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Greg Pearce Norman Jackson Damon Jeter (Chair) Joyce Dickerson Paul Livingston
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MARCH 27, 2012

6:00 PM

 

2020 Hampton Street

 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

 1. Regular Session: February 28,2012 (pages 5-7) 

 

 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

 

ITEMS FOR ACTION

 

 2. Approval to Exercise the Second Year of a Contract with Palmetto Posting, Inc. (pages 9-22) 

 

 3. Authorization to increase the Iron Mountain purchase order over $100,000 (pages 24-25) 
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 4. Bond Issuance-Capital Projects List (pages 27-30) 

 

 5. Council Expenditure Accounts (Malinowski) (pages 32-33) 

 

 6. Council Expenditure Accounts (Manning) (pages 35-37) 

 

 7. Crane Creek-Catalyst 5 Pedestrian Park - Parcel Acquisition (pages 39-74) 

 

 8. Decker Center Remodeling (pages 76-78) 

 

 9. Emergency Back-up Generator Replacement at Four Fire Stations (pages 80-82) 

 

 10. Hopkins Utility System Budget Amendment (pages 84-86) 

 

 11. Policy for Reduced or Eliminated Grants (pages 88-91) 

 

 12. Richland County CASA Funding Agreement with SC Department of Social Services (SCDSS) 
(pages 93-121) 

 

 13. South Carolina State Employees Association (SCSEA) (pages 123-139) 

 

 14. Municipal Elections Reimbursement IGA (pages 141-147) 

 

 

 

ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS: NO ACTION REQUIRED

 

 

15. Items Pending Analysis: No Action Required 
 
a.  Based on the new sewer being planned for the lower Richland County area and the possibility of 
assistance being provided to Low/Middle income households (LMIH) I move that staff create an 
ordinance that sets forth criteria for qualifications to receive assistance and that it will apply equally 
to all LMIH throughout Richland County (Malinowski, November 2010) 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Regular Session: February 28,2012 (pages 5-7) 

 

Reviews

Item# 1
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MINUTES OF  
     

 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 2012 
6:00 P.M. 

 
In accordance with the Freedom of Information Act, a copy of the agenda was sent to 

radio and TV stations, newspapers, persons requesting notification, and was posted on 
the bulletin board located in the lobby of the County Administration Building. 

============================================================= 
MEMBERS PRESENT 
 
Chair:   L. Gregory Pearce, Jr. 
Member: Joyce Dickerson 
Member: Norman Jackson 
Member: Damon Jeter 
Member: Paul Livingston 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  Kelvin E. Washington, Sr., Bill Malinowski, Valerie Hutchinson, Jim Manning, 
Milton Pope, Tony McDonald, Sparty Hammett, Roxanne Ancheta, Randy Cherry, Daniel 
Driggers, Pam Davis, Amelia Linder, Melinda Edwards, Valeria Jackson, Michael Byrd, Brad 
Farrar, Lillian McBride, Andy Metts, Tamara King, Rodolfo Callwood, Monique Walters, Michelle 
Onley 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

 
The meeting started at approximately 6:02 p.m. 

 
ELECTION OF CHAIR 

 
Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to nominate Mr. Jeter for the position of A&F 
Committee Chair.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
January 24, 2012 (Regular Session) – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to 
approve the minutes as distributed.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
February 28, 2012 
Page Two 
 

 
ADOPTION OF AGENDA 

 

Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to amend the agenda to include the following 
item:  “Former Farmers’ Market Property-County Farmers’ Market or SE Sports Complex and to 
adopt the agenda as amended.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ITEMS FOR ACTION 
 

Albene Park Water Distribution System Principal Forgiveness Loan – Mr. Jackson moved, 
seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council 
approve the acceptance of the SRF principal forgiveness loan of $304,025 and authorize 
Administration to complete the appropriate loan documents and increase the Joel E. Wood & 
Associates contract by $25,200 once the loan documents are completed.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 

 
Bond Ordinance for approximately $35,000,000 for Capital Projects – Ms. Dickerson 
moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that 
Council approve the requested bond ordinance and associated projects.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
Budget Amendment to Elections and Voter Registration – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by 
Ms. Dickerson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council approve the 
request for a budget amendment to cover the personnel expense from the Republican 
Presidential Primary.  This will help the office be clear of any deficits that may occur in the FY 
12 budget.  The vote in favor was unanimous with Mr. Jeter abstaining. 
 
Council Expenditure Accounts (Mr. Malinowski motion) – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by 
Ms. Dickerson, to defer this item until the March Committee meeting.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
  
Council Expenditure Accounts (Mr. Manning motion) – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Ms. 
Dickerson, to defer this item until the March Committee meeting.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
EMS Ambulance Purchase – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to forward this 
item to Council with a recommendation that Council approve the sole source purchase to Taylor 
Made Ambulance Company to remount ten ambulance vehicles for $769,270.  The vote in favor 
was unanimous. 
 
HMIS Grant Transfer – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to forward this item to 
Council with a recommendation that Council approve the request to approve the HMIS grant 
transference from Richland County to United Way.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
February 28, 2012 
Page Three 
 
 
Home Detention/Electronic Monitoring Program – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. 
Livingston, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council approve the 
request and allow the ASGDC to solicit for the services of a home detention/electronic 
monitoring company.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Issuance of General Obligation Bonds by Riverbanks Zoo – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded 
by Mr. Jackson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council adopt the 
County Resolution calling for the Public Hearing to be held upon the question of the issuance of 
the Bonds, and that County Council approve the associated County Ordinance as presented.  
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE – Mr. Pearce recognized that City Councilman Brian 
Newman was in the audience. 
 
Lower Richland Master Plan Area Change – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. 
Jackson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council approve the 
request to change the planning area for the Lower Richland Master Plan.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
Monticello Road Streetscape Project-Parcel Acquisition – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded 
by Mr. Jackson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council approve the 
acquisition of identified properties for public use for the construction of a sidewalk and pocket 
park as part of the Monticello Road Streetscape Project, found in the Ridgewood Master Plan.  
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Proposed Property Tax Reduction for Senior Citizens – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. 
Livingston, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to table.  The vote in favor 
was unanimous. 
 
South Carolina State Employees Association – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Ms. 
Dickerson, to defer this item to the March Committee meeting.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
Former Farmers’ Market Property-County Farmers’ Market or SE Sports Complex – Mr. 
Jackson moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation to table.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:52 p.m. 
 
        Submitted by, 
 
        Damon Jeter, Chair 
 
The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Approval to Exercise the Second Year of a Contract with Palmetto Posting, Inc. (pages 9-22) 

 

Reviews

Item# 2

Page 8 of 148



Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Approval to Exercise the Second Year of a Contract with Palmetto Posting, Inc. 

 

A. Purpose 

 

The Treasurer/Tax Collector requests County Council to exercise the second year of a contract with 

Palmetto Posting through the 2011 tax sale (held in December 2012), per Item 9 of last year’s 

contract.  There are no changes to the existing contract from 2011.  The purpose of the contract 

with Palmetto Posting, Inc. is for the posting of property, per state law, in Richland County on 

which delinquent ad valorem property taxes are due.  County Council is requested to approve an 

expenditure of $20.00 per property posting.  Total charges for postings of Richland County 

Properties are estimated to result in an expenditure of funds over $100,000. 

 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

Palmetto Posting, Inc. provided property posting services in a timely, efficient and cost effective 

manner for the prior tax year.  Palmetto Posting, Inc. possesses the unique and singularly available 

capacity to meet the County’s requirements for posting of delinquent properties for this tax year 

according to statute. 

 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 

 

There is no financial impact to the County’s General Fund.  All monies expended for the posting of 

properties come from the Tax Sale Account, 1735, a revenue fund that can only be used for services 

and notices related to delinquent property taxes. 

 

It is anticipated that the financial impact of this request will be no more than $144,000.00 to 

account 1735.  This amount has been requested as part of the County Treasurer’s authorized 

budget for Fiscal Year 12-13. 

 

 

D. Alternatives 

 

1.  Approve the request of the Treasurer/Tax Collector to exercise the second year of a contract 

with Palmetto Posting through the 2011 tax sale (held in December 2012), per Item 9 of last year’s 

contract, at rate and cost estimates provided, for the purpose of posting of property in Richland 

County on which delinquent ad valorem property taxes are due.  This request will increase the 

speed and accuracy of the process for the county and our taxpayers, and will not impact the 

General Fund. 

 

2.  Do not approve. 
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E. Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that Council exercise the second year of a contract with Palmetto 

Posting through the 2011 tax sale (held in December 2012), per Item 9 of last year’s 

contract, as requested by the Treasurer/Tax Collector. 

 

Recommended by:  Department:   Date: 

David A. Adams  Richland County Treasurer  March 11, 2012 

 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 3/12/12    

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 3/14/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth Mclean   Date: 3/14/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  3/14/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  This request calls for the renewal of an existing 

contract, and funds have been requested by the Treasurer in the FY 13 budget to fund the 

contract.  The Tax Sale Account, from which the funds would come, is generated by 

revenues from delinquent tax sales, and these revenues, by law, can only be used to 

collect delinquent taxes.  Recommend approval of the Treasurer’s request. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Authorization to increase the Iron Mountain purchase order over $100,000 (pages 24-25) 

 

Reviews

Item# 3
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
 

Subject: Authorization to increase the Iron Mountain purchase order over $100,000. 
 

A. Purpose 

 
County Council is requested to grant the Register of Deeds authorization to increase the 
purchase order for Iron Mountain (B1200457) over the $100,000 limit.   
 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
Richland County stores its records with Iron Mountain. Iron Mountain is a private sector 
company that specializes in records retention and management. The County has 
approximately 45,000 cubic feet of records stored at Iron Mountain facilities. In FY 11, 
Richland County spent $151,574 for records storage and management. This is an increase of 
63.23 % from FY 06 expenditures. In order to control Iron Mountain expenditures, the 
Register of Deeds has initiated a records management program. The purpose of this program 
is to control and reduce Richland County‘s expenditures associated with records by assisting 
other departments with records management issues.  
 

� Discussion Points: 
 

• Iron Mountain expenditures will exceed $100,000 for FY 12. 

• Richland County has spent $93,803.89. This amount is calculated from FY 12 Iron 
Mountain expenditures (July 2011 thru February 2012). 

• The average FY 12 Iron Mountain monthly bill is $11,725.49. 

• Failure to pay vendor could result in the denial of access to Richland County 
documents that are stored at Iron Mountain. 
 
  

 

C. Financial Impact 

 
 

1. The approval of this request will not have any financial impact for FY 12. The Register of 
Deeds budget has funds dedicated for FY12 Iron Mountain services.    
 

2. If council does not approve this request, record management costs associated with Iron 
Mountain will increase. This increase will be a result of penalties associated with late fees.  
 

 

D. Alternatives  
 

• Approve the request to grant authorization to increase the Iron Mountain purchase order 
over $100,000. 
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• Do not approve the request to grant authorization to increase the Iron Mountain purchase 
order over $100,000. 

 
 

E. Recommendation 

 

• It is recommended that Council approve the request to grant authorization to increase the 
Iron Mountain purchase order over $100,000. 

 
Recommended by: John Hopkins, Director    
Department: Register of Deeds   
Date: 03/12/12 

 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 3/14/12    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
The department has approximately $39,360 remaining in the budget therefore I would 
recommend that approval not exceed $39,360 without the identification of other funds. 

  

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 3/14/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 
 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 3/15/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  3/15/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  This request is not for an increase in the budget, 
but for an increase in the contract amount instead.  And because the increase in the 
contract amount will result in the total contract amount exceeding $100,000, the 
Council’s approval is required.  Approval is recommended. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Bond Issuance-Capital Projects List (pages 27-30) 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Bond Issuance – Capital Project List 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve the attached capital project list in conjunction with the 

bond ordinance for approximately $35,000,000 as presented at the planning retreat to Council 

members by the County Administrator.   

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

During the Council retreat in January 2012, the County Administrator provided Council with 

information about his capital needs assessment for County facilities.  The recommendation 

included a planned bond issue for $35m at the end of 2012. 

   

During the discussion it was mentioned that the current bond market has shown very 

favorable rates but can be volatile.  Recent bond sales have closed with an effective interest 

rate of less than 2 percent and as low as 1.5 percent.  Estimates are that if the County issues 

the same $35m now to take advantage of these low rates the County could save the taxpayer 

more than $6m on the total cost over the life of this loan.  Council expressed an interest in 

pursuing the favorable interest rates and requested that the bond ordinance be included in the 

Council agenda for February 7th.   

 

The County Administrator presented the above funding plan in order to address the most 

pressing capital needs based on his assessment.  The assessment was the culmination of 

several months of reviewing and assessing the department request as provided through the 

Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).  The Administrator’s recommended capital project list is 

attached for discussion.     

 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 

There is no financial impact based on the approval of the capital project list.  The financial 
impact of the bond issue can not be determined until the bonds are issued; however, based on 
preliminary analyst, the bond repayment could be absorbed within the current County debt 
service millage rate.  

 

 

D. Alternatives 

1. Approve the capital project list as recommended.   
2. Approve an amended capital project list.  
3. Defer the approval of the capital project list until a later time. 
4. Do not approve a capital project list or associated bond ordinance at this time and not move 

forward. 
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E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that Council approve alternative 1 with a bond ordinance. 
 
Recommended by:  County Administration Department:  Council  Date: 2/9/12 

 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  3/12/12   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

  
 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 3/14/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 3/14/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 3/14/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  3/14/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  The attached list of projects was developed by 
Administration in an effort to identify some of the more pressing capital needs of the 
County.  The list, which was presented to the Council at the January Retreat, correlates 
with the $35 million bond ordinance that received first reading by the Council at the 
March 6, 2012, Council Meeting. 
 
Approval of the list is recommended; however, other project needs have come to light 
since this list was presented.  It is further recommended, therefore, that the flexibility be 
retained to redirect funds on an as needed basis, with Council approval, to address more 
critical needs that may arise, such as the renovation of Decker Center. 
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The proposed project list and the corresponding bond issue will not require a tax 
increase due to the fact that other existing debt is being paid out this fiscal year, creating 
additional debt capacity for new projects.  As long as the total cost of all projects does 
not exceed $35 million, a tax increase will not be required to fund the debt service. 
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Richland County General Obligation Bond Review - Project list 

    

    

Current year recurring issues  Project   

 Sheriff Vehicle replacement  $  2,000,000   

 Public Safety Facility - Magistrate Consolidation  $  1,600,000   

 EMS Vehicle replacement   $  2,000,000   

 Total recurring  $  5,600,000   

    

    

Recommended new issues   

 Record Retention Storage facility   $  3,000,000  

 2020 Parking redesign (post-LRADAC)   $     250,000  

 Redesign of Bond Court - Detention facility   $  1,000,000  

 Phase V- Detention facility  

 

$14,000,000  

 Economic Development site certification   $  5,600,000  

 EMS Headquarter facility   $  6,000,000  

    

 Total recommended additional issue  

 

$29,850,000  

 Total recurring issue   $  5,600,000  

 Total issue  

 

$35,450,000  
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Council Expenditure Accounts (Malinowski) (pages 32-33) 

 

Reviews

Item# 5
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Council Expenditure Accounts (Malinowski) 
 

A. Purpose 

 
The purpose of this item is to request the County Council’s consideration of a 
proposed policy to limit Council Members’ expenditures from the individual 
expenditure accounts to the amount that is budgeted. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
At the February 7, 2012, Council Meeting, Council Member Bill Malinowski 
introduced the following motion: 
 

Staff in conjunction with the Finance and Legal Departments will develop a 

policy relating to Richland County Council Members’ individual spending 

accounts so that each council person will be restricted to only spending their 

authorized amount. 

 
Each Council Member currently has $7,000 appropriated in the budget for council 
district expenses.  The implication, of course, is that expenditures by each Council 
Member cannot exceed the $7,000 budgeted. 
 
If, however, a Council Member incurs expenses beyond the $7,000, the County will 
pay those expenses in order to meet the obligation imposed by the Council Member. 
 
With respect to Mr. Malinowski’s motion, the staff would have no objection as it is 
already implied that the amount budgeted is all that can be spent.  The motion would 
simply add more formality to the implied policy that already exists. 
 

C. Financial Impact 

 
All expenditures by individual Council Members would be strictly limited to the 
amount adopted each year in the budget. 

 

D. Alternatives 

 
1. Support the proposal to limit Council Members’ expenditures from the individual 

expenditure accounts to the amount that is budgeted. 
2. Do not support the proposal. 

 
 

E. Recommendation 
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Staff recommends support of the proposed policy to limit Council Members’ 
expenditures from the individual expenditure accounts to the amount that is budgeted. 
 
By:  Tony McDonald, Administration   Date:  February 13, 2012 
 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers          Date: 2/14/12     
 � Recommend Council approval                   � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
As a budgetary policy, I support the recommendation to ensure compliance of 
not exceeding appropriated dollars.  If the appropriated dollars are insufficient 
to address the needs, one option would be for Council to increase the funding 
level during the budget process.   
 
As a financial management policy, I believe that we must be an organization 
that pays our financial obligations (bills) timely.  Therefore I would 
recommend that approval include language that provides the Finance Director 
the authority to pay all bills received and communicate any budgetary 
variance to the County Administrator for follow up.  

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean          Date: 2/17/12 
 � Recommend Council approval                   � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Policy decision; Council discretion. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald          Date:  2/17/12 
 � Recommend Council approval                   � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Administration supports the motion 
from Mr. Malinowski, but also concurs with the comments from the Finance 
Director and would suggest that such language be incorporated into the 
motion. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Council Expenditure Accounts (Manning) 

 

A. Purpose 

 

The purpose of this item is to request the County Council’s consideration of a 

proposed policy to limit Council Members’ expenditures from the individual 

expenditure accounts to the amount that is budgeted, and to limit all other line item 

expenditures in the County budget to the amount originally appropriated for those line 

items. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

At the February 7, 2012, Council Meeting, Council Member Jim Manning introduced 

the following motion: 

 

Staff in conjunction with the Finance and Legal Departments will develop a 

policy relating to Richland County Council members’ individual spending 

accounts so that each council person, as well as all other line items for which 

County Council authorizes spending in conjunction with the annual budget 

process, will be restricted to only spending their authorized amount. 
 

This motion, if approved, will restrict all line items within individual department 

budgets to the amount originally appropriated in those line items only.  Departments 

currently have the ability to transfer funds from one line item, such as “Office 

Supplies,” to another, such as “Equipment Repairs.” 

 

This is a useful management tool that allows elected officials, appointed officials and 

department directors the opportunity to meet changing demands and/or address 

unforeseen events that may occur during the fiscal year.  To prohibit movement of 

funds between line items would take away this management ability, meaning that any 

such transfers would have to be approved by the County Council. 

 

Note:  On March 15, 2012, per the A&F committee’s request to clarify his 

motion, Councilmember Manning amended his motion to state the following:   

 

 “Staff, in conjunction with the Finance and Legal Departments will develop a 

policy relating to Richland County Council members individual spending accounts so 

that each councilperson, as well as all County Staff/Departments/Divisions that have 

any line items which County Council authorizes spending in conjunction with the 

annual budget process, will be restricted to only spending their authorized amount.” 

 

 

 

Page 1 of 3
Attachment number 1

Item# 6

Page 35 of 148



C. Financial Impact 

 

The proposed restriction on budget transfers from line item to line item within 

departments would have little to no financial impact.  On the other hand, the 

operational impact that such a restriction would have would be crippling by no longer 

allowing an elected official, appointed official or department director to effectively 

manage his or her departmental budget. 

 

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the proposal to limit Council Members’ expenditures from the individual 

expenditure accounts to the amount that is budgeted, and to limit all other line 

item expenditures in the County budget to the amount originally appropriated for 

those line items. 

2. Do not approve the proposal, and allow elected officials, appointed officials and 

department directors the continued discretion to manage their departmental 

budgets within the total amounts appropriated. 

 

 

E. Recommendation 

 

Recommend Alternative #2, i.e., do not approve the proposal, and allow elected 

officials, appointed officials and department directors the continued discretion to 

manage their departmental budgets within the total amounts appropriated. 

 

By:  Tony McDonald, Administration   Date:  February 13, 2012 

 

F. Reviews 
(Please replace the appropriate box with a � and then support your recommendation 

in the Comments section before routing.  Thank you!)   

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers  Date: 2/14/12    

 �  Recommend Council approval �  Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Recommendation of alternative two continues to provide departments the 

operational flexibility needed without reducing the budgetary control 

necessary at the department level.     

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean  Date: 2/17/12 

 �  Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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In general, the requests in the motion are a policy decision left to Council’s 

discretion; however, I would question Council’s authority to limit an elected 

official’s ability to make changes within his/her budget from line to line.   

 

As to the request that the Legal Department help craft a policy for council’s 

individual spending accounts, we will provide whatever help needed.  I would 

note that I believe such a policy already exists and was drafted by Legal with 

consideration given to recent case law that on the issue; however, that 

language contains nothing regarding a spending cap. 

 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald  Date:  2/17/12 

 �   Recommend Council approval �  Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend denial of the motion as 

stated.  Recommend, instead, Alternative #2 above, i.e., do not approve the 

proposal, and allow elected officials, appointed officials and department 

directors the continued discretion to manage their departmental budgets within 

the total amounts appropriated. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
 

Subject: Crane Creek- Catalyst 5 Pedestrian Park– Parcel Acquisition 

 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve property acquisition needed for the Crane Creek- 
Catalyst 5 Pedestrian Park. The property will be used for the construction of a sidewalk and 
pocket park as part of the Crane Creek- Catalyst 5 Pedestrian Park.  Acquisition would be of 
one, 2.60 acre parcel located on the Zion Chapel Baptist Church property at 130 Walter Hills 
Road, Tax Map #11903-040-03 p\o. The property is zoned CC-3 Activity Center Mixed Use. 
The current fair market value (FMV) is $30,000.00.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

In October 2011, Richland County Community Development received $317,000.00 in 
Community Development Block Grant funds that were programmed for eligible projects in 
master planned communities in the Neighborhood Improvement Program. The Crane Creek- 
Catalyst 5 Pedestrian Park project was presented as an eligible activity. 

 

C. Financial Impact 

The financial impact to the Neighborhood Improvement Program Office, with the assistance of 
Community Development Department to purchase 2.60 acres located at 130 Walter Hills Road, 
is $30,000. The department will use federal funds (CDBG) and will not request County funds 
for the acquisition and the associated project costs. Once acquired, the property will then be 
owned by Richland County Government and will be maintained by the Richland County 
Recreation Commission.  The Neighborhood Improvement program has entered into a 
partnership with RCRC for the maintenance of the parcel as it adjacent to the Crane Creek Park. 
A MOU with Richland County Recreation Commission will be completed in the near future if 
the acquisition is approved by Council. 

 

Total Estimated Budget for Acquisition and Construction  

 

Acquisition cost for one 2.60 acre parcel $30,000.00 

 

D. Alternatives 

 

• Approve the acquisition of identified properties above for public use for the construction of a 
trail park as part of the Crane Creek Master Plan-Catalyst 5.  

• Do not approve the acquisition of properties and omit the trail park from the Crane Creek 
Master Plan. 

 

E. Recommendation 

• It is recommended that Council approve the request to approve the acquisition of identified 
property above for public use for the construction of a trail park as part of the Crane Creek- 
Catalyst 5 Pedestrian Park. 
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Recommended by:  Department:    Date: 

     Tiaa B. Rutherford Neighborhood Improvement Program February 23, 2012 

 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 3/7/12     
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

  

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 3/7/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 
 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 3/9/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. I would recommend that the approval be 
conditioned upon the future review/approval by Council of the MOU, as that document 
would spell out any potential County liabilities/responsibilities.  In my opinion, the 
MOU, when prepared, would not need to go the Committee route again, but could be 
placed straight on the Council agenda as a follow-up to this item. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  3/19/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend Council approval of the acquisition 
of the identified property for the construction of a trail park as part of the Crane Creek 
Master Plan-Catalyst 5.  I agree with Ms. McLean, and the MOU with the Richland 
County Recreation Commission is in the process of being finalized.  The MOU should 
be available by the time this item is before full Council. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Decker Center Remodeling  

 
A. Purpose 

 

It is requested that County Council identify and approve a funding plan to complete the renovation and 

retrofitting of the previous (Decker Mall) facility.  The redesign plan seeks to make it as energy efficient as 

possible and to conform to preexisting space to accommodate associated workflows within a 

predetermined structural footprint.   

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

A request for qualifications (RFQ), RC-027-Q-101, for the Decker Center Remodeling Design was published 

on June 9, 2011 for which we received nine (9) submittals on July 8, 2011. The RFQ evaluation process 

allowed for a three phase evaluation process.  The first phase of evaluation of the nine submittals was 

conducted and the qualifiers were ranked from a total score of 300.   

 

In the second phase we requested the two top qualified firms to provide an oral interview and give an 

electronic presentation for further evaluation and selection of the top qualified firm.  The evaluation team 

selected the Boudreaux Group as the top evaluated firm.   

 

The third phase obtained County Council approval to negotiate between the Boudreaux Group and Richland 

County Government (Procurement, Support Services, Administration and departments that have a stake in 

the design and remodeling).    

 

The purpose of the ROA is determining funding for the renovation.  

 

C. Financial Impact 

  

After completing a space needs assessment with each of the impacted groups, the cost of the redesign 

project was estimated at a cost between $21 - $28m.  The cost has since been adjusted and current cost 

estimate is $21m.  The County Administrator has provided the attached worksheet with a recommended 

funding strategy for County Council to consider for the renovation project. 

    

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the funding option 1. 

2. Approve an alternative funding option. 

3. Do not approve a funding option.  

  

E. Recommendation 

 

Approve alternative # 1 and approve the County Administrator’s recommendation for funding the 

renovation project.    

 

 

Recommended by: County Administration  Department: Administration   Date: 3/7/12 

Page 1 of 3
Attachment number 1

Item# 8

Page 76 of 148



 

F. Reviews 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:3/15/12    

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:   

 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 3/16/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Policy decision left to the discretion of Council.  Recommend any use of bonds for 

funding go through bond counsel, if necessary. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  3/16/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend approval of the funding strategy 

as proposed. 
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Funding Options for Decker Center Renovation  
 

 

Total Project Cost:   $21m 
 

 

Funding Recommendation:    

  

a) Utilize current bond proceeds for Decker renovation   $7.0m 

 

b) Designate portion of 2012 bond issue for Economic Development  $5.6m     

 

c) Designate portion of 2012 bond issue for Public Safety facility  $1.6m     

 

d) Designate portion of 2012 bond issue for Detention Center facility  $2.0m 

 

e) Appropriate fund balance from the General fund    $4.8m 

a. Amount would be restored in a subsequent period. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 

 
Subject: Emergency Back-up Generator Replacement at 4 Fire Stations 

 

A. Purpose 

 
Council is requested to authorize the expenditure of approved budgeted funds for the 
Department of Support Services to replace failing and outdated emergency back-up generators 
at four fire stations.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
The current emergency back-up generators at the Ballentine #20, Lower Richland #22, Sand 
Hill #24, and Eastover #28 Fire Stations have reached an age and wear, where they have 
become unreliable and the ongoing repair work has become time consuming, and cost 
prohibitive.  The most effective method to ensure emergency power to these stations is to 
replace them with new equipment that best address the needs of each station.  These stations are 
in public safety buildings thus creating the need for a reliable primary and secondary power 
source.   
 
The solicitation required interested parties to evaluate and audit each fire station and provide a 
proposal that recommended an emergency back-up generator and a Transient Voltage Surge 
Suppressor (TVSS) system to meet each individual facility’s needs.  The systems are to be 
standardized, as much as possible, to help reduce the complexity of providing routine 
maintenance and to allow for the stocking of standard replacement parts to expedite any future 
repair needs.  
 
The new systems will have a remote access system that allows for offsite monitoring and 
provide trouble messages and test cycle results via e-mail allowing improved efficiency by 
reducing the need for travel to inspect status and conduct normal tests.  This will also allow 
authorized parties to have access to the systems to help facilitate reliability and to expedite any 
required maintenance work during emergencies, including refueling.  
 
The Department of Support Services Facilities Division will oversee the project to ensure the 
County’s interests are protected by ensuring contractor quality and will work with the Fire 
Station’s command staff to schedule the necessary work; allowing the emergency services to 
continue without interruption.   
 
There were a total of three proposals received by Procurement from DNB Electric, Inc., 
Generator Services, Inc., and Power Systems, Inc. The proposals were evaluated through the 
normal RFP review process administered by the Procurement Department.  After reviewing the 
proposals, Generator Services was the firm determined to be the most responsive and 
responsible responder that met materially with the specifications and requirements as 
publicized.   
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Negotiations, if approved by Council, are to be initiated with Generator Services, to schedule 
and complete the work. Should negotiations break down; the next most responsive and 
responsible responder will be contacted to negotiate project requirements and schedules.  

 

C. Financial Impact 

 
The total cost for this project is $253,506.72 plus 10% contingency for a total of $278,856.72. 
Council has already approved the project concept by approving funding in the 2012 fiscal year 
budget. The funding for this project is part of a multi-year budget program that began in FY05 
to address the inadequate and aging generators at numerous fire stations. 
 
There are no additional funds requested for this project. The project’s funding has been 
established through a multi-year budget program and is identified in account # JL-3180.530400. 

 

 

D. Alternatives 

 
1. Authorize Procurement Department Director to enter into and award a contract with 

Generator Services, Inc., who has been determined to be the most responsive responder 
complying materially with the specifications as advertised.  

2. Do not approve the expenditure of the funds and leave the existing emergency back-up 
generators in place.  However this option will foster increased maintenance costs due to 
equipment failures that could affect the ability of the fire stations to effectively respond to 
emergencies when primary power is lost. 

 

E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended by Support Services that Council authorize alternative 1.  
 

Recommended by:  John Hixon     Department: Support Services    Date: 3/9/12 
 

 

 

 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 3/9/12    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 3/10/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 3/12/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  3/12/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  The proposed purchase is part of a planned 
capital improvement program, and funds are budgeted as indicated above.  Therefore, it 
is recommended that this request be approved. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 

 
Subject:  Hopkins Utility System Budget Amendment 

 

A. Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to seek County Council’s approval of a budget amendment to 
the Hopkins Utility System enterprise fund in the amount of $25,000.00 to cover the 
additional operation and maintenance cost of the expanded Hopkins Community Water 
System. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 

The Hopkins Utility System prior to December 2011 consisted of approximately ninety 
(90) water customers and fifty (50) sewer customers.  This system is operated as a self-
supporting enterprise where the revenues generated by the customers are used to offset the 
operations and maintenance cost. 
 
In December 2011, the new Hopkins Community Water System received a permit to 
operate.  Beginning in late December, new customers are being connected to the system at 
a rate of 30 – 40 per week. The following is the actual connection rate through March 2, 
2012: 

  Week of Connection:                                                     # of Customers Connected           

12/19 – 12/22                                                                                     40 

01/02 – 01/06                                                                                     29 

01/09 – 01/13                                                                                     40 

01/16 – 01/20                                                                                     10 

02/14 – 02/17                                                                                     40 

02/20 – 02/24                                                                                     27 

02/27 – 03/02                                                                                     59                                  

                                                                                                245 

 
Currently, approximately 530 customers have requested service and all these service 
connections should be completed by the end of May 2012. 
 
Along with the new customers, the Hopkins Utility System will see both an increase in 
revenue and an increase in operation and maintenance cost.  The increase in production of 
water requires additional electricity to operate the pumps, additional chemicals to treat the 
water, additional laboratory services to test the water and additional equipment for 
maintenance and repair.  The estimated additional cost of these requirements from 
December 2011 through the end of FY 12 is $25,000. 
 

C.  Alternatives 

1. Approve the budget amendment to the Hopkins Utility System FY 12 budget as 
recommended. 

2. Approve an alternate source of operation and maintenance funds. 
3. No action. 
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D.   Financial Impact 

The Hopkins Utility System operates as a self-supporting enterprise fund and therefore 
should be revenue neutral.  The following is projected revenue and additional expenses for 
the remainder of FY 12:  
  

  Revenue (Additional)       
   

Mar  210* customers x $22/mo = $  4,620 
Apr  260* customers x $22/mo = $  5,720 
May  310* customers x $22/mo = $  6,820 
Jun  360* customers x $22/mo = $  7,920 
   

       Total   $25,080 

  *(Conservative customer connection numbers were used to compensate for 

    partial month billing for customers connected throughout the month.) 

 

 

  Operation and Maintenance (Additional)     
   

Electricity      $  8,000 
Chemicals      $12,000 
Laboratory Testing     $  3,000 
Equipment Maintenance    $  2,000 

       Total   $25,000 
   

The additional revenue generated by the new customers should offset the additional 

operation and maintenance cost.  Therefore, no additional funds should be required.  

E.   Recommendation 

It is recommended that County Council approve a budget amendment to the Hopkins 

Utility System’s FY 12 budget in the amount of $25,000 to be covered by the user fee 

revenue from the systems.  

Recommended by:  Andy H. Metts     Department: Utilities     Date  2/10/12 

F.  Reviews 

Please indicate your recommendation with a � before routing to the next recipient. Thanks.  

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  3/22/12   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Recommend approval in order to cover current cost and reevaluate the revenue 
stream of system during the FY13 budget process.  
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Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 3/22/12 
 �Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 3/23/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  3/23/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend Council approval of the budget 
amendment. 
 

 
 

Page 3 of 3
Attachment number 1

Item# 10

Page 86 of 148



Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Policy for Reduced or Eliminated Grants (pages 88-91) 

 

Reviews

Item# 11

Page 87 of 148



Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Policy for Reduced or Eliminated Grants  
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to consider the following motion creating a policy on how to deal with reduced or 
eliminated grants. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

The following motion was made by Council member Malinowski at the November 1, 2011 Council Meeting: 
 

That a policy be created regarding how to deal with approved grants prior to budget time and again at budget time 

when grants have been reduced or eliminated. When the grant ends Richland County will not provide additional funds 

in that agency's budget and they will have to absorb it if they want to keep it.  

 
Each year Richland County departments apply for grants knowing that if awarded, the funds must be spent in a certain 
timeframe.  Often, the County is able to apply for continuation funding that will allow the grant program, and its 
associated positions / personnel, to continue.  When the County is no longer able to re-apply, or if a continuation 
application is not funded or is reduced, the Department oftentimes comes to Council to ask for the funds, including 
salary, to pick up where the grant left off.  Typically, granting agencies do not require the grantee to continue funding 
once a grant cycle is complete.  This includes positions / personnel.  The one current exception is the Sheriff’s 
Department COPS grant that requires the County to pick up the positions gained through the grant.  The County will 
be picking up 10 positions from this grant during the current fiscal year with an approximate cost of $345,100.   
 
Departments apply for these grants knowing that eventually, these positions or programs will need to be considered 
for pick up by the County.  When the department’s request for continuation funding comes to Council, there is often 
no funding plan or option for the department to absorb the costs in their own budgets.   
 
It is recommended that: 

• Richland County require all departments have grant-paid staff sign a Grant Funded Position 
Acknowledgement Form (see attached).  This form will make grant funded personnel aware that they are 
funded with a temporary funding stream.  

• All departments that have a grant that is reduced or no longer funded must absorb the cost of the program 
through their current budget with no increase request allowed, including positions, if they plan to continue the 
work that was previously covered by the grant.   

 
C. Financial Impact 

Financial impact will vary from grant to grant.  
 

D. Alternatives 

1. Approve the recommendations that that all departments have grant-paid staff sign a Grant Funded Position 
Acknowledgement Form, and all departments that have a grant that is reduced or no longer funded must absorb 
the cost of the program through their current budget with no increase request allowed, including positions, if they 
plan to continue the work that was previously covered by the grant.   

2. Do not approve the recommendations. 
 

E. Recommendation 

Approve the recommendations that that all departments have grant-paid staff sign a Grant Funded Position 
Acknowledgement Form, and all departments that have a grant that is reduced or no longer funded must absorb the 
cost of the program through their current budget with no increase request allowed, including positions, if they plan to 
continue the work that was previously covered by the grant.   
 

Recommended by: Bill Malinowski       Date: 11/8/11 
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F. Reviews 
(Please SIGN your name, � the appropriate box, and support your recommendation before routing.  Thank you!) 
 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 11/14/11    
  Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
This is a policy decision for Council where approval may determine program continuation.  Currently the HR 
Director is not requested for comments but since the ROA would involve a level of conditional employment, I 
would recommend HR being added to the routing.  

  

Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley    Date: 11/14/11 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  This is a policy decision for Council as each grant may impact the 
County in different ways.  It is a best practice to have all grant funded employees sign a form notifying them 
that they are paid with a temporary funding stream.   

 
Human Resources 

Reviewed by:  Dwight Hanna   Date: 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: If action is being proposed that will result in a reduction the budget of 
some departments, Human Resources would recommend the Legal Department review to ensure the County 
could take this action in all cases and if so what would be the appropriate process. If the proposed action 
cannot be implemented consistently to include all departments, the County should consider if they wish 
approve a policy that will not apply to all County employees and/or County departments. 
 
There are several scenarios relating to leave that should be considered to include; 
 

1. Employee with accrued annual and/or sick leave transfers to a grant funded position. This employee 
earned leave in accordance with County policies prior to signing the Grant Form. Would the 
employee be eligible for payout of the leave they accrued prior to moving to the grant position and 
signing the Grant Form? 
 

2. An employee in a grant position may transfer to a regular County position that is eligible for accrual 
of annual and sick leave. Would the employee be able to transfer their leave accrued during the time 
of the grant to the regular County position? 

 
3. Some grants authorize the use of funds for annual and/or sick leave payout. However, some do not. 

Therefore, accrued leave will not be paid out consistently in all cases for employees who work in 
grant funded positions. 

 
      Different employers have used various polices to address the above scenarios in various manners such as; 
 

A. Employee is paid out for accrued leave in accordance with employer’s policies before moving into a 
grant funded position. 
 

B. All employees who work in a grant funded position are permitted to accrue leave and receive the 
same leave payouts as other employees who don’t work in grant funded positions. 
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C. Employees who work in grant funded positions have leave accruals capped at a different level than 
other employees. 

 
D. Employees who work in grant funded positions don’t receive any leave pay out upon termination. 

 
E. Employees may retain leave accrued prior to moving to the grant funded position. 

 
F. Employees may retain leave accrued during their time in grant funded position upon direct transfer to 

another County position, provided the position is eligible for leave benefits. 
 
 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Brad Farrar    Date: 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

In looking at the intent, and to account for any instances where there may be a requirement to fund 
or to continue funding a grant or an agency that receives grant funds, one safeguard that may be 
appropriate for inclusion in the policy might be the following (suggested additional language in 
italics):  ““When the grant ends, Richland County will not provide additional funds in that agency’s 
budget unless there is a legal requirement to provide (or to continue to provide) such funds (or 

funding).”  
 

That would then seem to cover every possibility, the situations where as a policy matter the Council 
wants to continue to fund a grant or some service or position that is funded through a grant, and the 
instances where there may be a legal requirement to fund a particular grant or agency, etc.  In 
situations where the County provides funds for grants or to agencies that the County has no 
requirement to fund (i.e., discretionary funding), the County can make a policy decision about which 
grants or agencies to continued to fund, if any, and which to withhold funds from or to stop funding. 

 
Additional attorney-client privileged guidance is available on this issue if needed. 

 
 
 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  3/22/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Administration is fully supportive of the use of a notification form, as 
described above, making grant employees aware that their positions may no longer exist once the grant funds 
are exhausted. 
 
We would, however, caution against a policy that has a blanket statement to the effect that new County funds 
will not be appropriated to continue grant programs/personnel for expiring grants.  Such a policy would lock 
the County in to a situation where programs/personnel that may be of extreme value to the County (provide a 
critical service, save the County money, etc.) would have to be discontinued upon grant expiration if the 
administering department does not have the budget dollars to maintain the program/personnel. 
 
Instead, it is recommended that flexibility be retained, and that each expiring grant be handled on a case by 
case basis, with Administration making a recommendation and with the Council having to approve, 
individually, the continuation of any grant program/personnel that is not required to be picked up by the 
County upon grant expiration. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Richland County CASA Funding Agreement with SC Department of Social Services (SCDSS) (pages 93-121) 

 

Reviews
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Richland County CASA Funding Agreement with SC Department of Social Services 
(SCDSS) 

 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a five-year funding agreement between CASA and 
SCDSS.  The purpose of the MOU is to draw down Federal IV E funds to support the County’s 
investment in training community volunteers to serve as Guardians ad Litem who can 
effectively meet the complex needs of the child welfare population.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

In 2008 the Fostering Connections to Success and Increasing Adoptions Act expanded training 
opportunities to new populations to include, for the first time, Guardians ad Litem for abused 
and neglected children.  The federal legislation enabled states to request a percentage of their 
training cost specifically for Guardians ad Litem beginning with 55% reimbursement rate in 
2008.  The percentage increases incrementally through FY 13 at which time the federal 
reimbursement rate will be 75%.  The legislation further mandates that states reimbursement 
rate will be adjusted by the IV E penetration rate for the foster care population per state.  In 
South Carolina, the rate is currently 50%.  
 
These federal funds are allocated for Child Welfare entities for children in foster care who 
qualify for Title IV-E funding.  In South Carolina, this entity is the SCDSS.  Through a mutual 
agreement with SCDSS, CASA can invoice SCDSS for providing training to volunteer 
Guardian’s ad Litem in child abuse & neglect proceedings.  This is because RCCASA is the 
ONLY entity in Richland County that provides this service.  
 
Upon approval by Council, RCCASA will implement steps necessary to request funding 
through Title IV E as allowed.  CASA will draw down funds on a quarterly basis beginning 
retroactively in October 2011 through September 2016.  Funding amounts will vary depending 
on the reimbursement rate for each of the three allowable categories and the Federal IV E 
Penetration rate for SC.  

 
These funds will allow additional opportunities of resources and the ability to expand services to 
children and youth.  If approved by County Council, CASA will hire four (4) FTEs.   

• (2) Case Coordinators that will support 30-50 volunteer Guardian ad Litem who represent 
abused and neglected children in Richland County Family Court.   

• (1 )Volunteer Coordinator that will work will work as a support to the CASA Training 
Manager by ensuring all volunteer files are up to date and maintain all volunteer file 
components within accreditation standards of National CASA to include annual national 
background investigation reports.  The Volunteer Coordinator will maintain the CASA 
website with monthly updates, participate in all volunteer training events, and be responsible 
for scheduling monthly training opportunities for volunteers. 

• (1) Administrative Assistant, under the Direction of the Program Manager (Office), will 
enter case data into the CASA database, ETO and maintain current court ordered 
information and case information in the database.  The Administrative Assistant will assist 
CASA Volunteers and general public inquiries with information as needed. 

Page 1 of 29
Attachment number 1

Item# 12

Page 93 of 148



 

C. Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact on the County during the five year funding period.  No cash match 
is required.  In the first year, Richland County is expected to collect $182,176.  The amounts for 
years two though five will vary depending on the reimbursement rate for each of the three 
allowable categories minus the federal IV E Penetration rate for SC. 
 

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the five-year funding and MOU between CASA and SCDSS that will increase 
departmental funding to provide augmented supports to volunteer Guardians ad Litem.  

2. Do not approve the request which will result in a loss of revenue for the Department. 
 

E. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the five-year funding and MOU between CASA and 
SCDSS that will increase departmental funding to provide augmented supports to volunteer 
Guardians ad Litem.  
 

Recommended by:  Department:   Date: 
J. Paige Greene   RCCASA   3.7.12 

 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 3/15/12    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

  

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 3/16/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Human Resources 

Reviewed by:  Dwight Hanna   Date: 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: There are a few points for clarification or 
consideration.  
 
First, the effective date of the agreement is October 1, 2011 which has passed.  
 
Second, based on the MOU it appears that SCDSS could withhold funding for specific 
reasons outlined in the agreement (see page # 9 and # 14). Consequently, if such 
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withholding were to occur the County would be responsible to compensate the employee 
for work performed while on the County’s payroll.  
 
Third, the County would need to decide what action would be taken relating to the grant 
funded positions at the end of the grant. If the employees are terminated the County 
could be liable for unemployment compensation which would be a financial impact.  
 
Fourth, depending on the organizational structure for the grant positions proposed, it 
could have an impact on the classification of other jobs in the CASA Office during the 
length of the grant period. 
 
Finally, on the ROA sheet and based on page # 7 and # 9 of the MOU, there is reference 
to 70% and/or 75% reimbursement vs. 100%. If there is no financial impact, this point 
may want to be clarified. 

 

Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
The County will be able to draw funds retroactively from October 1, 2011 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 3/22/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Mr. Hanna’s comments are excellent and address many of the Legal concerns I would 
have with this MOU.  Additionally, after reviewing the MOU itself, I would suggest 
some language changes including, but not limited to, making Richland County the 
contracting party and addressing language dealing with attorney’s fees and indemnity.  If 
the Committee’s vote is favorable to the ROA and the Committee would like Legal to 
provide all of our comments to the MOU before the Council meeting, we would be glad 
to do so. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Stephany Snowden   Date: 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 
By entering the MOU, Richland County CASA will be able to secure funding from DSS for a 
period of five years in support of its training and advocacy efforts.  
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

South Carolina State Employees Association (SCSEA) (pages 123-139) 

 

Reviews
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: South Carolina State Employees Association (SCSEA)  

 

 

A. Purpose 

 

Motion: County employees receive updates and information from the South Carolina State 

Employees Association (SCSEA).  

Mr. Jackson 

 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

The information below has been copied directly from the SCSEA website www.scsea.com: 

 

History 

The South Carolina State Employees Association, SCSEA, was originally organized in 1943 by a 

group of about 20 employees. This small group of employees were exceptionally astute and 

forward thinkers who recognized the need and importance of establishing a system of retirement 

for all state workers.  

 

Through hard work and unprecedented ingenuity, their efforts successfully established the South 

Carolina Retirement System through an amendment to the State Constitution in 1945. 

 

Since that time, the SCSEA has continued to serve as the primary advocate for state employees 

and retirees. 

 

State Retirement System  

The state retirement system has approximately 530,000 plan participants. The industry standard 

for a public pension unfunded liability is 30 years. The state system has an unfunded liability of 

37.6 years. Clearly not where we want to be, but it is important to keep the problem in 

perspective. As the overall economy recovers, investment returns and funding levels will 

continue to improve. Public pension funds have already experienced a robust recovery from the 

recent market downturn. The state retirement system reported returns of 14.6% in FY2010 and 

an unprecedented return of 18.4% in FY2011.   

 

The retirement system is not at a point of no return as opponents suggest. Public pensions 

account for less than 4% of the state’s budgetary expenditures. Conservative measures alone 

will strengthen the current plan to meet or even exceed industry standards. Eliminating the 

state’s pension system, as proposed again recently by former Governor Mark Sanford, is an 

extreme reaction that creates panic and crisis conditions.  

  

We agree, as a matter of practice, retirement plans should occasionally be reviewed to reflect 

new information, economic conditions, mortality improvements, and changes in patterns of 

retirement. From the State Employees Association’s perspective however, there are certain key 

components that should be maintained. Those components include maintaining a defined 

benefits plan, protecting economies of scale for retirees, and 28 year retirement. 

Page 1 of 17
Attachment number 1

Item# 13

Page 123 of 148

http://www.scsea.com/


Maintaining a defined benefit plan is critical to our state and national economy. Traditional 

defined benefit plans are more cost effective than defined contribution plans, such as a 401K, 

which require employees to also become expert financial advisers. Most importantly, as we have 

already observed, defined benefit plans are designed to respond consistently over time to 

periodic market fluctuations.  

 

Providing additional measures to balance retiree incomes based on the rate of inflation is 

another necessary plan component. Inadequate retirement income means more retirees will be 

dependent upon taxpayer supported health and welfare programs. Research confirms that 

poverty among older households lacking pension income was six times greater than those with 

pension income. If members of our society are self-sufficient, the need for taxpayer funded 

public assistance is substantially reduced. 

 

Senator Glen McConnell, was recently quoted in the Post and Courier, defending legislators’ 

special retirement benefits based primarily on low salaries. The same argument holds true for 

state employees. Over the years, 28 year retirement has been used to bridge, or at least to some 

degree lessen, the traditional gap in pay between public and private sector employment. Senator 

McConnell states the lower pay starves “out good people from serving.” The same is true when 

it comes to the state’s ability to recruit and retain highly qualified, long-term employees, 28 year 

retirement is a variable that helps balance salary shortcomings.   

 

Maintaining the fundamental attributes of the current plan is a priority for the State Employees 

Association. The state retirement system serves more than a half a million participants. 

Protecting our state’s retirement system, protects local economies.  The research and evaluation 

process should continue to be approached deliberately and with uncompromising attention to 

details. 

 

 

Below is a company profile for SCSEA (provided by www.manta.com- which provides 

company profiles and company information for small businesses).   

 

Source:  http://www.manta.com/c/mm87c81/sc-   state-employees-assn  

 

SC State Employees Assn  

 1325 Park Street 

Columbia, SC 29201-3177 

Website: Scsea.com  

Phone: (803) 765-0680  

 

Products or Services: Lobbying Agencies, Lobbying Services, Lobbyist Services.  

 

About SC State Employees Assn 

SC State Employees Assn in Columbia, SC is a private company categorized under 

Lobbyists. Our records show it was established in 1946 and incorporated in South Carolina. 

Current estimates show this company has annual revenue of unknown and employs a staff of 

approximately 1 to 4.  
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C. Financial Impact 

The cost would be determined based on the method the County Council decides to use to 

provide updates to County employees from the SCSEA. 

 

 

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve request for employees to receive updates from SCSEA. It should be noted that it is 

possible the SCSEA may take and lobby South Carolina Legislators on positions that differ 

from Richland County Council. 

 

2. Not approve request for employees to receive updates from SCSEA. This would not prohibit 

employees from accessing information via the website of the SCSEA and/or joining the 

SCSEA if permitted to do so by the organization. 

 

3. Take no action and employees would be able to, as they have been in the pass, to access 

information from SCSEA via website, attend meetings, and/or join SCSEA subject to the 

rules and approval of the SCSEA. 

 

 

E. Recommendation 

 

County employees receive updates and information from the State Employees Association. 

 

Recommended by: Mr. Jackson Department: Council   Date: January 10, 2012 

 

 

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

 

Human Resources 

Reviewed by: Dwight Hanna   Date:     

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation: Based on the documentation found on the 

SCSEA website, it appears a primary focus of SCSEA involves lobbying SC State 

Senators and State Representatives. Human Resources recommends Council consider the 

purpose of the SCSEA and whether their objectives will always be consistent with the 

position of Richland County Council. 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 2/17/12    

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

The request is to approve a structured dissemination of information to county employees.  

It is recommended that Council determine if the source of data, information provided 
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and cost of the service adds value to the employee’s ability to meet the County goals and 

provision of county services.      

  

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Without further information on how this information would be disseminated, and who 

would pay for such services, I cannot give a complete legal opinion.  My comment thus 

far is if the County is going to pay for services to the SCSEA, the entity may be required 

to comply with the County’s lobbying policy. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald     Date:  2/22/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  It is understood that the intent of Mr. Jackson’s 

motion is to provide County employees with more information about the Retirement 

System.  Staff must raise caution regarding this effort, however, for several reasons. 

 

First, the SCSEA is a private organization not associated, organizationally, with State 

Government or the State Retirement System.  The information being disseminated by 

SCSEA, therefore, may not coincide with the adopted laws, policies and regulations that 

govern the Retirement System. 

 

Secondly, SCSEA is a registered lobbying group that takes its own, independent 

positions on retirement related matters.  It could be that some of those positions may be 

in direct conflict with the positions of the County Council. 

 

Furthermore, if individual employees wish to obtain information from SCSEA, they can 

access the organization’s website at no cost. 
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From: cwashington@scsea.com [mailto:cwashington@scsea.com]  

Sent: Thursday, December 29, 2011 1:59 PM 
To: LARRY SMITH 

Cc: Norman Jackson; Jim Manning 
Subject: The SCSEA 

 

Recently, the South Carolina State Employees Association, SCSEA, has been approached by a 

number of county employees relative to the ongoing debate around the SCRS.  We have been 

requested to add these employees to the SCSEA NEWS distribution list. 

 

The SCSEA understands that employees are limited in their access to information.  News reports 

and articles tend to provide information after the fact.  Employees are interested in receiving 

information on the front end and in a timely manner.  They are also interested in some analysis of 

the issues being debated. 

 

The SCSEA has an associate membership category that would be available to any county employee 

interested in joining.  We are happy to provide this membership opportunity and welcome the 

participation of county employees with this and other common interest issues.  As you know, the 

SCRS debate will ultimately affect over 500,000 citizen across our state, including county 

employees. 

 

We would be amenable to Richland County providing all employees the opportunity to take 

advantage of this resource.  If you have any additional questions, please contact me directly. 

 

Carlton B. Washington, Executive Director 

South Carolina State Employees Association 

 

 

THE SCSEA 

1325 Park Street 

Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

Office                   (803) 765-0680 

Email                    cwashington@scsea.com 

Website:              www.scsea.com   
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Municipal Elections Reimbursement IGA (pages 141-147) 

 

Reviews

Item# 14
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
Subject: Support of an Intergovernmental Fee Agreement between the City of Columbia and 
Richland County for the Management of and Reimbursement for the City of Columbia’s Municipal 
Elections.      

 

A. Purpose 

 
Richland County Council is being asked to support an Intergovernmental Fee Agreement between 
Richland County Government and the City of Columbia for the management of City of Columbia 
Elections by the Richland County Board of Elections and Voter Registration.  
 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

• Richland County Council is being asked to formalize the Intergovernmental Fee Agreement 
with the City of Columbia. 
 

• Historically the Richland County Office of Elections has conducted City of Columbia 
Elections without a formalized agreement. 

 

• Previously the City of Columbia has reimbursed the Office of Elections and Voter 
Registration for expenses associated with managing the elections minus the cost of  poll 
workers ( in the past the City of Columbia has directly employed poll workers and the new 
agreement calls for the City of Columbia to reimburse the County for the costs associated 
with employing poll workers).  

 

• There is a precedent for such an agreement as the Office of Elections and Voter Registration 
has a similar agreement with the Town of Blythewood. 
 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 

• The agreement calls for the reimbursement from the City of Columbia  to the Office of 
Elections and Voter Registration for such expenses as staff pay; ballots; mailing costs; office 
supplies; facility rental as well as all personnel expenses,  to include overtime. 

 

• The Director of Elections and Voter Registration estimates that the costs associated with the 
management of the  City of Columbia’s Municipal Elections to be approximately $81,000 
(Including costs associated with a potential runoff election) 
 

• The Intergovernmental Agreement calls for the City of Columbia to reimburse Richland 
County Government within 30 days of receipt of the County invoice. 

 
 

 

D. Alternatives 

List the alternatives to the situation.  There will always be at least two alternatives:  
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1. Richland County Council may approve the Intergovernmental Fee Agreement  
2. Richland County Council may not approve the Intergovernmental  Fee Agreement  

 

E. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Richland County Council approve the Intergovernmental Fee Agreement 
between the City of Columbia and Richland County which calls for Richland County Elections 
and Voter Registration to be reimbursed for expenses associated with the cost of conducting 
City of Columbia Municipal Elections. 
 

Recommended by:  Department:   Date: 
 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 3/23/12    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
It is council’s discretion on approving the attached IGA with the City of Columbia.  
Based on discussions, my understanding is that the election oversight and reimbursement 
is currently in place but does not have a formal agreement.  Therefore the change based 
on approval would be that the County would be taking responsibility for paying the poll 
workers for all City elections and ensuring appropriate tax and retirement withholdings 
and contributions are made.  The agreement would require an additional payroll process 
and supplies for each election.  It is likely that this would need to be handled outside of 
the normal process and would require staff overtime.   
 
This would in essence be an outsourcing of the City payroll to the County as a third 
party payroll agent.  The County currently has two similar situations now for:  
 
a) First, the oversight and payroll for elections for the Town of Blythewood.  The 

amounts are typically immaterial and include the payroll for 5 employees.  Cost 
recovery is obtained after payment from the Town for the payroll dollars paid but not 
for the cost of the election oversight, payroll administration or Employer portion of 
retirement contributions.   

b) Second, the County processes the bi-weekly payroll for the employees at the 
Township.  Cost recovery is obtained from the Township each payroll prior to the 
checks being released.  The payment includes all associated payroll cost, withholding 
and contributions required but no amount is included for payroll administrative cost. 

 
We would recommend that if approved that the agreement ensure that all County cost 
are recovered for election oversight, payroll payments, associated payroll 
cost/contribution, and the cost for staff processing time.    
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Human Resources 

Reviewed by:  Dwight Hanna   Date:3/23/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Human Resources supports the comments of the 
Finance Director. In addition, the County (Administration, Finance, Legal, VRO & ECO, 
and Human Resources along with outside legal counsel) spent a considerable amount of time 
researching, analyzing, discussing, planning, and structuring a process with Poll Workers 
that met revised IRS regulations, legal requirements, payroll and accounting requirements,  
designing internal County processes that met all necessary obligations, and finally devising a 
method to process Poll Workers on and off payroll while maintaining the integrity of all 
decisions. Human Resources recommends the appropriate consideration for all resources 
expended by the County. 

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date:3/23/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 
 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 3/23/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Policy decision left to Council’s discretion.  Daniel Driggers’ concerns are valid and can 
easily be addressed in a language change. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Stephany Snowden   Date: 3/23/2012 
 �Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )                    FEE AGREEMENT  
     )  BETWEEN RICHLAND COUNTY AND THE  
     )                  CITY OF COLUMBIA 
COUNTY OF RICHLAND  )                       (Election Costs) 

 

  

 This Intergovernmental Agreement (“Agreement”) is entered into this ____ day of 

___________________, 2012 by and between Richland County, South Carolina (the “County”) and 

the City of Columbia, South Carolina (the “City”). 

 WHEREAS, the County, through its Richland County Board of Elections and Voter 

Registration, conducts elections for the City; and 

WHEREAS, the County and City wish to enter into a Fee Agreement for the conduct of such 

elections;  

 NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the mutual covenants contained herein, the 

parties hereto agree as follows: 

1. The County, through its Richland County Board of Elections and Voter Registration, shall 

conduct elections for the City and shall pay for all legitimate election expenses including, but not 

limited to, clerk and manager pay, paper ballot expenses, mailing costs, office supplies, rent for 

polling places, and County employee overtime, if necessary. 

2. The County will, before each election and within a reasonable time to allow the City 

appropriate time for the budgetary process, provide an itemized estimate of expenses for such 

election.  After the election, the County will invoice the City for all actual expenses incurred.  

Personnel expenses for County employees under this section shall be compiled at the hourly rate of 

the amount budgeted in the Annual County Budget, or at an overtime rate as applicable.       

3. The City shall reimburse the County within 30 days of receipt of the invoice from the 

County. 
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4.  The term of this Agreement shall be for a period of five (5) years commencing on the date of 

execution, and for such extension of time and upon such terms as may be mutually agreed upon. 

5. The County or the City may terminate this agreement with thirty (30) days written notice to 

the other party.  Neither party will be reimbursed for any costs associated with the execution of this 

Agreement. 

6.   In the event either party shall fail to comply with its obligations set forth in the Agreement, 

and such default shall continue for a period of thirty (30) days after written notice of default has 

been provided by the other party, then the complaining party shall be entitled to pursue any and all 

remedies provided under South Carolina law and/or terminate this Agreement.  

7.    The failure of either party to insist upon the strict performance of any provision of this 

Agreement shall not be deemed to be a waiver of the right to insist upon strict performance of such 

provisions or of any other provision of this Agreement at any time. Waiver of any breach of this 

Agreement by either party shall not constitute waiver of subsequent breach.  

8. If any provision of this Agreement or any obligation or agreement contained herein is 

determined by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid or unenforceable, that determination 

shall not affect any other provision, obligation or agreement, each of which shall be construed and 

enforced as if the invalid or unenforceable portion were not contained herein.  That invalidity or 

unenforceability shall not affect any valid and enforceable application thereof, and each such 

provision, obligation, or agreement shall be deemed to be effective, operative, made, entered into, 

or taken in the manner and to the full extent permitted by law. 

 
 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement, in duplicate 

original, the day and year first above written. 
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WITNESSES: 
 
________________________________ ________________________________ 
 J. Milton Pope, Administrator  
________________________________ on behalf of  RICHLAND COUNTY 
 
 
 
WITNESSES: 
 
_________________________________ _______________________________ 

 Steven A. Gantt, Interim City Manager  
_________________________________ on behalf of CITY OF COLUMBIA 
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Cost Estimates of Conducting City of Columbia Elections 

Tuesday, April 3, 2012 

Tuesday, April 17, 2012 (runoff if necessary) 

Number of city precincts:  53 

Absentee: 1 

Total:  54  

 

Cost Components April 3 April 17 Total 

Administrative 

Office Supplies 250 250 500 

Ballots 

Absentee Application Postage 180 120 300 

Absentee Ballot Postage 440 245 685 

Printing and Shipping Election Day 1,500 0  1,500 

Personnel Costs 

Overtime for County Staff 3,000 800 3,800 

Office Staff (Equipment loaders/ 

Unloaders, Phone) 

1,800 1,800 3,600 

Poll Clerks 53 @ $180 per election 9,540 9,540 19,080 

Poll Managers 202 @ $120 per election 24,240 21,445 45,685 

Absentee/Failsafe 15 days @ $60 per day 0 0 0 

Polling Location Technicians 11 @ $250 

per election 

2,750 2,750 5,500 

Precincts 

Rent  1 facility @ $175 175 175 350 

Total 

 43,875 37,125 81,000 

Richland County Elections and Voter Registration: Prepared 3/13/12 

Page 7 of 7
Attachment number 1

Item# 14

Page 147 of 148



Items Pending Analysis
 

 

Subject

Items Pending Analysis: No Action Required 

 

a.  Based on the new sewer being planned for the lower Richland County area and the possibility of assistance being 

provided to Low/Middle income households (LMIH) I move that staff create an ordinance that sets forth criteria for 

qualifications to receive assistance and that it will apply equally to all LMIH throughout Richland County (Malinowski, 

November 2010) 

 

Reviews
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