
 

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

 

MAY 27, 2014

6:00 PM

 

2020 Hampton Street

 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

 1. Regular Session: April 22, 2014 [PAGES 4-6] 

 

 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

 

ITEMS FOR ACTION

 

 
2. Acceptance of Loan Assistance Funds for Construction of a Portion of the Lower Richland Sewer 

Project [PAGES 7-32] 

 

 3. Coroner-2400: Budget Amendment for FY 13-14 [PAGES 33-36] 
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 4. Emergency Services Purchase Orders for 2014-2015 [PAGES 37-40] 

 

 5. Department of Public Works - South Paving Contract Change Order Four [PAGES 41-46] 

 

 6. South Paving Project Construction Administration [PAGES 47-55] 

 

 7. Architectural/Engineering Services for New Coroner’s Facility [PAGES 56-59] 

 

 8. SC Philharmonic Funding Request [PAGES 60-65] 

 

 9. Hospitality Tax Ordinance Agency Procurement [PAGES 66-74] 

 

 10. Printing and Mailing Operations [PAGES 75-81] 

 

 11. Richland County Office of Small Business Opportunity [PAGES 82-86] 

 

 
12. Hopkins Magistrate Office: Relocation of the Hopkins Magistrate Office, lease agreement for 8012 

Garners Ferry Road, Suite E, Columbia, SC  29209 [PAGES 87-109] 

 

 13. Richland County Water/Sewer/Industrial Waste User Rates [PAGES 110-125] 

 

 14. Richland County Utilities Tap Fee Assistance Program [PAGES 126-141] 

 

 15. Water & Sewer Tap Fee Payment Plan [PAGES 142-146] 

 

 16. Election Commission and Voter Registration Budgets [PAGES 147-151] 

 

 17. Donations of Council via Discretionary Accounts [PAGES 152-156] 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 
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Special Accommodations and Interpreter Services  

 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

803-576-2045 no later than 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting.  
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Regular Session: April 22, 2014 [PAGES 4-6]

 

Reviews 

Item# 1

Page 4 of 156



 

MINUTES OF  
     

 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, APRIL 22, 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:  Bill Malinowski, Norman Jackson, Julie-Ann Dixon, Torrey Rush, Tony 
McDonald, Sparty Hammett, Warren Harley, Daniel Driggers, Justine Jones, Geo Price, Ismail 
Ozbek, John Hixon, Ronaldo Myers, Rudy Curtis, Monique Walters, Michelle Onley 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

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

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
March 25, 2014 (Regular Session) – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to 
approve the minutes as distributed. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 

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

 
ITEMS FOR ACTION 

 

Detention Center: Provide Epoxy Coating System for Phase I Housing Showers – Mr. 
Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council with a recommendation to 
approve the repair and upgrade of Phase I housing showers at the Detention Center, in the  
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
April 22, 2014 
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amount of $117,720. This alternative will provide water tight sealed showers in the Phase I 
housing dormitories. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Motion related to County Attorney’s Representation of the Board of Elections and Voter 
Registration – Mr. Washington moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council with 
a recommendation to direct the County Administrator to proceed with a review of the legal 
assistance provided to the Office of Election and Voter Registration. The vote was in favor. 
 
Potential Yard Waste Management Options – Mr. Washington moved, seconded by Ms. 
Dickerson, to forward to Council with a recommendation to continue to dispose of curbside yard 
waste in landfills based on the litany of factors noted by the Soil Waste Director but largely 
centered on economic factors; continue to grind wood waste into mulch/compost; expand as 
opportunities come along even to include some clean yard waste (product would be generated 
for LF, Support Services, and citizens); and develop a strategic long-term solid waste 
management plan that has an economically viable and practical integrated yard waste 
management component, to include public-private partnerships. A discussion took place. 
 
The vote was in favor. 
 
Quit Claim of Branning Drive – Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Washington, to forward 
to Council with a recommendation to approve the request to quit claim this road back to the 
adjoining property owners. A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Small Local Business Enterprise Program Design Model and Projected Budget Approval 
– Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Washington, to forward to Council with a 
recommendation to approve the request to implement the proposed SLBE program model and 
projected budget for the remainder of FY14 and authorize two staff persons to be immediately 
hired in FY14 prior to implementation. The personnel budget for the remaining three positions 
will be approved and encumbered as part of this request to allow the additional three staff 
positions to be hired in FY15. A discussion took place. 
 
The vote was in favor. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:41 p.m. 
 
        Submitted by, 
 
        Greg Pearce, Chair 
The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley 

Page 2 of 2
Attachment number 1

Item# 1

Page 6 of 156



Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Acceptance of Loan Assistance Funds for Construction of a Portion of the Lower Richland Sewer Project [PAGES 7-

32]

 

Reviews 

Item# 2
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
Subject: Acceptance of Loan Assistance Funds for Construction of a Portion of the Lower Richland 

Sewer Project 
 

A. Purpose 

 
County Council is requested to approve a resolution to accept a $577,000 Principal 

Forgiveness Loan from the State Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund and to authorize the 

execution of a Loan Assistance Agreement to be used toward the construction of a portion of the 

Lower Richland Sewer Project. 

 
 

B. Background / Discussion 

Richland County Council approved the funding plan and authorized staff to proceed with the 
development of the Lower Richland Sanitary Sewer Project of February 19, 2013.  The funding 
plan as presented and approved contained the following: 
 

Project Funding Source    Funding Amount 
RD Loan      $ 9,359,000 
RD Grant      $ 2,279,800 
Tap Fee/Applicant Contribution   $    723,900 
Other Fund (SRF Loan)    $    575,000 
 
Total Project Funding     $12,937,700 

 
Upon further review of the project by the State Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund (SRF) 
representatives, SRF has agreed to commit $577,000 toward the project as a principal 
forgiveness loan. A principal forgiveness loan is basically a grant by another name and does not 
require repayment of the loan funds by the recipient.  The SRF funds are in high demand, so 
therefore the resolution (Attachment 1) to accept the funds and the loan assistance agreement 
(Attachment 2) must be executed by June 30, 2014, or these funds will not be available for the 
County project.  

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

o October 5, 2010 – Council approved project and Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) with the City of Columbia 

o February 19, 2013 – Council approved the funding plan for the sewer system 
o October 1, 2013 – Council awarded the engineering design contract for the project 

 
 

D. Financial Impact 

SRF has offered $577,000 toward the completion of the project as a principal forgiveness loan. 
These funds combined with grant and loan funds from USDA Rural Development and customer 
tap fee revenue should fund the entire construction project.  
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E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the resolution to accept the $577,000 principal forgiveness loan as offered by SRF 
and authorize the execution of the loan assistance agreement. 
2. Identify an alternate source of funding to finance the construction project. 

 

F. Recommendation 

"It is recommended that County Council approve the resolution to accept the $577,000 principal 
forgiveness loan from SRF and authorize the execution of the loan assistance agreement.” 
 

Recommended by: Andy H. Metts  Department: Utilities Date: 5/8/14 
 

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:  5/15/14   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Grants 

Reviewed by: Sara Salley    Date: 5/16/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/16/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  This item was reviewed and approved by 
outside counsel (Frannie Heizer).  Her additional comments: 
 
Any changes in the project scope or budget must be approved by DHEC. There are a 
number of requirements in section 5 -7 which must be met in the procurement and 
construction process including Davis Bacon and American Iron and Steel.  When the 
procurement process starts all of those requirements must be included.  I suggest that 
Daniel Driggers take a look at section 3 about disbursements and section 11 about 
accounting and audits. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  5/19/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Coroner-2400: Budget Amendment for FY 13-14 [PAGES 33-36] 

 

Reviews 

Item# 3
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Coroner-2400: Budget Amendment for FY 13-14  
  
 

A. Purpose 

 
County Council is requested to approve a budget amendment for the Coroner in the amount of 

$133,000.00 for the purpose of providing funds to two line items that have projected deficits by 

the end of this fiscal year.   

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
Budgeting for the two line items referenced has always been a challenge.  The first line item is 
511300 Part Time/ Temporary.  This account is used to pay our part time deputies and data 
entry employees.  We can never predict an accurate amount of funding because these funds are 
paid out directly related to the number of deaths or call volume we may experience in a fiscal 
year.  The same is true for the other line item referenced which is 525500 Postmortem 
Pathology.   There is no way to give an accurate number of autopsies that will be performed in 
the coming fiscal year.  Due to the impossibility of being able to give accurate amounts required 
for these two accounts, it is often necessary for this department to request a budget amendment.  
Therefore based on averages and best guess estimates, the Coroner is requesting additional 
funds in the amount of $133,000.00 to prevent deficits in the current year budget. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

 
This is a staff-initiated request.  Therefore, there is no legislative history. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

 
The financial impact of this request is as follows: 
 
Line item 511300 Part Time/Temporary:  Budgeted amount for this fiscal year was 
$190,000.00.  As of 05/06/2014, the actual amount expended this fiscal year is $178,600.04.  
Based on estimates provided by Finance/Budget Department, this department will need an 
additional $46,000.00 in this account to pay part time personnel. 
 
Line item 525500 Postmortem Pathology:  Budgeted amount for autopsies this fiscal year was 
$270,000.00.  As of 05/06/2014 the actual amount expended so far this fiscal year is 
$258,055.00.  There are four months left to be paid. Based on estimates obtained by averaging 
the costs for the last eight months, this department will need an additional $87,000.00 in this 
account to pay for autopsy services through June 2014.  
  

511300 Part time/Temporary   $  46,000.00 
525500 Postmortem Pathology        87,000.00 
Total Budget Amendment Request $133,000.00 
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E. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the request for additional funds for the Coroner to have adequate funding to pay for 
part time personnel services and autopsy services for the remainder of FY 13-14 to prevent a 
deficit in the Coroner’s FY 13-14 Budget. 

 
2. Do not approve and there will be a projected deficit in the Coroner’s FY 13-14 budget of 

$133,000.00. 
 

 

F. Recommendation 

State which alternative you recommend.  Be sure to include your name, department, and date.   
 
It is recommended that Council approve the request for additional funds in the amount of 
$133,000.00 for the Coroner’s FY 13-14 Budget. 
 

Recommended by:  Gary Watts  Department: Coroner Date: 05/06/2014 
 

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:  5/12/14   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Recommend Council discretion 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

  
This is a budgetary decision for Council.  As requested, I have attached a current department 
budget report, summary of the department information for the last three years, and the 
account information for the last three years: 

 
     FY11  FY12  FY13  FY14  
 Total Department Budget 1,280,487 1,464,490 1,537,516 1,465,638 

Total Department Actual 1,347,982 1,452,616 1,550,289 1,241,614 ytd 
 
 
Part time Wages Budget 161,632 197,213 182,177 190,000 
Part time Wages Actual 162,425 182,748 176,097 189,266 ytd  
 
Postmortem Path Budget 248,249 309,416 309,416 329,416 
Postmortem Path Actual 325,285 322,639 344,683 271,205 ytd 
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pdfexport.pdf

 
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/12/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by: Warren Harley   Date: 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Emergency Services Purchase Orders for 2014-2015   ESD 05072014 

 

A. Purpose 

The purpose of this request is to obtain Council’s approval to award purchase orders and 
contracts for services in the 2014-2015 budget year.  These services are required for the 
operations of the Emergency Services Department.  The purchase order and contract approvals 
are subject to Council’s adoption of the 2014-2015 budget. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 

Each division in the Emergency Services Department uses vendors to provide products and 
services for operations.  It is necessary to approve purchases and agreements and have them in 
place July 1, 2014, 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 available funding in the 
budget County Council approves for year 2014 / 2015.  EMS uses hundreds of different medical 
items which will be secured through competitive bidding. Not all medical vendors will be 
awarded contracts for the amounts listed below.  Once the pricing for various pieces of 
equipment and supply items are determined through the bidding process, the exact amounts 
awarded to each vendor will be determined.  Each vendor will be awarded different amounts, so 
the amounts listed below are “not to exceed” amounts.   

 
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  $   450,000 
Phillips Medical   Service, EKG Monitors & Supplies   $   100,000 
Taylor Made Ambulance  Ambulance Vehicles   $1,700,000 
Motorola    EMS/Radio Service   $   150,000 
Motorola    ESD/911 Equip.Service Agreements $   650,000 
Motorola    ETS/911 Consoles/System Upgrade $1,500,000 
Motorola    FIRE Radio Service   $   200,000 
Motorola    ADMIN/ETS Radio Service  $   100,000 
Bound Tree Medical   Medical Equipment and Supplies $   150,000 
Henry Schein Medical  Medical Equipment and Supplies $   150,000 
Southeastern Medical   Medical Equipment and Supplies $   150,000 
Kentron Medical   Medical Equipment and Supplies $   150,000 
Bound Tree Medical   Medical Equipment and Supplies $   150,000 
Quad Med Medical   Medical Equipment and Supplies $   150,000 
MMS Medical    Medical Equipment and Supplies $   150,000 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

This is a staff initiated request.  Therefore there is no legislative history. 
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D. Financial Impact 

Funding is included in the 2014 / 2015 budget request presented to Council.  The purchase 
orders and contracts will be activated July 1, 2014 if funding is approved in the 2014 / 2015 
budget 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the purchase orders and contracts to have uninterrupted service beginning July 1, 
2014. 

2. Do not approve the purchase orders and contracts. 
 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the purchase orders and contracts for services, 
contingent on the 2014-2015 budget, so there will not be an interruption of these mission 
essential supplies and services at the beginning of the new budget year. 
 

Report by Michael A. Byrd, Director of Emergency Services.     May 7, 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:  5/9/14   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Recommended approval contingent upon funding level appropriated in the FY15 budget.  
As a note, FY15 PO’s are not available to be entered into the system until the end of 
June 

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by: Christy Swofford   Date: 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date:  5/9/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by: Warren Harley     Date: 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Department of Public Works - South Paving Contract Change Order Four  
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve Change Order four (CO4) in the amount of $110,655.00 
for the South Paving contract to Cherokee, Inc.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
The South Paving Contract was awarded to Cherokee Inc. on August 19, 2013 in the amount of 
$1,069,361.50 with a ten (10%) percent contingency ($106,936.00), which brings the total to 
$1,176,297.50 for the project.   
   
The following dirt roads are part of the South paving contract (Districts 10 and 11): 

• Adams Jackson Road 

• Bill Street 

• Burdock Court 

• Phoenix Court (Formerly Edward Court) 

• Jay Street 

• Lakin Road 

• Pincushion Lane 

• Tennessee Avenue 

• Seabrook Avenue 

• Short Way 

• South Evans Street 

• Third Street 

• Wilson Nixon Road 
 

To date, Public Works has approved changes orders one – three totaling $5,416.00. Change 
order four is in the amount of $110,655.00 and is for unforeseen conditions Cherokee has 
encountered in the field.  There have been several roads on the contract that have had to have 
unsuitable material excavated, new good borrow material brought in, as well as the installation 
of under drains on some of the roads.  Most of this is caused by the wet soils Cherokee is 
encountering once they dig into the existing hard riding surface on the roads.  This change order 
would bring total project budget up to $1,185,432.50, which is $9,129.50 more than the current 
budget.   
 
This project is being funded by “C” funds allocated by the County Transportation Committee 
(CTC) and programmed by the SC Department of Transportation.  The available funding for this 
project is $1,176,297.50 at this time.  The CTC has given preliminary approval for an additional 
$50,000 for this project to cover this and any additional overruns.   
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C. Legislative / Chronological History 

o Initial ROA to award Engineering Services to Jordan, Jones and Goulding for the South 
Paving Project was dated July 13, 2004.   

o The bidding of the project was delayed several times.   
o The project was bid on April 5, 2007 with a low bid of $1,055,278.64 from Sloan 

Construction Company. 
o On May 1, 2007, Council approved the award of the contract, as well as removed one road 

and added several others.   
o Richland County received an updated bid from Sloan on July 13, 2007. 
o In late 2007, the CTC told Richland County that the CTC had expended all of their available 

funding, and this project was put on hold. 
o In early 2010, the CTC stated that they had the funding and Richland County could proceed 

with the South Contract. 
o In late 2010, Richland County started the rebidding process.  
o On January 24, 2012, the South Paving project was re-bid with a low bid of $814,287.00 

from RTL Grading.   
o An ROA was prepared and forwarded to D&S on February 28, 2012 with a recommendation 

to award to RTL Grading.   
o Council approved the contract to RTL Grading at the March 6, 2012 Council Meeting. 
o On April 26, 2012, Richland County received a letter from RTL withdrawing their bid 

because it had not been awarded within 90 days.   
o September 13, 2012, the project was bid again with a low bid of $1,069,361.50 from 

Cherokee, Inc.   
 

D. Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact on the County.  The contract is funded with “C” funds allocated by 
the CTC and programmed by the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT).  They 
have allocated and funded $1,176,297.50 for the construction of the South Paving Project.  We 
have requested and have been given preliminary approval for additional funding in the amount 
of $50,000.00, which would bring the total budget to $1,226,297.50 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve Change Order four in the amount of $110,655.00. 
 
2. Do not approve Change Order four in the amount of $110,655.00. 

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that County Council approve Change Order four in the amount of 
$110,655.00 for the South Paving contract  
 

Recommended by: Ismail Ozbek  Department: Public Works  Date: 5/08/2014 
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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:  5/12/14   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Christy Swofford   Date: 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/20/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Sparty Hammett   Date:  5/22/14 
 �  Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Subject

South Paving Project Construction Administration [PAGES 47-55]
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: South Paving Project Construction Administration 

 

A. Purpose 

 
County Council is requested to approve the Scope Amendment submitted by Baker in the 
amount of $55,872.63 for the South Paving Project Construction Administration. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
The South Paving Project was awarded to Cherokee Inc. on August 19, 2013 for the paving of 
fourteen (14) dirt roads in Council Districts 10 and 11.  The construction schedule was for 270 
calendar days.  The original Engineer for this project (Jordan, Jones and Goulding) merged with 
Jacobs Engineer in 2010. Jacobs closed their Columbia, SC office in 2012, placing the closest 
office to us as Atlanta, Ga.  After several discussions with Jacobs about the inspection portion of 
their contract, it was agreed upon by Richland County and Jacobs to end Jacobs’s services after 
the project was bid.  Public Works then advertised the Construction Administration portion of 
the South Paving Project in early 2013.  Baker was awarded the project for a fee of $61,677.02 
with a notice to proceed dated 5/6/13.    
 
During the construction of the South Paving Project, Cherokee was provided a Contract Change 
Order for the construction of the first ten (10) fast track roads for the Low Volume Paving 
Project.  The contract change order extended Cherokee’s original contract, which in turn, 
extended Baker’s Construction Administration portion of the South Paving Job by default.  
During this time, Cherokee has been working on both projects.    
 
Baker and Richland County met in March to discuss the contract extension timeframe, and 
Baker submitted a scope amendment in the amount of $55,842.63 for a six (6) month extension.  
This fee is based on an estimated time frame and could be reduced depending on how quick the 
remaining roads in the South Paving Project are paved.    
 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

 

• May 6, 2013 - South Paving Project Contract Administration awarded to Baker 

• August 19, 2013 - South Paving Project awarded to Cherokee, Inc.  

• October 28,2013 – Contract Change Order awarded to Cherokee for the Low Volume 
Paving Project 

• May 2014 – Requesting Approval for a Scope Amendment to Baker’s original contract 
in the amount of $55,872.63 
 

D. Financial Impact 

 

The South Paving Project is funded by the County Transportation Committee (CTC).  The 
increased cost will still be funded by them. Public Works meet with the CTC on Tuesday, April 
22, 2014 and received preliminary approval for this work.   
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E. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the request to amend Bakers current contract in the amount of $55,872.63. 
2. Do not approve the request to amend Bakers current contract in the amount of $55,872.63. 

 

 

F. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that Council approve the request to amend Bakers current contract in the 
amount of $55,872.63 
 

Recommended by: Ismail Ozbek   Department: Public Works Date: May 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:  5/12/14   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/12/14  
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  5/14/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:   Recommend approval of the request to amend 
Baker’s current contract to a not to exceed amount of $55,872.63. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Architectural/Engineering Services for New Coroner’s Facility 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a contract with GMK Associates in an amount not to 
exceed $129,800 to provide Architectural and Engineering services for the renovation of the 
new Coroner’s Facility. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

Due to the ever growing needs of the Coroner’s Office and the services provided, a new facility 
is needed to ensure continued efficiency.  The Richland County Coroner’s Office is currently 
located at 1931 Pineview Drive.  As operations have grown over the years, the expanded 
services have exceeded the space currently allotted to the Coroner.  The 2013 General 
Obligation Bond provided $2,500,000 for the purchase of property, design of the new space and 
renovation of the facility to meet the current and future need.   
 
To date, approximately 4 acres of property at 6300 Shakespeare Road have been purchased.  In 
addition to the land, the property features a 19,600 square foot single story metal frame and 
masonry facility which is proposed to house the Coroner’s new operation.  Sub surface, mold 
and asbestos reports and remediation have already occurred on the property ensuring that this 
facility is ready for any renovations that are to take place. 
 
The intent of this ROA is to secure a contract with GMK Associates in an amount not to exceed 
$129,800 to provide architectural and engineering services for the Coroner’s Facility.  These 
services include design of the project from programming through final design preparing project 
plans, specifications, contract documents for bidding, and providing contract administration 
services during the construction phase.  During the construction phase, this firm will review 
shop drawings, request for information on the contract documents, change order evaluation and, 
if necessary, modify design elements of the facility.   
 
GMK Associates has shown in their proposal that they have the experience required to design a 
Coroner’s facility.  This experience is represented through the multitude of hospital, clinic and 
hospice facilities that they have previously designed.  Different than the other proposers, GMK 
Associates has experience specific to morgue facility construction and renovations.  What stands 
out the most about GMK Associates is the number of clients for which they have completed 
multiple projects.  For instance, they have worked with Palmetto Memorial Hospital for more 
than 20 years and completed 70 individual projects in that time.  Of most importance, GMK 
Associates has over 30 years’ experience working with Richland County, which has allowed 
them to understand how the County functions and what the expectations will be on this project. 
 
In addition to previous design experience, it is also important that the selected firm involve a 
project team that is equally qualified.  GMK Associates has included team members which have 
no less than 10 years’ experience working for the respective firm.  This is hard to find as many 
architects and engineers bounce around to multiple design firms.  Additionally, the principle 
architect that has been designated to this project has over 34 years of experience.  Most of the 
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design work for this firm will be done in-house, meaning less need for sub-consultant work 
which reduces any coordination issues that may arise. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

o The 2013 General Obligation Bond provided $2,500,000 for the purchase of property, 
design of the new space and renovation of the facility to meet the current and future need.   

 

D. Financial Impact 

Through the 2013 General Obligation Bond, Council designated $2,500,000 to be used towards 
the purchase, design and construction/renovation of a new facility for the Coroner.  Following is 
a preliminary total project cost estimate which includes the design contract amount for this ROA 
(italicized): 

 
Property Purchase $650,000 
Demolition $46,000 
Design $129,800 

Construction $1,648,400 

Project Total $2,474,200 

 
 Funds for this request are available in the 2013 GO Bond.  No new funds are needed. 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to enter into a contract with GMK Associates in an amount not to 
exceed $129,800. 

2. Do not approve the recommendation to enter into a contract with GMK Associates.  If this 
alternative is chosen, design services will need to be re-solicited losing valuable time on this 
project.  A total re-solicitation process could take up to an additional 3 months when 
considering the time required to follow the procurement process and then Council approval 
process. 

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to enter into a contract with GMK 
Associates in an amount not to exceed $129,800 to provide Architectural and Engineering 
services for the renovation of the new Coroner’s Facility.  Funds for this request are available in 
the 2013 GO Bond.  No new funds are needed. 

 

Recommended by:  Chad Fosnight Department:  Administration     Date:  5/1/2014 
 

G. Reviews 
Finance 

Reviewed by Daniel Driggers:   Date:  5/12/14   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Request is consistent with Council’s previous 
approval for project cost. 
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Procurement 

Reviewed by: Christy Swofford   Date: 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Coroner 

Reviewed by:  Gary Watts   Date:     
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/14/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by: Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  May 14, 2014 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: It is recommended that Council approve the 
request to enter into a contract with GMK Associates in an amount not to exceed 
$129,800 to provide Architectural and Engineering services for the renovation of the 
new Coroner’s Facility.  Funds for this request are available in the 2013 GO Bond.  No 
new funds are needed. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: SC Philharmonic Funding Request 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to fund the SC Philharmonic at $25,000. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 

On May 6, 2014, Council member Pearce brought forth the following motion: 
“I move to fund the SC Philharmonic at $25,000 using FY14 Hospitality Tax funds.” 

  
The SC Philharmonic submitted a request asking for an additional $25,000 to assist in funding 
marketing and outreach in order to shift more support to the Youth Orchestras program. Their 
letter of request is attached along with a budget for use of the $25,000.  The organization states 
the funds would be spent prior to June 30, 2014. 
 
The organization applied for and received Hospitality Tax County Promotions funds and 
Accommodations Tax in FY14. The organization also requested funds through these grant 
programs for FY15. 
  
 FY14 Request FY14 Allocation FY15 Request FY15 

Recommendation 

ATax $50,037 $27,600 $40,000 $24,000 

HTax $10,000 $6,000 $12,200 $6,000 

Total $60,037 $33,600 $52,200 $30,000 

 
Each year, Council is budgeted $25,000 in Hospitality discretionary funds that can be used at 
their discretion for requests that come in after the grant process.  These funds ($25,000) are 
currently available for distribution.   
 
Per the Council Retreat, out of cycle requests are to be routed to the Grants Manager for review 
prior to Council submitting a motion for action.  The organization has an application on file for 
FY14, and they submitted a budget for the additional funding.  The expenditures outlined are 
eligible as entertainment.  The organization is eligible as a 501 c 3 organization that provides 
cultural tourism activities within Richland County. 
 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

Motion by Greg Pearce on May 6, 2014. 
 

D. Financial Impact 

Funds in the amount of $25,000 are available for this purpose (Council’s discretion / out-of-
cycle requests) in the Hospitality Tax Account.  No additional funds would be required.  If these 
funds are not spent, they will go into the Hospitality Tax fund balance at the end of FY 14. 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the motion to fund the SC Philharmonic at $25,000. 
2. Do not approve the motion to fund the SC Philharmonic at $25,000. 
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F. Recommendation 

I move to fund the SC Philharmonic at $25,000 using FY14 Hospitality Tax funds. 
 
Recommended by: Greg Pearce Department: County Council  Date: 5/6/14 

 

G. Reviews 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  5/15/14   
� Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: Based on funding within appropriated 
discretionary funding. 

 

Grants 

Reviewed by: Sara Salley    Date: 5/16/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
This is a funding decision to be made at Council’s discretion.  The organization received 
funds in FY14 from both ATax and HTax grant programs and this is an out of cycle 
request. 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/16/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  May 16, 2014 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: While this is a policy decision of Council, funds 
are available for this purpose.  As Ms. Salley noted above, the organization received 
funds in FY14 from both ATax and HTax grant programs, and this is an out of cycle 
funding request. 
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Richland County Year End Request 
 

 
 

2013/2014 Project Expense Category   Total   

Alessio Bax, cello      $2,500 
Ginger Jones-Robinson, soprano     $1,500 
Joan Tower Commission      $6,000 
Saeka Matsuyama, violin     $3,000 
Bela Fleck, banjo       $12,000 
 

Requested Amount      $25,000 

 

 

Details: 

 

Alessio Bax:   Artist fee for concert soloist. 
 
Ginger Jones-Robinson:  Artist fee for concert soloist. 
 
Joan Tower Commission:  Commission fee for composition of a musical work to  

  feature Peter Kolkay, one of the world’s best bassoonists.  
   World debut by SCP. 
 
Saeka Matsuyama:   Artist fee for concert soloist.  
 
Bela Fleck:    Portion of Artist fee for concert soloist. 
 
This request is for the current season and will be spent prior to June 30, 2014.  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Hospitality Tax Ordinance Agency Procurement 

 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a plan to require Hospitality Tax (HTax) Ordinance 

Agencies to adopt County procurement guidelines for spent dollars. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

On September 17, 2013, Council member Rush brought forth the following motion: 

“To look at hospitality ordinance agencies adopting county procurement guidelines for spent 

dollars” 

 

The following plan was presented to Council during the January 2014 Retreat.  The goal is for 

HTax Ordinance Agencies (Columbia Museum of Art, Historic Columbia Foundation, 

EdVenture) receiving annual HTax dollars to spend those tax funds wisely using fair and 

competitive procurement practices modeled after the County’s Procurement Ordinance.  Per 

Council’s request, this issue was forwarded back to the A&F Committee and staff prepared a 

side by side comparison of each Agency’s spending policy and the County’s procurement code.  

This information is also attached.   

 

Current Procedures: 

Each year, HTax Ordinance agencies submit a marketing plan and budget request, mid-year 

reports, and final reports including detailed reporting of HTax expenditures. Agencies also 

submit a copy of their 990 tax return and an independent audit.  County funds are spent 

according to each Agency’s internal procurement procedures that are approved by their board 

and outside auditors. 

 

Draft Procedure: 

All purchases made with Hospitality Tax funds shall be made in a manner which provides for 

the greatest economy for the taxpayer, the fairest selection of vendors, and the prevention of 

conflicts of interest. Towards this end, it shall be the policy of the agency receiving Hospitality 

Tax funds that, whenever practical, leases, goods, and services required by these agencies shall 

be procured through a competitive purchasing policy which may be achieved through 

competitive bidding or through requests for proposals. 
 

All purchases of goods and services shall be made according to the established procurement 

policy of the grantee, provided that it models Richland County’s Procurement Code (Article X) 

and/or SC State Code (Title 11, chapter 35).  If the grantee has no established procurement 

policy, it must follow Richland County’s Procurement Code (Article X) and/or SC State Code 

(Title 11, chapter 35). The grantee’s procurement policy will be reviewed by Procurement staff 

to assure that it is as restrictive as these standards and it provides fair and open competition. 

Procurement staff will then report any issues to Administration. 

 

All procurement documentation for items purchased with County funds must be kept on file for 

three years.  All of these records are subject to review by Richland County.   
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Monitoring of Procurement Practices: 

• Ordinance Agencies will submit a copy of their procurement code/procedures with their 

annual marketing and budget request each March.  The procedures will be reviewed by 

Staff to ensure current practices are in line with the County procedures. Inadequacies 

will be addressed in writing outlining further procedures that need to be put in place to 

bring the Agency into compliance.   

• Staff will review the annual audit of each agency and will report any procurement issues 

to County Council.  

• Staff will perform on-site audits of the ordinance agencies twice per year, after 

submission of the mid-year reports in January and final reports in July.  Staff will review 

procurement documents for a sampling of purchases made by the Ordinance Agencies. 

This approach is modeled after sample federal grant audits.   

 

Each Ordinance Agency was asked how this requirement would impact their agency operations.  

The response from each was that imposing such a requirement would have a negative impact on 

their agency.  A memo from each is attached.   

 

Also, Agencies may come across a conflict when combining County HTax funds with other 

funds to cover project costs.  For example, if they use HTax funds to match Federal grant funds, 

the Federal grant procurement requirements may take precedence over County requirements.   

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

• Motion by Councilman Rush at the September 17, 2013 Council Meeting 

• Item was discussed at the October 22, 2013 A&F Committee and forwarded to full 

Council with no recommendation. 

• On November 5, 2013, Council forwarded this item to Retreat. 

• Council sent item back to the A&F Committee at Council Retreat on January 23, 2014. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

While additional staff time – both Procurement and Administration – will be required, a specific 

financial impact cannot be determined at this time. It is thought, however, that these additional 

duties can be absorbed by current staff with no financial impact. 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the motion to require Hospitality ordinance agencies to adopt County or State 

procurement guidelines for Richland County Hospitality Tax spent dollars. 

2. Do not approve the motion to require Hospitality ordinance agencies to adopt County or 

State procurement guidelines for Richland County Hospitality Tax spent dollars. 

 

F. Recommendation 

This initial motion was made by Mr. Rush on September 17, 2013. This is a policy decision for 

Council. 

 

G. Reviews 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  5/19/14   

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
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Comments regarding recommendation: As stated, this is a policy decision for Council 

consideration. 

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by Christy Swofford:   Date:     

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Grants 

Reviewed by: Sara Salley    Date: 5/20/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: This is a policy decision for Council 

consideration.  

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/20/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  May 20, 2014 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  This is a policy decision of Council.   

 

Currently, HTax Ordinance agencies submit a marketing plan and budget request, mid-

year reports, and final reports including detailed reporting of HTax expenditures. 

Agencies also submit a copy of their 990 tax return and an independent audit.  County 

funds are spent according to each Agency’s internal procurement procedures that are 

approved by their board and outside auditors. 

 

If Council chooses to proceed with the requirement that the Ordinance Agencies adopt 

the County’s Procurement guidelines, where feasible, it is recommended that they adopt 

the proposed monitoring practices outlined in the Request of Action.  Further, once the 

County has its list of Small Local Business Enterprises (SLBE’s), we will forward this 

information to the Ordinance Agencies and request that these SLBE’s be utilized 

whenever possible.   
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Printing and Mailing Operations 
 

A. Purpose 

The purpose of this ROA is to provide information relating to the current operations of Central 
Services, as well as planned improvements.  Staff also requests direction from Council 
regarding Mr. Washington’s motion. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

Central Services furnishes multiple operational tasks to the County through the processing of 
mail, printing of documents, and other deliveries throughout the county.  
 
Because of a previous Public Works audit, the Department of Support Services was created and 
composed of multiple existing divisions, including Central Services, which shared like missions. 
These divisions support the county’s departmental missions by providing support and 
management for the internal infrastructure required by all country operations.  For example,  
Facilities Management provides a safe, efficient work environment; Fleet Management provides 
safe and efficient equipment and vehicles; and Central Services provides all in-house hard mail 
communications processing and printing of documents and forms utilized county-wide. All of 
these services support the citizens by supporting the basic needs of all county employees, 
allowing them to complete their missions of working directly with the citizens and providing all 
services offered by the county. 
 
The current printing equipment in Central Services was manufactured in the mid 1990’s and 
utilizes printing plates used on the printing press for transferring the image to the paper.  This 
process does not allow for embossing (raised impressions) or debossing (depressed impressions) 
of documents. This process can also only duplicate the image that is engraved on the plate and 
cannot produce documents that require differing data from one document to the next, such as 
billing or receipt information requirements. What our process does allow is for printing of multi-
page non-carbon documents, and standard documents and forms used by many departments 
within the county. 50% of the work is the processing of the various styles and sizes of envelopes 
with the return address requested by the department printed on them. We have recently 
upgraded our ability to produce printed, non-envelope products through the new digital 
copier/printer that was recently upgraded when the county renewed its agreement with the 
Pollock Company. We are working on a process for departments to send digital files for their 
short run printing needs, thereby removing the time and cost spent on creating a printing plate. 
This process allows us to produce these documents, fliers, pamphlets, etc. much more 
efficiently, but is not designed as a printing operation and does not have the speed / ability to 
run high volumes of documents efficiently. This process also only has the ability to create a 
standard printed product and does not allow for embossing or debossing, but allows for review 
and adjustments while still in digital format before producing the end product or spending many 
hours making printing plates. Depending on the document, the Public Information Office (PIO) 
oftentimes reviews it for content, format, etc. before going to print.  As we move towards this 
technology, we will need to evaluate the quality desired and upgrade the equipment to allow us 
to comply with these requirements. 
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There are documents that are outsourced due to the individual specific processing operations 
required to get the document ready to mail, such as tax related documents where each one has 
specific recipient information. These are then mailed from the printing company and the county 
receives bulk postage rates due to the printing company’s mail volumes. There are also areas 
where our current process is comparable in production cost, but not efficiency. This is generally 
found in the multipage NCR (No Carbon Required) documents, as each page is printed 
independently. Printing these on a digital process will require a greater investment in material 
processing equipment, but the positives will be the ability to make document improvements 
without many hours designing and producing new printing plates as well as the reduced 
production time. 

 
Charleston County also outsources these same specialized documents to companies that have all 
the digital processes that allow for complete product completion and plan to keep this method.  
They are currently developing a new RFP as the current contracts expire this December. They 
also use several different vendors based on the company’s ability to offer the best cost for 
processing particularly designed documents as we do.  

 
Because our equipment is aging and becoming less reliable, we understand that we are going to 
have to move our current main printing operation from plate printing to digital. At this time, we 
are reviewing processes designed to produce large quantities of printed envelopes as well. The 
digital printing processes we have reviewed, to date, do not process raw stock envelopes 
efficiently as they are very labor intensive and have higher scrap rates. So we have to look into 
equipment specifically designed for envelope printing and are reviewing the options selected by 
other agencies with high volumes of envelope printing needs. Our current plan was to complete 
the evaluation and learning process of what would best suit our needs over this year and had 
already programed funds in the ten year capital improvement plan (CIP) for the procurement of 
this equipment for the FY15-16 budget cycle. We are also reviewing equipment lease vs. 
procurement options.  
 
As we increase printing jobs being completed on a digital platform, less time and fewer 
specialized skills will be required by the operator and more time will be utilized in the folding, 
binding, mail preparation operations. This will allow for the entire Central Services staff to be 
able to work in a cross functional environment as the specialized skills required for operating a 
plate printing process will no longer be necessary. The digital process is much more like a copy 
operation once the document is designed and approved.  

 
In changing to an envelope specific process, we would decrease the cost for envelope printing 
by investing in a process that will remove up to 30% set-up time required and double the 
efficiency of the actual production process allowing our printer’s position to have more time for 
supporting other operations within the Central Services division. Our current envelope 
processing cost is $0.024 and the cost from a dedicated envelope process is $0.026, which 
includes all perishable materials related to the printing process after a capital investment of 
about $24,000.  We will also reduce the workload on our current printing press operation by at 
least 50%, allowing us more equipment life to better research the best printing methodology for 
the County to include lease vs. purchase which will allow us to take on expanded work load by 
improving quality, reducing set-up tremendously (completely for repeat printing requests as the 
file is saved digitally and only has be recalled), and greatly improving our time to complete the 
requested work all due to the digital submittal, proofing, and approval process.  
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For the mailing portion of Central Services, we do handle an average of over 4,000 pieces a day. 
This includes incoming, interoffice and mail that has to be metered and sent out. The mail from 
the printers are also sent through our permit and therefore paid independently of the printing 
charges, but at bulk rates they are afforded by the Post Office based on their volumes. Over the 
past several months we worked with our current mail metering partner, Pitney Bowes, and ran a 
test where they picked up all our outgoing in-house processed mail that we would have typically 
delivered to the Post Office. The purpose is they offer a reduced cost of about $0.02 per piece 
for presorted first class mail. They can offer this savings based on their delivering the mail to 
the Post Office and receiving presort rates.  This does add a day to our outgoing mail process as 
PB has to sort the mail by zip code. After making a simple adjustment for Family Court issued 
checks, we encountered no other hurdles or complaints from any departments. If we find we can 
meet the standards of the contract we could save approximately $9,000 annually using this 
process.  As for consolidation, we offer mail, internal and US Postage, pick-up and delivery to 
all our facilities/departments. 

 
At the May 6, 2014 Council Meeting, Councilman Washington made the following motion: 

“As cost savings measure my motion is to "Consolidate all printing and mailing 

operation countywide and put the operations under the Public Information 

Office". This motion is to be taken up at budget time.” 

 
Mr. Washington’s motion included relocating the printing process reporting structure from the 
Support Services Department. The PIO is currently involved in our printing process by ensuring 
when possible that documents printed with the intent for public information and/or distribution 
are approved before they are printed, as well as sending printing work that comes through their 
office to Central Services when our current process is capable of delivering the desired product.  

 
Because there will always be many various printing requirements by all the various county 
departments, staff cannot state that we will ever be able to justify the many various process 
capabilities necessary to meet ALL of these needs in-house.  (Meaning, there will always be 
instances where printing / copying jobs must be outsourced.)  However, it is evident that with 
improvements to our current technology, we can do much more and do so much more efficiently 
in-house.  Staff had planned to start down this path for FY 16.     
 
While bringing printing and mailing operations under Public Information is a policy decision of 
Council, it is recommended that staff be allowed to take FY 15 to complete a thorough review 
of the printing and mailing operations, which is currently underway, and bring back funding and 
staff (if applicable) recommendations to Council during the FY 16 budget process.   

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

Motion from Councilman Washington at the May 6 meeting, sent to the May 27 A&F 
Committee meeting. 
 

D. Financial Impact 

We have determined the advantages by outsourcing some specialized mailings by contracting a 
printing firm to both print and mail for specialized documents such as utilities and tax 
documents. This cost is directly related to the printing and processing of specialized forms and 
taking advantage of the contracting company’s bulk mail rates and forms designed to receive the 
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lowest postage cost for size and automated processing. It has also been determined that we 
could complete some of these products in-house with the appropriate equipment investment.  
 
During a recent equipment failure, we needed to outsource several printing jobs that were 
required due to the user departments allowing inventories to diminish. We are working on an 
internal process to print all our repeatedly used documents to an internal inventory level that 
will allow us to fill orders the same day and then print to replenish in-house inventories in a 
much more efficiently productive manner.  
 
The below are the cost differentials between outsourcing recent printing tasks vs. our current in-
house cost. We have included general labor that we do not charge back to the requesting 
departments for a more equitable comparison. 
 

Material 
Printed For 

Material Quantity 
Of Forms 

Outsourced 
Cost 

Internal 
Process 

Cost 

Internal 
Labor 

Total Cost 
to 

produce 
in-house 

Family Court 4 part NCR 1,250 $228.90 $104.00 $52.89 $156.89 
Family Court Single 

Sheet 
5,000 $127.31 $114.00 $35.26 $149.26 

Detention 
Center 

3 part NCR 3,333 $502.33 $226.50 $52.89 $279.39 

Detention 
Center 

2 part NCR 10,000 $1,291.14 $369.40 $70.52 $439.92 

Solicitor Green 
Embroidery 

Single 
Sheet 

30,000 $2430.00 $524.00 $229.19 $753.19 

 
Our processing costs will reduce after moving to a digital process due to very similar processing 
costs plus the reduction of set-up time, processing time, and reduced scrap. 

 

E. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the request to allow the Central Services Division to remain part of the Support 
Services team for FY 15, while simultaneously continuing our review and cost improvement 
plan for our current printing and mail processes.  Staff will bring the review back to Council 
for review, recommendation, and action in the FY 16 budget process. 

2. Change the reporting structure of the Central Services Division to report to the Public 
Information Office and direct changes to be made for cost effectiveness immediately.  The 
financial impact of this is not known at this time.  It is thought, however, that additional staff 
and resources would have to be added immediately to the Public Information Office to 
assume these operations.  It should also be noted that the Public Information Office has no 
expertise or experience in printing and mailing processes as they currently exist in Central 
Services.  Therefore, a learning curve will be required.   

3. Outsource all printing operations through an annual contract to one private company to 
handle all printing needs. The contract should stipulate the need to fulfill same-day print 
requests, as well as perform complex printing jobs – such as printing special forms and 
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using different paper stocks. All mailing operations by Central Services should continue as 
is under the Support Services Division. 

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to approve alternative #1 - Approve the 
request to allow the Central Services Division to remain part of the Support Services team for 
FY 15, while simultaneously continuing our review and cost improvement plan for our current 
printing and mail processes.  Staff will bring the review back to Council for review, 
recommendation, and action in the FY 16 budget process. 

 

Recommended by: John Hixon       Department: Support Services Date: 5/14/14 
 

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:  5/20/14   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Procurement 

Reviewed by: Christy Swofford   Date: 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

 Public Information 

Reviewed by: Beverly Harris   Date: 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/21/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  May 21, 2014 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: While this is a policy decision of Council, it is 
recommended that Council approve alternative #1 - Approve the request to allow the 
Central Services Division to remain part of the Support Services team for FY 15, while 
simultaneously continuing our review and cost improvement plan for our current 
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printing and mail processes.  Staff would then bring the review back to Council for 
review, recommendation, and action in the FY 16 budget process. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Richland County Office of Small Business Opportunity 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve the development and implementation of an Office of 
Small Business Opportunity (OSBO). 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

This item was initiated in December 2013 at the request of Chairman Norman Jackson who 
requested a background report on establishing an Office of Small Business Opportunity in 
Richland County. Justine Jones, former Manager of Research, led the study and prepared the 
subsequent report which was initially provided to Councilman Jackson on December 16, 2013. 
The subsequent Revised Preliminary Report was provided to Council at its Annual Retreat on 
January 24, 2014. An office of small business opportunity is typically designed to support the 
successful development and growth of for-profit small businesses using a variety of essential 
business assistance resources, a combination of development programs, organizational training 
and strategic advancement services. As an added benefit, an OSBO will frequently plug its 
participants into several networks of internal and external partners that can provide additional 
support, development tools, and contracting opportunities to current and aspiring business 
owners who want to either expand or start new businesses. 

 

This request was made about the same time the SLBE program was first being assembled. Since 
both programs could not be concurrently developed, and the SLBE program implementation 
was requested to be rolled out at the earliest possible date, the request for an OSBO was 
temporarily put on hold. However, more recently, several other Council members reemphasized 
the need to implement a capacity building component into the program at a SLBE Work Session 
in April 2014; therefore, after further reconsideration, and in consultation with Administrator 
McDonald, it became apparent it was more feasible to complete the groundwork for the program 
sooner than later particularly since the SLBE program is nearing its launch date and a 
considerable amount of its development has been completed. 
 
The OSBO would be made into its own separate department and house the SLBE program (it is 
currently a division within the Procurement Office) and other associated programs targeting 
small businesses, which could include a Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) and/or 
Minority, Women, Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (MWDBE) programs after a disparity 
study has been completed. With Council approval, the SLBE program will be placed in the 
Office of Small Business Opportunity when it officially launches at the beginning of FY 15, in 
summer 2014. The marketing campaign for the SLBE program will begin in early June; the 
OSBO can be added to the campaign and both the office and the program can be marketed 
concurrently. 
 
Similar programs were reviewed in the City of Columbia, City of Houston, and the City of 
Charlotte, each with numerous features that presumably were designed with the respective 
entity’s participants in mind. The following are several tools other programs offer and 
conceivably could be utilized in Richland County’s program. 
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• Educational Workshops, Seminars 
and Symposiums 

• Cost Estimating and Bidding 

• Project Management 

• Financial Statements 

• Cash Flow Management 

• Mentor-Protégé Program 

• Referrals to bank loans, loan funds 
and guarantee programs 

• Group and Individualized 
Technical Assistance 

• Acquiring Financing through 
Grants, Loans and Other Types of 
Assistance 

• Business Plan Development 

• Financial Packaging and 
Lending Assistance 

• Marketing and Outreach 

• Startup capital 
 

Identifying where the office will be located and available office space is a critical need that will 
need to be completed before the office opens. Ample space will be needed for several staff people 
as well as a conference room or access to meeting space to conduct the workshops, seminars, and 
group meetings. 
 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

 
o December 8, 2013, Councilman Jackson submitted a request for an Office of 

Business Opportunity to be researched and findings provided upon completion.  
o December 16, 2013: County Council was forwarded the Preliminary Background 

Report by the Assistant to the Clerk. 
o December 30, 2013:  The Revised Preliminary Background Report was provided to 

Administration for inclusion in the 2014 Council Retreat Packet and was very briefly 
discussed. 

o April 8, 2014: SLBE Work Session was held, which included discussion regarding 
an Office of Small Business opportunity. 

o May 6, 2014: SLBE program design and proposed model received Council approval. 
 

D. Financial Impact 

Determining financial impact will be dependent on which program components Council would 
like the office to offer. Five staff people were been approved by Council on May 6, 2014 for the 
SLBE program; however, the full scope of services outlined above would not be able to be 
provided solely by program staff. Ms. Jones, the SLBE program administrator, has begun 
discussions and is currently in the process of establishing community partnerships to provide 
some of the services and offset some of the expenses associated with providing services. The 
goal is to utilize as many community partnerships as is feasible to offer a high quality, 
responsive program that mutually advances the goals and objectives of the County and its 
participants. 
 
Some of the possible offerings include conducting application reviews, banking and loans, 
procurement process, contracting and compliance, regulations and reporting, negotiations, 
acquiring certifications, etc. The budget from the SLBE program could be transferred to the 
OSBO program and adjustments could be made mid-cycle if necessary; however, modifications 
would more likely occur during the next budget cycle in FY 16. Based on the needs and 
demands of the program, one additional staff person may be needed, but this determination will 
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be better made after the program has been fully implemented and a full complement of staff has 
been hired to assist in the operations of the office. 
 
For the benefit Council, the SLBE program budget, which was approved previously, is included 
as follows: 
 

Table 1.  SLBE Program Budget 

 

Line Description FY15 

Estimated Personnel Costs $382,151 

Estimated Operating Costs $109,000 

Total Estimated Program Costs $ 491,151 

 
 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to develop and implement an Office of Small Business Opportunity 
which contains the SLBE program and other programs targeting small businesses and their 
development. The office will be tasked with assisting small businesses grow, thrive and 
compete more equitably for contracts and projects. 

2. Do not approve the request to develop and implement an Office of Small Business 
Opportunity which contains the SLBE program and other programs targeting small 
businesses and their development. The office will be tasked with assisting small businesses 
grow, thrive and compete more equitably for contracts and projects. 

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended Council approve the request for an Office of Business Opportunity which 
contains the SLBE program and other associated programs targeting small businesses and their 
development. The office will be tasked with assisting small businesses grow, thrive, and 
compete more equitably for contracts and projects. 
 

Recommended by: Justine Jones  Department: SLBE Program Date: May 9, 2014 
 

G. Reviews 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 5/15/14    
� Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: My understanding is that the funding is currently 
planned to come from Transportation Fund.  We would recommend that approval clarify 
the intended funding source. 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/16/14    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Policy decision left to Council’s discretion; 
however, depending on the services intended to be provided (ex. lending assistance), a 
more complete legal review may be warranted. 
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Administration 

Reviewed by: Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  May 16, 2014 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: The creation of a new County Department to 
serve this purpose is at the discretion of Council.  However, it is recommended that 
Council endorse the concept of an Office of Small Business Opportunity (OSBO).  
Further, it is recommended that Council direct staff regarding the proposed programs 
that they would like to see housed in the OSBO.  Once this preliminary direction from 
Council has been provided, a detailed OSBO model (mission statement, goals, programs, 
staffing, etc.) will be developed.  Staff will also complete a financial analysis to 
determine the cost of such an operation.  This analysis will include the cost of office 
space (if applicable), staffing needs, operating and capital costs, etc.   
 
Because this item is of such great importance, and has many intricacies which must be 
vetted by numerous departments (Procurement, Finance, Legal, Administration, etc.), it 
is recommended that, after the detailed OSBO model and financial analysis have been 
developed, we have a full Council Work Session.  It is essential that we develop an 
OSBO that meets its mission established by Council, is financially viable, legally sound, 
and truly successful for our small business owners.  By ensuring we lay the proper 
groundwork on the front end, we can help ensure this occurs.   
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
Subject: Hopkins Magistrate Office: Relocation of the Hopkins Magistrate Office, lease agreement 

for 8012 Garners Ferry Road, Suite E, Columbia, SC  29209 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve the lease with CBRE, relocating the Hopkins Magistrate 
Office to 8012 Garners Ferry Road, Suite F, Columbia, SC, 29209, which is within the Hopkins 
District.   

 
B. Background / Discussion 

Currently, the Hopkins Magistrate Office is located at 6108 Cabin Creek Road, Hopkins, which 
rents for $1093.00.  The facility is inadequate to support the basic functions of the staff and 
visiting public.  The goal is to relocate the magistrate and staff to an adequate office space until 
such time as the Hopkins Magistrate can be converted to a County owned facility.  
 
The facility, located at 8012 Garners Ferry Road, Suite F, is owned by CBRE.  The terms of the 
lease are for 1260 square feet, $1093.00 a month, month to month tenancy (See appendix 1,  
page 1, Term C), with no security deposit required (See appendix 1, page 17, number 30).  The 
proposed commercial lease is attached.  The date of commencement shall to be determined 
based on Council action. 
 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

This is a staff initiated request for a relocation and new lease agreement.  Therefore, there is no 
legislative history. 
 

D. Financial Impact 

The monthly costs remain the same.  The funds are allocated in the Hopkins Magistrate budget 
under the line item for rent. 
 

E. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the request to relocate the Hopkins Magistrate office and sign the lease agreement.  
The proposed location is within the Hopkins Magistrate District lines and will provide an 
adequate facility for staff and visiting public. 
 

2. Do not approve the relocation and lease, leaving the Hopkins Magistrate office in a 
dilapidated, inadequate building. 

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that County Council approve the relocation and lease of the Hopkins 
Magistrate to 8012 Garners Ferry Road, Suite F, Columbia, SC, 29209. 
 

Recommended by:  Donald J. Simons  Department:  Magistrate  Date: May 14, 2014 
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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:  5/20/14   
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date:  5/22/14 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Policy decision left to Council’s discretion; 
however, Legal cannot recommend the attached Lease for Richland County.  I would 
suggest that the committee forward the item without recommendation (or defer) and 
before the item is reported out, Legal will draft an acceptable Lease for Council’s 
approval.  Legal has discussed its recommendations with Judge Simons. 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Warren Harley   Date: 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval pending legal drafting of 
an acceptable lease agreement. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Richland County Water/Sewer/Industrial Waste User Rates  
 

A. Purpose 

 
"County Council is requested to approve utility rate guides as attached for 

Domestic/Commercial Water, Domestic/Commercial Sewer and Industrial 

Pretreatment/Scavenger Waste."   

 
 

B. Background / Discussion 

Richland County Utilities operates all utility systems as self-supporting enterprise funds.  The 
enterprise funds are currently supported by connection and monthly user fees.  These fees cover 
the cost of labor, material and expenses for daily operation, and all debt service expenses 
associated with the various systems.  While daily operations consume the majority of the Utility 
Department’s staff time, a significant amount of time is also consumed coordinating new 
customer connection applications, inspecting and re-inspecting customer pipe installation, 
reviewing subdivision and commercial plans, permitting and inspecting grease traps and 
servicing customer accounts to include disconnects and reconnects as a result of nonpayment. 
Currently all of these services are provided at no additional cost to the customer.  These services 
are specific to an individual customer and should be paid by that customer and not all existing 
customers on the system.  Therefore, the proposed new rate structure includes fees to cover 
expenses of new customer connections and account service fees for delinquent payments but 
does not increase fees for existing customers. 

 
The proposed rate guides incorporate previously approved customer connection fees and 
monthly user fees for Domestic/Commercial water and sewer customers.  The proposed 
Domestic/Commercial Sewer Rate Guide (Attachment 1) also includes the monthly user fee of 
$37.60 for the Lower Richland Sewer System.  This is the initial monthly user fee established in 
the USDA Rural Development Letter of Conditions to be implemented to fund the Lower 
Richland Sewer System operation.  This fee, as are all fees, is subject to review and 
modification annually. 

 
Also included in the rate guides are proposed fees for Industrial Pretreatment and Scavenger 
Waste. The County currently does not have any industrial customers but has developed an 
industrial pretreatment program as required by DHEC to address future industrial customers that 
may require sewer service.   

 
Also attached is a detailed explanation of how the water, sewer and industrial pretreatment fees 
were derived (Attachment 2).  This document is provided as additional information for Council 
to review when evaluating the proposed rate guides. 

 
 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

This is a staff-initiated request. Therefore there is no legislative history.  
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D. Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact to existing water and sewer customers except wholesale customers 
whose rates have not been modified for several years and will be set at two-third (2/3) the full 
monthly user fee.  The revenue generated by the new customer connections and account service 
fees will be used to offset the administrative cost associated with these services. 
 
There will be no additional cost to the County.   

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the proposed rate guide as submitted. 
2. Approve the proposed rate guide with modifications. 
3. Do not approve.  If this alternative is chosen the administrative cost of connecting new 

customers and servicing non-paying accounts will be incurred by the existing customer base. 
Also approval of any industrial customer connections will be delayed and require additional 
action by County Council to approve individual rates. 

 

 

F. Recommendation 

"It is recommended that Council approve the implementation of the rate guides as submitted.” 
 

Recommended by: Andy H. Metts  Department: Utilities Date: 2/5/14 
 

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:  2/21/14   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

There are three ROA’s routing this month that are related in the sense that they have 

financial implications for the Richland County Utilities System.  Therefore it may be 

beneficial to review and considered them simultaneously.  They are: 

- Changes to the County Water/Sewer rates (exclusive of user rates which will be 

reviewed during the budget process)  Based on current data, it is likely that a water 

rate increase will be required for the Lower Richland Water System 

- Tap fee assistance program 

- Water and Sewer Tap Fee payment plan 

 

The Finance recommendation supports the request for rate structure because the 

additional fee structure further encourages charges to be at a level to cover the cost of 

services provided.  Currently the County operates two separate Utility Systems; Broad 
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River Utilities and Lower Richland Utilities system.  The Broad River system is self-

sufficient however the Lower Richland Water and Sewer System require an annual 

subsidy of approximately $300k from the Stormwater system.  Approval would have a 

positive effect on the County’s revenue stream and therefore will improve the ability to 

move the Lower Richland Systems closer to being self-supporting.  

 

One note of importance is that the current late payment rate is approximately 25% of 

users therefore while the implementation of a late fee, reconnection fee, etc is good 

fiscal policy and encouraged it will have an immediate direct effect on a large number 

of users.  Additionally since this will increase the cost to the end-user, the County 

should expect an increase in the delinquency and disconnection rate in the short term.     

   

In order to provide appropriate resources to implement and sustain the program, 

approval would require an additional cost for one (1) FTE Senior Accountant in Finance 

in order to appropriately staff the billing and collection of the additional revenue 

sources, maintain appropriate documentation on the new payment plans and ensure 

proper implementation of the new late fee program.  The additional cost will be One 

(1) FTE for an annual cost of $60,000.  This will require a budget amendment. 

 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/20/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

S.C. Code Ann.1976 (2008) §6-1-330 provides: 
 
  §6-1-330.  Local fee imposition limitations 

 

(A) A local governing body, by ordinance approved by a positive majority, is 

authorized to charge and collect a service or user fee.  A local governing body 

must provide public notice of any new service or user fee being considered and 

the governing body is required to hold a public hearing on any proposed new 

service or user fee prior to final adoption of any new service or user fee.  Public 

comment must be received by the governing body prior to the final reading of 

the ordinance to adopt a new service or user fee.  A fee adopted or imposed by a 

local governing body prior to December 31, 1996, remains in force and effect 

until repealed by the enacting local governing body, notwithstanding the 

provisions of this section. 

 

(B) The revenue derived from a service or user fee imposed to finance the 

provision of public services must be used to pay costs related to the provision 

of the service or program for which the fee was paid.  If the revenue generated 

by a fee is five percent or more of the imposing entity’s prior fiscal year’s total 
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budget, the proceeds of the fee must be kept in a separate and segregated fund 

from the general fund of the imposing governmental entity. 
     

Additionally, S.C. Code Ann. 1976 (2008) §6-1-310 defines service or user fee as: 
 

(6)   “Service or user fee” means a charge required to be paid in return for a particular 

government service or program made available to the payer that benefits the payer in 

some manner different from the members of the general public not paying the fee.  

‘Service or user fee’ also includes ‘uniform service charges’.  
 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  5/22/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  As indicated, there is no financial impact to 
existing water and sewer customers except wholesale customers whose rates have not 
been modified for several years. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Richland County Utilities Tap Fee Assistance Program  

 

A. Purpose 

 

"County Council is requested to approve the Tap Fee Assistance Program as developed by the 

Richland County Utilities Department."   

 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

During the November 9, 2010 Council meeting, Councilman Malinowski made the following 

motion: 

 

Base on the new sewer planned for the Lower Richland County area and the possibility         

of assistance being provided to Low/Moderate Income households (LMIH) I move that staff 

create an ordinance that sets forth criteria for qualification to receive assistance and that it 

will apply equally to all LMIH throughout Richland County. 

 

Richland County currently provides water and sewer service to a large portion of unincorporated 

Richland County.  County Council has recently approved a sewer project that will expand sewer 

service into the southeastern portion of unincorporated Richland County.  As these utility systems 

are expanded, water and sewer service will become available to a greater number of households 

which may not be financially able to pay the cost associated with connecting to these facilities.  A 

plan has been developed to offer assistance to those households which may have household income 

less than the median income in Richland County. 

 

The Tap Fee Assistance Program (Attachment 1), as developed, greatly mirrors a similar program 

previously established by the Community Development Department. This program relates 

household income to the reduction or waiving of tap fees.  Household income data is gathered and 

published on an annual basis by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  This 

data provides the median income levels for various political boundaries to include Richland County. 

 

The assistance program as drafted would establish a two tier system.  The first tier would waive tap 

fees for “very low income” households where the maximum household income within the dwelling 

unit does not exceed fifty-percent (50%) of the most recent median annual income in Richland 

County.  The second tier would reduce by fifty-percent (50%) the tap fee for “low income” 

households where the maximum household income within the dwelling unit does not exceed eighty-

percent (80%) of the most recent median annual income in Richland County.  A copy of the 

proposed assistance plan containing the 2013 HUD Section 8 Income Limits is attached for review. 

 

This program will be implemented countywide on all systems operated by the Richland County 

Utilities Department. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

o November 9, 2010, Regular Council Meeting - Councilman Malinowski made the 

following motion: 
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Base on the new sewer planned for the Lower Richland County area and the 

possibility of assistance being provided to Low/Moderate Income households 

(LMIH) I move that staff create an ordinance that sets forth criteria for qualification 

to receive assistance and that it will apply equally to all LMIH throughout Richland 

County. 

o November 23, 2010, D&S Committee Meeting – item deferred to December 

o December 21, 2010, D&S Committee Meeting – Councilman Malinowski’s motion was 

forwarded to the A&F Committee Meeting 

o April 24, 2012, A&F Committee Meeting Update provided to and accepted as 

information by the Committee.  

 

D. Financial Impact 

The financial plan previously submitted to County Council for the development of the Lower 

Richland Sewer System did consider the implementation of a sewer tap fee assistance program. 

In a preliminary survey, approximately 205 households in the Lower Richland Community will 

qualify for some assistance under the proposed tap fee assistance program. The proposed 

financial plan has also been submitted to and approved by Rural Development including the 

reduced tap fee income for Low to Moderate Income Households (LMIH). The plan remains 

self-supporting with the reduced tap fee revenue. 

 

The financial impact on the Broad River Sewer System should be minimal as most tap fee 

revenue on this system is derived from new developments and not existing houses connecting to 

the system after initial construction. 

 

The financial impact on the Lower Richland Water System should also be minimal as most of 

this system was constructed with grant funds with no new tap fees included in the revenue 

projections. 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the Tap Fee Assistance Program as presented. 

2. Approve the Tap Fee Assistance Program with modifications. 

3. Do not approve. This alternative may require the financial plan for the Lower Richland 

Sewer Project to be re-evaluated.   

 

F. Recommendation 

"It is recommended that Council approve the Tap Fee Assistance Program as drafted.” 

 

Recommended by: Andy H. Metts  Department: Utilities Date: 2/5/14 

 

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. 
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Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  5/5/14   

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Recommendation is based on inability to financially sustain (cash flow) program and not 

the merits of the program. 

 

The County currently operates three independent Utility Systems; Broad River Sewer, 

Lower Richland Water and Lower Richland Sewer. 

- Lower Richland Water and LR Sewer currently have an annual operating deficit 

- All three systems currently budget to utilize the revenue generated from tap fee sales 

to fund the system operating costs therefore a program that delays the collection 

period could create a cash flow problem for the system to cover operating cost. 

- Based on the cash need for all three systems, approval will likely require a user fee 

increase in order to produce the cash necessary for the system operation. 

         

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date:  5/20/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

approved, would require an ordinance amendment as the tap fees were passed by 

ordinance.  Please see attorney/client privileged legal opinion provided under separate 

cover. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  5/22/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  The tap fee assistance program was part of the 

financial plan approved by Rural Development for the Lower Richland Sewer project.  If 

the program is not approved, the County would have to identify additional funding for 

the project.  As indicated, the program should have minimal impact on the Broad River 

system as most tap revenue is derived from new developments. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Water & Sewer Tap Fee Payment Plan  

 

A. Purpose 

 

"County Council is requested to approve the Water and Sewer Tap Fee Payment Plan as 

presented by the Utilities Department."   

 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

Through recently completed and current projects, water and sewer services have been or will be 

expanded to a greater portion of unincorporated Richland County.  As these systems are 

expanded, service becomes available to existing homes previously without public water and 

sewer access.  If these homeowners desire to connect to these systems, their ability may be 

limited by the upfront cost of paying tap fees and constructing service lines on their property as 

required for connection.  To afford more homeowners the opportunity to connect, a tap fee 

payment plan over time is being recommended. 

 

The Utilities Department Staff researched this issue by requesting information from similar 

utility providers.  Upon review of the information obtained, the proposed policy was drafted and 

is very similar to those in place with the other public utilities (Attachment 1). 

 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

This is a staff-initiated request. Therefore there is no legislative history.  

 

D. Financial Impact 

Implementation of a payment plan may allow a potential customer to connect to the public water 

and/or sewer service where they may not be able to afford the connection cost otherwise.  This 

would be a financial benefit to the County as another monthly rate paying customer would be 

connected to the system. 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the water and sewer tap fee payment plan as presented. 

2. Approve the water and sewer tap fee payment plan with modifications. 

3. Do not approve.   

 

F. Recommendation 

"It is recommended that Council approve the Water and Sewer Tap Fee Payment Plan as 

submitted.” 

 

Recommended by: Andy H. Metts  Department: Utilities Date: 2/5/14 

 

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:  5/5/14   

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Recommendation is based on inability to financially sustain (cash flow) program and not 

the merits of the program.   

 

The County currently operates three independent Utility Systems; Broad River Sewer, 

Lower Richland Water and Lower Richland Sewer. 

- Lower Richland Water and LR Sewer currently have an annual operating deficit 

- All three systems currently budget to utilize the revenue generated from tap fee sales 

to fund the system operating costs therefore a program that delays the collection 

period could create a cash flow problem for the system to cover operating cost. 

- Based on the cash need for all three systems, approval will likely require a user fee 

increase in order to produce the cash necessary for the system operation. 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/20/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

• Sale language – policy states that if the property is sold (during repayment 

period) that the unpaid portion 1) becomes immediately due, 2) unless paid at 

closing), or 3) the new owner qualifies and assumes the payment plan. 

i. The new potential owner would not have notice of the payment plan; the 

closing (closing attorney) would not include the unpaid portion in the 

closing.  To the naked eye, it would appear to the buyer that water and 

sewer service were included. 

ii. What is the plan for a non-voluntary sale/transfer?  Foreclosure, death 

(deed of distribution), etc. 

iii. It may be possible to have the payer, when signing the initial fee 

agreement, to consent to a lien on the property in the amount of the total 

due, which would only be released upon full payment. 

• Collection of unpaid debts is not an easy process and the Legal Department has 

rarely been involved in such practice in the past.  An assessment of potential 

time/manpower would need to be done to determine cost effectiveness.  Having 

said that, the ways to collect unpaid debt are: 

i. Contractual (file an action in a court of competent jurisdiction) 

ii. Sebt-Off Debt Act (state law for collection of unpaid debts-used by 

County for EMS bills) 

iii. Lien (if a lien is filed, can collect when property is sold) 
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Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  5/22/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  The cost of the tap fee is sometimes an 

impediment for adding new customers in existing homes to the County’s water and 

sewer systems.  Property owners who need to participate in the Tap Fee Financing 

Program would likely not become customers if the program was not implemented.  In 

contrast to the Finance Director’s comments, this program should increase system 

revenue and provide a means for the County to deliver needed services to citizens who 

cannot afford the upfront cost of the tap fees. 

 

I also recommend that the Utilities Department work with the Legal Department to 

address their concerns regarding sale/transfer.  Utilities has recommended that an 

agreement be drafted that would inform the property owner that the financing plan 

would place a lien on their property until the financed obligation was satisfied.  This 

document would be a recordable document as any other mortgage or lien would be 

recorded.  By recording this document up front, any potential buyer would be notified of 

the pending unpaid portion. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page 3 of 4
Attachment number 1

Item# 15

Page 145 of 156



 

 

 

Attachment 1 

Page 4 of 4
Attachment number 1

Item# 15

Page 146 of 156



Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Election Commission and Voter Registration Budgets [PAGES 147-151]

 

Reviews 

Item# 16

Page 147 of 156



Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Election Commission and Voter Registration Budgets 
 

A. Purpose 

 
Richland County Council is requested to provide direction to staff with regards to the budgets 
for the Election Commission and Voter Registration Offices. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
At the April 15, 2014 Council meeting, Councilman Malinowski made the following motion: 
 

With the court ruling that the Richland County Election and Voter Registration 

Boards must now be two separate entities, I move that funding for the Voter 

Registration Board be rolled back to the 2011 funding amount. 

 
The funding history for these two offices for the past 5 years is shown below: 
 

 
2010 
Adopted 

2011 
Adopted 

2012 
Adopted 

2013 
Adopted 

2014 
Adopted 

Voter Registration (2010 - 2011) / 
Board of Elections & Voter 
Registration (2012 – 2014) $411,713 $422,999 $1,172,711 $1,228,574 $1,223,503 

Election Commission $352,413 $355,089 $0 $0 $0 

 Total $764,126 $778,088 $1,172,711 $1,228,574 $1,223,503 

 
The Legislature approved the following, effective FY 12:  “The annual budget for the Board 
of Elections and Voter Registration of Richland County may not be less than the average of 
the two annual budgets for the Charleston County and Greenville County Boards of Election 
and Voter Registration for the prior fiscal year.” 
 
However, with the most recent court ruling, these two offices are now separate entities again.  
Our Legal Department is not aware of any “specific” funding requirement currently; thus, 
Council can fund these departments at any level appropriate to maintain operations at each 
(which is required by law).  Also, Council should be aware that legislation on this topic may 
pass very soon (and is in fact expected).  Any such legislation could, but may not, contain a 
specific funding amount. 

 
The FY 15 recommended budgets for these offices is $1,263,928.  (The requested amount is 
$1,700,875.)  Staff asked the two current directors (Ms. McBride and Mr. Selph) to advise us 
on how to split the funding.  We are awaiting a response, and have been told that they are 
awaiting the State Budget. (Note:  When this Request of Action reaches the May A&F 
Committee, the budget for these offices will have already been presented to Council in the 
budget binders with the $1,263,928 FY 15 funding recommendation.  However, as this item 
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was forwarded to a Committee during the Motion Period, staff is following the process in 
place.) 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

o SC State Legislature approved a funding formula for these offices, effective FY 12. 
o Recent court ruling(s) have separated the offices. 
o April 15, 2014 Motion by Mr. Malinowski re: budgets. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

If the budgets are rolled back to 2011 funding levels ($778,088), per Mr. Malinowski’s 
motion, this would equate to a cost savings of $485,840 in FY 15. 
 

E. Alternatives 
1.   Per Mr. Malinowski’s motion, approve funding levels for these two offices at the 2011 
funding level - $778,088. 
2. Approve the funding level recommended for FY 15 - $1,263,928. 
3. Approve another amount. 

 

F. Recommendation 

With the court ruling that the Richland County Election and Voter Registration Boards must 

now be two separate entities, I move that funding for the Voter Registration Board be rolled 

back to the 2011 funding amount. 

 
Recommended by: Bill Malinowski Date:  April 15, 2014 
 

G. Reviews 

(Please replace the appropriate box with a √ and the support your recommendation in the 

Comments section before routing on. Thank you!) 
 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  5/14/14   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial  

� Recommend Council discretion  
 Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

This is an item for Council discretion on level of funding to be provided to the 
departments.  I would offer the following items for consideration: 
- Since the request is effective for FY15 and the County is in the middle of the 

budget process, one option is for Council to move the item to the FY15 budget 
motion list.  This would separate the item to ensure it is discussed, allow for one 
discussion to take place related to the departments funding level, and provide a 
few additional weeks for Council to determine if any additional direction is 
provided from the State on operational requirements for FY15 

- When the County appropriated an increase in funding for the consolidated 
departments for FY12, 13, and 14 it included an increase in personnel funding 
(staffing level).  Therefore if the funding level is reduced with the department 
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separation, it will be important to understand the impact the decision will have on 
the staffing level for each department   

 

Voter Registration 

Reviewed by: Lillian McBride   Date: 5/23/14    
 � Recommend Council approval �X Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Any cuts or budget reduction will negatively impact Voter Registration’s operations, 
staffing and services to the citizens of Richland County creating unnecessary 
inefficiencies to services such as voter registration, voter education, absentee voting, 
etc... 
The Voter Registration office is requesting that County Council approve the FY15 
requested amount. However this office will continue to exploring and evaluate ways 
to control spending in the most prudent manner possible. 

 

  

Election Commission 

Reviewed by: Samuel Selph   Date:  5/23/14   
 � Recommend Council approval �X Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

To decrease the Election Commission’s budget will jeopardize future elections.  The 
bulk of the Election Commission’s budget is dedicated to operational costs related to 
elections.  These costs include voting machine maintenance and repairs, polling 
location supplies, purchasing ballots for the elections, laptops and supplies for polling 
locations, among many other things.  The Election Commission’s Precinct Division is 
responsible for managing over 1500 poll workers to assess their willingness to work 
for each election, recruiting additional poll workers, training all poll workers assigned 
to elections, processing poll worker HR paperwork, compiling all needed information 
to process poll worker payments, preparing poll worker supplies for 149 precincts, 
contacting all polling locations to secure space for elections, loading and 
downloading information for laptops to be deployed and utilized at polling locations 
among many other duties.  The Election Commission’s Elections Division is 
responsible for maintaining over 1100 voting machines owned by Richland County 
on a daily basis to ensure all voting machines are in proper working condition, ready 
to be deployed for all elections.  When preparing for elections, the Elections Division 
is responsible for ensuring all machines are prepared and loaded with needed 
information to be deployed to 149 voting precincts, ensure that all voting machines 
are delivered to their assigned polling locations, as well as being responsible for all 
issues concerning voting machines that arise on Election Day. 
 
The Election Commission is respectfully requesting that County Council approve the 
department’s funding level requested for FY2015.  On a forward going basis, the 
Election Commission is committed to work to reduce costs associated with the 
department’s budget. 
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Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 5/23/14  
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: The specific funding amount to keep each 
office operational is a policy decision left to Council’s discretion. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  5/23/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  The recent court ruling places only a 

temporary restraining order on the previous legislation that joined Elections and 
Voter Registration.  There is additional pending legislation that is intended to address 
the Elections and Voter Registration functions on a more permanent basis, as well as 
at a state-wide level.  For this reason, it is recommended that the proposed motion not 
move forward at this time and, instead, be referred to the FY 15 budget process for 
resolution once the pending legislation has been finalized. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Donations of Council via Discretionary Accounts  

 

A. Purpose 

 

In order to be in compliance with State law, Council is asked to approve FY 14 donations made 

by individual Council Members, and adopt a policy regarding donations to outside organizations 

made through Council discretionary accounts. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

The State of South Carolina adopted the following budget proviso for FY14 and is expected to 

approve it again in FY15: 

 
110.6. (AS-TREAS: Transparency-Political Subdivision Appropriation of Funds) (A) A political subdivision 

receiving aid from the Local Government Fund may not: 

(1) appropriate money to any entity unless that appropriation appears as a separate and distinct line item in the 

political subdivision's budget or in an amendment to the political subdivision's budget; or 

(2) except in cases of emergency or unforeseen circumstances, donate funds to a non-profit organization 

unless the amounts donated are appropriated on a separate and distinct line item in the political subdivision's 

budget or an amendment to the political subdivision's budget that includes the names of the entities to which 

the donations are being made. In the case of an emergency or unforeseen circumstances, a political 

subdivision may donate funds to a non-profit organization if the amount and purpose of the proposed 

donation and the nature of the emergency or unforeseen circumstances necessitating the donation are 

announced in open session at a public meeting held by the governing body of the political subdivision and the 

funds are not delivered to the organization for five days following the announced intent to make the donation. 

(B) A political subdivision receiving aid from the Local Government Fund may not appropriate money to any 

entity without the requirement that the entity provides at the end of the fiscal year a detailed description of the 

purposes for which the money was used. 

 

Finance has reviewed FY14 expenditures through April 18, 2014.  The following are donations that 

need to be approved by the entire Council body: 

 
Council Member Post Date Description Amount 

Jeter 4/2/2014 DELTA SIGMA THE Donation         250.00 

Livingston 4/2/2014 DELTA SIGMA THE Donation         250.00  

Rush 4/2/2014 DELTA SIGMA THE Donation         250.00  

Manning 1/15/2014 BANK OF AMERICA 6207 RAZOODONA         100.00  

Dixon 10/28/2013 ONE HOUSE FOUND Donation         150.00  

Dixon 3/11/2014 WIDOWS OF OPPOR Donation         100.00  

Washington 7/30/2013 HOPKINS HIGH SC Donation for F         100.00  

Washington 12/11/2013 WESTWOOD HIGH S Donation for 1         100.00  

Washington 4/2/2014 DELTA SIGMA THE Donation         250.00  

Jackson 10/22/2013 COLUMBIA WRITER Donation SC Ch         100.00  

Jackson 10/22/2013 JACKSON, NORMAN Donation - La         100.00  

Jackson 2/5/2014 WIDOWS OF OPPOR Donation         200.00  

Jackson 4/2/2014 DELTA SIGMA THE Donation         250.00  
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The State of South Carolina has mandated donations be approved by the governing body and 

appear in the budget; however, these donations were made through individual council 

discretionary accounts.  Therefore, they must be formally approved by the Council body.  

Further, per 110.6(B), these organizations must provide at the end of the fiscal year a detailed 

description of the purpose(s) for which the money was used.  This information should be 

requested by the Clerk of Council’s Office, and maintained in their files. 

 

With regards to a policy, it is recommended that Council approve the following:  Any donations 

to a viable organization made by a Council member out of his/her Council Discretionary 

Account must be approved by the full body at a Council Meeting.  If the item is approved, the 

Clerk of Council’s Office will notify the organization of the approval, and will request the 

detailed description of the purpose(s) for which the money was used, which is to be submitted at 

the end of the fiscal year.  The Clerk’s Office will maintain this information in their files.     

 

Council’s current expense account policy guidelines, which were approved by Council, are 

attached.  These requirements should be added to this document.   

 

It is at this time that staff is requesting that Council approve the aforementioned FY 14 

donations, and the proposed policy regarding these types of donations. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

 

The State of South Carolina adopted the budget proviso for FY14. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

 

There is no financial impact associated with this request. 

 

E. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the aforementioned FY 14 donations, and the proposed policy regarding these 

types of donations. 

2. Do not approve these items, and fail to be in compliance with State law.  The implications 

of this are not known at this time. 

 

F. Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that Council approve the aforementioned FY 14 donations, and the proposed 

policy regarding these types of donations. 

 

Recommended by:   Daniel Driggers, Finance Date: 4/25/14   
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G. Reviews 
 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  5/15/14   

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date:  5/21/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Such expenditures would require consent of the 

full Council and thus don’t fall naturally under the discretionary fund policy. I would 

recommend that they be under a separate line item and be voted on in the same manner 

as discretionary grants, etc. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  May 23, 2014 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  It is recommended that Council adhere to the 

State mandate by approving the aforementioned expenditures, as well as related 

expenditures going forward.  It is also recommended that Council adopt the proposed 

policy related to this item.  
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