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March 24, 2009 

5:00 PM 
 

Richland County Council Chambers 

County Administration Building 

2020 Hampton Street 
 
 
 

Call to Order 

 
Approval of Minutes 

 

February 24, 2009: Regular Meeting Pages 3 – 5 

 
Adoption of Agenda 

 
Items for Action 

 

1. A resolution requesting that the South Carolina General Assembly 

continue to support meaningful incentives for recyclers in recognition 

of the energy and environmental benefits of recycling to our county, the 

state, and the nation 

Pages 6 – 11 

   

2. Request to approve the early renewal of a municipal solid waste contract 

with Waste Management, Inc. 

Pages 12 – 14 

  

3. Request to consider a petition filed in circuit court to close a portion of 

Blaine Street and Dunston Street 

Pages 15 – 31 

 

4. Request to approve a grant in the amount of $28,000 from the South 

Carolina Competitive Grants Program to support the Gills Creek 

Watershed Restoration Project (No Personnel) 

Pages 32 – 34 

  

5. Smoking Ban Ordinance Clarifications and Enforcement Pages 35 – 37 
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Items for Discussion / Information  

 

6. Request to dedicate a portion of road maintenance fee revenues for the 

paving of dirt roads  
(Jackson) 

  

7. Request to establish a Sewer Availability Fee   (Malinowski) 

  

8. Request to establish a Jail Intervention Program  Page 38  

(Jackson) 
 

Adjournment 

 
 
Staffed by:  Joe Cronin 
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Richland County Council  
Development and Services Committee  

February 24, 2009 
5:00 PM 

 

 
 

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:  Norman Jackson 
Member: Damon Jeter 
Member: Gwendolyn Davis Kennedy 
Member: Bill Malinowski 
Member: Jim Manning 
 
Others Present:  Paul Livingston, Valerie Hutchinson, L. Gregory Pearce, Jr., Kelvin 
Washington, Kit Smith, Michielle Cannon-Finch, Milton Pope, Tony McDonald, Sparty Hammett, 
Roxanne Matthews, Joe Cronin, Larry Smith, Joseph Kocy, Amelia Linder, Jim Wilson, 
Stephany Snowden, Jennifer Dowden, Srinivas Valavala, David Hoops, John Hixson, Donny 
Phipps, Monique Walters, Michelle Onley 
 

CALL TO ORDER  
 

The meeting was called to order at approximately 5:02 p.m. 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

January 27, 2009 (Regular Session) – Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to 
approve the minutes as distributed.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 

Mr. Jeter moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to move 7 & 8 to the beginning of the agenda and 
renumber the remaining items.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Mr. Pope stated that the 2007 Resurfacing Project needed to be added to the agenda for action. 
 
Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Manning to add the 2007 Resurfacing Project to the 
agenda.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council  
Development and Services Committee  
February 24, 2009 
Page Two 

 
 

ITEMS FOR ACTION 
 

Request to purchase property in Lower Richland with Hospitality Tax funds for tourism-
related activities – Mr. Jeter moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to purchase the property in 
Lower Richland for $2.8 million dollars with Hospitality Tax funds for tourism-related purposes 
based upon the last Geometrics study.  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote was in favor. 
 
Amendments to the December 17, 2008 settlement agreement between Richland County 
and Northeast Landfill, LLC – Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to distribute the 
settlement funds to a newly created non-profit community development organization in the Old 
McGraw Community.  A discussion took place. 
 
Mr. Malinowski clarified the motion by rephrasing it as follows:  “that the settlement funds from 
the Northeast Landfill be released to a newly created non-profit community development 
organization in the vicinity of the Old McGraw community in District 10.”  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
An Ordinance Amending the Fiscal Year 2008-09 Conservation Commission budget to 
appropriate ninety-two thousand five hundred fifty eight dollars ($92,558) to provide  
funding for operational expenses – A discussion took place. 
 
Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation for approval.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Request to approve the awarding of a construction services contract to Rea Contracting 
LLC for the FY 2008 Resurfacing and Full Depth Patching Project in the amount of 
$820,440.74 – A discussion took place. 
 
Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation for approval.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
2007 Roadway Resurfacing Project – A discussion took place. 
 
Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation for approval.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Request to approve the awarding of a construction services contract to the most 
responsive bidder for completion of Phase I of the Lake Elizabeth capital improvement 
project – A discussion took place. 
 
Ms. Kennedy moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation for approval.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council  
Development and Services Committee  
February 24, 2009 
Page Three 

 
 
An Ordinance Amending the Fiscal Year 2008-09 Hopkins Utility System budget to 
appropriate thirteen thousand dollars ($13,000) for operational costs through the end of 
the fiscal year – Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to forward this item to 
Council with a recommendation for approval.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Energy Audit Update – Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to forward 
Alternative #3 to Council with a recommendation for approval.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
A Resolution requesting that the South Carolina General Assembly continue to support 
meaningful incentives for recyclers in recognition of the energy and environmental 
benefits of recycling to our county, the state, and the nation – Mr. Malinowski moved, 
seconded by Mr. Jeter, to defer this item until the March 24th D&S Committee meeting.  The 
vote was in favor. 
 
  
 

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION/INFORMATION 
 

Identification of “green spaces” in Richland County and their current zoning 
designations – This item was held in committee in order to obtain additional information. 
 
Smoking Ban Ordinance Clarifications and Enforcement – This item was held in committee. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 5:45. 
 
         Submitted by,  
 
 
          
         Norman Jackson, Chair  
 
The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley 
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Richland County Council Request for Action 
 

Subject: Resolution to endorse incentives for recycling in South Carolina 
 

A. Purpose 

 
Council is requested to consider a resolution to endorse meaningful incentives for recycling 
in South Carolina. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
During the council meeting on February 3, 2009, the Clerk of Council informed members of 
council that she had received a request from the Moore & Van Allen Law Firm asking 
council to adopt a resolution asking the state legislature to “continue to pursue meaningful 
incentives for recyclers in recognition of the energy and environmental benefits of recycling 
to our county, state and nation.” During the motion period, the resolution was forwarded by 
council to the D&S Committee for additional discussion. 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 
There is no financial impact associated with this request. 

 

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the resolution. 
 
2. Do not approve the resolution. 
 

E. Recommendation 

 
This request is at council’s discretion. 
   
Recommended by: Council Motion  Date: 02/03/2009  
 

F. Reviews 
 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers 
Date:  2/12/09 
� Recommend Approval 
� Recommend Denial 
�  No Recommendation 
Comments:  As stated in the financial section there is no financial impact. 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Larry Smith 
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Date: 2/18/09 
� Recommend Approval 
� Recommend Denial 
� No Recommendation 
Comments: 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald 
Date:  2/18/09 
� Recommend Approval 
� Recommend Denial 
� No Recommendation 

 Comments: 
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Documentation of Statistics – Provided by Requestor (Moore & Van Allen Law Firm) 

 

IMPACTS OF RECYCLING IN SOUTH CAROLINA 

 
Recycling in South Carolina conserves natural resources, promotes energy efficiency, protects 
the environment, and supports economic development.   
 
By converting waste into valuable products, recycling creates jobs, contributes feedstock to 
manufacturing, and adds significant value to the South Carolina economy.  In South Carolina, 
the recycling industry is directly responsible for more than 15,000 jobs, $1.5 billion in annual 
personal income and $69 million in tax revenue each year. Overall, $6.5 billion in value is added 
annually to the state's economy through the upgrading or processing of recycled materials. In 
addition, the recycling industry within South Carolina will grow about 12 percent annually 
during the next five years, with an economic impact of more than $11 billion.   (Frank Hefner 

and Calvin Blackwell, The Economic Impact of the Recycling Industry in South Carolina, 

June 23, 2006) 
 
Recycling produces significant energy benefits, including greater diversity and reliability to 
South Carolina’s energy grid due in part to the fact that manufacturing recycled products 
requires, on average, 17 times less energy than manufacturing the same products from virgin 
materials. (University of Massachusetts Amherst, Environmental Benefits of Recycling) 
 
Last year, the energy saved from recycling reached 900 trillion Btu's nationwide, or the amount 
of energy used by nine million American households. As such, in addition to the traditionally 
understood benefits of recycling as a conservation and waste management tool, recycling is 
becoming increasingly understood as an energy source available to combat the Nation’s growing 
energy crisis. (United States EPA)  
 
By reducing the amount of energy used by industry, recycling also reduces greenhouse gas 
emissions and helps prevent global climate change.  In 2007, recycling in South Carolina 
reduced greenhouse gas emissions and resulted in an environmental impact equivalent to 
eliminating electricity usage by more than 1,733,032 households for one year, preserving 
110,658 acres of forest from deforestation, or conserving more than 1,537,622,535 gallons of 
gasoline. (South Carolina DHEC) 
 
Reprocessing used materials to make new products and packaging reduces the consumption of 
natural resources. For example, for every ton of steel recycled in South Carolina, 2,500 pounds 
of iron ore, 1,400 pounds of coal and 120 pounds of limestone are conserved. By recycling over 
4,000 tons of steel in 2006, South Carolina residents saved over 11 million pounds of iron ore, 
6.3 million pounds of coal, and 530 thousand pounds of limestone. (Christine Von Kolnitz & 

Karyn Kaplan, University of Oregon and Medical University of South Carolina, Recycling and 

Beyond at 101 (2004))   
 
An additional benefit of recycling is the reduction of waste deposited into our landfills.  The 
costs associated with closing a landfill are significant.  In 2007, South Carolina recycled over 1.5 
million tons of municipal solid waste.  Our existing landfills have an average remaining life span 
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of just over 12 years.  Our State is looking at exorbitant costs if we fail to promote recycling at 
every level to help prolong the life of these landfills.  The average cost to close a landfill is over 
$250,000 per acre.  In addition to the closing costs, there are post-closure costs which will 
continue for decades.  As a result, South Carolinians will incur exorbitant costs if we fail to 
provide greater incentives for recycling at every level. (South Carolina DHEC)   
 
Through the recognition and promotion of the economic, energy and environmental benefits of 
recycling, South Carolina’s recycling industry will grow, thereby creating efficient market-based 
solutions to the growing energy crisis and ensuring a clean, safe, abundant and stable energy 
supply to the citizens of this State for years to come.  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Waste Management Contract Renewal 
 

A. Purpose 

 
The purpose of this report is to request the County Council’s consideration of renewing the 
County’s contract for solid waste disposal one year earlier than the established contract terms 
prescribe. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
In 1995, Richland County entered into an agreement with Chambers Waste Systems of South 
Carolina (now operating as Waste Management, Inc.) for disposal of municipal solid waste 
(MSW) in Richland County.  The disposal agreement was for an initial term of five years, 
with options to renew for up to four additional five year periods.  The total potential term of 
the agreement, therefore, is twenty-five years.  Assuming the agreement is renewed to the 
fullest extent possible, the agreement will expire in 2020. 
 
Exercising its options under the terms of the agreement, the County renewed the agreement 
in 2000 and 2005.  The next renewal date would be 2010, one year from now.  However, 
Waste Management officials have approached County Administration with a proposal to 
renew for the next five year period one year earlier than is prescribed.  Under this proposal, 
the agreement would be renewed, beginning immediately, through 2015. 
 
In return for the early renewal, Waste Management will increase the host fee it pays to the 
County by 50 percent.  The host fee is currently $1 per ton of waste accepted by Waste 
Management that is generated outside of Richland County.  Waste Management is proposing 
to increase the host fee to $1.50 per ton.  In fiscal year 2008, the County received host fee 
revenue from Waste Management in the amount of approximately $510,000.  That amount 
would increase to $765,000 under the new proposal, a $255,000 increase. 
 
Waste Management’s proposal also provides that the company will implement a single 
stream recycling program at the County Administration Building at no cost to the County. 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 
As indicated above, the host fee paid to the County by Waste Management would increase by 
50 percent, which would generate approximately $255,000 more in revenue per year. 

 

D. Alternatives 

 
The following alternatives exist with respect to this request: 
 
1. Approve the proposed early renewal of the agreement with Waste Management for MSW 

disposal. 
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2. Do not approve the proposed early renewal and wait for the prescribed renewal date of 

2010. 
 

3. Do not renew the agreement with Waste Management and bid out the County’s future 
MSW disposal services. 

 

E. Recommendation 

 
Recommend approval of the early renewal of the agreement with Waste Management. 

 
Recommended by:  Tony McDonald    Department:  Administration   Date:  3/2/09 

 

F. Reviews 
 

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers 
Date:  3/13/09 
� Recommend Approval 
� Recommend Denial 
� No Recommendation 
Comments:   Recommend that approval be contingent upon evaluation of contract 
terms and compliance by Procurement and Legal Departments in order to reduce the 
County’s exposure and ensure the most favorable contract terms are provided to the 
County.  

  

Procurement 
Reviewed by: Rodolfo Callwood 
Date: 3/13/09 
� Recommend Approval 
� Recommend Denial 
� No Recommendation 
Comments: 

 

Legal 
Reviewed by: Larry Smith 
Date: 3/16/09 
� Recommend Approval 
� Recommend Denial 
� No Recommendation 
Comments: Approval contingent upon the Council voting to renew rather than 
procure the services thru a bid process as well as the County’s ability to negotiate a 
contract with them is consistent with the Council’s goals and objectives in this area. 

  

Administration 
Reviewed by: Tony McDonald 
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Date:  3/16/09 
� Recommend Approval 
� Recommend Denial 
� No Recommendation 
Comments:  
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Richland County Council Request for Action 
 

Subject: Petition to Close Roads/Portions of Blaine St. and Dunston St. 
 

A. Purpose 

 
County Council is requested to consider a petition filed with the circuit court to close a portion of 
Blaine Street and Dunston Street, which are currently State maintained roads located in Richland 
County. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

Petitioner filed with the circuit court to close a portion of Blaine Street and Dunston Street, 
which are State maintained roads located within unincorporated Richland County.  
According to the petition, Plaintiff owns all of the abutting and adjoining space between 
Blaine Street and Dunston Street which are sought to be abandoned or closed, and such 
portions do not provide access to any properties other than Plaintiff’s property.  Petitioner 
requests that the court abandon or close the roadway and vest title with the Petitioner.  A 
copy of the petition is attached for your convenience.   
 
The Legal Department now needs Council’s guidance in answering this lawsuit.      
 

C. Financial Impact 

 
There is no known financial impact associated with this request. 

 
D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve petitioner’s request to close the subject road and direct Legal to answer the suit 
accordingly. 

 
2. Deny petitioner’s request to close the road, state reasons for such denial, and direct Legal 

to answer the suit accordingly. 
 

E. Recommendation 

 
Left to Council’s discretion. 
   
Recommended by: Elizabeth A. McLean  Department: Legal      Date: 3/10/2009 

 

F. Reviews 
 

Emergency Services 
Reviewed by: Michael Byrd 
Date: 03/13/2009 
� Recommend Approval 
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� Recommend Denial 
� No Recommendation 
Comments:    

 

Planning 
Reviewed by: Joe Kocy 
Date:  March 16, 2009 
J Recommend Approval 
J Recommend Denial 
� No Recommendation 
Comments: Left to Council’s discretion. 

 

Public Works 
Reviewed by: David Hoops 
Date: 03/13/2009 
� Recommend Approval 
� Recommend Denial 
� No Recommendation 
Comments: The two roads are not necessary to access any other private property, are 
not part of a public transportation system and do not contain any public utilities 
essential to Richland County.  My recommendation is that Public Works has no 
interest in retaining the roads. 

 

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers 
Date: 03/16/2009 
J Recommend Approval 
J Recommend Denial 
� No Recommendation 
Comments:    

  

Legal 
Reviewed by: Larry Smith 
Date: 03/16/2009 
J Recommend Approval 
J Recommend Denial 
�No Recommendation 
Comments: Left to the Council’s discretion. 

  

Administration 
Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett 
Date:  03/18/2009 
� Recommend Approval 
J Recommend Denial 
J No Recommendation 
Comments:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Competitive Community Grant – Gills Creek/No Personnel/Match 
 

A. Purpose 

 
County Council is requested to approve the grant that was received by County in the amount 
of $28,000 from the State Budget and Control Board for the implementation of a fraction of 
the Gills Creek Watershed Management Plan. County Council is being requested to approve 
grant monies since the grant proposal was not part of Grant Budget Request for 2008-2009. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
Gills Creek Watershed Association (GCWA) was revived in early 2007 and is one of the 
major voices for water quality improvements in Richland County. The Richland County 
Grants Administration, in association with Stormwater Management Division, had applied 
for a $100,000 grant from the State Budget and Control Board to assist GCWA with funding 
the restoration projects in the Gills Creek Watershed. Richland County received the grant for 
$28,000 in July 2008 with a due date to spend grant monies by October 31, 2009. The 
matching money (100%) for the grant was funded in FY 09 Stormwater Division Budget and 
is available for encumbrance. There is no personnel match to the grant other than project 
management and grant monies management by Stormwater Manager. 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 
The total grant approved is $28,000 with 100% match from Stormwater Management 
Division Budget 
 

Grant Program Costs Match 

   
Gills Creek Competitive Grant  $28,000 $28,000 

Total Grant Budget Request $28,000 $28,000 

 

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the grant and project to assist GCWA with the implementation of Watershed 
Management Plan. 

 
2. Do not approve, forfeit funds, and decrease likelihood for future funding. 
  

E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that Council approve the Competitive Community Grant for assisting 
GCWA with Gills Creek Watershed Management Plan Project. 
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Recommended by:  Department:    Date: 

  Srinivas Valavala   Department of Public Works  March 17, 2009 
 David Hoops   Department of Public Works   March 17, 2009 
 

F. Reviews 
 

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers 
Date: 03/16/2008 
� Recommend Approval 
J Recommend Denial 
J No Recommendation 
Comments:    

  

Legal 
Reviewed by: Larry Smith 
Date: 03/17/2008 
�Recommend Approval 
J Recommend Denial 
J No Recommendation 
Comments: 

  

Administration 
Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett 
Date:  03/18/2008 
�Recommend Approval 
J Recommend Denial 
J No Recommendation 
Comments:  
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Richland County Council Item for Action 
 

Subject: Smoking Ban Ordinance – Clarifications 
 

A. Purpose 

 
Council is requested to revise the Smoking Ban ordinance to clarify Council’s intent and 
provide policy direction to staff and the public. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
On October 28, 2008, the County Council amended its Smoking Ban ordinance to reflect a 
civil penalty as required by the SC Supreme Court. Since enforcement has commenced, 
questions relating to the implementation and enforcement of the smoking ban have arisen 
that need Council direction before further enforcement can proceed as necessary. 
 
These questions and issues are as follows: 
 
1) Does Council intend for businesses that consistently violate the smoking ban ordinance to 

have the business’ business license denied, revoked, or suspended?  If so, how many 
violations should be documented prior to this action being initiated?  If this is Council’s 
intention, specific language to this effect will be needed to be added as a Smoking Ban 
ordinance amendment. 

  
2) The $25 civil penalty will be written by whichever Code Enforcement Officer observes 

the violation.  However, there is no direction as to which department shall collect this 
penalty.  Shall this be an administrative department as the County Administrator deems 
appropriate, or should this be a responsibility of the County Treasurer?  It is 
recommended that this be clarified within the smoking ban ordinance. 

 
3) The ordinance Section 18-6 (h)(3) currently reads “Each day on which a violation of this 

Section occurs shall be considered a separate and distinct infraction.”  Is it Council’s 
intention that, once a person or business is written a ticket on a given day, that person or 
business may continue to smoke or to allow smoking for the remainder of that day, since 
no additional tickets may be written?   

 
If this is not Council’s intention, it is recommended that Council amend this section of 
the Smoking Ban ordinance to read, “Each incidence of violation (i.e., each person that a 
business allows to smoke, or each lighted tobacco product) of this Section shall be 
considered a separate and distinct infraction.” 

 
4) The current Smoking Ban ordinance does not indicate how much time an offender has to 

pay the $25 civil penalty.  How many calendar or business days does Council intend to 
allow a person to pay the penalty before additional enforcement is initiated?  What is 
Council’s intention that the additional enforcement should be - a doubling of the civil 
penalty every ten days, for example?  What is Council’s intention that the final 
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enforcement action should be, if no civil penalties are ever paid by a person or a business 
for a violation?  

 
Council’s intentions regarding the payment and enforcement of the civil penalty needs to 
be added as a Smoking Ban ordinance amendment. 

  
5) Is it Council’s intention that every “Workplace shall post a conspicuous sign at the main 

entrance to the Workplace, which shall contain the words “No Smoking” and the 
universal symbol for no smoking”, as currently required by the ordinance?  If so, is this to 
be considered an infraction as well, with an associated $25 fine?   
 
If so, language to this effect needs to be added to the Smoking Ban ordinance.  If it is not 
Council’s intention that every workplace in the unincorporated County should have this 
signage, then it is recommended that this language be removed from the ordinance. 

 
6) What is Council’s intention in Section 18-6(h)(3) that “A violation of this Section is 

furthermore declared to be a public nuisance”?  Is a single violation of this section a 
public nuisance?  What is the consequence to the person or to the business of being 
considered “a public nuisance”?  Council is recommended to clarify in the ordinance its 
intentions with this “public nuisance” language. 

 
7) What is Council’s intention or desire regarding the level of enforcement?  If every 

complaint is to be investigated, i.e., sending an inspector out to determine if a violation is 
witnessed, this may have consequences on staffing levels as well as overtime costs. 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 
Any financial impact to amendments to the Smoking Ban ordinance can be projected upon 
the nature and scope of any amendments that are undertaken. 

 

D. Alternatives 

 
1. Revise the Smoking Ban ordinance to clarify Council’s intentions and to answer 

important policy questions. 
 
2. Leave the Smoking Ban ordinance unchanged. 

 

E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that the Smoking Ban ordinance be amended to answer, in whatever way 
the Council deems most appropriate, the policy questions that have been raised. 
 
Recommended by: Pam Davis  Department: BSC       Date: February 10, 2009 

 
 

F. Reviews 
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Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers 
Date:  3/13/09 
J Recommend Approval 
J Recommend Denial 
� No Recommendation 
Comments:   No recommendation provided that requires comment.  Finance would  
recommend any change that would have a financial impact be determine prior to final 
approval. 

  

Legal 
Reviewed by: Larry Smith 
Date: 3/20/09 
J Recommend Approval 
J Recommend Denial 
�No Recommendation 
Comments: 

  

Administration 
Reviewed by: Roxanne Matthews 
Date:  March 20, 2009 
� Recommend Approval 
J Recommend Denial 
J No Recommendation 
Comments:  Staff needs further guidance on the Smoking Ban ordinance.  Currently, 
when the County is notified that a business is violating the ordinance, a certified letter 
and copy of the ordinance is mailed to the business informing them that they are in 
direct violation of the ordinance.  On at least one occasion, a Code Enforcement 
Officer visited a business about which the County has received numerous complaints 
that it still allows smoking, and spoke directly to the person in charge at the time of 
the visit, informing them of the smoking ban.  It is recommended that the Smoking 
Ban ordinance be amended to answer, in whatever way the Council deems most 
appropriate, the policy questions that have been raised.  Certain items for clarification 
may have budgetary and legal impacts, and therefore, should be thoroughly examined 
before amending the ordinance.   
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