RICHLAND COUNTY
COUNCIL

DEVELOPMENT AND SERVICES COMMITTEE

] Julie-Ann Dixon | Damon Jeter ] Torey Rush (Chair) ] Bill Malinowski |Seth Rose

] District 9 | District3 | District 7 | District 1 | District 5

JUNE 24, 2014
5:00 PM

2020 Hampton Street

CALL TO ORDER

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

1. Regular Session: May 27, 2014 [PAGES 4-6]

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

ITEMS FOR ACTION

2. Sustainability Policy [PAGES 7-13]

3. High Performance Building Policy Options [PAGES 14-23]

4. Richland County Souvenirs [PAGES 24-29]
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5. Richland County Commission on Aging [PAGES 30-236]

6. County Recycling Services [PAGES 237-261]

7. Department of Public Works: Denton Dr. Ditch Stabilization Project [PAGES 262-267]

8. Expiration of County’s Municipal Solid Waste Disposal Contract [PAGES 268-289]

9. RC Conservation Commission Financial Contribution for theAcquisition of a Historic Property
[PAGES 290-297]

10. Acceptance of parcel at 2207 Decker Blvd [PAGES 298-304]

11. Fund Richland County Recreation Commission to Provide Transportation for 3 Facilities [PAGES
305-311]

12. South Carolina Rural Infrastructure Grant Approval and Additional Funding for Project Engineering
Design and Easement Acquisition [PAGES 313-329]

ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS: NO ACTION REQUIRED

1 3. Parking in Residential and Commercial Zones of the County - This item was reviewed at the May
D&S Committee meeting, and held in the Committee in order for Council members to have their
questions/concerns addressed by Legal, Planning and the Sheriff's Department.

A meeting was held on June 17th to review the proposed ordinance with legal staff, the Zoning
Administrator, and representatives from the Sheriff's Dept. A follow-up meeting will be held on July
15th to address additional questions raised during the meeting and to allow time for the Zoning

Administrator to review the proposed ordinance.

14 . Mobile Home Park Regulations that are enforced by the Building Codes and Inspections Department
- This item was reviewed at the April D&S Committee meeting, and was held in the Committee for
staff review. Staff is in the process of finalizing their review, and will bring this item back to the

Committee in July.

ADJOURNMENT
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Special Accommodations and Interpreter Services

Citizens may be present during any of the County’s meetings. If requested, the agenda and
backup materials will be made available in alternative formats to persons with a disability, as
required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. Sec. 12132),
as amended and the federal rules and regulations adopted in implementation thereof.

Any person who requires a disability-related modification or accommodation, including
auxiliary aids or services, in order to participate in the public meeting may request such
modification, accommodation, aid or service by contacting the Clerk of Council’s office either
in person at 2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC, by telephone at (803) 576-2061, or TDD at
803-576-2045 no later than 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting.
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject
Regular Session: May 27, 2014 [PAGES 4-6]

Reviews

ltem# 1
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MINUTES OF

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL
DEVELOPMENT AND SERVICES COMMITTEE
TUESDAY, MAY 27, 2014
5:00 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: Torrey Rush
Member: Julie-Ann Dixon
Member: Bill Malinowski
Member: Seth Rose
Absent: Jim Manning

ALSO PRESENT: Norman Jackson, Kelvin E. Washington, Sr., Greg Pearce, Paul Livingston, Tony
McDonald, Sparty Hammett, Warren Harley, John Hixon, Andy Metts, Sara Salley, Daniel Driggers,
Ismail Ozbek, Geo Price, Brad Farrar, Ray Peterson, Brandon Madden, Roxanne Ancheta, Amelia
Linder, Anna Lange, Monique McDaniels, Monique Walters, Michelle Onley

CALL TO ORDER
The meeting started at approximately 5:01 p.m.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES

April 22, 2014 (Regular Session) — Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Ms. Dixon, to approve the
minutes as distributed. The vote in favor was unanimous.

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

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

ITEMS FOR ACTION

Septic and Storm Drainage Problems in Suburbs — Mr. Rose moved, seconded by Ms. Dixon, to
forward to Council with a recommendation to forward this item to the Consolidation/Privatization Ad
Hoc Committee. A discussion took place.

ltem# 1
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Richland County Council
Development and Services Committee
May 27, 2014

Page Two

The vote in favor was unanimous.

Parking in Residential and Commercial Zones of the County — Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded
by Ms. Dixon, to defer this item until the June Committee meeting. The vote in favor was unanimous.

Sustainability Policy — Ms. Dixon moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to defer this item until the
June Committee meeting. The vote in favor was unanimous.

High Performance Building Policy Options — Mr. Dixon moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to
defer this item until the June Committee meeting. The vote in favor was unanimous.

Update Floodplain Ordinance in conjunction with the new countywide Flood Insurance Rate
Maps — Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Ms. Dixon, to forward to Council with a
recommendation to approve the request to amend select ordinances in Chapter 26 of the Richland
County Code of Ordinances. A discussion took place.

Mr. Washington requested a comparison of the federal regulations vs. Richland County’s
regulations.

Richland County Commission on Aging — Mr. Rose moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to hold
a work session wherein senior-related service agencies will make presentations to the committee
regarding their current senior programs. A discussion took place.

The vote in favor was unanimous.
ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION/INFORMATION

Report of Fire Advisory Committee — This item was deferred until the June Committee meeting.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:00 p.m.
Submitted by,

Torrey Rush, Chair

The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject
Sustainability Policy [PAGES 7-13]

Reviews
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Richland Couniy Govervunenit

Phone: (803) 576-2050
Fax: (803) 576-2137
TDD: (803) 748-4999

County Administration Building
2020 Hampton Street

P.O. Box 192

Columbia, SC 29202

Office of the County Administyaior

MEMORANDUM

To: Richland County Council

CC: Warren Harley, Assistant County Administrator
FrROM: Anna Lange, Sustainability Manager

DATE: June 20, 2014

RE: Clarification for Sustainability Policy

At the May 27", 2014 Development and Services Committee meeting, the Committee
recommended to hold the item in Committee, and requested Staff to meet with Committee
members to answer questions and clarify the policy.

A Sustainability Policy serves as a vision statement for management and employees as well as a
communication tool to interested parties.

Many departments that will be effected by this policy have been included in the development
phase of the sustainability policy including but not limited to Planning, Support Services, Fleet
Management, Capital Improvements, Administration, Solid Waste and Recycling and
Procurement. This is to ensure that sustainability is working hand in hand with departments to
enhance communication and integration.

Integration of Sustainability Principles: Systematically incorporate sustainability throughout the County by
integrating the policy goals below into County procedures, administration, and engagement. The Sustainability
Manager shall be responsible for implementation of this policy.

Design and Construction: Statutory requirements refer to current building code requirements.

Design and Construction: Capital project planning, design and construction processes shall meet statutory energy
and water efficiency requirements and deliver energy, water, and materials efficient buildings and grounds that
minimize the impact on and/or enhance the site and provide good indoor environmental quality for occupants.
Richland County shall develop an energy efficient building policy for new building construction and major
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renovations for County buildings. The County shall evaluate existing County owned infrastructure and pursue
energy efficient upgrades when possible.

Operations and Maintenance: Statutory requirements refer to current building code requirements.
Currently, there is not a requirement to consider equipment lifecycle cost. Energy efficient
products require less energy to operate than conventional products, purchasing these products
can reduce facility energy loads and achieve energy bill savings on the order of 5-10%.
Incorporating life cycle cost where applicable incorporates operating costs into decision making.

Emissions Reduction and Renewable Energy: The County shall develop an active plan to reduce carbon emissions
based on 2009 standards.

Tracking emissions is the easiest way to show measurable program effectiveness. This does not
define a specific reduction goal, it just sets a goal to use carbon reduction as a tool for measuring
performance at this point. Foundations and grant funders are directing attention at communities
that are proactively addressing these issues.

Here is the 2009 baseline Click here

If Richland County is successful in addressing the other areas in this policy, emissions will
automatically be reduced.

Transportation: This bullet point states the need for a comprehensive fleet study. If a consultant
is used, for around $10,000 Richland County can complete a fleet assessment. A fleet
assessment would identify alternative fuel vehicle options for Richland County, and a strategy
for transitioning equipment.

Recycling and Waste Management: The zero waste goal refers to residential collection and
county buildings. While this is a culture shift as Richland County currently collects less than
40% of waste through curbside recycling and household hazardous waste collection, this goal
shows the County’s commitment to continuous improvement. By seeking greater value in
byproducts, such as recycling and composting the county creates economic development
opportunities for products that have historically ended up in landfills.

Recyclonomics SC http://recyclonomicssc.com/

Danny’s Dumpster Asheville, NC http://www.dannysdumpster.com/customization

Food Waste Disposal Charleston County, SC http://www.wastefwd.com/

Recycling and Waste Management: The County shall develop policies and programs that work toward achieving
zero waste and set a goal to recycle 60% of waste materials by volume in County buildings by 2020.
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Sustainability Policy

A. Purpose
County Council is requested to approve a Sustainability Policy to further define sustainability as
a core value for Richland County.

B. Background / Discussion
Richland County Council passed the Regional Sustainability Plan 9/71/2012 in partnership with
Lexington County and the City of Columbia. The plan outlines over 160 recommendations,
many of which require policy direction from Richland County Council.

On 1/24/2014, County Council discussed the creation of a Sustainability Policy Advisory Board
at Council Retreat. It was recommended the Sustainability Manager present Richland County
Council with a sustainability policy recommendation for discussion. A sustainability policy is a
best management practice for local governments to define a comprehensive strategy for
sustainability.

Richland County South Carolina seeks to attain and maintain a state of leadership in the State of
South Carolina as an environmental steward that strives to proactively and effectively manage
its impact on energy, water, and other natural resources. The County is obligated to ensure full
compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal environmental laws and regulations.
Therefore, it is the policy of Richland County Council that institutions, and affiliated entities,
shall establish sustainable development and resource management, or “sustainability”, as a core
value of county operations, planning, capital construction, and purchasing practices.

Budgetary constraints, capital improvement and modernization requirements, and training and
management needs required to facilitate the implementation of these sustainable practices are
limiting factors and, as such, the County shall pursue the appropriate legislation and funding to
implement this policy. In addition, the County values Return on Investment (ROI) as a factor in
institutional resource planning and decision making and requires a ROI calculation for any new
project. Richland County is committed to the assessment of the environmental impacts
associated with county activities and services, and will develop and track measures of that
progress.

County Council delegates authority to Richland County’s Administrator to implement the
following sustainable practices to apply to County entities:

Integration of Sustainability Principles: Systematically incorporate sustainability throughout the
County by integrating the policy goals into County procedures, administration, and engagement.
The Sustainability Manager shall be responsible for implementation of this policy.

Master Planning: Sustainability principles related to infrastructure, natural resources, site
development, and community impact shall be incorporated into comprehensive master plans.
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Design and Construction: Capital project planning, design and construction processes shall
meet statutory energy and water efficiency requirements and deliver energy, water, and
materials efficient buildings and grounds that minimize the impact on and/or enhance the site
and provide good indoor environmental quality for occupants. Richland County shall develop
an energy efficient building policy for new building construction and major renovations. The
County shall evaluate existing County infrastructure and pursue energy efficient upgrades when
possible.

Operations and Maintenance: The operation and maintenance of buildings and grounds shall
meet or exceed statutory requirements to reduce energy and water use, provide the best possible
air quality and provide standardized operating levels, improve staff productivity, and minimize
materials use. Further, priority shall be given to the purchase and installation of high-efficiency
equipment and facilities as part of an ongoing sustainability action plan following life cycle cost
guidelines where applicable.

Climate Change Mitigation and Renewable Energy: The County shall develop an active plan to
reduce carbon emissions based on 2009 standards.

Transportation: The County shall assess the current county vehicle fleet and shall develop a
plan to increase fuel efficiency, promote alternative fuel vehicle use, and decrease total fossil
fuel emissions. The county shall promote multimodal transportation choices designed to reduce
carbon emissions and dependency on single occupant vehicles.

Recycling and Waste Management: The County shall develop policies and programs that work
toward achieving zero waste and set a goal to recycle 25% of waste materials by volume in
County buildings by 2020.

Environmentally Preferable Purchasing (EPP): Any purchasing shall, to the extent practicable,
improve the environmental performance of its supply chain with consideration given to toxicity,
recycled content, energy and water efficiency, rapidly renewable resources, and local production
and shall also promote the use of historically underutilized businesses.

The County Administrator shall develop and implement best practices, guidelines, and
implementation plans necessary to achieve the goals of this policy to the constituent institutions
and affiliated entities. This policy shall be reviewed every two (2) years by the County
Administrator, and any necessary revisions and modifications shall be recommended to County
Council for its consideration.

"Duke." Sustainability : Policy. N.p., n.d. Web. 07 Apr. 2014.

Meadors, James. "Welcome to an Engaged Community." Charleston, SC. City of Charleston,
South Carolina, n.d. Web. 10 Sept. 2013.

Ullman, Maggie. "Sustainability." Sustainability. City of Asheville, North Carolina, n.d. Web.
30 Jan. 2014

"The UNC Policy Manual." The UNC Policy Manual. N.p., n.d. Web. 07 Feb. 2014.
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. Legislative / Chronological History

o InFY2013 Richland County Council created a position for a Sustainability Manager in
Administration that is responsible for overseeing the direction and coordination of the
environmental sustainability activities for Richland County.

o Richland County Council passed a regional sustainability plan in 2013. The plan outlines
over 160 recommendations, many of which require policy direction from Richland County
Council.

o On January 24™ 2014 County Council discussed the creation of a Sustainability Policy
Advisory Board at Council Retreat. It was recommended that the Sustainability Manager
present Richland County Council with a sustainability policy recommendation for
discussion.

. Financial Impact

Budgetary constraints, capital improvement and modernization requirements, and training and
management needs required to facilitate the implementation of these sustainable practices are
limiting factors and, as such, the County shall pursue the appropriate legislation and funding to
implement this policy as defined by Richland County Council. In addition, the County values
Return on Investment (ROI) as a factor in institutional resource planning and decision making
and requires an ROI calculation for any new project. Richland County is committed to the
assessment of the environmental impacts associated with county activities and services, and will
develop and track measures of that progress.

. Alternatives

1. Approve the Sustainability Policy to further define sustainability as a core value for
Richland County.

2. Do not approve Sustainability Policy to further define sustainability as a core value for
Richland County.

. Recommendation

It is recommended to approve the sustainability policy to further define Richland County’s
commitment to incorporating sustainability into decision making. For sustainability to be long
lasting and useful, it must be representative of and integrated into day-to-day County activities
and performance. Defining goals that can be quantified and monetized create transparency that
can be measured over time. A sustainability policy can help lean operations, creating
efficiencies in operations and maintenance that can reduce costs over time.

Recommended by: Anna Lange Department: Administration Date: May 5™ 2014
. Reviews
Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 5/18/14
U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:
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This is a policy decision for Council to review and provide direction on sustainability
effort. If approved, the County Administrator would need to evaluate the level of
implementation in relation to incremental cost as new projects are considered.

Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 5/19/14
0 Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

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

Administration
Reviewed by: Warren Harley Date:
v" Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject
High Performance Building Policy Options [PAGES 14-23]

Reviews
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Richland Couniy Govervunenit

Phone: (803) 576-2050
Fax:  (803)576-2137
TDD:  (803) 748-4999

County Administration Building
2020 Hampton Street

P.O. Box 192

Columbia, SC 29202

Office of the County Administyaior

MEMORANDUM

To: Richland County Council

CC: Warren Harley, Assistant County Administrator
FrROM: Anna Lange, Sustainability Manager

DATE: June 20, 2014

RE: Clarification for High Performance Building Policy

At the May 27", 2014 Development and Services Committee meeting, the Committee
recommended to hold the item in Committee, and requested Staff to meet with Committee
members to answer questions and clarify the policy.

A High Performance Building Policy serves as a way to reduce total energy costs. This policy
addresses only new construction and renovations for County owned buildings.

This policy recommends requiring Energy Star for new construction and renovations because
Energy Star buildings reduce energy and water use and do not require expensive certification.
This is the lowest cost option for energy efficient buildings and it is the most widely used energy
standard for the built environment. This policy also recommends taking the lowest 30 year life
cycle cost into account during the bidding process. The State of SC also requires the 30 year life
cycle cost because this tells the end user the estimated energy, water and operating costs
associated with the structure per square foot. The goal is to reduce overall energy use at the least
cost.

Many studies have shown that high performance buildings increase productivity. Productivity is
most often evaluated using absenteeism (unused sick days), and self-assessment. Extensive
research has been conducted on how green schools effect the learning environment.
Improvements in thermal comfort, access to day lighting, and improvements in indoor air quality
are often key factors. Time and costs to attract quality employees and turnover costs can be
linked to the quality of the workspace. After salary the second major cost to an employer is
benefits including medical and insurance costs. Health conditions and illnesses that have been
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linked to the indoor environment include colds, headaches, allergies, and respiratory illness.
Productivity related to creativity, motivation, and attention can be difficult to measure.

Resale value is included to show that there is a monetary value to building energy efficient
structures. The largest residential builders in Columbia now show the HERS rating for new
construction (higher HERS ratings can demand a larger asking price). While the County may not
be reselling a building, it would be benefiting from the value of lower operations costs.

The annual sustainability report would be for buildings affected by this policy. (If Council does
not want a report this can be struck from the legislation). Buildings affected by the policy would
only include new construction and major renovations for county facilities. The environmental
benefits are included to explain the consumption difference between a conventional building and
the Energy Star facility.

Definitions:

This policy only focuses on County owned and operated buildings for new building construction
and major renovations. This policy only focuses on new buildings larger than 5,000sq/ ft, major
renovations that contribute to more than 50% of the building, leased county spaces over 7,500
sq/ft, and new building construction that has mixed uses where the heated and cooled portion is
more than 5,000 square ft.
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: High Performance Building Policy Options

A. Purpose
County Council is requested to provide Administration with direction regarding Council’s preference on
developing a high performance building policy for County owned facilities.

B. Background / Discussion
Richland County Council passed the Regional Sustainability Plan 9/11/2012, outlining recommendations for

energy efficiency in County facilities. The Regional Sustainability Plan for the Midlands includes Objective 2.5
“to adopt a green building resolution for current and future County buildings”; and Objective 2.8 “to improve
the efficiency of County building stock™. Council discussed the incorporation of high performance building
design features into several capital improvement projects including the Decker Boulevard renovation and the
Emergency Operations Center (EOC) 6/18/13. During County Council Retreat /1/24/2014 a high performance
building policy for County buildings was considered as several major new construction and renovation projects
were being discussed. These projects will have a significant impact on the County’s energy portfolio.

The County owns approximately 80 facilities with a total floorspace of almost 2 million square feet that affect
our natural environment, our economy, and the productivity and health of the workers and visitors who use
these buildings. New building construction and renovation for County owned facilities currently falls under the
minimum building standards required by the State and the 2009 International Energy Construction Code
(IECCO).

A building’s initial construction costs represent only 20-30 percent of the building’s entire costs over its 30 to
40 years of life. Currently, there is no requirement to consider entire building cost or “life cycle costs” of
County facilities in conjunction with initial capital costs to optimize performance. Incorporating energy and
environmental standards for construction, rehabilitation, and maintenance of County buildings can improve the
County’s capacity to design, build, and operate high performance buildings and create skilled jobs. Many
county buildings are operational for decades, increasing the need for designing energy efficient facilities.

High performance buildings provide occupants and visitors with a healthier and more productive environment;
this increase in worker productivity can produce enormous economic benefits as worker salaries are historically
an organization’s largest expense. Investing in sustainable design features, such as energy- and water-efficiency
measures, can considerably increase the resale value of a property because it lowers annual costs and, therefore,
makes a building more profitable for the new owner.

Both the State of South Carolina and the City of Charleston have passed a high performance building policy for
new building construction and major renovations for City and State owned facilities. Please see Attachment 1
and 2 for more information and comparisons of different high performance building standards.

Once a policy is selected, the Sustainability Manager shall develop and implement a process to monitor and
evaluate the energy and environmental benefits.
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The Sustainability Manager shall submit a report annually regarding major facility projects to County Council
that includes:

e The buildings and building types designed to meet this standard,

e The certification level of each building designed, constructed, or renovated;

e Actual savings in energy costs;

e An outline of all environmental benefits, including, but not limited to, water resources savings and the

reduction of waste generation;
o The ability of buildings to continue to operate at the standard to which it was originally certified,
e Any conflicts or barriers that hinder the effectiveness of program

Definitions
1) "High-performance building" means a building designed to achieve integrated systems design and
construction so as to significantly reduce or eliminate the negative impact of the built environment.
2) "Major facility project" means:
(1) a County-funded new construction building project in which the building to be constructed is
larger than five thousand gross square feet;
(i1) a County-funded renovation project in which the project involves more than fifty percent of the
replacement value of the facility or a change in use; or
(ii1) a County-funded commercial interior tenant fit-out project that is larger than seven thousand
five hundred square feet of leasable area.
(iv) a County-funded mixed use building in which the temperature controlled portion is larger than
five thousand gross square feet;
3) "Major facility project" does not mean:
(1) a building, regardless of size, that does not have conditioned space as defined by Standard 90.1
of the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers;

C. Legislative / Chronological History
Richland County Council passed the Regional Sustainability Plan 9/11/2012, outlining recommendations for

energy efficiency in County facilities.

During County Council Retreat 1/24/2014, a high performance building policy for County buildings was
discussed as several major new construction and renovation projects were being considered.

D. Financial Impact
The actual financial impact is not easily calculated due to the complexity of the variables. However, some
estimates are laid out in Attachment 2.

E. Alternatives
Provide guidance to staff on the alternative(s) Council wishes to pursue:

1) Model the policy of the State of South Carolina to require that all major facility projects (as expressed in
the definition section) for County owned facilities must meet the LEED Silver standard or better, with
certification that causes the project to be designed and constructed in a manner that achieves the lowest
thirty-year life cycle cost.

2) Require that all major facility projects (as expressed in the definition section) for County owned facilities
must meet the two Green Globes standard, or better, with certification that causes the project to be
designed and constructed in a manner that achieves the lowest thirty-year life cycle cost.

3) Require that all major facility projects for County owned facilities meet the ENERGY STAR
Certification Rating, and strive to meet LEED or Green Globes certification to achieve the lowest
thirty-year life cycle cost when funding allows. ltem# 3
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4) Require that all major facility projects for County owned facilities meet the ASHRAE 189.1 Standard
that causes the project to be designed and constructed in a manner that achieves the lowest thirty-year
life cycle cost.

5) Take no action.

F. Recommendation

While alternates 1-4 all focus on better buildings, there are several differences that are notable to mention.
If water and energy efficiency are council’s priority at the least cost, ENERGY STAR certification is
provides a solid foundation. Alternatives 1 and 2 are very similar to each other and are often
interchangeable in high performance building policies. Both 1 and 2 have certain point sections associated
with energy and water efficiency but also focus on other factors that are not associated with energy
including performance, building materials, etc. ASHRAE 189.1 is a strict standard that offers little
flexibility and is designed as a code requirement. Alternative 3 is recommended as this option pursues
energy and water efficient facilities at minimal cost while also allowing flexibility in design. ENERGY
STAR creates healthy facilities with a focus on indoor air quality. While ENERGY STAR is not the leader
in high performance buildings, it is a best first step to transitioning to efficient building infrastructure.

Recommended by: Anna Lange Department: Administration Date: May 5™ 2014
G. Reviews
Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 5/15/14
v" Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Support Services
Reviewed by: John Hixon Date:
M Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval of alternative #3 as well. This
alternative has the greatest payback to the county in real energy savings and reduced greenhouse
emissions for an added or remodeled facility.

It is important to remember that any facility added to our inventory will impact the overall
operational budget and greenhouse emissions. The purpose is to make that addition as efficient with
as little negative impact as possible on the citizens and environment.

Just for background information, we have been operating under the Administrators Directive for Air
Quality Awareness and Improvement Policies since 9/16/10. As it relates to facilities this policy
directs that we landscape new construction in a manner to reduce power equipment use, directs
facility temperature settings for power and emissions reduction, and prohibits the use of appliances
that are not county approved. On 12/22/10 Administration approved a policy that directs that
departments requesting to add office equipment must provide justification as to how this will
improve their ability to enhance the completion of their mission. This policy also states that all
equipment replaced or added must be “Energy Star” or equivalently rated. We continue to ensure
that when HVAC equipment, lighting, and plumbing fixtures are changed out due to attrition or
remodel projects, they are replaced with the most efficient equivalent replacement available. In
following this plan we have been successful in offsetting the electricity increases over the past 4
years that equate to about 24%.
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Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 5/16/14
0 Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial
Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion.

Administration
Reviewed by: Warren Harley Date:
v" Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:
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Attachment 1: Examples of jurisdictions with internal High Performance Building Policies.

Enti

State Government
City of Charleston
Navy

Army

Department of
Defense

City of Asheville
Durham County
Town of Chapel Hill

State Government
City of Alanta
City of Chamblee

State Government

Athens-Clark County
City of Knoxville

State Government

Location Standard

SC
SC
US Govt.
US Govt.

US Govt.
NC
NC
NC

NC
GA
GA
GA

GA
TN

TN

LEED Silver/ 2 Green Globes
LEED Certified

LEED Gold

189.1 aspects

LEED Siler

LEED Gold/ Silver
LEED Gold/ Silver
LEED Silver

ASHRAE 90.1-2004/Energy Star
Appliances

LEED Silver

LEED Certified/ 1 Green Globe
ASHRAE 90.1-2004/Energy Star
Appliances

LEED Certified
LEED Energy Star

Energy Star

Building Type

New Construction/ Renovations
New Construction/ Renovations
New Construction/ Renovations
New Construction/ Renovations

New Construction/ Renovations
New Construction/ Renovations
New Construction/ Renovations
New Construction/ Renovations

Existing and New Construction
New Construction/ Renovations
New Construction/ Renovations

New Construction/ Renovations

New Construction/ Renovations
New Construction/ Renovations

All office equipment, appliances,
lighting, and heating and cooling
systems

Page 21 of 331

ltem# 3

Attachment number 1
Page 5 of 7




Attachment 2: High Performance Building Standards

o Energy Star

Energy Star is a government program administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
and the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). For labeling commercial buildings, Energy Star evaluates
conformance to energy and water efficiency. To earn the Energy Star Label, a building must achieve a
score of at least 75 on a 0-100 point scale. A rating of 75 indicates that a particular building is performing
more efficiently than 75% of buildings in its class. Richland County currently uses Energy Star Portfolio
Manager to track energy efficiency projects from the Energy Efficiency and Community Block Grant.

Cost Evaluation: According to the Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Star buildings use an average
of 35% less energy and emit 35% fewer greenhouse gas emissions, more than offsetting nominal initial cost
increases. Reductions are greater with building starting with a low energy performance score. When
certified, the effective rent of Energy Star facilities is 6.5% higher and the transaction price for Energy Star
buildings is 12.9% higher. (EPA). For every dollar spent on energy efficiency gross energy savings would
yield two dollars in return (ACEEE).

« LEED
LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) is a product of the U.S. Green Building
Council (USGBC). LEED’s Green Building Rating System is a points-based, national standard for
developing high performance commercial buildings. Unlike Energy Star, which focuses on energy usage,
LEED evaluates building performance in these green design categories:
* sustainable sites
* water efficiency
* energy and atmosphere
* materials and resources
« indoor environmental quality
* innovation and design process, and use of a LEED-accredited designer
Depending on its performance in these categories, a building can be LEED certified in four levels of
achievement: certified, silver, gold, and platinum. Like Energy Star, LEED has benefits for the building
owner. These include recognition of quality buildings and environmental stewardship, and third-party
validation of achievement. The LEED Silver rating has been used by State facilities in South Carolina since
2006. Energy Star products can be used in LEED buildings, and use Energy Star’s tools, such as Portfolio
Manager, to measure a LEED-certified building’s energy performance. Please note that LEED compliance
is no guarantee of an energy efficient building.

Cost Evaluation: LEED buildings report a 20% life cycle cost reduction with as little as a 2-5% initial cost
increase for LEED Silver and Gold certification. When certified the effective rent of LEED facilities is 5%
higher and the transaction price for LEED buildings is 11% higher. (Fuerst)

e Green Globes

Green Globes is an online green building rating and certification tool. The Green Building Initiative
("GBI") oversees Green Globes in the United States. GBI is an accredited standards developer under the
American National Standards Institute (ANSI). Green Globes is similar to LEED in evaluating building
performance, but is structured as a self-assessment to be done in-house using a project manager and design
team. The system is questionnaire-based using an online tool so users can see how they are scoring.

Cost Evaluation: Lifecycle benefits are comparable to LEED, however the transaction price for Green
Globes buildings was noted at only 2-5% higher. Green Globes may have a reduced administrative cost
due to the ease of access to the online tools. ltem# 3
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Similar to LEED, Standard 189.1 covers site sustainability, water use efficiency, energy efficiency, indoor
environmental quality and the building’s impact on the atmosphere, materials and resources and
construction and plan for operation. The standard is not a design guide or a rating system, thus limiting
flexibility. Green building rating systems have been developed for implementation as a voluntary system
many optional credits allow focus on the green building aspects that are most important to the user. Unlike
this, standard 189.1 is based on mandatory requirements that establish a baseline for high-performance-

buildings.

Cost Evaluation: Through performance or prescriptive paths, ASHRAE 189.1 energy performance standard
is designed to provide at least a 30 percent energy improvement over ASHRAE Standard 90.1-2007.
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject
Richland County Souvenirs [PAGES 24-29]

Reviews

ltem# 4

Page 24 of 331



Richland Couniy Govervunenit

Phone: (803) 576-2050
Fax:  (803)576-2137
TDD:  (803) 748-4999

County Administration Building
2020 Hampton Street

P.O. Box 192

Columbia, SC 29202

Office of the County Administyaior

MEMORANDUM

To: Richland County Council

CC: Roxanne Ancheta, Assistant County Administrator

FrROM: Brandon Madden, Manager of Research

DATE: June 10, 2014

RE: Summary of Marketing Proposal for Richland County Souvenirs

At the March 18, 2014 Council meeting, Councilman Jackson made the following motion:

“Develop souvenirs for Richland County to be sold at the State Museum and stores for tourism
purpose.”

This item was forwarded to the April D&S Committee.

At the April 22, 2014 D&S Committee meeting, the Committee recommended to hold the item in
the Committee, and requested Staff to look into available options regarding souvenirs and report
back their findings.

Staff recommended retaining a marketing firm to assist in developing souvenir options for the
County, and obtained a draft proposal to give Council an idea of the scope and cost of these
services. The proposal focuses primarily on polling residents to determine what they think best
represents the County as it pertains to possible souvenir items. This initial step will provide Staff
with the information needed to develop County souvenir options. The cost of these services to
be provided by a marketing firm is approximately $20,000. (If Council wishes to proceed with
obtaining the services of a marketing firm, an RFP will be developed for the services to be
procured.)

Also, Staff contacted the South Carolina State Museum regarding the possibility of selling
County souvenirs at their gift center, to which they will not allow unless Richland County
reaches out to the other 45 counties to see if they are interested in selling souvenirs at the
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Museum as well. However, this may be a moot point, as Staff was also informed that they do not
have room for County souvenirs to be sold at their gift center.

It is at this time that staff requests direction from Council with regards to this item.

ltem# 4
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Richland County Souvenirs

A. Purpose
Richland County Council is requested to approve a request to work with a marketing firm to
develop souvenir options for Richland County to be sold at the SC State Museum and other
Midlands stores to promote tourism.

B. Background / Discussion

At the March 18, 2014 Council meeting, Councilman Jackson made the following motion:

“Develop souvenirs for Richland County to be sold at the State Museum and
stores for tourism purpose.”

This item was forwarded to the April D&S Committee.
If Council approves this request, staff will develop souvenir options for Council’s
consideration. These options, which will include costs, will be brought back to Council for

action.

Further, it is recommended that a marketing firm be retained to develop the souvenir options
on behalf of Richland County for the following reasons:

A marketing firm can conduct market research and/or surveys (phone/email/in-

person) to determine the best item, image or symbol to represent the County.

e A marketing firm can present several prototypes for Council’s consideration.

e A marketing firm can do this in a designated timeframe without the constraints of
other priorities staff members have.

o Staff does not have the desired levels of research, product development or branding
capabilities of a marketing firm.

e Staff feels that a better product(s) can be achieved with a marketing firm.

C. Legislative / Chronological History
There is no legislative or chronological history other than the stated motion.
D. Financial Impact

The financial impact of these souvenirs is unknown at this time, but will be presented when
the options are provided to Council. Also, it is currently unknown what the costs associated
with hiring a marketing firm will be. If Council wishes to retain the services of a marketing
firm to assist with this project, staff will research the costs, and will present them to Council
ASAP.
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Please note that Hospitality Tax dollars may be a viable source of funds for this item.

. Alternatives

1. Approve a request to work with a marketing firm to develop souvenir options for
Richland County to be sold at the SC State Museum and other Midlands stores to
promote tourism.

2. Approve staff to develop souvenir options for Richland County to be sold at the SC State
Museum and other Midlands stores to promote tourism.

3. Do not approve the request to develop souvenir options for Richland County to be sold at
the SC State Museum and other Midlands stores to promote tourism.

. Recommendation

It is recommended that Council approve a request to work with a marketing firm to develop
souvenir options for Richland County to be sold at the SC State Museum and other Midlands
stores to promote tourism.

Recommended by: Michelle Onley/Beverly Harris
Department: Clerk of Council/Public Information Date: April 1, 2014
. Reviews

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

Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 4/16/14
U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Vv  Recommend Council discretion
Comments regarding recommendation:

Since the request is a funding decision, it is an item for Council discretion based on the
goals of the Council. Approval would require the approval of a level of funding and
identification of a funding source. If approved, Council may consider using available
funds undistributed in the current Council Services budget which would not require a
budget amendment.

Procurement
Reviewed by: Christy Swofford Date:
X Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:
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Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 4/17/14
U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial
Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion.
The following are the allowed uses for hospitality tax dollars:

SECTION 6-1-730. Use of revenue from local hospitality tax.

(A) The revenue generated by the hospitality tax must be used exclusively for the following
purposes:

(1) tourism-related buildings including, but not limited to, civic centers, coliseums, and
aquariums;

(2) tourism-related cultural, recreational, or historic facilities;

(3) beach access and renourishment;

(4) highways, roads, streets, and bridges providing access to tourist destinations;

(5) advertisements and promotions related to tourism development; or

(6) water and sewer infrastructure to serve tourism-related demand.

(B)(1) In a county in which at least nine hundred thousand dollars in accommodations taxes is
collected annually pursuant to Section 12-36-920, the revenues of the hospitality tax
authorized in this article may be used for the operation and maintenance of those items
provided in (A)(1) through (6) including police, fire protection, emergency medical services,
and emergency-preparedness operations directly attendant to those facilities.

(2) In a county in which less than nine hundred thousand dollars in accommodations taxes is
collected annually pursuant to Section 12-36-920, an amount not to exceed fifty percent of
the revenue in the preceding fiscal year of the local hospitality tax authorized pursuant to this
article may be used for the additional purposes provided in item (1) of this subsection.

Administration
Reviewed by: Roxanne Ancheta Date: April 18, 2014
vV Recommend Council approval u Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation: It is recommended that Council approve, in
concept until a financial impact is determined, the request to work with a marketing
firm to develop souvenir options for Richland County to be sold at the SC State
Museum and other Midlands stores to promote tourism. Staff will research the costs
associated with the marketing firm, and will present them to Council ASAP for
further direction.
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject
Richland County Commission on Aging [PAGES 30-236]

Reviews
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Richland County Commission on Aging

A. Purpose
Richland County Council is requested to develop a Richland County Commission on Aging.

B. Background / Discussion
On May 6, 2014, Council member Washington brought forth the following motion:
“With a growing aging population and growing county service needs. I move to develop
Richland County Commission on Aging.”

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, South Carolina’s elderly population increased
significantly from 2000 to 2010, and this trend is expected to continue as South Carolina’s
elderly population is expected to double by the year 2030, with South Carolina’s senior
population among the fastest growing in the nation.

The U.S. Census Bureau estimated Richland County’s 2012 population at 393,893, with 10.5%
or 41,354 residents being 65 years of age or older. Given the statewide trends, the County’s
elderly population will continue to grow.

In FY14, Richland County Council allocated $302,406 in funding to Senior Resources to
provide resources, programs and services to elderly adults in the Midlands. This same amount
is recommended in FY15. Since 1983, the County’s contribution to Senior Resources has been
dedicated solely to the benefit of Richland County’s seniors.  Some of the resources, programs
and services provided by Senior Resources are as follows:

e Foster Grandparent Program
- Volunteers, aged 55 or older, who give care and attention to children with special
needs, in sites such as Head Start programs, hospitals, shelters and schools.
Volunteers serve 20 hours per week.
e Home Care
- Provides services to individuals and families on a temporary or long-term basis
by trained and experienced caregivers.
e Meals on Wheels
- Delivers over 100,000 hot, noon day meals to eligible elderly, frail and
homebound individuals on an ongoing basis each year.
e RSVP (Retired & Senior Volunteer Program)
- Matches the talents and interests of people 55 and older to community volunteer
needs.
e Senior Companions
- Volunteers, aged 55 and older, who are trained to assist the elderly and
homebound with essential services such as socialization, light meal preparation,
accompaniment to appointments, and light household duties.
e Transportation
- Provides transportation to qualified clients in Richland County in our Wellness
Center programs and for community activities.
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e Wellness Center Programs
- Hosts resource centers for older adults to participate in health screening,
nutritional meals, exercise programs, outings, education programs and
transportation.

Senior Resources, which was formed by Richland County over 40 years ago, assumes many of
the duties and responsibilities of a Commission on Aging. Additional local resources for seniors
in Richland County include the Capital Senior Center (Lourie Center) and the Richland County
Recreation Commission. The Lourie Center provides physical fitness, cultural and educational
programs for adults, ages 50 and up, on a daily basis. Although, the Lourie Center does accept
memberships from residents in other Counties, the vast majority of their members reside in
Richland County, as they are located in downtown Columbia, SC. Some examples of the
opportunities available at the Lourie Center are as follows:

e Exercise Programs
- Offers a fully equipped gym, circuit training equipment and a variety of
professionally-led fitness classes (Yoga, Tai Chi, Aerobics, Pilates, etc...)
e Educational Classes
- Provides cultural and educational classes, including art, craft, language, tours and
travel opportunities.
e Social Events
- Hosts Friday night dances and dance concerts with live music.
e Wheels
- Wheels is a free community transportation program, available in the Five Points
and Northeast areas for the elderly and disabled.

They were recommended for $159,600 in funding for FY15. The funding history for Senior
Resources and Capital Senior Center for the past five years is shown below:

Agency 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Adopted Adopted Adopted Adopted Adopted
Senior Resources $302,406.00 | $302,406.00 | $302,406.00 | $302,406.00 | $302,406.00
Capital Senior Center | $159,600.00 | $159,600.00 | $159,600.00 | $159,600.00 | $159,600.00
Totals $462,006.00 | $462,006.00 | $462,006.00 | $462,006.00 K $462,006.00

The Richland County Recreation Commission provides a variety of programs and services for
seniors. Some of the services and programs provided are as follows:

e Exercise programs
- Provides a variety of leisure and fitness experiences for senior adults at their
adult activity and community centers.
e Senior Luncheons
- Provides opportunities for social events for senior adults at their adult activity
and community centers.
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e Special Events
- Provides educational resources and programs through special events for senior
adults at their adult activity and community centers.

Richland County provides a dedicated millage annually to the Richland County Recreation
Commission (RCRC). A funding history for the RCRC (not including debt service) is attached
below. Funds for the senior services mentioned above come from this funding source.

Agency 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Adopted Adopted Adopted Adopted Adopted
RCRC $10,570,840 | $10,784,800 | $11,065,594 | $11,481,900 | $12,429,297

Additionally, The South Carolina Office on Aging and the Central Midlands Council of
Government’s Regional Aging & Disability Advisory Committee work to identify the problems
and needs of our elder population and implement programs designed to meet these problems and
needs on a State and Regional level.

However, given the recent economic downturn, governmental budgetary restraints, potential
lack of resources for our aging population and pursuant to Mr. Washington’s request, he
recommends that we develop a Richland County Commission on Aging (Commission on
Aging) to provide additional resources and services for the elderly population in Richland
County.

Per the South Carolina Office on Aging, the primary role of a Commission on Aging is to
identify the needs of our elder population and develop programs to meet those needs. Services
provided the County’s Commission on Aging may include, but are not limited to:

e Local planning, program development, advocacy, and monitoring;

e Developing a plan for identifying the needs of the County’s elderly population;

e Working with the aging community to develop a solutions to the County’s elderly
population’s needs; and

e Establishing and coordinating the activities of the Commission

Senior Resources, The Capital Senior Center (Lourie Center), the Richland County Recreation
Commission, the South Carolina Office on Aging, and the Central Midlands Council of
Government’s Regional Aging & Disability Advisory Committee all currently provide many of
the aforementioned services. However, if these services are assumed by the proposed, to-be-
created Richland County Commission on Aging, the aforementioned agencies could become
partnering agencies, assisting the Commission in actively providing assistance and resources to
the County’s growing elderly population. These potential partnerships may be effective in
pooling all of the available resources together to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of
senior services provided in Richland County.

At this time we are requesting direction from Council on how to proceed.

. Legislative / Chronological History
Motion by Kelvin Washington on May 6, 2014.
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D. Financial Impact

The cost to develop the Commission on Aging is unknown at this time until Council provides
further direction to staff. Funding requirements would be based on the services Council wishes
to provide, the partnership opportunities Council chooses, and various other factors.

For the past five fiscal years, $2,310,030 has been provided by Richland County to Senior
Resources and the Capital Senior Center.

It is unknown if the County would no longer fund these agencies, and dedicate the funds to the
new Commission on Aging, or if some of the funds currently provided to these agencies would
be diverted to the new Commission on Aging. Again, further direction from Council is needed
to determine the financial impact..

. Alternatives

1. Approve the motion to develop a Richland County Commission on Aging. If this alternative
is chosen, Council should direct staff on what services should be provided by this
organization, the types of partnerships to be undertaken, etc. Once obtained, staff can
develop a budget / cost proposal / staffing assessment / etc.

2. Do not approve the motion to develop a Richland County Commission on Aging at this
time.

3. Provide more funding to the aforementioned agencies, and direct that the funds be spent on
certain programs chosen by County Council.

. Recommendation

I move to develop a Richland County Commission on Aging.

Recommended by: Kelvin Washington Department: County Council Date: 5/6/14

G. Reviews
Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 5/20/14
U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation: This is a policy decision for Council. Approval
would require the identification of budget funding

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

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

Administration
Reviewed by: Roxanne Ancheta Date: May 21, 2014
0 Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation: This is a policy decision of Council. Staff stands
ready to implement whatever directives Council provides. As stated by the Finance
Director, approval would require the identification of funds.
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: County Recycling Services

A. Purpose
County Council is requested to initiate the competitive procurement process for the County's recycling
services.

B. Background / Discussion
On May 6, 2014, Council member Washington brought forth the following motion:
“Move to initiate the competitive procurement process for the County's recycling services”

Richland County, through its curbside collection contractors, has picked up recyclable household waste
since approximately 1995. The contract with Paper Stock Dealers Inc. (owned by Sonoco Recycling),
involved the County paying Sonoco to take the recyclables.

The existing Agreement for Professional Services between Sonoco and the County was executed on April 1,
2003. The Agreement, among many other things, established rates to be charged to the County by Sonoco
for taking recyclables, setting up recycling centers and servicing recycling centers. Also, Sonoco has
established a Recycling Education Center at their Material Recovery Facility (MRF) off Bluff Road in an
effort to educate the public about the benefits of recycling. As part of the Recycling Education Center,
Sonoco hired a full-time Education Specialist to administer their education programs, which includes
spending approximately 50% of their work time promoting recycling programs in Richland County schools.

The County agreed to new terms and conditions on June 1, 2005 with Sonoco. This update contained
provisions for three (3) year service terms to be automatically renewed, indefinitely, with no action required
of either party. However, the contract does contain a termination clause available to Sonoco and the
County, which requires at least thirty (30) days prior written notice. Automatic renewals began 6-1-08, 6-1-
11, and 6-1-14.

e Addendum #1 was executed April 1, 2008, and updated the rate schedule in the agreement
among other things to reflect that Sonoco would pay the County for recyclables delivered to
Sonoco from curbside collection of single stream recyclable materials at rates set in the
Addendum.

e Addendum #2 was executed August 24, 2009, and related to fee structure changes to the
agreement. Additionally, Sonoco agreed to provide containers and service them at no charge for
each of our recycling centers

e Addendum #3 was executed June 22, 2011, and updated the rate schedule for paying the County
for recyclables delivered to Sonoco from curbside collections.

The Professional Services Agreement and all addendums are attached with this request.

Since 2010, Sonoco has invested approximately $5 million dollars in developing their Material Recovery
Facility (MRF) off Bluff Road to primarily manage the single stream recyclables generated by the County’s
curbside collection program. Approximately 30 employees have been hired in recent years to facilitate the
single stream recycling program of Richland County, which is approximately 50% of the total workforce

60) of the plant.
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No other commercial MRF is operating in Richland County.

. Legislative / Chronological History
Motion made by Kelvin Washington on May 6, 2014.

. Financial Impact

The actual financial impact to the County is not easily calculated due to a number of unknowns. When
looking strictly at the revenue generated from the recyclables, the estimate is that the financial impact would
be negligible. However, the revenue from recyclables is minor in comparison to the ancillary services
provided by our current vendor. If Sonoco is replaced or is asked to share the volume, the impact to the
County would be substantial in the short term, and maybe even in the long term depending on the
replacement vendor. The loss of volume by Sonoco may result in the following:

e The Education Specialist’s work will be lost. Short of having the same level of commitment from a
new vendor, Solid Waste would be obligated to fill the void by adding staff (0.5 FTE) or jeopardize
the progress with recycling the County has made in recent years.

e Since the MRF was developed for Richland County’s single stream recycling, the volume even if
shared will not be sufficient enough to maintain the operation. Therefore, the sorting operation will
be shut down and 30 employees will be laid off.

e Property taxes paid to Richland County may be reduced due to the sorting equipment being taken
down and set up in a new location outside the region.

e The recycling centers may become an expense to be taken on by the new vendor or the County. It
may cost over $50,000 to purchase the replacement containers for the recycling centers and another
$50,000 per year to service them.

. Alternatives

1. Approve the motion to initiate the competitive procurement process for the County's recycling services.

2. Do not approve the motion to initiate the competitive procurement process for the County's recycling
services.

. Recommendation

I move to initiate the competitive procurement process for the County's recycling services.

Recommended by: Kelvin Washington = Department: County Council Date: 5/6/14

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

Please be specific in your recommendation. While “Council Discretion” may be appropriate at times, it is
recommended that Staff provide Council with a professional recommendation of approval or denial, and
justification for that recommendation, as often as possible.
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Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 6/9/14
v" Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial
Comments regarding recommendation:

Procurement
Reviewed by: Christy Swofford Date: 6/17/14
U Recommend Council approval v" Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation: I recommend that this be revisited at the end of the current
extension in 2017 due to the current level of commitment and service Sunoco currently provides

Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 6/10/14
U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

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

Solid Waste
Reviewed by: Rudy Curtis Date: 6/10/14
0 Recommend Council approval v" Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

I recommend that Council choose Alternative 2 since the current vendor has been performing very
well, has invested heavily in this market, is a local company headquartered in SC and has worked in
harmony with the county for many years to build a strong recycling program inside our local
government and strong recycling programs in our local communities. There is no evidence to
suggest that an alternate vendor is ready to match the level of commitment which far outweighs the
direct revenue from curbside recyclables. Furthermore, sharing the recyclables from curbside
collection with another vendor would make the MRF no longer financially feasible for Sonoco.

Administration
Reviewed by: Warren Harley Date: 6/10/14
0 Recommend Council approval v" Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend that Council not initiate competitive process at
this time. The quality and level of service provided by current vendor is very beneficial to Richland
County. Recommend that we review as we near the end of the current contract in three years 2017.
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Addendum #2
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Department of Public Works: Denton Dr. Ditch Stabilization Project
A. Purpose

County Council is requested to approve funding for the Denton Dr. Ditch Stabilization Project
in the amount of $197,120.00. Funding will come from the Stormwater Budget.

B. Background / Discussion

A service request was received in September 2011 for a badly eroding ditch at 1026 Denton Dr.
When the site was inspected by Public Works, it was discovered that the erosion is actually
affecting six (6) different properties. The erosion has caused these property owners to lose a
noticeable portion of their side yards, and the existing fences have been undermined and are
falling down.

This ditch is a blue-line stream and a permit is required from the US Army Corps. of Engineers
to perform any stabilization. Because this is such a significant project, it cannot be completed
by the Public Works in-house project crew. The design portion of the project was publically
advertised and bid, and the engineering firm CDM Smith was hired to supply the County with a
design. Because this project is using a specialized product for the ditch stabilization, there are
only two companies locally that can install the product, the manufacturer and the local certified
installer. For this reason, Procurement only required that cost estimates from these two
companies be obtained. The amount requested in this ROA is for the construction of the
project.

If this project is not completed, the erosion in the ditch will continue to worsen, and the 6
affected properties will continue to lose more of their side yards and fences.

C. Legislative / Chronological History

This is a staff-initiated request. Therefore, there is no legislative history. This project came
about after a service request was received in September 2011. The project was advertised in
August 2012, and CDM Smith was hired in October 2012 to complete the design for this
project.

D. Financial Impact

The design provided to the County by the engineer was to install a product by a company called
Filtrexx. There is only one certified installer, Eco-FX, for this product in the surrounding area.
The County received cost estimates from both Filtrexx and Eco-FX, and the lower of the two
was from Filtrexx in the amount of $179,200. A 10% contingency has been added to this
estimate, which brings the total requested amount to $197,120. Funding will come from the
Stormwater Budget.
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E. Alternatives

1. Approve the request to fund the Denton Dr. Ditch Stabilization Project in the amount of

$197,120.00.

2. Do not approve the request to fund the Denton Dr. Ditch Stabilization Project in the amount
of $197,120.00.

F. Recommendation

It is recommended that Council approve the request to fund the Denton Dr. Ditch Stabilization
Project in the amount of $197,120.00.

Recommended by: Ismail Ozbek Department: Public Works ~ Date: 5-7-14

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

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

Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 5/9/14
v" Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Procurement
Reviewed by: Christy Swofford Date: 5/9/14
v'Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 5/29/14
U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

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

Administration
Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett Date: 6/10/14
v" Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:
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Aerial Maps of Denton Drive
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Pictures of Denton Drive
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Expiration of County’s Municipal Solid Waste Disposal Contract

A. Purpose
County Council is requested to approve an extension of the County’s municipal solid waste disposal
contract with Waste Management of SC (WMSC).

B. Background / Discussion
Richland County generates municipal solid waste (MSW) from local government activities and curbside
collection services provided to the citizens. Historically, much of the MSW was disposed of in the County’s
MSW landfill located on Caughman Road North. That landfill stopped taking waste in the mid-1990s when
a new State regulation was implemented. At that time Council determined it to be in the best interest of the
County to negotiate a disposal contract with a private regional MSW landfill.

Richland County entered into a “Host Community Agreement for Disposal of Municipal Solid Waste in a
‘Subtitle D’ Landfill Facility” with Chambers Waste Systems of South Carolina, Inc. on September 25,
1995. The contract called for an initial rate of $18 per ton for disposal with an annual inflation escalator
based on the annual CPI. The term on the contract was for five (5) years with four additional five year
options which would end in 2020. The contract contained a host fee of $1.00 per ton to be paid to the
County for each ton of waste disposed of in their Screaming Eagle Road facility when the waste was
generated outside Richland County. Not long after the contract was executed Chambers was purchased by
USA Waste who in turn merged with Waste Management USA. The contract is now with WMSC. The
disposal facility is Richland County Landfill, Inc. (RCL). See Exhibit A — Original Contract.

The County exercised the renewal option on three (3) occasions since 1995. The current renewal option
became effective January 1, 2009 and is scheduled to end June 30, 2015. The contract provides for a
disposal rate of $27.10 per ton and has a host fee of $1.50 per ton for all out-of-county waste disposed of in
the landfill. See Exhibit B — Addendum to Original Contract.

RCL has had no substantive compliance issues involving SCDHEC in recent years. The facility has
permitted disposal capacity to last approximately forty (40) years at the present annual disposal rate. The
County pays for about 95,000 tons of MSW disposal per year. WMSC has offered an early renewal option
with an initial disposal rate of $25.10 per ton (a $2.00 per ton decrease) with the host fee remaining at $1.50
per ton for out-of-county waste. The modified contract would take effect upon execution and provide
disposal services for the County until June 30, 2020. Exhibit C — WMSC Proposal

C. Legislative / Chronological History
This is a Staff initiated request. Therefore, there is no legislative history.

D. Financial Impact
The actual financial impact to the County is not known. However, if one assumes that disposal tonnages
remain steady, the savings from disposal fees would approach $200,000 per year. The fact that the proposed
change would take effect immediately provides opportunity for saving to the FY'15 Solid Waste budget.

E. Alternatives
Provide guidance to staff on the alternative(s) Council wishes to pursue:
1. Approve the extension of the County’s municipal solid waste disposal contract with Waste Management

of SC (WMSC).
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2. Do not approve the extension of the County’s municipal solid waste disposal contract with Waste
Management of SC (WMSC), and re-bid the contract well in advance of June 30, 2015.

F. Recommendation
It is recommended that Council choose Alternative 1 since WMSC has been performing very well and the
proposed contract offers significant and immediate financial benefit. The County has had a long and
mutually beneficial relationship with WMSC and there are no apparent downsides to exercising the option
for the fifth term of the original contract.

Recommended by: Rudy Curtis  Department: Solid Waste & Recycling Date: 6/10/14

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

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

Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 6/11/14
v" Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Procurement
Reviewed by: Christy Swofford Date: 6/11/14
v" Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 6/11/14
U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. As the proposed
amendment is not attached, Legal will review and comment when the document is provided.

Administration
Reviewed by: Warren Harley Date: 6/11/14
v'Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: RC Conservation Commission Financial Contribution for the
Acquisition of a Historic Property

A. Purpose
County Council is requested to approve a contribution of $20,000 from Richland County
Conservation Commission (RCCC) funds for Olympia Community Education Foundation
(OCEF) to acquire a historic building in Olympia for preservation and community use.

B. Background / Discussion

Dr. Sherry Jaco, a member of the OCEF, approached RCCC in February 2014 about their efforts
to purchase the building at 1170 Olympia Avenue for use as a museum to interpret life in the
Olympia and Granby mill villages. This building was the first Olympia School from 1901 to
1909. Aware of our historic preservation grant program, Dr. Jaco submitted a grant application
for restoration funds by the deadline of February 20, 2014. However, the Historic Committee
concluded that while the project was a worthwhile one, funds for acquisition were the first
priority and the grant program criteria did not provide for purchase funds.

The owner of the building submitted a Historic Building Eligibility application, which the
RCCC approved on March 24, 2014. Good documentation and early photographs (see attached)
amply demonstrate why the structure meets the criteria for an association with events that have
made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of the history of Columbia.

OCEF, a 501(c) (3) organization, is the fiscal agent for the project and will own and maintain
the building. Their mission is to promote educational programs and a positive image for the
Olympia Community. A museum located in an original mill house will help preserve the rich
history of the Olympia and Granby villages, demonstrating how mill families lived, studied and
worked. Use of the building for community purposes such as meetings, classes, exhibit space,
and after school programs is being explored.

Dr. Jaco has pledges totaling $40,000 for the purchase of the building. She requested a
contribution from the RCCC at their April meeting. On May 19, 2014 the RCCC approved
$20,000 from FY'15 funds to assist in the acquisition, with the condition the funds would be
returned if the building ceases to serve as a museum and public space. We expect OCEF to
apply for a historic preservation grant (FY 16) to assist with the restoration of the building. The
owner is willing to sell the house for $90,000, which is $8,000 less than the purchase price in
2012 — see attached data from Assessor’s Office. The Community Development Block Grant
program has recognized the historic significance of the project, and the improvement it will
bring to the Olympia neighborhood by committing $30,000 funds in their FY15 federal
allocation.

C. Legislative / Chronological History
This is an RCCC and staff-initiated request. Therefore, there is no legislative history.
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D. Financial Impact
RCCC has $20,000 available in its FY15 budget for special projects under its Professional
Services category.

E. Alternatives
1. Approve the request for RCCC to contribute $20,000 of FY'15 funds toward the purchase of
the original Olympia School for use as a mill village museum and community space.

2. Do not approve the request for RCCC to contribute $20,000 of FY15 funds toward the
purchase of the original Olympia School for use as a mill village museum and community
space. If the request is not approved, OCEF may not be able to raise the funds to purchase
the building before the landowner feels compelled to sell it to another buyer. The
opportunity to preserve the original school for public use will be lost.

F. Recommendation
It is recommended that Council approve the request for RCCC to contribute $20,000 of FY15
funds toward the purchase of the original Olympia School for use as a mill village museum and
community space.

Recommended by: Nancy Stone-Collum Department: Conservation Date: 6/6/14

G. Reviews

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

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

Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 6/16/14
v" Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Funds are available as noted

Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 6/16/14
U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. 1
would recommend and MOU with the receiving entity directing that the funds be
returned in the event that property ceases to serve as a museum or public
historical/educational space (and any other requirements council would like to place on
the funds).
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Administration
Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett Date: 6/19/14
v" Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial
Comments regarding recommendation:
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Acceptance of parcel at 2207 Decker Blvd.

A. Purpose

County Council is requested to approve the acceptance of a parcel (approximately 0.99 acres) at
2207 Decker Blvd., Columbia, SC (R16812-0501) which includes a small stormwater detention
pond and a drainage ditch for the purpose of providing improved Best Management Practices
(BMP) for stormwater runoff of portions of Decker Blvd., Greenway Dr., Boundbrook Ln., and
other adjacent properties.

B. Background / Discussion

An existing recreational pond below Kendall Green Dr. collects sediment and trash from
upstream areas (see maps in Appendix). Public Works receives periodic requests to clean out
this pond and to address the accumulating sediment and trash. After investigating the cause of
the sediment and trash, repairs were made to stormwater piping upstream. A small stormwater
detention pond and drainage ditch not owned or under easement to the County was located
upstream. The stormwater detention pond was not being properly maintained, and the drainage
ditch which accepts stormwater flows from Decker Blvd. was eroding. Sediment and trash from
Decker Blvd. and the eroding ditch banks are being deposited downstream in the pond below
Kendall Green Dr.

The property containing the stormwater detention pond was purchased by the current owner at a
delinquent tax sale in 1992. The owner was not aware until later that the property contained a
stormwater detention pond and is not prepared to maintain the stormwater detention pond. He
has agreed to deed the stormwater detention pond to the County. The pond currently is not
maintained and collects stormwater from a small adjacent property. The drainage ditch
described above is also part of the property.

The Stormwater Division recommends that the County accept the parcel and expand the pond to
include the ditch and the flows from Decker Blvd. Trash and sediment from Decker and the
drainage ditch would be collected in the stormwater detention pond and prevented from entering
the pond below Kendall Green Dr., improving water quality and reducing long-term
maintenance costs. The stormwater detention pond could be cleaned and maintained with less
cost and more effectively than the larger pond below Kendall Green Dr. This would improve
overall water quality, efficiency of staff efforts, and reduce costs overtime.

C. Legislative/Chronological History

There is no legislative/chronological history to report.
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D. Financial Impact

The acceptance of the property will reduce tax collections by $17.20 per year; otherwise there
will be no direct financial impact as the owner wishes to deed it to us without cost. However,
the re-design, construction, permitting, and annual maintenance costs are outlined below:

One-time pond design, construction, and permitting cost estimate: $50,000 and $60,000
Annual maintenance cost estimate: $1,000 and $2,000

The Stormwater Division already maintains a series of County owned detention ponds and has
funds available for this in the stormwater budget. The cost of this activity will be recovered
over time with reductions in clean-out requests from the downstream pond and the improved
access to the new detention pond.

E. Alternatives
List the alternatives to the situation. There will always be at least two alternatives:

1. Approve the request to accept the parcel at 2207 Decker Blvd, Columbia, SC (R16812-
0501) which includes a small detention pond and a drainage ditch for the purpose of
providing improved Best Management Practices (BMP) for stormwater runoff of portions of
Decker Blvd and several adjacent properties. This will provide improved services to the
downstream pond owners, ease of access for clean-out and water quality improvements.

2. Do not approve to accept the parcel at 2207 Decker Blvd, Columbia, SC (R16812-0501)
which includes a small detention pond and a drainage ditch for the purpose of providing
improved Best Management Practices (BMP) for stormwater runoff of portions of Decker
Blvd and several adjacent properties. This will not provide improved services to the
downstream pond owners, ease of access for clean-out, nor water quality improvements.

F. Recommendation
It is recommended that Council approve the request to accept the parcel at 2207 Decker Blvd,
Columbia, SC (R16812-0501) which includes a small detention pond and a drainage ditch for
the purpose of providing improved Best Management Practices (BMP) for stormwater runoff of
portions of Decker Blvd and several adjacent properties.

Recommended by: Ismail Ozbek Department: Public Works Date: 5/9/14

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

Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 6/11/14
v" Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

U Council Discretion (please explain if checked)
Comments regarding recommendation:
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Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 6/11/14

U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial
M Council Discretion (please explain if checked)

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

Administration
Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett Date: 6/19/14

v" Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial
O Council Discretion (please explain if checked)
Comments regarding recommendation:
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Richland County Council Request of Action
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Fund Richland County Recreation Commission to Provide Transportation for 3 Facilities [PAGES 305-311]
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Fund Richland County Recreation Commission to Provide Transportation for 3
Facilities

A. Purpose

Richland County Council is requested to approve appropriating $35,000 from the General
Fund to fund Richland County Recreation Commission (RCRC) to provide transportation for
3 facilities to transport Senior Citizens to and from home and also trips to various
destinations for programming purposes.

B. Background / Discussion

At the 3™ reading budget meeting on June 12, 2014, Councilman Washington made the
following motion:

“Fund $35,000 from general fund to Richland County Park and Recreation
Commission to provide transportation for 3 facilities to transport Senior Citizens
to and from home and also trips to various destinations for programming

12

purposes.

The three locations mentioned in the budget motions list where transportation is being
requested are Killian Park, Denny Terrace Community Center, and Hopkins Park Adult
Activity Center. This item was forwarded to the June D&S Committee.

RCRC has three adult activity centers (Parklane, Garners Ferry and Hopkins) — see attached
maps — that provide programs and services for adults, ages 21 and older in Richland County.
Also, they provide a variety of programs and services for senior citizens, including:

e Social programs

e Wellness education

e Traveling opportunities
e Fitness Programs

Fitness programs offered at RCRC facilities for seniors are free, including their arthritic
fitness activities. All patrons can pay $1 a day, $10 a month or $75 a year to use RCRC
fitness equipment at their facilities.

Meals for seniors, provided by Senior Resources, are offered at Killian Park, Denny Terrace
Community Center, and Hopkins Park Adult Activity Center.

Currently, RCRC does not transport senior citizens to and from their homes to various
destinations for RCRC programs or services. RCRC provides traveling opportunities for
senior citizens for field trips. However, participants are required to contribute some funding
for the use of RCRC vehicles. The amount of their contribution is based on the activity
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requiring transportation. RCRC has a 15 passenger van and a 14 passenger adult leisure bus
for traveling.

. Legislative / Chronological History
There is no legislative or chronological history other than the stated motion.
. Financial Impact

For FY 15, the County would incur a direct cost of $35,000. The motion requests funding
this item from the General Fund. RCRC would be responsible for ensuring the funds are
used as stated in the motion (“transporting Senior Citizens to and from home and also trips to
various destinations for programming purposes” for the 3 facilities outlined in the motion).
Further, it is unknown at this time if this will be a recurring annual cost, if the $35,000 is
sufficient to meet 100% of the needs at the three facilities, or if there are other similar needs
that are outstanding at other RCRC facilities.

. Alternatives

1. Approve the motion to fund $35,000 from the General Fund to Richland County
Recreation Commission to provide transportation for 3 facilities to transport Senior
Citizens to and from home and also trips to various destinations for programming
purposes.

2. Do not approve the motion to fund $35,000 from the General Fund to Richland County
Recreation Commission to provide transportation for 3 facilities to transport Senior
Citizens to and from home and also trips to various destinations for programming
purposes.

3. Fund another amount and/or other RCRC facilities for these purposes.

. Recommendation

It is recommended that Council approve the motion to fund $35,000 from the General Fund
to Richland County Recreation Commission to provide transportation for 3 facilities to
transport Senior Citizens to and from home and also trips to various destinations for
programming purposes.

Recommended by: Kelvin Washington Department: County Council Date: June 12, 2014

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

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 6/18/14

U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial
v" Recommend Council discretion

Comments regarding recommendation:

The request is a funding decision for Council. During the FY15 budget process, Council
approved the motion to be sent to committee for review without funding. Approval
would require the identification of a funding source and based on source may require a
budget amendment.

Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 6/19/14
0 Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion.
Legal previously offered an opinion on this issue, which was provided to Council via
email on June 11, 2014.

Administration
Reviewed by: Roxanne Ancheta Date: June 19, 2014
0 Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation: This is a policy decision at Council’s discretion.
If Council approves this item a funding source will need to be identified.

ltem# 11

Attachment number 1
Page 308 of 331 Page 3 of 6



Parklane Adult Activity Center
7494 Parklane Road, Columbia, SC 29223

Hopkins Adult Activity Center
150 Hopkins Park Road, Hopkins, SC 29061
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Garners Ferry Adult Activity Center
8620 Garners Ferry Road, Hopkins, SC 29061

Denny Terrace Community Center
6429 Bishop Avenue, Columbia, SC 29203
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Killian Park
1424 Marthan Road, Blythewood, SC 29016
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Subject

South Carolina Rural Infrastructure Grant Approval and Additional Funding for Project Engineering Design and
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: South Carolina Rural Infrastructure Grant Approval and Additional Funding for Project
Engineering Design and Easement Acquisition

A. Purpose

County Council is requested to accept a $350,000 Rural Infrastructure Authority Grant to be
used toward the construction of a portion of Phase II of the Lower Richland Sewer Project and
provide $60,000 in funds for Phase II non-construction expenses needed to carryout grant
activities (project engineering, design and easement acquisition).

B. Background / Discussion
Richland County Council approved the funding plan and authorized staff to proceed with the
development of Phase I of the Lower Richland Sanitary Sewer Project on February 19, 2013.
The funding for Phase I in the amount of $12,937,700 has been identified which includes a
Rural Development grant and loan, a State Revolving Fund principal forgiveness loan and a
Richland County contribution in the form of waived sewer tap fees.

The South Carolina Rural Infrastructure Authority (RIA) has reviewed the project and has
offered a $350,000 grant toward the construction of a portion of Phase II of the project. A copy
of the grant award letter and grant agreement are attached. The portion of Phase II to be funded
includes the following:

Construction of gravity sewer lines on Tulip Lane;

Construction of gravity sewer lines on Walnut Lane;

Construction of gravity sewer lines on a portion of Horrell Hill Road;
Construction of gravity sewer lines on a portion of Cabin Creek Road; and
Connection of the Hopkins Elementary School to the regional sewer system

A map depicting this section of the system has been attached. The cost to construct this portion
of the Phase II system, including engineering and acquisition costs, is estimated at $410,000; the
RIA has offered $350,000 to be used towards constructions costs.

The balance of Phase II that would not be constructed at this time consists of the following:

e The remaining proposed gravity sewer lines serving the southern portion of the Hopkins
Community in Zone 3; and

e All of the proposed gravity sewer lines, the pump station, and force main serving the
eastern portion of the Hopkins Community in Zone 4.

Construction of all of Phase II, including all of the above referenced sections is estimated at
$3,357,500.
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The RIA grant can only be used to fund the actual construction of this system expansion;
therefore, additional funding will be required to fund the engineering design and possible
easement acquisition cost. As with Phase I of the project, Joel E. Wood & Associates will
provide the engineering services. The engineering design is estimated to be approximately
$36,000 and the easement acquisition cost is currently unknown but is estimated to be
approximately $24,000. We will not know the number of easements or the value of those
easements until the design is complete. Therefore, funding to cover the additional $60,000
expenses will need to be identified and allocated before the construction of this portion of Phase
IT can proceed.

Funding for the remaining portions of Phase II has been discussed with USDA Rural
Development and SRF, but has not been obtained at this time.

. Legislative / Chronological History

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

o February 19, 2013 — Council approved the funding plan for the sewer system

o October 1, 2013 — Council awarded the engineering design contract for Phase I of the
project

o June 3, 2014 — Council accepted a $577,000 SRF Principal Forgiveness Loan for Phase I

. Financial Impact

RIA has offered a $350,000 grant toward the construction of a portion of Phase II of the Lower
Richland Sewer System. An additional $60,000 is needed for the engineering design and
possible easement acquisition. The source of the $60,000 will need to be determined before the
project can proceed.

. Alternatives

1. Approve the acceptance of the RIA grant in the amount of $350,000 and identify and
allocate $60,000 to be used for engineering design and easement acquisition cost.
2. Do not accept the RIA grant.

. Recommendation

It is recommended that County Council accept the RIA grant in the amount of $350,000 and
identify the source and allocate $60,000 to be used for engineering design and easement
acquisition.

Recommended by: Andy H. Metts Department: Ultilities Date: 6/5/14

. Reviews

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

Please be specific in your recommendation. While “Council Discretion” may be appropriate
at times, it is recommended that Staff provide Council with a professional recommendation
of approval or denial, and justification for that recommendation, as often as possible.
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Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 6/20/14
v" Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial
Comments regarding recommendation:

Recommendation supports approval but as stated in Financial Section, a funding source
is required to be identified for the $60k prior to moving forward with final acceptance.

Procurement
Reviewed by: Christy Swofford Date: 6/20/14
v" Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Grants
Reviewed by: Sara Salley Date: 6/20/14
v" Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 6/23/14
U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

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

Administration
Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett Date: 6/23/14
v" Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:
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Items Pending Analysis

Subject

Parking in Residential and Commercial Zones of the County - This item was reviewed at the May D&S Committee

meeting, and held in the Committee in order for Council members to have their questions/concerns addressed by
Legal, Planning and the Sheriff's Department.

A meeting was held on June 17th to review the proposed ordinance with legal staff, the Zoning Administrator, and

representatives from the Sheriff's Dept. A follow-up meeting will be held on July 15th to address additional questions
raised during the meeting and to allow time for the Zoning Administrator to review the proposed ordinance.
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Items Pending Analysis

Subject

Mobile Home Park Regulations that are enforced by the Building Codes and Inspections Department - This item was
reviewed at the April D&S Committee meeting, and was held in the Committee for staff review. Staff is in the
process of finalizing their review, and will bring this item back to the Committee in July.
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