
 

 

To:  Joan  Holliday  

From:  Chad Meadows , CodeWright  

Date:  02.01.26  

CC:  File, Karen Mallo , Tim Cartee, Dennis Tobin  

RE:  Anderson County LUDO   

Task s 2 and 3  

Comprehensive Plan Elements and Code Diagnosis Trip Notes  

 
 

MESSAGE  
 

These are the meeting notes from the Anderson County  new LUDO  project trip #3 that was requested by the 

County Administration  and conducted in Anderson County  on 10/27/25 through 10/28/25. Elements from Task  

2, Comprehensive Plan Elements  and Task 3, Code Diagnosis , were also incorporated. These notes document 

the activities conducted during the trip and summarize the discussion. Copies of presentation slides are also 

included.  

 

The Anderson County LUDO  project  is an effort to consolidate and update the County ’s development 

regulations into its first  Land Use and Development Ordinance  (or “LUDO ”).  Required elements of the County’s 

Comprehensive Plan must be updated prior to any update of land development regulations. Task 2 of the 

project is aimed at completing the Community Facilities and Land Use elements of the Comprehensive Plan. 

This task is being completed by Stewart Engineering, a consulting team partner. This trip aimed to  refine the 

proposed Future Land Use Map and share the results of the research completed for  the Community Facilities 

componen t. Results from the recent survey were also presented.  

 

The Code Diagnosis, Task 3 of the overall project, is a detailed analysis of adopted policy guidance, such as the 

Comprehensive Plan, as well as the existing land use regulations contained in existing Chapters 24 and 48 of 

the County Code of Ordinances. Th e findings of those reviews are summarized as Key Findings. Those Key 

Findings each have a number of subsections which provide detailed recommendations for updates to include 

in the LUDO . These were presented to the elected officials and the general public  as a portion of this trip.  

 

The consulting team traveled to Anderson County to meet with the Elected Officials, the Planning Commission, 

the public, and the County staff . Trip #3 , included the following  activities:  

 

1. A series of interviews with the County Council  to discuss current planning practices, project updates, 

and solicit feedback;  

2. A meeting with Planning Commission to provide an project update on both the Comprehensive Plan 

Elements (Community Facilities and Land Use)  and the Key Findings of the Code Diagnosis ; 

3. A closed session with the Planning Commission to discuss procedural updates;  

4. A debrief meeting with County  staff; and  

5. Public Forum Two – An open house  / presentation / Q&A  detailing the Comprehensive Plan and the 

Code Diagnosis . 

 

These trip notes provide additional details on the activities undertaken during the October  2025  trip. 
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1. Elected Official Interviews  

The project team conducted a series of interviews with the members of the County Council on Monday, 

October 27, 2025 from 1:00 PM until 5:00 PM.  

 

INTERVIEW OBJECTIVES  

The following information was shared at each of these meetings by the planning consultant, Chad Meadows:   
 

Overall Project Update  

• Survey finished and responses have been tallied (670 responses)  

• Website up & running  

• Put together  a 1-page  summ ary of project process  (copy below)  

• Recommendations (Key Issues) of Code Diagnosis  

• January 2027 -adoption (4 month  long process )  

• Moratorium -90 day , expiring soon  

• Future Land Use Map → more involved than current map (more thoughtful in identifying growth area ); 

• Land Use g oals  and recommendations  in the work s  

 

 

 

 

 

  

This one -page handout explains and summarizes the project while providing information 

to the reader on how to find out more information and be involved.  Copies were placed 

in the County Annex building and provided to the Planning Staff for distribution.  
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Planning Commission Meeting this evening  

• Consultant team will be  covering the entire project  and providing and update  for both Comprehensive 

plan and LUDO  update  

• Consultant teams has  reviewed code to determine what  Planning Commission is  reviewing now ; 

discrepancies exist . 

▪ Preliminary AND  Final Plat s  

▪ Site plans "nuisance "use  

▪ Recommend zoning/rezone to Elected Officials  

▪ Hearing & deciding variances to subdivision  ordinance  

▪ Hearing appeals of staff decisions  

• S ubdivisions are coming to Planning Commission and  getting denied . 

▪ Subdivisions are ministerial  (administrative); meet requirements and get approval  

▪ Current plans being denied based on schools and traffic / roads  

▪ Four (4) standards in subdivision ordinance included in  Section 24 -335.(3) d. which a llow for 

discretion in approval  

▪ How is Planning Commission denying applications when there is a required TIA showing no 

impact and/or the applicant can provide a solution or improvement to alleviate  

▪ No code requirements for provision of schools so with no regulations, cannot deny based on 

school capacity or impact  

 

Recommendations  moving forward:  

• Strike the four discretionary review statements included in Section 24 -335(3)(d)  

• Final Plats should only ever have staff or TRC review and approval  

• Remove Planning Commission discretion from the review of preliminary plats. Ministerial process 

should have staff or TRC review  only.  

• Increase development standards; tougher rules = better product  but potential  higher costs  

• Roadway concurrency rules  

• Change Planning Commission role to be more actively involved in comprehensive planning, LUDO  

update, and other long -range planning considerations  

• Impact Fees study  

• Alternative to referendum for implementing zoning  

• Legal process in place if County wants school capacity to play a role in approval process  

 

FEEDBACK FROM ELECTED OFFICIALS  

The following information was shared by the elected officials with the consulting team:  

Comments regarding  current regulations/requirements /procedures : 

• In the R -20 zoning district, with perc test, minimum ½ acre lot size is required for septic. The entire 

backyard is the drainage field. This can be problematic as no area for secondary drainage field. 

Potential increase in lot size? DHEC involved?  

• Apartments and Townhome developments. Planning Commission approves anything over 100 parking 

spaces. Developers know this and propose 99 units.  

• Current Conservation Subdivision isn’t a true conservation ordinance; need to either rewrite or 

eliminate . 

 

Comments regarding proposed  Recommendations:  

• How do we maintain transparency? How do we involve the public in the development process?  
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• Concern that the public will harass staff without a Board to voice opinions to.  

• Include any regulations that require  a better product:  

▪ Materials  

▪ Building frontage  

▪ O pen space  

▪ S idewalk  

▪ Density lower -larger lot (conservation subdivision)  

▪ Require zoning before w ater/sewer  

▪ Tree preservation (tree ordinance?)  

▪ Discourage/ba n mass  grading  

▪ S treet connection s 

• Stricter d esign standards will increase costs  

▪ Need work force housing  

▪ Not affordable  

▪ Biggest cost is land + infrastructure  

▪ May have backlash: developers & engineers  

• Consider public perception and need for participation in the process if Planning Commission no longer 

hearing applications  

• Stricter requirements would make development more difficult and therefore limit development  

• Send subdivisions to Council (over some threshold)  

 

General Comments:  

• Stormwater regulations not sufficient . 

• Mass grading is destroying tree canopy and creating runoff issues. Grading is creating unnatural slopes 

and retaining walls  

• Road improvements needed → standards are insufficient  

• Deed restrictions for workforce housing; economic development get involved. Cannot be done with 

zoning alone  

• Consider Transfer of Development Rights (TDR). Include in Comprehensive Plan.  

• Staff working on a new  Tree Ordinance / Landscape Standards  

 

 

2. Planning Commission Meeting  

The Anderson County Planning Commission held a special meeting on Monday, October 27 th at 6:00 PM. This 

meeting was held to receive information and provide feedback on the current LUDO  project, specifically the 

Comprehensive Plan Community Facilities and Land Use elements and the Code Diagnosis Key Findings. 

Stweart presented information on the Community Facilities and Land Use elements of the Comprehensive Plan 

and CodeWright presented information on the Land Use and Development Ordinance (LUDO) consolidat ion 

and update. After the regular meeting, the  Planning Commission went into an Executive Session to discuss the 

processes and procedures regarding subdivision plat review  and the role of Planning Commission (see Section 

3 of this memorandum).  

 

Comprehensive Plan (Community Facilities and Land Use Elements): Stewart  

 

Carroll Williamson presented information regarding the Community Survey and the Comprehensive Plan 

elements.  The following are the slides presented during the presentation.  
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LUDO Update: Code Wright  

 

Karen Mallo presented information regarding the update of the LUDO project. The following page s include  the 

slides from the Planning Commission Meeting : 
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Discussion:  

 

• Conservation Subdivision  

▪ Useable Open Space  

▪ 50' Buffer to prevent visibility of development from adjacent roadways  

▪ Greenville County looking to eliminate  

• Encouraging to see (what services should the County invest in?)  

▪ Things County does well  

▪ Landfill /Solid Waste full in five years? How do we address  

▪ Star/Na facility  

• Maintain character (in 30 + years)  

• Area (Wild, Wild, West) in northeast not zoned.  

• Zoning Referendum is this the only process?  

▪ By voting precinct is unique to Anderson  

▪ Chad u nfamiliar w/this process.  

▪ Possible to change the policy → 
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▪ What about: alternative in a higher pressure area such as 51% of registered voters sign go 

automatically to zoning.  

▪ Not state law; just as a major policy. Can be changed.  

▪ How do other communities do it? Council districts?  

▪ Ask other counties....  

• Large lot concept → don't want to see high density subdivision  

• Sewer bill (?) when do we get that $ back.  

• Goes beyond what we are doing here. What is our "brand"? Limiting growth!! But we don't see this here 

now.  

• Can't afford to live here; how do we attract those type of people?  

• Political mindset changes  

▪ RV, campsites, etc.  

▪ Ordinance needs teeth  

▪ How do we address political change  

• Educate community on the planning process and this project  

• Community wants large lots. Do we see this in areas where we are working where citizens want large 

lots & developers build large lots and everyone is happy ? 

• Demographics moving here? Was that taking into consideration?  

• Sewer →  1 acre to 2 acre w/septic is cheaper than extending sewer ( intent ?)  

• Like R -20  as a favorable district  

• County needs to offset the density in the Towns/incorporated.  

• $0.01 tax for roads → proposed increase  

• Retirement area ( 55+ )  

• Avg. household income (MSA) 80% rent  

▪ commonly accepted rates  

▪ Cost burdened over 30% of income  

▪ AMI for Anderson County??  
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3 . Closed Session  

As mentioned previously, the Planning Commission moved into an Executive Session in order to discuss 

Planning Board tasks and responsibilities as well as recommended changes to the approval process that will 

incorporated into the new Land Use and Development Ordinance. Based on the sensitive nature of the 

discussion, only the main points are included here in. 

 

Chad Meadows, of CodeWright Planners, presented the following items to the Planning Commission which 

fostered discussion and feedback form Planning Board members.  

 

 What is the Planning C ommission Currently  Reviewing  

The question was asked of the Planning Commission, “Which of the following development applications are 

your reviewing and /or rendering a decision? ” There has been discrepancy between the  current code and what 

is being done in practice.  This needs to be clarified moving forward and the role of the Planning Commission 

needs to be clear and communicated.  

 

• Preliminary Subdivision Plats - Yes  

• Final Subdivision Plats  - No  

• Nuisance Use Site Plans  – Yes/No  

• Text Amendments - Yes  

• Map Amendments - Yes  

• Variances of Subdivision Ordinance  - Yes  

• Hearing Appeals on Subdivision Ordinance  - Yes  

• Assisting with  Comprehensive Plan  – Yes/No  

• Sign Permits  - No  

• Certificate of Compliance - No  

• Appeals - No  

 

Preliminary Plat Approval is a Ministerial Processes  

• Preliminary Plat Process is a Ministerial decision, meaning if the plat meets the standards it is approved. 

If it doesn't meet the standard s it is denied  

• Doesn't operate like that in Anderson . Rejection  and d enials need to be PREDICTABLE!  

• Section 24.335(3)d. , in the Procedures Section of the Land Use Ordinance  of the County Code outlines 

four subject ive statements that the Planning Commission has been utilizing in rendering decisions 

related to preliminary subdivision plats.  

• Planning C ommission  shouldn't have to make a decision  on Preliminary Plats . It’s ministerial ; decision 

should be administrative.  

 

Concurrency intensity  

The current Land Use Ordinance  has regulations for Streets and the preparation of a Traffic Improvement 

Analysis (TIA). It provides Average Daily Trip (ADT) thresholds on local roadways with the exception of Collector 

and Arterial roadways. The s tandards support mitigation (concurrency) ; the don’t say “no”, they say "not yet" 

until such time that the facilities are available . 

 

Schools  

There is no  level of service for school enrollment, capacity, or other measurable standard provided in the 

current Code.  Therefore, with no standards or concurrency policy, the decision can be considered arbitrary and 

discretionary. If schools want to be considered in the approval process, a clear and legal standard will need to 

be incorporated.  
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Interests & Skills of PC  

Long  term the Planning Commission needs  spend more time planning. This would include tasks such as:  

• Comp rehensive  planning ; ensure plans stay updated   

• Land Use and Development Ordinance maintenance and annual audits ; Be the holders and keepers!  

• Reviews & recommendations on zoning map and text amendments  

• Small area planning  

 

Discussion  / Questions  

• Need to conform to State code , including roles and responsibilities of Planning Commission  

• Need to get comfortable with having regulations and enforce them  

• Can staff hire a 3rd party review? County has a list of traffic outside consultants for the review of roads 

& bridges but not for typical site plan or plat review. This is typical and can be arranged.  

• Current p rocess not working: Rukes should be predictable and rules should be known up front. This is 

to benefit all parties – staff, developers, boards and elected officials.  

• Legal Restrictions on impact fees . Only have three years to spend . Will need a study to understand how 

to implement  

• More staff needed to implement new processes and procedures  

 

 

4. Project Status  Meeting with Staff  

A mee ting with the Project Team and the County Planning staff was held at 9:00 AM on Tuesday, October 28 th, 

2025. The purpose of the meeting was to recap the information discussed at the Planning Commission 

meeting, discuss the project status and adoption timeline for the Comprehensive Plan, and other project 

deliverables. The following items were discussed:  

 

• Office Hours: Consultant team will hold office hours on each visit. These are typically driven by elected 

officials , steering committee , and/or staff.   

• Agenda  for today : Debrief here . Civic Center at 2:00pm for set -up . Presentation s at  3:30/5:30  

• Recap will be tomorrow at 11:00 AM. Karen to send invite to staff.  

 

• Follow up on the processes undertaken by the Planning Commission vs Board of Zoning Appeals. 

Ordinaces are not updated ot reflect current practices.  

▪ BZA -sign permit s, appeals of staff decisions,  zoning variances , site plans for nuisance uses 

(zoned areas)  

▪ PC -subdivision variances, site plans for nuisance uses (unzoned areas)  

 

• Typical Application and Review Process is:  Prelim inary Plat /S ite Plan → C onstruction Drawings  → Final 

Plat → Building Permit → As -Builts  

• Currently have Prelim inary and Final sign permits : Change to just a singular permit  

 

• Planning staff currently does  planning services for  Pelzer and Belton  

• No stormwater other than County  

• Towns administer have their own code  - just zoning ordinance s. They do not have  subdivision  

regulations.   

 

Where do we go next w/PC?  
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• Planning commission -request letter from schools, utility, etc.  

• Should not need letters from schools because there are no standards  

 

General Discussion of Public Forum and Moving Forward:  

• Extend moratorium (?) another 90 days  

• Developers will be there tonight  

How to change the rezoning process... they have  7 precincts coming through process.  

 

Education - Need ed  for Rezoning Process  

 

Annexation Process  

• "dead issue"  

• obstructive, discriminatory  

 

Brought up the "At -Large" idea for The appointment of Planning comm.  

 

Website:  

• Chad introduced website  

• Joan/Sarah will be contact on the website.  

 

Three Comp Plan elements b y staff : 

1. Housing  

2. Population  

3. Priority Investment  

 

Elements complete Nov -24 ᵗʰ  

Packets out Nov -24 ᵗʰ  

PC/ Hearing Dec -9th  

C ounty C ouncil : 1st reading Dec 16 th, 2nd reading Jan 6 th, 3rd reading Jan 20 ᵗʰ + PH (adopt by ordinance)  

 

 

5. Public Forum  

From 3:00 PM until 7:00 PM on Tuesday , October 28 th, 2026 , the  Town staff and the consulting team 

conducted the second  public forum of the Land Use and Development Ordinance  project.  The open -house -

style event  took place at the Civic Center (3027 MLK Jr. Blvd, Anderson) .  The public forum  was conducted to 

provide a n introduction to the project for those who were unable to attend the previous forum , present survey 

results, share findings form the Comprehensive Plan research, request feedback on the proposed future land 

use map, and present the Key Findings from the Code Diagnosis . There were presentation at 3:30 and 5:00 by 

the Consultant team. The 5:00 presentation was filmed for use on the website and provided an opportunity for 

questions from the public.  

 

The following is a summary of concerns we heard, the information Boards that were o n display during the 

public forum, and the slides from the presentations by the Consultant team.  

 

Concerns We Heard  
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• Question from public: Who benefits from annexation: city or developer?  

o Both benefit .  City ensures design matches character of city. Developer often gets lower utility 

rates and more responsive permitting.  

 

• Interest in incentivizing revitalization of existing developed sites to preserve undeveloped land.  

o Can County reduce utility fees for infill development?   Look into this.  

 

• Farmland cluster is an appealing subdivision option.  

 

• Staff asked about conservation suitability as an option in the future.  

 

Presentation Boards  

 

Welcome and Introduction  
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Code Diagnosis Summary  

 

 
 

Comprehensive Plan Introduction and Goals  
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Survey Summary
 

 

 
 

 

Proposed Future Land Use  
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Public Workshop Presentation Slides  
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END OF DOCUMENT  


