
RICHLAND COUNTY 

COUNCIL

 

ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE 

COMMITTEE

 

Greg Pearce Norman Jackson Damon Jeter (Chair) Joyce Dickerson Paul Livingston

District 6 District 11 District 3 District 2 District 4

 

MAY 22, 2012

6:00 PM

 

2020 Hampton Street

 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

 1. Regular Session: April 24, 2012 (pages 5-7) 

 

 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

 

ITEMS FOR ACTION

 

 2. Airport Consultant for the Jim Hamilton-LB Owens Airport (pages 9-11) 

 

 3. Emergency Services Purchase Orders for 2012-2013 (pages 13-14) 
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 4. Employees Eligible to Retire and Possible Leave Payout Cost (pages 16-18) 

 

 5. Hopkins Community Water System Project Expansion (pages 20-24) 

 

 6. JEDA Bond Issue for The Lutheran Homes of SC, Inc. (pages 26-32) 

 

 7. Motion that County Council be treated like all County wide elected officials (pages 34-36) 

 

 8. Permit Group Homes in the Rural District with Special Requirements (pages 38-46) 

 

 9. Resolution on Water/Sewer Rates for Non-City Residents (pages 48-50) 

 

 10. Resolution to Distribute $7,400 in Federal Forestry Funds (pages 52-55) 

 

 11. Retention Schedule for Finance Department Records (pages 57-63) 

 

 12. Retention Schedules for the Public Works Department (pages 65-94) 

 

 13. Special Duty Budget: Off-Duty Security Work Sheriff Deputies (pages 96-97) 

 

 14. Workers Compensation Information (pages 99-108) 

 

 

 

ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS: NO ACTION REQUIRED

 

 

15. a. Based on the new sewer 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: April 24, 2012 (pages 5-7) 

 

Reviews

Item# 1
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MINUTES OF  
     

 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, APRIL 24, 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:   Damon Jeter 
Member: Joyce Dickerson 
Member: Norman Jackson 
Member: Paul Livingston 
Member: Greg Pearce 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  Kelvin E. Washington, Sr., Bill Malinowski, Valerie Hutchinson, Jim Manning, 
Gwendolyn Davis Kennedy, Seth Rose, Milton Pope, Tony McDonald, Sparty Hammett, 
Roxanne Ancheta, Randy Cherry, Amelia Linder, Brad Farrar, Sara Salley, John Hixon, Tracy 
Hegler, Rodolfo Callwood, Monique Walters, Michelle Onley 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

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

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
March 27, 2012 (Regular Session) – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to 
approve the minutes as distributed.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 

Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to adopt the agenda as published.  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
April 24, 2012 
Page Two 
 

 
 

ITEMS FOR ACTION 
 

Sewer Tap Fee Assistance Low to Middle Income Households – Mr. Pearce moved, 
seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to accept this item as information.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 

 
Budget Amendment for Risk Management to pay Workers Compensation Claims – Mr. 
Pearce moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation that Council approve the request to cover liability claims for the remainder of 
this fiscal year.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Extend Contract with Correct Care Solution Detention Center Medical Services – Ms. 
Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation that Council approve the request to extend the contract with Correct Care 
Solutions until June 30, 2012.  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Extension of Lease for the use of the Curtiss-Wright Hangar at Jim Hamilton-LB Owens 
Airport – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation that Council approve the request to lease the Curtiss-Wright Hangar to the 
SCHAF based on the added conditions identified.  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
  
Lower Richland Master Plan Area cost change – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. 
Jackson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council approve the 
expenditure of $22,800.00 in order to extend the boundaries of the Lower Richland Master Plan.  
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Preservation of Hospitality Tax fund balance – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. 
Jackson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council conceptually 
approve a financial strategy that would explore other available funding sources for large projects 
that would preserve the Hospitality Tax fund balance and to direct staff to draft a policy 
regarding how the Hospitality Tax funds will be utilized.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Release of Cost and other Financial Information – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Ms. 
Dickerson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council approve the 
request to not publish the release of County cost estimates, budget amounts, designated 
accounts and other financial information.  The vote was in favor. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:36 p.m. 
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
April 24, 2012 
Page Three 
 
 
        Submitted by, 
 
        Damon Jeter, Chair 
 
The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Airport Consultant for the Jim Hamilton-LB Owens Airport (pages 9-11) 

 

Reviews

Item# 2
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Airport Consultant for the Jim Hamilton – LB Owens Airport (CUB) 

 

A. Purpose 

 

County Council is requested to approve the recommendation for negotiation and award of a 

master agreement for an airport architectural, engineering, and planning consultant at the Jim 

Hamilton – LB Owens Airport (CUB). 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

The Federal Aviation Administration’s Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5100-14D, “Architectural, 

Engineering, and Planning Consultant Services for Airport Grant Projects,” as well as Richland 

County procurement policy, both establish procedures for the periodic advertisement and 

selection of consultants.  The current contract with our airport consultant, The LPA Group / 

Michael Baker, has expired after three years and two, one-year extensions.   

 

A Request for Qualifications (RFQ), RC-015-Q-1112, was issued by the Richland County 

Procurement Director and there were ten statements of qualifications (SOQs) submitted from 

interested firms.  A four-member evaluation panel, which included representation from the 

Airport Commission, County Administration, the Airport staff, and the Support Services 

Department Staff, evaluated all ten qualification statements independently.  The following 

ranking was the result: 

 

 First ranked firm:  WK Dickson 

 Second ranked firm:  LPA Group / Michael Baker 

 Third ranked firm:  Neel – Schaffer 

 

The airport consultant provides planning and design services for airport projects, coordination of 

Federal and State grants (which is our primary means of project funding), as well as technical 

representation of the airport with the Federal Aviation Administration and the South Carolina 

Aeronautics Commission.   

 

Once a master agreement is established, specific projects will be authorized by individual task 

orders / work authorizations (each of which will be presented to County Council for approval). 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 

Approval of this action does not commit the County to spend any funds.  As stated above, most 

funding (typically 95%) for individual projects will be through grants provided by the FAA and 

SCAC.  Also, as previously stated, individual task orders will be presented to County Council 

for approval.  Therefore, no change to the current financial status quo is anticipated.    

 

D. Alternatives 
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1. Approve the request to negotiate and award a master agreement for Airport Architectural, 

Engineering, and Planning Consultant Services to the top rated firm as identified in the 

evaluation team ranking above.  In the event of an inability to establish an agreement with 

the top rated firm, negotiation with the next rated firm is authorized until an agreement is 

established. 

2. Do not approve the request to negotiate and award a master agreement for Airport 

Architectural, Engineering, and Planning Consultant Services to the top rated firm as 

identified in the evaluation team ranking above. 

 

If the request to negotiate and award a master agreement for Airport Architectural, Engineering, 

and Planning Consultant Services to the top rated firm is not approved, there is a chance of this 

Fiscal Year’s grant funds to be lost and airport development projects to not advance as 

scheduled on our Airport Capital Improvement Plan (ACIP). 

 

E. Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to negotiate and award a master agreement 

for Airport Architectural, Engineering, and Planning Consultant Services to the top rated firm as 

identified in the evaluation team ranking above. 

 

Recommended by: Christopher S. Eversmann, PE, CM 

Department:  Airport 

Date:  May 8, 2012 

 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 5/9/12    

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Request has no financial requirement therefore recommendation is to support Airport 

Director’s request.  

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 5/9/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/10/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. 
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Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  5/10/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend approval of the award of a contract 

to W. K. Dickson. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Emergency Services Purchase Orders for 2012-2013 (pages 13-14) 

 

Reviews

Item# 3
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

           Subject:  Emergency Services Purchase Orders for 2012-2013   ESD 05042012   

   

A. Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to obtain Council’s approval to award purchase orders and 
contracts for services in the 2012-2013 budget year.  These services are required for the 
operations of the Emergency Services Department.  The purchase order and contract approvals 
are subject to the bond issue and Council’s adoption of the 2012-2013 budget. 

 

A. Background / Discussion 

Each division in the Emergency Services Department uses vendors to provide products and 
service for operations.  It is necessary to approve purchases and agreements and have them in 
place July 1, 2012, so that service will not be interrupted at the start of the new budget year.  
The implementation of the purchase orders and contracts are subject to bond funds and  
available funding in the budget County Council approves for year 2012 / 2013.  Purchase orders, 
contracts and vendors that exceed, or may exceed $100,000 during the year are: 
 
VENDOR    SERVICE   ESTIMATED AMOUNT 
 
City of Columbia   EMS/ESD Diesel & Gasoline  $   375,000 
Phillips Medical   Service, EKG Monitors & Supplies   $   100,000 
Taylor Made Ambulance  Remount of Ambulances  $1,400,000 
Motorola    EMS/Radio Service   $   100,000 
Motorola    ESD/911 Equip.Service Agreements $   350,000 
Motorola    ETS/911 Radio Consoles   $1,800,000 
Motorola    FIRE Radio Service   $   186,000 
Motorola    ADMIN/ETS Radio Service  $     41,000 

      Bound Tree Medical  Medical Equipment and Supplies $   125,000   
 

B. Financial Impact 

Funding is included in the bond and in the 2012 / 2013 budget request presented to Council.  
The purchase orders and contracts will be activated July 1, 2012, if funding has been approved 
in the bond and in the budget.  

 

C. Alternatives 

 
1. Approve the purchase orders and contracts to have uninterrupted service beginning July 1, 

2012. 
2. Do not approve the purchase orders and contracts. 

 

 
 

D. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the purchase orders and contracts for services, 
contingent on the bond issue and the 2012-2013 budget, so there will not be an interruption of 
these mission essential services at the beginning of the new budget year. 
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Report by Michael A. Byrd, Director of Emergency Services.     May 4, 2012 
 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 5/8/12  
√ Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Funds are in the recommended budget as stated. 

  

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 5/8/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 
 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/9/12 
 � 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:  5/9/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Approval is contingent on the inclusion of the 
required funding in the FY 13 budget. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Employees Eligible to Retire and Possible Leave Payout Cost (pages 16-18) 

 

Reviews

Item# 4
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Employees Eligible to Retire and Possible Leave Payout Cost  
 

A. Purpose 
To report to County Council on the number of employees who are and/or will be eligible 
to retire by June 30, 2012 and the possible leave payout cost associated with those 
potential retirements.  
 
B. Background / Discussion 
Origin of Issue: 
County Council 
Lead Department: 
Human Resources Department 
 
What are the Key Issues (Precipitation of Project): 
Council Member Norman Jackson introduced the following motion: 
 

Have financial staff provide a report on the how many county employees are 
eligible to retire June 30, 2012 and what impact it could have on the county.  
 
Because of proposed state retirement legislation a high number of state and 
government workers are opting to retire. The added retirements could have a big 
impact on some local governments, whose workers – along with many public-
school teachers – are covered by the state retirement system. 
 
The prospect concerned Columbia city manager Steve Gantt so much that he had 
his staff calculate how many of the city’s roughly 2,000 employees were eligible 
to retire on June 30. The answer: 230, including the city’s chief financial officer 
and some senior managers in the police and fire departments. 
 
If all of those city workers choose to retire, it would cost the city $1.5 million to 
pay off unused sick and vacation days, Gantt said. 
“I can’t imagine if all those folks decided to bail so they fell under the old criteria 
instead of the new criteria,” Gantt said. “It is what it is, and we’d have to do 
what we have to do. But I do have some concern about the financial 
implications.” 

 
 
Date Ready for Implementation: 
Request was for information. No action has been proposed by Council at this time.  
 
 
Multiple Year Project: 
No 
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Estimated Work Hours for Completion: 
Depends on if any and what action decided by County Council.  
 
Process to Date: 
 
Gathered data per County Council’s request.  
 
 
Process Plan for Future Action: 
Await further direction from County Council. 
 
Reference: 
 
C. Financial Impact 

The criterion for retirement, as currently established by the SC Retirement System, 
is; 

State Retirement Eligibility  

• You can retire with unreduced benefits after 28 years of service or at age 65 or 
older  

• You can retire early (before age 65 or 28 years of service) and receive a 
reduced retirement benefit 

 
PORS Retirement Eligibility  

• You can retire after 25 years of service  

• You can retire at age 55 or older with at least five years of service credit 
 
Human Resources accessed records from the SC Retirement System to determine the 
eligibility for Richland County employees to retire. Richland County employee service 
records were then compared to the retirement criteria of the SC Retirement System. 
Then Human Resources used Richland County polices for leave payout upon 
retirement to determine the following: 
 

� 88 eligible  
� about 20 of those meet the years of service requirement,  

the rest qualify based on age and minimum number of years of service with 
the SC Retirement System 

� Total sick leave payout is $196,196.98  
� Total vacation leave payout is  $423,792.72 
�  NOTE: These numbers do not include employees who may retire due to 

disability retirement by the date specified. 
 
Richland County policy limits the amount of accrued annual (vacation) leave payout to 
45 days of less. The County’s limits the amount of accrued sick leave payout to 25% of 
employee’s balance provided the employee has accrued at least 150 hours. 
 
D. Alternatives 

Not applicable 
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E. Recommendation 

Human Resources prepared this ROA  at the request of County Council. 
 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  5/10/12   

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

 ROA is informational only.  No recommendation required  

 

 

Human Resources 

Reviewed by:  Dwight Hanna   Date: 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation: Information provided per Council’s request. 

 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Brad Farrar   Date:  5/16/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Appears to be for information only.    

 

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald   Date:  5/16/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend that this item be received as 

information. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Hopkins Community Water System Project Expansion (pages 20-24) 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 

 
Subject:  Hopkins Community Water System Project Expansion 

 

A. Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to seek County Council’s approval to expand the service area 
of the Hopkins Community Water System by appropriating the remaining $100,000 of 
previously approved funds toward additional main line construction and service line 
installation. 
 

B. Background  

Richland County Council approved a resolution on April 3, 2007 to proceed with the 

development of the Hopkins Community Water Project. This project was to be funded by a 

combination of funds from Richland County, USDA Rural Development and SC DHEC.  

The funding amounts were as follows: 

Richland County              $  488,000 
Rural Development Loan                              $2,033,000 
Rural Development Grant                             $1,793,000 
SC DHEC Grant                                            $   500,000  
          Total Project Cost                               $ 4,814,000 
 

In a letter dated December 19, 2007, SC DHEC increased their commitment of funds by an 
additional $100,000.  This commitment included the expectation that Richland County 
would expedite the permitting and construction and would take care of the all tap fees and 
plumbing for connection of water to the homes impacted by petroleum chemicals.  This 
information was subsequently submitted to Rural Development for review and 
consideration.  Rural Development agreed to modify the project construction budget by 
reducing the County’s contribution to $388,000.  This reduction in the County’s 
construction budget contribution was conditional upon the tap fees being paid from 
available funds contributed by the County.  Tap fees are established to purchase capacity in 
the water system and to pay for the service tap installations. 
 

C. Discussion 

During the initial development of the Hopkins Water System, numerous community 

meetings were held to determine interest and sign up customers on the system. Limited by 

the construction budget, final construction plans were developed for areas where the greater 

number of customers could be served.  Water lines were not constructed on each and every 

small dirt road, but were constructed on as many as possible as limited by the budget. 

Construction of the project is near completion.  Currently there are approximately 530 

property owners that have requested service.  This is considerably more than the 445 that 

was originally estimated.  The construction of the service connections for the additional 

customers has depleted the construction budget with no additional funds available for main 

line construction. 
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Over the past few weeks, numerous new property owners have requested water service.  

One particular area of interest is along Calvin Mays Road.  Initially there was limited 

interest along this road, but recent failure of private wells has increased the request for 

service.  There are also numerous other property owners along roads with existing water 

lines that are currently requesting service.  These property owners are being informed that 

there are currently no additional funds available to assist with their connections, but are 

being told that they will be added to a waiting list in case additional funds become 

available.  These potential customers are also informed that they can connect to the system 

at their own cost if they desire. 

One option to provide service to these additional property owners would be to allocate the 

remaining $100,000 of the approved County funds toward the construction of additional 

lines and the installation of service connections.  Use of these funds for this purpose would 

be consistent with DHEC’s and Rural Development’s conditions as tap fees are used to 

purchase capacity in the water system and for service tap installation. 

D. Financial Impact 

The $100,000 remains in the Hopkins Water Project Fund and is available for allocation. 
No additional funds are being requested. 

 

E. Alternative 

1. Approve the allocation of the existing $100,000 toward new construction and customer 
connections. 

2. Direct the funds to a different use.  
3. Do nothing. 
 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that the available $100,000 be allocated toward the construction of a 

main water line along Calvin Mays Road, to connect additional customers and to other 

system improvements as determined by the Utilities Department to provide service to the 

additional customers. These additions would be accomplished through change orders with 

the existing engineer and contractors. 

Recommended by: The Honorable Kelvin Washington, County Council      Date 5/14/12 

G. Reviews 

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

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  5/17/12   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

  
The $100k mentioned in the financial section is available in the Lower Richland 
Water fund as stated however Finance is not aware of any previous commitment on 
use for the funds.  The appropriation and use of funds is at Council discretion.  
Below is a brief chronology of the finances of the project.    

2003 County Council voted to set-aside $100k of funding from the general 

fund as a good faith and have the County pursue rural development 

funding for the Lower Richland Water project 

2007 Project letter of conditions was received by county from rural 

development.  Project estimate was $4.8m.   

Funding was Rural Development (loan and grant) $3.8m 

             DHEC        500k 

             Richland County      488k   

 

December – DHEC provided a letter to provide an additional $100k to 

the project.  Letter from DHEC is attached below.  

2008 Rural Development approved the change above in the agreement with 

the additional $100 from DHEC.  Project budget was $4.8m.   

  Funding was Rural Development (loan and grant) $3.8m    

             DHEC      600k 

             Richland County     388k  

2009 Richland County Council approved a project budget of 448m as 

amended in 2008.  

Legal 

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

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

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  5/17/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: The $100,000 is available in the Hopkins 
Water Fund.  The funds are available to use at Council’s discretion. 
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Richland County Council Request for Action 
 

Subject: Public Hearing and Resolution in Support of JEDA Bond Issue for 

The Lutheran Homes of South Carolina, Inc. 

 

A. Purpose 

 
To refinance the acquisition, construction, furnishing, and equipping of (i) a 176-bed nursing 
care facility (the “Lowman Home”), a community and daily life center with activity and 
dining facilities and an administration building for the Lowman Home, and renovations, 
expansion of the existing residential care facilities and related site development costs therefor 
in Richland County, South Carolina (the “County”), owned and operated by The Lutheran 
Homes of South Carolina, Inc. (the “Borrower”), a South Carolina not-for-profit corporation, 
and located at 201 Fortress Drive in White Rock, South Carolina, (ii) a 48-bed Alzheimer 
addition to the Lowman Home, and (iii) a 100-bed continuing care retirement community 
(the “Benzie T. Rice Project”) owned and operated by the Borrower in the County and 
located on Powell Road near the intersection of Farrow Road and Interstate Highway No. 77 
and to pay costs of issuance and other expenses relating to the Bonds. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 
 

The Lutheran Homes of South Carolina, Inc. is a South Carolina nonprofit corporation that 
owns and operates facilities for the care of the aged in Richland County. Park Horton is the 
contact. Federal and state law require that a public hearing be held and a resolution adopted 
in support of the issuance if the Bonds by the South Carolina Jobs – Economic Development 
Authority (“JEDA”). Please call Park Horton, Chief Financial Officer, at (803) 749-5116 for 
more information. 

 

C. Financial Impact 
 

This is a conduit bond issue for JEDA. The County has no financial responsibility for 
payment of the Bonds.  

 

D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the terms of the Resolution which supports the issuance of the Bonds by JEDA. 
 

2. Deny the request. 
 

E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that County Council hold the public hearing and adopt the Resolution as it 
has done for many other JEDA bond deals in the past. 

 
Recommended by: Staff   Department: Administration  Date:     
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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:  5/7/12     
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
We would recommend that the approval be amended to include the administrative fee 
of $7,750 in accordance with the Council ordination on the approval of conduit 
financing.  Approval of financing and fee would be consistent with previous policy 
and practice.   

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 5/8/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 
 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/8/12 
 � 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:  5/9/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Concur with the Finance Director that the 
appropriate administrative fee should be assessed, which is $7,750 in this case. 
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RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 

A RESOLUTION 
 

IN SUPPORT OF THE ISSUANCE BY THE SOUTH CAROLINA JOBS - ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY OF ITS 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REVENUE REFUNDING BONDS (THE LUTHERAN HOMES OF SOUTH CAROLINA, INC.) 

SERIES 2012 IN ONE OR MORE ASERIES AND IN AN AGGREGATE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $15,500,000 

PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 41, CHAPTER 43, CODE OF LAWS OF SOUTH CAROLINA 1976, AS 

AMENDED. 
 
 WHEREAS, the South Carolina Jobs - Economic Development Authority (the “Authority”) is authorized 
and empowered under and pursuant to the provisions of Title 41, Chapter 43, Code of Laws of South Carolina 1976, 
as amended (the “Act”), to utilize any of its program funds to establish loan programs to be utilized to acquire, by 
construction or purchase, properties and for other purposes described in §41-43-160 of the Act in order to promote 
and develop the business and economic welfare of the State of South Carolina (the “State”), encourage and assist in 
the location of new business enterprises in the State and in rehabilitation and assistance of existing business 
enterprises and in the promotion of the export of goods, services, commodities, and capital equipment produced 
within the State, and thus provide maximum opportunities for the creation and retention of jobs and improvement of 
the standard of living of the citizens of the State and in the promotion and advancement of industrial, commercial, 
agricultural, and recreational development in the State; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Authority is further authorized by §41-43-110 of the Act to issue (i) revenue bonds payable 
by the Authority solely from a revenue producing source and secured by a pledge of said revenues in order to 
provide funds for any purpose authorized by the Act, and (ii) refunding bonds to refund outstanding bonds in an 
amount as the Authority shall consider necessary but not to exceed an amount sufficient to refund the principal of 
the bonds to be refunded, together with any unpaid interest thereon, and any premiums, expenses, and commissions 
necessary to be paid in connection with the refunding of the refunded bonds or the issuance and delivery of the 
refunding bonds; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on July 10, 1998, the Authority issued its $47,420,000 South Carolina Jobs - Economic 
Development Authority, First Mortgage Health Facilities Revenue Refunding Bonds (The Lutheran Homes of South 
Carolina, Inc.) Series 1998 (the “Series 1998 Bonds”); and 
 
 WHEREAS, it has been determined that in order to obtain funds to lend to The Lutheran Homes of South 
Carolina, Inc. (the “Borrower”), a South Carolina nonprofit corporation and an organization described in Section 
501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended, to defray the cost of refunding the portion of the 
Series 1998 Bonds maturing on or before May 1, 2020 (collectively, the “Bonds to be Refunded”), including 
necessary expenses incidental thereto, the Authority will issue a series of its revenue refunding bonds in a principal 
amount not to exceed $15,000,000 to be designated “South Carolina Jobs - Economic Development Authority, 
Economic Development Refunding Revenue Bonds (The Lutheran Homes of South Carolina, Inc.) Series 2012” (the 
“Series 2012 Bonds”); and 
 
 WHEREAS, a portion of the proceeds of the Series 1998 Bonds was used to refinance, among other things, 
the acquisition, construction, furnishing, and equipping of , (i) a 176-bed nursing care facility (the “Lowman 

Home”), a community and daily life center with activity and dining facilities and an administration building for the 
Lowman Home, and renovations, expansion of the existing residential care facilities and related site development 
costs therefor in Richland County, South Carolina (the “County”), owned and operated by The Lutheran Homes of 
South Carolina, Inc. (the “Borrower”), a South Carolina not-for-profit corporation, and located at 201 Fortress Drive 
in White Rock, South Carolina, (ii) a 48-bed Alzheimer addition to the Lowman Home, and (iii) a 100-bed 
continuing care retirement community (the “Benzie T. Rice Project”) owned and operated by the Borrower in the 
County and located on Powell Road near the intersection of Farrow Road and Interstate Highway No. 77; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Authority and the County have this day jointly held a public hearing, duly noticed by 
publication in a newspaper having general circulation in the County not less than fifteen (15) days prior to the date 
hereof, at which all interested persons were given a reasonable opportunity to express their views, 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by Richland County Council (“County Council”) as follows: 
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 Section 1.  It is hereby found, determined, and declared, that the Richland County Project is anticipated to 
benefit the general public welfare of the County by providing services, employment, recreation, or other public 
benefits not otherwise provided locally. 
 
 Section 2.  The County supports the Authority in its determination to issue the Series 2012 Bonds to defray 
a portion of the cost of the refunding the Bonds to be Refunded. 
 
 Section 3.  All orders and resolutions and parts thereof in conflict herewith are to the extent of such conflict 
hereby repealed, and this Resolution shall take effect and be in full force from and after its adoption. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
 

COUNTY OF RICHLAND 
 
 I, the undersigned, Clerk of Richland County Council, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true, correct, 
and verbatim copy of a Resolution duly adopted by Richland County Council on June 19, 2012. 
 
 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this 19th day of June, 2012. 
 
 

  
Michelle Onley, Clerk, Richland County Council 
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PUBLIC NOTICE 
 
 
 Notice is hereby given that the South Carolina Jobs - Economic Development Authority (“JEDA”) and 
Richland County Council (“County Council”) will hold a joint public hearing relating to the proposed issuance and 
delivery by JEDA of an issue of economic development revenue refunding bonds in an amount not exceeding 
$15,000,000 to be issued pursuant to Title 41, Chapter 43, Code of Laws of South Carolina 1976, as amended (the 
“Act”) to refund a portion of the South Carolina Jobs - Economic Development Authority, First Mortgage Health 
Facilities Revenue Refunding Bonds (The Lutheran Homes of South Carolina, Inc.) Series 1998 issued by JEDA on 
July 10, 1998, in the original principal amount of $47,420,000 to advance refund five prior bond issues originally 
issued to finance or refinance, among other things, the acquisition, construction, furnishing, and equipping of (i) a 
176-bed nursing care facility (the “Lowman Home”), a community and daily life center with activity and dining 
facilities and an administration building for the Lowman Home, and renovations, expansion of the existing 
residential care facilities and related site development costs therefor in Richland County, South Carolina (the 
“County”), owned and operated by The Lutheran Homes of South Carolina, Inc. (the “Borrower”), a South Carolina 
not-for-profit corporation, and located at 201 Fortress Drive in White Rock, South Carolina, (ii) a 48-bed Alzheimer 
addition to the Lowman Home, and (iii) a 100-bed continuing care retirement community (the “Benzie T. Rice 

Project”) owned and operated by the Borrower in the County and located on Powell Road near the intersection of 
Farrow Road and Interstate Highway No. 77.  The public hearing will be held at the Council Chambers of County 
Council, Richland County Administration Building, 2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, South Carolina, at 6:00 p.m. 
(or as soon thereafter as possible following other public hearings) on June 19, 2012. 
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CERTIFICATE AS TO PUBLIC HEARING 
 
 I, the undersigned, Michelle Onley, Clerk of Richland County Council (“County Council”), DO HEREBY 

CERTIFY as follows: 
 
 1.  Attached hereto is an Affidavit of Publication of Notice of Public Hearing (the “Notice”) published in 
The State, a newspaper of general circulation in Richland County, South Carolina (the “County”) on 
_______________ ____, 2012. 
 
 2.  The public hearing was conducted by County Council and the South Carolina Jobs - Economic 
Development Authority (the “Authority”) at the time and place specified in the Notice in connection with the 
issuance by the Authority of its Economic Development Revenue Refunding Bonds (The Lutheran Homes of South 
Carolina, Inc.) Series 2012 in an amount not to exceed $15,000,000 (the “Bonds”) for the purpose of refinancing, 
the acquisition, construction, furnishing, and equipping of, among other things, certain facilities owned and operated 
by The Lutheran Homes of South Carolina, Inc. in the County. 
 
 3.  At the public hearing, all persons desiring to do so were given reasonable opportunity to speak and, if 
requested, to present their opinions in writing regarding the issuance by the Authority of the Bonds and the use of 
the proceeds for the above-described purposes.  There were no written comments received nor were there persons in 
attendance at the public hearing to speak in opposition to the issuance of the Bonds. 
 
 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this 19th day of June, 2012. 
 
 
 

  
Michelle Onley, Clerk, Richland County Council 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Motion that County Council be treated like all County wide elected officials (pages 34-36) 

 

Reviews

Item# 7
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Motion requesting that County Council be treated like all County wide elected officials  

 

A. Purpose 

Council is requested to consider the motion made at the May 1, 2012, Council Meeting, and 

direct staff as appropriate.   

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

The following motion was made at the May 1, 2012, Council Meeting by Council member Jeter:   

 

“A motion that County Council Members be treated like all Countywide elected 

officials.  The purpose is to make sure we receive the same benefits that are given to 

county employees and county wide elected officials.”  

 

After speaking with Mr. Jeter, his concern is why Council salaries are not dealt with in the same 

manner as other elected officials, which are controlled by section 2-262 of the Richland County 

Code of Ordinances.  That section states:  

 

Sec. 2-262. Salaries of certain elected officials. 

     (a)     The following elected officials shall be excluded from the County's pay and 

classification plan: auditor, clerk of court, coroner, probate judge, sheriff, and 

treasurer. 

     (b)     The salary of the auditor, clerk of court, coroner, sheriff, and treasurer shall be 

determined through the County’s budget process, and does not include any supplemental 

appropriations from the state of South Carolina or from any other source. 

     (c)     Each year elected officials listed in (b) above shall receive a pay increase 

commensurate with the percentage increase of the Consumer Price Index (CPI) over the 

previous year, which number is distributed to the County from the State Department of 

Revenue through the South Carolina Association of Counties for budgetary purposes, 

but not to exceed 4% for that year; provided, however, elected officials' salaries shall be 

reviewed at the same time that other County positions are reviewed for market 

comparisons, but in no event longer than three years.  If it is determined that an elected 

official's salary is higher than others surveyed in similar sized counties, the elected 

official shall not receive a CPI pay increase for the first year following such review. Pay 

increases, when applicable, shall take effect starting with the first pay period in July. 

     (d)     Upon re-election, the elected officials listed in (a) above, shall receive a 5% 

pay increase, which shall take effect at the beginning of the new term of office. 

     (e)     A newly elected official, or an individual appointed to fill an existing term of 

office, shall receive the salary of the previous incumbent, but shall not receive the 5% 

pay increase that re-elected officials receive. 

Page 1 of 3
Attachment number 1

Item# 7

Page 34 of 109



(Ord. No. 1261-85, § I, 1-8-85; Ord. No. 080-00HR, § I, 12-19-00; Ord. No. 057-05HR, 

§ I, 9-6-05; Ord. No. 028-07HR, § I, 3-20-07) 

 

Section 4-9-100, S.C. Code of Laws, deals specifically with how county councils receive pay 

raises.  It states: 

 

SECTION 4-9-100. Council members shall not hold other offices; salaries and  

expenses of members.  

 

No member of council, including supervisors, shall hold any other office of honor or 

profit in government, except military commissions and commissions as notaries public, 

during his elected term. After adoption of a form of government as provided for in this 

chapter, council shall by ordinance prescribe the salary and compensation for its 

members. After the initial determination of salary, council may by ordinance adjust 

the salary but the ordinance changing the salary is not effective until the date of 

commencement of terms of at least two members of council elected at the next general 

election following the enactment of the ordinance affecting the salary changes at 

which time it will become effective for all members. A chairman of a county council 

who is assigned additional administrative duties may receive additional compensation 

as the council may provide. The additional compensation becomes effective with the 

passage of the ordinance increasing the compensation of the chairman. Members may 

also be reimbursed for actual expenses incurred in the conduct of their official duties. 

The restriction on salary changes does not apply to supervisors under the council-

supervisor form of government whose salaries may be increased during their terms of 

office but supervisors shall not vote on the question when it is considered by council. 

(emphasis added) 

 

 

It is at this time that staff is requesting direction from Council with regards to this motion. 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 

The financial impact will be dependent upon Council’s direction. 

 

D. Alternatives 

 

 1. Approve the motion. 

 2. Deny the motion.   

 

E. Recommendation 

 

Council discretion as to a salary raise; recommend application of such in accordance with attached 

Legal advice.  

 

Recommended by: Elizabeth McLean  Department: Legal  Date: 5/7/12 

 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 5/8/12    

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

This is a policy decision for Council discretion.  Approval for fiscal year 2013 would 

require an adjustment during the budget process in order to incorporate the incremental 

funding levels.  

  

Human Resources 

Reviewed by:  Dwight Hanna   Date: 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/9/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Council pay increases are at the discretion of Council.  My comments as to the legal 

requirements of such action have been provided under separate cover. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: J. Milton Pope   Date: 5-9-2012 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Permit Group Homes in the Rural District with Special Requirements (pages 38-46) 

 

Reviews

Item# 8
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Richland County Council Request for Action 

 

 

Subject:     Amending “Section 26-141, Table of Permitted Uses, Permitted Uses with Special 

Requirements, and Special Exceptions; and Section 26-151, Permitted Uses with Special 

Requirements; so as to permit “Group Homes (10 to 15)” in the RU (Rural District), with special 

requirements. 

 

 

A. Purpose 

 

County Council is requested to consider a motion to amend Sections 26-141 and 26-151, to 

permit “Group Homes (10 to 15)” in the RU (Rural District), with special requirements.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

On January 9, 2012, the Richland County Planning Commission recommended that County 

Council approve an ordinance that would amend Section 26-141 and Section 26-151, so as to 

permit Group Homes (10 - 15) in the RU and RM-HD Districts, with Special Requirements. A 

public hearing was held on January 24, 2012, but Council denied the ordinance at that time. 

 

On April 17, 2012, a motion was made by the Honorable Kelvin Washington, as follows: 
 

“I move to send an ordinance that would permit Group Homes (10 - 15) in the RU (Rural 

District), with Special Requirements, to the next available Planning Commission meeting 

for their consideration and recommendation.”  

 

A draft ordinance is attached that accomplishes this. 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 

None. 

 

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the amendments to Section 26-141 and Section 26151, so as to permit “Group 

Homes (10 to 15)” in the RU (Rural District), with special requirements.  

 

2. Do not approve the amendments, thereby not allowing “Group Homes (10 to 15)” in the RU 

(Rural District), with special requirements. 

 

E. Recommendation 

 

This request is at Council’s discretion.  

   

Recommended by:  Honorable Kelvin E. Washington, Sr. Date:  April 17, 2012 

 

Page 1 of 9
Attachment number 1

Item# 8

Page 38 of 109



F. Approvals 

 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  4/30/12   

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

ROA states that there is no financial impact therefore it is left to Council discretion 

 

Planning 

Reviewed by:  Tracy Hegler   Date: 

� Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation: Planning supports this with the special 

requirements. 

 

Planning 

Reviewed by:  Amelia R. Linder   Date: 5/1/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Both alternatives are legally viable. 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/1/12 

 � 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:  5/15/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation: The amendment would provide an additional 

option for the location of Group Homes. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Resolution on Water/Sewer Rates for Non-City Residents (pages 48-50) 

 

Reviews

Item# 9
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Resolution re: Water / Sewer Rates for Non-City Residents 

 

A. Purpose 

 

Council is requested to direct staff as appropriate regarding the proposed Resolution 

recommended by Councilman Jackson. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

Councilman Jackson made the following motion at the April 17, 2012 Council 

Meeting: 

 

Motion to send a resolution to the city of Columbia not to raise the water 

and sewer funds on the backs of non city residents. Reason:  If the city 

goes along these lines then the County may have no choice but to invest in 

a water system or invite private utility companies to provide water to the 

unincorporated areas. County residents should not be treated 

disproportionally to correct the City's shortfall. As representatives of the 

citizens of Richland County we must be mindful and do everything 

possible to protect the people we serve. [Jackson] Forwarded to the A&F 

Committee.   

 

A proposed Resolution is attached. 

 

Direction from Council is requested at this time. 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 

There is no financial impact associated with the Resolution at this time. 

 

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the Resolution. 

2. Do not approve the Resolution. 

3. Approve the Resolution as amended. 

 

E. Recommendation 

Council discretion – Council motion. 

       Norman Jackson, April 17, 2012 

 

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

Thank you!) 
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Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  4/30/12   

 � Recommend Council approval                   � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

  

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean             Date: 5/1/12    

 � 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: J. Milton Pope                  Date: 5/1/12    

 � Recommend Council approval                   � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation: Council discretion 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) 

     )   A RESOLUTION 

COUNTY OF RICHLAND   ) 

 

A RESOLUTION REQUESTING THAT THE CITY OF COLUMBIA NOT RAISE 

WATER AND SEWER RATES FOR NON-CITY RESIDENTS 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Columbia is considering raising water and sewer rates for its 

customers who are city and non-city residents; and 

 

WHEREAS, as a result of this possible increase to non-city residents, Richland County 

may have no choice but to invest in a water system or invite private utility companies to 

provide water to the non- city residents who live in unincorporated areas; and 

 

WHEREAS, residents who live in the unincorporated portion of the County who are 

water and sewer customers of the City of Columbia should not be treated 

disproportionately to make up for the City’s shortfall; and 

 

WHEREAS, generally, out-of-city customers pay twice the in-city rate; and 

 

WHEREAS, as elected representatives of all the citizens of Richland County, Richland 

County Council should be mindful of and protect the citizens we serve. 

 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Richland County Council requests that 

the City of Columbia not raise the water and sewer rates for Richland County customers 

who live in the unincorporated part of the County. 

 

ADOPTED this_____day of May 2012 

 

   

       ______________________________ 

       Kelvin E. Washington, Sr. Chairman 

       Richland County Council 

 

 

ATTEST this_____day of May 2012 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Michelle Onley, Clerk to Council 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Resolution to Distribute $7,400 in Federal Forestry Funds (pages 52-55) 

 

Reviews

Item# 10
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Resolution to Distribute $7,400 in Federal Forestry Funds 
 

A. Purpose 

 
The Richland County Treasurer has received a check from the Office of the State Treasurer for 
Federal Forestry Funds.  These funds are generated based on a portion of the net proceeds 
generated by the sale of forest products extracted from McEntire Air Force Base and other 
military installations located within Richland County.  The total amount of forestry funds 
available for allocation by County Council is $7,400. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
The Richland County Treasurer currently has a total of $7,400 in Federal Forestry Fund monies.  
These funds were received from the Office of the State Treasurer as payment based on a portion 
of the net proceeds generated by the sale of forest products extracted from McEntire Air Force 
Base located within Richland County. 
 
Pursuant to Title 10, Section 2665 (E)(2), “the amount paid to a State pursuant to paragraph (1) 
shall be expended as the State legislature may prescribe for the benefit of the public schools and 
public roads of the county or counties in which the military installation or facility is situated.” 
 
Since the South Carolina Legislature has not enacted, to date, any law prescribing how these 
funds are to be allocated, the specific amounts to be allocated for the benefit of public schools 
and public roads of Richland County are at the discretion of Richland County Council. 
 
The last time that Richland County Council allocated military forestry funds was in December 
of 2011.  The resolution passed in 2011 allocated a total amount of $5,281.78 of which 50% was 
apportioned to Richland School District One, Richland School District Two, and Richland-
Lexington School District Five (according to the respective student population of each district).  
The remaining 50% was transferred to the General Fund of Richland County to be used for the 
construction of new roads and/or improvement of public roads within the county. 
 
The resolution currently before Council uses the same 50/50 allocation ratio used in 2011; 
however, Council may adjust these proportions at its discretion. 
 

The FY 11/12 School District Populations for students of Richland County are as follows:  

 

 School District    Number of Students 

• Richland School District One                23,945 

• Richland School District Two                25,964 

• Richland/Lexington School District Five      8,982  (District 5 students who live in Richland County)               

 

Source: South Carolina Department of Education and Richland/Lexington School District Five.  
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C. Financial Impact 

 
A total of $7,400 will be divided according to a ratio set forth by Council for the benefit of 
public schools and public roads.  There are no costs to the County associated with this request. 

 

D. Alternatives 

 
1. Approve the resolution allocating $7,400, of which 50% will be apportioned to public        

schools, and the remaining 50% for the construction and/or improvement of public roads. 
 

2. Approve the resolution allocating $7,400 using a proportion other that 50/50 for distribution 
between public schools and roads. 

 
3. Do not approve the resolution allocating Federal Forestry Funds for public schools and 

roads. 
 

E. Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that County Council approve either the first or second alternative. 
 
Recommended by: Staff  Department: Administration Date:  April 30, 2012 

 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 5/1/12    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Recommendation of alternative one is consistent with prior year Council approved 
distributions. 

  

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/1/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald   Date:  5/15/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  As pointed out by the Finance Director, the 
proposed distribution of funds is consistent with previous distributions approved by the 
Council. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )           A RESOLUTION OF THE 

                            )      RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL  

COUNTY OF RICHLAND  )       

                           

 
A RESOLUTION TO ALLOCATE MILITARY FOREST FUNDS 

 
WHEREAS, the State of South Carolina receives forty percent (40%) of the net proceeds 

from the sale of forest products on land owned or leased by a military department; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Office of the State Treasurer issues a check to Richland County 
representing a share of federal monies generated at McEntire Air Force Base and at other military 
installations located within the County; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Richland County Treasurer currently has a total of $7,400 in Military 
Forest Fund monies, which was received from the Office of the State Treasurer; and 

 

WHEREAS, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. §2665(e)(2), “the amount paid to a State pursuant to 
paragraph (1) shall be expended as the State legislature may prescribe for the benefit of the public 
schools and public roads of the county or counties in which the military installation or facility is 
situated”; and 

 

WHEREAS, the South Carolina Legislature has not enacted, to date, any law prescribing 
how these funds are to be allocated, so that allocation must be determined for the benefit of both the 
public schools and public roads of Richland County;   

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Richland County Council does hereby 
allocate the Military Forest Funds of $7,400 as follows:  

 
50% to Richland School District One, Richland School District Two, and 
Richland/Lexington School District Five, to be apportioned according to the 
respective student population of each school district; and 
 
50% to be transferred to the General Fund of Richland County, to be used for the 
construction and/or improvement of public roads within the County.  

 

ADOPTED THIS the ____ day of _________, 2012. 
 
 

____________________________________ 
Kelvin E. Washington, Sr., Chair 
Richland County Council 

Attest: _________________________ 
 Michelle Onley 
 Interim Clerk of Council  
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Retention Schedule for Finance Department Records (pages 57-63) 

 

Reviews

Item# 11
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Retention Schedule for Finance Department records 

 

A. Purpose 

 

County Council is requested to approve retention schedules for direct deposit forms; employee 

salary garnishment records; and position control reports.  

 

B. Background  

 

South Carolina Code of Regulations 12-504 is the regulation that governs the retention of financial 

records for county government. Direct deposit forms; employee garnishment records; and position 

control reports are not covered by SC Code of Regulation 12-504. For records not covered by the 

regulation, Section 30-1-90 of the Code of Laws of South Carolina, 1976, as amended, provides the 

process for establishing record retention schedules for state and local government offices. For the 

state’s political subdivisions, this process requires that retention schedules be approved by the 

governing body and the director of the South Carolina Department of Archives and History.  

 

 

  

� Discussion Points: 
 

• The direct deposit form is a form that authorizes Richland County to deposit 

employee pay into their savings or checking account. This contains the 

following information: 

  

1. Employee name 

2. Social security number 

3. Bank name and routing number 

4. Employee account number 

5. Deposit amount 

6. Employee signature and date 

 

The proposed retention schedule is to retain 1 year after termination, then 

destroy. 

 

 

• Employee Garnishment records are forms submitted to the Payroll Office by 

various agencies (such as Family Court and SC Department of Revenue) that 

directs Payroll to deduct funds from an employee salary to pay debts, taxes, 

child support and/or other authorized purposes.  

 

The proposed retention schedule is to retain one year after termination or after 

document is no longer in force, whichever criteria occur first, and then destroy.  
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• Position control reports are reports that document pay grades and salary ranges. 

The report also includes the incumbent’s name, salary, pay grade, pay 

adjustments. 

 

The proposed schedule is to retain for 10 years and then destroy. 

 

• Daniel Driggers, Director of the Finance Department, has approved the 

proposed retention schedules. 

 

• Richland County Council has not taken any previous action in regards 

approving retention schedules for direct deposit forms, employee salary 

garnishment and position control reports. 

 

  

 

C. Financial Impact 

 

 

There is not any financial impact associated with this request. 

 

 

D. Alternatives  

 

Approve the request to establish retention schedules for direct deposit forms; employee salary 

garnishment records; and position control reports.  

 

Do not approve request to establish retention schedules for direct deposit forms; employee 

salary garnishment records; and position control reports.  

 

 

E. Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to establish retention schedules for direct 

deposit forms; employee salary garnishment records; and position control reports.  

 

 

Recommended by: John Hopkins, Director    

Department: Register of Deeds   

Date: 05/01/12 

 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 5/4/12    

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Human Resources 

Reviewed by: Dwight Hanna   Date:     

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 5/9/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/10/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  5/10/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend approval of the retention schedules 

as outlined above. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Retention Schedules for the Public Works Department (pages 65-94) 

 

Reviews

Item# 12
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Retention Schedules for the Public Works Department 

 

A. Purpose 

 

County Council is requested to approve retention schedules for the record types that are listed.  

 

B. Background  

 

South Carolina Code of Regulations Chapter 12 is the regulation that governs the retention of 

records for county government. The records that are listed are not covered by SC Code of 

Regulation Chapter 12. For records not covered by regulation, Section 30-1-90 of the Code of Laws 

of South Carolina, 1976, as amended, provides the process for establishing record retention 

schedules for state and local government offices. For the state’s political subdivisions, this process 

requires that retention schedules be approved by the governing body and the director of the South 

Carolina Department of Archives and History.  

 

 

  

� Record type and proposed retention schedule: 
 

 

 

 

1. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS RECORDS  

 

Description: Records documenting large scale, more extensive projects 

for the improvement of drainage network infrastructure throughout 

communities in the county.  Information includes engineering drawings 

CAD plans, bids and contracts. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

 

2. CORRECTIVE ACTION PLANS  

 

Description: Plans specifically developed to correct a deficiency which 

must be addressed in order to be in compliance with National Pollution 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements. 

Information includes a description of the deficiency and specific actions 

taken to correct it. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 
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3. DRY WEATHER SCREENING RECORDS  

 

Description: Record of field inspections on drainage pipe outfalls during 

periods of dry weather to ensure there are no illicit discharges.  

Information includes date, time, and description of field conditions, GPS 

data and notes on liquids discharged.  

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

 

 

4. ILLICIT DISCHARGE DETECTION AND ELIMINATION 

RECORDS  
 

Description: Records used to document the occurrence of illicit 

discharges and improper disposals of substances at various geographical 

locations throughout the county.  Information includes dates, times, 

photos and enforcement letters. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

 

5. IMPAIRED WATER BODIES RECORDS 

 

 Description: Records describing water bodies in the county that have 

been identified as impaired by a specific pollutant or pollutants. 

Information includes sampling data, photos and GIS maps. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

 

6. IN-HOUSE DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS FILE  
 

Description: Record of drainage network improvements and other 

infrastructure improvements throughout communities in Richland 

County. Information includes engineering plans, contracts and bids. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

7. IN-HOUSE MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES RECORDS 

 

Description: Records identifying smaller, less extensive maintenance 

activities that the county is responsible for and that can be accomplished 
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with in-house resources.  Records include infrastructure maintenance 

activities involving pipes, drains and ditches. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

8. NATIONAL POLLUTION DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 

(NPDES) 

 

Description: All files and documentation related to the National Pollution 

Discharge Elimination System Program (NPDES), the federally mandated 

program required for the issuance of a five-year permit. Compliance is 

monitored by South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental 

Control and the EPA.  Information includes documentation for 

compliance, annual reports, public outreach documentation, sampling and 

monitoring activities. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

 

9. PESTICIDE, HERBICIDE AND FERTILIZER CONTROL 

PROGRAM RECORDS 

 

Description: Record of inspections of private businesses to ensure that 

they follow guidelines for storing and using pesticides, herbicides and 

fertilizers.  Information includes inspection forms and enforcement 

letters/actions if applicable. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy 

 

10. PRIVATE POND MAINTENANCE RECORDS 

 

Description: Inspection records of privately-owned ponds in the county. 

Information includes inspection reports, photos, enforcement 

letters/activities if applicable. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

11. PUBLIC EDUCATION AND OUTREACH RECORDS 

 

Description: Documents public education and outreach activities 

conducted by county staff at festivals and other public events.  

Information includes various brochures and materials produced by the 

staff as well as annual reports, photos, internal conferences and training 

materials. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 
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12. ROAD RUN-OFF MANAGEMENT PLANS 

 

Description: Plans involving the application of dust suppressive 

chemicals on county dirt roads.  Information includes sampling data, 

maps, and inspection reports. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

 

13. SANITARY SEWER OVERFLOW RECORDS  

 

Description: Reports submitted by the provider describing the details of 

overflow or spill incidents from the public and private utilities providing 

sewer services in the county.  Information includes name of utility, 

amount spilled, response or actions taken by utility, date, and time of 

incident. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

 

14. SPILL PREVENTION CONTROL AND COUNTER MEASURE 

PLANS 

 

Description: Records documenting the plans that both county entities and 

private businesses have in place to prevent spills of hazardous liquids and 

the guidelines for cleanup in the event of a spill.  These action plans are 

maintained on-site and are subject to inspection by county and state 

officials. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

 

15. STORMWATER DETENTION AND RETENTION POND RECORDS 

 

Description: Field inspection records for county-owned and/or maintained 

retention and detention ponds.  These ponds serve as part of the county's 

drainage network.  Information includes inspection forms, record of 

maintenance activities, photos and maps. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 
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16. STORMWATER DITCH RECORDS  

 

Description: Field inspection reports for drainage ditches throughout the 

county. Information includes report forms, photos, maps and description 

of maintenance activities. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

 

17. STORMWATER ORDINANCES  

 

Description: Office copies of the Richland County Stormwater 

Ordinances created for the protection of water resources in the county. 

 

Retention: PERMANENT. 

 

 

18. STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLANS  

 

Description: Plans utilized to ensure that environmental compliance is 

met and the best management practices are used by county facilities such 

as Public Works, Landfill, Owens Regional Airport, etc. These plans help 

identify potential pollutants on the property and provide guidance for 

proper care. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

 

19. STORMWATER  STRUCTUAL INVENTORY CONTROL RECORDS 

(Proactive and Reactive Investigations)  
 

Description: Recorded inventory of all drainage network structures 

throughout the county.  Information includes maps, drawings, 

inspection sheets and photos. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

20. STREAM ASSESSMENT RECORDS 

 

Description: Field inspection records of streams and creeks used to assess 

environmental conditions and impacts surrounding the water bodies.  

Information includes inspection forms, photos, maps, survey data, GPS 

and sampling data. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 
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21. WATER QUALITY SAMPLING AND MONITORING RECORDS 

(Sediment, Ambient, Wet Weather, and Macroinvertebrates) 

 

Description: Records documenting water quality conditions of surface 

water, biological collection data, conditions during storm events, and 

sediment sampling.  Records are used in identifying problem areas for 

follow-up activities. Information includes maps, spreadsheets, pollutant 

tracking documents, data collection forms and sampling result reports. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

22. CAD FILES  

 

Description: Computer-Assisted Drawings (CAD) files created by 

Geographic Information Systems and/or design engineer to support 

various Engineering Projects involving road and bridge construction and 

maintenance.  Information includes CAD drawings, associated maps and 

plans, and other project related documentation. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

 

23. EASEMENTS AND RIGHT-OF-WAY PROJECT FILES 

 

 Description: Records used to document and manage easements and 

rights-of- way for public works projects.  Information includes Right-Of-

Way descriptions, drawings and correspondence related to each project. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy 

 

 

 

24. ROAD CONSTRUCTION PLANS, CORRESPONDENCE AND 

REPORTS 

 

Description: Records used by engineering inspectors to review and 

approve road construction projects in the county.  Information includes 

correspondence to and from contractors, asphalt reports from 

geotechnical engineers, road inspection reports, and site construction 

plans. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 
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25. ROAD FILES AND DRAINAGE EASEMENTS  

 

Description: Files documenting road construction and drainage easement 

projects. Information includes project related right-of-way descriptions;  

correspondence to and from the Engineering Division, South Carolina 

Department of Transportation, county council, the county attorney, 

outside attorneys, and private citizens. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

 

26. STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROJECT FILES  

 

Description: Files created by Stormwater Engineering to document and 

administer projects.  Information includes plans, correspondence, 

calculations for designs, CAD {computer-assisted drawing) documents, 

and notes from site visits related to the project. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

 

27. TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT PLANS, CORRESPONDENCE, 

INVOICES AND REPORTS 

 

Description: Records used to document and administer projects related to 

traffic studies, inspections, multi-way stop studies, and other associated 

plans.  Information includes plans, correspondence, studies and engineer's 

invoices. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

28. CONSTRUCTION SITE PLANS, CORRESPONDENCE AND MAPS 

 

Description: Files of the new residential and commercial development 

projects in the county.  Information includes correspondence to and from 

various firms, developers, and other entities associated with the 

permitting process along with detailed information from engineers for 

each project. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

29. RECORD DRAWINGS, CAD FILES, AND MAPS FOR NEW 

DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 
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Description: Record of new development in the county reflecting the 

actual construction results.  Information includes record drawings, CAD 

files, maps and other related correspondence. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

 

30. PLATS, COST ESTIMATES, CONDITIONS STATEMENT, 

LETTERS OF CREDIT AND BONDS 

 

Description: Record of new development projects and financial surety 

compliance. Information includes plans, correspondence, maps, plats, 

engineer's cost estimates, statements of conditions (legal agreements), 

letters of credit and bonds between developers and banks. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

31. SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL CORRESPONDENCE 

 

Description: Correspondence to and from the South Carolina Department 

of Health and Environmental Control dealing with water, sewer, and 

other projects related to new development within the county. Information 

includes letters, maps, plans, drawings and other documentation related to 

projects requiring review and/or approval by DHEC. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

 

32. SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

CORRESPONDENCE 

 

Description: Correspondence to and from the SC Department of 

Transportation regarding road construction projects related to new 

development in the county.  Information includes letters, maps, plans, 

drawings and other documents related to project requiring review and 

approval of SCOOT. 

 

Retention: 10 years, then destroy. 

 

 

33. FLOOD ZONE VERIFICATIONS (FZV)  
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Description: Files used to document responses to requests for flood zone 

determinations on individual parcels. 

 

Retention: 3 years, then destroy. 

 

 

 

 

34. FLOOD PLAIN DEVELOPMENT PERMITS  

 

Description: Records to document permits for floodplain development, 

building inspections and requirements of the Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA). 

 

Retention: PERMANENT. 

 

 

 

35. FLOOD INSURANCE STUDIES (FIS)  

 

Description: Records created by the Federal Emergency Management 

Agency (FEMA) regarding flooding in a community.  These records are 

developed in conjunction with the Flood Rate Insurance Map (FIRM).  

Information includes flood profiles for flooding sources. 

 

Retention: PERMANENT. 

 

 

36. FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAPS (FIRM)  

 

Description: Maps created by the Federal Emergency Management 

Agency (FEMA) to regulate flood plain management in communities. 

Information includes base flood elevations, hydrology information, flood 

plain and floodway delineation. 

 

Retention: PERMANENT. 

 

 

 

37. DEVELOPMENT PLANS/PLATS  

 

Description: Records documenting development plans and/or plats which 

must be reviewed for adherence to flood ordinances. 

 

Retention: PERMANENT. 
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38. LETTERS OF MAP CHANGES  

 

Description: Record of requests made to change a community's flood 

hazard map.  Information includes: Conditional Letter of Map 

Amendment (CLOMA); Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR); 

Conditional Letter of Map Revision based on Fill (CLOMR-F); 

Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA); Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) 

and Letter of Map Revision based on Fill (LOMR-F).  

 

Retention: PERMANENT. 

 

 

 

• David Hoops, Director of the Public Works Department, has approved the 

proposed retention schedules. 

 

  

 

C. Financial Impact 

 

 

There is not any financial impact associated with this request. 

 

 

D. Alternatives  

 

Approve the request to establish retention schedules for the Public Works Department. 

 

Do not approve request to establish retention schedules for the Public Works Department. 

 

 

E. Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to establish retention schedules for the 

Public Works Department.  

 

 

Recommended by: John Hopkins, Director    

Department: Register of Deeds   

Date: 05/07/12 

 

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

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 5/8/12    

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

  

Recommendation based on approval of Public Works Director, Record Retention 

Director and no financial impact. 

 

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 5/8/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/10/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  5/14/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend Council approval of the request to 

establish retention schedules for the Public Works Department.  
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Special Duty Budget: Off-Duty Security Work Sheriff Deputies (pages 96-97) 

 

Reviews

Item# 13
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: FY12 Special Duty Budget: Sheriff Deputies Off Duty Security Work 
 

A. Purpose 

 
County Council is requested to approve a budget amendment for Special Duty in the amount of 
$40,000.00. 

 
 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
Special Duty funds are paid by public or private entities who hire Sheriff’s deputies to perform 
Special Duty security work.  The FY12 approved budget for Special Duty is $1,399,951.  Based 
on activity in the current year, it is projected that an additional $40,000.00 appropriation of 
Special Duty revenue is necessary to remain within budget.  

 

C. Financial Impact 

 

There is no impact to the General Fund since Special Duty expenditures are offset by revenues 
from Special Duty activities.   

 

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the request to appropriate $40,000.00 in Special Duty revenue. 
2. Do not approve the request, and Special Duty expenditures will likely exceed budget. 

 

E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that Council approve the request to appropriate $40,000.00 of Special Duty 
revenue. 
 

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:  5/4/12  
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
The Council approved program is funded through the collection of user fees by the 
Sheriff’s Department for the service.  Due to increased activity, the actual YTD 
expenditures are approximately $1.2m and are tracking to exceed the budget.  Approval 
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would provide the appropriation of budget dollars to enable the program to continue 
through the end of the fiscal year.   

 
 
 
 
 

Sheriff Department 

Reviewed by: Steve Birnie   Date:     
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/11/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  5/14/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  The request has no financial impact on the 
General Fund.  The budget amendment will be funded entirely from revenues generated 
by the Special Duty Program.  Approval is recommended. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Workers Compensation Information (pages 99-108) 

 

Reviews

Item# 14
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Workers Compensation Information 

A. Purpose 

 

County Council is requested to consider Councilman Malinowski’s motion to have Administration  

provide the types and number of claims over the past five years in an effort to arrive at what claims 

appear to be the most repetitive and then make recommendations as to a safety program for 

employees that will help reduce those particular problems.         

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

Every year Richland County pay millions of dollars for workers compensation claims.   

 

C. Financial Impact 

 

The intent is to reduce the amount paid for workers’ compensation claims each year.  

 

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the motion to have Administration provide the information. 

2. Do not approve the motion to have Administration provide the information.   

 

E. Recommendation 

 

It is requested that County approve the motion to have Administration provide  

workers’ compensation information. Reading of the attached summary on the present 

safety programs and procedure is recommended.        

 

Recommended by: David Chambers Department: Risk Management Date: May 7, 2012 

 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  5/9/12   

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

  

  

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 5/9/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/9/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  5/10/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Staff has provided by email the five-year claims 

history, as requested in the motion.  It is recommended that staff continue to 

aggressively monitor claims, to include the types of injuries and the departments in 

which injuries more frequently occur, and continue to structure the safety training 

programs around those areas. 

 

It should be noted that some departments historically have higher concentrations of 

claims due to the nature of the services performed and the physical requirements of the 

jobs within those departments, such as Public Works, Emergency Medical Services and 

the Detention Center.  The Risk Management Division focuses a high percentage of 

training time on these departments in an effort to mitigate, to the extent possible, future 

workers compensation claims. 
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Items Pending Analysis
 

 

Subject

a. Based on the new sewer 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

Item# 15
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