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Special Accommodations and Interpreter Services Citizens may be present during any of the County’s 
meetings. If requested, the agenda and backup materials will be made available in alternative formats to 
persons with a disability, as required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. Sec. 12132), as amended and the federal rules and regulations adopted in implementation thereof. 
Any person who requires a disability-related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or 
services, in order to participate in the public meeting may request such modification, accommodation, 
aid or service by contacting the Clerk of Council’s office either in person at 2020 Hampton Street, 
Columbia, SC, by telephone at (803) 576-2061, or TDD at 803-576-2045 no later than 24 hours prior to 
the scheduled meeting.

3 of 125



Council Members 
Present

Greg Pearce, Chair
District Six

Joyce Dickerson
District Two

Paul Livingston
District Four

Jim Manning
District Eight

Dalhi Myers
District Ten

Others Present:

Bill Malinowski
Julie-Ann Dixon
Damon Jeter
Norman Jackson
Torrey Rush
Seth Rose
Kevin Bronson
Warren Harley
Brandon Madden
Michelle Onley
Roxanne Ancheta
Daniel Driggers
Quinton Epps
Geo Price
Shahid Khan
Gerald Seals
Brad Farrar
Synithia Williams

ADMINISTRATION & FINANCE COMMITTEE
July 26, 2016

6:00 PM
County Council Chambers

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

CALL TO ORDER

Mr. Pearce called the meeting to order at approximately 6:00 PM

POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE – Mr. Pearce welcomed Councilwoman Dalhi Myers 
to the committee.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Regular Session: June 28, 2016 – Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to 
approve the minutes as distributed. The vote in favor was unanimous.

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to adopt the agenda as published. 
The vote in favor was unanimous.

ITEMS FOR ACTION

Condemnation of Property – Mr. Harley stated the request is to allow staff to move 
forward on a condemnation on a portion of property located at 8 Dayton Street in order 
to move forward with the Hollywood Hills Sewer Project. 

Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to forward to Council with a 
recommendation to approve the request to proceed with condemning a portion of the 
property located at 8 Dayton Street for the Hollywood Hills Sewer Project. The vote in 
favor was unanimous.

Richland County Conservation Commission: Acceptance of Donated Property – Mr. 
Epps stated the request is to approve the donation of 125 acres of land for 
Conservation/Recreation purposes off of Rice Creek Farms Road in Northeast Richland 
County.

Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council with a 
recommendation to approve the donation of approximately 125 acres for conservation 
and recreation purposes in densely developed northeast Richland County to 
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Administration & Finance Committee
Tuesday, July 26, 2016
Page Two

permanently protect longleaf pine and wetlands for the enjoyment of residents and potentially provide nature-
based recreation and environmental education opportunities.

Mr. Epps stated they are currently working on the operation and maintenance plan, but do not anticipate very 
much maintenance or upkeep to the property because it is mostly wetlands. Future plans would include adding 
walking trails.

Ms. Myers inquired if the property would be posted with “No Trespassing” signs.

Mr. Pearce inquired if the Conservation Department working on an overall management plan for the donated 
properties in Richland County.

Mr. Epps stated they are currently working on the Conservation Land Management Program, which should be 
presented to Council within the next 2 months.

The vote in favor was unanimous.

Council Motion to Amend the Hospitality Tax Ordinance – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to 
defer this item until the September committee meeting. The vote in favor was unanimous.

ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS: NO ACTION REQUIRED

Council Motion Regarding County Departments Notifying Administrative Staff of Budget Shortfalls – This 
item was held in committee.

Motion to Expand Staff Recruitment Efforts – This item was held in committee.

Changes to Policy on Requiring Employees to Sign Documents – This item was held in committee.

Council Motion Regarding Transportation Penny Funds – This item was held in committee.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:12 PM.

The Minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley, Deputy Clerk of Council
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Future Management of the Pinewood Lake Property

Richland County Council Request of Action
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Future Management of the Pinewood Lake Property 
 

A. Purpose 
At the June 7, 2016 Council Meeting, Council directed staff to develop an enterprise model 
similar to that of the Township as it relates to the operations, management and maintenance of 
Pinewood Lake.  Thus, a detailed recommendation is outlined below. 
 
B. Background / Discussion 
The County purchased the Pinewood Lake property (property) for recreational, historical, and 
conservation purposes in October 2011.  Subsequently, Council authorized the development of 
the property in two phases; Phase I of the development was completed in May 2015, and Phase 
II is expected to be completed by December 2017, with Council allocating $4,500,000 to fund 
this portion. 
 
The County’s investment into the property to date is approximately $2,550,000, which includes:  
 

 Property Purchase= $1,000,000 
 Phase I development = $1,400,000 
 Restroom Construction= $150,000 

 
In August 2015, the County entered into an agreement with the Pinewood Lakes Foundation to 
manage the property and provided $150,000 in Hospitality Tax funds to cover the maintenance 
and operating expenses of the property as well as costs associated with promoting and 
advertising the amenities of the property to increase shelter rentals and recreational activity 
within the community.  To date, the Foundation has received the 1st quarter payment of the 
aforementioned allocation in the amount of $75,000. 
 
Attached for your review is the following: 
 

 A timeline outlining Council actions to purchase the property 
 A timeline outlining Council actions for the property since being purchased 
 A copy of the agreement with the Pinewood Lakes Foundation 
 A copy of the memorandum presented to Council detailing the next steps relative to 

Phase II of the property 
 A copy of the agreement between the County and RCRC for managing the Crane Creek 

Park 
 
C. Legislative / Chronological History 

June 7, 2016 Council Meeting - Council accepted the Pinewood Lake management contract 
and directed staff to develop an enterprise model similar to the Township Auditorium in 
order to move forward. 

 
D. Alternatives 

Pursuant to the request, staff considered the following alternatives: 
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1. Board – Director Model 
This model mirrors the management model currently utilized by the Township and Historic 
Columbia.  There are some similarities worth noting between the Township, Historic 
Columbia and Pinewood Lake: 
 

 All properties are owned by the County 
 All properties received Hospitality Tax dollars from the County for operational and 

maintenance activities for FY17 
 All properties are economic development drivers of accommodations and hospitality 

tax revenues 
 All properties are currently utilizing similar management agreements whereby the 

County contracts with a non-county entity to manage the property 
 
Under this model, County Council would appoint a 7-member Board of Directors (Board) 
using the process outlined in their Council rules.  The Board, generally, would be 
responsible for the following: 
 

 Overseeing the general administration of the property 
 Setting policy and the annual budget 
 Appointing an experienced manager / executive director 

 
The manager / executive director, generally, would be responsible for the following: 
 

 Carrying out day-to-day administrative operations (e.g., daily maintenance, 
operations, yearly audit) 

 Executing the Board’s policy and annual budget 
 
Potential Advantages 

 Efficiency in providing public service – This model allows the public service related 
directives to be communicated to a professional manager / executive director, who 
will be hired to efficiently carry out those directives.    

 
 Politically neutral (Clear separation of powers) – This model promotes equity and 

fairness by ensuring that services are fairly distributed and that administrative 
decisions (such as hiring and contracting) are based on merit rather than favoritism. 

 
 Accountability – The manager is accountable to the Board, which is appointed by 

Council.  This dynamic may mitigate any lack of accountability associated with the 
utilization of County funds.  

 
Potential Disadvantages 

 Lack of direct County oversight – This model would limit the amount of direct 
oversight the County would have relative to the day-to-day operations of the 
property.  Any revenues collected by the manager / executive director would not be 
provided to the County unless otherwise stated in an agreement. 
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2. Delegate Oversight of the Property to RCRC (Richland County Recreation 

Commission 
This model is similar to the management model that is currently being utilized by the 
County for the maintenance of the Crane Creek Park.   Similar to the Pinewood Lake 
property, Crane Creek Park is owned by the County and was redeveloped using County 
funds.  The Crane Creek Park has a walking trail and picnic shelters that are available for 
public use.    

 
The County would have a memorandum of understanding with RCRC for the 
maintenance and operations of the property, including any shelter rentals – see attached 
agreement between the County and RCRC for managing the Crane Creek Park.  

 
The County would supply RCRC with funding, annually, to assist with offsetting the 
costs associated with maintaining (e.g., cutting the grass, picking up litter) the property. 

 
Advantages 

 Maintain property investment – Although RCRC would be responsible for 
property maintenance and operations, the County would remain the owner.  
Thus, maintaining our investment into the property.   

 
 Efficiency in providing public service – RCRC’s mission is to provide 

recreational opportunities for our County’s population.  They are currently 
operating and maintaining multiple parks and recreational facilities.  The 
management of this property would be a relatively normal function for their 
organization.  

 
Disadvantages 

 Lack of direct oversight – This model would limit the amount of direct oversight 
the County would have relative to the day-to-day operations of the property.  
Any revenues collected by RCRC would not be provided to the County unless 
otherwise stated in an agreement. 

 
 Contingency – This model is contingent upon the County and RCRC developing 

and agreeing to a memorandum of understanding to manage the property.   If 
RCRC does not want to manage the property, then this model would not be a 
viable option.  This contingency creates reluctance and adds inefficiencies in the 
County’s approval process for the obtaining and developing conservation and 
recreational properties.    

 
 Lack of organizational capacity –RCRC is dealing with some organizational 

issues that may impact their ability to accept additional properties to manage at 
this time.  

 
3. Absorb into the County through the Conservation Department 

This management model would place the responsibilities for managing the property 
under the authority of the County’s Conservation Department.  Conservation staff (4 

9 of 125



total staffers) would move their operations from the 2020 Hampton St. building to the 
County renovated house on the Pinewood Lake property, utilizing it as their office space.  
The maintenance of the property would continue as it is currently, through annual 
allocations during the County’s budgetary process to the Conservation Department.   

 
Advantages 

 Direct Oversight - This model would allow for increased accountability and direct 
oversight of the management of the park as it would be a responsibility of a County 
Department.   

 
 Expand the County’s Footprint into the Unincorporated Area – Through this 

management model, the County would have a footprint into an unincorporated area 
of the County as one of its Departments would be headquartered on this property.   

 
 Increase availability of office space – This model would allow the County to utilize 

additional office space at the County’s Administration building since the 
Conservation Department would be housed on the Pinewood Lake Property. 

 
 Incorporation into the Conservation’s Land Management Plan – The property fits 

into the Conservation Department’s Land Management Plan – see attached draft plan 
– as a recreational and rental area.  

 
 Utilization of existing assets and experience – The Conservation Department already 

has an oversight committee appointed by County Council in the Richland County 
Conservation Commission (RCCC) which recognizes the urgent need to correctly 
manage conservation lands such as the Pinewood Lake property. 

 
 Organize new and existing conservation and nature-based recreation efforts – The 

Conservation Department already manages several large conservation properties and 
is embarking on an initiative to plan eco-tourism and nature-based recreation 
activities to add value to those properties.    

 
Disadvantages 

 Lack of organizational capacity – The Conservation Department may need additional 
staff to efficiently manage the day-to-day activities of the property as well as 
volunteer and outreach programs.     

  
4. Soliciting for a Property Management Company to operate / maintain Pinewood 

Lake 
This management model involves the development and advertisement of RFP to solicit 
bids from property management firms to manage and operate the Pinewood Lake 
property.  

 
Advantages 

 Maintain property investment – The property management firm would manage the 
day to day activities associated with the Property; however, the County would 
remain the owner.  Thus, maintaining their investment into the Property.   
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 Efficiency in providing public service – It is reasonable to assume an experienced 

property management firm would be able to utilize the Property in a manner that 
would increase the use of the Property by County’s residents through property 
rentals and green space uses. 

 
Disadvantages 

 Lack of direct oversight – This model would limit the amount of direct oversight the 
County would have relative to the day-to-day operations of the property.  Any 
revenues collected by the property management firm would not be provided to the 
County unless otherwise stated in an agreement. 

 
E. Final Recommendation 

The conservation lands owned by the County are in need of systematic and sustainable 
management.  Pinewood Lake fits into this program as a step in the direction for full 
implementation of conservation land management for all County owned conservation lands 
– see attached draft. 
 
Ideally, an enterprise fund is set up to account for activities that provide services to the 
public at large via a user charges.  Essentially, enterprise funds are self-supporting.  Thus, 
the Pinewood Lake property does not generate enough revenue to be considered an 
enterprise fund.  The funding that could be generated through the rental of the shelters 
located on the property could not support the maintenance and operations of the property.  
Given these facts, it would be difficult to implement an enterprise management model for 
the Pinewood Lake facility by itself.   However, returning funds generated on the property 
would be a way to offset County costs.  Setting it up in this manner would help to build in an 
attitude of self-sufficiency for the long-term implementation of the full conservation lands 
program with a goal of significantly off-setting County expenses with donations, volunteers 
and generated revenues.  
 
Therefore, staff recommends absorbing the Pinewood Lake Property into the County 
through the Conservation Department.  The Conservation Department works directly with 
the Commissioners of the Richland Soil and Water Conservation District (RSWCD) and 
RCCC to implement the responsibilities of the District and Commission.  The Department 
also consults with and advises County Council and the County Administrator regarding the 
conservation and protection of the County’s natural, cultural and historical resources. 
 
The RSWCD promotes the wise planning and use of natural resources for the benefit of the 
citizens of Richland County. The RSWCD coordinates available technical, financial and 
educational material to assist land users to conserve soil, water and other natural resources. 
 
The RCCC is charged with promoting the protection of natural, historical, and cultural 
resources throughout the County by negotiating voluntary protection strategies with 
landowners through such means as conservation easements, land acquisition and grant 
programs. 
 
The goals and objectives of the Conservation Department are as follows: 
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 District Advocacy: Work to increase the visibility and knowledge of RSWCD 

programs by increasing public awareness of the RSWCD’s activities via website, 
social media, and traditional media and participating in conservation-related 
community events and festivals. 

 
 Conservation Assistance: Assist in planning and implementation of conservation 

systems in rural, urbanizing, and urban areas. 
 
 
The aforementioned mission and goals of the Conservation Department, along with the 
mission of Richland County to provide quality public services to the residents of the County 
makes this recommendation ideal for managing this particular property.  The property is 
unique in that it is a conservation related mix of recreational, historical and natural green 
spaces, as detailed below: 
 
Property Details 

 Location:  1151 Old Garners Ferry Road 
 Size:  44 Acres 
 Amenities:  20 acre pond, picnic shelters, walking trail, fitness stations, renovated 

house, water fountains along trail 
 Future planned amenities:  Amphitheater, event center, additional picnic shelters, 

extension of walking trail around pond, playground structure, fishing docks, 
renovation of outbuildings  

 
This recommended management model places the responsibilities of managing the property 
under the authority of the County’s Conservation Department.  Conservation staff (4 total 
staffers) would move their operations from the 2020 Hampton St. building to the County 
renovated house on the Pinewood Lake property, utilizing a portion of the historical building 
as their office space while maintaining the ability to provide public tours of the unused 
portion.  The maintenance of the property would be funded through annual allocations 
during the County’s budgetary process to Conservation Department.  The Conservation 
Department would facilitate promotional or outreach directives from Council relative to the 
property and manage the shelter rentals at the property.  The Conservation Department can 
develop partnerships with local nonprofit organizations, which may include the Pinewood 
Lake Foundation, to assist with these efforts.  Any revenue generated by the shelter rentals 
or activities on the property would be returned to the Conservation Department to be used to 
offset operation and maintenance expenses.  However, the amount of revenue generated is 
expected to be minimal. 

 
As detailed above, below are some of the potential advantages relative to this 
recommendation: 

 
 Direct Oversight - This model would allow for increased accountability and direct 

oversight of the management of the park as it would be a responsibility of a County 
Department.   

 

12 of 125



 Expand the County’s Footprint into the Unincorporated Area – Through this 
management model, the County would have a footprint into an unincorporated area 
of the County as one of its Departments would be headquartered on this property.   

 
 Increase availability of office space – This model would allow the County to utilize 

additional office space at the County’s Administration building since the 
Conservation Department would be housed on the Pinewood Lake Property. 

 
 Incorporation into the Conservation’s Land Management Plan – The property fits 

into the Conservation Department’s Land Management Plan – see attached draft plan 
– as a recreational and rental area.  

 
 Utilization of existing assets and experience – The Conservation Department already 

has an oversight committee appointed by County Council in the Richland County 
Conservation Commission (RCCC) which recognizes the urgent need to correctly 
manage conservation lands such as the Pinewood Lake property. 

 
 Organize new and existing conservation and nature-based recreation efforts – The 

Conservation Department already manages several large conservation properties and 
is embarking on an initiative to plan eco-tourism and nature-based recreation 
activities to add value to those properties.    
 

This recommendation is pursuant to Council’s directive to develop an enterprise model 
similar to that of the Township as it relates to the operations, management and maintenance 
of Pinewood Lake and should not be construed as a policy recommendation that the County 
get into the business of managing recreational related properties.  The policy regarding the 
role of Richland County Government in managing recreational related properties can only 
be addressed by Council. 
 
The estimated financial impact of this recommendation would include providing funding to 
the Conservation Department in an amount that would support the estimated operation and 
maintenance costs for the property, as detailed below: 
 

Additional Equipment # Needed Cost per Total 
Phone, Tools, PPE, Uniform 1 $3,780.00  $3,780.00  
All Terrain Vehicle 1 $11,000.00  $11,000.00  
Turn Mower 1 $13,500.00  $13,500.00  
Chain Saw 1 $270.00 $270.00 
Pole Pruner 1 $485.00 $485.00 
Edger 2 $365.00 $730.00 
Backpack Blower 1 $325.00 $325.00 
String Trimmer 2 $270.00 $540.00 
Back Pack Sprayer 1 $100.00 $100.00 
Push Spreader 1 $425.00 $425.00 
Pressure Washer 1 $350.00 $350.00 
Loppers 1 $110.00 $110.00 
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Pruners 1 $35.00 $35.00 
Trenching attachment 1 $285.00 $285.00 

        
Uniform, Phone Service Annual   $1,250.00 
Perishable Custodial Supplies Annual   $900.00 
Equipment and Transportation Fuel Annual   $1,350.00 
Installed Equipment Maintenance Annual   $6,500.00 
Facility/Building Maintenance Annual   $3,000.00 
Lime Annual   $800.00 
Fertilizer Annual   $1,600.00 
Pre/post emergent Annual   $2,200.00 
Insecticide/fungicide Annual   $900.00 
Mulch Annual   $600.00 
Pest Control (Facilities) Annual   $1,150.00 

Miscellaneous Supplies (Trash 
Removal) 

Annual   $1,100.00 

Plant Replacement Annual   $2,500.00 
Labor Annual   $36,920.00 
Utilities for Facilities Annual   $13,500.00 
Lighting Per Agreement (SCE&G) Annual   $7,200.00 
Water (City of Columbia) Annual   $3,450.00 
Port-o-pottys (Per unit) Annual   $3,600.00 

        
Direct Operational per Year     $88,520.00 
Indirect Operational costs 
(Equipment Maintenance) 

    $2,000.00 

Total Annual Operating Cost     $90,520.00 
Total Equipment Requested     $31,935.00 
Total First Year estimate     $122,455.00 

  
The Conservation Department may need additional staff and / or volunteers to efficiently 
manage the day-to-day activities of the property as well as the volunteer and outreach 
programs. 
 

Council approval of this recommendation will enable the following: 
 The termination of the current management agreement for the property with the Pinewood 

Lake Foundation, effective June 30, 2017.  Staff will provide a 90 day written notice to the 
Pinewood Lake Foundation informing them of this action. 
  

 The management of the property by the Richland County Government through the County’s 
Conservation Department. 
 

 The allocation of funding for property maintenance and operational needs to the County’s 
Conservation Department through the County’s FY2018 budgetary process.  
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Attachments 
 

Caughman Creek Property Timeline 
 
 

March 16, 2010 
ORIGINAL MOTION:  Richland County, the Conservation Commission, and the Recreation 
Commission pursue purchasing all properties associated with Caughman Creek using 
Hospitality Tax funds for recreational, historical, and conservation purposes; also explore a 
public / private partnership [Jackson]:  This item was forwarded to the April A&F 
Committee.  ACTION:  ADMINISTRATION, PLANNING, CONSERVATION 
COMMISSION 
 

April 27, 2010 
A&F Committee Meeting 
Pursue properties associated with Caughman Creek using Hospitality Tax funds – The 
committee voted to keep this item in committee pending staff exploring all available options 
and reporting all options back to the committee.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
May 25, 2010 
A&F Committee Meeting 
Pursue Properties Associated with Caughman Creek Using Hospitality Tax Funds – The 
committee recommended that Council direct staff to come up with a creative way to pursue 
purchasing all properties associated with Caughman Creek and bring 
back  recommendations to Council by the 3rd reading of the budget. The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 

 
June 1, 2010 
[Removed from Consent] Pursue Properties Associated with Caughman Creek Using 
Hospitality Tax Funds:  Council directed staff to come up with a creative way to pursue 
purchasing all properties associated with Caughman Creek and bring back  recommendations to 
Council by the 3rd reading of the budget.  ACTION:  ADMINISTRATION, BUDGET, 
FINANCE, CLERK OF COUNCIL, CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
 
June 17, 2010 
Third Reading – FY 11 Budget 
Jackson 
Special Revenue 
Hospitality Tax 
Use $1.5 million from the Hospitality Tax  fund balance to purchase property at Caughman Pond 
for tourism purposes, recreation, historic preservation and conservation purposes including clean 
water preservation. 
Staff report to be brought back to Council.  Council reserved up to $400,000 in HTax fund balance. 
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July 27, 2010 
A&F Committee Meeting 
Caughman Creek Property Appraisal [Recommend Executive Session] - The committee 
voted to go into Executive session to discuss this item.  The item was received as 
information and remains in Committee. 

 
 
July 27, 2010 
Caughman Creek Appraisal:  This item was received as information, and remains in the 
Administration and Finance Committee.   
 

September 28, 2010 
A&F Committee Meeting 
Caughman Creek Property Appraisal [Recommend Executive Session] – The Committee 
deferred this item to its October committee meeting. 
 
October 23, 2010 
A&F Committee Meeting 
Caughman Creek Property Appraisal [Recommend Executive Session] – The committee 
deferred this item to its December committee meeting. 
 
December 22, 2010 
A&F Committee Meeting 
Caughman Creek Property Appraisal – The committee deferred this item to its January 
committee meeting. 
 
January 25, 2011  
A&F Committee Meeting 
Caughman Creek Property Appraisal – The committee received this as information. 

 
February 22, 2011 
A&F Committee Meeting 
Caughman Creek Property Appraisal – The committee deferred this item to its March 
committee meeting. 
 
March 22, 2011 
A&F Committee Meeting 
Caughman Creek Property Appraisal – The committee moved this from an item for 
discussion/information to an action item.  This item was then forwarded to Council without 
a recommendation.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 
April 5, 2011 
Caughman Creek Property:  Council deferred this item, and requested documentation from the 
Recreation Commission regarding their $100,000 contribution and ongoing operations, per Mr. 
Jackson.  ACTION: ADMINISTRATION 
 
April 19, 2011 
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Caughman Creek Property:  Mr. Pope has communicated with the Richland County Recreation 
Commission, and once received, will forward the official response from the RCRC to Council.   
 
May 3, 2011 
Caughman Creek Property Update:  Mr. Pope stated that an official response from the 
Recreation Commission is forthcoming. 
 
May 26, 2011 
Second Reading of the FY 12 Budget 
Hospitality Tax: (Motion that Richland County use $900,000 from the Hospitality Tax funds 
to purchase the proposed Caughman Pond property) – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. 
Jeter, to approve $900,000 for this item.  The vote was in favor. 
 
June 2, 2011 
Third Reading of the FY 12 Budget 
Jackson  
Special Revenue  
Hospitality Tax 
Motion that Richland County use $900,000 from the Hospitality Tax funds to purchase the proposed 
Caughman Pond property.  
Passed 
 
September 6, 2011 
Caughman Property:  Mr. Pope informed Council that this item will appear on the September 
A&F Committee agenda, and will include the draft contract for 
purchase.  ACTION:  ADMINISTRATION, LEGAL 
 

September 26, 3011 
A&F Committee Meeting 
Caughman Creek Property Purchase Agreement – The committee forwarded this item to 
Council without a recommendation. The committee directed staff to provide the appraised 
value of the property to Council prior to the next Council meeting. 

 
October 4, 2011 
Caughman Creek Property Purchase Agreement:  Council approved the contract for 
purchase.  The vote to reconsider failed.  ACTION: LEGAL, ADMINISTRATION 
 
October 18, 2011 
Caughman Property Feasibility Study:  Council directed staff to perform a feasibility study on 
the property.  ACTION: ADMINISTRATION 
 
December 13, 2011 
Caughman Creek Property:  Council voted to terminate the current contract.  The property owner 
may submit a new proposal without the dam and its associated infrastructure.  A survey should also 
be completed to prevent ambiguity.  ACTION: ADMINISTRATION, LEGAL 
 
January 17, 2012 
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Caughman Creek Property:  Council directed staff to continue its due diligence on the property, 
and to execute the contract up to 15 days after receiving a survey from the seller for the 44 acres of 
property.  Staff is to include language regarding water rights.  The County is not to be liable for the 
dam or its associated infrastructure. The vote to reconsider failed. ACTION: 
ADMINISTRATION, LEGAL, CLERK OF COUNCIL, FINANCE 
 
February 7, 2012 
Caughman Creek Property Update:  The attorney has spoken with the owner, who is to forward a 
revised survey and agreement.  Updates will be provided to Council. ACTION: 
ADMINISTRATION, LEGAL 
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Pinewood Lake Timeline 
 

 
July 2013 Council approves Phase I in an amount not to exceed $1.4 million (Minutes attached 

to email) 
 
Sept 2013 Notice to Proceed executed between County and Chao & Associates in an amount 

not to exceed $1,325,258 (Notice to Proceed attached to email) 
*It is important to note that a Contract was never executed for Phase I construction 
 

May 2015 Phase I construction complete 
 
May 2015 Phase I Grand Opening 
 
Aug 2015 Pinewood Lake Park Foundation agreement executed 
 
Aug 2015 Emergency restroom agreement entered into with Chao & Associates 
 
Oct 2015 Invoice for furniture received ($77,000) 
 
Oct 2015 Historic rain/flooding 
 
Feb 2016 Invoice for flood damage/maintenance ($68,000) 
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Overview 
 

Why This Report 
 
Use, Maintenance and Operations of Richland County’s Conservation Lands is a framework for 
how Richland County can move forward towards managing and encouraging public use for its 
Conservation Lands. This report presents a structure for the decision-making process to move the 
County’s Conservation Lands Program into an era of stewardship, tourism development and 
increased public access and use.  
 
Richland County has acquired thousands of acres of lands for conservation and preservation 
purposes and continues to receive requests for additional land donations.  In many cases these lands 
can also be used for recreation and tourism development.  The public will see a greater return on its 
investment by making the properties available to the public to use for recreation, while preserving 
the conservation values of the property. 
 
A strong maintenance program is the key to realizing this additional return on investment.  This 
added value requires a focus on making Conservation Lands available to the public. 
 
Use, Maintenance and Operations of Richland County’s Conservation Lands offers a rationale and 
organized approach to property use and development. This report also leaves room for tailoring the 
program to the realities of Richland County and to the competing needs of the County.   
 
Report Organization  
 
This report is divided into three primary sections describing a different aspect of the Conservation 
Lands Program. There are also attachments in Section 4. 
 
Section 1: Conservation Lands Classifications is the first section of this report.  Proper stewardship 
is based upon an understanding of a property’s characteristics and limitations. The information in 
this section helps in the categorization of each property consistent with good stewardship. 
 
Section 2: Conservation Land Management outlines how Richland County manages and develops 
the Public Use of the Program. Sound program management rather than property is the focus of this 
section. 
 
Section 3: Recommendations are presented in Section Three. These recommendations are proposals 
for carrying the Program into an era of increased public access and use of Conservation Lands.  
 
Section 4: The Attachments offer further details into issues raised in the Report. 
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Section 1. Conservation Land Classifications 
 

 
Richland County Conservation Classifications and Inventory  
This report is the beginning of the work towards creating a complete natural resource management 
and stewardship program that encompasses increased public access and use into the  conservation 
lands.  It is useful to understand what types of properties the Conservation Commission hopes to 
develop. 
 
Each Conservation Land has unique ecological, historical, cultural or recreational values important 
to the people of Richland County. Proper stewardship of these unique values is now the common 
goal as the resources demonstrate a good return on investment for the taxpayers. 
  
A Land Classification System 
One of the most critical first steps to any stewardship program is reaching a firm understanding of 
the property and its assets. A classification system is a working snapshot of Conservation Lands and 
is critical to the stewardship program.  
 
The classification system defines four types of Conservation Lands, and helps to define the types of 
properties and to describe the intensity of future use or development on that property. Several 
properties fall into more than one category.  
 
Category 1: Recreation Areas 

Recreation Areas are defined as places where there is: “Recreation requiring little or no physical 
exertion focusing on the enjoyment of one’s natural surroundings. In determining appropriate 
recreational uses of passive parks, the promotion and development of resource-based activities such 
as education and interpretation, fishing, camping, hunting, boating, gardening, bicycling, nature 
studies, horse-back riding, visiting historic sites, hiking, etc., shall be the predominate measure for 
passive park utilization.” 
 
Richland County’s Pinewood Lake is an excellent example of a Recreation Area.  It contains a 
number of ecological and scenic features and provides a useful recreational opportunity for the 
community.  Other facilities, perhaps currently managed by the Recreation Commission, may fit 
this classification. 
 
The Conservation Commission has an impressive historic preservation program, perhaps the 
best in the Southeastern United States.  Many of the historic properties it is interested in 
would be classified in as Recreation Areas. Attachment B lists County owned Recreation 
Areas. 
 
Category 2: Preserves 
Many properties have been acquired to protect a unique resource or to further another 
ecological goal.  The sensitive characteristics of these properties may limit some recreational 
use.  These properties may be used in combination with other projects, for example a 
recreation area, to allow large scale activities. 
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A good example of a preserve is the County-owned mitigation property on the Congaree 
River in Lower Richland County.  Its use for mitigation enhances the ecological features of 
the site and limits it’s recreational and tourism use.  The County’s purchase of the adjoining 
Upper Tract as a Recreation Area allows a much wider return on investment for the 
taxpayers. 
 
Category 3: Greenway 
A greenway is “a linear open space established along either a natural corridor, such as a 
riverfront, stream valley, or ridgeline, or overland along a railroad right-of-way converted 
to recreational use. It is a natural or landscaped course for pedestrian or bicycle passage; 
an open-space connector linking parks, nature reserves, cultural features, or historic sites 
with each other and with populated areas; or locally linear parks.” 

A notable collection of greenway projects are underway in the Midlands.  The River Alliance has 
created and continues to expand a highly successful greenway along the Congaree, Saluda and 
Broad  R ivers.  The Palmetto Trail weaves through Richland County.  Gills Creek Watershed 
Assocation has ambitious plans for greenways down along portions of Gills Creek. 

Richland County has an ambitious 20 year program of greenway development under its Penny 
Transportation Program.  A full list of greenway projects under the Penny Program is included in 
Attachment C. 

Greenways have proved to be major economic development engines.  Greenville’s Swamp Rabbit 
Trail has not only attracted millions of dollars in tourism spending, but has also has led to the 
redevelopment of blighted neighborhoods and significant increase in small businesses in rural areas.  
A fuller description of the many economic benefits from greenways can be found in Attachment D. 

Category 4: Conservation Easements 
In addition to protecting land through fee purchase, the Conservation Department also 
protects land by the purchase of the development rights; called a conservation easement. A 
conservation easement is a voluntary agreement with a landowner who gives up certain 
rights. Typically conservation easements are proactive tools which provide financial 
incentives  for land owners to protect rural land and thereby preserve natural resources and 
reduce incompatible development and sprawl.  
 
It is important to note that no public use is generally allowed on properties subject to a 
conservation easement and the County assumes no management responsibilities. A list of 
conservation easements held by Richland County is included in Attachment D. 
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2.  Conservation Land Management 
 
 

Public ownership of real property is a detailed responsibility of governance.  This basic government 
function is even more important when conservation lands are involved.  These lands have unique 
conservation values which have been determined to be important to the livability of Richland 
County.   
 
A clear direction for management of Conservation Lands in Richland County needs to be 
established. Going forward a few clear policies, defined responsibilities and ordinances need to be 
developed related to the management of these precious resources. 
 
Administration 
 
There are many people involved in the management of a Conservation Land from the initial 
investigation of a property to eventual ownership and management. An established process defining 
responsibility for administration would be a key first step.  
 
Records Management 
Property ownership normally comes with a set of records including but not limited to the deed, an 
appraisal, survey, natural resource information, and analysis. There should be two complete sets of 
Conservation Lands property files: one set to be held by the Legal Department and one by 
Conservation staff.  
 
The Conservation Department should send an annual update to the GIS Department so the County 
GIS layer can be updated. Accurate mapping information is critical from a programmatic standpoint 
and can ensure against inappropriate activities on Conservation Lands.  
 
Risk Management and Security 
Conservation Lands require proper security. Security ensures properties do not become a liability to 
the taxpayers and there is no damage to the conservation values.  
 
Gates and keys: The most basic security measure is gating the property to control access.  
Regulating access allows the County a measure of control over inappropriate uses of property. 
Proper gating brings the need for a controlled and organized system of keying.   
 
Boundary Posting and Signage: Posting the boundaries, clearly identifying property as belonging to 
Richland County are important. Properties to be accessed by the public the property rules should 
clearly  displayed boundaries and use regulations  
 
Inspections and Enforcement: Proper management requires regular inspection of Conservation 
Lands.  Dumping, poaching and trespassing can harm conservation values and prevent safe use.   
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Richland County does not have ordinances in place regulating use on greenway lands.  A place to 
begin for a model for ordinances would be looking at Charleston County Parks, or South Carolina 
Department of Natural Resource’s (SCDNR’s) ordinances for regulating South Carolina Wildlife 
Management Areas and Natural Heritage Preserves. 
 
Product Development 
Richland County has seen some success recently in moving properties toward being accessible by 
the public.  Pinewood Lake promises to be an excellent facility and a wise use of public funds.  As 
the demand grows for more public access and use of the properties, the process for opening 
properties to the public needs to be institutionalized. 
 
Product origination, or how the Conservation Land will be used, is where the development process 
begins. The Conservation Department can implement a project by working with local stakeholders, 
staff and consultants to produce a Project Design.  
 
This process should be improved by identifying potential uses in advance through a Conservation 
Lands Capital Improvements Plan.  Preparing the plan gives the public an opportunity for input and 
allows for better allocation of resources. With a comprehensive Capital Improvements Plan in place, 
County Council will be able to anticipate and plan for the properties to be developed.  
 
Stewardship 
 
Stewardship refers to a broad and comprehensive type of property management and refers to 
managing the resources of a property to achievable goals.  Stewardship should form the foundation 
of the Conservation Lands Program.   
 
A Stewardship goal should be to promote sustainability and to safeguard conservation values from 
being compromised.  The program can go further to restore many environmental functions on some 
parcels.   
 
Another Stewardship goal is to add value to conservation lands by promoting their multi-uses, while 
protecting conservation values.  An important part of Program development will be to ensure all 
users have adequate access. 
 
A third goal is to generate revenue from the land in an ecologically sensitive manner.  These 
revenues can be from timbering, agricultural leases, or perhaps even green energy like solar rentals.  
Other revenues could flow from use rentals for events or use fees.   
 
Natural Resource Management and Forest Health  
Each property is unique and should have its own natural resource management plan. The ecological 
health of these properties should be maintained or even improved. This means not only giving the 
public the ability to be on the property, but also, as examples, eradicating invasive plant species, 
preventing erosion, deterring littering and dumping and preventing poaching.  
 
Limited Access Conservation Lands 
There are some lands described above that may not in the near future be developed for frequent 
public access. These Conservation Lands may be accessible on a more limited basis but are an 
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important part of the overall picture and could be very important for generating revenue that would 
support the more active passive parks through for example: rental fees, user fees, timber revenue or 
agricultural leases.   

 
Conservation Land Maintenance 
 
Current Maintenance  
An enhanced system of maintenance will become critical if public use increases on Conservation 
Lands.   
Basic routine maintenance has occurred for Conservation Lands but it has not reflected the unique 
sensitivity of the properties or their potential for sustainable development.  A long range 
maintenance plan is necessary and crucial for the public to support conservation and tourism 
development returns 
 
Some maintenance functions may be assumed by a Friends group or non-profit organizations under 
a Memorandum of Understanding process with the County. This exceptionally cost effective 
approach works well on certain properties and these successes can be repeated elsewhere.  
Contractual arrangements may be reached for routine maintenance. Friends groups also require 
coordination from County staff. A Friends Group Coordinator is needed to ensure these valuable 
assets are put to the maximum, productive use.   
 
Use Management  
Commercial concerns and recreational users may request to use Conservation Lands.  A system 
should be created to determine what activities are acceptable in terms of types, duration, and 
intensity of use. 
 
It may be possible with some properties to privatize the operation of certain activities.  Private 
operators could build what facilities are needed and charge the public for use.  Contractual 
arrangements could protect both the Counties interest and the health of sensitive resources. All 
profits from such use should be returned to the Conservation Department for program promotion. 
 
A Conservation Lands Capital Improvement Plan  
The Conservation Department should prepare a Conservation Lands Capital Improvements Plan for 
approval by County Council.  The Capital Plan would include improvements to the properties, 
financing sources and other management needs.  The preparation of this plan would be an excellent 
opportunity to gather community input.  

 
Drafting an Operational Budget 
The operation and improvements of Conservation Lands will require an annual budget that 
reflects the cost of operating facilities. Given some revenues will be derived from 
Conservation Lands; the County should dedicate all such revenues to the operation and 
development of the program.  This will build an entrepreneurial spirit into the operation of 
the Program.   
 
Resources for Passive Parks and Property Management 
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Conservation Lands can be acquired via a number of revenue sources.  Funding from the County 
can be combined with contributions or matched grants from the US Department of Agriculture, 
SCDNR, local municipalities; Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO’s), landowner contributions 
and charitable gifts can form effective partnerships for conservation. These types of arrangements 
have been highly successful in other areas. 
 
Richland County should consider a variety funding scenarios and sources.  The following is a list of 
funding options for operational costs:   
 
Direct Appropriation from Richland County 
Richland County Council could choose to fund development and operations of the properties 
through direct appropriations from its general fund.  This is the primary method for funding County 
Departments and functions under the normal budgeting authority of South Carolina local 
governments. 
 
Dedicated Millage for Park Development and Maintenance 
Many government agencies operate with a special millage dedicated to a specific purpose.  The 
Conservation Commission currently receives a one-half mill for its activities. An additional special 
millage for Conservation Lands operations and maintenance could be placed on tax bills, allowing 
citizens to see what they are funding.  County Council would continue to approve budget, personnel 
and administrative operations for the service. 
 
The Richland County Recreation Commission recieves dedicated funding for operations and 
maintenance of facilities.  If facilities were transferred to the control of the Conservation 
Department a portion of that millage funding could be transferred for maintenance of the properties.  
County Council is statutory obligated for five mills and currently approves 12.8 mills to the 
Recreation Commission. 
 
Some revenues are restricted for capital needs: 
 
Infrastruutre Sales Tax – The Penny Program 
Richland County voters in 2014 approved a one cent sales tax to fund infrastruutre projects.  
Included in the billion dollar revenue source was $80,888,356 for bike/pedestrian/greenways.   
 
Capital Bonding Authority Richland County 
Improvements to Rural and Critical properties could be funded through the normal bonding 
authority of Richland County.  Local governments regularly use General Obligation Bonds to 
advance funding for capital projects.   
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Impact Fees 
Richland County may include recreation in a fee it collects on new commercial and residential 
development. These fees are assessed to help pay for the roads, fire service, libraries and parks that 
new residents place on the county. Revenue from these impacts can be used for capital projects on 
Conservation Lands.   
 
Richland County collects a Hospitality Tax from users who visit the Midlands hotels and 
restaurants.  These funds can be used for development of Conservation Lands, which could be 
useful tourism development resources. 
 
Some revenues can be used for capital needs or operational costs: 
 
Property Revenue Sources 
The unique qualities of Conservation Lands lend themselves to a series of activities that will 
produce revenues to develop, maintain and operate the properties.  While no properties were 
acquired with revenue in mind, some properties have limited potential for generating direct 
economic activity.   
 
An important point to understand is no activity is recommended that compromises the conservation 
values of the property or surrounding area.  Conservation Lands were acquired to protect these 
important values the community has deemed important.   
 
User Fees 
Some revenue will be generated through charging fees to users. The rationale behind user fees is 
that those who use specific services and facilities should pay for a larger portion of the costs, rather 
than require taxpayers who never use the amenities to assume the entire cost.   
 
Timber Sales and Agriculture 
Richland County can have a Conservation Lands Program that is ecologically sustainable and 
revenue generating. Timber proceeds generate revenue and are a frequent source of revenue for all 
types of.  Several properties have stands of timber that should be harvested and managed for the 
ecological health of the property.  
 
Rental  
Some Conservation Lands with buildings or productive features may be rented to special groups.  
With responsible usage policies and procedures, land, homes, structures, barns, etc. could be rented. 
 
The facility at Pinewood Lake Park is a perfect example.  This property will have nature trails, 
interpretive facilities, while a standing building is rented to partners and non-profit organizations.  
These renters also provide an on-site presence that helps secure the property.  
 
Governmental Grants 
Several State and Federal agencies provide grants that will help develop Conservation Lands or 
match County funds to further leverage existing dollars. Some examples of these funds are: 
 
The United States Department of Agriculture has a cost share program available to help manage 
Conservation Lands.  County properties are eligible for this cost share.  
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The Land and Water Conservation Fund is a federally funded reimbursable grant for acquisition or 
development of land for public outdoor recreational use purposes. 
 
The South Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism (SCPRT) has several grant 
programs that can assist development of Conservation Lands.  One popular SCPRT grant is the 
Recreational Trails Program, a federal-aid assistance program designed to help States provide and 
maintain recreational trails. 
 
There is also Park and Recreation Development Fund (PARD) available from SCPRT. The PARD 
grant program is a state funded non-competitive reimbursable grant program for eligible local 
governments.  
 
The SCDNR Water Resources Fund is available for projects that provide water recreational 
activities or facilities for public use. Included in the list of possible activities are installations or 
improvements to public boat landings and development of fishing access. 
  
Philanthropic Sources 
A Conservation Lands Program has the potential to attract strong support from philanthropic and 
other charitable giving sources. Opportunities for charitable giving can build loyalty to the Program 
and make voters feel connected to conservation in Richland County.  
 
 Park Foundations 
The development of a park foundation is a good option for the Conservation Lands Program. A 
Conservation Lands Foundation could raise funds to help with educational programs, capital 
projects and fundraising and set up Endowments or Dedicated and Restricted Funds for land 
management.  
 
 Friends Groups 
Friends Groups are individual nonprofit organizations that support a specific property with time, 
expertise, and privately-raised funds. As champions of parks or natural areas, Friends Groups 
frequently engage area communities in the park and provide financial support and volunteer time. 
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Section 4. Recommendations 

 
Richland County should move toward a Conservation Lands Program that focuses on 
stewardship and public access and use of its resources.  In doing this, it can meet many 
needs and fulfill many goals. 
 
Recommendation. County Council should endorse the Conservation Department’s mission 
to embrace maintenance and public use of its Conservation Lands. 
 
Recommendation. The Conservation Department should adopt three elements of 
stewardship: Sustainability, Multiuse and Revenue Generation. 
 
Recommendation. The Conservation Department should improve its management of 
property by institutionalizing gate policy and keying, boundary marking and rules, 
monitoring and enforcement, and clarify law enforcement responsibilities on Conservation 
Lands. 
 
Recommendation. The Conservation Department should develop resource management 
plans for its Conservation Lands where appropriate. 
 
Recommendation. The Conservation Department should pursue contractual arrangements 
with private providers to maintain Conservation Lands. 
 
Recommendation. The Conservation Department should prepare a 5 year Conservation 
Lands Capital Improvements Plan. 
 
Recommendation. The Conservation Department should embrace and coordinate the Friends 
Groups system to meet maintenance and volunteer needs.  
 
Recommendation. A revolving fund should be established where all proceeds from the 
Conservation Lands should be used to operate the Stewardship and development program, 
development, and practices. 
 
Recommendation. The Conservation Department should prepare an operational budget from all 
revenue sources to include two positions, a land manager and volunteer coordinator.  
 
Recommendation. All County and County affiliated properties should be examined for inclusion in 
the Conservation Lands Program. 
 
Recommendation. A Conservation Lands Foundation should be begun to help with funding 
opportunities with the Conservation Lands Program. 
 
Recommendation. The recently purchased Mill Creek Property and Pinewood Lake Park should be 
used as models for bringing the Conservation Lands Program into the new phase. 

4. Attachments 
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Attachment A   
 

RCCC Acquisitions 

  FLC #1 Richland County 3.2 

FLC #2 Richland County 2.64 

FLC #3 Richland County 6.91 

FLC #4 Richland County 11.23 

FLC - Jackson Creek Richland County 1.01 

Longtown/Mungo RCCC 236 

Insight Dev./Scott Bolo Richland County 2.96 

  
263.95 

 

Richland County Cons. Properties 

  Broad River Mitigation Bank Richland County 164 

MacGregor Richland County 71.58 

Caughman/Pinewood Lake Richland County 44 

Cabin Branch Richland County 604 

Mill Creek Mitigation Bank Richland County 1786 

  

2669.58 
 

 
Pending 
Mil Creek Upper Tract 
Kiser 
Mungo Cabin Branch 

   
 

Attachment B:  RCCC Easement Summary 

Name Landowner Acres 

   
Connor Trust 

Carol's Sanctuary 
LLC 29.17 

Country Properties Jim Podell 9.66 
GP Monroe (1) G. P. Monroe 70.41 
FD Monroe  (1) Delano Monroe 95.19 
Greenhill Parish  (DAK I LLC) John Kirk 43.06 
Eleazer John Eleazer 63.18 
SB Communities(Killian/Hester 
Woods) Steve Corboy 45.32 
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GP Monroe (2) GP Monroe 17.49 

Clark (1) Kenneth Clark 18.47 
Koon David Koon 47.03 
Bollinger Cindy Bollinger 20.75 
Kingston Ridge (BDH Prop. LLC) George Delk 19.97 
Mullis Kenny Mullis 75.29 
Neal  J. P. Neal 57.57 
Clark  (2)  Kenneth Clark 9.64 
Cottonwood, LLC Jeff Brown 55.95 
Ganus Mildred Ganus 14 
Troutman Roger Troutman 7.62 
C.W. Haynes Bobby Haynes 69.85 
Pearson Ralph Pearson 6.72 

FD Monroe  (2) Delano Monroe 34.4 
Pebble Creek 

      Atkinson Gary Atkinson 13.23 
    DuRant Billy DuRant 9.87 
    Hightower Richard Campbell 5.51 
    Mattox Judy Mattox 4.63 
    Wilson Dustin Mowery 5.38 
    Kilpatrick Mike Kilpatrick 6.85 
    Wooster Debbie Wooster 3.62 
Spring Valley Spring Valley HOA 23.97 
Hopkins Oldfield 1 Ted Hopkins 60 
Hopkins Oldfield 2 Ted Hopkins 60 

Hopkins Pincushion Ted Hopkins 251 

 
                     Total 1254.88 
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Attachment C: 
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Subject:

Sheriff Department: Officer Safety Equipment and Service Agreement – Body Worn Cameras

Richland County Council Request of Action
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Sheriff Department: Officer Safety Equipment and Service Agreement – Body Worn 
Cameras  

A. Purpose
County Council is requested to approve the equipment, storage and service contract purchase of The 
Body Worn Camera Program for the Sheriff’s Department, from Taser International.  This will 
replace, and tether, and purchase existing equipment/program/technology for the Sheriff’s 
Department and Solicitor’s Office.  

B. Background / Discussion
The increased attention on public safety and call for complete transparency of government has 
renewed the calls for law enforcement officers to wear video cameras while on duty. The overall 
need to make sure that our Deputies are the best trained and equipped to defend our citizens and 
themselves is one of the Sheriff’s main priorities.

In 2013 alone in Richland County there were 63 separate incidents, involving 69 deputies; where 
the deputies were assaulted, with an additional 43 bullets being fired at 17 deputies; coupled with 
351 defensive actions/215 Taser uses.   In 2014 RCSD had 42 deputies assaulted coupled with 336 
defensive actions with 126 Taser uses.    In 2015 46 Deputies were assaulted with 376 Defensive 
Actions. The vast majority of these incidents were not video/audio recorded; there for the 
Department and Citizens Advisory Council have no digital evidence of the encounters.   No deputy 
wants to use any force but we must be prepared to use the force necessary to stop a threat against 
citizens or law enforcement.  The Sheriff wants to be able to ensure the deputies can use the video 
for training purposes and the Department has complete transparency to our citizens.   

The practice of video recording has helped agencies to remain accountable.   Body worn cameras f 
increase officer professionalism and help agencies evaluate and improve officer performance. 
Recent studies are showing agencies having a 50-80% reduction in both complaints and use of force 
incidents because everyone becomes more conscious that behavior will be captured on video. 

The managing of video evidence has always been a challenge until now and technology has evolved 
dramatically over the last two years.  The Sheriff has stayed ahead of the demand for the use of 
technology and for two years studied the use of BWC to identify the best fit for Richland County 
(storage, effectiveness and accountability).  The Sheriff has identified that Taser International’s 
cloud based storage system, which is called Evidence.com, is a new lower maintenance and cost 
efficient way to store video evidence, and to also allow the agency to share this digital evidence 
with the Solicitors Office, Courts and perhaps other law enforcement agencies. There is no local 
storage infrastructure or software needed.   Taser provides CAD connectivity, FBI CJIS 
Compliance, upgraded equipment 3 & 5 years, 2 cameras for each officer (necessary in Richland 
County due to nearly 200, 000 annual calls for service), proprietary access to bridge weapon 
technology and trigger point activations and bridge with existing technology in use at RCSD, the 
Solicitor’s Office and Kershaw County SD.   

This purchase will allow Council to provide the best equipment in the most cost effective way to 
both deputies and the citizens.
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We have worked to identify the most cost effective, secure, dependable and effective body worn 
camera equipment that will marry with present technology, and that with which we hope to 
evolve to, in the future for other technology applications (reducing capital expenses in the future).   
Through this research and developing a program that would be more cost effective, now and in 
the future, we have identified a cost of $716, 446 to implement the first year (this includes the 
State’s $132,000 of first year funds that are provided October 1, 2016 direct to Richland County),  
and years 2-5 cost to be $534,498. In discussing this purchase with RC Procurement we believe 
that the Taser purchase meets ‘multi-cooperative agreement purchase requirements’ and due to 
proprietary and compatibility considerations of equipment, accessories and replacement parts 
being paramount to equipment already in use at RCSD and the Solicitor’s Office, RCSD and the 
Solicitor’s Office will be provided equipment necessary for public safety trial and testing; it is 
believed to also meet sole source purchasing requirements.

-

QTY ITEM # DESCRIPTION UNIT 
PRICE

TOTAL BEFORE
DISCOUNT

DISCOUNT ($) NET TOTAL

350 85123 EVIDENCE.COM UNLIMITED LICENSE 
YEAR 1 PAYMENT

USD 948.00 USD 331,800.00 USD 70,000.00 USD 261,800.00

30 88101 STANDARD EVIDENCE.COM LICENSE: 
YEAR 1 PAYMENT

USD 300.00 USD 9,000.00 USD 0.00 USD 9,000.00

5 89101 PROFESSIONAL EVIDENCE.COM 
LICENSE: YEAR 1 PAYMENT

USD 468.00 USD 2,340.00 USD 0.00 USD 2,340.00

350 85100 EVIDENCE.COM INTEGRATION USD 180.00 USD 63,000.00 USD 0.00 USD 63,000.00
LICENSE: ANNUAL PAYMENT

14,000 85110 EVIDENCE.COM INCLUDED STORAGE USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

150 85110 EVIDENCE.COM INCLUDED STORAGE USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

600 85110 EVIDENCE.COM INCLUDED STORAGE USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

350 74001 AXON CAMERA ASSEMBLY, ONLINE, 
AXON BODY 2, BLK

USD 399.00 USD 139,650.00 USD 0.00 USD 139,650.00

350 74020 MAGNET MOUNT, FLEXIBLE, AXON 
BODY 2

USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

350 74021 MAGNET MOUNT, THICK OUTERWEAR, 
AXON BODY 2

USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

QTY ITEM # DESCRIPTION UNIT 
PRICE

TOTAL BEFORE
DISCOUNT

DISCOUNT ($) NET TOTAL

350 73004 WALL CHARGER, USB SYNC CABLE, 
FLEX

USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

58 74008 AXON DOCK, 6 BAY + CORE, AXON 
BODY 2

USD 
1,495.00

USD 86,710.00 USD 0.00 USD 86,710.00

58 70033 WALL MOUNT BRACKET, ASSY, 
EVIDENCE.COM DOCK

USD 35.00 USD 2,030.00 USD 2,030.00 USD 0.00

58 87026 TASER ASSURANCE PLAN DOCK 2 
ANNUAL PAYMENT

USD 216.00 USD 12,528.00 USD 0.00 USD 12,528.00

1 85055 AXON FULL SERVICE USD 
15,000.00

USD 15,000.00 USD 15,000.00 USD 0.00

350 70112 AXON SIGNAL UNIT USD 279.00 USD 97,650.00 USD 97,650.00 USD 0.00

USD 759,708.00Year 1 - Due Net 30 Total Before Discounts:

Year 1 - Due Net 30 Discount: 

Year 1 - Due Net 30 Net Amount Due:

USD 184,680.00
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USD 575,028.00
-

QTY ITEM # DESCRIPTION UNIT 
PRICE

TOTAL BEFORE
DISCOUNT

DISCOUNT ($) NET TOTAL

350 70116 PPM, SIGNAL USD 89.99 USD 31,496.50 USD 31,496.50 USD 0.00

USD 31,496.50

USD 31,496.50

Axon Signal PPMs to be delivered in November 2016 Total Before Discounts: 

Axon Signal PPMs to be delivered in November 2016 Discount:

Axon Signal PPMs to be delivered in November 2016 Net Amount Due: USD 0.00

- 2 for 1 Axon Body 2 + TAP
-

QTY ITEM # DESCRIPTION UNIT 
PRICE

TOTAL BEFORE
DISCOUNT

DISCOUNT ($) NET TOTAL

350 74001 AXON CAMERA ASSEMBLY, ONLINE, 
AXON BODY 2, BLK

USD 399.00 USD 139,650.00 USD 139,650.00 USD 0.00

350 74020 MAGNET MOUNT, FLEXIBLE, AXON 
BODY 2

USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

350 74021 MAGNET MOUNT, THICK OUTERWEAR, 
AXON BODY 2

USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

350 73004 WALL CHARGER, USB SYNC CABLE, 
FLEX

USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

350 85070 TASER ASSURANCE PLAN ANNUAL 
PAYMENT, BODYCAM

USD 204.00 USD 71,400.00 USD 0.00 USD 71,400.00

USD 211,050.00

USD 139,650.00

2 for 1 Axon Body 2 + TAP Total Before Discounts: 

2 for 1 Axon Body 2 + TAP Discount:

2 for 1 Axon Body 2 + TAP Net Amount Due:
USD 71,400.00

-

- Spares
-

QTY ITEM # DESCRIPTION UNIT 
PRICE

TOTAL BEFORE
DISCOUNT

DISCOUNT ($) NET TOTAL

11 74001 AXON CAMERA ASSEMBLY, ONLINE, 
AXON BODY 2, BLK

USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

11 74021 MAGNET MOUNT, THICK OUTERWEAR, 
AXON BODY 2

USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

11 74020 MAGNET MOUNT, FLEXIBLE, AXON 
BODY 2

USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

QTY ITEM # DESCRIPTION UNIT 
PRICE

TOTAL BEFORE
DISCOUNT

DISCOUNT ($) NET TOTAL

11 73004 WALL CHARGER, USB SYNC CABLE, 
FLEX

USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

USD 0.00Spares Total Before Discounts: 

Spares Net Amount Due: USD 0.00
-
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- Year 2 - Due 2017
-

QTY ITEM # DESCRIPTION UNIT 
PRICE

TOTAL BEFORE
DISCOUNT

DISCOUNT ($) NET TOTAL

350 85124 EVIDENCE.COM UNLIMITED LICENSE 
YEAR 2 PAYMENT

USD 948.00 USD 331,800.00 USD 0.00 USD 331,800.00

30 88201 STANDARD EVIDENCE.COM LICENSE: 
YEAR 2 PAYMENT

USD 300.00 USD 9,000.00 USD 0.00 USD 9,000.00

5 89201 PROFESSIONAL EVIDENCE.COM 
LICENSE: YEAR 2 PAYMENT

USD 468.00 USD 2,340.00 USD 0.00 USD 2,340.00

350 85100 EVIDENCE.COM INTEGRATION 
LICENSE: ANNUAL PAYMENT

USD 180.00 USD 63,000.00 USD 0.00 USD 63,000.00

14,000 85110 EVIDENCE.COM INCLUDED STORAGE USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

600 85110 EVIDENCE.COM INCLUDED STORAGE USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

150 85110 EVIDENCE.COM INCLUDED STORAGE USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

58 87026 TASER ASSURANCE PLAN DOCK 2 
ANNUAL PAYMENT

USD 216.00 USD 12,528.00 USD 0.00 USD 12,528.00

USD 418,668.00Year 2 - Due 2017 Total Before Discounts: 

Year 2 - Due 2017 Net Amount Due: USD 418,668.00
-

- Year 3 - Due 2018
-

QTY ITEM # DESCRIPTION UNIT 
PRICE

TOTAL BEFORE
DISCOUNT

DISCOUNT ($) NET TOTAL

350 85125 EVIDENCE.COM UNLIMITED LICENSE 
YEAR 3 PAYMENT

USD 948.00 USD 331,800.00 USD 0.00 USD 331,800.00

30 88301 STANDARD EVIDENCE.COM LICENSE: 
YEAR 3 PAYMENT

USD 300.00 USD 9,000.00 USD 0.00 USD 9,000.00

5 89301 PROFESSIONAL EVIDENCE.COM 
LICENSE: YEAR 3 PAYMENT

USD 468.00 USD 2,340.00 USD 0.00 USD 2,340.00

350 85100 EVIDENCE.COM INTEGRATION 
LICENSE: ANNUAL PAYMENT

USD 180.00 USD 63,000.00 USD 0.00 USD 63,000.00

14,000 85110 EVIDENCE.COM INCLUDED STORAGE USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

600 85110 EVIDENCE.COM INCLUDED STORAGE USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

150 85110 EVIDENCE.COM INCLUDED STORAGE USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

58 87026 TASER ASSURANCE PLAN DOCK 2 
ANNUAL PAYMENT

USD 216.00 USD 12,528.00 USD 0.00 USD 12,528.00

USD 418,668.00Year 3 - Due 2018 Total Before Discounts: 

Year 3 - Due 2018 Net Amount Due: USD 418,668.00
-
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- Year 4 - Due 2019
-

QTY ITEM # DESCRIPTION UNIT 
PRICE

TOTAL BEFORE
DISCOUNT

DISCOUNT ($) NET TOTAL

350 85126 EVIDENCE.COM UNLIMITED LICENSE 
YEAR 4 PAYMENT

USD 948.00 USD 331,800.00 USD 0.00 USD 331,800.00

QTY ITEM # DESCRIPTION UNIT 
PRICE

TOTAL BEFORE
DISCOUNT

DISCOUNT ($) NET TOTAL

30 88401 STANDARD EVIDENCE.COM LICENSE: 
YEAR 4 PAYMENT

USD 300.00 USD 9,000.00 USD 0.00 USD 9,000.00

5 89401 PROFESSIONAL EVIDENCE.COM 
LICENSE: YEAR 4 PAYMENT

USD 468.00 USD 2,340.00 USD 0.00 USD 2,340.00

350 85100 EVIDENCE.COM INTEGRATION 
LICENSE: ANNUAL PAYMENT

USD 180.00 USD 63,000.00 USD 0.00 USD 63,000.00

14,000 85110 EVIDENCE.COM INCLUDED STORAGE USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

600 85110 EVIDENCE.COM INCLUDED STORAGE USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

150 85110 EVIDENCE.COM INCLUDED STORAGE USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

58 87026 TASER ASSURANCE PLAN DOCK 2 
ANNUAL PAYMENT

USD 216.00 USD 12,528.00 USD 0.00 USD 12,528.00

USD 418,668.00Year 4 - Due 2019 Total Before Discounts: 

Year 4 - Due 2019 Net Amount Due: USD 418,668.00
-

-
- Year 5 - Due 2020
-

QTY ITEM # DESCRIPTION UNIT 
PRICE

TOTAL BEFORE
DISCOUNT

DISCOUNT ($) NET TOTAL

350 85127 EVIDENCE.COM UNLIMITED LICENSE 
YEAR 5 PAYMENT

USD 948.00 USD 331,800.00 USD 0.00 USD 331,800.00

30 88501 STANDARD EVIDENCE.COM LICENSE: 
YEAR 5 PAYMENT

USD 300.00 USD 9,000.00 USD 0.00 USD 9,000.00

5 89501 PROFESSIONAL EVIDENCE.COM 
LICENSE: YEAR 5 PAYMENT

USD 468.00 USD 2,340.00 USD 0.00 USD 2,340.00

350 85100 EVIDENCE.COM INTEGRATION 
LICENSE: ANNUAL PAYMENT

USD 180.00 USD 63,000.00 USD 0.00 USD 63,000.00

14,000 85110 EVIDENCE.COM INCLUDED STORAGE USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

150 85110 EVIDENCE.COM INCLUDED STORAGE USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

600 85110 EVIDENCE.COM INCLUDED STORAGE USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00 USD 0.00

58 87026 TASER ASSURANCE PLAN DOCK 2 
ANNUAL PAYMENT

USD 216.00 USD 12,528.00 USD 0.00 USD 12,528.00

USD 418,668.00Year 5 - Due 2020 Total Before Discounts: 

Year 5 - Due 2020 Net Amount Due: USD 418,668.00
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Comments from Solicitor Dan Johnson are as follows:

The Sheriff and I have been in communication over the last two years about the most cost effective, 
secure, dependable and effective body worn camera equipment that will marry with present 
technology at the Solicitor’s Office and Sheriff’s Department (keeping in mind that I also service 
Kershaw County and that we have to consider cost and efficiency connected with our services to 
them and RCSD).  We need to purchase what will help us evolve as technology changes and the 
demands of the people we serve do too.   County Council is requested to approve the contract for 
RCSD to purchase The Body Worn Camera Program for the Sheriff’s Department, from Taser 
International.  This will meet present needs of the Judicial System and tether existing 
equipment/program/technology for the Sheriff’s Department and Solicitor’s Office (and Kershaw 
County SD).   

C. Legislative / Chronological History
The state requirement is “law enforcement shall implement the use of body worn cameras pursuant 
to guidelines established by the Law Enforcement Training Council”. 

D. Alternatives
This is State mandated for law enforcement.

E. Recommendation
It is recommended that Council approve the request for this new equipment to become 
compliant with the state mandate. 

- Please note that we have done proper due diligence and discuss this with 
Procurement, Finance and the County Administrator’s Office on the need, 
allocation and overall purchase.

Recommended by: Deputy Chief Chris Cowan and Major Roxana Meetze
Department: Sheriff’s Department

       Date:  August 31, 2016
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Subject:

Sheriff Department:  E-Ticket Equipment and Purchasing

Notes:

This request of action was forwarded to the Committee for consideration at the request of the Sheriff’s 
Department.  There was no staff review performed on this request.

Richland County Council Request of Action
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
                                       Subject: State Mandated ETicket equipment and purchasing 

 
A. Purpose 

 
County Council is requested to approve the equipment and operational need, for the Sheriff’s 
Department, to satisfy the unfunded State mandate for the ETicket Program.   
 

B. Background / Discussion 
 
The State issued mandate (H3685) requires all issued traffic citations to be electronically 
transmitted to SCDMV within 3 days of the issuance of the ticket.   In order for the Richland 
County Sheriff’s Department to comply with this law, we would need the assistance of County 
Council, as this new law puts a very large requirement (management, equipment and expense) 
on us. This unfunded State mandate takes effect January 1, 2017.   The State advises that the 
reason for this added law is due to the Federal Motor Career Safety Regulation Requirements 
and potential loss of federal funds.  
 
The Richland County Sheriff’s Department responded to 180,688 calls for service and wrote in 
excess of 9,600 uniform traffic citations in FY15. 
 
The ETicket method does have benefits, over the traditional paper method, which includes 
increased productivity, increased accuracy, increase efficiency, increased safety and increased 
transparency.  Hand writing could take up to 10 minutes; whereas ETicket can reduce this time 
to 3 minutes.   On an average nationwide, 10-20% of written citations contain errors. With this 
program simply swiping an offender’s driver’s license on the hand held device reduces the 
chance of errors considerably.  Today, carbon copies of citations are sent to the DMV, which 
can result in delays and lost citations. With the new program, it is electronically sent within 3 
days (mandatory).  Roadside traffic stops are the second most deadly incidents encountered by 
law enforcement officers (second to domestic violence incidents).  The longer the traffic stop 
lasts the higher the chance for an officer to be injured by a passing motorist or any other deadly 
situation alongside the road.  Electronic ticketing enables officers to clear traffic stops three to 
five times faster, which in turns increases the officer’s safety.   

 
 
 
C. Legislative / Chronological History 

 
State mandated H3685 takes effect January 1, 2017 
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D. Financial Impact 
 
The three options for the ETicket mandate are: 
1.) The purchase of 250 laptops, handheld scanners, pocket printers, mounts and paper totaling 

$690,000 ($680,000 in non-recurring) plus (1) employee’s cost totaling $36,999 (recurring 
funds) to handle all requirements to tickets to SCDMV.   Allowing the tickets to be 
electronically transmitted via air card (already installed in the vehicle) to SCDMV. 

2.) The purchase of 13 laptops, handheld scanners, pocket printers, mounts and paper totaling 
$42,857.36, plus (1) employee’s cost totaling $36,999 (recurring funds) to handle all 
requirements to tickets to SCDMV.  

3.) The purchase of 13 laptops, handheld scanners, pocket printers, mounts and paper totaling 
$42,857.36, plus approval of the BWC personnel (2) allowing RCSD to consolidate 
administration of both State Mandates under those personnel to handle all requirements to 
tickets to SCDMV.  
 
-  

 

 
E. Alternatives 

 
No alternatives available due to being State mandated for law enforcement. 

 
 
F. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that Council approve the request for this new equipment to become 
compliant with the state mandate.  
 

- Please note that we have notified Council of the State Mandate and discussed this with 
Finance and the County Administrator’s Office on the need, allocation and purchase. 

 
Recommended by: Deputy Chief Chris Cowan and Major Roxanna Meetze 
Department: Sheriff’s Department 

       Date:  September 14, 2016 
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Subject:

Solid Waste & Recycling Department: Solid Waste Curbside Collection and Transportation Contracts for 
Service Areas 3 & 6

Richland County Council Request of Action
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject:  Solid Waste & Recycling Department: Solid Waste Curbside Collection and 
Transportation Contracts for Service Areas 3 & 6

A. Purpose
On May 17, 2016, County Council voted to end both solid waste curbside collection contracts 
(Service Areas 3 & 6) with Advanced Disposal Services on December 31, 2016 due to their 
substandard performance.    Written notice of the non-renewal of the contract for Service Areas 
3 and the termination of the contract for Service Area 6 were sent to Advanced Disposal 
Services on June 8, 2016.  See maps of service areas – Exhibits A & B.

Thus, County Council is requested to authorize the negotiation and/or award of curbside 
collection contracts for Service Areas 3 & 6 and bring the final contract back to County Council 
to avoid any potential disruption to garbage service in those service areas given the contracts 
with Advanced Disposal Services end at the end of the 2016 calendar year. 

B. Background / Discussion
Richland County started providing county wide curbside collection and transportation in 
January of 1984.  The County currently provides curbside collection and transportation service 
for County residents through five contracted haulers in eight service areas. The services 
provided include the collection of household trash, yard waste, bulk item collection and 
recycling to over 85,000 homes.  

The existing curbside collection contracts for Service Areas 3 & 6 are scheduled to end 
December 31, 2016 pursuant to the aforementioned Council action on May 17, 2016.  Both 
contracts are currently held by Advanced Disposal Services (ADS).  The ADS contract for 
Service Area 3 was not renewed after two years as allowed by the terms of the contract due to 
prolonged poor service involving substantial contractually defined performance fines (see 
Exhibit C).  The contract term was two (2) years with three (3) one-year renewal options.  The 
ADS contract term for Service Area 6 was five (5) years but was terminated one year early due 
to prolonged poor service involving substantial contractually defined performance fines (see 
Exhibit C). Notification of non-renewal of the contract for Service 3 and termination of the 
contract for Service Area 6 was provided to ADS on June 8, 2016.  

Subsequently, the County’s advertised the solicitation for the curbside collection contracts on 
June 27, 2016.  Six (6) firms submitted responses; all six responded to both service areas.  
Responses for the solicitations closed July 20, 2016 for Service Area 3 and July 21, 2016 for 
Service Area 6.  The following companies submitted bid packages.

o Advanced Disposal Services (current hauler for Service Areas 3 & 6)
o Allwaste Services (current hauler for Service Area 1)
o Ard’s Container Service
o Capital Waste Services (current hauler for Service Area 5A)
o Goode Companies
o Waste Pro
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Three county employees were selected by Procurement to perform independent evaluations of 
the submittals based on the criteria described in the solicitation.  The evaluation panel scoring 
was tabulated by Procurement and combined with the cost weighting as determined by 
Procurement.  Capital Waste Services ranked first and Allwaste Services ranked second for both 
service areas contracts based on the ranking criteria.  See Exhibits G and H.

The terms of the two new contracts are not to exceed five (5) years each without authorization 
of Council.  See table of contract terms and annual values for all service area contracts - Exhibit 
D.  See draft contracts, Exhibits E & F, that were presented to vendors as part of the solicitation.

C. Legislative / Chronological History
 In July 2014, Council voted to extend the contract with Advanced Disposal Services for 

Service Area 3 for two years to end December 31, 2016 with an option to extend the 
contract for three additional one-year terms.

 Council approved the contract for Service Area 6 in 2012 to run five years ending December 
31, 2017.  By vote of Council the contract was amended to remove the yard waste bagging 
requirement in October of 2013 to become effective January 1, 2014.

 On May 17, 2016, Council voted to end both contracts (Service Areas 3 & 6) with Advanced 
Disposal Services on December 31, 2016 due to substandard performance.  Written notice 
on non-renewal of the contact for Service Areas 3 and termination of the contract for Service 
Area 6 were sent to Advanced Disposal Services on June 8, 2016.

D. Alternatives
1. Authorize staff to negotiate the unit costs in each contracts for curbside collection services 

with Capital Waste Services and Allwaste Services Incorporated for service areas 3 & 6, 
respectively.  Staff will bring back the negotiated contract to County Council for approval.  
This alternative will assist in facilitating discussions with the potential vendors to negotiate 
the costs associated with the services in a manner that is in the best interest of the County 
and its residents.  Due to the time line for acquiring equipment as it relates to the expected 
service initiation date of January 2, 2017, it is requested of Council that the negotiated 
contract not be directed to go back through committee but rather directly back to Council for 
consideration and potential award. 

2. Do not authorize staff to either negotiate the contracts or award the contracts for curbside 
collection services with Capital Waste Services and Allwaste Services Incorporated for 
service areas 3 & 6, respectively.   This alternative will significantly delay the identification 
of vendors to provide curbside collection services in service areas 3 & 6.  This may result in 
a gap for providing curbside collection services in service areas 3 & 6 as the contract with 
ADS for providing services in these areas will end on December 31, 2016.  If Council 
selects this alternative, Council may have to consider extending the two existing contracts 
with ADS until a vendor is selected and has time to acquire the necessary equipment and 
staff to provide service.
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3. Award the contracts for Service Areas #3 & #6 as bid.  If alternative selected, the price per 
household cost provided by the vendors’ bids will be finalized and the contracts for the 
services will be executed. 

E. Final Recommendation
Approve Alternative 1.  Authorize staff to negotiate the contracts for curbside collection 
services with Capital Waste Services and Allwaste Services Incorporated for service areas 3 & 
6, respectively.  Staff will bring back the negotiated contract to County Council for approval on 
October 18.  This alternative will assist in facilitating discussions with the selected vendors to 
negotiate the costs associated with the services in a manner that is in the best interest of the 
County and its residents.

If Council approves this recommendation, the next step is:
 Negotiate to see if we can get a lower unit price from each hauler.
 Present the award of the contract to Council for approval  
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