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6:00 PM

 

2020 Hampton Street

 

 

 
CALL TO ORDER

 
ELECTION OF CHAIR

 

 1. Election of Chair (page 4) 

 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

 2. Regular Session: January 24, 2012 (pages 6-9) 

 

 
ADOPTION OF AGENDA

 
ITEMS FOR ACTION
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 3. Albene Park Water Distribution System Principal Forgiveness Loan (pages 11-23) 

 

 4. Bond Ordinance for approximately $35,000,000 for Capital Projects (pages 25-26) 

 

 5. Budget Amendment to Elections and Voter Registration (pages 28-30) 

 

 6. Council Expenditure Accounts (Mr. Malinowski motion) (pages 32-33) 

 

 7. Council Expenditure Accounts (Mr. Manning motion) (pages 35-37) 

 

 8. EMS Ambulance Purchase (pages 39-40) 

 

 9. HMIS Grant Transfer (pages 42-45) 

 

 10. Home Detention/Electronic Monitoring Program (pages 47-53) 

 

 11. Issuance of General Obligation Bonds by Riverbanks Zoo (pages 55-68) 

 

 12. Lower Richland Master Plan Area Change (pages 70-71) 

 

 13. Monticello Road Streetscape Project-Parcel Acquisition (pages 73-75) 

 

 14. Proposed Property Tax Reduction for Senior Citizens (pages 77-79) 

 

 15. South Carolina State Employees Association (SCSEA) (pages 81-96) 

 

 

 
ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS: NO ACTION REQUIRED

 

 

16. 

a. Based on the new sewer planned for the lower Richland County area and the 
possibility of assistance being provided to Low/Middle income households (LMIH) I 
move that staff create an ordinance that sets forth criteria for qualifications to received 
assistance and that it will apply equally to all LMIH throughout Richland County 
(Malinowski, November 2010) 
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b. That a policy be created regarding how to deal with approved grants prior to budget 
time and again at budget time when grants have been reduced or eliminated. When the 
grant ends Richland County will not provide additional funds in that agency's budget 
and they will have to absorb it if they want to keep it (Malinowski, A&F, November 
2011). 

 

 
ADJOURNMENT
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Election of Chair (page 4) 

 

Reviews

Item# 1
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Regular Session: January 24, 2012 (pages 6-9) 

 

Reviews

Item# 2
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MINUTES OF  
     

 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, January 24, 2012 
6:00 P.M. 

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

the bulletin board located in the lobby of the County Administration Building. 
============================================================= 

MEMBERS PRESENT 
 
Chair:   L. Gregory Pearce, Jr. 
Member: Damon Jeter 
Member: Gwendolyn Davis Kennedy 
Member: Jim Manning 
Member: Seth Rose 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  Kelvin E. Washington, Sr., Paul Livingston, Bill Malinowski, Valerie 
Hutchinson, Norman Jackson, Joyce Dickerson, Milton Pope, Tony McDonald, Sparty Hammett, 
Roxanne Ancheta, Sara Salley, Randy Cherry, Larry Smith, Daniel Driggers, John Hixon, Pam 
Davis, Amelia Linder, Melinda Edwards, Paul Brawley, Tiaa Rutherford, Chris Eversmann, 
Monique Walters, Michelle Onley 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

 
The meeting started at approximately 6:02 p.m. 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
December 20, 2011 (Regular Session) – Mr. Rose moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to 
approve the minutes as distributed.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 

Ms. Kennedy moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to adopt the agenda as distributed.  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
 

ITEMS FOR ACTION 
 

Budget Amendment to address purchase of new AS 400 Computer System—Treasurer’s 
Office – Mr. Jeter moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to forward this item to Council with a  
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
January 24, 2012 
Page Two 
 
 
recommendation that Council approve the request thus allowing the Treasurer’s Office to 
maintain system integrity and continue to generate a revenue stream that accounts for 55% of 
General Fund Revenue and can continue to foster intergovernmental cooperation through 
providing other State and County entities information they request.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 

 
Budget Amendment to address purchase of new AS 400 Computer System and upgrade 
printers—Auditor’s Office – Mr. Jeter moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to forward this item 
to Council with a recommendation that Council approve the request thus allowing the Auditor’s 
Office to maintain system integrity and continue to generate a revenue stream that accounts for 
55% of General Fund Revenue and can continue to foster intergovernmental cooperation 
through providing other State and County entities information they request.  The vote in favor 
was unanimous. 
 
Auditor’s Office Budget Amendment request to address requests not funded during the 
budget cycle – Mr. Jeter moved, seconded by Mr. Rose, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation that Council approve the request thus allowing the Auditor’s Office to print tax 
bills for the full fiscal year and provide the County and other millage agencies the opportunity to 
receive $17,446,764 in billable tax revenues; also allowing the Auditor’s Office to comply with 
previously approved policies and agreements by Council.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Business Licensing—Ordinance adding Interstate Commerce Deduction – Mr. Jeter 
moved, seconded by Mr. Rose, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation for 
approval.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
  
Business Licensing—Repealing Ordinance related to Interstate Commerce Business 
License Fee Discount – Mr. Jeter moved, seconded by Mr. Rose, to forward this item to 
Council with a recommendation for approval.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Capital Projects Sales Tax – Ms. Kennedy moved to forward this item to Council without a 
recommendation.  The motion died for lack of a second. 
 
Mr. Jeter moved, seconded by Mr. Rose, to forward this item to the Council Retreat for 
discussion, but to defer action until the February Committee meeting.   
 
Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to call for the question.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
The vote in favor of forwarding this item to the Council Retreat for discussion, but to defer action 
until the February Committee meeting was unanimous. 
 
Commercial Façade Improvement Grant Program – Mr. Jeter moved, seconded by Mr. 
Manning, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council approve the 
request for a Richland County Government Commercial Façade Improvement Grant Program to  
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Administration and Finance Committee  
January 24, 2012 
Page Three 
 
 
retain and attract businesses, strengthen the Commercial Corridors, increase utilization of 
existing buildings, restore economic vitality and enhance property values.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
Credentialing System Equipment Project – Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to 
forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council approve the request to fund 
this program to provide a credentialing system for RCSD.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Curtiss-Wright Hangar – Mr. Jeter moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to forward this item to 
Council with a recommendation that Council approve the request to direct Richland County staff 
to review and report on the legal aspects of the possible sale of the Curtiss-Wright Hangar 
(CWH) and surrounding land at the Jim Hamilton-LB Owens Airport (CUB) to a private 
developer as a possible means of accomplishing its restoration and redevelopment.  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
 
Specialized Aviation Service Operation (SASO) negotiation – Mr. Jeter moved, seconded by 
Mr. Manning, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that  Council approve the 
request to authorize negotiation of a draft agreement with AMS, Inc.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
Forensic Laboratory Enhancement Grant—Sheriff’s Department – Mr. Manning moved, 
seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council 
approve the request to fund this program to provide for upgraded forensic equipment and 
training for RCSD.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Permanently Finance CMRTA with Mass Transit Fee – Ms. Kennedy moved to forward this 
item to Council without a recommendation.  The motion died for lack of a second. 
 
Mr. Jeter moved, seconded by Mr. Rose, to forward this item to the Council Retreat for 
discussion, but to defer action until the February Committee meeting. 
 
Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to call for the question.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
The vote in favor of forwarding this item to the Council Retreat for discussion, but to defer action 
until the February Committee meeting was unanimous. 
 
 
Financial Impact of Transferring CMRTA to City of Columbia – Ms. Kennedy moved to 
forward this item to Council without a recommendation.  The motion died for lack of a second. 
 
Mr. Jeter moved, seconded by Mr. Rose, to forward this item to the Council Retreat for 
discussion, but to defer action until the February Committee meeting. 
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Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to call for the question.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
The vote in favor of forwarding this item to the Council Retreat for discussion, but to defer action 
until the February Committee meeting was unanimous. 
 
 
RCSD Entry Deputy Pay Increase FY12 – Ms. Kennedy moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to 
forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council approve the request to allow 
the increase immediately to which current year RCSD funds will be placed against the increase 
for the balance of the fiscal year with the increase annualized by Council thereafter.  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:50 p.m. 
 
        Submitted by, 
 
        L. Gregory Pearce, Jr., Chair 
 
The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Albene Park Water Distribution System Principal Forgiveness Loan (pages 11-23) 

 

Reviews

Item# 3
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Albene Park Water Distribution System Principal Forgiveness Loan 
 

A. Purpose 
 
County Council is requested to approve a principal forgiveness loan for the Utilities Department 
that will provide $304,025 in funds for the Albene Park Water Distribution System replacement. 
Approval is also requested to increase the current design contract with Joel E. Wood and 
Associates by the amount of $25,200 for the additional engineering costs once the principal 
forgiveness loan is approved. The additional engineering funds as well as all estimated 
construction cost are included in the loan amount.  The principle forgiveness loan was awarded 
by DHEC through the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (SRF).  

 
B. Background / Discussion 

 
The Richland County Utilities Department currently operates the Albene Park Water 
Distribution System under a receivership agreement with DHEC. Because of the condition of 
the existing distribution system, DHEC, through the SRF program, has awarded a $304,025 
principal forgiveness loan to replace the distribution system as a continuation of the 
development of the Hopkins Community Water System.  If approved, the funds will pay for the 
replacement of approximately 4500 feet of 6” asbestos pipe currently installed as the 
distribution system in the Albene Park Subdivision. See attached: loan approval letter, project 
cost estimate and sample loan assistance agreement. 

 
This forgivable loan will require the County to redesign a portion of the current project, develop 
a bid package to meet SRF requirements and bid the project as directed by SRF. SRF is also 
requiring the existing design engineer, Joel E Wood & Associates to modify their environmental 
report in addition to the redesign and bidding mentioned above. The additional engineering 
services as well as the projected construction cost are included in the attached cost estimate and 
are fully funded by the forgivable loan.  With Council’s approval, the engineering contract will 
be increased by $25,200 to cover the additional engineering services once the principal 
forgiveness loan documents are completed. 
 
The acceptance of this principal forgiveness loan and the construction of the new water 
distribution system in Albene Park Subdivision will be handled as a separate project but will 
require coordination between the existing Hopkins Water System Contractor and the new 
contractor. This service will be provided by the design engineer.  
 
The award letter and project budget are attached as well as a sample Loan Assistance 
Agreement that explains the terms and conditions required by the SC Water Quality Revolving 
Fund Authority.   
 

C. Financial Impact 
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The principal forgiveness loan will cover all cost associated with the replacement of the existing 
water distribution system in Albene Park. There will be no additional funds requested from the 
County as a result of accepting these loan funds and completing this project. 
 

D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the acceptance of the SRF principal forgiveness loan of $304,025 and authorize 
Administration to complete the appropriate loan documents and increase the Joel E. Wood 
& Associates contract by $25,200 once the loan documents are completed.   

2. Do not approve the loan or contract increase for Joel E. Wood & Associates.   
 

E. Recommendation 
 

It is recommended that Council approve the acceptance of the SRF principal forgiveness loan of 
$304,025, authorize Administration to complete the appropriate loan documents and increase 
the Joel E. Wood & Associates contract by $25,200 to cover the additional engineering cost. 
 
Recommended by: Andy Metts Department: Utilities Date: 2/08/12 

 
F. Reviews 

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

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  2/13/12   
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 2/13/12 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 2/16/12 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 2/17/12 
 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:    
 
The agreement attached has been reviewed; however, it is only a sample.  Although I 
would not suspect any substantive changes to be made before the County receives the 
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actual contact, the document will need to be reviewed again once the final version is 
obtained. 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  2/21/12 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend Council acceptance of the SRF 
principal forgiveness loan of $304,025 and to authorize Administration to complete the 
appropriate loan documents and increase the Joel E. Wood & Associates contract by 
$25,200 once the loan documents are completed.   
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Bond Ordinance for approximately $35,000,000 for Capital Projects (pages 25-26) 

 

Reviews

Item# 4
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Bond Issuance 
 

A. Purpose 
County Council is requested to approve a bond ordinance for approximately $35,000,000 in 
accordance with the capital project list provided at the planning retreat to Council members by 
the County Administrator.   

 
B. Background / Discussion 

 
During the Council retreat in January 2012, the County Administrator provided Council with 
information about his capital needs assessment for County facilities.  The recommendation 
included a planned bond issue for $35m at the end of 2012. 
   
During the discussion it was mentioned that the current bond market has shown very 
favorable rates but can be volatile.  Recent bond sales have closed with an effective interest 
rate of less than 2 percent and as low as 1.5 percent.  Estimates are that if the County issues 
the same $35m now to take advantage of these low rates the County could save the taxpayer 
more than $6m on the total cost over the life of this loan.   
 
Therefore at the February 7th Council meeting, Mr. Malinowski made the following motion: 
“If Council approves the issuances of a $35m bond that the County Administrator be directed 
to bring said bond ordinance based on the project list presented at the retreat and show the 
cost savings based on the issuing rate.  If, after council approval, the effective interest rate has 
increased beyond two percent, the Administrator would be required to bring an updated 
analysis of the cost and savings to council prior to issue.” 
 

 
C. Financial Impact 
 

Financial impact could not be determined until the bonds were issued. 
 
 

D. Alternatives 
1. Approve the requested bond ordinance and associated projects.   
2. Approve the requested bond ordinance but amend the project list.  
3. Delay the approval of the bond ordinance and project list until a later time. 
4. Do not approve the bond ordinance at this time and not move forward with the project list. 

 
E. Recommendation 
 

It is recommended that Council approve alternative 1 with a bond ordinance. 
 
Recommended by:  Councilman Malinowski Department:  Council  Date: 2/9/12 
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F. Reviews 
(Please SIGN your name, ü the appropriate box, and support your recommendation before routing.  Thank you!) 
 

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  2/15/12   

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

  
 

 
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 2/15/12 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 2/17/12 

 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
þ Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald  Date:  2/17/12 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend approval of the requested bond 
ordinance and associated projects.   
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Budget Amendment to Elections and Voter Registration (pages 28-30) 

 

Reviews

Item# 5
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Budget Amendment to Elections & Voter Registration 
 

A. Purpose 
County Council is requested to approve a budget amendment to the Board of Elections & Voter 
Registration Department budget for $85,799.14 

 
B. Background / Discussion 

In regards to the Elections & Voter Registration FY12 budget, the department is requesting 
additional funding of $85,799.14 for election and personnel expense from the Saturday January 
21st Republican Presidential Primary that was not included in the FY12 budget of Election & 
Voter Registration. 
 

C. Financial Impact 
$85,799.14 with this request. The State Elections will reimburse a majority of the expenses.  
 

 
D. Alternatives 

To approve the request for a budget amendment to cover the personnel expense from the 
Republican Presidential Primary. This will help the office be clear of any deficits that may occur 
in the FY12 budget. 

 
   

 
E. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request for a budget amendment to cover the 
expenses for elections expenses and personnel expense that was occurred from the Republican 
Presidential Primary. 
 
Recommended by: Lillian McBride   Department: Elections & Voter Registration Date: 14th day 
of January 2012 

 
F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  2/16/12   

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

  
Human Resources 

Reviewed by: Dwight Hanna   Date:  2/16/12   
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Procurement 
Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 2/17/12 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 2/17/12 

 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Stephany Snowden   Date: 2/21/12 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Council Expenditure Accounts (Mr. Malinowski motion) (pages 32-33) 

 

Reviews

Item# 6
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Council Expenditure Accounts (Malinowski) 
 

A. Purpose 
 
The purpose of this item is to request the County Council’s consideration of a 
proposed policy to limit Council Members’ expenditures from the individual 
expenditure accounts to the amount that is budgeted. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 
 
At the February 7, 2012, Council Meeting, Council Member Bill Malinowski 
introduced the following motion: 
 
Staff in conjunction with the Finance and Legal Departments will develop a 
policy relating to Richland County Council Members’ individual spending 
accounts so that each council person will be restricted to only spending their 
authorized amount. 
 
Each Council Member currently has $7,000 appropriated in the budget for council 
district expenses.  The implication, of course, is that expenditures by each Council 
Member cannot exceed the $7,000 budgeted. 
 
If, however, a Council Member incurs expenses beyond the $7,000, the County will 
pay those expenses in order to meet the obligation imposed by the Council Member. 
 
With respect to Mr. Malinowski’s motion, the staff would have no objection as it is 
already implied that the amount budgeted is all that can be spent.  The motion would 
simply add more formality to the implied policy that already exists. 
 

C. Financial Impact 
 
All expenditures by individual Council Members would be strictly limited to the 
amount adopted each year in the budget. 

 
D. Alternatives 

 
1. Support the proposal to limit Council Members’ expenditures from the individual 

expenditure accounts to the amount that is budgeted. 
2. Do not support the proposal. 

 
 
E. Recommendation 
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Staff recommends support of the proposed policy to limit Council Members’ 
expenditures from the individual expenditure accounts to the amount that is budgeted. 
 
By:  Tony McDonald, Administration   Date:  February 13, 2012 
 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers          Date: 2/14/12     

 ü Recommend Council approval                   q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
As a budgetary policy, I support the recommendation to ensure compliance of 
not exceeding appropriated dollars.  If the appropriated dollars are insufficient 
to address the needs, one option would be for Council to increase the funding 
level during the budget process.   
 
As a financial management policy, I believe that we must be an organization 
that pays our financial obligations (bills) timely.  Therefore I would 
recommend that approval include language that provides the Finance Director 
the authority to pay all bills received and communicate any budgetary 
variance to the County Administrator for follow up.  

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean          Date: 2/17/12 
 q Recommend Council approval                   q Recommend Council denial 

þ Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Policy decision; Council discretion. 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald          Date:  2/17/12 
 ü Recommend Council approval                   q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Administration supports the motion 
from Mr. Malinowski, but also concurs with the comments from the Finance 
Director and would suggest that such language be incorporated into the 
motion. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Council Expenditure Accounts (Mr. Manning motion) (pages 35-37) 

 

Reviews

Item# 7
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Council Expenditure Accounts (Manning) 
 

A. Purpose 
 
The purpose of this item is to request the County Council’s consideration of a 
proposed policy to limit Council Members’ expenditures from the individual 
expenditure accounts to the amount that is budgeted, and to limit all other line item 
expenditures in the County budget to the amount originally appropriated for those line 
items. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 
 
At the February 7, 2012, Council Meeting, Council Member Jim Manning introduced 
the following motion: 
 
Staff in conjunction with the Finance and Legal Departments will develop a 
policy relating to Richland County Council members’ individual spending 
accounts so that each council person, as well as all other line items for which 
County Council authorizes spending in conjunction with the annual budget 
process, will be restricted to only spending their authorized amount. 
 
This motion, if approved, will restrict all line items within individual department 
budgets to the amount originally appropriated in those line items only.  Departments 
currently have the ability to transfer funds from one line item, such as “Office 
Supplies,” to another, such as “Equipment Repairs.” 
 
This is a useful management tool that allows elected officials, appointed officials and 
department directors the opportunity to meet changing demands and/or address 
unforeseen events that may occur during the fiscal year.  To prohibit movement of 
funds between line items would take away this management ability, meaning that any 
such transfers would have to be approved by the County Council. 
 

C. Financial Impact 
 
The proposed restriction on budget transfers from line item to line item within 
departments would have little to no financial impact.  On the other hand, the 
operational impact that such a restriction would have would be crippling by no longer 
allowing an elected official, appointed official or department director to effectively 
manage his or her departmental budget. 

 
D. Alternatives 

 
1. Approve the proposal to limit Council Members’ expenditures from the individual 

expenditure accounts to the amount that is budgeted, and to limit all other line 
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item expenditures in the County budget to the amount originally appropriated for 
those line items. 

2. Do not approve the proposal, and allow elected officials, appointed officials and 
department directors the continued discretion to manage their departmental 
budgets within the total amounts appropriated. 

 
 
E. Recommendation 
 

Recommend Alternative #2, i.e., do not approve the proposal, and allow elected 
officials, appointed officials and department directors the continued discretion to 
manage their departmental budgets within the total amounts appropriated. 
 
By:  Tony McDonald, Administration   Date:  February 13, 2012 
 

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

 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers  Date: 2/14/12    
 q  Recommend Council approval ü  Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Recommendation of alternative two continues to provide departments the 
operational flexibility needed without reducing the budgetary control 
necessary at the department level.     

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean  Date: 2/17/12 
 q  Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

þ Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
In general, the requests in the motion are a policy decision left to Council’s 
discretion; however, I would question Council’s authority to limit an elected 
official’s ability to make changes within his/her budget from line to line.   
 
As to the request that the Legal Department help craft a policy for council’s 
individual spending accounts, we will provide whatever help needed.  I would 
note that I believe such a policy already exists and was drafted by Legal with 
consideration given to recent case law that on the issue; however, that 
language contains nothing regarding a spending cap. 
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Administration 
Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald  Date:  2/17/12 

 q   Recommend Council approval ü  Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend denial of the motion as 
stated.  Recommend, instead, Alternative #2 above, i.e., do not approve the 
proposal, and allow elected officials, appointed officials and department 
directors the continued discretion to manage their departmental budgets within 
the total amounts appropriated. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:   EMS Ambulance Purchase  ESD02082012 
A. Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to obtain Council approval to award a purchase order to remount 
ten ambulances.  This is a sole source procurement.  Funding is available in the EMS budget.  
No other funds are needed.        
 

B   Background / Discussion 
EMS has ambulances that have exceeded the end of their life cycle.   Over twelve years ago 
EMS began to replace ambulances using the same manufacturer to establish continuity and 
standardization in the fleet.  Standardization provides benefits in parts acquisition, 
maintenance, service, training and familiarization of equipment locations for Paramedics.  
The ambulances we have are “modular” which means the large patient compartment can be 
removed from the chassis, refurbished and remounted on a new chassis.  That saves about 
$30,000 per ambulance.   The EMS ambulance fleet is manufactured by Taylor Made 
Ambulances.  Sending the old ambulances back to the Taylor Made Factory for remounting 
will insure the vehicles are returned to “new” condition with a new warranty.  The following 
ambulances will be remounted:   
Unit  Year  Vin 
205  2004  14067 
209  2004  46782 
216  2003  32563 
218  2004  46493 
223  2004  46988 
230  2003  39453 
231  2003  32564 
232  2003  32565 
233  2003  39416 
235  2004  62979 
C. Financial Impact 
There is a significant cost for repairs to vehicles that are old and “out of contract.”  “Out of 
contract” means that because of the age of the vehicle, it is no longer supported under the 
First Vehicles regular contract.  Costs associated with repairs must be paid out of regular 
budget funds.  Removing ten vehicles that are “out of contract” will reduce the repair costs.  
 
The remount cost per vehicle is as follows: 
New Chassis  $ 41,726 
Remount/Refurbish $ 35,201 
------------------------------------------ 
Cost Per Vehicle  $ 76,927 
 
Cost for ten Vehicles $769,270 
 
The vehicle remount expenditure is budgeted and is available in EMS accounts:   
10700000-531300  $665,995 
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2210-5313    $103,275 
D.   Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the sole source purchase to Taylor Made Ambulance Company to remount ten 
ambulance vehicles for $769,270.   

2. Do not approve the purchase order. 
3.   Begin the procurement process for new ambulances. 
 
E.   Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the purchase to remount ten ambulance vehicles 
from Taylor Made Ambulance Company for a cost of $769,270 with the funds coming from 
the EMS budget accounts.   
 
 
Recommended by: Michael A. Byrd     Department: Emergency Services     Date 02-08-12 
 
 

F. Approvals 
 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  2/16/12   
ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Appropriated budget dollars are available as stated in the ROA. 

  
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 2/16/12 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 2/17/12 

 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  2/22/12 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Funds are available as indicated above.  
Recommend approval. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

 
 

Subject: HMIS Grant Transfer 
 

A. Purpose 
Richland County currently is the conduit for the Homeless Management Information System 
(HMIS) Grant. The HUD grant is $80,544 and is for the purposes of homeless information data 
collection for a 14-county area, to include Richland County, on the behalf of the Midlands Area 
Consortium for the Homeless (MACH). United Way of the Midlands (UWM) has supplied a 
written formal request to the County for HMIS grant transfer.  

 
B. Background / Discussion 

Richland County, as a goodwill gesture, took on the HMIS Grant when St. Lawrence 
Place/Trinity could no longer accommodate the grant in 2005. No other agency at that time was 
willing to become the grant conduit, including the MACH, who was not equipped to become the 
lead agency. With increased awareness, education and staffing, the United Way of the Midlands 
is now in position to take on the grant and desires to do so. A transfer would include both the 
new and renewal grants. UWM currently serves as the lead agency for the 14-county MACH, 
writes the annual HUD federal homeless application of $2.5 million, and provides leadership 
and support for MACH activities, to include the HUD required Point-In-Time counts. UWM 
entered into initial discussions with the County on the transfer to combine, strengthen and 
streamline the UWM functions with the unstaffed MACH coalition. The Community 
Development Department and County Administration agree this transference would be the best 
thing for the MACH service area and UWM.  

 
C. Financial Impact 

Neither UWM nor MACH are able to provide the required annual HMIS cash match to continue 
operation of the grant. Richland County Community Development is the current staff that 
operates this grant and has historically provided this match with CDBG (non-general County) 
funds. The match is $30,000 annually and Community Development would continue this match, 
as requested by UWM, for FY 2012-2015. That is provided CDBG funding would continue at or 
close to current FY 2012 funding levels. A MOU would be executed between Richland County 
and UWM. The HMIS grant match would be evaluated annually for these 3 years, if approved 
by Council. The combined financial impact total for these three years is $90,000.  
 
This amount of cash match funding would be required regardless if the grant was kept by the 
County or transferred to UWM.  
 

D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the request to approve the HMIS grant transference from Richland County to 
United Way.  

2. Do not approve the HMIS grant transference from Richland County to United Way.  
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E. Recommendation 
 
It is recommended that Council approve the request of the HMIS grant transference from 
Richland County to United Way.  
 
 
Recommended by:  Department:   Date: 

Valeria Jackson   Community Development February 13, 2012  
 
F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 2/14/12    

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

  
Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 2/15/12 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 2/17/12 
 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
I would suggest that the Community Development Department verify with HUD that 
this continued grant match is an appropriate/legal use of the CDBG funds.  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  2/22/12 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend Council approval of the request of 
the HMIS grant transference from Richland County to United Way.  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Home Detention/Electronic Monitoring Program  
 
A. PURPOSE: 
 
The Alvin S. Glen Detention Center (ASGDC) requests that County Council allow it to solicit 
for the services of a Home Detention/Electronic Monitoring Company.  This will allow better 
accountability of individuals who are on home confinement.  
 
BACKGROUND / DISCUSSION: 
 
The ASGDC has had a long standing population reduction strategy in place for well over 15 
years and this strategy has aided with keeping the inmate population down.  In 1996 the 
ASGDC solicited a Request For Proposal (RFP) for companies that offered Home 
Detention/Electronic Monitoring.  BI Incorporated gave the most responsive proposal and was 
awarded the contract.  BI Incorporated operated Home Detention/Electronic Monitoring with 
oversight from the ASGDC. The company sold its rights to another home detention company, 
and later the company was purchased by another company.  
 
South Carolina state statute and Richland County ordinance failed to specifically state any 
qualifications or requirements under the Home Detention Act.  This led to a weak statute and 
enabled companies who had no knowledge of home detention/electronic monitoring to spring 
up overnight.  This allowed the Courts to allow any “so called” home detention/electronic 
monitoring companies to operate within the State of South Carolina and Richland County.   
 
The Home Detention Act was meant for all home detention services to operate through the 
local detention facility for accountability; this did not happen.  This led to home detention 
companies opening and not being held accountable.  There may be pre-trial inmates or Family 
Court inmates on home detention/electronic monitoring without any supervision.  
 
In 2010 the State recognized the weakness in the Home Detention Act Statute Section 24-13-
1510 and made significant changes to strengthen the statute (standards attached).  The 
programs are an alternative to incarceration that can be used for pretrial offenders to increase 
the level of supervision and as a sentencing alternative. 
 
C. FINANCIAL IMPACT: 
 
There is no financial impact to the County.  If the offender qualifies for the home detention 
program he/she will pay the cost. 
 
D. ALTERNATIVES: 
 

1. Approve the request and allow the ASGDC to solicit for the services of a home 
detention/electronic monitoring company.  

2. Approve the ASGDC to run its own home detention program/electronic 
monitoring program. This would be a considerable cost to the county for 
manpower, equipment, and other necessary supplies.  

3. Continue the current procedure.  
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E. RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The ASGDC recommends that Council approves its request to solicit for the services of a 
Home Detention/Electronic Monitoring company. 
 
Recommend by: Ronaldo D. Myers   Department: Detention Center    Date:  January 31, 2012 
 
F. Reviews 

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

 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers     Date: 2/15/12     
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood     Date: 2/16/12 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean      Date: 2/17/12 

 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
þ Council Discretion (explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett     Date:  2/21/12 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend Council approval of the 
request to allow the ASGDC to solicit for the services of a home 
detention/electronic monitoring company. The program would be beneficial as an 
alternative to incarceration that can be used for pretrial offenders to increase the 
level of supervision and as a sentencing alternative. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Issuance of General Obligation Bonds by Riverbanks Zoo 
 

A. Purpose 
 
County Council is requested to approve the attached resolution, hold a public hearing, and 
approve the attached ordinance regarding the issuance of not exceeding $32,000,000 general 
obligation bonds for the Riverbanks Zoo. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 
 

Pursuant to the requirements of Article 5 of Chapter 11 of Title 6 of the Code of Laws of 
South Carolina, 1976, as amended (the “Act”), the Richland-Lexington Riverbanks Parks 
District, South Carolina (the “District”) is requesting the County Council to approve the 
District’s issuing $32,000,000 which will be used to defray the cost of the following 
improvements (the “Improvements”): 
 

a. HVAC and energy management system upgrades; 
b. Parking lots and road systems repairs, improvements and extensions; 
c. Roof repairs and replacement; 
d. Refurbishment of gunite structures; 
e. Upgrade IT network; 
f. Emergency communication and video surveillance systems; 
g. Replacement of restrooms, gift shop, and snack bar, and expansion of restaurant; 
h. Replacement of entryway and ticketing facilities; 
i. New children’s garden; 
j. Interactive animal demonstration area; 
k. New sea lion exhibit, and repair and replacement of other animal exhibits as 

necessary; 
l. Acquisition of buildings on Rivermont Drive; 
m. Renovation of canal fountain in the botanical garden; and 
n. Relocate tram stop and acquire additional tram cars. 

 
The first step in the procedure set forth in the Act is the submission of a Petition by the 
District’s Commission to the County Council (a petition dated July 21, 2011 has been 
submitted); the second step is the holding of a public hearing by the County Council on this 
matter; and, the third step is the adoption of an ordinance approving the issuance of the bonds 
by the District. 
 
Based on the above, the below actions are requested: 
 

(i)   The adoption of a resolution entitled “A RESOLUTION CALLING FOR A 
PUBLIC HEARING TO BE HELD UPON THE QUESTION OF THE ISSUANCE 
OF NOT EXCEEDING $32,000,000 OF GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS OF 
RICHLAND-LEXINGTON RIVERBANKS PARKS DISTRICT, SOUTH 
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CAROLINA AND TO PROVIDE FOR THE PUBLICATION OF THE NOTICE OF 
SUCH HEARING” (the “County Resolution”); 
(ii)   Holding of the Public Hearing as discussed above; and 
(iii)  The adoption of an ordinance of the County Council entitled “AN ORDINANCE 
FINDING THAT THE RICHLAND-LEXINGTON RIVERBANKS PARKS 
DISTRICT MAY ISSUE NOT EXCEEDING $32,000,000 GENERAL 
OBLIGATION BONDS; TO AUTHORIZE THE RICHLAND-LEXINGTON 
RIVERBANKS PARKS DISTRICT TO ISSUE SUCH BONDS AND TO PROVIDE 
FOR THE PUBLICATION OF NOTICE OF THE SAID FINDING AND 
AUTHORIZATION” (the “County Ordinance”). 

 
A copy of the executed Petition, the proposed County Resolution and the proposed County 
Ordinance are attached hereto.  Also attached hereto is a copy of a proposed schedule. 
 
As discussed above and pursuant to the requirements of the Act, the District has submitted 
the Petition of the District’s Commission to the County Council which submission is the 
initial step in the process.  The Commission believes that the operation of Riverbanks Zoo in 
the State and more specifically, within Richland and Lexington Counties, is a key to the 
tourism industry and provides substantial economic, recreational and educational benefits to 
the State and the County.  The District believes that the construction and completion of the 
Improvements are necessary and important to the continued operation and success of the 
Riverbanks Zoo.  The County Council received information about Riverbanks Zoo at its 
retreat in January. 

 
C. Financial Impact 

 
It is presently estimated that the debt service required by the total of the $32 million (while 
planned for two issues) would require the present millage imposed for the debt service of 
Riverbanks Zoo to increase by about .4 of a mill.  For example: using a residence valued at 
$100,000 and applying the 4% assessment ratio to it, produces an assessed value of $4,000 
with the cost of one mill at $4.00; multiplying .4 times $4.00 equals $1.60.  Under these 
assumptions, an owner of a residence valued at $100,000 would have his property tax 
increased by $1.60.   Currently debt service millage for the Zoo is .7 of a mill and we 
estimate that once these bonds are issued, total debt service millage would be around 1 mill 
to 1.1 mills until 2026 and then could decrease to .9 mill from 2027 through 2033—
depending on interest rates. 

 
D. Alternatives 
 

Alternative 1:  The County Council adopts the County Resolution calling for the Public 
Hearing to be held upon the question of the issuance of the Bonds.  The Public Hearing is 
held and thereafter the County Council adopts the County Ordinance. 
 
Alternative 2:  The County Council makes a decision not to adopt the County Resolution and 
not go forward with holding the Public Hearing.  As a result of such decision, the County 
Ordinance would also not be adopted. 
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Alternative 3:  The County Council adopts the County Resolution calling for the Public 
Hearing to be held upon the question of the issuance of the Bonds.  The Public Hearing is 
held and thereafter the County Ordinance is modified by the County Council and 
subsequently adopted. 

 
E. Recommendation 
 
It is recommended that County Council adopt the County Resolution calling for the Public 
Hearing to be held upon the question of the issuance of the Bonds, and that County Council 
approve the associated County Ordinance as presented. 
 
Submitted on behalf of the District (Riverbanks Zoo) by co-counsel, Pope Zeigler, LLC and the 
Law Offices of Brian Newman. 
February 14, 2012 
 
F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers:   Date:  2/15/12   

 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 2/17/12 

 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
þ Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Policy decision left to the discretion of Council. 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: J. Milton Pope   Date: 2-17-12 
 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval based upon Council’s 
discussion at the 2012 Retreat. 
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A RESOLUTION 

CALLING FOR A PUBLIC HEARING TO BE HELD UPON THE QUESTION OF THE ISSUANCE OF 
NOT EXCEEDING $32,000,000 OF GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS OF RICHLAND-LEXINGTON 
RIVERBANKS PARKS DISTRICT, SOUTH CAROLINA AND TO PROVIDE FOR THE 
PUBLICATION OF THE NOTICE OF SUCH HEARING. 

BE IT RESOLVED, by the County Council of Richland County (the “County Council”), the 
governing body of Richland County, South Carolina (the “County”): 

WHEREAS, the County Council is empowered by Act No. 1189 enacted at the 1974 Session of the 
South Carolina General Assembly entitled: 

AN ACT TO AUTHORIZE THE GOVERNING BODIES OF ALL COUNTIES OF THE 
STATE WHEREIN EXIST SPECIAL PURPOSE DISTRICTS CREATED PRIOR TO 
MARCH 7, 1973, TO ISSUE BONDS OF SUCH DISTRICTS IN FURTHERANCE OF 
POWERS EXISTING IN SUCH DISTRICTS AS OF MARCH 7, 1973; TO PROVIDE 
THE PROCEDURES PURSUANT TO WHICH SUCH BONDS MAY BE ISSUED; TO 
PRESCRIBE THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH BONDS MAY BE 
ISSUED AND THEIR PROCEEDS EXPENDED; TO MAKE PROVISION FOR THE 
PAYMENT OF SUCH BONDS AND TO VALIDATE ALL BONDS OF SUCH 
DISTRICTS ISSUED OR SOLD PRIOR TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS ACT 

approved July 9, 1974, as amended (the “Enabling Act”), to authorize the governing body of any special 
purpose district created prior to March 7, 1973 and located in whole or in part within the County to issue 
general obligation bonds of such special purpose district, the proceeds of which shall be used in the 
furtherance of any power or function committed to such special purpose district and in effect on March 7, 
1973; and 

WHEREAS, the Richland-Lexington Riverbanks Parks District, South Carolina (the “District”), a 
special purpose district created prior to March 7, 1973 (having been created by Act No. 1207 of the Acts of 
the General Assembly of the State of South Carolina for the year 1970, as amended) and located within the 
Counties of Richland and Lexington with the function of planning, establishing, developing, constructing, 
enlarging, improving, maintaining, equipping, staffing, operating, regulating, and protecting public 
recreational and zoo facilities within the territory in the counties of Richland and Lexington contiguous to 
the Saluda River and the Congaree River from Highway I-26 on the north to Granby Locks on the South, 
has petitioned the County Council to authorize the issuance of not exceeding $32,000,000 of general 
obligation bonds of the District in order to raise moneys to defray the costs of improvements to the facilities 
of the District, such facilities popularly known as Riverbank Zoo and Garden, as follows: 

a. HVAC and energy management system upgrades; 
b. Parking lots and road systems repairs, improvements and extensions; 
c. Roof repairs and replacement; 
d. Refurbishment of gunite structures; 
e. Upgrade IT network; 
f. Emergency communication and video surveillance systems; 
g. Replacement of restrooms, gift shop and snack bar, and expansion of restaurant; 
h. Replacement of entryway and ticketing facilities; 
i. New children’s garden; 
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j. Interactive animal demonstration area;  
k. New sea lion exhibit, and repair and replacement of other animal exhibits as 

necessary; 
l. Acquisition of buildings on Rivermont Drive; 
m. Renovation of canal fountain in the botanical garden; and 
n. Relocate tram stop and acquire additional tram cars. 

WHEREAS, the County Council is now minded to proceed in accordance with the provisions of the 
Enabling Act with respect to the issuance of such general obligation bonds. 

Section 1. The County Council finds that it may be in the interest of the District to raise 
moneys for the purpose of providing for the foregoing improvements, and in that connection hereby 
orders a public hearing to be held upon the question of the issuance of not exceeding $32,000,000 general 
obligation bonds of the District. 

A public hearing shall be held on the question of the issuance of not exceeding $32,000,000 of 
general obligation bonds of the District in the County Council Chambers, Richland County 
Administration Building, 2020 Hampton Street, 2nd Floor, Columbia, South Carolina 29202, beginning at 
6:00 p.m. on the 3rd day of April, 2012.  A Notice of Public Hearing substantially in the form attached 
hereto as Exhibit A shall be published once a week for three (3) successive weeks in The State, a 
newspaper of general circulation in the District.  The first such publication shall not be less than sixteen 
(16) days prior to the hearing date. 

The aforesaid hearing shall be conducted publicly at the time and place above stated, and both 
proponents and opponents of the proposed bond issue shall be given a full opportunity to be heard in 
person or by counsel. 

Following the above aforesaid public hearing, the County Council will determine whether and to 
what extent the proposed bonds should be issued.  If the County Council determines that the proposed 
bonds should be issued, County Council shall authorize the issuance of such bonds by ordinance, which 
ordinance may be given first and second readings prior to the aforesaid public hearing. 

The Chairman of the County Council is hereby authorized and empowered to take all necessary 
action to provide for the holding of the aforesaid public hearing in accordance with the provisions of the 
Enabling Act. 

DONE AT COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA, this 6th day of March, 2012. 

      RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
(SEAL)  
  
  
 ________________________________________ 

 Kelvin E. Washington, Sr., Chair 
Attest: 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Clerk of Council 
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A-1 

EXHIBIT A 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
ON THE PROPOSED ISSUE OF NOT EXCEEDING $32,000,000 

OF GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS OF 
RICHLAND-LEXINGTON RIVERBANKS PARKS DISTRICT 

The County Council of Richland County (the “County Council”), the governing body of Richland 
County, South Carolina (the “County”), has determined that it may be in the interest of the Richland-
Lexington Riverbanks Parks District, South Carolina (the “District”) to raise moneys to defray the costs of 
improvements to the facilities of the District, such facilities popularly known as Riverbanks Zoo and 
Garden, as follows : 

a. HVAC and energy management system upgrades; 
b. Parking lots and road systems repairs, improvements and extensions; 
c. Roof repairs and replacement; 
d. Refurbishment of gunite structures; 
e. Upgrade IT network; 
f. Emergency communication and video surveillance systems; 
g. Replacement of restrooms, gift shop and snack bar, and expansion of restaurant; 
h. Replacement of entryway and ticketing facilities; 
i. New children’s garden; 
j. Interactive animal demonstration area;  
k. New sea lion exhibit, and repair and replacement of other animal exhibits as 

necessary; 
l. Acquisition of buildings on Rivermont Drive; 
m. Renovation of canal fountain in the botanical garden; and 
n. Relocate tram stop and acquire additional tram cars 

(collectively, the “Improvements”).  It is estimated that the total cost of designing, constructing, renovating 
and equipping the Improvements will amount to approximately $32,000,000.  The Improvements consist of 
renovation and expansion of existing structures, construction of new facilities, and demolition of certain 
existing facilities to facilitate new construction. 

Accordingly, the County Council has ordered a public hearing to be held upon the question of the 
issuance of such bonds in accordance with the provisions of Act No. 1189 enacted at the 1974 Session of the 
South Carolina General Assembly, as amended (the “Enabling Act”).  Notice is hereby given that a public 
hearing will be held in the County Council Chambers, Richland County Administration Building, 2020 
Hampton Street, 2nd Floor, Columbia, South Carolina 29202, beginning at 6:00 p.m. on the 3rd day of 
April, 2012, on the question of the issuance of not exceeding $32,000,000 general obligation bonds of the 
District (the “Bonds”), the proceeds of which will be expended for the purpose of defraying the costs of the 
Improvements. 

For the payment of principal and interest of the Bonds as they respectively mature and for the 
creation of such sinking fund as may be necessary therefor, the full faith, credit and taxing power of the 
District shall be irrevocably pledged, and there shall be levied on all taxable property within the District ad 
valorem taxes in an amount sufficient to pay said principal and interest and to create such sinking fund.  The 
Bonds would be issued to defray the cost of the Improvements and issuance costs. The Riverbanks Parks 
Commission, the governing body of the District, has advised County Council that the Improvements are 
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 A-2 

necessary and desirable for the continued safe and orderly operation of Riverbanks Zoo and Garden and the 
enhancement of its status as a leading recreational, educational and tourist attraction. 

The aforesaid hearing shall be conducted publicly and both proponents and opponents of the 
proposed action shall be given full opportunity to be heard in person or by counsel.  Following the hearing, 
the County Council shall, by ordinance, make a finding as to whether and to what extent the Bonds should 
be issued and may thereupon authorize the governing body of the District to issue the Bonds to the extent it 
shall be found necessary. 

 COUNTY COUNCIL OF RICHLAND COUNTY 
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A-1 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
COUNTY OF RICHLAND 
 

I, the undersigned, Clerk of the County Council of Richland County (the “County Council”), the 
governing body of Richland County, South Carolina (the “County”), DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT: 

The foregoing constitutes a true, correct and verbatim copy of a resolution duly adopted by the 
County Council at a meeting duly called and held on March 6, 2012 (the “Resolution”), at which meeting a 
quorum of the County Council was present, and voted in favor of the adoption thereof. 

The original of the Resolution is duly entered in the permanent records of said Council in my 
custody as such Clerk of County Council. 

The Resolution is now of full force and effect, and has not been modified, amended or repealed.   

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my Hand and the Seal of the County, this _____ day 
of March, 2012. 

 
 
 
 (SEAL)      ________________________________________ 
       Clerk of County Council 

Richland County, South Carolina 
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 4 

No. _____ 

AN ORDINANCE 

FINDING THAT THE RICHLAND-LEXINGTON RIVERBANKS PARKS DISTRICT MAY ISSUE 
NOT EXCEEDING $32,000,000 GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS; TO AUTHORIZE THE 
RICHLAND-LEXINGTON RIVERBANKS PARKS DISTRICT TO ISSUE SUCH BONDS AND TO 
PROVIDE FOR THE PUBLICATION OF NOTICE OF THE SAID FINDING AND AUTHORIZATION. 

WHEREAS, by action previously taken, the County Council of Richland County (the “County 
Council”), the governing body of Richland County, South Carolina (the “County”), ordered that a public 
hearing on the question of the issuance of not exceeding $32,000,000 general obligation bonds of the 
Richland-Lexington Riverbanks Parks District, South Carolina be held in the Richland County Council 
Chambers, Richland County Administration Building, at 6:00 p.m. on ______, 2012, and notice of such 
hearing has been duly published once a week for three successive weeks in The State, a  newspaper of 
general circulation in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the said hearing has been duly held at the above time, date and place and said public 
hearing was conducted publicly and both proponents and opponents of the proposed action were given full 
opportunity to be heard and it is now in order for the County Council to proceed, after due deliberation, in 
accordance with the provisions of Act No. 1189 enacted at the 1974 Session of the South Carolina General 
Assembly approved July 9, 1974, now codified as Article 5 of Chapter 11 of Title 6 (Sections 6-11-810 
through 6-11-1050, inclusive) (the “Enabling Act”) to make a finding as to whether not exceeding 
$32,000,000 general obligation bonds of the Richland-Lexington Riverbanks Parks District, South Carolina 
(the “District”) should be issued. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED, by the County Council of Richland County in meeting 
duly assembled: 

It is found and determined that each statement of fact set forth in the preambles of this Ordinance 
is in all respects true and correct. 

On the basis of the facts adduced at the public hearing held on _______, 2012, it is found and 
determined that the Riverbanks Parks Commission (the “Commission”), the governing body of the 
District, should be authorized to issue not exceeding $32,000,000 general obligation bonds of the District. 

The County Council finds that the Commission should issue general obligation bonds of the 
District in an amount not exceeding $32,000,000 as a single issue or from time to time as several separate 
issues, as the Commission shall determine. 

The County Council hereby authorizes the Commission to issue general obligation bonds of the 
District in an aggregate principal amount of not exceeding $32,000,000 for the purpose of defraying the 
cost of the following improvements to the facilities of the District: 
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a. HVAC and energy management system upgrades; 
b. Parking lots and road systems repairs, improvements and extensions; 
c. Roof repairs and replacement; 
d. Refurbishment of gunite structures; 
e. Upgrade IT network; 
f. Emergency communication and video surveillance systems; 
g. Replacement of restrooms, gift shop, and snack bar, and expansion of restaurant; 
h. Replacement of entryway and ticketing facilities; 
i. New children’s garden; 
j. Interactive animal demonstration area;  
k. New sea lion exhibit, and repair and replacement of other animal exhibits as necessary; 
l. Acquisition of buildings on Rivermont Drive; 
m. Renovation of canal fountain in the botanical garden; and 
n. Relocate tram stop and acquire additional tram cars. 

For the payment of the principal of and interest on such bonds as they respectively mature, and for 
the creation of such sinking fund as may be necessary therefor, the full faith, credit and taxing power of the 
District shall be irrevocably pledged, and there shall be levied annually a tax without limit on all taxable 
property within the area of the District sufficient to pay such principal of and interest on the said bonds as 
they respectively mature, and to create such sinking fund. 

Pursuant to Section 6-11-870 of the Enabling Act, notice of the action herewith taken shall be 
given in the form substantially as set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto.  Such notice shall be published 
once a week for three successive weeks in The State, a newspaper of general circulation in the County. 

The Chairman of County Council and other officers of the County Council are herewith 
authorized and empowered to take such further action as may be necessary to fully implement the action 
taken by this Ordinance. 

A certified copy of this Ordinance shall forthwith be transmitted to the Commission to advise it of 
the action taken by the County Council, whereby the Commission has been authorized to issue, pursuant 
to the provisions of the Enabling Act, its general obligation bonds in the aggregate principal amount of 
not exceeding $32,000,000. 

******** 
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DONE AT COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA, this ____ day of ________, 2012. 
 
       
      RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
(SEAL)  
  
  
 ________________________________________ 

 Kelvin E. Washington, Sr., Chair 
 
  
 
Attest: 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Clerk of Council 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First Reading:   
Second Reading:  
Public Hearing:    
Third Reading:   
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EXHIBIT A 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF RICHLAND 

NOTICE PURSUANT TO SECTION 6-11-870 
CODE OF LAWS OF SOUTH CAROLINA 1976, AS AMENDED 

Notice is hereby given pursuant to the provisions of Section 6-11-870 of the Code of Laws of South 
Carolina, 1976, as amended, and following a public hearing held on _________, 2012, that the County 
Council of Richland County has found that: 

The Richland-Lexington Riverbanks Parks District, South Carolina (the “District”) created by Act 
No. 1207 of the Acts and Joint Resolutions of the General Assembly of the State of South Carolina for the 
year 1970, as amended, has been authorized to issue not exceeding $32,000,000 general obligation bonds 
of the District either as a single issue or as several separate issues, for the purpose of defraying the cost of 
improvements to the facilities of the District, such facilities know popularly as Riverbanks Zoo and 
Garden, as follows:  

a. HVAC and energy management system upgrades; 
b. Parking lots and road systems repairs, improvements and extensions; 
c. Roof repairs and replacement; 
d. Refurbishment of gunite structures; 
e. Upgrade IT network; 
f. Emergency communication and video surveillance systems; 
g. Replacement of restrooms, gift shop, and snack bar, and expansion of restaurant; 
h. Replacement of entryway and ticketing facilities; 
i. New children’s garden; 
j. Interactive animal demonstration area;  
k. New sea lion exhibit, and repair and replacement of other animal exhibits as necessary; 
l. Acquisition of buildings on Rivermont Drive; 
m. Renovation of canal fountain in the botanical garden; and 
n. Relocate tram stop and acquire additional tram cars 

(collectively, the “Improvements”).  It is estimated that the total cost of designing, constructing, renovating 
and equipping of the Improvements will amount to approximately $32,000,000.  The Improvements consist 
of renovation and expansion of existing structures, construction of new facilities, and demolition of certain 
existing facilities to facilitate new construction. 

For the payment of the principal of and interest on such bonds as they respectively mature and for 
the creation of such sinking fund as may be necessary therefor, the full faith, credit and taxing power of the 
District shall be irrevocably pledged, and there shall be levied annually a tax without limit on all taxable 
property within the area of the District sufficient to pay such principal and interest and to create such sinking 
fund. 
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No election has been ordered in the District upon the question of the issuance of the aforesaid 
bonds. 

Any person affected by the action aforesaid of the County Council of Richland County may by 
action de novo instituted in the Court of Common Pleas for Richland County within twenty (20) days 
following the last publication of this Notice but not afterwards challenge the action of the County Council of 
Richland County. 

 
 COUNTY COUNCIL OF RICHLAND COUNTY 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF RICHLAND 

I, the undersigned, Clerk of the County Council of Richland County, South Carolina, DO HEREBY 
CERTIFY THAT: 

The foregoing constitutes a true, correct and verbatim copy of an ordinance which was given three 
readings on three separate days, with an interval of not less than seven days between the second and third 
readings (the “Ordinance”).  The original of the Ordinance is duly entered in the permanent records of 
minutes of meetings of the County Council, in my custody as such Clerk. 

Each of said meetings was duly called, and all members of the County Council were notified of the 
same; that a majority of the membership were notified of each meeting and remained throughout the 
proceedings incident to the adoption of the Ordinance. 

Each of the meetings were regular meetings of the County Council, for which notice had been 
previously given pursuant to and in conformity with Chapter 4, Title 30 of the Code of Laws of South 
Carolina 1976, as amended.  

The Ordinance is now of full force and effect, and has not been modified, amended or repealed.   

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my Hand and the Seal of the County, this _____ day 
of ________, 2012. 

 
 
(SEAL)       ________________________________________ 
       Clerk to County Council  
       Richland County, South Carolina 
 
 
First Reading:   
Second Reading:  
Public Hearing:    
Third Reading:   
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Lower Richland Master Plan Area Change (pages 70-71) 

 

Reviews

Item# 12

Page 69 of 97



Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Lower Richland Master Plan Area change 
 

A. Purpose 
County Council is requested to approve the name change and expanded boundaries in the 
planning area of the Lower Richland Master Plan area (currently Hopkins Master Plan). 
 

B. Background / Discussion 
The Lower Richland Master Plan was scheduled to begin in February 2012 with the firm Land 
Design. Per the request of Chairman Washington, the boundaries of the original area have been 
extended to the Sumter County line. At the request of staff, the name of the plan should reflect 
the new plan boundaries and be called the Lower Richland Master Plan as to not further confuse 
the public.  
 

C. Financial Impact 
 

Staff does anticipate a change order in the contract with Land Design; however, at this time a 
cost has not been given.  Funding is available in the Neighborhood Improvement budget to 
address the change order. 

 
D. Alternatives 
 

At this time, there are no alternatives to the planning area outside of the requested change. 
 
E. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to change the planning area for the Lower 
Richland Master Plan. 
 
Recommended by: Department:    Date: 

Tiaa B. Rutherford  Neighborhood Improvement Program February 14, 2012 
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F. Reviews 

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

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 2/15/12    
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 2/16/12 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 2/17/12 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

þ Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  2/21/12 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend that Council approve the request to 
change the planning area for the Lower Richland Master Plan. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Monticello Road Streetscape Project-Parcel Acquisition (pages 73-75) 

 

Reviews

Item# 13
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
 

Subject: Monticello Road Streetscape Project – Parcel Acquisition 
 
 

A. Purpose 
County Council is requested to approve property acquisition needed for the Monticello Road 
Streetscape project. The property will be used for the construction of a sidewalk and pocket park 
as part of the Monticello Road Streetscape Project. Acquisition would be of two different 
properties with non-related owners. One property is 5219 Ridgeway Street, Tax Map # 09309-
10-01, a 0.058 acre site that has a 746 SF vacant single-family residence. The current fair 
market value (FMV) is $20,000. The other acquisition needed is 160 square feet of right of way 
located at 5200 Monticello Road Tax Map # 09309-04-29. The current fair market value is 
$860.00. The overall goal is to improve safety for pedestrian traffic as well as commercial 
corridor improvement.   

 
B. Background / Discussion 

County Council approved the Monticello Road Streetscape design March 2010. The streetscape 
project was designed by B.P. Barber Inc. per the request of the Community Development 
Department.  The total cost for streetscape construction is approximately $471,000 and will be 
phased over two years (FY’s 12-13). The construction bids would take place after Council’s 
approval of the acquisition. Community Development has reserved FY 11 -12 CDBG funds in 
the amount of $360,000 for Phase I of construction.  Phase I is expected to be completed within 
120 days.  
 
Initial talks with both property owners have begun and both have indicated they would accept 
FMV offers, contingent upon Council approval. The house at 5219 Ridgeway was built in 1940 
and is in poor condition. The house would be demolished and replaced with a pocket park, a 
public green space. SC Department of Transportation has issued requested permits and the 
Environmental is completed. The budget includes parcel acquisitions along with other 
associated costs.  
 
The Monticello Road Streetscape design is focused on repair of existing infrastructure, safety 
and beautification. The Monticello Road Streetscape includes multiple activities and is the final 
major project to be addressed from the existing Ridgewood master plan.  

 
C. Financial Impact 

The financial impact to the Community Development Department to purchase 5219 Ridgeway 
St and 160 SF located at 5200 Monticello is $60,060. The department will use federal funds 
(CDBG) and will not request County funds for the acquisition and the associated project costs. 
Once acquired, the property will then be owned by Richland County Government and will be 
maintained by the County.  The CD Department has communicated with the Special Services 
Department and they have shared their willingness to maintain the pocket park and other 
common areas along the new streetscape updates. A MOU will be completed in the near future 
if the acquisition is approved by Council. 
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Total Estimated Budget for Acquisition and Construction  
 

Acquisition cost for both parcels $20,860.00 
Structure Demolition/Clearance/Site 
Cleanup 

$ 8,400.00 

Survey Services $1,650.00 
Revisions to 
Permits/Construction  
Doc (if required) 

$1,000.00 

Pocket Park - Landscape Design $2,000.00 
Pocket Park – Construction $26,150.00 
Total Acquisition and Construction 
Costs 

$60,060.00 

 
D. Alternatives 
 
• Approve the acquisition of identified properties above for public use for the construction of a 

side walk and pocket park as part of the Monticello Road Streetscape Project, found in the 
Ridgewood Master Plan.  

• Do not approve the acquisition of properties and omit sidewalk and pocket park from the 
Monticello Road Streetscape Project. 

 
E. Recommendation 
 

• It is recommended that Council approve the request to approve the acquisition of identified 
properties above for public use for the construction of a side walk and pocket park as part of the 
Monticello Road Streetscape Project, found in the Ridgewood Master Plan.  

 
 
Recommended by:  Department:    Date: 

     Valeria Jackson, Director Community Development  February 13, 2012 
 
F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  2/14/12   

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Procurement 
Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 2/22/12 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 

 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
þ Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Policy decision; left to council’s discretion.  I am not sure what the MOU referenced 
above would control, or who the potential parties would be, but CD may contact Legal 
for any assistance with such a document. 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  2/22/12 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend Council approval of the request to 
approve the acquisition of identified properties above for public use for the construction 
of a side walk and pocket park as part of the Monticello Road Streetscape Project, found 
in the Ridgewood Master Plan.  
 

Attachment number 1
Page 3 of 3

Item# 13

Page 75 of 97



Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Proposed Property Tax Reduction for Senior Citizens (pages 77-79) 

 

Reviews

Item# 14
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Proposed Property Tax Reduction for Senior Citizens 
 

A. Purpose 
 
The purpose of this item is to request the County Council’s consideration of a 
proposed property tax reduction for senior citizens. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 
 
At the February 7, 2012, Council Meeting, Council Member Seth Rose introduced the 
following motion: 
 
When a Richland County resident reaches the age of 62 they will receive some 
form of a Richland County tax reduction, either through the property tax or 
some other type of credit.  Note: Motion allows for Staff input and flexibility on 
how such credit or tax break would be implemented. 
 
Currently, State law allows the following property tax exemptions / reductions: 
 
1. The dwelling house and up to one acre of surrounding land is exempt for: 

a. a veteran who is permanently and totally disabled from a service-
connected disability and the surviving spouse; 

b. the surviving spouse of military personnel killed in the line of duty; 
c. a paraplegic or hemiplegic person and the surviving spouse. 

2. A homestead exemption of $50,000 is available to residents who are 65 years of 
age, or who are totally disabled or who are totally blind. 

3. Up to $100,000 exemption for legal residences from ordinary school millage. 
 
At this time, the above exemptions are the only ones that South Carolina counties are 
able to offer under existing state laws.  Additional exemptions would require a change 
in existing legislation at the state level. 
 
There are other areas, of course, over which counties do have authority, such as the 
establishment of county-wide fees for services.  In Richland County, for example, the 
County charges a solid waste service fee of $249 per year and a road maintenance fee 
of $20 per vehicle per year.  Reducing or eliminating these fees, however, should be 
carefully considered due to the fact they directly fund the services for which they are 
collected. 
 

C. Financial Impact 
 
The financial impact is not known at this time; it will depend on the level of 
reductions that may ultimately be adopted.  Any reduction, of course, will decrease 
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the County’s revenue stream and that revenue will have to be made up in other areas 
or certain items eliminated from the budget to address the reduction in revenue. 

 
D. Alternatives 

 
1. Pursue a change in state legislation that would allow further exemptions from 

property taxes than already exist. 
2. Reduce or eliminate certain fees to those 62 years of age and older. 
3. Do not pursue additional exemptions, reductions and/or credits at this time. 

 
 
E. Recommendation 
 

To pursue the reduction or elimination of existing taxes and/or fees is at the Council’s 
discretion.  Staff strongly recommends, however, that careful consideration be given 
to any plan that would reduce the County’s revenue stream.  A revenue reduction 
would require replacement of that revenue from some other source or elimination of 
certain items from the budget to equate to, in terms of dollars, the amount of revenue 
lost. 
 
By:  Tony McDonald, Administration   Date:  February 13, 2012 
 

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

 
Auditor 

Reviewed by: Paul Brawley  Date:     
 q   Recommend Council approval q  Recommend Council denial 

ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
The implementation of such a credit would have to be communicated to the 
taxpaying public and they would have to apply for the credit much as is 
required for the Homestead Exemption (proof of age by identification etc.). 
Council will have to determine how much of a credit will be granted. The 
taxing program will need to be changed to accommodate such a credit at an 
expense to the County, and my office may need additional personnel to 
implement such a change due to the aging demographics of our county. The 
implementation of this credit if it coincided with the Homestead Exemption 
would be less painful and confusing. I think this is a worthy idea but agree 
that if we lessen the revenue you will have to lessen the services or increase 
the revenue from another source to make up the difference. 

 
Treasurer 

Reviewed by: David Adams  Date:     
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 q Recommend Council approval 
 q  Recommend Council denial 

üCouncil Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

If such funds are available for a reduction in taxes, it should be made available to 
all taxpayers, not just a restricted group. 
 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers  Date:  2/21/12   
 q   Recommend Council approval q  Recommend Council denial 

ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
This is a policy decision for Council.  As stated in the ROA, the impact can’t be 
determined until a plan is developed however we’d recommend that final 
approval of a proposed reduction plan include a funding strategy for the recurring 
deterioration of the revenue stream as well as any departmental cost impact of 
implementation and maintenance of the program.        
 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean  Date: 2/21/12 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

þ Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Policy decision left to Council’s discretion; however, as Tony stated above, in 
general, taxation is dealt with under state law and the County cannot change 
state law with an ordinance.  I would proceed with caution.  Also, if fee 
changes are to be implemented, each proposed new fee or fee reduction would 
need to be reviewed by Legal for its sufficiency.  I cannot give a further 
opinion without having the proposed changes to review. 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald  Date:  2/21/12 
 q Recommend Council approval q  Recommend Council denial 

ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  As stated above, this decision is a 
policy decision left to the discretion of the Council.  Staff strongly 
recommends, however, that careful consideration be given to any plan that 
would reduce the County’s revenue stream.  A revenue reduction would 
require replacement of that revenue from some other source or elimination of 
certain items from the budget to equate to, in terms of dollars, the amount of 
revenue lost. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

South Carolina State Employees Association (SCSEA) (pages 81-96) 

 

Reviews

Item# 15
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: South Carolina State Employees Association (SCSEA)  
 
 

A. Purpose 
 

Motion: County employees receive updates and information from the South Carolina State 
Employees Association (SCSEA).  
Mr. Jackson 
 
 

B. Background / Discussion 
 
The information below has been copied directly from the SCSEA website www.scsea.com: 

 
History 
The South Carolina State Employees Association, SCSEA, was originally organized in 1943 by a 
group of about 20 employees. This small group of employees were exceptionally astute and 
forward thinkers who recognized the need and importance of establishing a system of retirement 
for all state workers.  

 
Through hard work and unprecedented ingenuity, their efforts successfully established the South 
Carolina Retirement System through an amendment to the State Constitution in 1945. 

 
Since that time, the SCSEA has continued to serve as the primary advocate for state employees 
and retirees. 

 
State Retirement System  
The state retirement system has approximately 530,000 plan participants. The industry standard 
for a public pension unfunded liability is 30 years. The state system has an unfunded liability of 
37.6 years. Clearly not where we want to be, but it is important to keep the problem in 
perspective. As the overall economy recovers, investment returns and funding levels will 
continue to improve. Public pension funds have already experienced a robust recovery from the 
recent market downturn. The state retirement system reported returns of 14.6% in FY2010 and 
an unprecedented return of 18.4% in FY2011.   

 
The retirement system is not at a point of no return as opponents suggest. Public pensions 
account for less than 4% of the state’s budgetary expenditures. Conservative measures alone 
will strengthen the current plan to meet or even exceed industry standards. Eliminating the 
state’s pension system, as proposed again recently by former Governor Mark Sanford, is an 
extreme reaction that creates panic and crisis conditions.  

  
We agree, as a matter of practice, retirement plans should occasionally be reviewed to reflect 
new information, economic conditions, mortality improvements, and changes in patterns of 
retirement. From the State Employees Association’s perspective however, there are certain key 
components that should be maintained. Those components include maintaining a defined 
benefits plan, protecting economies of scale for retirees, and 28 year retirement. 
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Maintaining a defined benefit plan is critical to our state and national economy. Traditional 
defined benefit plans are more cost effective than defined contribution plans, such as a 401K, 
which require employees to also become expert financial advisers. Most importantly, as we have 
already observed, defined benefit plans are designed to respond consistently over time to 
periodic market fluctuations.  

 
Providing additional measures to balance retiree incomes based on the rate of inflation is 
another necessary plan component. Inadequate retirement income means more retirees will be 
dependent upon taxpayer supported health and welfare programs. Research confirms that 
poverty among older households lacking pension income was six times greater than those with 
pension income. If members of our society are self-sufficient, the need for taxpayer funded 
public assistance is substantially reduced. 

 
Senator Glen McConnell, was recently quoted in the Post and Courier, defending legislators’ 
special retirement benefits based primarily on low salaries. The same argument holds true for 
state employees. Over the years, 28 year retirement has been used to bridge, or at least to some 
degree lessen, the traditional gap in pay between public and private sector employment. Senator 
McConnell states the lower pay starves “out good people from serving.” The same is true when 
it comes to the state’s ability to recruit and retain highly qualified, long-term employees, 28 year 
retirement is a variable that helps balance salary shortcomings.   

 
Maintaining the fundamental attributes of the current plan is a priority for the State Employees 
Association. The state retirement system serves more than a half a million participants. 
Protecting our state’s retirement system, protects local economies.  The research and evaluation 
process should continue to be approached deliberately and with uncompromising attention to 
details. 

 
 
Below is a company profile for SCSEA (provided by www.manta.com- which provides 
company profiles and company information for small businesses).   
 
Source:  http://www.manta.com/c/mm87c81/sc-   state-employees-assn  

 
SC State Employees Assn  

 1325 Park Street 
Columbia, SC 29201-3177 
Website: Scsea.com  
Phone: (803) 765-0680  
 
Products or Services: Lobbying Agencies, Lobbying Services, Lobbyist Services.  
 
About SC State Employees Assn 
SC State Employees Assn in Columbia, SC is a private company categorized under 
Lobbyists. Our records show it was established in 1946 and incorporated in South Carolina. 
Current estimates show this company has annual revenue of unknown and employs a staff of 
approximately 1 to 4.  
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C. Financial Impact 
The cost would be determined based on the method the County Council decides to use to 
provide updates to County employees from the SCSEA. 
 
 

D. Alternatives 
 
1. Approve request for employees to receive updates from SCSEA. It should be noted that it is 

possible the SCSEA may take and lobby South Carolina Legislators on positions that differ 
from Richland County Council. 
 

2. Not approve request for employees to receive updates from SCSEA. This would not prohibit 
employees from accessing information via the website of the SCSEA and/or joining the 
SCSEA if permitted to do so by the organization. 
 

3. Take no action and employees would be able to, as they have been in the pass, to access 
information from SCSEA via website, attend meetings, and/or join SCSEA subject to the 
rules and approval of the SCSEA. 
 
 

E. Recommendation 
 

County employees receive updates and information from the State Employees Association. 
 
Recommended by: Mr. Jackson Department: Council   Date: January 10, 2012 

 
 
F. Reviews 

(Please SIGN your name, ü the appropriate box, and support your recommendation before routing.  Thank you!) 
 
Human Resources 

Reviewed by: Dwight Hanna   Date:     
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Based on the documentation found on the 
SCSEA website, it appears a primary focus of SCSEA involves lobbying SC State 
Senators and State Representatives. Human Resources recommends Council consider the 
purpose of the SCSEA and whether their objectives will always be consistent with the 
position of Richland County Council. 

 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 2/17/12    
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
The request is to approve a structured dissemination of information to county employees.  
It is recommended that Council determine if the source of data, information provided 
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and cost of the service adds value to the employee’s ability to meet the County goals and 
provision of county services.      

  
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

þ Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Without further information on how this information would be disseminated, and who 
would pay for such services, I cannot give a complete legal opinion.  My comment thus 
far is if the County is going to pay for services to the SCSEA, the entity may be required 
to comply with the County’s lobbying policy. 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald     Date:  2/22/12 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  It is understood that the intent of Mr. Jackson’s 
motion is to provide County employees with more information about the Retirement 
System.  Staff must raise caution regarding this effort, however, for several reasons. 
 
First, the SCSEA is a private organization not associated, organizationally, with State 
Government or the State Retirement System.  The information being disseminated by 
SCSEA, therefore, may not coincide with the adopted laws, policies and regulations that 
govern the Retirement System. 
 
Secondly, SCSEA is a registered lobbying group that takes its own, independent 
positions on retirement related matters.  It could be that some of those positions may be 
in direct conflict with the positions of the County Council. 
 
Furthermore, if individual employees wish to obtain information from SCSEA, they can 
access the organization’s website at no cost. 
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Items Pending Analysis
 
 

Subject

a. Based on the new sewer planned for the lower Richland County area and the possibility of assistance being 
provided to Low/Middle income households (LMIH) I move that staff create an ordinance that sets forth 
criteria for qualifications to received assistance and that it will apply equally to all LMIH throughout Richland 
County (Malinowski, November 2010) 

b. That a policy be created regarding how to deal with approved grants prior to budget time and again at budget 
time when grants have been reduced or eliminated. When the grant ends Richland County will not provide 
additional funds in that agency's budget and they will have to absorb it if they want to keep it (Malinowski, 
A&F, November 2011). 
 

Reviews
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