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Issue 
 
SCDHEC will be reviewing its Construction General Permit in 2010 for renewal in late 
2011.  As a part of this review, SCDHEC will be updating its Sedimentation and Erosion 
Control Regulations in 2010. 
 
While Greenville County has recently updated its ordinance, and is now the enforcement 
authority for most of the municipalities in the county, we can expect the county and the 
cities of Greenville and Greer to revisit their ordinances shortly after SCDHEC finishes 
their work. 
 
In addition, site-based solutions are the common approach to stormwater management, 
which should be a region-wide issue.  The result is that only certain new development is 
subject to compliance with stormwater management regulation. 
 
Another important factor regarding stormwater runoff is the role existing development 
plays in the issue.  While new development certainly adds incrementally to stormwater 
runoff, one cannot ignore the effects of more than a century of development on this issue. 
 
Small, site-specific retention devices are: 

• A liability not only to the property owner, but also to the community. 
• Retention devices are not visually appealing 
• They can pose a public safety hazard 
• They are in constant need of maintenance and repair 
• There are environmental side effects to retaining stormwater runoff 

In the case of a subdivided property, the question of who will pay for this maintenance 
and repair should also be an issue.  It is also debatable as to whether stormwater runoff 
should be managed, or delayed, at all in some cases.  Experts disagree on the benefits of 
retaining stormwater runoff.  One side-effect of retaining stormwater is that the water has 
time to warm, which has an adverse impact on water quality when it is finally released 
downstream.  Another side-effect is increased flooding when retained stormwater reaches 
an area downstream at the same time water flowing from another area gets downstream. 
 
Stormwater runoff is an issue that needs to be addressed appropriately.  Environmentally 
sensitive development is something home builders value.  However, in addressing the 
effects that development has on the environment, home builders believe that action and 
regulation should also be sensitive to its affect on the cost of housing.  Sensitivity also 
must be given to the impact such regulations have on the costs of goods and services to 
consumers from businesses required to comply with stormwater management regulations.  
Any action this community takes to address stormwater runoff will have an effect on 
cost, and every step should be taken to minimize the impact of regulation on the costs of 
goods and services, as well as housing affordability. 
 



Four-Point Position 

Our position on management and regulation of stormwater runoff involves four points: 

1. Management of stormwater runoff should be on a basinwide scale, preferably through 
an enterprise dedicated to that function. 

2. The cost of managing stormwater runoff should be funded equitably, with the 
broadest possible base of payers.  Considering that all development, whether new or 
very old, contributes to stormwater runoff, the cost of managing stormwater runoff 
should not be born solely by new development. 

3. Reasonable regulations should detail precisely the intentions of government regarding 
management of stormwater runoff, so that land developers know exactly what is 
expected of them in complying with the community’s desire to manage stormwater 
runoff. 

4. Stormwater runoff regulations should not be a bottleneck in the development 
regulatory process, nor should it have a detrimental impact on the cost of 
development, particularly residential development. 

Rationale 

Stormwater runoff is a drainage basin-wide issue.  Runoff is contributed to by new 
development, as well as existing homes and business that in some cases are decades old.  
As more of our community becomes urban, the issue becomes increasingly apparent, and 
the desire to address it increases as well.  However, our members believe that to address 
stormwater runoff, basinwide solutions should be developed to address not only current 
development, but also existing urban areas that contribute to stormwater runoff as well.   
 
Because any solutions that are taken benefit everyone who lives in our community, the 
burden for paying for these actions should be born by the broadest possible group of 
payers.  By spreading out the cost among a large group of payers, the burden is not 
unfairly born by a small group of payers whose only reason for being singled-out is that 
they chose to occupy a new structure.  In addition, the cost to each payer will be modest 
at most when the cost is spread among a large group. 
 
When costs are to be addressed on a fee basis, maintenance of existing infrastructure 
should be separated from improvements to infrastructure.  By doing so, those who pay for 
improvements at the time of construction will not bear an unfair burden for those 
improvements.  Existing development, which is the largest contributor to stormwater 
runoff, would also be expected to bear the cost of adding infrastructure for dealing with 
stormwater runoff. 
 
Finally, Greenville County has set itself apart from other communities in this state and 
nation by regulating development in an efficient manner.  This puts our county in a 
position of enhancing our economy at the expense of other communities that would slow 
economic development through inefficient regulation.  Time is the most important factor 
in economic development, and our members believe that Greenville County should 
continue to strive to make the regulatory process as efficient as possible.  To that end, we 



believe any ordinances adopted relating to stormwater management should be specific, 
not ambiguous, and not slow down the process of approval of development plans. 
 
Position on Significant Stormwater Issues: 
 
1. Exemptions from Ordinance – not just buffer requirements 

(a) Small projects – single family parcels not greater than 5 acres that are not 
part of a larger common development and such owners should not be 
required to obtain a permit or to request a waiver.  No permanent BMPs, 
including buffers, should be required for sites which disturb less than 5 
acres. 

(b) Ag and forest exemptions from the ordinance should appropriately 
correspond to exemptions established pursuant to Federal law. 

(c) Ephemeral streams, ditches, manmade ponds and lakes, and other isolated 
water bodies should remain exempt from regulation as waters of the state 
and regulation of disturbances should be exclusively addressed by the 
stormwater permit. 

2. Buffer width – Some groups have advocated for a minimum 100 ft riparian 
buffer, without consideration of characteristics like slope, soil types, vegetative 
groundcover, and buffer design.  Such a large buffer does not provide sufficient 
benefits to outweigh the burden on property owners.  It should also be noted that 
the Final Report of the Statewide Task Force on Riparian Forest Buffers 
recommended a Statewide riparian forest buffer of 35 feet to protect water 
quality. 

(a) Streams and Impoundments – A Statewide riparian forest buffer of 35 feet 
is recommended. 

3. Buffer definition (measurement) 

(a) Floodplains – While reasonable riparian buffers are not inappropriate, 
there must be clear and concise language that floodway studies would not 
be required on streams that lie outside of the designated flood zone.  There 
is not a relevant connection between riparian buffer requirements and 
floodplain requirements.  Ordinance should not require flood studies in 
Zone X. 

(b) Streams - Top of bank is the appropriate point of demarcation for purposes 
of establishing the inner perimeter of a riparian buffer.   

(c) Impoundments – Buffers from impoundments should be measured from 
top of dam or emergency spillway or full pool. 

4. Permissible activities within riparian buffers 



(a) Docks, boat launches, public/private water supply intake structures, 
facilities for natural water quality treatment and purification, 
public/private wastewater outfall structures, and similar structures, which 
by their nature, need to be located within such buffers, including 
pedestrian and/or vehicle access ways. 

(b) Utility lines and transportation crossings, which by their nature, must be 
located within such buffers. 

5. Buffer averaging – Averaging of buffers to adjust to topography is encouraged. 

6. Signage – permanent boundary markers of buffers should not be mandatory 
except at public access points 

7. Waivers – 

(a) Waiver should be granted if it is determined that a hardship exists and 
relief meets the general purpose and intent of the Ordinance 

(b) Utilities should be exempted, but if not, should meet the criterion for a 
waiver because of their nature are required to be located within the buffer 

(c) Alternatives – special consideration should be afforded for the use of other 
BMPs in lieu of minimum riparian buffers.  It should be noted that neither 
EPA nor DHEC mandate the use of riparian buffers as a post-construction 
site BMP, but recognize that riparian buffers are one of the BMPs that 
may be used to protect water quality.  The Ordinance should allow design 
professionals the opportunity to employ effective combinations of BMPs 
that adequately protect water quality. 
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