
RICHLAND COUNTY 

COUNCIL

 

ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE 

COMMITTEE

 

Greg Pearce Norman Jackson Damon Jeter (Chair) Joyce Dickerson Paul Livingston

District 6 District 11 District 3 District 2 District 4

 

JUNE 26, 2012

6:00 PM

 

2020 Hampton Street

 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

 1. Regular Session: May 22, 2012 (pages 4-6) 

 

 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

 

ITEMS FOR ACTION

 

 2. Changes to Employee Handbook (pages 8-11) 

 

 3. Comprehensive Sidewalk Improvement Program (pages 13-16) 
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 4. Coroner request for approval to renew contract with Knight Systems (pages 18-19) 

 

 5. Coroner request for approval to renew contract with Professional Pathology Services (pages 21-22) 

 

 6. Detention Center Medical Services Contract-Correct Care Solutions (pages 24-25) 

 

 7. Emergency Medicine Fellowship Grant Program Update (pages 27-28) 

 

 8. Funding for State Mandated Services (pages 30-40) 

 

 9. IGA Extension with City of Columbia re:  Animal Shelter Operations (pages 42-54) 

 

 10. National Aviation Week Proclamation (pages 56-58) 

 

 11. Solicitor Salary Rollover Request to Provide Employer contributions for Assistant Solicitor 
Restructuring and Reclassification Plan (pages 60-62) 

 

 

 

ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS: NO ACTION REQUIRED

 

 

12. a.  Based on the new sewer planned for the Lower Richland Community 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 receive assistance and that it will apply equally 
to all LMIH throughout Richland County (Malinowski, November 2010). 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT
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MINUTES OF  
     

 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, MAY 22, 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:   Damon Jeter 
Member: Joyce Dickerson 
Member: Norman Jackson 
Member: Paul Livingston 
Member: Greg Pearce 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  Kelvin E. Washington, Sr., Bill Malinowski, Valerie Hutchinson, Jim Manning, 
Gwendolyn Davis Kennedy, Seth Rose, Milton Pope, Tony McDonald, Sparty Hammett, 
Roxanne Ancheta, Randy Cherry, Amelia Linder, Brad Farrar, Daniel Driggers, Andy Metts, Bill 
Peters, Chris Eversmann, Michael Byrd, Stephany Snowden, Geo Price, John Hixon, Tracy 
Hegler, Rodolfo Callwood, Monique Walters, Michelle Onley 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

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

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
April 24, 2012 (Regular Session) – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to 
approve the minutes as distributed.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 

Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to adopt the agenda as published.  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
May 22, 2012 
Page Two 
 

 
ITEMS FOR ACTION 

 

Airport Consultant for the Jim Hamilton-L. B. Owens Airport – Mr. Pearce moved, 
seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve 
the request to negotiate and award a master agreement for Airport Architectural, Engineering, 
and Planning Consultant Services to W. K. Dickson.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 
Emergency Services Purchase Orders for 2012-2013 – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by 
Mr. Pearce, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council approve the 
purchase orders and contracts for services, contingent on the bond issue and the 2012-2013 
budget, so there will not be an interruption of these essential services at the beginning of the 
new budget year.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Employees Eligible to Retire and Possible Leave Payout Cost – Mr. Pearce moved, 
seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to accept this item as information.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
Hopkins Community Water System Project Expansion – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by 
Ms. Dickerson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council approve the 
allocation of the existing $100,000 toward new construction and customer connections.  A 
discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
  
JEDA Bond Issue for the Lutheran Homes of SC. Inc. – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by 
Mr. Pearce, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council approve the 
terms of the resolution which supports the issuance of the bonds by JEDA.  The vote in favor 
was unanimous. 
 
Motion that County Council be treated like all County wide elected officials – Ms. 
Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation that this item be taken up during the budget process.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
Permit Group Homes in the Rural District with Special Requirements – Mr. Livingston 
moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward this item to Council without a recommendation.  
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Resolution on Water/Sewer Rates for Non-City Residents – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded 
by Ms. Dickerson, to forward this item to Council without a recommendation.  The vote in favor 
was unanimous. 
 
Resolution to Distribute $7,400 in Federal Forestry Funds – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded 
by Mr. Pearce, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve the resolution  
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
May 22, 2012 
Page Three 
 
 
allocating $7,400, of which 50% will be apportioned to public schools, and the remaining 50% 
for the construction and/or improvements of public roads.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Retention Schedule for Finance Department Records – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by 
Mr. Livingston, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve the request to 
establish retention schedules for direct deposit forms; employee salary garnishment records; 
and position control reports.  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Retention Schedules for Public Works Department – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. 
Pearce, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve the request to 
establish retention schedules for the Public Works Department.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
Special Duty Budget:  Off-Duty Security Work Sheriff Deputies – Mr. Jackson moved, 
seconded by Mr. Livingston, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve 
the request to appropriate $40,000.00 in Special Duty revenue.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
Workers Compensation Information – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to 
accept this item as information.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

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

Subject: Changes to Employee Handbook 
 

A. Purpose 
To correct inconsistencies in the Employee Handbook vs. HR Guidelines, actual practices 
and/or applicable legislation. 
 
B. Background / Discussion 
Origin of Issue: 
Human Resources Department 
Lead Department: 
Human Resources Department 
 
What are the Key Issues (Precipitation of Project): 
Since the handbook was passed by County Council, HRD and Finance have found six (6) 
inconsistencies that were made.  These inconsistencies are actual discrepancies from 
how issues are actually being managed on a day-to-day basis by the County.  Also, there 
is one item (Nepotism) that has been changed and approved since the publication of the 
handbook that needs to be updated in the handbook.  Please see the attached two page 
documentation for details. 
 
Date Ready for Implementation: 
Upon Council approval 
 
Multiple Year Project: 
No 
 
Estimated Work Hours for Completion: 
5 hours of communication development and handbook changes. 
 
Process to Date: 
 
Process Plan for Future Action: 
Develop Communication plan to employees. 
 
Reference: 
 
C. Financial Impact 

1. Revision of Employee Handbook 
2. Communication to Employees 

 
D. Alternatives 

1. Approve the proposed revisions to Employee Handbook 
2. Do not approve the proposed revisions to Employee Handbook 
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E. Recommendation 
Human Resources prepared this action with the support of the Finance Department. 

 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  6/12/12   

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

  

 

 

Human Resources 

Reviewed by:  Dwight Hanna   Date: 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 6/19/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  6/20/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  The proposed changes will resolve 

inconsistencies that currently exist in the Employee Handbook.  Approval, therefore, is 

recommended. 
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HRD Handbook Necessary Revisions 
Update Needed to Employees 

2011 
 
Policy Changes  Made Since 2009 
 
Nepotism (not in Handbook)   
Employees following under the nepotism guidelines are no longer able to be hired, promoted, or transferred in the same 
department (instead of the division group). No personnel actions can be taken to place immediate family in the same 
department.     
 
Inconsistencies in Handbook that Need to be Fixed August 2009 
 
Promotion Probation: 
Handbook Language:  A newly promoted employee is considered to be on probation in their new position for three 
months.  
Correct Language:   
Department Heads may require promoted employees to serve a promotional probationary period on his/her new job of 
not more than three (3)months at his/her former salary. 
 
Inclement Weather: 
Handbook Language: 
At the discretion of the Department Head, exempt employees who do not work may either take accrued annual leave, 
leave without pay, or administrative leave with pay to help offset previously worked additional hours for up to 7.5 hours 
per week.  
Correct Language: 
Exempt employees who do not work must be compensated for the day’s work.  At the discretion of the Department 
Head, exempt employees who do not work may either take accrued annual leave, deduct annual leave hours from their 
annual leave account (if they have no accrued annual leave),  or take administrative leave with pay (up to 7.5 hours per 
pay period) to help offset previously worked additional hours.   
 
Holidays: 
Handbook Language: 
Exempt employees who are required to work on a holiday may request for administrative leave with pay (not to exceed 
7.5 hours per week) as their schedules allow and Department Head authorizes.   
Correct Language: 
Exempt employees who are required to work on a holiday may request administrative leave with pay (not to exceed 7.5 
hours per pay period) as their schedules allow and Department Head authorizes.   
 
Retirement 
Handbook Language: 
If an employee is eligible for retirement and the appropriate documentation is provided to the County to verify such 
retirement, the County currently pays for health insurance coverage for such retiring employee subject to the terms and 
conditions of the insurance contract in existence at the time of retirement 
Correct Language: 
If an employee is eligible for retirement and the appropriate documentation is provided to the County to verify such 
retirement, the County may pay a percentage of the health insurance coverage based on current and most recent 
continuous Richland County years of service subject to the terms and conditions of the insurance contract in existence at 
the time of retirement. 
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Annual Leave: 
Handbook Language: 
An employee must request and receive prior approval from his/her Supervisor or Department Head in order to utilize 
accrued annual leave.   Annual leave may not be used during the first six (6) months of employment unless approved (in 
writing) by the Department Head.  
Correct Language: 
An employee must request and receive prior approval from his/her Supervisor or Department Head in order to utilize 
accrued annual leave.   Annual leave may not be used during new hire probationary period unless approved (in writing) 
by the Department Head.  
 
 
Handbook Language: 
Unused annual leave will be paid for at termination only if the employee is terminated for non-disciplinary reasons and if 
the employee gives and properly works a two-week notice of resignation.  The notice requirement may be waived by the 
County Administrator. Annual leave balances may be reduced for disciplinary reasons. 
Correct Language: 
An employee who is terminated shall be compensated in lump sum for the balance remaining of their accrued annual 
leave at the time their final check is cut, unless the reason for termination is gross misconduct or resigning or retiring to 
avoid termination (minus any funds the employee has authorized in writing for the County to deduct), not to exceed forty-
five (45) days, provided s/he has successfully completed his/her new hire probationary period. No employee on annual 
leave at the time of termination of employment shall accrue any leave credit after the last day of work. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 

 
Subject:   Comprehensive Sidewalk Improvement Program  

  
A. Purpose 

To provide the staff with general policy guidance regarding preparation of the 
Comprehensive Sidewalk Improvement Program (CSIP) as part of the Council’s Complete 
Streets Program Initiative adopted in November 2009. 

 
B.  Background 

� On July 6, 2010, the Council adopted a Richland County Complete Streets Goals and 
Objectives. Objective 1B states”...Within two years of adoption of these goals and 
objectives, the County will adopt a comprehensive sidewalk installation program that  
designates the highest priority to external connections between residential areas and 
schools, recreation facilities and libraries; between residential areas and commercial 
areas; and a priority system for filling the gaps between existing sidewalks…” The 
Effectiveness Measures adopted to implement the Program include adoption of a 
comprehensive sidewalk installation program and revision of the appropriate county 
regulations and procedures. 

� The Public Works Department (PWD) has completed the GIS mapping of the county 
maintained sidewalks. Chapter 21-22 (a) of the County Code gives the Public Works 
Director the responsibility to develop a systematic program for implementing sidewalk 
construction projects. 

� The Planning & Development Services Department (PDSD) has completed its research 
of local and state sidewalk improvement programs.  Research has also been completed 
regarding state and federal regulations affecting the provision of sidewalks, particularly 
compliance with the Americans With Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG) 
requirements. 

� The PDSD and PWD have begun reviewing the various County regulations, policies and 
procedures affected by the Complete Streets Program. Since this is a “comprehensive” 
program, we have conducted initial meetings with the SCDOT and City of Columbia in 
this regard.  We expect to present recommendations regarding changes to the 
regulations, policies and procedures later this year. 

� The staff requests the Council to adopt a more specific set of policies for a sidewalk 
improvement project ranking system and to authorize the staff to explore some type of 
written agreements with SCDOT and the county’s municipalities to coordinate sidewalk 
improvement projects among these entities. 

 
C.  Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact involved in the establishment of sidewalk project ranking 
policies for the CSIP.  The staff will recommend alternative funding resources for discussion 
in a separate ROA later this year. 

 
D.  Alternatives 

1. Adopt the staff recommended set of policies, in whole, for a sidewalk improvement 
project ranking system. 

2. Adopt the staff recommended set of policies, in part with modifications, for a sidewalk 
improvement project ranking system. 

3. Do not adopt a set of policies for a sidewalk improvement project ranking system. 
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E.  Recommendations 

The staff recommends that the geographic distribution of sidewalk improvements use the 
same northeast, southeast and northwest distribution used for county road improvements.  
  
The staff recommends a point system be used to rank sidewalk improvement projects in 
each of the geographic areas described above. Later this year, the staff will provide the 
Council with a separate ROA regarding a more specific recommended point system to 
implement the policies listed below. 

 
Sidewalk Improvement Ranking Policies 
� The priority ranking of sidewalk projects within 1 mile of existing or programmed schools, 

public buildings or public recreation facilities, shall be based on the distance from such 
facilities with the closest projects having higher priority. 

� Proposed sidewalk projects on collector or arterial roads shall have higher priority than 
proposed projects on local roads. 

� Sidewalk projects that fill in existing sidewalk gaps will have higher priority than projects 
that do not result in filling in the gaps. 

� Sidewalk projects which provide a connection between existing or programmed 
residential areas and nearby existing or programmed retail or employment areas will 
have a higher priority than projects on internal local streets. 

� Sidewalk projects which provide access to existing CMRTA bus stops will have higher 
priority than projects which do not provide access to existing CMRTA bus stops. 

� All sidewalks must comply with the relevant provisions of the ADAAG. Sidewalk projects 
that implement the relevant provisions of the ADAAG will have the highest priority. 

� Sidewalk projects within an approved Neighborhood Master Plan area will have higher 
priority than projects outside an approved Neighborhood Master Plan area. 

� Sidewalk projects which complement other programmed SCDOT, municipality, CMRTA 
or county infrastructure projects will have higher priority than projects which do not 
complement such projects. 

� Sidewalk projects within an approved Priority Investment Area (PIA) shall have higher 
priority than projects located outside an approved Priority Investment Area. 

� Higher priority shall be given to sites with the lowest amount of site development issues, 
such as right-of-way, topography, utilities, drainage, etc. 

� If one or more proposed sidewalk projects have a substantially similar ranking, the lower 
construction price, including contingencies, shall have a higher priority. 

 
F. Approvals 

 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  6/13/12   

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Based on the ROA the method of ranking will have no financial impact on the county 

therefore no recommendation provided.  
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Public Works  

Reviewed by:  David Hoops   Date:  6/14/12 

� Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Planning 

Reviewed by:  Tracy Hegler   Date: 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 6/14/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 6/14/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Sparty Hammett   Date:  6/14/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend adoption of the staff 

recommended set of policies for a sidewalk improvement project ranking system. 
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ATTACHMENT  A 
 

OTHER   RELEVANT  SIDEWALK  IMPROVEMENT  INFORMATION 
 
� The Council adopted a Strategic Plan in March 2009. One of the Desired Outcomes of 

Strategic Priority #2 – Improve Transportation Infrastructure – states “…A Complete Streets 
initiative will be implemented to ensure that alternative modes of transportation, such as bike 
lanes and sidewalks, are integrated into all new major transportation improvements…”  The 
proposed comprehensive sidewalk improvement program partially implements this 
Strategic Plan Priority. 

� On November 24, 2009, the Council adopted a Complete Streets Policy Resolution which 
stated, in part, “…the staff shall revise established regulations, policies…so that 
transportation systems are planned, designed, constructed and operated to make bicycling 
and pedestrian movement an integral of the County’s transportation planning…” The 
proposed comprehensive sidewalk improvement program partially implements this 
Resolution. 

� The Council adopted the Richland County Comprehensive Plan on December 15, 2009. The 
Transportation Element, Goal 8 is to Support Transportation Growth Management Policies. 
One of the Implementing Strategies is “…Amend the regulations and procedures to include 
“Complete Streets” concepts…”  The proposed comprehensive sidewalk improvement 
program partially implements Goal 8. 

� One of the Desired Outcomes of Strategic Priority 1 – Manage Growth – states “…The 
County will identify priority investment areas and a plan will be created for targeting 
infrastructure and other incentives toward development in those areas…” The 
Comprehensive Plan includes a Priority Investment Element. This Element was developed 
through coordination with ”…adjacent and relevant jurisdictions and agencies…”, including 
all governmental agencies, public & private agencies, transportation agencies and other 
public entities.  The proposed comprehensive sidewalk improvement program partially 
implements the Priority Investment Element of the Comprehensive Plan. 

� There is substantial empirical evidence which demonstrates that walkable communities 
generate higher value residences as well as higher value office, retail, apartment and 
industrial properties. 

� In February 2012, SCDOT awarded a sidewalk construction bid on South Royal Tower Drive 
at $ 46 /lineal foot of 5 ft. wide concrete sidewalk. 

� Broad River Heights Master Plan estimated sidewalk construction cost - $ 1.5 M 

� Candlewood Master Plan estimated sidewalk construction cost - $ 2.6 M 

� Trenholm – Newcastle  Master Plan estimated sidewalk construction cost - $ 5.9 M 

� Crane Creek Master Plan estimated sidewalk construction cost - $ 6.8 M 

� Decker-Woodfield Master Plan estimated sidewalk construction cost – no estimate to date 

� SE Richland Neighborhood MP estimated sidewalk construction cost -  no estimate to date 

� Broad River Road Corridor MP estimated sidewalk construction cost – no estimate to date 
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Subject:  Coroner – 2400-Request for approval to renew contract with Knight Systems, 
Inc. for FY ’12-’13. 
 

Purpose: 

Council is requested to approve the renewal of the contract with Knight Systems, Inc. for 
body removal services for the Coroner’s Office for FY ’12-‘13 and the encumbrance of 
funds for these services. 
 

A.  Background/Discussion: 

 

The contract with Knight Systems, Inc. went into effect in September 2011 with the 
option to renew each year for the next four years.  Knight Systems, Inc. went through the 
bidding process required by Procurement and was awarded the bid to provide removal 
services for the Coroner’s Office.  Therefore, it is requested that the contract be approved 
for renewal.  The contract will provide for removal services by Knight Systems, Inc. at a 
flat rate cost of $8,500 per month for 11 months and $9,482.50 for month 12.  These are 
the terms as stated in the contract.  This will require an encumbrance of $102,982.50 for 
fiscal year ’12-’13. 
 

B.   Financial Impact: 

 

Based on the terms stated in the contract awarded for removal services, I would request 
an amount of $102,982.50 be approved for encumbrance for removal services for the 
Coroner’s Office for FY ’12-‘13.    

 

C. Alternatives: 

 

1. Approve.  
 
Approval of this request to renew the contract with Knight Systems, Inc. and to 
encumber the funds requested will allow removal services to continue and payment 
for these services without interruption. 
 

 
2.  Do not approve. 

 
If this request is not approved, body removal services will not be done and/or payment      
for body removal services will be delayed. 
 
 
 
 

Richland County Council Request of Action 
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D.  Recommendation     

 

It is recommended that Council approve the request for the renewal of the contract 
with Knight Systems, Inc. and that funds be encumbered in the amount of 
$102,982.50 for payment of these services. 
 
 
Recommended by:  Coroner Gary Watts   Department: Coroner–2400   Date: 
06/04/2012 
 
 
 

Approvals 
 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers  Date:  6/8/12   
√ Recommend Council approval          � Recommend Council denial 
� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

  

Procurement 

Reviewed by: Rodolfo Callwood  Date: 6/12/12    
 � Recommend Council approval          � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Legal  

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean  Date: 6/12/12    
 � Recommend Council approval          � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: J. Milton Pope  Date:  6/13/12   
 ⌧ Recommend Council approval          � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Subject:  Coroner – 2400-Request for approval to renew contract with Professional 
Pathology Services, PC for FY ’12-‘13 
 

Purpose: 

Council is requested to approve the renewal of the contract with Professional Pathology 
Services, PC to perform autopsies and postmortem examination for the Coroner’s Office 
for FY ’12-‘13 and the encumbrance of funds for these services. 
 

A.  Background/Discussion: 

 

The contract with Professional Pathology Services, PC went into effect in July 1992 with 
the option to renew each year.  This pathology group is the only group that can meet the 
specifications of the Coroner’s Office to perform autopsy services.  Therefore, it is 
requested that the contract be approved as a sole-source service provided to the county.  
The contract should provide for autopsy services by this group at a cost of $950.00 per 
autopsy and $100.00 per forensic consult exam. 
 

B.   Financial Impact: 

 

Based on   prior years and estimates, I would request an initial amount of $270,000  be 
approved for encumbrance for autopsy and forensic consult exam services for               
FY ’12-‘13.  It is possible that this amount will not be sufficient and will have to be 
increased during the year. 
. 

 

C. Alternatives: 

 

1.  Approve the request to renew the contract with Professional Pathology Services, PC 
and to encumber initial funds of $270,000 for autopsy and exam services by Professional 
Pathology Services, PC. 
 
2.  Do not approve. 

 
Approval of this request to renew the contract with Professional Pathology Services, 
PC and to encumber the funds requested will allow autopsies and forensic consult 
exams to be done and payment for these services without interruption. 
 
If this request is not approved, autopsies and forensic consult exams will not be done 
and/or payment for autopsy services will be delayed. 
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D.  Recommendation     

 

It is recommended that Council approve the request for the renewal of the contract 
with Professional Pathology Services, PC and that funds be encumbered in the 
amount of $270,000 for autopsy services. 
 
 
Recommended by:  Coroner Gary Watts   Department: Coroner–2400   Date: 
05/21/2012 
 
 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers  Date:  6/8/12   
√ Recommend Council approval          � Recommend Council denial 
� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

  

Procurement 

Reviewed by: Rodolfo Callwood  Date: 6/12/12   
 � Recommend Council approval          � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Legal  

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean  Date: 6/13/12   
 � Recommend Council approval          � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: J. Milton Pope  Date:  6/13/12   
 ⌧ Recommend Council approval          � Recommend Council denial 

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

 
Subject:  Negotiate and Award New Contract for Detention Center Medical Services 

 

A. PURPOSE: 

 
County Council is requested to approve the Detention Center and Procurement to negotiate 
and award a contract for inmate medical services to Correction Care Solutions for $4,156,882 
per year.  
 

B. BACKGROUND / DISCUSSION: 

 
Since 2001 the ASGDC has had privatized medical contact.  The contract was originally 
award to Prison Health Service (PHS) and in September 05, Correct Care Solution (CCS) was 
determined to be the most responsive medical provider.  As required per Richland County 
Ordinance the County must solicit every five years with all contracts.  In January 2012 
Procurement solicited an RFQ for inmate medical service at the ASGDC.  After a review of 
the RFQ, CCS was the most responsive inmate medical provider.  
 

C. FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

 
 The estimated expenditure is $4,156,882 of the $5,805,415 requested in account # 2100-
5265, Professional Services.  
 

D. ALTERNATIVES: 

 
1. Approve the request to negotiate and award the contract with Correct Care Solutions. 

 
2. Do approve request and have the County to provide its own medical services. 

 
 

E. RECOMMENDATION: 

 
The Department recommends that Council approve the request to negotiate and award the 
medical contract with CCS.  
 
Recommend by: Ronaldo D. Myers   Department: Detention Center    Date:  June 4, 2012 
 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  6/7/12   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Amount is included in the FY13 budget for inmate medical services as stated.  
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Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 6/8/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean     Date: 6/8/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett     Date:  6/11/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend Council approval to 
negotiate and award the medical contract to Correct Care Solutions.  
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Emergency Medicine Fellowship Grant Program Update (pages 27-28) 

 

Reviews

Item# 7
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Update Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Update - Emergency Medicine Fellowship Grant Program   

 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a change in the Emergency Services Department -   

Emergency Medicine / EMS Fellowship Grant Program by changing the position from part-time 

to full-time.  All costs will be paid through the grant.  No county funds will be needed. 

 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

Council recently approved the Emergency Services Department to participate in the  Emergency 

Medicine / EMS Fellowship Grant Program.  The grant was also included in the 2012 – 2013 

budget recently approved by Council.  The grant is funded by the Carolina Care Foundation and 

they recently notified us of a change to the original grant.  The position funded by the grant was 

listed as a part-time physician position; however, the position needs to be a full time position.  

The Grant will pay all costs and there is no match and no commitment to continue employment 

after the grant has ended. 

 

 

C. Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact.  The grant will fund all costs associated with the program.  The 

grant does not require a match from Richland County.  The grant employee will not be 

employed after the grant is completed.   

 

 

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the change in the Fellowship Grant and change the grant position from part-time to 

full time.   

2. Do not approve the change.  

 

E. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the change in the grant position from a part time 

position to a full time position.  

 

Recommended by: Michael A. Byrd Department:  Emergency Services Date: 6/08/12 

 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:     

  Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Since it is a resource allocation request, it is left to council discretion 
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Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date:6/11/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

 

Human Resources 

Reviewed by:  Dwight Hanna   Date: 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Council’s discretion.  

 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth Mclean   Date: 6/11/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Left to discretion of Council. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  6/11/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  As indicated above, there is no financial impact 

to the County associated with this grant.  All costs are covered, in their entirety, by the 

grantor.  Recommend approval. 
SAP 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Funding for State Mandated Services (pages 30-40) 

 

Reviews

Item# 8
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Funding for State mandated services  

 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to consider a proposal to raise the County millage to meet the 

unfunded mandates from the SC Legislature.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

During the FY13 budget discussions, Council Chairman Washington made the motion below.  

During second reading of the budget it was referred to the June A&F committee for discussion.  

  

“Motion to raise the county millage to meet the unfunded mandates from the SC Legislature 

(SECTION 6-1-320). Millage rate increase limitation; exceptions. (B) Notwithstanding the limitation 

upon millage rate increases contained in subsection (A), the millage rate limitation may be 

suspended and the millage rate may be increased upon a two-thirds vote of the membership of 

the local governing body for the following purposes: 

(1) the deficiency of the preceding year; 

(2) any catastrophic event outside the control of the governing body such as a natural 

disaster, severe weather event, act of God, or act of terrorism, fire, war, or riot; 

(3) compliance with a court order or decree; 

(4) taxpayer closure due to circumstances outside the control of the governing body that 

decreases by ten percent or more the amount of revenue payable to the taxing jurisdiction 

in the preceding year; or 

(5) compliance with a regulation promulgated or statute enacted by the federal or state 

government after the ratification date of this section for which an appropriation or a 

method for obtaining an appropriation is not provided by the federal or state government. 

 

Attached is the list of the unfunded mandates provided by the South Carolina Association 

of Counties during the budget work session. 

 

 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 

Financial impact would be determined during the annual budget discussions. 

 

 

D. Alternatives 

1. Approve the requested strategy as submitted.   

2. Approve the requested strategy as amended.  

3. Delay the decision until a later time. 

4. Do not approve the requested strategy. 
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E. Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that Council approve alternative 3 to have the discussion during the 

development of the FY14 budget.   

 

Recommended by:    Department:  Administration  Date: 6/14/12 

 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  6/15/12   

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

  

 Recommend alternative 3 which would provide Council time for review and discussion  

 with the opportunity for your decision to be incorporated into the next budget cycle.   

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 6/18/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Policy decision left to Council’s discretion, so long as the increase complies with the 

statute. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  6/18/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Because the adoption of the FY 13 budget has 

been completed, it is recommended that the proposed funding strategy to address 

unfunded mandates be incorporated into the FY 14 budget process. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

IGA Extension with City of Columbia re:  Animal Shelter Operations (pages 42-54) 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: IGA Extension with City of Columbia re: Animal Shelter Operations 

 

A. Purpose 

Council is requested to approve the attached IGA extension with the City of Columbia regarding 
Animal Shelter Operations.   

 

B. Background / Discussion 

The City of Columbia and Richland County began joint Animal Shelter operations July 1, 2007.  
This partnership provides for the efficiency of operations and streamlined customer service for 
all Richland County residents.   
 
The partnership has been a successful one, and both parties wish to extend the IGA for these 
services for the next five (5) years – through July 31, 2017. 

 
 Of note:  

o The proposed IGA extension will not increase costs to the County. 
o While the proposed IGA extension offers a partnership opportunity with regards to the 

Adoption component of the shelter (6. Adoption Fees), Richland County chooses to not 
participate at this time, as it would cost the county approximately $5,000 more per month.  
The City will continue to adopt out County pets as it has done since 2007.   

o The proposed IGA extension confirms that the City will continue to collect animal license 
fees for unincorporated pets that are returned to owner.  (17. Collection of County 
Differential License Fee.)  The City will also continue to collect animal license fees for 
unincorporated pets being adopted. 

 
The original 2007 IGA, First Amendment to the original 2007 IGA, and the proposed IGA 
extension are attached for your convenience. 

 

C. Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact associated with this request.  The annual average cost associated 
with this IGA is approximately $320,000, which is budgeted for annually in the Animal Care 
Department’s budget. 

 

D. Alternatives 

1. Approve the IGA extension as presented. 
2. Approve the IGA extension as amended. 
3. Do not approve the IGA extension.   

 

E. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the IGA extension as presented. 
Recommended by:  Sandra Haynes, Director, Animal Care Department  Date:  May 16, 2012 
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F. Reviews 
(Please SIGN your name, � the appropriate box, and support your recommendation before routing.  Thank you!) 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 6/12/12    
  Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council discretion 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Approval of IGA is an item for Council discretion.  Budget funds are included in the 
FY13 budget as stated.   
 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 6/12/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  June 13, 2012 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  It is recommended that Council approve the 
IGA as presented.  Please note that the current IGA expires July 31, 2012.   
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: National Aviation Week 2012 proclamation 

 

A. Purpose 

 

To recommend to the Richland County Council to proclaim August 12 – 18, 2012 as National 

Aviation Week in Richland County and issue a suitable proclamation. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

President Franklin Delano Roosevelt first established National Aviation Day in 1939 to coincide 

with the birthday of Orville Wright.  This celebration was subsequently expanded to National 

Aviation Week. 

 

Richland County Council is the owner of one of the premier general aviation reliever airports is 

the State which provides a vital transportation hub and economic engine for the County and 

region. 

 

It is appropriate, therefore, that the Council promote aviation and its airport during this annual 

celebration.  A proclamation has been drafted and provided for consideration and issuance. 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 

There is no financial impact from the issuance of this proclamation.  However, the annual 

economic impact of the Jim Hamilton – LB Owens Airport (CUB) was analyzed as part of a 

statewide aviation economic impact study in 2005 and estimated at $14.8 Million. 

 

D. Alternatives 

 

The alternatives available to County Council follow:  

 

1. Approve and issue the proclamation. 

2. Do not approve and issue the proclamation. 

 

E. Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to proclaim August 12 – 18, 2012 as 

National Aviation Week in Richland County and issue a suitable proclamation. 

 

Recommended by:   Department:   Date: 

Christopher S. Eversmann, PE, CM Airport    June 11, 2012 
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F. Reviews 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 6/11/12    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 
 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 6/11/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 
  Policy decision left to Council’s discretion.  
 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  6/11/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend approval of the proclamation. 
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Richland County Council Proclamation: 

 

Whereas, Orville Wright, and his brother Wilbur, invented the first airplane to achieve 

powered, sustained, heavier-than-air, controlled human flight; and 

 

Whereas, The Wright Flyer was first flown by Orville for a length of 120 feet in 12 seconds, at 

a speed of 6.8 miles per hour over the ground at Kill Devil Hill, North Carolina in 

December 1903; and 

 

Whereas, Aviation has revolutionized all aspects of modern world history and impacts all of 

our lives on a daily basis; and 

 

Whereas, The first pilot, Orville Wright, was born on August 19, 1871; and 

 

Whereas, President Franklin Delano Roosevelt first established National Aviation Day in 1939 

to coincide with the birthday of Orville Wright; and 

 

Whereas, Richland County enjoys a direct and significant connection to these aviation pioneers 

through the Curtiss – Wright Hangar which still stands and is included on the 

National Register of Historic Places; and 

 

Whereas, The Owens Field Municipal Airport, named in honor of Columbia’s “Flying Mayor” 

Dr LB Owens, was first opened in 1930 and has provided a base for commercial, 

military, and general aviation in Richland County over the course of its 82 year 

history; and 

 

Whereas, Under the guidance of the Richland County Airport Commission, the Jim Hamilton – 

LB Owens Airport today is one of the premier general aviation reliever airports in 

the State and provides a vital transportation hub and economic engine for the County 

and region. 

 

Now, therefore, the Richland County Council takes pride in proclaiming August 12th  through 18th, 

2012 as 

 

NATIONAL AVIATION WEEK 

 

We hereby encourage the promotion of education, awareness, and advancements of aviation and 

airports. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
Subject: Roll-over unspent Solicitor’s Office salaries and wages funds from the 2011-12 budget to 
the 2012-13 budget to provide Employer Contributions for the Assistant Solicitor Restructuring and 

Reclassification Plan 
 

A. Purpose 

 
County Council is requested to approve a roll-over of $70,000 of unspent funds from the 
Solicitor’s Office salaries and wages line item from the 2011-12 budget to the FICA and 
Retirement line items in the 2012-13 budget to provide employer contributions for the Assistant 
Solicitor Restructuring and Reclassification Plan as approved by Council. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
County Council approved as part of the 2012-13 budget, the Assistant Solicitor Restructuring 
and Reclassification Plan which provides for the attraction and retention of quality Assistant 
Solicitors within the Richland County Solicitor’s Office. 
 
The initial Assistant Solicitor Restructuring and Reclassification Plan for the Solicitor’s Office 
were calculated at an earlier date and several personnel changes have occurred since initial 
calculations.  After re-calculating employer contributions, a resulting shortfall of approximately 
$70,000 exists.  We are requesting Council to approve unspent salaries and wages funds to be 
rolled-over into the FICA and Retirement line items to provide for additional employer 
contributions for the Assistant Solicitor Restructuring and Reclassification Plan.     
 
The Solicitor’s Office is requesting  to roll-over unspent funds from the Solicitor’s Office 2011-
12 budget in the amount of $70,000 from the salary and wages budget line item to the 
Solicitor’s Office 2012-13 budget FICA and Retirement line items to accomplish Council’s 
adopted Assistant Solicitor Restructuring and Reclassification Plan.   
 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 
No financial impact. 

 
 

D. Alternatives 

 
1. Approve the appropriation of additional funds to the Solicitor’s 2012-13 budget for 

employer contributions. 
2. Not approving would result in the partial implementation of the Assistant Solicitor 

Restructuring and Reclassification Plan due to a shortfall of employer contributions. 
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E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that Council approve the request to roll-over unspent funds from the 
Solicitor’s Office 2011-12 budget to the Solicitor’s Office 2012-13 budget to provide for 
employer contributions for the Assistant Solicitor Restructuring and Reclassification Plan. 
 
Recommended by: Solicitor Dan Johnson   Department: Solicitor’s Office   Date: June 7, 2012 

 

 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  6/11/12   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
During the FY13 budget discussions, Council approved an increase of $500,000 to be 
used for the Solicitor operating expenses and a restructuring and reclassification plan.  
After meeting with the Solicitor’s office, their request was to utilize $102,000 for 
operating cost and $397,060 for the salary adjustments.  However the department’s 
recommendation did not consider the increase cost due to the employer portion of FICA 
and retirement contribution which is estimated to be approximately $67,500.  The 
request is to cover this additional cost. 
 
Approval of the request would be using fund balance as a funding source.  Since the 
personnel increases would be considered recurring costs and fund balance is considered 
a one-time revenue source, Council would need to identify a funding for future years 
during the FY14 budget. 
 
      

 

Human Resources 

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

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

 
 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 6/12/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date: 6/19/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  As indicated by the Finance Director, Council 
approval of the request would be using fund balance as a funding source.  Since the 
personnel increases would be recurring costs, funding for future years would need to be 
addressed during the FY14 budget process. 
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Items Pending Analysis
 

 

Subject

a.  Based on the new sewer planned for the Lower Richland Community 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 receive assistance and that it will apply equally to all LMIH throughout Richland County (Malinowski, 

November 2010). 

 

Reviews

Item# 12
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