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From: Karen D. Crowder 
 Home Builder Association of Greenville 
 
Date: January 15, 2009 
 
Subject:  Imagine Greenville County….Tomorrow’s Vision Today  
 General Comments  
 
 

• The Comprehensive Plan should be developed as a guidance document with 
language that will not prove to be a hindrance to future development and growth.  
Greenville County residents, stakeholders and committee members should be 
educated that the Comp Plan is a tool to be used by County officials when making 
growth related decisions. 

 
• Throughout the goals and objectives developed by the Imagine Greenville Citizen 

Committees there are references to funding of particular programs or initiatives.  
We would like to see any reference to funding removed so not to “limit” or “date” 
the comprehensive plan. 

 
• Many components of the plan include hiring, enforcing, or creating, etc.  There 

needs to be discussion on how these many programs and initiatives will be paid 
for by the community. 

 
• Various Committees have statements regarding “infill development”.  “Infill 

development” needs to be clearly defined (within city limits, county limits, etc).  
Rezoning will be required in order to take advantage of most infill development 
sites.  Rezoning is not typically an easy process to maneuver and can take many 
months, if not years, before getting approval.  Incentives must be created, or 
barriers to infill development must be reduced, to make it attractive for these sites 
to be developed.  (pg.5) 

 
• Impact fees are not the answer to all infrastructure costs.  Developers are already 

bearing the burden of roads, sewer, water and the stormwater management 
systems for their developments.  Upon completion, these infrastructure 
improvements are typically deeded (note: if the streets are public, all are deeded, 
if they are private, only the sewer is deeded) to the appropriate agency.  



Additionally, the increase in the tax base created by new developments helps pay 
for other infrastructure needs.  Education may be the answer to many of these 
questions.  Bringing the general public together with individuals of the Home 
Building Industry and the County to discuss the process of establishing fees and 
who pays them may be extremely valuable.  (pg.9) 

 
• Reducing residential sprawl gets us back to incentives for infill development.  We 

need to make infill development easier not develop regulations to make sprawl 
harder.  There needs to be a list developed (and maintained) of what infill 
development sites are available, rezoning needs to be made easier, creative 
solutions to existing infrastructure problems need to be considered. In addition, 
creativity in taxing on infill development sites could be used as an incentive to 
encourage this kind of development.  (pg.10) 

 
• Define housing as a vital component of economic development.  Realize that with 

all economic development projects comes the need for housing of individuals 
involved in the final outcome of the project.  (pg. 18) 

 
• Brownfield sites and underutilized/abandoned properties have the same issues as 

infill sites.  Incentives will need to be developed to encourage the redevelopment 
of these sites.  Rezoning is a particularly difficult issue with regards to these sites 
and will need to be addressed.  (pg.18) 

 
• We do encourage revisiting the County tree ordinance with all knowledgeable 

parties being involved in the amendment process, the Home Builders Association 
being one of the interested parties.  In addition, the statement “discontinue the 
practice of clear cutting” should be removed or modified.  This is a property 
rights issue that should be the decision of the property owner.  (pg. 21) 

 
• We strongly disagree with the use of the word “require” throughout the 

Comprehensive Plan document.  We should encourage or promote; however, you 
cannot require something to be done to conserve natural resources.  The use of 
cluster housing should be left up to the discretion of the developer.  Housing 
placement may very well be limited by infrastructure requirements, engineering 
limitations or topography.  However, incentives could be considered in order to 
encourage development of this type.  (pg. 22) 

 
• Impact fees are regulated under state law and have limitations as to what they can 

be used for.  There is a need for extensive education on the use of impact fees and 
the effect on development prior to the institution of such fees.  (pg.22) 

 
• The establishment of an Urban Growth Boundary will only encourage developers 

to look for projects outside our area.  It would be better to define infill 
development and do whatever is necessary to encourage and assist in the 
development of these sites.  (pg. 23) 

 



• Once again, the use of the word “required” is not supported by our organization.  
There are current regulations in place that require sidewalks in certain areas.  In 
many cases where developers are required to install sidewalks within a 
community due to the proximity of a school, the County has had difficulty in 
raising the funds necessary to connect the sidewalk to those schools.  So, to 
“require” sidewalks and bikeways in “all” new subdivisions is not reasonable.  
(pg. 25) 

 
• Higher density residential and mixed use development along future rails, trails 

and greenways is something the HBA can support; however, not until the rail 
system locations have been identified.  (pg. 25) 

 
• Traffic impact studies can be required by SCDOT for any development occurring 

on State roads.  However, they cannot currently require a study for development 
on County roads.  If required, the study is currently paid for by the developer.  If 
this statement remains, the word “required” needs to be removed from this 
statement and “large scale” needs to be defined.  (pg. 25) 

 
• Once again, education is the key.  Developers are paying for infrastructure that is 

required for new developments, including traffic studies when necessary.  
Citizens may only need to understand the process that developers currently go 
through when developing a new site.  Better understanding is needed before a 
final document is developed and these statements are used.  (pg.33) 

 
• The Comprehensive Plan needs to be guidance document, it does not need to 

include the word “require” and specifics such as “vote counts”.  We should not 
include anything in this document that could potentially limit us as a community 
in the future.  (pg. 34) 

 
• We do encourage revisiting the County tree ordinance with all knowledgeable 

parties being involved in any amendment process.  The definition of a mature tree 
should be included in this statement.  The Home Builders Association should be 
included in this process.  (pg. 40) 

 
Adopted January 14, 2009 (Legislative Committee) 


