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COUNCIL

 

ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE 
COMMITTEE

 
Kit Smith Greg Pearce Joyce Dickerson, Chair Kelvin Washington Valerie Hutchinson

District 5 District 6 District 2 District 10 District 9

 

SEPTEMBER 28, 2010

6:00 PM

 

2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, South Carolina

 

 

 
CALL TO ORDER

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

 1. Regular Session: July 27, 2010 [pages 4-5] 

 

 
ADOPTION OF AGENDA

 
ITEMS FOR ACTION

 

 2. AT&T Leased Line Connections-Countywide [ pages 7-8] 

 

 3. Benedict College SC HBCU Classic [ pages 10-12] 
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 4. Coroner Budget Amendment for 2010-2011 [ pages 14-16] 

 

 5. Franchise Fees for Utilities [ pages 18-20] 

 

 6. Hospitality Tax Budget Amendment [pages 22-25] 

 

 7. Hospitality Tax-Special Round for SERCO organizations [pages 27-36] 

 

 8. Microsoft Licensing-Countywide [pages 38-39] 

 

 9. Palmetto Capital City Classic Funding [ pages 41-44] 

 

 10. Sheriff's Department Grant Position Pick Up Request [ pages 46-50] 

 

 11. Voter Registration Budget Amendment [ pages 52-53] 

 

 
ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION / INFORMATION

 

 12. Capital Funding for Hampton Preston and Woodrow Wilson Historic Homes [ pages 55-59] 

 

 13. Caughman Creek Property Apprasial [Recommend Executive Session] [ page 61] 

 

 14. Review all Departments and determine possible consolidation and/or outsourcing and prioritize them 
[ page 63] 

 
ADJOURNMENT
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
 

Subject

Regular Session: July 27, 2010 [pages 4-5] 

 

Reviews

Item# 1
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MINUTES OF      

 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, JULY 27, 2010 
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:  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, Gwendolyn Davis 
Kennedy, Michielle Cannon-Finch, Milton Pope, Tony McDonald, Sparty Hammett, 
Roxanne Ancheta, Randy Cherry, Larry Smith, Stephany Snowden, Jennifer Dowden, 
Sara Salley, Anna Almeida, Rodolfo Callwood,m David Hoops, Amelia Linder, Dale 
Welch, David Chambers, Monique Walters, Michelle Onley 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

 
The meeting started at approximately 6:03 p.m. 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
June 22, 2010 (Regular Session) – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Washington, 
to approve the minutes as distributed.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 

Ms. Hutchinson moved, seconded by Ms. Smith, to adopt the agenda as amended.  The 
vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
July 27, 2010 
Page Two 
 

 
ITEMS FOR ACTION 

 
Property Insurance and Fire Operations Liability and Property Insurance-Risk 
Management – Ms. Smith moved, seconded by Ms. Hutchinson, to forward this item to 
Council with a recommendation for approval.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Improve Accountability for Richland County Grantees – Mr. Pearce moved, 
seconded by Mr. Washington, to forward this item to Council without a recommendation.  
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

Hospitality Tax Ordinance Amendments:  Oversight and Accountability – Ms. 
Smith moved, seconded by Mr. Washington, to forward this item to Council a 
recommendation to circulate to effected agencies for comment.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
  
Coroner:  Request for approval to renew contract with Professional Pathology 
Services – Mr. Washington moved, seconded by Ms. Hutchinson, to forward this item to 
Council without a recommendation.  The vote was in favor. 
 

Establish an Ad-Hoc Committee to work with the City of Columbia to make a 
recommendation on an ordinance to restrict operating hours of establishment 
that serve alcohol – Mr. Washington moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to forward this 
item to Council without a recommendation.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Women and Minority Owned Disadvantaged Business Program – Mr. Washington 
moved, seconded by Ms. Hutchinson, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation to forward it to the Economic Development Committee.  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
 

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION/INFORMATION 
 

Caughman Creek Property Appraisal [Recommend Executive Session] – This item 
was received as information. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:37 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

AT&T Leased Line Connections-Countywide [ pages 7-8] 

 

Reviews

Item# 2
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  AT&T Leased Line Connections - Countywide 
 

A. Purpose 
 

County Council is requested to approve a purchase order to AT&T for the County’s leased line 
connections. 

 
A. Background / Discussion 

 
The Richland County Wide Area Network and Local Area Networks (WAN/LAN) currently 
consist of 40 servers and approximately 1100 PCs. These are dispersed across all county 
locations. These locations are connected primarily via leased lines. This purchase order covers 
those lines that are leased from AT&T that connect our remote sites to our main locations in 
addition to the trunk lines that provide phone service to County locations including the Sheriff’s 
Office. These lines are the heart and lungs of County provided services. Without them, there 
would be no phone service to most County locations, nor data connections that provide all 
county computer services. 
 
These are services that Richland County has been receiving from AT&T for over 13 years. The 
amount has changed from year to year as the network has expanded as additional County 
services are offered in new locations.  
 
These services were directly paid in previous years, but due to a change in our financial system, 
a purchase order is required to be able to pay for the services. 
 

 
B. Financial Impact 

 
There are sufficient funds in the account 1100187000.542100 designated for this request. 

 
C. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the request to continue leasing the lines from AT&T for an amount not to exceed 
$243,000.  This will allow the county to maintain phone and data services to all sites. 

 
2. Do not approve the request.  This would mean that connectivity to County offices would 

cease and prevent all County computer services and telephones from working. 
 
D. Recommendation 

 
Recommended by:  Janet Claggett Department:  Information Technology 
Date:  9/13/10 
 

Approve the request to continue leasing the lines from AT&T for an amount not to exceed 
$243,000.  This will allow the county to maintain phones and connectivity to remote sites. 
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F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 9/13/10    

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

 
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 9/13/10 
  þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 

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

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:   J. Milton Pope   Date: 9-13-10 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
 

Subject

Benedict College SC HBCU Classic [ pages 10-12] 

 

Reviews

Item# 3

Page 9 of 63



Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Benedict College SC HBCU Classic 
A. Purpose 
 

To fund the HBCU Classic at $50,000 for September 18, 2010 
 
B. Background / Discussion 
 

During the September 7, 2010 Council meeting Mr. Jackson made the following motion: 
 

To fund the HBCU Classic at $10,000 for Sept. 18 2010 (Norman Jackson) 
 
Also, the County Administrator received a letter from the Benedict College Athletic Director requesting 
$50,000 to offset costs associated with the SC HBCU Classic and three other major events set to come to the 
Charlie W. Johnson Stadium at Benedict College (see attached letter). 

 
C. Financial Impact 
 

$50,000. 
 
D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the request. 
2. Do not approve the request. 

 
E. Recommendation 

 
Recommended by:  Department:  Date:  

 
F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 9/17/10    

  Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: The ROA does not contain enough information in order to 
make a sound recommendation.  Approval would require the identification of a funding source and 
possibly a budget amendment. 
 
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 

 q Recommend Council approval No recommendation: q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: Assuming that the request for funding is from Hospitality Tax, 
and or Accommodations Tax, and the event otherwise qualifies; this would be within Council’s 
discretion.   

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  J. Milton Pope   Date: 9-22-10 
 q Recommend Council approval ü Recommend Council denial 
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Comments regarding recommendation: I concur with the comments of the Finance Director however 
the two combined request are “out of cycle” request and historically the Council has discouraged 
special request outside of the regular budget process unless the request was determined to be an 
“emergency” issue.   
 
If the Council makes the determination that this request meets the “special/emergency” standard 
appropriated funds in the Hospitality Fund should be used to address the request. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
 

Subject

Coroner Budget Amendment for 2010-2011 [ pages 14-16] 

 

Reviews

Item# 4
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Coroner Budget Amendment for 2010/2011 
 

A. Purpose 
 

County Council is requested to approve a budget amendment to increase the Coroner’s budget by 
$140,000.  The funds will be used to pay South Carolina State Archives to convert paper records 
dating back to the 1920s into digital images in order to comply with SC state law for records 
retention and to purchase a filing system to protect current files. 

  
B. Background / Discussion 

 
The Coroner’s Office is required by SC state law [Section 30-1-90(B) of the Code of Laws of South 
Carolina, 1976)] to retain case records permanently.  It has been determined by State Archives that 
the Coroner’s Office is not in compliance with state regulations as issued by the State Archives 
Division.  Currently the retention method is to retain the paper records in storage cabinets located 
onsite in the Coroner’s building.  There is no backup record for any case file currently housed in the 
Coroner’s Office.  One fire, flood, act of vandalism, or major accident could destroy the only copy 
of every case record dating back from 2010 to the 1920s.  If such a catastrophe were to happen, cold 
case files relating to unsolved murders might become impossible to solve. 
 
Per the request of the Coroner’s office, the SC State Archives examined our paper files and 
submitted an estimate for the conversion of our paper records into digital format.  The examination 
revealed that some of our oldest records are tissue-paper thin and very fragile.  Some files are even 
35mm slides.  Because of these extremely poor conditions, the scanning and indexing of these older 
records would be very labor intensive.  The number of documents to be converted is estimated to be 
approximately 1.3 million. 
 
The Richland County IT Department worked collaboratively with State Archives to identify various 
options and costs to best secure the case records on a permanent basis.  The consensus was to 
recommend that State Archives convert all the paper records into digital format by scanning and 
indexing each file.   
 
After the digital image is delivered by State Archives to the Coroner, the recommendation is for the 
IT Department to use the county’s existing equipment to create rolls of microfilm that would 
comply with state law to have a “human-eye-readable” format for permanent storage.  By having 
this microfilm work done by the IT Department instead of by State Archives, this would save the 
county $45,000. 
 
One advantage of first creating digital images from the paper files instead of first creating microfilm 
is that the digital images would be backed up via the IT Department’s network backup system.  The 
digital images would be safe and retrievable in the case of fire or other destructive event.  The 
images would also be available to all authorized personnel simultaneously instead of only being 
accessible to one person at a time.  Simultaneous access would be a major timesaver.  On an 
ongoing basis the Coroner’s office would use the same process to protect their documents and 
ensure ongoing compliance with State regulations for records retention. 
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After SC State Archives begins the work effort, it may become evident that even more records are 
in a fragile condition than what had been previously identified.  If that happens, the cost of the 
project would increase and the Coroner’s Office would submit a budget request for the residual 
amount for the 2011/2012 budget year. 
 
C. Financial Impact 

 
This project would require a budget amendment of $140,000 with the funds designated per the 
formula below. 

• $137,500 being paid to SC State Archives for converting paper records into digital 
images 

• $2,500 being paid for necessary equipment for ongoing scanning of current and future 
records 

 
D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the request to amend the Coroner’s budget by an additional $140,000.  Approval 
would bring the Coroner’s Office into compliance with State law regarding the regulations 
for retention of records and would provide for a secure backup system to preserve case 
records if the paper files were destroyed. 

 
2. Do not approve the request.  The result would be that all of the case files containing 

historical and current information regarding every Coroner’s case dating back into the 1920s 
stands at risk of being destroyed, damaged, and/or lost in the wake of a hazardous event.  If 
approval for funds is not received, the Coroner’s Office would not be in compliance with 
State law regarding the regulations for retention of records. 

 
E. Recommendation 

 
Recommended by:  Gary Watts  Department:  Coroner 
Date:  07/20/2010 
 
It is recommended that Council approve the request to amend the Coroner’s budget by $140,000 
so that State Archives can be paid to convert the Coroner’s case records from paper into digital 
format from the 1920s to the present and so that a secure filing system for current records can be 
purchased. 
 

F. Reviews 
 

 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  8/19/10   
  Recommend Council approval x Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommendation is not based on the merits of 
the program but due to the fact that no funding source is identified.  The project was 
requested during the FY11 budget process but was not funded.  Given current economy 
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and fiscal stress due to State funding reductions, we would not recommend using fund 
balance.  If project is approved we would recommend that the General Fund budget not 
be increased and that funding be addressed through reconsidering (delay or deferral) 
existing projects and redirecting associated funds.     
 

 
IT 

Reviewed by: Janet Claggett   Date:   9/8/2010  
  Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommendation is based on the merits of the 
program concerning vital county records. 

 
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 9/20/2010 
 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 

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

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  J. Milton Pope   Date: 9-24-10 
 q Recommend Council approval x Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Recommend denial of the $140,000 request at this time with further comprehensive 
study (other areas of the County with similar needs) however approve the expenditure of 
$2,500 to get the project started.  Administrative/IT staff will work with the Coroner to 
begin that process within existing County funds. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
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Franchise Fees for Utilities [ pages 18-20] 
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Richland County Council Request for Action 
 

Subject:     Franchise fees for utilities 
 
A. Purpose 

 This request is, per Mr. Malinowski’s motion, for information relating to establishing a 
franchise fee for the extension or new installation of all utilities within the county by an outside 
agency. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 

 The South Carolina Supreme Court, in SCE&G v. Town of Awendaw (2004), defines 
franchise as “a special privilege granted by the government to particular individuals or 
companies to be exploited for private profits.  Such franchises seek permission to use public 
streets or rights of way in order to do business with a municipality’s residents, and are willing 
to pay for this privilege.”   

 The right of counties to grant a franchise is set out in §4-9-30 (11) of the South Carolina 
Code, which states that counties shall have the power: 

to grant franchises and make charges in areas outside the 
corporate limits of municipalities within the county in the manner 
provided by law for municipalities and subject to the same 
limitations, to provide for the orderly control of services and 
utilities affected with the public interest; provided, however, that 
the provisions of this subsection shall not apply to persons or 
businesses acting in the capacity of telephone, telegraph, gas and 
electric utilities, or suppliers, nor shall it apply to utilities owned 
and operated by a municipality; provided, further, that the 
provisions of this subsection shall apply to the authority to grant 
franchises and contracts for the use of public beaches. (Emphasis 
added) 

   Thus, the General Assembly granted the right to franchise to counties and then promptly 
limited it by exempting from the list of allowed franchises telephone, telegraph, gas and electric, 
and any utility owned by a municipality.  This generally leaves cable television, water, and 
sewer, as long as the entities are not municipally owned. 

 Richland County has had numerous franchise agreements with cable television companies 
over the years and has an ordinance devoted to cable television franchising, §11-11, et seq.  
Although cable television franchises have been popular with counties for some time, the 
Legislature, by the passage of the Competitive Cable Services Act in 2006, preempted the field 
of cable television franchising, and in fact placed the sole franchising power for cable television 
with the State.  §58-12-5 (B) states: 

After the effective date of this act, no municipality or county may 
issue a cable franchise pursuant to Section 58-12-30. A 
municipality or county may continue to enforce existing cable 
franchises until they expire or are terminated pursuant to Section 
58-12-325. 
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 Thus the County’s cable television franchise ordinance is no longer valid, and the County 
may not enter into any new cable television franchises.  The statute does however provide for 
payment to the County of franchise fees by cable television companies doing business in the 
unincorporated areas. 

      The remaining areas for potential franchises are water and sewer.  Although I can find no 
statute or relevant case law that specifically deals with the county’s ability to require water and 
sewer franchises.  Thus, it would appear that they would be an option for the county.  However, 
I would caution that several statutes and general principles may come into play when 
considering a water or sewer franchise ordinance, including but not limited to, a municipality’s 
right to provide service in the unincorporated areas (§5-7-60), a non-profit’s right to provide 
service where the county has no plans to do such (§33-36-270), any special purpose districts 
already serving a specific area, and the state’s regulation, through the Public Service 
Commission, of public utilities.  If Council is interested in pursuing this option, a more 
extensive legal opinion would need to be performed, as well as a comprehensive report from the 
Utilities Division as to what areas are or are not being served and by whom.   
 
Relationship between the Richland County’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan and the franchise 
fee for the extension or new installation of all utilities within the county by an outside agency. 
 

Establishing a franchise fee would not infringe upon the Future Land Use Map or the 
Comprehensive Plan goals. The location and capacity of new lines could affect the Future 
Land Use Map and Comprehensive Plan goals depending on the location of the service 
areas. If there is excess capacity and the County is willing to permit new commercial and 
residential development in the areas identified as Rural on the Future Land Use Map, not 
only will it conflict with the plan but it will intensify sprawl and contribute to increased 
governmental services (police, fire, school). This number has been reduced slightly since 
2009 but it should be noted that based on our GIS data there is 170,000 acres (264 square 
miles) of buildable land in the County. Approximately 26% of the developable parcels are 
located in the Suburban and Urban areas of the County as identified on the Future Land Use 
Map. Those figures do not include all the redevelopment opportunities with existing 
infrastructure. 

  
C. Financial Impact 

 
None known. 

 
D. Alternatives 
 
1. Pursue the water and sewer franchise option. 
2. Do not pursue the water and sewer franchise option. 

 
E. Recommendation 

 
Council discretion, keeping in mind, however, the legal consideration briefly outlined above.   
   
Recommended by: Elizabeth A. McLean  Department: Legal Date: 9/16/10 
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F. Reviews 
(Please SIGN your name, ü the appropriate box, and support your recommendation before 
routing.  Thank you!) 
 

Finance 
Reviewed by:  Daniel Driggers   Date:     

 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: No recommendation since the ROA decision is 
at Council discretion and there is not enough information provided on options to make a 
sound financial decision.  The Utility fund is a single unified enterprise fund and by 
policy is expected to be self-supported.  Therefore we would recommend that prior to a 
final decision that Council obtain a financial impact analysis of the effect the decision 
will have on user rates and the long-term sustainability of the system.       
 
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 

 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: No recommendation. Council will need to 
exercise its discretion regarding pursuing franchises on a case by case basis.  
 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Sparty Hammett   Date:  9/21/10 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

       Comments regarding recommendation:  No recommendation – Council discretion. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Hospitality Tax Budget Amendment 
 

A. Purpose 
 
County Council is requested to approve a budget amendment for the Renaissance Foundation 
from Hospitality Tax fund balance in the amount of $100,000. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 
 

During the FY11 budget process, the Renaissance Foundation was approved to receive 
$100,000 from Hospitality Tax funds.  This budget amendment appropriates an additional 
$100,000 to the Renaissance Foundation per the motion made at the June 16, 2009 Council 
meeting. 

 
C. Financial Impact 
 

This budget amendment would reduce Hospitality Tax fund balance by $100,000 unless another 
funding source is identified. 

 
D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the budget amendment appropriating an additional $100,000 of Hospitality Tax 
funds to the Renaissance Foundation. 

2. Do not approve the budget amendment appropriating an additional $100,000 of Hospitality 
Tax funds to the Renaissance Foundation. 
 

E. Recommendation 
 
It is recommended that Council approve $100,000 for the Renaissance Foundation with the 
funding source being Hospitality Tax fund balance. 
 
Recommended by:  Department: Administration Date: 08/01/2010 

 
F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 8/17/10    

 üRecommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: 

 
 
Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 8/17/2010 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
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Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 

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

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald   Date:  9/8/10 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  This request is consistent with the action taken 
by the Council during the adoption of the FY 11 budget. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 2 of 4

Item# 6

Page 23 of 63



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO. __–11HR 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE FISCAL YEAR 2010-2011 HOSPITALITY 
TAX ANNUAL BUDGET TO APPROPRIATE $100,000 OF HOSPITALITY TAX 
UNDESIGNATED FUND BALANCE TO THE RENAISSANCE FOUNDATION. 

 
Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution and the General Assembly of the State of 
South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY: 
 

SECTION I.  That the amount of one hundred thousand ($100,000) be appropriated to the 
Renaissance Foundation.   Therefore, the Fiscal Year 2010-2011 Hospitality Tax Annual Budget is 
hereby amended as follows:  

 
REVENUE 

 

Revenue appropriated July 1, 2010 as amended:           $        4,071,612 
 
Appropriation of Hospitality Tax undesignated fund balance           100,000 
 
Total General Fund Revenue as Amended:            $        4,171,612 
   
 
EXPENDITURES 
 

Expenditures appropriated July 1, 2010 as amended:             $       4,071,612 
  
Increase to Lump Sum Appropriation:                         100,000 
 
Total General Fund Expenditures as Amended:             $       4,171,612 
 
SECTION II.  Severability. If any section, subsection, or clause of this ordinance shall be deemed to 
be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and 
clauses shall not be affected thereby. 
 
SECTION III.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict 
with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION IV.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be enforced from and after _____________, 
2008.    
 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 

 
    BY:__________________________ 

           Paul Livingston, Chair 
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ATTEST THIS THE _____ DAY 
 
OF_________________, 2010 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Michielle R. Cannon-Finch 
Clerk of Council 
 
 
RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE 
 
__________________________________ 
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only. 
No Opinion Rendered As To Content. 
 
 
 
First Reading:       
Second Reading:  
Public Hearing:  
Third Reading:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Hospitality Tax – Special Round for SERCO Organizations 
 

A. Purpose 
 

County Council is requested to review the attached funding recommendations by the 
Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee for organizations eligible to receive funding through 
the special grant round for SERCO and organizations named in their FY2010 MOU.  Funds 
allocated to these organizations will be used for tourism related programs in FY11. 
 
These recommendations were sent directly to County Council for the September 7, 2010 
meeting.  After extensive discussion during this meeting, Council voted to send the 
recommendations to the September 28, 2010 A&F Committee for further discussion.  
Council also requested a copy of each organization’s grant budget.  This information is 
attached. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 
 

During the FY11 Budget second reading on June 3, 2010, County Council voted to allocate 
$237,500 to a special grant round for SERCO and organizations listed in their FY10 MOU 
agreement with the County.  This special round of funding was open to SERCO, the Lower 
Richland Sweet Potato Festival, Odyssey Golf Foundation and the SC Gospel Quartet.   
 
Organizations applied directly to the County for funds instead of re-granting the funds 
through SERCO.  Each applicant, if awarded, will spend grant funds on tourism related 
expenses.  Re-grant or sub-grants are not allowed.  Funds will be monitored by County staff 
through payment requests and reporting just as all County grantees are required.   
 
On August 17, three of the five Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee members met to 
finalize recommendations for these four organizations.  As a result of this meeting, 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.) 
 

Lower Richland Sweet Potato Festival $55,500 
Odyssey Golf Foundation    $10,000 
SC Gospel Quartet    $7,000 
SERCO     $165,000 
Total      $237,500 

 
C. Financial Impact 
 

No financial impact. The funding for this round of funding was appropriated during the FY11 
budget process. 
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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).  Approve the funding 
recommendations as submitted by the Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee, leaving $0 
unallocated. 
 
Recommended by: Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee Date: September 9, 2010 
 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by:   Daniel Driggers   Date:  9/12/10     

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommendation is based on committee 
recommendation for agency funding and that the total funding is consistent with the 
appropriated budget. 

 
Grants Manager 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date:  9/13/2010   
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
  

Legal 
Reviewed by:   Larry Smith   Date: 

  üRecommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Administration 

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

Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommendation for approval is based on 
the Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee’s recommendations to Council.  $237,500 is 
available for disbursement to these organizations per Council’s motion during the FY 
11 budget process.   

 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 2 of 10

Item# 7

Page 28 of 63



Page 3 of 10 

 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 3 of 10

Item# 7

Page 29 of 63



Page 4 of 10 

 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 4 of 10

Item# 7

Page 30 of 63



Page 5 of 10 

 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 5 of 10

Item# 7

Page 31 of 63



Page 6 of 10 

 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 6 of 10

Item# 7

Page 32 of 63



Page 7 of 10 

 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 7 of 10

Item# 7

Page 33 of 63



Page 8 of 10 

 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 8 of 10

Item# 7

Page 34 of 63



Page 9 of 10 

 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 9 of 10

Item# 7

Page 35 of 63



Page 10 of 10 

 

Attachment number 1
Page 10 of 10

Item# 7

Page 36 of 63



Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
 

Subject

Microsoft Licensing-Countywide [pages 38-39] 

 

Reviews

Item# 8
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Microsoft Licensing - Countywide 
 

A. Purpose 
 

County Council is requested to approve an extension to the “Software Assurance” purchase on 
the Microsoft Enterprise Agreement for licenses owned by the County.  

 
A. Background / Discussion 

 
The Richland County Wide Area Network and Local Area Networks (WAN/LAN) currently 
consist of 40 servers and approximately 1100 PCs. 
 
In order to comply with federal copyright law, Richland County must have Microsoft licenses 
for all County servers and all County PCs.  Licensing is required for operating systems as well 
as software applications (such as MS Office).   

 
In the last few years, Microsoft modified its licensing requirements, and it has been increasing 
its enforcement efforts.  Richland County received the same “Microsoft letter” that our 
neighboring counties received, which outlines a mandatory copyright compliance program.  If 
Richland County were to decide not to participate in the copyright compliance program, the 
County would put itself at risk for fines and penalties of up to $150,000 per incident.  
 
Nine years ago, the IT Department included a budget request to begin a three year Enterprise 
Agreement with Microsoft to bring the County into full copyright compliance.  During the 
initial three year period, we were able to achieve compliance with Microsoft’s copyright 
policies. The County now owns the software license for Microsoft OS and Office products used 
by County employees. To ensure this software remains current, the County will need to approve 
another year of “Software Assurance”... This renewal will ensure our licensed products are 
current to 07/30/11. 
 
However, in an effort to maintain Federal Copyright compliance on software versions used by 
the County that comes out after 06/30/10, we must continue our Microsoft Enterprise 
Agreement through the purchase of Software Assurance. Software Assurance is a maintenance 
agreement that allows the County to use the latest versions of Microsoft software products as 
they are made available. This will keep the software technology at Richland County current. 
Council is requested to approve the purchase of a Microsoft “Software Assurance” from the 
vendor DELL/ASAP SOFTWARE on South Carolina State Contract in an amount not to exceed 
$120,811. 

 
B. Financial Impact 

 
There are sufficient funds in the account 1100187000.547100 designated for this request. 

 
C. Alternatives 
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1. Approve the request to purchase Microsoft Software Assurance from vendor DELL/ASAP 
SOFTWARE on South Carolina State Contract in an amount not to exceed $120,811.  This 
will allow the county to maintain Microsoft Copyright compliance. 

 
2. Do not approve the request.  This would mean that the County chooses to stop participating 

in the copyright compliance program. 
 
D. Recommendation 

 
Recommended by:  Janet Claggett Department:  Information Technology 
Date:  09/13/10 
 
It is recommended that Council approve the request to purchase Microsoft Software Assurance 
from vendor DELL/ASAP SOFTWARE on South Carolina State Contract in an amount not to 
exceed $120,811.   
 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  9/13/10   

 üRecommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

 
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 9/13/10 
 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommendation is contingent upon verification 
that the contract meets all of the counties procurement requirements and that 
Procurement has reviewed the agreement.  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: J. Milton Pope   Date: 9-16-10 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
 

Subject

Palmetto Capital City Classic Funding [ pages 41-44] 

 

Reviews
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Palmetto Capital City Classic Funding 
 

A. Purpose 
 
To amend the dollar amount funded to the Palmetto Capital City Classic awarded through 
Accommodations Tax. 
 

 
B. Background / Discussion 

 
The request for the committee was a motion made by Councilmember Jackson at the September 
7, 2010 Council meeting.  The motion is as follows:  
 
Motion to fully fund the Palmetto City Classic $15,000 [JACKSON] 
 

 
C. Financial Impact 
 

No specific financial impact has been determined. 
 
D. Alternatives 

N/A 
 

 
E. Recommendation 
 
Recommended by: Norman Jackson Department: County Council  Date: 09/07/10 

 
F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  9/13/10   

  Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  There is not enough information provide 
provided for Finance to make a recommendation.  The ROA does not include any 
alternatives, the financial impact of the request has not been determined and no 
recommendation for approval is provided.  If an additional appropriation is approved a 
funding source will need to be identified.  The Palmetto Capital City Classic requested 
$50,000 of A-tax funding during the FY11 budget process and was approved for 
$11,500.  Below are the amounts approved and the source of funds for the last three 
years. 
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Palmetto City Classic  - Funded 
Amounts 

As of 9/10/10 

    

  
Accommodatio
ns Hospitality Total 

FY09 $10,000 $15,000 
$25,00

0 

FY10 $8,462 $18,206 
$26,66

8 

FY11 $11,500 $0 
$11,50

0 
 

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: No recommendation: Council discretion 
 

Administration 
Reviewed by:  J. Milton Pope   Date: 9-23-10 

 q Recommend Council approval ü Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: This request is after the normal funding cycle 
and Council has historically discouraged request after the adopted budget unless the 
request is deemed to be an emergency.   
 
Council will have to determine the merits of this request and if approved appropriated 
funds in the Hospitality Tax should be used.  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
 

Subject

Sheriff's Department Grant Position Pick Up Request [ pages 46-50] 

 

Reviews
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Approve for a Sheriff’s Department Grant Position Pick-up Request 
 

A. Purpose 
 

County Council is being requested to transfer one FTE position from grant funds to the Sheriff’s 
Department budget: 

• Investigator (Solving Cold Case DNA grant 8614) 
 
B. Background / Discussion 
 

The Richland County Sheriff’s Department received the Cold Case DNA grant from the 
National Institute of Justice in January 2009.  This grant funded salary and benefits for one (1) 
Investigator and related items.  This grant was approved by Council as part of the FY10 budget 
approval process. A copy of the original Grant Budget Request is attached for your information. 
The grant funds will expire on September 30, 2010 and the position transferred to the Sheriff’s 
department budget.  An application for continuation funding was submitted in Spring 2010, but 
this program was extremely competitive and continuation funding has not been received.  It is 
not a requirement of the grant program to continue to fund personnel after grant funds are no 
longer available; however to discontinue funding of this position would be a serious detriment 
to the investigation of unsolved violent crime cases in Richland County. This program has been 
extremely successful and has led to the closing of six previously unsolved violent felony cases.   
 
This position was on the pick-up list provided to Council as part of the regular budget process in 
January 2010. This list is included for review. Richland County Finance advised in August 2010 
that an ROA be completed for this position since funds were not allocated during the regular 
FY11 budget process. 
 
 

C. Financial Impact 
The County is requested to fund the $40,000 needed for the Investigator position and $40,000 
needed for the Laboratory Technician position. 
 

Grant Program Grant 
Amount 

Match 

   
Investigator position (Salary & 
Fringe October 2010-June 2010) 

$40,000 $0 

Total Grant Budget Request $40,000 $0 
 

D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the request to fund the position from the Solving Cold Cases with DNA grant 
(8614) to Sheriff’s Department funds. 

2. Do not approve and the Department may be forced to eliminate this mission-critical 
position. 
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E. Recommendation 
 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to transfer the grant positions to the 
Sheriff’s Department Budget. 
 
Recommended by: Deputy Chief Samuel Berkheimer Department 
 
Dept: Sheriff’s Department  Date: 9/9/10 

 
F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 9/16/10    

 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  No recommendation since the funding decision 
is at Council discretion.  Approval would require a budget amendment to add the full 
time position and budget dollars.  A funding source would need to be identified prior to 
approval.  The estimated fully loaded cost for 9-months of FY11 is $45,300.  If a one-
time funding source is used there would be an additional need of approximately $55k in 
FY12.  We have attached a current copy of the County’s future personnel liability based 
on active grants.   
 

 
Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 9/16/10 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: No recommendation since the funding decision 
is at Council discretion.   

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: No recommendation: Council discretion 
 

Administration 
Reviewed by:  Sparty Hammett   Date:  9/20/10 

 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: No recommendation – funding decision is at 
Council discretion.  As indicated by the Finance Director, Council approval would 
require a budget amendment to add the full-time position and associated funding. 
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RCSD 2011 
 

Full Time FTE’s Positions to be picked up FY 2011 
 
School Resource Officer- July 1, 2010- $31,625 
 
Investigator, July 1, 2010 -Cold Case DNA grant-$44,194 (Will apply for continuation funding, but 
this is not guaranteed) 
 
Lab Compliance Technician- February 1, 2011- DNA Backlog Reduction-$36,488 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
 

Subject

Voter Registration Budget Amendment [ pages 52-53] 

 

Reviews

Item# 11

Page 51 of 63



Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Budget Amendment to Voter Registration  
 

A. Purpose 
 
County Council is requested to approve a budget amendment to the Board of Voter Registration 
Department budget for $37,741 to cover part-time employment for the November 2, 2010 
General Election. 

 
 
B. Background / Discussion 
 
In regards to the Voter Registration FY 11 budget, our department is requesting additional funding 
of $37,741 for part-time employment.  This is to efficiently serve the citizens and keep the interest and 
integrity in the voting process. 
     
Financial Impact 
$ 37,741 with this request. 
 
C. Alternatives 
 
To approve the request for a budget amendment to cover the election expense from the 2010 
election will help our offices efficiently serve the citizens and keep the interest and integrity in the 
voting process. 
 
To not approve the request for a budget amendment to cover election expense, our offices could not 
efficiently serve the citizens and keep the interest and integrity in the voting process if funds are not 
provided.   
 
D. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that Council approve the request for a budget amendment to cover part-time 
employee expenses for the November General election..  
 
 
Recommended by: Lillian McBride      Department: Board of Voter Registration      
 
Date: sixteen day of August 2010. 

 
F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 8/17/10    

  Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
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Comments regarding recommendation:  This is left to Council discretion.  Approval 
would require the identification of a funding source and a budget amendment or the 
redistribution of existing funding.  
 

 
Human Resources 

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

Comments regarding recommendation:  
Comments regarding recommendation:  This is left to Council discretion.  Approval 
would require the identification of a funding source and a budget amendment or the 
redistribution of existing funding. 

 
Legal 

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

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Administration 
Reviewed by:  J. Milton Pope   Date: 9-22-10 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval, the approval of this 
request will be a fund balance reduction. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
 

Subject

Capital Funding for Hampton Preston and Woodrow Wilson Historic Homes [ pages 55-59] 

 

Reviews
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Historic Columbia Foundation Request for Funding for Capital Repairs for FY 2011-12 

 
Owned by Richland County, the Woodrow Wilson Family Home and the Hampton-
Preston Mansion are managed by Historic Columbia Foundation (HCF).  In 2005, HCF 
closed the Wilson Home to visitors due to extensive deterioration of the structure and in 
2009 completed the first phase of rehabilitation of the building.  Work has since ceased at 
the structure due to lack of funding.  (Executive Summary for project attached) 
 
In April 2009, HCF requested funds from the County to address roof deterioration at the 
Hampton-Preston Mansion.  Following repairs to this issues, which was funded by the 
County, it was determined that additional problems at the site needed attention.  At the 
direction of Richland County Council, HCF completed front porch repairs as well as a 
full assessment of the capital issues and cost estimates at the Hampton-Preston Mansion.  
Funds ($300,000) were transferred from the Wilson project to address these issues.  The 
executive summary is attached here. 
 
According to the contractual agreement between Richland County and Historic Columbia 
Foundation, the county is responsible for all capital improvements to the properties, to 
“include any work necessary to maintain the historic house museum to the Department of 
Interior Standards for Historic Structures and may include but is not limited to physical 
improvements to existing structures and equipments such as HVAC and security 
necessary to properly maintain the Properties.”  To complete necessary repairs to the 
building as grounds and be able to the Woodrow Wilson Family Home and the Hampton-
Preston Mansion as historic house museums, HCF is requesting $3,688,045 from 
Richland County in FY 2011-12. 
 
Hampton-Preston:     $1,594,457 
Woodrow Wilson Family Home: $2,093,588* 
     $3,688,045 
 
*includes the replacement of $300,000 that was transferred to the Hampton-Preston 
Mansion rehabilitation 
 
Phased and/or prioritized costs for each site: 
 
 
Woodrow Wilson Family Home: 
Cost Estimates updated June 2009 
 
Phase 2-A:   Main and Accessory Building:   $   473,125 
Phase 2-B:   Utility and Accessory Building: $1,061,567 

 1
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Phase 3: Site Construction   $   288,934 
    Exhibits, Interpretation  $   300,000 
  Construction Administration  $   318,544 
Total Estimate Remaining Expense  $2,442,170 
Less funding on hand    $   348,582  
 
Request from County for WWFH   $2,093,588 
 
Hampton-Preston Mansion: 
Assessment complete June 2010 
Executive Summary and Costs organized by priorities: 
 
High Priority:      $   324,300 
Medium Priority:     $   476,760 
Low Priority:      $     15,150 
Interpretation Items:     $   142,800 
Site Construction/Repair    $   402,000 
Contract Administration    $   233,447 
Total Estimate     $1,594,457 
 
 
Total Request from County    $3,688,045 
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WOODROW WILSON FAMILY HOME HISTORIC PROPERTY PLAN

JOHN MILNER ASSOCIATES, INC.   |   09.10.2007   

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Woodrow Wilson Family Home, constructed in 1872 by the Reverend Dr. Joseph Ruggles Wil-
son and his wife Janet Woodrow Wilson, is the home where Woodrow Wilson spent formative 
years of his adolescence in the context of Reconstruction-era Columbia and has the distinction of 
being the only presidential site in South Carolina .  The two-story, frame structure in the Italianate 
villa style, through its association with the 28th President of the United States, has also played a 
role in the start of grassroots preservation movements in the United States similar to successful ef-
forts that saved Mount Vernon and Charleston.

AW er deterioration of the physical fabric forced the Historic Columbia Foundation, Inc (HCF) to 
temporarily close the home, located at 1504 Hampton Street in Columbia, John Milner Associates, 
Inc. (JMA) was engaged to prepare a Historic Property Plan for the site.  Preparation of the plan has 
involved detailed investigations including preparation of measured fl oor plans and elevations; 
evaluation of the condition of the existing building and landscape, its structural integrity and me-
chanical/electrical/plumbing systems; and, investigation of clues to the construction chronology of 
the house. The search for clues led JMA to HCF fi les and local archival repositories to gather docu-
mentary evidence, the collection of paint samples for anaylisis, and completion of a limited ar-
chaeological survey to search for evidence of the location of former outbuildings. 

Based upon these investigations and HCF’s need to meet current and projected future interpretive, 
functional, and management goals, JMA has recommended rehabilitation as the appropriate treat-
ment approach for the Woodrow Wilson Family Home property. Rehabilitation protects the prop-
erty’s historic character and resources, allows restoration of features for which there is documen-
tary and physical evidence, and carefully addresses the needs for limited enhancement of 
interpretive opportunities and historic integrity.

The resulting conceptual or “schematic” plan for the property calls for the retention and repair of 
historic features and fi nishes. Spaces and spatial relationships are also retained and, in some cases, 
reinterpreted.  Mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems are designed to achieve the Founda-
tion’s environmental and curatorial goals. The investigation revealed lim le in the way of signifi cant 
documentary evidence and, in some cases, physical alterations and site disturbing activities have 
resulted in the loss of physical evidence.  New structures or systems will, therefore, be designed to 
support interpretation of the site and HCF’s programmatic objectives while minimizing visual im-
pacts and allowing reversal of the work without adversely aT ecting the historic fabric.

Key elements of the plan recommendations are as follows:

EXTERIOR

• Install a new wood shingle roof, and replace fl ashings, gum er linings, and downspouts to direct 
water away from the structure.

• Restore the rear façade and porch, and construct a new wheelchair ramp at the rear of the 
house, confi gured to follow the perimeter of the kitchen dependency and aligned with the rear 
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 09.10.2007   |   JOHN MILNER ASSOCIATES, INC.

porch to approximate the original breezeway connection the house and kitchen.

• Replace rom ed sills and repair other structural elements as needed. Repair existing wood sid-
ing, windows, and trim, reconstruct the original wood shum ers, and repaint the house in a pe-
riod-appropriate palem e based upon paint analysis.

• Reconstruct the wood steps at the front porch and interpret the exterior steps to Dr. Wilson’s 
study with new construction. 

• Remove the masonry infi ll between the masonry foundation piers and install lam ice panels 
matching the front porch in the openings for ventilation; repair the scored stucco fi nish of the 
foundation.

SITE AND LANDSCAPE

• Preserve and renew the present landscape. Clarify pedestrian access at the front corner of the 
site and fi ll the Houseal House site.

• Reduce and relocate surface parking to the vicinity of the new outbuilding. 

OUTBUILDINGS

• Construct a new accessory building at the rear of the site, inside the location of the stable shown 
on Sanborn maps, to accommodate restrooms, mechanical equipment, storage, and space for a 
small catering kitchen, and to further enhance interpretation of the domestic yard.

INTERIOR

• Interpret the interior by furnishing selected rooms and provide concealed electrical outlets in 
the fl oors for variable displays and exhibits in each space.

• Repair interior plaster walls and ceilings, wood fl oors and trim, and wood doors including 
hardware.  Remove existing carpet and wallpaper, and restore paint or stain fi nishes on the 
basis of paint seriation studies and test exposures.

• Reinforce the ceiling-fl oor structure above the Formal Parlor. 

• Install new electrical service and period-appropriate lighting at mantels and in fi rst fl oor rooms 
based on the evidence of gas piping. Elsewhere, use indirect lighting, incorporated within de-
mountable display systems.

• Install a low fl ow, water mist fi re suppression system which minimizes damage to collections 
caused by the heavier water fl ow of traditional systems.

• Install either an air-cooled dehumidifi cation system with cooling capability or a geothermal 
heat pump system to serve the needs of the structure and collections. Deliver conditioned air in 
a ducted system with outlets at the existing fl oor and ceiling register locations, to minimize 
further disturbance to historic building fabric, and replace grilles with more visually appropri-
ate selections.

• Install new vented interior wood storm windows throughout the house.

• Provide “virtual” access to the second fl oor for disabled visitors on the main fl oor of the 
house.
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 Building Assessment: Hampton-Preston Mansion 
 

 

 
EXECUTIVEやSUMMARYや
 
 
TheやHamptonまPrestonやMansion,やoriginallyやconstructedや inや1818やforやAinsleyやHall,や
isやsignificantやasやoneやColumbia,やSouthやCarolina’sやearliestやtownやhousesやandやforやitsや
associationやwithやtheやHamptonやandやPrestonやfamilies.やItやwasやalsoやusedやbyやtheやSouthや
Carolinaや Presbyterianや Instituteや forや Youngや Ladies,や lateや Chicoraや Collegeや forや
Women,や amongや otherや educationalや uses.や Renovatedや inや theや lateや 1960sや asや theや
Midlandsや Tricentennialや Expositionや Centerや asや partや ofや theや Southや Carolinaや
Tricentennial,や itや isや nowや ownedや byやRichlandやCountyや andやmanagedや byやHistoricや
ColumbiaやFoundation.や
や
Changingや ownersや andや usesや throughや theや years,や theや siteや andや houseや haveや beenや
subjectedや toや manyや alterations.や Theや mostや significantや ofや theseや wasや theや 1969や
renovationやproject.やTheやpreservationやphilosophyやandやdesignやdecisionsやfromやthatや
workやhaveやresultedやinやtheやcurrentやappearanceやofやtheやhouse.やWhileやnotやaccuratelyや
restoredやtoやanyやoneやperiodやofやsignificance,やtheやimpressionやofやtheやhouseやtodayやisやasや
theや residenceや ofや aや wealthyや midま19thまcenturyや Columbiaや family.や Aggressiveや
replacementやandやrepairやinやtheや1969やprojectやremovedやmuchやofやtheやoriginalやhistoricや
fabric,やbutやreplacementやmaterialsやgenerallyやrepresentやtheやhistoricやmaterials.や
や
Overall,や theやHamptonまPrestonやMansionや isや inや fairやcondition,やbutやsomeやmaterialsや
haveやdeterioratedやandやconditionやproblemsやareやevidentや inや theやstructure.やRoofingや
repairsや recentlyや haveや beenや madeや orや areや underway.や Beyondや that,や theや mostや
significantや issuesや areや relatedや toや theや exteriorや stucco,や basementや moisture,や andや
HVACやsystems.や Interiorやplasterやhasやsufferedや fromや loadingやofやcollectionsやonや theや
upperや floors.やExteriorやpaintや finishesやhaveやnearedや theや endやofや theirや expectedや lifeや
andやwillやneedやreapplied.やWindowsやrepairsやhaveやresultedやinやanやappearanceやthatやisや
notや historical,や andや theやmaterialsやusedや areや attractiveや toや biologicalや growth.やAtや aや
lesserやscale,やmasonryやrepairs,やelectricalやupgradesやtoやmeetやcode,やandやgeneralやfinishや
wearやshouldやbeやaddressed.や
や
Ongoingや repairや issues,やmanyやofや themや inherentや toや theやmaterialsや selectedや forや theや
1969や renovation,やhaveやconsumedやmuchやofや theやmaintenanceやbudgetや throughや theや
years.や Largerや repairや projectsや haveや beenや postponed.や Investmentや inや repairや orや
limitedやreplacementやofやbuildingやmaterialsやandやcomponentsやnowやwillやhelpやavoidや
moreやexpensiveやrepairsやinやtheやfuture.やや
や
Aやlistやofやprioritizedやrepairsやfollows.やAやmoreやcomprehensiveやsnapshotやofやtheやscopeや
ofやthoseやrepairsやcanやbeやfoundやinやtheやChapterやSixや–やTreatmentやRecommendations.や

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY       JOHN MILNER ASSOCIATES, INC.       06.10.2010  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
 

Subject

Caughman Creek Property Apprasial [Recommend Executive Session] [ page 61] 

 

Reviews
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Caughman Creek Property Appraisal 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
 

Subject

Review all Departments and determine possible consolidation and/or outsourcing and prioritize them [ page 63] 

 

Reviews

Item# 14
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Review all Departments and determine possible consolidation and/or outsourcing and 
prioritizing them (Councilmember Jackson). 
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