Richland County Transportation Ad Hoc Committee

July 23, 2019 - 2:00 PM
Council Chambers

2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29201

4.

S.

CALL TO ORDER

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

a. Regular Session: June 24, 2019 [PAGES 1-14]

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

ITEMS FOR INFORMATION

A. Presentation of First Tryon Financial Advisors
B. S. 401 State Law Regarding Utility Cost
(Pages 15-22)

C. Shop Road Change Order (Pages 23-27)

D. Pending Approvals (Page 28)
ITEMS FOR ACTION

A. Approval of Letters of Recommending to Award
Bid:
1. Resurfacing Package Q (Pages 29-40)
2. North Springs/Harrington Intersection
(Pages 41-60)
Intersection (Pages 41-60)
B. Approval to Increase Construction Contingency
amount:
1. Koon/Farmview Sidewalk Project Project 10%
(Page 61)
2. Magnolia/Schoolhouse Road Project 10%
(Page 61)

The Honorable Calvin "Chip" Jackson

The Honorable Calvin "Chip" Jackson

The Honorable Calvin "Chip" Jackson

The Honorable Calvin "Chip" Jackson

The Honorable Calvin "Chip" Jackson



C. Approval of Penny Project Features Inside SCDOT Right of
Way (Pages 62-71)

1. Shared Use Paths

2. Landscaped Medians

3. Mast Arms

4. Street Lighting
D. Approval of the Widening Memo (Pages 72-99)

E. Approval of Modified 2019-2028 Project and Cash Flow Plan
(Pages 100-103)

ADJOURNMENT



Richland County Council
Transportation Ad Hoc Committee
June 25, 2019 - 1:00 PM
Council Chambers
2020 Hampton Street, Columbia 29204

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: Calvin “Chip” Jackson, Chair; Paul Livingston, Jim Manning, Dalhi Myers and
Chakisse Newton

OTHER COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT: Allison Terracio

OTHERS PRESENT: Michelle Onley, John Thompson, Eden Logan, Kimberly Toney, Michael Niermeier, Allison Steele,
Quinton Epps, Nathaniel Miller, Christine Keefer, Rasheed Muwwakkil, and Jennifer Wladischkin

1. Call to Order - Mr. Jackson called the meeting to order at approximately 1:00 PM.

2. Approval of Minutes: April 23, 2019 - Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to approve the
minutes as distributed.

In Favor: Jackson, Manning and Livingston

The vote in favor was unanimous.

Adoption of the Agenda - Mr. Niermeier stated “Crane Creek Greenway Scope of Work for Design
Contracts” would need to be added to the agenda.

Mr. Manning stated he was disheartened with another broken promise. After living through another 2-hour
work session, one of the things that promised was that the Gills Creek Greenway changes would be on the
agenda, and a part of this meeting.

Mr. Jackson stated there was also a discussion about having a work session, with regard to the Greenways,
which is why it not here today.

Mr. Niermeier stated back in March/April, when one of the matters came before Council, it was decided to
have work session. It was discussed, at the Pre-Ad Hoc meeting, and the matter will be addressed at the next

Ad Hoc meeting.

Mr. Jackson accepted full responsibility for making the decision, since we were not prepared to have the
discussion today.

Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to adopt the agenda as amended.



4,

The vote in favor was unanimous.

ITEMS FOR INFORMATION:

a. Holt #12 Service Order Modifications for Spears Creek Church Road Design - Mr. Niermeier

stated this item was presented to Council in October 2018, and received 1st Reading. Based on
discussions with the County Attorney, it is going to require two more readings and a Public Hearing,
in order to pass. Chairman Jackson wanted to bring it back to the committee’s attention, and make
sure it is on the next Council agenda.

12 Dirt Road Contract Extensions - Mr. Niermeier stated there are 12 dirt road contract extensions
required. There is no costs. All 12 contracts are being extended to February 2020, which is before the
end of the master contract the OETs are on.

Pending Approvals - Mr. Niermeier stated these are the pending approvals with the County, or are
in process. The Chatsworth Road Connector goes back to the Property Distribution Management Ad
Hoc, when there was a parcel offered by the School District. The Chatsworth Connector runs through
the larger of the two parcels that offered. He has been trying to get in touch with the Recreation
Commission about that matter. The Shop Road Widening Internal funds transfer is up for signature.
There are two engineering agreements the County is trying to reach with railroad, which is just a
matter of the County paying the fee.

Mr. Jackson inquired if there are any anticipated problems.
Dr. Thompson responded, “No, sir.”

Mr. Manning requested a clearer understanding of trying to get in touch with the Recreation
Commission.

Mr. Niermeier stated they have corresponded with email, tried different phone calls, and when he
sees the Director, in person, he mentions it to her that they need to get together to discuss whether
the Recreation Commission is interested in the property. Our interest is the Chatsworth Connector
between the neighborhood and the main road.

Mr. Manning inquired if the Council member from that district was notified of this problem.
Mr. Niermeier stated the Council member has not been notified.

Mr. Jackson inquired if Mr. Niermeier anticipated being able to make that connection and have the
issue resolved by the next Council meeting, committee meeting, etc.

Mr. Niermeier stated he would make that a priority, and, at least, have the conversation. Then, it is
just a matter of willingness of the Recreation Commission and the School District.

Update on Blythewood/Richland County/SCDOT IGA for Blythewood SUP Maintenance - Mr.

Niermeier stated they have started the process of negotiation, and are working with the PDT to link
up with the SCDOT and the Town of Blythewood to hand over the agreement.



5.

ITEMS FOR ACTION

a.

Approval of Scope of Work for Design Contracts

i. Projects Under the Referendum

Shop Road Extension

Blythewood Area Improvement
Broad River Corridor NIP

Trenholm Acres/Newcastle NIP

Smith/Rocky Branch Greenway

Crane Creek Greenway

Ul wbh e

Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to approve Items 5(a)(i)(1-6).
Ms. Myers stated, from her understanding, staff is requesting to go to 70% design.

Mr. Niermeier stated the majority of these are up to 30%, which means all of the concepts were
developed, and the public meeting held.

Ms. Myers stated, we were told, with doing this design work, that a subsequent engineer is not likely to
use these designs because they did not have input. They will have to go back and check all of the
design work, so we would be essentially redoing design work.

Mr. Niermeier stated what they have worked with Procurement on is “substantial progress”, which
was determined to be 30%, where the OET that did the work would continue on the project until its
logical conclusion. Since all these are at the 30%, we have met the metric of “substantial progress”;
therefore, we would not be stopping it and handing it over to another firm.

Ms. Myers stated, for clarification, these are not the ones we are trying to move to 70% now.

Mr. Niermeier stated they have a list of all the projects, which are below 30%, and the ones that are at
30%. They are working with this metric, now, to determine which ones to move forward with, and
which ones to stop.

Ms. Myers inquired if we are looking at the ones that are below 30%. She thought some of them were
going to 70%.

Mr. Niermeier stated, he believes, the ones on this list are all at 30%, or greater.

Ms. Myers stated, if we are looking at projects, and taking them to 30%, because we know, at that
point, a subsequent engineer could come in and accept that work and move forward, that makes sense
to her. We are now looking at those that have gotten to 30%, and we are trying to move them to 70%.
Her question is why we would be spending that money, knowing what we were told before, that it is
not likely that much of the design is going to be accepted, by a subsequent company coming in. We
know this contract will end in November.

Mr. Niermeier stated we are not doing the work again. The base contract, for the design work, ends in
March. The intent is to utilize what has been done, and look at not wasting more money and have



someone redo it. If these start moving forward, they will be at the 30% or greater point, and by
definition, in Procurement, that is “substantial completion”. The service order, the OETs are working
under, would continue. No one would have to go back and redo the work.

Mr. Jackson stated there are others that Ms. Myers’ question is relevant to, but we are not presenting
those.

Mr. Niermeier stated there are others that will not make the threshold, and will either be stopped, at a
certain point, or bid out differently to continue design.

Mr. Jackson stated, the understanding is, the projects that are before us have already met the threshold
that would require reconsideration later on down the line. If we approve them today, and they go from
30% to 70%, that work will continue up until March.

Mr. Niermeier stated the work could continue past March because they will have reached “substantial
completion”.

Mr. Beaty stated a couple of these projects would go to 100% design plans. He did not want to mislead
anyone.

Ms. Myers inquired if that means, at that point, we would have to bid it out to somebody else, and they
would inherit design.

Mr. Beaty stated nothing changes. As Mr. Niermeier explained, we can move forward with the existing
OET contracts. Some of them, are scoped to go through 70%, at which point, you may want to make
changes in the final design. Some of the others are so clear that the contract is to finish the design.

In Favor: Jackson, Newton, Myers, Manning and Livingston

The vote in favor was unanimous.

ii. Projects Over the Referendum

1. Polo Road Widening
2. Lower Richland Boulevard Widening

Mr. Beaty stated both projects have been designed through 30% complete plans. They are, technically,
over the referendum amount, but we are still recommending that you move forward with the design.
Each of these would go from 30% to 100%, with the existing OET, and no redesign would be
necessary.

Ms. Myers stated, so that means, we have designed it in a way that is over the referendum, and we
would be continuing with that design. Alternatively, could the design be re-scoped to be under the
referendum.

Mr. Beaty stated Lower Richland Boulevard is a very short section of road, so the only choice would be
to go to 3-lanes, instead of 5-lanes. It is either all or nothing, from Garners Ferry to Rabbit Run. He

would not think that Lower Richland could be redesigned to a different scope.

Ms. Myers stated, for clarification, Mr .Beaty presented an alternative to change the scope from 5-



lanes to 3-lanes.

Mr. Beaty stated it was included in the referendum and called out as a 5-lane road. The traffic studies
warrant a 5-lane section.

Ms. Myers stated she does not disagree, but given that it is well over budget, it is a decision, and choice,
that somebody has to make, to say, “Okay. It is well over the referendum amount, but the referendum
called for it to be 5-lanes. To do it for 5-lanes, here is what it cost.”

Mr. Livingston inquired if the design is for 3-lanes or 5-lanes.
Mr. Beaty stated Lower Richland is 5-lanes. On Polo, it is 3-lanes.

Mr. Livingston inquired if it would cost us anything, if we decided to go from 5-lanes to 3-lanes, to stay
within the budget.

Mr. Beaty stated, today, we have 30% plans for a 5-lane, and there would be a nominal expense to
change it to a 3-lane. If you did carry it through 70% - 100%, there would be an expense to change
something, but it would not be a complete redesign.

Ms. Newton stated, from her perspective, she would like for us, as body, to say this the standard that
we are using for items that are over the referendum. She does not think, without that framework, she
could make a decision that it needs to be 5-lanes or 3-lanes. Yes, the referendum said it needed to be 5-
lanes, but before we change it, we need to have a framework that we take to the people to say this is
why we are making this decision, and this is how we are moving forward. Her preference is that we
address what our policy is going to be moving forward, how we are going to address the decisions that
we make, and how we are going to deal with any budget shortfalls that may appear.

Mr. Livingston stated, for clarification, the referendum called for Polo Road to be 3-lanes, and the
design is for 3-lanes.

Mr. Beaty responded in the affirmative.

Mr. Jackson stated, one of the desired outcomes he had for the work session, was to address the issue
that Ms. Newton raised, and identify projects that required exceptions be made. In addition, to make a
decision, with regards, to how we would do that systemically, and objectively. He thinks, the “Cash
Flow Plan”, Mr. Beaty attempted to present at the work session, was an attempt to identify how
systemically all the projects identified would be funded. Whether we agree with that plan, or not, is
open for discuss, but that is what the intent was. Unfortunately, because many of the issues we are
dealing with are now 7 - 8 years old, he still has some challenges separating the mere fact because it is
over the referendum it is problematic. He is certain the subject experts in this field would tell him
there are some percentage of dollars that have exceeded what was anticipated 8 years ago. Actually,
the study, to put it on the referendum, was conducted in 2010 - 2011. For us to singularly hang our
hats on, “It is over the referendum”, so it is a no-no, he thinks we need to have a much broader
discussion about where realistically, and economically, any item that placed on a budget 8 years ago
would be, in terms of inflationary costs. He thinks that rather than kick the can down the road for
those items that are clearly, and legitimately, over the referendum amount 8 - 9 years later, we need
to have a specific conversation, sooner than later, to address the matter. It may require some
individualized discussions, project by project. There are some projects, which have exceeded the
referendum, for a host of different reasons, so to come up with a cookie-cutter approach, he is not sure



how realistic that may be.

Ms. Newton stated the one item that she would like to see added, as part of this decision, is the people.
We decide, as a body, but when we talked about the Penny, we made a promise to people. If one
project is $30M over the referendum that could potentially impact another promise that we cannot
keep. She thinks the right thing to do is to figure out a framework, so when we tell one person your
project was changed, deferred, or denied, and someone else, your project could go $30M over budget,
we have a good reason, we can justify, and the people accept.

Ms. Terracio requested an estimate of how much these projects are expected to be over the
referendum.

Mr. Beaty stated Lower Richland is almost within the range of their ability to estimate. The
referendum amount was $6.1M, and the estimate is $6.7M. The referendum amount for Polo Road is
$12.8M, and $15.3 is the estimate.

Mr. Livingston stated the decision for him, right now, is not voting on this because he is committed to
going beyond the referendum. It is simply to be prepared to move forward, whichever way we decide
to move forward. It may mean that a vote on Lower Richland, at this particular point, someone may
find a way to fund it at $6.7M, or not, but when he gets ready to make that decision, he knows it is still
moving forward. There is no decision being made about what it is going to cost, at this point.

Mr. Beaty stated it takes 2 — 3 months to negotiate with the OETs, to get to their contract value. If you
chose, you could authorize staff, and the PDT, to enter into negotiations. Nothing is final until Council
approves the contract. If you would allow that, then all that is happening is negotiations with the OET.
Council would still approve the final contract in September. If you wait until September, to begin
negotiations, it may be December.

Ms. Myers inquired if you would be negotiating, based on the current status (i.e. over the referendum
amount).

Mr. Beaty responded they could, or another opinion would be, to limit any potential risk, not to take
the projects to 100%, but 70%. It keeps activities moving, but it minimizes any opportunity for rework
in the future.

Ms. Myers stated she wants the projects to keep moving, but she shares Ms. Newton’s concern that we
may be just making busy work. We are keeping it moving, but we have not made a decision as to
where we should be moving. Until we make some decisions, go back to the people about those
proposals, and get an ultimate answer, she does not know that it is prudent to spend the money to get
into negotiating something that may never be where we are going. She would say, within the next
couple weeks, we need to make a decision, as to what the guiding philosophy is on these projects. She
inquired, where are our financial advisors, in terms of the recommendations they were going to bring
back to us, so we could drive this decision.

Dr. Thompson stated the financial advisor would be meeting with Mr. Niermeier tomorrow morning.
He stated he met with them today. They will be sharing the models with them. They have built those
models, based on the PDT’s cash flow information.

Ms. Myers stated, for clarification, the financial advisors have developed some proposed
recommendations that staff is vetting.



Dr. Thompson stated they would be sharing the models with Mr. Niermeier at the meeting tomorrow.
Ms. Myers inquired when those models would be brought to committee or Council.
Dr. Thompson stated he anticipates the model will come to the ad hoc committee next month.

Ms. Newton stated, for clarification, the financial advisors used the cash flow model, presented at our
work session, as the assumption.

Dr. Thompson responded in the affirmative.

Ms. Newton stated the model, presumed, going over some places, and under some places. To
understand the assumptions, did the assumptions say, “This is the math, how can we make these
recommendations work financially”, or did the advisor say, “These are the numbers of what we have
spent, and what we have left, this is how we recommend making it.”

Dr. Thompson stated the only thing they are going to give you is information about how to proceed, if
we need debt financing.

Ms. Myers stated, basically, we are saying to them, now that we are standing in the shoes of the PDT;
tell us how to execute their plan within our budget.

Dr. Thompson stated the financial advisors will be bringing the models to Council. The models are not
etched in stone, so it is very interactive. You will have an opportunity to say how we proceed with debt
financing, and how we prioritize the projects.

Ms. Myers stated, for clarification, the financial advisors are not starting from a clean slate. They are
starting from the recommendations the PDT has made, as to how this program should go forward.

Dr. Thompson stated you cannot start from a clean slate when you are looking at Clemson Road or
North Main Street, for example.

Ms. Myers stated those are projects underway. There are also projects that are not underway that
could be started in a different way, and this County does not have to do in the same way. We are not
the PDT. We are not going to have the number of employees they have. Presuming that, boxes us in, in
her opinion. Her question is have we considered there may be another, or better way.

Dr. Thompson stated, again, the financial advisor is going to show you this model next month. You will
have the opportunity to be able to modify the projects, as we move forward. Based on the policy that
you set forth, you will be able to determine the path forward on all projects.

Ms. Myers stated, under that analysis, we do not need to wait for the financial advisors to give us their
run rate to make the policy decision, as to what we do when we are in the position of a cost overrun.
We need them to tell us what is possible, but, as far as, do we decide to re-scope when there is an
overrun, or do we go forward, we do not need to wait on that.

Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to move forward with 70% design.

Mr. Livingston stated the votes voted for these two projects. The probability of him voting to delete
those is slim, which is why he is willing to move forward with the design instead of delaying them. It is



not going to cost much, and it could be to our benefit to move forward. One of the issues we have, now,
with costs, is because it has taken us so long, and those estimates are going to continue to increase. He
thinks we are better off moving forward with design, and not have projects done 8 - 10 years from
now, when the costs may be significant.

Mr. Jackson stated the only hesitation he would have is, if a project could potentially be deleted, which
is not the case with these two. The question on the table, today, is not to fund the completed project,
but to fund the design portion. He is certainly willing to move forward with the design, and get the
information from Council on whether or not we continue with the projects, as they stand. He would
like us to be able to talk, specifically, and not hypothetically, because he thinks the public gets the
impression, based upon comments that have been made, there are up to a dozen projects that are over
the referendum amount. There is one project, that is out there, but for the most part, with the numbers
he has seen, there is less than half a dozen projects that fall in this category.

Ms. Myers stated Mr. Livingston and Mr. Jackson’s points stand for all the projects. Until we get a policy
decision, all of these are projects that have been voted on, and nobody has said that we are scrapping
anyone of them. Making the decision, based on that premise, is a little off. She would suggest, we need
to have the conversation about all of the projects that have this problem, because none of them is
slated for the chopping block. If there are only six, or so, that are over the referendum amount, it
strengthens, in her mind, the need to look at the why. Either costs have gone up for all them, or they
have not. If costs have skyrocketed for six projects, but we have 10 that somehow do not have
skyrocketing cost, that is more of a reason that we look at it, and establish a protocol to move forward.

Mr. Livingston stated doing the design to 70% does not prohibit the discussion. He wants the
discussion too, but the 70% design allows him to move forward with the project, and not put the
project off.

Ms. Newton stated we are anchoring time, in a way that she is not sure is accurate, when we talk about
delaying the conversation 6 months, or delaying things until September. She thinks it is perfectly
reasonable to expect that these are conversations that we need to have in the next several weeks, and
not months, to determine how we move forward.

Mr. Jackson stated, he thinks it is important to understand, that the conversation we are having now is
not a new revelation. This conversation was being had when he arrived 3 years ago, so to suggest that
we are going to address in 30 - 60 days what this Council has failed to address, in 3 years, is
unrealistic. The issue regarding the projects, and where they stand, is absolutely a discussion we need
to have, and go back to voters to make them aware that we are shortening a termini here, or changing
a project there. In the meantime, while we are doing that, not to design the project, seems fool hearted.
Waiting to have a conversation, and then having to do the design anyway, in September of October.
Why not let the design begin now, and let it run simultaneously. Once the end results of that
conversation come out, it then impacts and modifies the design. As he understands it, it has not been a
waste of money; it has only been a waste of time, if we do not start the design now.

In Favor: Jackson, Manning and Livingston
Opposed: Myers and Newton

The vote was in favor.



b. Approval of Projects to be Advertised

i. Projects Under the Referendum

1. Greene Street Phase 2 - Available to advertise

2. Resurfacing Package R - Available to advertise
3. Dirt Road Package K - July

Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to approve Items 5(b)(i)(1-3).
In Favor: Jackson, Newton, Myers, Manning and Livingston

ii. Projects Over the Referendum

1. Atlas Road Widening - July - Mr. Beaty stated Atlas Road, in the referendum, was
$17.6M. The current estimate is approximately $42M. He stated he would recommend
looking at the Widening category, as a whole. If you infuse the potential savings from the
[-20 Broad River Road Interchange, you could move forward with 10 of the 14, with no
changes, and then modifications to the other four. If you look at one widening, without
looking at the global discussion, you are not seeing the total picture.

Ms. Myers stated the current projection for Atlas Road is a little over 2 times the
referendum. We have had other roads that have come in below the referendum.

Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to forward to Council without a
recommendation.

In Favor: Newton, Myers and Livingston
Opposed: Manning

Abstain: Jackson

The vote was in favor.

2. Polo SUP, Harrison Sidewalk - July - Mr. Beaty stated the Polo Shared-Use Path is
separate from the Polo Widening Project. It is referred to as the Polo Road Sidewalk in the
monthly report. It is a combination of both bikeway and sidewalk funding because the
Shared-Use Path serves both purposes. The cost estimate is approximately $3M for the
Polo Road SUP. The Harrison Sidewalk is estimated to be $2M.

Mr. Livingston inquired about the amount over the referendum.

Mr. Jackson stated the Polo Road Sidewalk referendum amount was $400,000, and the
Harrison Road referendum amount was $600,000. Basically, it has gone from $1M to
approximately $5M.

Mr. Beaty stated, with the sidewalk category, there were a number of sidewalks
completed outside of the program. If you kept the sidewalk category together, you could
take the underruns and apply them to other sidewalks, within that category, to make



them whole. That is how the Polo Road and Harrison Road sidewalks have been designed,
to date.

Mr. Jackson inquired, as a result of that, will any sidewalk projects be adversely affected
by making those transfers.

Mr. Beaty stated no higher ranked, is how he has to answer that. They have developed the
56, in order. We could complete 50, of the 56. The last six could be negatively affected,
even so, there is not enough to do all of them, so they are going to be affected. Whether
this is right, wrong or indifferent, we have gone down the ranking, developed the
projects. If there were savings from other sidewalks, we have applied those funds,
moving down the line.

Mr. Jackson inquired if there are any that would have been done, but as a result of what
Mr. Beaty described, would not be done now.

Mr. Beaty stated he does not think so. The sidewalk category had about $27M. The PDT
Cash Flow Plan had proposed reducing the sidewalk program, and the bikeway program,
by approximately $5M each to make the program $0, at the end of the day. We had talked
about Kelly Mill and Commerce being approximately $9.5M so together that is $19.5 M.
He thinks the interest rate should be closer to 2.5%, instead of the 4%. If we recognize
North Main, which is constrained per an agreement with the City, then we think we can
change the workflow plan to easily $20M. We could make the sidewalk category whole to
the referendum, but even if we brought it back to the whole of the referendum for the
sidewalk category, $27M will not build 56 sidewalks.

Mr. Jackson stated even from the onset there was not enough money to build all of the
sidewalks that have been identified.

Mr. Beaty stated that is correct, and it goes beyond the sidewalks. It goes to most projects.

Mr. Jackson stated, when we have our constructive debates about what to do next, is what
to do next based upon some flawed data from, at the beginning. As a result of the flawed
data, now we are trying to figure out how to make it whole when it was never sufficient
funding, even when the referendum was passed. That is very troubling to him. He
referenced the Parsons-Brinckeroff study, as his evidence, when he went back to review
that. When he reviewed that document, and looked at what was available, as a result, it is
clear to him that we started out of the gate in a deficit, if we were going to try to do
everything that was passed on the referendum.

Ms. Myers stated there are some things that are critically important to this discussion
that she thinks we are overlooking. She stated that she appreciated the work of the PDT,
and them getting the County as far down the road as they have, but there is several things
that were said that trouble her. She stated it is not the PDT’s role, or right, to be shuffling
money around in Penny to make anything whole or to figure out where you bring money
from to get this project or that done. That is a policy decision. To the extent, that looking
at these projects, you have said we could realize savings here and put it there; that too is
a policy decision. This body should decide all those things. The reason that moving
forward with design, and pushing this in a way that we do not make these hard decisions
is a hard problem, is because it is a de facto decision. When we get the point where we
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have said design it, and construct it...well we cannot do these 6 on the bottom. They were
not high priorities anyway. We were never going to be able to do them all, so we will just
kick them down the road. Her concern with that is that is not what we are telling the
public. What we are telling the public is that we are working to rationalize the program,
but all the while, we are just moving along the list. We have de facto given the PDT the
right to be the policy maker because they are coming to use and saying this is what we
have done to rationalize it. That is what Council is supposed to be doing, with public
involvement. There are six sidewalks on the bottom of a 56-sidewalk list, which we knew
from day one we did was not have enough money to do. There is 600 roads on the dirt
road paving list, which cost $500,000 each to pave. We have $45M; therefore, you can
pave 90 roads, so pick your 90. Her issue with that is who is picking the 90. Now that we
have told the public that their sidewalks are going to be paved over in this area, and
theirs in this area too, but they are all on lists. The public is not watching the list. They
just know what the promise was. Before we lop off the end of it, we have to make a
decision and present that decision to the public, and take the heat. We have to have a
honest discussion about it, and not just move the needle and keep going along for the
sake of keeping the project moving. What projects are moving? And, who has decided on
the priority? Who has decided, if we realize savings over here, we should put them there?
Council has not, and that is the core of their responsibility. She is concerned that because
itis easier to do it the other way, that we are de facto doing it that way, and there is going
to come a day of reckoning and we are all going to be responsible for not having not done
exactly what is the harder thing. She wants these projects to keep going too. We need, as a
group, to be saying the same thing. We do not need to be falling into doing something de
facto to keep the program moving.

Mr. Manning stated, with all due respect, in his years here, before 2012, and with the PDT
coming on, he has been on and off this committee, but consistently on Council, and his
impression is that the PDT has never been making any policy decisions. They have come
to this committee, Council Retreats, and Council meetings. Many times with thoughts,
opinions, options, suggestions, and recommendations. Between this committee, work
sessions, Council meetings, and Council Retreats, that decision have been made and
continue, even today, with what is being brought before us in the agenda and support
materials. Ultimately, Council has been the one to make the decisions.

Mr. Livingston stated his comments are similar to Mr. Manning’s comments. He thanked
Mr. Beaty for his recommendations and professional opinion regarding this matter. It
helps him to make decision, as a Council member, no matter who he gets the information
from. He does not see it as making decisions for Council. He sees it as making
recommendations for us to consider, and that is what he expects. He thinks Mr. Beaty
makes those recommendations as consistent, as possible, with the referendum. That
helps him to engage in an honest discussion. He wants the same thing from staff, or
anybody else.

Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to proceed with advertising the project.

Ms. Myers stated, for the record, we are going $4M over the referendum amount
advertising for sidewalks, without a discussion of whether or not we ought to be looking
at this a different way. All that we ask is that we postpone this because it is over the
referendum amount. A $400,000 sidewalk, at the referendum, that is now a $2.9M
sidewalk, in her opinion, Council should be asking a lot of questions, as to why it is that
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far over. Are all the other ones that far over? If there are some that have come in under, as
Mr. Beaty said, how did they come in well under, and we cannot re-scope this one to get it
well under. She thinks moving forward this way, advertising for construction, does not
make a lot of sense.

Ms. Newton commended the great work, with the Penny Program, thus far. The work has
been so great, and so well done, that the people in her district have a lot of questions
about it when it comes to what is being done in their areas. What remains to be spent,
and how we are going to move forward. She wants us to fulfill our promise to the
taxpayers of Richland County. She wants us to move forward and not have undue delay.
Again, what she is asking for to take an account, and have us, as a body, make decisions, in
terms of this is how we are going to move forward, when things are above the
referendum. The fact of the matter is, she has gotten more calls and complaints about
proposed cutting of $5M. It is really hard for her to move forward, saying it is okay to go
$40M, $30M, etc. over. She is not advocating for undue delay. She is advocating for us to
put all our cards on the table, take a look at these numbers and say this is how it makes
sense to move forward. Advertising for projects that are far over budget, sounds and
feels, the same way as saying, “We approve this going that far over budget.” That is where
we need to have a conversation. Not just as body, from a policy making prospective, but
with the constituents. The fact is the roads we build will need to be maintained. There
will come a time when we will have to go before our constituents again, and potentially
ask for another penny. When that time comes, she wants to be able to say that she duties.
She did the best she could to make sure that we came to you and kept you informed.

Ms. Terracio stated, looking at this project, it seems they are pretty long projects. We are
calling them sidewalks, but it looks like the Polo Road one is a Shared-Use Path. She
requested additional information about that project.

Mr. Beaty stated a lot of the bikeways and sidewalks had the same road included in both
categories. This piece of Polo, from Alpine to Mallet Hill, was identified as both a bikeway
and a sidewalk. By constructing a 10-ft. Shared-Use Path you accommodate both.

Mr. Livingston withdrew his motion.

Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to forward this to Council without a
recommendation.

Mr. Jackson stated he thinks this process has been painful, and has been difficult for him,
as a Council member, and as a citizen. He was almost late to the meeting today because of
the Clemson Road one-lane traffic. It has been painful for Administration, PDT, and the
public. He wished there was an easy way to resolve it. Charleston County, unlike Richland
County, recognized that they were not going to be able to get it all done, so they did not go
for a 5-year referendum, they did a 3-year referendum and came back for a 2nd one. Now
that he thinks about it, he sees the logic in that. They got a lot of work done, and told the
public, “If you want to get the rest of this done, you are going to pass another
referendum.” As opposed, to going over the referendum, to try to get it done.

Mr. Manning stated he will be voting “No” out of principle and frustration. He thinks part
of the responsibility committees have is to do the work.

12



In Favor: Jackson, Newton, Myers and Livingston
Opposed: Manning
The vote was in favor.

Penny Projects Inside SCDOT Rights-of-Way Maintenance Cost Impacts - Ms. Steele stated the
street lighting cost estimate was updated, and added additional attachments. Staff is requesting
guidance from Council on whether to proceed with this. If we proceed, and take on this
responsibility, Public Works will likely have to request additional funding for the maintenance. On
pp. 63 - 64 of the agenda, is a breakdown of the items that will require maintenance; p. 65 is the
updated cost estimates for lighting. Bear in mind, the estimates are based on a cost estimate that was
received for the Decker/Woodfield project. This is being broadly applied to the countywide look at
lighting. The two scenarios are for a 15-year period. The first scenario is if you were to pay a lump
sum amount down for the installation and maintenance fees, with a monthly energy fee. Over a 15-
year timeframe, for a 4 or 5-lane roadway, it would be $578,600. The second scenario is if you do not
pay any money up front. The monthly fee would include the installation, maintenance and energy
fees, which would equate to $738,000 over a 15-year period.

Ms. Myers inquired if there is a theory under which we would do the lighting we are all
contemplating that needs to be done and get a volume discount, or is this going to be a multiplier on
every road.

Ms. Steele stated it is hard to get a good figure for this, if the lighting was done countywide. We took
the cost estimate and assumed that most of the County’s roads are 2-laned, not 4-laned, so we cut the
estimate in half. If you broadly assume we install lighting on every County-maintained road, which is
where the figure of $232,837,319 (Scenario 1) or $296,982,270 (Scenario 2) come from. Many
subdivisions already have lighting installed and maintained by HOAs. The installation costs could
decrease, but you could have the HOAs that have lighting to come to the County and say, “You
installing and maintaining over here. We want you to take over our costs.”

Ms. Myers stated that is over $200M, over 15 years, so the taxpayers may not be able to sustain a
universally lit county.

Mr. Livingston inquired if we could pay for the installation of lighting on Penny-funded roads.

Ms. Steele stated, she believes, that is a question they plan to ask SCDOR, when they have their audit
meeting with them.

Ms. Myers inquired if we have investigated solar lighting.
Ms. Steele stated she does not believe so.

Ms. Myers suggested, if that is an option, that might get us to a more energy efficient, and achieve the
goal across the county.

Mr. Manning inquired if Mr. Jackson has a list of things that are going to be brought to SCDOR.

Mr. Jackson stated he does not.

13
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Mr. Manning stated, as a member of this committee, he thinks Mr. Jackson should have a current list
of what will be brought up in the SCDOR meeting, ahead of time, so he is aware of what the items will
be, and if there are ones he has heard brought up during the meeting process, that are not on the list,
they can be added. Secondly, on p. 67, it talks about animals and the effects of lighting. If we are going
to move forward with lighting, and it is going to affect bird migration, it would be helpful for us to
learn as much as we can about that issue. It would seem, if we put the lighting up at one time of the
year, it would keep them in the South, or, if we put it up at another time of the year, it would keep
them in the North.

Ms. Newton stated, with whatever lighting options that we consider, there is significant research that
goes into lighting that decreases light pollution, and focuses the light on the things we want to
protect (i.e. people and property). She stated she feels like she is being presented with a binary
choice, and she wants to make sure she does not miss it. The choices are we do not do the lighting or
we do the lighting for a few hundred thousand dollars up to hundreds of millions of dollars,
depending on how we go across the County. She inquired if these are the only two options we have
explored or are there others that are appropriate for us to look at.

Mr. Jackson stated Ms. Myers mentioned solar lighting, so we should definitely should explore other
options. His understanding is, the will of the committee is, to take another look at what possible
options are available and see if there are any other options in neighboring counties or counties of
comparable size.

Ms. Newton stated, the way she understands this is, that we are looking at this lighting, in totality. To
give staff the opportunity to provide guidance on, “these are some places you should absolutely
consider it” or “these are some places where it might be more optional” so we are looking at tiered
choices.

Ms. Steele stated the reason this came about was they located a paragraph in the ordinance that said,
“If you are going to proceed with lighting, on some projects, you have to look at it countywide.”

Ms. Terracio inquired if every road, the County maintains, would have lighting or if they were more
focused on business center areas.

Mr. Livingston stated one of the most significant thing, as it relates to the program, is the realignment
of the program. He would like to urge staff to come up with a plan and/or give us significant
feedback, in terms of their thoughts, about what is being recommended by the PDT.

Mr. Jackson stated, if ultimately the decision is going to be ours to make, he thinks many of us have a
grasp of the challenges we are facing now, and in the few months to come, he would suggest Council
weigh in on the recommendations/options.

ADJOURN - The meeting adjourned at approximately 2:32 PM.
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July 02, 2019, 01:22:49 pm

Session 123 - (2019-2020)

S$*0401 (Rat #0049, Act #0036 of 2019) General Bill, By Campbell and Scott
Summary: Highway system construction

AN ACT TO AMEND THE CODE OF LAWS OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 1976, BY ADDING SECTION 57-5-880 SO AS TO
DEFINE CERTAIN TERMS, PROVIDE AN ENTITY UNDERTAKING A TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
SHALL BEAR THE COSTS RELATED TO RELOCATING WATER AND SEWER LINES, TO PROVIDE THE
REQUIREMENTS FOR UTILITIES TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR RELOCATION PAYMENTS, AND TO PROVIDE A SUNSET
PROVISION. - ratified title
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03/27/19
03/28/19
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Senate
Senate
Senate

Senate
Senate
Senate
Senate
House
House
House

House
House
House

Introduced and read first time (Senate Journal-page 9)

Referred to Committee on Transportation (Senate Journal-page 9)

Committee report: Favorable with amendment Transportation (Senate Journal-page 10)
Scrivener's error corrected

Committee Amendment Adopted (Senate Journal-page 56)

Read second time (Senate Journal-page 56)

Roll call Ayes-38 Nays-0 (Senate Journal-page 56)

Read third time and sent to House (Senate Journal-page 13)

Introduced and read first time (House Journal-page 3)

Referred to Committee on Education and Public Works (House Journal-page 3)
Committee report: Favorable Education and Public Works (House Journal-page 2)
Scrivener's error corrected

Read second time (House Journal-page 29)

Roll call Yeas-108 Nays-0 (House Journal-page 30)

Read third time and enrolled (House Journal-page 12)

Ratified R 49

Signed By Governor

Effective date 05/13/19

Act No. 36
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COMMITTEE REPORT
April 25,2019

S. 401

Introduced by Senators Campbell and Scott

S. Printed 4/25/19--H. [SEC 4/26/19 11:07 AM]
Read the first time April 2, 2019.

THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND PUBLIC
WORKS
To whom was referred a Bill (S. 401) to amend Article 5, Chapter
5, Title 57 of the 1976 Code, relating to the construction of the state
highway system, by adding Section 57-5-880, etc., respectfully
REPORT:
That they have duly and carefully considered the same and
recommend that the same do pass:

MERITA A. ALLISON for Committee.

STATEMENT OF ESTIMATED FISCAL IMPACT
Explanation of Fiscal Impact
Amended by the Senate on March 27, 2019
State Expenditure

This bill requires an entity that undertakes a transportation
improvement project to bear the costs related to relocating water and
sewer lines, up to four percent of the original construction bid
amount for a large public water utility or large public sewer utility.
In addition, DOT must include metrics on utility relocation in its
annual accountability report.

DOT indicates that the bill could increase recurring other funds
expenses by $12,900,000 annually, beginning in FY 2019-20. This
estimate is based upon project costs for future projects. Further,
DOT indicates that expenses will depend upon the actual projects
for which the agency is able to contract in a given year.

Local Expenditure

The Revenue and Fiscal Affairs Office surveyed twenty-three

county governments regarding the expenditure impact of this

[401-1]
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amendment. We received responses from three county
governments.

Florence County does not own a water or sewer system.
Therefore, this bill will have no expenditure impact on Florence
County.

Lancaster County indicates that most of its road projects are
limited to resurfacing or initial paving, and the county usually does
not participate in widening projects where a utility line may have to
be relocated. Therefore, the bill will have no expenditure impact on
Lancaster County.

Charleston County references ten featured projects and an
estimate of unallocated money for the next eleven years to which
this bill would apply. The value of the ten projects is approximately
$678,000,000, and the percentage of the unallocated money that will
be allocated to Charleston County road projects is estimated to be
$62,370,000. The county indicates that the four percent threshold
applies to these ten projects. Therefore, the expenditure impact of
these projects is estimated to be approximately $29,614,800 to the
county.

In addition, Charleston County has an additional ongoing project
that will not cost the full four percent authorized by this bill. From
the $725,000,000 project total, the expenditure impact will be
approximately $10,000,000 to $12,000,000, bringing the total
expenditure impact to the county to between $39,614,800 and
$41,614,800.

Due to the various combination of parties that may be affected,
the expenditure impact of this bill on local governments cannot be
estimated. Determination of the expenditure impact is further
complicated, because increased costs and savings depend upon the
specific project plans and their costs as well as the existence of prior
rights.

Introduced on January 22, 2019
State Expenditure

This bill requires an entity that undertakes a transportation
improvement project to bear the costs related to relocating water and
sewer lines, up to four percent of the original construction bid
amount for a large public water utility or large public sewer utility.

DOT indicates that the bill could increase recurring other funds
expenses by $12,900,000 annually, beginning in FY 2019-20. This
estimate is based upon project costs for future projects. Further,
DOT indicates that expenses will depend upon the actual projects
for which the agency is able to contract in a given year.

[401-2]
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Local Expenditure

The Revenue and Fiscal Affairs Office surveyed twenty-three
county governments regarding the expenditure impact of this
amendment. We received responses from three county
governments.

Florence County does not own a water or sewer system.
Therefore, this bill will have no expenditure impact on Florence
County.

Lancaster County indicates that most of its road projects are
limited to resurfacing or initial paving, and the county usually does
not participate in widening projects where a utility line may have to
be relocated. Therefore, the bill will have no expenditure impact on
Lancaster County.

Charleston County references ten featured projects and an
estimate of unallocated money for the next eleven years to which
this bill would apply. The value of the ten projects is approximately
$678,000,000, and the percentage of the unallocated money that will
be allocated to Charleston County road projects is estimated to be
$62,370,000. The county indicates that the four percent threshold
applies to these ten projects. Therefore, the expenditure impact of
these projects is estimated to be approximately $29,614,800 to the
county.

In addition, Charleston County has an additional ongoing project
that will not cost the full four percent authorized by this bill. From
the $725,000,000 project total, the expenditure impact will be
approximately $10,000,000 to $12,000,000, bringing the total
expenditure impact to the county to between $39,614,800 and
$41,614,800.

Due to the various combination of parties that may be affected,
the expenditure impact of this bill on local governments cannot be
estimated. Determination of the expenditure impact is further
complicated, because increased costs and savings depend upon the
specific project plans and their costs as well as the existence of prior
rights.

Frank A. Rainwater, Executive Director
Revenue and Fiscal Affairs Office

[401-3]
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A BILL

TO AMEND ARTICLE 5, CHAPTER 5, TITLE 57 OF THE 1976
CODE, RELATING TO THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE STATE
HIGHWAY SYSTEM, BY ADDING SECTION 57-5-880, TO
PROVIDE THAT AN ENTITY UNDERTAKING A
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SHALL
BEAR THE COSTS RELATED TO RELOCATING WATER
AND SEWER LINES, TO PROVIDE THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR UTILITIES TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR RELOCATION
PAYMENTS, AND TO DEFINE NECESSARY TERMS.

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of South
Carolina:

SECTION 1. Article 5, Chapter 5, Title 57 of the 1976 Code is
amended by adding:

“Section 57-5-880. (A) For the purposes of this section:

(1) ‘Betterment’ means any upgrade to a facility being
relocated that is made solely for the benefit of the public water
system and that is not attributable to the improvement, construction,
reconstruction, or alteration of roads, streets, or highways
undertaken by the department.

(2) ‘Costs related to relocating water and sewer lines’ means
the amount attributable to the relocation, less the amount of any
betterment made to the system. Costs related to relocating water and
sewer lines include, but are not limited to, right-of-way acquisition
to accommodate the relocated utility, if in the best interests of the
transportation improvement project, design, engineering,
permitting, removal, installation, inspection, materials, and labor
costs.

(3) ‘Large public sewer utility’ means a public sewer utility
that does not meet the definition of a small public sewer utility.

[401] 1
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(4) ‘Large public water utility’ means a public water utility
that does not meet the definition of a small public water utility.

(5) ‘Public highway system’ means:

(a) the state highway system as defined in Section 57-5-10;

(b) roads, streets, and highways under the jurisdiction of a
county or municipality; and

(c) bridges, tunnels, overpasses, underpasses, interchanges,
and other similar facilities located throughout the State.

(6) ‘Public sewer system’ means a sewer system that provides
sewer services to the public and that is publicly owned or owned by
a private, not-for-profit entity as defined in Title 33, Chapter 31.

(7) ‘Public water system’ means, for the purposes of this
chapter, any publicly owned or privately owned not-for-profit, as
defined in Chapter 31, Title 33, waterworks system that provides
water, whether piped or delivered through some other constructed
conveyance, for human consumption, including the source of
supply, whether the source of supply is of surface or subsurface
origin.

(8) ‘Relocating’ or ‘relocated” means an adjustment
necessitated by a transportation improvement project of a public
water system or public sewer system facility by removing and
reinstalling the facility; a move, rearrangement, or change of the
type of existing facilities; necessary safety and protective measures;
or the construction of a replacement facility that is both functionally
equivalent to, but not including any betterment of, the existing
facility that is necessary for the continuous operation of the system’s
service.

(9) ‘Small public sewer utility’ means a public sewer utility
that has ten thousand or fewer sewer connections and that serves a
population of thirty thousand or less. In determining whether a
public utility offering water or sewer services qualifies as a small
utility, the number of water taps and sewer connections shall be
counted separately and shall not be combined.

(10) ‘Small public water utility’ means a public water utility
that has ten thousand or fewer water taps and that serves a
population of thirty thousand or less. In determining whether a
public utility offering water or sewer services qualifies as a small
utility, the number of water taps and sewer connections shall be
counted separately and shall not be combined.

(11) ‘Transportation improvement project’ or ‘project’ means
a permanent improvement, construction, reconstruction, or
alteration to the public highway system undertaken by a state or
local government entity, or a political subdivision.

[401] 2
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(B)(1) Notwithstanding any encroachment permit conditions
to the contrary, an entity undertaking a transportation improvement
project must bear the costs, according to the schedule prescribed in
subsections (C) and (D), related to relocating water and sewer lines:

(a) that are maintained and operated by a public water
system or a public sewer system and are located within the
rights-of-way for a transportation improvement project; and

(b) that must be relocated to undertake the project.

(2) To be eligible for payment of the relocation costs, the
relocation must be placed under the control of the general contractor
for the transportation improvement project, unless the public water
or public sewer system opts out of placing the relocation under the
control of the general contractor according to subsection (F).

(3) To be eligible for payment of the relocation, the public
water or public sewer utility must meet the bidding and construction
schedule established by the entity undertaking the transportation
improvement project, such as design conferences and submittal of
all relocation drawings and bid documents. All documents necessary
for inclusion in the transportation improvement project must be
provided by the utility at least one hundred eighty days prior to the
receipt of bids for the project. However, if the transportation
improvement project is under an accelerated schedule, then the
entity undertaking the project shall notify the utility of the date by
which the documents must be provided. Failure to meet the bidding
and construction schedule requirements shall result in the utility
having to bear all relocation costs, except if the delay is due to an
event beyond the control of the utility.

(C) For a small public water utility or a small public sewer
utility, the transportation improvement project shall bear all of the
relocation costs, including design costs.

(D) Subject to subsection (E), for a large public water utility or
a large public sewer utility, the transportation improvement project
shall bear all of the relocation costs, including design costs, up to
four percent of the original construction bid amount of the
transportation improvement project. Should more than one large
public water utility or large public sewer utility be required to
relocate by a single transportation improvement project, the total
cost share of up to four percent under this section shall be divided
pro rata among the large public water or public sewer utilities
required to relocate under the project.

(E) For a transportation improvement project that impacts both
a large public utility and a small public utility, the entity undertaking
the transportation improvement must pay all of the small public

[401] 3
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utility’s relocation costs, without limitation. The entity must also
pay up to four and one-half percent, minus the costs of the small
public utility’s relocation costs, of the original construction bid
amount of the transportation improvement project toward the large
public utility’s relocation costs.

(F) A large public water utility or a large public sewer utility
may choose not to have the relocation placed under the control of
the general contractor. A decision by a large public water utility or
large public sewer utility to not have the relocations placed under
the control of the general contractor must be communicated in
writing to the entity undertaking the transportation improvement
project one hundred eighty days prior to the receipt of bids for the
project. Failure to meet the project contract requirements and
construction schedule shall result in the utility having to bear all
relocation costs.

(G) Nothing herein shall prohibit or limit payment by a
transportation improvement project for the relocation of public
water or public sewer lines necessary for the transportation
improvement project if a public utility has a prior right to situate the
water or sewer lines in their present location.

(H) The department shall include metrics on utility relocation
under this section in its annual accountability report.”

SECTION 2. The requirements of Section 57-5-880, as added by
this act, expire on July 1, 2026, unless otherwise extended by the
General Assembly.

SECTION 3. This act takes effect upon approval by the Governor.
e XX oo

[401] 4
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RICHLAND COUNTY
Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 182

2020 Hampton St.

Columbia, 8.C. 29201

Change Order

Ordor No:
Contract No;
Project

Contractor:

The following changes are hereby made to the CONTRACT DOCUMENTS:

ltem Description

1 Borrow Excavation

**Additional Borrow Excavation was needed to
replace on site material, that was originally Intended
to be used by the design team, that did nof meet
SCDOT specifications for borrow.

Totals
Nat Contract Increase/Docrease

Add Delote

65464.03

23

7
PDT-290-CN-2016
Rd Extension Phase 1

McClam & Assodiafes, Inc,

Unit Prico Contract Contract
Increase Decrease
15.00 1960.45 .00
$981,960.45 $0.
1,960.45 $0.00



CHANGE TO CONTRACT VALUE:

Original Contract Price:

Current Contract Price adjusted by previous Change Orders:
The Contract Price due to this Change Order will be

increased by:
decreased by:

The new Contract Price (including this Change Order) will be:

CHANGE TO CONTRACT TIME:
The Contract Time for will be increased by:
The new date for the intermediate completion of segment 1 will be:

The new date for completion of all work will be:

Requested By: ~2nd DUFE
McClam & Associates, inc.

1642 Holy Trinity Church Rd '—(7—

Little Mountain, SC 28075 C
Accepted By: riaa -
Richland County PDT

201 Arbor Lake Drive
Columbia, SC 29223 X

Accepted By:

Richland County

2020 Hampton Street

Columbia, SC 29204 X

24

$24,539,282.95

$25,101,713.96

$981,960.45
$0.00

$26,083,674.40

0  Calendar Days

N/A
2/28/2019
Date: & 21 |
Date: (ﬂ 2"/ o
Date:



Nathaniel Miller

From: Allison Steele

Sent: Friday, July 5, 2019 3:.05 PM

To: Michael Niermeier

Cc: Kimberly Toney; Nathaniel Miller

Subject: FW: Shop Road Extension Phase #1 Change Order #7
Attachments: Change Order No. 7- signedShop Rd Extension.pdf
Michael,

I’'m fine with this change order after Kim provided her comments below.

ALLISON STEELE, PE

Assistant Director

Transportation Department
803-766-5610
Steele.Allison@richlandcountysc.gov

From: Kimberly Toney

Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 11:35 AM

To: Allison Steele <Steele.Allison@richlandcountysc.gov>

Cc: Nathaniel Miller <Miller.Nathaniel@richlandcountysc.gov>; 'Chanel Wallace' <cwallace@richlandpenny.com>;
bking@richlandpenny.com; Jamie Kendall <jkendall@richlandpenny.com>; Michael Niermeier
<Niermeier.Michael@richlandcountysc.gov>

Subject: RE: Shop Road Extension Phase #1 Change Order #7

Allison,

At best, this is the responses to your questions concerning Change Order #7. RC Transportation previously approved the
borrow excavation overrun and a change order was signed concerning the blending of the material which included the
need for additional borrow material.

1. Why was the on-site material not tested before now to determine whether or not it was suitable? The material
was initially tested as part of the geotechnical report for the design however it was classified using the unified
classification system. Once it was tested.as per AASHTO standards it was discovered that the material was A-7
material, which doesn't meet the SCDOT specifications for borrow in Richland County. At that time the Richland
County Construction Manager, Shawn Salley, and | negotiated with the contractor to modify this soil by mixing it
with suitable material to produce an acceptable borrow material.

2. Why was this change order not submitted for approval before work was actually done? At this time, until
further information is provided, | cannot recommend approval.
| believe that since there was a line item for borrow excavation, it would be handled as an overrun. During
construction it is difficult to accurately quantify the exact amount of borrow material used. The borrow pit
would need to be surveyed at the end as well as using the actual borrow material delivery tickets. At the time
since there was already a bid price for the borrow material, and it would be difficult to quantify what volume
would be ultimately be needed to construct the project it was agreed that a change order would be processed
once the final amount was known. This quantity is documented through material delivery tickets in addition to
the final survey of the borrow pit.

The pay application for the month of June is dependent upon the change order. Your guidance is appreciated.

%



Thanks,

Kimberly G. Toney

Construction Engineering Manager
Richland County Government
Transportation
Toney.kimberly@richlandcountysc.gov

P 803-766-5609

2009 Hampton Street
Columbia, SC 29202
Richlandcountysc.gov

201 Arbor Lake Drive
Columbia, SC 29223
P 1-844-RC-PENNY

From: Allison Steele

Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2019 1:17 PM

To: Kimberly Toney <Toney.Kimberly@richlandcountysc.gov>

Cc: Nathaniel Miller <Miller.Nathaniel@richlandcountysc.gov>; 'Chanel Wallace' <cwallace@richlandpenny.com>;
bking@richlandpenny.com; Jamie Kendall <jkendall@richlandpenny.com>; Michael Niermeier
<Niermeier.Michael@richlandcountysc.gov>

Subject: RE: Shop Road Extension Phase #1 Change Order #7

Kim,
| have a couple issues with this.

1. Why was the on-site material not tested before now to determine whether or not it was suitable?
2. Why was this change order not submitted for approval before work was actually done? At this time, until
further information is provided, | cannot recommend approval.

ALLISON STEELE, PE

Assistant Director

Transportation Department
803-766-5610
Steele.Allison@richlandcountysc.gov

From: Kimberly Toney

Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2019 12:54 PM

To: Allison Steele <Steele.Allison@richlandcountysc.gov>

Cc: Nathaniel Miller <Miller.Nathaniel@richlandcountysc.gov>; 'Chanel Wallace' <cwallace @richlandpenny.com>;
bking@richlandpenny.com; Jamie Kendall <jkendall@richlandpenny.com>

Subject: Shop Road Extension Phase #1 Change Order #7

Allison and Nathaniel,
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Attached is the Change Order #7 for Shop Road Extension #7 to increase the Borrow Excavation quantity. This line item
was needed to replace onsite material; however, it did not meet SCDOT borrow material specifications. The contract
amount will increase and does not exceed the construction contingency amount. Approval of this change order affects
the May 2019 pay application approval and submittal. Once this change order is approved, the May 2019 pay
application can be processed.

If you have any questions, let me know.
Thank you,

Kimberly G. Toney

Construction Engineering Manager
Richland County Government
Transportation
Toney.kimberly@richlandcountysc.gov

P 803-766-5609

2009 Hampton Street
Columbia, SC 29202
Richlandcountysc.gov

201 Arbor Lake Drive
Columbia, SC 29223
P 1-844-RC-PENNY



Pending Approvals

e Atlas Road — Authorization to Proceed to Construction — SCDOT

e Bull/EImwood - Authorization to Proceed to Construction — SCDOT

e Blythewood Widening Phase 1 Condemnations — County legal staff

e Advertisement of Greene Street Phase 2 and Resurfacing Package R — County staff

e Design of Shop Road Phase 2 and Blythewood Area Improvements — County staff

e Maintenance Responsibility of Chatsworth Connector as part of Decker/Woodfield NIP —
County staff/RCRC
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June 27, 2019

Mr. Michael Niermeier

Director of Transportation
Richland County Government
P.O. Box 192

Columbia, South Carolina 29202

Re: Resurfacing Package Q
PDT-770-IFB-2019

Dear Mr. Niermeier:

A bid opening was held at 2:00 PM on Wednesday, June 26, 2019 at the Richland County Office of
Procurement at 2020 Hampton Street for the Resurfacing Package Q Project. The Richland Program
Development Team has reviewed the five (5) submitted bids for Resurfacing Package Q which were
submitted via Bid Express and found no discrepancies. The bids received were as follows.

RESURFACING PACKAGE Q - BID RESULTS SUMMARY
BIDDER SUBMITTED BID
Palmetto Corporation of Conway, Inc. $4,294,813.87
Sloan Construction $4,858,606.51
Eurovia Atlantic Coast LLC, dba Blythe $4,993,967.97
C.R. Jackson, Inc. $4,979,344.82
Lynches River Contracting, Inc. $5,797,782.60

Further review shows that the Palmetto Corporation of Conway, Inc. is duly licensed in South Carolina to
perform this work. A copy of their license is attached.

A Mandatory Pre-Bid Conference was held at 10:00 AM on June 5, 2019 during which attendees gained
information and bidding directives for the project. Sign-In Sheets for the Pre-Bid Meeting are attached
indicating interested firms that were in attendance.

Attached is a final bid tab sheet for your reference which indicates Palmetto Corporation of Conway’s bid
to be 29.6% below the Engineer’s Estimate of $6,096,388.53 for the project. In accordance with the
recommendation of the County’s OSBO Office there was no SLBE participation requirement associated
with this project.
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Richland PDT recommends that a contract be awarded to the lowest responsive and responsible bidder,
Palmetto Corporation of Conway, Incorporated. Itis further recommended that the approval of the award
also include a 10% contingency of $429,481.39. We will schedule the pre-construction conference once
we have been notified by you that Council has approved the contract.

Sincerely,

Dale Collier
Procurement Manager
Richland PDT, A Joint Venture

Cc: Dr. John Thompson, Richland County Acting County Administrator
Jennifer Wladischkin, Richland County Procurement Manager
Erica Wade, Richland County OSBO Manager
Taylor Neely, Richland PDT

ATTACHMENTS:

Certified Bid Tab

Bid Form — Palmetto Corporation of Conway, Inc.

Bid Comparison to Engineering Estimate

Pre-Bid Sign In Sheets

Palmetto Corporation of Conway, Inc. License Confirmation
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July 18, 2019

Mr. Michael Niermeier

Director of Transportation
Richland County Government
P.O. Box 192

Columbia, South Carolina 29202

Re: North Springs and Harrington Road Intersection
PDT-301-IFB-2019

Dear Mr. Niermeier:

A bid opening was held at 2:00 PM on Wednesday, July 17, 2019 at the Richland County Office of
Procurement at 2020 Hampton Street for the North Springs and Harrington Road Intersection Project.
The Richland Program Development Team has reviewed the four (4) submitted bids for North Springs and
Harrington Road Intersection which were submitted via Bid Express and found no discrepancies. The bids
received were as follows.

NORTH SPRINGS AND HARRINGTON ROAD INTERSECTION - BID RESULTS SUMMARY
BIDDER SUBMITTED BID
Palmetto Corporation of Conway, Inc. $960,931.00
C.R. Jackson, Inc. $997,721.80
AQS Specialty Contractors, Inc. $1,101,860.53
Cherokee, Inc. $1,121,810.54

Further review shows that the Palmetto Corporation of Conway, Inc. is duly licensed in South Carolina to
perform this work. A copy of their license is attached.

A Mandatory Pre-Bid Conference was held at 2:00 PM on June 19, 2019 during which attendees gained
information and bidding directives for the project. Sign-In Sheets for the Pre-Bid Meeting are attached
indicating interested firms that were in attendance.

Attached is a final bid tab sheet for your reference which indicates Palmetto Corporation of Conway’s bid
to be within 10% of the Engineer’s Estimate of $923,423.02 for the project. A review of the low bid also
shows a commitment of 15% utilization of Small Local Business Enterprise (SLBE) companies which equals
the 15% goal for this project.
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Richland PDT recommends that a contract be awarded to the lowest responsive and responsible bidder,
Palmetto Corporation of Conway, Incorporated. Itis further recommended that the approval of the award
also include a 10% contingency of $96,093.10. We will schedule the pre-construction conference once
we have been notified by you that Council has approved the contract.

Sincerely,

Dale Collier
Procurement Manager
Richland PDT, A Joint Venture

Cc: Dr. John Thompson, Richland County Acting County Administrator
Jennifer Wladischkin, Richland County Procurement Manager
Erica Wade, Richland County OSBO Manager
Taylor Neely, Richland PDT

ATTACHMENTS:

Certified Bid Tab

Bid Form — Palmetto Corporation of Conway, Inc.

Bid Comparison to Engineering Estimate

Pre-Bid Sign In Sheets

Palmetto Corporation of Conway, Inc. License Confirmation
Palmetto Corporation of Conway, Inc. SLBE Participation Sheet
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Construction Contingency

These increases are beyond the originally Council-approved amounts of 10% due to changed site
conditions in the field and modifications to the projects to minimize impacts to utilities. The
increase requested for Koon/Farmview Sidewalk Project is $20,140.00 and the increase for
Magnolia/Schoolhouse Sidewalk Project is $58,968.00. It should be noted that both of these
projects came in under the original Engineer’s Estimate. These additional funds will come from
the Sidewalk Category of funds, and both of these requests are below the 2012 Referendum
amounts. These approvals are time sensitive as both project are nearing completion and with
the next potential Transportation Ad Hoc Committee being September, staff wishes to ensure no
delays in processing these construction invoices.
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Agenda Briefing

To: Chair of the Committee and the Honorable Members of the Committee
Prepared by: Allison Steele, P.E. Deputy Director

Department: Richland County Transportation

Date Prepared: July 11, 2019 Meeting Date: July 23, 2019
Legal Review N/A Date:

Budget Review | N/A Date:

Finance Review | N/A Date:

Other Review: N/A Date:
Approved for Council consideration: ‘

Committee

Subject: Penny Projects Inside SCDOT Rights-Of-Way

Many projects included in the Penny Program fall with in South Carolina Department of Transportation’s
(SCDOT) Rights-Of-Way. Projects in two of the major categories, Neighborhood Improvement Projects
and Sidewalks, propose the installation of certain features that SCDOT has stated they will not maintain,
meaning the County would be responsible for maintenance within SCDOT’s ROW in perpetuity.

Some of these features are landscaped medians, street lighting, mast arm traffic lights, and shared use
paths (SUPs). Council has already approved the installation of SUPs in several locations, which would be
a shared maintenance responsibility between the County and SCDOT (see attachment 1Clemson Rd.
Maintenance Agreement as an example.)

Further, County Ordinance Section 21-12 states that the County shall not install street lighting until
funds are appropriated to provide that service countywide (see attachment 2). The funding required
would be for the installation, maintenance and monthly electric bill.

Staff requests Council to provide guidance on whether or not to continue with the design and
construction of the items listed below.

A. Shared Use Paths

B. Landscaped Medians
C. Mast Arms

D. Street Lighting

Option 1; Move that Council approve removing one or more of the items listed in recommended actions
for current and future designs of Penny Projects.

Option 2: Move that Council do not approve removing one or more of the items listed in recommended
actions for current and future designs of Penny Projects.

: OYes
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2.
3.
4.

SUP\Vegetated Buffer Maintenance (Labor and Materials) — approximately $11,100\mile -
annually

Mast Arm Signals (Labor and Materials) — approximately $26,000 to replace

Landscaped Medians (Labor Only) — approximately $5,460\quarter mile — annually

Street Lighting (Including Energy & Maintenance) — approximately $49,200\mile — annually

Estimates are derived from Public Works Roads & Drainage labor and materials costs, City of Columbia
labor costs and from PDT research.

This request did not result from a Council motion. This was a request for information originating out of
the Dirt Road Ad Hoc Committee and Transportation Ad Hoc Committee

N/A

N/A

N/A

Maintaining these items in SCDOT’s ROW would mean the County would incur the maintenance costs,
but it also means the County shares in the liability for any incidents that may arise involving these
project features.

To incur these maintenance responsibilities, an increase in the Public Works Roads & Drainage budget
would be necessary.

vk wn e

Clemson Rd. Maintenance Agreement

Maintenance Items By Project

Street Lighting Ordinance Section 21-12

Updated Street Lighting Cost Estimates

Staff responses to Committee’s questions posed on 5/28/19
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Maintenance Items by Project

June 7, 2019

Existing Maintenance Agreements

1.

Clemson Road Widening — Shared Use Path (Existing Agreement) Sparkleberry Crossing to Old Clemson
Road — both sides of road and along Earth Road to Peach Grove Ct — one side of road = 3.722 miles

Southeast Richland Neighborhood Improvements — Shared Use Path (Existing Agreement) Garners
Ferry Road to Rabbit Run, Rabbit Run to Lower Richland Blvd and Lower Richland Blvd to Lower Richland
High School — one side of road = 1.634 miles

Polo Road Sidewalk — Shared Use Path (Existing Agreement)  Alpine Road to Mallet Hill Road — one
side of road = 1.701 miles

Maintenance to be Performed by Others

North Main Street Widening — Landscape Median, Mast Arms, Lighting (City to Maintain)

Blythewood Road Widening — Shared Use Path (Town of Blythewood to Maintain) /-77 to Syrup Mill
Road — both sides of road = 1.665 miles

Blythewood Road Phase 2 (Creech Connector) — Shared Use Path (Town of Blythewood to Maintain, to
be confirmed during design) Current Concept from Blythewood Road to Main Street — one side of road
= 0.440 miles

Maintenance Under Consideration for Richland County

Bluff Road Phase Il Improvements — Shared Use Path Berea Road to Blair Road — both sides of road =
2.519 miles

Lower Richland Boulevard Widening — Shared Use Path  Garners Ferry Road to Lower Richland High
School — both sides of road = 0.384 miles

Pineview Road Improvements — Shared Use Path  Bluff Road to Garners Ferry Road — one side of road
=2.811 miles

Polo Road Widening — Shared Use Path  Two Notch Road to Mallet Hill Road — one side of road = 1.884
miles

Shop Road Widening — Shared Use Path  George Rogers Blvd to Mauney Drive — both sides of road =
4.061 miles

Clemson Road/Sparkleberry Lane Intersection — Shared Use Path Clemson Road from [-20 to
Sparkleberry Crossing — both sides of road, Sparkleberry Lane from Mallet Hill Road to Sparkleberry
Crossing — one side of road, and Sparkleberry Crossing to Clemson Road — both sides of road = 1.144
miles
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7. Decker/Woodfield Neighborhood Improvements — Shared Use Path Chatsworth Pedestrian Connector
= 0.133 miles, Landscaped Medians Decker Blvd = 0.424 miles, Lighting Chatsworth Pedestrian
Connector, Brookfield Road Sidewalk from Decker Blvd to Richland NE High School and Decker Blvd
Streetscape from Trenholm Road to Percival Road = 2.680 miles, Mast Arms 8

8. Bull Street/ElImwood Avenue Intersection — Mast Arms 4

9. Broad River Corridor Neighborhood Improvements — Mast Arms 10, Landscaped Medians Broad River
Road and intersections with Greystone Blvd, Bush River Road and St. Andrews Road = 0.500 miles

10. Crane Creek Neighborhood Improvements — Landscaped Medians along Monticello Road 0.500 miles

11. Trenholm Acres/Newcastle Neighborhood Improvements — Landscaped Medians Fontaine Road, Two
Notch Road and Parklane Road = Conceptual 1000’ to 2.650 miles

12. Spears Creek Church Road Widening — Unknown
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§ 21-11

(c) The developer of any new subdivision
constructed within the jurisdiction and authority of the
county is responsible for the initial installation of all
necessary traffic control devices in accordance with an
approved signage plan. The department of public
works shall maintain the devices after acceptance of
the streets.

(Code 1976, § 8-1005; Ord. No. 005-03HR, § 1,
1-21-03; Ord. No. 052-05HR, § I, 7-12-05; Ord. No.
046-07HR, § I, 5-15-05)

Sec. 21-12. Street lighting.

The county shall not provide street lighting on
any highway, street or road until such time as
sufficient funds are appropriated to provide that
service county-wide. Homeowners or homeowner’s
associations may obtain street lighting through
contractual arrangements with the electric utility
serving their area.

(Ord. No. 005-03HR, § I, 1-21-03)

Sec. 21-13. Emergency maintenance of roads.

(@) No work may be performed on any roadway
not already maintained by the county unless the county
administrator determines that access to such roadway
is necessary for the performance of one or more public
functions, and the following conditions exist:

(1) Such a roadway is the only access for
one (1) or more property owners or
residences, and

Emergency medical services, sheriff
department vehicles and other county
vehicles cannot, in the lawful
performance of their duties, gain full
and immediate access to at least one (1)
residence unless road scraping is
performed, and

2

At least one (1) of the properties to be
accessed is used as a primary
residence.

3)

Richland County Code

(b) Any work pursuant to this section will be

done on a one-time basis only. In such cases, the
county department of public works is limited to the
minimum improvements that will allow full and
immediate access to the affected residences. Crusher-
run, gravel, pipe or other materials will not be
routinely provided.
(Code 1976, § 8-1007; Ord. No. 1846-89, § I,
3-21-89; Ord. No. 2372-93, § I, 11-16-93; Ord. No.
005-03HR, § I, 1-21-03; Ord. No. 032-13HR, § I,
7-2-13)

Sec. 21-14. Abandonment of public roads and
right-of-ways.

(@) Any person or organization wishing to close
an existing public street, road, or highway in the
county to public traffic shall petition a court of
competent jurisdiction in accordance with section
57-9-10, et seq. of the state code of laws. The petition
shall name the county as a respondent (unless the
county is the petitioner). The county attorney shall
advise the court with regard to the county’s
concurrence or opposition after consultation with the
county’s planning, public works, and emergency
services departments, and after consideration by
county council. It shall be the responsibility of the
petitioner to physically close the roadway if a petition
is successful. The county attorney may submit such
petition on behalf of the county if so directed by
county council.

(b) Any person or organization wishing the
county to abandon maintenance on an existing county-
maintained street, road or highway shall submit to the
public works department a petition to do so signed by
the owners of all property adjoining the road and by
the owners of all property who use the road as their
only means of ingress/egress to their property. The
petition shall state that the property owners release and
indemnify the county from any duty to maintain the
road. At the recommendation of the county engineer,
the county administrator shall have the authority to act
on a petition that involves a dead-end road; county
council shall have the authority to approve petitions

338B

2015 S-18
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Lighting Cost Estimate*
*The estimates assume a 15-year lease from Dominion Energy. Dominion Energy will install and maintain the lighting.
*These estimates were based on information from Dominion Energy for the Decker Blvd. / Woodfield Park Neighborhood

Improvement Project.

Scenario 1: Money Down with Monthly Fee

6/10/2019

Total for 15-year Period (Cost / Mile)3

Pedestrian Path®

4 or 5-lane Roadway2

Cost / Mile
Pedestrian Path® 4 or 5-lane Roadway2
Money Down 408,000.00 | $ 485,000.00
Monthly Fee 200.00 | $ 520.00

444,000.00

$

578,600.00

Scenario 2: Zero Money Down / Monthly Fee Only

Cost / Mile

Total for 15-year Period (Cost / Mile)3

Pedestrian Path®

4 or 5-lane Roadway2

Pedestrian Path®

4 or 5-lane Roadway2

Money Down

$

Monthly Fee

3,170.00

$

4,100.00

570,600.00

$

738,000.00

1. Assumes Acorn-style LED lighting with new poles
2. Assumes Acorn-style LED lighting with new poles and Cobrahead LED lighting mounted on existing wood poles.
3. Total Cost/Mile for 15-Year Lease Period = Money Down + Monthly Fee * 12 months / year * 15 years
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Maintenance Items
Questions from Transportation Committee Meeting Held On 5/28/19

How many miles of Shared Use Paths (SUPs) and Landscaped Medians (LMs) are proposed to be
maintained by the County? Approximately 20 miles of SUPs and 4 miles of LMs
How many mast arms are proposed to be maintained by the County? 22
If a driver were to run into and damage a County-maintained mast arm, would the County
require that driver or his insurance company to pay for repair\replacement? Risk Management
would attempt to go after them for indemnification but there would be no guarantee that the
driver even has insurance or that RM would be successful in recovering any costs. Also if
damage were done to the mast arm for some other reason (i.e. tornado, tree down, etc.) the
County would be responsible for its repair. If the mast arm goes down and causes damage to
property such as a car, the County could also be liable for that property damage. If a traditional
signal is installed, all of this responsibility would fall to SCDOT.
Are any beautification organizations willing to assist with maintain landscaped medians? Keep
The Midlands Beautiful was contacted, and they responded that they only focus on litter and
recycling efforts. Quinton Epps with the Conservation Division was contacted, and he was
unaware of any organizations that would be interested in maintaining LMs.
Lighting Cost Chart — An updated lighting chart has been provided with two options: pre-pay the
full amount of installation and maintenance and then just have a monthly electric bill or pay
zero up front and have a monthly bill that includes electric and installation\maintenance.
What would be the cost to provide street lighting Countywide? The following is the mileage of
roadways that the County currently maintains:

a. Paved-591.92

b. Unpaved —212.91

c. Total —804.83
The cost estimates provided by the PDT are for 4\5 lane roadways and were based specifically
on the Decker\Woodfield project. Almost all of the County’s current roads are two-lane, so just
to get a very rough estimate to provide street lighting County wide we would assume half the
costs listed in the attachment which provides the numbers below:

a. Scenario 1 15-year cost —$232,837,319

b. Scenario 2 15-year cost - $296,982,270
Are there any alternatives to traditional street lighting? Yes, you can use solar lighting with two
options. With solar lighting, the upfront cost of installation is greater than traditional
installation; however, you will save funds over time with the reduction\removal of monthly
energy bill

a. On grid —The lights are actually connected to the power company’s grid so that if the

panels produce more than they use, energy credits can be obtained

b. Off grid — The lights are completely self-sufficient through the use of batteries
IGA between SCDOT and County for maintenance of SUPs in the Town of Blythewood. Staff was
directed to change this IGA to be an agreement between SCDOT and Blythewood.
County staff is currently working to update the IGA to reflect Blythewood instead of the County.
The Committee requested the three IGAs that have already been executed between the County
and SCDOT be re-evaluated to see if they should be changed as well.
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Clemson Rd IGA — A portion of the proposed SUP falls within unincorporated County and
a portion within the City of Columbia. Create an IGA between the City and SCDOT for
the portion within the City’s limits?

Southeast Richland Neighborhood Improvements (SERN) IGA — This entire project falls
within unincorporated County.

Polo Rd. IGA - This entire project falls within unincorporated County.

10. Light pollution\impacts to wildlife (Picture 1)

a.

Animals - Artificial light can disrupt the nighttime environment of nocturnal animals,
impact wetland habitats, and affect bird migration that relies on moonlight\starlight
navigation

Humans — Blue light has been shown in some studies to negatively impact humans such
as vision and sleep disruption; however, this is related more to interior lighting and
electronics. Glare appears to be the biggest issue with outdoor lighting.

Sky Glow - Brightness of the night sky in a built-up area as a result of light pollution. This
can best be understood by observing the two photos on the following page.

Picture (1): Before and during the 2003 Northeast blackout, a massive power outage that affected 55 million
people. Photo by of Todd Carlson
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Agenda Briefing

To: Chairman and the Honorable Members of Council

Prepared by: Michael A. Niermeier

Department: Transportation

Date Prepared: 7/19/2019 Meeting Date: 7/18/2019
Legal Review Date:
Budget Review Date:
Finance Review Date:
Other Review: Date:

Approved for Council consideration: ‘

Subject:

Widening Program Funding Options

Staff recommends approving Widening Program Funding Option 3

Move to approve the Penny Program Widening Funding Option 3 as presented in Exhibit C

:Yes

All options presented involve the same money available and proposed cash flow plan. .

NA

At the Transportation work session on July 18, the Widening Memo from March of 2018 was discussed

as a way to achieve alighnment of those projects with the funding available. During discussion, three
approaches were debated. These approaches are shown in Exhibits A, B, and C (attached). Of note
Exhibit B:Constrained differs, from the March 2018 memo as this option was directly taken from the
work session on July 18.

1. March 2018 Widening Memo
2. 20190723 Widening Program Funding Scenarios
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3.
4.
5.

Exhibit A: Referendum
Exhibit B: Constrained
Exhibit C: Recommended Improvements
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HARDSCRABBLE ROAD WIDENING (REFERENDUM)

?

Lake Carolina Blvd

Referendum Scope:

Construct 5-lane widening between Farrow Rd and Lake
Carolina Blvd

Referendum = 529,860.800
Current Estimate = 529,860,800

Exhibit As 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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CLEMSON ROAD WIDENING (REFERENDUM)

— =2

Old Clemson Rd

Chimney Ridge Rd

Referendum Scope:

Construct 5-lane widening between Chimney Ridge Dr and
Old Clemson Rd

Referendum = 523,400,000
Current Estimate = 515,898,417

Exhibit’A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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LEESBURG ROAD WIDENING (REFERENDUM)

Fairmont Rd

— =2

Lower Richland Blvd

Referendum Scope:

Construct 5-lane widening between Fairmont Rd and Lower
Richland Blvd

Referendum = 54,000,000
Current Estimate = 54,000,000

Exhibit:A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project


BLEWIS
PolyLine

BLEWIS
Typewritten Text
LEESBURG ROAD WIDENING (REFERENDUM)

BLEWIS
Typewritten Text
Referendum Scope:

Construct 5-lane widening between Fairmont Rd and Lower
Richland Blvd

BLEWIS
Callout
Fairmont Rd

BLEWIS
Callout
Lower Richland Blvd

BLEWIS
Arrow

BLEWIS
Typewritten Text
N

BLEWIS
Typewritten Text
Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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NORTH MAIN STREET WIDENING (REFERENDUM)

—> 2

[

Referendum Scope:

Construct 5-lane widening between Anthony Ave and Fuller Ave

Referendum = 535,400,00
Current Estimate = 562,663,573

Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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BLUFF ROAD WIDENING (REFERENDUM)

Rosewood Blvd

?

South Beltline Blvd

George Rogers Bivd

Phase 1-Complete

National Guard Rd

/ Berea Rd

Referendum Scope:

Construct 5-lane widening between Rosewood Dr and
S. Beltline Blvd.

Referendum = 516,700,000
Bluff Phase 1 Cost = 59,552,708
Bluff Phase 2 Current Estimate = 540,203,471

Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project


SHOP ROAD WIDENING (REFERENDUM)

George Rogers Blvd

?

S. Beltline Bivd

Referendum Scope:

Construct 5-lane widening between George Rogers Blvd and
S. Beltline Blvd

Referendum = 533,100,000
Current Estimate = 546,461,812

Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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Referendum = $33,100,000
Current Estimate = $46,461,812


ATLAS ROAD WIDENING (REFERENDUM)

Garners Ferry Road

N

T

Shop Road

Bluff Road

Referendum Scope:

Construct 3-lane widening between Bluff Rd and Shop Rd
Construct 5-lane widening between Shop Rd and Garners
Ferry Rd

Referendum = 517,600,000
Current Estimate = 541,919,470

Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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PINEVIEW ROAD WIDENING (REFERENDUM)

— =

Garners Ferry Rd

Shop Rd

Bluff Rd

Referendum Scope:

Construct 3-lane widening between Bluff Rd and Shop Rd
Construct 5-lane widening between Shop Rd and Garners
Ferry Rd

Referendum = 518,200,000
Current Estimate = 540,032,789

Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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BLYTHEWOOD ROAD WIDENING (REFERENDUM)

N

— =

Referendum Scope:

Construct 5-lane widening between Syrup Mill Rd & I-77
Ramps

Referendum = 58,000,000
Current Estimate = 513,348,823

ExhibitA: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project


BROAD RIVER ROAD WIDENING (REFERENDUM)

I-26 Ramps

— =

Royal Tower Rd
Referendum Scope:

Construct 5-lane widening between Royal Tower Rd and
Dutch Fork Rd

Construct 3-lane widening between Dutch Fork Rd and
I-26 Ramps

Referendum = 529,000,000
Current Estimate = 541,168,865

Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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SPEARS CREEK CHURCH ROAD WIDENING (REFERENDUM)

Two Notch Rd

—r 2

Percival Rd

Referendum Scope:

Construct 5-lane widening between Two Notch Rd and
Percival Rd

Referendum = 526,600,000
Current Estimate = 549,502,831

Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project


LOWER RICHLAND BOULEVARD WIDENING (REFERENDUM)

— =

Garners Ferry Rd

Referendum Scope:

Construct 5-lane widening between Garners Ferry Rd
and Rabbit Run Rd

Referendum = 56,100,000
Current Estimate = 56,708,092

Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project


POLO ROAD WIDENING (REFERENDUM)
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Two Notch Rd

Mallet Hill Rd

Referendum Scope:

Construct 3-lane widening between Mallet Hill Rd and
Two Notch Rd

Referendum = 512,800,000
Current Estimate = 515,309,142

Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project


BLYTHEWOOD RD WIDENING (REFERENDUM)

to Winnsboro Rd

Referendum Scope :
A. Blythewood Rd Widening - 5-lane widening from Syrup
Mill Rd to Winnsboro Rd

Per Town of Blythewood, project changed to include (5)

priority projects;

1. McNulty St Improvements : 3-lane widening

2. Creech Rd Extension : 3-lane widening / new location

3. Blythewood Rd Widening (I-77 to Main): 5-lane widening

4. Blythewood Rd Widening (Fulmer Rd to Syrup Mill Rd):
5-lane widening

5. Roundabout at Blythewood Rd / Creech Rd / McNulty St

Referendum = 521,000,000
Current Estimate = 521,000,000

Exhibit A: 2012 Referendum Defined Project
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A.  Blythewood Rd Widening - 5-lane widening from Syrup
     Mill Rd to Winnsboro Rd

Per Town of Blythewood, project changed to include (5)
priority projects;
1. McNulty St Improvements : 3-lane widening
2. Creech Rd Extension : 3-lane widening / new location
3. Blythewood Rd Widening (I-77 to Main): 5-lane widening
4. Blythewood Rd Widening (Fulmer Rd to Syrup Mill Rd):
     5-lane widening
5. Roundabout at Blythewood Rd / Creech Rd / McNulty St
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BLUFF ROAD WIDENING

Rosewood Blvd

George Rogers Bivd

— 2

‘e, South Beltline Blvd
Phase 1-Complete MR

National Guard Rd *
/ Berea Rd *

Options for improvements within referendum: 58,947,292

Construct shared-use paths, both sides of roadway, between
National Guard Rd and S. Beltline Blvd (no widening)

Exhibit B: lmprovementsg%,‘onstrained to Referendum Amount
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Exhibit B: Improvements Constrained to Referendum Amount


SHOP ROAD WIDENING

George Rogers Blvd

— =2

Andrews Rd

S. Beltline Bivd

Options for improvements within referendum: 533,100,000

Construct 5-lane widening between George Rogers Blvd
and Andrews Rd

Exhibit B: ImprovementsBQConstrained to Referendum Amount
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Exhibit B: Improvements Constrained to Referendum Amount


ATLAS ROAD WIDENING

¢ Garners Ferry Road
?

€ Shop Road

Bluff Road

Options for improvements within referendum: $17,600,000

Construct intersection improvements at Bluff Rd, Shop Rd
& Garners Ferry Rd

Exhibit B: ImprovementsgoConstrained to Referendum Amount
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Exhibit B: Improvements Constrained to Referendum Amount


PINEVIEW ROAD WIDENING

—> =2

Garners Ferry Rd

Shop Rd

Bluff Rd

Options for improvements within referendum: 518,200,000
Construct 3-lane widening (instead of 5-lane widening)

between Shop Rd and Garners Ferry Rd, including intersection
improvements at Garners Ferry Rd

Exhibit B: Improvements’Constrained to Referendum Amount
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Exhibit B: Improvements Constrained to Referendum Amount


BLYTHEWOOD ROAD WIDENING

Options for improvements within referendum: 58,000,000

Construct 3-lane widening (instead of 5-lane widening)
between Syrup Mill Rd and I-77 Ramps

Exhibit B: Improvements Constrained to Referendum Amount
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Construct 3-lane widening (instead of 5-lane widening)
between Syrup Mill Rd and I-77 Ramps
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Exhibit B: Improvements Constrained to Referendum Amount


BROAD RIVER ROAD WIDENING

Dutch Fork Rd
Royal Tower Rd

Options for improvements within referendum: $29,000,000

—_— 2

Construct 5-lane widening between Royal Tower Rd and
Koon Rd

Exhibit B: Improvementsgffonstrained to Referendum Amount
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Construct 5-lane widening between Royal Tower Rd and
Koon Rd
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Exhibit B: Improvements Constrained to Referendum Amount


SPEARS CREEK CHURCH ROAD WIDENING

Two Notch Rd

—rZ2

Percival Rd

Options for improvements within referendum: 526,600,000

Construct 5-lane widening between Two Notch Rd and
Earth Rd

Exhibit B: Improvements Constrained to Referendum Amount
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Construct 5-lane widening between Two Notch Rd and
Earth Rd
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Exhibit B: Improvements Constrained to Referendum Amount


LOWER RICHLAND BOULEVARD WIDENING

— =2

Garners Ferry Rd

Options for improvements within referendum: 56,100,000
Construct 5-lane widening between Garners Ferry Rd

and Rabbit Run Rd; remove shared-use path from western
side or road, retain shared use path on east side

Exhibit B: Improvements%Constrained to Referendum Amount
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Options for improvements within referendum: $6,100,000

Construct 5-lane widening between Garners Ferry Rd
and Rabbit Run Rd; remove shared-use path from western
side or road, retain shared use path on east side
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Exhibit B: Improvements Constrained to Referendum Amount


POLO ROAD WIDENING

------ Running Fox Rd

—> =2

Two Notch Rd %

Mallet Hill Rd

Options for improvements within referendum: 512,800,000
Construct shared-use path along west side of Polo Rd,

including intersection improvements at Two Notch Rd,
Miles Rd and Running Fox Rd

96
Exhibit B: Improvements Constrained to Referendum Amount
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Construct shared-use path along west side of Polo Rd, 
including intersection improvements at Two Notch Rd,
Miles Rd and Running Fox Rd
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Exhibit B: Improvements Constrained to Referendum Amount


BLUFF ROAD WIDENING

Rosewood Blvd

George Rogers Bivd

?

South Beltline Blvd

Phase 1-Complete

National Guard Rd *
/ Berea Rd *

Recommended improvements (Phase 2)
Current Estimate = 58,696,437

Construct shared-use paths, both sides of roadway and
resurfacing.

Exhibit C: Recommended Improvements
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resurfacing.
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Exhibit C: Recommended Improvements


PINEVIEW ROAD WIDENING

—> =2

Garners Ferry Rd o

Bluff Rd

Recommended improvements
Current Estimate = 58,074,166

Construct shared-use paths (EB side between Bluff Rd and

Shop Rd, WB side between Shop Rd and Garners Ferry Rd)
and resurfacing.

Exhibit C: Recommended Improvements
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Recommended improvements
Current Estimate = $8,074,166

Construct shared-use paths (EB side between Bluff Rd and
Shop Rd, WB side between Shop Rd and Garners Ferry Rd)
and resurfacing.
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Exhibit C: Recommended Improvements
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SPEARS CREEK CHURCH ROAD WIDENING

Two Notch Rd

o

Percival Rd

—rZ2

Recommended improvements
Current Estimate = $33,079,141

Construct 5-lane widening between Two Notch Rd I-77 Ramps

Exhibit C: Recommended Improvements
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Construct 5-lane widening between Two Notch Rd I-77 Ramps
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Agenda Briefing

To: Chairman and the Honorable Members of Council

Prepared by: Michael A. Niermeier

Department: Transportation

Date Prepared: 7/19/2019 Meeting Date: 7/18/2019
Legal Review Date:
Budget Review Date:
Finance Review Date:
Other Review: Date:

Approved for Council consideration: ‘

Subject: Cash Flow Plan

Staff recommends approving the cash flow plan as presented

Move to approve the cash flow plan as shown in attachment 01.

:Yes

This plan provides a fiscally responsible way ahead based on current projects prioritization, outside
funding sources, data from the County’s Financial Advisors, and projected revenue.

NA

This plan was originally presented at the June 18, 2019 Transportation Work Session and updated by
staff working with the County’s Financial Advisors. Interest earnings and debt amortization are included.
This plan will be reviewed annually. Note that Kelly Mill and Commerce Drive are now added back
as well as the S5 Million each for the Bikeway and Sidewalk Programs such that they are both
fully funded to their original Referendum amounts.

1. Cash Flow Plan

100



RICHLAND COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PENNY PROGRAM Project and Cash Flow Plan Summary 2019 to 2028

Prior 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 TOTAL
ROADWAY PROJECTS
Hardscrabble Road Widening 27,751 710 800 600 - - - - - - - 29,861
Clemson Road Widening 3,270 4,416 6,619 1,593 - - - - - - - 15,898
Leesburg Road Widening 0 2,000 2,000 - - - - - - - - 4,000
North Main Street Widening 38,962 16,902 6,800 - - - - - - - - 62,664
Bluff Road Widening Phase 1 9,511 42 - - - - - - - - - 9,553
Bluff Road Improvements Phase 2 1,644 207 1,644 5,202 - - - - - - - 8,696
Shop Road Widening 2,088 2,261 4,500 6,471 13,019 11,799 6,324 - - - - 46,462
Atlas Road Widening 5,689 6,034 12,045 15,509 2,643 - - - - - - 41,919
Pineview Road Improvements 1,710 213 2,486 3,666 - - - - - - - 8,074
Blythewood Road Widening 845 3,968 5,393 3,142 - - - - - - - 13,349
Broad River Road Widening 1,231 267 2,000 4,510 7,211 12,022 9,639 4,287 - - - 41,169
Spears Creek Church Road Widening 8 17 - 570 1,857 5,861 10,744 12,938 1,085 - - 33,079
Lower Richland Boulevard Widening 11 880 2,034 2,986 797 - - - - - - 6,708
Polo Road Widening 102 293 - - - 829 2,514 4,109 6,182 1,281 - 15,309
Blythewood Road Alternatives 7 863 3,057 6,071 - - - - 6,513 4,489 - 21,000
TOTAL WIDENING 92,829 39,072 49,377 50,320 25,526 30,512 29,221 21,334 13,780 5,770 - 357,741
Riverbanks Zoo 3,382 - - - - - - - - - - 3,382
Innovista Ph. 1 Greene St 17,862 230 - - - - - - - - - 18,092
Innovista Ph. 2 Greene St 3,214 3,988 10,838 9,691 - - - - - - - 27,730
Innovista Ph. 3 Williams St - - - - - - - - - 4,178 - 4,178
Shop Road Extension (Ph. 1) 28,783 6,036 - - - - - - - - - 34,819
Shop Road Extension (Ph. Il) 153 1,228 5,428 7,670 9,692 13,369 2,918 - - - - 40,458
Kelly Mill Rd. - - - 140 770 3,590 - - - - - 4,500
Commerce Drive Improvements - - - 155 760 4,085 - - - - - 5,000
Southeast Richland Neighborhood 1,268 1,417 4,011 - - - - - - - - 6,696
Broad River Neighborhoods 343 1,444 - - - - - - - - - 1,787
Decker Boulevard Neighborhood 558 2,155 3,362 - - - - 2,160 4,921 - - 13,156
Candlewood Neighborhood 523 1,327 - - - - - - - - - 1,850
Crane Creek Neighborhood 183 1,135 4,924 - - - - 250 6,517 1,376 - 14,385
Trenholm Acres / Newcastle Neighborhood 67 72 694 1,068 - - - 100 3,388 - - 5,391
Broad River Corridor Neighborhood 2 159 2,065 1,654 - - - 2,242 2,992 11,322 - 20,436
TOTAL SPECIAL 56,338 19,191 31,323 20,378 11,221 21,045 2,918 4,751 17,818 16,876 - 201,859
Clemson Rd. and Rhame Rd./North Springs Rd. 3,624 420 - - - - - - - - - 4,044
North Springs Rd. and Risdon Way 1,798 143 - - - - - - - - - 1,941
Farrow Rd. and Pisgah Church Rd. 1,809 416 - - - - - - - - - 2,224
Broad River Rd. and Rushmore Rd. 1,188 28 - - - - - - - - - 1,216
Kennerly Rd. and Coogler Rd./Steeple Ridge Rd. 2,504 228 - - - - - - - - - 2,732
Summit Pkwy and Summit Ridge Rd. 1,362 63 - - - - - - - - - 1,424
Wilson Blvd. and Pisgah Church Rd. 0 (0) - - - - - - - - - -
Wilson Blvd. and Killian Rd. 0 (0) - - - - - - - - - -
Clemson Rd. and Sparkleberry Ln. 4,343 357 1,288 4,876 1,691 - - - - - - 12,555
Bull St. and EImwood Ave. 240 917 2,084 - - - - - - - - 3,241
North Main St. and Monticello Rd. 0 (0) - - - - - - - - - -
Hardscrabble Rd./ Kelly Mill Rd./Rimer Pond Rd. 0 (0) - - - - - - - - - (0)
Garners Ferry Rd. and Harmon Rd. 325 223 836 - - - - - - - - 1,385
North Springs Rd. and Harrington Rd. 301 333 741 - - - - - - - - 1,374
Screaming Eagle Rd. and Percival Rd. 322 429 2,297 - - - - - - - - 3,048
TOTAL INTERSECTIONS 17,816 3,555 7,245 4,876 1,691 - - - - - - 35,184
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RICHLAND COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PENNY PROGRAM Project and Cash Flow Plan Summary 2019 to 2028

Prior 2020 2025 2026 2027 2028 TOTAL
I-20 / Broad River Rd. Total - - - - - - R - R - R -

TOTAL INTERCHANGE - - - - - - o - o - - -

Local Road Resurfacing Program 16,992 13,939 5,460 - - - - 5,009 - - - 41,400
Dirt Road Paving Program 13,304 13,950 10,500 6,000 1,245 - - -

Access Management & Complete Streets Initiati - - - - - - - - - - - -
County-Wide Corridor Improvement Plan - - - - - - - - - - - -
County-Wide Thoroughfare Plan - - - - - - - - - - - _
County-Wide HOV Lane Study - - - - - - - - - - - N
Intelligent Transportation System - - - - - - - R - - _ N

TOTAL PROGRAM 30,296 27,890 15,960 6,000 1,245 - - 5,009 - - - 86,400
|  TOTAL ROADWAY PROJECTS 197,280 89,707 | 103,906 81,575 | 39,684 51,556 | 32,139 31,094 | 31,598 22,646 | -| 681,184
BIKE PED GREENWAY PROJECTS
Three Rivers Greenway Extension Ph. 1 5,917 1,985 - - - - - - - - - 7,902
Lincoln Tunnel Greenway 1,470 23 - - - - - - - - - 1,493
Gills Creek A Greenway 260 908 1,078 - - - - - - - - 2,246
Smith / Rocky Branch Section C 4 327 570 - - - - - - - - 901
Gills Creek Section B - 144 2,642 - - - - - - - - 2,786
Smith / Rocky Branch Section B 5 357 932 121 - - - - - - - 1,415
Smith / Rocky Branch Section A 2 179 224 26 - - - - - - - 431
Gills Creek North Greenway Section C 1 91 252 - - - - - - - - 345
Crane Creek Section A 33 246 624 639 - - - - - - - 1,542
Crane Creek Section B 2 116 171 171 - - - - - - - 460
Columbia Mall Greenway 2 76 316 255 - - - - - - - 648
Polo Road/ Windsor Lake Boulevard Connector 1 112 158 115 - - - - - - - 386
Woodbury / Old Leesburg Connector 1 22 57 37 - - - - - - - 116
Crane Creek Section C (Crane Forest) 2 89 420 283 - - - - - - - 794
Dutchman Boulevard Connector 0 13 57 35 - - - - - - - 105
TOTAL GREENWAY 7,699 4,689 7,500 1,682 - - - - - - - 21,571
Pedestrian Intersection Upgrades Program 131 1,027 I - - | - - | - - | - - | - | 1,158
TOTAL INTERSECTION UPGRADES 131 1,027 - - - - - - - - - 1,158
Sidewalk Package S1 128 1 - - - - - - - - - 129
Sidewalk Package S2 185 0 - - - - - - - - - 185
Sidewalk Package S3 291 3 - - - - - - - - - 294
Sidewalk Package S4 88 0 - - - - - - - - - 89
Sidewalk Package S5 134 1 - - - - - - - - - 135
Sidewalk Package S6 123 713 - - - - - - - - - 836
Sidewalk Package S7 178 53 - - - - - - - - - 230
Sidewalk Package S8 31 96 - - - - - - - - - 127
Sidewalk Package S9 14 264 - - - - - - - - - 278
2015 OET Sidewalks 847 477 - - - - - - - - - 1,324
Alpine Road Sidewalk 37 877 2,185 618 - - - - - - - 3,717
Harrison Road Sidewalk 200 508 952 - - - - - - - - 1,660
Sidewalk Package S10 20 390 - - - - - - - - - 410
Percival Road Sidewalk 262 196 2,024 - - - - - - - - 2,482
Polo Road Sidewalk 340 707 1,601 - - - - - - - - 2,649
Sunset Sidewalk 233 221 987 851 - - - - - - - 2,294
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RICHLAND COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PENNY PROGRAM Project and Cash Flow Plan Summary 2019 to 2028

Prior 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 TOTAL
TIC - Capers Sidewalk 73 48 - - - - - - - - - 122
Remainder Sidewalk Program 213 2 - - - - 232 766 2,100 4,346 2,310 9,967
TOTAL SIDEWALK 3,399 4,556 7,750 1,469 - - 232 766 2,100 4,346 2,310 26,926
Bikeway Program [ 92 | 33 | - -1 - -1 - 2,962 | 5,168 | 8,650 | 5,104 | 22,009
TOTAL BIKEWAY 92 33 - - - - - 2,962 5,168 8,650 5,104 22,009
TOTAL BIKE PED GREENWAY PROJECTS [ 11,322 | 10,305 | 15,250 | 3,151 | - | - | 232 | 3,728 | 7,268 | 12,995 | 7,413 | 71,664
| TOTAL PROJECT USES OF FUNDS 208,601 100,012 119,156 84,430 38,155 43,881 32,371 34,822 38,866 35,641 - 735,934
ADMINISTRATION
LNTP 2,168 - - - - - - - - - - 2,168
Richland County 2,868 1,574 2,500 2,525 2,550 2,576 2,602 2,628 2,654 2,680 2,707 27,863
Richland County OSBO 1,052 (1,052) - - - - - - - - - 0
Richland PDT 5,668 (3,000) - - - - - - - - - 2,668
TOTAL ADMINISTRATION 11,756 (2,478) 2,500 2,525 2,550 2,576 2,602 2,628 2,654 2,680 2,707 32,699
OTHER USES OF FUNDS
MITIGATION BANK 14,134 - - - (10,044) - - - - - - 4,089
TOTAL OTHER USES OF FUNDS 14,134 - - - (10,044) - - - - - - 4,089
I TOTAL ALL USES OF FUNDS 234,491 97,534 121,656 86,955 30,660 46,457 34,972 37,449 41,520 38,321 2,707 772,723
ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR PROJECTS
Utility Reimbursements (REMOVED) - - - - - - - - - - - -
Shop Road Ext. Ph. 1 - Richland Co. Economic - 3,477 - - - - - - - - - 3,477
Resurfacing Program - CTC 1,400 - - - - - - - - - - 1,400
Lincoln Tunnel Greenway PRTM Grant 99 - - - - - - - - - - 99
Lincoln Tunnel Greenway - City of Columbia 225 - - - - - - - - - - 225
Alpine Road Shared-Use Path Federal - 803 - - - - - - - - - 803
Percival Road Sidewalk (CTC) - - 1,811 - - - - - - - - 1,811
Broad River Neighborhood TAP Grant - - 180 - - - - - - - - 180
Decker Boulevard Neighborhood - - 813 - - - - - - - - 813
Clemson Road Widening (Shared Use Path) TAP - 180 - - - - - - - - - 180
Alpine Road Shared-Use Path TAP Grant - - 180 - - - - - - - - 180
Bluff Rd Widening Ph 1 ($1M Federal, $800K 330 1,470 - - - - - - - - - 1,300
Clemson Road Widening (Federal Safety Funds) - - 800 - - - - - - - - 800
North Main Street Widening (Tiger) 8,350 5,978 2,329 - - - - - - - - 16,657
North Main Street Widening (Earmark) - - 1,310 - - - - - - - - 1,310
North Main St Widening (City) 5,785 - 3,512 - - - - - - - - 9,297
TOTAL ADDITIONAL FUNDS 16,188 11,908 10,936 - - - - - - - - 39,031
SALES TAX PROCEEDS 320,359 69,260 71,209 74,100 77,109 80,240 83,498 86,888 90,416 94,088 22,832 1,070,000
ADDITIONAL FUNDING (OUTSIDE SOURCES) 16,188 11,908 10,936 - - - - - - - - 39,031
BOND REVENUE - 175,000 - - - - - - - - - 175,000
CMRTA (94,613) (19,483) (20,031) (20,844) (21,691) (22,572) (23,488) (24,442) (25,434) (26,467) (1,926)]  (300,991)
DEBT SERVICE (305) - (3,136) (19,395) (19,700) (23,703) (25,750) (25,730) (25,711) (25,696)|  (24,278)]  (193,404)
TOTAL AVAILABLE FUNDS 241,628 236,685 58,978 33,861 35,718 33,965 34,260 36,716 39,271 41,925 (3,372) 789,636
USES OF FUNDS (234,491) (97,734)]  (123,156) (92,761) (37,001) (51,749) (29,620) (33,162) (41,520) (38,321)] (10,120)| (789,636)
CARROVER FUNDS 7,138 7,138 146,088 81,910 23,010 21,727 3,943 8,583 12,138 9,889 13,492 0
CASH BALANCE 7,138 146,088 81,910 23,010 21,727 3,943 8,583 12,138 9,889 13,492 0 -
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