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The SCDOT has aso developed policies to ensure that pedestrians and bicyclists are taken into
consideration when planning to widen existing roadways or for new road construction projects. On
January 14, 2003, the SCDOT Commission passed aresolution stating that “ bicycling and walking
accommodations should be aroutine part of the department’ s planning, design, construction and
operating activities, and will beincluded in the everyday operations of our transportation system.”
It further stated that, the SCDOT Transportation Commission “requires South Carolina counties
and municipalities to make bicycling and pedestrian improvements an integral part of their
transportation planning and programming where State or Federal Highway funding is utilized.”®

Where bridges are constructed to elevate roadways over theinterstate, facilitieswould be provided
for bicyclists and pedestrians. The bridges constructed at these locations would have 10-foot
shoulders, which would accommodate pedestrian and bicyclists safely. The existing road system
within the project study areais comprised primarily of secondary roadways including U.S. Route
15/401, S.C. Route 38, S.C. Route 79, and S.C. Route 9. The secondary roadways have limited or
no shoulders making it difficult to accommodate pedestrians or bicyclists.

Dueto thefact that accessto the proposed project would be fully-controlled at designated | ocations,
secondary roadwayswould be elevated and constructed over theinterstate. Thefrontage roadways
would also be considered for bike and pedestrian facilities based on SCDOT policies. Although
the proposed project would require the modification of several local roads, it would not reduce the
routes available for travel by pedestrians or bicyclists. By providing bridges that would better
accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists, the proposed project is anticipated to positively affect
future provisions for pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic.

C.3 Environmental Justice

C.3.1 Would any environmental justice populations be impacted?

The effects of the No-build Alternative on populations within the project study area would be
essentialy the same for all environmental justice areas. No relocations or visual impacts would
occur. However, under the No-build Alternative, traffic volumes on local routes such as S.C.
Route 38 would continue to increase and local travel patterns and accessibility in environmental
justice communities could be affected. Other negative effects of the No-build Alternative may be
the lack of increased development and employment opportunities within the project study area.

6 SCDOT Transportation Commission, January 14, 2003, Bike Resolution, http://www.scdot.org/getting/pdfs/
bike resolution.pdf (July 26, 2006).
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In total, there are 56 block groupsin the project study area, of which 37 block groups (66 percent)
meet the established thresholds for low-income and/or minority (refer to Figure C-29). Combined,
the Build Alternatives pass through 21 of the 56 block groups within the project study area. Of
these 21 block groups, 15 (71 percent) meet the established thresholds to qualify as low-income
and/or minority, including two in Dillon County, 10 in Marlboro County, two in Richmond County,
and onein Scotland County. Environmental justice populations also exist in 22 other block groups
within the project study area, but these are not directly impacted by the Build Alternatives.

Ten block groups of the 21 directly impacted by the Build Alternatives have minority populations
over their respective county thresholdsincluding the following: one minority block group in Dillon
County, six in Marlboro County, two in Richmond County, and one in Scotland County (refer to
Table C.10, page C-65). Thirteen of the 21 total block groups directly impacted have block groups
that meet their respective county thresholds for low-income populations, including two in Dillon
County, ninein Marlboro County, one in Richmond County, and one in Scotland County (refer to
Table C.10, page C-65).

Alternative 1 impactsthe lowest percentage of minority and/or low income block groups (58 percent),
while Alternative 3 impacts the highest percentage of minority and/or low-income block groups
(77 percent) (refer to Table C.10, page C-65). The percentage of environmental justice census
block groups impacted by the Build Alternatives (between 58 and 77 percent) would not be
disproportionate when compared to the composition of the project study areaasawhole (66 percent).

C.3.2 What other methods were used to consider impacts to environmental justice

populations in the project study area?

Dueto therural nature of the area, block groups are very large and development can be sparse. The
Build Alternatives pass through block groups that are considered to contain environmental justice
populations, but do not impact these popul ations or communities. It also wasevident based onfield
observations, community impact studies, survey data, and block level census data, that some
communitiesthat fell within low-income or minority block groupswere not actually low-income or
minority populations. Other communities were identified to have concentrations of low-income
and minority populations, but did not fall within the identified low income and/or minority block
groups. For these reasons, a community-based analysis of impacts was conducted to identify the
location of potential disproportionate effects associated with the Build Alternatives. |ssues that
were considered when evaluating the potential for environmental justice impacts included the

following:
J relocations;
J effects on community cohesion;
J economic impacts,

s r——.
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Table C.10
Block Groups Impacted by Build Alternatives

Percent Percent Low 2
Block Group Minority Income (Preferred)

Dillon County

450339701001

39%

450339703001

35%

450339706001

19%

Marlboro County

450699602001 21%
450699602002 34%
450699602004 13%
450699603016 27%
450699603021 12%
450699603022 9%

450699604001 9%

450699604002 21%
450699604003 20%
450699604004 20%
450699605001 20%
450699605002 22%
450699605003 33%
450699606001 12%
450699606002 17%

Richmond County
371539711002
371539711003

Scotland County
371650105004 62%

Total number of block groups impacted per alternative

Number of minority/low-income block groups that are
impacted by alternative

Percent of block groups per alternative that are E]J 66%

Notes.
Bold text signifiesthat areaqualifiesas an EJarea.
X signifies EJ block group impacted by Alternative; x signifies non-EJ block impa Alternative.
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access and mobility issues,

noise impacts;

change of visual character; and,

impacts to parks and community facilities.

In general, comments and surveys received from environmental justice communities played an
important part in establishing whether effects on the communities of concern were positive or
negative, as well as determining the magnitude of the potential impacts.

C.3.2.1 Relocations

Areas with known concentrations of environmental justice populations were identified during
the EISanalysis. Concerted efforts were made to shift Build Alternativesto avoid or minimize
impacts to these communities, including low-income and minority areas in Adamsville,
Bennettsville, Chavistown, Clio, Dunbar, Free State, Hamlet, Lester, McColl, and Tatum. In
many instances, the Build Alternatives were shifted from known environmental justice areasto
minimize relocations and direct impacts to environmental justice populations in these
communities.

For the purpose of the community-based study, relocations that fell within both environmental
justice block groups and community boundaries, as defined by survey responses of citizensin
the project study area, were included in Table C.11. Tota relocations within environmental
justice block groups were tallied for each of the Build Alternatives.

Since relocations located within environmental justice block groups could not be confirmed as
minority and/or low-income at this stage in project development overall totals were used.
Alternative 1 would have the most rel ocations with 31 residential rel ocations and two business
relocations, while Alternative 3 would have the fewest relocations, with 15 residential and four
business relocations. Alternative 2 would have 18 residential and six business rel ocations.

Overall, the pattern of residential displacements is evenly dispersed throughout populations
along the Build Alternatives and rel ocations within minority or low-income popul ations did not
constitute a disproportionately high and adverse effect on any single community. Other non-
environmental justice communitieswould experience similar rel ocation effectsand no particular
community would bear a disproportionate portion of the relocations.

Any changes made to the alignment of the Preferred Alternative would be re-evaluated for
relocation impacts on environmental justice communities. Based on field visits, housing and/
or land would be availablefor thosewho are displaced to rel ocate within the affected communities.

s ——.
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Table C.11
Community and Block Group Relocations

. Relocations Alt. 2

Dillon County — no business or residential relocations within identified EJ block groups

Marlboro County

450699602001

Adamsville

1R

X

450699602001

Bennettsville

450699603016

Bennettsville

3B

450699605001

Bennettsville

450699603022

Chavistown

5R

450699605002 Clio
450699605002 Dunbar 1R

Richmond County
371539711003 Hamlet 2R
371539711003 Hamlet 7R
371539711003 Hamlet X
371650105004 Hamlet 4R
371650105004 Hamlet 4R X
371539711002 Hamlet 1R X X

Scotland County - no business or residential relocations within identified EJ block
groups

X
X

Total | 31R, 2B 18R, 6B I 15R, 4B

Notes:
R = residential relocation
B = business relocation

C.3.2.2 Community Cohesion

Community cohesion is affected when neighborhoods are divided or relocations reduce the
number of residences in a community. As discussed in the Communities Section (refer to
Section C.2, page C-20), loss of community cohesion could occur with the construction of the
proposed project. Based on the boundaries identified by survey respondents, the communities
of Adamsville and Free State, both of which have identified environmental justice populations,
may experience some impact to cohesion depending on which Build Alternative is selected.
Non-minority and non-low income communities could also experience similar impacts to
community cohesion dueto the Build Alternatives, and therefore, these identified environmental

—————
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justice populations would not bear a disproportionate impact. For additional discussion on
community cohesion, refer to Section C.2 (page C-20), and the Community Impact Analysis
Technical Memorandum.

C.3.2.3 Economic Impacts

The population of the project study area would be expected to benefit from economic
opportunities resulting from the project. Potential economic opportunities could be beneficial
to low-income populationsin terms of morejobsand additional business development. Specific
communities within the project study area including Bennettsville, Clio, and Hamlet, have
expressed support for the project due to the potential economic opportunities of the project. For
additional discussion on economic impacts, refer to Chapter 2, Section 2.6.1.2 on page 2-33.

C.3.2.4 Access and Mobility

Each of the Build Alternatives may cause minor changes to local access and mobility in
communitiesthroughout the project study area. Connectivity of travel routeswould be maintained
by the construction of crossovers and frontage roads that would be constructed where needed to
maintain access to properties. Overall, changes in travel patterns and accessibility within
communities are expected to be minor and should not prevent residents from accessing their
churches, neighbors, or business and commercial centers. Therefore, environmental justice
populations would not suffer a disproportionate impact from changes in travel patterns. For
additional discussion on impacts to access and mobility, refer to Communities, Section C.2
beginning on page C-20, and the Community Impact Analysis Technical Memorandum.

C.3.2.5 Noise

All Build Alternativeswould have the potential to introducetraffic noiseinto rural communities.
Residences along each Build Alternative may experience noise levels above what currently
exists. Overal, noise impacts resulting from the proposed project would be minimal, with
three to four residences being impacted per each Build Alternative. For more information
about potential noiseimpacts, pleaserefer to Section C.8, page C-80. Impacted receiverswould
be distributed throughout the project study area, with no community experiencing more than
oneimpacted receiver. Therefore, noindividual community or environmental justice population
would experience disproportionate noise impacts.

s r——.
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C.3.2.6 Visual and Aesthetic Character

As discussed in Section C.2 (page C-20), the Build Alternatives would have the potential to
change the visual environment of environmental justice communities. The effect in view and
aesthetic character depends on the existing characteristics of the community; the distance between
homes and the proposed project; and whether the facility is at-grade, contains an elevated
overpass, or interchange. The Build Alternatives may alter thevisual elements of environmental
justice populations living in the following communities: Adamsville (Alternatives 2 and 3),
Chavistown (Alternative 1), Clio (Alternatives 2 and 3), Dunbar (Alternative 2), Free State
(Alternative 3), Hamlet (Alternatives 1, 2, and 3), Lester/Breeden (Alternative 2), McColl
(Alternative 3), and Tatum (Alternatives 2 and 3). However, non-minority and non-low income
populations in these and other communities would experience similar changes to the visual
landscape, and therefore, environmental justice populations would not bear a disproportionate
impact. For additional discussion on anticipated changesto visual and aesthetic character, refer
to the Community Impact Analysis Technical Memorandum.

C.3.2.7 Parks and Community Facilities

The Build Alternatives do not impact any public parks or facilities located in environmental
justice communities. Alternatives 1 and 2 would not impact any churches, while Alternative 3
would displace The Community House of Prayer, achurchlocated in the Free State community.

C.3.3 What efforts have been made to ensure full and fair participation of environmental

justice populations in the transportation decision-making process?

In order to engage and providefor thefull and fair participation of potentially affected environmental
justice communities, the following strategies were implemented:

. Public information meetings were held in Marlboro and Richmond Counties, and
advertised in the local newspapers and on television;
. Attendance of Project Team Representatives at |ocal organization meetingsto generate

interest and participation in the proposed project;
. Stakeholder Working Group meetings were held and included local community |eaders

and NAACP representatives;

. Project website and toll-free hotline, which could be accessed at any timeto learn the
status of the project and information on times and locations of meetings; and,

. Distributed community surveys through various methods to ensure full participation of

all populations, including school surveys, mail surveys, door-to-door survey distribution
and/or interviews.

——————
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ID Number
(Figure 3-34)

Table C.12

Historic Resources Within One Mile of a Build Alternative

County

Resource Name

Location

Potential

Effect

Sites Listed on the NRHP

Marlboro

Appin Historic District

U.S. Route 15, Bennettsville

None

Marlboro

Clio Historic District

Clio

None

Marlboro

Manship Farmstead

Tatum

None

Marlboro

McLaurin House

State Road 40, Clio

Direct Effect
Alternative 3

Marlboro

Robertson-Easterling- McLaurin
House

S.C. Route 912

None

Dillon

Joel Allen House

State Road 38, Free State

None

Dillon

Selkirk Farm

State Road 28, Minturn

None

Sites Eligible for Listing on the NRHP

Marlboro

Blenheim Mineral Springs and
Ginger Ale Plant

Blenheim

None

Marlboro

Hebron United Methodist Church
District

State Road 23, Hebron

None

Marlboro

Manning House

State Road 23, Hebron

None

Marlboro

Marlboro Aviation School, Palmer
Field

State Road 626, Bennettsville

None

Marlboro

Mill Race/Spillway at Appin

U.S. Route 15, Bennettsville

None

Marlboro

Mimosa Plantation

U.S. Route 15, Tatum

None

Marlboro

Oakley House

State Road 33, Bennettsville

None

Marlboro

Resource 0918

State Route 18, Bennettsville

Adverse

Visual

Alternative 1

Marlboro

Resource 1095

S.C. Route 9, Bennettsville

None

17

Marlboro

Sparks House

S.C. Route 38, Blenheim

None

18

Marlboro

The Beauty Spot Church of Tatum

U.S. Route 15, Tatum

None

19

Dillon

Alford House

State Road 28, Minturn

None

Sites Potentially Eligible for Listing on the NRHP

21

Marlboro

Old McLaurens Pond

S.C. Route 9, Chavistown

None

Not Shown

Marlboro

38ML13

Clio

None

Not Shown

Marlboro

38ML18

Dunbar

None

Not Shown

Marlboro

38ML39

Adamsville

None

Not Shown

Marlboro

38ML40

Adamsville

None

Not Shown

Marlboro

38ML41

Adamsville

None

Not Shown

Marlboro

38ML108

Blenheim

None

Not Shown

Marlboro

38ML213

Dunbar

None

Not Shown

Marlboro

38ML214

Dunbar

None

Not Shown

Dillon

38DN14

Minturn

None

22

Richmond

Log Tobacco Barn

State Road 1804

None

23

Richmond

Freeman House

State Road 1181

None

Source: Brocking

ton and Associates, 2007. Archaeologi

cal sites are not shown on Figure 3-34 due to their sensitive nature.
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