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MINUTES 

Lancaster County Planning Commission 
October 18, 2022 6:00 p.m. 

 
Chairman Deese called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
1. ROLL CALL:  Quorum is present (Five* Commissioners) 
Commissioners Present:   
Tamecca Neely  Ben Levine*  James Barnett 
Sheila Hinson   Charles Keith Deese     
 
Absent: Alan Patterson [see attached letter to Commissioners]   
  
No appointment has yet been made to fill District 5 seat. 
 
Staff Present: 
 Rox Burhans, Development Services Director    
 Ashley Davis, Senior Planner 

Matthew Blaszyk, Planner   Clerk: Jennifer Bryan 
 

 
 
The following press were notified of the meeting by email in accordance with the 
Freedom of Information Act:  The Lancaster News, Kershaw News Era, The Rock Hill 
Herald, The Fort Mill Times, Cable News 2, Channel 9, and the local Government 
Channel.  The agenda was also posted in the lobby of the County Administration 
Building for the required length of time, and was published on the County website. 
 
 
 
 
2. APPROVE AGENDA 
Chairman Deese called for a motion to approve the Agenda. 
Motion to Approve by James Barnett; 2nd by Tamecca Neely. 
Called vote: 4:0.   Motion approved unanimously. 
 
 
* Commissioner Ben Levine arrived after approval of minutes. 
 
 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

 
 
 
3. CITIZENS’ COMMENTS [see Sign-In sheet attached] 
[3 General Comments received after publication of Agenda, see attachment] 
Chairman Deese opened the floor to general comments from the public.   
  

Donna Hagins (Lancaster SC); Present on behalf of owners on two projects, Shiloh 
Woods (Items 5a and 5b) and Alcott Village (Item 5f). The Harper family acquired 
the land in the early 2000s, has always intended to develop as residential 
subdivisions. She shares a 1,600-foot boundary with the Alcott Village project. 
Family also developed Hunters Ridge which adjoins Alcott Village.  Available to 
answer questions from Commissioners. 

 
4. APPROVE MINUTES 

a. September 1, 2022 Workshop Minutes 
Deferred to 11/15/2022 for lack of quorum. 
 
b. September 20, 2022 Regular Minutes 
Deferred to 11/15/2022 for lack of quorum. 
 
c. October 6, 2022 Workshop Minutes 
Chairman Deese called for a motion to approve October 6, 2022 Workshop Minutes 
as written.  Motion to Approve by James Barnet; 2nd by Sheila Hinson. 
Called vote: 4:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 

 
* Commissioner Ben Levine arrived after approval of minutes. 
 
5. PUBLIC ITEMS 

 
a. SD-2022-0733 Century Communities aka Shiloh Woods 
Application by Century Communities for a Preliminary Plat for four parcels 
totaling approximately 169.86 acres located at and adjacent to 500 and 516 W. 
Shiloh Unity Road (TM#s 0049-00-004.130049-00-004.16, 0049-00-005.01 
and 0049-00-005.02) to allow development of a 398-lot Cluster Subdivision. 

 
Staff Presentation: Ashley Davis, Senior Planner, presented the applications consistent 
with the staff report (Items 5a and 5b conjoined). Previous public hearing was held on 
9/20/2022 [see minutes attached to 10/18/2022 agenda]. TIA information now submitted 
and reviewed, and Rezoning has completed two readings with Council and third reading 
will be on Monday 10/28/2022. TIA memo was received after agenda publication, 
emailed to Commissioners.  [See attached TIA memo for Shiloh Woods] 
 
 
 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

 
 Staff Recommendations:  Approval with Conditions:   

• TRC/Evolve comments resolved within 60 days of this meeting; 
• TIA comments resolved within 90 days of this meeting; 
• County Council Approval of Rezoning. 

 
Questions to staff: 
 
Ben Levine asked if changes required due to TIA comments would change the 
Preliminary Plat.  Davis responded that significant changes e.g. more than 10-20 feet 
shift of ingress/egress would require applicant to submit a new Preliminary Plat for 
approval by Commission. 
 
Comment from applicant(s): 
 

Rob Reddick (Charlotte NC) McAdams Engineering: 
Century Communities representative is also here.  No additional presentation; the 
most significant aspects of the TIA comments involve ingress/egress, and 
applicant has been working with SCDOT to resolve them.  The locations have 
been approved by SCDOT; what remains is to gain necessary easements from 
adjacent properties to establish correct turn radii.  Applicants available for 
questions from Commissioners. 

 
Questions from Commissioners:  None. 
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments:  Sign-in Sheets) 
Rob Reddick (applicant, see above) signed in.  No additional comments. 
 
Chairman Deese closed Public hearing and called for a motion on item SD-2022-0733 
Motion to approve, subject to stated staff conditions, by Sheila Hinson; 2nd by Tamecca 
Neely.  

• TRC/Evolve comments resolved within 60 days of this meeting; 
• TIA comments resolved within 90 days of this meeting; 
• County Council Approval of Rezoning. 

 
Discussion:  
Ben Levine asked that in the future, such proposals would not be brought to Planning 
Commission until the rezoning stage has been heard and approved by Council. 
Chairman Deese concurred that this would not happen in the future. 
 
Called vote: 5:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
Planning Commission makes final decision on Preliminary Plats. 
 
 
 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

 
b. DA-2022-0733 Century Communities aka Shiloh Woods 
Application by Century Communities for a development agreement for four 
parcels totaling approximately 169.86 acres located at Williamson Farm Road, 
and at 500 and 516 W. Shiloh Unity Road (TM#s 0049-00-004.13, 0049-00-
004.16, 0049-00-005.01 and 0049-00-005.02) to allow development of a 398-
lot Cluster Subdivision. 

 
Staff Presentation: Ashley Davis, Senior Planner, presented the applications consistent 
with the staff report. (Items 5a and 5b conjoined).  
Staff Recommendations:  Approval with stated conditions: 

• TRC comments resolved within 60 days 
• TIA comments resolved within 90 days;  
• County Council Approval of Rezoning 

 
 
Questions to staff:  
A. Davis noted that TIA is associated with Development Agreement, and the updated 
TIA response/revisions are unlikely to be ready before the DA’s first reading before 
Council. 
 
Comment from applicant(s): No additional. 
Questions from Commissioners: No additional. 
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments:  Sign-in Sheets) None signed in. 
 
Chairman Deese closed Public hearing and called for a motion on item DA-2022-0733 
 Motion to approve, with stated staff conditions, by Ben Levine; 2nd by James Barnett. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Ben Levine:  asks if at all possible, draft Development Agreements in the future would 
include stipulations that future potential impact fees must apply. He does not support this 
development agreement. 
 
Called vote: 
B. Levine: Against   T. Neely:  For 
S. Hinson:  For   J. Barnett:  For 
C. Deese:  For 
 
Vote: 4:1. Motion is approved. 
The item will go to County Council for consideration, and applicant will be notified of 
time and date. 

 
 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

 
c. RZ-2022-0735 CLREF III Acquisitions LLC aka Nisbet 
Application by CLREF III Acquisitions LLC to rezone 5 parcels totaling 
approximately 780.40 acres located at and adjacent to 8275 Van Wyck Road 
(TM#: 0022-00-002.00, 0022-00-002.02, 0022-00-002.03, 0022-00-003.00, 
0022-00-03.01) from Rural Neighborhood (RN) to medium Density 
Residential (MDR) to allow development of a 1,019-lot single-family 
residential cluster subdivision. 
 

Staff Presentation: Ashley Davis, Senior Planner, presented the applications consistent 
with the staff report. (Items 5c and 5d conjoined). Please note that the attached proposed 
plat is only for information, and is not binding, as the plan cannot be submitted until the 
rezoning is secured. 150 acres are covered by existing Conservation Easement, and must 
remain unbuilt.  
 
Staff Recommendations: Denial of both rezoning and development agreement, based on 
required traffic mitigation/improvements, as well as incompatibility with Future Land 
Use (Rural Living) and character of surrounding neighborhood, including Van Wyck’s 
new Comprehensive Plan. 
   
Comment from applicant(s): 
 

Mike Scisciani (Wake Forest NC) Landeavor representative 
[see attached slideshow presentation for Nisbet Property] 
Landeavor is an award-winning private Master Plan company. Developed 
Millbridge in Charlotte.  Every project is unique.  Cluster Development was 
chosen to preserve natural features; other design elements and amenities preserve 
the historic features of the site.  The plan does include public access trails and 
kayak launch site.  The design includes a community farm with neighborhood 
farmer’s market on weekends. Current zoning does not require curb and gutter 
development, nor does it have minimum required open space.  Development 
under current zoning would be more detrimental to historic and natural features, 
with a larger footprint than the design proposed under rezoning.  Smaller lot sizes 
and houses are more affordable.  The proposed plan has more than 50% open 
space (462 acres), far in excess of the 25% required under Cluster Overlay. Plan 
calls for 1.3 dua, much less than the allowed 2.5 dua under Cluster Overlay, and 
only slightly more than allowed under current zoning (1.0).  They specialize in 
highly amenitized communities, and are eager to work with the county to develop 
public playing fields.  This property will be developed, this plan is the best way to 
preserve the features the community wants. 

 
Questions from Commissioners: none 
 
 
 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

 
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments:  Sign-in Sheets) 
72 Citizens’ Comment emails and letters were submitted to the Clerk in advance of the 
meeting. [See attached copies, and Summary by Clerk] 
 

Paul Schulz (resident of Treetops) Vice-President of Treetops HOA Board of 
Directors: 
Residents are aware that the area will be developed, but they oppose this plan. 
• Not in keeping with farm conservation easements around it; 
• The high density and number of homes is not in keeping with community; 
• Will have a negative effect on home values; 
• Lack of supporting infrastructure especially roads; 
• Worsens traffic conditions, adding 2,000+ autos to surrounding roads; 
• Worsens condition of Van Wyck road, both from traffic and construction 

vehicles; 
• Will overburden utilities, especially electrical service; 
• Inadequate emergency services; 
• The Treetops EMS station has never been funded by the County; 
Requests that Commission and Council do not approve the rezoning request. 

 
Lyn Reese (Treetops resident): Presenting petition with 649 signatures of 
residents of Van Wyck and Indian Land.  Petition was generated in just 6 days.  
Reasons for opposition are: 
• Lack of infrastructure; 
• Too high density of homes; 
• Threat to property values; 
• Not in keeping with farm conservation easements. 

 
Rosa Sansbury (resident of Van Wyck): Concerns in agreement of Town of Van 
Wyck letter.  Especially concerned with Steele Hill Road, which will be used by 
construction.  The road is in bad condition and already experiences heavy traffic 
to 521.There is already significant heavy-truck traffic to industrial site on the 
road, including hazardous waste.  Turning left (north) onto 521 is already 
hazardous and will only become more difficult as existing projects at Griffin Road 
and Vantage Apartments are built out.  Ten years ago, Steel Hill Road was voted 
2nd worst road in Lancaster County.  The County repaved the road but used 
substandard tarmac material which has quickly deteriorated. Please consider these 
conditions in your vote. 
 
Steve Patton (resident of Treetops):  concurs with other comments, and is 
concerned with how residents will get in and out of their neighborhood. 
 
 
 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

 
Emily Nisbet (Hendersonville NC) part owner of Nisbet property: 
5th generation of Nisbet property owners.  Have worked for years to preserve the 
heritage of the property.  Landeavor has committed to preserving over 50% of the 
land, as well as historic sites and other features on site.  The family wants a 
development that will preserve their family’s heritage and conserve the beautiful 
features of the site. 
 
Stewart Graham (Lancaster SC): representing The Ivey Place, working farm and 
event venue founded by his parents. Serves thousands of people a year; concerned 
about the high density of the proposed development next to a farm and an event 
venue. This is not the right location for the proposed subdivision. 
 
Roy Sansbury (Van Wyck):  Lancaster County recently invested in a study to 
create the Small Area Plan (Panhandle) and SAP Extension.  An important 
finding was that there not be a continuation of the overdelopment taking place in 
Indian Land coming farther south into the County.  The traffic study indicates a 
future need for a light at Steel Hill road, which is in contradiction to the SP call 
for fewer traffic stops going south.  Another inconsistency is the Rural Living 
designation in the County’s Comprehensive Plan, which directly contradicts what 
the proposed plan shows.   
 
Rebuttal by Applicants: 
Many of the issues presented are problems whether or not this proposal is 
approved.  Treetops (MDR Cluster) and Light Industrial sites are nearby, so the 
proposal is not inconsistent with the neighborhood.  The developer will be 
working with LCW&SD to upgrade water and sewer service.  The surrounding 
easements should not restrict the Nisbet family’s ability to develop the rest of 
their property. 

 
Chairman Deese closed Public hearing and called for a motion on item RZ-2022-0735 
 Motion to approve (in the interest of an affirmative motion) by Ben Levine; 2nd by 
James Barnett. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Ben Levine: He does not support the proposal.  The area has a very rural feel, which 
would not be enhanced by such dense development; other developments in the area have 
created buffers making them invisible from the road. Also, there is no benefit to having a 
development agreement since impact fees would apply in either case. 
 
Tamecca Neely:  She does not support, given the lack of consistency with Future Land 
Use, Van Wyck’s Comprehensive Plan, and the limitations on infrastructure in the area 
and effects on school district. 
 
 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

Called vote: 0:5. Motion is denied unanimously. 
The item will go to County Council for consideration, and applicant will be notified of 
time and date. 
 

d. DA-2022-0735 CLREF III Acquisitions LLC aka Nisbet 
Development Agreement by CLREF III Acquisitions LLC for 5 parcels 
totaling approximately 780.40 acres located at and adjacent to 8275 Van 
Wyck Road (TM#: 0022-00-002.00, 0022-00-002.02, 0022-00-002.03, 
0022-00-003.00, 0022-00-03.01) for a 1,019-lot single-family 
residential cluster subdivision. 

 
Staff Presentation: Ashley Davis, Senior Planner, presented the applications consistent 
with the staff report. (Items 5c and 5d conjoined). Reminder to audience that Planning 
Commission is a recommending body, County Council has the final decision on both the 
rezoning and the development agreement. 
Staff Recommendations:  Denial, due to stated concerns (see previous item). 
 
Comment from applicant(s): 

Chaplain Spencer (Rock Hill) attorney: available for questions. 
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments:  Sign-in Sheets) 
[See attachments under previous item 5c: Nisbet Rezoning] 
 
Jimmy White [yields time] 
 

Robert Yoder (Van Wyck): lives adjacent to subject property. He opposes the 
development. Family owns Oakdale Farm, a working farm.  Has a 4,000-foot 
border with Nisbet Property.  There is only a 25-foot setback along their property 
line, which would mean they would be looking at 400-500 houses in their 
backyard.  Asks that the County require a 300-foot buffer and an 8-foot chain link 
fence on the property line. We hunt and fish on our land and safety is a concern, 
we would lose the use of over 125 acres of their property for hunting.  Traffic has 
increased 300-400% on Van Wyck Road since Sun City and TreeTops were 
developed. The roads and schools cannot stand the increase of cars and students. 
Conservation Easements should not be considered part of the open space 
requirement for the development. 

 
Cricket Harper [signed by mistake, speaking to Alcott Village item] 
 

Linda Pelletier (Van Wyck): 20-year resident of Van Wyck in opposition to the 
Nisbet Development. She is also representing the Town of Van Wyck as a 
member of their Planning Commission.  Reasons for opposition:   

 
 
 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

 
 
 
 

The plan is not compatible with definition of Rural Living by Van Wyck and by 
County standards; 
• The density far exceeds that of the adjacent Town; 
• The proposal encroaches on valuable agricultural properties, and community 

landmark The Ivey Place; 
• Current infrastructure and all-volunteer fire department cannot support influx of 

cars and people, will result in injuries and fatalities 
• Planning is not about tax value or profits, it is about preserving values, quality of 

life, and green space. 
Please consider the County’s own research for recent area plans, and recent feedback 
from Comprehensive Plan Forums, and deny the proposal. 
 

Nancy Graham [yields time] 
Genie Graham [yields time] 
 
Chairman Deese closed Public hearing and called for a motion on item DA-2022-0735 
 Motion to deny by James Barnett; 2nd by Sheila Hinson. 
 
Discussion: no additional. 
 
Called vote: 5:0. Motion to deny is approved unanimously. 
The item will go to County Council for consideration, and applicant will be notified of 
time and date. 
 
[Chairman Deese called a recess at 7:20 PM.  Meeting Resumed at 7:26 PM.] 
 
 

e. RZ-2022-1357 D.R. Horton aka Asbury Lane 
Application by D.R. Horton to rezone 7 parcels totaling approximately 95.85 
acres (TMs  0007-00-022.00, 0007-00-022.01, 0007-00-022.02, 0007-00-
022.03, 0007-00-022.04, 0007-00-022.05, 0007-00-023.06) located west of the 
intersection of Possum Hollow Road and Old Bailes Road from Low Density 
Residential (LDR) to Medium Density Residential, with the intent to develop a 
196-unit single-family lot subdivision. 
 

Staff Presentation:  Matthew Blaszyk, Planner, presented the application consistent with 
the staff report.  Staff Recommendations:  Approval on basis of findings, with caveat that 
Council and Indian Land residents have recently indicated opposition to further 
development in the area. 
 
 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

Questions to staff: 
 
Staff provided clarification that a TIA was not required for this submission since lack of 
Cluster Overlay designation required no Development Agreement; data from prior TIA 
was provided for reference purposes only.  County and SCDOT did not complete 
comments/review of the prior TIA.  
  
Comment from applicant(s): 

Andrew Grant (Charlotte NC) BGE Engineering: 
[see attached slideshow presentation Asbury/D.R. Horton] 
While some nearby neighborhoods have larger lots, several including northern 
Bridgemill phase and Fox Ridge have similarly sized lots. Most recent sketch plan 
shows a reduction of lots to 170, yielding a density of 1.78 dua.  The plan 
includes amenity areas and trails.  Applicants have submitted TIA revision today 
addressing prior comments by SCDOT and staff. 

 
Questions from Commissioners: 
 
Ben Levine:  Have you discussed with staff a way to stipulate e.g. Development 
Agreement that Cluster Subdivision will not be requested in future revisions of this 
project?  Grant responded that the client has no intention of pursuing CSO. Dan Ballou 
(attorney) applicant has had conversations with staff and county attorney regarding 
development agreement, but after CSO was denied last year, has developed a new plan 
and does not want to go through redesign and resubmission to Commission and Council 
that would be required for CSO. Would be open to creating a development agreement if 
Council desires and can commit to not using CSO. 
 
B. Levine asked staff if there was any way to address his concern that CSO would re-
emerge in future design revisions, he would like assurance that it could not be changed to 
CSO later.  How could this concern or recommendation be conveyed to Council? 
R. Burhans responded that such concerns or recommendations could be included in 
staff’s report to Council on Planning Commission referred items. 
J. Barnett concurred with MR. Levine that without a development agreement, there were 
a lot of “what ifs.” 
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments:  Sign-in Sheets) 
[One email comment was received in advance of the meeting, see copy attached] 
 
Andrew Grant (applicant/developer):  no further comment. 
Troy Korski (applicant/developer) no additional comments 
Conrad Trapp:  not present. 
Dan Ballou (attorney for developer): no additional comments. 
 
Chairman Deese closed Public hearing and called for a motion on item RZ-2022-1357 
Discussion ensured regarding the form of the motion, whether to phrase as condition or 
recommendation.  



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

Motion to approve, with recommendation to Council that the property be developed 
by-right and not as Cluster Subdivision, by Ben Levine; 2nd by James Barnett. 
 
Discussion: no additional comments or discussion 
 
Called vote: 5:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
The item will go to County Council for consideration, and applicant will be notified of 
time and date. 
 

f. SD-2022-1135 McIlwain Holdings LLC aka Alcott Village 
Application by McIlwain Holdings LLC for a Preliminary Plat for 51.28 acres 
(TM# 0102-00-120.00) located on the east side of McIlwain Road between 
Hunters Ridge Road and Suttle Road, for a 99-lot single-family subdivision. 
 

Staff Presentation: Ashley Davis, Senior Planner, presented the application consistent 
with the staff report.  Staff Recommendations:  Conditional Approval, pending resolution 
of TIA comments within 60 days.  There are no significant unresolved TRC comments. 
 
Questions to staff: 
 
Ben Levine requested that TRC comments be included in future staff reports, even if 
minor. 
 
Comment from applicant(s): 
 

Chris Wood (York SC) Civil Engineer: 
SCDOT has approved the TIA. Lancaster County Water & Sewer will serve the 
property, with upgrades to adjacent pump and lift stations. 

 
Questions from Commissioners: no additional. 
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments:  Sign-in Sheets) 
 

Arthur “Cricket” Harper (resident):  Owns land adjacent to the subject 
property. He hunts on his land, asks that the developer ensure some type of 
permanent barrier to prevent injuries; is also concerned about the traffic impact on 
that road. 
 
Ron Capitini:  not present. 
 
Chris Harper (McIlwain Road resident): Concerned about the number of houses 
and increased traffic, foresees safety issues.  Would like a larger easement next to 
adjacent properties.  He has a pond on his property, and is concerned about safety 
especially if children trespass. Would prefer a smaller development/fewer homes. 

 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

Chairman Deese closed Public hearing and called for a motion on item SD-2022-1135 
Motion to approve, with stated staff conditions (resolution of TIA comments within 60 
days) by Ben Levine; 2nd by James Barnett. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Ben Levine asked for clarification about the zoning of the property: already zoned MDR, 
the plan was by-right density under ordinance and no rezoning or Cluster Overlay was 
requested. 
 
Tamecca Neely stated that recent comments by School District indicated that this 
development would not adversely affect the schools in the surrounding area.  
Nonetheless, she would like Council to explore expanding school impact fees to other 
parts of the County south of Highway 5 as they have done in Indian Land. 
 
Called vote: 5:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
Planning Commission makes final decision on Preliminary Plats. 
 
 
6. NEW BUSINESS 

a. Overview of Next Month’s Agenda: One single-parcel rezoning submitted for 
November calendar.  Two others have had discussions with staff but have not 
submitted documents. 
 

b. Other 
• Clerk will send email regarding an upcoming CE event via Zoom that the County 

can host if there is sufficient interest. 
 

• The last Comprehensive plan Key Topic Forum will be held Thursday, October 
27, 2022 at CrossRidge, on the topic of Transportation. 

 
      
7. ADJOURN 

Motion to adjourn by James Barnett; 2nd by Sheila Hinson.  Motion approved by 
unanimous consent. Meeting adjourned at 8:16 p.m. 
 



 

 

 

ATTACHMENT: 
LETTER FROM  

COMMISSIONER PATTERSON 
 

 

   



Alan Patterson 
Lancaster County Planning Commission 

District 1 
 

Dear Fellow Commissioners, 
Unfortunately, I must be out of town Tuesday and will miss our monthly meeting. I am very disappointed 
because I believe what we do is important and that our voice to our county council is heard.  
 
There are four agenda items that I want to share my thoughts on in my absence. 

First, SD-2022-0733 Century Communities aka Shiloh Woods. This project is not ready for our agenda, 
much less approval. There are TRC items to resolve, as well as numerous TIA items to resolve. I am 
not comfortable approving a preliminary plat with so many items outstanding. This project has not been 
rezoned yet so I think that it was presented to us too soon and incomplete. I believe the applicant 
should withdraw and resubmit when complete. I believe that this developer’s struggles to date reflect its 
ability to follow through and complete a quality project. Lastly, I believe that the entrance configuration 
is problematic for current and future homeowners. 
 
Second,DA-2022-0733 Century Communities aka Shiloh Woods.  In article 4, no impact fees are 
assessed in this project. I am sure there is a simple explanation but I believe that new development 
should pay their share of the impact of development, no matter where it is in the county. 
 
Third, RZ-2022-0735 CLREF III Acquisitions aka Nisbet. This project is inconsistent with the rural 
nature of the area as well as the desire of our town of Van Wyck neighbors to maintain a rural lifestyle.  
I spoke to the Chief of the Van Wyck fire station and he emphatically told me that his station is not 
prepared nor will it be prepared to protect another 1,019 homes. The Fire Protection District money is 
not enough yet to build the facilities needed to cover the district with higher density. He also informed 
me that in the years that he sat on the county fire commission he never saw any plans or plats of any 
kind to provide input as to whether local first responders could protect a development. 
The plan also uses approximately 150 acres of public conservation land to meet it’s open space 
requirement. This should not be allowed. 
It seems clear to me that County Council wants to slow development. 
Ditto for Development agreement. 
 
Fourth, RZ-2022-1357 D.R. Horton aka Asbury Lane. There are 15 “items of interest” concerning the 
applicant’s TIA report. It is incomprehensible to me that adding 283 additional single family residents 
does not need any Traffic mitigation measures as noted on page 373 of our packet. Old Bailes and 
Possum Holler roads are already stressed. We cannot add additional homes without better traffic 
management. 
 
Thank you for hearing me out and thank you for your commitment to Lancaster County. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Alan Patterson 
District One Planning Commissioner 
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Item 5a & 5b Shiloh Woods: 
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Traffic Impact Analysis Review – Lancaster County – Shiloh Woods
  Technical Memorandum

October 10, 2022
1Page | 3

1. Overview of Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Report 

Ramey Kemp submitted a traffic impact analysis report for single family housing development 
that will access West Shiloh Unity Road just west of US 521. J. Andrew Eagle is the Engineer on 
Record (EOR) for producing the detailed traffic study. Four intersections were analyzed for 
impacts – US 521 at West Shiloh Unity Road/Shiloh Unity Road, US 521 at University Drive/Old 
Charlotte Road, University Drive at Hubbard Drive, and University Drive at W. Shiloh Unity 
Road. Also, two access point locations were reviewed on West Shiloh Unity Road for the 
development that are located offset north and south of Havenwood Drive. The overall report 
contained existing, no-build, and build traffic volumes for all study locations and good breakdown 
of volumes and distribution among all study locations. The analysis period for build out +1 year 
was not included but for the build out year only. Primary concerns are the driveway offsets on 
West Shiloh Road with Havenwood Drive, the strip of land for southern access being wide enough 
to accommodate a full access drive, and mitigation needs. Report needs some adjustments to get a 
true understanding of issues at the study locations.

2. Items of Interest in the TIA Report

The TIA document was redlined with marks highlighting interest items below (pages noted below 
reflect pdf pages and not report pages): 

 Page 2 – Lancaster County is in South Carolina and not North Carolina
 Page 3 – Build out year is 2029 and the analysis for No-Build and Build was for 2029 and not 

2030 for Build +1 year. Volumes needed to grow for an additional year per Lancaster UDO. 
 Page 4 – For trip generation used peak hour adjacent street traffic and not peak hour traffic 

which tends to be a little more trips.
 Page 5 – Recommending left turn lane by Lancaster Landing but report says no additional 

improvements were reviewed – would not recommend additional lanes on same approach at 
an All-Way stop control due to right of way movement issues. 

 Page 6 – Statement says that improvements are needed but not associated with Shiloh Woods 
even through volumes are attributed to this location at US 521 at University Drive/Old 
Charlotte Road.

 Page 6 – Recommends R-Cut (Restricted Crossing U-Turn intersection) for US 521 at 
University Drive/Old Charlotte Road – but did not perform an analysis for a signal and/or 
additional turn lanes. Issues with R-Cut would be driveway restrictions upstream and 
downstream on US 521 and placement of U-turns in  driveway areas would need to be verified.

 Page 7 – Recommended Lane configuration shows separate right turn lanes on University 
Drive EB and WB at Hubbard Drive and these lanes are not present. Also shows additional 
turn lanes for the NB and SB approach of Hubbard Drive at University Drive and would not 
recommend due to All-Way stop control. 

 Page 11 – Did not perform analysis for Build year + 1 year for 2030.
 Page 15 – Southern access shows radii encroachment onto adjoining properties and not a 5’ 

offset as required by SCDOT. 
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 Page 15 – The report does not mention, or site plan show dimensions of the proposed access points 
from a reference point.

 Page 19 – Analysis for 2029 build out year and not 2030 for Build + 1 year.
 Page 20 – 3.3 statement says no roadway improvements are expected but the report shows 

improvements by Lancaster Landing adding turn lanes on Hubbard Drive.
 Page 24 – used adjacent peak hour traffic and not peak hour traffic which gives more trips during the 

peak hour
 Page 34 – State that queuing is from University EB at US 521 is affecting University EB at Hubbard. 

Did not see verification or drawing reference showing the distance between the two intersections and 
queuing.

 Page 35 – WB approach drops to LOS D where Shiloh traffic added.
 Page 36 – US 521 at University/Old Charlotte states that additional lanes was considered but was it 

tested to determine improvements? Signal also could be considered at a skewed intersection if 
warranted. 

 Page 37 – Recommended R-Cut mitigation for US 521 at University/Old Charlotte but would like to 
see additional mitigation tested due to impacts by this development. 

 Page 66 – SCDOT Synchro defaults – use calculated PHF from counts in Synchro and not .9.
 Page 75 – Appears that the SCDOT signal plan was not used in the modeling of the signal at US 521 

at Shiloh Unity Road. Should use base plan for all scenarios for comparisons and optimized for 
mitigation. Left turn phase green is too low and would not represent actual timings in the field.

 Page 98 – University at Hubbard shows that additional turn lanes were modeled in Synchro for 
EB/WB University where there should be just one lane approaches.

 Page 116 – Should use SCDOT turn lane graphs located in the Road Design Manual P 9.5-8 for lefts.
 Page 117 - Should use SCDOT turn lane graphs located in the Road Design Manual P 9.5-2 for rights.

3. Checklist Comments

Attached is a TIA checklist that reviews all submitted information for proper TIA submittal. The 
analysis period did reflect UDO 6.8.2 D for analysis year after development which would be 2030 
(Build plus 1 year). The TIA did not review driveway sight distance (usually covered under site 
plan permitting). Did not verify signalization at US 521 at University/Old Charlotte. Modeled 2 
approach lane on University at Hubbard where there is one lane. 
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4.   Recommendations 

1. Verify sight distance for all access points.

2. Update Trip generation and Growth for increased trip distribution.

3. Update modeling for All-Way stop control at University Drive and Hubbard Drive to 

understand the need for additional mitigation where queue lengths are excessive.  

Shiloh Woods is adding traffic increasing the queue lengths and delays. Model needs 

to show one lane approaches on University Drive. Statement on queues from the EB 

approach on University Drive at US 521 affecting the Hubbard intersection - if no 

effect from these queues, then what happens to the intersection in a model? Would 

not add additional turn lanes on Hubbard Drive at an All-Way stop control so model 

Build scenario without these turn lanes. 

4. Use a base signal plan to model US 521 at W. Shiloh Unity and Shiloh Unity Road for 

all scenarios for reference point to determine impacts. Then mitigate timings as an 

option. Good to use SCDOT signal plan as a base.

5. Need to see the effect of a signal and additional lanes at US 521 at University 

Drive/Old Charlotte Road instead of the recommended R-Cut.

6. Verify spacing locations of the two access point locations offset from Havenwood 

Drive and verify turn lane needs for both using SCDOT graphs found in the Road 

Design Manual.



ATTACHMENT: 

 
Item 5c and 5d:   

Nisbet Property 

TIA COMMENTS MEMO 
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1. Overview of Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Report 

Kimley Horn submitted a traffic impact analysis report for single family housing development that 
will access Van Wyck Road south of Tree Tops subdivision. Amy Massey is the Engineer on 
Record (EOR) for producing the detailed traffic study. Seven intersections were analyzed for 
impacts – US 521 at Van Wyck Road/Faith Presbyterian Driveway, US 521 at Steel Hill Road, US 
521 at W. Rebound Road/E. Rebound Road, Rock Hill Highway (SC 5) at Steel Hill Road, Rock 
Hill Road (SC 5) at Rebound Road/Riverside Road, Van Wyck Road at W. Rebound Road, Van 
Wyck Road at Steel Hill Road. Also, five access point locations were reviewed on Van Wyck 
Road for the development on the east and west side of the road. The overall report contained a 
good breakdown of volumes and distribution among all study locations. The analysis period for 
build out included the proposed year of 2031 plus one year for a 2032 modeling period. There 
were some unacceptable levels of services for certain movements at intersections and the report 
showed mitigation for all mentioned in the report. 

2. Items of Interest in the TIA Report

The TIA document was redlined with marks highlighting interest items below (pages noted below 
reflect pdf pages and not report pages): 

 Page 5– US 521 at Van Wyck Road recommends auxiliary lane on US 521 northbound to 
improve LOS at the intersection to allow additional movement for US 521 to take away 
green time from this movement to add time to the predicated heavy left turn from Van 
Wyck Road. 

 Page 6 – Van Wyck Road at Steel Hill Road – suggest All -Way Stop Control – would 
recommend performing warrant analysis and install prior to development build out. Might 
be justified based on sight distance issues.

 Page 25 – US 521 at Van Wyck Road – construction of 300’ SB left turn lane on US 521 
– might consider extending to the additional lane on US 521 that tapers about 1200’ north 
of this intersection to accommodate the heavy right turn movement and prevent a merging 
taper and a deceleration taper. 

 Page 29 – US 521 at Steel Hill – Steel Hill and Niven would need to eventually line up on 
US 521 for future improvements especially for a traffic signal.

 Page 34 – Van Wyck Road at Steel Hill Road – Verify All-Way Stop Warrants and install 
– might be based on sight distance issues.

 Page 35 – Van Wyck Road at Access 1/Ivy Place – Verify Sight distance and would mirror 
construction of left turn lane into Ivy Place for safety and consistency in roadway geometry.

 Page 36 – Van Wyck Road at Access 2 & 3 - verify sight distance.
 Page 37 – Van Wyck Road at Access 4 – verify sight distance (could be issues with 

horizontal curve on Van Wyck Road); consider extending left turn bay up to Access 2 left 
turn lane (three lane section) to prevent hourglass effect on Van Wyck Road where there 
will be a short tangent section on Van Wyck Road between the two tapers. 

 Page 38 – Van Wyck Road at Access 5 – verify sight distance
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3. Checklist Comments

Attached is a TIA checklist that reviews all submitted information for proper TIA submittal. The 
analysis period did reflect UDO 6.8.2 D for analysis year after development which would be 2032 
(Build plus 1 year). The TIA did not review driveway sight distance (usually covered under site 
plan permitting). 

4.   Recommendations 

1. Verify sight distance for all access points.

2. Mitigation for US 521 at Van Wyck Road needs to be looked at for whether negating 

the additional lane on NB US 521 due to tapers or extend to Jim Wilson Road as a 

right turn lane drop instead of tapering where numerous driveways are located. This 

improvement is used to allow more green time for the predicted heavy left turn 

movement off Van Wyck Road.

3. Conduct All-Way Stop Control analysis for Van Wyck Road at Steel Hill Road and 

implement.

4. Consider left turn lane for Ivy Place since the recommendation for left turn lane for 

Access 1 across form it. This will eliminate confusion for motorist meeting offset  

trying to make left turns at the same time – safety issue.

5. Consider extending the left turn lanes between Access 2 and 4 to eliminate tapers and 

hourglass effect (create 3-lane section between the access points on Van Wyck Road).

6. Need to verify partnership with Catawba COG over improvements at SC 5 and Steel 

Hill Road and at SC 5 and Riverside/Rebound Road.
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October 14, 2022 

VIA EMAIL 

To: 

The Lancaster County Planning Commission and Lancaster County Council 
planning@lancastersc.net; rburhans@lancastersc.net; tgraham@lancastersc.net; cmcgriff@comporium.net; 
bmosteller@lancastersc.net; lhoney@comporium.net; steveharper@lancastersc.net; ablackmon@lancastersc.net; 
briancarnes@lancastersc.net; JBryan@lancastersc.net 
 
cc: planning@townofvanwyck.net; town.council@townofvanwyck.net  
 
Re: Comments from the Town of Van Wyck, South Carolina regarding: 

  

 

Greetings: 

Members of the Van Wyck Town Council and Planning Commission, after review of the proposed application and after 
receiving feedback from town residents, respectfully request the Lancaster County Planning Commission decline to 
advance the application. Thank you for receiving and incorporating the following comments into your deliberations on 
the above proposed rezoning application and development agreement. 

 

The Proposed Subdivision does not meet the Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan concept for Rural Living 

The property for this proposed subdivision is currently zoned Rural Neighborhood (RN) which is coordinated with the 
zoning for the Town of Van Wyck, (just adjacent to the property) and is an area of the county that promotes rural living.  
These are the pictures from the current Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan showing Rural Living. The Future Land 
Use Map in the Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan identifies this area as Rural Living.   The proposed subdivision 
does not meet this concept.  
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The Town of Van Wyck would request that the county keep RN zoning in areas that surround the town to provide rural 
living to county residents.  

 

The Proposed Subdivision proposes a housing density far exceeding the conservation concepts adopted by the Town 
of Van Wyck 

The parcels in question notably lie immediately outside and adjacent to the Town limits. The Town’s adopted 
Comprehensive Plan includes concepts of extensive open space, conservation of natural resources and overall rural 
characteristics. The proposed development contemplates more than 1000 units in a cluster subdivision. The resulting 
housing density will undoubtedly negatively impact the surrounding area and ultimately be an unwelcome and 
incongruous addition to the area. 

 

The Proposed Subdivision encroaches on nearby agricultural property and landmarks in the community such as The 
Ivy Place.  

This will have a direct impact on the agricultural economic opportunities outlined in the Lancaster County 
Comprehensive Plan.  Panhandle residents indicated in the latest Comprehensive Plan survey, preserved open land 
makes for a desirable place to live, “a great neighborhood.” MDR zoning is not in keeping with this concept. 

The county leaders are also making a statement when they continue the preservation of environmental resources such 
as significant vegetation, forest stands, wetlands, waterways, and wildlife. The parcel is bordered to the north by 
property held in a conservation easement and to the south by agricultural lands. MDR zoning is incompatible with these 
uses. 

 

Infrastructure Impacts are not adequately addressed in the proposal 

As a natural result of adding 1019 homes, the already significant cut-through traffic on Van Wyck and Steele Hill Roads is 
expected to increase dramatically. Van Wyck Road is a two-lane road, and the proposed plan does not appear to add 
acceleration or deceleration lanes to exit or enter the development. Five new entrances are proposed on Van Wyck 
Road for this subdivision. The current speed limit on VW Road is 50 mph and much of the traffic using the road far 
exceeds this already excessive speed. The traffic study neglected to address the traffic controls needed to improve 
rather than exacerbate the safety problems in the area. 
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A two-lane collector road is not suitable to manage current planned traffic plus proposed traffic.  In addition to 
increased residential traffic there will be temporary construction traffic and longer-term school bus traffic. This will 
cause additional roads around the area, such as Steele Hill Road, another two-lane collector road, to handle additional 
unplanned traffic. The Van Wyck/Steele Hill and Steele Hill/Old Hickory intersections are already burdened by significant 
commuter and cut-through traffic connecting to Rock Hill and I77 via Hwy 5 as well as traffic accessing Indian Land High 
School. As noted above these intersections do not have adequate traffic controls to address the current traffic volumes. 
The additional vehicles coming from a 1000+ home subdivision will require real and immediate improvements to these 
intersections. The residents of Van Wyck are clear that improvements to the intersections and pedestrian infrastructure 
will need to be provided in conjunction with any development rather than accepting the inevitable casualties while 
waiting for the SCDOT warrants to accrue. Factoring in the Maddison Apartments development currently under 
construction, access at the intersection of Van Wyck Road and US 521 will be likewise burdened. 

 

The Southern Panhandle Small Area Plan 

Again, we reference the top issues raised by the respondents from the Panhandle in the recent Comprehensive Plan 
survey that transportation—road widening, and additional lanes are an issue.  

We also want to point out that area citizens in the Panhandle and the Town of Van Wyck participated in the South 
Panhandle Small Area Plan.  The focus of this plan was as follows: 

 

The Common Themes from the public participation: 

 Maintain rural community 
 Protect local heritage 
 Ensure Growth is Well-Planned 
 Prevent Loss of Tree Canopy 
 Protect Andrew Jackson State Park 
 Plan for Transportation enhancements 
 Provide for Sewer enhancements as needed 
 Be a natural retreat destination 

This development is not in sync with these themes outlined in the Southern Panhandle Small Area Plan.  

 

Charlotte Road Van Wyck Fire Department is staffed by volunteers 

Last, please note that the Charlotte Road Van Wyck Fire Department is staffed solely by local volunteers. An additional 
1000+ homes will be a significant burden on the that resource and one that it is currently unprepared to address. The 
department frequently attends vehicle accidents along SC Hwy 5 and US 521 arising largely from a lack of adequate 
traffic controls at those intersections. As noted above, the increased traffic burdens stand to exceed the already limited 
capacity of this service. The addition of fire protection for the increased housing will also stretch this service beyond its 
capabilities. No additional subdivisions should be considered until this service is provided with adequate resources to 
handle the increased burden.  

 



4 
 

For the foregoing reasons, we recommend the applications for rezoning and development agreement for 
this cluster sub-division not be approved by the Lancaster County Planning Commission and County Council. 

 

        Respectfully, 

 

The Town Council and Planning Commission of the 
Town of Van Wyck, South Carolina 





































































































































































ATTACHMENT: 
Items 5c & 5d: Nisbet Property 

Petition from Residents 

 

 
   















































 

ATTACHMENT: 
 

Item 5e: Asbury Lane 

Email comment 
 



From: Virginia Cornish
To: Jennifer Bryan
Subject: NO TO REZONING on ASBURY RD/NO MORE HOUSES ON VAN WYCK RD
Date: Monday, October 17, 2022 4:19:03 PM

The System couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this
sender virginia.cornish @ yahoo.com

THIS IS AN EXTERNAL E-MAIL –– Use caution when clicking on links as they could open malicious websites.
––IT Helpdesk, support.lancastercountysc.net

PLEASE DO NOT REZONE the plot of land on Asbury Rd!! This request was recently voted
down by the Planning Commission in an effort to keep the area zoned for Light Industrial. Why
is this being reconsidered??

NO MORE HOUSES/APTS along Van Wyck Rd or anywhere else in Indian Land!! The
SCHOOLS CANNOT handle the increased population, the ROADS CANNOT handle more
people!! 

PLEASE do not allow these items to pass the Planning Commission. Vote IN FAVOR of current
residents of Indian Land!!

Sincerely,

David & Virginia Cornish

mailto:virginia.cornish@yahoo.com
mailto:jbryan@lancastersc.net
http://192.168.1.5/
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