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Projected Development in Lester Projected Development
Small amounts of development are located along S.C.

No-build Alternative: No induced growth Route 385, these are locally owned and operated stores
consisting of a gas station, a convenience store, and a
clothing store. There is also a concrete plant in the area.

Historically, there has not been an appreciable amount
of development that has impacted the Lester community due to the agricultural nature of the
area. Land use predictive modeling anticipates that no development would occur in the Lester
community under the No-build or Build Alternatives. In general, land use changes for this area

are not anticipated.

Summar

In conclusion, minimal impacts to the Lester community may occur with the construction of I-
73. Construction of an interstate on the outskirts of this community may impact the visual
landscape and rural character of Lester. Opinions about the project are divided among
respondents, with many respondents in Lester supporting I-73, but others feeling it would have
negative impact on their rural area.

C.2.5.8 Newtonville

Commun@ Cohesion, Relocations, Noise gmﬁacfx and

Visual Qmﬁacfj

Alternative 1 passes to the west of Bennettsville and is
not expected to impact the Newtonville community, while
Alternatives 2 and 3 would pass through the community
boundary of Newtonville, as defined by the community
survey (refer to Figure C-6, page C-21, and Figure C-
23).

Both Alternatives 2 and 3 would cross primarily through
agricultural lands within the Newtonville community
boundary. Despite Road S-71 becoming cul-de-sacs, the
main residential areas of the community are expected to
remain intact (refer to Figure C-23). This may be an
inconvenience, but access would still be maintained with
overpasses and frontage roads at S.C. Route 385 and Road
S-122. No residents would be isolated from the rest of
the community and residents would still be able to interact
with each other.
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Alternative 2 would displace two residences, while
Alternative 3 would displace one residence. No
churches or businesses would be displaced due to
the Build Alternatives and no noise receivers would
be impacted. Newtonville is a rural area, and
Alternatives 2 and 3 may affect the community’s
visual landscape and rural character.

Access and Travel Patterns

Alternatives 2 and 3 would have minor impacts on
travel patterns within the community of Newtonville.
Road S-71 (Family Farm Road) would be converted
to cul-de-sacs by Alternative 2 (refer to Figure C-
23, page C-50). Residents on either side of
Alternative 2 would maintain access via S.C. Route
385 and Road S-122. Vehicular and pedestrian
access to community services and facilities would
not be altered or hindered, nor would the routing of
emergency vehicles.

For Alternative 2 and 3, access between Newtonville
and Bennettsville would be maintained via Road S-

Newtonville Direct Impacts

Alternative 1:
-No impacts anticipated

Alternative 2:

-Two residential relocations

-No church or business relocations

-No noise impacts

-Possible visual landscape impacts
-Minor changes in travel patterns/
accessibility

-Could minimally impact community
cohesion

Alternative 3:

-One residential relocation

-No church or business relocations

-No noise impacts

-Possible visual landscape impacts
-Minor changes in travel patterns/
accessibility

-Could minimally impact community
cohesion

17 and Road S-28 to U.S. Route 15/401. Newtonville would also maintain access to McColl
and Tatum via S.C. Route 381 and access to the north towards Hamlet would be maintained via

S.C. Route 385 to S.C. Route 79 to S.C. Route 38.

Sﬁecia/ f’opu[aﬁam

Specific elderly, handicapped, non-driving, or transit-dependent populations were not identified
in this portion of Newtonville. 2000 U.S. Census Data shows the percentage of disabled and
elderly persons in this block group is above the statewide average; it is unknown at this time if
any of these populations in the Newtonville community would specifically be affected.

77@'601‘6/ ﬁeuefoﬁmenf

Historically, there has not been an
appreciable amount of development that has
impacted the Newtonville community. This
area mainly consists of farmland, and due to
the agricultural nature of the area, little or
no development has occurred. Based on land

Projected Development in Newtonville

No-build Alternative: No induced growth

Alternative 1: 11 acres of induced growth
Alternative 2: No induced growth
Alternative 3: No induced growth
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use modeling, very little development is expected to occur in the Newtonville community with
the No-build Alternative as well as with Alternatives 2 and 3. Alternative 1 may add an additional
11 acres of induced development to the community (refer to Table C.8, page C-30). Cumulative
impacts for Newtonville would include acres of development that may occur outside of the 1-73
project, in addition to development that results from 1-73.

\S’ummmy

In conclusion, minor impacts to the Newtonville community may occur with the construction
of Alternatives 2 and 3 for the I-73 project. The general sentiment for this area is that respondents
support the 1-73 project but do not want it built near their community. Alternative 1 has the
only potential for induced development for this area.

The rural communities of Chavistown and Salem are located southwest of Bennettsville in Marlboro
County (refer to Figure C-6, page C-21). Salem is provided fire and rescue services by the Blenheim
Volunteer Fire Department, while the Chavistown area is provided service by the Wallace Fire
Department. The Marlboro Park Hospital in Bennettsville provides healthcare services to these
communities. As reported in the community surveys, residents generally travel to nearby Bennettsville,
Florence, or Cheraw for the majority of goods and services.

C.2.5.9 Chavistown

Commun@ Cohesion, Relocations, Noise 9mﬂacf5', and

Visual ﬁmﬁacﬁr

Alternative 1 would cross through the central portion
of the Chavistown community, as defined by the
community survey while Alternatives 2 and 3 would
be located approximately three miles and six miles,
respectively, to the northeast of Chavistown (refer
to Figure C-6, page C-21, and Figure C-24).
Alternatives 2 and 3 are not expected to directly
impact the community of Chavistown.

Alternative 1 would cross primarily through
agricultural and forested lands within the community
boundary. Changes to the visual landscape and rural
character of the community may occur due to
Alternative 1. Since local roads are not likely to be
affected by Alternative 1, no physical barriers would
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be created that would divide residents from other
areas of the community. Access to the east and
west of the interstate would be maintained on S.C. Alternative 1:

Route 9 and Road S-33. -Five residential relocations

-No business or church relocations

-No noise impacts

-Possible visual landscape impacts
-Minor changes in travel patterns/

Chavistown Direct Impacts

Alternative 1 would displace five residences (three
houses, two mobile homes), but no churches,

businesses, or residences in Chavistown. While no accessibility
noise impacts are anticipated, Alternative 1 may
affect its visual landscape and rural character. Alternatives 2 and 3:

-No impacts anticipated

Access and Travel Patterns

Alternative 1 may cause minor changes in travel patterns within the community of Chavistown,
with Road S-387 functioning as a frontage road (refer to Figure C-24, page C-52). Travel
patterns within the community of Chavistown would not be impacted. Vehicular and pedestrian
access to community services and facilities would not be altered or hindered, nor would the
routing of emergency vehicles. Access to neighboring towns such as Cheraw would not be
affected, with access to Bennettsville being maintained across the interstate on S.C. Routes 9.
Access to the north towards Hamlet would be maintained via S.C. Route 79 to S.C. Route 38,
while access onto 1-73 would be provided via an interchange on Alternative 1 at S.C. Route 9,
within the community boundary.

Sﬁecia/ f’opu[aﬁam

Specific elderly, non-driving, or transit-dependent populations have not been identified in this
portion of Chavistown. 2000 U.S. Census Data shows the percentage of disabled persons in
this block group is higher than the statewide average. It is unknown at this time if any of these
populations in the Chavistown community would specifically be affected.

?rg’ecfe&/ ﬁeue/o/maenf

Projected Development in Chavistown Historically, Chavistown has seen very little appreciable
development that has impacted the community over the

iﬁ'b“ﬂt‘? Allte;fé‘;ﬁ"e‘ No iT";"“‘; g"’w'ft’;l years. Several small subdivisions have been built in
ernative 1: 262 acres of induced grow the area, and a dirt race track, the Cyclone Speedway is

Alternative 2: 42 acres of induced growth d

Alternative 3: 39 acres of induced growth located off of Ebenezer Road. Land use modeling

predicts very little development to occur in the
Chavistown community with the No-build Alternative.
Due to its proximity to Bennettsville, the Build Alternatives could bring additional development
to Chavistown, ranging from 39 to 262 acres (refer to Table C.8, page C-30). The interchange
at S.C. Route 9 is likely to encourage some development in this area. Development may be
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limited at this location; however, due to its lack of infrastructure. Cumulative impacts in
Chavistown would include acres of development that may occur outside of the I-73 project, in
addition to development that results from I-73. Because no growth is expected to occur under
the No-build Alternative, no cumulative impacts are anticipated in the Chavistown area.

Summmy

In conclusion, impacts to the Chavistown community would occur with the construction of
Alternative 1, which would displace five residences, while Alternative 1 would have the highest
potential for induced development for this area.

C.2.5.10 Salem

Commun@ Cohesion, Relocations, Noise Qmﬁacﬁ',

and Visual Qmﬁacff

Alternative 1 would cross through undeveloped
agricultural land within the rural community of
Salem, while Alternatives 2 and 3 would be located
several miles east of Salem and not directly impact
the community (refer to Figure C-6, page C-21, and
Figure C-25).

While Alternative 1 bisects through the rural
community of Salem, as defined by the community
survey, community cohesion is not anticipated to
be adversely affected. Most of the residences of
the Salem area are concentrated in two areas
approximately 1.5 miles apart. Alternative 1 crosses
through the undeveloped area of Salem that Figure C-25 Salem
separates these two concentrations of residences.

While this has the potential to create a physical barrier that would divide the two concentrations
of residences, this impact would be mitigated by maintaining access to the east and west of
Alternative 1, with Roads S-29N, S-51N and S-441N via overpasses and frontage roads (refer
to Figure C-25).

None of the Build Alternatives would be expected to require the relocation of any residences,
churches, or businesses in Salem. In addition, no noise receivers would be impacted by
Alternative 1. Due to the rural nature of the community, Alternative 1 may impact the visual
landscape and rural character of Salem.
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Projected Development in Salem

No-build Alternative: No induced growth
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3: No induced growth

Access and Travel Patterns

Travel patterns within and between the developed
areas of Salem would not be impacted with access
being maintained throughout the community. Access
to shopping, entertainment and medical facilities
available in Bennettsville are not expected to be
affected as local residents would be able to continue
to use their normal travel patterns along S.C. Route
38 to reach those destinations. Alternative 1 would
be accessible via the interchange at U.S. Route 15/
401, located approximately 3.5 miles north of the
community, and the interchange at S.C. Route 38,
which would be located 2.0 miles south of the
community. Vehicular and pedestrian access to
community services and facilities would not be
altered or hindered, nor would the routing of
emergency vehicles.

Sﬁecia/ f’opu[aﬁam

Salem Direct Impacts

Alternative 1:

-No residential, business, or church
relocations

-No noise impacts

-Possible visual landscape impacts

-Minor changes in travel patterns/
accessibility

-Could potentially impact community
cohesion

Alternatives 2 and 3:
-No impacts anticipated

While specific concentrations of minority, low income, elderly, handicapped, non-driving, or
transit-dependent populations were not identified within the community of Salem, 37 percent
of the population are minorities, 18 percent live below the poverty level, eight percent is age 65
years or older, and 40 percent of those five years or older have a disability. It is unknown at this
time if any of these populations would be specifically affected by the proposed project.

P@'ecfe&/ ﬁeue/o/ymenf

Historically, there has not been an appreciable amount of
development that has impacted the Salem community. There
are two small community stores in this area. Based on
predictive land use modeling, no development is anticipated

to occur with the No-build or Build Alternatives in the Salem
community. Ingeneral, land use changes for this area are not

anticipated.
Summar

Alternative 1 is likely to impact the Salem community, while Alternatives 2 and 3 would not.
Alternative 1 could impact Salem by affecting the visual landscape and rural character of the
community as well as minimal community cohesion impacts.
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Richmond County

C.2.6 How would Richmond County be impacted by
the proposed project?

Scotland The Build Alternatives would connect with 1-74 in
C”‘i”ty southern Richmond County, near the community of
Laurinburg Hamlet, which has a population of approximately 6,018
(refer to Figure C-6, page C-21 and Figure C-26).2 Based
on survey data received from respondents living in
Hamlet, most appear to support the 1-73 project. Of the
surveys received from Richmond County, 74 percent of

[ ]
Bennettsville

< Dillon> respondents liked the idea of 1-73 being built in the area

“ while 22 percent was undecided or did not respond. Four
illon County X

percent of the respondents felt the project would have a

P negative impact on their community.

0 5 10Miles e

Florence

Richmond County has seen little growth in its population
or economy over the last 20 years (approximately four
percent).®> The percentages of residents living below the
poverty level are seven percent higher than North Carolina
or national averages.

Figure C-26 Richmond County

A Public Information Meeting was held in Richmond County on September 12, 2006, at the
Richmond County Community College. Approximately 76 individuals attended the meeting, and
10 of those provided comments. Approximately 90 percent of the comments were generally in
favor of construction of the proposed project. Comments received through survey response or
submitted during public meetings indicate that respondents feel that economic growth for the county,
job creation, and new industries are needed in their communities. The overall impression of
respondents is the 1-73 project could create more opportunities for new and better jobs, along with
economic stimulation and advancement.

2 U.S. Census Bureau, American Fact Finder: 2000 U.S. Census.
¥ U.S. Census Bureau, American Fact Finder: Census 1990-2006 Population Estimates.
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C.2.7 How would the Town of Hamlet be

impacted?

Commun@ Cohesion, Relocations, Noise 9mﬂacf5',

and Visual Qm/mcfr

The Build Alternatives terminate at the
interchange with 1-74 on the south side of the
City of Hamlet near the city boundary (refer to
Figure C-6, page C-21 and Figure C-27). Since
all of the Build Alternatives are located outside
the neighborhoods of the City of Hamlet, impacts
such as separation of neighborhoods and/or
residential clusters would not be an issue.

Alternative 1 would displace eight residences in
Hamlet (three houses, five mobile homes), while

Figure C-27 Hamlet

Alternatives 2 and 3 would displace 14
residences in Hamlet (three houses, 11 mobile homes). All of the Build Alternatives would

Hamlet Direct Impacts

Alternative 1:

-Eight residential relocations

-Two business relocations

-No church relocations

-Omne impacted noise receiver

-Possible visual landscape impacts
-Minor changes in travel patterns/
accessibility

Alternatives 2 and 3:

-14 residential relocations

-Two business relocations

-No church relocations

-Omne impacted noise receiver

-Possible visual landscape impacts
-Minor changes in travel patterns/
accessibility

displace two active businesses in Hamlet, Central Carolina Gas
Company and Travel Tours Unlimited. No churches would
be displaced with the Build Alternatives. All Build Alternatives
would have one impacted noise receiver. The Build
Alternatives may affect the visual landscape and rural character
of the community’s outskirts.

Access and Travel Patterns

Travel patterns within the City of Hamlet would not be
impacted. Vehicular and pedestrian access to community
services and facilities would not be altered or hindered, nor
would the routing of emergency vehicles. Interchanges located
at the intersection of 1-74 would improve access to the City of
Hamlet and other nearby areas (refer to Figure C-27).
Accessibility to some residences and businesses located near
I-74 near interchanges may change due to the re-configured
frontage roads and the exit ramps.

s ——.
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2000 U.S. Census Data shows the percentage of disabled and elderly persons in block groups in
this community are higher than the statewide average for North Carolina. It is unknown at this
time if any disabled or elderly persons in the Hamlet community would specifically be affected.

P@'ecfe/ ﬁeuefoﬁmenf
Past development has occurred in Hamlet, as it UL IEMUHSHSTIRsESS
prospered as trains from New YOI‘.k and I.:Iorlda No-build Alternative: 8 acres of induced
stopped here. Hamlet now offers major services for growth

those living in and around Hamlet. Water and sewer § Alternative 1: 16 acres of induced growth
infrastructure are present in Hamlet, which increase | Alternative 2: 41 acres of induced growth

the potential for future development. Hamlet also | Alternative 3: 41 acres of induced growth

has an Industrial Park located along 1-74 for
industries wishing to develop in the area. Land use
modeling predicts that 8 acres of development is expected to occur in the Hamlet community
with the No-build Alternative. The Build Alternatives could bring between 16 and 41 additional
acres of development to Hamlet (refer to Table C.8, page C-30). Cumulative impacts for Hamlet
would include acres of development that may occur outside of the 1-73 project, in addition to
development that results from 1-73.

Summar

None of the Build Alternatives would cause changes to accessibility in the Hamlet community.
Alternative 1 would result in eight residential and two business displacements, while Alternatives
2 and 3 would result in 14 residential and two business displacements, and one impacted noise
receiver in the Hamlet community. Due to the outlying areas of Hamlet being mainly rural in
nature, the proposed project may affect the visual landscape and rural character of the
community’s outlying areas.

Scotland County

C.2.8 How would Scotland County be impacted by the proposed project?

The Build Alternatives pass briefly through the northwestern corner of Scotland County, with
Alternative 1 consisting of approximately less than 0.25 mile of roadway in Scotland County, while
Alternatives 2 and 3 have just over one mile of roadway in the County (refer to Figure C-6, page C-
21, and Figure C-28, page C-59). The nearest community to the Build Alternatives is Laurel Hill,
which is several miles away and located outside the project study area. Because the Build Alternatives
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are located several miles from any community, it
should not create a physical barrier that would divide
or isolate neighborhoods or change travel patterns in
Scotland County. Vehicular and pedestrian access in
this area would not be altered or hindered, nor would
the routing of emergency vehicles. Alternative 1
would displace four residences, while Alternatives 2
and 3 would displace seven residences in Scotland
County. No churches or businesses would be Cheray
displaced by the Build Alternatives. No indirect or
cumulative development is anticipated for this portion
of Scotland County from the No-build or Build
Alternatives.

Richmond
County

Rockingham
®

Bennettsville

« Dillon?

Table C.9, pages C-60 to C-61, summarizes the potential @ Dillon County

impacts to each affected community in the project study

area by Build Alternatives. T 1 Florence
0 5 10 Miles

Figure C-28 Scotland County

Considerations for Bicyclists and Pedestrians

C.2.9 What considerations have been analyzed relating to pedestrians and bicyclists?

The USDOT initiated new policy in 2003 to encourage state departments of transportation to
incorporate safe bicycle and pedestrian facilities into roadway projects, when feasible. This new
policy was based on data from the USDOT that over 6,000 bicyclists and pedestrians are killed
each year due to motor vehicles.* Along with input from public agencies, professional associations,
and advocacy groups, the USDOT drafted a policy statement entitled “Accommodating Bicycle
and Pedestrian Travel: A Recommended Approach” to guide the integration of bicycling and walking
facilities into the transportation mainstream.® The policy statement recommends that facilities for
bicyclists and pedestrians in urbanized areas be established in new construction and reconstruction
projects, unless bicyclists and pedestrians are prohibited by law from using the roadway. The
proposed project would prohibit the use of the interstate by bicyclists and pedestrians, and as such
would not include these facilities.

4 USDOT Design Guidance, Accommodating Bicycle and Pedestrian Travel: A Recommended Approach,http://
www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/design.htm (December 5, 2006).
% 1bid.
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Table C.9

Summary of Direct Impacts by Alternative

for Communities in Project Study Area
| Alternative 2 (Preferred) I

Alternative 1

Alternative 3

Dillon County Communities

Bingham

-3 residential relocations

-3 residential relocations

-No impacts anticipated

Free State

-No impacts anticipated

-No impacts anticipated

-1 church relocation
-Potential visual impacts
-Could potentially
impact cohesion

Minturn

-No impacts anticipated

-No impacts anticipated

-Minimal visual impacts
-May affect accessibility
during construction

Marlboro Coun

ty Communities

Bennettsville | -24 residential -5 residential relocations | -No anticipated impacts
relocations -4 business relocations
-1 impacted noise -1 impacted noise
receiver receiver
Blenheim -10 residential -No anticipated impacts | -No anticipated impacts
relocations
-1 impacted noise
receiver
-Potential visual impacts
Clio -No anticipated impacts | -Minimal visual impacts | -1 residential relocation
-2 business relocations
-Potential visual impacts
-Minor changes in travel
patterns
McColl -No anticipated impacts | -No anticipated impacts | -No anticipated impacts
Tatum -No anticipated impacts | -Minimal visual impacts | -Minimal visual impacts
Aarons -Minimal changes in -No anticipated impacts | -No anticipated impacts
Temple accessibility
-Minimal visual impacts
Adamsville -No anticipated impacts | -1 residential relocation | -2 residential relocations

-Minor changes in travel
patterns

-1 impacted noise
receiver

-Minimal visual impacts
-Could potentially
impact cohesion

-Minimal visual impacts
-Minor changes in travel
patterns

-Could potentially
impact cohesion

PATHWAY TO
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Table C.9, continued
Summary of Direct Impacts by Alternative
for Communities in Project Study Area

Alternative 1

Alternative 2 (Preferred)

Alternative 3

Brightsville

-16 residential
relocations

-Minor changes in travel
patterns

-3 impacted noise
receivers

-Potential visual impacts

-1 residential relocation
-Minor changes in travel
patterns

-Minimal visual impacts

-1 residential relocation
-Minor changes in travel
patterns

-Minimal visual impacts

Chavistown

-5 residential relocations
-Minor changes in travel
patterns

-Minimal visual impacts

-No anticipated impacts

-No anticipated impacts

-No anticipated impacts

-1 residential relocation
-Minor changes in travel
patterns

-Minimal visual impacts

-No anticipated impacts

Fletcher

-No anticipated impacts

-No anticipated impacts

-Minimal visual impacts

Hebron

-No anticipated impacts

-Minimal visual impacts

-No anticipated impacts

Lester

-No anticipated impacts

-Minimal visual impacts

-No anticipated impacts

Newtonville

-No anticipated impacts

-2 residential relocations
-Minor changes in travel
patterns

-Minimal visual impacts
-Could potentially
impact cohesion

-1 residential relocation
-Minor changes in travel
patterns

-Minimal visual impacts
-Mould potentially
impact cohesion

-Minimal visual impacts
- Could potentially
impact cohesion

-No anticipated impacts

-No anticipated impacts

Richmond County Communities

Hamlet

-8 residential relocations
-2 business relocations
-Minimal visual impacts
-1 impacted noise
receiver

- Minor changes in
travel patterns

-14 residential
relocations

-2 business relocations
-1 impacted noise
receiver

-Minimal visual impacts
-Minor changes in travel
patterns

-14 residential
relocations

-2 business relocations
-Minimal visual impacts
-1 impacted noise
receiver

-Minor changes in travel
patterns
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