


Public Hearing for the Proposed Widening and Improvements to  

Interstate 85 Mile Marker 80 – 96 in Spartanburg and Cherokee Counties 

 

Location: The auditorium at Gaffney High School, located at 149 Twin Lake Road in the City of 

Gaffney, was selected for the Public Hearing due to its proximity to the project area and 

its convenient location.  Space for displays along with areas to accommodate sign-in, 

distribution of handouts, preparation and submission of written and verbal comments, and 

discussions between those attending and the Project Team regarding the project were also 

available. 

Time: The public hearing was held on Tuesday, December 1, 2015, from 5:00 p.m. until 7:00 

p.m. 

Handouts: A handout (see Appendix A) was presented to each attendee at the hearing.  The 

document included a project description as well as an appeal to those in attendance to 

comment. 

Displays: Wall-mounted displays of the widening and improvements to the project area were 

presented in the hallways surrounding the auditorium.  The preferred alternatives for 

interchanges were also exhibited on easels to provide a more detailed description of those 

regions of the project.  An area with tables and seating was designated for preparing and 

submitting completed comment forms.  Additionally, an area was arranged with recording 

equipment for verbal comments.  Copies of the Environmental Assessment were available 

for review. 

Personnel: Those actively participating in the Public Hearing from the SCDOT included Heather 

Robbins – Public Hearing Officer from the Environmental Services Office (ESO) and 

Brad Reynolds, P.E. – Program Manager from the Design-Build Office (DBO).  Also 

participating from SCDOT were David Kelly (ESO), Nicole Riddle (ESO), Michael Hood 

(DBO), Robbie Camp (ROW), Chris Gaskins, Bihn Nguyen, Shane Parris, Jae Mattox, 

Tyke Redfearn, Jim Walden and Brooks Bickley.  The Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) was represented by Shane Belcher. 

Process: Attendees were greeted at the sign-in station and provided handouts and an explanation of 

the informal and formal hearing format.  Greeters at the sign-in table notified attendees 

that there were three ways to comment: (1) place completed comment forms in the 

designated boxes; (2) have comments recorded; and (3) mail comments to SCDOT.  

Attendees were also provided the opportunity to sign in to speak during the formal 

comment period of the Hearing.  They were then directed to the displays that were staffed 

by the appropriate person(s) to have their questions answered.  Wall-mounted displays 

and easel exhibits were constantly staffed.  SCDOT personnel were easily identified by 

nametags.  Staff addressed any questions or comments, or directed them to someone who 

could answer their questions.  As everyone left, they were asked if they had any 

additional questions or concerns and were urged to comment.  They were also thanked for 

attending.  

The formal portion of the Hearing began in the Auditorium at 6:00 p.m.  Heather Robbins 

served as the Public Hearing Officer.  Elected officials were offered the opportunity to 

comment.  None had any comments.  Comments were then received from the public and 

transcribed by a court reporter to become part of the project record.  The formal portion of 

the Hearing lasted until all the people that signed up had the opportunity to comment.  

Attendance: Approximately 194 people were in attendance at the public hearing; and of this number, 5 

were black males, 72 were white females, and 12 were other minority.  Copies of the 



sign-in sheets are included as Appendix B.  State and Local elected officials, as well two 

members of the SCDOT Commission, were present. 

Comments: None of the attendees requested recorded comments.  Nine citizens provided comments 

during the formal portion of the hearing and sixteen written comments were received at 

the hearing.  Forty-eight comments were received through regular and electronic mail 

during the 15-day comment period, along with a petition signed by 459 citizens who 

requested no changes to the exit/entrance ramps and access roads at Exit 87.  Businesses 

located at several interchanges (Builders FirstSource and Weststar Travel Plaza at Exit 

83; Diamond Day Care, Lemmons Farms Peaches and Cream, AmbuStar and several 

businesses at Orchard Place at Exit 87; Hamrick’s at Exit 90; and UPS & Shamrock Inn at 

Exit 95) expressed strong concerns with the short- and long-term impacts of the preferred 

alternatives to their operations.  The Mountain View Baptist Church requested a wall be 

used for the ramp on Church property to minimize impacts to their property.  Others 

requested improvements to Phillips Drive to accommodate truck traffic that would be 

routed that way by the proposed alternative. Numerous businesses, residents and property 

owners at Exit 87 requested no changes be made at that interchange to avoid impacts.  

Others urged the alignment of Webber Road be modified to avoid taking the Orchard 

Place building.  Some requested that the Sunny Slope Drive bridge be either rebuilt in its 

existing location or removed and not rebuilt. The Gaffney Fire Department asked for 

more crossovers between the exits for emergency vehicles to facilitate quick responses.  

Many asked for consideration of their individual property, either some type of noise or 

physical barrier between them and I-85 or realignment to prevent encroachment onto their 

property or the relocation of their homes.  The comments and the Program Manager’s 

responses are attached as Appendix C.   

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A 

Public Hearing Handout 

  





  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B 

Public Hearing Sign-in Sheets 

  



 





  



  



 



  



 



  



 



  



 



  



 



  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C 

Public Hearing Comments and Responses 
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LaTonya Derrick

From: Hilda Enriquez <hgenriquez@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 8, 2015 9:53 AM
To: Reynolds, Brad S; westaroil@hotmail.com; gonzi15@aol.com; 

rcalderon@kinetikgroupllc.com
Subject: WESTAR TRAVEL PLAZA, EXIT 83 SOUTH, I-85

Good morning Brad, 
 
We hope you and your team are doing great. We were present at the last meeting in Gaffney Dec. 1, 2015. We had the chance of 
taking to you and the other gentlemen from DOT for a little time but not enough to really emphasize how much this change at Exit 
83 will impact our property, land use and business use in the very near future. It is clear to all parties involve the cost of land and 
build out of a Truck Stop. We have made significant improvement to our property during the last two years. It is clear to all parties 
involve that with the proposed changes to Exit 83, our property will loose most of its value as a truck stop. We don't want to stand 
on the way of progress and future growth but we don't want to be hurt in the process of it either. Our property currently offers 
employment and economic stability in the area. There is a Huddle House that just recently open at our property as well. Our Truck 
Stop and The Huddle House are not a destination like a amusement park, we need to have easy access for customers to come in. 
We are not the only Truck Stop or Restaurant in the area. If we don't have an easy access, customers/Drivers/Truckers will keep 
going and stop at the next facility down or up I-85.  
We know we have expressed our deepest concern to you and your department already at the previous meeting and also via filling 
up the forms at the meetings. We would like to request a meeting with your department at your offices at your convenient time. We 
understand this time of the year is not the best for scheduling but we can prepare for the beginning of the year. Please read below 
our meeting purpose: 
 
    . After examining the proposed widening project , I, Westar Travel Plaza Inc., would like to request that  
      the entrance for Exit 83, going Southbound, to remain open just for the Travel Plaza as an entrance from 
      I-85. Our customers will utilize the proposed new road/entrance-exit to Exit the property. That would 
      keep No two way traffic going against the entrance/Exit 83, South Bound of I-85 as that being  
      expressed as a concern by the DOT in our prior conversations.   
 
This solution would at least allow us to have a direct traffic access as now but/and our customer would have to exit our property 
via your proposed two/way new road. DOT could continue doing the new widening project as planed at Exit 83. This request 
would not change anything on the proposed new road to provide access to our property. It does not stop any DOT plans. Again, 
Its only leaving that exit open just for the Truck Stop (only One Way) and connecting to the new Road for exiting the property. This 
minor change will alleviate the huge impact this widening project would do to our property and use of it, in the very near future. 
 
We will be eager to hear from you and your department. Please feel to contact us if you can not understand what I am trying to 
reflect on this email. My background is not engineering so I might be confusing you a little in the way I am explaining it. Thanks 
again for your understanding and prompt attention to this matter. 
 
Westar Travel Plaza, Inc. 
Hilda Enriquez 
(305)409-6000. 
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LaTonya Derrick

From: hyatt1942@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 16, 2015 6:29 PM
To: Reynolds, Brad S
Subject: Re: I-85 Widening MM 80-96 - Public Hearing Invitation

 I 85 Exit 95 
I am not happy with current design.  The economic impact would be disasterpus for Cherokee county. 
PLEASE consider going back to Alternative design 1  from the previous meeting in March.  
 
Pat Hyatt 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon 4G LTE Smartphone 
 
------ Original message------ 
From: Reynolds, Brad S  
Date: Mon, Nov 16, 2015 6:08 PM 
To: Undisclosed recipients:;; 
Subject:I-85 Widening MM 80-96 - Public Hearing Invitation 
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It was determined that all but one proposed noise wall would provide a feasible noise reduction. 
Modeled at the maximum allowable height of 25 feet, Noise Wall 39 could not achieve a feasible noise 
reduction at impacted receivers in this location. Of the 43 noise walls analyzed, 42 were determined to be 
feasible. Therefore, these 42 walls were assessed for reasonableness. 

REASONABLENESS 

There are Three Mandatory Reasonable Factors that must be met for a noise abatement measure 
to be considered reasonable. Failure to achieve any one of the reasonable factors will result in the noise 
abatement measure being deemed not reasonable. The first two reasonable factors must be achieved 
before the third is considered. 

Noise Reduction Design Goal 

It is SCDOT’s policy that a noise reduction of at least 8 dBA must be achieved for 80% 
of those receivers determined to be benefited. 

Cost Effectiveness 

The allowable cost of the abatement will be based on $35.00 per square foot. This 
allowable cost is based on actual construction costs on recent SCDOT projects. This 
construction cost will be divided by the number of benefited receptors. If the cost per 
benefited receptor is less than $30,000 then the barrier is determined to be cost effective. 

Property Owners and Residents 

SCDOT shall solicit the viewpoints of all of the benefited receivers and document a 
decision on either desiring or not desiring the noise abatement measure. A noise wall will 
only be constructed if at a minimum 50 percent plus one of the respondents vote in favor 
of noise abatement. 

 
First, each feasible abatement measure was assessed to determine whether it would meet the noise 

reduction design goal of 8 dBA for 80% of receivers that are both benefited and within the first or second 
row of buildings adjacent to the noise source. Table 7 summarizes these results. 

TABLE 7. NOISE REDUCTION DESIGN GOAL 

Noise Wall 
Benefited 
Receivers  

(Receptors) 

Benefited  
Receivers 

(Receptors) with 
 8 dBA Reduction 

% Benefited 
Receptors with  

8 dBA Reduction 

Noise Reduction 
Design Goal 
Achieved? 

1 2 (3) 1 (1) 33% No 
2 2 (2) 1 (1) 50% No 
3 3 (3) 1 (1) 33% No 
4 16 (16) 14 (14) 88% Yes 
5 1 (1) 1 (1) 100% Yes 
6 9 (9) 3 (3) 33% No 
7 3 (3) 1 (1) 33% No 
8 15 (15) 4 (4) 27% No 
9 5 (23) 2 (4) 17% No 
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TABLE 7. NOISE REDUCTION DESIGN GOAL 

Noise Wall 
Benefited 
Receivers  

(Receptors) 

Benefited  
Receivers 

(Receptors) with 
 8 dBA Reduction 

% Benefited 
Receptors with  

8 dBA Reduction 

Noise Reduction 
Design Goal 
Achieved? 

10 10 (10) 5 (5) 50% No 
11 7 (7) 6 (6) 86% Yes 
12 3 (3) 2 (2) 67% No 
13 2 (2) 1 (1) 50% No 
14 16 (16) 6 (6) 38% No 
15 7 (7) 2 (2) 29% No 
16 7 (7) 4 (4) 57% No 
17 3 (3) 3 (3) 100% Yes 
18 2 (2) 1 (1) 50% No 
19 9 (10) 8 (9) 90% Yes 
20 9 (9) 7 (7) 78% No 
21 3 (3) 3 (3) 100% Yes 
22 1 (1) 1 (1) 100% Yes 
23 2 (2) 2 (2) 100% Yes 
24 2 (2) 2 (2) 100% Yes 
25 1 (1) 1 (1) 100% Yes 
26 1 (1) 1 (1) 100% Yes 
27 1 (1) 0 (0) 0% No 

28A 9 (162) 6 (105) 65% No 
28B 1 (1) 1 (1) 100% Yes 
29 19 (20) 12 (13) 65% No 
30 37 (37) 30 (30) 81% Yes 
31 2 (2) 1 (1) 50% No 
32 7 (7) 5 (5) 71% No 
33 5 (9) 2 (2) 22% No 
34 24 (57) 16 (21) 37% No 
35 24 (32) 18 (26) 81% Yes 
36 3 (3) 3 (3) 100% Yes 
37 12 (132) 2 (32) 24% No 
38 7 (7) 6 (6) 86% Yes 
40 11 (11) 8 (8) 73% No 
41 1 (1) 0 (0) 0% No 
42 1 (1) 1 (1) 100% Yes 

 
As a result of the noise reduction goal analysis, 17 noise walls were identified that would provide 

at least an 8 dBA noise reduction for at least 80% of benefited receivers at each respective location, while 
25 noise walls would not meet the reasonable noise reduction design goal. Because these 17 noise walls 
meet the first of the Three Mandatory Reasonable Factors, these 17 noise walls were assessed for cost 
effectiveness. Table 8 summarizes these results. 
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TABLE 8. COST EFFECTIVENESS OF NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES 

Noise Wall 
Benefited 
Receivers 

(Receptors) 

Maximum 
Allowable Cost 

(Benefits x 
$30,000) 

Estimated 
Construction 

Cost 

Estimated Cost 
per Benefited 

Receptor 
(Cost/Benefits) 

Cost Effective?

4 16 (16) $480,000 $5,524,312 $345,269 No 
5 1 (1) $30,000 $401,535 $401,535 No 
11 7 (7) $210,000 $1,385,057 $197,865 No 
17 3 (3) $90,000 $1,854,441 $618,147 No 
19 9 (10) $300,000 $2,783,718 $278,371 No 
21 3 (3) $90,000 $1,333,579 $444,526 No 
22 1 (1) $30,000 $1,114,132 $1,114,132 No 
23 2 (2) $60,000 $1,223,312 $611,656 No 
24 2 (2) $60,000 $1,445,548 $722,774 No 
25 1 (1) $30,000 $1,007,643 $1,007,643 No 
26 1 (1) $30,000 $1,187,729 $1,187,729 No 

28B 1 (1) $30,000 $553,453 $553,453 No 
30 37 (37) $1,110,000 $2,117,679 $57,234 No 
35 24 (32) $960,000 $2,896,794 $90,524 No 
36 3 (3) $90,000 $993,405 $331,135 No 
38 7 (7) $210,000 $837,960 $119,708 No 
42 1 (1) $30,000 $761,637 $761,637 No 

 
In order to be deemed cost effective, a feasible noise wall that also meets the reasonable noise 

reduction goal of 8 dBA must not exceed an estimated cost of $30,000 per benefited receiver. The 
maximum allowable cost of a given noise wall is determined by multiplying the number of receivers that 
would receive at least a 5 dBA noise reduction (i.e. benefited) by $30,000. If the estimated construction 
cost of the noise wall, evaluated at $35.00 per square foot, exceeds this maximum allowable cost, then the 
noise wall is not considered cost effective. Of the 17 noise walls assessed for cost effectiveness, none 
were determined to be cost effective; therefore, no abatement measures analyzed in this study were 
determined to be reasonable. 

Eleven (11) NAC Category C receivers (34 receptors) are predicted to be impacted in the build 
condition, and 9 of these receivers (30) receptors were found to have an interior use. Because noise 
abatement was found not to be feasible and reasonable at these locations, these receivers are assessed 
under NAC Category D. This activity category includes the interior impact criteria for certain land use 
facilities listed in NAC Category C that may have interior uses. For this analysis, a noise reduction factor 
is subtracted from the predicted exterior noise level for a given NAC Category D receiver and impact 
status is determined based on the NAC criteria for this category. Noise reduction factors are provided in 
the SCDOT Noise Policy, and are shown in Table 9. 
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South Carolina 
Department of Transportation 

Ms. Willie J. Humphries 
1288 Love Springs Rd. 
Cowpens, SC 29330 

March 11, 2016 

Re: I-85 Widening and Improvements Mile Marker 80-96 
Spartanburg and Cherokee Counties 

Dear Ms. Humpries: 

The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) appreciates your 
participation in the public involvement process for the proposed widening and improvements to 
Interstate 85 (I-85) Mile Marker 80-96. Thank you for your comments, as provided after the 
Public Hearing on Tuesday, December 1, 2015 at Gaffney High School, which are part of the 
official project record. SCDOT will consider all concerns that have been raised before a final 
project decision is made. 

You commented that we should make some suggested improvements that you provided in 
a sketch to Exit 87. Although the suggested improvements could possibly help in a temporary 
situation, part of the purpose of the project is to bring the existing interchanges into compliance 
with federal and state requirements for interstate design. The upgrade of this interchange is one 
element of that purpose, and therefore cannot be left as it is. We have modified the proposed 
interchange design in response to many of the comments received that may address some of the 
concerns. Enclosed is a graphic showing the new design of the interchange. 

Thank you again for your participation. 
regarding this project, please do not hesitate 
reyno Ids bs@scdot.org. 

If you should have additional questions 
to contact me at (803) 73 7-1440 or 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

µ-1J-4 
Bradley S. Reynolds, P.E. 
Program Manager 

ec: David Kelly -Environmental Services Office 
File: PC/BSR 

Post Office Box 191 
Columbia, South Carolina 29202-0191 

Phone: (803) 737-2314 
TTY: (803) 737-3870 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 
AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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LaTonya Derrick

From: ltorres@ups.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 9, 2015 2:57 PM
To: Reynolds, Brad S
Cc: jfroberts@ups.com
Subject: UPS - Gaffney Follow-up Letter
Attachments: UPS - SCDOT Letter 12-9-15.pdf

Bradley, 
Good to see you last week during the Public Hearing.  Attached is a follow‐up letter re‐stating our concerns.  You will be 
receiving a hard‐copy tomorrow.  
 
Please review and let us know how SCDOT plans to address UPS concerns.  
 
Thanks 
Luis M. Torres 
UPS - Real Estate Dept. 
55 Glenlake Parkway NE 
Atlanta, GA 30328 
Office 404-828-8760 
Fax 404-828-3693 
ltorres@ups.com  
Decision GreenSM – Consider the environment before printing this e-mail.  
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 
The information contained in this e‐mail message and all attachments transmitted with it includes proprietary, confidential, and unpublished 
property of UPS and/or its affiliates that may be privileged under applicable law. The information is intended only for the use of the 
addressee. If the reader of this notice is not the intended recipient, notice is hereby given that any reading, use, disclosure, reproduction, 
modification, transfer, dissemination, distribution or transmittal of this message or its attachments for any purpose in any form or by any 
means without the written permission of UPS is strictly prohibited. If this message is received in error, please notify us immediately by 
telephone (949) 452‐2119, collect if necessary, to arrange for return of the information to us, and delete this message and all copies and 
back‐ups of this message. Thank you. 
 











Luis Torres 
UPS Ground Freight, Inc. 
Corporate Real Estate 
55 Glenlake Parkway, NE 
Atlanta, GA 30328 

April 20, 2016 

Re: I-85 Widening and Improvements Mile Marker 80-96
Spartanburg and Cherokee Counties

Dear Mr. T oITes: 

The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCOOT) appreciates your 
pmticipation in the public involvement process for the proposed widening and improvements to 
Interstate 85 (1-85) Mile Marker 80-96. Your comments, as presented after the Public Hearing 
on Tuesday, December 1, 2015 at Gaffney High School, are pmt of the official project record. 
SCOOT will consider all concerns that have been raised before a final project decision is made. 

As noted in previous coITespondence, it is UPS's opinion that the preferred alternative 
would affect UPS in such a way as to require relocation of the facility. You specifically 
requested that SCDOT select an alternate route for Wilcox A venue that avoids or minimizes the 
impacts to the UPS property. 

SCDOT has evaluated multiple options and shared them with you. The latest option 
would reduce the impacts to the cu1Tent paved area near the South East corner of the distribution 
facility and at a minimum be I 05 feet from the facility. As discussed by phone conversation after 
my email on March 7, 2016, traffic control staging of this option will require relocation of the 
entrance to UPS and require the use of exits 92 or 96 to access UPS from the interstate for an 
extended period. Effo1ts will be taken to make sure that UPS has access to northbound and 
southbound 1-85 during constrnction. 

The project will be delivered using design-build, in which the final design is completed 
by the design-build team. Environmental commitments in the contract for this project require the 
design-builder to minimize impacts to businesses and residences as much as possible, and 
design-build teams that reduce these impacts over and above that already required by the 
commitments may receive a higher technical score which can improve their opportunity to be 
selected for the project. Because the winning design-builder is still selected based on the lowest 
price proposal, teams typically look for opportunities to reduce cost by minimizing required 
right-of-way impacts and acquisitions. The selected design-builder will be required to 
coordinate with UPS to address any other impacts associated with their final design. 

Post Office Box 191 
Columbia, South Carolina 29202-0191 

Phone: {803) 737-2314 
ITY: (803) 737-3870 

A N  EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 



Mr. Luis Torres 
April 20, 2016 
Pg.2 

With consideration to the items above, SCDOT is confident impacts will be further 
reduced and the UPS facility would ultimately be able to operate in a similar fashion as it does 
currently. SCDOT would like to thank UPS for the support of the highway project and looks 
forward to working with you to find a solution that is amenable for both UPS and SCDOT. 

Thank you again for your participation. If you should have additional questions 
regarding this project, please do not hesitate to contact me at (803) 737-1440 or 
reynoldsbs@scdot.org. 

Sincerely, 

Bradley S. Reynolds, P.E. 
Program Manager 

ec: David Kelly - Environmental Services Office 
John F. Roberts - UPS Real Estate Representative 

File: PC/BSR 

















SCDOT PUBLIC BEARING COMMENT SHEET 
Tuesday, December 1, 2015 

PROPOSED 1-85 WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MILE MARKER 80 — 96 
SPARTANBURG AND CHEROKEE COUNTIES 

NAME (please pr 
Mr(Fri). Ms., Mr. Sr Mrs. e 	a4_-LersoA/ 

(Mese choose one) 

MAILING ADDRESS 192 &ee l,' fiej2e6 iRci,i)  Cal  S a  2-95 Ili,  
Street/Route 	 City 	f State 	Zip Code 

Pt ONE NUMBER_Po  q.- 4189- 945-6 
ENIAIL 

COMMENTS kcid M\*.br cfre.,  pal-  /At ARe ko-t,e.55
•iero_Neic&XIS.S.CRET  Cite.  45+ CL, OM- akecioiNj t, ti nige_r  

joct.s\  e5 . Th aitrNay- ref_p_s_eci  el-ayes 	itee. oF 
&miss. 

How would you Like a response to your commenr-----(Plcaliennir) 
No response required 	Email response (address ..bove) 1/4 Writtn response faddress above3) 

Mail Confluents to: Mr. Brad Reynolds, 	. 
Program Manager, Design Build RPG 
SCDOT 
PO Box 191, Room 421 
Columbia, SC 29202-0.91 
E-mail: Revrields118/4/s_tcloSorg 

NOTE: Information provided, including name and address, Aril be published and is subject to disclosure under 
the Freedom of Information Act. Written comments will be accepted until December 16,2015. 

Handouts and displays from the.public hearing can ba viewed at Into://www scdot or:Ai/side/public heasings.asac 

,WOIJ 	 CVMD-it.,=M 

PFIC2R. 4.,c12 7 : 01  







SCOOT PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT SHEET 
Tuesday, December 1, 2015 

PROPOSED 1-85 WIDENINC.; AND IMPROVEMENTS MILE MARKER 80 - 96 
SPARTANBURG AND CHEROKEE COUN:TES 

Nil VIE (please print) 
frs.. Ms.. Mr, & Mrs. 

ioto eh ,  tose one) 
PtitrL  1 ,e8 fire. 1^' 5 A) 

 

 

MAILING ADDRESS  a 	aekeeLfizt  I:tss /2  AI ef -Ciay  5, C  • 	283 Lt.i  
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LaTonya Derrick

From: shannonwee <shannonwee@bellsouth.net>
Sent: Wednesday, December 16, 2015 5:00 PM
To: Reynolds, Brad S
Subject: Exit 87

Hi Brad, 
 
It's taken me some time to formulate exactly how I feel and what to say regarding the plans for the I-85, Exit 
87 expansion.  My family owns the property on the North side of the bridge.  We own the property to the 
West and East of Green River Road at the intersection.  The plans discussed at the public meeting show the 
diversion of Old Post Road going almost through the middle of the property, including passing over what 
is the dammed end of the 2.5 acre pond (the centerpiece of the property!).  
 
As I mentioned at the meeting, my family has owned this land for several generations, well before I-85 was 
even an idea.  If you look at the original design of I-85, you will see that William Howard Hamrick owned 
property that was claimed for the new road.  The pond was built before I-85 was built. The construction of I-
85 caused heartache to the family as they lost land that kept the pond secluded, as well as 
pastureland.  After the project was completed, the family adjusted to the reduced acreage and carried on 
with their life. 
 
Now the expansion plan not only calls for cutting the remaining farm almost in half, but it also will cause us 
to loose most - if not all of - the pond.  By running Old Post Road through the middle of the Eastern property, 
you are creating several issues for the family.  First is the actual splitting of pasture.  We currently have 
three pastures on this side of the road that at times are used for cattle or growing hay.  The new road will 
limit our ability to raise cattle as they will potentially be denied a consistent water supply from the pond and 
will not be able to have access to all of the Eastern pasture.   
 
Secondly, the home on 123 Old Post Road will now have I-85 running in front of the house (as it does now), 
but will have Old Post Road running behind the property.  This significantly reduced our privacy, increases 
road noise, increases litter from the road, and will reduce property value. I'm used to looking out across the 
property and seeing wildlife, swaying grass, and trees.  Now I will see cars and road.  When I want to walk 
my property, I will have to cross Old Post twice to get back to my house. The children and grandchildren 
drive golf carts around the property. This new road will reduce the acreage they have to roam and I do not 
feel it will be as safe for them to play as it now with no road except Green River.  Now we will have to keep 
an even closer eye on them as the road creates many hazards for them. 
 
Thirdly, Old Post Road will now run just South of the home on 134 Macedonia Road, as it cuts through the 
South pasture.  This home will also be right in the intersection of Old Post & Webber Road.  This will be a 
high traffic area to be so close to a home.   I can't even imagine the noise, trash, broken down vehicles, and 
increased knocks on the door as a result of this home now being part of a highly utilized intersection.  Any 
sense of privacy will be lost.  Who wants to play in the backyard with traffic going by so close?  Who wants 
to have a outside BBQ with the noise of traffic as a background?  With Old Post going through the property, 
we can no longer look out the back and see the pond.  We will not be able to see the Canadian Geese 
landing on the smooth water and watch the ripples gently lap the shore.  We will not be able to experience 
the next (6th) generation learning how to fish and seeing the joy on their face from catching their first 
fish.  When leaving the home, the only option is to turn right.  This creates a significant inconvenience in 
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driving as most vehicles would want to go south on Green River to either go to Gaffney, or get on I-85 
Southbound. They would now have to go to the church and make a U-Turn. 
 
These were several issues that weighed heavily on my mother, Carolyn Campbell.  The stress of how she 
was going to be impacted, was one of the causes of her suffering a heart attack and dying on October 
13. One of our last conversations on October 6, included he trepidation of losing her home or quality of life to 
the expansion project.  Just realizing that her worst fears have come to fruition, makes her death even more 
disheartening.  But also, we have some solace in that she did not see how devastating the project would be 
to our family. 
 
Fourthly, the expansion greatly impacts the pastureland on the West side of Green River Road.  By moving 
the Bridge and road to the West, along with rerouting Webber Road, this decreases the size of our 
land.  This pasture is used for growing of hay and also is the original homesite for Mr. Hamrick.  Again this 
would cause increased litter as the intersection of Webber Rd and Old Post would be on the north edge of 
this property. 
 
We are also concerned about the environmental impact of loosing the pond.  This pond was manmade by 
damming a creek and from springs uncovered during excavation.  The land south of I-85 is considered 
wetlands.  Some of the water from this area runs into our property, into the pond, and then on behind 
Macedonia Church.  Without the pond being developed, I feel our property would be similar as that across 
the interstate. 
 
In closing, my family would like to go on record as being HIGHLY OPPOSED to the planned expansion as it 
will finish destroying what is left of a family farm that was negatively impacted by the initial development of I-
85.  Our quality of life and enjoyment of our property will become significantly diminished as a result of the 
proposed plan.  This is not a palatable solution for our family as the property will never be able to be utilized 
the same.  After all these decades, family members from Texas to Virginia come to enjoy relaxing times and 
fondly remember past visits.  Countless stories have been told and passed on to next generations about 
visits to the family farm.  This plan will either end these stories or cause them to take on a bitter tone due to 
what's been lost. 
 
I would like to know how much property is going to be taken and what can be done for the state to purchase 
all of the property so that the family can find a suitable replacement property to begin making new family 
memories rather than living a nightmare of what has been lost and how little we have left. 
 
Thank you for your time Brad, 
 
Regards, 
 
Shannon Tyler 
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LaTonya Derrick

From: Erika Lovett <erikadalee@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 8, 2015 3:36 PM
To: Reynolds, Brad S
Subject: FW: Project Status

Good afternoon, 
 
I hate to bother you, just wanted to make sure you received my previous email. 
 
Thank you, 
Erika Lovett 
 

From: Erika Lovett [mailto:erikadalee@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 4:02 PM 
To: 'Reynolds, Brad S' <ReynoldsBS@scdot.org> 
Subject: RE: Project Status 
 
Great, thank you. I won’t be able to attend the public meeting, can this be sent to me after the meeting? 
 
Thank you, 
Erika Lovett 
 

From: Reynolds, Brad S [mailto:ReynoldsBS@scdot.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 12:51 PM 
To: Erika Lovett <erikadalee@gmail.com> 
Subject: RE: Project Status 
 
Ms. Lovett, 
 
It has been established and we are having a Public Meeting tonight at Gaffney High School from 5pm to 6pm to show it. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Bradley S. Reynolds, P.E. 
Program Manager 
Design Build Office 

SCDOT 

955 Park St. 
Columbia, S.C. 29202-0191 
Office:(803)737-1440 
Cell:(803)521-7007 
ReynoldsBS@scdot.org 
 
 
 

From: Erika Lovett [mailto:erikadalee@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 12:39 PM 
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To: Reynolds, Brad S 
Subject: RE: Project Status 
 
Good afternoon, 
 
I am following up on this project to see if the preferred alternative has been chosen? 
 
Thank you, 
Erika Lovett 
 

From: Reynolds, Brad S [mailto:ReynoldsBS@scdot.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 10:56 AM 
To: Erika Lovett <erikadalee@gmail.com> 
Subject: RE: Project Status 
 
Ms. Lovett, 
 
We continuing to gather data from impacted areas along the project to begin our analysis of the interchange alternatives.  From 
this analysis we will select a preferred alternative for the interchanges.  We are also evaluating any impacts that may occur along 
mainline I‐85 from the widening to include in the Environmental Document.  After, evaluating all impacts that we will have on 
the human and natural environment from the project we will finalize our preliminary design, finish up the environmental 
document, and hold the public hearing where we will show what we have determined.  At the public hearing (scheduled for 
November 2015) we will have displays showing the preferred alternative, have a formal presentation for the project explaining 
the process and the findings, and the public will be allowed to provided formal comments to the project.  All comments provided 
at the public hearing will be addressed by SCDOT after the meeting.  We are scheduled to award the construction contract in 
October 2016 with actual work probably not to begin until November or December 2016.   Hope this helps with where we are 
and if you have any  more questions please let me know. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Bradley S. Reynolds, P.E. 
Program Manager 
Design Build Office 

SCDOT 

955 Park St. 
Columbia, S.C. 29202-0191 
Office:(803)737-1440 
Cell:(803)521-7007 
ReynoldsBS@scdot.org 
 
 
 

From: Erika Lovett [mailto:erikadalee@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 10:45 AM 
To: Reynolds, Brad S 
Subject: Project Status 
 
Good morning, 
 
Can you tell me the status of the I‐85 Widening (from Gossett Rd to Exit 96) + Interchanges project? 
 
Thank you, 
Erika Lovett 
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Ms. Alicia Blanton
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Typewritten Text
Request the following modifications to plans at exit 87:
1) Interstate ramps, frontage road, and location of the bridge at exit 87
remain as is.  I'm not opposed to signal lights and turn lanes being added to the intersections.
This would minimize the number of business relocations.  
2) Property earmarked for the project should follow the property lines as closely as possible,
in order to minimize splitting property in half and devaluing the remaining land.
3) Consider an alternative proposal that utilizes the property in the southeast quadrant deemed 
as wetlands.   
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1296 State Line Road   
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cougargurl820@aol.com

owner
Stamp

owner
Typewritten Text
Gaffney, SC 29341
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Jeff and Jessie Blanton
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143 Lindley Road            Gaffney    SC    29341
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864-489-2051
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1) Request that the interstate ramps and frontage roads at Exit 87 remain as is.
2) The bridge needs evaluation for replacement due to crumbling at seams and deterioration of 
support beams.
3) Cannons Campground re-routing should be routed to go along property lines and then between 
the Holcombe home and the existing underpass in the southeast quadrant. This route can tie 
into the bridge proposed in option 5B.  This will make the frontage road safer by taking out 
unnecessary curves.  This will not affect small areas marked "wetland."  The present proposed 
route goes through open fields that could be later used for commercial/industrial development.
4) Peaches & Cream and Diamond Day Care should be left as is with an access
from the re-routed Webber Road.
5) The proposed Webber Road in option 5B should be routed behind houses and along property 
lines (as in earlier proposals).  This will remove excessive sharp curves, making access to Green
River Road safer.  This will also preclude relocation of Orchard Place and surrounding buildings, 
save expense, as well as, preserve several businesses, families, and their employees.
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703 S. Limestone Street       Gaffney,   SC  29340
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My late husband and I have worked our whole lives to build and maintain businesses at Exit 87 of Highway I-85. When other 
farms have ceased to exist, we managed to persevere.  We rely heavily on the interstate traffic for our business. The success and survival of our businesses relies almost exclusively on traffic from the interstate.  In addition, customers stopping want an "easy
off/easy on" option.  Without that, we will lose all of our interstate traffic. We are not the only game on the highway.  In fact, there
is a peach outlet at every major exit from Spartanburg to Gaffney. Without an easy off/easy on option, our interstate business 
will just go to another establishment at another exit that provides an easier option on leaving and entering the highway. For these reasons, the no access requirement for any exit and entrance modifications will kill all the businesses at this exit. While I 
appreciate you trying to preserve the majority of the homes at this exit, these businesses provide an economical benefit to the community as well. This alternative relocates the most businesses.  Relocation for most of these businesses will mean the death
of the business because there is no where else to go that provides the criteria needed to maintain and support a business that
relies on interstate traffic. 
Our businesses provide year around jobs to adults and teens.  In the summer when extra labor is needed, these businesses 
provide even more jobs. At the very least, I'm asking that the interchange be left as is or changes to the interchange at exit 87
be delayed until a later date when the outside two lanes are added to I-85. 
 
For property that is taken in this project, I request that you follow property lines instead of cutting down the middle of property.
I would also like to see a proposal that considers utilizing the wetland parcel in the southeast quadrant.  This land is not
currently used for farm land and would minimize the effects of the land that is being taken.
Thank you for your consideration.
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1) We prefer for the exit/entrance ramps to be left as is.  
2) We request for the bridge to be left in the same location so that additional property is not
 split in half.  
3) We are requesting that you consider an alternative analysis that uses the property deemed
 as wetlands at exit 87. My relatives own this land, in addition, to other land at this exit. 
For that reason, the majority of the landowners and businesses affected by the highway project
are my relatives.  If the preferred proposal is implemented, then several parcels of land owned 
by relatives will be split in half causing the remaining property to be devalued or deemed useless.
From our conversations with the Army Corp of Engineers, we are aware that the property can be
used. The use of the wetlands would allow a frontage road to more closely follow the property lines
for any property used on the southwest and southeast quadrants.  We feel that this would be a
better alternative and result in less land being taken.  The wetlands is land that is not farmed so the
utilization of this land would lessen the impact of the land being taken from my relatives. 
For a project of this size, we are sure that unavoidable impacts exist and require permits to be obtained.
Therefore, we are asking you to address why an alternative that uses this land has not been considered. 
The whole parcel is not wetlands and we believe that the wetlands could be spanned or mitigated
to use this parcel as an option.
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sblanto8@bellsouth.net
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  4)If changes are made to the interchange, we request for the routing of roads to more closely follow
the property lines so that roads do not run through the middle of the property.
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9 Whaling Way    Greenville, SC 29615
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 ) We are requesting that you consider an alternative analysis that uses the property deemed
 as wetlands at exit 87 (southeast quadrant). The wetlands is land that is not farmed so the 
utilization of this land would lessen the impact of the land that is being taken in this project. 
The north bound entrance ramp in alternative 5B shows a stream under the entrance ramp.
Therefore, we know that other permits or mitigation of wetlands are being considered.
From looking at the preferred alternative 5B, we have several suggestions of how this parcel
could be used.  The use of the wetlands would allow a frontage road to more closely follow the 
property lines for any property in the southwest quadrant. For a project of this size, we are 
sure that unavoidable impacts exist and require permits to be obtained.
Therefore, we are asking you to address why an alternative that uses this land has not been considered. 
The whole parcel is not wetlands and we believe that the wetlands could be spanned or mitigated
to use this parcel as an option.
2) We prefer for the exit/entrance ramps to be left as is.  
3) We request for the bridge to be left in the same location so that additional property is not
 split in half. (property being considered for bridge relocation)
4) If changes are made to the interchange, we request for the routing of roads more closely follow
the property lines so that remaining property is not devalued or deemed useless.     
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December 13, 2015 

Mr. Bradley S. Reynolds, P.E. 

Program manager 

South Carolina Department of Transportation 

PO Box 191 

Columbia, SC 29202 

RE: Proposed 1-85 Widening and Improvements at Mile Marker 87 

Dear Mr. Reynolds, 

We were able to circulate and get signatures for this petition in less than 3 short days after realizing that 

the general opinion by the SC Department of Transportation is that the public is in support of this whole 

project. From talking with others, we want to clarify that the support of the project is limited specifically 

to the widening of Interstate 85. Most of the residents realize that the widening is a necessary 

improvement. However, we ask that you not confuse that support as extending to the total project and 

specifically to the changes that are being proposed at exit 87. 

At exit 87, you will find residents that have not lived anywhere else their whole lives. In addition, most 

of the residents and businesses affected by this project have lost property in two other 1-85 projects. 

Our family established businesses at this exit and heavily rely on the interstate traffic for the survival of 

those businesses. These businesses provide year around jobs to adults and teens and day care to 

working parents. In the summer when extra labor is needed, we provide more jobs to teens that are 

not employable because of their age and/or lack of experience. The proposed changes to the 

interchange will kill these businesses, as well as, forever change the landscape of property that is used 

as business and residential property. Our businesses and property has been our livelihood and one that 

we seek to pass on to our children and grandchildren. We have children and grandchildren that are 

studying agriculture now with the hopes of continuing the family businesses at this exit. In addition to 

other benefits provided by these businesses, these businesses have an economical benefit to the 

community, Cherokee County, and the state of SC. The "no access" rule on the interchanges 

(entrance/exit ramps) will prevent our business and other businesses at this exit from surviving. 

We heard safety issues mentioned repeatedly at the public meetings. After studying the accident 

analysis in the DOT report, we saw that exit 87 had the fewest accidents for the period studied and one 

of the lowest number of injuries. The four-way stop at Green River Road and Cannons Campground 

Road has reduced the number of accidents at this exit. In addition, we believe that signaled 

intersections at Green River Road/Webb'er Road/Old Post Road and Green River Road/Cannons 

Campground Road will be an easier and less costly option to improve safety at this exit. This 
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recommendation is already being made for 2035 in the Traffic Analysis Report. Exit 87 did NOT even 

make the DOT list as a ramp location with a high number of crashes. At this exit, the accidents are not 

occurring at the exit or entrance points to the highway so the "no access" serves to only kill the 

continuance of the businesses. The traffic analysis report for the project supports that no accidents 

were reported on the exit/entrance ramps at exit 87. The report detailed numerous accidents at other 

exits, but not at exit 87. The only accident (at this exit) that was reported on the summary was a 

collision with a median barrier at mile marker 87.112 Therefore, the people signing the petition would 

rather see the interchanges and access roads remain the same so that the effects to the community 

would be lessened. We are not opposed to improvements such as a signal light or a turn lane at the 

intersections, but the extreme modifications at this exit because of safety concerns are not supported 

by the data that the DOT accumulated (see pages 79-81 of the report). 

In addition to leaving the exit and entrance ramps the same, we are asking that the same location be 

maintained for the bridge. We realize that the bridge will have to be raised for additional vertical height, 

but we prefer the bridge stay in the same location. Mile markers 90 and 92 have had bridges 

reconstructed in the same area while keeping the bridge open. If this is not feasible, then the bridge at 

Sunny Slope or mile marker 90 provides alternate routes while the bridge is being reworked. The 

proposed plan for the bridge location would split more property while leaving the remaining property 

useless. In addition, it would require a significant build up in the road to get the vertical clearance 

needed for the bridge. Again, the overall impact to the community would be lessened by leaving the 

location of the bridge the same. 

Because the proposed plan involves relocating every business at this exit, we are concerned. This area 

does not have sewer access and we do not know of any plans to install sewer. The funding of sewer 

access is not there either. Also, a number of water lines in the Macedonia community are not large 

enough to support fire hydrants. If the proposed modifications put the existing businesses out of 

operation, then there will be no viable businesses at this exit. Furthermore, the lack of sewer and larger 

water lines will discourage other new businesses from considering this exit for any type of development. 

Therefore, it appears that the proposed modifications will not enhance progress and development at 

this exit, but leave residents with major changes to their personal and business property while putting 

an end to their businesses. Even though we have been told that this project is not an economical 

development project, we do not think that people want to see tax dollars spent on a project that will 

hurt or depress development. While residents are glad their homes are being maintained, most are 

going to have roadways/walls in their front or back yards that cause a lot of concern or devalue their 

property. Therefore, please understand that the dissatisfaction with the proposal is not limited to just 

business owners. 

The petition was a last minute idea after conversations with officials in the SCOOT led us to believe that 

public and community opinion did matter and that this was not a done deal. Also, a number of people 

signing this petition will not submit a comment even though they do not support the proposed 

modifications at this exit. While I know the department has made efforts to get feedback from the 

public, most people do not feel that their input is truly considered. It appears that the DOT interprets a 

lack of negative responses as support for the project while the lack of comments is really from a 
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prevalent attitude among the people that their input will not make a difference. For that reason, we 

are presenting this petition to let you know that the support for this project is being projected on more 

aspects of the project than is warranted. We ask that you consider that this petition was circulated less 

than three days. We would have started immediately after the meeting on December 1 if we would have 

realized that overall community support for the plan was being assumed. We ask that you consider the 

short amount of time that this petition was circulated and the busyness of the season when looking at 

the number of names that has been obtained in that amount of time. We also ask for you to consider 

(at a minimum) to leave the interchange at exit 87 as is until further widening of the interstate is 

considered and the working of the interchanges is truly necessary for safety and other reasons. Thank 

you for your consideration. We look forward to your response to our requests. 

Sincerely, 

Daisy L. Lemmons 

Afici4A4A-pi(lauc-- 

Deana L Blanton 

v „JgAJTAAttA 

Kim L. Hunter 

Business and Property owners at exit 87 





















6 Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address Signature 
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Petition for No Changes to ,Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address Signature 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 7 
We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and E;!Xit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 

access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address Signature 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address Signature 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address Signature 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 

access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address Signature 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address Signature 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Address 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. (} /I 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address Signature 

KC\,~ p e.-rr- i' "'e-



Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address Signature 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 

access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address Signature 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address Signature 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Adctrfss Signature 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address Signature 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the S_G Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address Signature 
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Petition for No Changes fo Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address Signature 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 

access roads at exit 87 the same. 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address Signature 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address Signature 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name Address 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support the widening of 1-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name 
	

Address 
	

Signature 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We the undersigned, respectfully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps at exit 87 as is. We support tne widening of 1-88, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 

access roads at exit 87 the same 

Name 
1 

	 Address 
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Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigned, respeciPully petition the SC Department of Transportation to leave the entrance and exit 
ramps al exit 87 as is We st pport the wid :ring of l-85, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 The szime 

Name 	 Address 
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tiViRcsimme 	1 k . 	vi. Witi 	9r, 1,  , Th,c4,AAAAAktfau 	--11 
r" 

---1 
•czaty 

'L 
lit" 

, 	tuoit,a 
 

hi s-kreci- c in. J)t- t 	3q 
) ki&WAstrQe,23° 

Zia 	i  
Tre 	— 	i 

1 

— 

_ 



eimo F-. em: 
	 T0:18642E22388 	 Pace :3'3 

Petition for No Changes to Exit 87 

We, the undersigneo, respectfully petition the SC Dep irtment of Transportation to leave the entrance and ex .t 
ramps at exit 87 as is We support the widening of I-F.5, but wish to leave the exits, entrance ramps, and 
access roads at exit 87 the same. 

Name 
	

Address 
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SCDOT PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT SHEET 
Tuesday, December I, 2015 

PROPOSED 1-85 WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MILE MARKER 80-96 
SPARTANBURG AND CHEROKEE COUNTIES 

NAME (please print) 
Mr., Mrs., Ms., Mr. 84 Mrs. 

(Please choose one) 

MAILING ADDRESS 
Street/koute 	 City 	 State 	Lip Code 

PHONE NUMBER 

EMAIL 

COMMENTS 

How would you like a response to your comment? 	(Please choose one) 

No response required 	Email response (address above) 	Written response (address above) 

Mail Comments to: 

MLW 
Mr. Brad Reynolds, P.E. 
Program Manager, Design Build RPG 
SCDOT 
PO Box 191, Room 421 
Columbia, SC 29202-0191 

ReynoldsBS(&,scdot.org  

NOTE: Information provided, including name and address, will be published and is subject to disclosure under 
the Freedom of Information Act. Written comments will be accepted until December 16, 2015. 

Handouts and displays from the public hearing can be viewed at http://www.scdot.org/inside/public  hearings.aspx 

owner
Typewritten Text
Matthew and Misa Henderson

owner
Typewritten Text
105 Hidden Springs Court    Gaffney, SC 29341

owner
Typewritten Text
864-

owner
Typewritten Text
491-1132

owner
Typewritten Text

owner
Typewritten Text
We are not opposed to the widening of I-85, but request the following modifications
 to plans at exit 87:
1) Interstate ramps, frontage roads, and location of the bridge at exit 87 remain
the same.  I support signal lights and turn lanes being added to the intersections if 
necessary.
2) Property earmarked for the project should follow the property lines as closely as
possible in order to minimize splitting property in half and making remaining property 
useless.
3)  Request that the wetland property in the southeast quadrant be considered for
an alternative option if changes must be made and that a design modification regarding
the distance between intersections be considered so that this land can be used.  
4) Regarding the Sunny Slope bridge, we request that the bridge be eliminated or put back 
in the same location so that homeowners will not be displaced.

owner
Stamp



Mr. Matthew Henderson and 
Mrs. Misa Henderson 
105 Hidden Springs Court 
Gaffney, SC 29341 

March 11 , 2016 

Re: I-85 Widening and Improvements Mile Marker 80-96 
Spartanburg and Cherokee Counties 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Henderson: 

The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) appreciates your 
participation in the public involvement process for the proposed widening and improvements to 
Interstate 85 (I-85) Mile Marker 80-96. Thank you for your comments, as provided after the 
Public Hearing on Tuesday, December 1, 2015 at Gaffney High School, which are part of the 
official project record. SCDOT will consider all concerns that have been raised before a final 
project decision is made. 

Your comments were that we should leave Exit 87 as it is, follow property lines with the 
alignments, use wetland parcels in the southeast quadrant of Exit 87 for the improvements to the 
interchange, and either eliminate or do nothing to the Sunny Slope bridge. 

Part of the purpose of the project is to bring the existing interchanges into compliance 
with federal and state requirements for interstate design. The upgrade of this interchange is one 
element of that purpose, and therefore cannot be left as it is. We have modified the proposed 
interchange design in response to many of the comments received that addresses some of the 
other concerns that you expressed. Attached is a graphic showing the modified interchange. 
While it doesn't directly follow property lines, it more closely approximates property lines in 
many more locations. 

The alignment continues to minimize impacts to the streams and wetlands in the 
southeastern quadrant, which is in conformance with the regulations and requirements of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers that oversees and protects these natural systems. They require 
that projects avoid and minimize impacts to these systems as much as is practicable. A permit 
will be required from the Corps for impacts associated with wetlands and streams over which 
they have jurisdiction, so the project must comply with their requirements. 

Post Office Box 191 
Columbia. South Carolina 29202-0191 

Phone: (803) 737-2314 
TTY: (803) 737-3870 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 
AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 



Mr. and Mrs. Henderson 
March 11 , 2016 
Page 2 of 2 

At this time, SCDOT plans to proceed with the replacement of the bridge at Sunny Slope 
Drive with an overpass that meets current vertical and horizontal clearance design standards and 
will maintain the existing connectivity between both sides of the interstate. 

Thank you again for your participation. If you should have additional questions 
regarding this project, please do not hesitate to contact me at (803) 737-1440 or 
reynoldsbs@scdot.org. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Program Manager 

Enclosure 

cc: David Kelly - Environmental Services Office 
File: BSR/PC 
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