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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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ADMINISTRATION & FINANCE COMMITTEE
November 24, 2015

6:00 PM
County Council Chambers

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

CALL TO ORDER

Mr. Pearce called the meeting to order at approximately 6:02 PM

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Regular Session: October 27,2015 – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. 
Dickerson, to approve the minutes as amended. The vote in favor was unanimous.

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Mr. McDonald requested the items under “Items Pending Analysis” be moved to action 
items.

Mr. Washington inquired if there was backup material for the items.

Mr. Madden stated staff’s review of the items was not completed in time to be included 
in the agenda packet. The backup material will be included in the Council agenda packet.

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

ITEMS FOR ACTION

Council-Administrator Form of Government Training: Council Rule Amendment; 
Disciplinary Policy for Employees – Mr. McDonald stated the Committee requested 
the current language in the policy about the chain of command, which states “Richland 
County encourages employees to know and utilize their respective chain of command.” 
It is staff’s understanding, Mr. Malinowski would like to strengthen the language of the 
policy.

Mr. Malinowski stated the following statement details his intent. “Additionally, as it 
pertains to the communication between employees and Council members the policy 
states the following: Any employee who is also a citizen of Richland County shall be 
allowed to communicate non-employment related inquiries or complaints to his/her 
County Council member without interference, restraint, coercion, discrimination, or 
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Administration & Finance Committee
Tuesday, November 24, 2015
Page Two

reprisal from the employee’s department head or supervisors, or having his/her employment jeopardized in any 
manner. For employment related issues, employees should follow their designated chain of command.” It is a 
matter of Council members advising employees to follow the chain-of-command. If the employee is not satisfied 
with the outcome after following the chain-of-command, then speak with the County Council.

Ms. Dickerson does not feel that Council should close-minded or closed to any employee. Council should have 
enough integrity to know when it is something an employee should not be talking with a Council member about. 

Mr. Washington is concerned with equal application of disciplinary action (i.e. signing of documents).

Mr. Washington moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council with a recommendation to accept as 
information. The vote in favor was unanimous.

Changes to Policy on Requiring Employees to Sign Documents – Mr. McDonald stated the intent of the motion 
is to change the current policy to require employees who have received disciplinary action sign the 
documentation related to the action. The purpose for having the employee sign the documentation is: (1) to have 
proof the employee has seen the disciplinary action; and (2) to provide proof the supervisor has provided the 
documentation to the employee. There is a statement on the disciplinary action form the employee is required to 
sign, which states the signature on the form does not indicate the employee agree with the action. There is also a 
space to provide a rebuttal if the employee chooses.

Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to defer to the December committee to allow staff to provide the 
committee with a copy of the disciplinary action form. The vote in favor was unanimous.

Council member Jackson’s Motion Regarding Hourly Rates for Transportation Engineers and Part-time 
Interns – Mr. Perry stated some of the confusion was when the contract was drawn up by the attorneys it 
included the 2.87 overhead multiplier in the rates. (i.e. the Program Manager would actually make $81/hr. and 
not $233/hr.)

The only time these rates would apply is if the County decided to give additional work to the Program 
Development Team. There is also language in the contract that states both sides have to mutually agree to a 
change in scope.

Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council with a recommendation to accept as 
information.

Mr. Jackson stated the PDT contract provided to Council did not make it clear there was a 2.87 multiplier attached 
to the rates.

Mr. Jackson requested documentation of how much the part-time interns are being paid per hour.

Ms. Dickerson requested the document Mr. Jackson is referring to so she can compare it to the information in the 
committee packet.

Mr. Perry stated he is the contract manager for the PDT contract. The PDT submits a monthly invoice. The invoice 
is compared to the agreement to decide if it is a reasonable charge.  The contract is not a costs plus contract. The 
contract is a $6,020,000 a year lump sum contract.
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Mr. Washington inquired if the exhibit included in the agenda packet was attached to the contract the PDT signed.

Mr. Perry replied in the affirmative.

Mr. Washington inquired if there was an assumption this is what the employees would be paid. If so, does the 
County have to adhere to the numbers in the exhibit?

Mr. Smith stated he would have to review the contract and not just the exhibit.

Mr. Washington feels the numbers in the exhibit are exorbitant for overhead.

Mr. Washington made a substitute motion, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to defer this item until the December 
Committee meeting to allow Legal time to review the contract. The vote in favor was unanimous.

Consulting and Representation Services – Disaster Recovery RFP – Mr. Pearce stated the request from staff is 
not take this up tonight because the evaluations have not been completed. The request is to forward it to the 
December 8th Council meeting without a recommendation.

Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council without a recommendation to the 
December 8th Council meeting.

Mr. Washington inquired as to when the evaluations will be completed and the results forwarded to Council 
members. 

Ms. Patrick stated she received 13 bids/proposals on November 16th. The bids were distributed to the evaluation 
team on November 17th. The scoring proposals are due to Ms. Patrick on December 2nd. At that time, she will 
enter the data into a spreadsheet. Once the data has been entered into the spreadsheet it will be provided to 
Council.

Mr. Washington inquired if the evaluation team were County employees.

Ms. Patrick stated the evaluation team is comprised of 3 County employees.

Mr. Washington inquired if the recommendation will be to select one consultant.

Ms. Patrick stated this RFP is all encompassing for disaster related recovery. The recommendation is typically for 
one firm. You would not want the firms to cross over each other when they are trying to do FEMA related 
reimbursements. 

Mr. Jeter inquired if the firm is to only be responsible for the unincorporated portion of Richland County. 

Mr. McDonald stated the City of Columbia is doing its own recovery efforts and they have hired a similar firm to 
the same thing for the City. The other municipalities (i.e. Town of Eastover, Blythewood, Arcadia Lakes, etc.) have 
been taken under the County’s umbrella for recovery. 

Mr. Jackson inquired if the County is incorporating anything from the Tennessee trip into the recovery plan.

Mr. Harley stated the Tennessee personnel encouraged the County to utilize multiple contractors with regard to 
debris removal.
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Ms. Dickerson stated Tennessee’s form of government and the County’s form of government are vastly different, 
which makes a difference when trying to coordinate projects.

Mr. Washington inquired if the scope for the consultant covered the social aspects discussed in Tennessee or is it 
just technical.

Ms. Patrick stated it is an all-encompassing disaster-related recovery services RFP.

Mr. Washington stated the technical aspects will take care of themselves, but the County is going to have to have a 
team out there to handle the social aspects.

Ms. Patrick stated the RFP is for long-term in case there is another disaster that occurs in Richland County. 

Mr. Washington inquired if the RFP can be utilized to go back and choose a company to concentrate on a specific 
area. 

Ms. Patrick stated the possibility can be researched, but she cannot say for certain that can be done. The debris 
removal plan will be the next matter to come forward.

The vote in favor was unanimous to forward this item to the December 8th Council meeting without a 
recommendation.

Richland County Sheriff’s Department Victims of Crime Act Special Solicitation Grant; Equipment Only; 
20% match – Mr. Pearce stated this item is a Victim’s Assistance grant. There is a small match of $14,480 
required. 

Mr. McDonald stated the $14,480 would come from the grant match account in the budget. 

Ms. Dove stated there are no positions attached to the grant. The grant is strictly for equipment.

Mr. Livingston inquired if there are any recurring costs.

Ms. Dove replied this is a one-time expenditure for equipment.

Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to forward to Council with a recommendation to approve the 
request to accept the Victims of Crime Act-Special Solicitation grant, if awarded, to fund equipment, training costs 
and supplies for the Richland County Sheriff’s Department Victims Service Unit to further support citizens, 
specifically victims of crime. The total amount of grant funding applied for is $72,400, which includes a 20% grant 
match of $14,480. The vote in favor was unanimous.

Decker Center Change Order #1 – Mr. Fosnight stated the request is to allow the use of contingency funds in the 
project. There was $31 million approved for the project and due to construction bids coming in lower than 
anticipated there is a contingency fund set up in the project. There are a total of 9 change orders due to some 
unforeseen conditions related to the project.

In most cases there is a contingency set up in the construction contract. In the case of this project, there is a 
contingency set up for the project but not specifically for the construction contract. 

7 of 48



Administration & Finance Committee
Tuesday, November 24, 2015
Page Five

Mr. Livingston requested a list of the change orders prior to this item coming to Council. 

Mr. Fosnight stated the change orders are a part of the ROA that will be included in the Council agenda.

Mr. Washington requested an example of the change orders.

Mr. Fosnight stated there was unsuitable soil underneath one of the exterior staircases that was being built. All of 
the soil had to be excavated out and replace it.

Mr. Fosnight stated the total for the change orders is $54,000.

Mr. Rush cautioned staff regarding change orders.

Mr. Fosnight stated some of the change orders were County initiated, but the majority are due to unforeseen 
conditions. As far as being cognizant of the change orders, there are a number of different levels of review before 
it is deemed necessary.

Mr. Jeter inquired about the amount of the contingency.

Mr. Fosnight stated it is 2% of the construction costs or approximately $2 million. 

Mr. Washington moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council with a recommendation for approval. 
The vote was in favor.

Magistrates, Authorization of Negotiation of Purchase Contract for 144 O’Neil Ct. and 4913 North Main St 
properties – Mr. Washington stated these are properties the county is looking to negotiate on for locating two of 
the magistrates that are currently either in rental space (Upper Township) or no location at all (Dentsville). The 
funding is available in the bond issuance. 

Mr. Livingston inquired if the portion of O’Neil Ct. that flooded is the location being considered.

Mr. McDonald replied it was not.

Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council without a recommendation. The vote in 
favor was unanimous.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:53 PM.

The Minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley, Deputy Clerk of Council
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Subject:

Changes to Policy on Requiring Employees to Sign Documents

Richland County Council Request of Action
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FORWARD TO HRD Revised 12/15/04

Report of Disciplinary Action

EMPLOYEE NAME__________________________________  DEPARTMENT NAME___________
JOB TITLE_____________________________EMPLOYEE #____________DATE_______________
STATE SPECIFIC POLICY, LAW AND/OR INFRACTION THAT HAS OCCURRED.

DETAILED SUMMARY OF INCIDENT OR DISCIPLINARY ACTION:

 (If more space is needed, please attach all supporting documentation on additional sheets.)
THE ORIGINAL FORM SHALL BE SENT TO HUMAN RESOURCES TO BE REVIEWED, 
PROCESSED, AND FILED IN THE EMPLOYEE’S PERSONNEL FILE.  THE DEPARTMENT HEAD IS 
RESPONSIBLE FOR ASSURING THE EMPLOYEE RECEIVES A COPY OF THIS FORM (WHEN 
THEY SIGN IT) AND RELEVANT ATTACHMENTS.
ACTION:
(  ) COUNSELING NOTICE RECOMMENDATION/APPROVAL BY:
(  ) OFFICIAL REPRIMAND
(  ) PROBATION FROM:_______ TO: ________ ________________________________________
(  ) SUSPENSION FROM: ______ TO: ________ Supervisor’s Signature Date
(  ) DEMOTION
(  ) TERMINATION EFFECTIVE DATE: ________ ________________________________________
(  ) OTHER DISCIPLINARY ACTION: Manager’s Signature Date
_________________________________________________

________________________________________
Department Head’s Signature Date

I HAVE READ THIS REPORT AND UNDERSTAND THE DISCIPLINARY ACTION OUTLINED.  IF I 
AM A REGULAR EMPLOYEE, I UNDERSTAND THAT I HAVE THE RIGHT TO FILE A GRIEVANCE 
REGARDING THIS ACTION, IF DONE SO WITHIN FOURTEEN DAYS FROM THE DATE OF 
NOTIFICATION OF THIS ACTION.  I UNDERSTAND THAT I MAY CONTACT THE OFFICE OF 
HUMAN RESOURCES FOR GRIEVANCE INFORMATION, IF NECESSARY.  I UNDERSTAND THAT 
FAILURE TO SIGN FOR RECEIPT OF FORM MAY RESULT IN FURTHER DISCIPLINARY ACTION.  
MY SIGNATURE DOES NOT INDICATE AGREEMENT WITH THE CONTENTS, BUT 
ACKNOWLEDGES REVIEW AND RECEIPT OF DISCIPLINARY ACTION.
Employee Comments: (Employee may make additional comments on additional sheets if needed)

EMPLOYEE SIGNATURE________________________________ DATE______________

__________________________________________________
Employee Signature                                (Date)
__________________________________________________ __________________________________________________
Human Resources Director              (Date) County Administrator (Date)
(Review) (Approval) 
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Changes to Policy on Requiring Employees to Sign Documents

A. Purpose
County Council is requested to consider Mr. Jackson’s motion to review the County’s Human 
Resources policy on requiring employees to sign documents.

B. Background / Discussion
At the September 8, 2015 Council meeting, Mr. Jackson brought forth the following motion:

“Review HR policy on any subjection to violate employees’ civil rights.  Example signing 
documents or be fired except memos. There should be other means showing employees 
receipt of document such as witness noting refusal to sign”

Pursuant to this motion, the Human Resources Department has prepared possible changes to the 
Richland County Employee Handbook regarding disciplinary actions taken on employees who 
do not sign official County documents (page 39 of the Employee Handbook) and the process to 
document that employees were informed and employees were provided documents. 

The current County’s policy, located on page 39 of the Richland County Employee Handbook, 
and which was recommended by outside HR legal counsel, and therefore does not violate an 
employee’s civil rights, is as follows:

Performance Evaluations 
The County may periodically conduct oral or written evaluations of employees’ performance. 
Employees must sign written evaluations. The employee’s signature does not necessarily 
indicate agreement with the contents of the evaluation, only that he/she has been made aware of 
it.  While favorable performance evaluations may be a factor in determining wage increases, no 
employee is entitled to a wage increase because he/she receives a favorable evaluation.

Discipline 
As is the case with all organizations, instances arise when an employee must be disciplined. The 
discipline which may be imposed includes but is not limited to oral reprimand, written warning, 
probation, suspension without pay, demotion and discharge. In addition, the County may 
procedurally suspend an employee pending investigation to determine if disciplinary action is 
appropriate. If the County determines an unpaid suspension is appropriate discipline, exempt 
employees will be suspended in full-day increments; non-exempt employees will be suspended 
in partial or full-day increments. In addition, the County may impose a combination of 
disciplinary measures. THE DISCIPLINE IMPOSED IN ANY PARTICULAR SITUATION IS 
AT THE SOLE DISCRETION OF THE COUNTY. NOTHING IN ANY OF THE COUNTY’S 
POLICIES OR BY VIRTUE OF ANY PAST PRACTICE OF THE COUNTY REQUIRES 
THE COUNTY TO FOLLOW ANY PARTICULAR COURSE OF DISCIPLINE. Supervisors 
and Department Head must submit terminations to the County Administrator for review. 
Employees must sign counseling memoranda, policy statements, performance evaluations and 
other similar documents. The employee's signature does not necessarily indicate agreement with 
the contents of the document, only that he/she has been notified of the contents of the document. 
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If an employee refuses to sign the document he/she will be relieved of duty without pay. If 
he/she does not sign the form by 5:00 p.m. at the end of his next scheduled work-day, he/she 
will be presumed to have resigned and will be separated from the payroll.

The optional changes are as follows:

Performance Evaluations Appraisals
The County may periodically conduct oral or written evaluations of employees’ performance. 
Employees must sign written evaluations performance appraisals. The employee’s signature 
does not necessarily indicate agreement with the contents of the evaluations performance 
appraisals, only that he/she has been made aware of it. If an employee refuses to sign their 
performance appraisal, they may write “I refuse to sign” on the document and sign and 
date under their written refusal to sign. If the employee refuses to write a note and sign, 
the supervisor and a witness can sign and document the employee refused.  While favorable 
performance evaluations appraisals may be a factor in determining wage increases, no 
employee is entitled to a wage increase because he/she receives a favorable evaluations 
performance appraisal.

Discipline 
As is the case with all organizations, instances arise when an employee must be disciplined. The 
discipline which may be imposed includes but is not limited to oral reprimand, written warning, 
probation, suspension without pay, demotion and discharge. In addition, the County may 
procedurally suspend an employee pending investigation to determine if disciplinary action is 
appropriate. If the County determines an unpaid suspension is appropriate discipline, exempt 
employees will be suspended in full-day increments; non-exempt employees will be suspended 
in partial or full-day increments. In addition, the County may impose a combination of 
disciplinary measures. THE DISCIPLINE IMPOSED IN ANY PARTICULAR SITUATION IS 
AT THE SOLE DISCRETION OF THE COUNTY. NOTHING IN ANY OF THE COUNTY’S 
POLICIES OR BY VIRTUE OF ANY PAST PRACTICE OF THE COUNTY REQUIRES 
THE COUNTY TO FOLLOW ANY PARTICULAR COURSE OF DISCIPLINE. Supervisors 
and Department Head must submit terminations to the County Administrator for review. 
Employees must sign counseling memoranda, policy statements, performance evaluations 
appraisals and other similar documents. The employee's signature does not necessarily indicate 
agreement with the contents of the document, only that he/she has been notified of the contents 
of the document. If an employee refuses to sign the document he/she will be relieved of duty 
without pay. If he/she does not sign the form by 5:00 p.m. at the end of his next scheduled 
work-day, he/she will be presumed to have resigned and will be separated from the 
payroll., they may write “I refuse to sign” on the document and sign and date under their 
written refusal to sign. If the employee chooses not to sign or document that they refuse to 
sign, a witness will be called in to certify that the employee reviewed the appropriate 
document but refused to sign.

C. Legislative / Chronological History
September 8, 2015 – Mr. Jackson made the following motion at the Council meeing: 
“Review HR policy on any subjection to violate employees’ civil rights.  Example signing 
documents or be fired except memos. There should be other means showing employees 
receipt of document such as witness noting refusal to sign” 
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D. Financial Impact
There is no financial impact associated with this request. 

E. Alternatives
1. Consider Mr. Jackson’s motion and approve the suggested changes to the Richland County 

Employee Handbook as outlined above. 

2. Consider Mr. Jackson’s motion and modify the suggested changes to the Richland County 
Employee Handbook

3. Consider Mr. Jackson’s motion and do not proceed with making any changes to the 
Richland County Employee Handbook.

F. Recommendation
This is a policy decision for Council.

Recommended by: Norman Jackson
Department:  County Council
Date: 9/8/2015

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

Finance
Reviewed by:  Daniel Driggers Date: 10/22/15
 Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial
Comments regarding recommendation: 

No recommendation because this is a policy decision for Council with no financial 
impact.

Human Resources
Reviewed by:  Dwight Hanna Date: 10/23/15
 Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial
Comments regarding recommendation:  Council's discretion because this is a policy 
decision. However, it is very important and beneficial to the employee that all employees 
are clearly informed of serious disciplinary actions and/or potential of termination for 
not signing a document. In addition, it is important the County is able to provide clear 
documentation if requested that the employee was informed about actions such as but 
not limited to disciplinary actions. The current policy was proposed by outside legal 
counsel. There are two main purposes of the current policy. One is to ensure the 
employee is made aware of the action and reason for the action. The other main purpose 
is to document the County has complied with the obligation to inform the employee of 
the action. 
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In an effort to address the concerns raised, the County could request departments either 
use the County's Disciplinary Action Form which includes clear language that the 
employee's signature does not mean agreement. And in cases where the department does 
not use the County's Disciplinary Action Form we can request departments use the 
language from the County's Disciplinary Action Form if employees are requested to sign 
documents and it is possible disciplinary action will be taken if the employee does not 
sign.

Legal
Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean Date: 11/16/15
 Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial
Comments regarding recommendation:  Please see attached opinion by outside labor 
counsel.  This office agrees with the legal conclusions of outside counsel; however, the 
application of the policy, if inconsistent, could change that conclusion.  The opinion 
assumes that each employee is told that signing does not mean they agree with the 
document and they are told that they can attach a separate document reciting their 
version of events.  Again, policies must be applied consistently and the discipline should 
be proportionate to the offense.

Administration
Reviewed by:  Roxanne Ancheta Date:  November 17, 2015
 Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial
Comments regarding recommendation:  This is a policy decision of Council.  Any 
changes recommended by Council should be vetted by appropriate legal counsel.  As 
previously stated, the County’s current policy was recommended by outside HR (labor) 
legal counsel, and does not violate an employee’s civil rights.
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Subject:

Motion to Increase the Daily Inmate per Diem for Applicable Jurisdictions

Richland County Council Request of Action
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Motion to Increase the Daily Inmate per Diem for Applicable Jurisdictions 
 

A. Purpose 
County Council is requested to consider Mr. Malinowski’s motion to increase the daily inmate 
per diem for applicable jurisdictions at the Alvin S. Glenn Detention Center (Detention Center).  

 
B. Background / Discussion 

At the November 17, 2015 Council meeting, Mr. Malinowski brought forth the following 
motion: 

 
“Motion to increase the daily inmate per diem for applicable jurisdictions at the Alvin S. 
Glenn Detention Center from $25 / day to $35 / day beginning July 1, 2016, and increasing 
$10 each July 1 thereafter until reaching at least 95% of the current average daily cost per 
inmate. Once the rate has stabilized to reflect at least 95% of the actual daily costs, the per 
diem will automatically increase annually by the Consumer Price Index (CPI), as do other 
applicable Richland County taxes and fees. The current average daily cost per inmate is 
$67.72. The current per diem provides only 37% of the daily cost, while increasing the per 
diem to $35 in FY 17 would provide 52% of the daily cost. As a comparison, the County 
currently pays the City of Columbia a daily animal per diem of $14 for animals housed at 
the animal shelter.” 

       
The per diem fee for the Detention Center was established by Richland County ordinance 046-
03HR for all governmental entities using the detention services of the Alvin S. Glenn Detention 
Center beginning on July 1, 2003 – see Appendix B of the attached ordinance. 
 
In April 2008, Council approved entering into intergovernmental agreement with all 
governmental entities using the Detention Center, agreeing to the inmate per diem rate of $25. 
 
The County’s per diem rate has not changed since it was implemented, pursuant to the 
aforementioned intergovernmental agreements, in 2008.  
 
The per diem rates implemented in other Counties vary.  However, the current daily inmate per 
diem rates for Florence and Greenville Counties are $56 and $56.47, respectively. 
 
The County has per diem agreements with Benedict College, the Town of Cayce, the Town of 
Forest Acres, the Town of Irmo, University of South Carolina, Columbia College, the City of 
Columbia and the Town of Eastover – see attached agreements. 
 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 
Council motion brought forth by Mr. Malinowski at the November 17, 2015 Council meeting. 
 

D. Financial Impact 
Based on information gathered by the Detention Center, the potential impact of increasing the 
inmate per diem rate from $25 to $35 is outlined in the table below.  Please note that this table is 
using FY15 revenues as an example. 
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Arresting 
Agency    Number 

Processed   

Total 
Number of 

Prison 
Days  

  Per Diem 
Rate   Revenue FY 

2014-15   Proposed 
Increase   Possible 

Increase    
Total 

Proposed 
Revenue  

  

CPD   5633   19262   $25.00   $481,550.00   $35.00   $192,620.00   $674,170.00   

Irmo   118   914   $25.00   $22,850.00   $35.00   $9,140.00   $31,990.00   

USC   510   1585   $25.00   $39,625.00   $35.00   $15,850.00   $55,475.00   

FAPD   282   891   $25.00   $22,275.00   $35.00   $8,910.00   $31,185.00   

Cayce   7   315   $25.00   $7,875.00   $35.00   $3,150.00   $11,025.00   
Totals   $574,175.00       $229,670.00   $803,845.00   

 
 
E. Alternatives 

1. Consider the motion and proceed accordingly.   
 

2. Consider the motion and do not increase the inmate per diem rate. 
 

F. Recommendation 
Policy decision for Council. 
 
Recommended by:  Councilmember Malinowski  
Department:  County Council   

      Date:  November 17, 2015    
 
G. Reviews 

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

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

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 12/4/15    
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
The request is a policy decision for Council.  Based on the ROA, the proposed increase 
could generate approximately $229k annually that could further off-set the cost incurred 
by the County. 

 
Detention Center 

Reviewed by: Ronaldo Myers    Date:  12/11/15 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:   Although the local municipalities pay portion of 
the daily cost of holding a detainee housed at the ASGDC, the County continues to bear 
the burden of detainees’ medical expense.  Hospital stays are absorbed through the 
indigent cost funds – paid by Richland County; however, this does not cover outpatient 

17 of 48



 

 

services some of the municipalities’ detainees might incur.    For FY 14/15 ASGDC 
spent in outpatient services was approximately $300,000.00.  Outpatient services cover 
doctor visit, dialysis and specialty clinics.   
 
I recommended adding all municipalities pay for the outside cost for medical expenses.  
This could be billed separately.   

 
Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 12/11/15 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:   The agreements with the municipalities state 
“the County reserves the right to adjust the amount of the per diem fee at any time 
during the course of the agreement if, due to the enactment of any state, local, or federal 
legislation, or for any other reason, the operating costs of the Alvin S. Glenn Detention 
Center increase.”   
 
The decision whether to increase the per diem fees is a policy decision for Council.  
Such change should be undertaken by ordinance with such ordinance referencing the 
increase in costs to run the Alvin S. Glenn detention Center. 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Kevin Bronson   Date:  12/11/15 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Subject:

Council member Jackson’s Motion Regarding Hourly Rates for Transportation Engineers and Part-time 
Interns

Notes:

At the November A&F Committee meeting, the Committee deferred this item to a future Committee 
meeting. The County’s Legal Department will review the language included in the Program Development 
Team contract as it relates to Exhibit E.  Once the Legal Department completes their review, this item 
will be brought back to the Committee for review and action. 
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