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CALL TO ORDER

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

 1. Regular Session:  June 26, 2012 [PAGES 4-6]

 

 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

 

ITEMS FOR ACTION

 

 2. Changes to Employee Handbook [PAGES 8-16]

 

 3. Verizon Wireless Request to Add Antennas to Leased Space [PAGES 17-23]
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 4. Sheriff Department Grant Position Pick-Up Request [PAGES 25-30]

 

 5. Sheriff Department Request for Salary Fringe Funds [PAGES 31-33]

 

 6. Airport Improvement Grant [PAGES 35-37]

 

 7. Additional Personnel for Blythewood Magistrate [PAGES 39-40]

 

 8. Agreement with Phoenix University [PAGES 42-108]

 

 9. Approval of funds for CDBG and HOME Administrative Shortfall [PAGES 110-114]

 

 10. Approval of FY 12-13 Budgets with the FY 12-16 Consolidated Plan for Community Development 
Funds [PAGES 116-118]

 

 11. Amendment to Approve Richland County Recreation Commission's Project List [PAGES 120-123]

 

 12. Franchise Fee [PAGES 125-126]

 

 13. General Obligation Bonds for the Richland County Recreation District [PAGES 128-136]

 

 14. Kingville Historical Society Funding Request [PAGES 138-141]

 

 15. Lower Richland PSTA/Diamond Day Festival Funding Request [PAGES 143-145]

 

 16. Regional Sustainability Plan [PAGES 147-154]

 

 

ADJOURNMENT
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Reviews
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MINUTES OF  
     

 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, JUNE 26, 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, Seth Rose, 
Tony McDonald, Sparty Hammett, Randy Cherry, Amelia Linder, Brad Farrar, Daniel Driggers, 
Stephany Snowden, Tracy Hegler, Dwight Hanna, Ronaldo Myers, Carl Gosline, Kathy Rawls, 
Sandra Haynes, Monique Walters, Michelle Onley 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

 
The meeting started at approximately 6:05 p.m. 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
May 22, 2012 (Regular Session) – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to 
approve the minutes as distributed.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 

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

ITEMS FOR ACTION 
 

Changes to Employee Handbook – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to 
forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve the proposed revisions to the 
Employee Handbook.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
June 26, 2012 
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Comprehensive Sidewalk Improvement Program – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. 
Dickerson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that Council adopt the staff 
recommended set of policies for a sidewalk improvement project ranking system.  A discussion 
took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Coroner request for approval to renew contract with Knight Systems – Ms. Dickerson 
moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that 
Council approve the request to renew the contract with Knight Systems, Inc. and to encumber 
the funds requested to allow removal services and payment for these services to continue 
without interruption.  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Coroner request for approval to renew contract with Professional Pathology Services – 
Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation that Council 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.  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
  
Detention Center Medical Services Contract-Correct Care Solutons – Mr. Livingston 
moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation that 
Council approve the request to negotiate and award the contract with Correct Care Solutions. A 
discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Emergency Medicine Fellowship Grant Program Update – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by 
Mr. Pearce, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve the change in the 
Fellowship Grant and change the grant position from part-time to full-time.  The vote in favor 
was unanimous. 
 
Funding for State Mandated Services – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to 
forward this item to Council with a recommendation to discuss the proposed funding strategy to 
address unfunded mandates during the FY13-14 budget process.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
IGA Extension with City of Columbia re:  Animal Shelter Operations – Mr. Livingston 
moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to  
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
June 26, 2012 
Page Three 
 
 
approve the intergovernmental agreement extension as presented.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
National Aviation Week Proclamation – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to 
forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve and issue the proclamation.  The 
vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Solicitor Salary Rollover Request to Provide Employer contributions for Assistant 
Solicitor Restructuring and Reclassification Plan – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. 
Pearce, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve the appropriation of 
additional funds to the Solicitor’s 2012-2013 budget for employer contributions.  A discussion 
took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:45 p.m. 
 
        Submitted by, 
 
        Damon Jeter, Chair 
 
The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley 
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RichlandCounty Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Changes to Employee Handbook – Promotion Probation    
 

A. Purpose 
To change the Employee Handbook policy on Promotion Probation consistent with the 
current County Guidelines, former policy from the Code of Ordinances,  the current 
practice, and the historical practice of the County.  
 
B. Background / Discussion 
Origin of Issue: 
Human Resources Department 
Lead Department: 
Human Resources Department 
 
What are the Key Issues (Precipitation of Project): 
This change will provide each respective Department Head the flexibility to designate 
whether a promoted employee will serve a 90 days probationary period. In 
accordance with the Guidelines, the employee must be informed if they are being 
placed on promotion probation (see Guideline attachment). The proposed change will 
be consistent with the County’s Guidelines (see below) and the historical practice of 
the County.  
 

3.11. 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. The 

Department Head must inform the employee and HRD in writing if the employee will have to 

serve a new probationary period. Upon completion of the probationary period, a 

Performance Appraisal must be completed. If the performance appraisal rating is “Fully 

Proficient” or above at the end of the probationary period, the employee will receive a 

promotional pay increase at that time.  
 
 
Inconsistencies in Handbook that Need to be Fixed August 2009 
 
Current Language for Promotion Probation: 
Handbook Language:  A newly promoted employee is considered to be on probation in their new position for three 
months.  
Proposed Language for Promotion Probation:   
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. 

 
This item was a part of another ROA that went through Council Committee and to 
Council but at the direction of County Council was sent back to Committee. Mr. 
Malinowski expressed the point the County’s policy should be consistent one way or 
the other, that no promoted employee serves a probation period or all employees 
promoted serve a probation period.  
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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 revision to Employee Handbook. 
2. Do not approve the proposed revision to Employee Handbook and make 

applicable revisions to the County’s Guidelines. 
 
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:  7/24/12    

 � 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: HRD’s recommendation objective is to 

achieve consistency with the Employee Handbook and County Guidelines, used by 
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supervisors. In addition, the proposal is consistent with the historical practice of the 

County carried over from the Code of Ordinances. 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 7/25/12 

 � 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:  7/26/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend approval of the amendment to 

the Employee Handbook as proposed by the Human Resources Director.  This 

amendment will continue to allow department directors the discretion to place 

employees in a three month probationary status following promotions as opposed to 

requiring that the employees serve the probationary period.  The decision, then, will 

rest with department directors and will be dependent upon the past performance of the 

employees being promoted. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Verizon Wireless Request to Add Antennas to Leased Space 
 

A. Purpose 

 
County Council is requested to approve a contract amendment between Richland County and 
Verizon Wireless to allow equipment upgrades within the Verizon leased space on the Judicial 
Center roof.   

 

B. Background / Discussion 

   
 The County initially approved the lease of 400 sq. ft. of space to Verizon Wireless in the 4th 
floor mechanical room within the Judicial Center for equipment to support three groups of 
rooftop antennas on June 16, 2000, for the annual sum of $9,000. Based on the requirements of 
the 2000 agreement Verizon must submit a written request to perform improvements to the 
equipment located at this site. Their method for complying with this requirement is to submit 
via amendment.  

In June 2004 Verizon submitted amendment #1 requesting to add operational and support 
equipment within their existing leased space. During this process the annual lease was increased 
to $15,000 with a 3% increase implemented annually on July 1st that began July 1, 2005. A 
dedicated electrical supply was also created and meter installed to monitor the power 
consumption of the Verizon equipment allowing for accurate reimbursement to the County for 
actual electricity consumed by Verizon in addition to the annual lease. 

Verizon has now submitted amendment #2 requesting to allow the addition of three antennas 
to the Judicial Center rooftop to be located on existing antenna mounts. The space and capacity 
is available on the existing antenna mounts due to the technology improvements allowing for a 
reduction of approximately 50% of the existing antennas from the existing antenna mounts 
during the 2004 improvements. There will be no physical changes made to the facility or 
existing Verizon equipment beyond adding three antennas to existing mounts maintained by 
Verizon.  

Facilities and Grounds Division personnel reviewed the drawings and technical information 
provided for the hardware in amendment #2 and determined there are no concerns with placing 
the antennas on the existing mounts. We also asked IT to review the technical specifications of 
the new antennas to be sure there would be no concerns that the frequencies or operating 
perimeters would affect the county’s equipment. IT noted they found no interference concerns, 
therefore they noted no concerns with allowing the antenna additions.  

Verizon will conduct all work necessary and estimates that it will take less than one day to 
install the new antennas.  

 

C. Financial Impact 

 
There will be no financial impact to the County for approving Verizon’s request  
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D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the request to allow Verizon Wireless to install the new antennas on the existing 
Verizon rooftop antenna mounts 

a. There is no cost or physical impact to the County as Verizon owned cabling and 
mounts are already in place for mounting the antennas and making them operational 

b. The space lease agreement already has an annual increase and electricity use 
reimbursement built into the agreement 

2. Do not approve the request to allow Verizon Wireless to install the antennas  
 

E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that Council approve alternate #1 for the request to allow Verizon to install 
the antennas 
 

Recommended by: John Hixon     Department: Support Services   Date: 7/2/12 
 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  7/3/12   
 �  Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 7/3/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Clerk of Court 

Reviewed by:  Jeanette McBride   Date: 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 7/24/12 
 � 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: Tony McDonald   Date:  7/25 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval of the proposed 
amendment to the Verizon lease agreement. 

 
 
 
 
 

Page 3 of 6
Attachment number 1

Item# 3

Page 20 of 154



 
 
 

Page 4 of 6
Attachment number 1

Item# 3

Page 21 of 154



 
 
 

Page 5 of 6
Attachment number 1

Item# 3

Page 22 of 154



 

Page 6 of 6
Attachment number 1

Item# 3

Page 23 of 154



Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Sheriff Department Grant Position Pick-Up Request [PAGES 25-30]

 

Reviews

Item# 4

Page 24 of 154



1. Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Approve for a Sheriff’s Department Grant Position Pick-up Request 
 

A. Purpose 

 
County Council is being requested to transfer one FTE position from grant funds to the Sheriff’s 
Department budget: 

• Detention Case Manager (Grant 8658) 
 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
The Richland County Sheriff’s Department received the Alternatives to Detention grant from 
the South Carolina Department of Public Safety in October 2009 and has received continuation 
funding for the following two years, which is the maximum allowable funding period under this 
program.   
 
The purpose of this project was to reduce the number of juveniles securely detained in the 
Richland County Juvenile Detention Center. This project has been successful in keeping 213 
juveniles from being securely detained. These juveniles, charged with non-violent offenses only, 
remain at home and receive needed services as part of a streamlined process led by the 
Detention Case Manager.  It is important to note that keeping these juveniles out of the 
detention center has saved Richland County approximately $25,560 as it costs $60 a day to 
house a juvenile and the average length of stay is 48 hours. This program has also led to an 
enhanced relationship between the Department of Juvenile Justice, the Fifth Circuit Solicitor’s 
Office and the Family Court judges.   
 
This project was the subject of an article written in The State detailing the success of the 
program and the impact it has had on the Richland County juvenile justice system. A copy is 
attached. 
 

C. Financial Impact 

The County is requested to fund $44,500 needed to fund the Detention Case Manager position 
for the remainder of FY13 (October 2012 through June 30, 2013).  Estimated salary and fringe 
benefits for FY14 would be $58,175. 
 

Grant Program Grant 

Amount 

Match 

Detention Case Manager position (Salary 
& Fringe October 2012-June 2013) 

$44,500 $0 

Total Grant Budget Request $44,500 $0 

 
 

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the request to fund the position from the Alternatives to Detention grant (8658) to 
Sheriff’s Department funds. 
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2. Do not approve and the Department may be forced to eliminate this mission-critical 
position. 

  

E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that Council approve the request to transfer the grant positions to the 
Sheriff’s Department Budget. 
 
Recommended by: Deputy Chief Steve Birnie   Dept: Sheriff’s Department Date: 7/5/12 

 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  7/17/12   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 
This is a funding request for Council discretion.  No funding source is identified therefore 
approval would require the identification of funding source and a budge amendment. 

   
 

Detention Center 

Reviewed by:  Ronaldo Myers   Date: 07/18/2012   
� 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:  

 Human Resources has no background knowledge of this item until receiving this ROA. 
 

Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 7/18/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
Funding this position is up to Council’s discretion.  The department renewed this grant 
as many times as they were allowed by the granting agency (3 years).  The grant funding 
for this position will end on 9/30/12. 
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Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 7/19/12 
 � 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: 7/25/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  This is a Council policy decision.  As indicated by 
the Finance Director, no funding source is identified therefore approval would require the 
identification of a funding source and a budget amendment. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Richland County Sheriff’s Department Request for Salary Fringe Funds  
 

A. Purpose 

 

The Richland County Sheriff’s Department is requesting Richland County Council approval for 

the fringe costs associated with the $1.7 million department salary increase approved in the 

FY13 budget effective July 1, 2012. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

Richland County Council approved an increase in salary for the Sheriff’s Department in the 
amount of $1,700,000 effective July 1, 2012. Fringe benefits are calculated at a rate of 17%. The 
Sheriff’s Department is requesting funding in the amount of $289,000 to cover the projected 
cost associated with fringe benefits. 
 

C. Financial Impact 

 
The fiscal impact to the County General Fund is projected at $289,000. 
 

D. Alternatives 

 
1. Approve the request to fund the fringe benefits at the stated amount to allow the Sheriff’s 

Department to fully utilize the $1,700,000 to fund the increased salary portion for law 
enforcement staff and continue to place the department in a position to recruit and retain 
staff. 

 
2. Do not approve: RCSD will require a downward adjustment to the salary increase portion 

approved by County Council. 
 

E. Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that Council approve the request for the associated fringe to allow the 
department to continue to work toward competitive market salaries.  
 
Recommended by:   Department:     Date:  
Deputy Chief Steve Birnie        Richland County Sheriff’s Department          June 21, 2012 

 

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

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  6/29/12   
  Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
 � Council discretion 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
During the FY13 budget discussions, Council approved an increase of $1.7m to be used 
for the Sheriff restructuring and reclassification plan.  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 $289,000.  The 
request is to cover this additional cost. 
 
Approval of the request would require a budget amendment and a funding source would 
need to be identified.  Since the personnel increases would be considered recurring costs 
if fund balance is utilized and it is considered a one-time revenue source, Council would 
need to identify a recurring funding source for future years during the FY14 budget. 

 

 

Human Resources 

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

� Council discretion  
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 7/10/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
      Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  7/25/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: As indicated by the Finance Director, Council 
approval of the request would require a budget amendment and identification of 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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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Airport Improvement Program (AIP) Grant 

 

A. Purpose 

 

To seek approval from Richland County Council to authorize the County Administrator to 

accept an annual Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Airport Improvement Program (AIP) 

Grant for the Jim Hamilton – LB Owens Airport (CUB).   

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

Each summer, as the Federal Fiscal Year comes to an end, the Federal Aviation Administration 

(FAA) issues their annual Airport Improvement Program (AIP) grants for airport development 

projects.  This year, there are somewhat unusual circumstances which will affect the final 

amount and coordination of the grant and its acceptance.  These are: 

 

� An ongoing transition of airport consultant from the LPA Group to WK Dickson; 

� A late completion of the two necessary property appraisals prior to a 5.71 acre land purchase 

which will be funded by this grant;  

� The lack of participation by the SC Aeronautics Commission in property acquisition 

projects, with is one of our project elements; and 

� A change in the funding level required by the local airport sponsor from 2.5% to 5.0% with 

the passage of the current FAA Reauthorization bill which occurred subsequent to 

submission of County Department budget requests. 

 

The FAA AIP Grant will probably be offered in early August, during the County Council’s 

legislative break.  A delay in acceptance of the grant until September will likely jeopardize the 

FAA staff’s willingness to offer the grant. 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 

The exact, final project cost is not yet known, but it is estimated to be approximately $504,000.  

With the new funding distribution requirement (90% FAA, 5% SCAC, and 5% RC) and the 

property acquisition project element, the local funding requirement is estimated to be 

approximately $34,000.  This exceeds the amount included in the FY-13 airport budget.  

However, the shortfall can be made up with capital funds available for carry over from the FY-

12 airport budget or other capital funds in the FY-13 airport budget.   

 

No additional funds will need to be appropriated in order to meet the local grant matching fund 

requirements. 
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D. Alternatives 

 

The alternatives available to County Council follow:  

 

1. Approve the request to authorize the County Administrator to accept the pending FAA 

AIP Grant.  

2. Do not approve the request to authorize the County Administrator to accept the pending 

FAA AIP Grant.  

 

E. Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to authorize the County Administrator to 

accept the pending FAA AIP Grant.  

 

Recommended by:   Department:   Date: 

Christopher S. Eversmann, PE, CM Airport    July 17, 2012 

 

F. Reviews 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  7/24/12   

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Request is to amend the grant approval based on an additional $10,000 match 

requirement.  Recommendation is approval but would require the identification of a 

funding source.  Based on section c and discussions with the Airport Manager about 

options to cover the shortfall it appears that: 

- (option one) to carry-forward FY12 funds would be inconsistent with the County 

carry-forward policy  

- (option two) to redirect FY13 capital dollars would be appropriate and is within 

the Airport Manager budget authority but would reduce the funds appropriated 

for facility improvements 

- (option three) not listed in section c would be to increase to subsidy from the 

general operating fund   

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Christy Swofford   Date: 

 ⌧ Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 7/26/12 
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 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 7/26/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  7/26/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend approval, with the additional 

funding to be provided under the Finance Director’s “option two” above, i.e., to redirect 

FY13 capital funds. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
Subject: Request for Budget Amendment for FY ’12-’13 Budget-Additional personnel-One 
Summary Court Law Clerk and associated non-capital-Blythewood Magistrate 

 
 

A. Purpose 

Council is requested to approve a budget amendment to add an additional $34,004.00 to the 
Blythewood Magistrate’s budget to cover personnel costs and associated non-capital. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 

The 2010 Census information and the 2009-2010 SC State Treasurer’s Accommodations and 
Revenue Distribution information created changes in the maximum number of magistrates in 
Richland County with an increase of 2.25.  Additionally, Magistrate jury lines were redrawn 
effective June 7, 2012, creating a new Blythewood jury area.  For FY 12-13, County Council 
approved creation and support for the new Blythewood Magistrate office to include one full 
time Magistrate and one Deputy Summary Court Law Clerk (office manager).  In order to 
properly staff the Blythewood Magistrate district office during all operational hours and to 
properly process all incoming cases and serve all citizens, it is necessary to staff the office with 
two full-time employees.     

 

C. Financial Impact 

The projected cost for the Blythewood Magistrate includes the following: 

• Summary Court Law Clerk – full year salary and benefits of $30,444.00 

• Non-capital- $3560.00—Breakdown: one computer ($1060.00), one printer ($400.00), one 
desk (1500.00), one secretarial chair ($200.00), one Cisco phone ($400.00 

 
      Grand total:  34,004.00 

 

D. Alternatives 

Approve the request for budget amendment to provide funds to enable the Blythewood 
Magistrate to offer complete and adequate service to the citizens and other customers of 
Richland County.  
 
Do not approve.  If the request is not approved, the Blythewood Magistrate office may be 
unable to keep the office open in the event that the Magistrate is presiding over another Court or 
on leave and the Office Manager is on leave or at lunch. Additionally, each district magistrate is 
required to provide his/her own clerk when presiding over jury trials at the Central Court.  If not 
approved, there will be no back up personnel to comply with necessary Supreme Court required 
work hours and lack of personnel may impede preparation of reports as required.  Lack of staff 
may impede the flow of the Central Court jury trials.  

 

E. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request for a budget amendment to the Blythewood 
Magistrate’s ’12-’13. 
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Recommended by: Donald J. Simons, Chief Magistrate Department: Blythewood Magistrate  
Date: July 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:  7/17/12   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Approval would require identification of a funding source and a budget amendment. 

 

Human Resources 

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

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

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 7/19/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 
 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 7/19/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  7/19/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval of the addition of a 
Summary Court Law Clerk position and associated capital costs to staff the Blythewood 
Magistrate’s Office. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: University of Phoenix Alliance Memorandum of Understanding  

 

A. Purpose 

 

"University of Phoenix is requesting County Council consider entering into an Alliance 

Memorandum of Understanding”. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 Administration requested HRD work with University of Phoenix to develop a proposal 

for the County to consider. 

 A representative from University of Phoenix informed HRD he has talked with several 

Council Members and the former County Administrator and interest was expressed in 

the County considering an agreement with University of Phoenix. 

 

See attached documentation.  University of Phoenix is requesting a partnership alliance with 

Richland County whereby the County would market University of Phoenix to County 

employees and employees in return would receive a 4% discount on tuition. 

 

Please reference the attached news articles relating to University of Phoenix:  

o “University of Phoenix Owner Faces Federal Review” 

o “For Profit Colleges:  Undercover Testing Finds Colleges Encouraged Fraud and 

Engaged in Deceptive and Questionable Marketing Practices” 

o “For Profit College Misconduct Complaints Under Investigation” 

o “University of Phoenix, ITT Tech:  Scams that Leave you “Dumber and Poorer” 

o “Private University Company Under Investigation for Deceiving Students” 

o “For Profit Colleges Mislead Students, Report Finds” 

o “More Lawsuits Target for Profit Colleges” 

o “For Profit Colleges Under Fire Over Value, Accreditation”  

 

HRD has provided these articles to a representative with the University of Phoenix.   

HRD met with two representatives from the University of Phoenix to discuss these articles and 

other matters 

HRD offered a representative from the University of Phoenix the opportunity to provide input 

for Council’s consideration of the ROA, which he has done (see attached). 

 

C. Financial Impact 

No direct cost to the County. 

Employee cost/savings:  According to University of Phoenix, the average cost savings per 

employee per $1200 course would be about $50.  Over the course of a four-year degree program 

(at a cost of around $50,000, the savings would be $2000). 

Note:   USC estimated average yearly tuition =  $10,000.00. 

Midlands Technical College estimated average yearly tuition = $2,000. 

 

D. Alternatives 
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1. Approve the Alliance Memorandum of Understanding proposal 

2. Do no not approve the Alliance Memorandum of Understanding proposal 

3. Modify or amend the Alliance Memorandum of Understanding proposal. 

 

E. Recommendation 

HRD Worked with the University of Phoenix to provide information needed for the University 

of Phoenix to develop the Alliance Memorandum of Understanding at the direction of 

Administration. 

 

 

Recommended by:  Department:   Date: 

 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 7/23/12    

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

 Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

This is a policy decision for Council. 

  

Human Resources 

Reviewed by: Dwight Hanna   Date:     

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

 Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation: This is a policy decision for County Council.  

 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 7/25/12 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

 Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

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

however, I would suggest changes to the Agreement including adding indemnification 

language and amending the choice of law section to state that the MOU will be governed 

by the laws of South Carolina. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  7/27/12 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

 Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  While there would be an apparent benefit to the 

County’s employees, i.e., 4 percent reduction in tuition, if the County pursues the 

agreement with Phoenix, I would caution that entering such an agreement could set a 

precedent for other educational institutions that may want similar agreements, which 
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could become unmanageable with respect to the County meeting its obligations under 

the agreement terms. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: CDBG and HOME Administrative Shortfall 
 

A. Purpose 

 
The US Department of HUD has notified Richland County of its reductions in CDBG and HOME 
for FY 12-13. These federal reductions have equated to approximately 26% nationwide and will 
leave a programmatic and administrative deficit.  
 
County Council is requested to approve a budget amendment/transfer from the fund budget within 
NIP Division account(s) to Richland County Community Development Department in the amount 
of $53,665.00 These requested funds will be used for administrative costs only in order to operate 
the CDBG and HOME programs. While the funding allocations are reduced, the required levels of 
HUD compliance, monitoring and reporting remain the same.  There is one current vacancy due to 
an employee’s voluntary termination and it will not be filled in order to assist in this deficit.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
The US Department of HUD has forwarded its reductions in CDBG and HOME for Richland 
County (see attached which includes the state of SC). Last year, fund budget dollars from the 
Planning Department’s NIP Division were used to offset the administrative shortfall for CDBG. The 
HOME administrative deficit was absorbed. However, the upcoming year’s additional budget cuts 
and the County’s 4% increase further exacerbates this shortfall. This year’s CDBG (by 7.2%) and 
HOME (by 18.77%) reductions added to last years’ CDBG (16%) and HOME (12%) have resulted 
in $417,647 less in programmatic and administrative funds from FY’s 2010 to 2012. The CDBG 
grant was reduced by 7.2% or to $1,174,058.00. The HOME allocation was reduced by 
approximately 19% to $449,305.00. The administrative shortfall due to these reductions will equate 
to $81,223 less in CDBG (20% cap) and $7,742 less in HOME (10% cap) or $88,965.00 total.  
 
To assist in this need, there is one vacancy due to an employee’s voluntary termination that will not 
be filled. While the work level remains the same, the funds to produce the work have diminished. 
CDBG salaries, fringe and benefits are currently calculated at 19% of the 20% cap. The other 1% is 
used to pay for office supplies and other operating costs. The operating year begins on October 
2012 and the Consolidated/Annual Action Plan will be submitted on August 15th. CDBG 
Programmatic Funds remain in place for the NIP’s Master Planning activities for the third year.  
However, a portion of Planning’s NIP fund balance is needed to offset the administrative shortfall. 
Previous communications with Administration and Planning have taken place. Given these factors, 
we are now requesting Council action and approval for $53,665.00 
 

C. Financial Impact 

 
The financial impact/need administratively is $53,665 for both CDBG and HOME collectively. The 
overall grant funding reduction is $417,647 from FY 2010 to 2012. This results in less direct and 
area benefit assistance for Richland citizens.  These administrative funds would come from NIP’s 
fund balance. If the funds are not transferred, there is no other current source that can offset the CD 
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Department’s CDBG and HOME deficits. This would mean two (2) employee positions would have 
to be eliminated from the Community Development Department’s 6 member staff.  

 

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the request to transfer $53,665 from NIP to the CD Department. The CD 
Department would then continue to operate under the FY 12-13 Action Plan and subsequent 
FY 12-16 Consolidated Plan. 

2. Do not approve request to transfer $53,665 from NIP to the CD Department. The CD 
Department would have to work in FY 12-13 with a minimum of 1 or more positions being 
eliminated from Richland County employment, while maintaining the same level of 
compliance, monitoring, and reporting to HUD.  

3. Approve the request to transfer $53,665 this fiscal year, but if future funding cuts take 
effect, positions will have to be either eliminated or funded with County funding sources 
after FY 13-14.  

 

E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that Council approve the request to transfer $53,665 from NIP to the CD 
Department by using fund balance dollars. The CD Department would continue in FY 12-13 
under the Annual Action Plan and new Consolidated Plan.  
 
 
Recommended by:  Department:   Date: 

 

Valeria Jackson    Community Development  7/16/12 

 

 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  7/23/12   
  Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
This is a policy decision for Council on the appropriation of a subsidy of the operating 
plan.  I would recommend that Council consider this request and the next ROA- annual 
funding plan simultaneously and identify and long-term strategy to address the 
administrative shortfall due to a reduction in the funding.  

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 7/24/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation: Council policy decision doesn’t appear 

to have an impact on the Procurement process. 
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Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
This is a policy decision for County Council.  For the second year, funds from another 
department will need to help cover an administrative shortfall.  A long-term plan is 
needed to address this situation as funds are likely not to increase from HUD in the near 
future. This decision should be made in concert with the ROA concerning the Action 
Plan. 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 7/25/12 
 � 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:  7/25/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  One recently vacated position will not be filled 
to help offset the additional reduction in funding for FY12-13.  Recommend Council 
approval of alternative #3 - Approve the request to transfer $53,665 from NIP this fiscal 
year, but if future funding cuts take effect, positions will have to be either eliminated or 
funded with dedicated County funding sources beginning in FY 13-14.  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Approval of FY 12-13 Budgets within the 

FY 12-16 Consolidated Plan for Community Development Department Funds 

 

A. Purpose 

 

The Community Development (CD) Department is requesting County Council to review 
and approve the itemized budgets for CDBG and HOME funds for FY 12-13.  These 
budgets are not County General funds but Federal funds. The upcoming year’s budget  
will be included in the proposed FY 12-16 Consolidated Plan due to the US Department 
of HUD by August 15, 2012.  The Consolidated Plan is currently being drafted by both 
the Swiger Consulting Group and the CD Department. A total of 9 meetings (4 public 
meetings, 3 focus groups and 2 public hearings) were advertised and took place in 
June and July 2012. For purposes of appropriate Council endorsement and/or approval 
of the plan, this will require Council action. The completed FY 12-16 Consolidated Plan 
will be submitted for Council endorsement and/or approval in Fall 2012. At this time, we 
seek approval on the below FY 12-13 CDBG and HOME budgets.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

• This is more of an internal mandate than HUD requirement, but Council action 
will strengthen the plan as well as provide public support. 

• The CDBG and HOME budgets reflect FY 12-13 funds under the Annual Action 
Plan section. The Consolidated Plan is a five (5) year plan covering fiscal years 
2012-2016. Each year, RCCD will present a new annual budget for pre-approval 
during July.  

• This approval is requested because the Consolidated Plan is due August 15th 
and Council will be on break at that time. The CD Department will bring the full 
Consolidated Plan before the Council this Fall for full approval.  

 

C. Financial Impact 

 
Please see the estimated draft budgets below for both CDBG and HOME funds:  
 
CDBG For FY 12-13 $1,174,058.00  

New: Districts 10 and 11 Dirt Road Street Pavings           $150,000 
 

New: Hopkins Area Medical Facility to service low 
income patients 

          $400,000 

Ongoing: ER Program for owner-occupied only          $59,247 
Ongoing: HMIS Match           $30,000 
Ongoing: Columbia Housing Authority – Job 
Development/Training for Section 3 Residents 

        $50,000 

Ongoing: MHA (Transitions) for operational costs          $50,000 
Ongoing: Monticello Road Streetscape 
(Neighborhood Revitalization)  

           $200,000 

Administration (not to exceed 20%)            $234,811 
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HOME Budget FY 12-13 *          $  449,305.00 

 

CHDO Set Aside Programmatic and 
Operating Funds 

$   67,400.00 

Housing Rehab Program (owner-
occupied only) 

$ 196,975.00 

RCHAP (down payment assistance) $ 140,000.00 

Administration (not exceed 10%)  $   44,930.00 

 

* The only financial impact to the County is the HOME match requirement. The amount of HOME 
is $449,305 and after deducting some required items, the County will provide the 25% match, not to 
exceed $112,326.00.  County has provided the required match amount since the HOME program 
began in 2002. 
 

D. Alternatives 

List the alternatives to the situation.  There will always be at least two alternatives:  
 

1. Approve the FY 12-13 estimated budgets for CDBG and HOME to be found in the FY 12-
13 Action Plan portion of the 5 year Consolidated Plan due by August 15, 2012. These funds 
are grant funds from the U.S. Department of HUD.  

2. Do not approve the estimated FY 12-13 budgets for CDBG and HOME and the funds will 
not be entered by Finance. Subsequently, the funds could be rescinded or not spent timely, 
thereby creating additional areas of concern for the County.  These funds are grant funds 
from the US Department of HUD.  

 

E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended by the Community Development Department that Council approve the FY 
12-13 estimated budgets for CDBG and HOME to be found in the FY 12-13 Action Plan portion 
of the 5 year Consolidated Plan due by August 15, 2012. 
 

Recommended by:  Department:   Date: 
 

Valeria Jackson   Community Development  July 17, 2012 

 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 7/23/12    
  Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
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This is a policy decision for Council on the operating plan.  I would recommend that 
Council consider this request and the next ROA- administrative shortfall simultaneously 
and identify and long-term strategy to address the administrative shortfall due to a 
reduction in the funding.  

  
 
 

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Council policy decision on budget request to 
support HOME program. 

 

Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 7/24/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
This is a policy decision for Council and should be reviewed in concert with the ROA 
concerning the administrative budget shortfall anticipated for FY13.   
 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 7/24/12 
 � 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:  7/24/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend Council approval of the FY 12-13 
estimated budgets for CDBG and HOME. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Amendment to Approve Richland County Recreation Commission’s Project List 
 

A. Purpose 

 
County Council is being requested to enact an ordinance approving an amendment to the project 
list approved for Richland County Recreation Commission’s $50,000,000 bond issues.  The 
amendment would provide for the construction of four (4) lighted baseball fields with press box, 
canteen and restrooms in the Kelly Mill Road Park with additional athletic fields to include 
soccer, football and baseball fields. 
 

B. Discussion 

 
In 2008, County Council approved a number of recreation projects which were identified on 
Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 048-08HR.  On the original project list, the Kelly Mill Property 
Development emphasized soccer fields.  Since the time the original project list was approved, 
the needs in the Kelly Mill Road area have changed, and the Commission now believes that four 
(4) lighted baseball fields with press box, canteen and restrooms are a higher priority for that 
area than soccer fields.  This change is due, in part, to the County’s plan to construct a major 
destination recreation center on Hardscrabble Road which will have a major emphasis on 
soccer.  Based on this change, the Kelly Mill Property Development portion of the project list 
would change as follows: 

 

KELLY MILL PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT:  
  
Project Amount 
Four (4) lighted baseball fields with press box, canteen, 
and restrooms  $4,035,000 
Other athletic fields (football/soccer/baseball) $620,000 
One (1) playground system $70,000 
Two (2) picnic shelters $70,000 
Paved parking $920,000 
Two (2) commercial wells with VFD $96,000 
Irrigation for fields $55,000 
Walking trail of approximately half mile $75,000 

TOTAL KELLY MILL PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT: $5,941,000 
 

The ordinance related to this request are attached below for your convenience.   
 

C. Financial Impact 

 
None.  
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D. Alternatives 

 
1. Approve the request to enact the ordinance. 
2. Do not approve the request. 
 

E.  Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that Council enact the ordinance to approve the request. 
Richland County Recreation Commission, July 19, 2012 
 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  7/25/12   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
This is a policy decision for Council and recommendation based on request being a 
change in project list funding distribution but no financial impact. 

  

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 7/25/12 
 � 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:  7/26/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Administration defers to the expertise of the 
Recreation Commission in determining which facilities are better suited for the 
communities in which those facilities will be located.  There is no financial impact 
associated with this request; all projects are being funded from the 2008 recreation bond.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO. _____-12HR 
 
 AMENDING EXHIBIT A TO ORDINANCE NO. 048-08HR AUTHORIZING THE 

RECREATION COMMISSION OF RICHLAND COUNTY ON BEHALF OF THE 
RECREATION DISTRICT OF RICHLAND COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA, TO 
ISSUE GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS IN THE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF NOT 
EXCEEDING $50,000,000; AND OTHER MATTERS RELATING THERETO 
ENACTED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF RICHLAND COUNTY, SOUTH 
CAROLINA ON SEPTEMBER 9, 2008 

 
 Pursuant to the authority by the Constitution of the State of South Carolina and the General 
Assembly of the State of South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL: 
 
 SECTION 1.  The County Council (the “County Council”) of Richland County, South Carolina 
(the “County”), hereby finds and determines: 
 
  (a) The County Council on September 9, 2008, enacted Ordinance No. 048-08HR 
authorizing the Recreation Commission of Richland County (the “Commission”), the governing body of 
The Recreation District of Richland County, South Carolina (the “District”) to issue general obligation 
bonds in the principal amount of not exceeding $50,000,000. 
 

(b) Attached to Ordinance No. 048-08HR and incorporated therein by reference is 
Exhibit A entitled “List of Recreation Commission of Richland County Projects to be funded from not to 
exceed $50,000,000 of Bonds.” 

  
(c) The Commission on behalf of the District has requested that County Council 

amend Exhibit A by amending the description of the Kelly Mill Development to read as follows: 
 

KELLY MILL PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT:  

  

Project Amount 

Four (4) lighted baseball fields with press box, canteen, and restrooms  $4,035,000 

Other athletic fields (football/soccer/baseball) $620,000 

One (1) playground system $70,000 

Two (2) picnic shelters $70,000 

Paved parking $920,000 

Two (2) commercial wells with VFD $96,000 

Irrigation for fields $55,000 

Walking trail approximately half mile $75,000 

TOTAL KELLY MILL PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT: $5,941,000 

 
 SECTION 2.  County Council has determined that it would be in the best interests of the citizens 
of the County to amend Exhibit A as referenced above. 
 
 SECTION 3.  Miscellaneous.  All other provisions of Ordinance No. 048-08HR remain in full 
force and effect.  This Ordinance shall take effect and be in full force from and after its adoption. 
 
 Enacted this ____ day of September, 2012. 
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      RICHLAND COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
 
      By: __________________________________ 
       Kelvin Washington, Chairman 
       Richland County Council 
(SEAL) 
 
ATTEST THIS _____ DAY OF  
__________________________, 2012: 
 
                                                   
Michelle Only 
Interim Clerk of County Council 
 
RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE 
 
      
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only 
No Opinion Rendered As To Content 
 
Date of First Reading:     
Date of Second Reading:   
Publication of Notice of  
  Public Hearing:     
Date of Public Hearing:     
Date of Third Reading:   
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Franchise Fee [PAGES 125-126]

 

Reviews

Item# 12
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Richland County Council Request for Action 

 

Subject: To request an opinion from the South Carolina Attorney General regarding S.C.   

Code Ann. Section 6-1-120, “Confidentiality of county or municipal taxpayer 

information.”    

 

A. Purpose 

 To request per Mr. Malinowski’s motion, below, an opinion from the South Carolina 

Attorney General regarding the provision of taxpayer information pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. 

Section 6-1-120, “Confidentiality of county or municipal taxpayer information.”   

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 During the Motion Period of the July 18, 2012, County Council meeting, Mr. Malinowski 

made the following motion: 

 

The City believes it cannot provide the requested franchise fee revenue 

information by law.  S.C. Code Ann. Section 6-1-120 sets forth a general 

prohibition at subsection (A) that, “Except in accordance with a proper 

judicial order or as otherwise provided by the Freedom of Information 

Act, it is unlawful for an officer or employee of a county or municipality, 

or the agent of such an officer or employee to divulge or make known in 

any manner the financial information, or other information indicative of 

units of goods or services sold, provided by a taxpayer included in a 

report, tax return, or application required to be filed by the taxpayer with 

that county or municipality pursuant to a county or municipal 

ordinance…” 

 

However, section 6-1-120 provides: 

  

(B) Nothing in this section prohibits the:  

 

(3) sharing of data between public officials or employees in the 

performance of their duties.  

The purpose of the County’s request for data from the City is for a 

“sharing of data between public officials or employees in the performance 

of their duties.”  Subsection 6-1-120(B)(3) does not appear to be restricted 

to “public officials or employees” of the same sovereign.   

 

Motion: Based on the above, it is requested that an SC Attorney General’s 

opinion be obtained interpreting 6-1-120 and more specifically 6-1-

120(B)(3). 
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C. Financial Impact 

 

No known financial impact. 

 

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Request the opinion.   

2. Do not request the opinion. 

 

E. Recommendation 

 

Council Discretion.   

   

Recommended by:  Bradley T. Farrar    Department: Legal Date: 7/25/12 

 

 

F. Reviews 
(Please SIGN your name, � the appropriate box, and support your recommendation before 

routing.  Thank you!) 

 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  7/26/12   

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

 It is Council discretion to seek additional opinions.  Based on ROA the request has no 

financial impact  

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Brad Farrar   Date: 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

�Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Self-explanatory.  

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  7/26/12 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Administration has no objection to the request. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

General Obligation Bonds for the Richland County Recreation District [PAGES 128-136]

 

Reviews

Item# 13
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  General Obligation Bonds for the Richland County Recreation District 

 

 

A. Purpose 

 
County Council is being requested to enact an ordinance authorizing Richland County 
Recreation Commission (RCRC) to issue $5,000,000 in general obligation bonds over the next 
five (5) years in the amount of approximately $1,000,000, the proceeds of which will be used to 
fund capital expenses including capital maintenance, repair and replacement of facilities and 
equipment. 
 

B. Discussion 

 
During County Council’s retreat in January, RCRC discussed its need for additional operating 
revenue to pay operating expenses associated with new parks coming on line and new initiatives 
particularly related to serving the teen population.  Under Act 388, the annual millage increases 
available are limited.  While County Council has approved the maximum millage increase 
available under Act 388, because of the limitations imposed by Act 388, the Commission is still 
in need of additional operating revenue.  During discussions with bond counsel, the RCRC 
focused on the fact that its general fund budget includes a substantial amount for expenses 
which are capital in nature, including, for example, annual capital maintenance, repair and 
replacement of facilities, and equipment.  With the approval of Richland County Council, the 
Recreation Commission could issue an annual general obligation bond to fund such capital 
expenses, thereby freeing up those amounts in its general fund to be used for true operating 
expenses.  See the attached Memorandum from the Recreation Commission’s bond counsel for 
a more complete discussion of this financing plan. 

 
A memo from Ms. Heizer and the ordinance related to this request are attached below for your 
convenience.   

 

C. Financial Impact 

 
The direct financial impact of an approval of this request is that debt service millage for the 
RCRC would increase from the current level of three mills to four mills.  This additional mill of 
taxes on an owner occupied residence valued at $100,000 would equal $4.00.  On property 
assessed at 6%, one additional mill of taxes would equal $6.00. 

 

D. Alternatives 

 
1. Approve the request to enact the ordinance, 
2. Approval the request to enact the ordinance for a smaller amount. 
3. Do not approve the request. 
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E. Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that Council enact the ordinance to approve the request. 
Richland County Recreation Commission, July 19, 2012 

 

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

 

 Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  7/27/12   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Recommendation is based on this being a funding decision for Council.  Approval as 
requested would require a tax increase on the debt service side as stated in section c 
above and provide for an automatic issuance of $1m bond every year for five years 
without further approval.   
 
Additional financial items for consideration based on proposed plan: 

• Council approved a multi-year $50m bonding plan for capital projects starting in 
2008. It appears that approximately 75% of the available dollars have been 
issued.  The current tax levy to cover the recreation debt service is 3.0 mills.  The 
proposed plan would add 1.0 mill for an estimated total of 4.0 mills for the 
current year.    

• Based on the FY13 supplemental budget request and discussions with the 
Recreation Commission, the bond funds would be used to pay for a portion of the 
capital expenses related to the property management budget currently paid from 
the operating funds.  According to the supplemental request, this would allow for 
the addition of $400k operating cost to cover new facilities.  Based on the 
remaining capital program to be completed, it is recommended that the County 
request an evaluation of the total additional operating increase that will be 
required in future years with a proposed funding plan in order to minimize future 
shortfalls.   

• Only one alternative was provided in the ROA however the County may want to 
consider requesting other funding alternatives that were evaluated during the 
process.   

• The County should consider the precedent that may be set by implementing the 
requested funding strategy and future impacts from other agencies implementing 
a similar method. 

 

 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 7/27/2012 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
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� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  7/27/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  This request is the result of the Recreation 
Commission’s efforts to identify alternative funding mechanisms for the added costs of 
operations for those facilities that are being constructed under the 2008 recreation bond. 
 
I concur with the comments of the Finance Director and would reiterate that the approval 
of the request will increase the Recreation Commission’s annual debt service from three 
to four mills. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Page 3 of 9
Attachment number 1

Item# 13

Page 130 of 154



 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
To: Richland County Council Members 
  
Cc: Tony McDonald, Interim County Administrator 

Daniel Driggers, Finance Director 
Roxanne Anchetta, Asst. to the Interim County Administrator 
Richland County Attorneys’ Office 
James Brown, Sr., Executive Director for Richland County Recreation 
 Commission 
Kenya Bryant, Asst. Executive Director for Richland County Recreation 
 Commission 
 

From: Francenia B. Heizer, Esquire 
 

Date: July 17, 2012 
  
Subject: Richland County Recreation Commission; Moving Capital Expenditures 

from General Fund to Debt Service 
            
 
The Richland County Recreation Commission (RCRC) has been exploring options for 
maximizing the availability of revenue within its general fund to pay operating expenses 
related to new parks and new initiatives particularly related to serving the teen population/ 
As a result of Act 388, increases in general fund millage are limited.  However, increases 
in debt service millage are not limited by Act 388.  RCRC currently pays from its general 
fund a substantial amount of expenses that are capital in nature, including annual capital 
maintenance, repair and replacement of facilities, and equipment.   With the approval of 
Richland County Council, RCRC could issue a general obligation bond every fall, the 
proceeds of which would be used to fund the capital expenditures currently paid from the 
general fund.  The movement of these expenses from the general fund would “free up” 
that amount of money in the general fund to be used for operating expenses. 
 

Under this proposed financing plan, the Commission would issue a bond every fall 
prior to millage being set.  The millage necessary to make the payment on the bond  would 
be put on the tax rolls in October and the debt would be paid in full by March or April 
after property taxes are collected.   The value of a debt service mill for RCRC is 
approximately $1,000,000.   If County Council was willing to approve allowing the 
Commission to have four mills of debt service every year instead of the current three mills 
of debt service, RCRC could fund approximately $1,000,000 of capital expenses using this 
financing plan.  RCRC would ask County Council to approve not to exceed $5,000,000 in 
additional general obligation bonds to be issued in five series of approximately $1,000,000 
each year over the next five years.  As the initial five year period is ending, RCRC could 
approach County Council for another authorization. 

F r a n c e n i a  B .  H e i z e r

f h e i z e r @ m c n a i r . n e t

T  ( 8 0 3 )  7 9 9 - 9 8 0 0
F  ( 8 0 3 )  9 3 3 - 1 4 6 3

McNair Law Firm, P. A.

1221 Main Street

Suite 1800

Columbia, SC 29201

Mailing Address

Post Office Box 11390

Columbia, SC 29211

mcnair.net
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Memorandum 
Page 2 
July 17, 2012 
 

 
 

 

 
A number of political subdivisions including counties and school districts have adopted 
a financing plan of moving capital expenses from the general fund because of the 
millage limitations established by Act 388.  State law clearly allows for the 
implementation of this financing plan with only the approval of County Council and 
the Commission. The key to this plan is the approval of one additional mill of taxes for 
debt service which would be levied each year. 
 
Based on County Council’s summer schedule, if County Council is willing to allow the 
Commission to pursue this financing, it would be best to get at least one reading of an 
ordinance accomplished prior to the end of July,  The other two required readings and 
public hearing could be scheduled in September. 
 

If you have any questions or would like additional information, please let me 
know. 
 
FBH:laf
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO. ____-12HR 
 
 AUTHORIZING THE RECREATION COMMISSION OF RICHLAND COUNTY 

ON BEHALF OF THE RECREATION DISTRICT OF RICHLAND COUNTY, 
SOUTH CAROLINA, TO ISSUE GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS IN THE 
PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF NOT EXCEEDING $5,000,000 IN ONE OR MORE 
SERIES, IN ONE OR MORE YEARS, WITH APPROPRIATE SERIES 
DESIGNATIONS; AND OTHER MATTERS RELATING THERETO. 

 
 Pursuant to the authority by the Constitution of the State of South Carolina and the General 
Assembly of the State of South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL: 
 
 SECTION 1.  The County Council (the “County Council”) of Richland County, South Carolina 
(the “County”), hereby finds and determines: 
 
  (a) The District was established pursuant to Act No. 873 of the Acts and Joint 
Resolutions of the General Assembly of the State of South Carolina, Regular Session of 1960, as 
amended (the “Act”). 
 
  (b) The corporate powers and responsibilities of the District are performed by the 
Commission and as such the Commission is the governing body of the District.  The Act committed to 
the Commission the power to acquire, by gift, purchase or through the exercise of eminent domain, 
lands, or interest thereon whereon to establish physical education and recreation facilities. 
 
  (c) Article X, Section 14 of the Constitution of the State of South Carolina, 1895, 
as amended, provides that special purpose districts shall have the power to issue bonded indebtedness 
only for a purpose which is a public purpose and a corporate purpose in an amount not exceeding eight 
percent (8%) of the assessed value of all taxable property therein upon such terms and conditions as the 
General Assembly shall prescribe by general law. 
 
  (d) The Council constitutes the “county board” of the County and the District 
constitutes a “special purpose district,” as such quoted terms are defined in the Code. 
 
  (e) Pursuant to Title 6, Chapter 11, Article 5, Code of Laws of South Carolina, 
1976, as amended (the “Code”), the county boards of all counties of the State of South Carolina 
wherein special purpose districts exist are empowered to authorize the governing body of such special 
purpose district to issue bonds of the special purpose district whose proceeds shall be used in 
furtherance of any power of the special purpose district. 
 
  (f) Pursuant to the Code the County Council is empowered to authorize the 
Commission of the District to issue bonds of the District whose proceeds shall be used in furtherance of 
any power of the District. 
 
  (g) The assessed value of all taxable property of the District as of June 30, 2011, is 
$1,010,034,191.  Eight percent of such assessed value is $80,802,735.  The general obligation debt 
outstanding of the District for computation purposes under Article X, Section 14, of the Constitution of 
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the State of South Carolina, 1895, as amended, is $35,375,000.  Thus, the District may incur 
$45,427,735 of general obligation debt within its applicable debt limitation. 
 
  (h) It is now in the best interest of the District for the Commission to provide for 
the issuance and sale of the Bonds of the District pursuant to the aforesaid provisions of the 
Constitution and laws of the State of South Carolina in the principal amount of not exceeding 
$5,000,000 (the “Bonds”), the proceeds of which will be used for capital expenses including capital 
maintenance, repair and replacement of facilities and equipment and costs of issuance of the Bonds. 
 
  (i) Prior to the enactment of this Ordinance, County Council shall hold a public 
hearing on the question of the issuance of the Bonds as required by Section 6-11-830, Code of Laws of 
South Carolina 1976 as amended. 
 
 SECTION 2.  Pursuant to the aforementioned constitutional and statutory provisions, the 
Commission, on behalf of the District, is hereby authorized to issue the Bonds in an aggregate amount 
not to exceed $5,000,000 in such amounts and at such times as the Commission shall determine; 
provided that this authorization is granted upon the condition that the Commission agrees that it will 
not issue Bonds in an amount that will require more than four mills of taxes to be levied and collected 
in any tax year for debt service on the existing debt of the District and the Bonds.  The Bonds may be 
issued in one or more series, in one or more years, with appropriate series designations.  The Bonds 
shall be dated, shall mature, shall be in such denomination, shall bear such interest, shall be subject to 
redemption, shall be executed and shall contain such other provisions as the Commission shall 
determine.  Prior to the issuance of a series of Bonds, the Commission may issue bond anticipation 
notes in anticipation of the receipt of proceeds of such Bonds. 
 
 SECTION 3.  No election shall be held as a condition to the issuance of the Bonds. 
 
 SECTION 4.  For the payment of the principal and interest on the Bonds as they respectively 
mature, and for the creation of such sinking fund as may be necessary to provide for the prompt 
payment thereof, the full faith, credit, taxing power and resources of the District shall be irrevocably 
pledged, and there shall be levied annually by the Auditor of Richland County and collected by the 
Treasurer of Richland County, in the same manner as county taxes are levied and collected, a tax 
without limit on all taxable property of the District sufficient to pay the principal and interest on the 
Bonds as they respectively mature and to create such sinking fund as may be necessary therefor. 
 
 SECTION 5.  The Commission is authorized to do all things necessary or convenient in 
accordance with applicable law to effect the issuance of the Bonds at such times as it deems necessary 
and in the interest of the District. 
 
 SECTION 6.  Following the enactment of this Ordinance, a Notice in substantially the form 
attached as Exhibit A shall be published in a newspaper of general circulation in the County for three 
successive weeks. 
 
 SECTION 7.  Miscellaneous.  All rules, regulations, resolutions and parts thereof, procedural or 
otherwise, in conflict herewith or the proceedings authorizing the issuance of the Bonds are, to the 
extent of such conflict, hereby repealed and this Ordinance shall take effect and be in full force from 
and after its adoption.   
 
 Enacted this _____ day of September, 2012. 
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      RICHLAND COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
 
      By: __________________________________ 
       Kelvin Washington, Chairman 
       Richland County Council 
(SEAL) 
 
ATTEST THIS _____ DAY OF  
__________________________, 2012: 
 
                                                   
Michelle Onley 
Interim Clerk of County Council 
 
RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE 
 
__________________________________ 
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only 
No Opinion Rendered As To Content 
 
Date of First Reading:     
Date of Second Reading:   
Publication of Notice of  
  Public Hearing:     
Date of Public Hearing:     
Date of Third Reading:     

Page 8 of 9
Attachment number 1

Item# 13

Page 135 of 154



 

 

EXHIBIT A 

 
FORM OF 

NOTICE PURSUANT TO 
SECTION 6-11-870, CODE OF LAWS 

OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 1976, AS AMENDED, 
OF APPROVAL BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL 

OF RICHLAND COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA 
OF THE ISSUANCE OF  

NOT EXCEEDING $5,000,000 GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS 
IN ONE OR MORE SERIES, ON ONE OR MORE YEARS 

OF THE RECREATION DISTRICT OF RICHLAND COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
 The County Council caused the required notice to be published in a newspaper of general 
circulation in Richland County and on __________, held a public hearing in Council Chambers, Richland 
County Administration Building, 2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, South Carolina 29201, on the question 
of the issuance of the Bonds.  The hearing was conducted publicly and both proponents and opponents 
were given full opportunity to be heard. 
 
 The Bonds will be issued at such time as the Commission determines.  For the payment of the 
principal and interest on the Bonds as they respectively mature and for the creation of such sinking fund as 
may be necessary to provide for the prompt payment thereof, the full faith, credit, taxing power and 
resources of the District shall be irrevocably pledged, and there shall be levied and collected annually upon 
all taxable property of the District a tax, without limitation as to rate or amount, sufficient for such 
purposes. 
 
 County Council determined that no election shall be ordered in the District upon the question of 
the issuance of the Bonds. 
 
 Any person affected by the action of the County Council 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. 
                                                                                    
      Chairman, County Council of Richland County,  
      South Carolina 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Kingville Historical Society Funding Request [PAGES 138-141]

 

Reviews

Item# 14
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Kingville Historical Foundation Funding Request 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a request to allocate $20,000 to the Kingville Historical 
Foundation.   

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
During the June 19, 2012 County Council meeting Chairman Kelvin Washington brought 
forward the following motion: 
 

Kingville Historical $20,000 Funding Request 

 
This motion was forwarded to the July A&F Committee meeting.  If approved, these funds will 
be allocated in addition to the $20,000 in Hospitality Tax funds awarded to Kingville Historical 
Foundation through the FY13 budget process. 
 
FY13 is the first year that Kingville Historical Foundation has been eligible to apply to H-Tax 
funds.  They were previously funded under the SERCO.  
 
At the January 10, 2012 meeting, County Council voted to make changes to the Hospitality Tax 
program.  One of these changes included the following language: 
1. Reduce Out of Cycle Funding Requests - Funding organizations that do not go through the 
grant process is not fair to the organizations that put in the time and effort to apply each cycle.  
Many organizations do not receive funding because there are not enough funds to go around in 
the Round 1 grant cycle.   

 
a) No applications/requests will be reviewed between grant periods – Mrs. Kennedy will 

present a Friendly Amendment to the rule that was voted on in May 2011 stemming from 
the motion made by Mrs. Kennedy and Mr. Jeter regarding late and incomplete applications.   

b) County Council continue to be allotted discretionary H-Tax funds during the budget process 
that can be used during the year for special funding requests that come up outside of the 
grant process.  In FY 12, this amount was $25,000.  Organizations receiving these funds 
must be eligible H-Tax organizations, submit a budget and submit a marketing plan that 
demonstrates how their program/project will draw tourists into the County.  Organizations 
receiving these funds cannot be H-Tax grantees coming back to the table for additional 
funding in the same fiscal year.   

 

C. Financial Impact 

Allocating an additional $20,000 to this organization will cause a financial impact and may 
require a budget amendment.  A source of funding will need to be identified.   

 

D. Alternatives 
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1. Approve the request to allocate an additional $20,000 to the Kingville Historical 
Foundation. 

2. Do not approve the request to allocate an additional $20,000 to the Kingville Historical 
Foundation. 
 

 

E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that Council approve the request to fund Kingville Historical Foundation at 

$20,000. 

 

Recommended by: Kelvin Washington Department: County Council Date: June 21, 2012 
 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 7/17/12    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

  
All funding appropriations are at the discretion of Council.  The recommendation above 
is not based on the merits of the specific program but on observations of the 
program/fund: 
 
Program – as stated in the background section 
- The Hospitality Tax guidelines encourage the County to reduce the “out of cycle” 
funding request   
- Since the request is “out of cycle” it would not go through the same competitive 
evaluation process conducted by the Hospitality Tax committee during the budget 
process 
- The guidelines discourage organizations receiving an H-tax appropriation from coming 
back for additional funding in the same fiscal year.   
 
 
Fund financial position – continued erosion of available fund balance 
- Council approved additional agency funding for FY13 that required the use of $1.3m 

of Hospitality Tax fund balance   
- The estimated available Hospitality fund balance at 6/30/12 is approximately $300k 

 
Therefore the recommendation would be for the request to be considered during the 
FY14 budget development 

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 7/23/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 7/23/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
Seeing that the organization has received an H-Tax allocation for FY13, a different 
funding source would need to be identified for this additional request.  Kingville applied 
for H-Tax funding and received a $20,000 allocation through the FY13 budget process.   

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 7/23/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion; 
however, this funding appears to be inconsistent with Council’s stated H-Tax policy.  
Again, this is a policy decision, not a legal one. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  7/27/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  It is at the Council’s discretion to provide, or not 
provide, additional funding to the Kingville Historical Foundation.  I would reiterate, 
however, the points made above by reviewing staff members: 
 

• This is an “out of cycle” funding request. 

• The funding request appears to be inconsistent with the Hospitality Tax policy, 
which provides that agencies funded through H-Tax during the budget process will 
not be awarded additional H-Tax funds, outside of the budget process, during the 
same fiscal year.  An alternative funding source, therefore, would need to be 
identified. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Lower Richland PTSA/Diamond Day Festival Funding Request 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a request to allocate $10,150 in Hospitality Tax funds to 
the Lower Richland PTSA’s Diamond Day Festival.   

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
During the June 19, 2012 County Council meeting Councilman Norman Jackson brought 
forward the following motion: 
 

During the budget there was a misunderstanding about Lower Richland PTSA.  It is 

actually the Lower Richland Diamond Day Festival which is the largest event in Lower 

Richland funding by the County at Lower Richland High School.  Diamond Day was 

always funded at a minimum $15,000 and only received $4,850.  I move that Lower 

Richland Diamond Day Festival receive additional $10,150 from the $25,000 set aside 

for additional funding since Council decided to eliminate the second round of funding.   

 
This motion was forwarded to the July A&F Committee meeting.  If approved, these funds will 
be allocated in addition to the $4,978 in Hospitality Tax funds awarded to the Lower Richland 
PTSA through the FY13 budget process. 
 
Richland County previously funded the Diamond Day Festival with Hospitality Tax dollars in 
the following amounts: 

• FY10 $17,998 

• FY11 $10,000 

• FY12 $16,502 

• FY13 $  4,978 
 
At the January 10, 2012 meeting, County Council voted to make changes to the Hospitality Tax 
program.  One of these changes included the following language: 
1. Reduce Out of Cycle Funding Requests - Funding organizations that do not go through the 
grant process is not fair to the organizations that put in the time and effort to apply each cycle.  
Many organizations do not receive funding because there are not enough funds to go around in 
the Round 1 grant cycle.   

 
a) No applications/requests will be reviewed between grant periods – Mrs. Kennedy will 

present a Friendly Amendment to the rule that was voted on in May 2011 stemming from 
the motion made by Mrs. Kennedy and Mr. Jeter regarding late and incomplete applications.   

b) County Council continue to be allotted discretionary H-Tax funds during the budget process 
that can be used during the year for special funding requests that come up outside of the 
grant process.  In FY 12, this amount was $25,000.  Organizations receiving these funds 
must be eligible H-Tax organizations, submit a budget and submit a marketing plan that 
demonstrates how their program/project will draw tourists into the County.  Organizations 
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receiving these funds cannot be H-Tax grantees coming back to the table for additional 
funding in the same fiscal year.   

 

C. Financial Impact 

 
Allocating an additional $10,150 to this organization will cause a financial impact and may 
require a budget amendment.   

 

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the request to allocate an additional $10,150 in Hospitality funds to the Lower 
Richland PTSA’s Diamond Day Festival. 

2. Do not approve the request to allocate an additional $10,150 in Hospitality funds to the 
Lower Richland PTSA’s Diamond Day Festival. 

3. Identify an alternate funding source for the additional $10,150 to the Lower Richland 
PTSA’s Diamond Day Festival. 
 

E. Recommendation 

 
1. It is recommended that Council approve the request to fund an additional $10,150 to the Lower 

Richland PTSA’s Diamond Day Festival. 
 

Recommended by: Norman Jackson Department: County Council Date: June 21, 2012 
 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  7/10/12   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

  
Specific agency funding is an item for Council discretion.  Approval of alternative one, 
using a portion of the $25k council discretionary dollars would not require a budget 
amendment however this would be considered an “out of cycle” funding request.  If 
Council approves alternative three, a funding source would need to be identified and 
depending on the source may require a budget amendment.   

   

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Discretionary funds allocation is not 

covered under the County Procurement Process. 
 

Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: July 11, 2012 
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 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: The decision to fund this organization up to 
Council discretion. The organization received an H-Tax allocation for FY13 and 
according to rules passed by Council in January 2012 a different funding source would 
need to be identified for this additional request.  Lower Richland PTSA applied for H-
Tax funding and received a $4,978 recommendation from the H-Tax Committee and this 
recommendation was passed through the FY13 budget process.   

 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 7/11/12 
 � 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:  7/27/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  It is at the Council’s discretion to provide, or not 
provide, additional funding for the Diamond Day Festival.  I would reiterate, however, 
the points made above by reviewing staff members: 
 

• This is an “out of cycle” funding request. 

• The funding request appears to be inconsistent with the Hospitality Tax policy, 
which provides that agencies funded through H-Tax during the budget process will 
not be awarded additional H-Tax funds, outside of the budget process, during the 
same fiscal year.  An alternative funding source, therefore, would need to be 
identified. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Regional Sustainability Plan 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve the Regional Sustainability Plan.   
 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
In 2009, the Department of Energy awarded Lexington and Richland Counties and the City of 
Columbia in the Central Midlands of South Carolina with Energy Efficiency and Conservation 
Block Grant (EECBG) funds. There are needs to conserve energy and reduce greenhouse 
emissions, while achieving additional environmental, economic, and community benefits in the 
Midlands region including urban, suburban, and rural areas.   Towards that end, Lexington and 
Richland Counties discussed using these funds from their EECBG allocations to create a 
Regional Sustainability Plan that would be used as a guide in tackling sustainability issues that 
affect the Central Midlands Region.  The Counties brought the City of Columbia into the 
discussions, but the City opted out financially, choosing to spend their EECBG funds on other 
projects.   

 
A partnership was formed between the two Counties who each allocated $100,000 to launch a 
new sustainability effort that would provide an opportunity to establish a community consensus 
to identify and prioritize environmental issues that would develop a comprehensive, strategic 
sustainability plan for the Midlands Region.  The Counties contracted with the Central Midlands 
Council of Governments to coordinate the project.  This contract was approved by Richland 
County Council on October 5, 2010.  
 
Because more could be accomplished through a concerted effort, the City of Columbia was 
asked to assist with this process, bringing with them valued experience in sustainability areas.  
The result was the Central Midlands Regional Sustainability Plan, South Carolina’s first plan to 
focus on regional sustainability. This Plan will be a model for capacity building among local 
agencies and reflect partnerships across multiple stakeholder groups such as state and local 
government agencies, utilities, environmental groups, neighborhoods and community groups 
throughout our region to collectively work to ensure the creation, implementation, and 
maintenance of a Midlands Regional Sustainability Plan. 
 
The COG and a Plan Steering Committee, comprised of representatives from each local 
government, worked to select the Cadmus Consulting Group, Inc who partnered with ADCO 
and Genesis to navigate the committee through the plan’s development.  All parties worked 
from June 2011 to June 2012 to come up with the final draft of the Regional Sustainability Plan.   
 
This plan is a 160 page document that includes detailed statistical information and 
recommendations for tackling sustainability and environmental issues in the following areas: 

o Energy Efficiency and Conservation 
o Land Use and Transportation   
o Water 
o Solid waste and Recycling 
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o Purchasing  
o Renewable Energy 
o Economic Development and the Green Economy 

 
An executive summary, attached, was also developed.   
 
Once approved by each local government, the Steering Committee will expand, adding members 
from corporations, nonprofits, and the general public who will work to identify key goals for the 
region to work on each year, while each individual partner will focus on the plan internally, 
determining individual goals and projects.  The Steering Committee will use the plan as a guide to 
educate the general public as well, seeing that success in tackling all sustainable issues lies with 
everyone who lives and works within the Central Midlands Region. 
 

C. Financial Impact 

 
There is no financial impact associated with the adoption of the plan itself.  The plan was paid 
for using funds from the EECBG stimulus grant.  Costs may be associated with implementing 
some of the recommendations in the plan. Any associated costs will be brought to Council’s 
attention. 

 

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the Regional Sustainability Plan as presented. 
2. Approve the Regional Sustainability Plan as amended. 

 

E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that Council approve the Regional Sustainability Plan as presented. 
 

Recommended by: Anna Lange Department: Sustainability Coordinator    Date: July 10, 2012 
 

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

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  7/16/12   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 7/17/12 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 7/18/12 
 � 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:  Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  July 18, 2012 
 �Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: It is recommended that Council approve the 
Sustainability Plan as presented.   
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