
 

RICHLAND COUNTY 

COUNCIL

 

ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE 

COMMITTEE

 

Joyce Dickerson Paul Livingston Greg Pearce (Chair) Jim Manning Kelvin Washington

District 2 District 4 District 6 District 8 District 10

 

JUNE 23, 2015

6:00 PM

 

2020 Hampton Street

 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

 1. May 26, 2015 [PAGES 4-6] 

 

 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

 

ITEMS FOR ACTION

 

 2. Funding Requests Submitted to the County During the Budgetary Process [PAGES 7-9] 

 

 
3. Motion to Direct the Administrator and Staff to Abide by all Policies, Directives, Guidelines and 

Ordinances set by Council; Action Plan for Violations [PAGES 10-16] 
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4. Motion to Request that Educational Institutions provide the County with a Long Range Needs 
Assessment of Student Housing Needs Prior to Approving Financial Incentives for Privately Owned 

Student Housing Construction in the County [PAGES 17-19] 

 

 5. One Year Extension of County-City 911 Intergovernmental Agreement [PAGES 20-27] 

 

 6. Midlands Healthcare Collaborative - Dental and Eye Care Clinic Expansion [PAGES 28-34] 

 

 7. Lease Agreement; Warehouse for Richland Library during Capital Program [PAGES 35-53] 

 

 8. Approval of Sponsorship/Donation Payments [PAGES 54-57] 

 

 

 

ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS: NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 

 
9. Amending Section 2-261, Geographic Information System (GIS), so as to eliminate the fees for GIS 

data 

 

 10. Reclassification and Promotion Handbook Revisions – One Year Review [PAGES 59-63] 

 

 

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. 

 

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 
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modification, accommodation, aid or service by contacting the Clerk of Council’s office either 

in person at 2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC, by telephone at (803) 576-2061, or TDD at 

803-576-2045 no later than 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting.  
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

May 26, 2015 [PAGES 4-6]

 

Reviews 

Item# 1
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Council Members Present 
 
Greg Pearce, Chair 
District Six 
 
Joyce Dickerson 
District Two 
 
Paul Livingston 
District Four 
 
Jim Manning 
District Eight 
 
Kelvin Washington, Sr. 
District Ten 

 
Others Present: 
 
Bill Malinowski 
Norman Jackson 
Torrey Rush 
Julie-Ann Dixon 
Tony McDonald 
Sparty Hammett 
Warren Harley 
Brandon Madden 
Michelle Onley 
Monique McDaniels 
Larry Smith 
Daniel Driggers 
John Hixon 
Ismail Ozbek 
Chris Eversmann 

 

ADMINISTRATION & FINANCE COMMITTEE 
 

May 26, 2015 
6:00 PM 

County Council Chambers 
 

In accordance with the Freedom of Information Act, a copy of the agenda was 
sent to radio and TV stations, newspapers, persons requesting notification, and 

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

 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mr. Rush called the meeting to order at approximately 6:00 PM 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
Regular Session: April 28, 2015 – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Washington, 
to approve the minutes as distributed. The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 
ADOPTION OF AGENDA 

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

 
ITEMS FOR ACTION 

 
Jim Hamilton-LB Owens Airport (CUB), Taxiway ‘A’ Grading & Extension, Phase I, 
Recommendation of Construction Contract Award – Mr. Eversmann stated the 
matter before the committee is an award of a construction contract that reflects design 
contracts, which were previously awarded. The project is primarily funded through an 
FAA Improvement Program IAP Grant, which funds 90% of the project and 5% is funded 
through a State grant. 
 
Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council with a 
recommendation to approve the request to award the construction contract for Phase I 
of the Jim Hamilton-LB Owens Airport (CUB) Taxiway ‘A’ Grading & Extension Project to 
Graham County Land Company in the amount of $827,350.00. 
 
Mr. Eversmann stated there were local companies that bid on the project, but the 
differential between the firm recommended by staff and the local firm was 
approximately 9%. The use of Federal dollars restricts staff in making the contract 
award. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Administration & Finance Committee 
Tuesday, May 26, 2015 
Page Two 
 
 
Department of Public Works: Ballentine Park Project – Mr. McDonald stated the 
request is the award of a contract to Sox & Sons in the amount of $111,048.00 for the 
paving of the Ballentine parking lot, as well as, a paved access road to the soccer fields. 
The funding for the project comes from savings realized when the Iron Mountain 
contract was renegotiated.  
 
Mr. Washington inquired if the Recreation Commission was approached about funding 
the project. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated the Recreation Commission met with the community and the 
community provided a list of needed improvements. The Recreation Commission 
completed several of the improvements, but did not have enough funds to complete the 
list. Therefore, the project funding proposal was presented to Council and the CTC. 
 
Ms. Dickerson inquired as to how the CTC were awarded. 
 
Mr. Hammett stated the CTC are allocated based upon formula to the respective Council 
districts that contain dirt roads. 
 
Committee members requested a copy of the formula to receive CTC funds. 
 
Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council with a 
recommendation to approve the request to enter into a contract with Sox & Sons for the 
Ballentine Park Paving Project in the amount of $111,048.31. The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:17PM. 
 

 
The Minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley, Deputy Clerk of Council 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Funding Requests Submitted to the County During the Budgetary Process [PAGES 7-9]

 

Reviews 

Item# 2
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Funding Requests Submitted to the County During the Budgetary Process 

 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to consider a motion by Mr. Malinowski to direct groups or entities 

requesting funds at budget time from Richland County Government to make the requests 

through a Council member.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

At the June 2, 2015, Richland County Council meeting Mr. Malinwoski made the following 

motion: 

 

“Any group or entity requesting funds at budget time from Richland County Government 

must be made through a council member. Requests should not be arbitrarily sent to the 

Administrator or other staff member and then efforts made to seek a sponsor. The requesting 

group should take the time and effort to obtain support from at least one council member to 

get it on the budget motions list.” 

 

Currently, County staff receives requests from entities for funding consideration during the 

budgetary process throughout the year.  These requests are usually in the form of a written 

letter, addressed to the County Administrator.  In some instances, letters requesting funding 

from the County are sent directly to Council members or to the Clerk of Council’s Office. In 

that regard, the letters are usually forwarded to County staff for inclusion into the budgetary 

process for consideration.   

 

Approval of Mr. Malinowski’s motion would implement a formal process, whereby, outside 

agencies can only request consideration for funding from the County through a Council member 

as a budget motion.   

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

June 2, 2015 – motion by Mr. Malinowski  

 

D. Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact associated with this request. 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the motion to direct groups or entities requesting funds at budget time from 

Richland County Government to make their requests through a Council member.  
 

2. Do not approve the motion to direct groups or entities requesting funds at budget time from 

Richland County Government to make their requests through a Council member. 

 

F. Recommendation 

This is a policy decision for Council  
 

Recommended by: Bill Malinowski     

Department: County Council District 1  
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Date: June 2, 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:  6/9/15     

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

This is a policy decision for Council.  Staff can adjust the process to facilitate either option.  

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 6/11/15 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

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

would recommend that the policy make clear that the “entities” are non-county.  It would 

also need to be specific as to any exclusions, such as perhaps HTax ordinance agencies 

or any other regularly funded agency, if that is Council’s desire.      

 

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald   Date:  6/17/15 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval of the motion as 

presented.  This procedure would provide consistency in the way in which budget 

requests from outside agencies are addressed. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Motion to Direct the Administrator and Staff to Abide by all Policies, Directives, Guidelines and Ordinances set by 

Council; Action Plan for Violations [PAGES 10-16]

 

Reviews 

Item# 3
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Motion to Direct the Administrator and Staff to Abide by all Policies, Directives, 

Guidelines and Ordinances set by Council; Action Plan for Violations 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to consider a motion by Mr. Jackson to direct the Administrator 

and Staff to abide by all policies, directives, guidelines and ordinances set by County Council, 

and to have Staff develop an action plan to address violators.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

At the April 21, 2015 Council meeting, Mr. Jackson brought forth the following motion: 

 

“The Administrator and staff shall abide by all policies; directives; guidelines and 

ordinances set by Council. An action [plan] shall be developed to address violators.” 

 

 As outlined in the Richland County employee handbook concerning personnel policies, all 

employees are expected to ensure self-compliance with County and department policies, 

procedures, guidelines and all work assignments – see attached excerpt from the County’s 

employee handbook.  This expectation includes all policies, directives, guidelines and 

ordinances set by County Council.  

 

Additionally, it is a County standard for employees to understand that any violation of personnel 

policies, procedures or guidelines could result in disciplinary action, up to and including 

termination.   The County’s discipline policy is provided below: 

 

Discipline  

As is the case with all organizations, instances arise when an employee must be disciplined. 

The discipline which may be imposed includes but is not limited to oral reprimand, written 

warning, probation, suspension without pay, demotion and discharge. In addition, the 

County may procedurally suspend an employee pending investigation to determine if 

disciplinary action is appropriate. If the County determines an unpaid suspension is 

appropriate discipline, exempt employees will be suspended in full-day increments; non-

exempt employees will be suspended in partial or full-day increments. In addition, the 

County may impose a combination of disciplinary measures. THE DISCIPLINE 

IMPOSED IN ANY PARTICULAR SITUATION IS AT THE SOLE DISCRETION 

OF THE COUNTY. NOTHING IN ANY OF THE COUNTY’S POLICIES OR BY 

VIRTUE OF ANY PAST PRACTICE OF THE COUNTY REQUIRES THE 

COUNTY TO FOLLOW ANY PARTICULAR COURSE OF DISCIPLINE. 

Supervisors and Department Head must submit terminations to the County Administrator for 

review.  Employees must sign counseling memoranda, policy statements, performance 

evaluations and other similar documents. The employee's signature does not necessarily 

indicate agreement with the contents of the document, only that he/she has been notified of 

the contents of the document. If an employee refuses to sign the document he/she will be 

relieved of duty with-out pay. If he/she does not sign the form by 5:00 p.m. at the end of his 

next scheduled workday, he/she will be presumed to have resigned and will be separated 

from the payroll. 
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Some examples of County employee misconduct that may result in disciplinary action, up to and 

including discharge are attached.  

 

In summary, the County Handbook speaks to employees abiding by policies, procedures, 

guidelines, etc.  The Handbook also speaks to disciplinary action regarding violations of these 

items.  If Council wishes for staff to revise the current Handbook regarding these matters, 

additional information / specific directives from Mr. Jackson / Council are requested.  

Therefore, it is at this time that staff requests direction regarding Mr. Jackson’s motion. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

 April 21, 2015 – Motion brought forth by Mr. Jackson. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact associated with this request. 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Provide staff with additional information / specific directives regarding revisions to the 

County Handbook. 

 

2. Do not revise the County Handbook at this time. 

 

F. Recommendation 

This is a policy decision for Council. 

 

Recommended by:  Norman Jackson 

Department:  County Council 

      Date:  April 21, 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: 5/5/15    

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

This is a policy decision for Council 
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Human Resources 

Reviewed by: Dwight Hanna   Date:  6/9/15 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

  Council Discretion: 

Comments regarding recommendation: Based on F above, this is a policy decision for 

Council. Human Resources recommends the Legal Department reviews any proposed 

language changes prior to implementation. Because matters involving employee 

discipline can result in proceedings such as grievances, SC Human Affairs complaints, 

EEOC charges, and/or litigation. 

  

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 6/11/15 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  The Employee Handbook already provides for 

potential disciplinary action for failure to abide by ordinances, policies, guidelines and 

procedures.  Any changes or clarifications to such language are a policy decision left to 

Council’s discretion. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  6/17/15 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: I concur that all staff should abide by the policies 

of the County.  If the Council wishes to reiterate this by amending the Employee 

Handbook, as suggested above, guidance is requested as to what additional language 

may be desired. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Motion to Request that Educational Institutions provide the County with a Long Range Needs Assessment of Student 

Housing Needs Prior to Approving Financial Incentives for Privately Owned Student Housing Construction in the 

County [PAGES 17-19]

 

Reviews 

Item# 4
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Motion to Request that Educational Institutions provide the County with a Long Range 

Needs Assessment of Student Housing Needs Prior to Approving Financial Incentives for Privately 

Owned Student Housing Construction in the County 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to consider a motion by Mr. Pearce to ask the City of Columbia 

and/or University of South Carolina and/or any other educational institution in need of 

additional student housing to provide the County with a long range needs assessment of student 

housing needs prior to the approval of any new financial incentives for privately owned student 

housing construction in Richland County. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

At the May 19, 2015 Council meeting, Mr. Pearce brought forth the following motion: 

 

“Prior to the approval of any new financial incentives for privately owned student housing 

construction in Richland County, the City of Columbia and/or University of South Carolina 

and/or any other educational institution in need of additional student housing will be asked 

to provide the County with a long range needs assessment of student housing needs.” 

 

In 2014, the City of Columbia requested County Council consider approving property tax 

incentives for two student housing projects.  Since that time, Council has approved five projects 

related to student housing. In each agreement, the company must meet the following criteria: 

 

 Must have a minimum investment of $40,000,000 

 Must be at least $5  million per acre of investment 

 Company must be liable for at least $750,000 in property tax before any credits are 

applied 

 Minimum tax payment after the credit is applied must be at least $400,000 

 Must be zoned for private student dorms by the City of Columbia 

 

Thus far, all of the projects have been located within the City of Columbia. The credit applied to 

the projects is 50% annually for ten years. 

 

It is at this time that staff requests direction regarding Mr. Pearce’s motion. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

 May 19, 2015 – Motion brought forth by Mr. Pearce. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact associated with this request. 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Consider Mr. Pearce’s motion and provide staff with direction to proceed accordingly. 

 

2. Consider Mr. Pearce’s motion and do not proceed. 
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F. Recommendation 

This is a policy decision for Council. 

 

Recommended by:  Gregory Pearce 

Department:  County Council 

      Date:  May 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:  6/12/15    

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Economic Development 

Reviewed by: Nelson Lindsay   Date:  6/13/15 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Having the university’s long range plan should 

give Council an idea of the feasibility of these projects although each developer should 

have conducted their own market analysis. 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 6/15/15 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  6/17/15 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval of the motion as presented 

by Mr. Pearce. 

Page 2 of 2
Attachment number 1

Item# 4

Page 19 of 63



Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

One Year Extension of County-City 911 Intergovernmental Agreement [PAGES 20-27] 

 

Reviews 

Item# 5
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: One Year Extension of County-City 911 Intergovernmental Agreement  

  

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to implement a one year extension of the County’s Intergovernmental 

Agreement with the City of Columbia to provide a joint 911 Call Answering Center.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

Richland County and the City of Columbia have an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) to provide a joint 

911 Call Answering Center.  The IGA was implemented in July 2010 and expires June 30, 2015.  The City 

has proposed a one year extension of the current agreement to give the County and City time to explore 

future agreements or changes.  The current and proposed agreements are attached. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

 Existing 911 IGA effective on July 1, 2010 and expires on June 30, 2015. 

 Proposed IGA extension is for one year and will be effective on July 1, 2015 and expire on June 30, 

2016. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

The 911 IGA is funded through the County’s General Fund, Fire Fund and Emergency Telephone System 

fund.  Funding will be available in the approved 2015-2016 budget.  

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the City’s request to extend the 911 Center IGA for one year.  If approved, the extension will 

expire on June 30, 2016. 

 

2. Do not approve the City’s IGA request to extend the 911 Center IGA for one year.  

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request for a one year extension of the 911 Center IGA to 

provide time to explore future IGA’s or changes to the current system. 

 

Report by: Michael A. Byrd  

Department:  Emergency Services 

Date:  June 9, 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:  6/12/15   

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Procurement 

Reviewed by: Cheryl Patrick   Date: 6/12/15 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: 

  

 Sheriff 

Reviewed by: Chris Cowan   Date: 6/17/15 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

  Approve Council approve; with the understanding that RCSD has many of the same documented 

concerns about the efficiency and effectiveness of Communications as other public safety in the City 

and County that need to be discussed and addressed. 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 6/16/15 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Warren Harley   Date:  6/18/15 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Midlands Healthcare Collaborative - Dental and Eye Care Clinic Expansion [PAGES 28-34]

 

Reviews 

Item# 6
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Midlands Healthcare Collaborative - Dental and Eye Care Clinic Expansion 

 

A. Purpose 

United Way of the Midlands (UWM), serving as fiscal agent for Midlands Healthcare 

Collaborative (MHC), consisting of Palmetto Health, Providence Hospitals and Lexington 

Medical Center and United Way, is requesting approximately 5,200 square feet of space on the 

third floor of the County’s Health Department Building (2000 Hampton) to operate a dental and 

eye care clinic for low-income, uninsured adult clients.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

United Way and Palmetto Health have operated the fourth floor dental clinic since the Health 

Department building was opened in the early 1980s. The fourth floor clinic will continue to 

operate and see primarily uninsured, low income children identified by the local public schools. 

 

In late 2013, UWM and MHC asked County Council to consider allocating space for a full 

service clinic on the third floor of the Health Department Building. The effort was to include 

medical, dental and eye care based on the Medical Mission format that had been delivered to the 

community in 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014.  

 

At the November 5, 2013 Council Meeting, the following occurred:  Midlands Healthcare 

Collaborative (MHC): Use of Third Floor in Richland County Health Department for Free 

Comprehensive Healthcare Center and In-Kind Assistance. Council unanimously approved 

negotiating the terms of a formal agreement with the Collaborative, which includes control 

mechanisms for potential liabilities. The request is for the use of the third floor in the Richland 

County Health Department, and in-kind assistance for the purpose of providing free medical, 

vision, and dental services to uninsured and underinsured adults in Richland, Lexington and 

Fairfield Counties, and dental services to uninsured children in Richland and Lexington 

Counties.  

 

Early this year, partners, including Palmetto Health, agreed that they only would expand the 

dental and eye care efforts. MHC’s expanded space will enable it to see more patients, 

especially adult patients who have an adverse impact on local emergency rooms when they 

attempt to access dental services through the hospital systems in the community. MHC expects 

to serve 52% more patients for dental services and 85% more for hygiene and prevention 

services.  

 

UWM began work with Richland County staff to define the space and do all of the assessments 

and design work. United Way hired LCK as project manager and Stevens and Wilkinson as 

architects to complete the necessary work. This has been accomplished, with plans presented to 

Richland County staff by the project manager, LCK.  UWM has begun work on the lease 

agreement for the space.  

 

UWM, as the fiscal agent for this effort, is requesting the space as well as certain services to 

include utilities, parking, security, limited janitorial, and other basic building services. These 

services are currently being provided for the dental and eye care clinic operations presently 
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onsite.  No Richland County funds are being requested. The renovations and operations will be 

paid for by UWM, Palmetto Health and their partners. 

 

If the MHC occupies this space (approximately 5,200 sq. ft.), there will be approximately 

10,750 sq. feet of additional available space remaining for the County’s use.  Currently occupied 

space on the 3
rd

 floor includes the OSBO division (approximately 3,000 sq. ft.) and the eye 

clinic (approximately 2,000 sq. ft.).   

 

This arrangement will require a lease.  The lease will require an ordinance, which has been 

attached.  The Legal Department is working to refine the lease.  The lease will be forwarded to 

Council for first reading. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

November 5, 2013 Council Meeting:  Midlands Healthcare Collaborative (MHC): Use of Third 

Floor in Richland County Health Department for Free Comprehensive Healthcare Center and 

In-Kind Assistance. Council unanimously approved negotiating the terms of a formal agreement 

with the Collaborative, which includes control mechanisms for potential liabilities. The request 

is for the use of the third floor in the Richland County Health Department, and in-kind 

assistance for the purpose of providing free medical, vision, and dental services to uninsured 

and underinsured adults in Richland, Lexington and Fairfield Counties, and dental services to 

uninsured children in Richland and Lexington Counties.  

 

November 11, 2014 Council Meeting:  An Ordinance Authorizing a lease to United Way of the 

Midlands for 1205.3± Square Feet of space at 2000 Hampton Street, 3rd Floor [THIRD 

READING]: Council gave third reading approval to the ordinance as presented in the agenda 

packet.  [For optometry clinic.] 

 

D. Financial Impact 

MHC has received a grant from BCBS of SC Foundation of $608,040 to purchase all new dental 

equipment for the expanded dental clinic. In addition, several thousands of dollars will be spent 

on the renovations required on the third floor to accommodate the new clinic, bringing the total 

renovation budget for the project to $856,136. Total annual operating budget is expected to be 

$1,060,672.  Because of these significant expenditures, MHC is requesting a 10 year or longer 

lease for the project. 

 

Below please find the projected budgets for renovations and operations for the clinic. 
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Midlands Healthcare Collaborative

Expenditures for Upfitting Eye & Dental Clinics

Expenditures Amount

Dental Equipment 435,271$               

Dental Computer Hardware 39,175                    

Dental Chair Setup 107,082                  

Up Fitting 192,918                  

Signage 500                          

Asbestos Abatement 5,000                      

Asbestos Survey 2,422                      

Planning Design & Architectural Fees 33,000                    

Subtotal 815,368$               

5% Contingency 40,768$                  

Grandtotal 856,136$                
 

 

MIDLANDS HEALTHCARE COLLABORATIVE

FY15-16 Operating Budget 

Total

Expenditures Eye Care Dental Budget

Personnel & Fringe 47,901.00$    761,858.64$ 809,759.64$     

Other Operating 63,697.00$    105,902.00$ 169,599.00$     

Miscellaneous 5,100.00$      76,213.36$    81,313.36$       

Total Expenditures 116,698.00$ 943,974.00$ 1,060,672.00$  
 

Again – no funds are being requested of Richland County Government other than for the same 

services currently being provided for the dental and eye care clinic operations onsite (utilities, 

parking, etc.) 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to allow MHC to expand the dental and eye care services in vacant 

space on the third floor of the Health Department building. 

 

2. Do not approve this request. Not allowing MHC to use this space would prevent the 

expansion of the clinic.  MHC would lose the BCBS grant and not be able to expand these 

services. 

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to allow MHC to expand the dental and eye 

care services in vacant space on the third floor of the Health Department building. 

 

Recommended by:  Roxanne Ancheta  

Department:  Administration   

Date:  June 15, 2015 
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G. Reviews 
(Please SIGN your name,  the appropriate box, and support your recommendation before routing.  Thank you!) 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  6/16/15   

 Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

 Support Services 

Reviewed by:  Bill Peters    Date: 6/17/15 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Support Services has been involved in the design 

of space process and is completing he final plan review.  MHC will have to work with 

the Health department to ensure the renovations will not have an adverse effect on the 

Health Department operations. 

 

 Risk Management 

Reviewed by:  David Chambers   Date: 6/17/15 

 Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 6/18/15 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: This lease will require an ordinance, which has 

been attached.  The Legal Department is working to refine the lease.  The lease will be 

forwarded to Council for first reading. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  June 19, 2015 

 X Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: It is recommended that Council approve the 

request to allow MHC to expand the dental and eye care services in vacant space on the 

third floor of the Health Department building.  This will leave additional space for future 

County operations, if needed.  This arrangement will require a lease.  The lease will 

require an ordinance, which has been attached.  The Legal Department is working to 

refine the lease.  The lease will be forwarded to Council for first reading. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO. ____-15HR 

 

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING A LEASE TO UNITED WAY OF THE MIDLANDS FOR 

5178± SQUARE FEET OF SPACE AT 2000 HAMPTON STREET, 3
RD

 FLOOR AND _________ 

SQUARE FEET OF SPACE AT 2000 HAMPTON STREET, 4
TH

 FLOOR. 

 

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 County of Richland and its employees and agents are hereby authorized to lease 

5178± sq. ft. of space on the 3
rd

 Floor and ____ sq. ft. of space on the 4
th

 Floor of 2000 Hampton 

Street to the United Way of the Midlands, as specifically described in the Lease Agreement, a copy 

of which is 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 

__________________, 2015. 

 

      RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 

 

 

      By: ___________________________ 

       Torrey Rush, Chair 

        

 

 

Attest this ________  day of 

 

_____________________, 2015. 

 

 

_________________________________ 

S. Monique McDaniels 

Clerk of 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:       

Public Hearing:         

Third reading:           
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Lease Agreement; Warehouse for Richland Library during Capital Program [PAGES 35-53]

 

Reviews 

Item# 7
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Lease Agreement; Warehouse for Richland Library during Capital Program 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council approval is requested to enter into a lease agreement with Lindau Chemicals, 
Inc. for warehouse space to store library furnishings and equipment during renovations to 
existing library buildings.  The warehouse is located at 649A Rosewood Drive, Columbia, SC 
and is 16,328 square feet. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

Richland Library is in various stages of design on 6 out of 10 of the projects in its Capital 
Improvements Program.  Two projects have completed code review and are ready to bid.  
Library buildings starting construction will need to be emptied of furnishings and equipment, 
and those items stored in a safe manner until construction is completed and the building is ready 
for re-occupancy.  The Library’s Operations staff conducted a search of available warehouse 
space within a five mile radius of the main library that would meet the library’s needs of 
between 15,000 and 20,000 square feet, and have the appropriate loading dock and roll-up 
doors. 

 
The best of available warehouses was also the least expensive.  The lease of space was 
presented to the Library Board of Trustees at their meeting on April 13, 2015.   

 
As presented to the Library Board, the lease would be for three years.  The Library Board 
approved the lease for consideration by County Council. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

April 13, 2015: Lease approved by Library Board of Trustees for consideration by 
County Council. 
 

D. Financial Impact 

The lease is for $5,075.29 per month with one month’s rent as security deposit. 

  

 3 years rent     $ 182,710.32 
 3 years utilities, maint. & ins.    $   15,000.00 

 Total (not to exceed)      $ 197,710.32 

 

The Library Board approved an overall budget for the Capital Improvement Program on 
October 13, 2014.  A line of that budget included funding for Swing Space.  Swing Space was 
defined in the budget as, “additional facility space needed for temporarily housing collections, 
equipment, and/or furniture in order to keep all library locations open during construction 
phases.”  The warehouse funding, if approved, will come from this budget. 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to enter into a lease agreement which will allow the library to securely 
store furnishings and equipment in an accessible location. 
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2. Do not approve the request to enter into a lease and the library will need to pursue more 
expensive and less accessible alternatives such as container storage in a remote location.  
This alternative is less desirable due to more impact on the budget and also some stored 
items need to be removed at various times during the program for reconditioning prior to 
reuse.  Storage in containers at a remote location will make this very complex to coordinate 
and will decrease the effectiveness of the reuse efforts. 
 

3. Do not approve the request to enter into the lease and the library will close more of the Main 
library during renovation in order to use space for storage that would otherwise be used for 
services to the library customers.  This alternative is less desirable because the library is 
closing no more than 25% of its space during renovations, in the current plan, in order to 
maximize the availability to resources and services to our customers.  With no warehouse, 
we will need to close an additional 12.5% of the building for storage thus reducing space 
available to customers.  We would also have to move the storage space more than once 
within the building in order to make way for the general contractor. 

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to lease the warehouse space located at 
649A Rosewood Drive.  By leasing this warehouse, the library will be able to provide services 
to our customers at a level that is consistent with the values of the library and the expectations 
of our customers, and will be using our Capital Funds in an effective and efficient manner. 
 

Recommended by: Melanie Huggins 
Department:  Richland Library 

      Date:  May, 18, 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:  5/18/15   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Recommendation is based on availability of funding 

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by: Cheryl Patrick   Date: 5/18/2015 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
             

Policy decision at discretion of Council 

 Legal 
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Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 6/18/15 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. The 
attached lease was the initial draft proffered by the lessor.  The Legal Department is 
working with the Library and the library’s attorney to make a few changes to the lease. If 
the Committee forwards this item to Council, we will endeavor to have the completed 
draft to you at that time.  The Library has requested that the item be in front of Council 
before it’s August break if at all possible.    

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  6/19/15 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend approval pending final revisions to 
the lease by the County’s Legal Department. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Approval of Sponsorship/Donation Payments [PAGES 54-57]

 

Reviews 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Approval of Sponsorship/Donation Payments  
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is being requested approve several sponsorship/donation payments made 
between September 2014 and December 2014 to be in compliance with the “South Carolina 
Transparency – Political Subdivision Appropriation of Funds” and Richland County “Individual 
Recommended Agency Funding” Policies. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 

As adopted in the FY14-15 budget for the State of South Carolina, budget proviso 110.6, “South 
Carolina Transparency – Political Subdivision Appropriation of Funds”, is as follows: 

(A) “A political subdivision receiving aid from the Local Government Fund may not: 
(1) Appropriate money to any entity unless that appropriation appears as a separate 

and distinct line item in the political subdivision’s budget or in an amendment to 
the political subdivision’s budget; or 

(2) Except in cases of emergency or unforeseen circumstances, donate funds to a 
nonprofit organization unless the amounts donated are appropriated on a separate 
and distinct line item in the political subdivision’s budget or an amendment to the 
political subdivision’s budget that includes the names of the entities to which the 
donations are being made. In the case of an emergency or unforeseen 
circumstances, a political subdivision may donate funds to a nonprofit 
organization if the amount and purpose of the proposed donation and the nature 
of the emergency or unforeseen circumstances necessitating the donation are 
announced in open session at a public meeting held by the governing body of the 
political subdivision and the funds are not delivered to the organization for five 
days following the announced intent to make the donation. 

(3) A political subdivision receiving aid from the Local Government Fund may not 
appropriate money to any entity without the requirement that the entity provides 
at the end of the fiscal year a detailed description of the purposes for which the 
money was used.” 

 
The Richland County Policy for “Individual Recommended Agency Funding” is as follows: 
        

“In addition to any other policies adopted by Council relative to individual discretionary 
funds, I move designate up to $________ in Council individual discretionary accounts to be 
used to provide funding or support for the public purposes of any agency that would otherwise 
qualify for hospitality tax, accommodations tax, general fund or funding form any other source 
over which the County governing body can appropriate money for the public purposes of 
charitable, not-for-profit or other agencies that may receive public funds. 
        

As public purpose events and activities of these agencies arise throughout the year, at the 
time of this motion those events or activities may not be fully known. Therefore, where possible 
Council members shall notify the full Council of their intent to fund or recommend funding 
from these discretionary sources with 1) the agency name, 2) the public purpose(s) and 3) the 
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dollar amount to be provided so Council may approve, deny or otherwise dispose of the request 
prior to the expenditure. 

In cases where prior notice of the expenditure may not be given, the Council member 
providing the discretionary funding shall as soon after the expenditure as is practical notify the 
full Council of 1) the agency name, 2) the public purpose(s) and 3) the dollar amount thereof so 
that Council may approve, ratify, deny or otherwise dispose of the expenditure. 

 
The designation of the use of these funds is an “up to” amount of Council’s individual 

discretionary fund accounts shall be made annually during the budget process and shall be 
included in the budget ordinance in years going forward from the adoption of this policy. The 
approval, denial or other disposition of specific expenditures made pursuant to this policy shall 
be given by Council during one vote at a regular or special called meeting of Council, the funds 
dedicated to the purpose of agency funding form this source having been appropriated during 
the budget process.” 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

• June 2014 - State of South Carolina adopted budget proviso 110.6 for the FY14 – 15 
budget. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

There were several sponsorship/donation payments made, that required Council’s approval, 
based on the policies above. Those payments, totaling $1,690.00, are as follows: 
 
District #2 
       A payment was made to PYATT Ventures on 11/3/14 for $40.00 
 
District #3 
       A payment was made to Newcastle Concerned Citizens, Inc. on 11/24/14 for $150.00 
 
District #10 
       A payment was made to Eastover-Lower Richland on 10/8/14 for $250.00 
       A payment was made to Zion Pilgrim Baptist Church on 9/17/14 for $175.00 
       A payment was made to Jack and Jill SC Chapter on 11/19/14 for $75.00 
 
District #11 
       A payment was made to St. John Foundation on 9/5/14 for $500.00 
       A payment was made to Della McCullough on 9/5/14 for $500.00 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the sponsorship/donation payments made between September 2014 and December 
2014 to be in compliance with the “South Carolina Transparency – Political Subdivision 
Appropriation of Funds” and Richland County “Individual Recommended Agency Funding” 
Policies. 
 

2. Do not approve the sponsorship/donation payments made between September 2014 and 
December 2014.  If this alternative is selected, then the County will be noncompliant with 
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the “South Carolina Transparency – Political Subdivision Appropriation of Funds” and 
Richland County “Individual Recommended Agency Funding” Policies. 
 

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the sponsorship/donation payments that were made, in 
order to be compliant with South Carolina and Richland County policies. 
 

Recommended by:  Daniel Driggers                
Department:  Finance                                         
Date:  3/16/15 

 

G. Reviews 
 

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers                                   Date: 3/23/15                     

�  Recommend Council approval                                �   Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean                               Date:  6/16/15 

       �   Recommend Council approval                                �   Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  It is a policy decision of Council whether to vote 
on the above payments in accordance with the “Individual Recommended Agency 
Funding” policy.  I would also recommend that Council consult its policy on Individual 
Expense Accounts (Discretionary Funds) to determine if the expenses are appropriate for 
such funds. 
 

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald                                Date:  6/17/15 

       � Recommend Council approval                               �   Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Approval of this item is consistent with the 
South Carolina Transparency–Political Subdivision Appropriation of Funds Act. 
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Items Pending Analysis
 

 

Subject

Amending Section 2-261, Geographic Information System (GIS), so as to eliminate the fees for GIS data

 

Reviews 

 

Notes

On May 5, 2015, a motion was made by the Honorable Seth Rose “to amend County Code section 2-261 – 

Geographic Information System, Item (d) 1-5 to eliminate the fees for GIS data.”   

 

At this time, staff is working to identify the potential impact of this request to the County.  This item will appear on 

the July A&F Committee agenda for review and action. 
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Items Pending Analysis
 

 

Subject

Reclassification and Promotion Handbook Revisions – One Year Review [PAGES 59-63]
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Reclassification and Promotion Handbook Revisions – One Year Review 

 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to accept the one-year review of the revisions to the County’s 

Employee Handbook policies on reclassifications and promotions as information, and to 

provide Staff with direction regarding the retention of the current policies.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

At the March 18, 2014 Council meeting, Council approved revisions to the County’s 

Employee Handbook regarding reclassifications and promotions. Reclassification increases 

were revised to 10% - 20%, depending on the increase in pay grade, and promotion increases 

were revised 10% to 20%, depending on several factors – see the detail of the previous and 

current policies below.   Additionally, Council directed that these changes be reviewed after 

one year.  The attached spreadsheet provides a one-year review of the impact of these 

changes to the County.  

 

Reclassifications 

Previous Policy: 

Reclassification – The reassignment of an existing position from one classification to another 

based on job content such as duty, kind of work, level of difficulty, required skill and 

education, and accountability for work being performed. Reclassification may result in an 

increased (if the employee is below the minimum of the new pay grade), decreased or 

maintained pay rate. 

 

Current Pay Increase Policy Effective 5/1/14: 

Reclassification - The major objective of the reclassification process is to place jobs in an 

appropriate grade/salary range that reflect both the job’s market value and a proper internal 

relationship to other jobs at Richland County. 

 

Increase in Pay Grade Percentage Increase 

1-2 10% 

3-4 15% 

5 or more 20% 

 

Promotions 

Previous Policy: 

Promotion – The movement of an employee from one position to a different position with 

increased duties and responsibilities and/or a higher pay grade. Promotions generally result in 

an increase in an employee’s pay. Promotion increases can range from 5% to 15% depending 

on several factors. 

 

Current Policy Effective 5/1/14: 

Promotion – The movement of an employee from one position to a different position with 

increased duties and responsibilities and/or a higher pay grade. Promotions generally result in 
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an increase in an employee’s pay. Promotion increases can range from 10% to 20% 

depending on several factors. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

Below are the dates of the approval of previous and current policies; 

 Previous policy approved in 2009 with the Employee Handbook 

 Revised policies approved in 2014 

 

D. Financial Impact 

There is a difference in the cost of the current vs. previous policy which is illustrated in the 

attachment.   However, there is no proposal from Staff to change the current policy. 

Therefore, there is no financial impact relating to this ROA.  

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Accept the one-year review of the revisions to the County’s Employee Handbook policies 

on reclassifications and promotions as information, and retain the handbook changes.  

 

2. Accept the one-year review of the revisions to the County’s Employee Handbook policies 

on reclassifications and promotions as information, and modify the handbook changes. 

 

F. Recommendation 

As stated above, Staff is not making a recommendation. Staff is providing information per 

request of Council. 

 

Prepared by:  T. Dwight Hanna 

Department:  Human Resources 

Date:  June 9, 2015 

 

G. Reviews 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:     

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:   

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Roxanne Ancheta   Date: 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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  Data   

Department Cost Change under new policy Cost Change under old policy 

ASSESSOR  $                          18,526.95   $                          13,839.85  

BUILDING INSPECTION  $                            6,054.75   $                            6,893.09  

CLERK OF COURT  $                            7,827.30   $                          23,316.89  

COURT ADMINISTRATION  $                            5,200.65   $                            4,585.25  

FINANCE  $                          43,891.48   $                          22,389.57  

INFORMATION 

TECHNOLOGY 

 $                          11,960.00   $                            2,652.00  

LEGAL  $                            9,104.55   $                            1,673.49  

PLANNING  $                          21,241.98   $                            6,050.53  

PROBATE COURT  $                            2,802.15   $                            4,375.78  

PUBLIC WORKS  $                          45,695.68   $                          35,030.43  

SUPPORTIVE SERVICES  $                            7,805.85   $                            9,069.43  

UTILITIES  $                          11,920.35   $                            9,231.22  

Grand Total  $                        192,031.69   $                         139,107.53  

   
   
   

Department Cost Change under new policy Cost Change under old policy 

DETENTION CENTER  $                          20,037.55   $                          23,531.60  

EMERGENCY MEDICAL 

SERVICES 

 $                          36,648.30   $                          44,864.05  

SHERIFF  $                        165,324.25   $                         224,005.60  

Grand Total  $                        222,010.10   $                         292,401.25  

*Note that these departments have their own pay plan that does not follow the County Guideline of 

Promotions (5 to 15%) 
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 Data  

Department Cost Difference under new policy Cost Difference under old policy 

ADMINISTRATION  $                               21,415.53   $                                                -    

EMERGENCY 

MEDICAL SERVICES* 

 $                               36,192.00   $                                     36,192.00  

LEGAL  $                               58,992.03   $                                     17,013.66  

PLANNING  $                               10,395.95   $                                                -    

PUBLIC WORKS*  $                                 3,853.20   $                                       3,853.20  

SHERIFF  $                                    908.31   $                                                -    

SOLICITOR  $                               23,725.77   $                                                -    

SOLID WASTE  $                                 8,026.20   $                                       4,309.85  

TREASURER  $                                 9,696.91   $                                       2,693.30  

Grand Total  $                              173,205.90   $                                     64,063.17  

*EMS has a pay plan that is used.  Public Works reclassed to the minimum for this position 

(Equipment Operator III) 
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