
 

RICHLAND COUNTY 

COUNCIL

 

ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE 

COMMITTEE

 

Joyce Dickerson Paul Livingston Greg Pearce Jim Manning Kelvin Washington

District 2 District 4 District 6 District 8 District 10

 

FEBRUARY 24, 2015

6:00 PM

 

2020 Hampton Street

 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER

 

ELECTION OF CHAIR

 

 1. Election of Chair 

 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

 2. Regular Session: December 16, 2014 [PAGES 5 - 7 ] 

 

 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

 

ITEMS FOR ACTION
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3. Budget Amendment – Public Works Road Maintenance Fund Balance to help fund the Low 

Volume Paving Program [PAGES 8 - 10] 

 

 4. Budget Amendment  -  Paved Road Repair [PAGES 11 - 15] 

 

 5. Extension of EMS Billing Contract [PAGES 16 - 41] 

 

 6. Officer Safety Equipment Upgrade  [PAGES 42 - 45] 

 

 7. Distribution of Mulch and Compost [PAGES 46 - 49] 

 

 8. Financial Contribution to SC Slave Dwelling Survey [PAGES 50 - 52] 
 

 

 

 

ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS: NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 

 9. Establish a Budget Committee [PAGE 53] 

 

 10. Employee Benefits Package Comparison [PAGE 54] 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

  

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. 

 

Page 2 of 54



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.  

Page 3 of 54



Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Election of Chair

 

Reviews 

Item# 1
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Regular Session: December 16, 2014 [PAGES 5 - 7 ]

 

Reviews 

Item# 2
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Committee Members Present 

 
Greg Pearce, Chair 
District Six 
 
Joyce Dickerson 
District Two 
 
Paul Livingston 
District Four 
 
Jim Manning 
District Eight 
 
Kelvin E. Washington, Sr. 
District Ten 
 
Others Present: 

 

Norman Jackson 
Bill Malinowski 
Torrey Rush 
Julie-Ann Dixon 
Damon Jeter 
Tony McDonald 
Sparty Hammett 
John Hixon 
Warren Harley 
Brandon Madden 
Larry Smith 
Quinton Epps 
Roxanne Ancheta 
Monique Walters 
Brad Farrar 
George Rice 
Daniel Driggers 
Valeria Jackson 
Tracy Hegler 
Pam Davis 
Michelle Onley 
Monique McDaniels 

 

 

ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 
 

December 16, 2014 
6:00 PM 

Council Chambers 
 

In accordance with the Freedom of Information Act, a copy of the agenda was 

sent to radio and TV stations, newspapers, persons requesting notification, and 

was posted on the bulletin board located in the lobby of the County 

Administration Building 

 

CALL TO ORDER 
 

Mr. Pearce called the meeting to order at approximately 6:01 PM 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
November 25, 2014 – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to approve  
the minutes as distributed. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 

 

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

 ITEMS FOR ACTION 

 

Set-off Debt/GEAR Debt Write-Off – Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, 
to forward to Council with a recommendation to approve the write-off of all Emergency 
Medical Services (EMS) debts which are currently ten years old and any future requests 
to dispose of debt would be presented to Council for consideration. The vote in favor 
was unanimous. 
 
Property Acquisition Assistance – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to 
forward to Council with a recommendation to approve the use of $40,311.70 from the 
Planning Department’s Neighborhood Improvement Program’s budget to assist the 
Community Assistance Provider, Inc. (CAP) in acquiring the property located at 6319 
Shakespeare Road, Columbia, SC 29223. This acquisition will allow site control by the 
non-profit group (CAP) for redevelopment of the parcel of land into affordable housing 
to benefit the surrounding areas of Trenholm Acres and New Castle Neighborhoods, lien 
settlement, option payments and paid annual taxes by CAP, Inc. The vote was in favor. 
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Administration and Finance Committee 

Tuesday, December 16, 2014 

Page Two 

 

 

Formula for Compensation Increases for County Council – Mr. Manning stated that 
the Legal Department informed him that the Attorney General’s Office would not allow 
Council to use a formula to compensate County Council. 
 
Mr. Smith stated there is a State statute that places limitations on how and/or what 
County Council can do in terms of adjusting their salaries. 
 
Mr. Washington moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to table this item. The vote in favor 
was unanimous. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:42 PM 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Budget Amendment – Public Works Road Maintenance Fund Balance to help fund the Low Volume Paving 

Program [PAGES 8 - 10]

 

Reviews 

Item# 3
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Budget Amendment – Public Works Road Maintenance Fund Balance to help fund the 
Low Volume Paving Program 

 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a budget amendment from the Public Works Road 
Maintenance Fund Balance in the amount of $900,000.00 to assist in funding the Low Volume 
Paving Program (Program).  
 

B. Background / Discussion 

On February 17, 2009, County Council approved an ordinance amendment to the County’s 
Code of Ordinances (Section 21-3 and Section 21-20), creating an alternative dirt road paving 
program and adopting countywide dirt road paving program standards.  
 
The ordinance amendment reduced the cross section width and pavement thicknesses on dirt 
roads that qualified for the Program, and allowed the County to pave more miles of road for less 
money.  
 
The County’s Public Works Department approached the CTC (Richland County Transportation 
Committee) for funding for paving low volume roads.  The CTC allocated $4,000,000.00 to the 
County for the Program.   The County agreed to supplement that funding with an additional 
$900,000.00.   An engineering consultant developed a Low Volume Paving Manual, which 
served as the basis for the program.  
 
At the November 1, 2011 Council meeting, Council approved the Program.  To date, we have 
paved approximately forty (40) roads through the program, using funding from the 
abovementioned funds allocated by the CTC and funds provided through the County’s 
Transportation Penny Program.   
 
County Council approved the use of $900,000.00 from the Road Maintenance Fund Balance; 
however, the funding was never allocated.  At this time, we are requesting a budget amendment 
in the amount of $900,000.00 to assist in funding the program. 
 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

• 2/17/09 - County Council approved the an ordinance amendment to the County’s Code 
of Ordinances (Section 21-3 and Section 21-20), creating an alternative dirt road paving 
program and adopting Countywide dirt road paving program standards. 

• 11/1/11 - Council approved the Low Volume Paving Program. 
 

D. Financial Impact 

A budget amendment in the amount of $900,000.00 is needed to supplement this Program to 
pave low volume roads in Richland County.  The requested funds are available in the Road 
Maintenance Fund Balance.  This action will require three (3) readings and a public hearing. 
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E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request for a budget amendment from the Public Works Road Maintenance 
Fund Balance in the amount of $900,000.00 to supplement the Low Volume Paving 
Program.   
 

2. Do not approve the request for a budget amendment from the Public Works Road 
Maintenance Fund Balance in the amount of $900,000.00 to supplement the Low Volume 
Paving Program. 

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request for a budget amendment from the Public 
Works Road Maintenance Fund Balance in the amount of $900,000.00 to supplement the Low 
Volume Paving Program.    
 

Recommended by: Ismail Ozbek, Director 
Department:  Public Works 

      Date:  January 6, 2014 
 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 1/13/15    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Request is consistent with Council’s previous approval and assignment of funding. 

 

Transportation 

Reviewed by: Rob Perry    Date: 1/14/15 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
This action is consistent with the agreement to receive the $4 million in CTC funding for 
these projects. 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 1/22/15 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  1/22/15 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Budget Amendment  -  Paved Road Repair [PAGES 11 - 15]

 

Reviews 

Item# 4
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Budget Amendment  -  Paved Road Repair 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a budget amendment in the amount of $800,000.00 to 
fund the repair of 27 paved roads that are in the process of being added to the county’s road 
maintenance system.   
 

B. Background / Discussion 

In 2012, the D&S Committee reviewed a proposed Road Right of Way and Acceptance Policy 
(policy) for prescriptive easements and unaccepted Paved Roads.  The purpose of the policy was 
to address the acquisition of Right of Way for the improvement of county maintained roads 
presently in prescriptive easements and the acceptance of existing improved roads not accepted 
into the county’s maintenance system.   
 
If approved, the policy change would affect 40 private subdivision roads – see attached list of 
roads.  Of the 40 roads, 27 needed repairs to bring them up to an acceptable standard.  The 
estimated cost of the repairs was $800,000.00. 
 
The proposed policy was forwarded to the 2013 Council Retreat for review by Council.   
 
At the Council Retreat in 2013, County Council reviewed the policy and the list of 40 private 
roads.  At the February 5, 2013 Council meeting, Council approved the 2013 Council Retreat 
Directive to have staff accept the existing 40 paved roads that were not accepted into the county 
maintenance system using $800,000.00 from the Roads and Drainage fund balance to make the 
necessary repairs to the roads to bring them up to acceptable standards.    
 
Currently, county staff is in the process of accepting the 40 roads into the county’s maintenance 
system.  The approved funds ($800,000.00) have remained in the Roads and Drainage Fund, and 
it is at this time that Council is requested to approve a budget amendment in the amount 
$800,000.00 for the purpose of funding the repairs to the roads as they are accepted into the 
county’s maintenance system.   
 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

• 7/31/12 – The D&S reviewed the request of action regarding the policy.  The item was 
held in Committee pending staff in Public Works addressing the issue of how to deal 
with paved roads that are not up to county standards. 

• 9/25/12 - The D&S Committee deferred this item so that staff may provide a list of 
roads, costs, and possible funding sources. 

• 12/18/12 – The D&S Committee recommended that Council forward this item to the 
2013 Council Retreat for review. 

• 12/18/12 – Council forwarded this item to the 2013 Council Retreat for review. 

• 1/25/13 - Council reviewed this item at the 2013 Council Retreat 

• 2/5/13 - Council approved the 2013 Council Retreat Directive to have staff accept the 
existing paved roads that were not accepted into the county maintenance system using 
$800,000.00 from the Roads and Drainage fund balance  
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D. Financial Impact 

A budget amendment from the Roads and Drainage Fund Balance is needed for $800,000.00. 
This action will require three readings and a public hearing. 
 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve a budget amendment in the amount of $800,000.00 to fund the repair of 27 paved 
roads that are in the process of being added to the county’s road maintenance system.    
 

2. Do not approve a budget amendment in the amount of $800,000.00 to fund the repair of 27 
paved roads that are in the process of being added to the county’s road maintenance system.     
 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request for a budget amendment in the amount of 
$800,000.00 to fund the repair of 27 paved roads that are in the process of being added to the 
county’s road maintenance system.    
 
Recommended by: Ismail Ozbek, Director 
Department:  Public Works 

      Date:  January 6, 2014 
 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  2/3/15   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Funding is currently committed in the Roads and Drainage fund.  

 

Transportation 

Reviewed by: Rob Perry    Date: 2/3/15 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:   
 
It is in our best interest to bring these roads up to good condition if the County intends to 
assume them into our system. 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 2/9/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  2/10/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
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Comments regarding recommendation:  
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List of Private Subdivision 

Roads
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Extension of EMS Billing Contract [PAGES 16 - 41]

 

Reviews 

Item# 5
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Extension of EMS Billing Contract 

 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to extend the Emergency Medical Services (EMS) billing contract 

with EMS Management & Consultants, Inc. (EMSMC) through June 30, 2019. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

Currently, EMS has two contracts with two vendors (EMSMC and Lowcountry Billing) to 

provide debt collection services for monies owed to the County from the public for ambulance 

runs.   

 

Lowcountry Billing (Lowcountry) handles all collections on outstanding balances for services 

rendered by EMS from 2003-2009.  Lowcountry is paid 7.9% for the net collections they 

receive on behalf of the County.  The Lowcountry contract with the County began on July 1, 

2009.  The County amended and extended the contract with Lowcounty on June 28, 2010,   June 

30, 2011 and February 15, 2013.  The contract with Lowcountry will end on June 30, 2019.  The 

original contract with Lowcountry and the most recent addendum is attached. 

 

EMSMC handles all collections on outstanding balances for services rendered by EMS from 

2010 to date.  The contract with EMSMC began on July 1, 2009 and ended on June 30, 2014 – 

see attached.  In July 2014, Council approved the extension of the EMS billing contract with 

EMSMC through June 30, 2015 – see attached addendum.   

 

Based on conversations with the County’s Procurement Department, we are requesting an 

extension of the contract (dated July 1, 2009) with EMSMC through June 30, 2019. 

                                                                                                                                                                                      

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

8/28/2008 – Council awarded the contract to EMS Management and Consultants, Inc. for EMS 

billing and collection services. 

 

7/1/2014 – Council approved the extension of the EMS billing contract to EMSMC through 

June 30, 2015. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

Under the present EMS billing contract with EMSMC, EMSMC is paid 6.9% for the net 

collections they receive on behalf of the County.  If the contract is extended, the percentage paid 

to EMSMC would not increase for the first year of the contract.  The percentage paid to 

EMSMC may decrease in subsequent years. 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to extend the Emergency Medical Services billing contract with EMS 

Management & Consultants, Inc. through June 30, 2019.  The contract will be effective July 

1, 2015. 
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2. Do not approve the request to extend the Emergency Medical Services billing contract with 

EMS Management & Consultants, Inc. 

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended County Council extend the EMS Management & Consultants, Inc. 

Emergency Medical Services billing contract through June 30, 2019. 

 

Recommended by: Daniel Driggers  

Department:  Finance    

Date:  2/3/2015 

 

G. Reviews 
(Please replace the appropriate box with a � and then support your recommendation in the Comments section 

before routing on.  Thank you!)   

 

Please be specific in your recommendation.  While “Council Discretion” may be appropriate 

at times, it is recommended that Staff provide Council with a professional recommendation 

of approval or denial, and justification for that recommendation, as often as possible. 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by:  Daniel Driggers   Date:  2/5/15   

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Cheryl Patrick   Date: 2/5/15 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: 

 

Emergency Services 

Reviewed by:  Michael Byrd   Date: 02/05/15 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 2/10/15 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Legal will defer to Procurement as to whether an extension complies with the 

Procurement Code. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Warren Harley   Date: 2/13/15 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Officer Safety Equipment Upgrade  
 

A. Purpose 
County Council is requested to approve the purchase of 503 X26P Tasers from Taser International in the 
amount of $585,025.92.  This upgrade includes 37 additional units, and will replace, and tether, portions 
of existing equipment. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 

In the history of the Richland County Sheriff’s Department RCSD, six (6) deputies have paid the 
ultimate sacrifice; dying in the line of duty.    

 
Although crime is down, the violence of our crime continues to increase and the apathy toward law 
enforcement continues to rise.  The overall need to make sure that our Deputies are the best trained and 
equipped to defend themselves and the citizenry is more important than ever.   

 
Sheriff Leon Lott is committed to making sure that our Deputies use every de-escalation tool, at their 
disposal (verbal judo, professionalism and positive attitude, and communication and community 
empowerment), available to prevent physical altercations and interactions with suspects.  However, it is 
sometimes necessary to take defensive actions to protect a victim, a deputy and in certain instances a 
suspect.   

 
In 2013, there were 63 separate incidents, involving 69 Deputies, where the Deputies were assaulted.  In 
these incidents, there were 43 bullets fired at 17 Deputies, coupled with 351 defensive actions with 215 
Taser uses.  
 
In 2014, RCSD had 42 Deputies assaulted, coupled with 336 defensive actions with 126 Taser uses.           

 
No Deputy wants to use any force, but we must be prepared to use the force necessary to stop a threat 
against citizens or law enforcement.   

 
The Taser provides Deputies with a less than lethal option that has been proven to lower injury to 
Deputies and suspects.   This upgrade in equipment will allow Council to provide the best equipment to 
the RCSD in the most cost effective way.  

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 
This is a needed upgrade due to the fact that the previous service contract and equipment life cycle ended 
on December 31, 2014.  There is no legislative history associated with the request. 

  

D. Financial Impact 
The total cost of this request is $585,025.92.  There are no new funds being requested.  Funding is 
available for the purchase of non-capital equipment in the RCSD FY2014-15 budget under the 
equipment bond, which was approved during the County’s budgetary process.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 1 of 3
Attachment number 1

Item# 6

Page 43 of 54



This purchase will include a full service agreement that will cover all repairs and replacements and keep 
the equipment on duty with the Deputies. 
 
A breakdown of the purchase is outlined in the table below: 
 

DESCRIPTION QUANTITY PRICE DISCOUNT TOTAL 

TASER X2 3 $1029.95  $3089.85 

X2 -5 YEAR SERVICE 
& WARRANTY 

3 $318.25  $954.75 

25’ SMART 
CARTRIDGE 

6 $31.50 100% $0.00 

25’ TRAINING 
CARTRIDGE 

6 $30.60 100% $0.00 

X2 BLACKHAWK 
HOLSTER 

3 $65.85 100% $0.00 

TASER X26P 500 $899.95  $449,975.00 

X26P-5 YEAR SERVICE 
& WARRANTY 

500 $277.95 $125 DISCOUNT 
PER TASER 

$76,475.00 

X26P BLACKHAWK 
HOLSTER (RH) 

475 $53.25  $25,293.75 

X26P BLACKHAWK 
HOLSTER (LH) 

25 $53.25  $1331.25 

APPM (BATTERY) 503 $65.85 20%  $26,498.04 

DATAPORT 
DOWNLOAD KIT 

5 $164.75 100%  $0.00 

SHIPPING    $1408.28 

TOTAL    $585,025.92 

 
If approved, this purchase will alleviate the need for annual funding allotted by Council for the repairs, 
replacement and maintenance of the Tasers, which can cost approximately $32, 298.00.  Additionally, 
approval of this purchase will negate the funding of $33,800.00 for additional units of Tasers.    
 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the purchase of 503 X26P Tasers from Taser International in the amount of $585,025.92. 

 
2. Do not approve the purchase to 503 X26P Tasers from Taser International in the amount of 

$585,025.92.  If this alternative is selected, the County may have to fund an annual minimum of 
$32,298.00 to repair existing equipment and allocate additional funds for the additional 37 units and 
cartridges needed to supply Deputies at an estimated cost of $33,800.00. 

 

F. Recommendation 
It is recommended that Council approve the purchase of 503 X26P Tasers from Taser International in the 
amount of $585,025.92. 
 

- Please note that we have done proper due diligence and discussed this with 

Procurement, Finance and the County Administrator’s Office on the need, allocation 

and overall purchase of the Tasers. 
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Recommended by: Major Chris Cowan 
Department: Sheriff’s Department 

       Date:  February 10, 2015 
 

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

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  2/17/15   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
This is a funding decision for Council discretion.  Based on the ROA, the Sheriff’s 
Department has identified the needed funds in the current budget.    

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by: Cheryl Patrick   Date: 2-17-15 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Procurement has reviewed the need for the upgrade on the Tasers with the Major Cowan 
of the Sheriff’s Office, Administration and Finance. This will be a Sole Source/Trade In 
procurement as Taser International will be essentially “upfitting” the current equipment; 
the holsters are being replaced; the current cartridges can still be used with the upgraded 
Taser and a service agreement is included. 
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 2/18/15 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by: Warren Harley   Date:  2/19/15 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Distribution of Mulch and Compost 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a rate structure for the distribution of excess mulch and 
compost generated by the Solid Waste & Recycling Department’s Wood Grinding / Compost 
Facility.   

 

B. Background / Discussion 

The Solid Waste & Recycling Department has been generating wood mulch and compost for 
approximately one year.  We now have an excess quantity stockpiled at our landfill which must 
be distributed to maintain compliance.  At this point we have only mulch which converts to 
compost over time.   
 
Pursuant to state law we have to find a market for the products within 12 months of its 
generation or place it in our landfill.  We are requesting approval of the attached rate structure 
for the distribution of the mulch and compost. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

This is a staff-initiated request; therefore, there is no legislative history. 
 

D. Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact associated with this request to the County.  However, approval of 
the rate structure may assist in identifying a market for the compost and mulch.  The distribution 
of the products may assist in offsetting some of the costs incurred through the operation of the 
Solid Waste & Recycling Department’s Wood Grinding / Compost Facility.   

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the proposed rate structure for the distribution of excess mulch and compost 
generated by the Solid Waste & Recycling Department’s Wood Grinding / Compost 
Facility. 
 

2. Do not approve the proposed rate structure for the distribution of excess mulch and compost 
generated by the Solid Waste & Recycling Department’s Wood Grinding / Compost 
Facility.  If the proposed structure is not approved nor is an alternative structure approved, 
the products will have to be given away to anyone at no cost or landfilled.  
 

3. Approve an alternative rate structure for the distribution of excess mulch and compost 
generated by the Solid Waste & Recycling Department’s Wood Grinding / Compost 
Facility. 
 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the proposed rate structure for the distribution of mulch 
and compost when we have excess quantities. 
 

Recommended by:  Rudy Curtis 
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Department:  Solid Waste & Recycling 
      Date:  February 5, 2015 
 

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

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  2/9/15   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 2/20/15 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Policy decision left to Council’s discretion; 
however, we can find nothing in the law that requires the County to dispose of such 
debris in this manner. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Warren Harley   Date: 2/20/15 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Attachment A  

Rate Structure for Sale of Mulch and Compost 

By the Richland County Solid Waste & Recycling Department 

Proposed Unit Price for Sale of Wood Mulch 

Richland County Resident & Richland County Employee: 

One-half (½) ton per 30-day period - no charge 

• Over one-half (½) ton per 30-day period - pay the commercial rate 

 Commercial Customer*: 

• $10 per ton plus sales tax 

Richland County Support Services (County Grounds)  

• No charge 

 

Proposed Unit Price for Sale of Wood Compost 

Richland County Resident & Richland County Employee: 

• One-half  (½) ton per 30-day period - no charge 

• Over one-half (½) ton per 30-day period - pay the commercial rate 

 Commercial Customer: 

• $12 per ton plus sales tax 

 Richland County Support Services (County Grounds): 

• No charge 

All distribution shall be based on: 

• Availability of product 

• First come first served (Orders not accepted) 

 

NOTE: The Solid Waste & Recycling Department, at its sole discretion, may limit the amount of 

product anyone wishes to obtain at any time or may decline to sell to any customer at any time 

based on relevant circumstances.   

 

Transportation shall be the sole responsibility of the entity obtaining the product.  Department staff 

will assist with bulk purchases only.  Bulk loads are loads equal to or greater than a full size pick up 

load.  

 

* Commercial Customer is any entity other than a Richland County resident, Richland County 

employee or Richland County Support Services.  Anyone determined to be selling the product or 

giving it to others will be deemed a commercial customer. 

 

February 5, 2015 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Financial Contribution to SC Slave Dwelling Survey [PAGES 50 - 52] 

 

 

Reviews 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Financial Contribution to SC Slave Dwelling Survey 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a contribution of $5,000 from the Richland County 
Conservation Commission (RCCC) budget to help provide matching funds for the SC Slave 
Dwelling Survey. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 

RCCC has been involved with slave dwelling preservation since 2007, first with the Kensington 
cabin and more recently with the Laurelwood cabin.  The Kensington and Laurelwood cabins 
are located in Lower Richland.  Staff and one Commission member attended the first annual 
Slave Dwelling Conference in 2014 organized by Joe McGill, founder and director of the Slave 
Dwelling Project (Project) – a nonprofit organization. Mr. McGill established the Project to 
identify and assist property owners, government agencies, and organizations to preserve extant 
slave dwellings. One way he brings attention to the dwellings is by spending the night in them, 
often accompanied by high school students and interested adults. He has stayed at the 
Laurelwood cabin (restored through an RCCC grant) twice with students from a Lower 
Richland history class and is scheduled for another overnight visit on March 13, 2015.  
 
Mr. McGill received a $25,000 grant from SC Department of Archives and History to survey 50 
extant slave dwellings in SC. The buildings will be assessed and measured by architect Craig 
Bennett, photographed by trained volunteers, and survey records written and filed. Audio and 
video recordings will be done at each site for future website application. The grant requires a 1:1 
match; therefore, Mr. McGill must raise an additional $25,000, of which he has received 
$13,000. 
 
RCCC voted at its January 26, 2015 meeting to allocate $5,000 to assist with the grant match. In 
return, Mr. McGill will commit to assessing the ten slave dwellings we are aware of in Richland 
County and to research and document any others that are found. RCCC believes the information 
gathered from the survey will be extremely useful for the county’s historic preservation efforts 
and for teaching the whole story. Difficult as the subject is, slave dwellings are a part of our 
history and deserve to be preserved, interpreted, maintained, and sustained. To do that, we need 
the information provided from the survey. 
 
Known extant slave dwellings in Richland County: 
Goodwill (2)  Kensington (1)  Laurelwood (1) 
Oakwood (2)  Seibels House (1)  USC (1) 
Wavering Place (2) 
  
For more information on the Slave Dwelling Project, please visit www.slavedwellingproject.org 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

This is an RCCC driven request. 
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D. Financial Impact 

RCCC has sufficient FY15 funds to provide the contribution of $5,000. 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request by RCCC to expend $5,000 in FY15 funds to assist with the grant 
match for the SC Slave Dwelling Survey. For this modest contribution, the county will be 
provided with architect-prepared condition assessments of the extant slave dwellings in the 
county which staff does not have the expertise to determine. 
 

2. Do not approve the $5,000 contribution to assist with the grant match for the SC Slave 
Dwelling Survey which may impact how much time and attention is spent documenting the 
slave dwellings in Richland County. The resulting lack of information may lead to lost 
opportunities to preserve and protect the relatively few remaining dwellings in the county.   

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request by RCCC to expend $5,000 in FY15 funds 
as a contribution toward grant matching funds for the SC Slave Dwelling Survey. 
 
Recommended by: Quinton Epps 
Department: Conservation 

      Date: February 4, 2015 
  

G. Reviews 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 2/8/15    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
This is a funding request for Council decision.  As a practice, the County recommends 
and appropriates community donations as a normal part of the annual budget process.  
Additional appropriations outside of the process would require a budget amendment with 
a public hearing and three readings.  Funds are available as stated.  

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 2/9/15 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  2/18/15 
� Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Items Pending Analysis
 

 

Subject

Establish a Budget Committee [PAGE 53]

 

Reviews 

 

Notes

Staff will provide an update regarding this item at the February 24, 2015 A&F Committee meeting.   

 

Item# 9
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Items Pending Analysis
 

 

Subject

Employee Benefits Package Comparison [PAGE 54]

 

Reviews 

 

Notes

Council reviewed this item at the 2015 Council Retreat.  Council approved the Retreat directive regarding this item at 

the February 10, 2015 Council meeting, which referred this item back to the A&F Committee for consideration. 

 Council requested a comparison of the County's insurance premiums with the premiums provided by other 

jurisdictions.  Staff is working to develop the requested insurance premium comparison.  Staff will report this 

information back to the Committee at a future Committee meeting for their consideration. 
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