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CALL TO ORDER

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

 1. Regular Session: March 26, 2013 [PAGES 3-6] 
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County staff present [PAGES 7-9] 
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 4. Request funds to purchase 12 1/2 acres of land adjacent to Friarsgate Park in District 1 [PAGES 13-

27] 

 

 5. Richland County Sheriff’s Department Sole Source Purchase iRobot PackBot [PAGES 28-32]
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MINUTES OF  
     

 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, MARCH 26, 2013 
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:  Joyce Dickerson 
Member: Damon Jeter 
Member: Paul Livingston 
Member: Greg Pearce 
Member: Torrey Rush 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  Kelvin E. Washington, Sr., Bill Malinowski, Seth Rose, Julie-Ann Dixon, 
Norman Jackson, Tony McDonald, Sparty Hammett, Roxanne Ancheta, Brad Farrar, Amelia 
Linder, Justine Jones, Stephany Snowden, John Hixon, Bill Peters, Nancy Stone-Collum, 
Rodolfo Callwood, Monique Walters 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

 
The meeting started at approximately 6:03 p.m. 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
February 26, 2013 (Regular Session) – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Rush, to approve 
the minutes as distributed.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 

Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to adopt the agenda as published.  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
 

ITEMS FOR ACTION 
 

Bailey Bill Provisions Comparison of Richland County and City of Columbia – Mr. 
Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to forward to Council a recommendation to amend 
the County’s Bailey Bill ordinance to be consistent with the 2010 amendments to the SC Code  
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
March 26, 2013 
Page Two 
 
 
of Laws; (2) amend the County’s Bailey Bill ordinance to be consistent with the City of 
Columbia’s ordinance; (3) discontinue the current practice of processing applications for 
properties that are located in, and have been approved by, the City of Columbia; and (4) 
promote the benefits of the Bailey Bill to residents and businesses, so as to encourage the 
renovation and preservation of historic properties.  
 
Mr. Rush made a friendly amendment to add the retroactive language back into the ordinance. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Department of Public Works: Purchase of Tri-Axle Dump Truck – Mr. Pearce moved, 
seconded by Mr. Livingston, to forward to Council with a recommendation to approve the 
request to purchase the Tri-Axle Dump truck for the asphalt paving crew.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
Contract Approval with Palmetto Posting, Inc. – Mr. Jeter moved, seconded by Mr. 
Livingston, to forward to Council with a recommendation to approve the request for the County 
to enter into a contract with Palmetto Posting, Inc., at rate and cost estimates provided, for the 
purpose of posting of property in Richland County on which delinquent ad valorem property 
taxes are due.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Authorization to Increase the FY13 Iron Mountain Purchase Order Over $100,000 – Mr. 
Livingston moved, seconded Mr. Pearce, to forward to Council with a recommendation to 
approve the request to grant authorization to increase the Iron Mountain blanket purchase order 
to a maximum limit of $183,000, which is over the current $100,000 authorized limit.  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
 
SC 2013 Legislative Exchange Program Funding Request – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded 
Mr. Jeter, to forward to Council a recommendation to allocate $5,000 to the SC Legislative 
Exchange Program.  The motion failed. 
 
Mr. Livingston made a substitute motion, seconded by Mr. Rush, to forward this item to Council 
without a recommendation.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Town of Eastover’s 35th Annual Barbeque Festival Funding Request – Mr. Pearce moved, 
seconded by Mr. Jeter, to forward this item to Council without a recommendation.  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
 
Columbia’s First HipHop Family Day: Love, Peace & HipHop Funding Request – Mr. 
Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Rush, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation 
for denial.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Force Main Replacement Funding Request – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, 
to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve the request to allow East 
Richland County Public Service District to issue up to $10 million in general obligation bond 
funding to replace the mains.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
March 26, 2013 
Page Three 
 
 
Modifying Lease Agreement with Palmetto Health – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. 
Pearce, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve the request to initiate 
a change in the Agreement to help support a new patient load at Eau Claire Health Cooperative.  
The vote in favor was unanimous with Mr. Jeter abstaining. 
 
Proposed Legislation to Increase SC Gas Taxes – Mr. Livingston made a motion to forward 
to Council a recommendation to approve the adoption of a resolution that supports the State of 
South Carolina’s proposed increase in gas taxes.  The motion died for lack of a second. 
 
Election Commission Funding Request: Richland School District One Special Election – 
Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation to instruct staff to draft a letter of explanation to Richland School District One.  
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:55 p.m. 
 
        Submitted by, 
 
        Joyce Dickerson, Chair 
The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Staff Access to Meetings Held by Agencies 

Funded by Richland County 

 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to provide direction regarding how to initiate open access for 

Richland County staff to attend budget-related meetings, as needed, for all agencies that receive 

County funding. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

At the April 2, 2013 Council meeting, Councilman Jackson submitted the following motion:  

 

“Agencies funded by Richland County discussing budgetary decisions are subject to have 

Richland County staff present.” 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

This motion was referred to the A&F Committee at the April 2, 2013 Council Meeting. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact associated with this request. 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to provide direction regarding how to initiate open access for Richland 

County staff to attend budget-related meetings, as needed, for all agencies that receive 

County funding. 

2. Do not approve the request to provide direction regarding how to initiate open access for 

Richland County staff to attend budget-related meetings, as needed, for all agencies that 

receive County funding. 

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to provide direction regarding how to 

initiate open access for Richland County staff to attend budget-related meetings, as needed, for 

all agencies that receive County funding. 

 

Recommended by: Hon. Norman Jackson  Department: County Council   Date: 4/5/13 

 

G. Reviews 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 4/15/13    

� Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

 The request seems to be consistent with the County’s transparency initiatives. 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 4/15/13 
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 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  As this is only a preliminary request for 

direction, it is a policy decision left to Council’s discretion.   

 

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald   Date:  4/15/13 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval of the concept, but would 

suggest that attendance at agency budget meetings by County staff only occur on an as 

needed basis.  To try to attend all such meetings would be overwhelming to the staff and 

would consume more time than is practical. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Budget Increase for the Legal Department  
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a budget increase for the Legal Department in the 
amount of $324,000, which will go to the Professional Services line to pay for excessive costs 
related to the November 2012 general election and the Columbia Venture trial.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

This budget amendment request is based on two major events during the FY2012-2013 fiscal 
year: the problematic November 2012 general election and the trial of the Columbia Venture 
lawsuit, as well as several smaller unexpected expenses. 
 
As you know, even though the County has no control over the hiring of the Elections Director, 
nor any control over the conduct of such elections, the County is required to fund the costs for 
all election staff and activities.  Along with that requirement, the County Attorney’s office is 
required to provide legal counsel for the Richland County Election Commission and the Board 
of Elections and Voter Registration.  Again, as you all know, the election did not go smoothly, 
resulting in three separate lawsuits:  one at the circuit court level attempting to stop the 
canvassing of the votes and place the counting in the hands of SLED and the State Election 
Commission; one at the South Carolina Supreme Court contesting the right of the circuit court 
and the State Election Commission to intervene in the canvassing; and one also at the South 
Carolina Supreme Court (after beginning at the Richland County Election Commission and at 
the State Election Commission) protesting the passage of the Transportation Penny Sales Tax, 
with such protest being based on a violation of state law as it relates to the number of voting 
machines at each precinct. 
 
The County was successful in each of these lawsuits, but not without excessive added expenses 
that the County Attorney’s budget was not funded adequately to absorb.  Given the complexities 
of the election issues and the different persons/parties involved, it was necessary to authorize 
two different outside attorneys with election specialties to help resolve the issues.  On the issue 
of the Transportation Penny Sales Tax, the County enlisted the services of another election 
expert attorney to intervene in the protest and protect the County’s interests.  Again, the County 
was successful in each of these cases; however, the cost of success has been substantial. 
 
The second event precipitating the necessity of this budget amendment was the long awaited 
trial of the Columbia Venture lawsuit.  While, again, we earned a victory at the circuit court 
level, the costs accrued quickly.  The trial, which required the services of a special referee, was 
expected to last 5 days, but turned into a 14 day ordeal.  The financial impact of that extended 
time frame was substantial, with the County being required to pay not only its own counsel, but 
half of the fee for the special referee. 
 
Along with the two major events, the department was asked to provide the funding for Franklin 
Lee’s work in rewriting portions of the Procurement Code.  Additionally, the Probate Court was 
uncharacteristically sued twice and required specialized outside counsel. 
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The County has had much recent legal success, but the cost for such has not been insignificant.  
In order to pay the professional services fees outlined above, the County Attorney’s Office is 
requesting a budget amendment of $324,000. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

There is no legislative history associated with this request.  Council has been briefed about these 
expenses previously. 
 

D. Financial Impact 

Approval of the budget amendment will require $324,000 be moved from the General Fund to 
the Legal Department budget. 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the budget amendment request. 
2. Do not approve the budget amendment request, which would mean that the Legal 

Department would not be able to pay for the Professional Services outlined above. 
 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the budget amendment request. 
 

Recommended by: Larry C. Smith Department: Legal  Date: April 1, 2013 
 

G. Reviews 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  4/8/13   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
 � Recommend Council discretion 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Request is an operational funding decision and is at the discretion of Council.  Approval 
as requested would require a budget amendment and public hearing.    

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 4/8/13 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:   
 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  4/15/13 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval, with funding to come 
from the General Fund fund balance.  Also recommend that we pursue reimbursement 
from the State, particularly for those costs associated with the election, to the extent 
possible. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Purchase of 12.5 Acres of Land Adjacent to Friarsgate Park 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to provide direction as it relates to the motion by Mr. Malinowski 
regarding the purchase of 12.5 acres of land adjacent to Friarsgate Park. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

At the April 2, 2013 Council Meeting, Councilman Malinowski made the following motion, 
which was forwarded to the D&S Committee: 
 

James Brown, III, Executive Director, Richland County Recreation Commission, 
advised they have obtained approval from their Board of Commissioners to 
request funds to purchase 12.5 acres of land adjacent to Friarsgate Park in District 
1.  Currently, Friarsgate Park can no longer handle the volume of youth activities 
taking place there and is at the point of turning them away. 

 
District 1 was allotted less than 1% of the funding from the $50 million 
Recreation Bond Referendum (.00078% to be exact).  The purchase price for the 
land including closing will be $520,000.00.   
 
Based on the above, I am submitting the following motion:  Request funding 
during the upcoming budget meetings to authorize the Richland County 
Recreation Commission to purchase 12.5 acres of land adjacent to Friarsgate Park 
in the amount of $520,000. 

   
Per a conversation with the Richland County Recreation Commission [RCRC], when the $50M 
Bond was approved in 2008, $300,000 was appropriated for the purchase of this property.  [The 
original $50M Bond Ordinance, including the projects list, is attached for your convenience, as 
is the most recent $50M Bond update from the RCRC.]  However, since that time, the 
landowner passed away, and his children assumed ownership of the property.  The change in 
ownership brought a substantial increase in the price of the property, and the purchase of the 
property was abandoned. 
 
The $300,000 appropriated in the bond for the purchase of this property was approved to be 
used for alternate purposes, including upgrades to the facility (new kitchen, etc.), additional 
baseball fields, a batting cage, etc.   
 
Mr. Malinowski’s motion requests that this potential purchase be taken up during the upcoming 
budget meetings.  The budget work sessions begin May 7, 2013.  If approved, staff would add 
this item to the Motions List to be voted on by Council. 
 
Council’s direction regarding this item is requested. 

   

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

Councilman Malinowski made the motion at the April 2, 2013 Council Meeting.   
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D. Financial Impact 

There would be a $520,000 impact if Council approves this purchase.  At this time, funds have 
not been identified for this purpose.  

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve Mr. Malinowski’s motion to request funding for this purchase during the budget 
work sessions.  If approved, staff would add this item to the Motions List to be voted on by 
Council. 
 

2. Do not approve Mr. Malinowski’s motion to request funding for this purchase during the 
budget work sessions.   

 

F. Recommendation 

Request funding during the upcoming budget meetings to authorize the Richland County 
Recreation Commission to purchase 12.5 acres of land adjacent to Friarsgate Park in the amount 
of $520,000. 
 

Recommended by: Councilman Malinowski Date:  April 2, 2013 Council Meeting 
 

G. Reviews 
Finance 

Reviewed by:  Daniel Driggers   Date:  4/17/13   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Recommend Council discretion 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

ROA is a request for Council to consider a project funding during the FY14 budget process 
and is consistent with the historical budget practices utilized by Council.  As a practice any 
one Council Member has the ability to add an item to the motion list to be considered during 
the budget discussions therefore approval would be consistent with past practices.  The one 
caveat is that a funding source is required to be identified prior to adding to the list in order 
to ensure it is reviewed during the appropriate discussion. 
 
It is also recommended that Council consider the following other items prior to approval: 
- It would be a recommendation that Council obtain an appraisal prior to approving a 

purchase price. 
- Since the project was approved in the original bond and subsequently redirected to 

renovation and upgrading existing facility, was there any discussion at that time about 
funding this project in the future?   

- As a funding source, it may be beneficial for Council to have discussions with the 
Recreation Commission to determine if available funds can be identified within the 
unspent bond proceeds either due to other project changes, savings realized due to lower 
project cost since 2008, or interest earned on the proceeds during the project. 

- Recently the Recreation Commission has requested Council to consider a change in 
funding strategy to cover an annual recurring shortfall of approximately $1m.  At this 
point, I don’t believe that Council has acted on this item.  During the discussion it was 
communicated by the Recreation Commission that this, in part, may create a situation 
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where new facilities are constructed but can’t open due to the inability to fund operating 
cost.  Therefore Council should consider 

o Is this the appropriate time to fund additional capital cost before a resolution is 
reached on funding the operating cost for existing approved facilities? 

o If the additional $520,000 is approved for a capital expansion, what would be the 
additional annual operating cost required for the Commission once acquired for 
development, maintenance, and usage?  How would the incremental cost be 
addressed?   

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 4/17/13 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  4/18/13 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend that this item be discussed during 
the FY 14 budget process, as requested in the motion. 
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BOND CONSTRUCTION UPDATE 

Richland County Recreation Commission 

April 15, 2013 

 

PHASE ONE PROJECTS 
 

I. First Project Grouping - Playground Equipment (Bid Package A) 

 

� New Modular Playground Systems have been installed at 7 park sites. (Olympia, 
Meadowlake, Summerhill, Cross Roads, North Springs, Friarsgate, Garners Ferry Parks). 
Complete. 

 

II. Second Project Grouping (Bid Package B & E involving fencing, lighting, irrigation and 

outdoor restrooms)  

 

� (Package B – Athletic Field Fencing has been installed @ 6 parks. (Eastover, Caughman 
Road, Bluff Road, Hopkins, Killian and Trenholm Parks) Complete. 

� (Package E- Field Fencing/Irrigation @ 4 parks). Athletic field fencing (Crossroads and 
Blythewood Parks). Irrigation systems (Blythewood Park, North Springs Park and 
Meadowlake Park). Crossroads Park Baseball Field lighting. Blythewood Park Baseball 
Field lighting. Complete. 

 

III. Restrooms/Picnic Shelter/Racquetball Court Renovations (Bid Package C) 
 

� Three new outdoor restrooms are complete. (Eastover, Caughman Road and St. 
Andrews)  

� Picnic Shelter with tables is complete (Hopkins Park).  
� Racquetball Court renovations. Meadowlake, Friarsgate, North Springs and Caughman 

Road Parks are complete. 
 

IV. Tennis Center Building Replacement (Bid Package D) 

 

� Building is complete 
 

V. Polo Road Park Improvements (Bid Package G involving irrigation, fencing, paving, 

landscaping, storm drainage and outdoor restroom) 

 
� Fencing is complete on fields #1, #2, #3, #4, #5, #6 and #7. 
� Irrigation systems are complete on fields #1, #2, #3, #4, #5, #6 and #7.  
� Variable Frequency Drives and Irrigation Timers are complete.  
� Parking Lot #1 (Soccer Complex). complete. 
� Parking Lot #3 (Baseball Field). complete. 

� Parking Lot #4 (Football Field) – complete. 
� Outdoor Restroom is complete. 
� Project is complete. 

 

VI. Cross Roads-Community Center (Phase I- Bid Package F) 

 
� Project is complete. 
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VII. St. Andrews Park-Recreation Center/Pool (Phase I- Bid Package H) 

 
� Project is complete. 

 
VIII. Bluff Road Park –Recreation Center(Phase I- Bid Package I) 

 

� Waiting as built drawings from LCM Design Group. 
 

 
PHASE TWO PROJECTS 

  

I. Crane Creek - Gymnasium (Project Grouping A)  

 

� Complete. 
 

II. Garners Ferry - Technology Center (Project Grouping A)  

 

� Working on final punch list items. 
� Building signage was re-ordered due to incorrect size for building. 

 

III. Kelly Mill – Soccer Fields, Baseball Field, Trail, Parking (Project Grouping A) 

 

� Construction Management has developed cost estimates for site work, buildings, fencing, 
irrigation, site lighting and storm drainage.  

� Construction Management is currently working to develop landscaping and retention wall 
pre-design/costs. 

� Architect has refined design drawings for central tower to house press boxes, restrooms, 
concessions, etc.  

                        
IV. Meadowlake Park – Baseball Field Improvements (Project Grouping A) 

 

� Complete.  
 

V. Polo Road – Tennis Courts (Project Grouping A) 

 

� Project is awaiting delivery of light poles and fixtures. 
 
VI. Garners Ferry – Adult Activity Center (Phase II- Project Grouping B) 

 

� Working on final punch list items. 
� Working on final irrigation and sod installation. 

 

VII. Parklane Road Property – RCRC Administrative Offices (Project Grouping B) 

 

� Final punchlist being developed by Architect. 
� Final irrigation and sod installation underway . 
� Final landscaping in progress. 
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    PHASE THREE PROJECTS 

            
A mandatory Request for Qualifications/Construction Management Services pre-submittal meeting was held 
on February 12, 2013 for the phase three projects.  
 
Construction Management Services RFQs were submitted February 26, 2013 by firms interested in the Phase 
Three Projects. 
 
February 28, 2013 the RCRC AD-HOC Committee reviewed all RFQ’s to check for responsiveness and to 
insure qualification evaluation criteria was met. 
 
March 14,  2013 the Richland County AD-HOC Committee Members reviewed the responsive RFQ’s and 
submitted their evaluations of the Construction Management Services Firms to the Director of Procurement. 
 
March 21, 2013 RCRC AD-Hoc Committee received results from evaluations submitted on March 14, 2013 
and selected three Firms to be interviewed. 
 
April 11, 2013 RCRC AD-Hoc Committee is scheduled to conduct interviews for Construction Management 
Services for Firms selected to be interviewed. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Richland County Sheriff’s Department Sole Source Purchase 
iRobot PackBot 

 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a sole source purchase in the amount of $138,839 for 
one (1) iRobot PackBot robot platform for the Sheriff’s Department Bomb Squad. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

The Richland County Sheriff’s Department received grant funds (grant numbers 4864900 and 
4867600) through the Homeland Security Grant Program, administered by the South Carolina 
Law Enforcement Division, to purchase a robotic platform for explosive remediation and 
tactical operations. The system selected for purchase is the iRobot PackBot platform. This 
system is a small size robotic platform that is available exclusively through iRobot, its designer 
and manufacturer.  This system is used exclusively for ordinance disposal training by the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation at the Hazardous Devices School and is the robotic platform 
that RCSD Bomb Squad members are trained to use. 
 
Because of the highly technical nature of this equipment, it is critical that officers are 
thoroughly trained in its safe operation.  The request to make a sole source purchase was made 
to the Homeland Security Grants Office, per grant terms and conditions and was approved April 
4, 2013. Copies of this approval and the request are attached. Richland County Sole Source 
paperwork is attached as well. 
 
Grant funds were approved by County Council during the FY12 budget process. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

 
o June 2010 – County Council approved grant funds for the Homeland Security Grant 

(4867600) 
o June 2012 – County Council approved grant funds for the Homeland Security Grant 

(4864900). 
o On April 17, 2013, Administration requested the Sheriff’s Department prepare a 

Request of Action to provide Council with the necessary information regarding this 
purchase. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

 
iRobot PackBot system $129,757 
Tax $ 9,082 

Total  $138,839 

 
This item will be purchased through grant account 1200992020 4867600 ($56,796) - NIMS 
Type I SWAT Team FY10 and 1200992020 4864900 ($82,043) - NIMS Type I SWAT Team 
FY12.  Any future maintenance costs will be requested through the RCSD budget. 
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E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to purchase the iRobot PackBot. 
 
2. Do not approve the request for purchase the iRobot PackBot and the RCSD Bomb Squad 

will not possess the equipment they have been trained to use in ordinance disposal, thus 
jeopardizing officer and community safety. 

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to make the sole source purchase of the 
iRobot PackBot system for the RCSD Bomb Squad. This item will enhance the efforts of the 
Squad to identify and safety dispose of potential explosive devices in Richland County. 
 

Recommended by: Stephen Birnie, Deputy Chief  Department: Sheriff   Date: April 17, 2013 
 

G. Reviews 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  4/17/13   
� Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
 Recommendation is based on grant funds are available as stated. 
 

Procurement 

Reviewed by: Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 4/17/13 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Grants 

Reviewed by: Sara Salley    Date: 4/18/13 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 4/18/13 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  4/18/13 
� Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Richland County Treasurer’s Office:  Purchase of OPEX-AS3690 Scanner, 
 RTLFiRST Software, Maintenance and Installation for Lockbox Services 

 

A. Purpose 

The Richland County Treasurer requires a payment processing station to replace expensive and 
changing banking lockbox services, and has identified a used piece of equipment meeting our 
requirements at a deeply discounted cost.  The purchase of the requested equipment will require 
an Ordinance Amending the Fiscal Year 2012-2013 General Fund Annual Budget to appropriate 
$63,801.00 of General Fund Undesignated Fund Balance to the Treasurer’s Office. 

 

B. Background / Discussion  

The Richland County Treasurer’s Office intends to process all tax payments internally using the 
OPEX-AS3690 to replace our banking lockbox agreement which currently processes 
approximately 1/3 of Richland County’s property tax payments.  The Treasurer’s Office intends 
to increase efficiency, reduce risk, and reduce costs by handling all payments in a single 
location with this new equipment. 
 

The Treasurer’s Office has recently been notified that Banking lockbox services will cease in 
the Midlands with our current provider on April 19, 2013.  At that time, Richland County tax 
payments will be transported to Atlanta to be processed, and any payments that cannot be 
handled by the bank will have to be transported back to Columbia to be processed by the 
Treasurer’s Office.  The new arrangement will delay the processing of tax payments by at least 
one (1) day. 
 

In an effort to quickly find a remedy, the Richland County Treasurer’s Office contacted a 
vendor it had previously worked with to evaluate the changing situation.  This type of 
equipment is used to process payments for Colonial Life, SCE&G, Blue Cross Blue Shield, 
along with other notable large business interests both locally and nationally.  This conversation 
yielded a price quote for a new OPEX station (See Attachment 2) of $115,983. 

 

When it became clear that the banking lockbox agreement would change immediately, the 
Treasurer’s Office found out that a similar used piece of equipment would be available for 90 
days for a cost of $15,000 plus set-up costs (See the Financial Impact Section, Item D, within) 
totaling $63,801.00. 

 

The Treasurer’s Office, and Richland County, has paid $130,677.14 over the last three years in 
banking lockbox fees.  It is anticipated that, by bringing this service in-house, the County will 
save $25,000 per year ($40,000 bank fees vs. $15,000 annual maintenance) to recoup this 
investment in just over two years.  
 

In ten years of service, the Richland County Treasurer has only asked for one prior budget 
amendment which was also for an emergency situation. 
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C. Legislative / Chronological History 

There is no legislative history. 
 

D. Financial Impact 

Total cost for budget amendment $63,801.00.  (See Attachment 1 Sole Source) 
 

RT Lawrence Corp. 
 

One Time Hardware Cost  Price Maint.   

OPX-AS3690 OPEX AS3690 Scanner  1 $15,000    

Opex Disassembly, Packing, Assembly and 

Installation 

 $3,459  
  

Shipping  $982    

Hardware Sub-total  $19,441    

RTLFiRST Software Sub-total:  $29,250    

RTL Services Sub-total  $9,600    

Initial Discount  -$2,500    

Travel Expenses   $1,988    

TOTAL  $57,779   +tax 

=$62,401.32 

      

Annual Maintenance Payment Terms    

  •  Prorated Support June 1, 2013 - July 1, 2013 Due at Date of 

Installation 

$1,296 + tax 

=$1,399.68 

      

  PROJECT  GRAND TOTAL                                                            

$63,801.00 

  

 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to purchase a used OPEX-AS3690 Scanner, RTLFiRST Software, 
Installation and Maintenance for Lockbox Services. 

2. Do not approve the request to purchase a used OPEX-AS3690 Scanner, RTLFiRST 
Software, installation and maintenance for Lockbox Services, which will result in the loss of 
timely processing of incoming tax payments and lockbox services being moved out-of-state.   

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to purchase a used OEPX-AS3690 Scanner, 
RTLFiRST Software, installation and maintenance for Lockbox Services. 
 

Recommended by:  Department:   Date: 
 David A. Adams  Richland County Treasurer 3-15-13 
 

G. Reviews 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  4/4/13   
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 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Recommendation supports the Richland County Treasurer’s program evaluation and 
funding is available in the fund balance.  Approval as requested would require three 
readings and a budget amendment. 

 

Procurement 

Reviewed by: Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 4/5/13 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 4/5/13 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  4/5/13 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Although a budget amendment will be required 
to fund the request, the cost will be recovered within two to three years due to savings in 
lockbox fees currently paid to the bank. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Reallocation of Appearance Commission funds for a grant to  
Columbia Green for Hilton Field Improvements, Ft. Jackson 

 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a FY13 budget amendment for the Appearance 
Commission to reallocate funds as a grant to Columbia Green for landscaping improvements at 
Hilton Field, on Ft. Jackson. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

During FY13, the Appearance Commission has been working cooperatively with Columbia 
Green and Ft. Jackson civilian staff to assist financially in certain appearance improvements to 
Hilton Field on Ft. Jackson. Hilton Field serves as the location for graduation ceremonies for 
recruits at the Fort. As such, it hosts approximately 200,000 out of town visitors annually. 
Hilton Field is currently undergoing a $1-2 million renovation including road paving, parking 
improvements, permanent restroom facilities, and construction of a landscaped flag promenade 
in front of the bleachers. A dramatic entrance feature, including a tank and sculpture, is also 
under construction with an allée of 300 live oak trees leading to the flag promenade. A 
schematic of the Hilton Field improvements is attached (see Appendix 1). 
 
In February, the Appearance Commission voted to allocate $5,000 to assist in this effort. More 
specifically, the $5,000 will be used to purchase and plant trees along the allée. Because the 
improvements to Hilton Field are being conducted by contractors overseen by the Department of 
Defense (DoD), it would be difficult for Richland County to select, hire and oversee a contractor 
on DoD property. Therefore, the Appearance Commission is requesting the reallocation of 
$5,000 for a grant to Columbia Green, a well-known not-for-profit concerned with improving 
the appearance of Columbia and Richland County, to conduct this effort. In addition, DoD must 
approve the $5,000 “gift” before the work can be conducted. Also attached is a letter from Kim 
Murphy, Chair of the Appearance Commission and Ann Holtschlag of Columbia Green to 
Colonel Michael Graese at Ft. Jackson making the gift offer (see Appendix 2).  DoD’s decision 
is expected in May 2013 and we are optimistic of its approval. 
 
If approved by Council, the Appearance Commission will enter into a grant agreement with 
Columbia Green describing the scope of the grant and period of performance. Columbia Green 
will make the tree purchases for planting at Hilton Field by the DoD contractors and Richland 
County will reimburse Columbia Green based on receipts submitted to Richland County staff. 
County staff will inspect the work prior to making any requested reimbursements to Columbia 
Green. This process is consistent with the administration of the Richland County Conservation 
Commission Grants program. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

This request was initiated by staff at the directive of the Appearance Commission and has no 
legislative history. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

A total of $5,000 of County funds will be used for this grant.   
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E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to reallocate $5,000 of Appearance Commission funds to a grant to 
Columbia Green for appearance improvements to Hilton Field on Ft. Jackson. If approved, a 
grant will provide the most straightforward vehicle to assist in the appearance improvements 
to Hilton Field. 

2. Do not approve the request to reallocate $5,000 of Appearance Commission funds to a grant 
to Columbia Green for appearance improvements to Hilton Field on Ft. Jackson. If the grant 
is not approved, County staff will need to follow the County procurement process and select 
and hire a landscape contractor. Staff and the contractor will then need to coordinate this 
effort with the DoD contractors which could prove problematic from both a scheduling and 
logistics perspective. 

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the above request. 
 

Recommended by: James B. Atkins Department: Conservation Date: April 5, 2013 
 

G. Reviews 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  4/4/13   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
 Recommendation based on Commission recommendation and funds are available as stated. 
 

Procurement 

Reviewed by: Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 4//5/13 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 4/16/13 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  4/16/13 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Budget and Distribution of Revenues for Sales and Use Tax (Transportation Penny)  
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is being asked to adopt an ordinance approving a budget for and the distribution 
of the revenues from the one percent (1%) sales and use tax (Transportation Penny) for 
transportation projects for fiscal year 2013-2014 and other matters related thereto. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 

Pursuant to the South Carolina Code of Laws, Richland County must adopt an ordinance which 
approves the budget, and distribution of, Transportation Penny revenues. 
 
On July 18, 2012, County Council enacted Ordinance No. 039-12HR (the “Sales Tax Ordinance”) 
imposing, subject to a successful referendum, a one percent (1%) sales and use tax (the “Sales and 
Use Tax”) for 22 years to be used to fund transportation projects.  On November 6, 2012, the 
County held a referendum which resulted in a favorable vote of a majority of the qualified electors.  
No further action is needed to impose the Sales and Use Tax.  The Sales and Use Tax will be 
collected beginning May 1, 2013. 
 
The proposed ordinance (attached) provides for the distribution of each quarterly payment of the 
Sales and Use Tax in a manner required by the Sales Tax Ordinance and the question presented in 
the referendum as follows: 
 

(a) 3% of each quarterly payment shall be paid to the County for payment of administrative 
costs related to the Projects; 

 
 (b) The balance of each quarterly payment shall be distributed as follows: 
 
  (i)  Improvements to highways, roads (paved and unpaved), streets, intersections, 
and bridges including related drainage system improvements.  Maximum Amount:  $656,020,644 
which is 63% of the amount available for project costs;  
 
  (ii)  Continued operation of mass transit services provided by Central Midlands 
Regional Transit Authority including implementation of near, mid and long-term service 
improvements.  Maximum Amount:  $300,991,000 which is 29% of the amount available for 
project costs; and  
 
  (iii)  Improvements to pedestrian sidewalks, bike paths, intersections and greenways. 
Maximum Amount:  $80,888,356 which is 8% of the amount available for project costs.  
 
Pursuant to the Sales Tax Ordinance, County Council shall adopt annually prior to the beginning of 
each fiscal year a budget for expenditures of Sales and Use Tax revenues.  For this first fiscal year, 
a detailed list of expenditures for Projects 1 and 3 (roadway projects (b) (i) and pedestrian 
improvements / bikeways / greenways (b) (iii)) is not yet available.  The proposed ordinance 
provides that the County Administrator obtain approval of County Council before the expenditure 
of revenues for those Projects. 
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The amount to be distributed to the Central Midlands Regional Transit Authority (the “CMRTA”) 
shall be expended pursuant to its Fiscal Year 2013-2014 budget, which is forthcoming.  The 
proposed ordinance requires that the CMRTA shall provide County Council with a copy of its 
budget for fiscal year 2013-2014. 
 
The proposed ordinance provides that the County Administrator shall provide to County Council 
periodic reports as requested by County Council.  It also requires the CMRTA to provide quarterly 
financial information and a copy of its annual audit. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

On July 18, 2012, County Council enacted Ordinance No. 039-12HR (the “Sales Tax Ordinance”) 
imposing, subject to a successful referendum, a one percent (1%) sales and use tax (the “Sales and 
Use Tax”) for 22 years to be used to fund transportation projects.   
 
On November 6, 2012, the County held a referendum which resulted in a favorable vote of a 
majority of the qualified electors.   
 
The Sales and Use Tax will be collected beginning May 1, 2013. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

Enactment of the proposed ordinance relates only to the receipt and expenditure of Sales and 
Use Tax revenue.  Enactment of the proposed ordinance will have no financial impact on any 
other County funds. 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to enact the proposed ordinance as presented. 
2. Do not approve the request which would require an alternate form of direction regarding 

distribution of the Sales and Use Tax. 
 

F. Recommendation 

 

It is recommended the Council approve the proposed ordinance as presented. 
Recommended by:  Roxanne Ancheta Date:  April 15, 2013 

 

G. Reviews 
Finance 

Reviewed by:  Daniel Driggers   Date:  4/17/13   
� Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
  

Legal 

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

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Administration 
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Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald   Date:  4/18/13 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval of the proposed ordinance 
as presented. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 

 ORDINANCE NO. ___________ 
  

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A BUDGET FOR AND THE DISTRIBUTION OF 
THE REVENUES FROM THE ONE PERCENT (1%) SALES AND USE TAX FOR 
TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013-2014 AND OTHER 
MATTERS RELATED 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.  Findings and Determinations.  The County Council (the “County Council”) of 
Richland County, South Carolina (the “County”), hereby finds and determines: 
 
 (a) The South Carolina General Assembly has enacted Section 4-37-30 of the Code of Laws 
of South Carolina 1976, as amended (the “Act”), pursuant to which the county governing body may 
impose by ordinance a sales and use tax in an amount not to exceed one percent, subject to the favorable 
results of a referendum, within the county area for a specific purpose or purposes and for a limited 
amount of time to collect a limited amount of money.  
 
 (b) Pursuant to the Act, on July 18, 2012, the County enacted Ordinance No. 039-12HR (the 
“Sales Tax Ordinance”) imposing a one percent (1%) sales and use tax (the “Sales and Use Tax”) within  
the County for a period of 22 years for the purpose hereinafter described. 
 
 (c) Pursuant to the terms of the Act and the Sales Tax Ordinance, a referendum was held in 
the County on November 6, 2012, regarding imposition of the Sales and Use Tax, which resulted in a 
favorable vote of a majority of the qualified electors. 
 
 (d)  The Sales and Use Tax will be expended for the payment of administrative expenses and 
the costs of the following projects, including payment of any sums as may be required for the issuance 
of and debt service for bonds, the proceeds of which are applied to such projects, for the following 
purposes:  
 
  (i) Improvements to highways, roads (paved and unpaved), streets, intersections, and 
bridges including related drainage system improvements.  Maximum Amount:  $656,020,644 which is 
63% of the amount available for project costs (“Project 1”);  
 
  (ii) Continued operation of mass transit services provided by Central Midlands Regional 
Transit Authority including implementation of near, mid and long-term service improvements.  
Maximum Amount:  $300,991,000 which is 29% of the amount available for project costs (“Project 2”); 
and  
 
  (iii) Improvements to pedestrian sidewalks, bike paths, intersections and greenways.  
Amount:  Maximum Amount:  $80,888,356 which is 8% of the amount available for project costs 
(“Project 3,” together with Project 1 and Project 2, the “Projects”).  
 
 (e) The imposition of the Sales and Use Tax and the use of Sales and Use Tax revenue shall 
be subject to the conditions precedent and conditions or restrictions on the use and expenditure of Sales 
and Use Tax revenue established by the Act and other applicable law. Subject to annual appropriations 
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by County Council, Sales and Use Tax revenues shall be used for the costs of the Projects approved in 
the referendum, including, without limitation, payment of administrative costs of the Projects, and such 
sums as may be required in connection with the issuance of bonds, the proceeds of which are applied to 
pay costs of the Projects.  
 
 (f) The Sales and Use Tax will be imposed beginning May 1, 2013.  The revenue from May 
and June 2013 will be received in fiscal year 2013-2014.  The terms and provisions of this ordinance 
relate to the fiscal year in which the County receives the Sales and Use Tax revenue.    
 
 SECTION 2.  Receipt of Funds by County Treasurer; Distribution Thereof.   Pursuant to the Act, 
the State Treasurer shall distribute the revenue from the Sales and Use Tax quarterly to the Richland 
County Treasurer (the “County Treasurer”).  The County Treasurer shall hold the revenues and any 
interest earnings of the Sales and Use Tax in a fund separate and distinct from all other funds of the 
County.  Quarterly distributions of the revenue shall be made by the County in the amounts and only for 
the purposes stated herein.   
 
 SECTION 3.  Approval of Budget; Authorization to Distribute Sales Tax Revenue.  Pursuant to 
the Act and the ballot question approved in the referendum held on November 6, 2012, the distribution 
of the Sales and Use Tax revenue shall be as follows: 
 
 (a) 3% of each quarterly payment shall be paid to the County for payment of administrative 
costs related to the Projects; 
 
 (b) The balance of each quarterly payment shall be distributed as follows: 
 
  (i) 63% shall paid to the County for costs of Project 1;  
 
  (ii) 29% shall paid to the Central Midlands Regional Transit Authority for Project  
   2; and 
 
  (ii) 8% shall paid to the County for costs of Project 3. 
 
 (c) Prior to the expenditure of funds for Projects 1 and 3, the County Administrator will 
obtain County Council’s approval for such expenditure.  Prior to the expenditure of funds by the Central 
Midlands Regional Transit Authority (the “CMRTA”) for Project 2, the CMRTA shall provide County 
Council with a copy of its budget for fiscal year 2013-2014. 
 
 SECTION 4.  Reporting Requirements. 
 
 (a) The County Administrator shall provide periodic reports to County Council regarding 
the use of Sales and Use Tax revenues for Projects 1 and 3 in such form and in such frequency as shall 
be requested by County Council. 
 
 (b) The CMRTA shall provide to County Council an independent annual audit and quarterly 
financial information, all in a form satisfactory to County Council. 
 
 SECTION 5.  Miscellaneous.  
 
 (a)   If any one or more of the provisions or portions hereof are determined by a court of 
competent jurisdiction to be contrary to law, then that provision or portion shall be deemed severable 
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from the remaining terms or portions hereof and the invalidity thereof shall in no way affect the validity 
of the other provisions of this Ordinance; if any provisions of this Ordinance shall be held or deemed to 
be or shall, in fact, be inoperative or unenforceable or invalid as applied to any particular case in any 
jurisdiction or in all cases because it conflicts with any constitution or statute or rule of public policy, or 
for any other reason, those circumstances shall not have the effect of rendering the provision in question 
inoperative or unenforceable or invalid in any other case or circumstance, or of rendering any other 
provision or provisions herein contained inoperative or unenforceable or invalid to any extent whatever. 
 
  (b) This Ordinance shall be construed and interpreted in accordance with the laws of the 
State of South Carolina.  
 
 (c) The headings or titles of the several sections hereof shall be solely for convenience of 
reference and shall not affect the meaning, construction, interpretation, or effect of this ordinance. 
  
 (d) This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon approval at third reading. 
  
 (e) All previous ordinances regarding the same subject matter as this ordinance are hereby 
repealed.  
 
 

[Signatures Follow] 
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 Enacted this ____ day of ____________, 2013. 
 
      RICHLAND COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
 
      By: __________________________________ 
       Kelvin Washington, Chairman 
       Richland County Council 
 
(SEAL) 
 
ATTEST THIS _____ DAY OF  
 
__________________________, 2013: 
 
 
                                                   
Michelle Onley 
Interim Clerk to 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:    
 
Date of Third Reading:     
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