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Richland County Council

Regular Session
April 03, 2018 - 6:00 PM

2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29201

1. CALL TO ORDER The Honorable Joyce Dickerson, 
Chair Richland County Council

2. INVOCATION The Honorable Calvin "Chip"  
Jackson

3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE The Honorable Calvin "Chip"  
Jackson

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES The Honorable Joyce Dickerson

a. Special Called Meeting: March 9, 2018 [PAGES 10-19]

b. Regular Session: March 20, 2018 [PAGES 20-45]

c. Zoning Public Hearing: March 27, 2018 [PAGES 46-48]

5. ADOPTION OF AGENDA The Honorable Joyce Dickerson

6. PRESENTATION OF PROCLAMATION

a. National Community Development (CD) Week 
Proclamation

The Honorable Greg Pearce

7. REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY FOR EXECUTIVE 
SESSION ITEMS

Larry Smith,
County Attorney

a. Employee Grievance

b. Contractual Matter: Property Purchase

c. Legal Advice: Agenda Item # 12(b) -  "An Ordinance 
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Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances; 
Chapter 18, Offenses; by the addition of Section 18-71, 
enhanced trigger devices declared illegal; exceptions; so 
as to prohibit the use of 'bump stocks", "trigger cranks" 
and other such devices

d. State vs. Patricia Ford

e. SCDOR Update

8. CITIZENS' INPUT The Honorable Joyce Dickerson

a. For Items on the Agenda Not Requiring a Public Hearing

9. REPORT OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR Gerald Seals,
County Administrator

a. Interior Planning & Design Services – Columbia Place 
Mall [PAGES 49-51]

b. Judicial Center Architect of Record [PAGES 52-76]

c. Cedar Cove & Stoney Point Subdivisions Sanitary Sewer 
System Upgrade [PAGES 77-101]

d. Richland County Soil and Water District Educators

e. Employee Grievance

f. Transportation Workshop Facilitator

10. REPORT OF THE CLERK OF COUNCIL Kimberly Williams-Roberts,
Assistant Clerk to Council

a. District 3 - Returning Home Event, April 5, 11:00 AM

b. Richland Renaissance Public Meeting: April 12, Former 
Haverty's Store, 1430 Colonial Life Blvd.

c. Transportation Workshop - April 17, 2:00 - 4:00 PM

11. REPORT OF THE CHAIR The Honorable Joyce Dickerson

a. Personnel Matters (2)

b. Personnel Matter: Human Resources

c. CMRTA Executive Director

12. APPROVAL OF CONSENT ITEMS The Honorable Joyce Dickerson
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a. 17-048MA
Mike McCall
RU to RS-LD (.49 Acres)
10 North Drive
TMS # R02403-01-10 [SECOND READING] [PAGES 
102-103]

b. An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of 
Ordinances; Chapter 18, Offenses; by the addition of 
Section 18-7, Enhanced Trigger Devices Declared 
Illegal; exceptions; so as to prohibit the use of "bump 
stocks", "trigger cranks" and other such devices [FIRST 
READING] [PAGES 104-109]

c. Develop an overlay for Garners Ferry Road and Sumter 
Highway Corridor eastward, for setbacks, signage, 
boarders, shrubbery, and other appearances to keep the 
rural character [N. Jackson] [PAGES 110-113]

d. Memorandum of Agreement with Hughes Lake Owners’ 
Association for Storm Drainage Pipe Replacement 
[PAGES 114-118]

13. THIRD READING ITEMS The Honorable Joyce Dickerson

a. An Ordinance Authorizing a deed to 908 Group 
Holdings, LLC, for 1328-1400 Huger Street; also 
described as TMS #09009-11-04 and 09009-11-05 
[PAGES 119-120]

14. SECOND READING ITEMS The Honorable Joyce Dickerson

a. An Ordinance Repealing Ordinance Number 039-17HR 
and authorizing a deed to Lexington County Health 
Services District, Inc. for One Summit Parkway, which is 
the former Summit Parkway Library; also described as 
TMS #23000-03-07 [PAGES 121-122]

b. An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of 
Ordinances, Chapter 2, Administration, Article VII. 
Boards, Commissions and Committees, Subsection 2-
327(a), so as to allow for the reappointment of members 
after one year of non-service [PAGES 123-125]

15. REPORT OF ADMINISTRATION & FINANCE 
COMMITTEE

The Honorable Paul Livingston

a. To clarify the motion passed to move forward with the 
Renaissance Plan. Motion was to “move forward with the 
plan, to include the necessary purchase by the 

5 of 358



Administrator, as discussed in Executive Session.” 
NOTE: The motion did not give the Administrator 
permission to purchase additional property or make 
decisions without input and approval of full Council. In 
executive session the discussion included Vision, Draft 
and Public Input. It is paramount that this process is not 
ignored [N. Jackson] [PAGES 126-129]

b. Award of Contract for Hunters Run, Phase I Roadway 
Repairs project [PAGES 130-134]

c. Restructuring Ordinance: Phase II [PAGES 135-186]

16. REPORT OF RULES & APPOINTMENTS 
COMMITTEE

The Honorable Bill Malinowski

17. NOTIFICATION OF APPOINTMENTS

a. Board of Zoning Appeals - 3

1. Peyton Bryant [PAGES 187-189]

2. Terry Curry King [PAGES 190-191]

3. Cody Pressley [PAGES 192-193]

4. Charles Barkley [PAGES 194-195]

5. Victoria Elizabeth Brown [PAGES 196-197]

6. William Scott Barnes [PAGES 198-205]

7. Mike Spearman [PAGES 206-207]

b. Central Midlands Council of Governments - 3

1. Howard M. Knapp [PAGES 208-213]

2. Jerry T. Mitchell [PAGES 214-215]

3. John K. Baxter [PAGES 216-219]

4. Toneka M. Green [PAGES 220-221]

5. Shealy Boland Reibold [PAGES 222-223]

6. Charles L. Appleby, III [PAGES 224-229]

7. Victoria Elizabeth Brown [PAGES 230-231]

8. William Scott Barnes [PAGES 232-239]
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18. NOTIFICATION OF VACANCIES

a. Central Midlands Regional Transit Authority - 1 
(Advertised per pending qualifications)

19. REPORT OF TRANSPORTATION AD HOC 
COMMITTEE

a. Candlewood Neighborhood Improvement Project Award 
[PAGES 248-272]

b. S-7 Sidewalk Project (Magnolia, Bratton, Grand) 
[PAGES 273-282]

c. Shared- Use Paths Recommendation and SCDOT 
Maintenance Agreements: [PAGES 283-302]

1. Clemson Road Widening

2. Southeast Richland Neighborhood

3. Polo Road Shared-Use Path Project

d. Widening Categorical Recommendations to Align 
Program with Available Funding [PAGES 303-334]

e. Public Involvement Meetings:

1. Crane Creek Neighborhood - April 19, 5:00 - 7:00 PM, 
Forest Heights Elementary

2. Clemson/Sparkleberry Intersection - April 30, 5:00 - 
7:00 PM, Spring Valley High School

3. Shop Road Widening -May 17, 5:00 - 7:00 PM, 
Olympia Learning Center

f. 2017 Annual Report [PAGES 335-358]

g. Greene Street Phase II: Right-of-Way Condemnation 
[UNDER SEPARATE COVER]

20. CITIZENS' INPUT The Honorable Joyce Dickerson

a. Must Pertain to Richland County Matters Not on the 
Agenda

The Honorable Joyce Dickerson

21. EXECUTIVE SESSION Larry Smith,
County Attorney
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22. MOTION PERIOD

a. Move to explore options with a Richland County 
landlord ordinance to assist with issues between 
communities and landlords.

The Honorable Dalhi Myers
The Honorable Seth Rose

23. ADJOURNMENT

8 of 358



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 

SPECIAL CALLED MEETING 
March 9, 2018 – 4:00 PM 

Council Chambers 
2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29204 

 

 

 

 

 

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT: Joyce Dickerson, Chair; Bill Malinowski, Vice Chair; Greg Pearce, Seth Rose, Calvin 
“Chip” Jackson, Norman Jackson, Gwen Kennedy, Paul Livingston, Jim Manning, Yvonne McBride, Dalhi Myers 

OTHERS PRESENT: Michelle Onley, Jamelle Ellis, Brandon Madden, Sandra Yudice, Kim Williams-Roberts, Gerald 
Seals, Beverly Harris, Trenia Bowers, Dwight Hanna, Stacey Hamm, John Thompson, James Hayes, Jennifer 
Wladischkin, Larry Smith, and Ismail Ozbek  

1.  CALL TO ORDER – Ms. Dickerson called the meeting to order at approximately 4:00 PM. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated she knows many of you have read in the newspaper and heard the report about the 
Supreme Court’s ruling. Because Council has not been briefed, she felt it would be best for all of Council to 
get on the same page and receive the same briefing from Legal to ensure what is being said reflects what is 
actually happening. 

 

   
2. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA – Mr. N. Jackson inquired if the whole meeting will be held in Executive Session 

or will we have time to discuss it publicly also. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated she does not know. Once the agenda is adopted she is going to turn it over to Legal and 
she will follow Legal advice. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated the public is interested in knowing what is happening. The court was done publicly. The 
decision is public. We are having a discussion and getting some information from the attorney, but the public 
wants to know. He does not want to have everything in Executive Session. He wanted to know if there is 
something on the agenda or a space on the agenda where the public can hearing from Council. He does not 
want to have a meeting where everyone is out of the meeting or in the back and when we are finished the 
public did not know what was discussed. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated no one sent her anything to add to the agenda. She was sure, if we go into Executive 
Session, we will be able to discuss what happened in Executive Session in the public. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson requested that it be noted he wants to have a public discussion. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, and McBride 
 
Opposed: Manning 
 
The vote was in favor. 

 

   
3. LEGAL ADVICE: RICHLAND COUNTY AND CMRTA v. SCDOR v. RICHLAND PDT – Ms. Dickerson stated she was 

turning over this portion of the agenda to the County Attorney. 
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Mr. Smith requested that Council go into Executive Session for the receipt of Legal advice. 
 
Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to go into Executive Session. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson echoed what Mr. N. Jackson said and that there be a period of time before we adjourn that we 
are able to have some public discussion as well. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated he concurs with Mr. N. Jackson and Mr. C. Jackson, but it also depends on what type of 
advance we get and what the attorneys say, as to whether or not it is public information or not. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson stated maybe he was not clear on what he was stating. He was not talking about discussing 
what was discussed in Executive Session, but having a discussion of this topic. If we cannot discuss something 
that was in Executive Session but he would still like there to be a discussion of this topic in public session 
before we adjourn. 
 
Mr. Manning stated he also has some of the same concerns. He very strongly feels like anything about the 
court hearing and the court order and what part of that would be public that we could talk about before we 
go into Executive Session. He would also like to say that anything that we start talking about in Executive 
Session that is not totally qualified under the law for the Freedom of Information for us to be in Executive 
Session that conversation not be held until we come back out into the public. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, and McBride 
 
Opposed: Manning 
 
The vote was in favor. 
 

Council went into Executive Session at approximately 4:04 PM and came out at approximately 5:38 PM 
 
POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE – Mr. Manning stated, with respect to the constituents he represents in 
District 8, he would like for them to know that at 2 different occasions during Executive Session he asked if 
what we were discussing indeed qualified legally for Executive Session and the County Attorney said no on 
both of those accounts. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated his concern with the Penny Tax Program was that all the funding from the Penny Tax 
was for Transportation. None of the General Fund was to be used on the Penny Tax Program. Everything was 
temporary until the funding was exhausted. His concern, based on the Supreme Court ruling, if we cannot 
spend any funding on the SLBE program we have to make a decision tonight. Whether to suspend that 
program or find some other means of funding that program. If we cannot use Penny Tax to fund the SLBE 
program and the General Fund was not to be used for the Penny Tax Program, we have a decision to make 
tonight. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to suspend the SLBE Program. 
 
Ms. Myers stated her understanding is that during the last budget cycle Council agreed some of the funds for 
the OSBO, which houses that program, would be coming out of the General Fund. Is that correct, Mr. Seals? 
 
Mr. Seals responded in the affirmative. 
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Ms. Myers stated, therefore, there is a portion that is already continuing without Penny Tax funds. She 
inquired if Mr. N. Jackson’s motion would also suspend the portion that is currently being funded by the 
General Fund, as is appropriate, consistent with the budget. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated his understanding is the SLBE Program is only working on Transportation Penny Tax 
projects. Even though 50% or a portion is coming from the General Fund, the office is only working on 
programs with the PDT. If all they are doing is working on Penny Tax program then it has to be suspended. 
 
Ms. Myers inquired if that was factually correct. 
 
Mr. Seals stated he does not believe that is factually correct. 
 
Ms. Myers inquired if someone from that office could answer if that was factually correct. 
 
Dr. Ellis stated, from the beginning of this current fiscal year, we have started to solicit or certify more 
businesses that are geared toward general contracts across the County. She did not have a breakdown, in 
terms of the percentage of transportation-related contracts to general or County-wide contracts, but there 
are other contracts that office is working on, actively or in the process of certifying.  
 
Ms. Myers offered a friendly amendment to not suspend the programs that are appropriately and fairly being 
support by the General Fund, so those programs in the Office of Small of Business Opportunity and the SLBE 
Program would continue irregardless of penny funding, as approved in the last budget cycle. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated his motion then would be any program in the SLBE that is used for Penny Tax be 
suspended. He would like to see a report of what percentage of the programs are being used. He would not 
like to have an office operating and spending taxpayers’ money on like 5%. The SLBE Program and the office 
was set up for the Penny Tax Program only. Until DOR said we could not use it for that purpose, only for 
Penny Tax, that is when we used part of the General Fund in that office. The office is purely concentrated and 
we have an ad hoc committee that deals with Penny Tax Program only. That is what the staff has been 
updating the website and using the programs for. He would want to make sure the portion of the money we 
would use from the General Fund is not wasted on something we do not need. He guessed the Council would 
have a decision to make soon if we continue along that line or abandon the program totally. He will amend 
his motion that the portion that is used with Penny Tax money, that portion be suspended immediately. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated Mr. Malinowski seconded the motion for discussion. She wants Council to know she is 
going to listen to what Mr. Seals…and then she has Mr. Livingston and Rose. 
 
Mr. Seals stated he is not an attorney, but he believes in order to accomplish what has just been said you 
have to look at the ordinance. Because what has been stated indicates that staff is acting in a fashion that is 
inconsistent with the ordinance. The ordinance is what set the stage and which stipulates what in fact is 
supposed to be done. In order for that to change, Council needs to amend the ordinance or to in some way 
rescind it. He would say is subject to advice…that is his understanding. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated he disagreed. His concern is that in the ordinance he does not see where it mentioned 
General Funds be used for the Penny Tax Program. In the ordinance it talks about the funding collected for 
the Penny Tax Program and that is what was being used under the SLBE Program, so he does not see where 
we have to rescind or amend anything with the ordinance. The ordinance was specific. Now we used General 
Funds to help or complement that program because DOR stated we could not use Penny Tax funds for other 
programs. Now if the Supreme Court is saying we cannot use those monies under the SLBE Program, then we 
have to suspend that portion. He does not see any way of getting around it. We do not have to amend the 
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ordinance because the ordinance did not mention General Funds being used. It mentioned Penny Tax funds. 
That is why he disagrees with the Administrator’s statement. 
 
Mr. Livingston made a substitute motion, seconded by Ms. Myers, whatever balance is left, as it relates to the 
General Fund in the SLBE budget, those funds remain and be expended to continue the SLBE Program. 
 
Mr. Rose requested clarification on Mr. Livingston’s motion. 
 
Mr. Livingston stated if he remembered correctly 50% of the funding for the SLBE Program was from the 
General Fund. His motion is to continue the SLBE Program with those funds that are left. 
 
Mr. Rose stated he was trying to understanding how that is different than what Ms. Myers had stated. 
 
Mr. Livingston stated Ms. Myers did not make a motion. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated Ms. Myers was amending Mr. N. Jackson’s motion. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated he amended his motion, but it is still specific. Mr. Livingston’s motion, if the office 
continued with the General Funds, we cannot use General Funds for the Penny Tax Program. That is where 
concern lies. If the General Funds were not supposed to be used for Penny Tax Program. Only Penny Tax 
money for Penny Tax Program. What Mr. Livingston is saying is more ambiguous. To continue the SLBE 
Program with General Funds. 
 
Mr. Livingston stated no one said General Funds could not be used for SLBE. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated we told the public we were going to get $1.07 Billion for a Penny Tax Program and we 
would not use General Funds for the Penny Tax Program. Now the Supreme Court is saying we cannot use 
Penny Tax Program for SLBE Programs and now we want to use the public money, General Funds, for that 
program. He does not think it is right or fair to the public. He is saying that if we cannot use it, we cannot use 
it. 
 
Ms. Myers stated on Mr. Livingston’s motion, she thinks we voted on that in the last budget cycle and so that 
discussion was had in the last budget cycle. She thinks Mr. Livingston’s motion, in harmony with what she 
was trying to say, was that portion of it that we voted on in the last budget cycle, which does not relate to 
any Penny funds or projects at all, should be maintained. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated that contradicts Mr. Livingston’s motion because it says it could be used for anything. 
What we passed in the budget was the General Fund portion would be used for items that is not in the Penny 
Tax Program. That is why we split it 50/50. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated he there was some belief in the 50/50 split that any amounts used that were toward 
the Penny Tax would come from the Penny Tax and the County would be reimbursed for any of that 50%. 
However, he believes what Councilman N. Jackson is saying is that we cease and desist whatever percentages 
determined of the SLBE Program that is being used for the Penny Tax Program. So if it is 55%...it is 0% of the 
50%...with that clarification from Administrator Seals he is done.  
 
Mr. Rose stated as he understands it the Supreme Court Order that came down specifically mentioned 3 
things, which are the SLBE, the public relations and the mentor/mentee programs that should be funded out 
of the Penny. That is the public opinion published by the SC Supreme Court. Right now we are talking about 
one of those things and not mentioning the other 2. Two years ago, he sponsored a slew of motions that we 
aimed at addressing the Department of Revenue’s concerns. One of which was to not fund the SLBE out of 
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the Penny and that failed. He sponsored a motion to not fund the public relations and to bring it in house and 
that failed. He thinks we should not address one while leaving the others that have specifically come in the 
Supreme Court ruling. We need address everything not just one.  
 
Mr. Rose made a second substitute motion to not fund the SLBE Program out of the Penny, the portion that is 
being paid from the Penny, the public relations and the mentor/mentee program out of Penny proceeds. He 
personally believes the public relations should be brought in house. But for purposes of today, he would 
make another motion that we address the 3 concerns mentioned in the Supreme Court ruling. As he said the 
2 major ones he has already sponsored 2 years ago. To no affect. His motion is to unfund the SLBE Program, 
the public relations, and the mentor/mentee program from any portions that receive Penny revenues to 
specifically address the Supreme Court’s ruling. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated the motion dies for lack of a 2nd. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated for clarification we will be addressing each portion. You take one at a time. When he 
came with the SLBE Program… 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated that is not clarification. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated he is clarifying because Mr. Rose is saying we are only addressing one. He is just 
clarifying that we are not addressing just one. This is the first one of 3 items we will be addressing. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated that is not what Mr. N. Jackson’s motion said.  
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated his motion is specifically to the SLBE Program. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated Mr. N. Jackson did not specifically say which ones in the SLBE Program. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated that is one of the programs, Madam Chair. We have 3 things the Supreme Court ruled 
on. He started with the first one. Then we can go on the other two. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated that is not what we came out to say. That is not what Mr. N. Jackson originally said.  
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated his motion is addressing one. Any other Council member can address the others. 
 
Mr. Livingston stated he shared Mr. Rose’s concerns that all 3 should be addressed. The only reason why he 
chose to address this one at this time is because this is the only one that is receiving General Funds now. He is 
simply saying to allow that to continue with those General Funds. That is the only reason why he is choosing 
this particular one. Mr. Rose is right they will all eventually have to be addressed. 
 
Mr. Manning stated his question is that Mr. N. Jackson gave an opinion about how we could do this. And then 
our County Administrator said he was not an attorney, but he gave his opinion. Councilman N. Jackson 
indicated he disagreed with that. The fact that we invoked the idea of not being an attorney to be able to 
address whether that would be an ordinance change and if he is counting right we have 6 attorneys being 
paid Richland County tax dollars to be here. Could we get a legal opinion between the 2 we that we have 
from the County Administrator and Councilman N. Jackson? 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated she needs his question answered. 
 
Mr. Smith requested Mr. N. Jackson to restate his question. 
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Mr. N. Jackson stated from what he recalled the Administrator said we would have to do an amendment to 
the ordinance if we do not use Penny Tax funding. He requested the Administrator to repeat what he said 
just to be clear and he does not misunderstand it. 
 
Mr. Seals stated he responded because his understanding was that a statement was made about how to end 
the program that Council had authorized by the budget and also was pursuant to an ordinance. What he said 
is that he believes if Council is going to end that that carving it up required some action to the ordinance. 
Either to amend the ordinance or rescind the ordinance. 
 
Mr. Smith stated his recollection is that the ordinance may not necessarily specifically speak to programs, but 
projects. He would have to go back and take a look at the specific language. As he recalls, the 2012 ordinance, 
talks about the funding of projects as opposed to programs. He does not know there is anywhere in the 2012 
ordinance where it talked one way or another about the funding of the SLBE Program. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated if that is correct then we would not have to amend the ordinance because it spoke of 
projects and SLBE is a program. 
 
Mr. Smith stated, as he recalls, there was a standalone ordinance that addressed the SLBE Program. That was 
not in the 2012 ordinance. It was a subsequent ordinance. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated we need some clarification before we can move forward, but that portion has to be 
suspended by the Supreme Court ruling. 
 
Mr. Seals stated he was not trying in any way to subvert the effort to do whatever Council wants. It was that 
we were stressing that it was based on the ordinance. What he wanted to alert Council to is we all have 
different recollections of the ordinance, but he specifically recalls there is a specific ordinance germane to it. 
It may just be a matter of getting a look at the ordinance and when Council meets again they will have all of 
that outlined and they can do what they wish to do. 
 
Mr. Malinowski inquired if Council needs to be making any motions to try to change items that we have 
already been ordered by the Supreme Court to do. It seems like we have been told by the Supreme Court do 
(a), (b), and (c); therefore, they have to be done. Do we have to bring motions forward to agree to do those 
things as a Council? 
 
Mr. Smith stated he does not know that Council necessarily has to make motions to do what the Supreme 
Court has directed us to do. There may be certain things that Council may have to implement in order to 
carry it out, but he does not think Council needs to vote on whether or not they will or not. Because Council 
has basically been directed to do so. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson inquired if there is any motion on the floor at the present time. One died for lack of a second. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated there are 3 motions on the floor.  
 
Mr. C. Jackson stated 2…Mr. Livingston’s motion is the latest one. Because he is very concerned about the 
public’s trust. He is very concerned about the perception the public has of how we conduct business, 
particularly when the highest Court in our land has issued a directive, not a recommendation, but a directive 
on what we should do. No disrespect to his colleagues, but to be continuing to debate around the issue of 
what we should do about this matter. He thinks it pretty clear cut, Madam Chair and colleagues. We should 
do as we have been instructed by the courts to do. In the interim all of the attorneys that are being paid by 
the County get together and come up the guidelines that we have been instructed to do. If in fact those 
guidelines indicate there is an opportunity to continue to operate the SLBE in manner that is consistent with 
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the legal and lawful terms then we do that. If there is an opportunity within the guidelines to address the 
mentor/mentee program that is legal and ethical, we do that. If there is an opportunity to address the 
marketing piece in the guidelines that are being developed that we do that. Until those guidelines are 
developed, he thinks it is only the right thing to do to temporarily suspend those programs. Because there are 
2 motions on the floor, he cannot, he does not think, do a 3rd motion. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated you can. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson stated, in that case, that would be his motion. 
 
Mr. Malinowski seconded the motion. 
 
Mr. Livingston inquired as to what will be the trigger point to make it un-temporary. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson stated that the legal team would come back with the guidelines that they are being charged by 
Supreme Court to draft and develop that would indicate whether or not we can proceed with those programs 
that are currently under suspension. 
 
Mr. Smith stated, to Mr. Livingston’s question, they have estimated it could take 2 – 3 weeks to get that 
done. 
 
Mr. Rose inquired if Mr. C. Jackson was referring to the 3 specific things mentioned in the Order. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson stated he was referring to the Court ruling and decisions that involve work we have to do. 
Those 3, as well as develop the guidelines and anything else that is in the Court ruling that came out 
yesterday. 
 
Mr. Rose inquired if that was something that would be determined by the County Attorney. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson stated they have already been directed to develop the guidelines. 
 
Mr. Rose stated he is kind of confused because he just sponsored a motion that did not get a 2nd that basically 
aimed to effectuate that.  
 
Mr. C. Jackson stated he was sorry Mr. Rose’s motion did not get a 2nd. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated if we wait 3 weeks before we make a decision, was not the Supreme Court decision to 
be immediate? 
 
Mr. C. Jackson stated his motion is to make it happen immediately.  
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated the attorney said it is going to take 3 weeks.  
 
Mr. C. Jackson stated he is asking that it be suspended until he gets the guidelines developed. So his motion is 
to make the suspension immediate. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated 3 weeks until they get the guidelines. That is your understanding, Mr. Smith? 
 
Mr. Smith stated his understanding is those things mentioned are going to be suspended. We will be given 2 
– 3 weeks to develop the guidelines. If they fall within the guidelines we will bring that back and it will be 
examined and reviewed. 
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Mr. N. Jackson inquired if they will be suspended immediately. 
 
Mr. Smith responded in the affirmative. 
 
Mr. Livingston stated he is still trying to understand what suspended is. If someone is out there working on 
the road, tomorrow they stop working. Suspended has got to be defined for him. 
 
Mr. Smith stated he could not speak for Mr. C. Jackson, but maybe what we could say is suspend payment 
because that seems to be the issue. That may help clarify this for that period of time to give us an 
opportunity to get the guidelines done. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson stated he would be happy to amend his motion to say suspend payment then. 
 
Mr. Livingston stated he does not want work and everything to stop. 
 
Ms. Dickerson inquired if Mr. C. Jackson was accepting the friendly amendment to the motion. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson responded in the affirmative.  
 
Ms. Dickerson inquired if Mr. Malinowski was still seconding the motion. 
 
Mr. Pearce stated, for the benefit of the public and the media, he thinks it is noteworthy that we are working 
collaboratively with the Department of Revenue and the PDT on this item. It is not that we are making a 
decision in a vacuum here tonight. We are working vigorously with them. It does not affect the motion. It just 
adds a little more light on this subject. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated she wanted to agree with Mr. Pearce because that is the advice Council was getting 
from our attorney and he has mentioned that several times while we were in Executive Session. They are 
working on guidelines to define it and once they were adopted then all of that will be brought back and we 
will be able to review it. She thinks what she is hearing is a lot of redundancy, but the guidelines have to be 
established. The attorneys…which a couple of us, but we are not here as attorneys. We are here for policy 
makers. That was supposed to be a part of allowing our legal staff, DOR and the PDT team to work 
collaboratively to come back with some guidelines that can be taken to DOR that we can agree on. 
 
POINT OF CLARIFICATION – Mr. Manning inquired about suspending payment. So this will be payment like if 
someone has been doing the work this week. They were out doing the work Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, 
Thursday, and Friday. Their payment will be suspended until this 3 week period. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated at least 3 weeks. 
 
Mr. Manning stated work is not going to stop. We are just anticipating that while people are not going to be 
paid by us for what they have already done. They will just keep on working, for at least the next 3 weeks, and 
may then learn they are not being paid for that either. He stated if that is the motion, he is fine. He just wants 
to make sure he is understanding what suspend payment means. He inquired if the way he described it was 
correct. 
 
Ms. Myers stated we received a memorandum earlier that explained how these payments in question would 
be made. She would just like it to be clear for the record. She was not here 2 years ago when Mr. Rose’s 
motions were made. She is a new Councilmember. She is entirely committed to doing what she promised 
folks she would do when she ran. She is an honest broker. She thinks this Council has taken in hand to get this 
stuff together. Notwithstanding some of the flip comments that have been made in the public or in the 
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media. As far as she can tell, no one up here is interested in breaking the law. No one here is interested in 
flouting the law. Our administrative staff has been working since this Order came out and they provided us 
with pretty detailed memoranda to support this. To tell us how, if payments could not be made under the 
Penny, they could otherwise be made by reserve funds that have already been put aside. She wants this 
public to know that as a Councilmember she takes this seriously. She is responsible and accountable to you. 
We are not going to hold payment for work that has been done. There is a word for that. It is not a nice word. 
Richland County stands behind its word. She is deeply troubled by the notion that we are all crooks. We are 
all criminals. She has had the privilege today of having her 12-year old niece with her who stood out in the 
hallway and was shocked that we were all being called crooks and cheats. Her niece sent her a text and said, 
“well who is stealing?” Well certainly she is not and she would like to make it clear that she does not think 
her colleagues are either. We may be confused by where we are and trying to work through Order, but we 
are not engaged in illicit activity. She wants it to be clear that while it may look like there is some 
grandstanding going on. For her part, this is an honest effort to get to the point where we are compliant with 
this Order, which has told us to do certain things. We pay our vendors who have done certain work and we 
move forward. 99.9% of the money spent on this Penny is not in question. The Order speaks to less than 1% 
of the dollars expended to date and the public has a right to know that. We have expended over $400 Million. 
This Order speaks to less than $10 Million. She thinks it is important to understand that. It may well be that 
are things we need to clarify and do better, but those things are not things that we have violated the law to 
do or vagrantly just ignored. She wants it to be clear to the public, to the media, to everybody that is writing 
stories on this, that yeah, that is a lot of money. One nickel of an error is a problem to her, but in a program 
this large she does not think that small an amount of money, by comparison to the large amounts that have 
been properly assigned to projects means that we are somehow all the criminal element in Richland County. 
She wants it to be clear, and on the record, that we are at this state. At almost $450 Million and the questions 
we are dealing with are programs that were developed to help small businesses access the very Penny those 
persons in Richland County are paying into this project. It is not going into our pockets. It is a program that 
we developed to help small businesses. We might have developed it improperly. We might need to clean it 
up, but that is where we are. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson stated there were multiple questions being asked that could not be answered because no one 
had a copy of the ordinance in the room. Therefore, his purpose for making the motion that Mr. Rose 
indicated he made earlier that did not get a 2nd, but his purpose for making the motion that did get a 2nd was 
simply to move us forward, to get the issue resolved and to make an intelligent decision regarding what we 
do next. Rather than sitting here and debating it all night. Simply, temporarily, have an injunction, if you will, 
until the ordinance could be reviewed and a legal determination could be make whether or not we would be 
able to continue, if at all with those programs. We have been assured by the legal staff that can happen 
within 2 – 3 weeks. The guidelines can be done. Most vendors get paid. They have a 30-day window by the 
time they do work and get paid. He does not think having them wait 2 weeks for that sort of determination to 
be made is unreasonable. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson called for the question, seconded by Mr. Pearce. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Dickerson, McBride, Livingston, Rose, Pearce, Kennedy, C. Jackson, Myers, and N. 
Jackson 
 
Opposed: Manning 
 
The vote was in favor of calling for the question. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Dickerson, McBride, Livingston, Rose, Pearce, Kennedy, C. Jackson, Myers, and N. 
Jackson 
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Opposed: Manning 
 
The vote was in favor of the 2nd Substitute motion. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated in order to try to make sure that we do not put out misleading information or anything 
that is going to be a conflict or impede what we are attempting to do, or what we have been ordered to do. 
Hopefully, we can go out from here tonight trying to follow the guidelines and advice of our attorneys. She 
would hope that we would continue to work with DOR, PDT Team and our legal team to make sure we can 
come up with a good conclusion on how we go forward and that we follow the guidelines the Supreme Court 
has ordered. 
 
Mr. Livingston stated he does want to know where we are in terms of the statement with DOR and how we 
want to proceed with that. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated that is the next thing. 
 
Mr. Smith stated that was a joint statement that was crafted between the public information office of DOR 
and Richland County. Certainly the Council can publish the statement, if they so wish to do. 
 
Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to accept the joint press release. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Dickerson, McBride, Livingston, Rose, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, C. Jackson, Myers, 
and N. Jackson 
 
The vote was unanimous to accept the joint press release. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated she will need someone to help her articulate the Richland County statement and 
whether we want to entertain the statement, delay or whatever. She needs some discussion or clarity on this 
particular one that was given to Council. 
 
Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to approve the release of the statement on behalf of 
Richland County the Administrator provided. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Dickerson, McBride, Livingston, Rose, Pearce, Kennedy, C. Jackson, and Myers 
 
Opposed: N. Jackson and Manning 
 
The vote was in favor of releasing the statement on behalf of Richland County. 

   
4. ADJOURNMENT – The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:21 PM  
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COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT: Joyce Dickerson, Chair; Bill Malinowski, Vice Chair; Greg Pearce, Seth Rose, Calvin 
“Chip” Jackson, Norman Jackson, Gwen Kennedy, Paul Livingston, Yvonne McBride, Dalhi Myers and Jim Manning 

OTHERS PRESENT: Michelle Onley, Brandon Madden, Larry Smith, Kim Williams-Roberts, Gerald Seals, Shane 
Kitchens, Beverly Harris, Tim Nielsen, Trenia Bowers, Dwight Hanna, Tracy Hegler, Stacey Hamm, Jeff Ruble, John 
Hopkins, Sandra Haynes, Michael Niermeier, Jamelle Ellis, Dale Welch, Shahid Khan, James Hayes, Jennifer 
Wladischkin, and Ismail Ozbek  

1.  CALL TO ORDER – Ms. Dickerson called the meeting to order at approximately 6:00 PM.  
   
2.  INVOCATION – The Invocation was led by the Honorable Norman Jackson  
   
3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE – The Pledge of Allegiance was led by the Honorable Norman Jackson  
   
4. PRESENTATIONS  
 a. Capital City/Lake Murray County: Miriam Atria, President/CEO – Ms. Atria stated the Major League 

Fishing Show will air on April 7th on the Outdoor Channel. The fishing tournament was held on Lake 
Murray in June. She presented a video clip of the area that will air during the 36 hours the show is 
broadcast. In addition, she stated the organization has joined the US Bass Angling Federation in a 
world championship event. We are going to make bass fishing an Olympic sport. They have 
sponsored the US Bass Fishing Team. The team went to South Africa last summer and a total of 16 
foreign countries joined them. They will be going on to Mexico where there will be 32 foreign 
countries. In 2018/2019 they will go to Canada. In 2020 they will coming to Lake Murray for 7 days 
with potentially 80 foreign countries. The Olympic angling will have 1,100 international airings. 
 
The regional tourism office is spreading the message. We are promoting all aspects of leisure 
tourism, from outdoor recreation fishing, sailing, etc. 
 
Ms. Atria presented Mr. Pearce with a “bottom of the barrel” with a map of Lake Murray in honor of 
his upcoming retirement. 

 

   
 b. WellPartners Update: Anita Floyd, Vice President Community Impact, United Way of the Midlands – 

Ms. Floyd thanked the Richland County staff for their support of the United Way by raising over 
$27,000, which represents a 23% over last year. The following six departments were given special 
recognition: Emergency Services, Alvin S. Glenn Detention Center, Ombudsman’s Office, Human 
Resources, Auditor’s Office and the IT Department. The IT Department had 98% participation in the 
United Way campaign. 
 
WellPartners began when the agency that was running the children’s dental clinic for the last 50 
years was closing. They feared that if we interrupted services for any amount of time we would lose 
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the hundreds of volunteer dentists that were providing services to the children. The United Way 
Board created the LLC to continue the services. At the same time, they partnered with Palmetto 
Health, Lexington Medical Center and Providence Hospital. They were hosting 2-day healthcare 
events at the fairgrounds. Over the span of 4 years, more than 6,000 people were served, but did 
not serve everyone that requested dental help. Therefore, they knew they had to collaborate to 
figure out a more efficient and effective way to reach the people. Fortunately, at the same time, 
Richland County was willing to expand their partnership with the United Way. The County offered a 
significantly greater amount of space in the Health Department. The new WellPartners Clinic was 
opened in February 2016. The clinic is 5,000 sq. ft. and cost approximately $1 million to create. The 
impact of the expansion on services has been dramatic. In addition, to continuing the children’s 
clinic the expansion included dental and eye care for adults. WellPartners serves individuals that are 
low-income and do not have coverage for eye care or dental care. While there is a smaller clinic in 
Lexington County, 75% of the people they serve are Richland County residents. Since the expansion, 
they have provided annual dental services (i.e. cleaning, specialty care) to over 3,000 people. Most 
of the people they serve have not had dental care for a long time and as many as a 1/3 of them need 
4 visits to actually to get their health in order. Since July 2017, WellPartners has provided over $1 
million in dental care treatment. Palmetto Health reports that the number of emergency room visits 
for dental care has decreased by 50% since the expansion. Eye care is provided to 1,300 people 
annually. Of those provided eye care, 85% need corrective lens, 15% are seniors and 10% have 
diabetes. To date, they have provided $30,000 in vision care. 
 
In addition to their key partners, which include Palmetto Health, Lexington Medical Center, 
Providence Hospital and the Blue Cross Blue Shield Foundation, they depend on the support of over 
200 volunteer dentists for the children’s clinic. They receive referral from the schools. They receive 
transportation from the Healthy Learner’s Program. The children are brought from school to the 
clinic, so the parents do not have to take time off from work to do so. Midlands Technical College 
hygiene students also help with the summer sealant program. The Lion’s Club assists with individuals 
that need more care than they can provide in the clinic. 
 
The free space provided in the Richland County Health Department assists them to reach these 
individuals and hopes to be able to continue the partnership with Richland County. Ms. Floyd invited 
Council members to tour the clinic. 
 
Ms. McBride thanked them for being the voice for those people who are not able to speak for 
themselves and providing them the needed services. 

   
5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
a. Regular Session: March 6, 2018 – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to approve the 

minutes as distributed. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, 
Livingston, Rose and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 
POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE – Ms. Dickerson recognized that former Council member Torrey Rush was in 
the audience. 
 
POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE – Mr. Rose recognized Mr. Vince Ford and Dr. Lonnie Randolph were in the 
audience. 
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6. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA – Mr. N. Jackson requested to add a time sensitive contractual matter related to 

Chao & Associates to the agenda. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to add a contractual matter regarding Chao & Associates to 
the agenda. 
 
Mr. Malinowski requested a legal opinion on this. Maybe the Administrator can weigh in. The Administrator 
may be preparing and ready to send an answer out tomorrow. 
 
Mr. Seals stated he could be ready tomorrow, but he does not know what Mr. N. Jackson is talking about. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated it is just to get the question answered to move forward with a contractual item. 
 
Ms. Dickerson inquired if Mr. Seals could send Council that information. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated he wanted it to be on the record. 
 
Ms. Dickerson inquired if Council got it in an email if that would that not answer the question. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated that could answer the question. He just wants it to be on the record. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose 
and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous to add a contractual matter related to Chao & Associates to the agenda. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated it was his understanding there are (2) personnel matters under the Report of the 
Chair. 
 
Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to amend the agenda to reflect there are (2) personnel 
matters under the Report of the Chair. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous to reflect there are (2) personnel matters under the Report of the Chair. 
 
Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to adopt the agenda as amended. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose and 
McBride 
 
Opposed: Manning 
 
The vote was in favor of adopting the agenda as amended. 

 

   
7. REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY FOR EXECUTIVE SESSION – Mr. Smith stated the following items are potential 

Executive Session Items: 
 

a. Legal Advice: Real Estate Transaction 
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 b. Legal Advice: PDT Services Debriefing  
   
 c. Personnel Matters (2)   
   
 d. Contractual Matter: Chao & Associates  
   
 e. Items 12(a) and 14(a): “An Ordinance Amending and Supplementing Ordinance No. 039-12HR to add 

the requirement that procedures be established for: (i) entering into intergovernmental agreements 
with other political subdivisions for completion of infrastructure projects within those political 
subdivisions, (ii) securing required audits from organizations receiving funds from the transportation 
sales and use tax, (iii) approving future changes to the infrastructure projects being funded with the 
transportation sales and use tax, including cost and scope; and (iv) the annual budgeting process; 
ratifying prior actions including: (i) changes in the cost and scope of infrastructure projects, (ii) 
prioritization of said projects, and (iii) appropriation of fund for said projects; and providing for the 
appropriation and expenditure of the transportation sales and use tax for the remainder of fiscal 
year 2017-2018; and other matters related thereto” – Mr. Smith stated the County Administrator 
forwarded a memo from bond counsel regarding these items to Council. To the extent, Council has 
any questions regarding the memo that would qualify as Executive Session. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated the memo recommended deferral of these items until more specific 
information is received. Based on the memo, he moved to defer these items rather than go to 
Executive Session. Mr. N. Jackson seconded the motion. 
 
Mr. Smith stated those items relate to the amendment of the 2012 Ordinance Council passed, which 
we have had several work sessions and Executive Session regarding. 
 
Mr. Pearce inquired if the document that is being referred to the memorandum dated March 15th. 
 
Ms. Dickerson responded in the affirmative. 
 
Mr. Pearce stated he had trouble printing the document out. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose 
and McBride 
 
Opposed: Manning 
 
The vote was in favor of deferring Items 12(a) and 14(a). 
 
Ms. Myers inquired if we can defer to a specific date. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated we will defer it the April 3rd Council meeting. 
 
Mr. Smith recommended not setting a date at this point. As you recall, one of the things Council 
talked about was having a work session on parts of this. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated the next work session will the 3rd Tuesday. She inquired if this item was time 
sensitive and if the 3rd Tuesday in April would work or if Council needs to have a Special Called 
Meeting. 
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Ms. Myers requested clarification. She inquired if this is the list of projects Council has been waiting 
on since before Christmas.  
 
Ms. Heizer stated the ordinance they are requesting Council to defer, not date certain, will include a 
number of amendments to the original ordinance from 2012. Those amendments will include the 
guidelines currently under discussion and the list of projects, as they have been prioritized. There 
are many different pieces of information that needs to come together in this one document. The 
meeting on April 3rd will not be enough time, but the meeting on April 17th should allow enough time 
to amend the document. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated Council can hold their workshop from 2:00 – 4:00 PM to obtain the information 
and then take the item up at the Council meeting that evening. 
 
Ms. Heizer stated some of the things in the ordinance will be dictated by decisions that Council has 
to make to give guidance as to what to put in the ordinance. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated she had requests from Council members about having an additional workshop 
on this item. She will set the workshop for the 3rd Tuesday from 2:00 – 4:00 PM. Council will then 
take the item up in Executive Session at the Council meeting that evening at 6:00 PM. 
 
Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to defer Items 12(a) and 14(a) until the April 17th 
Council meeting. 
 
Ms. Dickerson made a friendly amendment to hold the workshop from 2:00 – 4:00 PM. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose 
and McBride 
 
Opposed: Manning 
 
The vote was in favor of deferring Items 12(a) and 14(a) until April 17th and to hold a workshop prior 
to the Council meeting from 2:00 – 4:00 PM. 

   
8. CITIZENS’ INPUT: For Items on the Agenda Not Requiring a Public Hearing – Mr. Robert Dibble spoke on 

Item #9(b): “Cedar Cove & Stone Point Subdivisions Sanitary Sewer System Upgrade”. 
 
Ms. Helen Taylor Bradley and Ms. Lottie Wesley spoke regarding Item #23(a): “Move forward with the last 
version approved by Council of the Lower Richland Sanitary Sewer Plan. Note: Action on this motion does not 
necessarily need to go to a committee. It was already approved and construction was supposed to start in 
February 2018. Any action should be the schedule.” 

 

   
9. REPORT OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 

 
a. FY2017 CAFR Revisions – Mr. Seals stated this item concerns the annual financial report, generally 

referred to as the CAFR, which is an acronym for the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report. The 
CAFR was submitted to Council; however, there was some additional information that prompted 
revisions. The County is required to alert Council of these revisions. 
 
Ms. Hamm stated the Equitable Sharing grant was not included in the Single Audit Section. The 
following changes were made: 
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p. 174 – Federal Awards, Internal Control over major federal programs – Material weakness 
identified changed to Yes. 
 
p. 181 – 2017-012 Control Over Bank Account was added as a finding. 
 
p. 184 – US Department of Justice – Direct Assistance Equitable Sharing Program, $71,778 was 
added, which changed the total to $928,770. 
 
Mr. Seals stated this basically pertains to the funding structure. The setting aside of funds for County 
government can be complex. However, in the State of South Carolina it is interesting and complex. 
There is a requirement, in some cases, where we are supposed to account for all funds and bank 
accounts. However, as Council is aware, all banking accounts do not necessarily run through the 
County Administrator. The auditor has discovered there are some bank accounts that fall under the 
County, but the County Administrator was not aware of. The County Administrator has now been 
made aware of those. Council has now been made aware, as well. We must account for them and 
have a monitoring mechanism in place for those. The finding, basically says, at the point we 
discovered them we were not accounting for them because we were not aware of them. The finding 
is appropriate. The correction is now that we know about them we will manage and monitor them. 
 
Mr. Pearce inquired if we can now assume that we know where every bank account is. Could there 
be additional bank accounts that we do not know where they are? 
 
Mr. Seals stated there could be more accounts. He stated, in the State of South Carolina, elected 
officials can sometimes hold bank accounts that do not necessarily run through the normal system 
of the County. When that happens, the County Administrator and Council may not be aware of it. 
The good thing about this finding is that it provided us with a clear opportunity to team up and make 
sure we are all talking to each other and there are no such accounts hanging out there. 
 
Mr. Pearce stated Mr. Seals’ response the other day regarding elected official’s accounts was that 
we do not have any control over them. 
 
Mr. Seals stated what we are dealing with now are 1 or 2 accounts that we do not have control over, 
yet they run through the County. 
 
Mr. Pearce inquired if there are accounts that we are aware of that need to be incorporated into the 
CAFR. 
 
Mr. Seals stated the accounts need to be covered and reported in the CAFR. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated he sent an email requesting some additional information and inquired if it 
would be forthcoming. 
 
Mr. Seals stated it will be forthcoming. 
 
Mr. Manning stated for clarification when we are referring to elected officials we are not talking 
about Council members. We are talking about those constitutional officers elected countywide. 
 
Mr. Seals stated he does not believe any of this is saying there was any wrongdoing. It was just that 
we were not aware of them. We discovered them. We put a correction in. 
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 b. Cedar Cove & Stoney Point Subdivisions Sanitary Sewer System Upgrade – Mr. Seals stated this item 
concerns the Cedar Cove and Stoney Point Subdivisions. Since 2017, we have corresponded with 
Council about the situation where we have some failure. We have been trying to look for some 
solutions. Staff and Mr. Malinowski have meet with the community a couple times. We are now at a 
point where we need direction from Council. While there is no action to be taken this evening, it is 
fair to say in our discussions with the residents that they are of a mind that the County needs to 
consider a greater responsibility for the correction than we have had authorization to offer at this 
point. He thinks the best way to deal with that is to have a workshop, followed by a public hearing 
that would allow the residents to be heard. Then for Council to deliberate the issue and make a 
decision. 
 
Ms. Dickerson inquired if it was time sensitive. 
 
Mr. Seals stated it is not time sensitive in the sense that Council is going to make a decision tonight. 
It is time sensitive in the sense that those residents have been dealing with the issue for quite a long 
time and they are tired of it. We recognize that. We are trying not to be bureaucratic about it. He 
would strongly urge Council to set some time so the residents do understand this is on your agenda 
and you are looking to try to resolve the matter. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated he was not sure if the work session called for on the 3rd Tuesday is going to be 
lengthy enough to take the entire 2 hours. 
 
Mr. Seals stated it will not. 
 
Mr. Malinowski made a motion, seconded by Mr. N. Jackson, to place this matter on the April 17th 
work session agenda. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated Mr. C. Jackson has requested there only be one item per workshop, but if Mr. 
Seals is saying the first item will take less than an hour.....She stated she is not going to rush, so if we 
need 2 hours for the one we have already set then we may have to move the Cedar Cove/Stoney 
Point matter to May. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated he considers this a time sensitive item. The people are having problems with 
their sewer. It is backing up into their homes and yards. The pump station is overflowing. Sewage 
may possibly be going into the lake or, at least, other debris is because of this. Therefore, he thinks it 
is quite time sensitive. It needs to be addressed before we have DHEC coming out and ordering the 
County to take care of it. He would like to get it on there and if we need a special called work session 
he liked to be able to do that. 
 
Mr. Seals stated, if Council recalls, when we initially weighed in on this issue we provided a series of 
options. Perhaps, we can resurrect those issues and facilitate the discussion, so that when we meet 
Council is in action format. If we get that to Council this week, it gives them quite a bit of time to go 
through the history and recommendations. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated, judging from what she heard tonight, if we are going to have that kind of 
workshop we will have a lot of people coming. She is not sure a split format will give Council the 
amount of time to hear from the community. In order to give Mr. Malinowski’s residents the time 
they need to participate, we need to schedule the work session in May. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson inquired if we need the citizens input again to move it forward. The objective is to 
move it forward and get it fixed. 

 

26 of 358



 

 
Regular Session 
March 20, 2018 

8 
 

Ms. Dickerson stated it was her understanding they wanted to have a workshop and have the 
residents participate. 
 
Mr. Smith stated what may have facilitated a portion of this. If Council recalls, Mr. Dibble came 
forward and indicated he represented most of the individuals that reside in Cedar Cove and Stoney 
Point subdivisions. He also indicated, we intend to meet next week. A lot of these issues are legal 
matters. Some are technical matters. Once we meet next week and exchange information, we may 
have a better idea whether or not there is that much of a difference in our legal and technical 
positions. Once the meeting is held, he will commit to forwarding a report to Council. 
 
Ms. Dickerson inquired if Mr. Malinowski will consider reporting back on this item at the April 3rd 
Council meeting and, if needed, we can add it the April 17th work session agenda. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated that would be fine. He also pointed out bond counsel thought they would be 
done with information they need to present to Council for the PDT/Supreme Court ruling work 
session. They are not even sure it will be ready. Therefore, there be a larger opening on that work 
session date anyway. He thinks when you have extenuating circumstances you need to deal with 
sometimes you have to put a little extra work into it. If Mr. Smith does not come to resolution with 
Mr. Dibble, then he thinks we need to put that extra work in. He stated just think about how you 
would feel if public sewer was causing backup of sewage into your home and property. You would 
not want to put it off addressing the problem 30 – 60 days. He thinks we need to do this as soon as 
possible. Placing it on the April 3rd agenda, with input from Mr. Seals and Mr. Smith, would be most 
appropriate. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson stated this does not have to be an either or. He would not disagree with Mr. 
Malinowski the issue he is referring to is a pressing issue; however, he would also state the issue 
before us that is on the scheduled workshop agenda now is equally pressing, if not more so. It 
involves potentially millions of dollars and the way we do business going forward. He thinks that 
both of them is equally important. Since we made the determination, earlier tonight, the workshop 
agenda would be the topics of Items 12(a) and 14(a), he would hope we give it ample time and not 
rush, as we so often do in those type workshops. 
 
Mr. Manning stated he is not quite sure this would be an item for a work session. Eight or nine years 
ago, we had a work session like once a quarter. Now we are having them all the time. He is not quite 
sure why this would not be something staff and the Council member from that area would not be 
working on in some way. We have a meeting scheduled for the first Tuesday in April. If you can take 
care of the business and bring the recommendation to Council like we have done for a good number 
of years. 
 
Mr. Manning made a substitute motion, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, that the Council agenda for 
April 3rd include this item with the community input, as necessary, be given to the appropriate 
County staff, in conjunction with knowledge of the Council member that represents that area, and 
that the appropriate packet be a part of the agenda packet for the Council to vote on the matter. 
 
In Favor: In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, 
Livingston, Rose and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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 c. Interior Planning & Design Services – Columbia Place Mall – Mr. Seals stated the next (2) items 
pertain to the Richland Renaissance. The first one deals with Columbia Place Mall. The Procurement 
Office will give a brief report and then there will be a presentation, as a response to the solicitations. 
 
Ms. Wladischkin stated this process was issued as a Request for Qualifications for the interior 
planning and designing of Columbia Place Mall. We were seeking out design built firms who could 
send submittals with their qualifications, as to how they would renovate the area without tearing it 
down and make it into a use for the County to move into when we vacate this area. We received (3) 
submittals. The submittals were evaluated by a team of County personnel and established the 
highest ranked submittal. They are here this evening to let us know a little more about their 
intentions for the area. 
 
Mr. Pearce inquired as to how many buildings. 
 
Ms. Wladischkin stated there are currently (3) of the anchors of Columbia Place Mall. 
 
Mr. Seals stated we are starting to get used to the reality of moving in and referring to it as 
“Richland Gateway at Columbia Place Mall”. At some point, we will come to you and inquire as to 
what you want to name the facility. It is his understanding that Mr. Mashburn leads the team. Mr. 
Seals invited Mr. Mashburn to come forward. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated for clarification there were (3) submittals. She stated she wanted to ensure 
that local preference was taken into consideration. 
 
Ms. Wladischkin stated there was a stipulation in the package that we wanted small, local business 
participation. If not by the prime, then by subcontracting. 
 
Mr. Pearce stated he was a little bit unclean about what we are doing. He stated we put out a RFQ. 
The RFQ came back and Procurement has the (3) highest… 
 
Ms. Wladischkin stated all of the submittals were qualified. They established the highest ranked 
offer and requested a proposal. 
 
Mr. Pearce inquired if the company is going to present their proposal to Council at tonight’s 
meeting. 
 
Ms. Wladischkin responded in the affirmative. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated in the past when Council received RFQs and RFPs they were written in the 
agenda. Council reviews them and then make a decision if we want to move forward or not. He does 
not understand why we are hearing some verbal comments when we have not seen anything in 
writing. It seems like we are jumping the gun. He respectfully said Council should wait until they 
have it as an agenda item for review. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated she has to agree with Mr. Malinowski. Most of the time when an RFQ is sent 
out, Council knows who they are. The Procurement Department does not make that determination 
until the Council members have seen who the applicants were and how they were ranked. Council 
has always been a participant in the selection.  
 
Mr. Pearce inquired if Council is being asked to take action after the presentation. 
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Mr. Seals stated Council can take action. He will be asking Council, at some point, to consider 
authorizing finalization of a contract, which will be brought back to Council. 
 
Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to defer this item, for Council to receive, in 
writing, the packet of information for their review and then Council be prepared for the presentation 
at the April 3rd Council meeting. 
 
Mr. Seals recommended that Item 9(d): “Judicial Center Architect of Record” also be deferred. 
 
Ms. McBride inquired if the information will include all of the applicants. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated Council wants to receive the full package. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, 
Livingston, Rose and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

   
 d. Judicial Center Architect of Record – Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to defer this 

item, for Council to receive, in writing, the packet of information for their review and then Council 
be prepared for the presentation at the April 3rd Council meeting. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, 
Livingston, Rose and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE – Mr. Pearce expressed his appreciation for the Mashburn Company for 
coming in. This was not procedurally how Council is accustomed to doing this. We look forward to the 
presentation at another time. He also apologized, but stated this is not how we have generally done business. 

 

   
 e. Contractual Matter: Chao & Associates – This item was taken up in Executive Session.  
   
10. REPORT OF THE CLERK OF COUNCIL 

 
a. COMET Service Change Public Hearings – Ms. Roberts stated the COMET will be hosting (5) public 

meetings regarding the proposed schedule and route changes. The meetings are as follows: 
 
North Main Library, 5306 N. Main St., April 5th, 6:00 – 8:00 PM 
Sandhill Library, 763 Fashion Dr., March 27th, 5:00 – 7:00 PM 
Eastover Library, 608 Main St., April 10th, 5:30 – 7:00 PM 
Main Library, 1431 Assembly St., April 14th, 10:00 AM – 12 Noon  
 

 

   
11. REPORT OF THE CHAIR 

 
a. Personnel Matters – This item was taken up in Executive Session. 

 

   
 b. American Heart Association Heart Walk, March 24, 8:00 a.m., Colonial Life Arena – Ms. Dickerson 

thanked everyone that has contributed or will be participating in the American Heart Association 
Heart Walk on March 24th. 
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12. OPEN/CLOSE PUBLIC HEARINGS  
   
 a. An Ordinance Amending and Supplementing Ordinance No. 039-12HR to add the requirement that 

procedures be established for: (i) entering into intergovernmental agreements with other political 
subdivisions for completion of infrastructure projects within those political subdivisions, (ii) securing 
required audits from organizations receiving funds from the transportation sales and use tax, (iii) 
approving future changes to the infrastructure projects being funded with the transportation sales 
and use tax, including cost and scope; and (iv) the annual budgeting process; ratifying prior actions 
including: (i) changes in the cost and scope of infrastructure projects, (ii) prioritization of said 
projects, and (iii) appropriation of fund for said projects; and providing for the appropriation and 
expenditure of the transportation sales and use tax for the remainder of fiscal year 2017-2018; and 
other matters related thereto – This public hearing was deferred. 

 

   
 b. An Ordinance Authorizing deed to the City of Columbia for certain water lines to serve the Ballentine 

Branch Library Dutch Fork Road; Richland County TMS # 03303-01-06 & 02 (portion) – No one signed 
up to speak. 

 

   
 c. An Ordinance Authorizing deed to the City of Columbia for certain sanitary sewer lines to serve the 

Hollywood Hills Sewer System Improvements; Richland County TMS # 11807-08-21, 22, 39, 40 & 42 – 
No one signed up to speak. 

 

   
13. 
 

APPROVAL OF CONSENT ITEMS 
 

a. An Ordinance Authorizing deed to the City of Columbia for certain water lines to serve the Ballentine 
Branch Library Dutch Fork Road; Richland County TMS # 03303-01-06 & 02 [THIRD READING] 

 

   
 b. 17-042 MA 

Avon Banks 
RM-HD to OI (26.14 Acres) 
5071 Percival Road 
TMS# 28800-02-25 [THIRD READING] 

 

   
 c. 17-046MA 

David Gates 
RU to NC (8.21 Acres) 
1700 Dutch Fork Road 
TMS# R02408-02-02 [THIRD READING] 

 

   
 d. 17-047MA 

Sharon Mann 
RU to GC (3.2 Acres) 
2250 Legrand Rd. & Pinnacle Point Drive 
TMS # R17108-01-05 [THIRD READING] 

 

   
 e. 18-001MA 

Matt Mungo 
RM-HD to RS-HD (10.39 Acres) 
Bush Road 
TMS # R20200-01-53 [THIRD READING] 
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 f. 18-002MA 
Jesse Bray 
RU to RS-E (40.67 Acres) 
Koon Road 
TMS # R03400-02-56 [THIRD READING] 

 

   
 Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to approve the consent items. 

 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose and 
McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 

   
14. THIRD READING ITEMS  
   
 a. An Ordinance Amending and Supplementing Ordinance No. 039-12HR to add the requirement that 

procedures be established for: (i) entering into intergovernmental agreements with other political 
subdivisions for completion of infrastructure projects within those political subdivisions, (ii) securing 
required audits from organizations receiving funds from the transportation sales and use tax, (iii) 
approving future changes to the infrastructure projects being funded with the transportation sales 
and use tax, including cost and scope; and (iv) the annual budgeting process; ratifying prior actions 
including: (i) changes in the cost and scope of infrastructure projects, (ii) prioritization of said 
projects, and (iii) appropriation of fund for said projects; and providing for the appropriation and 
expenditure of the transportation sales and use tax for the remainder of fiscal year 2017-2018; and 
other matters related thereto – This item was deferred under the Report of the Attorney for 
Executive Session Items.  

 

   
 b. An Ordinance Authorizing deed to the City of Columbia for certain sanitary sewer lines to serve the 

Hollywood Hills Sewer System improvements; Richland County TMS # 11807-08-21, 22, 39, 40 & 42 
(portion) – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to approve this item. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose 
and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 

   
15. SECOND READING ITEM 

 
a. Authorizing the execution of the amended and restated master agreement governing the I-77 

Corridor Regional Industrial Park by and between Richland County, South Carolina, and Fairfield 
County, South Carolina, confirming the boundaries of the I-77 Corridor Regional Industrial Park; and 
other related matters – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. N. Jackson, to approve this item. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose 
and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 

   
 b. An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 5, Animals and Fowl; 

Section 5-4, Community Cat Diversion Program; so as to amend the language therein – Mr. Pearce 
moved, seconded by Mr. N. Jackson, to approve this item. 
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Mr. Pearce stated there was considerable discussion at the previous meeting about what the policy 
was in Greenville County. He distributed a letter from the Greenville County Animal Care Division 
Manager in which she clarifies Greenville County’s position. He read the following excerpt from the 
letter: “In some cases citizens insist they do not want the cats returned. In these instances, we 
explain the Community Cat Resolution permits outdoor cats, as long as they are spayed/neutered. 
We will still return them outside to the cat’s known community home area; however, we explain to 
these citizens that we will not release the cats back onto their property.” Secondly, he thinks this 
vote is very clear. Council can vote for it and we can try to get the feral cat population under control 
or they can vote against the ordinance, in which we will commit that we will continue to euthanize a 
large number of cats on an annual basis. He stated because we have not been doing this we do not 
know if this will work or not. 
 
Ms. Kennedy requested clarification when it was stated we can go along with the vote to put them 
back in the communities, it means the cats will be put in any community. 
 
Ms. Haynes stated the cats will go back to the address where they were picked up from, not just any 
community. She stated she wanted to clarify what Mr. Pearce stated earlier, there is no more 
euthanasia. The City of Columbia does not euthanize. The healthy cats will not be euthanized; 
therefore, it is either participate in the program or the resident does not have to request a trap. It is 
a courtesy for Animal Services to come out and pick up the cat and have it spayed/neutered then 
return it. 
 
Ms. Kennedy stated for clarification the cats will be picked up, spayed/neutered and then returned 
where? 
 
Ms. Haynes stated the address of the property owner that calls and requests it. 
 
Ms. Kennedy thought the cats were just being returned to the community, but not to a particular 
address. 
 
Ms. Haynes stated if a resident calls in and request a trap, Animal Services will let them know the cat 
is coming back. There is euthanasia. The City is not euthanizing. She believes what the confusion is, is 
there was euthanasia in the past. The City was euthanizing the cat. They have decided not to, which 
is why the cats were passed along to another agency to take them out. The County caused them to 
take matters into their own hands. The relocation is what confuses everyone. Everybody thinks we 
can take the cats somewhere else (i.e. a barn or farm) and we cannot. If the property owner refuses 
to have the cat returned, they will not be provided a trap. The resident does not have to participate 
in the program. It is just a benefit if they do. 
 
Ms. Kennedy stated so in other words the cat is return to the community and let it roam around. 
 
Ms. Haynes stated, for clarification, Animal Services does not pick it up. 
 
Ms. Kennedy inquired if she called and said she had 3 cats roaming around in her yard… 
 
Ms. Haynes stated Animal Services would tell her about the Community Cat Program and we will let 
you know that once it is spayed/neutered we will bring it back to your address. 
 
Ms. Kennedy inquired even if the cat does not belong to her. 
 
Ms. Haynes responded in the affirmative. 
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Ms. Kennedy stated she has no right as a citizen… 
 
Ms. Haynes stated if they do not belong to you when they come back and you do not feed them they 
will go away. 
 
Ms. Kennedy stated but the cats are still roaming on her property; therefore, she has the right to sue 
the County because they are bringing something to her property that does not belong to her and 
dumping it out on her property. 
 
Ms. Haynes stated there is no euthanasia and no relocation. If the cat is not returned to your 
property then you are saying take them somewhere else in the community and drop them off. 
 
Ms. Myers stated her understanding is that only people who want Animal Services to pick up a cat 
and bring it into the program are the ones the County is servicing. We are not going around looking 
for cats. We are responding to calls. 
 
Ms. Kennedy stated if they respond to her call because she has cats running around in her yard that 
do not belong to her. They take them away and then bring them back and dump them in her yard 
again. We are wasting the taxpayers’ money picking them up and then bringing them back and 
dumping them in the yard. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated after the cats have been spayed or neutered. 
 
Ms. Kennedy stated who cares if the cats are spayed or neutered, if they are bringing them back to 
her yard. That is her personal property and she has a right to say she does not want them there. 
 
Ms. Myers stated the letter provided says Greenville County generally uses a 300 yd. rule when the 
cats are returned to their home area, but are not returning them directly on the property that they 
were originally found. Therefore, the citizen’s request is achieved while insuring cats are returned to 
a recognizable home area. She inquired if the County is using that theory, so they are not necessarily 
put in a private yard, but returned to the area. 
 
Ms. Haynes stated the County is not using that theory. Greenville County is using that theory. They 
are set up totally different. Their citizens take the cat in to get them spayed/neutered. Therefore, 
the citizens take them back. They only use that when a citizen does not return to pick up the cat. 
They will take it 300 yd. away from the address of the person who took the cat in. Because Animal 
Care officers are doing this it would cause the cats to be moved from one neighbor’s house to the 
other neighbor’s house, so we do not need that option. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated yesterday morning he spoke with a prominent and well-respected individual 
in the community. In their conversation about this particular matter, it was mentioned that we have 
a problem out there with these feral cats. To this point, we have not done anything to resolve it. The 
question becomes, do you want to try to resolve it or do you want to let the problem continue to 
proliferate. Therefore, he feels we need to take the steps necessary to try to solve the problem and 
he will be supporting this tonight. 
 
Ms. McBride stated she is kind of confused regarding Mr. Pearce’s statement and this letter because 
she also contacted the Greenville County and we did not get the same information. We say there is a 
no-kill community with a cat ordinance when it is really a resolution. She again says there is no 
empirical data to support that the trap-neuter-return policy works. There is a lot of subjective data, 
which she can appreciate. She wants the people to know she supports saving the lives of as many 
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cats as she can. She also wants her colleagues to know her issue is not about the cats. Her issue is 
about an individual’s civil rights. She thinks with the passing of the ordinance and removing the last 
statement on it is a violation of the property rights of a citizen. She thinks it is a violation of our 
nuisance ordinance. Right now, she does not think the County wants to be in violation of any law. 
She would like to defer this until we can get clarification from the legal office as to whether we are 
violating our property rights or the nuisance law. 
 
Ms. McBride made a substitute motion, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to defer any action on the cat 
ordinance until we get clarification and an opinion from Legal regarding whether we are in violation 
of a citizen’s property rights or if we are in violation of our nuisance act. 
 
Mr. Livingston made a 2nd substitute motion, seconded by Mr. C. Jackson, to move forward with 2nd 
Reading and make sure the information Ms. McBride requested be provided prior to 3rd Reading. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, and 
Rose 
 
Opposed: Kennedy and McBride 
 
The vote was in favor of the 2nd substitute motion. 

   
16. FIRST READING ITEM  
   
 a. An Ordinance Repealing Ordinance Number 039-17HR and Authorizing a deed to ZDR Realty, LLC for 

One Summit Parkway, which is the former Summit Parkway Library; also described as TMS # 23000-
03-07 – Mr. C. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to approve this item. 
 
Mr. Pearce stated it has been a long time since we repealed an ordinance. He inquired as to what 
the 3 Readings and a public hearing will do. 
 
Mr. Smith stated what this ordinance actually does is authorizes the deed, but also repeals the 
previous action. If you recall, the County entered into an agreement… 
 
Mr. Pearce stated …with one group. We are going to cancel that and give it to this new group. He 
inquired if the use of the property is still the same. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson stated it was not. Council voted on it at a previous meeting, wherein we approved the 
revised PDD. 
 
Mr. Pearce inquired if Mr. C. Jackson was pleased with that. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson stated he met with Ms. Hegler and her staff and he is pleased with it. 
 
Ms. Myers stated on most of the supporting documents for Council’s review they are approved by 
the Legal Department as to form only. She inquired as to who is approving these documents as to 
content. She is concerned there is no legal sign off on most of these documents, so are we approving 
later as to content? She stated it is pretty consistent when she looked back through her notes. She 
stated she wanted to be sure what the normal custom, so that she understands. 
 
Mr. Smith stated the normal custom is to go over them and, to the extent that Legal is reviewing 
them, they are reviewing the content as well. The stamp reflects the fact Legal may have some 
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issues with the content, in some situations they negotiate that, but the final resolution is to try to 
make sure they get a document that protects the County the best it can. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose 
and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

   
 b. An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 2, Administration, Article 

VII, Boards, Commissions and Committees, Subsection 2-327(a), so as to allow for the reappointment 
of members after one year of non-service – Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. N. Jackson, to 
approve this item. 
 
Mr. Livingston stated he thought that already existed. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated for clarification it was brought to his attention this had fallen through the 
cracks, so to speak. It was passed unanimously by Council as rule change. However, in researching 
the rules it was found this actually needed to be an ordinance change, which is why it is before 
Council. 
 
Mr. Manning stated, for clarification the one year of non-service, if we do not appoint someone and 
the term runs out that member would continue to serve until there is an appointment. He stated 
this will be one year from when… 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated the one year would be from when the term ends. If they are continuing on 
because no one has been appointed. 
 
Mr. Manning inquired as to why we would not say that instead of non-service. Because they are still 
serving. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated because they are still serving. 
 
Mr. Livingston inquired if we could amend the language so we are clear on the fact that it is when 
their terms ends opposed to when they stop serving because they could serve 6 months after the 
term ends. He inquired if they would still have to wait a year. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated they are still serving for 6 more months; therefore, they would begin their 
year when they stop serving. 
 
Mr. Smith stated Mr. Manning is correct. There could be a situation where a board member’s term 
has expired; however, the successor has not been appointed so they would continue to serve until 
the successor is appointed. He believes what is being asked now is that the language of the 
ordinance would reflect what Mr. Manning was suggesting. 
 
Mr. Manning made a substitute motion, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to change the language as 
follows: “An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 2, 
Administration, Article VII. Boards, Commissions and Committees, Subsection 2-327(a), so as to 
allow for the reappointment of members after one year of their terms expiration”. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated he thought when this was passed the first time unanimously by Council the 
purpose was that someone would remain off that Board, Committee or Commission for one year in 
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time versus from when their term ended. As was said, you could have someone, for whatever reason 
(i.e. no applicants), that serves an additional 10 months, so they only sat out 2 months. If our intent 
was to have them out for a year, then he does not see what is wrong with the language that is there. 
 
Mr. Livingston stated his reason is that it is not the person’s fault that Council did not fill the term in 
time; therefore, they are going to have to wait longer to get reappointment because we chose not to 
fill the position in a timely manner. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated maybe we could not find someone. Would it be Council’s fault because nobody 
applied? There are some where they do not apply and we have to re-advertise. There are several 
positions we have advertised for them 2 or 3 times. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated he believes there is some misunderstanding. Are we talking about someone 
that is returning that has been off the board? It takes them a year before they can return. His 
understanding is Mr. Manning is saying when the term expires, if we have not appointed anyone, 
someone can serve up to a year. 
 
Mr. Smith stated he does not believe the motion is to allow that person to serve a year. It just allows 
that person to continue to serve until their successor. In some instances, we have had situations 
where some boards could not meet because we could not get a quorum. If, by example, you say the 
person is going to leave when their term expires then you do not allow for them to continue to serve 
until their successor is appointed and some of these boards will not have a quorum. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated his understanding was that someone served their term and they have to be off 
for a year before they could return. What Mr. Manning is saying is totally different. Mr. Manning is 
saying that if someone is off, but we have not appointed someone, that person can continue to 
serve that term until we appoint someone. 
 
Mr. Smith stated the question is when does that year start? What Mr. Manning is saying is that the 
year does not start until the person who is serving their successor is appointed. 
 
Mr. Manning stated that is not correct. What it says now is that when they stop serving that is when 
they become non-service and is when the clock starts. He thinks the clock should start when their 
term expires. If there is no one else they keep serving. He thinks that is clear cut. If we appoint a 
citizen to serve for 3-year term and it ends on December 31st then that is when their term ends. If 
we do not have someone else appointed. If nobody else applied, we do not wait until April, May, etc. 
and now we tell them your service is no longer wanted or needed. Thank you for staying on extra 
and your clock starts now. He thinks it is clear and clean that when your term expires for one year 
you are not eligible to be re-appointed. When the year is up, you are eligible for re-appointment. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, 
Livingston, Rose and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

   
17. REPORT OF RULES AND APPOINTMENTS COMMITTEE  
   
18. NOTIFICATION OF APPOINTMENTS 

 
a. Board of Zoning Appeals – 3 – Mr. Malinowski stated there are 3 vacancies and 7 applicants. The 

incumbent, Mike Spearman, was left off the agenda. All of the interviews did not take place. One 
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individual has been having a family matter to deal; therefore, we are holding this item in committee. 
The person has been instructed they have to be interviewed by April 3rd. 

   
19. ITEMS FOR ACTION FROM RULES AND APPOINTMENTS 

 
a. Electronic Voting Rule – Mr. Malinowski stated the committee unanimously recommended to 

approve the following language: “Voting shall be by electronic means (i.e., via the electronic voting 
system) unless conditions at the time of a given vote do not permit use of the electronic voting 
system (e.g., it is inoperable, not working properly, there is a power failure or other condition 
prohibiting electronic voting). In such a case, voting by a show of hands shall be in order. Also, 
nothing in this rule prohibits a voice vote or vote by show of hands for matters where there 
reasonably appears to be no opposition, such as a vote to adjourn, or a vote for unanimous consent 
to issue a resolution in honor of a citizen, group, achievement or the like; provided, however, that any 
member may call for an electronic vote on any matter for which a vote is required or called for, if any 
member shall feel that a voice vote or vote by show of hands is not sufficient; further provided that 
the electronic voting system is operable at the time of the call for an electronic vote. Votes shall be 
recorded in the minutes.” 
 
Mr. Rose stated he found the language of the rule to be somewhat confusing. When we get down to 
“Also, nothing in this rule prohibits a voice vote or vote by show of hands for matters where there 
reasonably appears to be no opposition” that could make an exception to the rule. Years past when 
this was taken up and we did not have the technology. Now we have the technology. To him it works 
extremely efficiently. It was not that long ago an overwhelming majority of Council said do electronic 
voting on everything and it has been working fine. 
 
Mr. Rose made a substitute motion, seconded by Mr. C. Jackson, to continue electronic voting on 
each item and for whatever reason the technology is not working that we do a show of hands. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated that is fine with him; however, before we get this approved we need to send 
it back to Legal to make sure we have the language as Councilman Rose and Councilman C. Jackson 
are now requesting. 
 
Mr. Rose stated what he just said is pretty straightforward. We do electronic voting. We have the 
technology. The meeting runs very smoothly with it. We vote electronically on every item. If, for 
whatever reason, electronic voting is not available we raise our hands on every item. That does not 
need a legal analysis. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated he is not asking for a legal analysis. This all started because of making sure 
the Council Rules were complete and accurate, so we need to make sure what is going in there is 
whatever language you want it changed to. 
 
Ms. Myers stated the examples that were put in are things that Council never vote electronically on. 
We definitely do not wait around and vote electronically to adjourn. This would mean at the end of 
the night, we would be voting electronically to adjourn. All those small things where we clearly move 
based on the action of the group. She thinks the suggestion being in there was helpful to cover those 
small category of things. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated, if the machines are not working, we just go back to the way we used to do 
before we had the machines. How much different is it from what we used to do? 
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Mr. Rose stated it is different in that we would raise our hands rather than doing voice voting. If we 
show up one day and electronic voting is down, we would not go to voice voting. We would raise our 
hands. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated so everything is raise your hand, but previously certain things… 
 
Mr. Rose stated if the technology is not available. 
 
Mr. Malinowski requested clarification of the motion. 
 
Mr. Rose stated the motion is to do what we have been doing. We vote electronically on each item. 
If, for whatever reason, electronic voting is not available we do a show of hands, so everyone’s vote 
is recording accurately. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated it is going to end after the four line where it says, “…and shall be in order.” 
 
Mr. Rose stated the only change is that if we show up and the technology is down, it clarifies what 
we are to do. We are to do a show of hands on the item. Nothing in the rules says it prohibits a voice 
vote. It is vague about what reasonably appears to be no opposition. It seems to make the exception 
to the rule that we could just do voice voting, if we wanted. 
 
In Favor: Livingston, Rose, Pearce, C. Jackson, and Myers 
 
Opposed: Malinowski, Dickerson, McBride, Kennedy, Manning and N. Jackson 
 
The substitute motion failed. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Myers, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, and McBride 
 
Opposed: C. Jackson, Pearce, and Rose 
 
Abstained: Manning 
 
The vote was in favor of the committee’s recommendation. 

   
20. OTHER ITEMS – 

 
a. A Resolution to appoint and commission Devin Andrew Hass as a Code Enforcement Officer for the 

proper security, general welfare, and convenience of Richland County {Animal Services Department} 
– Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to approve this item. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, 
Livingston, Rose and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 

   
 b. A Resolution to appoint and commission Rachel Christine Malampy as a Code Enforcement Officer 

for the proper security, general welfare, and convenience of Richland County {Animal Services 
Department} – Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to approve this item. 
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In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, 
Livingston, Rose and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

   
21. CITIZENS’ INPUT: Must Pertain to Richland County Matters Not on the Agenda – Mr. Jackson Hammond 

spoke against the proposed paving of Pineview Road. 
 
Ms. Linda Hammond shared her concerns about a halfway house located at 312 Pineview Road. 
 
Mr. Mark Talbert requested the County work with the local news media to do some PSA regarding yielding to 
emergency vehicles. In addition, he stated Lower Richland needs the Richland Renaissance. There needs to be 
some small business startups in Lower Richland.  
 

 

   
22. EXECUTIVE SESSION 

 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose, and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous to go into Executive Session. 
 
Council went into Executive Session at approximately 8:10 PM and came out at approximately 9:36 PM 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Rose, and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous to come out of Executive Session. 
 

a. Legal Advice: Real Estate Transaction – Received as information. 
 

b. Legal Advice: PDT Debriefing – Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Ms. McBride, to proceed as discussed 
in Executive Session. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose and McBride 
 
Opposed: C. Jackson and Manning 
 
The vote was in favor.  
 

c. Personnel Matters – Ms. Dickerson requested Ms. Myers to bring forth the motion regarding how to 
proceed regarding the clerks. 
 
Ms. Myers stated for clarification she sent out the email earlier in the day and is awaiting responses 
from Council members. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated she thought they talked about setting a date for next week. 
 
Ms. Myers stated that was included in the email. 
 
Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to move forward with dates in the next two weeks as 
discussed in Executive Session. 
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In Favor: C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, Livingston, Rose and McBride 
 
Opposed: Malinowski and N. Jackson 
 
Abstained: Manning 
 
The vote was in favor of moving forward with the dates in the next weeks as discussed in Executive 
Session. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated the other item is to reconsider a motion Council previously acted on 
regarding the evaluation process for the Administrator. 
 
Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded Mr. Rose, to reconsider the motion regarding the evaluation 
process for the Administrator.  
 
Mr. Manning requested the motion to be read to Council as it was recorded in the minutes. 
 
Ms. Dickerson requested Mr. Malinowski to give Council a general synopsis of the prior motion since 
the motion was not presently available. 
 
Mr. Malinowski withdrew his motion. 
 
Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. N. Jackson, that in conjunction with the Human Resources 
Director, Mr. Hanna, determine how we can hire an outside firm to guide Council in the process of 
creating an evaluation for the Administrator. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson inquired if Council could go back and use the process that was previously presented 
and continue with it to save time. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated one of the questions was whether or not we needed to go through 
Procurement to handle something like this. Mr. Hanna is going to get us that answer.  
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated, for clarification, the committee meet the last time and made a 
recommendation; however, Council rejected it. Now Mr. Malinowski is telling us what the 
recommendation of committee was. We are trying to reconsider it, so we could use the same 
people, which did not cost us anything. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated we cannot move forward on that because Mr. Manning would like the exact 
wording, as it was in the minutes and we do not have that. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated we can get it from the Clerk. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated she does not have it either.  
 
Ms. Dickerson stated she can send it to us. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated then we cannot take any action tonight and we are still going to wait. 
 
Mr. Pearce requested that we expedite this and make it a priority to get it done. Preferably, by the 
next Council meeting. 
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Mr. Manning stated, as he recalls, in October, under the Chair’s Report, this was already moving 
along. He does not recall what happened back at the Decker Center, but he thought it passed and 
was moving along. On the Chair’s Report it was brought up, and the question asked in October was 
whether it was in Personnel or Procurement. He stated the last thing Council has officially heard on 
this matter was Madam Chair asking staff if this was in Personnel or Procurement because it was 
moving ahead on Council’s direction. He thinks we have already said we wanted that 360 process 
and was it in Personnel or Procurement to move forward. He is of the opinion that it never got 
stopped and if we figure out whether it is in Personnel or Procurement to get that firm or to put out 
whatever for that firm and any other firm to do the same product and it will happen. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated Mr. Manning was basically correct. Based on Council’s instructions, she has 
been working with Mr. Hanna. She requested Mr. Hanna to help her put this in perspective. Where 
we were starting in October. We were instructed to talk the people from USC. That is where we 
were in December. She asked Mr. Hanna to bring it to the Retreat. 
 
Mr. Hanna stated when he got involved Procurement had done some things. 
 
Mr. Manning stated, for clarification, can he have an idea of what had done some things means. He 
thinks that is part of what happens to us. We get wording like that. We try to figure out what we 
were trying to get done was it in Personnel or Procurement. If, whatever was in Procurement, he 
would like to know what “we have done some things” means because we have Procurement 
processes. 
 
Mr. Hanna stated it was his understanding Council had asked Procurement to look into the forms 
that were obtained before by the individuals that work for the USC. Also, to look at possibly 
procuring services from an external vendor. When he was asked to get involved, he contacted Mr. 
Bill Tomes, who is retired but formerly worked at USC and developed the forms. He also spoke with 
Mr. Dennis Lambries, who worked with Mr. Tomes at USC. Mr. Lambries is also retired. He obtained 
a copy of those forms that were done at that time. He also inquired, if the Council wanted to, if they 
would be willing to assist Council in developing different forms, working with the existing forms, or a 
process. Mr. Tomes and Mr. Lambries tentatively agreed with the understanding it would be up to 
the Council to decide if they want to work with Mr. Tomes, Mr. Lambries, someone else or no one at 
all. 
 
Mr. Manning stated that is the one piece. The second piece about contracting with a third-party, 
what about that piece. 
 
Mr. Hanna stated he has only talked with Mr. Tomes and Mr. Lambries about the possibility. 
 
Mr. Manning stated Procurement had two things, those guys and about the third-party group that 
Council had heard about. 
 
Mr. Hanna stated he shared with Procurement all of the information that he received from Mr. 
Tomes and Mr. Lambries. He also shared with Chair. The information was not presented at the 
Retreat, but was in the Retreat package. 
 
Mr. Manning inquired if Mr. Hanna went to the Procurement Director to find out what they had. 
 
Mr. Hanna responded in the affirmative. 
 
Mr. Manning stated Mr. Hanna said Procurement had two things.  
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Mr. Hanna stated, as he recalls, Procurement had a memorandum addressed to the County 
Administrator that summarized the process. The memo appeared to be looking into securing a 
vendor to assist the Council. 
 
Mr. Rose requested Mr. Malinowski to restate his motion and is it for Mr. Hanna to bring the 
information back to Council at the next meeting. 
 
Mr. Malinowski restated his motion as follows: to direct Mr. Hanna to determine, with Procurement, 
if Council can hire a third-party, as Mr. Manning described, to assist Council in doing an 
Administrator evaluation and compare that to what was received from Mr. Tomes and Mr. Lambries. 
Bring this information back to the April 3rd Council meeting, so Council can act on it and move 
forward. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson stated he was here when Council used the last vendor, but from everything he has 
heard tonight that experience was not very successfully. He is not sure why we would want to revisit 
that as opposed to the vendor he and Mr. Malinowski presented who has a long track record of 
success. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson made a friendly amendment to consider the recommended external evaluator that 
we presented at the Council meeting last year. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose, 
and McBride 
 
Abstained: Manning 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous to direct Mr. Hanna to determine, with Procurement, if Council can 
hire a third-party, as Mr. Manning described, and consider the recommended external evaluator 
that was presented at the Council meeting last year to assist Council in doing an Administrator 
evaluation and compare that to what was received from Mr. Tomes and Mr. Lambries. Bring this 
information back to the April 3rd Council meeting, so Council can act on it and move forward. 
 
Mr. Pearce stated the County Administrator and the County Attorney needed to be evaluated. We 
just resolved the County Administrator. He inquired if we resolved the County Attorney. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated we did not actually discuss that. 
 
Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to defer action on the County Attorney’s evaluation 
until the April 3rd Council meeting. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose, 
and McBride 
 
Opposed: Manning 
 
The vote was in favor of deferring the County Attorney’s evaluation. 

 
d. Contractual Matter: Chao & Associates – Mr. N. Jackson stated he will bring the information back to 

Council.  
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27. MOTION PERIOD 
 

a. Move forward with the last version approved by Council of the Lower Richland Sanitary Sewer Plan. 
Note: Action on this motion does not necessarily need to go to a committee. It was already approved 
and construction was supposed to start in February 2018. Any action should be the schedule. [N. 
JACKSON] – Ms. Dickerson stated we had a discussion and workshop on this today. 
 
Ms. Myers stated for clarification the work session was on the sewer rate study and not this 
particular issue. This came up as a side issue. We discussed the issue of whether or not it was 
appropriate to be considered as a motion for several reasons. (a) It had already been decided by 
Council and everything that was being put forward by the Utilities Department was a modification 
that was necessary to move the project forward. That is, to remove the 23 lift stations out of 
people’s backyards, on personal property, and move it to public property. (b) To allow for the system 
to include the 3rd school that has now failed rather than just 2 and come back later and add millions 
of dollars to the project. (c) We have spent with leave of the Chair and Vice Chair the last year doing, 
what you allowed me, which was to go and have community meetings to discuss moving this project 
forward without the issues. The first part is now not in contention. That was the piece that moved all 
of the contentious pieces out of the project. She thinks Mr. N. Jackson was pointing to Phase II and 
III, which have not been approved by this Council. He is absolutely right those two phases have to 
come before Council, but Phase I was approved. The modifications do not take it over the budget. 
They are well under the budget and do not require additional regulatory approval. She was at a loss 
as to why this would need Council approval. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated his motion was to move forward, as agreed by Council. It was supposed to 
start in February and no action has been taken yet. It did not have to go to a committee, but it is to 
let the Administrator know to move forward with the last thing approved. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated this is just to move forward. We do not have to do anything. 
 
Ms. Myers stated this whole project is in her district and she would ask Council…if we move forward 
as Mr. N. Jackson is suggesting…she has no idea why he would suggest moving forward in a way that 
is 100% objectionable to the people we are trying to serve. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated he understands what Ms. Myers is saying, but when he heard about the rate 
hikes it affects his district also. 
 
Ms. Myers stated it is not a rate hike. We discussed it today. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated, when had the discussion about the rate hikes earlier today, 15,000 customers 
are in his district. What he asked to do it move forward because there was a move by staff and some 
Council members to add a second and third portion that would drive the price up from $17 million to 
$34 million. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated we are not dealing with those phases. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated he is just saying that is why he put his motion on the floor. It was his 
understanding there were several portions added to move this forwarded and it costs a significant 
amount more. Some of the lines where it was running, ran to nowhere and the costs was going to be 
a lot more. His motion was to move what we approved forward because it was approved. Move it 
forward. Unless you come up with a motion not to move it forward, then we don’t. We discuss it and 
send it to committee. 
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Ms. Dickerson stated she is only trying to determine whether or not this needs to go to a committee 
since it has already been through approval. She is trying to figure out with Phase I of this already 
been approved by Council do we just proceed. This should not go to a committee because it has 
already been approved by Council and it is under budget from what she got from the workshop. 
 
Mr. Seals stated this has already been approved by Council. It is within the budget parameters that 
Council set. It is his understanding, although things have gotten strange here, that what we do is 
proceed, so we are proceeding. We have met with the community. We have even met that 
requirement. He does not know of any reason why this would come back to Council. 
 
Ms. Myers stated because there has been so much confusion put out in her community. The group 
she represents. She would like to speak to the fact that today was the first day there was a rate 
study discussed. We are not discussing rates. We are discussing the project. The same thing that we 
have 6 meetings straight discussed within the community and clarified the boundaries of within the 
community. She appreciates Mr. N. Jackson’s concern, and everyone else’s, but it seems to her that 
since this is going to hit the community she represents…It is not a rate issue. It is a network issue and 
we are not discussing anything other than the lines that have been approved. To the extent that 
those lines were approved, they were modified by the staff because you cannot condemn people’s 
property to put a lift station on it if they do not want it. We are moving forward, not with an old plan 
with 23 lift stations in a backyard, but we have modified it and that does not require regulatory 
approval. It does not require anything further by Council because it is now $4 million under what the 
Council approved, which provides for, if necessary, Phase II and III. One in 2026, which clearly we 
would have to come back and vote and the other in 2028, which we would also have to vote on. The 
only thing that is before us is Phase I and that has already been approved with what we discussed 
with the community. She would like her community to know that all of this continued stuff about the 
sewer has nothing to do with anything other than what she has told you. Whatever you are hearing 
is a misrepresentation of the facts. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated this item does not require to go to a committee. It has already been approved. 
 

b. Move forward with the feasibility of placing a hospital/emergency care facility in the Lower Richland 
Community. Note: It is mentioned in the Renaissance Plan but no solid documentation has been 
presented. This motion will start the process of working with the healthcare community of 
developing a plan and placing a facility in the Lower Richland community [N. JACKSON] – Mr. Seals 
stated he does not want to get into continued disagreement with Mr. N. Jackson, but the elements 
he is talking about has not been included, in fact are included, and are a part of the definitional 
aspects of Richland Renaissance for the Southeast area. 
 
Ms. Dickerson inquired if this item needed to be forwarded to a committee for further discussion. 
 
Mr. Seals stated it is the Chair’s prerogative, but the definitional aspects or the elements…Richland 
Renaissance has 7 modules. In the area for Southeast Richland it includes emergency care. It 
includes other items. All modules have several items under it. These items are included. He stated 
the Chair has discussed assigning oversight responsibility as we move the various modules together. 
He stated it seems premature, when you are having a pending discussion with him, and these items 
are already included. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated they talk about a hospital in the Lower Richland community. They have $8 
million, which has nothing to do with the hospital. What he does not want the citizens of Lower 
Richland to think is that they are going to get a hospital but we are not talking to anybody. There is 
not a committee discussing it. In the next 10 – 20 years, oh we told you, but we are not doing 
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anything. He wants to make sure if it is put in the Renaissance Plan that you are going to have a 
hospital in Lower Richland, at least you have a committee talking to someone to give a report on 
where we are and how we are trying to move forward. Not just say it and do nothing. 
 
Mr. Manning inquired as to why the screen does not denote who the maker of the motion is. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated staff needs to work on that. 
 
This item was referred to the D&S Committee. 
 

c. Any change to any Transportation project must be forwarded to the Transportation ad-hoc 
committee then recommendation forwarded to full Council. Administration cannot modify or 
approve any changes with full Council participation. Note: The Southeast Rural Neighborhood plan 
was changed through legal and administration without notice to the Council member. This raises 
concerns about spending and the process. Please let’s start off by doing it right this time [N. 
JACKSON] – This item was referred to the Transportation Ad Hoc Committee. 
 

d. The Administrator and staff must follow HR policy in nondiscriminatory practices with employees, 
customers, contractors, businesses and citizens. Note: Firing an employee because they do not fit is 
unacceptable. Employees must be allowed an opportunity to improve or correct themselves through 
warning, reprimand, necessary training and other means, not to be fired or forced to resign. 
Contracts shall have similar languages in order not to show preference or discrimination. 
Administration should be dealt with according to HR policies without exception. Richland County 
practices a nondiscriminatory policy [N. JACKSON] – This item was referred to the A&F Committee. 
 

e. Resolution honoring Carol Lewis on her retirement from LRADAC [PEARCE] – Mr. Pearce moved, 
seconded by Mr. Manning, to adopt a resolution honoring Carol Lewis on her retirement. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, 
Livingston, Rose and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 
f. In 2007, Richland County Council approved Ordinance No. 029-07HR, filed with the Clerk of Court on 

April 12, 2007, Book 010, Page 386 and states in part (summarized): This motion is to direct the 
Finance Department to provide an accounting for these funds since July 1, 2007, so users know how 
the system currently stands financially [MALINOWSKI] – This item was referred to the A&F 
Committee. 

   
 ADJOURN – The meeting adjourned at approximately 10:10 PM  
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Richland County Council 

ZONING PUBLIC HEARING 
March 27, 2018 – 7:00 PM 

Council Chambers 
2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29204 

 

 

 

 

 

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT: Joyce Dickerson, Chair; Bill Malinowski, Vice Chair; Norman Jackson, Gwen 
Kennedy, Paul Livingston, Yvonne McBride, Dalhi Myers, and Greg Pearce 

OTHERS PRESENT: Michelle Onley, Tracy Hegler, Tommy DeLage, Larry Smith, Ashley Powell, Trenia Bowers, Kim 
Dwight Hanna, Tim Nielsen, and Kim Williams-Roberts 

1.  CALL TO ORDER – Ms. Dickerson called the meeting to order at approximately 7:00 PM.  
   
2.  ADDITIONS/DELETIONS TO THE AGENDA – There were no additions or deletions.  
   
3.  ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA –  

 
In Favor: Malinowski, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, Livingston, and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 

   
4.  MAP AMENDMENTS  

   
 a. 17-048MA 

Mike McCall 
RU to RS-LD (.49 Acres) 
10 North Drive 
TMS# R02403-01-10 [FIRST READING] 
 
Ms. Dickerson opened the floor to the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Mike McCall spoke in favor of this item. 
 
The floor to the public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. N. Jackson to approve this item. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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 b. 18-003MA 
Mustafa Zahran 
RM-HD to GC (1.24 Acres) 
1722 Bluebird Lane 
TMS# R14108-01-01 [FIRST READING] 
 
Ms. Dickerson opened the floor to the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Mustafa Zahran spoke in favor of this item. 
 
The floor to the public hearing was closed. 
 
Ms. McBride moved, seconded by Mr. N. Jackson, to deny the re-zoning request. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Myers, Pearce, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, and McBride 
 
Opposed: Kennedy 
 
The vote was in favor. 

 

   
 c. 18-004MA 

Olman Lobo 
GC to LI (1.93 Acres) 
10535 Farrow Road 
TMS# R17500-02-02 [FIRST READING] 
 
Ms. Dickerson opened the floor to the public hearing. 
 
No one signed up to speak. 
 
The floor to the public hearing was closed. 
 
Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to defer this item until the April Zoning Public 
Hearing. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 

   
 d. 18-005MA 

Salman Muhammad 
HI to LI (3 Acres) 
10500 Farrow Road 
TMS# R17500-03-02 [FIRST READING] 
 
Ms. Dickerson opened the floor to the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Salman Muhammad spoke in favor of this item. 
 
The floor to the public hearing was closed. 
 
Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to defer this item until the April Zoning Public 
Hearing. 
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In Favor: Malinowski, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

Mr. Livingston stated it concerns him there are 3 Readings on this item. He thinks if it is going to be a 
requirement upon the applicant to speak to their Council representative before the Zoning Public Hearing it 
needs to be placed on the applications. He does not think it is fair if someone is not sure they are supposed 
to do that or why they are supposed to do that. If it is not on the application the applicant should not be 
punished for that. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated he was shown an application that has been changed and it does add that at the 
bottom. It recommends the applicant contact their Council representative. 
 
Ms. Hegler stated they are required to have a pre-application meeting with staff. Historically, staff tells 
everybody to contact their Council representative. 

   
 e. 18-006MA 

Royce Wayne Richmond, Jr. 
RU to RS-LD (1 Acre) 
209 Summer Haven Drive 
TMS# R01312-02-01 [FIRST READING] 
 
Ms. Dickerson opened the floor to the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Royce Wayne Richmond, Jr. spoke in favor of this item. 
 
The floor to the public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. N. Jackson, to deny the re-zoning request. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 

   
5.  ADJOURNMENT – The meeting adjourned at approximately 7:15 PM.  
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Council Memorandum 3-3 (2018) 

 
To:   Richland County Council 
From:   Richland County Administrator Gerald Seals 
Date:   March 21, 2018 
Subject: Richland Renaissance Architect of Record  

 
In light of the concerns raised by members of Council during its March 20, 2018 meeting, this 
memorandum serves to provide additional information and clarity regarding the path forward vis-à-vis 
Richland Renaissance.  Richland Renaissance consists of seven modules and at least as many 
modalities: 

• Historic Trail 
• Revivify Richland—multi-elements 
• Judicial Center 
• Gateway Signage (Welcome to-Celebrate-Richland) 

o Blythewood-I77 
o Irmo-Chapin-I26 
o Airport (both) 
o McEntire 
o Rural roads; e.g., Fairfield, Monticello 
o Lake Murray/Congaree River 

• South East Richland 
o Aquatic center 
o Civic center (library, magistrate, sheriff, county service outpost) 
o Emergency Room, EMS station, helio-pad 
o Economic development-hydroponics 
o Farmer’s market 

• Start Center 
o Business incubator  
o Transit hub 
o Economic development 
o Park-like setting 
o Light rail  

• Richland Gateway at Columbia Place Mall Reimaging/Adaptive Use 
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Each module will have an “Architect of Record”, the first two of which are Mashburn & MGA Partners.   
Mashburn will serve as the architect of record for the Columbia Place Mall Reimaging / Adaptive Use 
and MGA Partners will serve in the same capacity for the Judicial Center.    

 
The procuring of the architect of record was pursuant to a solicitation for Request of Qualifications 
(RFQ)1, which contained the following stipulations: 

• Local SLBE participation 
• Competitiveness  
• Stakeholder Engagement 
• Financial Responsibility and Transparency 
• Prior Success on Similar Projects 
• Completion of Projects on Time and Under Budget 

 
The selection of the architects of records followed the County’s Procurement Policy2 via a Request for 
Qualifications as enumerated below: 

 
Procurement of Professional Services: 

1. Develop a description of the proposed project. 
2. Prepare a government project cost estimate for use in negotiations.  
3. The County Administrator shall establish a selection committee of three (3) or more 

individuals whom he determines to be qualified to make an informed recommendation as 
to the most competent firm for the proposed project. 

4. Firms shall submit information of qualifications and experience, previous related projects 
and proposed staff. 

5. The selection committee shall evaluate each submitting firm in view of: 
a. Past performance; 
b. Ability of professional personnel proposed for the project; 
c. Location; 
d. Recent, current and project workloads of the firm; and 
e. Related experience on similar projects. 

Based upon these evaluations, the selection committee shall select the two (2) or three (3) 
firms which, in its judgment, are the most qualified, ranking in priority order. 
 

6. The selection committee shall submit its written report ranking the recommended firms to 
the county council or designee (by custom and practice County staff is the designee) for its 
evaluation and approval.3 When it is determined by the council or their designee that the 
ranking report is final, written notification of the election and order of preference shall be 
immediately sent to all of those who responded to the selection committee's invitation to 
submit information. 
 

                                           
1 As defined in County Ordinance Sec. 2-591.  Expenditure of funds from penny sales tax.  By custom and practice the process for 
“Procurement of Professional Services” is followed for projects other than Penny Tax projects, when a “Request for Proposals” is not 
the method of procurement. 
2 County Ordinance Sec. 2-600. Procurement of professional services. 
3 The written reports ranking the recommended firms were provided to the County Administrator on March 7, 2018 for the Richland 
Gateway at Columbia Place Mall and June 9, 2017 for the Judicial Center.  
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7. The council, or its designee shall negotiate a contract for services with the most qualified

firm at a compensation which is fair and reasonable to the county. Should the council or its

designee be unable to negotiate a satisfactory contract with this firm, negotiations shall be

formally terminated. Negotiations shall commence in the same manner with the second and

then the third most qualified until a satisfactory contract has been negotiated. If no

agreement is reached with one (1) of the two (2) additional firms, negotiations shall then be

held with the remaining firms, in order of their competence and qualifications, in the same

manner until an agreement is reached.

Based on the County's Procurement process, Mashburn and MGA were presented to Council during its 

March 20, 2018. It is Council's prerogative to deviate from that. However, the selection and 

presentation of Mashburn and MGA to Council followed this process and was presented to Council in a 

manner that maintained the integrity of said procurement process. 

I am available to answer any questions or concerns that members of Council may have. As much 

information that can be shared regarding the proposals for Mashburn and MGA will be provided to 

Council and included in its April 3, 2018 Council meeting. 

County Administrator 
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NEW JUDICIAL CAMPUS
RICHLAND COUNTY, SC
Columbia, South Carolina
April 3, 2018

M  G  A    P  A  R  T  N  E  R  S    A r c h i t e c t s
52 of 358



Richland
Renaissance

2
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3

Vision 
Reuse a County Asset

Reuse Buildings ?

Reuse Garage ?

Allen University

Purchase ?

Historic 
Waverly District N
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Vision 
Create a Judicial Campus

Envisioned as a campus, two buildings are organized around a central green space, both 
as a reflection of its civic purpose and also as a means to co-locate court and community 
support programs. The 12-acre campus improves community access, innovates judicial 
spaces and masterplans space for long-term growth. 

Existing Parking 
Garage Courthouse

218,000 GSF

Administration
Building

110,000 GSF

4

P

P
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• Circuit Court
• Family Court
• Master-In-Equity
• Probate Court
• Sheriff

• Solicitor
• Public Defender
• Dept of Juvenile Justice
• CASA
• Sister Care
• Parole & Pardon Services
• Register of Deeds

Vision 
Planning for Growth

Courthouse

Administration 
Building

5
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Vision 
Innovate Judicial Planning

6

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

SECURE

COURTROOM
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Vision 
Developing Community Presence

7
58 of 358



Design Team 
Courthouse

8

Lead Design Firm
Amy Stein AIA

County + Community Liaison
Torrey Rush

Systems Engineering + Security
Brian Melson

Local Architect
Mary Beth Branham AIA

Local Support Architect
John Bowman, Jr AIA
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Design Team 
Administration 
Building

9

Lead Design Firm
Amy Stein AIA

County + Community  Liaison
Torrey Rush

Local Support Architect
John Bowman, Jr AIA

Local Architect, Systems Engineering
T Ashby Gressette AIA
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Structure
County-Owned +

Public/Private Partnership

10County Construction ContractCounty Lease Contract 61 of 358



Schedule

11

Critical Path
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Process 

+ tour regional courthouses
+ interview stakeholders
+ explore court space opportunities
+ develop strategic court plan 
+ confirm a program of spaces
+ confirm conceptual plan

+ explore design with building committee
+ confirm space layout and finishes
+ confirm scope and budget
+ begin municipal reviews
+ engage the community

+ create technical drawings for contractor
+ coordinate details and final equipment
+ confirm furniture program (new / reuse)
+ confirm guaranteed maximum price

+ bi-weekly progress meetings with County
+ fast-track demolition, site and foundations    

as documents are completed
+ coordinate IT work with County
+ coordinate with County move plan 

12
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• Adapt and reuse an important County site

• Create a new Judicial Campus that anticipates 
future growth

• Innovate court planning, security + technology 

• Develop a community presence + greenspace

• Envision a public-private partnership

Goals

13
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COLUMBIA PLACE REDEVELOPMENT
RICHLAND COUNTY, SC
March 20, 2018
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Richland
Renaissance

2
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Project
Team

3
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Team
Organization

4
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creating 
identity

Current Entry

1

2

3

4

Civic Space

County Buildings

Retail Identity

County Identity

Create a new entrance and civic presence along Decker Boulevard

Reorganize County into three distinct buildings – Administrative, State Offices, Public Safety

Insert a green space at each building to establish a primary public entrance

Maintain a retail presence along Two Notch Road to encourage multi-use development

1

2

3

4

PUBLIC SAFETY
FORMER SEARS

ADMINISTRATIVE
FORMER DILLARD’S

STATE OFFICES
FORMER

BURLINGTON

Controlled Entry

V I S I ON

5
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CREATING NEIGHBOHOODS

workplace
strategy

Town Hall

Central Hub

Pinwheel

Contemporary workplaces aim to shape a sense of 
community for employees by creating a feeling of 
smaller neighborhoods within a larger complex. 

V I S I ON

6
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DAYLIGHTING
STRATEGIES

healthy
conversion

Atrium Space Glazed Entries Punched Windows Skylights & Light Wells

Atrium greenspace

Fitness & wellness 
amenities

Outdoor activities

Daylighting & 
adjustable lighting

Flexible walls
& furniture

V I S I ON

7
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PUBLIC SAFETY
FORMER SEARS

220,000 SF

ADMINISTRATIVE
FORMER DILLARD’S

200,000 SF

planning for 
growth

PROGRAMMING FOR
PUBLIC & PRIVATE

STATE OFFICES
FORMER BURLINGTON

150,000 SF

MACY’S
176,000 SF

V I S I ON

8
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sustainable
future

Civic Space

County Buildings

Supporting Buildings

Outdoor Activities

Employee Parking

Bus / Public Transit

EP

B

V I S I ON

PUBLIC SAFETY

ADMINISTRATIVE

STATE OFFICES

Increase 
Density

Add
Greenspace

Insert Outdoor 
Activities

Engage Public 
Transit

Manage Storm 
Water Onsite

Integrate Sustainable 
Energy

9
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Schedule

10
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Process

+ interview stakeholders
+ explore workplace opportunities
+ assess site and building
+ confirm a program of spaces
+ confirm conceptual plan
+ explore masterplan

11

+ confirm space layout and finishes
+ confirm scope and budget
+ coordinate details and equipment

+ create technical drawings for contractor
+ confirm furniture program (new / reuse)
+ confirm guaranteed maximum price

+ bi-weekly progress meetings with County 
+ fast-track abatement and early demolition 

as documents are completed
+ engage subcontractors early to expedite 

final buy-out 
+ coordinate IT and A/V work with County 
+ coordinate with County move 

management plan 
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PUBLIC SAFETY

ADMINISTRATIVE

STATE OFFICES

Goals

• Revitalize an underused site

• Improve access to County services 

• Create a healthy, innovative workplace

• Develop a community destination

• Envision future growth 12
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CEDAR COVE
STONEY POINT

Richland County Government  

S
OUTH  CAR OLIN

A
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Recommendation 
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Administrator’s Talking Points 

1. The County Upgrades the Sewer System at no cost to the homeowners in the Cedar Cove and
Stoney Point neighborhoods.

2. The recommendation involves upgrading the utility system, including decommissioning
components of the current sewer system.

3. The County will assume financial responsibility of the upgrade.

4. This option will not involve Richland County taking the ownership, liability and responsibility
of the infrastructure located on homeowners’ private property for the decommissioning of
the LETT system.

5. Property owners will be required to sign a right of entry, hold harmless and release of liability
for the work that the county will do during the decommissioning of the LETT system.

6. Once the new sewer system is in place and moving forward:
a. The county will be responsible for maintaining the sewer infrastructure on the public

right-of-way only.

b. The property owners will be responsible for the sewer infrastructure on their private
properties.
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2020  Hampton  S t r ee t  •  P .O .  Box  192  •  Co lumb ia ,  SC 29202  
Phone :  (803 )  576 -2050  •  Fax  (803 )  576 -2137  •  TDD:  (803 )  748 -4999 

Revised Council Memorandum 3-4 (2018) 

To: Richland County Council 
From: Richland County Administrator Gerald Seals 
Date: March 22, 2018 
Subject: Cedar Cove and Stoney Point  

Since February 2017, staff has provided several briefings to Council focusing on the Cedar Cove and 
Stoney Point sewer system.   More recently, during Council’s March 20, 2018 meeting, I provided an 
update on this matter for information to prompt your review, and subsequently provide policy 
direction to staff.    This memorandum provides a summary of the options available to address the 
pending utility system issue impacting the Cedar Cove and Stoney Point communities.     

Summary of Options 

1. Take No Action and Leave the Utility System “As-Is”
Given that the County has a number of pressing issues related to the manner in which it manages
waste water throughout the County, this option is not ideal.   This option will leave in place a utility
system that continually fails, resulting in corrosive damages to the utility infrastructure (i.e., pumps,
valves), excessive maintenance costs and potential environmental hazards. This action may lead to
regulatory non-compliance, resulting in consent decrees, penalties, etc.

2. Create a Special Tax District / Special Assessment District
This option allows for the creation of a tax district for the purposes of using /pledging the tax
revenues to issue debt for the cost of the needed upgrades to the utility system.   The financial
burden associated with this option would be carried by the homeowners as they would have to pay
an additional tax.

3. Negotiate and Enter into an Agreement with the Homeowners’ Associations Whereby the County
Commits to Upgrading the Sewer System and the Homeowners’ Associations Commits to Contributing a
level of Funding for the Project
Under this option the County would assume the costs associated with the off-site infrastructure of
upgrading the sewer system.  This option was presented by staff to the homeowners during its
February 15, 2018 Association meeting, and was not well-received.  Specifically, the homeowners
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disputed assuming some level of financial responsibility for the on-site infrastructure associated 

with connecting to the upgraded sewer system. Given that the Homeowners' Associations have 

obtained legal counsel, the ability to negotiate directly with the Homeowners' Association may not 

be feasible. The estimated cost for this option is $2,000,000. 

4. The County Upgrades the Sewer System at Little to no Cost to the Homeowners in the Cedar Cove and

Stoney Point Neighborhoods

When this matter was originally brought to my attention, staff's recommendation was upgrade the

sewer system completely, and without any financial impact to the homeowners. This option

involves upgrading the utility system, including decommissioning components of the current sewer

system. The estimated cost for this option is $2,500,000. This option will not involve Richland

County taking the ownership, liability and responsibility of the infrastructure located on

Homeowners private property.

As I have shared with you on multiple occasions, there are a number of pending issues and challenges 

facing the County as it relates to its waste water utility system. One of the factors mitigating those 

issues and challenges is the number of fragmented and antiquated utility systems servicing residents 

throughout the unincorporated areas of the County. As a result, "pockets" of communities 

throughout the County are dealing with the consequences (i.e., damaged utility infrastructure, 

maintenance costs and potential environmental hazards) of those failing sewer systems. This matter 

has been elevated to the attention of County Council for direction in the form of a policy decision. The 

decision will undergird the development of the County's long-term approach for addressing its future 

sewer service needs, especially considering that the County is on the verge of implementing rate 

adjustments based on the recent completion of a comprehensive rate study. 

This item is slated to appear under my Report during Council's April 3, 2018 meeting for action. 

County Administrator 
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Council Memorandum 3-6 (2018) 

To: Richland County Council 
From: Richland County Administrator Gerald Seals 
Date: March 30, 2018 
Subject: Cedar Cove and Stoney Point – Recommendation & Financing Plan 

Background and Recommendation 
Staff’s recommendation to address the pending utility system issue impacting the Cedar Cove and Stoney 
Point communities is to construct a new wastewater collection system.  The proposed system would 
consist of a new collection system that would completely decommission and eliminate the septic tank 
systems.  The new collection system would combine gravity and pressure sewer system pipes.  The total 
project cost estimate is $2,500,000.    Constructing a new wastewater collection system to serve these 
communities will advance the County’s efforts to provide this uniformity with current industry 
standards.    

As noted in Council Memorandum 7-2 dated August 8, 2017, the wastewater utility infrastructure within 
the County is antiquated and comprised of fragmented utility systems.   This has resulted in “pockets” 
of various utility systems (e.g., septic tanks, package plants, gravity systems, LET systems) serving the 
residents of the County.   The utility service providers that operate and maintain those systems do so 
without coordination and defragmentation efforts have not been pursued.   Therefore, it is 
advantageous for the County to move towards a countywide sewer system to provide uniformity to all 
of its sewer customers and eliminate the “pockets” of sewer service countywide. 

Financing Plan 
The County’s utility Enterprise Fund is designed to be self-supporting through user fees or charges for 
services.  Given the recent completion of the countywide rate study, along with the long-term needs of 
the County’s utility system, Council is facing a number of critical policy decisions.   While the timeliness 
of those decisions cannot be understated, time is needed for Council to review all of the available 
information and deliberate.   As such, a strategic funding mechanism is needed to implement a solution 
to address this matter and to create a level of flexibility as Council deliberates its approach for creating 
the foundation of a consolidated county utility system.    

The financing recommendation for the construction of a new wastewater collection system for the Cedar 
Cove and Stoney Point communities would be with the issuance of a General Obligation Bond 
Anticipation Note (the “GO BAN”), which would be secured by the obligation to issue future long-term 
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GO or Revenue Bond Debt (the "Future Debt") to be determined upon the maturity of the GO BAN, one 

year from the date of issuance. The intent is that any interest associated with the GO BAN, as well as 

debt service payments incurred with the issuance of the Future Debt, would be paid from the revenues 

of either the Broad River Sewer System or the to-be-established Richland County Combined Utility 

System (the "County Combined Utility"). Shown below are noteworthy points of this strategic financing 

plan: 

• A GO BAN is a short-term financing mechanism that provides the following benefits: (1) A funding

mechanism to resolve the deficiencies of the wastewater collection system serving the Cedar

Cove and Stoney Point communities in a timely fashion; (2) Does not overburden the County's

"financial system"; and (3) Facilitates efficient and effective wastewater services to the residents

of the Cedar Cove and Stoney Point communities.

• The GO BAN would not count against the County's 8% statutory debt limit, as it is anticipated

that the Broad River Sewer System and/or the County Combined Utility will be self-sufficient,

meaning that revenues are/will be sufficient to cover all operating costs and debt service

requirements.

• The GO BAN is a short-term funding mechanism, which will provide the County with the

opportunity to move forward in resolving the issues in the Cedar Cove and Stoney Point

communities, while at the same time affording County Council the opportunity to establish policy

and proceed with the County Combined Utility, should Council so determine.

• The Future Debt can be issued upon maturity of the GO BAN in one year if decisions have been

finalized and a rate structure established for the County Combined Utility. If all of the steps have

not been completed, the GO BAN may be rolled for an additional year and the interest associated

with the GO BANs will be paid for from the Broad River Sewer System Revenues.

Constrnct a New Wastewater Collection System: Pro Forma 

Potential Sources 

GO BAN / Future Bonds 

Expenditures 

Construct a new wastewater 

collection system* 

$2,500,000 

$2,500,000 

* The proposed system would consist of a new collection system that would completely decommission and
eliminate the septic tank systems. The new collection system would combine gravity and pressure sewer
system pipes. Total project cost estimate: $2,500,000

County Administrator 
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CEDAR COVE / STONEY POINT 
INTERMEDIATE MAINTENANCE PLAN 

1. Operate and maintain the Foxport Lift station in accordance with Richland County Utilities (RCU)
operation and maintenance procedures.

2. Respond to complaints and requests for service in accordance with RCU’s standard operating
procedures and maintain a record of complaints so the frequency and location of complaints can
be tracked by RCU staff.   Lines with a large number of complaints will be scheduled for flushing
and cleaning.

3. Inspect the collection system semi-annually to check the conditions of clean-outs and see if
there is evidence of any spills that were not reported.  During inspections check for odors at
clean-outs and if there are strong odors, make a report so that section of the line can be flushed
and cleaned.  Correct any deficiencies noted during the inspection.

4. Pump and clean, at a minimum, ten percent of the septic tanks annually and pump and clean
any septic tanks where complaints have been received.

5. Clean and flush the collection lines on an “as-needed” basis.  See item 2 and item 3 for how lines
are prioritized for flushing.

6. Make repairs to the collection system on an as-needed basis.
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RICHLAND COUNTY 

GOVERNMENT 
Office of the County Administrator 

Council Memorandum 7-2 (Revised) 

To: County Council 

From: County Administrator Gerald Seals 

Date: August 8, 2017 

Subject: Cedar Cove / Stoney Point Sewer System 

I. Introduction & Purpose

The utility infrastructure (water & sewer) in Richland County is fragmented and 
supported through multiple utility service providers, including: 

• Local Government Owned (City of Columbia; Town of Chapin; Richland
County & East Richland County Public Service District)

• Private Corporations (Carolina Water Service; Palmetto of Richland
County; Palmetto Utilities; Midlands Utility, Inc.)

• Privately owned septic tanks and wells

Appendix A lists the County's subdivisions and communities, along with their 
respective utility service provider. These utility service providers operate and 
maintain a variety of sewer systems without coordination and defragmentation 
has not been pursued over the years. The number of system users, vis-a-vis 
the County's utility system, includes: 

• LET (Low Energy Treatment) Sanitary Sewer System (estimated number
of system users: 200)

• STEP/Septic Tank Sewer System (estimated number of system users:
1,000)

• Conventional Gravity & Pressure Sewer System (estimated number
system users: 11,000)

Appendix Bis a map illustrating the County's service areas. 

Given the level of fragmentation amongst the County's utility service providers, 
it is difficult, at best, to develop an accurate estimate of users or provide 
assurance that the water waste treatment needs of the County will be met. Staff 
is soliciting proposals from consultants to assess, inter alia, the fragmented 
provision of sanitary sewer services by public and private entities throughout 
the County. This effort will result in a comprehensive analysis of alternatives to 
the County, and aid in developing recommendations to provide sanitary sewer 
services that are less fragmented and more efficient to Richland County 
residents. 

2020 Hampton Street • P. 0. Box 192 • Columbia, SC 29202 
Phone: (803) 576-2050 • Fax (803) 576-2137 • TDD: (803) 748-4999 

Page 7 of 2285 of 358



Through an Enterprise Fund, the Government of Richland County operates two 
sewer plants: Broad River plant and the Eastover plant. These treatment 
plants provide sewer services to subdivisions in the Northwest and Southeast 
portions of the unincorporated areas of the County and have the ability to 
maintain the aforementioned sewer systems. 

This memorandum focuses on two subdivisions in the northwestern part of the 
unincorporated area of the County, Cedar Cove & Stoney Point. These 
subdivisions utilize the LET sewer system and are serviced by the County's 
Broad River plant. 

II. Issue Discovered

Responsibility of the Homeowners 

Research revealed that Hollingshed Creek Development (a private developer) 
built the Cedar Cove and Stoney Point subdivisions in 1985 and 1987, 
respectively. The developer transferred the subdivisions' sewer collection system 
to Richland County Utilities (RCU) in 1987. Utility industry standard practices 
indicate that it is the responsibility of the property owner to maintain the onsite 
septic tank associated with the LET sewer system. 

Lack of Maintenance 

Following a failure of the Fox Port Pump Station in January 201 7, the County's 
Utilities Department investigated to determine the cause of the failure. This 
pump station moves sewage collected by the LET system in the subdivisions to 
the Broad River treatment plant. It was determined that the amount of sewage 
being pumped through the station was abnormally high, which was a 
contributing factor to its failure. The pump station has been restored to its 
normal function through major rehabilitation/repair works. It appears that the 
lack of maintenance performed on the individual septic tanks caused the high 
amount of sewage. Staff provided Council a briefing on this matter in executive 
session during its May 2, 2017, meeting. 

Internal investigations of this sort are encouraged following system failures to 
identify preventative measures that can be implemented to reduce the 
likelihood of future failures. 
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Following is the recap of findings briefed earlier to the council: 

• The internal review revealed that the lack of maintenance on the LET
tanks contributed to the recurring issues and subsequent failures of the
Fox Port pump station.

• The Ombudsman's Office has received complaints from RCU's customers
regarding septic tank malfunctions, foul sewage odors, sewer system
backup, and failing of pump stations.

III. Options for Improvements and Public Relations Campaign

Staff has reviewed multiple options to facilitate the decommissioning of the
individual septic tanks and upgrading sewer system to meet the current
industry standards. This will require a great deal of interaction and
coordination with the residents in the subdit,isions (i.e., RCU's customers). After
careful review and analysis of the data available, RCU and its consultant
recommend the construction of a new wastewater collection system serving 144
customers located at Cedar Cove and Stoney Point subdivisions. This
recommendation includes constructing a new wastewater collection system for
the Cedar Cove and Stoney Point subdivisions that would discharge into the
Foxport Pump Station which is the same that the current LET system presently
discharges into. The recommended system would consist of the design and
construction of a new collection system. The new collection system would be a
conventional gravity system with three new lift stations and a low pressure
sewer system.

The County has received confirmation from DHEC that this project is slated to 
be funded through a State Revolving Fund loan. This funding source will not 
require a financial commitment from the residents of the Cedar Cove and 
Stoney Point communities.

RCU believes that the above recommendation will be a major step towards safe 
guarding the health, safety, and welfare of its customers and the general public. 
County staff is here to help. Staff is prepared to implement a comprehensive 
public relations campaign, involving the following:

• Multiple face-to-face meetings with the residents of the subdivisions
• Public workshops
• Animated illustrations for ease of understanding
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IV. Richland County's Long Term Wastewater Plan

As the population increases in Richland County, so will the demand for services
including utility services. In order to meet challenges and the subsequent
demand for waste water services, the County must develop an approach to
streamline the method in which waste water services are provided,
comprehensively, and countywide.

County Council direction relative this matter is being requested, and its 
subsequent policy decision will set forth the direction of the County as it relates 
to the provision of waste water services. 

V. Decision Timeline Matrix

Below is a timeline matrix that outlines the path forward for the improvement
options, thereof.

Issue 

Community /Homeowner 
Association Meeting 

Council Work Session 

Recommended action is 
presented to the full 
Council 

In the Spirit of Excellence, 

Gerald Seals 
County Administrator 

Action 
Taken/Pending 

Confirmed 

Pending 

Pending 

Completion Date Not 
to Exceed 

August 23, 2017, 7:00 
p.m.

September 26, 2017 

October 3, 2017 
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SUBDIVISION/COMMUNITY FACILITY 
Aderly Richland County

Allbene Park Septic Tank/Piney Grove Utilities, Inc.

Amberly City of Columbia

Ansell Acres Septic Tank

Apple Valley City of Columbia

Arbor Chase City of Columbia

Arbor Gate City of Columbia

Arcadia Lakes East Richland County Public Service District

Archor Court City of Columbia

Arthurtown City of Columbia

Ascot Richland County

Ascot Circle Richland County

Ascot Downs Richland County

Ascot Glen Richland County

Ascot Place Richland County

Ascot Ridge Richland County

Ascot Ridge Patio Homes Richland County

Ashford Richland County

Ashland Road (2726) Woodland Utilities, Inc.

Ashley Oaks Septic Tank

Ashley Woods Septic Tank

Atlas Road Septic Tank/City of Columbia/current RC project

Audubon Oaks Richland County

Autumnwoods (Kingston Forest Additions) Richland County

Avalon City of Columbia

Ballentine Business Park Richland County

Ballentine Commercial Park Richland County

Ballentine Cove Richland County/Carolina Water Service, Inc.

Ballentine Estates Richland County

Ballentine Shopping Center Carolina Water Service, Inc.

Barhamville City of Columbia

Barony City of Columbia

Barony Woods City of Columbia

Bayberry Mews City of Columbia

Bayview East Richland County Public Service District

Beacon Hill City of Columbia

Beacon Point Richland County

Beatty Downs Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Belfair Richland County

Belfair Oaks Richland County

Belmont Estates Septic Tank

Belvedere Septic Tank/City of Columbia

Berkley Forest City of Columbia

Beverly Hills East Richland County Public Service District

Bilmont (McEntire) Carolina Water Service, Inc.

Blue Horse Estates Septic Tank

Bluff Industrial Park City of Columbia

Bluff Road Acres Septic Tank

Bluff Road/Eastway Road Septic Tank

Bonnie Forest Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Bookman Mill Farms Septic Tank

Bradley Acres Septic Tank

Braewick City of Columbia

Brandon Hall City of Columbia

Brandon Hills City of Columbia

Briarcliff Estates Palmetto Utilities

Briarwood East Richland County Public Service District

Appendix A 
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SUBDIVISION/COMMUNITY FACILITY 
Brickyard Village East Richland County Public Service District

Brittany City of Columbia

Brockington Heights Septic Tank

Brookfield City of Columbia

Brookstone East Richland County Public Service District

Browns Chapel Road Septic Tank

Burning Tree Drive Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Burnswood City of Columbia

Bush River Road (1600-1605) Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Bush River Road (2426-2615) Woodland Utilities, Inc.

Byrnesville City of Columbia

Cabin Creek Piney Grove Utilities, Inc.

Candlewood Septic Tank/City of Columbia

Cannon Ridge Septic Tank

Capital View Septic Tank

Carmel Commons City of Columbia

Carriage Oaks East Richland County Public Service District

Carson Hill Richland County

Cedar Creek Septic Tank

Cedar Cove Richland County

Cedar Field Richland County

Cedar Grove City of Columbia

Cedar Plaza Richland County

Cedar Ridge Richland County

Cedar Terrace City of Columbia

Cedar Woods Richland County

Center Pointe Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Challedon City of Columbia

Charles Towne City of Columbia

Charleswood East Richland County Public Service District

Chartwell Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Charwood Midlands Utility, Inc.

Chestnut Hill Richland County

Chestnut Ridge Richland County

Chestnut Woods Richland County

Chimney Ridge Palmetto Utilities

Clearsprings City of Columbia

Clearwater City of Columbia

Coatsworth City of Columbia

Coldstream City of Columbia

Colony Park Palmetto Utilities

Columbia Industrial Park City of Columbia

Columbia Mall East Richland County Public Service District

Concord Place Richland County

Congaree Estates Septic Tank

Congaree Road Estates Septic Tank

Cottage at Whitehall City of Columbia

Cottonwood City of Columbia

Country Townes Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Courtyard at Wexford City of Columbia

Crane Creek Estates City of Columbia

Crane Forrest City of Columbia

Crawford Road Septic Tank

Creekside (Reflections) City of Columbia

Crickentree Palmetto Utilities

Crockett Cove City of Columbia

Cross Hill Acres Septic Tank
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SUBDIVISION/COMMUNITY FACILITY 
Decker Boulevard East Richland County Public Service District

Deerfield Septic Tank

Deer Ridge Farms Septic Tank

Deer Run Septic Tank

Deerwood East Richland County Public Service District

Denny Terrace Septic Tank/City of Columbia

Dentsville East Richland County Public Service District

Derric Street Septic Tank

Dominion Hills Septic Tank

Doris Court Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Dove Park City of Columbia

Dothan Road Richland County/Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Drexel Lakes Hills East Richland County Public Service District

Druid Hills City of Columbia

Dunston Hills City of Columbia

Dunwoody Septic Tank

Dutchbrook Development Service

Dutchman's Grant (now Rolling Creek) Richland County

Dutch Creek Midlands Utility, Inc.

Dutch Fork Business Park City of Columbia

Dutch Square Mall Development Service

Dutch Village Midlands Utility, Inc.

Earlwood City of Columbia

East Lake Hills East Richland County Public Service District

Eastmont Septic Tank

East Pines City of Columbia

Eastway Park City of Columbia

Eau Claire City of Columbia

Elm Abode Septic Tank

Emerald Valley City of Columbia

Eve Drive Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Evelyn Drive Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Evergreen Park Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Fairfield Road Park Septic Tank

Fairlawn Septic Tank

Farm (The) East Richland County Public Service District

Farmer's Market (State) Septic Tank

Farrow Hills City of Columbia

Farrowoods City of Columbia

Firebridge Town of Chapin

Fire Tower Road Septic Tank

Fisher Woods City of Columbia

Folkstone East Richland County Public Service District

Fontaine Business Park City of Columbia

Forest Acres East Richland County Public Service District/City of Columbia

Forest Colony City of Columbia

Forest Glen East Richland County Public Service District

Forest Green East Richland County Public Service District

Forest Lakes East Richland County Public Service District

Forest Trace East Richland County Public Service District

Forestwood Estates East Richland County Public Service District

Forty Love Carolina Water Service, Inc.

Fox Chapel Richland County

Foxboro Richland County

Foxchase East Richland County Public Service District

Foxcroft East Richland County Public Service District

Fox Glen Midlands Utility, Inc.
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SUBDIVISION/COMMUNITY FACILITY 
Fox Hall City of Columbia

Fox Run City of Columbia

Friarsgate, New Carolina Water Service, Inc.

Friarsgate, Old Richland County

Franklyn Park Piney Grove Utilities, Inc.

Gadsden Farms Septic Tank

Galaxy City of Columbia

Gardendale City of Columbia

Garden Springs Septic Tank

Gill Creek East Richland County Public Service District

Glenridge City of Columbia

Glenwood City of Columbia

Glen Meadows Palmetto Utilities

Golden Acres Septic Tank

Goodwin Way Septic Tank

Greengate East Richland County Public Service District

Green Lake Estates City of Columbia

Green Springs City of Columbia

Greenview City of Columbia

Gregg Park City of Columbia

Grenadier City of Columbia

Grove Park City of Columbia

Hallmark City of Columbia

Hallwood Estates Septic Tank

Hampton Grant City of Columbia

Hampton Leas City of Columbia

Hampton Ridge City of Columbia

Hampton Trace City of Columbia

Hampton Woods City of Columbia

Harbison City of Columbia

Harbison New Town City of Columbia

Harbor Landing City of Columbia

Harmon Estates Septic Tank

Haskell Heights Septic Tank 

Havens at Lake Murray Richland County

Hazelwood Acres Septic Tank

Heatherstone Richland County

Henwood Midlands Utility, Inc.

Heritage Woods City of Columbia

Herron Ridge City of Columbia

Hickory Ridge Estates City of Columbia

Hidden Oaks City of Columbia

Highland Creek Richland County

Highland Forest City of Columbia

Highland Park

Highlands, The

High View Farms

Highway 59

Hillcreek

Hill Ridge

Hollingshed

Holly Grove

Holly Ridge

Hollywood Hills

Homestead

Homes of Polo

Homewood Terrace

East Richland County Public 
Service District Palmetto Utilities
Septic Tank
Septic Tank
City of Columbia
Palmetto Utilities
Richland County
Septic Tank
Palmetto Utilities
Septic Tank/City of Columbia
Septic Tank
East Richland County Public 
Service District Alpine Utilities, 
Inc.
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SUBDIVISION/COMMUNITY FACILITY 
Hopkins Area Piney Grove Utilities, Inc.

Horrell Hill Farms Septic Tank

Huntcliff Palmetto Utilities

Hunting Creek Farms Septic Tank

Indian Fork Carolina Water Service, Inc.

Irmo, Town of City of Columbia

Irmo Terrace City of Columbia

Irmo Village Shopping Center Carolina Water Service, Inc.

Ivy Green Richland County

Jasmine Bay Richland County

John Fleming Estate Septic Tank

Johnson Marina Peninsula Richland County

Kay Street Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Kempshire Septic Tank

Kenwood Court Richland County

Kings Grant City of Columbia

Kingston Forest Richland County

Kingston Forest Addition (formerly Autumnwoods) Richland County

Kingswood City of Columbia

Kirkland Correctional Institute City of Columbia

Knollwood City of Columbia

Koger Center (Berryhill Road) Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Lakeside at Ballentine (formerly Sienna) Richland County

Lake Asbury Estates Septic Tank

Lake Carolina Palmetto Utilities

Lake Elizabeth Estates East Richland County Public Service District

Lake Murray Marina Richland County

Lake Point East Richland County Public Service District

Lamplighter Village Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Landsdowne Palmetto Utilities

Lee Hills City of Columbia

Leesburg Road Septic Tank

Legion Lakes Palmetto Utilities

Linrick Hills Septic Tank

Little Camden City of Columbia

Long Creek Plantation City of Columbia

Lost Creek Richland County

Lost Creek Patio Homes Richland County

Lost Creek Plantation Richland County

Lower Richland Boulevard (not in subdivisions)

Lost Tree

Lowman Home

Lynn St. (1005)

Magnolia Hall

Mallard Trace

Mallet Hill Village

Mandel Hall

Mandel Park

Manning Correctional Institute

Marina Road Peninsula

Mariner's Cove

Marley Drive

Maywood Place

Meadowfield

Meadowlake

Meadowlake Hills

Meadowland

Piney Grove Utilities, Inc.

City of Columbia

Richland County

Alpine Utilities, Inc.

City of Columbia

Midlands Utility, Inc.

East Richland County Public Service District 
City of Columbia

Alpine Utilities, Inc.

City of Columbia

Richland County

Carolina Water Service, Inc.

Septic Tank

City of Columbia
City of Columbia City of 
Columbia City of 
Columbia City of 
Columbia
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SUBDIVISION/COMMUNITY FACILITY 
Meadowood Septic Tank

Midlands Terrace East Richland County Public Service District

Miles Park East Richland County Public Service District

Milford Park Richland County

Millbank City of Columbia

Mill Creek Estates City of Columbia

Misty Glen Richland County

Montclair Midlands Utility, Inc.

Morning Meadow Septic Tank

Morningside Drive Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Morningside Meadow Septic Tank

Moseley Point Carolina Water Service, Inc.

Mossley Hills East Richland County Public Service District

Mountainbrook City of Columbia

Murraywood City of Columbia

Murray Landing Carolina Water Service, Inc.

Murray Point Richland County

New Castle East Richland County Public Service District

New Castle West East Richland County Public Service District

New Friarsgate Carolina Water Service, Inc.

Nicholas Creek Richland County

Northgate City of Columbia

Northlake City of Columbia

North Lake Shore Point Carolina Water Service, Inc.

North Pines City of Columbia

North Point Business Park City of Columbia

Northsprings City of Columbia

North Trace City of Columbia

North Trenholm East Richland County Public Service District

Northwood - Orangeburg Midlands Utility, Inc.

North 21 Small Farms Septic Tank

North 21 Terrace Terraceway Service Co.

Nursery Hill City of Columbia

Nursery Ridge City of Columbia

Oak Haven Point Richland County

Oak Hills City of Columbia

Oakridge Septic Tank

Oakside Terrace East Richland County Public Service District

Old Forest East Richland County Public Service District

Old Friarsgate Richland County/City of Columbia

Old Shepherd (631) Woodland Utilities, Inc.

Olympia City of Columbia

Outlet Point Woodland Utilities, Inc.

Overing Point Richland County

Oxford Commons City of Columbia

Padgett Acres City of Columbia

Padgett Woods City of Columbia

Palmerston North Richland County

Palmerston South Richland County

Park Place

Parkwood

Parliament Lakes

Partridge Trace

Peggy Tapp

Pennington Acres

Pilgrim Acres

Pinebrook Village

Carolina Water Service, Inc. 
Midlands Utility, Inc.
East Richland County Public 
Service District Septic Tank 
Carolina Water Service, Inc. 
Septic Tank
Septic Tank
Palmetto Utilities
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SUBDIVISION/COMMUNITY FACILITY 
Pinecrest Palmetto Utilities

Pine Forest City of Columbia

Pine Knoll Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Pine Valley City of Columbia

Pinelakes City of Columbia

Pinewood Park Septic Tank

Piney Grove Road (600-1200) Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Piney Woods Road (1004-1150) Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Point De Haven Richland County

Polo - Homes of East Richland County Public Service District

Pontiac Tracts Septic Tank

Prescott Terrace Terraceway Service Co.

Preston Hills Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Quail Creek City of Columbia

Quail Valley City of Columbia

R & N Mobile Home Park Septic Tank

Rainsborough City of Columbia

Ravenwood East Richland County Public Service District

Raintree Acres Midlands Utility, Inc.

Reflections City of Columbia

Rembert Martin Park (121, 130, 134) Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Richard Franklin Estates Richland County

Ridgecreek Richland County

Ricefield Plantation Carolina Water Service, Inc.

Richardson Plaza Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Ridgewood Septic Tank

River Creek Septic Tank

Riverside Forest Septic Tank

Riverside Park City of Columbia

Riverwalk Richland County

Robin Hood Acres Septic Tank

Rockbridge East Richland County Public Service District

Rockford Place Midlands Utility, Inc.

Rockgate City of Columbia

Rolling Creek (formerly Dutchman's Grant) Richland County

Rolling Creek Courtyards Richland County

Roosevelt Village Septic Tank

Rosecreek City of Columbia

Rosewood City of Columbia

Royal Hills - Winnsboro Midlands Utility, Inc.

Royal Pines Estates City of Columbia

Rustice Court (110-116) Woodland Utilities, Inc.

St. Albans Woods City of Columbia

St. Andrews Acres City of Columbia

St. Andrews Crossing Alpine Utilities, Inc.

St. Andrews Road (840-900) Alpine Utilities, Inc.

St. Andrews Terrace Septic Tank

St. John's Glen Richland County

St. John's Place Richland County

St. Marks Woods City of Columbia

Salem Church Road Peninsula

Saluda River Road

Sandhurst

Sandwood

Sandy Drive/Old Road

San Marco Estates

Satchelford Terrace

Richland County/Carolina 
Water Service, Inc. Septic Tank 
City of Columbia
East Richland County Public 
Service District Richland 
County
Septic Tank
East Richland County Public 
Service District
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SUBDIVISION/COMMUNITY FACILITY 
Satinwood Septic Tank

Seminole Road Septic Tank

Sesqui Place East Richland County Public Service District

Seventy-Six Commercial Park Richland County

Seven Oaks Elementary Woodland Utilities, Inc.

Shadowood Cove Carolina Water Service, Inc.

Shadowfield City of Columbia

Shandon City of Columbia

Sheffield City of Columbia/Carolina Water Service, Inc.

Sherwood Park Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Sienna (now Lakeside at Ballentine) Richland County

Sidney Road (3504) Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Silver Lake East Richland County Public Service District

Skyland Drive City of Columbia

South Beltline Boulevard City of Columbia

Southwell Carolina Water Service, Inc.

SC Department of Mental Retardation City of Columbia

SC Department of Youth Services City of Columbia

Springhill East Richland County Public Service District

Springhurst City of Columbia

Spring Tree Septic Tank

Spring Valley East Richland County Public Service District

Spring Valley East City of Columbia

Spring Valley West East Richland County Public Service District

Springwood East Richland County Public Service District

Squireville Septic Tank

Starlite Terraceway Service Co.

State Park Septic Tank

State Park Acres Septic Tank

State Park Health Center East Richland County Public Service District

Steeplechase East Richland County Public Service District

Stonegate (North Pines) Carolina Water Service, Inc.

Stoney Point Richland County

Stonewood Midlands Utility, Inc.

Strathaven Forest Septic Tank

Stratton Place Alpine Utilities, Inc.

St. John's Richland County

Summerchase Palmetto Utilities

Summerhill City of Columbia

Summerset Patio Homes Richland County

Summerwind Point Richland County

Summer Haven Septic Tank

Summit Palmetto Utilities

Sunset Place Richland County

Sunset Point Richland County

Swandale City of Columbia

Syrup Mill Farms Septic Tank

Tanglewood City of Columbia

Tapp Pointe

Tattler's Wharf

Taylor's 

The Bluff's

The Grove

The Havens at Lake Murray

The Highlands

The Woods

Timberland

Richland County
Carolina Water Service, Inc. City 
of Columbia
Richland County 
Richland County 
Richland County 
Palmetto Utilities 
Richland County 
Midlands Utility, Inc.
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SUBDIVISION/COMMUNITY FACILITY 
Timbervale City of Columbia

Timmons Road Richland County

Town of Irmo City of Columbia

Trenholm Hills East Richland County Public Service District

Turtle Creek Palmetto Utilities

Twin Lakes Septic Tank

Twin Oaks City of Columbia

Two Notch Road East Richland County Public Service District

Valhalla Acres Palmetto Utilities

Vanarsdale Midlands Utility, Inc.

Village Pond City of Columbia

Villages at Hilton (formerly Waldberg) Richland County

Villages at Sandhill Richland County

Virginia Circle Septic Tank

Waldberg (now Villages @ Hilton) Richland County

Walden City of Columbia

Walnut Grove Richland County

Walton Drive Septic Tank

Waterbury City of Columbia

Wateree Creek Septic Tank

Waterfall Richland County

Washington Heights City of Columbia

Washington Park City of Columbia

Waterford Carolina Water Service, Inc.

Wedgewood East Richland County Public Service District

Westchester City of Columbia

Westgate Midlands Utility, Inc.

Westpark Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Wexford City of Columbia

Wexhurst City of Columbia

Wheeler Hill City of Columbia

Whitehall City of Columbia

Whitehurst City of Columbia

White Oak Richland County

White Rock Acres Septic Tank

Widewater Square Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Wildewood East Richland County Public Service District

Wildewood East East Richland County Public Service District

Wild Turkey Septic Tank

Williamsburg East East Richland County Public Service District

Williamsburg Square East Richland County Public Service District

Williamsburg West Alpine Utilities, Inc.

Willow Creek Apartments Woodland Utilities, Inc.

Wilson Farm Septic Tank

Windemere City of Columbia

Windmill Orchard City of Columbia

Windy Hill Midlands Utility, Inc.

Winrose Richland County

Winrose Place Richland County

Winslow City of Columbia

Windsong Point City of Columbia

Windsor Estates

Windsor Lake Park

Winter Trail

Woodbranch

Woodchase

Woodcreek

East Richland County Public Service 
District East Richland County Public 
Service District Septic Tank
Palmetto Utilities
Richland County
Palmetto Utilities
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SUBDIVISION/COMMUNITY FACILITY 
Woodcreek Farms Septic Tank

Woodfield Park East Richland County Public Service District

Woodlands Glen East Richland County Public Service District

Woodlands Green East Richland County Public Service District

Woodland Hills Woodland Utilities, Inc.

Woodland Links Palmetto Utilities

Woodland Ridge Palmetto Utilities

Woodlands Palmetto Utilities

Woodlands Village Palmetto Utilities

Woodlake Palmetto Utilities

Woodville Park East Richland County Public Service District

Yacht Cove City of Columbia

Yorkshire City of Columbia

Zimalcrest Road Alpine Utilities, Inc.
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1

Subject:

17-048MA
Mike McCall
RU to RS-LD (.49 Acres)
10 North Drive
TMS # R02403-01-10

Notes:

First Reading: March 27, 2018
Second Reading: April 3, 2018 {Tentative}
Third Reading: April 17, 2018 {Tentative}
Public Hearing: March 27, 2018

Richland County Council Request for Action
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17-048 MA - 10 North Drive

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY COUNCIL OF RICHLAND COUNTY

ORDINANCE NO. ___-18HR

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF RICHLAND COUNTY, SOUTH 
CAROLINA, AMENDING THE ZONING MAP OF UNINCORPORATED RICHLAND 
COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA, TO CHANGE THE ZONING DESIGNATION FOR THE 
REAL PROPERTY DESCRIBED AS TMS # 02403-01-10 FROM RURAL DISTRICT (RU) TO 
RESIDENTIAL SINGLE-FAMILY LOW DENSITY DISTRICT (RS-LD; AND PROVIDING 
FOR SEVERABILITY AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE.  

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

Section I.  The Zoning Map of unincorporated Richland County is hereby amended to change the 
real property described as TMS # 02403-01-10 from Rural district (RU) to Residential Single-
Family Low Density district (RS-LD) zoning.

Section II.  Severability. If any section, subsection, or clause of this Ordinance shall be deemed to 
be unconstitutional, or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and 
clauses shall not be affected thereby.

Section III.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict 
with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed.

Section IV.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective from and after __________, 2018.

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL

By:  ________________________________
        Joyce Dickerson, Chair

Attest this ________ day of

_____________________, 2018.

_____________________________________
Michelle M. Onley
Deputy Clerk of Council

RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

_____________________________________
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only.
No Opinion Rendered As To Content.

Public Hearing: March 27, 2018
First Reading: March 27, 2018
Second Reading: April 3, 2018
Third Reading: April 17, 2018
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1

Subject:

An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 18, Offenses; 
by the addition of Section 18-7, Enhanced Trigger Devices Declared Illegal; Exceptions; so 
as to prohibit the use of “bump stocks”, “trigger cranks” and other such devices

Notes:

March 27, 2018 – The committee recommended approval.

First Reading: April 3, 2018 {Tentative}
Second Reading: April 17, 2018 {Tentative}
Third Reading: May 1, 2018 {Tentative}

Richland County Council Request for Action
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY

ORDINANCE NO.  ____-18HR

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RICHLAND COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES; 
CHAPTER 18, OFFENSES;  BY THE ADDITION OF SECTION 18-7, ENHANCED 
TRIGGER DEVICES DECLARED ILLEGAL; EXCEPTIONS; SO AS TO PROHIBIT THE 
USE OF “BUMP STOCKS”, “TRIGGER CRANKS” AND OTHER SUCH DEVICES.

WHEREAS, the County Council recognizes gun violence represents a significant 
health risk to the citizens of the Richland County, the State of South Carolina, and the United 
States of America; and

WHEREAS, the worst mass shooting in American history occurred on October 1, 2017 
in Las Vegas, Nevada, injuring over 500 people and fatally wounding over 50 innocent people; 
and

WHEREAS, the carnage in Las Vegas was accomplished due to the rapid fire 
capabilities of a “bump stock” attached to the shooter’s firearms, such device allowing the fire 
rate of the weapon to dramatically increase; and

WHEREAS, a “bump stock” or a “bump fire stock” is a device which uses the recoil 
of the previous shot to fire the next shot rather than the shooter’s trigger finger reflexes, greatly 
increasing the speed at which the weapon is fired by eliminating biomechanical limitations; 
and

WHEREAS, the use of a “bump stock” can multiply the firing rate of a weapon tenfold 
to approximately 400-800 rounds per minute; and

WHEREAS, a “trigger crank” or “gat crank” refers to any device to be attached to a 
weapon that repeatedly activates the trigger of the weapon through the use of a lever or other 
part that is turned in a circular motion; and

WHEREAS, a “trigger crank” or “gat crank” does not involve pulling the trigger but 
can increase the trigger rate to near automatic weapon levels; and

WHEREAS, in 2010 the United States Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and 
Explosives declared a “bump stock” is a firearm part and is not regulated as a firearm under 
the U.S. Gun Control Act or the National Firearms Act; and

WHEREAS, “bump stocks” and “trigger cranks” and similar devices are not firearms 
or firearm components,  but  rather  separately  purchased  optional  devices  with  the  purpose  
and  design  of dramatically increasing the firing rate of an otherwise legal weapon to a firing 
speed and capability of unlawful weapons; and

WHEREAS, neither “bump stocks” nor “trigger cranks” are components of a gun in 
that if they are removed, the firearm will remain operable in the manner and speed as originally 
designed by the manufacturer; and

WHEREAS, the Second Amendment to the United States Constitution protects the 
rights of citizens to own and carry firearms, but because neither a "bump stock" nor a "trigger 
crank" is a firearm, they are not constitutionally protected; and

WHEREAS, South Carolina Code of Laws Section 23-31-510 prohibits a county from 
enacting any regulation or ordinance which regulates "firearms, ammunition, components or 
firearms or any combination of these things", however "bump stocks" and "trigger cranks" as 
defined herein do not fall under this category based upon the definitions of such under 
applicable Federal Law; and

WHEREAS, the United States Congress has fully preempted the states on the 
definitions of what constitutes a legal or illegal weapon; and 
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WHEREAS,  on  October  5,  2017,  the  National  Rifle  Association  announced  in  a  

public statement that the regulation or manufacturing ban of "bump stocks" should be 
considered by policy holders in the United States; and

WHEREAS, in the early morning hours of September 16, 2017, the City of Columbia 
suffered its worst mass shooting in modern history when eight people were shot in the Vista 
while exiting the Empire Supper Club with more than one hundred people on the street that 
night; and

WHEREAS, if the  weapons  used  on  September  16,  2017  in  the  Vista  had  been  
equipped with  either  "bump  stocks"  or  "trigger  cranks",  there  would  have  been  many  
times  the  number  of casualties, or fatalities from that mass shooting; and

WHEREAS, the use of "bump stocks" and "trigger cranks" in the Richland County 
should be prohibited; 

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

SECTION I.  The Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 18, Offenses; is hereby 
amended by the addition of Section 18-7, Enhanced trigger devices declared illegal; 
exceptions, to read as follows:  

Sec. 18-7.  Enhanced trigger devices declared illegal; exceptions.

(a) Any device capable of being attached to a firearm for the purpose of increasing the 
firing rate or capabilities of the firearm using recoil, commonly known as “bump 
stocks” or “bump fire stocks”, are hereby declared unlawful and any person in actual 
or constructive possession of such a device is guilty of a misdemeanor punishable 
pursuant to Section 1-8.

(b) Any device capable of attaching to a firearm and which repeatedly activates the 
trigger of the weapon through the use of a lever or other part that is turned in a circular 
motion, commonly known as "trigger crank" or "gat crank", are hereby declared 
unlawful and any person in actual or constructive possession of such a device is guilty of 
a misdemeanor punishable pursuant to Section 1-8.

(c) Violations as stated in section (a) or (b) above are subject to the following exceptions:

1.   Any member of the United States military or any legally sworn law enforcement 
personnel while engaged in the course of their duties or in training;

2.   Any "bump stock" or "trigger crank" device which is possessed by a person who is 
not prohibited under State or Federal law from using, owning or possessing a firearm, 
and the device is completely disconnected from any firearm in a manner which would 
render the device inoperable and stored in a separate container from the firearm or 
weapon;

3.   Any law enforcement officer who has seized a firearm, with "bump stock" or  
“trigger crank" attached, pursuant to a lawful seizure of a weapon, as contraband or 
evidence of a crime, inside the unincorporated Richland County; provided, however, any 
law enforcement agency taking possession of a "bump stock" attached to a firearm must 
notify the Richland County Sheriff’s Office immediately to inform them of the existence 
of the device, the location where it was obtained, where the device will be stored and 
any other facts relevant to the use or possession by any person.

4.   Possession of any weapon which is manufactured to fire through the use of a crank 
or lever.
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SECTION II.  Severability. If any section, subsection, or clause of this ordinance shall be 
deemed to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, 
subsections, and clauses shall not be affected thereby.

SECTION III.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in 
conflict with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed.

SECTION IV.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective from and after 
_____________________, 2018.

         
RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL

BY:_________________________
       Joyce Dickerson, Chair

ATTEST THIS THE _____ DAY

OF _______________, 2018

_____________________________________
Michelle Onley
Assistant Clerk of Council

RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

__________________________________
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only
No Opinion Rendered As To Content

First Reading:
Second Reading:
Public Hearing:  
Third Reading:
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2020  Hampton  S t r ee t  •  P .O .  Box  192  •  Co lumb ia ,  SC 29202  
Phone :  (803 )  576 -2050  •  Fax  (803 )  576 -2137  •  TDD:  (803 )  748 -4999 

March 27, 2018 Development and Services Committee Meeting Briefing Document 
Declaring “Bump Stocks” Illegal in Richland County 

Agenda Item 
Declaring “Bump Stocks” Illegal in Richland County 

Background 
During the February 20, 2018 Council meeting, Councilman Manning brought forth the following 
motion: 

I move to declare “bump stock” “bump fire stocks” “trigger crank” and “gat crank” trigger devices illegal 
in Richland County. NOTE: In 2010 the US Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives declared 
a “bump stock” is a firearm part and is not regulated as a firearm under the US Gun Control Act or the 
National Firearms Act.  

(a) Any device capable of being attached to a firearm for the purpose of increasing the
firing rate or capabilities of the firearm using recoil, commonly known as ""bump stocks" or
"bump fire stocks", are hereby declared unlawful and any person in actual or constructive
possession of such a device is guilty of a misdemeanor punishable in magistrate court.

(b) Any device capable of attaching to a firearm and which repeatedly activates the trigger
of the weapon through the use of a lever or other part that is turned in a circular motion,
commonly known as "trigger crank" or "gat crank", are hereby declared unlawful and any
person in actual or constructive possession of such a device is guilty of a misdemeanor
punishable in magistrate court.

(c) Violations as stated in Section (a) or (b) above are subject to the following exceptions:
1. Any member of the United States military or any legally sworn law
enforcement personnel while engaged in the course of their duties or in
training;

2. Any "bump stock" or "trigger crank" device which is possessed by a
person who is not prohibited under State or Federal law from using, owning or
possessing a firearm, and the device is completely disconnected from any
firearm in a manner which would render the device inoperable and stored in a
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separate container from the firearm or weapon; 3. Any law enforcement officer 
or department which has seized a firearm, with "bump stock" or "trigger crank" 
attached, pursuant to a lawful seizure of a weapon, as contraband or evidence 
of a crime, inside Richland County; provided, however, any law enforcement 
agency taking possession of a "bump stock" attached to a firearm must notify 
the Sheriff’s Department immediately to inform them of the existence of the 
device, the location where it was obtained, where the device will be stored and 
any other facts relevant to the use or possession by any person. 

Issues 
There are possible legal issues that could arise with this item.  County Legal staff will be available to 
during the Committee meeting address any issues and / or questions from the Committee on this 
matter.  

Fiscal Impact 
None. 

Past Legislative Actions 
None. 

Alternatives 
1. Consider the motion and approve accordingly.

2. Consider the motion and do not approve.

Staff Recommendation 
Staff does not have a specific recommendation on this matter as it was initiated through a Council 
motion.      
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Subject:

Develop an overlay for Garners Ferry Road and Sumter Highway Corridor eastward, for 
setbacks, signage, borders, shrubbery, and other appearances to keep the rural character 
[N. Jackson]

Notes:

March 27, 2018 – The committee recommended to submit this item to be considered 
during the Land Development Code rewrite, currently underway.

Richland County Council Request for Action
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March 27, 2018 Development and Services Committee Meeting Briefing Document  
Development of an Overlay District

Agenda	Item	
Motion by the Honorable Norman Jackson to develop an overlay district for the Garners Ferry Road and 
Sumter Highway Corridor eastward, for setbacks, signage, boarders, shrubbery and other appearances to 
keep the rural character. 

Background	
An  Overlay  district  is  a  zoning  district  that  prescribes  special  regulations  to  be  applied  to  a  site  in  
combination with the base or underlying district. There are currently seven (7) overlay districts in Chapter 
26  of  the  Richland  County  Land  Development  Code.  Those  districts  include  the  AP  Airport  Height  
Restrictive  Overlay  District  (Sec.  26‐104),  C  Conservation  Overlay  District  (Sec.  26‐105),  FP  Floodplain 
Overlay  District  (Sec.  26‐106),  RD  Redevelopment  Overlay  District  (Sec.  26‐107),  EP  Environmental  
Protection Overlay District (Sec. 26‐108), CRD Corridor Redevelopment Overlay District (Sec. 26‐109) and 
DBWP Decker Boulevard/Woodfield Park Neighborhood Redevelopment Overlay District. (Sec. 26‐110). 
The existing overlay districts do not contain  language  that would address setbacks, signage, boarders, 
shrubbery and other appearances to protect rural character. The existing CRD Overlay District is intended 
to  promote  the  revitalization  of  existing  underutilized,  vacant,  or  abandoned  commercial  strips  while  
encouraging reinvestment in and reuse of areas in a manner consistent with the Comprehensive Plan for 
Richland County.  

The current setbacks and signage regulations are based on the underlying zoning district for each parcel. 
The landscape regulations for new development are based on the proposed use of the subject parcel and 
the uses that border the proposed development.  

The predominant  zoning along  the western portion of Garners Ferry Road  is General Commercial  (GC) 
District. The minimum setbacks for General Commercial District (GC) are twenty five  (25) feet from  the 
front, ten (10) feet from the rear and zero (0) feet from the side.  

Freestanding and attached signs are allowed in the GC District subject to the following regulations:  

 Only one (1) freestanding sign is allowed per road frontage per lot.  There is no limit to the number
of  attached  signs  permitted  on  a  lot  so  long  as  the  allowable  area  for  attached  signs  is  not
exceeded.

 The total allowable area for a freestanding sign on a lot shall be related to the linear footage of
the road frontage of the lot.   A property owner is allowed one (1) square foot of sign face area
per linear foot of road frontage for the first one hundred (100) feet of road frontage and one‐half
(½) square foot of sign face area per linear foot of road frontage in excess of one hundred (100)
feet. However, in no event shall the square footage limitations for freestanding signs, set forth in
subsection (2) b. below, be exceeded.

 Regardless of the amount of road frontage on a lot, the following maximum sizes for freestanding
signs set forth in subsection (2) b shall not be exceeded.  For a lot with one (1) road frontage, the
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total maximum sign face area allowed is two hundred and fifty (250) square feet. For a lot with 
two (2) road frontages, the maximum sign face area allowed is four hundred (400) square feet. 
For a lot with three (3) road frontages, the maximum sign face area is five hundred (500) square 
feet.  

 If there is no freestanding sign on the premises, one and one‐half (1½) square feet of sign face
shall be permitted for each linear front foot of the principal building for attached signage.  If there
is a freestanding sign on the premises, only one (1) square foot of sign face area shall be permitted
for each linear foot of the principal building for attached signage.

 No part of any freestanding sign or  its supporting structure shall exceed thirty‐five (35) feet  in
height. However, the maximum height for signs on lots located adjacent to the right‐of‐way for
interstate  interchanges  is fifty (50) feet. No projecting sign may project more than twenty (20)
feet above the highest portion of the roof of the structure to which it is attached. (Ord. 012‐11HR;
2‐15‐11).

 Signs may be  located anywhere on  the property unless specifically restricted otherwise  in this
chapter.   Vision clearances established  in Section 26‐181(c) shall be observed.   No part of any
freestanding sign permitted in required setbacks shall be located less than five (5) feet from any
property  line.   Wall signs may be  located anywhere on the wall of a building. No sign shall be
erected within ten (10) feet of any residential district boundary line unless such sign would meet
the sign requirements for nonresidential uses permitted within the residential district to which it
is adjacent.

The predominant zoning along the eastern portion of Garners Ferry Road is Rural District (RU District). The 
minimum setbacks for Rural District (RU) are forty (40) feet from the front, fifty (50) feet from the rear 
and twenty (20) feet from the side. 

Signs are permitted in the RU, RR, RS‐E, RS‐LD, RS‐MD, RS‐HD, RM‐LD, RM‐HD, and MH Districts, subject 
to the following regulations:  

 Permanent subdivision signs displaying no information other than the name of the residential land
subdivision in which they are located are permitted.  Such signs shall not exceed fifty (50) square
feet in area, shall not encroach upon vision clearances established in Section 26‐181(c) of Chapter
26, and shall only be located on property that is part of the subdivision.

 Signs  relating  to permitted multi‐family housing developments, manufactured home parks, or
permitted nonresidential uses may be erected, subject to a maximum size of fifty (50) square feet
of total surface area per side per road frontage.

 One (1) sign per road entrance.  Two (2) sides permitted per road frontage if affixed to masonry,
brick, or wood fences. Such signs are limited to twenty (20) square feet each.

 Freestanding or wall signs shall not project above the roofline.  Freestanding signs shall not exceed
four (4) feet above the ground level when  located in required front yards, or six (6) feet above
ground level when located elsewhere.

Issues	
An overlay may create non‐conformities in regards to setbacks and signage.  

Fiscal	Impact	
If approved by County Council, there is no financial impact to County General funds. 
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Past	Legislative	Actions	
The County’s Land Development Code (Chapter 26) was adopted in 2006. 

Alternatives	
1. Incorporate contextually appropriate regulations in the zoning code update to reflect the desire

to preserve the rural character along Garners Ferry Road and Sumter Highway Corridor through
setbacks, signage and landscaping.

2. Submit this item to be considered during the Land Development Code rewrite, currently
underway.

3. Do not incorporate contextually appropriate regulations in the zoning code update to reflect the
desire to preserve the rural character along Garners Ferry Road and Sumter Highway Corridor
through setbacks, signage and landscaping.

Staff	Recommendation	
Staff recommends submitting this item to be considered during the Land Development Code rewrite, 
currently underway. 

Submitted	by:		Tracy	Hegler,	Director	Community	Planning	&	Development	
Date:	March	27,	2018	
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Subject:

Memorandum of Agreement with Hughes Lake Owners’ Association for Storm Drainage 
Pipe Replacement

Notes:

March 27, 2018 – The committee recommended to approve the negotiation and execution 
of a MOU and the subsequent payment of $15,000 to the Association. The MOU is to be brought 
back to Council.

Richland County Council Request for Action
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March 27, 2018 Administration and Finance Committee Meeting Briefing Document Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU) with the Hughes Lake Owners’ Association for Storm Drainage Pipe 

Replacement 

Agenda Item 
Council is requested to authorize staff to negotiate and execute a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOA) with the Hughes Lake Owners’ Association for storm drainage pipe replacement. 

Background 
During the 2015 Flood, Hughes Lake suffered damage to the dam outlet structure and to some of the 
storm drainage piping that carries the pond’s discharge as well as stormwater runoff from the County 
roadway to a creek outfall.  Please see the attached map.  The staff of the County Engineer was 
contacted by the Association to repair the 24” diameter pipe in this area. Maintenance of this drainage 
pipe is a County responsibility.   

The County Roads and Drainage Maintenance staff attempted to repair the pipe, but it was in such poor 
condition and its location at the toe of the Hughes Lake dam made it prohibitive for our County 
maintenance forces to make the repair.  The County will have to hire an engineer and advertise for bids 
from a private contractor to affect the necessary repairs.  It is estimated that this approach may take 
several months to complete. 

The County staff informed the Association of the situation.  The association requested to let their 
engineer, who is also designing repairs and upgrades to the dam due to requirements of SCDHEC, design 
the repairs and have their contractors make the repair to the County’s pipe also.  The Association 
requested the Richland County to contribute $15,000 toward the pipe repair and improvements.  This 
amount is equal to approximately half of the estimated pipe replacement cost of $30,000. 

After staff review and consideration, we believe that this is a prudent course of action which, carefully 
monitored and managed, would not set a negative precedent and could be effectively administered by a 
simple Memorandum of Agreement (MOU) to be negotiated between the County and the Association. 

Issues 
There are no other issues. 
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Fiscal Impact 
The $15,000 will be funded from the Roads Maintenance Construction current fiscal year budget and the 
funds are available.     

Past Legislative Actions 
None 

Alternatives 
1. Approve the negotiation and execution of a MOU and the subsequent payment of $15,000 to

the Association.

2. Do not approve the negotiation and execution of MOU and the subsequent payment of $15,000
to the Association.

Staff Recommendation 
It is recommended that Council approve the authorization of the staff to negotiate and execute a MOU 
and the payment of $15,000 to the Association.   

Submitted by:  Department of Public Works Date:  February 15, 2018
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1

Subject:

An Ordinance Authorizing a deed to 908 Group Holdings, LLC, for 1328-1400 Huger 
Street; also described as TMS #09009-11-04 and 09009-11-05

Notes:
First Reading: December 5, 2017
Second Reading: December 12, 2017
Third Reading: April 3, 2018 {Tentative}
Public Hearing: February 6, 2018

Richland County Council Request for Action

119 of 358



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY

ORDINANCE NO. ______-18HR

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING A DEED TO 908 GROUP HOLDINGS, LLC, FOR 1328-
1400 HUGER STREET; ALSO DESCRIBED AS TMS# 09009-11-04 AND 09009-11-05.

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

SECTION I.  The County of Richland and its employees and agents are hereby authorized to grant 
a deed to be delivered at the real estate closing for 1328-1400 Huger Street, which is also described 
as TMS# 09009-11-04 and 09009-11-05, to 908 GROUP HOLDINGS, LLC, as specifically 
described in the Title to Real Estate, attached hereto and incorporated herein.

SECTION II.  Severability.  If any section, subsection, or clause of this ordinance shall be deemed 
unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and 
clauses shall not be affected thereby.

SECTION III.  Conflicting Ordinances.  All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the 
provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed.

SECTION IV.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall be enforced from and after _______________.

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL

By: ______________________________
         Joyce Dickerson, Chair

Attest this ________  day of

_____________________, 2018.

____________________________________
Michelle Onley
Assistant Clerk of Council

First Reading:  
Second Reading:
Public Hearing:
Third Reading:
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Subject:

An Ordinance Repealing Ordinance Number 039-17HR and authorizing a deed to 
Lexington County Health Services District, Inc. for One Summit Parkway, which is the 
former Summit Parkway Library; also described as TMS #23000-03-07

Notes:

First Reading: March 20, 2018
Second Reading: April 3, 2018 {Tentatively}
Third Reading: April 17, 2018 {Tentatively}
Public Hearing: April 17, 2018

Richland County Council Request for Action
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY

ORDINANCE NO. ______-18HR

AN ORDINANCE REPEALING ORDINANCE NUMBER 039-17HR AND 
AUTHORIZING A DEED TO LEXINGTON COUNTY HEALTH SERVICES 
DISTRICT, INC. FOR ONE SUMMIT PARKWAY, WHICH IS THE FORMER 
SUMMIT PARKWAY LIBRARY; ALSO DESCRIBED AS TMS# 23000-03-07.

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

SECTION I.  Ordinance number 039-17HR is hereby repealed.

SECTION II.  The County of Richland and its employees and agents are hereby authorized to grant 
a deed to be delivered at the real estate closing for One Summit Parkway, which is also described 
as TMS# 23000-03-07, to Lexington County Health Services District, Inc., as specifically 
described in the attached Title to Real Estate, attached hereto and incorporated herein.

SECTION III.  Severability.  If any section, subsection, or clause of this ordinance shall be deemed 
unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and 
clauses shall not be affected thereby.

SECTION IV.  Conflicting Ordinances.  All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the 
provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed.

SECTION V.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall be enforced from and after _______________.

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL

By: ______________________________
         Joyce Dickerson, Chair

Attest this ________ day of

_____________________, 2018.

____________________________________
Michelle Onley
Deputy Clerk of Council

First Reading: March 20, 2018 
Second Reading:
Public Hearing:
Third Reading:
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Subject:

An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 2, 
Administration, Article VII. Boards, Commissions and Committees, Subsection 2-327(a), 
so as to allow for the reappointment of members after one year of non-service

Notes:

First Reading: March 20 2018
Second Reading: April 3, 2018 {Tentatively}
Third Reading: April 17, 2018 {Tentatively}
Public Hearing: April 17, 2018

Richland County Council Request for Action
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY

ORDINANCE NO. ___–18HR

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RICHLAND COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES, 
CHAPTER 2, ADMINISTRATION, ARTICLE VII. BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND 
COMMITTEES, SUBSECTION 2-327(a), SO AS TO ALLOW FOR THE REAPPOINTMENT 
OF MEMBERS AFTER ONE YEAR OF NON-SERVICE.  

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

SECTION I.  The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 2, Administration, Article VII, 
Subsection 2-327(a) is hereby amended so as to provide for the reappointment of members after a 
period of non-service as follows:
 

The members of such boards, commissions and committees shall not serve more 
than two (2) consecutive terms; provided, however, that upon service of two (2) 
consecutive terms a member may be eligible for reappointment after one year 
from the date that member’s appointed term was supposed to have ended.  
Specifically, if a member’s term has expired and that member remains in service 
as a “holdover” due to the fact that his or her successor has not been appointed, 
the one year referenced herein begins to run when that member’s term was 
supposed to have ended, not when the member’s actual service ends, to include 
service that occurs do to the non-appointment of a successor member.  Provided, 
however, that an individual serving in an executive position on a county board, 
commission, or committee shall be allowed to complete the term for that position 
when the individual's term on the board, commission expires prior to the 
expiration of the executive appointment. Further provided, regional boards, 
commissions and committees are exempt from the two (2) consecutive term limits 
requirement whenever the other jurisdiction(s) appointing said members do not 
limit the number of terms held by their appointee(s).

SECTION II.  Severability.  If any section, subsection, or clause of this ordinance shall be deemed 
to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and 
clauses shall not be affected thereby.

SECTION III.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed.  All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict 
with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed.

SECTION IV.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall be effective from and after 
_____________________, 2018.

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL

BY:_______________________________
      Joyce Dickerson, Chair

Attest this ________ day of

_____________________, 2018.

_____________________________________
Michelle Onley
Deputy Clerk of Council

RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

__________________________________
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only.
No Opinion Rendered As To Content.

First Reading:
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1

Subject:

To clarify the motion passed to move forward with the Renaissance Plan. Motion was to 
“move forward with the plan, to include the necessary purchase by the Administrator, as 
discussed in Executive Session.” NOTE: The motion did not give the Administrator 
permission to purchase additional property or make decisions without input and 
approval of full Council. In executive session the discussion included Vision, Draft and 
Public Input. It is paramount that this process is not ignored [N. Jackson]

Notes:

March 27, 2018 – The committee recommended forwarding this item to Council for 
Councilman N. Jackson’s motion to be clarified.

Richland County Council Request for Action
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March 27, 2018 Administration & Finance Committee Meeting Briefing Document 
Clarification of Richland Renaissance Motion 

Agenda Item 
Clarification of Richland Renaissance Motion 

Background 
During the March 6, 2018 Council meeting, Councilman N. Jackson brought forth the following motion:  

“To clarify the motion passed to move forward with the Renaissance Plan. Motion was to “move 
forward with the plan, to include the necessary purchase by the Administrator, as discussed in 
Executive Session.” NOTE: The motion did not give the Administrator permission to purchase 
additional property or make decisions without input and approval of full Council. In executive 
session the discussion included Vision, Draft and Public Input. It is paramount that this process is 
not ignored” 

Attached are the Council minutes related to the aforementioned motion. 

Issues 
There are no other issues. 

Fiscal Impact 
None.   

Past Legislative Actions 
None 

Alternatives 
1. Consider the motion and approve accordingly.

2. Consider the motion and do not approve.

Staff Recommendation 
Staff does not have a recommendation on this matter as it a Council initiated request. 
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Special Called Meeting 
December 12, 2017 

17 

d. Contractual Matter: Land Acquisitions – Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to disapprove
this item. 

Mr. N. Jackson made a substitute motion, seconded by Ms. Myers, to approve this item. 

Mr. Livingston made a second substitute motion to move forward with the 3 major project 
purchases under consideration regarding the Renaissance Plan and to move forward with continuing 
with the concept of the Renaissance Plan. 

Several Council members asked for clarification of the 2nd substitute motion. 

Mr. Livingston stated he was not sure if he needed to mention the locations regarding where we are 
talking about relocating that are currently under consideration. 

Mr. N. Jackson inquired if Mr. Livingston was referring to the “Project A Unveiling”. 

Mr. Livingston responded in the affirmative. 

Mr. Livingston restated his motion as followed: “To move forward with the purchase of the 3 major 
properties under consideration regarding Item 9.a. and continue to work on the Renaissance 
concept.” Mr. C. Jackson seconded the motion. 

Ms. Kennedy requested clarification. 

Mr. Livingston stated the difference is you voting on the entire plan, which would include every 
specific detail in the plan in terms of other areas, locations, properties, and so forth. What it says is 
you are going to move for one part of it and then you are going to make sure you look at the other 
parts and get more information. 

Ms. Kennedy stated for clarification, what Mr. Livingston is saying, is we are going to split it all up. 

Mr. Livingston stated we may change some things and we may not. 

Ms. Myers stated for clarification the goal of Mr. Livingston’s motion is to say we are moving 
forward with one piece of it and the others remain contingencies. So essentially, we would have to 
come back and vote 6 separate times. 

Mr. Livingston stated we may only have to come back one separate time. 

Ms. Myers stated her point is the goal of the 2nd substitute motion is to segregate the whole thing. 

Mr. Livingston stated that one part of it. It may be one motion that cares all of it next time. 

Mr. N. Jackson stated he is trying to figure out the difference between the 2nd substitute motion and 
the substitute motion. The substitute motion is to move forward with the plan and in doing so the 
Administrator can move forward with the purchase of the necessary property. The 2nd substitute 
motion is to purchase the property and then decide on the plan later or which part of the plan. 

Mr. Livingston stated when he says to purchase the property he means moving forward with one 
part of the Renaissance Plan, which is to move where the County services are located. 
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Special Called Meeting 
December 12, 2017 

18 

Mr. Rose stated he wanted to clarify the 3 motions. Mr. Manning made a motion to not purchase 
any property, correct? Or to not move forward with the Renaissance Plan. 

Mr. Manning stated it was to not purchase the property. 

Mr. Rose further stated then Mr. N. Jackson made a motion to purchase the property and move 
forward with the entire Renaissance Plan.  

Mr. N. Jackson stated his motion is to move forward with the plan. 

Mr. Rose then stated Mr. Livingston made a 2nd substitute motion to purchase the property, but not 
approve the full Renaissance plan. 

Mr. Livingston stated his motion was to purchase the property that we are currently considering and 
move forward with discussions with the rest of the Renaissance Plan. 

In Favor: C. Jackson, Manning, Livingston, and McBride 

Opposed: Malinowski, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson and Rose 

The 2nd substitute motion failed. 

Mr. Rose requested Mr. N. Jackson to restate the substitute motion. 

Mr. N. Jackson stated the motion is to move forward with the plan, to include the necessary 
purchase by the Administrator, as discussed in Executive Session. 

In Favor: C. Jackson, Myers, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, and McBride 

Opposed: Malinowski, Pearce, Manning, Livingston and Rose 

The vote was in favor of the substitute motion. 

Mr. N. Jackson moved, seconded by C. Jackson, to reconsider this item. 

In Favor: Malinowski, Pearce, Manning, and Rose 

Opposed: C. Jackson, Myers, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson Livingston, and McBride 

The motion for reconsideration failed. 

e. Contractual Matter: Due Diligence – Received as information.

f. Public Defender Lease – Mr. N. Jackson moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to request the County
Attorney to renegotiate the lease.

Mr. Malinowski made a friendly amendment that during renegotiations for the lease we continue to
look for another suitable property.

Mr. N. Jackson accepted the friendly amendment.
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Subject:

Award of Contract for Hunters Run, Phase I Roadway Repairs project

Notes:

March 27, 2018 – The committee recommended Council approve the request to award this 
Contract to Armstrong Construction for construction services described herein and further 
described in detail in the project plans and specifications as advertised.

Richland County Council Request for Action
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March 27, 2018 Administration & Finance Committee 
Companion Document – Hunters Run Phase I 

This item was considered by the Committee during its February 27, 2018 meeting.   During the meeting deliberations the 
Committee voted to keep this item in committee and determine if there is a reason why it came before Council. If it 
should not have, then place Hunters Runs’ roads on the list with the other roads and prioritize accordingly. 

Findings 
During its November 17, 2015 meeting, Council voted to approve the request to accept the roads and storm drainage “as 
is” in Hunters Run Subdivision (Phase 1) into the County’s inventory for ownership and maintenance,
contingent upon the Bond on the Hunters Run Subdivision being satisfied.   The Bond was a performance Bond, not a 
maintenance Bond.  This means that the Bond could not be used for maintenance improvements on the roads.   This 
resulted in Council receiving an update from staff on this matter during its July 11, 2017 Council meeting in Executive 
Session, and Council directed staff to proceed as discussed.    Accordingly, this item is being presented to Council to 
proceed with making the needed repairs to the roads and sidewalks in Phase I of the Hunters Run subdivision.  

Also, during its February 27, 2018 meeting, the Committee requested staff to develop a prioritized list of private and 
public roads that need repair and outline the process for bringing these roads up to County standards, if needed, and 
accepting these roads into the County’s inventory. 

Staff has developed an assessment of subdivision roads and is in the process of completing it.  This assessment has listed 
all privately held roads and ranked their conditions, along with preliminary recommendations for corrections.  Staff is in 
the process of completing the assessment by adding the status of the developer (i.e., are they still active or no longer 
developing in the area).  Once complete, staff will generate cost estimates for repairs, starting with those in the poorest 
condition and offer recommendations for including these repairs as part of the County’s budgetary process, considering 
how best to fund these repairs over time.    Any contractual agreements related to repairing the roads will be presented 
to Council through the County’s normal procurement process.  

There will be a variety of options for how to bring all roads up to standards, depending on the situation.  Those 
recommendations will be presented to Council when complete (staff’s goal is the July 2018 A&F Committee meeting). 
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March 27, 2018 D&S Committee Briefing Document  
Award of Contract for Hunters Run, Phase I Roadway Repairs project 

Agenda Item 
Award of Hunters Run, Phase I Roadway Repairs project. 

Background 
Over the past several years, the residential subdivision known as Hunters Run, Phase 
I, has had multiple owners, and the infrastructure has never been constructed to 
established County Standards.  The original owner did not finish the roads, went out 
of business, and a bank foreclosed on the still-private right of way.  Another developer 
bought the property from the bank, did a substantial amount of work, but ended up in 
a lawsuit with the County and the roads were still not completed to established 
County Standards.   

In response to this unresolved situation in which Citizens were caused to feel the 
negative effects of inadequate roads in their neighborhood and limited commitment / 
response from the developer. 

Based on this, the Department of Public Works (DPW) engineering staff engaged the 
services of an engineering design firm to perform surveying, geotechnical engineering, 
and civil engineering design.  The scope of the project includes both roadway and 
sidewalk repairs.  Construction plans and specifications were prepared and the project 
was advertised for bid. 

An Invitation for Bid (IFB) was issued for the Hunters Run, Phase I Roadway Repairs 
project on October 13, 2017. Two bids were received and opened on November 14, 
2017: 

Armstrong Contractors $271,659.00 
AOS Specialty Contractors  $282,388.34 

After review of the bids, Armstrong Contractors was determined to be the lowest 
responsive and responsible bidder.  

A Purchase Requisition (PR) has been submitted in the amount of $293,250 based on 
the Engineer’s Estimate of construction.  This will cover the project award and a 
contingency. 
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Issues 
There are no other issues. 

Fiscal Impact 
The project will be funded from the Roads and Drainage Maintenance Division Capital 
Budget. 

Past Legislative Actions 
None 

Alternatives 
1. Approve the request to award this Contract to Armstrong Construction for
construction services described herein and further described in detail in the project
plans and specifications as advertised.

Or, 

2. Do not approve the request to award this Contract for construction services.

Staff Recommendation 
It is recommended that Council approve the recommendation to award a construction 
contract to Armstrong Construction for the roadway repairs for Hunters Run. 

Submitted by:  Procurement Director Date:  January 31, 2018  
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Subject:

Restructuring Ordinance: Phase II

Notes:

March 27, 2018 – The committee forwarded this item to Council without a 
recommendation.

Richland County Council Request for Action
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March 27, 2018 Administration & Finance Committee 
Companion Document – Restructuring Phase II

This item was considered by the Committee during its February 27, 2018 meeting.   During the meeting 
deliberations the Committee voted keep this item in committee and instructed staff to bring back to Council as to 
the effectiveness/problems of the changes to date and how they compared to the old structure. 

The information requested by the Committee was provided via Council Memorandum 12-2 (2017) as my self-
assessment as County Administrator and as a report on the effectiveness of the organizational restructuring.   
Councilman Norman Jackson requested a copy of this report, which was provided. 

The above-referenced Council Memorandum is attached. 
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February 26, 2018 A&F Committee Briefing Document 
Restructuring Ordinance: Phase II 

 
Agenda Item  
Restructuring Ordinance Phase II 
 
Background 
During its April 4, 2017 meeting deliberations, County Council gave third reading 
approval to the organizational restructuring ordinance.  As promised, this ordinance is 
being presented for the Council’s consideration via the A&F Committee for the second 
phase of the restructuring.   This phase includes staff’s efforts to fully implement the 
restructuring.  Enumerated below are the additional changes made and provided in 
the ordinance:   
 

1. In section 2-134. “Expand” was changed to “expanding” 
2. The Office of Budget and Grants Management  was added to Sec. 2-92 
3. References to “Support Services” were updated to “Operational Services” 
4. The Human Resources Departmental Divisions were updated to include 

the following: 
a. Total Rewards & Employment  
b. Compliance & Employee Relations  
c. Organizational Development & Strategy 

5. Department of Public Works updated the language of its divisions in Sec. 
2-157 

6. In section 2-137 the a reference to the director as “chief ” was added to 
be compliant for authority level,  based on SC Laws and designating 
emergency vehicles 

7. In section 2-92. Departmental Offices, the office of Risk Management, the 
following responsibilities were added vis-à-vis Fleet Management: 

• Managing and / or facilitating the procurement, selection, 
assignment, reassignment, transfer, maintenance, repair, 
replacement, and disposal of vehicles and motorized equipment.  

 
8. In section 2-92. Departmental Offices, the office of Ombudsman, the 

following responsibilities were added: 
• Citizen service requests 
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• Records management for citizens input, concerns, and questions,
• Records management for ADA accommodation requests,

grievances, and complaints
• Perform trend analysis

9. In section 2-92. Departmental Offices, the Office of Small Business
Opportunity was added.

10. Division 7. Human Resource Services, the responsibilities and
departmental divisions were updated.

11. Division 2. Community Development and Planning, the responsibilities
and departmental divisions were updated to include:

• Zoning and Development Services
• New Development Engineering

Additionally, during the February 6, 2018 Council meeting, Councilman N. Jackson 
brought forth the following motion: 

“Revisit the restructuring of the County's organizational chart. Note: There 
seems to be an overload and misunderstanding and abuse of duties from the 
reorganization of the County organization approximately a year ago. There 
should be some adjustment.” 

Issues 
None. 

Fiscal Impact 
None. 

Past Legislative Action 
During its April 4, 2017 meeting deliberations, County Council gave third reading 
approval to the organizational restructuring ordinance. 

Council motion from Councilman N. Jackson during February 6, 2018 Council 
meeting. 

Alternatives 
1. Consider the ordinance amendment and proceed accordingly.
2. Consider the ordinance amendment and do not proceed.

Staff Recommendation 
Recommend approval of the ordinance amendment as presented. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 
ORDINANCE NO. ___–17HR 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RICHLAND COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES, 
CHAPTER 2, ADMINISTRATION; SO AS TO RESTRUCTURE THE DEPARTMENTS OF 
THE COUNTY.   
 
Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution and the General Assembly of the State of 
South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND 
COUNTY: 
 
SECTION I.  The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 2, Administration; Article III, 
Administrative Offices and Officers; is hereby amended by the deletion of the language 
contained therein and the substitution of the following language: 
 

DIVISION 1. GENERALLY. 
 

Sec. 2-75. Department created. 
 
 The office of the county administrator is hereby created as the chief administrative office 
of the county with such personnel necessary to assist the county administrator in affecting the 
proper and efficient administration of the affairs of the county government.  

 
DIVISION 2. COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 

 
Sec. 2-76. Position created; term. 
 

There is hereby created the position of county administrator. The term of office of the 
county administrator shall be at the pleasure of the council, which may, in its discretion, employ 
the administrator for a definite term. 
 
Sec. 2-77. Appointment, qualifications and compensation. 
 

The county administrator shall be appointed solely on the basis of his/her executive and 
administrative qualifications with special reference to his/her actual experience in, and 
knowledge of, the duties of office as hereinafter prescribed. At the time of his/her appointment, 
the county administrator need not be a resident of the county or of the state. The compensation of 
the county administrator shall be fixed by the council by contract. 
 
Sec. 2-78. Chief administrative officer. 
 

The county administrator shall be the chief administrative officer of the county 
government. He/She shall be responsible to the council for the proper and efficient 
administration of the affairs of the county government. 
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Sec. 2-79. Powers and duties. 

The powers and duties of the county administrator shall be: 

(1) To direct and supervise the administration of all county officials and departments
for which  the  council  is  responsible,  or may   hereafter  be  responsible,   including
specifically the construction, maintenance and operation of all county roads, bridges,
drainage, buildings and other public works, and the care and maintenance of all personal
property owned by the county; the administration of personnel policies, purchase of all
supplies and equipment, finance, accounting, budgeting, payroll, auditing and any other
administrative responsibilities necessary for implementation of the council’s policies;

(2) To appoint, and when in his/her discretion the welfare of the county requires it,
suspend, discharge, transfer, remove or otherwise deal directly with all employees for
whom council is responsible, excepting the county attorney, the internal auditor and the
clerk of council, and any assistants thereto, who are appointed directly by the council or
who are employed in the offices of elected officials and officials appointed by an
authority outside county government as those terms are used in South Carolina Code,
1976, section 4-9-30(7);

(3) To see that all ordinances, resolutions and orders of the council and all laws of the
state which are subject to enforcement by him or by officers or department heads and
subject, under this article, to his/her direction and supervision are faithfully executed;

(4) To prepare and submit the annual budget and capital program to the council and
to execute the budget and capital program adopted by the council, approving all
disbursements and expenditures as budgeted and/or authorized by the council;

(5) To confer with and advise all other elected or appointed officials of the county
who are not under the immediate control of county council, but who receive financial
support from the council, such as probate judges, magistrates, solicitor, sheriff, coroner,
auditor, treasurer and the like;

(6) To examine regularly at periods fixed by the council the accounts, records and
operations of county boards, commissions, departments, offices, and agencies which
receive appropriations from the council; to make regular, monthly reports to the council
on county fiscal and other affairs as are appropriate; to keep the council fully advised on
the financial conditions and future needs of the county; and to make such
recommendations on county affairs as he deems necessary;

(7) To submit to the council at the end of each fiscal year a complete report on the
finances and administrative activities of the county for the preceding year; and

(8) To execute such other powers and duties as may be prescribed from time to time
by the council.
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Sec. 2-80. Relationships with county employees. 
 

Neither the council nor any of its members shall direct or request the appointment of any 
person to, or his/her removal from, office by the county administrator or by any of his/her 
subordinates, or in any manner take part in the appointment or removal of officers and 
employees in the administrative service of the county, except where, by majority vote of council, 
an inquiry as to the removal of an officer or employee is demanded. Except for the purpose of 
inquiry, the council and its members shall deal with the administrative service solely through the 
county administrator, and no member thereof shall give orders to any county employee or 
subordinate of the county administrator, either publicly or privately. 

 
Sec. 2-81. Bond. 

 
The county administrator shall be bonded to the county in an appropriate amount for the 

faithful performance of the duties as such officer. 
 

 
Secs. 2-82- 2-87. Reserved. 

 
 

DIVISION 3.  OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR; STAFF  
 

Sec. 2-88. Assistant County Administrator. 
 

There are hereby created three (3) positions of assistant county administrator. The 
assistant county administrators shall be selected and appointed by the county administrator and 
shall serve at the pleasure of the county administrator with no definite term of office assigned. 
 
Sec. 2-89. Qualifications; compensation. 
 

The assistant county administrators shall be appointed solely on the basis of merit, 
including executive and/or administrative qualifications with special emphasis on education, 
training, experience and knowledge of the duties of the office.  Preference will be given to 
individuals with a graduate degree in the field(s) of public administration, business 
administration, or some other related discipline.  The assistant county administrators shall be 
paid an annual salary as recommended by the county administrator and approved by county 
council. 
 
Sec. 2-90. Responsibilities, powers and duties. 
 

The duties and responsibilities of the assistant county administrators shall be: 
 
(1) To serve as assistant to the county administrator; 
 
(2) To plan and direct budget studies, research projects and manpower needs; 
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(3) To assist in formulating administrative policies;

(4) To represent and speak for the county administrator in meetings with boards,
commissions, citizens groups and officials of various public agencies;

(5) To collect, compile and interpret data on policies, functions, organization
structures, forms and procedures relating to the administration of assigned programs;

(6) To seek legal opinions and prepare recommendations supported by administration
research findings;

(7) To review departmental reports, proposed programs, supplemental appropriation
requests, personnel requisitions, overtime reports, etc., and make or direct investigative
reports and recommendations as required;

(8) To prepare correspondence and reports;

(9) To act for the county administrator in his/her absence;

(10) To participate in formulating policies and in developing long range plans; and

(11) To perform related work as required and as assigned by the county administrator.

Sec. 2-91. Staff and assistants. 

The county administrator may employ such staff and assistants for positions approved 
through annual budgetary appropriations by county council as are deemed necessary by the 
county administrator to the performance of his/her duties. They shall be subject to the county 
personnel system and their compensation determined accordingly. 

DIVISION 4.  OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR; OFFICES  

Sec. 2-92. Departmental Offices. 

The office of the county administrator shall also include the following offices: 

(1) Risk Management - The office of risk management is hereby created and
the position of director of risk management, who shall be responsible to the
county administrator to eliminate, minimize and transfer risk exposure as much as
is feasible, and for losses that do occur, to finance and mitigate them in a manner
that is in the best interest of the County, including authority to negotiate and settle
workers’ compensation, general liability, and vehicle liability claims. Disposition
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of general liability and vehicle liability lawsuits shall be accomplished in 
collaboration with the county attorney. 

 
  (a) Fleet Management - The office of risk management shall include 

the fleet management program. The program shall work to manage Richland 
County’s fleet, including managing and / or facilitating the 
procurement, selection, assignment, reassignment, transfer, maintenance, repair, 
replacement, and disposal of vehicles and motorized equipment.  

 
  (b) Occupational Safety – The office of risk management shall include 

the occupational safety program. The program shall work to keep Richland 
County employees safe at work and ensure OSHA compliance. 

 
 (2) Public Information - The office of public information is hereby created 

and the position of public information director, who shall be responsible to the 
county administrator to assist Council and County departments with media and 
public outreach efforts; manage Richland County’s brand to residents, businesses 
and news outlets through various multi-media platforms and events. 

 
 (3) Ombudsman - The office of the ombudsman is hereby created and the 

position of ombudsman director, who shall be responsible to the county 
administrator to provide informal assistance to citizens and to assist citizens with 
county concerns and request for service, which includes the following 
responsibilities:  citizen service requests; records management for citizens input, 
concerns, and questions; records management for ADA accommodation requests, 
grievances, and complaints; and performs trend analysis of the concerns and 
responses related to the organization..  

 
 (4) Court Appointed Special Advocates – The office of court appointed special 

advocates is hereby created and the position of court appointed special advocates 
director, who shall be responsible to the county administrator to advocate for the 
best interests of abused and neglected children in Richland County Family Court. 

  
 (5) Government and CommunityCommunity and Government Services - The 

office of government and communitycommunity and government services 
department is hereby created and the position of government and 
communitycommunity and government services director, who shall be 
responsible to the county administrator to facilitate improved community 
outreach, administration of government services and resolution to community 
issues. 

(a) Office of Small Business Opportunity - The office of government    
and community servicesCommunity and Government Services 
Department shall include the office of small business opportunity 
which shall manage and administer the SLBE (Small Local 
Business Enterprise) Program (see Section 2-639 et. seq.) and shall 
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undertake other functions and duties as assigned by the county 
administrator or county council. 

(6) Budget and Grants Management  – There is hereby created the division of
budget and grants management and the position of budget and grants management 
director, who shall be responsible to the county administrator through the assistant 
county administrator to create and maintain the County’s annual budget, conduct 
fiscal research and trends analysis, issue budget reports, and other duties as 
assigned. 

DIVISION 5.  COUNTY ATTORNEY 

Sec. 2-93. Office established. 

There is hereby established the office of the county attorney, who shall be the chief legal 
officer of the county. The county attorney shall be retained from the membership of the county 
bar by the county council and shall serve at its pleasure. 

Sec. 2-94. Eligibility. 

No member of the council or of the county legislative delegation, or any partner of any 
such member, shall be retained as county attorney or assistant county attorney, or perform any 
service for compensation as an attorney for the council, any county agency which is funded in 
whole or in part from county funds, or for any board, commission, committee, or agency of the 
county over which the council has any appointive powers. No member of any county board, 
commission, committee, or agency which is funded in whole or in part from county funds, or any 
board, commission, committee or agency of the county over which the council has any 
appointive powers, or any partner of any such member, shall be attorney or do any legal work for 
such board, commission, committee, or agency; provided, however, that, a partner of such 
member may serve as county attorney or as an assistant county attorney. 

Sec. 2-95. Duties and responsibilities. 

The county attorney shall represent and defend the county and all of its officers in any of 
the courts of this state or of the United States, shall do such work in connection with county real 
estate conveyancing, title work and bond issues, shall bring all actions and proceedings that may 
be necessary to enforce payment and collection of any claims existing in favor of the county or 
of any of its officers, boards, or agencies, and shall advise the county administrator and all 
county officers and department heads in all matters wherein they may seek advice or counsel. 
The county attorney shall meet with the council whenever requested for the purpose of advising 
them as to any matters that may properly come before them. 

Sec. 2-96. Compensation. 

The county attorney shall receive compensation for his/her services in the amount 
determined by the council. The annual salary of the county attorney shall constitute his /her total 
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compensation from the county for all of the services enumerated above, except under unusual 
circumstances as directed by council. 
 
Sec. 2-97. Annual appropriation. 
 

The council shall establish in the annual operating budget the compensation of the county 
attorney. Such budget shall also provide for the compensation of any assistants employed 
pursuant to section 2-98 of this division. 
 
Sec. 2-98. Assistants. 
 

The county attorney may employ such staff and assistants for positions approved through 
budgetary appropriations by council as are deemed necessary to the performance of the duties of 
the office. 
 
Sec. 2-99. Employment of attorney, other than county attorney, by council agencies. 
 

No officer, board, commission, committee, or agency in the county appointed in whole or 
in part by the council may employ an attorney other than the county attorney, or agree to pay for 
services out of public funds without first obtaining the county attorney’s approval of the 
employment of such attorney.  
 
Sec. 2-100. Settlement of claims. 
 

The county attorney shall have the authority to settle and approve payment of lawsuits, 
up to an amount approved by County Council in the annual budget, or in his/her discretion brings 
those matters to County Council for its decision and approval. 
  

The county attorney shall have the sole discretion to decide whether to file an appeal or to 
waive the filing of same in instances up to an amount approved by County Council in the annual 
budget.  
 
Sec. 2-101. Bond. 
 

The county attorney shall be bonded to the county in an appropriate amount for the 
faithful performance of the duties as such officer. 
 

 
DIVISION 6.   CLERK TOOF COUNCIL  

 
Sec. 2-102. Creation; appointment; term of office. 
 

There is hereby created the office of clerk of to council. The clerk of to council shall be 
appointed by the council and shall serve at the pleasure of the council. 
 
Sec. 2-103. Responsibilities; duties. 
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The clerk of to council shall: 

(a) Record all proceedings of the council and supply copies of certified records as
appropriate; 

(b) Distribute copies of the minutes of each meeting to council members prior to the
next meeting; 

(c) Review reports and records for completeness and accuracy;

(d) Prepare ordinances and resolutions for presentation to council and arrange for
their publication as approved by council and as directed by the county attorney; 

(e) Attend regular meetings of the council and attend other meetings as requested;

(f) Type reports and recommendations of all council committees or designee of the
clerk; 

(g) Notify councilmen of all council meetings;

(h) Maintain the council calendar;

(i) Be custodian of the county seal, minute books and Code of Ordinances;

(j) Maintain county files and any records which should be kept for quick
accessibility; 

(k) Supervise a complete records management system for department;

(l) Research materials and supply background information as required;

(m) Take follow-up actions on the following matters (including initial follow-up and
subsequent actions necessary to ensure carrying out of council actions): 

(1) Easements;

(2) Contracts, leases and agreements;

(3) Bond issues;

(4) Damage claims which are submitted to county council for acceptance or
rejection; 

(5) Ordinances;
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(6) Resolutions; and

(7) Appointments;

(n) Prepare council agenda and advise news media of items to be considered; shall
maintain a complete record of all matters pending council consideration; 

(o) Act for the county in attesting and certifying official documents;

(p) Be responsible for the appointments book; insure appointments are made in
timely fashion in accordance with established procedures; 

(q) Maintain a record of leases, contracts, agreements, rights-of-way, grants and
bonds; 

(r) Insure that the overall objective of the council office is achieved in an efficient
manner; 

(s) Prepare and monitor budget for operating expenses for the clerk of to council
office and the council services budget; and 

(t) File documents, as required, with the clerk of court.

Sec. 2-104. Compensation; employee status. 

The council shall approve in the annual budget the compensation of the clerk of to 
council. Such budget shall also provide for assistants to the clerk if employed pursuant to the 
following section. The clerk and any full-time assistants shall be employees of the county and 
eligible for all insurance, retirement and other benefits of county employees. 

Sec. 2-105. Assistants. 

The council may appoint such assistant or assistants to the clerk of to council as may be 
deemed necessary, who shall perform varied secretarial and stenographic tasks for the council 
and who shall exercise the duties of the clerk of to council in the event of the clerk’s absence or 
disability. 

SECTION II.  The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 2, Administration; Article IV, 
Code of Ethics; is hereby renumbered beginning with section number 2-106 and proceeding 
accordingly. 

SECTION III.  The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 2, Administration; Article V, 
County Departments; is hereby amended by the deletion of the language contained therein and 
the substitution of the following language:   

DIVISION 1.  ANIMAL SERVICES     
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Sec. 2-122. Creation; director. 

 There is hereby created the animal services department, and the position of animal services 
director who shall be responsible to the county administrator to direct and coordinate the 
operations and activities of the department. The director shall be appointed by the county 
administrator and his/her term of office shall be at the pleasure of the county administrator. 

Sec. 2-123. Qualifications of director; selection; compensation. 

The director of animal services shall possess the education, training, and experiences that are 
commensurate with the industry standards for this position.. 

Sec. 2-124. Responsibilities; powers; duties. 

The director of animal services shall supervise the divisions of animal care and vector 
control. 

Sec. 2-125.  Departmental Divisions. 

The animal services department shall include the following divisions: 

(1) Animal care – The division shall enforce all the provisions of Chapter 5 of the
Richland County Code of Ordinances as it pertains to animal control and/or care and the 
manager of the division shall serve as the chief animal control officer. 

(2) Vector Control – The division of vector control shall be charged with the
following duties: 

(a) Management of the mosquito control program, including abatement in accordance
with the policies of the program.

(b) Provide technical advice, education and assistance about vectors to the county’s
citizens.

(c) Conduct vector-borne disease surveillance and response.

(d) Enforce county ordinances related to vector control.

(e) Commensal rat abatement in accordance with division policies.

(g) Respond to inquiries, investigate complaints, conduct evaluations to help reduce
or eliminate public hazards and nuisance conditions associated with vectors and
disease transmission.
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(h) Other programs or functions assigned to the department by the county 
administrator or county council. 

 
 

DIVISION 2.  COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
 
Sec 2-126. Creation; director. 
 
 There is hereby created the community planning and development department, and the 
position of community planning and development director who shall be responsible to the county 
administrator to direct and coordinate the operations and activities of the department. The 
director shall be appointed by the county administrator and his/her term of office shall be at the 
pleasure of the county administrator. 
 
Sec. 2-127. Qualifications of director; selection; compensation. 
 

The director of community planning and development shall possess the education, 
training, and experiences that are commensurate with the industry standards for this position. . 
 
Sec. 2-128. Responsibilities; powers; duties. 
 

The director of community planning and development shall supervise the divisions of 
zoning and development services, planning services, building inspections, community 
development, new development engineering, conservation, business service center, assessor, and 
register of deeds. 

 
 Sec. 2-129.  Departmental Divisions. 
 
 The community planning and development department shall include the following 
divisions and related managers who shall be responsible to the community planning and 
development director to manage and coordinate the operations and activities of the divisions: 
 
 (1) Zoning and Development ServicesPlanning – The division of planning zoning and 
development services is hereby created and the position of zoning and development services 
division manager/zoning administratorplanning manager, who shall be responsible to the 
community planning and development director to direct and coordinate the operations and 
activities of the division.  The zoning and development services division manager/zoning 
administratorplanning manager shall possess the education, training, and experiences that are 
commensurate with the industry standards for this position.shall be a graduate of an accredited 
college or university, preferably with a degree in planning, engineering, architecture or related 
field; and shall have had at least five (5) years of responsible, practical experience in urban 
planning and/or in a municipal or county regulatory agency.  The planning zoning and 
development services division shall undertake the permitting and enforcement provisions of the 
county’s zoning and land development regulations.   
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(2) Planning Services - The division of planning services is hereby created and the
position of planning services division manager.  The planning services division manager shall 
possess the education, training, and experiences that are commensurate with the industry 
standards for this position.  The planning services division shall undertake the management of 
the county’s Neighborhood Improvement Program, update and implement the county’s 
comprehensive Plan, oversee the county’s sustainability program and perform long-range 
planning activities for the county. 

(23) Building Inspections -   The division of building inspections is hereby created, and
the position of building codes and inspections division manager who shall be responsible to the 
community planning and development director to direct and coordinate the operations and 
activities of the division.  The building codes and inspections manager shall possess the 
education, training, and experiences that are commensurate with the industry standards for this 
position.shall be a graduate of an accredited college or university, preferably with a degree in 
engineering, architecture, construction or related field; and shall have had at least five (5) years 
of responsible, practical experience in construction, inspections, administration and/or in a 
municipal or county regulatory agency.  The manager shall hold South Carolina registration as a 
Certified Building Official.  The building division shall be responsible for the permitting and 
enforcement provisions of the county’s building code regulations.  

(34) New Development Engineering - The division of new development engineering is
hereby created, and the position of new development engineering division manager.  The new 
development engineering division manager shall possess the education, training, and experiences 
that are commensurate with the industry standards for this position.- The new development 
division shall be responsible to the to the community planning and development director to direct 
and coordinate the operations and activities of the division 

(45) Community Development – The division of community development is hereby
created, and the position of community development division manager.  The community 
development division manager shall possess the education, training, and experiences that are 
commensurate with the industry standards for this position.  The division shall administer grants 
from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development to improve primarily low-income 
neighborhoods with affordable, safe and decent housing and other quality of life environments.  
The division shall administer grants from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development to improve low-income neighborhoods.  The community development manager 
shall be responsible to the community planning and development director to direct and 
coordinate the operations of the division. 

(56) Conservation – The division of conservation is hereby created, and the position of
conservation division manager., who shall be responsible to the community planning and 
development director to direct and coordinate the operations and activities of the division.  The 
conservation manager shall possess the education, training, and experiences that are 
commensurate with the industry standards for this position.shall be a graduate of an accredited 
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college or university, with a master's degree in environmental or agricultural science or 
engineering, hydrology, water resources management or closely related field; and shall have had 
at least five (5) years of responsible, practical experience in the above fields.  The conservation 
manager shall direct manage and supervise all functions of the division and implement the 
responsibilities of the Richland County Conservation Soil and Water Conservation District and 
Richland County Conservation Commission. The manager shall consult with and advise the 
community planning and development director regarding the conservation and protection of the 
county's natural, cultural and historical resources. The division shall also interact with federal 
and State agencies, other counties and municipalities, institutions of higher education, and not for 
profit conservation and environmental organizations to support the responsibilities of the 
division, District and Commission. 

(67) Business Service Center – The business service center division is hereby created,
and the position of manager of the business service center division manager.  The manager of the 
business service center division manager shall possess the education, training, and experiences 
that are commensurate with the industry standards for this position. The business service center 
division manager   – and every employee therein – shall give to the county a surety bond in an 
appropriate amount for the faithful performance of his/her duties as such officers; such bond 
shall be filed in the office of the clerk of court.  The manager of the business service center 
division manner shall be responsible to the community planning and development director for 
the performance of the duties and responsibilities of the department, which shall be to: 

(a) Issue and enforce licenses and permits for businesses needing these
licenses and permits by county ordinance to operate lawfully, including, but not
limited to (unless otherwise preempted and/or prohibited by federal or state law):
business licenses, peddler’s licenses, temporary business permits, and solicitation
permits.

1. Business licenses,
2. Fireworks licenses, and/or
3. Hazardous Materials permits.

(b) Collect and enforce the payments , via the Internet and/or other convenient
methods, for the aforementioned licenses and permits in subsection (1) above, as
well as the Clearance Review fee.for other business fees and taxes (not otherwise
preempted and/or prohibited by federal or state law), including, but not limited to:

1. Hospitality Taxes,
2. Sewer Fees,
3. Sewer Tap fees,
4. Water Fees,
5. Landfill Fees, and/or
6. Solid Waste Fees.
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(c) Collect and enforce the requirements and collections of the County’s 
Local Accommodation Tax and Tourism Development Fee.   
 
(d) Enforce the requirements and collections of the County’s Hospitality 
Taxes and Business Personal Property Taxes. 
 
(e) Make business forms and information available in many diverse and 
convenient ways to assist businesses operate as required by applicable county 
ordinances. 
 
(fd) Inspect and audit businesses for compliance with applicable county 
ordinances regarding these licenses, permits, fees, and taxes. 
 
(eg) Serve as a liaison to the business community on behalf of Richland 
County on issues relating to issuances and collections of the Business Service 
Center. 
 
(f) Serve as the single point of contact for businesses required to comply with 
applicable county ordinances. 
  
(gh) Serve as the catalyst for integrating coordinating Business Service Center 
services with other county departments, State agencies, and other groups or 
organizations. 
 
(i) Enforce the requirements of the County’s Smoking Ban. 

 
 (78) Register of Deeds – The register of deeds division is hereby created, pursuant to 
state law, along with the position of register of deeds division manager.,  Ssuch office is to be 
located in the county courthouse at the discretion of the clerk of court.  The register of deeds 
division manager shall possess the education, training, and experiences that are commensurate 
with the industry standards for this position. The register of deeds (manager of the division) shall 
give to the county a surety bond in the value of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000.00) for the 
faithful performance of his/her duties, such bond to be lodged in the office of the state treasurer.  
The register of deeds division manager shall be responsible and under the direct supervision of 
the community planning and development director, for the performance of the duties of this 
office which include, but are not limited to: 
 

(a) Directing the division of mesne conveyances and supervising its staff and 
activities; 
 
(b) Indexing and recording all deeds, conditions, restrictions, contracts, 
agreements, descriptions of real estate from the probate judge’s office, cemetery 
plots, easements, leases, mortgages on chattel and real property, satisfactions, 
assignments, releases, modifications, mechanics’ liens, state,   federal  and   
employment   security commission tax liens, plats and financial statements under 
the Uniform Commercial Code; provided, however, that no deed shall be accepted 
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for recordation unless it bears the tax map number of the property being 
conveyed; 

(c) Maintaining books for recording business establishments, corporate
charters, U.S. military and naval forces discharges;

(d) Maintaining a notary public register;

(e) Maintaining an index of cross-index books for all instruments of record
logged in the office;

(f) Collecting necessary fees for the recording of records as set by law;

(g) Answering requests and giving assistance to those seeking information
from the records of the office;

(h) Preparing a division budget; and

(i) Rebinding books and records.

(89) Assessor – The assessor division is hereby created, pursuant to state law, along
with  the position of assessor (division manager).  The assessor shall possess the education, 
training, and experiences that are commensurate with the industry standards for this position..  
The powers, duties, and responsibilities of the tax assessor shall be those set forth by state law, 
but generally will plan, organize and manage the appraisal, assessment and reassessment of 
property in the County.The tax assessor division, and the position of tax assessor, who shall be 
responsible to the community planning and development director to direct and coordinate the 
operations and activities of the division.  The tax assessor shall be a person with education, 
training, skills, and/or experience that is satisfactory to the county administrator.  The powers, 
duties, and responsibilities of the tax assessor shall be those set forth by state law. 

DIVISION 3.  DETENTION CENTER 

Sec 2-130. Creation; director. 

There is hereby created the detention center department, and the position of detention 
center director who shall be responsible to the county administrator to direct and coordinate the 
operations and activities of the department. The director shall be appointed by the county 
administrator and his/her term of office shall be at the pleasure of the county administrator.  The 
manager shall have the following duties and responsibilities: 

(1) Operate and manage the county detention center, and any prison camps or other
detention facilities that may be established;

(2) Provide for the proper care and custody of all prisoners assigned to county
detention facilities;
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(3) Be responsible for the effective and efficient operation of the detention center and 
any related buildings and grounds; 
 
(4) Control all employees under his/her direction and be responsible for all equipment 
and supplies needed to operate the detention center. 
 

 Sec. 2-131.  Departmental Divisions. 
 
 The detention center department shall include the following divisions: 
 

 (1) Security – The division of security is hereby created and the position of 
security manager, who shall be responsible to the detention center director to 
ensure the detention remains secure.  

  
 (2) Operations – The division of operations is hereby created and the position 

of operations manager, who shall be responsible to the detention center director to 
facilitate and execute the operation of the detention center. 

 
 (3) Programs – The division of programs is hereby created and the position of 

programs manager, who shall be responsible to the detention center director to 
successful implement the programmatic initiatives of the detention center.  

 
 (4) Support – The division of support is hereby created and the position of 

support manager, who shall be responsible to the detention center director to 
support the detention center director and contribute to the effective functioning of 
the detention center. 

 
DIVISION 4.  ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OFFICE 

 
Sec. 2-132.  Creation; director. 
 
 There is hereby created the economic development office and the position of director of 
the economic development office. 
 
Sec. 2-133. Qualifications of director; selection; compensation. 
 

The director of the economic development office shall possess the education, training, 
and experiences that are commensurate with the industry standards for this position. 
 
Sec. 2-134. Responsibilities; powers; duties. 
 
 The director shall work to assist new companies considering locating in Richland County 
and existing companies considering expanding their operations.  The office shall have the 
following duties and responsibilities: 
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(1) Maintain demographic and economic data on Richland County;

(2) Conduct building and site tours for prospective companies;

(3) Facilitate meetings with existing industry to discuss human resources and labor
force issues;

(4) Conduct community tours for prospective companies;

(5) Negotiate incentive proposals on behalf of the County.

DIVISION 5.  EMERGENCY SERVICES 

Sec. 2-135.  Creation; director. 

There is hereby created the emergency services department and the position of director of 
emergency services, who shall be responsible to the county administrator and who shall direct 
and coordinate the operations and activities of the department. The director shall be appointed by 
the county administrator, and his/her term of office shall be at the pleasure of the county 
administrator. 

Sec. 2-136. Qualifications of director; selection. 

The director of emergency services shall possess the education, training, and experiences 
that are commensurate with the industry standards for this position 

Sec. 2-137. Responsibilities; powers; duties. 

The director of the department of emergency services or “chief” of emergency services 
shall be the county fire marshall marshal.  The director of the department of emergency services 
shall enforce all provisions of this Code of Ordinances pertaining to the operation of emergency 
services within the county. 

 Sec. 2-138.  Departmental Divisions. 

The emergency services department shall include the following divisions: 

(1) Emergency Medical Services - The emergency medical services division shall
provide county-wide 911 emergency medical services designed to respond to medical 
emergencies and to provide initial medical response and/or treatment as a means of stabilizing 
accident and/or trauma victims for transportation to medical facilities for primary, secondary 
and/or tertiary care or treatment as may be required. 

(a) Fees for ambulance services to the general public within the boundaries of
the county and outside of the boundaries of the county shall be determined from
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time to time by council. 

(b) Fees for ambulance services will be limited to the maximum allowed
under the health care insurance plan for each county employee. These fee
schedules are subject to amendment, repeal, or deletion by the county council
from time to time.

(c) The county council hereby grants permission for the operation of private
convalescent transport units within the county.

Private convalescent transport units are any vehicle making nonemergency calls 
within the county and to destinations within the county as scheduled to a 
physician’s office or hospital for treatment, routine physical examinations, x-rays, 
or laboratory tests which is used for transporting within the county, patients upon 
discharge from a hospital or nursing home to a hospital, nursing home or 
residence, or a vehicle making any other calls dispatched within the county as 
nonemergency. Such vehicles are described in S.C. Code 1976,  
§ 44 61 10 et seq. (as amended).

(d) The department of emergency services is hereby authorized to promulgate
and enforce rules and regulations governing and controlling such private
convalescent transport units and the nonemergency ambulances as deemed by the
department to be necessary pursuant to federal, state and applicable regulating
agency requirements.

Further, all nonemergency private ambulances that originate calls within the 
county shall be required to comply with the provisions of this Code of 
Ordinances, including the business license ordinance [chapter 16], and reporting 
requirements promulgated by the division. 

(2) Fire - The fire division shall be responsible for providing countywide fire,
services, but not be limited to the following: 

(a) Coordination and supervision of the development and operation of a
county fire service system in the unincorporated areas and participating
municipalities; to include coordination, supervision, and monitoring or any
of the fire duties which may be contracted out to third parties pursuant to
contract or intergovernmental agreements;

(b) Emergency communications;

(c) Determine the Cause and Origin of fires;

(d) The provision of assistance to the various units of the fire service in
resolving technical problems;
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(e) Coordination of the management of all county fire service units; 
 
(f) Enforcement of county ordinance and the county fire prevention code; 
 
(g) Coordination of the emergency services department special response and 

rescue capabilities 
 

(3) Emergency Management Division - The emergency management division shall be 
responsible for ensuring the complete and efficient utilization of all the county facilities to 
combat disaster from enemy attack, manmade or natural disaster; for directing the day-to-day 
operations of the office and coordinating the activities of county and city governments during a 
period of disaster. The department shall be empowered and required to coordinate with and 
render assistance to county and city officials in the development of plans for the use of all 
facilities, equipment, manpower and other resources of the county and the municipalities existing 
within the county for the purpose of minimizing or preventing damage to persons or property in 
disaster situations. The department shall further direct the efforts of the county emergency 
management division in the implementation of the provisions of this subsection. 

 
The emergency management division shall be the coordinating agency for all activity in 

connection with integrated emergency management; and it shall be the instrument through which 
the county government shall exercise its authority under the laws of this state during an attack 
against this county, its political subdivisions, or any part of the state, or during manmade or 
natural disasters. This subdivision will not relieve the county or any city department existing 
within the county of the normal responsibilities and/or authority given to is by general laws or 
local resolution or ordinance, nor will it limit the work of the American Red Cross or other 
volunteer agencies organized for relief in natural disaster. 

 
As used in this subsection: 
 
Attack shall mean a direct assault against the county, its political subdivisions, or any part 

of the state, by forces of a hostile nation, including assault by nuclear, chemical or biological 
warfare, espionage or sabotage. 

 
County shall mean Richland County, including all municipalities and political 

subdivisions. 
 
Emergency management shall have a broad meaning and shall include preparations 

against and relief from the effects of attack on the county, or any part of the state, by the forces 
of any enemy nation; and it shall also include such activity in connection with manmade or 
natural disaster as defined herein. It shall not include any activity that is the responsibility of the 
military forces of the United States. 

 
Emergency management organization shall mean all county and municipal officials and 

employees of the county and municipalities, together with those volunteer forces enrolled to aid 
them during a disaster, and persons who may, by agreement or operation of law, be charged with 
duties incident to the protection of life and property in the county, city and towns during times of 
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disaster. 

Manmade disaster shall mean such disasters as those caused by hazardous material or 
radiation accidents or incidents and terrorist activities. 

Natural disaster shall mean any condition seriously threatening public health, welfare, or 
security as a result of a severe fire, explosion, flood, tornado, hurricane, earthquake, or similar 
natural or accidental cause which is beyond the control of public or private agencies ordinarily 
responsible for the relief of such conditions. 

Volunteer shall mean contributing service, equipment or facilities to the emergency 
preparedness organization without remuneration or without formal agreement or contract of hire. 
While engaged in such services, volunteer personnel shall have the same immunities as persons 
and employees of the county performing similar duties. 

(a) The emergency management division shall maintain liaison with the state
and federal authorities, and the authorities of other nearby political
subdivisions, so as to ensure the most effective operation of the emergency
plan. The duties shall include, but shall not be limited to, the following:

1. Development and publication of emergency plans in conformity
with state emergency plans for the immediate use of all of the
facilities, equipment, manpower and other resources of the county
for the purpose of minimizing or preventing damage to persons or
property, and protecting and restoring to usefulness governmental
services and public utilities necessary for the public health, safety,
and welfare.

2. Control and necessary recordkeeping for funds and property which
may be made available from the federal, state, county and
municipal governments.

3. Submission of annual budget requirement to the state, federal and
county governments.

4. Signing such documents as are necessary in the administration of
the county emergency preparedness program, to include project
applications and billing for purchases under project applications.

5. Coordination of the recruitment and training of the volunteer
personnel and agencies to augment the personnel and facilities of
the county emergency preparedness purposes.

6. Through public information programs, education of the civil
population as to the actions necessary and required for the
protection of their persons and property in case of enemy attack or
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natural disaster. 
 
7. Conducting simulated disaster exercise and public practice alerts to 

ensure efficient operations of the emergency plans and to 
familiarize residents of the county and municipalities with civil 
defense regulations, procedures and operations. 

 
8. Coordination of the activity of all other public and private agencies 

engaged in any emergency preparedness programs. 
 
9. Negotiation with owners or persons in control of building or other 

property for the use of such buildings   or  property   for  
emergency management purposes, and designating suitable 
buildings as public fallout shelters. 

 
10. Development of a community shelter plan.  
 
11. Assumption of such authority and conducting such activity as may 

be necessary to promote and execute the emergency operations 
plan. 

 
(b) The chairman of the county council shall be responsible for meeting the 

problems and dangers to the county and its municipalities and their 
residents resulting from disasters of any origin and may issue 
proclamation and regulations concerning disaster relief and related matters 
which during an emergency situation shall have the full force and effect of 
law. 

 
(c) In accordance with annex K of the emergency plan, emergency shelters 

may be opened during an emergency and may be housed at schools, 
churches and other locations. The type and location of an emergency will 
determine which shelters will be opened. After shelters are opened, the 
public will be notified and given instructions through the public 
information officer.   

 
(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of the law, authority in an emergency 

in the county shall be determined by the current County Code of 
Ordinance and the County Emergency Plan.  

 
(e) A state of disaster may be declared by the chairman of the county council 

with the knowledge of officials of the affected municipalities if he 
determines that a disaster has occurred, or that the threat thereof is 
imminent, and extraordinary emergency measures are deemed necessary 
to cope with the existing or anticipated situation. Once declared, that state 
of emergency shall continue until terminated by the chairman of county 
council. All proclamations of a disaster issued pursuant to this section 
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shall indicate the nature of the disaster, the area or areas affected, the 
conditions which required the proclamation of the disaster, and the 
conditions under which it will be terminated. In addition to any other 
powers conferred by law, the county and municipal governments may, 
under the provisions of this subsection: 

1. Suspend existing laws and regulations prescribing the
procedures for conduct of county or municipal business if
strict compliance with the provisions of any statutes, order,
rule or regulation would in any way prevent, hinder or
delay necessary action in coping with the emergency.

2. Utilize all available resources of county and municipal
government as reasonably necessary to cope with a disaster
emergency.

3. Transfer the direction, personnel or functions of county and
municipal departments and agencies or units thereof for
purposes of facilitating or performing emergency services
as necessary or desirable.

4. Compel performance by government officials and
employees of the duties and functions assigned in the
county emergency plan.

5. Contract, requisition and compensate for goods and
services from private sources.

6. Direct evacuations of all or part of the population from any
stricken or threatened area within the county or
municipality if such action is deemed necessary for
preservation   of   life   or   other disaster mitigation,
response or recovery.

7. Prescribe routes, modes of transportation and destinations
in connection with evacuations.

8. Control ingress and egress to and from a disaster area, the
movement of persons within the area and the occupancy of
premises therein.

9. Suspend or limit the sale, dispensing or transportation of
alcoholic beverages, firearms, explosives and combustibles.

10. Make provisions for the availability and use of temporary
housing.

Page 49 of 101
166 of 358



11. Suspend or limit nonemergency activities and prohibit
public assemblies.

12. Implement curfews during declared disaster events.

(f) All employees of departments, commissions, boards, institutions and other
agencies of the county and municipalities who are designated as civil
emergency forces shall cooperate with the emergency management
division in the formulation of the county emergency plan shall comply
with the requests of emergency management personnel when such
requests are issued pursuant to the provisions of this subsection. County
and city personnel shall include in such plans the restoration of
governmental services and public utilities necessary for the health, safety
and welfare of the general public.

(g) All such civil emergency forces shall notify the director of emergency
services of conditions in the county or municipalities resulting from
enemy attack or natural disaster, and they shall inform the director of any
conditions threatening to reach the proportions of a natural disaster as
defined herein.

(h) County and municipal employees assigned to duty as part of the civil
emergency forces pursuant to the provisions of this subsection shall retain
all the rights, privileges and immunities of their employment and shall
receive the compensation incident to that employment.

(i) The director of emergency services  may at any time make the
appointment of volunteer citizens to augment personnel in the time of
emergency. Such volunteer citizens may be enrolled as civil emergency
volunteers in cooperation with the heads of the county or municipal
department affected, and they shall be subject to the rules and regulations
set forth by their department for such volunteers.

(j) The director may appoint volunteer citizens or from the personnel of a
civil emergency service for which the county or municipalities have no
counterpart. He may also appoint volunteer citizens as public shelter
managers, who, when directed by the director, shall open public shelters
and take charge of all stocks of food, water and other supplies and
equipment stored in the shelter; admit the public according to the
community shelter plan; and take whatever control measures are necessary
for the protection and safety of the occupants.

(k) The director of emergency services may appoint and permit volunteers to
operate privately owned vehicles to respond to disasters and emergencies
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using lights and sirens after first meeting the established rules and criteria 
promulgated by the emergency services department for volunteer privately 
owned vehicle response.  

 
  
l. The emergency services department public information officer shall serve 

as public information officer for the emergency management  division. 
 
m. This subsection is an exercise by the county and city of their governmental 

authority for the protection of the public peace, health and safety; and 
county or municipal agents and representatives, or any individual, receiver 
firm, partnership, corporation, association, or trustee, or any of the agents 
thereof in good faith carrying out, complying with, or attempting to 
comply with any order, rule or regulation promulgated pursuant to the 
provisions of this subsection shall not be liable for any damage sustained 
by persons or property as a result of such activity. 

 
n. Any person owning or controlling real estate or other premises who 

voluntarily and without compensation grants the county the right to 
inspect, designate and use the whole or any part or parts of such real estate 
or premises for the purpose of sheltering persons during an authorized 
civil emergency practice exercise shall not be civilly liable for the death of 
or injury to any person on or about such real estate or premises under such 
license, privilege or other permission, or for loss of or damage to the 
property of such person. 

 
o. It shall be unlawful for any persons to violate any of the provisions of this 

subsection or the regulations issued pursuant to the authority contained 
herein or willfully to obstruct, hinder or delay any member of the civil 
emergency organization in the enforcement of the provisions of this 
subsection or any regulation issued thereunder.   Any   violation   of   this 
subsection shall be considered as a misdemeanor and shall be punished by 
a fine of not more than five hundred dollars ($500.00) or confinement of 
not more than thirty (30) days. 

 
(4) Hazardous Materials Division - The hazardous materials division shall include, 

but not be limited to the location, identification, monitoring and/or control of all hazardous/toxic 
waste(s) existing in or transported through the county. Such control shall include the permitting 
and enforcement of all relevant codes and the coordination of effort with other county and public 
agencies assigned public safety responsibilities in the field of hazardous/ toxic wastes. 

 
(5) Emergency 911 Communications  
 
 (a) Funding for emergency 911 telephone system 
 

 It is the desire of Richland County Council to shorten the time and to 
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simplify the methods required for a resident of Richland County to request 
and to receive emergency aid.  It is the further intent of the County 
Council to provide funding by which to allow operation, maintenance and 
enhancements of E911 by levying a monthly charge of fifty (50) cents 
upon each local exchange access facility subscribed by telephone 
subscribers whose local exchange access lines are in the area served by or 
which would be served by the E911 service and/or system of Richland 
County.  Wireless E911 fees will be levied as outlined in South Carolina 
Code of Laws Section 23-47-50.  

(b) E911 Service fee, billing and collection.

(1) The E911 Service Fee shall include charges as may be required by
the Service Suppliers and agreed upon by Richland County and
such charges for support, planning, operation and current or future
enhancements that are required by Richland County and outlined
in South Carolina Code Sections 23-47-10 through 80.

(2) A monthly charge shall be levied upon each local exchange access
facility subscribed to by telephone subscribers whose local
exchange access lines are in the area served by or which would be
served by the 911 service and/or system of the jurisdiction of the
county as provided for in this section, in amounts permitted by the
State of South Carolina, provided that the amount of such levy
shall be set forth precisely in each annual, or supplemental budget
ordinance as appropriate, together with a provision providing that
such charges were tax enforceable under South Carolina Code 23-
47-50(B). Said E911 Service Fee rate shall include funding for
only such expenses and costs as are authorized under provisions of
South Carolina Code Section 23-47-40(A)(B), and (D) as amended
from time to time, as may be approved by the Richland County
Council attendant to the normal adoption of the County’s Ordinary
and Capital Budgets. Said budget shall clearly delineate the
estimated E911 Service Fee revenue and the associated expense,
and sources of revenue and authorized expenses from sources other
than the E911 Service Fee, by budget account and line item.

(3) The E911 Service Fee shall be uniform and not vary according to
the type of local Exchange access.

(4) Coin operated telephones are toll free 911 calls, but certain
locations, such as detention centers or institutions may be denied
access to 911 at the discretion of the emergency services director.
Other coin operated telephones where it can be clearly justified as
not  being in the public interest to continue or have access to 911
may also be denied such access.
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(5) Service Suppliers shall remit to Richland County E911 Service Fee 

Collections within 45 calendar days following the end of the month 
of collections of such funds and, upon receipt of a monthly bill 
from the Service Supplier, Richland County will remit payment. 

 
(6) An audit and budget reconciliation shall be conducted annually. 

The audit shall comply with the requirements of the South Carolina 
Code Section 23-47-50(E). 

 
(c) Accounting and management. 

 
(1) As provided in South Carolina Code Section 23-47-50(C), 

Richland County is responsible for the collection of delinquent 
accounts having access to the E911 system. The emergency 
services director and finance director shall cause procedures to be 
established with the Service Supplier and shall forward such 
information to the appropriate authority for collection procedures. 

 
(2) The emergency services director is responsible within Richland 

County for the administration of this section and South Carolina 
Code Sections 23-47-10 through 80. 

 
(d) Addressing and road name. All road naming activity shall be coordinated 

with the public works department, the planning division of the Community 
Planning and Development Department and if applicable the City of 
Columbia. Public safety is of the highest priority and road names 
contribute significantly to the efficiency of the emergency response 
system. 

 
(e) It shall be a violation for any person to misuse or abuse the 911 system or 

to make a false 911 call.  Any person in violation of this section shall be 
subject to the penalties set forth in (f).  

 
(e) (f) Penalties. Any person who shall violate any provision of this section, 

including the provisions of South Carolina Code Title 23, Chapter 47, 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon conviction of such offense, 
shall be fined not more than five hundred dollars ($500.00) or imprisoned 
for not more than thirty (30) days, and in addition, shall pay all costs and 
expenses involved in the case. Each and every day or portion thereof 
during which any violation continues shall be considered a separate 
offense. 

 
DIVISION 6.  FINANCE 

 
Sec. 2-139.  Creation; director. 
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There is hereby created the finance department and the position of director of finance, 
who shall be responsible to the county administrator and who shall direct and coordinate the 
operations and activities of the department. The department shall be responsible for all facets of 
finance administration including budget preparation and budgetary control, accounting, financial 
reporting, and other related financial/fiscal activities.  It shall be responsible also for insurance; 
payroll and leave administration; and, in cooperation with the department of human resources, 
shall be responsible for development and implementation of a personnel data and information 
management system; and such other responsibilities as may be assigned by the county 
administrator.  The director of finance shall give to the county a surety bond in the value of thirty 
thousand dollars ($30,000.00) for the faithful performance of his/her duties as such officer, such 
bond to be filed in the office of the clerk of court.  

Sec. 2-140.   Qualifications of director; selection. 

The director of finance shall possess the education, training and experiences that are 
commensurate with the industry standards for this position.  

Sec. 2-141.   Responsibilities; powers; duties. 

The director of finance shall be the chief administrative finance officer of the county, 
responsible to the county administrator for the performance of his/her duties and responsibilities 
which shall be to: 

(1) Direct the finance department and supervise its staff and activities;

(2) Approve all warrants issued by officers of the county and draw drafts in payment
thereof;

(3) Maintain current accounts of all county budget expenditures and make periodic
reports thereon as required by the county administrator;

(4) Maintain a current inventory of all county property, real and personal; and collect
and account for all income from rental or sale of same;

(5) Receive all requests from county offices and agencies in excess of budget
allowances, and prepare recommendations for the county administrator to submit
to the council for consideration thereof;

(6) Obtain and supervise contracting and payments for all insurance on   county
property, including liability and related insurance;

(7) Cooperate with the county council, treasurer, attorney and other officers
concerned in the preparation and sale of all county bond issues and other long-
term financial transactions;
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(8)  Cooperate with the county auditor, treasurer and other county officers in securing 
annual and special audits of all county accounts as required by law or directed by 
council; and 

 
(9) Serve as the trust officer of the county and be granted authority to sign necessary 

documents and create accounts for the proper maintenance of such funds, 
provided that such procedures shall be approved by the county administrator. 

 
 Sec. 2-142.  Departmental Divisions. 
 
 The finance department shall include the following divisions: 
 

 (1) Accounting – There is hereby created the division of accounting and the 
position of accounting manager, who shall be responsible to the finance director 
to prepare annual financial statements and other financial reports as required or 
requested by federal and state agencies, County Council, Administration, or 
financial markets. 

  
 (2) Budget – There is hereby created the division of budget and the position of 

budget manager, who shall be responsible to the finance director to create and 
maintain the County’s Annual Budget. 

 
(32) Procurement - There is hereby created the division of procurement and the 
position of procurement manager. The procurement manager shall be a person 
with education, training and/or experience in purchasing, contract administration, 
and inventory.  The division of procurement shall be responsible for the 
following: 

 
(a) Purchasing all supplies, materials, equipment, and contractual 
services required by county agencies and performing the purchasing-
related functions required of the director of procurement herein; 
 
(b) Negotiating contracts for professional services and submitting 
them for approval and award as provided herein; 
 
(c) Using standard specifications wherever they are applicable to 
purchase orders and contracts and ensuring compliance with such 
specifications through adequate inspection of deliveries; 
 
(d) Transferring between agencies, supplies, materials and equipment 
which are no longer needed by a holding agency but which can be used by 
the receiving agency; 
 
(e) Exchanging, trading in or selling those supplies, materials and 
equipment which are surplus, obsolete or unused and which are found by 
the county administrator not to be required for public use; 
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(f) Developing, with the approval of the county attorney as to legal
sufficiency, standard forms and conditions for invitations to bid, requests
for proposals, purchase orders, and contracts; developing and prescribing
the use by agencies of other forms required in carrying out the provisions
of this article; and amending or eliminating any such forms;

(g) Upon request of the council, and subject to its approval of each
transaction, performing all delegable functions in connection with
acquisition and disposal of real property;

(h) Acting as the procurement, purchasing and contracting agent for all
officers, offices and agencies of the county, subject to regulations
promulgated by the council and approval authority of the director of
finance;

(i) Establishing and maintaining a central purchasing warehousing
and supply system for all county offices and agencies, providing for
requisition of materials and supplies by county offices and agencies
authorized by the council;

(j) Placing, with a newspaper to be determined pursuant to the
requirements of Chapter 2, Article X, “Purchasing,” of this Code, all
requests for advertising by a county agency or department. Any agency or
department requiring advertisement shall prepare the advertisement and
present same to the division of procurement for the purposes of processing
it for publication. The division of procurement shall have the
responsibility of determining the most practical and least costly medium of
advertising. In connection with this subsection, the office of procurement
shall provide each county agency and department a schedule of processing
time allowance so that the requesting agency or department will be
assured of the actual date of publication of the advertisement. However,
any advertising which is not paid for with county funds, or for which the
county is reimbursed by a private individual or company, may be exempt
from the provisions of this subsection;
(k) Other duties as directed by the director of finance or county
administrator.

DIVISION 7.  HUMAN RESOURCES 

Sec. 2-143.  Creation; director. 

The department of human resource services is hereby created and shall be 
responsible for the development and implementation of a modern human resources 
program. The human resources department shall be managed by the director of human 
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resource services who shall be responsible also for  the following human resources 
functions:  classification and compensation, benefits, records management, wellness, 
leaves, retiree services, employment, training, employee relations/civility and inclusion, 
performance management, recruiting and retention, communication, audits and 
compliance, budget, guidelines and handbook, ADA and Title VI, human resources 
information system, and such other responsibilities as may be assigned by the county 
administrator.  The director of the human resource services department shall be bonded to 
the county in an appropriate amount for the faithful performance of the duties as such 
officer. 

The department of human resources is hereby created and shall be responsible for the 
development and implementation of a modern personnel program employing whatever resources 
and assistance are needed from the finance department. The human resources department shall be 
managed by the director of human resources who shall be responsible also for administrative and 
legislative research, economic and community development, public affairs, data information 
management, and such other responsibilities as may be assigned by the county administrator.  
The director of the human resources department shall be bonded to the county in an appropriate 
amount for the faithful performance of the duties as such officer. 
 
Sec. 2-144.   Qualifications of director; selection. 
 

The director of human resources shall possess the education, training, and experiences 
that are commensurate with the industry standards for this position.  

  
Sec. 2-145.   Responsibilities; powers; duties. 
 
 The duties and responsibilities of the director of human resources shall be: 
 

(1) To serve as personnel director and, as such to plan, organize, direct and 
coordinate the personnel program of the county; 

 
(2) To formulate and recommend operating policies and procedures to the county 

administrator for the effective administration of the county’s human resources 
program to ensure the County is in compliance with all local, state, and federal 
labor laws and regulations;To formulate and recommend operating policies and 
procedures to the county administrator for the effective administration of the 
county’s personnel program; 

 
(3) To be responsible for the coordination of all programs, activities, services and 

facilities throughout the County in order to accomplish the implementation of and 
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)To direct and control 
the county’s research resources and activities serving the administrative and 
legislative branches of the government; 

 
(4) To perform such other related work as may be required and as assigned by the 

county administrator.To provide leadership and support in the areas of economic 
and community development and, in so doing, establish effective liaison and 
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working relationships with all appropriate private and public enterprises as related 
to economic and industrial development, and with all appropriate civic 
groups/associations, as related to community development; 

(5) To administer a program of public affairs and, to that end, establish effective
relationships with the media and the general public through the development of
viable public information programs;

(6) To organize, direct, and administer management information and word processing
programs assigned to receive, store and provide organizational data and
information on a timely and well-organized basis as a service to the entire
organization; and

(7) To perform such other related work as may be required and as assigned by the
county administrator.

 Sec. 2-146.  Departmental Divisions. 

The human resource services department shall include the following divisions: 

(1) Total Rewards– This division shall manage Total Rewards for the Human
Resource Services Department. 

(2) Employee Development – This division shall manage Employee Development for
the Human Resource Services Department. 

(3) Compliance and Audits - This division shall manage Compliance and Audits for
the Human Resource Services Department. 

The human resource services department shall be responsible for the following human 
resources functions: 

• Classification and Compensation
• Benefits
• Records Management
• Wellness
• Leaves
• Retiree Services
• Employment
• Training
• Employee Relations / Civility and Inclusion
• Performance Management
• Recruiting and Retention
• Communications
• Audits and Compliance
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• Budget 
• Guidelines and Handbook 
• ADA and Title VI  
• Human Resources Information System 

The human resources department shall include the following divisions: 
 
 (1) Compensation, Benefits, and Classification – This division shall manage the 
compensation, benefits and classification related services for the human resources department.  
 
 (2) Operations- This division shall manage the operations of the human resources 
department.  
 
 

DIVISION 8.  INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 
 
Sec. 2-147.  Creation; director. 
 

There is hereby created the information technology department and the position of 
director of information technology, who shall be responsible to the county administrator and who 
shall direct and coordinate the operations and activities of the department. The director shall be 
appointed by the county administrator, with the term of office being at the pleasure of the county 
administrator. The department shall be responsible for all providing the technological vision and 
leadership to deploy the appropriate technology that will contribute towards an enriched 
community and providing timely, efficient, effective, and proactive technology support to the 
employees of Richland County. 
 
Sec. 2-148.   Qualifications of director; selection. 
 

The director of information technology shall be the chief information officer and shall 
possess the education, training, and experiences that are commensurate with the industry 
standards for this position.  

 
 Sec. 2-149.  Departmental Divisions. 
 
 The information technology department shall include the following divisions: 
 
            (1) Network & Telecommunications – This division shall ensure a secure and fully 

resilient technical environment that supports all of the county’s software, 
hardware, mobile, and cloud technologies, as well as future technologies.  The 
division shall be responsible for the telecommunication system(s) serving the 
entire organization, including wired and wireless, Voice over Internet Protocol 
phone system, cell phones, data lines, cabling, and the county’s tower at Fort 
Jackson.  The division is also responsible for mission critical cybersecurity.  The 
division shall propose new or amended county policies as needed to ensure that 
the county responds to new threats and / or opportunities.  The division shall also 
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partner with other local / state agencies and private industry to expand broadband 
to citizens in Richland County. 

(2) Business Systems – This division shall provide proactive, realistic, and fiscally
sound solutions to short, middle and long-range business goals whenever
application software and / or project management can facilitate. The division shall
develop new business software, oversee vendor software, perform feasibility
studies and research, confer with departments to identify business needs and
desired outcomes, perform business analysis, project management, quality
assurance / quality control, and application training.  The division will prepare
procurement solicitations for new vendor systems and oversee implementation
projects from start to finish.  The division shall oversee and support all business
software, from small on-one-department systems, to enterprise-wide software
systems.  The division also provides a county-wide training program for all
county employees on various software tools to enhance productivity and on
cybersecurity best practices.  The division shall also manage the county website’s
technical platform.

(3) GIS - The division of geographic information system (GIS), as well as the
manager of GIS, is hereby established to furnish various county departments with
tools to measure, model, and map data regarding geographically related
phenomena. While data, in and of itself, cannot assist in making decisions or
policy, the information created from such data is a valuable tool in executing
county business. As a work product, the data will be used to produce thematic
information that can be combined to assist county personnel in the decision-
making process.

GIS data will be continuously updated and improved as technology and county
capabilities improve. The county council understands that to sustain the county’s
utility and effectiveness, data must be maintained. The county council also
recognizes that the nature of accurate local data and the potential of GIS are
reflected in the value of spatial data to entities other than Richland County. Thus,
to provide for costly maintenance of the GIS and to lessen the burden of annual
budget requests, system data elements will be available for purchase pursuant to
an established fee schedule. Such fee schedule may be modified as described in
subparagraph (d)(3) below from time to time by council.

(a) For the purposes of this section, and unless the context specifically
indicates otherwise, the following general terms shall have the meanings
designated below:

Applicant.  Any person who submits a request for GIS products or
services.

Customer.  Any applicant who executes a contract for GIS products or
services, or purchases copies of standard system products, custom hard
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copy system products, digital data, technical assistance, or other products 
or services. 

Data.  Recorded quantitative and qualitative observational measurements 
and facts. 

Data steward.  The person, or his/her designee, responsible for the 
maintenance and security of GIS data elements within a particular county 
department. 

Geographic Information System (GIS) is an organized collection of 
computer hardware, software, geographic data, and personnel designed to 
efficiently capture, store, update, use, analyze, and display all forms of 
geographically referenced material. 

Information. The result(s) obtained from processing, classifying, or 
interpolating data. 

Open records.  Standard system products as defined herein and non-digital 
source documents. 

Standard system products. Paper products generated from GIS databases 
for internal use and for the purpose of meeting requests submitted under 
current state law concerning open records. 

Subscriber.  Customer who purchases GIS service or products on a 
regular, frequent, and on-going basis. 

(b) Data and information distribution.

1. Information derived from the county GIS and presented in a
geographic context may be made available to the public via the
Internet. Furthermore, standard system products will be made
available on digital media or, if requested, in hard copy pursuant to
S.C. Code 1976, § 30-4-30, as amended.

2. All GIS-related data requests must be approved by both the data
steward of the department in possession of such data and the GIS
division of the information technology department.  Once
approved, the GIS division is responsible for filling the request.
All GIS data customers must enter into a non-transferable data
license agreement with the county.  Each license agreement shall
identify limitations in the use of county GIS data and shall
indemnify and hold harmless Richland County, its elected officials,
officers, agents, and employees from loss, damage, or other
liability arising from the use of the data.
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3. A fee shall be collected from customers for copies of GIS data. An 

initial fee schedule of individual data elements will be reviewed by 
county council. The fee schedule will include a description of each 
thematic data element to be sold, distribution format, file format, 
and unit pricing information. The county administrator, as 
necessary, may update the fee schedule. Regardless of changes in 
data product fees, a county GIS data fee schedule will be submitted 
annually to the county council as an informational update. For 
good cause, the county administrator may waive or reduce fees for 
GIS data when such actions result in serving the best interest of the 
county. 

 
4. Customers requesting data on a regular basis may request to 

receive data at a subscription rate, but must enter into a non-
transferable data license agreement with the county. 

 
5. All GIS-related information constituting a public record, as defined 

by S.C. Code 1976, § 30-4-20, as amended, may be provided at no 
charge via Internet access or at a minimal charge if such 
information is in digital or hard copy format.  The minimal fees for 
digital or hard copy public record information shall be included in 
the approved fee schedule.  

 
 

DIVISION 9.  OPERATIONAL SERVICES 
 
Sec. 2-150.  Creation; director. 
 
 There is hereby created the support servicesoperational services department and the 
position of director of support servicesoperational services, who shall be responsible to the 
county administrator and who shall direct and coordinate the operations and activities of the 
department.  The support servicesoperational services department shall be responsible to 
administer the internal or housekeeping needs of the county government. It shall be responsible 
for the maintenance, custody and security of the entire physical plant and all of the support 
servicesoperational services required to keep the plant and all equipment at an acceptable level of 
operation and usability. The office shall be managed by the director of support 
servicesoperational services and shall be responsible also for coordinating a program of records 
management through the county archivist, and for such other responsibilities as may be assigned 
by the county administrator.    The director of support servicesoperational services shall be 
bonded to the county in an appropriate amount for the faithful performance of the duties as such 
officer.  
 
Sec. 2-151.   Qualifications of director; selection. 
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The director of operational services shall possess the education, training, and experiences 
that are commensurate with the industry standards for this position 

Sec. 2-152.   Responsibilities; powers; duties. 

The duties and responsibilities of the director of support servicesoperational services 
shall be: 

(1) To develop and implement a comprehensive program of maintenance, custody
and security for the county’s physical plant, including all buildings and facilities
owned and operated by the county government;

(2) To formulate and submit to the county administrator recommendations for
continued improvement and effective utilization of the county’s physical plant;

(3) To establish a working relationship and liaison with all department and agency
heads relative to their specific operational and/or space office requirements and
needs;

(4) To provide assistance for all county departments and agencies to obtain auxiliary
and/or housekeeping support and services;

(5) To coordinate through the county archivist, a program of records management
designed to serve all county departments and agencies; and

(6) To perform such other related work as may be required and so assigned by the
county administrator.

 Sec. 2-153.  Departmental Divisions. 

The support servicesoperational services department shall include the following 
divisions: 

(1) Facilities and Grounds – This division shall perform routine maintenance on
Richland County owned facilities and grounds.

(2) Central Services –This division shall manage and operate the Richland County
mailing services.

DIVISION 10.  PUBLIC WORKS 

Sec. 2-154.  Creation; director. 

There is hereby created the public works department and the position of director of public 
works, who shall be responsible to the county administrator and who shall direct and coordinate 
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the operations and activities of the department. The director shall be appointed by the county 
administrator, and his/her term of office shall be at the pleasure of the county administrator.  

Sec. 2-155.   Qualifications of director; selection. 

The director of public works possess the education, training, and experiences that are 
commensurate with the industry standards for this position 

Sec. 2-156.   Responsibilities; powers; duties. 

The director of public works shall be responsible for the custody, security and 
maintenance of public works and physical properties infrastructure of the county and shall be 
responsible to and under the supervision of the county administrator in the performance of 
his/her duties. 

 Sec. 2-157.  Departmental Divisions. 

The public works department shall include the following divisions: 

(1) Administration – This division shall coordinate all department-level
administrative support, including personnel management, safety, training,
standardization, finance, budget, payroll, material management, and procurement.,
and geographic information services (GIS).

(2) Engineering – This division, which shall be managed by a registered professional
engineer, shall manage and provide engineering services in support of county
operations and infrastructure development, including the management and
coordination of capital improvement projects and public works related geographic
information services (GIS).

(3) Stormwater Management – This division shall provide stormwater management
services in support of positive public drainage, and “receiving water” quality., and
environmental compliance with prevailing Federal, State and Local regulations.

(4) Roads and Drainage Maintenance – This division shall maintain and improve the
county road maintenance network and county drainage infrastructure.

(5) Airport – This division shall manage the Jim Hamilton – LB Owens Airport
(CUB) operations, maintenance, and administration.

(6) Solid Waste & Recycling – This division shall provide residential collection of
municipal solid waste (MSW) and recyclable materials within the unincorporated
county, provide limited construction & demolition (C&D) landfill services,
manage the Solid Waste stream within the county, and promote cost-effective
recycling.

Page 64 of 101
181 of 358



(7) Special Services – This division shall be responsible for:

1.a. Effectively managing a labor pool of community service and
inmate labor personnel in support of county operations, such as 
picking up trash along the road right of ways and beautifying the 
community through a clean sweep program; and 

2.b. Helping communities become self-sufficient through sponsoring
community cleanups; and 

3.c. Holding community forums to address participants’ questions
about the clean sweep program and neighborhood cleanups. 

DIVISION 11.  TRANSPORTATION PENNY 

Sec. 2-158.  Creation; director. 

There is hereby created the transportation penny department and the position of director 
of the transportation penny department, who shall be responsible to the county administrator and 
who shall direct and coordinate the operations and activities of the department. The director shall 
be appointed by the county administrator, and his/her term of office shall be at the pleasure of the 
county administrator.  The transportation penny department shall manage all items of the 
Transportation Penny Program approved by voters in November 2012.  

Sec. 2-159.   Qualifications of director; selection. 

The director of the transportation penny department shall possess the education, training, 
and experiences that are commensurate with the industry standards for this position.   

Sec. 2-160.   Responsibilities; powers; duties. 

The duties and responsibilities of the director of the transportation penny department 
shall be: 

(1) To develop and implement the Richland County Transportation Program

(2) Serve as the liaison with the South Carolina Department of Transportation on all joint
transportation projects

(3) Coordinates all transportation projects with the Central Midlands Council of
Governments

(4) Oversees design and construction of all transportation projects

(5) Coordinate and manage the distribution of transportation program information to the
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Transportation Advisory Committee 

(6) Study and pursue outside funding sources for the Richland County Transportation
Program

DIVISION 12.  UTILITIES 

Sec. 2-161.  Creation; director. 

There is hereby created the department of utilities and the position of director of utilities, 
who shall be responsible to the county administrator and who shall direct and coordinate the 
operations and activities of the department. The director shall be appointed by the county 
administrator, and his/her term of office shall be at the pleasure of the county administrator.   

Sec. 2-162.   Qualifications of director; selection. 

The director of utilities shall possess the education, training, and experiences that are 
commensurate with the industry standards for this position 

Sec. 2-163.   Responsibilities; powers; duties. 

The utilities department shall be responsible for enforcing all the provisions of Chapter 
24, Utilities, and Chapter 24.5, Special Sewer Assessment Districts, of the Richland County 
Code of Ordinances. 

Sec. 2-164.  Departmental Divisions. 

The utilities department shall include the following divisions: 

(1) Administration – This division shall coordinate all department level
administrative support, including personnel management, standardization,
finance, budget, payroll, material management and procurement.

(2) Operations – This division shall provide professional operation of county water
and wastewater treatment facilities, laboratory facilities and shall administer
provisions of the county’s pre-treatment program.

(3) Maintenance – This division shall manage, maintain, and improve all county
utility systems, including facilities, grounds, water and sewer lines and associated
apparatus.

(4) Engineering - This division shall provide engineering services in support of
county utility operations and infrastructure development, including the
management and coordination of capital improvement projects funded by both
public and private sources. Also develops and maintains the department mapping
and geographic information system.
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SECTION IV.   The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 21, Roads, Highways, and 
Bridges; Article I, In General; is hereby amended by the addition of the following sections and 
amendment of reserved sections:    

Sec. 21-25. Use of county equipment by private parties and during public emergencies. 

(a) Use and operation of county equipment. Only authorized employees of the county
shall be allowed to use and operate equipment owned by the county. No such equipment
may be used at any time on private property or for private purposes except for public
emergencies as hereinafter defined and as duly authorized by the director of public works
and/or the county administrator.

(b) Public emergency. A public emergency is hereby defined as a flood (as defined
under Section 26-22 of this Code of Ordinances), earthquake, tornado, hurricane, plane
crash, train wreck, vehicular wrecks involving five (5) or more vehicles and/or ten (10) or
more persons, fires and other occurrences, natural or man-made, where the public health
is threatened or the potential of extensive damage to private property exists and
immediate, emergency steps are necessary to protect life, health, the environment, and
prevent substantial property loss.

(c) Records. In the event of such public emergency, the department of public works
must, as soon thereafter as possible, make a record of the nature of the emergency, the
property and/or owner involved, the operator of the equipment, the names of county
employees utilized, the date(s) thereof, and the man-hours involved.

(d) Reimbursement. The director of public works and/or the county administrator may
apply for reimbursement for the services rendered by county employees and equipment
where the private party either had or has insurance available for such services or where
federal or state funds are available, such as disaster aid.

(e) Violation. The failure to comply with this section shall be grounds for suspension,
removal or termination.

21-26. Burial of paupers and cremains.

The public works department shall bury paupers at a site designated for that purpose 
when directed to do so by the county administrator. Further, cremains originating from medical 
schools may be buried within the county cemetery by appropriately authorized personnel of such 
schools. Medical schools wishing to enter into these arrangements shall provide a list of names 
of authorized personnel and shall execute appropriate releases and hold-harmless agreements 
prior to any burials. 

Secs. 21-27--21-33. Reserved. 
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SECTION V.   The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 1, General Provisions; is 
hereby amended by the addition of the following section: 

Sec. 1-17. Home Detention Program.  

(a) Purpose.  The purpose of this section is to provide for a pilot Home Detention
Program in Richland County as an alternative to confinement in the Alvin S. Glenn
Detention Center, in accordance with the Home Detention Act of 1990 (S.C. Code 1976,
§ 24-13-1510 et seq, as amended).

(b) Home Detention Program provided.  Pursuant to S.C. Code 1976, §  24-13-1530,
electronic and nonelectronic home detention programs may be used by the magistrates of
Richland County as an alternative to incarceration for low risk, nonviolent adult and
juvenile offenders, as selected by the court. Applications for home detention by persons
who are awaiting trial or by offenders whose sentences do not place them in the custody
of the Department of Corrections may hereafter be made to the magistrates of Richland
County as an alternative to incarceration.  The county’s home detention program shall
comply with all applicable state and local laws and regulations, including S.C. Code
1976, §  24-13-1510 et seq.

SECTION VI.  Severability.  If any section, subsection, or clause of this ordinance shall be 
deemed to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, 
subsections, and clauses shall not be affected thereby. 

SECTION VII.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed.  All ordinances or parts of ordinances in 
conflict with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed. 

SECTION VIII.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall be effective from and after 
_____________________, 2017. 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 

BY:_______________________________ 
      Joyce Dickerson, Chairwoman 

Attest this ________ day of 

_____________________, 2017. 

_____________________________________ 
Michelle Onley 
Deputy Clerk of to Council 

RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE 
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Approved As To LEGAL Form Only. 
No Opinion Rendered As To Content. 

First Reading:  
Second Reading: 
Third Reading: 
Public Hearing: 
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Transportation Ad Hoc Committee
March 29, 2018

4. Greene Street Phase 2: Right of Way Acquisition
Discussion Point:
Right of way acquisition for this project is approximately 50% complete.  Right of way agents have 
been unsuccessful in concluding negotiations with one (1) tract.  A breakdown of this tract is as 
follows:

New Request
1 Parcel – Unable to clear title (deed discrepancy)

Recommendation:
Recommendation is to approve moving forward with Right of Way acquisition for the Greene Street 
Phase 2 project as presented in Ad Hoc Committee.  
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Transportation Ad Hoc Committee
March 29, 2018

5. Options to Stay Within Referendum Amounts 

Discussion Point:

The Program Development Team previously provided options for staying within the referendum 
amount for the Sales Tax program at the December 5, 2017 Transportation Ad Hoc Committee 
meeting.  The Program Development Team provided additional information in a Memorandum 
dated March 6, 2018 “Richland County Transportation Program Widenings Categorical 
Recommendations to Align Program with Current Available Funding”.

Recommendation:
Recommendation to consider the provided Memorandum that has been included in the package as 
an additional option for staying within the referendum amounts.
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Transportation Ad Hoc Committee
March 29, 2018

6. Candlewood Neighborhood Improvement Project Award

Discussion Point:

Bids were received on January 31, 2018 for construction of Candlewood Neighborhood 
Improvement Project Phase 2.  In concurrence with the Program Development Team, both Richland 
County Procurement and Transportation recommend award to the lowest, responsive, responsible 
bidder – AOS Specialty Contractors.  Their bid in the amount of $399,662.00 is 22.771% below 
the Engineer’s Estimate and they meet the 4.13% SLBE goal for this project. 

Recommendation:
Recommendation is to approve the contract and include a 10% contingency in the amount of 
$39,966.20 for a project total of $439,628.20.
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Transportation Ad Hoc Committee
March 29, 2018

7. Shared Use Paths Recommendation and Three (3) SCDOT Maintenance 
Agreements 

Discussion Point:
Many of the projects currently in development include Shared Use Paths to be constructed 10 feet 
wide, made of concrete and separated from traffic by a grass buffer.  The purpose of the Shared 
Use Paths are to provide pedestrian and bicycle accommodations.  The Program Development 
Team has provided a Memorandum dated March 9, 2018 “Shared-Use Paths Recommendation for 
Moving Forward”.  SCDOT has agreed to maintain the Shared Use Path itself, but is requiring that 
Richland County maintain the grass buffer between the back of curb and the Shared Use Path 
(variable width of 3’ to 5’) and the 2’ shoulder behind the Shared Use Path.  SCDOT has provided 
3 Maintenance Agreements for the following projects: Clemson Road Widening, Southeast 
Richland Neighborhood, and Polo Road Shared Use Path project.

Recommendation:
Recommendation is to move forward with entering into Maintenance Agreements for Clemson 
Road Widening, Southeast Richland Neighborhood, and Polo Road Shared Use Path project.  
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Transportation Ad Hoc Committee
March 29, 2018

Richland County Transportation Program 2017 Annual Report

Discussion Point:

The Program Development Team provided the “Richland County Transportation Program 2017 
Annual Report” which is included in the package.  Previous annual reports have been prepared by 
the Program Development Team for 2015 and 2016.  This report provides an overview of Program 
accomplishments for the calendar year 2017 and the Program to date to include the COMET.  

Recommendation:
Recommendation is to approve the “Richland County Transportation Program 2017 Annual 
Report” and make available to the public.
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Transportation Ad Hoc Committee
March 29, 2018

Sidewalk Package S-7 Project Award and Budget Corrections

Discussion Point:

Bids were received on November 15, 2017 for construction of three (3) separate sidewalk projects: 
Grand Street, Marion Street, and Bratton Street.  On November 29, 2017 the Program Development 
Team recommended award to the lowest, responsive, responsible bidder – AOS Specialty 
Contractors, which is included in the package.  Their bid in the amount of $166,562.50 is 55.44% 
below the Engineer’s Estimate and they meet the 3.96% SLBE goal for this project.  However, due 
to budgetary constraints, the project has not been recommended for award by County staff.  AOS 
Specialty Contractors have agreed to hold their bid 30 days beyond the contractual requirement of 
120 days which will now expire on April 15, 2018. 

Recommendation:
 Based on staff’s review and correction of budgets and concurrence by Richland County 

Procurement and Transportation with the Program Development Teams recommendation 
to award, recommendation is to award the contract and include a 10% contingency in the 
amount of $16,656.25 for a project total of $183,218.75.

 Recommend staff correct budgets so as to allow additional projects to be advertised and 
awarded.
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Transportation Ad Hoc Committee
March 29, 2018

Public Meetings

Discussion Point:

The Program Development Team informed the Committee of  3 public meetings currently 
scheduled.  Those meetings are:

 Crane Creek Neighborhood, April 19, 2018, Forest Heights Elementary, 5-7 pm
 Clemson/Sparkleberry Intersection, April 30, 2018, Spring Valley High School,      5-7 pm
 Shop Widening, May 17, 2018, Olympia Learning Center, 5-7 pm

The Committee stated their support of continuing Public Involvement activities.  It was also 
discussed supplementing Program Development Team staff with Richland County Public 
Involvement staff at those meetings.

Recommendation:

Recommendation to supplement Program Development Team staff with Richland County Public 
Involvement staff at those meetings.
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Transportation Ad Hoc Committee
March 29, 2018
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Date: March 9, 2018 
 
To: Dr. John Thompson, Ph.D. 
 Director of Transportation 
 
From: David Beaty, PE 
 Program Manager 
 
RE: Shared-Use Paths 

Recommendation for Moving Forward 
 
Recent guidance and receipt of maintenance agreements from SCDOT has concluded that 
they will accept maintenance of the shared-use paths, providing applicable design 
standards have been met, concrete construction of all shared-use paths and that all paths 
are constructed within SCDOT rights-of-way.   The agreements state that SCDOT will 
not accept maintenance responsibilities for the vegetative buffer areas on either side of 
the shared-use path(s).  A maintenance agreement is to be drafted and approved for each 
project identifying the entity responsible for the maintenance of buffer areas; SCDOT has 
provided these agreements for the Clemson Rd Widening project, Polo Rd Shared-Use 
Path project and the Southeast Richland Neighborhood Improvement (SERN) project. 
 
 
Recommendation:   
 
County enter into individual project agreements with SCDOT stating SCDOT will 
maintain shared-use paths while County, or other entity, will maintain all vegetated 
buffers / areas. 

 
 
Analysis: 
 
The 2012 Richland County Penny Sales Tax initiative included provisions specific to 
accommodations for bicycle and pedestrian traffic on all roadway widening and bicycle / 
pedestrian-specific projects.  Concept Reports were developed for all widening projects, 
which included public involvement to solicit input on options for providing bicycle and 
pedestrian accommodations on each project.  The accommodations provided in current 
design plans are per these previous public meetings and comments and engineering 
reviews / analyses specific to safety, project impacts and continuity with projects within 
the same vicinity. 
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Typical SCDOT practice for providing these accommodations includes the use of paved, 
on-street bike lanes (directly adjacent to motorist traffic) with curb and gutter and 
sidewalk directly behind the curb; see Exhibit A for typical section.  
 
A majority of the roadway widening projects (capacity projects, see Table 1 for listing of 
currently active projects) within the Richland County program reflect the use of offset, 
shared-use paths to provide bicycle and pedestrian accommodations.  The proposed 
typical section for these shared-use pathways include grassed buffers (minimum three (3) 
feet) between the back of curb and the edge of the pathway (for a total minimum offset 
from the travel-way of five (5) feet, including the width of curb and gutter); see Exhibit B 
for typical section of offset, shared-use paths utilized on roadway widenings. 
 
Exhibit C reflects typical sections of the shared-use paths proposed for the bicycle / 
pedestrian-specific projects (non-capacity projects, see Table 1 for listing of currently 
active projects). These projects include the construction of a shared-use pathway with 
varying widths of grassed buffers between the edge of travel-way and the edge of 
pathway.  In project-specific instances, and as reflected in Exhibit C, the pathway design 
is independent of the roadway alignment and outside of the existing rights-of-way.   
 
 
 

Exhibit A:  Standard SCDOT typical section for providing bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations 
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Exhibit B:  Shared-Use Path Typical Section on Widening Project (Roadway 
Capacity Project) 
 
 

 
Exhibit C:  Shared-Use Path Typical Section (Bicycle / Pedestrian Specific Project; 
Non-Capacity Project) 
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Table 1:  Listing of currently active Capacity and Non-Capacity projects 
 

Capacity Projects 
  
Project Limits 
Bluff Rd Widening – Phase 2 National Guard Rd to S. Beltline Blvd 
Shop Rd Widening George Rogers Blvd to S. Beltline Blvd 
Pineview Rd Widening Bluff Rd to Garners Ferry Rd (SUP from Bluff 

Rd to Shop Rd) 
Clemson Rd Widening Sparkleberry Crossing to Old Clemson Rd 
Blythewood Rd Widening – Phase 1 I-77 to Syrup Mill Rd 
Southeast Richland Neighborhood (SERN) New location roadway / improvements 
  
Non-Capacity Projects 
  
Project Limits 
  
Polo Rd Alpine Rd to Mallet Hill Rd 
Clemson Rd Old Clemson Rd to Village at Sandhills 
Assembly St Blossom St to Rosewood Dr 

 
 
Potential future shared-use pathways could be utilized on Polo Road Widening, Lower 
Richland Road Widening, and Spears Creek Church Road Widening.  Design studies for 
these 3 roadways have not yet begun. 
 
Negotiations have recently concluded that SCDOT would maintain all shared-use 
pathways and all typical roadway elements (asphalt, curb and gutter, concrete, etc) while 
the County would be responsible for maintaining the buffer areas between the curb and 
shared-use pathway, providing that minimum design standards have been met, concrete 
construction of all shared-use paths, and all shared-use paths are constructed within 
SCDOT rights-of-way.  SCDOT has stated that a maintenance agreement will be required 
for each project to identify the entity responsible for maintenance of buffer areas. 
 
In order to align the non-capacity, pedestrian / bicycle-specific projects with typical 
SCDOT accommodations, assuming 4 feet of pavement for a bike lane, curb and gutter 
and closed drainage system (along both sides of the road), would be cost-prohibitive to 
the referendum values attributed to these projects.  An approximate cost per mile to 
construct the non-capacity projects to reflect these typical SCDOT accommodations 
would equal upwards of $1.35 million.  This approximate cost includes paving to develop 
bike lanes, curb and gutter and closed-drainage systems (pipes, catch basins).  This cost 
does not include the potential for any right-of-way or utility impacts.  Additional design 
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costs would be incurred and project schedules would be impacted anywhere from 6 to12 
months for both Capacity and Non-Capacity projects.  
 
Therefore, the following options exist for the treatment of buffer areas for roadway 
widening and non-capacity, pedestrian / bicycle-specific projects with the Richland 
County Program. 
 
 

(1) Enter into individual project agreements with SCDOT stating SCDOT will 
maintain shared-use paths while County (or other entity) will maintain 
vegetatedbuffers / areas.  County staff would direct OET and PDT to designate 
buffers to be planted with low-growth, low, to no maintenance vegetation 
(meeting SCDOT / AASHTO requirements), or, in-fill of buffer areas with brick 
pavers or colored concrete (see Table 2 below for approximate costs for example 
buffer treatments). 

(2) Re-design projects to standard SCDOT typical (see Exhibit A), specific to 
Roadway Widenings (Capacity Projects). 

(3) Eliminate project(s) from Program. 

 
 
 
Table 2:  Approximate Costs for Buffer Treatments (assumes 4 foot buffer width) 
 

 Buffer 
Treatment 

Approx. Cost 
(per mile) 

Approx. Annual 
Maintenance Cost 

    
1. Grassing / Sodding $1,630.00 $11,100 2 

2. Ground Cover 1 $30,200.00 $0 3
3. Colored Concrete $151,000.00 $0 3
4. Brick Pavers $380,160.00 $0 3

 
1 Ground Cover assumes low-growth vegetation (shrubs) with little / no maintenance 
2 Approx. Annual Maintenance Cost for grassing / sodding treatment assumes the following; 

 3-person weed-eater crew x $15/man-hour x 2.0 multiplier x 8 hours/day x 5 days/week = 
$3,600 / week,  plus, 

 Traffic control – assume $1,500 / day for 5 days = $7,500. 
 Total maintenance cost = $3,600 + $7,500 = $11,100 
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However, for those projects fully within, or sections of the project limits within, the 
incorporated boundaries of the City of Columbia, there would be no maintenance 
requirement for the County.  Specified within the City of Columbia’s Code of 
Ordinances, Section 8-331, individual property owners are responsible for the 
maintenance of vegetation / grassing that may exist between the right-of-way line and the 
roadway gutter. 
 
For example, of those projects listed in Table 1 above,  Assembly St  is wholly within the 
incorporated limits of the City of Columbia; therefore, per the city ordinance stated 
above, property owners adjacent to the roadway would be responsible for the 
maintenance of any vegetative or grassed buffer areas between the shared-use paths and 
the roadway curb line.   Bluff Rd Widening, Shop Rd Widening and Clemson Rd 
Widening all have sections within their proposed limits that would also be covered by the 
city ordinance; Bluff Rd (0.20 of 2.06  miles), Shop Rd (0.37 or 2.42 miles) and Clemson 
Rd (0.30 or 1.85 miles). For those projects outside of the incorporated boundary of the 
City of Columbia, maintenance responsibilities and associated costs would be incurred by 
the County.  The following projects are examples of those that would require full County 
maintenance responsibilities; Blythewood Rd Widening, Pineview Rd Widening, SERN, 
Polo Rd shared-use path and Clemson Rd shared-use path.  
 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Letter from SCDOT, dated May 20, 2016 regarding concrete construction and 
maintenance requirements 

2. Email from SCDOT, dated January 18, 2018, regarding specific guidance / requirements 
for shared-use paths 

3. City of Columbia Ordinance Section 8-331, “Sidewalk Maintenance – Duties of property 
owners” 

4. Clemson Rd Widening – Draft Maintenance Agreement 
5. Polo Rd Shared Use Path – Draft Maintenance Agreement 
6. Southeast Richland Neighborhood (SERN) – Draft Maintenance Agreement 
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Ben Lewis

From: David Beaty
Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 10:36 AM
To: Kevin Sheppard; Robert Pratt; Raven Gambrell; Perry Mayhew; Ben Lewis; Aaron 

Marshall
Subject: FW: Richland Penny Shared Use Paths

David Beaty, PE 
Program Manager 
Richland Penny Program 
201 Arbor Lake Drive | Columbia, SC 29223 
T: 1-844-RC PENNY | M: 803-261-7942 | D: 803-726-6159 
www.richlandpenny.com 
 

 
 
 

From: McIntyre, Joey [mailto:McIntyreJD@scdot.org]  
Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 10:33 AM 
To: David Beaty 
Cc: Roger Sears; Boylston, John D. 
Subject: RE: Richland Penny Shared Use Paths 
 
David, 
 
SCDOT is willing to accept the physical shared use path assuming it is constructed of concrete, located on SCDOT ROW 
and  meets the minimum design criteria outlined in AASHTO’s Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities (1999 or 
2012 edition). Projects that are currently in the development stage that are using the 2003 Highway Design Manual may 
use the 1999 or 2012 AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. All future projects will be developed 
under the 2017 Roadway Design Manual and will have to meet the requirements of the 2012 AASHTO Guide for the 
Development of Bicycle Facilities exclusively. As with any projects, any deviation from the design criteria outlined in 
these design guides will need to be discussed on a case by case basis and may require a design variance or a design 
exception. While SCDOT will accept the physical shared paths, District One will not maintain the vegetation between the 
travel way and shared use path. District One Maintenance will prepare a maintenance agreement that will identify the 
entity responsible for maintenance of the vegetation.  
 
In addition, some projects may have specific items (retaining walls, specialized drainage structures, etc.) that the 
Department may elect to not accept into the state system. When these items are identified during the review process, a 
draft maintenance agreement will be prepared by SCDOT and provided to Richland County for review.   
 
I was hoping to be able to provide the maintenance agreements for Clemson, SERN and Polo with this response, but it 
will be Thursday or Friday of this week before I receive those from District One. Once I receive them, I will forward to 
you for review. 
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Joey McIntyre, PE 
Midlands RPG 3  
SC Department of Transportation 
803-737-1842 O 
mcintyrejd@scdot.org 

Celebrating 100 years of service to South Carolina! 
 
From: David Beaty [mailto:dbeaty@richlandpenny.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 16, 2018 1:53 PM 
To: McIntyre, Joey 
Subject: RE: Richland Penny Shared Use Paths 
 

*** This is an EXTERNAL email. Please do not click on a link or open any attachments unless you are 
confident it is from a trusted source. ***

Hello Joey, 
            I am just following up on your e-mail below from 1-8-18 hoping you’d be able to get some guidance on Shared Use 
Paths.  Thanks very much. 

David Beaty, PE 
Program Manager 
Richland Penny Program 
201 Arbor Lake Drive | Columbia, SC 29223 
T: 1-844-RC PENNY | M: 803-261-7942 | D: 803-726-6159 
www.richlandpenny.com 
 

 
 
 

From: David Beaty  
Sent: Monday, January 08, 2018 8:42 AM 
To: 'McIntyre, Joey' 
Subject: RE: Richland Penny Shared Use Paths 
 
Hello Joey, 
            Thanks very much, and of course feel free to call me anytime if we ever need to discuss anything.  I really do 
appreciate your effort. 

David Beaty, PE 
Program Manager 
Richland Penny Program 
201 Arbor Lake Drive | Columbia, SC 29223 
T: 1-844-RC PENNY | M: 803-261-7942 | D: 803-726-6159 
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www.richlandpenny.com 
 

 
 
 

From: McIntyre, Joey [mailto:McIntyreJD@scdot.org]
Sent: Monday, January 08, 2018 8:38 AM 
To: David Beaty 
Subject: RE: Richland Penny Shared Use Paths 
 
Good Morning David, 
 
I wanted to touch base and let you know I didn’t forget about responding to your email. I have been trying to coordinate 
with everyone involved before responding. I hope to have something final to you before the end of the day. I apologize 
for the delay. 
 
Joey McIntyre, PE 
Midlands RPG 3  
SC Department of Transportation 
803-737-1842 O 
mcintyrejd@scdot.org 

Celebrating 100 years of service to South Carolina! 
 
From: David Beaty [mailto:dbeaty@richlandpenny.com]
Sent: Friday, December 29, 2017 10:55 AM 
To: McIntyre, Joey 
Cc: Kevin Sheppard 
Subject: RE: Richland Penny Shared Use Paths 
 

*** This is an EXTERNAL email. Please do not click on a link or open any attachments unless you are 
confident it is from a trusted source. ***

Hello Joey, 
            Thanks in advance for helping get some clarity on this subject.  The Richland Penny Program has two general 
categories involving Shared-Use Paths (SUP).  The first one involves roadway widening projects such as Clemson Road, 
Shop Road, Bluff Road and Blythewood Road, among potentially others.  As a result of public input, SUP were chosen to 
accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians.  Variable buffers between the back of curb and SUP are shown from 3’ to 
5’.  Previous correspondence from SCDOT indicated the preference would be for the SUP to be concrete instead of 
asphalt for ease of maintenance, so all SUP have been designed as concrete. 
            The second general category is where the Richland Penny Program is not adding any capacity to a roadway, but 
accommodating bicyclists/pedestrians through SUP.  These projects that are in various stages of development include 
Clemson Road from Old Clemson to Village at Sandhills, Ft. Jackson Blvd., and Polo Road, among potentially others. 
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            We are requesting clarity on what SCDOT is willing to accept into the state system and maintain.  We would 
request SCDOT consider accepting both the SUP and buffer for both widening projects and non-widening projects.  To 
help us keep  projects moving forward I would request 1) a general direction to guide the Program as new projects and 
design criteria are developed so that projects aren’t developed to some point and then have to be 
changed.  Simultaneously I would request 2) specific guidance on a project-by-project basis for the projects we are 
currently developing. 
            There are 3 time sensitive projects we would like guidance on due to their schedules. 

 Clemson Road Widening – SUP, plan  to request construction authorization early 2018 
 Southeast Richland Neighborhood – SUP, plan  to request construction authorization early 2018 
 Polo Road – SUP only, currently put R/W acquisition on hold pending this issue 

Other Widening/Intersection projects that we are proposing SUP are: 
 Bluff Road 2 Widening 
 Blythewood Road 1 Widening 
 Pineview Road Widening 
 Shop Widening Widening 
 Clemson/Sparkleberry Intersection 

Other projects only providing SUP are: 
 Clemson Road from Old Clemson Road to Village at Sandhills 
 Ft. Jackson Blvd. 
 Assembly Street from George Rogers to near Blossom 
 Other projects have been identified as candidates for SUP, but no work has begun (shown at top of 

attachment to this e-mail). 

Our first order of priority is clarity on Clemson Road Widening, SERN, and Polo Road.  Then I think we need some type of 
general answer on both widenings and non-widening projects so that Richland County can adjust accordingly, as many 
projects are in various stages of design.  Depending on the detail of this general letter, then additional individual 
maintenance agreements may not be necessary, but obviously that is at the discretion of SCDOT.  Please feel free to call 
to help  clarify the issues and projects.  Thanks again for your help. 

David Beaty, PE 
Program Manager 
Richland Penny Program 
201 Arbor Lake Drive | Columbia, SC 29223 
T: 1-844-RC PENNY | M: 803-261-7942 | D: 803-726-6159 
www.richlandpenny.com 
 

 
 
 

From: McIntyre, Joey [mailto:McIntyreJD@scdot.org]
Sent: Tuesday, December 19, 2017 3:28 PM 
To: David Beaty 
Subject: Richland Penny Shared Use Paths 
 
Good Afternoon David, 
 
I spoke with Chris Kelly this morning and he was updating me on the maintenance agreements for the proposed projects 
with shared use paths. In the conversation he told me you requested a general letter that would outline SCDOT’s 
position on the on the proposed SUP’s. I apologize if there has been confusion, in our previous discussions I was under 
the impression that the PDT was wanting the specific maintenance agreements for each project. I spoke with John 
Boylston, and if possible, could you provide me with a written request of what issues need to be addressed? I do not 
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believe it will be an issue getting the official letter, we just want to make sure we are providing the information you are 
requesting.  
 
Joey McIntyre, PE 
Midlands RPG 3  
SC Department of Transportation 
803-737-1842 O 
mcintyrejd@scdot.org 

Celebrating 100 years of service to South Carolina! 
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(a) 

(b) 

Sec. 8-331. - Duties of property owners.

It shall be the duty of all owners of property in the city upon which sidewalks have been laid to keep such 

walkways clean and free from obstruction. Owners of property shall report defective conditions in 

sidewalks to the city manager or director of public services. 

All persons who own real estate in the city which abuts upon any street right-of-way shall be required to 

keep that portion of the right-of-way which lies between the property line and the street side of the gutter 

of the adjoining street free from unsightly vegetation or other things which would mar or detract from the 

beauty and cleanliness of the street upon which their property abuts. Any owner of business or 

institutional property who shall place or allow grass to grow upon the portion of the right-of-way lying 

between the property line and the curbline of the street upon which his real estate abuts shall keep such 

grass properly mowed and free from rubbish of all kinds. If such owners are not in the possession of their 

property, then this section shall apply to their tenants or those who have possession or control of the 

property. 

(Code 1979, § 9-3030) 
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APPENDIX 1 – MAINTENANCE PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT  
2/17/00

THIS AGREEMENT is entered this _________ day of _____________, 20__, by and between 
Richland County, hereinafter referred to as County, and the South Carolina Department of Transportation, 
hereinafter referred to as SCDOT.  

WHEREAS, in accordance with Sections 57-3-110 (1) and (10), 57-3-650, 57-23-10, 57-23-
800(E), 57-25-140, and the SCDOT's Policy of Vegetation Preservation on SC Highways, SCDOT is 
authorized to allow landscaping and beautification efforts on SCDOT right of ways;  

WHEREAS, the County has previously obtained a Cooperative Intergovernmental Agreement 
(IGA) for the coordination of the Richland County Sales Tax Transportation Program to access SCDOT's 
right of way for construction and/or improvement of transportation facilities. Said IGA is described as 
follows:  

IGA Number: 25-14  Date Issued: February 7, 2014  

Location: Clemson Road from Old Clemson Road to Sparkleberry Crossing Road;  

WHEREAS, SCDOT and the County are desirous of entering into this Agreement to grant a 
continuous license to the County to enter the SCDOT's right of way to conduct routine maintenance of 
landscaping, beautification and/or enhancements permitted by the aforesaid IGA;  

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of mutual promises, SCDOT and the County agree to the 
following:

1)  SCDOT grants the County a license to enter onto the SCDOT right of way at the area 
defined by the intergovernmental agreement. The purpose of the license to enter is limited to routine 
maintenance of the intergovernmental agreement area. Such entry will be limited to the scope of the work 
identified in the intergovernmental agreement. No additional encroachment beyond that contemplated by 
the original intergovernmental agreement is allowed. If additional maintenance, enhancement and/or 
beautification efforts, different from the original scope of work identified in the intergovernmental 
agreement, is requested, the County will be required to submit a new intergovernmental agreement 
identifying the new scope of work. Entry onto SCDOT right of way pursuant to this agreement may be 
without notice to the SCDOT.  

2)  The County agrees to post all necessary traffic control devices and take all necessary 
precautions in conformance with SCDOT traffic control standards and as required by the SCDOT, along 
the SCDOT right of way prior to and during the performance of any routine maintenance, enhancement 
and/or beautification efforts. 

3) SCDOT agrees to accept maintenance responsibilities for the shared use path concrete 
structure not to include cleaning or hazardous weather maintenance of the surface. 

 4) The County agrees to accept maintenance responsibilities for maintenance of the shared 
use path’s surface to include cleaning and hazardous weather maintenance of the surface. 

5) The County agrees to maintain the vegetation zone located between the edge of roadway 
and the shared use path as well as the vegetation zone on the outside shoulder of the path.  This 
maintenance includes, but is not limited to, mowing and clearing/limbing vegetation management. 

6)  The County agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the SCDOT from any and all claims, 
damages and liability arising or resulting from the County’s presence on and use of the SCDOT right of 
ways for routine maintenance, enhancement and/or beautification. The County agrees to be responsible 
for all claims or damages arising from the work performed within the limits of the SC Tort Claims Act. In 
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addition, the County shall insert a hold harmless and indemnification clause in its contract with all 
contractors and subcontractors which requires the contractor and subcontractor to indemnify and hold  
harmless the County and the State of South Carolina, specifically the SCDOT, from any liability, claims or 
damages which may arise from the performance of the work on SCDOT right of way. Further, the County 
agrees that they are subject to S. C. Code Section 57-5-140, which provides that SCDOT shall not be 
liable for damages to property or injuries to persons, as otherwise provided for in the Torts Claims Act, as 
a consequence of the negligence by a municipality in performing such work within the State highway right 
of way. 

  

7)  This Agreement shall not be modified, amended or altered except upon written consent of 
the parties. Neither party shall assign, sublet, or transfer its interest in this Agreement without the written 
consent of the other.  

8)  This Agreement may be terminated upon thirty days’ written notice to the other party; 
however, in cases where the County is not performing in accordance with this Agreement, SCDOT shall 
give written notice to the County of the failure in performance and, if the County does not correct or cure 
the performance within three days of receipt of the notice, SCDOT shall have the option to terminate this 
license immediately, and shall, thereafter, give written notice of such termination to the County.  

IN WITNESS HEREOF, the above parties have hereunto set their hands and seals.  

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF    RICHLAND COUNTY  
TRANSPORTATION

By: ________________________________    By: ___________________________  
Its: ________________________________    Its: ___________________________  
Recommended by: _______________________ 
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THIS AGREEMENT is entered this _________ day of _____________, 20__, by and between 
Richland County, hereinafter referred to as County, and the South Carolina Department of Transportation, 
hereinafter referred to as SCDOT.  

WHEREAS, in accordance with Sections 57-3-110 (1) and (10), 57-3-650, 57-23-10, 57-23-
800(E), 57-25-140, and the SCDOT's Policy of Vegetation Preservation on SC Highways, SCDOT is 
authorized to allow landscaping and beautification efforts on SCDOT right of ways;  

WHEREAS, the County has previously obtained a Cooperative Intergovernmental Agreement 
(IGA) for the coordination of the Richland County Sales Tax Transportation Program to access SCDOT's 
right of way for construction and/or improvement of transportation facilities. Said IGA is described as 
follows:  

IGA Number: 25-14  Date Issued: February 7, 2014  

Location: Polo Road from Alpine Road to Mallet Hill Road;  

WHEREAS, SCDOT and the County are desirous of entering into this Agreement to grant a 
continuous license to the County to enter the SCDOT's right of way to conduct routine maintenance of 
landscaping, beautification and/or enhancements permitted by the aforesaid IGA;  

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of mutual promises, SCDOT and the County agree to the 
following:

1)  SCDOT grants the County a license to enter onto the SCDOT right of way at the area 
defined by the intergovernmental agreement. The purpose of the license to enter is limited to routine 
maintenance of the intergovernmental agreement area. Such entry will be limited to the scope of the work 
identified in the intergovernmental agreement. No additional encroachment beyond that contemplated by 
the original intergovernmental agreement is allowed. If additional maintenance, enhancement and/or 
beautification efforts, different from the original scope of work identified in the intergovernmental 
agreement, is requested, the County will be required to submit a new intergovernmental agreement 
identifying the new scope of work. Entry onto SCDOT right of way pursuant to this agreement may be 
without notice to the SCDOT.  

2)  The County agrees to post all necessary traffic control devices and take all necessary 
precautions in conformance with SCDOT traffic control standards and as required by the SCDOT, along 
the SCDOT right of way prior to and during the performance of any routine maintenance, enhancement 
and/or beautification efforts. 

3) SCDOT agrees to accept maintenance responsibilities for the shared use path concrete 
structure not to include cleaning or hazardous weather maintenance of the surface. 

 4) The County agrees to accept maintenance responsibilities for maintenance of the shared 
use path’s surface to include cleaning and hazardous weather maintenance of the surface. 

5) The County agrees to maintain the vegetation zone located between the edge of roadway 
and the shared use path as well as the vegetation zone on the outside shoulder of the path.  This 
maintenance includes, but is not limited to, mowing and clearing/limbing vegetation management. 

6) The County agrees to accept maintenance responsibilities for all retaining wall structures, 
handrails, and associated drainage items constructed as part of the project. 

7)  The County agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the SCDOT from any and all claims, 
damages and liability arising or resulting from the County’s presence on and use of the SCDOT right of 
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ways for routine maintenance, enhancement and/or beautification. The County agrees to be responsible 
for all claims or damages arising from the work performed within the limits of the SC Tort Claims Act. In 
addition, the County shall insert a hold harmless and indemnification clause in its contract with all 
contractors and subcontractors which requires the contractor and subcontractor to indemnify and hold  
harmless the County and the State of South Carolina, specifically the SCDOT, from any liability, claims or 
damages which may arise from the performance of the work on SCDOT right of way. Further, the County 
agrees that they are subject to S. C. Code Section 57-5-140, which provides that SCDOT shall not be 
liable for damages to property or injuries to persons, as otherwise provided for in the Torts Claims Act, as 
a consequence of the negligence by a municipality in performing such work within the State highway right 
of way. 

  

8)  This Agreement shall not be modified, amended or altered except upon written consent of 
the parties. Neither party shall assign, sublet, or transfer its interest in this Agreement without the written 
consent of the other.  

9)  This Agreement may be terminated upon thirty days’ written notice to the other party; 
however, in cases where the County is not performing in accordance with this Agreement, SCDOT shall 
give written notice to the County of the failure in performance and, if the County does not correct or cure 
the performance within three days of receipt of the notice, SCDOT shall have the option to terminate this 
license immediately, and shall, thereafter, give written notice of such termination to the County.  

IN WITNESS HEREOF, the above parties have hereunto set their hands and seals.  

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF    RICHLAND COUNTY  
TRANSPORTATION

By: ________________________________    By: ___________________________  
Its: ________________________________    Its: ___________________________  
Recommended by: _______________________ 
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THIS AGREEMENT is entered this _________ day of _____________, 20__, by and between 
Richland County, hereinafter referred to as County, and the South Carolina Department of Transportation, 
hereinafter referred to as SCDOT.  

WHEREAS, in accordance with Sections 57-3-110 (1) and (10), 57-3-650, 57-23-10, 57-23-
800(E), 57-25-140, and the SCDOT's Policy of Vegetation Preservation on SC Highways, SCDOT is 
authorized to allow landscaping and beautification efforts on SCDOT right of ways;  

WHEREAS, the County has previously obtained a Cooperative Intergovernmental Agreement 
(IGA) for the coordination of the Richland County Sales Tax Transportation Program to access SCDOT's 
right of way for construction and/or improvement of transportation facilities. Said IGA is described as 
follows:  

IGA Number: 25-14  Date Issued: February 7, 2014  

Location: Rabbit Run from Rabbit Run Connector to Lower Richland Boulevard;  

WHEREAS, SCDOT and the County are desirous of entering into this Agreement to grant a 
continuous license to the County to enter the SCDOT's right of way to conduct routine maintenance of 
landscaping, beautification and/or enhancements permitted by the aforesaid IGA;  

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of mutual promises, SCDOT and the County agree to the 
following:

1)  SCDOT grants the County a license to enter onto the SCDOT right of way at the area 
defined by the intergovernmental agreement. The purpose of the license to enter is limited to routine 
maintenance of the intergovernmental agreement area. Such entry will be limited to the scope of the work 
identified in the intergovernmental agreement. No additional encroachment beyond that contemplated by 
the original intergovernmental agreement is allowed. If additional maintenance, enhancement and/or 
beautification efforts, different from the original scope of work identified in the intergovernmental 
agreement, is requested, the County will be required to submit a new intergovernmental agreement 
identifying the new scope of work. Entry onto SCDOT right of way pursuant to this agreement may be 
without notice to the SCDOT.  

2)  The County agrees to post all necessary traffic control devices and take all necessary 
precautions in conformance with SCDOT traffic control standards and as required by the SCDOT, along 
the SCDOT right of way prior to and during the performance of any routine maintenance, enhancement 
and/or beautification efforts. 

3) SCDOT agrees to accept maintenance responsibilities for the shared use path concrete 
structure not to include cleaning or hazardous weather maintenance of the surface. 

 4) The County agrees to accept maintenance responsibilities for maintenance of the shared 
use path’s surface to include cleaning and hazardous weather maintenance of the surface. 

5) The County agrees to maintain the vegetation zone located between the edge of roadway 
and the shared use path as well as the vegetation zone on the outside shoulder of the path.  This 
maintenance includes, but is not limited to, mowing and clearing/limbing vegetation management. 

6) The County agrees to accept maintenance responsibilities for all handrails constructed as 
part of the project. 

7)  The County agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the SCDOT from any and all claims, 
damages and liability arising or resulting from the County’s presence on and use of the SCDOT right of 
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ways for routine maintenance, enhancement and/or beautification. The County agrees to be responsible 
for all claims or damages arising from the work performed within the limits of the SC Tort Claims Act. In 
addition, the County shall insert a hold harmless and indemnification clause in its contract with all 
contractors and subcontractors which requires the contractor and subcontractor to indemnify and hold  
harmless the County and the State of South Carolina, specifically the SCDOT, from any liability, claims or 
damages which may arise from the performance of the work on SCDOT right of way. Further, the County 
agrees that they are subject to S. C. Code Section 57-5-140, which provides that SCDOT shall not be 
liable for damages to property or injuries to persons, as otherwise provided for in the Torts Claims Act, as 
a consequence of the negligence by a municipality in performing such work within the State highway right 
of way. 

  

8)  This Agreement shall not be modified, amended or altered except upon written consent of 
the parties. Neither party shall assign, sublet, or transfer its interest in this Agreement without the written 
consent of the other.  

9)  This Agreement may be terminated upon thirty days’ written notice to the other party; 
however, in cases where the County is not performing in accordance with this Agreement, SCDOT shall 
give written notice to the County of the failure in performance and, if the County does not correct or cure 
the performance within three days of receipt of the notice, SCDOT shall have the option to terminate this 
license immediately, and shall, thereafter, give written notice of such termination to the County.  

IN WITNESS HEREOF, the above parties have hereunto set their hands and seals.  

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF    RICHLAND COUNTY  
TRANSPORTATION

By: ________________________________    By: ___________________________  
Its: ________________________________    Its: ___________________________  
Recommended by: _______________________ 
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Memo	
 
 

 
It is the intent of this memorandum to provide recommendations for the Widenings 

category of the Richland County Transportation Program to best align the Program with the 
projected available funding while maximizing the completion of all other categories. 

 
Background: 
 

The Richland County Transportation Program has a total funding of $1.07 billion funded 
through the Transportation Sales Tax approved by voters in November of 2012.  Per the 
referendum, $300,991,000 is dedicated to Transit with the remaining $769,009,000 dedicated to 
the categories of Administration, Bike/Ped/Greenway, and Roadway.  As the Transit funding is 
directly assigned to The COMET bus system, this memorandum will be discussing the remainder 
of the categories (Program).   

 
Based on projected revenue and current cost estimates, there is an anticipated shortfall of 

approximately $140 million for the entire Program, almost entirely attributable to the Widening 
category of projects (see Attachment 1 Financial Status Summary by Category dated 12-31-17).   
The 9 other major Program categories (Intersections, Special, Neighborhood Improvements, 
Bikeways, Sidewalks, Greenways, Pedestrian Intersections, Dirt Road Paving, and Resurfacing) 
have been developed such that each category is constrained to the Referendum amount.  For 
example, the Intersections category consists of 15 individual intersections totaling $42.3 million.  
Within that category, some intersections are projected to exceed their original referendum 
amount while others are anticipated to be constructed below their original referendum amount, 
but the total cost is expected to be below the total $42.3 million.  To date, the Widenings 
category has not been developed to be constrained to the Referendum amount. 

 
  

To:      Dr. John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM 
From:  David Beaty, P.E. 
CC:     Tony Edwards, P.E. 
Date:   March 6, 2018 
Re:      Richland County Transportation Program Widenings Categorical Recommendations to  

    Align Program with Current Available Funding 
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Widening Shortfall: 
 

Four of the 14 Widenings are at or under the Referendum amount: (1) Hardscrabble Road 
widening and (2) Leesburg Road widening are being managed and developed by SCDOT 
resulting in Richland County’s role being one of providing a set amount of funding only;  (3) 
North Main Street widening has received outside funding from the City of Columbia and federal 
grants such that when combined with the Intersection funds identified for North Main 
Street/Monticello Road (within the limits of the North Main Street widening), the total project 
cost to Richland County is approximately equal to the referendum funding;  (4) Clemson Road 
widening has been developed such that it is scheduled to be advertised for construction in Q2 
2018 and is estimated to be below the Referendum amount.  This results in 10 individual projects 
within the Widening category that are responsible for the $140 million funding shortfall.  (Note 
that all cost estimates include a 10% construction contingency which may or may not be utilized 
and accounts for approximately $20 million of the projected shortfall). 
 
 Each of the 14 Widenings has been reviewed in detail focusing on the original Council-
approved prioritization criteria with additional emphasis placed on traffic and safety.  The results 
were used to develop multiple scenarios that would return the Widening category back to a cost 
constrained value that meets available funding.  Attachment 2 provides the detailed analysis and 
recommendation for each Widening project. 
 
Modification Scenarios: 
 

SCDOT is currently developing the Carolina Crossroads Project (Malfunction Junction) 
which consists of significant improvements to multiple interchanges along I-20, I-26, and I-126.  
This project is fully funded and includes the reconstruction of the I-20/Broad River Road 
Interchange.  For more information, please refer to www.scdotcarolinacrossroads.com.  The I-
20/Broad River Road Interchange was included in the 2012 Referendum in the amount of $52.5 
million.  All 3 of the following scenarios assume the availability of the $52.5 million to the 
Widening category. 
 

 Scenario 1 – Construct All Widenings in Order of Current Prioritization 
This approach would construct the first 10 Widenings to their full Referendum termini 
(except Broad River Road which has previously been changed by Council) leaving 
Spears Creek Church Road, Lower Richland Boulevard, Polo Road, and Blythewood 
Improvements Phase 2 indefinitely deferred.  
 

 Scenario 2 – Construct All Widenings Within Original Referendum Amounts 
This approach would greatly reduce, if not eliminate, significant improvements to traffic 
and safety for a number of projects due to insufficient funds.  These projects include 
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Atlas Road, Bluff Road Phase 2, Blythewood Road Phase 1, Pineview Road, Polo Road, 
Shop Road, and Spears Creek Church Road.  While some improvements could be made 
within Referendum amounts, actual cost to benefit ratios would likely be considered 
undesirable and some improvements would likely not be allowed by SCDOT due to 
logical termini concerns. 
 

 Scenario 3 – Defer Construction of Select Projects and/or Elements of Projects 
Reviewing projects with consideration of traffic, safety, logical termini and potential for 
individual improvements compared to overall costs of the projects results in two projects 
standing out for deferral and one project for reduced project termini: 
 

1. Bluff Road Widening Phase 2:  In order to receive $1.8 million in outside funding 
from the County Transportation Commission and SCDOT, Bluff Road Widening 
was separated into 2 sections.  Bluff Road Phase 1 was recently constructed as 
part of the Program at a cost of $7.5 million from Rosewood Dr. to George 
Rogers Blvd.  The section from George Rogers Blvd. to National Guard Road has 
previously been improved and funded by others.  Bluff Road Phase 2 extends 
from National Guard Road to South Beltline Blvd.  The Referendum amount for 
all of Bluff Road is $16.7 million ($9.2 million remaining after Phase 1) and the 
current estimate to construct Bluff Road Phase 2 is $40 million.  

 
Bluff Road Phase 2 is currently a 4 lane roadway with existing left-turn lanes at 
signalized intersections.  Items contributing to the estimated $40 million project 
cost include construction of isolated locations of flush-median turn lanes, the 
inclusion of Shared Use Paths, the construction of large stormwater pipes due to 
adjacent existing developed areas, and the replacement of a culvert near South 
Beltline Blvd.  Minimal improvements to traffic or safety would be achieved by 
this project.   

 
2. Pineview Road Widening: This project was defined in the referendum as being 

widened to 3 lanes from Bluff Road to Shop Road and then widened to 5 lanes 
from Shop Road to Garners Ferry Road.  The referendum amount is $18.2 million 
and the current estimate is $40 million.   
 
The Columbia Area Transportation Study (COATS) regional traffic model shows 
that by 2041 daily traffic volumes along Pineview Road from Garners Ferry Road 
to Shop Road would actually decrease from 16,700 to 16,000 due to the 
construction of Shop Road Extension Phase 2.  Although traffic volumes would 
increase in the section of Pineview Road from Shop Road to Bluff Road from 
3,400 to 4,700 by 2041, the existing 2-lane section could adequately 
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accommodate that traffic volume.  Minimal improvements to traffic or safety 
would be achieved by this project. 

 
3. Spears Creek Church Road Widening: The referendum amount for Spears Creek 

Church Road from Two Notch Road to Percival Road is $26.6 million and the 
current estimate is $49.5 million.  This estimate includes replacing the Spears 
Creek Road Bridge over I-20 and making associated improvements along I-20.  If 
this project were to begin on the north side of the I-20 bridge extending to Two 
Notch Road and eliminate the I-20 bridge replacement, including a total of 1,850 
feet of Spears Creek Church Road to Percival Road, a savings of approximately 
$13.5 million could result. 

 
Recommendations: 
 
 In an effort to align with available funding, the following recommendations are made: 
 

 Reprogram the $52.5 million from the I-20/Broad River Interchange to the Widenings 
category. 

 Defer Bluff Road Widening Phase 2 until all other Widenings are constructed or until 
additional funds are identified ($40 million). 

 Defer Pineview Road Widening until all other Widenings are constructed or until 
additional funds are identified ($40 million). 

 Reduce the termini of Spears Creek Church Road to construct from north of I-20 to Two 
Notch Road resulting in saving $13.5 million. 
 

 
Additionally, it is recommended that the remaining Widening projects be fully constructed in 
accordance with the Referendum termini.  The combination of the above identified amounts 
totaling $146 million is greater than the projected Program shortfall of $140 million and 
allows the Program to be completed within the constraints of the available funding. 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Attachment 1:  Richland Transportation Penny Program Financial Status Summary by Category 
Attachment 2:  Widenings Category Summary & Recommendations 
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RICHLAND TRANSPORTATION PENNY PROGRAM

FINANCIAL STATUS SUMMARY BY CATEGORY

ROADWAY PROJECTS (Referendum Total = $656M) REFERENDUM
  CURRENT 
ESTIMATE 

 OUTSIDE FUNDING/ 
REIMBURSEMENTS 

VARIANCE
 EXPENDED TO 

DATE 
*PHASE

WIDENINGS
Hardscrabble Road Widening 29,860,800$            29,860,800$           -$                              -$                            18,159,871$           CO
Clemson Road Widening 23,400,000$            19,603,193$           980,000$                  4,776,807$              3,141,115$             RW
Leesburg Road Widening 4,000,000$              4,000,000$             -$                              -$                            405$                       RW
North Main Street Widening (includes $5.4M Intersection) 35,400,000$            60,626,155$           23,751,673$              (1,474,481)$            22,916,571$           CO
Bluff Road Widening  Phase 1 -$                           9,285,688$             1,800,000$                (7,485,688)$            8,950,413$             Complete
Bluff Road Widening Phase 2 16,700,000$            40,203,471$           -$                              (23,503,471)$          1,868,839$             PE
Shop Road Widening 33,100,000$            60,182,081$           -$                              (27,082,081)$          1,771,281$             PE
Atlas Road Widening 17,600,000$            41,770,632$           -$                              (24,170,632)$          4,449,560$             RW
Pineview Road Widening 18,200,000$            40,032,789$           -$                              (21,832,789)$          1,605,275$             PE
Blythewood Road Widening (Syrup Mill Road to I-77) 8,000,000$              10,431,591$           -$                              (2,431,591)$            361,297$                PE
Broad River Road Widening 29,000,000$            39,708,413$           -$                              (10,708,413)$          756,669$                PE
Spears Creek Church Road Widening 26,600,000$            49,502,831$           -$                              (22,902,831)$          405$                       NS
Lower Richland Boulevard Widening 6,100,000$              6,975,750$             -$                              (875,750)$               405$                       NS
Polo Road Widening 12,800,000$            15,975,711$           -$                              (3,175,711)$            405$                       NS
Blythewood Road Widening and Improvements 21,000,000$            26,186,650$            -$                               (5,186,650)$            2,649$                    NS

Total Widenings 281,760,800$          454,345,755$          26,531,673$               (146,053,282)$        63,985,158$            
INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS

Clemson Rd. & Rhame Rd./North Springs Rd. 3,500,000$              4,063,386$             -$                              (563,386)$               3,206,077$             Complete
Broad River Rd. and Rushmore Rd. 3,700,000$              1,308,979$             -$                              2,391,021$              1,195,215$             Complete
Farrow Rd. and Pisgah Church Rd. 3,600,000$              2,244,299$             -$                              1,355,701$              938,080$                RW
North Springs Rd. and Risdon Way 1,800,000$              2,017,045$             -$                              (217,045)$               1,741,163$             Complete
Summit Pkwy and Summit Ridge Rd. 500,000$               1,531,409$             -$                              (1,031,409)$            1,370,297$             Complete
Kennerly Rd. & Coogler Rd./Steeple Ridge Rd. 1,900,000$              2,980,112$             -$                              (1,080,112)$            2,447,655$             Complete
Wilson Blvd. and Pisgah Church Rd. 3,600,000$              -$                           -$                              3,600,000$              405$                       Complete
Wilson Blvd. and Killian Rd. 2,600,000$              -$                           -$                              2,600,000$              405$                       Complete
Clemson Rd. and Sparkleberry Ln.  5,100,000$              14,929,152$           -$                              (9,829,152)$            3,482,940$             RW
Bull St. and Elmwood Ave. 2,000,000$              3,076,437$             -$                              (1,076,437)$            405$                       PE
North Main St / Monticello Rd (constructed with N. Main Widening) -$                           -$                           -$                              -$                            405$                       CO
Hardscrabble & Kelly Mill Rd. / Rimer Pond Rd.  3,000,000$              -$                           -$                              3,000,000$              405$                       CO
Garners Ferry Rd. and Harmon Rd. 2,600,000$              1,034,070$             -$                              1,565,930$              109,912$                PE
North Springs Rd. and Harrington Rd. 2,000,000$              976,332$               -$                              1,023,668$              126,475$                PE
Screaming Eagle Rd. and Percival Rd. 1,000,000$              2,193,355$              -$                               (1,193,355)$            133,451$                PE

Total Intersection Improvements 36,900,000$            36,354,576$            -$                               545,424$                14,753,290$            
SPECIAL PROJECTS

Riverbanks Zoo Transportation Related Projects 4,000,000$              4,000,000$             -$                              -$                            3,345,525$             Complete
Innovista 1 (Greene St. Phase 1) 18,544,418$           -$                              18,115,740$           Complete
Innovista 2 (Greene St. Phase 2) 28,095,980$           -$                              1,152,484$             RW
Innovista 3 (Williams St.) 3,359,602$             -$                              -$                           NS
Shop Road Extension Phase 1 32,824,162$           3,758,565$                12,406,663$           CO
Shop Road Extension Phase 2 42,734,403$           -$                              -$                           NS
Kelly Mill Road 4,500,000$              4,500,000$             -$                              -$                            -$                           NS
Commerce Drive Improvements 5,000,000$              5,000,000$             -$                              -$                            -$                           NS
Neighborhood Improvement Projects 63,000,000$            63,000,000$            180,000$                   180,000$                1,624,987$             Various

Total Special Projects 198,300,000$          202,058,565$          3,938,565$                 180,000$                36,645,399$            
INTERCHANGE (I-20 / Broad River Road) 52,500,000$            52,500,000$           -$                              -$                            -$                           NS
DIRT ROAD PAVING 45,000,000$            45,000,000$           -$                              -$                            9,703,350$             Various
RESURFACING 40,000,000$            41,400,000$           1,400,000$                -$                            13,735,499$           Various
PROGRAM (traffic studies / plans / mitigation bank) 1,559,844$              9,545,236$             -$                              (7,985,392)$            9,545,236$             -
TOTAL ROADWAY PROJECTS 656,020,644$          841,204,132$         31,870,238$              (153,313,249)$        148,367,933$         

BIKE/PED/GREENWAY  (Referendum Total = $80.9M) REFERENDUM
  CURRENT 
ESTIMATE 

OUTSIDE FUNDING / 
REIMBURSEMENTS 

VARIANCE
 EXPENDED TO 

DATE 
*PHASE

GREENWAY PROJECTS
Three Rivers Greenway Extension 1 7,902,242$              7,902,242$             -$                              -$                            2,091,912$             CO
Lincoln Tunnel Greenway 892,739$               1,513,822$             323,680$                  (297,403)$               1,469,050$             Complete
Gills Creek A (Lake Katherine to Congaree) 2,246,160$              2,246,160$             -$                              -$                            155,047$                PE
Smith/Rocky Branch C (Rocky Branch to Harden) 901,122$               901,122$               -$                              -$                            1,795$                    NS
Gills Creek B (Wildcat Creek/Fort Jackson) 2,785,897$              2,785,897$             -$                              -$                            -$                           NS
Smith/Rocky Branch B (Clement Rd to Colonial Dr) 1,415,316$              1,415,316$             -$                              -$                            -$                           NS
Smith/Rocky Branch A (Three Rivers to Clement Rd) 431,183$               431,183$               -$                              -$                            -$                           NS
Gills Creek North C (Trenholm to Lake Katherine) 344,667$               344,667$               -$                              -$                            -$                           NS
Crane Creek A (Monticello Rd to Three Rivers) 1,541,816$              1,541,816$             -$                              -$                            -$                           NS
Crane Creek B (to Smith Branch) 460,315$               460,315$               -$                              -$                            -$                           NS
Columbia Mall Greenway 648,456$               648,456$               -$                              -$                            -$                           NS
Polo Road / Windsor Lake Boulevard Connector 385,545$               385,545$               -$                              -$                            -$                           NS
Woodbury / Old Leesburg Connector 116,217$               116,217$               -$                              -$                            -$                           NS
Crane Creek C (Crane Forest) 793,908$               793,908$               -$                              -$                            -$                           NS
Dutchman Boulevard Connector 105,196$                105,196$                -$                               -$                            -$                           NS

Total Greenway Projects 20,970,779$            21,591,862$            323,680$                   (297,403)$               3,717,804$              
BIKEWAY PROJECTS 22,008,773$            22,008,773$           -$                              -$                            113,255$                Various
SIDEWALK PROJECTS 26,926,370$            26,926,370$           3,482,579$                3,482,579$              2,614,368$             Various
PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 2,836,080$              1,133,694$             -$                              1,702,386$              62,383$                  CO
Undesignated 8,146,354$              -$                           -$                              8,146,354$              -$                           
TOTAL BIKE / PED / GREENWAY 80,888,356$            71,660,699$           3,806,259$                13,033,916$            6,507,810$             

OTHER PROGRAM COSTS 333,091,000$          333,091,000$         -$                              -$                            129,395,431$        

TOTAL PROGRAM 1,070,000,000$       1,245,955,831$      35,676,497$              (140,279,333)$        284,271,174$         
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*NS = Not Started; PE = Preliminary Engineering; RW = Right‐of‐Way; CO = Construction
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 PROJECT: 271 ATLAS RD WIDENING 
Scope  The proposed scope recommends a 3‐lane (2 

travel lanes with a center turn lane) widened 
roadway from Bluff Road to Shop Road and then 
a 5‐lane (4 travel lanes with a center turn lane) 
roadway from Shop Road to Garners Ferry Road. 
These improvements will accommodate 
bicyclists through the use of 4‐foot on‐street 
bike lanes and provide for pedestrians through 
the use of 5‐foot sidewalks constructed behind 
the curb.  

SCDOT PIN  P029310 
Project Length  2.80 miles 

District  10, 11 
Project Manager  Raven Gambrell 

Design  Cox & Dinkins, Inc. 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The proposed Atlas Road improvements include multiple project and design‐specific details that affect the overall cost 
estimate increase for this project.  These items include the following (which were not included in the original cost‐per‐
mile method for attaining the referendum values); 

 (2) Railroad Crossings – Norfolk/Southern and CSX; 
 (1) New, triple box culvert under Atlas Road; 
 (1) Extension of existing box culvert under Atlas Road; 
 Extensive improvements at the Atlas Road / Garners Ferry Road intersection to include the addition of dual, left 

turns and dedicated right turning lanes; 
 Relocations of AT&T utility equipment. 

 

 

TRAFFIC DATA – Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
Project / Segment  Existing (2015)  Design (2040) 
Atlas Road (Urban Minor Arterial)     

Bluff to Shop 5,500  8,200 
Shop to Garners Ferry 10,500  13,500 

ACCIDENT DATA – Jan 2012‐Feb 2015 (3.2 years) 
Project / Segment  Crashes  Notes 
Atlas Road  100  44% rear‐end crashes,  34% intersection‐related, 22% other  

(1 fatality) 

PROJECT COSTS 

Referendum Total (2012)  Current Estimate (2017 Q4 Estimate) 

$17.6 million  $41.7 million 
Costs include all Engineering & Environmental, R/W, Utilities, Construction & CE&I estimates / actuals 
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Construct within Original Referendum Amount (Scenario 2): 

Assuming the referendum value (2012) is to be maintained for this project; the scale and scope of improvements would 
need to be reduced.  Utilizing current construction costs, detailed cost estimates and knowledge of project‐specific 
issues, the proposed improvements would likely be reduced to approximately 1.2 miles. 

The potential limits of improvements, per the reduced scope, would assume a 5‐lane widening from just east of the CSX 
Railroad crossing to Garners Ferry Rd, to include the necessary geometric improvements at the intersection – see map 
below for project limits based on referendum value (2012) and potential scope reduction per current estimate (2017).  
The area of improvements reflective of the reduced scope is indicative of the highest traffic volumes and incidence of 
accidents.   

Roadway widening projects typically terminate at crossing routes that are traffic generators (ie:  Shop Rd); therefore, 
coordination with SCDOT would be required to justify the limited improvements and to verify that the reduced termini 
would not cause any undue traffic issues.  It is likely that SCDOT would not be supportive of this alternative due to 
limited benefits. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Atlas Road Widening Project Map 

Recommendation:  Construct entire project as defined in referendum (Bluff Road to Garners Ferry Road).  
Design and Right‐of‐Way Acquisitions are nearly complete and construction can begin in late 2018. 
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 PROJECT: 425 BLUFF RD WIDENING PH. 1 
Scope  The scope recommended a 5‐lane (4 travel lanes 

with center turn lane) widened roadway with 
bicycle and pedestrian accommodations from 
Rosewood Drive to George Rogers Blvd. 
Additionally, a sidewalk was added along 
Rosewood Drive from the SC State Fair entrance 
to Bluff Road.  Budget includes $1M in Federal 
GuideShare funds and $800K in CTC funds. 

SCDOT PIN  0041846 
Project Length  0.50 miles 

District  10 
Project Manager  Raven Gambrell 

Design  Parrish & Partners, LLC 
Construction  Cherokee, Inc. 

 

 

 
 

 

The referendum funding for this project (along with Bluff Road Widening Phase 2, see next page) included a total of 
$16.7 million.  The total cost for this project was approximately $9.3 million; however, $1 million was contributed via 
Federal GuideShare funds and $800 thousand via SCDOT CTC funding.  Therefore, the total cost for this project from 

referendum funding was approximately $7.5 million, with a remainder of $9.2 million for the Bluff Road Widening Phase 
2 project. 

Project Complete 
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 PROJECT: 272 BLUFF RD WIDENING PH. 2 
Scope  The proposed scope recommends a 5‐lane (4 

travel lanes with center turn lane) widened 
roadway with shared‐use paths for bicyclists 
and pedestrians from National Guard Rd/Berea 
Rd to South Beltline Boulevard. The proposed 5‐
lane widened section will transition to the 
existing 4‐lane divided roadway at South 
Beltline. The bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations would terminate at South 
Beltline Boulevard.  

SCDOT PIN  P028861 
Project Length  2.00 miles 

District  10 
Project Manager  Raven Gambrell 

Design  Parrish and Partners, LLC 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The proposed Bluff Road – Phase 2 improvements include multiple project and design‐specific details that affect the 
overall cost estimate increase for this project.  These items include the following (which were not included in the original 
cost‐per‐mile method for attaining the referendum values); 

 Approximately 750 feet of grade change (approximately 5 – 7 feet vertically) along Bluff Rd crossing Gills Creek 
Tributary (full‐depth reconstruction of pavement); 

 (1) New, dual 8’x10’ box culvert at Gills Creek Tributary (replaces existing box culvert); 
 Approximate 350 feet (straight‐line) relocation of Gills Creek Tributary (jurisdictional stream) requiring extensive 

permitting efforts and stream mitigation costs; 
 Extensive drainage outfall design and construction (includes purchase of new right of way for outfall), south of 

Simmons St; 
 Due to industrial character of the majority of project corridor, utility costs would be greater than typical. 

 

TRAFFIC DATA – Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
Project / Segment  Existing (2015)  Design (2040) 
Bluff Road ‐ Phase 2  22,600  29,800 

ACCIDENT DATA – Jan 2011‐Oct 2014 (3.8 years) 
Project / Segment  Crashes  Notes 
Bluff Road ‐ Phase 2  281  53% rear‐end crashes,  43% intersection‐related, 4% other    

(1 fatality) 

PROJECT COSTS 

Referendum Total (2012)  Current Estimate (2017 Q4 Estimate) 

$16.7 million1  ($9.2 million)2 $40.3 million 
1 Includes Phase 1 and Phase 2 project limits,  2 Remaining value from Phase 1 construction 

Costs include all Engineering & Environmental, R/W, Utilities, Construction & CE&I estimates / actuals 
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Construct within Original Referendum Amount (Scenario 2): 

Assuming the referendum value (2012) is to be maintained for this project; the scale and scope of improvements would 
need to be reduced.  Utilizing current construction costs, detailed cost estimates and knowledge of project‐specific 
issues, the proposed improvements would likely be reduced to approximately 0.5 miles. 

The recommended limits of improvements, per the reduced scope, would assume a 5‐lane widening beginning at 
National Guard Road / Berea Road and ending at Bluff Industrial Boulevard – see map below for project limits based on 
referendum value (2012) and potential scope reduction per current estimate (2017).  The proposed improvements 
would extend the existing roadway typical section, west of National Guard Road, to tie into the existing 4‐lane typical 
section at Bluff Industrial Boulevard.  Approximately 18% of accidents within the Bluff Road Widening corridor occurred 
at the Bluff Industrial Boulevard intersection; therefore, terminating improvements at this location is logical.  The 
majority of the accidents at this location include rear‐end and angle‐type accidents, typical of intersection‐related 
crashes.  The proposed addition of a center median and improving sight distance issues would potentially assist with 
reducing crashes at this intersection.  Coordination with SCDOT would also be required to justify the limited 
improvements and to verify that the reduced termini would not cause any undue traffic issues. 

Bluff Road Widening – Phase 2 Project Map 

Recommendation:  As the existing corridor is a 4‐lane roadway with left turn lanes at major intersections, this project 
would not improve traffic capacity or provide significant safety improvements.   The improvements proposed by this 
project would consist of providing shared‐use paths for bicycle and pedestrian access and improving the potential for 
overtopping at the Gills Creek Tributary crossing.  Defer this project until other widenings are complete or additional 
funds are identified. 
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 PROJECT: 273 BLYTHEWOOD RD WIDENING (SYRUP MILL ROAD TO I‐77) 
Scope  The proposed scope recommends a 5‐lane (4 

travel lanes with a center turn lane) 
improvement from I‐77 west to Syrup Mill Road. 
Provisions for bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodation are proposed through the 
construction of offset, shared‐use paths.  This 
project also includes the Phase 2 roundabout at 
the intersection of Community Rd and 
Cobblestone.  

SCDOT PIN  P030152 
Project Length  0.80 miles 

District  02 
Project Manager  Ben Lewis 

Design  Parrish & Partners, LLC 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The proposed Blythewood Road improvements (I‐77 to Syrup Mill Rd) are typical of a standard roadway widening 
project; therefore, significant increases in construction costs can be attributed as the reason for the difference between 
the 2012 referendum and current cost estimate (2017) values. The project does include one design specific detail which 
affects the overall cost estimate increase for this project.  The project includes a double‐lane roundabout at the 
intersection of Cobblestone and Community Road.  The proposed roundabout is actually specified as part of the future 
Blythewood Road Phase 2 improvements; however, included as part of the current widening.  Approximately 80% of the 
accidents within the project corridor occur between I‐77 southbound ramps and the intersection of Cobblestone and 
Community Road.  The proposed roundabout to be constructed at this intersection is a documented intersection 
alternative to promote safety and speed reductions. 

Construct within Original Referendum Amount (Scenario 2): 

Assuming the referendum value (2012) is to be maintained for this project; the scale and scope of improvements would 
also be reduced.  Utilizing current construction costs, detailed cost estimates and knowledge of project‐specific issues, 
the proposed improvements would likely be reduced to approximately 0.6 miles. 

 

TRAFFIC DATA – Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
Project / Segment  Existing (2016)  Design (2041) 
Blythewood Road (Syrup Mill to I‐77)  11,000  15,200 

ACCIDENT DATA – Jan 2013 – Dec 2015 (3.0 years) 
Project / Segment  Crashes  Notes 
Blythewood Road (Syrup 
Mill to I‐77) 

19  42% rear‐end crashes,  37% intersection‐related, 21% other 
(zero fatalities)  

PROJECT COSTS 

Referendum Total (2012)  Current Estimate (2017 Q4 Estimate) 

$8.0 million  $10.4 million 
Costs include all Engineering & Environmental, R/W, Utilities, Construction & CE&I estimates / actuals 
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The recommended limits of improvements, per the reduced scope, would assume a 5‐lane widening beginning at the I‐
77 southbound exit / entrance ramps and extending westward along Blythewood Road to a point between Montgomery 
Ridge Lane and Syrup Mill Road, approximately 0.20 miles short of the referendum limits, while also retaining the 
proposed double‐lane roundabout at the intersection of Cobblestone and Community Road – see map below for project 
limits based on referendum value (2012) and potential scope reduction per current estimate (2017).  The proposed, 
reduced scope limits would require extensive and additional coordination with SCDOT as the project would not 
terminate at a logical termini (Syrup Mill Road).  Per the previous traffic study conducted for this project, a 5‐lane 
widening is necessary between I‐77 and Syrup Mill Road to convey existing and future traffic volumes. 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Blythewood Road Widening Project Map 

 

Recommendation:   Construct entire project as defined in referendum (I‐77 to Syrup Mill Road).  Design is complete 
through 70% construction plans and rights‐of‐way acquisitions are planned to begin in the 3rd quarter of 2018. 

 

 

 

 

 

315 of 358



9 | P a g e  

                              Attachment #2 

 PROJECT: 274 BLYTHEWOOD ROAD WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS 
Scope  The proposed scope recommends the 

widening of Blythewood Rd from Fulmer 
to Syrup Mill Rd, McNulty Street 
improvements, the proposed Creech 
Connector, I‐77 to Main St and a traffic 
circle at Blythewood Rd/Creech Rd (traffic 
circle at Blythewood Rd/Cobblestones to 
be completed with Phase 1).   

Project Length   

District  02 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Blythewood Road Widening & Improvements project includes (5) independent projects, of which,  one has been 
incorporated into the Blythewood Road Widening project between I‐77 and Syrup Mill Road (RPP Project No. 273, 
above).   The improvements within the Town of Blythewood and surrounding areas, as part of this project, includes two 
widening corridors, a street‐scaping project within town limits, a roadway extension on new location within town limits 
and a roundabout.  No preliminary design or detailed evaluation has been conducted on these projects to‐date.  Upon 
initiation of design services, each project area will be evaluated in regards to traffic conditions (existing and future), 
accident data and proposed improvements and potential impacts.   

Construct within Original Referendum Amount (Scenario 2): 

Assuming the referendum value (2012) is to be maintained for this project; the scale and scope of improvements would 
need to be evaluated and reduced.  For this project, the individual improvement areas would likely need prioritized in 
conjunction with the Town of Blythewood and in coordination with SCDOT.   It is likely that one or more of the included 
projects would need to be removed in order to maintain the referendum constraints.   

Recommendation:   Initiate design studies for the four (4) remaining projects immediately.  Upon development of 
more detailed cost estimates specific to each project and upon coordination with County, SCDOT and the Town of 
Blythewood, adjust the scope and scale of the projects accordingly. 

 

TRAFFIC DATA – Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
Project / Segment  Existing  Design  
Blythewood Road Alternative Projects  N/A  N/A 

ACCIDENT DATA  
Project / Segment  Crashes  Notes 
Blythewood Road 
Alternative Projects 

N/A  N/A 

PROJECT COSTS 

Referendum Total (2012)  Current Estimate (2017 Q4 Estimate) 

$21.0 million  $26.2 million 
Costs include all Engineering & Environmental, R/W, Utilities, Construction & CE&I estimates / actuals 
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  PROJECT: 275 BROAD RIVER RD WIDENING 
Scope  The proposed scope recommends a 5‐lane 

section (4 travel lanes and a center turn lane) 
between Royal Tower Drive and Dutch Fork 
Road.  Bicycle and pedestrian accommodations 
shall include on‐street bike lanes and sidewalks. 

SCDOT PIN  P029344 
Project Length  2.50 miles 

District  01 
Project Manager  Ben Lewis 

Design  CECS, Inc. 
 

 

The original referendum scope for this project included improvements along Broad River Road from Royal Tower Road 
to I‐26 (at the Peak Exit).  Upon holding a public meeting and evaluating the total cost for these project limits; County 
Council approved the revised (current) termini in March 2017 to terminate the improvements at Dutch Fork Road. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The proposed Broad River Road improvements include multiple project and design‐specific details that affect the overall 
cost estimate increase for this project, including the program‐wide significant increases in construction costs .  These 
items include the following (which were not included in the original cost‐per‐mile method for attaining the referendum 

values); 

 (1) 10’x10’ box culvert extension (assumed at this time, further hydraulics study could reflect need for 
replacement or widening) 

 Intersection realignment of Woodrow Street and Broad River Road; 
 Alignment shifts / modifications along Broad River Road to correct sub‐standard horizontal geometry; 
 Improvements at the intersection of Broad River Road and Dutch Fork Road to include lane geometry and 

intersection alignment modifications; 
 Potential City of Columbia 24 inch water line relocation; 
 Potential retaining walls to reduce / eliminate impacts to adjacent properties. 

 

 

 

TRAFFIC DATA – Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
Project / Segment  Existing (2016)  Design (2043) 
Broad River Road  22,300  34,200 

ACCIDENT DATA – Jan 2013 – Dec 2015 (3.0 years) (Royal Tower to Dutch Fork) 
Project / Segment  Crashes  Notes 
Broad River Road  161  71% rear‐end crashes,  21% intersection‐related, 8% other 

(zero fatalities)  

PROJECT COSTS 

Referendum Total (2012)  Current Estimate (2017 Q4 Estimate) 

$29.0 million  $39.7 million (Royal Tower to Dutch Fork) 
Costs include all Engineering & Environmental, R/W, Utilities, Construction & CE&I estimates / actuals 
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Construct within Original Referendum Amount (Scenario 2): 

Assuming the referendum value (2012) is to be maintained for this project; the scale and scope of improvements would 
need to be reduced.  Utilizing current construction costs, detailed cost estimates and knowledge of project‐specific 
issues, the proposed improvements would likely be reduced to approximately 1.8 miles. 

The recommended limits of improvements, per the reduced scope, would assume a 5‐lane widening, beginning at Royal 
Tower Road (tying to existing 5‐lane roadway section) and extending west to terminate at Koon Road ‐ see map below 

for project limits based on referendum value (2012) and potential scope reduction per current estimate (2017).  Koon 
Road is a potential logical terminus as it is a collector roadway that distributes traffic onto / from Broad River Road.  
However, coordination with SCDOT would be required in order to evaluate and verify the reduced project limits would 
not cause any undue traffic issues. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

     Broad River Road Widening Project Map 
 
 

 

Recommendation:   Due to high volumes of existing and future traffic, construct the project from Royal Tower Road to 
Dutch Fork Road per the Council‐approved action in March 2017. 
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 PROJECT: 276 CLEMSON RD WIDENING 
Scope  The proposed scope recommends a 5‐lane 

section (4 travel lanes and a center turn lane) 
from Old Clemson Rd. to Sparkleberry Crossing 
with shared‐use paths for bicyclists and 
pedestrians between Old Clemson Road and 
Chimneyridge Drive.  

SCDOT PIN  P028858 
Project Length  1.90 miles 

District  09, 10 
Project Manager  Raven Gambrell 

Design  Holt Consulting Company, LLC 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The project also includes outside funding through a TAP Grant ($180 thousand) and Federal Safety Funds ($800 
thousand); therefore, the total cost for this project from referendum funding is approximately $18.6 million. 

 

Construct within Original Referendum Amount (Scenario 2):  None 

 

Recommendation:  Roadway design services and rights‐of‐way acquisitions have been completed.  City of Columbia 
waterline relocation design is underway and is the last remaining item to complete the project development.  
Construct entire project as defined in referendum. 
 

 

 

TRAFFIC DATA – Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
Project / Segment  Existing (2015)  Design (2040) 
Clemson Road  23,900  34,700 

ACCIDENT DATA – Jan 2011 – Oct 2014 (3.8 years)  
Project / Segment  Crashes  Notes 
Clemson Road  146  57% rear‐end crashes,  34% intersection‐related, 9% other 

(one fatalities)  

PROJECT COSTS 

Referendum Total (2012)  Current Estimate (2017 Q4 Estimate) 

$23.4 million  $19.6 million  
Costs include all Engineering & Environmental, R/W, Utilities, Construction & CE&I estimates / actuals 
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  PROJECT: 277 HARDSCRABBLE RD WIDENING 
Scope  The proposed scope includes widening Hard 

Scrabble Road to four travel lanes and adding a 
center merge/turn lane. The project will extend 
from Farrow Road to Kelly Mill Road. Sidewalks, 
bicycle lanes, and intersection improvements 
are included.  The Richland Penny Program is 
funding $29.86M for this project.  SCDOT / 
COATS is funding $8.4M for right‐of‐way and 
$28.86M for construction as identified in the 
SCDOT STIP.  This project is being managed by 
the South Carolina Department of 
Transportation (SCDOT).  

Project Length  7.20 miles 
District  02, 07, 08, 09 

Project Manager  SCDOT 
 

 

 

 

Project under Construction, administered by SCDOT. 
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 PROJECT: 278 LEESBURG ROAD WIDENING 
Scope  The proposed scope includes widening Leesburg 

Road to four travel lanes and adding a center 
merge/turn lane from approximately Fairmont 
Road to Lower Richland Boulevard.  Sidewalks, 
shared‐use lanes and intersection 
improvements are included.  The Richland 
Penny Program is funding a total of $4.0 million 
toward the construction of this project, 
estimated at $31 million as identified in the 
SCDOT STIP.  This project is being developed and 
managed by the South Carolina Department of 
Transportation. 

Project Length  3.72 miles 
District  10, 11 

 

 

 
 

 

Rights‐of‐way acquisitions are underway with construction scheduled to begin in 2019.  Project administered by SCDOT. 
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 PROJECT: 279 LOWER RICHLAND BLVD WIDENING (RABBIT RUN RD TO GARNERS FERRY RD) 
Scope  The proposed scope recommends a 5‐lane 

section (4 travel lanes and a center turn lane) 
between Rabbit Run and Garners Ferry Road.   

Project Length  0.55 miles 
District  11 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Preliminary design has not begun on the Lower Richland Boulevard project; however, review of the proposed project 
scope and physical observation of existing conditions, the proposed Lower Richland Boulevard improvements are typical 
of a standard roadway widening project; therefore, the program‐wide increases in construction costs can be attributed 
as the reason for the difference between the 2012 referendum and current cost estimate (2017) values.  No design‐
specific details have been identified to‐date that would reflect significant increases in project cost. 

The 5‐lane typical section would address the rear‐end and intersection‐related crashes that are evident within this 
corridor.  The addition of the center median would allow storage for left‐turning vehicles while maintaining traffic flow 

for through movements. 

Construct within Original Referendum Amount (Scenario 2): 

Due to the fact the current estimate is preliminary, with no design having been started and is relatively close to the 
referendum amount, it is likely that the final cost will be even closer to the referendum amount. 

TRAFFIC DATA – Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
Project / Segment  Existing (2016)  Design (2043) 
Lower Richland Boulevard  2,1001 4,0002

1Per SCDOT 2016 ADT data, 2Assumed 3.0% growth rate

ACCIDENT DATA ‐  Jan 2011‐Apr 2014 (3.25 years) 
Project / Segment  Crashes  Notes 
Lower Richland Boulevard  20  40% rear‐end crashes,  40% intersection‐related,  20% other 

(zero fatalities)  

PROJECT COSTS 

Referendum Total (2012)  Current Estimate (2017 Q4 Estimate) 

$6.1 million  $7.0 million 
Costs include all Engineering & Environmental, R/W, Utilities, Construction & CE&I estimates / actuals 
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Lower Richland Boulevard Widening Project Map 

 

Recommendation:  Construct entire project as defined in referendum (Rabbit Run Road to Garners Ferry Road).  
Initiate design studies immediately. 
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 PROJECT: 280 NORTH MAIN STREET (PHASES IA2 & III; II & IV) WIDENING 
Scope  The proposed scope recommends improving the 

existing deteriorating roadway surface by 
repaving, improving roadway aesthetics by 
using imprinted and textured pavement 
stamping for designated crosswalks and 
landscape improvements where appropriate, 
improving night safety with street lighting, and 
improving pedestrian routes and crosswalks. 
Other proposed improvements include 
relocating overhead utilities to underground.  In 
addition to the $30M in funding from the 
Richland Transportation Penny program, this 
project is also being funded with a $16.65M 
Tiger Grant, a $1.3M Federal Earmark and 
$5.4M from the City of Columbia for water and 
sewer work.   

Project Length  1.70 miles 
District  04 

Project Manager  Kevin Sheppard 
Design  (Managed by City of Columbia) 

Construction  LJ Construction Inc 
 

 

 

 

Construct within Original Referendum Amount (Scenario 2):  None 

 

Project under Construction. 
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 PROJECT: 281 PINEVIEW RD WIDENING 
Scope  The proposed scope recommends to retain the 

existing 2‐lane roadway from Bluff Road to 
Metal Park Drive while providing for bicycle and 
pedestrian accommodations through the use of 
an offset shared‐use path along one side of the 
road.  Widening of Pineview Road to provide a 
turn lane at Bluff Road will also be provided. A 
3‐lane roadway (1 travel lane in each direction 
with a center turn lane) is to be provided from 
Metal Park Drive to Shop Road.  A 5‐lane (4 
travel lanes with a center turn lane) roadway is 
proposed from Shop Road to Garners Ferry 
Road. These improvements will accommodate 
bicyclists through the use of 4 foot on‐street 
bike lanes while providing for pedestrians 
through the use of 5 foot sidewalks constructed 
behind the curb.   

SCDOT PIN  P029306 
Project Length  2.90 miles 

District  10, 11 
Project Manager  Ben Lewis 

Design  CECS 
 

 

 
 

The original referendum scope for this project included widening of Pineview Road to a 3‐lane section between Bluff 
Road and Shop Road, and a 5‐lane section between Shop Road and Garners Ferry Road.  Upon holding a public meeting 
and receiving public comments against the 3‐lane section; County Council approved the revised (current) scope in May 
2016 to revised the typical section between Bluff Road and Shop Road to construct intersection improvements at Bluff 
Road and a shared use path, only, to Shop Road.  Between Metal Park Road and Shop Road a 3‐lane section is still 
proposed due to the industrial nature of adjacent development and majority of accidents within this area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TRAFFIC DATA – Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
Project / Segment  Existing (2015)  Design (2041) 
Pineview Road     

Bluff to Shop 3,400  4,700 
Shop to Garners Ferry 16,700  16,0001

Shop to Garners Ferry 16,700  24,0002

1 Assumes construction of Shop Rd Ext. Phase 2, 2 Assumes no development of Shop Ext Phase 2

ACCIDENT DATA – Jan 2011 – Nov 2013 (2.9 years) 
Project / Segment  Crashes  Notes 
Pineview Road  61  49% rear‐end crashes,  21% intersection‐related,  30% other 

(1 fatality)  

PROJECT COSTS 

Referendum Total (2012)  Current Estimate (2017 Q4 Estimate) 

$18.2 million  $40.0 million 
Costs include all Engineering & Environmental, R/W, Utilities, Construction & CE&I estimates / actuals 
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The proposed Pineview Road improvements include multiple project and design‐specific details that affect the overall 
cost estimate increase for this project.  These items include the following (which were not included in the original cost‐
per‐mile method for attaining the referendum values); 

 (2) Railroad Crossings – Norfolk/Southern and CSX; 
 (1) New, flat slab 2‐lane bridge crossing Reeder Point Branch; 
 Overlay, rehabilitation of existing flat slab, 2‐lane bridge; 
 (1) Extension of existing triple box culvert & widening to provide new 8’x6’ section;  
 (1) Extension of existing 9’x7’ double box culvert; 
 (1) Extension of existing 10’x10’ box culvert’ 
 Extensive improvements at the Pineview Road / Garners Ferry Road intersection to include the addition of dual, 

left turns and dedicated right turning lanes. 

Construct within Original Referendum Amount (Scenario 2): 

Assuming the referendum value (2012) is to be maintained for this project; the scale and scope of improvements would 
need to be reduced.  Utilizing current construction costs, detailed cost estimates and knowledge of project‐specific 
issues, the proposed improvements would likely be reduced to approximately 1.3 miles. 

The recommended limits of improvements, per the reduced scope, would assume a 5‐lane widening from just east of 
the Norfolk‐Southern Railroad crossing to Garners Ferry Rd, to include the necessary geometric improvements at the 
intersection – see map below for project limits based on referendum value (2012) and potential scope reduction per 
current estimate (2017).  The area of improvements reflective of the reduced scope is indicative of the highest traffic 
volumes and incidence of accidents.  Roadway widening projects typically terminate at crossing routes that are traffic 
generators (ie:  Shop Rd); therefore, coordination with SCDOT would be required to justify the limited improvements 
and to verify that the reduced termini would not cause any undue traffic issues.  It is likely SCDOT would not be 
supportive of this alternative due to limited benefits. 

It should also be noted that the current design for Pineview Road assumes that Shop Road Extension – Phase 2 will be 
developed and constructed in the period between the Pineview Road opening year and design year.  The project traffic 
analysis reflects a reduction in average daily traffic (ADT) between Shop Road and Garners Ferry Road upon the 
completion of Shop Road Extension – Phase 2.  This reduction reflects traffic volumes less than current values (based on 
2015 traffic counts); therefore, should Shop Road Extension – Phase 2 be developed and constructed, corridor 
improvements along Pineview Road may not be necessary.   
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Pineview Road Widening Project Map 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation:  Due to the fact that traffic volumes are projected to actually decrease with the construction of 
Shop Road Extension Phase 2, defer this project until other widenings are complete or additional funding is identified. 
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 PROJECT: 282 POLO RD WIDENING 
Scope  The proposed scope recommends a 3‐lane (2 

lanes with center turn lane) widened roadway 
from Two Notch Road to Mallet Hill Road. These 
improvements will accommodate bicyclists 
through the use of 4 foot on‐street bike lanes 
and provide for pedestrians through the use of 
5 foot sidewalks constructed behind the curb.   

Project Length  1.90 miles 
District  08, 09, 10 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Preliminary design has not begun on the Polo Road project; however, review of the proposed project scope and physical 
observation of existing conditions, the proposed improvements are typical of a standard roadway widening project; 
therefore, the program‐wide increases in construction costs can be attributed as the reason for the difference between 
the 2012 referendum and current cost estimate (2017) values.  No major design‐specific details have been identified to‐
date that would reflect significant increases in project cost.  The project would include intersection improvements at 
certain side roads and termini, specific to lane storage and dedicated turning lanes.  The corridor includes a large 
concentration of residential development, some of which could be affected by the proposed improvements.   

Construct within Original Referendum Amount (Scenario 2): 

Assuming the referendum value (2012) is to be maintained for this project; the scale and scope of improvements would 
need to be reduced.  Utilizing current construction costs, detailed cost estimates and knowledge of project‐specific 
issues, the proposed improvements would likely be reduced to approximately 1.5 miles, less than a half‐mile short of the 
proposed referendum limits. 

 

TRAFFIC DATA – Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
Project / Segment  Existing (2016)  Design (2044) 
Polo Road  8,3001 12,6002

1Per SCDOT 2016 ADT data, 2Assumed 2.0% growth rate

ACCIDENT DATA – Jan 2011 – Nov 2013 (2.9 years) 
Project / Segment  Crashes  Notes 
Polo Road  17  35% rear‐end crashes,  29% intersection‐related,  36% other 

(zero fatalities)  

PROJECT COSTS 

Referendum Total (2012)  Current Estimate (2017 Q4 Estimate) 

$12.8 million  $16.0 million 
Costs include all Engineering & Environmental, R/W, Utilities, Construction & CE&I estimates / actuals 

328 of 358



22 | P a g e  

                              Attachment #2 

The recommended limits of improvements, per the reduced scope, would assume a 3‐lane widening beginning at the 
intersection with Two Notch Road and extending south along Polo Road, terminating at the intersection with Miles Road 
(these limits could also be affected by the final determination of hydraulic requirements at the existing stream 

crossings).  Two Notch Road is a major arterial; therefore, a practical location for the project termini – see map below for 
project limits based on referendum value (2012) and potential scope reduction per current estimate (2017).  The 
reduced limits would require coordination with SCDOT to study the associated traffic impacts to the remaining portion 
of Polo Road. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Polo Road Widening Project Map 
 
 
 
Recommendation:  Construct entire project as defined in referendum from Two Notch Road to Mallet Hill Road.  
Initiate design studies immediately. 
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 PROJECT: 283 SHOP RD WIDENING 
Scope  The proposed scope recommends a 5‐lane (4 

travel lanes with a center turn lane) widened 
roadway with offset, shared use paths along 
both sides of the road (for bicycle and 
pedestrian accommodations) on Shop Road 
from George Rogers Boulevard to South Beltline 
Boulevard. The project will include an 
intersection realignment and reconstruction at 
George Rogers Blvd. 

SCDOT PIN  P028862 
Project Length  2.50 miles 

District  10 
Project Manager  Ben Lewis 

Design  Mead & Hunt 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The proposed Shop Road improvements include multiple project and design‐specific details that affect the overall cost 
estimate increase for this project.  These items include the following (which were not included in the original cost‐per‐
mile method for attaining the referendum values); 

 Intersection realignment / reconfiguration of Shop Road / George Rogers Boulevard / S. Assembly Street 
 (2) Railroad Crossings – Norfolk / Southern crossings 
 Potential (3) commercial and (3) residential relocations 
 Potential relocation of (2) waterlines from under existing pavement, including a City of Columbia water pump 

station 
 Potential relocation of major data and communication hubs that service fairgrounds, SCETV building and 

Williams‐Brice stadium 

 Reconstruction of approx. 2,300 feet of drainage outfall (closed system) and acquisition of new right‐of‐way for 
outfall (under‐sized existing system) 

 

 

TRAFFIC DATA – Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
Project / Segment  Existing (2015)  Design (2042) 
Shop Road  15,000  19,500 

ACCIDENT DATA – Jan 2011 – Oct 2014 (3.8 years) 
Project / Segment  Crashes  Notes 
Shop Road  82  46% rear‐end crashes,  25% intersection‐related, 29% other  

(2 fatalities) 

PROJECT COSTS 

Referendum Total (2012)  Current Estimate (2017 Q4 Estimate) 

$33.1 million  $60.2 million 
Costs include all Engineering & Environmental, R/W, Utilities, Construction & CE&I estimates / actuals 
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Construct within Original Referendum Amount (Scenario 2): 

Assuming the referendum value (2012) is to be maintained for this project; the scale and scope of improvements would 
need to be reduced.  Utilizing current construction costs, detailed cost estimates and knowledge of project‐specific 
issues, the proposed improvements would likely be reduced to approximately 1.4 miles.   

The recommended limits of improvements per the reduced scope would assume a 5‐lane widening beginning at George 
Rogers Boulevard (including the realignment / reconfiguration of the intersection) and terminating at Sands Street, just 
east of the Little Camden neighborhood – see map below for project limits based on referendum value (2012) and 
potential scope reduction per current estimate (2017).  The reduced limits would eliminate one railroad crossing, 
potential wetland impacts crossing the existing culvert and associated right of way impacts to the developed properties 
east of the proposed termini.  Extensive and additional coordination with SCDOT would be required in order to evaluate 
and justify the proposed termini and any associated traffic impacts relative to the design change. 

Shop Road Widening Project Map 

 

Recommendation:  Construct entire project as defined in referendum from George Rogers Boulevard to S. Beltline 
Boulevard.   
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  PROJECT: 284 SPEARS CREEK CHURCH RD WIDENING 
Scope  The proposed scope recommends a 5‐lane (4 

travel lanes and a center turn lane) section to 
accommodate the traffic between Two Notch 
Road and Percival Road.   

Project Length  2.54 miles 
District  09, 10 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Preliminary design has not begun on the Spears Creek Church Road project; however,  review of the proposed project 
scope and physical observation of existing conditions, the proposed Spears Creek Church Road improvements include 
multiple project and design‐specific details that affect the overall cost estimate increase for this project.  These items 
include the following (which were not included in the original cost‐per‐mile method for attaining the referendum 

values); 

 Widening or replacement of bridge over I‐20 (existing 2‐lane bridge); 
 Potential  median widening of I‐20 (for bridge widening pier protection); 
 Potential alignment modifications to interstate exit / entrance ramps in order to provide adequate storage; 
 Potential culvert replacement and / or raising of profile grade at Walden Pond outfall; 
 Potential intersection improvements at Two Notch Rd and Percival Rd (addition of turn lanes; widening of 

Percival at intersection to provide 3‐lane section); 
 Potential intersection realignment of Jacobs Millpond Road to correct sub‐standard geometry 

 

 

TRAFFIC DATA – Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
Project / Segment  Existing (2016)  Design (2041) 
Spears Creek Church Road  10,4001 21,8002

1Per SCDOT 2016 ADT data, 2Assumed 3.0% growth rate

ACCIDENT DATA – Jan 2011 – Apr 2014 (3.25 years) 
Project / Segment  Crashes  Notes 
Spears Creek Church Road  85  52% rear‐end crashes,  21% intersection‐related, 27% other  

(zero fatalities) 

PROJECT COSTS 

Referendum Total (2012)  Current Estimate (2017 Q4 Estimate) 

$26.6 million  $49.5 million 
Costs include all Engineering & Environmental, R/W, Utilities, Construction & CE&I estimates / actuals 
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Construct within Original Referendum Amount (Scenario 2): 

Assuming the referendum value (2012) is to be maintained for this project; the scale and scope of improvements would 
need to be reduced.  Utilizing current construction costs, detailed cost estimates and knowledge of project‐specific 
issues, the proposed improvements would likely be reduced to approximately 1.3 miles. 

The recommended limits of improvements, per the reduced scope, would assume a 5‐lane widening beginning at the 
intersection with Two Notch Road and extending south along Spears Creek Church Road, terminating at the intersection 
with Earth Road.  This portion of the corridor is the most congested with adjacent development and thus would address 
existing safety issues.  Two Notch Road is a major arterial; therefore, a practical location for the project termini – see 
map below for project limits based on referendum value (2012) and potential scope reduction per current estimate 
(2017).  The proposed, reduced scope limits would eliminate any work on the existing bridge over I‐20 or the potential 
for any needed improvements along the interstate or ramps, both of which would be costly and time consuming.  The 
reduced limits would require extensive coordination with SCDOT to study the associated traffic impacts to the remaining 
portion of Spears Creek Church Road. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Spears Creek Church Road Widening Project Map 
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Recommendation:  Construct the project from Two Notch Road to the I‐20 ramps, terminating the project on the 
north side of the interstate.  This reduction in scope removes I‐20 bridge widening / replacement and potential 
interstate and ramp improvements for a savings of approximately $13.5 million from the current estimate of $49.5 
million.  Initiate design studies immediately. 
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