
 

RICHLAND COUNTY 

COUNCIL

 

ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE 

COMMITTEE

 

Joyce Dickerson Paul Livingston Greg Pearce (Chair) Jim Manning Kelvin Washington

District 2 District 4 District 6 District 8 District 10

 

MARCH 25, 2014

6:00 PM

 

2020 Hampton Street

 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

 1. Regular Session: February 25, 2014 [PAGES 3-6] 

 

 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

 

ITEMS FOR ACTION

 

 2. Department of Community Development Budget Amendment [PAGES 7-18] 

 

 3. Petition to Close a Portion of Old Forest Drive [PAGES 19-37] 
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 4. Septic and Storm Drainage Problems in Suburbs [PAGES 38-40] 

 

 
5. Renewal of Operating Agreement between Richland County and Columbia Rowing Club and Short-

Term Proposal Directives for Site [PAGES 41-61] 

 

 
6. Policy Change for Placement of Committee Items Forwarded with No Recommendation on the 

Consent Agenda [PAGES 62-64] 

 

 
7. Approve award of the Countywide Watershed Improvement Plan contract to Brown & Caldwell 

[PAGES 65-72] 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

  

Special Accommodations and Interpreter Services  

 

Citizens may be present during any of the County’s meetings. If requested, the agenda and 

backup materials will be made available in alternative formats to persons with a disability, as 

required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. Sec. 12132), 

as amended and the federal rules and regulations adopted in implementation thereof. 

 

Any person who requires a disability-related modification or accommodation, including 

auxiliary aids or services, in order to participate in the public meeting may request such 

modification, accommodation, aid or service by contacting the Clerk of Council’s office either 

in person at 2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC, by telephone at (803) 576-2061, or TDD at 

803-576-2045 no later than 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting.  
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MINUTES OF  
     

 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 2014 
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:  Greg Pearce 
Member: Joyce Dickerson 
Member: Paul Livingston 
Member: Jim Manning 
Member: Kelvin E. Washington, Sr. 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  Damon Jeter, Bill Malinowski, Norman Jackson, Seth Rose, Julie-Ann Dixon, 
Tony McDonald, Roxanne Ancheta, Sparty Hammett, Warren Harley, Daniel Driggers, Brad 
Farrar, John Hixon, Justine Jones, Bill Peters, Dwight Hanna, Buddy Atkins, Geo Price, 
Monique Walters 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

 
The meeting started at approximately 6:00 p.m. 

 
POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE – Ms. Dickerson thanked everyone for their support during 
the past year. 

 
ELECTION OF THE CHAIR 

 
Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to nominate Mr. Pearce for the position of 
Chair. The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
December 17, 2013 (Regular Session) – Mr. Washington moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, 
to approve the minutes as distributed. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
February 25, 2014 
Page Two 

 
ADOPTION OF AGENDA 

 

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

 
ITEMS FOR ACTION 

 

Approval of a Family Court Social Worker/Juvenile Mental Health Court Coordinator for 
the Solicitor’s Office and a Senior Application Support Analyst for the Information 
Technology Department – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to refer to the 
budget process. A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in was in favor. 
 
Coroner’s Office: Purchase of Replacement Computer Equipment – Mr. Washington 
moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to refer this item to the budget process. A discussion took 
place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
FY13-14 Annual Action Plan—Council Approval – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. 
Washington, to defer this item. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Richland County Sheriff’s Department ASPCA Foundation Grant/No FTE/No Match – Mr. 
Livingston moved, seconded Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council with a recommendation to 
approve the grant to provide funding for equipment to implement an Animal Cruelty Response 
Unit. Any costs to maintain the equipment will be absorbed by the Richland County Sheriff’s 
Department budget. A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Out of Cycle Funding Requests: Accommodations Tax and Hospitality Tax – Mr. Manning 
moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to refer this item to the budget process. The vote in favor 
was unanimous. 
 
2nd Annual “Relax, It’s OK 2 B Single” Valentine’s Day Gala Funding Request – Mr. 
Washington moved to approve this item. The motion died for lack of a second. 
 
Mr. Washington moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council without a 
recommendation. 
 

For   Opposed 
  Pearce  Dickerson 
  Washington  Manning 
     Livingston 
 
The motion to forward to Council without a recommendation failed.  
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
February 25, 2014 
Page Three 

 
 
Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council with a 
recommendation for denial. The vote was in favor. 
 
Policy for Purchase of Property by Elected and Appointed Officials – Mr. Washington 
moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council without recommendation. The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
 
Expanding Richland County’s Community Development Staff – Mr. Washington moved, 
seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to refer this item to the budget process. The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
Reclassification and Promotion Handbook Revisions – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by 
Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council without a recommendation. A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
CASA: Fostering Futures Youth Center – Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, 
to refer this item to the budget process. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Property Acquisition, 0.26 Acre parcel – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, 
to forward to Council with a recommendation to approve the acquisition of a 0.26 acre parcel 
immediately adjacent to the Jim Hamilton-LB Owens Airport in the amount of $150. The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
 
EMS Ambulance Purchase – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to forward to 
Council with a recommendation to approve the purchase to remount 19 ambulance vehicles 
from Taylor Made Ambulance Company for a cost of $1,500,886 with the funds coming from the 
EMS Bond account. A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Replace Deteriorated Caulk at the Expansion Joints and Windows at the Richland County 
Administration and Health Department Buildings – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. 
Manning, to forward to Council with a recommendation to authorize Procurement Department 
Director to enter into and award a contract with Strickland Waterproofing Company, Inc., who 
has been determined to be the most responsive responder complying materially with the 
specifications as advertised. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:51 p.m. 
 
        Submitted by, 
 
        Greg Pearce, Chair 
The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Department of Community Development Budget Amendment 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a budget amendment to increase the Community 
Development Department budget in the amount of $71,000.00. The City of Columbia will 
provide a contribution of $71,000 to the Richland County Community Development Department 
for the development of one city block within Phase II of the Monticello Road Streetscape 
project. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
In 2010, URS/BP Barber completed the architectural design for the Monticello Road streetscape 
project and estimated project construction to be $500,000. Within the boundary of the project is 
one City block located between Summit Avenue and Dixie Avenue. URS/BP Barber estimated 
the City’s block’s cost at $99,000.00. Community Development staff informed City Council 
member Sam Davis and County Council member Paul Livingston of this matter. Councilman 
Davis agreed to seek financial support from the City for the Monticello Road project.   
 
Councilman Livingston received a letter dated April 7, 2011 from the City Manager which 
stated that the City will make available $71,000.00 for Monticello Road (see attached). The 
source will be remaining funds from a previous streetscape project.  City Council approved the 
funds on June 21, 2011 (see attached).  In addition to the $71,000, the City will purchase 6 
lights for the City block and will own and maintain them. The County will be responsible for the 
installation and construction of the proposed improvements for the project.  Phase II of the 
project is slated to begin summer of 2014. The City held the $71,000.00 until the funds were 
needed by the County, and the City is prepared to disburse the $71,000.00 upon request from 
Richland County. Phase II bid package is under review in the County’s Procurement 
Department. Once approved, URS/BP Barber will bid the project through a competitive process. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

 
This is a staff initiated request. 
 

D. Financial Impact 

 
There is no financial impact to the County other than a funds contribution from an external 
source (the City of Columbia). This increases the overall Community Development budget, 
thereby generating the need to do a budget amendment. The City is not requesting any County 
match funds in exchange for this contribution. The County’s source of funding for the 
Monticello Road Streetscape project is CDBG through the Community Development 
Department. The Community Development Department is also prepared to expend up to 
$28,000 for the City block, if deemed appropriate. 
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E. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the request to amend the Community Development budget and accept the 
$71,000.00 from the City of Columbia. 
 

2. Do not approve the request to amend the Community Development budget and reject the 
City’s contribution to the Monticello Streetscape project. Not accepting the contribution 
from the City of Columbia will result in omitting the City block from the redevelopment 
project. 

 

F. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that Council approve the request to amend the Community Development 
budget and accept the City contribution of $71,000.00. 
 

Recommended by: Valeria Jackson     Department: Community Development Date: 3/5/2014 
 

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

Please be specific in your recommendation.  While “Council Discretion” may be appropriate 
at times, it is recommended that Staff provide Council with a professional recommendation 
of approval or denial, and justification for that recommendation, as often as possible. 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 3/9/14    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Recommend approval contingent on the fact that project completion is already 
programmed through County CDBG funds and requires no additional funding from the 
County. 

 

Grants 

Reviewed by: Sara Salley    Date:3/9/14 
 X Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

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

Comments regarding recommendation:   
 

Administration 

Reviewed by Sparty Hammett:      Date:  3/12/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Petition to Close a Portion of Old Forest Drive  

 

A. Purpose 

 

Council is requested to consider a petition filed with the Circuit Court to close a portion of Old 

Forest Drive, which is in Richland County.   

   

B. Background / Discussion 

 

Petitioner filed with the Circuit Court to close a portion of Old Forest Drive, which is in 

Richland County.  The road was abandoned by SCDOT and subsequently turned over to 

Richland County in 2003.  Old Forest Drive runs east-to-west near the intersection of Forest 

Drive and Percival Road.  

 

Petitioner will soon obtain title to every tract that is adjacent to Old Forest Drive as they have 

entered into confidential written contracts to purchase all land adjacent to Old Forest Drive, 

which will subsequently create a single joined tract. Petitioner’s Attorney maintains that all 

other landowners made a party to this suit will consent to their portion of the road closure.  

Petitioner requests that the court abandon or close the roadway and vest title with all abutting 

landowners.   

 

A copy of the petition is attached for your convenience (including a plat view of the area).   

  

The Legal Department now needs Council’s guidance in answering this lawsuit.    

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

 

None.  This is a new lawsuit. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

 

No known financial impact at this time.   

 

E. Alternatives 

  

 1. Approve petitioner’s request to close the subject road and direct Legal to answer the suit 

accordingly. 

 

2. Deny petitioner’s request to close the road, state reasons for such denial, and direct Legal to 

answer the suit accordingly.  

 

F. Recommendation 

Council’s discretion. 

 

Recommended by: Lauren Hogan Department:  Legal        Date: 3/10/14 
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G. Reviews 
(Please replace the appropriate box with a � and then support your recommendation in the Comments section 

before routing on.  Thank you!)   

 

Please be specific in your recommendation.  While “Council Discretion” may be appropriate 

at times, it is recommended that Staff provide Council with a professional recommendation 

of approval or denial, and justification for that recommendation, as often as possible. 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers:   Date:  3/12/14   

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Recommend Council discretion 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

  Recommendation supports ROA as Council discretion based on no financial impact. 

 

Planning 

Reviewed by: Tracy Hegler   Date: 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

 Planning approves, provided no parcel becomes landlocked from this closure. 

 

Public Works 

Reviewed by: Ismail Ozbek   Date:  3/12/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: 

 

Emergency Services 

Reviewed by: Michael Byrd   Date: 3/13/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Richland County owns and operates an Emergency Services EMS and Fire Station 

located on Old Forest Drive.  Emergency vehicles use Old Forest Drive when leaving the 

station.  The Petition states “the western-most portion…”  Closing the western most 

portion of Old Forest Drive should not interfere with emergency response. 

   

  

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 3/19/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion; the 

Legal Department will respond to the lawsuit according to Council’s decision. 
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Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date: 3/19/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Septic and Storm Drainage Problems in Suburbs  

 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to develop a plan to eliminate the septic and storm drainage 

problems in the suburbs.   

 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

During the July 16, 2013, Councilman Jackson made the following motion: 

 

“Develop a plan to eliminate the septic and storm drainage problems in the suburbs and 

complete and tie into the city sewer and storm water systems.” 

 

 This motion was forwarded to the D&S Committee for further consideration. 

 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

 

This motion was referred to the D&S Committee during the July 16, 2013 Council meeting. 

 

 

D. Financial Impact 

The financial impact of developing and implementing a plan to eliminate septic and storm 

drainage problems in suburbs in general is not available.  Additional guidance from Council is 

needed to determine the goal of the study and the boundaries and extent of the study area. Once 

this information is provided, the financial impact can be determined. 

 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Authorize staff to develop a scope of work, solicit a proposal from a consultant and bring a 

recommendation back to Council for proceeding with a study.  

2. Do not approve the development of a plan. 

 

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to hire a consultant to develop a plan to 

eliminate the septic and storm drainage problems in the suburbs as identified by County 

Council. 

 

Recommended by: Councilman Norman Jackson    Date: 3/10/14 

 

G. Reviews 
(Please replace the appropriate box with a � and then support your recommendation in the Comments section 

before routing on.  Thank you!)   
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Please be specific in your recommendation.  While “Council Discretion” may be appropriate 

at times, it is recommended that Staff provide Council with a professional recommendation 

of approval or denial, and justification for that recommendation, as often as possible. 

 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 3/11/14    

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Recommendation supports additional information if the request is an item Council wants 

to consider  

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by: Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 3/11/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Utilities 

Reviewed by:  Andy H. Metts   Date: 3/12/14 

 x Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: A plan was developed a few years ago to address 

the septic tank problem communities in Richland County as identified on the SC DHEC 

sewer needs list. This plan is available for review and updating. 

 

Legal 

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

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Policy decision left to Council’s diecretion. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Sparty Hammett   Date:  3/12/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Renewal of Operating Agreement between Richland County and Columbia Rowing Club 
and Short-Term Proposal Directives for Site 

 
A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to renew the Operating Agreement between Richland County and 
Columbia Rowing Club for the Richland County Rowing Center, and provide direction to staff 
regarding the short-term proposal for the site.   

 

B. Background / Discussion 

This Request of Action is divided into two portions.  The first portion speaks to the renewal of 
the Operating Agreement between Richland County and Columbia Rowing Club, and the 
second portion deals with the short and long term proposals for the site. 
 
The following information was provided by the Columbia Rowing Club: 
 
Since 1999, Columbia Rowing Club, a 501(c)3 charitable organization 
(www.ColumbiaRowingClub.com), has been operating at the Richland County Rowing Center 
(which resides on 27 acres of County-owned property) to provide the opportunity and facilities 
for rowing to the public.  Richland County and Columbia Rowing Club entered into a formal 
operating agreement on April 21, 2009, for a period of 5 years.  The proposed Addendum to the 
Operating Agreement, and the current Agreement, which expires on April 21, 2014, are attached 
for your convenience.   
 
The purpose of Columbia Rowing Club is to educate the public on the benefits of the sport of 
rowing as a healthful means of recreation and physical fitness at all levels by providing 
instruction, competition, and access to equipment and facilities in the Columbia, S.C. area. 
Since its inception, Columbia Rowing Club has offered free and/or low cost rowing lessons to 
the public and, during that time, has introduced the sport of rowing to hundreds of Midlands 
residents.  The club is open to the public, has maintained a low membership fee, and waives the 
membership fee for anyone who cannot afford it.  The reason for a membership fee is to pay for 
insurance required by the agreement with the County and to purchase and maintain rowing 
equipment which is accessible to all members.  The club currently has 63 active members.  
Membership costs range from $0 to $165, depending on income eligibility.  No one has been or 
will be turned away for the inability to pay.   
 
During its 14 years operating at the Richland County Rowing Center, Columbia Rowing Club 
has provided a safe environment for rowing without any negative incidents. 

 
The beautiful water, the warm climate, and the facility provided for rowing by Richland County 
have been recognized nationally in the rowing community by Rower’s Almanac, which named 
Columbia the 5th best city in the United States to retire and row. 

 
Two of the club’s programs are especially important and deserve elaboration:   

1.   Youth Rowing 
2.   Visiting Crews 
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Youth Rowing is a program open to all youth in the Midlands from age 13 - 18.  The youth are 
provided instruction in the sport of rowing and coaching to prepare them for competition.  The 
program provides an important alternative to more traditional organized sports.  It is a low 
impact, whole-body exercise that requires no special athletic skill.  Through the program, young 
people learn important life-lessons such as teamwork, individual and team responsibility, 
punctuality, the rewards of hard work, along with learning a sport they can enjoy for a lifetime.  
All of the equipment for the team has been purchased by the club.  Coaching is provided by 
volunteers from the club, and no child has been denied the opportunity due to financial hardship.  
At least one participant in the program has received a waiver of fees by the club in almost every 
season Youth Rowing has operated.  (The cost to participate is $0 - $420 per youth.) The 
program has males and females, varies from season to season in minority representation (as high 
as 60% one season), has had youth from virtually every high school in the Midlands, and from 
every socio-economic class.  The youth practice 3-4 days per week and participate in 
competitions in SC, GA, and TN against crews from throughout the Southeast and parts of the 
Midwest.  Four young people from the Youth program have received rowing scholarships for 
college.   
 
Visiting Crews:  Every year, Columbia Rowing Club hosts visiting crews from colleges and 
high schools in northern states for winter and spring training.  Some of the schools that have 
trained in Columbia at the Richland County Rowing Center are:  Georgetown University (10 
years), Bucknell University, Hobart and William Smith Colleges, University of Vermont, 
University of Michigan, University of William and Mary, Bryn Mawr College, Colgate 
University, Old Dominion, Carnegie-Mellon, Vassar, Vanderbilt University, Syracuse 
University, University of Dayton, St. Mark’s Academy, Tabor Academy, and St. Ignatius High 
School.  These crews come to Columbia because of the unique nature of the rowing center, the 
warm climate of Columbia, which provides ideal training opportunities while their waters are 
still frozen, and the hospitality of Columbia Rowing Club and the Regional Sports Council.  
Each crew stays for about a week, bringing up to 75 rowers, plus coaches and support personnel.  
According to the Regional Sports Council, the direct economic impact of visiting crews to the 
economy of the Midlands from 2003 – 2013 is $1,764,500, with a total economic impact of 
$5,293,500.  

 
 The following information was provided by Richland County staff: 
 

In 1999, the Richland County Legislative Delegation authorized the SC Department of Natural 
Resources to provide $25,000 from the Richland County Water Recreation Funds for the dock at 
the Broad River Rowing Center.  Again, the Rowing Center sits on 27 acres owned by Richland 
County.   

 
As this is county-owned property, Richland County provides support for the facility by cutting 
the grass 3 – 4 times per year, maintaining the road into the facility, clearing fallen trees as well 
as removing dead and/or damaged trees, repairing flood erosion, and making infrequent repairs 
to the dock and boat house.  The cost associated with these activities averages $2,500 annually 
and is paid from the Support Services (Facilities and Grounds Division) maintenance budget.  If 
the agreement with Columbia Rowing Club is renewed, it is projected that there would continue 
to be this annual cost associated with the Rowing Center and/or the property itself.   
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At the end of August 2013, Administration contacted the Richland County Recreation 
Commission (RCRC) to determine their interest in assuming operational control (security, 
maintenance, etc.) of the Rowing Center.  In early September, Administration received word 
from the RCRC (James Brown, Executive Director; Kenya Bryant, Assistant Executive 
Director; Ronnie Kinnett, Division Head of Property Management) that they declined the 
opportunity to take over the operations of the Rowing Center.   
 
At this time, Richland County does not have the capability nor resources to operate the Rowing 
Center as it functions today.  If Columbia Rowing Club no longer operates the facility, the 
aforementioned activities (Youth Rowing, Visiting Crews), in addition to other activities 
currently occurring at the site, may cease unless an alternate agreement between the County and 
another viable entity is established.  Again, however, this is county-owned property, so it will 
have to be maintained, regardless of any operational arrangement that may be in place. 
 
Therefore, it is recommended that Council approve the renewal of the operating agreement 
(attached) with Columbia Rowing Club. 
 
With regards to the short and long term options for the site, staff would request Council endorse 
the short term option conceptually for the property, and direct staff to research the item, and 
report back to Council.   
 
Multiple meetings with Columbia Rowing Club and the surrounding community have occurred 
over the past few months.  At the most recent community meeting, which was held Thursday, 
March 6 at the Virginia Wingard Church, short and long term options for the property were 
discussed.  The document that was shared with the Columbia Rowing Club and the community, 
which contains short and long term options, as well as maps, is attached for your convenience.   
 
For now, it is recommended that Council endorse the short term option conceptually for the 
property.  The short term option involves the current location of the entrance gate be moved 
further down the property so as to open up greater public access to the site.  If Council endorses 
this short term option, staff will determine safety / liability concerns associated with moving the 
entrance gate, as well as the costs associated with the gate relocation.  Once this has been 
determined, staff will bring the item back to Council for review and action.   
 
As for the long term items in the document, it is staff’s intent to keep these items on the 
“working list” for this site, and revisit them as time and funding allows.  For now, however, the 
focus is on the short term proposal. 
 
It is at this time that staff is requesting 2 items of Council:   

1. Approve the renewal of the Operating Agreement with Columbia Rowing Club. 
2. Endorse the short term option conceptually for the property.  By doing so, staff will 

determine safety / liability concerns associated with moving the entrance gate, as well as 
the costs associated with the gate relocation.  Once this has been determined, staff will 
bring the item back to Council for review and action. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

o 1999 - 2009.  Verbal operating agreement between Richland County and Columbia Rowing 
Club. 
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o April 21, 2009.  Original formal Operating Agreement between Richland County and 
Columbia Rowing Club enacted.    

 

D. Financial Impact 

As this is county-owned property, Richland County provides support for the facility by cutting 
the grass 3 – 4 times per year, maintaining the road into the facility, clearing fallen trees, as well 
as removing dead and/or damaged trees, repairing flood erosion, and making infrequent repairs 
to the dock and boat house.  The cost associated with these activities averages $2,500 annually, 
and is paid from the Facilities maintenance budget.  If the agreement is renewed, it is projected 
that there would continue to be this annual cost associated with the rowing center and/or 
property itself. 
 
Per the agreement, Columbia Rowing Club “maintain[s] liability insurance sufficient to cover 
all Club activities on or related to the use of the site.”  (Per the Club, they pay approximately 
$1,425 per year to be an affiliated member of US Rowing, which includes the liability 
insurance.)  Per the Club, they also handle day-to-day site maintenance, including trash removal.  
They also pay approximately $1,825, depending on the value of the boats and equipment, to 
insure the club boats and equipment used for Youth Rowing and free-learn-to-row for the 
public. 
 
Further, per the Club, they have spent a substantial amount of money to support Youth Rowing, 
Learn to Row, and to provide equipment that is available for members to use: 

• 2010 - $14,000:   Trailer for transporting boats and equipment to competition.  Has been 
used exclusively for Youth Rowing 

• $29,000:  Four boats used almost exclusively for Youth Rowing, but available for use by 
smaller club members 

• $13,000:  Three boats due in October to be used equally for Youth Rowing, Learn to Row, 
and by adult members of the club 

Funds for these equipment purchases came from dues, private boat storage fees, donations and 
fund raising by members and Youth Rowers. 

The Club also pays $65 per month for a Port-a-John to be at the site at all times.  It is available 
for use by anyone who goes to the site for walking, running, fishing, etc. 

By endorsing the short term option conceptually for the property, staff will determine safety / 
liability concerns associated with moving the entrance gate, as well as the costs associated with 
the gate relocation.  Once this has been determined, staff will bring the item back to Council for 
review and action. 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to extend the Operating Agreement for five (5) years with Columbia 
Rowing Club, allowing them to continue to operate as they have for the last 14 years.  
Endorse the short term option conceptually for the property.  By doing so, staff will 
determine safety / liability concerns associated with moving the entrance gate, as well as the 
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costs associated with the gate relocation.  Once this has been determined, staff will bring the 
item back to Council for review and action. 

 
2. Approve the request to extend the Operating Agreement as amended.  Endorse the short 

term option conceptually for the property.  By doing so, staff will determine safety / liability 
concerns associated with moving the entrance gate, as well as the costs associated with the 
gate relocation.  Once this has been determined, staff will bring the item back to Council for 
review and action. 

 
3. Approve the request to extend the Operating Agreement as presented.  Do not endorse the 

short term option conceptually for the property.  Direct staff otherwise as it relates to the 
property. 

 
4. Do not approve the request to extend the Operating Agreement with Columbia Rowing Club 

at all.  A decision would have to be made by Council with regards to the future of the site.   
 

F. Recommendation 

Approve the request to extend the Operating Agreement for five (5) years with Columbia 
Rowing Club, allowing them to continue to operate as they have for the last 14 years.  Endorse 
the short term option conceptually for the property.  By doing so, staff will determine safety / 
liability concerns associated with moving the entrance gate, as well as the costs associated with 
the gate relocation.  Once this has been determined, staff will bring the item back to Council for 
review and action. 
 
Recommended by:  Roxanne Ancheta   Department:  Administration     Date:  March 10, 2014 

 

G. Reviews 
(Please replace the appropriate box with a � and then support your recommendation in the Comments section 

before routing on.  Thank you!)   
 

Please be specific in your recommendation.  While “Council Discretion” may be appropriate 
at times, it is recommended that Staff provide Council with a professional recommendation 
of approval or denial, and justification for that recommendation, as often as possible. 

 

Finance 

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

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Support Services 

Reviewed by:  John Hixon   Date:     
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval as recommended by 

Administration. The partnership with the Rowing Club allows members to be on site much of 

the time and report maintenance issues to the Support Services Facilities Maintenance Division. 

This allows knowledge of possible maintenance needs before they become more problematic, 

potentially increasing the repair time and cost as well as reducing county liability concerns. This 

partnership prevents the need for the use of Facilities maintenance resources, such as County 
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staff time and fuel, to inspect the property on a much increased frequency than currently 

completed.  Without this support Facilities staff would be required to be on site almost daily to 

look for concerns that include dock, boathouse issues, access road conditions, and obstruction 

issues, as well as provide daily housekeeping tasks associated with trash removal activities.   

 

Legal 

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

Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion.  The 
extension was drafted by the Legal Department. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  March 12, 2014 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: It is recommended that Council approve the 
request to extend the Operating Agreement for five (5) years with Columbia Rowing 
Club, allowing them to continue to operate as they have for the last 14 years.  It is also 
recommended that Council endorse the short term option conceptually for the property.  
By doing so, staff will determine safety / liability concerns associated with moving the 
entrance gate, as well as the costs associated with the gate relocation.  Once this has 
been determined, staff will bring the item back to Council for review and action. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) 
     )               Addendum to Operating Agreement 
COUNTY OF RICHLAND      )   (Extension) 
 
 
 THIS ADDENDUM entered into this _____ day of ____________, 2014, by and between 
RICHLAND COUNTY (hereinafter referred to as “County”), and COLUMBIA ROWING CLUB 
(hereinafter referred to as “the Club”). 
 
 WHEREAS, the parties entered into an Operating Agreement (hereinafter the “Agreement”), 
dated April 21, 2009; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the parties now wish to extend the term of said Agreement. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and intending to be legally bound 
hereby, the parties agree as follows: 
 
 1.  The parties mutually agree that the Term of the Agreement shall be extended and shall 
terminate automatically five (5) years from the date of execution of this Addendum. 
 
 2.    In all other respects, the Agreement shall remain in full force and effect.  
 
 3.  This Addendum may be executed in multiple counterparts, each of which shall be 
deemed to be an original and all of which shall constitute a single instrument. 
 
 4.   This Addendum and all amendments or additions hereto shall be binding upon and fully 
enforceable against the successors and assigns of the parties hereto. 
 
 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this instrument to be executed in 
their names and their corporate seals to be hereunto affixed the day and year first written above. 

 
WITNESSES:     RICHLAND COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA 
       
 
____________________________  By: ___________________________________ 
            Its:_________________________________ 
____________________________ 
 
 
      COLUMBIA ROWING CLUB 
       
 
____________________________  By: ___________________________________ 
            Its:_________________________________ 

____________________________
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Policy Change for Placement of Committee Items Forwarded with No Recommendation 

on the Consent Agenda  

 

A. Purpose 
County Council is requested to approve a request to revise the practice of placing Committee 

items unanimously forwarded with “No Recommendation” on the Consent Agenda.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 
At the February 18, 2014 Council meeting, Councilman Malinowski made the following 

motion: 

 

“Any item that is referred to Council with ‘no recommendation’ will not be 

placed on the consent agenda, even if it was unanimous in committee. This will 

eliminate any confusion as to the fact something must be done with the item.”  

 

Items that are forwarded out of Committee with a unanimous vote of “No Recommendation” 

may be placed on the Consent Agenda, but require additional information. With the additional 

information, there may not be consensus on the item.  

 

Therefore, it is recommended that items forwarded out of Committee with a unanimous vote of 

“No Recommendation” should not be placed on the Consent Agenda.  

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 
There is no legislative or chronological history other than the stated motion. The practice has 

been in existence for an indefinite period. 

 

D. Financial Impact 
There is no financial impact associated with this request. 

 

E. Alternatives 
1. Approve the request to revise the practice of placing Committee items unanimously 

forwarded with “No Recommendation” on the Consent Agenda. Items forwarded out of 

Committee with a unanimous vote of “No Recommendation” will not be placed on the 

Consent Agenda. 

2. Do not approve the request to revise the practice of placing Committee items unanimously 

forwarded with “No Recommendation” on the Consent Agenda. This alternative will result 

in items remaining on the Consent Agenda despite having been forwarded with “No 

Recommendation.” 

 

F. Recommendation 
Approve the request to revise the practice of placing Committee items unanimously forwarded 

with “No Recommendation” on the Consent Agenda.  Items forwarded out of Committee with a 

unanimous vote of “No Recommendation” will not be placed on the Consent Agenda. 

 

Recommended by: Hon. Bill Malinowski Department: County Council    Date: 2/18/14 
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G. Reviews 
 

Finance 
Reviewed by:  Daniel Driggers   Date: 3/7/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Recommend Council discretion 

Comments regarding recommendation:  The request has no financial impact and is a 

policy decision for Council. 

 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 3/7/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion.  Will 

likely require a change to Council’s Rules of Procedure (1.7(c)(11)). 

 

Administration 
Reviewed by: Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  March 7, 2014 

√ Recommend Council approval   �  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: It is recommended that Council approve the 

request to revise the practice of placing Committee items unanimously forwarded with 

“No Recommendation” on the Consent Agenda.  If approved, items forwarded out of 

Committee with a unanimous vote of “No Recommendation” will not be placed on the 

Consent Agenda.   
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Approve award of the Countywide Watershed Improvement Plan contract to Brown & 

Caldwell 

 

A. Purpose 

 

County Council is requested to approve the award of the Countywide Watershed Improvement 

Plan (CWIP) contract to Brown & Caldwell.   

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

The Stormwater Division of Public Works is constantly working to improve its compliance with 

the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program implemented by the 

South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC).  The Stormwater 

Division has been collecting information on various watersheds, documenting existing drainage 

infrastructure, and monitoring stream data for about 8 years.   These efforts have built a 

foundation of information which we want to use to develop a more comprehensive planning 

approach which will incorporate the entire county as well as more specific short and long term 

priorities for the program. 

 

Through the development and use of a master stormwater plan or a countywide watershed 

improvement plan, the Stormwater Division intends to identify and prioritize planning efforts, 

studies and projects with the purpose of addressing specific water quality, quantity management, 

infrastructure maintenance needs, and known problem areas throughout the County. 

 

County Council approved on February 5, 2013 a study or CWIP which would compile and 

analyze existing information and conditions, identify projects, including missing data, estimate 

costs, and develop a priority ranking system for planning and budgeting (see attached in 

Appendix 1 the general Scope of Services from the Request for Qualifications (RFQ) - Exhibit 

C). 

 

An RFQ was issued by County Procurement, applicant submittals were evaluated, and Brown & 

Caldwell was selected by the review committee. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

 

Discussions were conducted at the 2013 County Council Retreat which led to the approval of 

the CWIP at the February 5, 2014 County Council meeting.  Subsequently, an RFQ was issued 

by the Procurement office (6 Sept 2013), applicant submittals were evaluated (4 Dec 2013), oral 

presentations conducted (6 Feb 2014) and a consultant selected (24 Feb 2014).  The Stormwater 

Division now requests County Council approval to award the contract to Brown & Caldwell. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

 

The scope of the CWIP is comprehensive and will set a foundation for the Stormwater’s planned 

projects for many years.  The CWIP will provide a road map for allocating funds to 
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infrastructure and other projects where critical investments will provide huge savings over the 

long term.  Funds for the CWIP are currently available in the Stormwater Division budget and 

need to be encumbered in FY2014 to prevent fiscal roll over issues. 

 

E. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve award of the CWIP contract to Brown & Caldwell. 

 

2. Do not approve award of the CWIP contract to Brown & Caldwell. 

 

F. Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to award the CWIP contract to Brown & 

Caldwell. 

 

Recommended by: Ismail Ozbek  Department:  Public Works Date: March 6, 2014 

 

G. Reviews 
(Please replace the appropriate box with a � and then support your recommendation in the Comments section 

before routing on.  Thank you!)   

 

Please be specific in your recommendation.  While “Council Discretion” may be appropriate 

at times, it is recommended that Staff provide Council with a professional recommendation 

of approval or denial, and justification for that recommendation, as often as possible. 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  3/13/14   

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by: Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 3/17/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Legal  

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 3/17/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. 

 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Sparty Hammett    Date:  3/17/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: 
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