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CALL TO ORDER

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

 1. September 25, 2009: Regular Meeting [Pages 4-6] 

 

 
ADOPTION OF AGENDA

 
ITEMS FOR ACTION

 

 2. Hospitality Taxes and Businesses Straddling Jurisdictional Lines [Pages 8-12] 

 

 3. Negotiate Purchase of 1400 Atlas Road for Farmers  
Market [Pages 14-45] 
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 4. Phone Tree Messaging Software [Pages 47-55] 

 

 5. Purchase/Sale of Wetlands around Carolina Bay/Mistletoe  
Bay [Pages 57-62] 

 

 6. School District Tax Info/Carry Over Funds [Pages 64-66] 

 

 7. Waste Tire Grant [Pages 68-69] 

 

 
ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION / INFORMATION

 

 8. Hospitality Tax Round Two Funding Recommendations [Pages 71-73] 

 
ADJOURNMENT
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MINUTES OF      

 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 2009 
9:30 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:  Joyce Dickerson 
Member: Valerie Hutchinson 
Member:  L. Gregory Pearce, Jr. 
Member: Kit Smith 
Member: Kelvin E. Washington, Sr. 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  Paul Livingston, Bill Malinowski, Norman Jackson, Damon Jeter, Jim 
Manning, Gwendolyn Davis Kennedy, Michielle Cannon-Finch, Milton Pope, Tony 
McDonald, Sparty Hammett, Roxanne Ancheta, Larry Smith, Stephany Snowden, 
Jennifer Dowden, Brenda Carter, Betty Etheredge, Jim Wilson, Daniel Driggers, Mike 
Cinnamon, Rodolfo Callwood, John Hixson, Bill Peters, Monique Walters, Michelle Onley 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

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

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
July 28, 2009 (Regular Session) – Ms. Hutchinson moved, seconded by Mr. 
Washington, to approve the minutes as submitted.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 

Mr. Washington moved, seconded by Ms. Smith, to add an item to the agenda to 
negotiate the purchase of the 1400 Atlas (Boozer Lumber Site) property for the purpose 
of maintaining a local Farmers’ Market and adopt the agenda as amended.  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
September 22, 2009 
Page Two 

 
ITEMS FOR ACTION 

 
Automatic Expungement Budget Amendment – Ms. Smith moved, seconded by Mr. 
Pearce, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation for approval.  A 
discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

Hospitality Tax Budget Amendment (NE Entertainment Complex) – Ms. Smith 
moved, seconded by Ms. Hutchinson, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation for approval.  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Blythewood Intergovernmental Agreements – Ms. Smith moved, seconded by Mr. 
Pearce, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation for approval.  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
 
Purchase of Menzi Muck Walking Excavator – Ms. Smith moved, seconded by Ms. 
Hutchinson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation for approval.  A 
discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Roll Cart Contract Award – Ms. Smith moved, seconded by Ms. Hutchinson, to forward 
this item to Council with a recommendation for approval.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
Increase in Sidewalk Reimbursement – Ms. Smith moved, seconded by Ms. 
Hutchinson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation for approval.  The 
vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Wrecker and Storage Charges Ordinance Amendment – Ms. Smith moved, 
seconded by Ms. Hutchinson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation for 
approval.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Title IV Funds Budget Amendment – Ms. Smith moved, seconded by Ms. Hutchinson, 
to forward this item to Council with a recommendation for approval.  The vote in favor 
was unanimous. 
 
Election Commission Budget Amendment – Ms. Smith moved, seconded by Ms. 
Hutchinson, to forward staff’s recommendation of Item B to Council with a 
recommendation for approval.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Lobby Display for Hamilton-Owens Airport – Ms. Smith moved, seconded by Ms. 
Hutchinson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation for approval.  The 
vote in favor was unanimous. 

Attachment number 1
Page 2 of 3

Item# 1

Page 5 of 73



 

Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
September 22, 2009 
Page Three 

 
 
Multi Modal Conference Support – Mr. Washington moved, seconded by Ms. 
Hutchinson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation for approval.  The 
vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Phone Tree Messaging Software Purchase – Mr. Washington moved, seconded by 
Ms. Hutchinson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation for approval.  
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Negotiate Purchase of 1400 Atlas (Boozer Lumber Site) property for the purpose 
of maintaining a local Farmers’ Market – Ms. Smith moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, 
to forward this item to Council without a recommendation.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 

 
ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION/INFORMATION 

 
Annual Financial Supplement to Chair – Ms. Smith moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, 
to prepare a budget amendment for a $1,500 from Council’s budget to supplement the 
Chairman’s salary and that the budget amendment take effect in January 2010.  The 
vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Farmers Market Motion – Ms. Smith moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to forward this 
to Council and take it up with the motion on the Boozer Lumber Site property.  The vote 
in favor was unanimous. 
  

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:38 p.m. 
 
        Submitted by, 
 
 
        Joyce Dickerson, Chair 
 
The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Hospitality Taxes and Businesses Straddling Jurisdiction Lines 
 

A. Purpose 
Council is requested to approve a policy on how to levy Hospitality Taxes when a business is 
physically located within Richland County and another jurisdiction. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 

In early October, Business Service Center inspectors drove through the Town of Irmo inspecting 
businesses for compliance with Richland County’s Hospitality Tax ordinance.  As a result of 
these inspections, one business was found to be located in Richland County AND in Lexington 
County – the County line runs through, not just the property, but also through the actual 
structure of this business.  Two examples are attached for your convenience.   

 
This policy decision being currently requested of Council would not include how real estate 
property taxes are assessed, however, in cases when a County and municipal boundary divides a 
single parcel of property.  The County Assessor’s Office handles these situations, when the 
property itself on which a business is located straddles a County and/or municipal boundary.   
 
When a property straddles a County or municipal boundary, but the business’ physical structure 
is completely located within a single jurisdiction, the Assessor is able to resolve the situation, 
because the boundary affects only how the real estate property taxes for the property will be 
assessed.  When the boundary lies only on the property and not on the business itself, the 
boundary has no impact on the business, and, consequently, no impact on Hospitality Taxes, 
Tourism Development Fees, and other fees/taxes. 
 
However, a County or municipal boundary dividing a business’ physical structure into two 
jurisdictions does impact if and/or how business licenses, Hospitality Taxes, Tourism 
Development Fees, and other business fees/taxes are calculated for a business, since these 
fees/taxes are based upon where the actual activity of the business takes place, i.e., within the 
physical structure of the business. 
 
The Business Service Center staff has completed an e-survey of the County line.  The results are 
as follows.  There are 76 structures that are split by the county line.  It appears that 55 of these 
are residences, based solely on the structure being located in a subdivision style area.  There are 
23 structures that appear to be commercial in nature.  It is those 23 structures that may be 
affected by the policy being requested of Council. 
 
The question that needs considered and answered by Council, then, is: when a business itself (ie, 
it’s physical structure) is divided by a County or municipal boundary, how should applicable 
fees and taxes (including business licenses, Hospitality Taxes, Tourism Development Fees, or 
any other fee/tax) be charged, if at all?  
 

 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 1 of 5

Item# 2

Page 8 of 73



C. Financial Impact 
The financial impact will be dependent upon whether a business is charged a fee or tax based 
upon its physical location.  If Richland County charges fees or taxes to the business, a positive 
financial impact to the County will result; if not, a negative financial impact.   

 
D. Alternatives 

1. If more than 50.000% of the physical structure of a business is physically located within 
Richland County, then the entire business shall be considered as being within Richland 
County and the business shall be responsible for all applicable fee or taxes, as if the entire 
structure was located within Richland County. 

The reverse would also be true: if less than 50.000% of the physical structure of a business 
is physically located within Richland County, then none of the business shall be considered 
as being within Richland County and the business shall not be responsible for any Richland 
County fee or taxes, as if no part of the physical structure was located within Richland 
County. 

This option is beneficial for its simplicity and is easily understood by the businesses and 
governments involved. 

2. If less than 50.000% of the physical structure of a business is physically located in Richland 
County, that same percentage shall be charged to that business for each applicable fee or tax.   

However, this option may be difficult to implement logistically.  Business and government 
accounting programs alike are designed around paying 100% of an applicable fee or tax, 
rather than some percentage of it. This also lends to complexity in calculating (and mutually 
agreeing to) what percent of the physical structure is actually located within Richland 
County.  There may also result in additional complexity in determining what should actually 
be paid, and how the “partial payment” should be processed. 

3. If any part (whether greater or less than 50%) of the physical structure of the business is 
located in Richland County, the business will be treated, by both jurisdictions, as if no part 
of the business is located within Richland County.   

This would essentially mean that any time a business is divided into two jurisdictions, 
Richland County would favor the business such that the business would not be responsible 
for any otherwise applicable Richland County fees/taxes.  However, this option would have 
a greater negative financial impact to the County, although the amount is not known, since it 
is unknown how many businesses are divided into two jurisdictions.   

4.  Another alternative, as determined by Council.   
 
E. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve a policy such that, any time a business is physically 
located within Richland County and some other jurisdiction, and more than 50.000% of the 
business’ physical structure is located within the Richland County jurisdiction, the business will 
be treated as if the entire business is physically located within the Richland County jurisdiction, 
for fees and taxes purposes, excluding real estate property taxes, and conversely, if less than 
50.000% of the business’ physical structure is located within the Richland County jurisdiction, 
the business will be treated as if no part of the business is physically located within Richland 
County. 
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Recommended by: Pam Davis Department: Business Service Center Date: 10/15/09 

 
F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by:  Daniel Driggers    Date: 10/20/09    

  Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:   No recommendation 

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Larry Smith    Date: 10/20/09 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Council discretion; no recommendation 
 

Administration 
Reviewed by:  Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  10-20-09 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: This item is at Council’s discretion.  However, if 
Council chooses to hold a business straddling jurisdictional lines responsible for all 
applicable fees and taxes, it is recommended that Council approve a policy such that, 
any time a business is physically located within Richland County and some other 
jurisdiction, and more than 50.000% of the business’ physical structure is located within 
the Richland County jurisdiction, the business will be treated as if the entire business is 
physically located within the Richland County jurisdiction, for fees and taxes purposes, 
excluding real estate property taxes.  Conversely, if less than 50.000% of the business’ 
physical structure is located within the Richland County jurisdiction, the business will be 
treated as if no part of the business is physically located within Richland County.  This 
option is beneficial for its simplicity and is easily understood by the businesses and 
governments involved. 
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ü 
 

Subject:  Purchase of 1400 Atlas Road for the Purpose of Maintaining a Local Farmers’ Market 
 
A. Purpose: 
 

Council is requested to provide clarification and direction to staff with regards to the 
purchase of 1400 Atlas Road for the purpose of maintaining a local Farmers’ Market.   

 
B.  Background/Discussion: 
 

The following action was taken at the September 22, 2009 A&F Committee:   
 
To negotiate the purchase of the 1400 Atlas (Boozer Lumber site) property for the purpose of 
maintaining a local Farmer’s market – This item was forwarded to the October 6, 2009 
Council meeting without a recommendation.   
 
The following action was taken at the October 6, 2009 Council Meeting:   
 
To Negotiate the purchase of 1400 Atlas (Boozer Lumber Site) property for the purpose of 
maintaining a local Farmers’ Market:  This item was deferred to the A&F Committee.  The 
Administrator stated that another proposal had been received.  This proposal was forwarded 
to the D&S Committee.   
 
Therefore, this item is before the A&F Committee, pursuant to the action taken by Council at 
the October 6 Council Meeting.   
 
Backup materials received from Jeremy Wilson and George McCutchen with regards to this 
item are attached.  (This information was previously emailed to Council from the 
Administrator on September 2, 2009.) 
 
There are currently three farmers’ market related items in the D&S and A&F Committees 
this month.  They are as follows: 
1. This item. 
2. Councilman Malinowski’s motion from the September 15, 2009 Council Meeting:  Since 

Richland County already has several acres of land at the site where a farmers 
market was to be built in conjunction with the state, I would like staff to look into 
the feasibility of Richland County utilizing this land for the same purpose in the 
future.  This will be a tremendous cost savings in the event Richland County 
describes to build such a market:  Referred to the October D&S Committee.   

3. The alternate proposal received by the Administrator, which was forwarded to the D&S 
Committee. 

 
It appears as though there are different actions being requested for the same, or similar, 
project:  that of a Richland County Farmers’ Market.   
 

Richland County Council Request of Action 
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 2 

It is at this time that staff is requesting clarification and direction regarding the purchase of 
1400 Atlas Road.  

 
C.   Financial Impact: 
 
 Not known at this time, as clarification and direction are requested. 
 
D.  Alternatives: 
 

1.   Provide clarification and direction on the motion by Councilman Washington. 
 
2.   Do not provide clarification or direction on this item.   

 
E. Reviews 

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

 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers 
Date: 10/12/09 
¨ Recommend Approval 
¨ Recommend Denial 
ü No Recommendation 
Comments:  

 
Legal 

Reviewed by: Larry Smith 
Date: 10/12/09 
¨ Recommend Approval 
¨ Recommend Denial 
üNo Recommendation 
Comments:  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: J. Milton Pope 
Date: 10/12/09 
¨ Recommend Approval 
¨ Recommend Denial 
üNo Recommendation 
Comments:  Staff seeks Committee/Council direction on the motions regarding a 
Richland County Farmers Market. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Referred from the 10-6-09 Council Meeting:  PhoneTree Messaging Software 
 

A. Purpose 
 

County Council is requested to review the revised Request of Action, and direct staff how to 
proceed with regards to the Phone Tree Messaging Software.  If Council chooses to proceed 
with the system, a proposed policy is also attached for your review and consideration. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 
 

• Councilman Kelvin Washington submitted a motion on August 31, 2009. 
• Mr. Washington stated that he wanted a way to notify his constituents about community 

meetings and special events. He felt this could easily be used by all district 
representatives. 

• On September 1, 2009 Council forwarded the motion to the A&F Committee. 
 

PhoneTree, a division of Personal Communication Systems Inc, produces a software package 
called PhoneTree 2500 that will address Mr. Washington’s concerns. The system is setup and 
configured to call constituents and play a pre recorded message, send an email, send a text 
message, or any combination of these. The PhoneTree 2500 can have up to 250 different groups 
of contacts that can be setup for different districts or special interest groups. This would allow 
each Council member their own group, should they desire, plus any common interests among 
them.  
 
The item went to the September 22, 2009 A&F Committee Meeting, and subsequently, the 
software was purchased, and a 30 day trial is currently underway.  There is a 30 day money-
back guarantee on the product. 
 
At the October 6, 2009 Council meeting, the following action occurred: 
Phone Tree Messaging Software Purchase:  IT gave a presentation regarding the software.  
The item was referred back to the A&F Committee for further analysis of the financial impact of 
the software, and for review of the proposed usage policy.  Council members will be testing the 
system during the 30 day free trial.   
 
Per the action at the October 6 Council meeting, this item is before you for discussion and 
analysis of the financial impact.  The proposed usage policy is also attached for your 
convenience.   
 
It is at this time that staff requests direction from Council regarding the next steps with this 
software.   
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C. Financial Impact 
 

There were sufficient funds in the account 1100102000.52780 (Clerk of Council) to make the 
initial purchase of $1,619.00 for the 30 day money-back-guarantee trial. 
 

PhoneTree 2500 system $1,599.00 
Shipping $ 20.00 
Total  $1,619.00 

 
However, there are other potential costs associated with this system.  They are explained in the 
Alternatives section below. 
 

D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the request to purchase (1) 1 port PhoneTree 2500 from PhoneTree for a one time 
amount not to exceed $1619, and a recurring $160 annually for maintenance. This system 
will allow us to contact approximately 500 citizens per day.  

2. Approve the request to purchase (1) 2 port PhoneTree 2500 from PhoneTree for a one time 
amount not to exceed $1698, and a recurring $220 annually for maintenance. This system 
will allow us to contact approximately 1000 citizens per day.  

3. Approve the request to purchase (1) 24 port PhoneTree 2500 from PhoneTree for a one time 
amount not to exceed $14,099, and a recurring $4,500 annually for maintenance and 
support. This system will allow us to contact approximately 12,000 citizens per day 

4. As an addition to any of the above configurations, the County can purchase a listing of 
phone numbers for the entire county sorted by zip code for an additional $3,000. 

5. Do not approve the request. 
6. [If Council wishes to proceed with the purchase] Approve the usage policy as presented. 
7. [If Council wishes to proceed with the purchase] Amend the usage policy.   

 
E. Recommendation 
 

If Council decides to move forward with this project, it is recommended to purchase (1) 24 port 
PhoneTree 2500 from PhoneTree for a one time amount not to exceed $14,099, and a recurring 
$4,500 annually for maintenance and support. This system will allow Council to contact 
approximately 12,000 citizens per day and to contact most of the citizens of Richland County 
within a week. 
 
Recommended by: Dale Welch Department:  Information Technology     Date:10/21/2009 

 
F.  Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers  Date:  10/21/09  
¨ Recommend Approval 
¨ Recommend Denial 
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ü No Recommendation 
Comments:   

 
Procurement 

Reviewed by: Rodolfo Callwood 
Date: 10/22/09 
¨ Recommend Approval 
¨ Recommend Denial 
þ No Recommendation 
Comments:  

 
Legal 

Reviewed by: Larry Smith 
Date: 
¨ Recommend Approval 
¨ Recommend Denial 
üNo Recommendation 
Comments: Council discretion 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: J. Milton Pope 
Date:  
¨ Recommend Approval 
¨ Recommend Denial 
ü No Recommendation  
Comments:  Council discretion 
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RICHLAND COUNTY GOVERNMENT 

PHONE TREE / COMMUNITY NOTIFICATION SYSTEM 
 

System Description and Operation 

Richland County Government may have the need to provide notification or 
instruction to households in a specific council district or with a common 
special interest.  This system is an automated system that delivers a pre-
recorded message via a telephone database to notify members of 
meetings, public hearings, council actions, and other associated items as 
directed by Council.   

The system shall only be activated according to the specified uses in this 
policy.  This policy may be amended from time to time, as directed by 
Richland County Council. 
 
Authorized users include:  Richland County Council Members.  Richland 
County Council may add additional Authorized Users. 

 
The message must be pre-approved by the Chairperson of County Council, 
or his/her designee.  

 
The Clerk of Council, or his / her designee, shall complete a form to 
document each use of the system.  A written copy of the exact message is 
to be included on this form.  This form shall be shall be maintained in the 
Clerk of Council’s Office.   
 
A Richland County Council member, or his / her designee, will record a 
message which specifically describes the event / meeting / issue, etc. and 
provides information for residents regarding that item. 

 
The message will be sent out utilizing the telephone database associated 
with the council district or special interest.  If phone lines are busy, the system 
will attempt to redial those numbers a predetermined number of times to 
make contact.  If an answering machine picks up the call, the message will 
be left on the machine.  The time required to reach all affected residents is 
dictated by the number of outgoing telephone lines used by the system, the 
length of the message, the number of phone numbers called, and the 
number of redials programmed.   
 
The Clerk of Council’s Office shall notify the Public Information Office to 
coordinate with that office the dissemination of the information being sent 
through the system to the media (if applicable). 
 
General System Features  
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Ability to generate notification sessions to telephone numbers within a user 
defined area or a predefined list. 
Ability to have numbers placed into a blocked list that will prevent any calls 
going to that number or any emails being sent to that address, despite 
being on any call lists. 
 
Ability for an Authorized User to add unlisted numbers or cell phone numbers 
to the database.  These user-added numbers will be notified in any 
subsequent calling session to the call list where the number is located.  Cell 
phone numbers and unlisted numbers could also be added as a group.  
 
Ability to pre-record messages and outgoing calling sessions for subsequent 
use at a later time. 
 
Simultaneous delivery of email and voice messages. 
 
Ability of detecting and playing messages to voice mail and answering 
machines. 
 
Ability for citizens to replay messages via a touch-tone response. 
 
Ability to stop notifications in mid-session if conditions change.  Authorized 
Users can either resume the session at a later time, abort the session, revise 
the message and continue notifications from the point the session was 
suspended. 
 
Ability to view on-screen status of an outgoing calling session. 
 
Full documentation of all calling sessions and the results of those sessions. 
 
Telephone Database 

 
The telephone database can be populated two ways: 
1) The County would purchase a listing of telephone numbers from an 

outside party and import the information into subdivided groups. 
2) An opt in policy would allow citizens to submit their contact information 

to staff to be placed in districts or special interest groups. 
 

Modification to Lists   
 

Able to create, maintain, and save 256 separate lists with unlimited phone 
numbers per list. 
 
Notifications can be made via telephone or email. 

Attachment number 1
Page 5 of 9

Item# 4

Page 51 of 73



 
Ability to create a recording from a remote site via a telephone line. 
 
 
 
System Access 

 
Only Authorized Users shall have access to the system. 
 
System Limitations 

 
The system should be considered as only one component of Richland 
County Government’s public information system.  It must be remembered 
that no single application can provide information to all citizens in all 
situations.  The system should be used in conjunction with other components 
of the public information system (ie, internet, media outlets, etc.) in order to 
maximize the effectiveness of the information. 
 
The system will have a limited effectiveness for informing large geographic 
areas or large groups of people.  The number of outgoing phone lines and 
the length of the outgoing message determine the outgoing call capacity 
of the system.   
 
The system will not notify people with unlisted numbers or cell phones unless 
they have been manually entered into the telephone database.   

 
Responsibilities 

 
Clerk of Council:  support, creation and storage of forms, other associated 
duties as required for the management and operations of the system, as 
directed by Council. 
 
Public Information Office:  support and forwarding of information, as 
appropriate, to media outlets. 
 
Information Technology:  support, maintenance, testing, and repair of the 
system.  

 
Ombudsman’s Office / Clerk of Council’s Office: facilitate opt in-opt out 
requests – forward to appropriate individual(s). 

 
System Form – Activation Criteria 

 
Authorized Users are permitted to use the system only with the approval of 
the Richland County Council Chairperson.    
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When a request to activate the system is received, the requestor will 
immediately be forwarded to the County Council Chairperson via phone or 
email.  The Clerk of Council’s Office will be responsible for the timely and 
proper processing of the request, and will document the following 
information: 
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Name of Requestor: ___________________________________________ 

Date Received: _______________________________________________ 

Time Received: _______________________________________________ 

Nature of Request: ____________________________________________ 

Message Content:  
(NOTE:  For accuracy, repeat/review message with requestor).  Message 
must always begin:  “This is (Requestor’s Name, Richland County 
Councilperson for District X) with an important message.” 
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
_____________________ 
 
Requested Geographical area of notification:  (Zip codes, District 
boundaries, etc.) 
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________ 
 

 
County Council Chairperson Approval 
Date: ______________________   
Time: ________________________ 
 
Public Information Office Notification (If applicable):   
Date: __________________   
Time: ________________________ 
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Message Content 
 
The maximum length of an outgoing message should be no longer than 
about one (1) minute.  The message should be communicated in a manner 
which clearly conveys the information to the public.  An effective message 
must be specific, clear, consistent, and accurate.  The content of the 
message should include information on the following basic elements.  
 
The source of the message – The Authorized User responsible for issuing the 
message should be clearly identified.   
 
The message – The message must describe the event / meeting / etc. that is 
scheduled to occur.  The item should be described in sufficient detail so that 
all members of the public can understand the information being presented 
to them. The details of the location of the event should be described in 
terms easily understood by the public using well known landmarks and 
geographic boundaries.  The time and date of the event should also be 
expressed during the message.   

 
Updates 

 
All updates of this policy shall be approved by County Council. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
 

Subject

Purchase/Sale of Wetlands around Carolina Bay/Mistletoe  
Bay [Pages 57-62] 
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 1 

ü 
 

Subject:  Purchase of Wetlands / Adjacent Uplands in Lower Richland County 
 
A. Purpose: 
 

Council is requested to provide clarification and direction to staff with regards to the 
purchase of wetlands / adjacent uplands in Lower Richland County.   

 
B.  Background/Discussion: 
 

The following motion was made at the October 6, 2009 Council meeting: 
 
Motion to authorize Richland County Staff:  (1) To begin immediately negotiations and 
draft purchase/sale agreement with landowners with regard to the County’s purchase 
of wetlands and adjacent uplands in Lower Richland County in and around Carolina 
Bay (“Hopkins Mistletoe Bay”) and nearby Cabin Branch on condition that the 
acquired property be maintained in its open natural state, in perpetuity, for use as 
wetlands mitigation bank and light recreation park for environmental, educational, and 
recreational purposes and (2) to consummate purchase of said property no later than 
December 15, 2009.  [WASHINGTON]:  Forwarded to the October A&F Committee.   
 
The following item appeared on the September 22, 2009 D&S Committee agenda, and was 
approved at the October 6, 2009 Council Meeting:  Wetlands Mitigation Banking:  Norman 
Whitaker, Executive Director of the COG, gave a brief overview of the wetlands mitigation 
assessment proposal for Hopkins Mistletoe Bay and portions of Cabin Branch .  Council 
approved the item.  A $23,000 budget amendment will be presented at the 10-20-09 Council 
Meeting, with funding coming from either the Conservation Commission or General Fund.   
 
Pursuant to Council direction regarding this item, staff is working with the Council of 
Governments, in association with their consultant, to perform an analysis to provide an 
estimate of the potential cost, revenues, and ecological benefits of mitigation banking on the 
subject parcels, which are associated with Hopkins Mistletoe Bay, a Carolina Bay wetland, 
and portions of Cabin Branch.   The cost of these services is $23,000.  The consultant 
estimates that the Draft Prospectus and Technical Memorandum would be submitted to the 
COG within 75 days of a Notice to Proceed from the County.  A $23,000 budget amendment 
will be presented at the October 20, 2009 Council Meeting as a potential funding source for 
this item. 
 
It appears as though there are different actions being requested for the same piece(s) of 
property.  Pursuant to Council direction at the October 6, 2009 Council meeting, staff is 
currently pursuing the mitigation assessment through the COG.  This action, as directed by 
Council, does not require the purchase of the property.   
 

Richland County Council Request of Action 
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 2 

Now, a separate request, per Councilman Washington’s motion at the October 6, 2009 
Council meeting, regarding the purchase of this property is before the Committee for 
clarification and direction.     
 

C.   Financial Impact: 
 
 Not known at this time, as clarification and direction are requested. 
 
D.  Alternatives: 
 

1.   Provide clarification and direction on the motion by Councilman Washington. 
 
2.   Do not provide clarification or direction on this item.   

 
 

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

 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers 
Date:  
¨ Recommend Approval 
¨ Recommend Denial 
ü No Recommendation 
Comments:  ROA is only requesting clarification therefore no recommendation 
required. 

 
Legal 

Reviewed by: Larry Smith 
Date: 
¨ Recommend Approval 
¨ Recommend Denial 
üNo Recommendation 
Comments:  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett 
Date:  
¨ Recommend Approval 
¨ Recommend Denial 
ü No Recommendation  
Comments:  Clarification requested – Council approved the Wetlands Mitigation 
Study at the October 6, 2009 meeting.  This study would include an assessment of the 
mitigation value of this property. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Policy to Address the Handling of Carryover Funds 
 

A. Purpose 
 

The purpose of this report is to request the County Council’s consideration of a policy revision 
for the handling of carryover funds from one fiscal year to the next. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 

 
In June of this year, during the adoption of the FY 2010 budget, Council Member Jim Manning 
made the following motion relating to the budgets of School Districts One and Two: 
 

I move to amend the budget allocation for Richland School District Two to the sum of 
$115,741,891, and for Richland School District One to the sum of $179,424,022, which is 
the amount the County Auditor has represented as the amount equal to the millage cap for 
the upcoming year.  This motion is made with the following provisos: 
 

1. That council will amend the budget for Richland 1 and Richland 2 to reflect its 
stated policy of providing each of these school districts with the maximum 
funding provided by Act 388.  This has been the policy intent of the Council 
throughout the budget process this year and this motion reaffirms our intent. 
 

2. That the council requests that the Richland County Auditor, Treasurer, and other 
elected or appointed officials provide the Administrator with the following 
information and that the Administrator cause his staff to review this information 
to confirm that the calculations and estimates are appropriate to Council’s lawful 
authority.  The Council further instructs the Administrator to confirm that this 
information has been delivered to him before July 1, 2009.  The information is as 
follows: 

a. The re-assessment values for the coming tax year; and  
b. The millage calculations for 2007, 2008 and 2009, including the 

worksheets utilized to derive those millage numbers.   
c. The past 4 years of assessment values. 

This information to be broken out by year in the following manner: 
i.     Vehicles 
ii.   Business Personal Property 
iii.   Manufacturing (please note if there are any special levies) 
iv.   Joint Industrial Park (please note if there are any special levies) 
v.   Transport Equipment 
vi.   Utilities 
vii.       Water craft 
viii. Aircraft 
ix.   Real Property – Owner Occupied 4% 
x.   Other Real Property – Non-owner occupied         

d.  Also list the following by year: 
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i.          Fee lin lieu (list any new fee agreements) 
ii.        Motor Carrier 

                                    iii.       Merchants Inventory 
e.  Additionally, the following information (from the Treasurer):  the tax 

collections for tax years 2007, 2008, and 2009 (include estimates to the 
year end) by property type: 

a. Vehicles 
b. Business Personal Property 
c. Manufacturing (please note if there are any special levies) 
d. Joint Industrial Park (please note if there are any special 

levies) 
e. Transport Equipment 
f. Utilities 
g. Water craft 
h. Aircraft 
i. Real Property – Owner Occupied 4% 
j. Other Real Property – Non-owner occupied         

 
f.  Also, the data for revenue from the following sources: 
            a.         Fee in Lieu (list any new fee agreements) 
            b.         Motor Carrier 
            c.         Merchants Inventory 
 
The total information should be provided Countywide, and separately for 
Richland School District 1 and for Richland School District 2.  Council 
authorizes the Administrator to take any statutorily available action to ensure 
that this information is timely obtained. 
 

3. That the amendment of the Budget for the School Districts to these ends be 
placed on the agenda for our regularly scheduled meeting on September 1, 2009, 
or at the first regularly scheduled meeting thereafter if the meeting does not take 
place on that date.  The Agenda item will read:  A Budget Amendment to 
adjust the budgets for Richland County School District 1 and Richland 
County School District 2 to the amount which will be yielded by an 
assessment of the millage cap pursuant to Act 388.  This item may be taken up 
by title only if information necessary to complete the amendment to a precise 
number is unavailable.   
 

4. That the Council also refer a policy adjustment on the handling of carry over 
funds to the Administration and Finance Committee for study and authorize the 
staff to consult with or engage experts (including the Department of Revenue) to 
assist in developing a proposal to modify the budget process so that Council can 
better manage millage agencies and the school districts as they are affected by 
Act 388.  

 
Items 1 through 3 were addressed when the millage was set by the Council on October 6.  Item 
4, however, which calls for the establishment of a policy on how the carryover funds are to be 
handled in the future, still needs consideration by the Council. 
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C. Financial Impact 
 

It is unclear, at this point, what the financial implications of a revised carryover policy will be.  
The impact will depend, of course, on what policy the Council ultimately adopts. 

 
D. Alternatives 

 
The following alternatives exist with respect to this request: 
 
1. Approve the motion (Item 4 above) and authorize the staff to proceed with the review and 

proposed changes to the carryover policy. 
2. Do not approve the motion and continue to address carryover on an annual basis. 

 
E. Recommendation 

 
The motion to amend the carryover policy is at the Council’s discretion.  From a staff 
perspective, however, it would be very helpful during the budget process to have an established 
policy governing how carryover funds are to be handled. 
 
Recommended by:  Tony McDonald    Department:  Administration   Date:  3/2/09 

 
F. Reviews 

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

Reviewed by (Finance Director):     Date:  10/15/09  
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  As stated, any change in the carryover policy is 
at council discretion.  Recommend approval for staff to move forward facilitating study 
and consulting assistance to develop proposals for council consideration. 

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:     Date: 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald   Date:  10/15/09 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend that the Council authorize 
Administration to develop proposals for the Council’s consideration. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: DHEC Solid Waste tire grant 
 

A. Purpose 
County Council is requested to approve acceptance of the 2009-2010 DHEC $1,000  tire  grant 
and authorize  the County administrator to sign the grant agreement.  

 
B. Background / Discussion 
 

• This is the yearly grant that DHEC makes available to assist municipalities with 
recycling of tires and can be used to assist with public education or professional 
development.   

 
• Grant applications are made available yearly by DHEC and must be submitted in March. 

All applications undergo a evaluation process an are award to numerous municipalities           
statewide                                          

        
• Council as accepted and approved these grants over the past years.  
 
• DHEC makes grant funds available to all municipalities and governmental agencies in 

SC for these purposes as well as other types of environmental projects.  
 
 
C. Financial Impact 
              There is no financial impact to the budget  associated with this request. 

 
 
D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve request  
2. Do not approve ….. do not accept funds 

 
E. Recommendation 
 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to accept the DHEC grant and allow the 
County Administrator to sign the grant agreement.   
 
Recommended by: Paul Alcantar Department: Solid Waste Department  Date: 10/14/090/14 

 
F. Reviews 

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

Reviewed by (Finance Director):   Daniel Driggers  Date: 10/15/09   
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Procurement 

Reviewed by: (Procurement Director) Rodolfo Callwood Date: 10/15/09 
 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Grants 

Reviewed by:     Date: 10/15/09 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:     Date: 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald   Date:  10/16/09 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Hospitality Tax - Round Two Funding Recommendations 
 

A. Purpose 
 

County Council is requested to review the attached funding recommendations by the 
Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee for organizations eligible to receive funding in the 
Round Two promotions funding process for FY10. 
 

 
B. Background / Discussion 
 

During FY08, County Council voted to split the funding round for the Hospitality Tax 
promotions grants into two cycles each fiscal year and made this effective for the FY09 
budget year onward. 
 
Round One Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee recommendations were evaluated and 
approved by Council during the FY10 budget process. Council approved $73,203 of 
promotions funding be appropriated and available for Round Two. Available funding for 
projects located within unincorporated Richland County and Regional marketing is $54,902.  
Available Funding for projects located within City limits is $18,301.  Round Two 
applications were due to the County in August 2009. Thirteen applications were submitted 
and eligible; committee members reviewed, scored, and prepared recommendations during 
September and October 2009.  
 
On September 30th, three of the five Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee members met to 
finalize recommendations for Round Two.  On Monday, October 5th, it was brought to the 
committee’s attention that the Lower Richland Sweet Potato Festival was not eligible for 
Round Two funding.  This event was included in a July 2009 Memorandum of 
Understanding between the County and South East Rural Community Outreach, which 
provided for funding for this festival.  The Committee met on October 7th to adjust their 
recommendations.  As a result, the Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee has submitted the 
following funding recommendations to county council. (See attachment for a breakdown of 
projects, scoring, and funding recommendations.) 
 

Benedict College     $3,660.00 
City Center Partnership    $3,660.00 
Columbia Township Auditorium Foundation $3,661.00 
Greater Columbia Chamber of Commerce $3,660.00 
Greater Blythewood Chamber of Commerce $15,006.00 
Riverbanks Zoo and Garden   $3,660.00 
SCALE, Inc.     $20,498.00 
SC Archives and History Foundation  $19,398.00 
Total      $73,203.00 
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C. Financial Impact 
 

No financial impact. The funding for Round Two was appropriated during the FY10 budget 
process. 

 
D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the funding recommendations as submitted by the Hospitality Tax Advisory 
Committee, leaving $0 unallocated.  

 
2. Do not approve the Committee recommendations and recommend an alternative 

funding plan. 
 
E. Recommendation 
 

It is recommended that County Council approve alternative (1). 
 
Recommended by: Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee Date: October 7, 2009 
 

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

Grants Manager 
Reviewed by: Sara Salley    Date:  10.14.09   

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 10/14/09    
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 
Reviewed by: Larry Smith   Date: 10-14-09 

 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: Council discretion 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  October 15, 2009 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approving the funding 
recommendations as submitted by the Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee, leaving 
$0 unallocated.  
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