
RICHLAND COUNTY 
COUNCIL

 

DEVELOPMENT AND SERVICES COMMITTEE
 

Norman Jackson Joyce Dickerson Valerie Hutchinson (Chair) Bill Malinowski Kelvin Washington

District 11 District 2 District 9 District 1 District 10

 

OCTOBER 25, 2011

5:00 PM

 

2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, South Carolina

 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

 1. Regular Session:  September 27, 2011 (pages 5-7) 

 

 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

 

ITEMS FOR ACTION

 

 2. Ordinance to Prohibit 'bath salts' and synthetic marijuana (pages 9-13) 

 

 3.
Achieve SC State Solid Waste Diversion Rate of 35% within five years and develop a long range goal 
for zero waste (pages 15-17) 
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 4. Expiring Solid Waste curbside collection contracts for areas 2 & 6 (pages 19-23) 

 

 5. Animal Care Ordinance Revisions (pages 25-36) 

 

 6.
Decker Blvd/Woodfield Park Neighborhood Redevelopment Overlay District and the Corridor 
Redevelopment Overlay District (pages 38-42) 

 

 7. Review the process of the Development Review Team (pages 44-50) 

 

 8. Proposed Amendment to Settlement agreement with Northeast Landfill (pages 52-149) 

 

 

 

ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS: NO ACTION REQUIRED

 

 

9. a. Curfew for Community Safety (Manning-February 2010) 
 
b.  Farmers Market Update (Council-May 2010) 
 
c.  Review all Engineering and Architectural Drawing requirements to make sure there is no 
unnecessary charge or expense to citizens (Jackson-January 2010) 
 
d.  Review Homeowner Association covenants by developers and the time frame for transfer and the 
strength of the contracts (Jackson-September 2010) 
 
e.  To direct Public Works to review county ordinances and propose amendments that would allow the 
recovery cost to repair damage done to county public roads.  The intent of this motion is to hold those 
responsible who damage the roadways due to the use of heavy vehicles, improperly parked property or 
other uses for which the type of roadway was not intended (Malinowski-July 2010) 
 
f.  That Richland County enact a Tree Canopy ordinance and inventory to preserve and enhance the 
number of trees in Richland County (Malinowski-July 2010) 
 
g.  Off-ramp Lighting (Rose-February 2011) 
 
h.  In the interest of regional consistency and public safety, I move that Richland County Council adopt 
an ordinance (consistent with the City of Columbia) banning texting while operating a motor vehicle 
(Rose-April 2011) 
 
i.  Direct staff to coordinate with SCDHEC and SCDOT a review of traffic light signal timing 
improvements in unincorporated Richland County and request a system of red/yellow flashing traffic 
signals be initiated to help reduce emissions.  Unincorporated Richland County will also mandate 
ingress and egress turn lanes for all businesses and residential construction that would cause a 
slowdown of traffic on the road servicing that facility (Malinowski-September 2011) 
 
j.  To have staff determine the legalities of an ordinance change that would allow for public/private 
business partnerships to be operated on school property, specifically in the sports medicine field, and 
create the necessary wording (Malinowski-September 2011) 
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k.  Staff, in conjunction with the Conservation Commission, will consider an ordinance change to 
prevent the crossing of any portion of a conservation easement with utilities unless by special 
exception and with specific requirements in place (Malinowski-September 2011) 
 
l.  Overtime compensation shall not be calculated towards retirement salary (Jackson-September 2011) 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Regular Session:  September 27, 2011 (pages 5-7) 

 

Reviews

Item# 1
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MINUTES OF      

 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
DEVELOPMENT AND SERVICES COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 27, 2011 
6:00 P.M. 

 
In accordance with the Freedom of Information Act, a copy of the agenda was 
sent to radio and TV stations, newspapers, persons requesting notification, and 

was posted on the bulletin board located in the lobby of the County 
Administration Building. 

============================================================= 
MEMBERS PRESENT 
 
Chair:  Valerie Hutchinson 
Member: Joyce Dickerson 
Member: Norman Jackson 
Member: Bill Malinowski 
Member Kelvin E. Washington, Sr. 
 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  Paul Livingston, L. Gregory Pearce, Jr., Damon Jeter, Seth Rose, 
Gwendolyn Davis Kennedy, Milton Pope, Tony McDonald, Sparty Hammett, Roxanne 
Ancheta, Randy Cherry, Larry Smith, Dale Welch, Daniel Driggers, Don Chamblee, 
Rodolfo Callwood, John Hixson, David Hoops, Ray Peterson, Michael Byrd, Alonzo 
Smith, Melinda Edwards, Geo Price, Monique Walters, Michelle Onley 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

 
The meeting started at approximately 5:00 p.m. 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
July 26, 2011 (Regular Session) – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. Washington, 
to approve the minutes as distributed.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 

Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. Washington, to adopt the agenda as distributed.  
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council  
Development and Services Committee  
September 27, 2011 
Page Two 
 

 
ITEMS FOR ACTION 

 
Valhalla Micro Surfacing Project – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. Washington, 
to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve Alternative #1:  
“Approve the contract for Roadway Management Inc. for the Valhalla Microsurface 
project in the amount of $246,205.45.”  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Bath Salts Ordinance – Mr. Rose requested that the D&S Committee unanimously add 
the Bath Salts Ordinance to the agenda.  The committee members declined the request. 
 
North Paving Project—Wade Kelly Road Right of Way – Mr. Malinowski moved, 
seconded by Ms. Jackson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to 
approve Alternative #1: “Approve the payment of the appraised amounts from the right-
of-way for Wade Kelly Road in the amount of $4,000.”  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
Low Traffic Volume Road Paving Program – Mr. Washington moved, seconded by 
Mr. Jackson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve 
Alternative #1:  “Proceed with program.”  The vote was in favor. 
 
Calculation of Salary for Retirement Purposes – Mr. Malinowski moved to forward 
this item to Council with a recommendation to approve Alternative #2:  “Seek an 
amendment to State law that would change how retirement benefits are calculated.” 
 
Mr. Malinowski withdrew the motion. 
 
Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to hold this item in committee and 
direct staff to draft a proposed policy change that would limit the amount of overtime an 
employee can work.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Condemnation of Private Property for Use as a Drainage Easement – Mr. 
Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to forward to this item to Council with a 
recommendation to approve the request to condemn 430 SF of private property (TMS # 
R22708-04-11) adjacent to Beaver Dam Road contingent upon staff sending a letter to 
the landowner giving the landowner a specified amount of time to accept the County’s 
proposal.  If the landowner doe not accept the County’s proposal, the County will 
proceed with the condemnation for $100.  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Emergency Planning Review – Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to 
receive this item as information. 
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Richland County Council  
Development and Services Committee  
September 27, 2011 
Page Three 
 
 
Franklin Park and Albene Park Water Systems – Mr. Washington moved, seconded 
by Mr. Jackson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve staff’s 
recommendation:  “Authorize County staff to work with the DHEC legal staff to complete 
the permanent transfer of the Franklin Park and Albene Park water systems to Richland 
County.”  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Petition to Close Road/Portion of Beckham Swamp Road—Consent Order – Mr. 
Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation to approve Alternative #1:  “Approve petitioner’s request to close the 
subject road and direct Legal to execute the proposed Consent Order.”  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
 
Sewer Tap Certificate Policy – Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded Mr. Jackson, to defer 
this item in committee until staff obtains responses to questions submitted by committee 
members. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 5:40 p.m. 
 
        Submitted by, 
 
        Valerie Hutchinson, Chair 
 
The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Ordinance to Prohibit 'bath salts' and synthetic marijuana (pages 9-13) 

 

Reviews

Item# 2
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Ordinance to prohibit “bath salts” and synthetic marijuana 
 

A. Purpose 
This request is, per Mr. Rose’s motion, to adopt an ordinance prohibiting “bath salts” and 
synthetic marijuana.  This ordinance would be consistent with the recently passed City of 
Columbia ordinance. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 

During the September 27, 2011, committee meetings, as well as the October 4, 2011, County 
Council meeting, Mr. Rose attempted to have this ordinance placed on the agenda.  Because 
those attempts were unsuccessful, this item is now being presented at the October committee 
meetings. 

The above referenced City of Columbia ordinance was used to create the attached ordinance.   

C. Financial Impact 
There is no known financial impact with this request. 

 
D. Alternatives 

1. Adopt the attached ordinance. 
2. Do not adopt the attached ordinance. 
3. Adopt the ordinance with revisions.   

 
E. Recommendation 

 
See comments by Legal.  
 
Recommended by: Elizabeth McLean  Department: Legal  Date: 10/06/11 

 
F. Reviews 

(Please SIGN your name, ü the appropriate box, and support your recommendation before routing.  Thank you!) 
 

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 10/6/11    

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Based on no financial impact 

  
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Administration 
Reviewed by: J. Milton Pope   Date: 10-14-11 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval, also the Association of 
Counties Legislative Committee has recommended approval of a ban on Bath Salts 
through Statewide legislation. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO.  ____-11HR 
 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RICHLAND COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES; 
CHAPTER 18, OFFENSES;  BY THE ADDITION OF SECTION 18-7, “BATH SALTS” 
AND SYNTHETIC MARIJUANA; SO AS TO PROHIBIT THE USE, PURCHASE, 
SALE OR POSSESSION OF SUCH SUBSTANCES IN RICHLAND COUNTY.  
 
WHEREAS, substances containing methylone, mephedrone, 
methoxymethcathinone, fluroromethcathinone or 
methylenedioxypyrovalerone (MDPV, collectively “bath salts”), are being 
used as recreational drugs producing a "high" similar to cocaine and 
methamphetamine; and 
 
WHEREAS, substances containing HU-210 (molecular structure very similar 
to THC) CP 
47,497 and JWH-018 (1-Pentyl-3-(1-naphthoyl)indole) known as the 
combination of herbs mixed with a lab-produced strain of marijuana  is 
usually marketed  as K2, Spice, JWH-018 or incense (collectively “synthetic 
marijuana”) are being used as recreational  drugs producing  a “high” similar 
to cannabis; and 
 
WHEREAS, banning the use, purchase, sale or possession of “bath salts” 
and synthetic marijuana will help prevent drug use and drug related crimes in 
Richland County  promoting the public health, welfare, safety and general 
welfare of all citizens; 
 
NOW THEREFORE, pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution and the General 
Assembly of the State of South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNTY 
COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY: 
 
SECTION I.  The Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 18, Offenses; is hereby 
amended by the addition of Section 18-7, “Bath Salts” and synthetic marijuana, to read as 
follows:   

 
Sec. 18-7. “Bath Salts” and synthetic marijuana. 
 

(a)  Definitions. 
 

  The following words, terms and phrases, when used in this 
section, shall have the meanings  ascribed to them in this 
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subsection, except where the context clearly indicates a different 
meaning: 

 
Methylone, mephedrone, methylmethcathinone, 

fluoromethcathinone or  methylen dioxypyrovaleron (MDPV), 
collectively “bath salts” shall mean any material, compound, mixture, 
or preparation, whether produced directly or indirectly from a 
substance of vegetable origin or independently by means of chemical 
synthesis or by a combination  of extraction and chemical synthesis, 
that contains any quantity of the following substances, or that contains 
any of the following substances' analogs, salts, isomers, and salts of 
isomers when the existence of the analogs, salts, isomers, and salts of 
isomers is possible within the specific chemical designation: 
methylone, mephedrone, methoxymethcathinone, 
fluroromethcathinone or methylenedioxypyrovalerone (MDPV). 

 
Synthetic marijuana shall mean and refer to all chemical 

compounds intended to replicate, mimic or cause a similar reaction to 
the effects of marijuana or cannabis. Such compounds are known or 
marketed under such names as THC, HU-210 Cannabicyclohexanol, 
JWH-018, JWH- 073, K2, Spice, herbal incense, herbal smoking blends, 
and other names. Further, synthetic marijuana shall be considered an 
illegal narcotic.  

 
  
 
 
 (b)   Prohibition. 
 

(1)   It is unlawful for a person to use, offer for use, purchase, offer 
to purchase, sell, offer to sell, or possess synthetic marijuana 
and/or “bath salts” as described herein.  Methylone, 
mephedrone, methylmethcathinone, fluoromethcathinone or  
methylen dioxypyrovaleron (MDPV), collectively called “bath 
salts” shall mean any material, compound, mixture, or 
preparation, whether produced directly or indirectly from a 
substance of vegetable origin or independently by means of 
chemical synthesis or by a combination  of extraction and 
chemical synthesis, that contains any quantity of the 
following substances, or that contains any of the following 
substances' analogs, salts, isomers, and salts of isomers 
when the existence of the analogs, salts, isomers, and salts of 
isomers is possible within the specific chemical designation: 
methylone, mephedrone, methoxymethcathinone, 
fluroromethcathinone or methylenedioxypyrovalerone 
(MDPV).   

 

Attachment number 1
Page 4 of 5

Item# 2

Page 12 of 150



(2) It is unlawful to advertise the sale and/or use of “bath salts” and synthetic 
 marijuana in Richland County. 

   
(c) Penalty. 
  

Any person who violates any provision of this section shall 
be subject to the penalty provisions of section 1-8 of the 
Richland County Code of Ordinances. 

 
SECTION II.  Severability. If any section, subsection, or clause of this ordinance shall be 
deemed to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, 
subsections, and clauses shall not be affected thereby. 
 
SECTION III.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in 
conflict with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION IV.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective from and after 
_____________________, 2011. 
                

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 
       BY:_________________________ 
              Paul Livingston, Chair 
 
 
ATTEST THIS THE _____ DAY 
 
OF _______________, 2011 
 
_____________________________________ 
Michelle Onley 
Assistant Clerk of Council 
 
 
RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE 
 
__________________________________ 
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only 
No Opinion Rendered As To Content 
 
First Reading:   
Second Reading:  
Public Hearing:   
Third Reading:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Achieve SC State Solid Waste Diversion Rate of 35% within five years and develop a long range goal for zero waste 
(pages 15-17) 

 

Reviews

Item# 3
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Achieve SC State Solid Waste Diversion rate of 35% within five years  
And develop a long range goal for Zero Waste  

 
 

A. Purpose 
 
"County Council is requested to consider the Motion that Council and Council Staff develop and 
implement a plan that will enable Richland County to achieve the SC State goal of 35% solid waste 
 diversion rate within the next 5 years and to develop a long term plan to reach the goal of “zero 
waste”.     

 
B. Background / Discussion 
• The S.C. Solid Waste Policy and Management Act of 1991, was amended in 2000 to change 
the original waste reduction and recycling goals. The recycling goal was changed to 35 percent 
of the MSW stream with a target date of June 30, 2005. The waste reduction goal was changed 
to a per-capita disposal goal of 3.5 pounds per person per day with a target date of June 30, 
2005. The Act has not been amended to change the target dates or goals. The state's current 
recycling rate is 25.5 percent. 

 
• The Act's original recycling goal was 25 percent of the total waste stream by weight and waste 
reduction goal (reducing the amount of waste going to landfills and incinerators) was 30 percent 
of the total waste stream. Again, both goals were measured by weight and included all solid 
waste - not just MSW. The goals, which used fiscal year 1993 as a baseline, were met in FY 
1997. 
 

• These types of goals are normally accomplished by developing and implementing various 
public education programs, waste minimization programs and recycling programs. The County 
Solid Waste office is currently very active in providing these programs to the residents of 
Richland County and has received back to back awards for our public education and recycling 
programs the past two years.  

  
• Currently the County Solid Waste Department has achieved a rate of 21% diversion of the solid 
waste stream and is on target to surpass the state goal of 35% by 2015 and it is estimated that 
by 2020 Richland County will reach a diversion rate of 45%.    

 
• Several items to consider are some collection contracts are approaching expiration as these 
contracts are renewed or rebid the curbside program can be enhanced with programs that will 
increase our recycling rate.  

 
•   Adding a 96 gallon roll cart for recycling to the curbside collection program will boost our 
recycling and diversion rate anywhere from 10 to 15 % once it’s been done County wide. This 
could be done with little or no extra cost to the County if it was included in the curbside 
collection contract negations.  
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• The Solid Waste department is currently focusing on reusable goods and multi-Family recycling 
as well as voluntary commercial recycling programs which will increase our diversion rates 
another 7 to 12 %.  

 
• Implementing a full zero waste program will mean increasing solid waste fees to support 
programs associated with zero waste as well as mandating ordinances to both the residential and 
commercial communities. Some zero waste ordinances may require amendments to contracts 
such as the Landfill and Recycling processors contracts.  

 
• Financial Impact 
 
Maintaining the current direction of the County recycling program will only incur minor cost 
increases in the next few years.   
 
There will be some significant financial impact associated with zero waste and the cost can only 
be determined based on the level of the programs implemented.  

 
C. Alternatives 
List the alternatives to the situation.  There will always be at least two alternatives:  

 
1. Direct staff to maintain current program direction and activities.  
2. Direct staff to develop a goal to reach zero waste.  

 
D. Recommendation 
State which alternative you recommend.  Be sure to include your name, department, and date.  
For example: 
 
Staff recommends no action be taken on zero waste until all haulers contracts have been 
renewed and that staff be directed to maintain current program direction and activities. 
 
Recommended by:  Department:   Date: 
Paul F. Alcantar    Solid Waste    10/11/2011 

 
F. Reviews 

(Please SIGN your name, ü the appropriate box, and support your recommendation before routing.  Thank you!) 
 

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 10/11/11     

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Supports the recommendation of Solid Waste 
Director.  

  
 

 
Procurement 
Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 10/11/11 

 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
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q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Grants 
Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 10/12/11 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval of staff’s  
recommendation. 

 
Administration 
Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  10/12/11 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Concur with the Solid Waste Director’s 
assessment of the County’s current recycling efforts and with the recommendations for 
expanding those efforts in the future. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Expiring Solid Waste curbside collection contracts for areas 2 & 6 (pages 19-23) 

 

Reviews

Item# 4
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Expiring Solid Waste Curbside Collection Contracts for Areas 2 & 6  
 

A. Purpose 
 
County Council is requested to provide administration with direction as to whether council 
would like to rebid areas 2 & 6 or authorize administration to begin negations with current 
contractors providing service in areas 2 & 6 in anticipation of renewing contracts expiring in 
December 2012.  
 

B. Background / Discussion 
 

• Richland County started providing county wide curbside collection in January of 1986. 
• County currently provides curbside collection for Richland County residents through 

five contracted haulers. The services provided include household trash, yard waste, bulk 
item collection and recycling. 

• Negations of expiring contracts or rebidding contracts provides an opportunity for 
enhancing our current curbside service with additional services, such as 96 gallon roll 
carts for recycling, unlimited yard waste / large pile removal, and bulk and white goods 
collection by appointment. 

• Negations with current haulers will allow us to evaluate their past performance.  
• Any negotiations should take into consideration current fuel surcharge and adjust the 

base price to a more current fuel pricing structure. At present the fuel surcharge base 
price is $2.40 per gallon and the average price of fuel is $3.79 per gallon.  

• Current expiring routes are Waste Industries in Area 2 with 8,694 homes and Advanced 
Disposal in Area 6 with 10,564 homes.  

  
C. Financial Impact 
 

 There is no financial impact associated with this request at this time. The solid waste 
department budgets annually for all cost associated with curbside collection.  
 

Area 2 (Waste Industries) 8,694 homes 

Area 6 (Advanced Disposal / Southland) 10,564 homes 

 
D. Alternatives 

1. Direct administration to begin negations with the current contractors for Areas 2 & 6. 
2. Direct administration to renew current contracts as they exist today. 
3. Direct administration to rebid Areas 2 and 6. 
 

E.  Recommendation 
It is recommended that Council approve the request to move forward with negations with 
current service providers for Areas 2 & 6. This would allow administration to investigate the 
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possibility of additional services and cost as well as adjust the fuel surcharge to a more current 
rate. 
 
Recommended by:  Department:    Date: 
 
Paul F. Alcantar   Solid Waste Department   10/03/2011 
 

F. Reviews 
(Please SIGN your name, ü the appropriate box, and support your recommendation before 
routing.  Thank you!) 
 

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/13/11   

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: While there is no immediate financial impact as 
stated in section “c”, there are long-term financial implications to the County Solid 
Waste program and the annual citizen solid waste fee that will be a direct result of this 
decision.  Therefore the recommendation is to support the County moving forward with 
an evaluation of the true cost of services, impact of current economic and contractual 
terms and proceed with negotiations as appropriate.    
 

 
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 10/13/11 
 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 10/14/11 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked 
Comments regarding recommendation: Council would have the legal authority to 
exercise any of the alternatives that are proposed. However, prior to determining which 
alternative the county should exercise, I would recommend that an evaluation be done to 
determine the true cost of the services, and the impact of current economic and 
contractual terms to determine which alternative would provide the best quality service 
to the constituents and the best price to the county.   

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  10/17/11 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
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q Council Discretion (please explain if checked 
Comments regarding recommendation:  There are basically two decisions that need to be 
made at this time with respect to this matter: 
 
1. Does the Council wish to renew the existing contracts as they exist today, renegotiate 

those contracts with different terms, or re-bid the contracts for the service areas in 
question.  Either of these options is allowable under the County’s procurement code. 

2. Does the Council wish to explore higher levels of service, such as for yard waste 
collection, recycling and/or white goods collection? 

 
It is the staff’s recommendation that the contracts be renegotiated with the current 
vendors, and that the potential of additional levels of service be included in those 
negotiations.  Of course, the Council would have to ultimately approve any increase in 
the levels of service provided. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Animal Care Ordinance Revisions (pages 25-36) 

 

Reviews

Item# 5
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Animal Care Ordinance Revisions 
 

A. Purpose 
Council is requested to approve several ordinance revisions relating to Animal Care for 
consistency, improved enforcement efforts, and other related matters. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 

The County and City have co-located animal services into one facility for the efficiency of 
operations, and to provide streamlined services for customers that will expedite the redemption 
of lost pets and increase adoptions.   
 
According to the July 31, 2007 Intergovernmental Agreement between the County and City, the 
City’s policies and ordinances shall apply to any and all operations of the Animal Shelter.  The 
section is enclosed below for your convenience.   
 

 
Currently, there are differences between the City and County’s animal care ordinances.  These 
differences sometimes cause conflicts with animal redemptions and other matters, and confusion 
amongst unincorporated Richland County and City of Columbia residents.  Amending the 
County’s ordinance to reflect the language in the City’s ordinance in certain sections will allow 
smoother day-to-day operations for both entities, and will provide a clearer understanding of the 
animal care ordinances for Richland County citizens.  Ordinance revisions relating to the 
provision of clarification and consistency with the City’s policies and ordinances regarding 
shelter operations are highlighted in yellow for your convenience.  
 
Council directed the Joint County – City Animal Care Subcommittee to review the proposed 
ordinance amendments, as well as the following motion submitted by Council members 
Malinowski and Kennedy: 

Staff is requested to review Richland County’s current ordinance as it relates 
to animal ownership in Richland County to determine if there is a better way 
of controlling the amount of animals (pets) a person has in their possession in 
order to eliminate the possibility of some locations turning into uncontrolled 
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breeding facilities or a facility for the collection of strays and unwanted 
animals.   

 
The Subcommittee met, and discussed the items, per Council’s directive.  While the group did 
not reach consensus on all items, the group did recommend approval of the yellow highlighted 
items, which pertain to aligning the County’s ordinance with that of the City’s regarding shelter 
operations.  The group also approved all other revisions, but certain citizen appointees to the 
Subcommittee took exception to Sections 5-5 a, 5-19, and 5-20 c, d.  Staff informed the 
Subcommittee that those revisions were included per discussions with and/or motions of 
Council.   

 
Please note that the Richland County Animal Care Department currently enforces animal cruelty 
items under the current Animal Care Ordinance (via “Animal Care, Generally” Section 5-9).  
(Meaning, if a location is found to have, per Mr. Malinowski’s and Ms. Kennedy’s motion, 
“uncontrolled breeding facilities” or is a “facility for the collection of strays and unwanted 
animals,” enforcement may occur.) 

 
C. Financial Impact 

Revisions to the animal care ordinance are not expected to have any financial impact of any 
significance.   

 
D. Alternatives 

1. Adopt all of the animal care ordinance revisions as presented.   
2. Adopt some of the ordinance revisions and/or develop new revisions. 
3. Leave the ordinance as currently written. 

 
E. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the recommended revisions as presented. 
Recommended by: Sandra Haynes Department:  Animal Care  Date:  October 3, 2011 

 
F. Reviews 

(Please SIGN your name, ü the appropriate box, and support your recommendation before 
routing.  Thank you!) 
 

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/09/11   

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Council Discretion (Please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Based on no financial impact and supports the 
Animal Care Director’s recommendations. 

  
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

üCouncil Discretion (Please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Council has the legal authority to exercise any  
of the alternatives that are presented .  
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 Administration 

Reviewed by:  Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  October 11, 2011 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Council Discretion (Please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  It is recommended that Council approve the 
ordinance revisions as presented.   

Attachment number 1
Page 3 of 12

Item# 5

Page 27 of 150



 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 4 of 12

Item# 5

Page 28 of 150



 

Attachment number 1
Page 5 of 12

Item# 5

Page 29 of 150



 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 6 of 12

Item# 5

Page 30 of 150



 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 7 of 12

Item# 5

Page 31 of 150



 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 8 of 12

Item# 5

Page 32 of 150



 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 9 of 12

Item# 5

Page 33 of 150



 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 10 of 12

Item# 5

Page 34 of 150



 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 11 of 12

Item# 5

Page 35 of 150



 

Attachment number 1
Page 12 of 12

Item# 5

Page 36 of 150



Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Decker Blvd/Woodfield Park Neighborhood Redevelopment Overlay District and the Corridor Redevelopment Overlay 
District (pages 38-42) 

 

Reviews

Item# 6

Page 37 of 150



Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
Subject: Decker Boulevard/Woodfield Park Neighborhood Redevelopment Overlay District and 
 the Corridor Redevelopment Overlay District 

 
A. Purpose 
 
To amend the Land Development Code to make the standards of the DBWP Decker 
Boulevard/Woodfield Park Neighborhood Redevelopment Overlay and the standards of the CRD 
Corridor Redevelopment Overlay District mandatory rather than optional. 
 
B. Background / Discussion 
 
On September 20, 2011, with unanimous consent, a motion was made by the Honorable 
Councilwoman Joyce Dickerson and the Honorable Councilman Jim Manning to: 
 
“Decker Boulevard Commercial Corridor District Ordinance change” 
 
Upon further clarification from the Council members who made the motion, staff has prepared a 
draft ordinance that would make the standards of the CRD Corridor Redevelopment Overlay 
District and the standards of the DBWP Decker Boulevard/Woodfield Park Neighborhood 
Redevelopment Overlay mandatory rather than optional.  
 
The draft ordinance is attached. 
 
C. Financial Impact 

 
None. 
 

D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the ordinance as drafted, and send it to the Planning Commission for their 
recommendation.  

2. Approve an amended ordinance, and send it to the Planning Commission for their 
recommendation.  

3. Do not approve the request. 
 
E. Recommendation 

 
This request is at Council’s discretion.  
   

Recommended by: Honorable Joyce Dickerson and  Date: 9/20/11 
 Honorable Jim Manning 

 
 
 
    

Attachment number 1
Page 1 of 5

Item# 6

Page 38 of 150



F. Approvals 
 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/6/11   
  Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Planning 

Reviewed by:  Amelia R. Linder   Date: 10/7/11 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  All of the alternatives appear to be legally 
sufficient. 

 
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 

 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  10/19/11 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend Council approval of the ordinance 
as drafted. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 
ORDINANCE NO. ___–11HR 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RICHLAND COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES; 
CHAPTER 26, LAND DEVELOPMENT; ARTICLE V, ZONING DISTRICTS AND DISTRICT 
STANDARDS; SECTION 26-109, CRD CORRIDOR REDEVELOPMENT OVERLAY 
DISTRICT; AND SECTION 26-110, DBWP DECKER BOULEVARD/WOODFIELD PARK 
NEIGHBORHOOD REDEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICT; SO AS MAKE THE 
STANDARDS FOR THOSE DISTRICTS MANDATORY RATHER THAN OPTIONAL. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution and the General 
Assembly of the State of South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE RICHLAND COUNTY 
COUNCIL: 
 
SECTION I.  The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 26, Land Development; Article V, 
Zoning Districts and District Standards; Section 26-109, CRD Corridor Redevelopment Overlay 
District; Subsection (b), Applicability/Establishment; is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 

(b) Applicability/Establishment.   
 

(1) The CRD Overlay District may be approved and designated by County 
Council for any area within the county that has already had a Master Plan 
approved and adopted by the County Council; provided, however, the 
standards of such district shall remain optional, as described in subparagraph 
(2), below. The provisions of this Section shall apply to all parcels of land 
and rights of way, or portions thereof, within the boundaries of a CRD 
Overlay District. No change in the boundary of the CRD Overlay District 
shall be authorized, except by the County Council, pursuant to procedures in 
Section 26-52. 

 
(2) Once a CRD Overlay District is applied to a designated area of the county, 

the development standards of the underlying district shall remain in place 
until such time as a property owner applies to the Planning and Development 
Services Department to have the standards of the CRD Overlay District apply 
to his/her property. Only one set of standards shall apply to any one parcel of 
land, and a property owner is not allowed to simultaneously use the 
development standards of both districts.   

 
(32) Development in a CRD Overlay District shall consist of higher density 

mixed-use building types that accommodate retail, offices, and residential 
uses. Allowed uses include those uses allowed in the underlying zoning 
districts. Additional permitted uses and exceptions are listed in subsection 
(c), below. Development within identified CRD zones shall conform to the 
form-based standards found in subsection (d), below. The CRD Overlay 
District has detailed provisions for uses, building types, density, height, street 
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design, design of public spaces, the mix of uses, building design, parking, and 
other aspects of the human environment.  

 
SECTION II.  The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 26, Land Development; Article 
V, Zoning Districts and District Standards; Section 26-110, DBWP Decker Boulevard/Woodfield 
Park Neighborhood Redevelopment Overlay District; Subsection (b), Applicability/Establishment; 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 

(b) Applicability/Establishment.  The DBWP Neighborhood Overlay District may be 
approved and designated by County Council for any area within the county that has 
already had a Master Plan approved and adopted by the County Council. The 
provisions of this Section shall apply to all parcels of land and rights of way, or 
portions thereof, within the boundaries of a DBWP Neighborhood Overlay District. 
No change in the boundary of the DBWP Neighborhood Overlay District shall be 
authorized, except by the County Council, pursuant to procedures in Section 26-52. 

 
(1) The DBWP Neighborhood Overlay District may be approved and designated 

by County Council for any area within the county that has already had a 
Master Plan approved and adopted by the County Council; provided, 
however, the standards of such district shall remain optional, as described in 
subparagraph (2), below. 

 
(2) Once a DBWP Neighborhood Overlay District is applied to a designated area 

of the county, the development standards of the underlying district shall 
remain in place until such time as a property owner applies to the Planning 
and Development Services Department to have the standards of the DBWP 
Neighborhood Overlay District apply to his/her property. Only one set of 
standards shall apply to any one parcel of land, and a property owner is not 
allowed to simultaneously use the development standards of both districts.  

 
SECTION III.  Severability.  If any section, subsection, or clause of this ordinance shall be deemed 
to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and 
clauses shall not be affected thereby. 
 
SECTION IV.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed.  All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict 
with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION V.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall be effective from and after ___________, 2011. 
 
 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 
      BY:  ______________________________ 
       Paul Livingston, Chair 
 
ATTEST THIS THE _______ DAY 
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OF _________________, 2011. 
        
_____________________________________       

Michelle M. Onley 
Assistant Clerk of Council 
 
 
RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE 
 
__________________________________ 
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only 
No Opinion Rendered As To Content 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Public Hearing:   
First Reading:    
Second Reading:   
Third Reading:   
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
Subject: Review the process of the Development Review Team (DRT) 

 
A. Purpose 
 
To amend the Land Development Code to eliminate the DRT review process and instead have the 
Planning Commission as the reviewing body. 
 
B. Background / Discussion 
 
On October 4, 2011, with unanimous consent, a motion was made by the Honorable Councilman 
Norman Jackson to: 
 
“Review the process of the DRT and the effect of it going through the Planning Commission as it 
did in the past for more transparency and giving the public and Council members more awareness 
of what is really happening in their district.” 
 
The establishment of the Development Review Team is found in Section 26-34 of the Code of 
Ordinances: 
 
Sec. 26-34. Development Review Team 
 

(a) Established; duties.  A development review team is hereby established, which shall 
have the following duties: 

 
(1) Land development review.  The development review team shall review and 

comment on all major land development applications and minor land 
development applications as needed. Such review shall be made in 
accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 26-53 of this chapter. 

 
(2) Subdivision review.  The development review team shall review and 

comment on all major subdivision plat applications and shall comment on 
minor subdivision plats as needed. Such review shall be made in accordance 
with the procedures set forth in Section 26-54 of this chapter. 

 
(3) Assistance to the planning department.  The development review team shall 

review and comment on other plans or applications as requested by the 
planning department and shall assist the staff of the planning department with 
any studies or other land development matters as necessary. 

 
(4) Other.  The development review team shall perform such additional powers 

and duties as may be set forth for the development review team of Richland 
County elsewhere in this chapter and other laws and regulations of the 
county.   
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(b) Membership; operating procedures.  The development review team shall be 
appointed by the planning director. It shall consist of representatives of various 
departments within the county. The membership and operating procedures shall be as 
determined by the planning director. The planning director shall be a member of and 
shall serve as chair of the development review team.   

  
For minor land developments, staff review is as follows [Section 26-53 (b) (2) d.]: 
 

d. Staff review.  The planning department shall review the application and determine if it is 
complete. If the application is incomplete, the planning department shall notify the 
applicant of the deficiencies within thirty (30) days of the most recent submission date.  
Provided the application is complete, the following shall occur.   

 
1. Planning staff review.  Plans for development requiring minor land development 

review shall be reviewed by the planning department for compliance with the 
requirements of this chapter.   

 
2. Development review team.  As needed, plans for development requiring minor 

land development review shall be reviewed by members of the county’s 
development review team for compliance with the requirements of this chapter 
and other applicable county codes. No formal team review shall be required.   

    
The planning department shall approve, approve conditionally, or deny the approval of 
the application within sixty (60) days of receipt. Failure to act on an application with 
sixty (60) days shall be considered to constitute approval. A record of all actions will be 
maintained as a public record and the applicant must be notified of any actions taken.   

 
For major land developments, staff review is as follows [Section 26-53 (b) (3) d.]: 
 

d. Staff review.  The planning department shall review the application and determine if it is 
complete. If the application is incomplete, the planning department shall notify the 
applicant of the deficiencies within thirty (30) days of the most recent submission date.  
Provided the application is complete, the following shall occur:   

 
1. Planning staff review.  Plans for development requiring major land development 

review shall be reviewed by the planning department for compliance with the 
requirements of this chapter. 

 
2. Development review team.  The planning department shall present site plans for 

developments requiring major land development review to the development 
review team. Within thirty (30) days of receipt of a site plan from the planning 
department, the development review team shall review the site plans for 
compliance with existing federal, state and local laws and regulations, as well as 
for compatibility with the county’s comprehensive plan. The development 
review team shall take one of the following three (3) actions on the application 
within fifteen (15) days of reviewing the site plan. 

 
[a] Approval by development review team.  If the site plan is approved by 

the development review team, the planning department shall notify the 

Attachment number 1
Page 2 of 7

Item# 7

Page 45 of 150



applicant and transmit the site plan to the planning commission for their 
information.   

 
[b] Conditional approval by development review team.  If the site plan 

receives conditional approval, the applicant shall revise the plan based 
upon the conditions of the approval and resubmit it. The revised plan 
shall be reviewed by the planning department and if it meets all of the 
review team conditions, the site plan shall be transmitted to the Richland 
County Planning Commission for their information. Conditional 
approval may also be appealed to the Richland County Planning 
Commission, subject to the procedures for a public hearing set forth in 
subsections e. and f. below. 

 
[c] Denial by development review team.  If the site plan is denied, the 

reasons for denial shall be provided to the applicant. The site plan may 
be revised to address the reasons for denial and resubmitted in 
accordance with the provisions of this chapter. The denial may also be 
appealed to the Richland County Planning Commission, subject to the 
procedures for a public hearing set forth in subsections e. and f. below 
and the payment of any fees established by the Richland County Council.   

 
Appeals must be filed within fifteen (15) days of the date the decision is received 
by the applicant for a land development permit. 

 
For minor subdivisions, staff review is as follows [Section 26-54 (c) (2) d.]: 
 

d. Staff review.  The planning department shall review the application and determine if 
it is complete. If the application is incomplete, the planning department shall notify 
the applicant of the deficiencies within thirty (30) days after the most recent 
submission date. Provided that the application is complete, the following shall occur.  

 
1. Planning staff review.  Sketch plans for development requiring minor 

subdivision review shall be reviewed by the planning department for 
compliance with the requirements of this chapter.   

 
2. Development review team.  As needed, plans for minor subdivisions shall be 

reviewed by members of the county’s development review team for 
compliance with the requirements of this chapter and other applicable county 
codes. No formal team review shall be required.   

 
The planning department shall approve, approve conditionally, or deny the approval 
of the sketch plan for a minor subdivision within sixty (60) days after the submission 
date of a completed application. If the department fails to act on the application 
within that time, the application shall be deemed approved. A record of all actions 
will be maintained as a public record and the applicant must be notified of any 
actions taken.   

 
For major subdivisions (sketch plans), staff review is as follows [Section 26-54 (c) (3) d. 1.]: 
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1. Staff review.  The planning department shall review the application and determine if 

it is complete. If the application is incomplete, the planning department shall notify 
the application of the deficiencies within fifteen (15) days of the most recent 
submission date. Provided that the application is complete, the following shall occur.   

 
[a] Planning staff review.  Sketch plans for development requiring major 

subdivision review shall be reviewed by the planning department for 
compliance with the requirements of this chapter.   

 
[b] Development review team.  The planning department shall present sketch 

plans for developments requiring major subdivision review to the 
development review team. Within thirty (30) days of receipt from the 
planning department, the development review team shall review the sketch 
plans for compliance with existing federal, state, and local laws as well as 
compatibility with the county’s comprehensive plan. The development 
review team shall take one of the following three (3) actions on the 
application within fifteen (15) days of reviewing the sketch plan:   

 
[1] Approval by development review team.  If the sketch plan is approved 

by the development review team, the planning department shall notify 
the applicant and transmit the sketch plan to the planning commission 
for their information only. 

 
[2] Conditional approval by development review team.  If the sketch plan 

receives conditional approval, the applicant shall revise the plan based 
upon the conditions of the approval and resubmit it. The revised plan 
shall be reviewed by the planning department, and if it meets all of 
the review team conditions, the sketch plan shall be transmitted to the 
Richland County Planning Commission for their information.  
Conditional approval may also be appealed to the planning 
commission subject to the procedures for a public hearing set forth in 
subsections 2. and 3. below.   

 
[3] Denial by development review team.  If the sketch plan is denied, the 

reasons for denial shall be provided to the applicant. The sketch plan 
may be revised to address the reasons for denial and resubmitted in 
accordance with the provisions of this chapter. The denial may also be 
appealed to the Richland County Planning Commission, subject to the 
procedures for a public hearing set forth in subsections d.2. and d.3. 
below, and the payment of any fees established by the Richland 
County Council.   

 
Appeals shall only be filed by the applicant, a contiguous landowner, or an 
adjacent landowner, and must be filed within fifteen (15) days of the date the 
decision is received by the applicant for a land development permit. 
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For major subdivisions (preliminary subdivision plans), staff review is as follows [Section 26-54 
(c) (3) e. 2.]: 
 

2. Staff review.  The planning department shall review the preliminary plan submittal 
and determine if it is complete. The applicant shall be notified within ten (10) days 
of submittal as to whether or not the application is complete. Provided that the 
application is complete, the following shall occur: 

 
[a] Planning staff review.  Preliminary plans for development requiring major 

subdivision review shall be reviewed by the planning department for 
compliance with the requirements of this chapter and conformity with the 
approved sketch plan. 

 
[b] Development review team.  Within three (3) days of mailing written notice to 

the applicant that the preliminary subdivision plan is complete, the 
department shall transmit the plan package to the appropriate development 
review team members for review and comment. These members shall review 
and get comments back to the planning department within fifteen (15) days.   

 
No later than fifteen (15) days after receipt of all review team comments and/or 
permit approvals, the planning department shall transmit a report and 
recommendations to the applicant. Said report shall approve, approve with 
conditions, or deny the preliminary subdivision plan application based on written 
findings of fact. Approval of the preliminary subdivision plan shall not constitute 
final or bonded subdivision plat approval (see Sections 26-54(b)f. and g. below). 
Failure on the part of the planning department to act on the preliminary plat within 
sixty (60) days shall constitute approval.   

 
For major subdivisions (bonded subdivision plans), staff review is as follows [Section 26-54 (c) 
(3) f. 2.]: 
 

2. Staff review.  The planning department shall review the bonded plan submittal and 
determine if it is complete. If the application is incomplete, the planning department 
shall notify the applicant of the deficiencies within thirty (30) days after the most 
recent submission date. Provided that the application is complete, the following shall 
occur. 

 
[a] Planning staff review.  Bonded plans for development requiring major 

subdivision review shall be reviewed by the planning department for 
compliance with the requirements of this chapter and conformity with the 
approved sketch plan and preliminary plan. 

 
[b] Development team review.  As needed, bonded plans for major subdivisions 

shall be reviewed by members of the county’s development review team for 
compliance with the requirements of this chapter and other applicable county 
codes. No formal team review shall be required.   
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The planning department shall approve, approve with conditions, or deny the bonded 
subdivision plan application based on written findings of fact. Approval of the 
bonded subdivision plan shall not constitute final subdivision plan approval (see 
subparagraph g. below on final subdivision plan approval). Failure on the part of the 
planning department to act on the bonded plat within sixty (60) days after receiving a 
complete application shall constitute approval. 

 
NOTE:  It would take a very careful review of the Land Development Code (Chapter 26 of the 
Richland County Code of Ordinances) to craft the language necessary to eliminate the DRT 
and then place the Planning Commission as the reviewing body. If it is Council’s desire to 
move in this direction, staff will begin drafting the ordinance for Council’s review. 
 
C. Financial Impact 

 
None. 
 

D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the request and direct staff to create an ordinance eliminating the DRT and placing 
the Planning Commission as the reviewing body.  

2. Do not approve the request. 
 
E. Recommendation 

 
This request is at Council’s discretion.  
 

Recommended by: Honorable Norman Jackson   Date: 10/4/11 
    
F. Approvals 

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 10/13/11    

  Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: The ROA is a request for a policy change related 
to structure without financial implications  

  
Planning 

Reviewed by:  Amelia R. Linder   Date: 10/13/11 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
 ü   Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation: It should be noted that the DRT is comprised of 
professional staff, with each staff member bringing a high level of expertise with them in 
their review of the specifics of each project.  The DRT also allows the development 
community the opportunity to discuss the specifics of the project with staff and to gain a 
better understanding of the requirements of the codes that staff enforces.  In addition, 
members of the DRT can meet individually with the applicant to discuss requirements 
and alternatives for the particular aspects of the project.     
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Also, it is my understanding that when projects were previously brought before the 
Planning Commission, the level of notification provided to the public was less than what 
is currently provided by the DRT.  Because the review of the projects didn’t require a 
public hearing, the subject parcels were not posted, nor was it advertised in the 
newspaper. On the other hand, agendas for the DRT meeting are emailed to each 
member of the County Council, with the specific County Council district of the project 
identified. Also, as required by the Land Development Code, the results of the DRT 
meeting are forwarded to the PC.    

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  10/19/11 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
 ü   Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  I agree with Ms. Linder that when projects were 
previously brought before the Planning Commission, the level of notification provided to 
the public was less than what is currently provided by the DRT.  Because the review of 
the projects didn’t require a public hearing, the subject parcels were not posted, nor was 
it advertised in the newspaper. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Proposed Amendment to Settlement Agreement with Northeast Landfill 
 

A. Purpose 
 
The purpose of this item is to request the County Council’s consideration of a 
proposed amendment to the Settlement Agreement between Richland County and the 
Northeast Landfill. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 
 
In 2005, Richland County amended its Solid Waste Management Plan, the result of 
which, among other things, prohibited the expansion of existing landfills in the 
County.  Following the amendment, the Northeast Landfill (owned at the time by 
Allied Waste, now owned by Republic Services) filed an application to the South 
Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC) for the expansion 
of the Landfill’s disposal facility off of Highway 601 in Lower Richland. 
 
DHEC, of course, denied the application as it was inconsistent with the County’s 
newly revised Solid Waste Management Plan.  As a result, the Northeast Landfill 
sued the County, claiming that the amended Solid Waste Management Plan was 
unlawful. 
 
The lawsuit ultimately ended in a Settlement Agreement in 2007 in which the 
Landfill was granted the authority to expand its Lower Richland facility; however, the 
Landfill agreed to permanently close the facility ten years following the issuance of 
the DHEC permit.  As part of the Settlement Agreement, the Landfill also agreed to 
pay Richland County a host fee of $1 per ton for all waste it accepted from outside of 
Richland County. 
 
Recently, Northeast Landfill representatives approached County officials about a 
potential amendment to the Settlement Agreement with the goal of removing the ten-
year cap on the life of the Landfill and allowing the Landfill to continue to operate 
until its capacity is exhausted, which would be approximately thirty years according 
to Landfill officials.  In exchange, the Landfill has offered the following: 
 
• Continue to pay the County $1 per ton for all out-of-county waste accepted, 

through the remaining life of the original Settlement Agreement (2018). 
• Immediately begin to pay the County $.50 per ton for all in-county waste, and 

continue to do so for the life of the Landfill. 
• Increase the out-of-county host fee by $.50 per ton, making the total out-of-county 

host fee $1.50 per ton, beginning in 2019 (the end date for the original Settlement 
Agreement) and continuing through the life of the Landfill. 

• Begin paying the Old McGraw Community Development Corporation, the 
organization representing the communities closest to the Landfill, $.50 per ton for 
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both in-county and out-of-county waste, to continue through the life of the 
Landfill. 

 
 
Based on figures provided by the Landfill, 175,000 tons were accepted in 2010, 
50,000 of which came from outside of Richland County, making the host fee 
approximately $50,000 in that year.  Attached is a spreadsheet which illustrates the 
increase in revenue to the County under the Landfill’s proposal. 
 
One final component of the Landfill’s proposal is that it would purchase the Cook’s 
Mountain property, which is approximately two miles from the Landfill site.  The 
conservation easement that currently exists on the property would continue in 
perpetuity. 
 
A copy of the Landfill’s entire proposal is attached. 
 
If the Council were to accept the proposal from Northeast Landfill, two things must 
happen:  (1) the County’s Solid Waste Management Plan would have to be revised in 
order to remove the existing ten-year cap on the Landfill; and (2) the Settlement 
Agreement from 2007 would have to be amended, both of which can be achieved 
with one reading by the Council. 
 

C. Financial Impact 
 
Under the existing proposal from the Northeast Landfill, the County’s revenue would 
increase from approximately $50,000 per year to the amounts shown on the attached 
financial spreadsheet.  The numbers reflected assume that the current disposal rate of 
175,000 tons per year continue throughout the life of the Landfill.  Of course, the 
amount of revenue would be determined by the actual number of tons that the 
Landfill accepts each year. 

 
D. Alternatives 

 
1. Approve the proposal from Northeast Landfill, which would remove the existing 

ten-year cap and allow the Landfill to continue to operate until its capacity has 
been exhausted, and which would extend the host fee as indicated above. 

2. Approve the proposal from Northeast Landfill, which would remove the existing 
ten-year cap and allow the Landfill to continue to operate until its capacity has 
been exhausted, but negotiate a host fee amount other than what the Landfill has 
proposed. 

3. Do not approve proposal from Northeast Landfill and leave the existing 
Settlement Agreement in place, which would require the Landfill to shut down 
operations in 2018 whether or not its capacity has been exhausted.  This 
alternative would have no impact on existing revenues. 
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E. Recommendation 
 

The County Council has taken a policy position on this issue in the past, that position 
being the adoption of the provisions of the Settlement Agreement which, among other 
things, requires the Northeast Landfill to cease operations by the year 2018.  Unless 
the Council wishes to change that position, then there is no need to amend the 
Settlement Agreement as is being requested. 
 
If, however, the Council decides to reconsider its earlier position, then it is 
recommended that the following terms be included in any renegotiated Agreement: 
 
• There will be no expansions beyond the current permitted footprint capacity of the 

Landfill, i.e., once the existing capacity is exhausted, no further expansions can 
occur. 

• The host fee will be increased to an amount acceptable to the County Council and 
to the Landfill, with the final amount to be determined through negotiations. 

• Any incentives to be provided to the surrounding community(ies) by the Landfill 
will be handled directly between those two parties and kept separate from the 
County’s renegotiated Settlement Agreement. 

 
By:  Tony McDonald, Administration   Date:  August 30, 2011 
 

F. Reviews 
(Please replace the appropriate box with a ü and then support your recommendation 
in the Comments section before routing.  Thank you!)   

 
Solid Waste 

Reviewed by: Paul Alcantar  Date:  10/10/2011   
  Recommend Council approval           q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  The host fee should be increased to an 
amount acceptable to the County Council and to the Landfill, with the final 
amount to be determined through negotiations. 

 
Finance 

Reviewed by:  Daniel Driggers              Date:  10/11/11 
 q Recommend Council approval            q Recommend Council denial 

ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  As stated in the ROA, the County 
currently has an active agreement with Northeast therefore amendments to the 
agreement would be a policy decision for Council discretion.  However I do 
support the recommendation of administration above concerning items to be 
considered if a negotiations move forward.   
 
The request seems to be primarily a County operational concern.  Based on 
the current operation and agreement, the financial impact of the revenues 
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generated by the agreement to the County, are considered immaterial to the 
long-term sustainability of the County landfill financial operation.  
       

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 
 q Recommend Council approval                   q Recommend Council denial 

ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Council has the legal authority to 
amend the agreement. However, I would concur with the comments of 
Administration regarding the consideration of any terms of a renegotiated 
agreement.   

 
 
 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald              Date:  10/12/11 
 q Recommend Council approval                   q Recommend Council denial 

ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  As indicated above, if the Council 
wishes to amend its position on the longevity of the Northeast Landfill, it is 
recommended that the following items be incorporated into the amendment: 
 
• There will be no expansions beyond the current permitted footprint 

capacity of the Landfill, i.e., once the existing capacity is exhausted, no 
further expansions can occur. 

• The host fee will be increased to an amount acceptable to the County 
Council and to the Landfill, with the final amount to be determined 
through negotiations. 

• Any incentives to be provided to the surrounding community(ies) by the 
Landfill will be handled directly between those two parties and kept 
separate from the County’s renegotiated Settlement Agreement. 
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Items Pending Analysis
 
 

Subject

a. Curfew for Community Safety (Manning-February 2010) 
 
b.  Farmers Market Update (Council-May 2010) 
 
c.  Review all Engineering and Architectural Drawing requirements to make sure there is no unnecessary charge or 
expense to citizens (Jackson-January 2010) 
 
d.  Review Homeowner Association covenants by developers and the time frame for transfer and the strength of the 
contracts (Jackson-September 2010) 
 
e.  To direct Public Works to review county ordinances and propose amendments that would allow the recovery cost 
to repair damage done to county public roads.  The intent of this motion is to hold those responsible who damage the 
roadways due to the use of heavy vehicles, improperly parked property or other uses for which the type of roadway 
was not intended (Malinowski-July 2010) 
 
f.  That Richland County enact a Tree Canopy ordinance and inventory to preserve and enhance the number of trees 
in Richland County (Malinowski-July 2010) 
 
g.  Off-ramp Lighting (Rose-February 2011) 
 
h.  In the interest of regional consistency and public safety, I move that Richland County Council adopt an ordinance 
(consistent with the City of Columbia) banning texting while operating a motor vehicle (Rose-April 2011) 
 
i.  Direct staff to coordinate with SCDHEC and SCDOT a review of traffic light signal timing improvements in 
unincorporated Richland County and request a system of red/yellow flashing traffic signals be initiated to help reduce 
emissions.  Unincorporated Richland County will also mandate ingress and egress turn lanes for all businesses and 
residential construction that would cause a slowdown of traffic on the road servicing that facility (Malinowski-
September 2011) 
 
j.  To have staff determine the legalities of an ordinance change that would allow for public/private business 
partnerships to be operated on school property, specifically in the sports medicine field, and create the necessary 
wording (Malinowski-September 2011) 
 
k.  Staff, in conjunction with the Conservation Commission, will consider an ordinance change to prevent the crossing 
of any portion of a conservation easement with utilities unless by special exception and with specific requirements in 
place (Malinowski-September 2011) 
 
l.  Overtime compensation shall not be calculated towards retirement salary (Jackson-September 2011) 
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