive for applicants, creates legal exposure for the
County in terms of due process and equal protection, and do not, in and of
themselves, result in “better” decision making. We suggest the new LUDO codify
more standards, reduce the reliance on discretionary decision-making for
establishment of some use types, switch from the current legislative process to a
quasi-judicial special use permit process instead, and delegate the Board of
Appeals as the review authority responsible for deciding quasi-judicial decisions.
We also suggest that any special use permit application be supplemented with a
concept plan that is reviewed and commented upon by the proposed technical
Review Committee prior to consideration by the Board of Appeals, and that
subsequent site plan review by the Technical Review Committee take place
following approval of a special use permit.

Legislative Special
Exceptions to Quasi-
Judicial Special Use
Permits

Several of the County’s current development review procedures, particularly those
in Chapter 24 (sign permits, certificates of compliance, etc.) are structured to
2.4 require both a preliminary approval at the outset of the process and a final version
of the same permit after completion. This can cause confusion since the permit
names are identical despite be very different. We suggest shifting approval names
Two-stage  so that the approval given before work commences is referred to as a “permit” and
(Preliminary & Final) | the approval given after work is completed is referred to as a “certificate.” The
Permitting LUDO will include a detailed table of procedures used in the zoned and un-zoned
Approach  portions of the County, along with the type of procedure (I, Il, or IlI, as described in
recommendation 2.2 above), the decision maker, whether or not a pre-submittal
conference is required, and who hears the appeal of the decision.

Depart from the
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PART 2. KEY THEMES FOR IMPROVEMENT

Key Theme 2: Make Review Procedures More Predictable

One significant change being suggested is to add more codified standards and
review criteria for site plans and subdivisions, and then allowing the Technical
Review Committee to decide these applications. One current challenge in the
County is the review of major subdivisions. Subdivision reviews are ministerial
decisions - meaning that they are not the kinds of decisions that permit the
exercise of discretion (or judgement). Legislative or quasi-judicial decisions allow
for the application of judgement - ministerial decisions do not. Subdivision review,
unless specifically identified in the ordinance text as a legislative or quasi-judicial
decision, is a ministerial exercise. In other words, if a proposed subdivision meets
the codified standards in the Ordinance, the applicant is entitled to an approval.
2.5 Application of judgement or discretion is inappropriate and legally fraught. Section
Amend the Review 24-335(3)(d) of the County Code of Ordinances includes a series of four vague and
discretionary review criteria that call for the Planning Commission to depart from
codified standards and wander into discretionary decision-making that relies on the
application of judgement. This is inappropriate as part of a ministerial decision-
making procedure. Further, there are no standards for how a particular subdivision
application’s compliance with these kinds of criteria can be determined. It is
perfectly acceptable for the County to apply these kinds of criteria to a subdivision
review procedure - provided it 1) is framed as a legislative or quasi-judicial process,
2) includes the constitutional protections for evidence and fairness associated with
such procedures, and 3) meets the legal requirements for rough proportionality and
rational nexus required of such decisions. We suggest the LUDO recognize major
subdivision review a so-called Type Il Committee Decision rather than a decision by
the Planning Commission. We also suggest site plans be decided by the Technical
Review Committee.

Procedure for Site
Plans and
Subdivisions

Sections 24-335 and 24-338, respectively, distinguish between what can be referred
to as “major” subdivisions (subdivisions of more than 7 lots and subdivisions
involving extension of public infrastructure that require a preliminary and final plat)
and summary plats, which are smaller subdivisions of 7 or fewer lots that do not
include pubic infrastructure. We suggest this distinction be carried forward and
supplemented with clarifications about exempt subdivisions, new standards for
2.6 family subdivisions (passage of 1 lot between direct family members), and
conversion of the term “summary plat” to minor subdivision to reduce confusion.
We understand that the County has not had good success with the current
conservation subdivision provisions (Section 5:31.2), and we suggest the addition of
Add Family | 3 new conservation subdivision that establishes an iterative process between an
Subdivisions; and a | applicant and county staff to lay out a conservation and development map first,
3-Step Major | new requirements for a 50 percent open space set-aside, new standards aimed at
Subdivision @ fully screening conservation subdivisions from off-site roads and abutting
Procedure residential areas, and requirements to undergo the typical major subdivision
process following approval of a conservation subdivision application. In addition,
we suggest the current major subdivision procedure be revised to establish a
construction drawing step for the installation of public infrastructure between the
preliminary and final plat stages. We suggest the subdivision procedure be
supplemented with additional detail regarding as-builts, performance guarantees,
and fee-in-lieu options.

Articulate Different
Subdivision Types;
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PART 2. KEY THEMES FOR IMPROVEMENT

Key Theme 2: Make Review Procedures More Predictable

Site plan review is one the most important parts of a set of development
regulations. It is typical for most uses to require some form of site plan review and
approval. Interestingly, other than the brief mention as part of the review process
for certain use types in Section 24-139, the County’s development regulations are
silent with respect to which kinds of development applications require site plan
review, what kinds of development applications are exempted from site plan review,
how the site plan review procedure is conducted (including who decides them),
2.7 and how site plan approvals may be amended. We suggest the LUDO include a
Clarify When Site formal site plan review procedure (as well as a different procedure for construction
drawings when installation of new or extension of existing public infrastructure is
involved) that includes sections on applicability and exemption. Most use types
should require site plan review. The LUDO will also include provisions for
concurrent submittal of multi-part applications (like site plans and construction
drawings, or a preliminary plat and construction drawings) along with a sequencing
section for each procedure that describes the timing of review for related
concurrent multi-part applications. We also suggest that site plans be considered
Type Il Committee-Decided applications decided by the Technical Review
Committee.

Plan Reviews are
Required

Unified or “group” developments are developments
comprised of two or more buildings on one or more
lots that are planned, constructed, and operated as a
single unit - like a shopping center or an office park, or
2.8 a campus-style development. Typically these kinds of
Address Unified developments share parking, landscaping, have

Developmentsin a uniform or shared signage, and utilize a perimeter

More
Comprehensive
Manner

2

review procedures in the LUDO.
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