
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Paul Livingston Greg Pearce Joyce Dickerson, Chair Mike Montgomery Val Hutchinson 
District 4 District 6 District 2 District 8 District 9 

 
September 23, 2008 

6:00 PM 

REVISED 
 

Richland County Council Chambers 

County Administration Building 

2020 Hampton Street 

 
 

Call to Order 

 
Approval of Minutes 

 
A. July 22, 2008: Regular Meeting [Pages 3 – 6] 

 
Adoption of Agenda 

 
I. Items for Action 

 
A. Request to approve salary adjustments to the Board of Voter 

Registration Office for 4 full-time appointed Board Members, and 1 
full-time appointed Chairperson 

[Pages 7 – 13] 

   
B. Business License Amendments: 

 
1. An ordinance amending the Richland County Code of 

Ordinances; Chapter 16, Licenses and Miscellaneous Business 
Regulations; Article I, In General; so as to address business 
revenues generated by interstate commerce 

2. An ordinance amending the Richland County Code of 
Ordinances; Chapter 16, Licenses and Miscellaneous Business 
Regulations; Article I, In General; so as to address business 
revenues generated by interstate commerce so as to address rates 
set for landfills 

[Pages 14 – 22] 
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C. Sheriff: Request to approve a Project Lifesaver Program Enhancement 

grant (No personnel, no match) 
[Pages 23 – 24] 

   
D. Sheriff: Request to approve a catastrophic planner grant (1 FTE, no 

match) 
[Pages 25 – 27] 

   
E. Consideration of Alternate Work Schedules [Pages 28 – 42] 
   
F. An ordinance to amend the Richland County Code of 

Ordinances; Chapter 18, Offenses; Section 18-6, Smoking of 
Tobacco Products; so as to decrease the fine for an infraction 

[Pages 43 – 45] 

   
G. Policy regarding the use of carry over funds [Pages 46 – 47] 
   
H. Coroner: Request to approve the renewal of a contract with Professional 

Pathology Services 
[Pages 48 – 49] 

   
I. Contractual Matter: Retiree Payroll Deduction Insurance Vendors and 

Products, Employee Assistance Program (EAP) Services, and Flexible 
Spending Accounts (FSA) (Eligible for discussion in executive session) 

[Pages 50 – 52] 

  
II.  Items for Discussion / Information  

 There are no items for discussion / information. 

 
Adjournment 

 
Staffed by:  Joe Cronin 
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MINUTES OF 

 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 

ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, JULY 22, 2008 

5:00 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: Valerie Hutchinson 
Member:  Paul Livingston 
Member: Mike Montgomery 
Member: L. Gregory Pearce, Jr. 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  Bernice G. Scott, Damon Jeter, Bill Malinowski, Michielle Cannon-Finch, 
Milton Pope, Tony McDonald, Roxanne Matthews, Joe Cronin, Larry Smith, John Hixon, John 
Mincy, Lillian McBride, Michelle Onley 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 
The meeting started at approximately 4:59 p.m. 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
June 24, 2008 (Regular Session) – Ms. Hutchinson moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to approve 
the minutes as submitted.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 

 

Mr. Pope stated there was an amendment to Item #15 that would be addressed when this item 
was taken up. 
 
Mr. Montgomery moved, seconded by Ms. Hutchinson, to adopt the agenda as distributed.  The 
vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Page Two 

 

 

ITEMS FOR ACTION 

 

An ordinance amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 2, 

Administration; Article VII, Boards, Commissions and Committees; Section 2-326, Boards 

and Commissions created and recognized; so as to create the Detention Center Commission 

and to provide for its membership, duties and powers – Mr. Montgomery moved, seconded 
by Ms. Hutchinson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation for denial.  The vote 
in favor was unanimous. 

 

Request to approve a contract with Palmetto Posting, Inc. for the purpose of posting of 

properties on which delinquent ad valorem property taxes are due – Mr. Pearce moved, 
seconded by Mr. Montgomery, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation for 
approval.  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

Request to approve a Memorandum of Understanding with Southeast Rural Community 

Outreach Ministries in regards to a $250,000 allocation from the Local Hospitality Tax 

Revenue Fund during Fiscal Year 2008-09 – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, 
to forward this item to Council with a recommendation for approval, to request that the Council 
Chairman appoint at least two liaisons to serve on the committee and to use this MOU as a model 
for all Accommodations Tax and Hospitality Tax allocation requests.  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

Sheriff—Request to approve a grant for a full-time Cold Case Investigator, equipment, and 

supplies (1 new position, no match required) – Ms. Hutchinson moved, seconded by Mr. 
Pearce, to forward to Council the Administrator’s recommendation.  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 

Sheriff—Request to approve a Community Oriented Policing Universal Hiring Program 

grant (10 new positions and $588,530 match required) – Mr. Montgomery moved, seconded 
by Ms. Hutchinson, to forward to Council the Administrator’s recommendation.  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 

 

Sheriff—Request to approve a grant for D.A.R.E. program supplies (No match or 

personnel required) – Mr. Montgomery moved, seconded by Ms. Hutchinson, to forward this 
item to Council with a recommendation for approval.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 

Sheriff—Request to approve a grant for a Marijuana Analysis Technician (1 new position, 

no match required) – Mr. Montgomery moved, seconded by Ms. Hutchinson,  



 5 

Richland County Council  

Administration and Finance Committee  

July 22, 2008 

Page Three 
 
 

to forward to Council the Administrator’s recommendation.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 

Sheriff—Request to approve a grant from motorcycle safety and enforcement (2 new 

positions and $43,595 match required) – Mr. Montgomery moved, seconded by Ms. 
Hutchinson, to forward to Council the Administrator’s recommendation.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous.  

 

Sheriff—Request to approve a Sex Offender Registry Enhancement and Enforcement 

grant (1 new position and $33,510 match required) – Mr. Montgomery moved, seconded by 
Ms. Hutchinson, to forward to Council the Administrator’s recommendation.  The vote in favor 
was unanimous. 

 

Sheriff—Request to approve a School Resource Officer grant (Continuation of 1 position, 

no match) – Mr. Montgomery moved, seconded by Ms. Hutchinson, to forward this item to 
Council with a recommendation for approval.  The vote in favor was unanimous.  

 

Sheriff—Request to approve a grant for toxicology backlog reduction (No match or 

personnel required) – Mr. Montgomery moved, seconded by Ms. Hutchinson, to forward this 
item to Council with a recommendation for approval.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 

Sheriff—Request to negotiate and award a design-build contract for the design and 

construction of the new Region 7 Sheriff’s Substation – Ms. Hutchinson moved, seconded by 
Mr. Montgomery, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation for approval.  The vote 
in favor was unanimous. 

 

Request to approve salary adjustments to the Board of Voter Registration Office for 4 full-

time appointed Board Members, and 1 full-time appointed Chairperson – A discussion took 
place. 
  
Mr. Montgomery moved, seconded by Ms. Hutchinson, to defer this item until the September 
committee meeting to obtain additional information.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION/INFORMATION 

 

Discussion regarding the use of carryover funds in annual budgets and millage levy 

calculations – The committee unanimously agreed to place this item on the September 
committee agenda for action. 
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ADJOURNMENT 

 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:00 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: Salary adjustment for Board Members 
 

A. Purpose 

 
County Council is requested to approve salary adjustments to the Board of Voter Registration 
Office for 4 full-time appointed Board Members, and 1 full-time appointed Chairperson.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
 The Richland County Board of Voter Registration Board Members express concerns to the 
County (County Council, County Administrator, and Human Resources Department) relating 
to salaries of the Board Members and Chairperson  should be higher than the current salaries 
for  full-time appointed officials. The Richland County Board Members continue to be a vital 
asset to Richland County and is highly recommended by the Governor of South Carolina and 
Richland County Senators to serve in this capacity to ensure proper registration of all 
Richland County voters in the correct precinct/district in compliance with Federal and state 
Election laws, and also having an enormous responsibility to the citizens of Richland County 
to conduct and carry out all elections (including but not limited to COUNCIL & SENATE) 
according to the Elections Laws of South Carolina. In the past, Board Members have not 
been compensated equally to the Richland County’s Pay and Classification Plan or salaries 
adjustment. Board Members were overlooked each time a Pay and Classification Plan study 
was commissioned by the County. 
 
There were two county salary adjustments (1997 and 2006) and at both times Board 
Members were omitted.  The previous Board Chairperson submitted a request to the County 
Administrator for salary adjustment in September 1998 and the current Board Chairperson 
submitted a request in June 2006 but to no avail. There has not been any favorable action 
taken on this matter to ensure a competitive salary adjustment. The County Administrator, in 
his assessment, concluded that the Board of Voter Registration is excluded from the County 
Pay and Classification plan according to County Ordinance Section 2-262 which states 
“salaries of the following elected officials shall be excluded from the County’s pay and 
classification plan: Auditor, Clerk of Court, Coroner, Probate Judge, Sheriff, and Treasurer.” 
This County Ordinance Section 2-262 is not applicable to appointed Board Members. 
 
In the most recent Pay and Classification Plan Study the Motor Voter Clerk was the only 
position that was eligible to receive a market adjustment. The table below shows the salary 
before and after the Class & Comp implementation study. Please note the Motor Voter 
Clerk’s salary now exceed a full-time Board Member who supervise the Motor Voter Clerk 
position. 

 

Job Title Old grade Old Pay Range 

Midpoint 

New Pay Range 

Midpoint 

Board Member 7N $27,138 $27,138 (No Change) 

Motor Voter Clerk 5N $21,673    $27,357 
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As a result of the implementation of the Class & Comp Plan Study, the Motor voter Clerk 
salary exceeds and the Board Members salary lagging behind and needs to be reviewed to 
recognize the level of responsibility, to keep pace with the Motor Voter Clerk, and in 
recognition of their tenure with the County. 

 
Recently, the Board Chairperson conducted a comparison study of Charleston County, and 
York County Voter Registration and Election, and Richland County Election Director and 
found these counties having the same job duties, and responsibility whether combined or 
separate, these counties salaries are far above the Richland County Board of Voter 
Registration salaries. The comparison was conducted on size of county populations with 
Richland County being the larger of the two counties. Source: The South Carolina 
Association of Counties Wage and Salary Report 2007 and 2008.  Please note York County 
has not been updated and could be higher. 

 

Location Min Mid Max Position 

York County* 42,334 50,801 59,268 Asst Director 

Charleston County 37,356 46,924 56,492 Senior Clerk 

Richland County 21,044 27,357 33,670 Board Members 

Richland County Election 
Commission 

51,099 66,428 81,758 Election Director 

Richland County Registration 27,316 39, 159 51, 002 Director/Chairperson 
 

In comparison to other full-time Richland County Appointed Officials and other state offices 
full-time position in the Board of Registration and Election state offices with the same job 
duties and responsibilities whether combined or separate, the Board Members are lagging 
behind in salaries. 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 
Financial impact is what Council decides on what salary the Board Members and 
Chairperson should be set.  
 

D. Alternatives 

 
To approve the request for salary adjustment for Board Members and Chairperson it will 
keep the Board Members up with the competitive market on salaries so they will not lag 
behind other appointed officials and Voter Registration and Election Offices in the State.   
 
If a salary adjustment is not recommended this will negate the retention and recruitment of 
talent pool for the Board of Voter Registration.  

 

E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that Council approve the request for a salary adjustment for Board 
Members and Chairperson 
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Recommended by: Lillian McBride      Department: Voter Registration     Date: 7-8-2008 

 

F. Reviews 
 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  7/14/08    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Council discretion.  Financial impact will 
varied based on Council decision.  I would recommend that a recommendation be 
develop from the Human Resources Director. 

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Larry Smith    Date: 7-18-08 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Councils discretion 
 

Administration 

Reviewed by: J. Milton Pope   Date: 7-18-08 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: County Council sets the salaries of Elected 
and Appointed Officials through policy.  Elected and Appointed officials received a 
starting salary level of the past Elected or Appointed Official and they receive CPI 
increases every fiscal year based upon the figure given to the County by the Budget 
and Control Board.  It is not within Administrations purview/authority to approve any 
other salary increase unless the Council amends or changes its past policy.  If Council 
is inclined to approve this request I would recommend that a comprehensive study be 
performed by HR to assure equity with all Elected and Appointed Officials.   
 
Please review the HR recommendations that were included in a study provided to 
Voter Registration. HRD RECOMMENDATION 
 
1. County determine what is the objective relative to the salaries for Chairperson and 

Board Members. 
2. County Determine the internal salary hierarchy equity for the Chairperson of 

Voter Registration versus other Appointed Officials.  
3. County determine the internal salary equity for the positions in the Voter 

Registration department.  
4. County determine how salaries for appointed and elected officials will be 

evaluated and/or determined in the future. 
5. County make decision(s) in consideration of long term and consequences if 

changing the process to establish salaries for appointed officials.    
6. Consider authorizing a review or study, involving the appropriate stakeholders, on 

the feasibility of combining the offices of Voter Registration and Election 
Commission. Based on the fact it appears all large SC counties with the exception 
of Richland County have already combined these two offices. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Business Service Center:  Landfills and Interstate Commerce  
 

A. Purpose 

 
At the Council meeting of Tuesday, September 9, 2008, Council referred the proposed 
Landfill rate amendment (waiting for third reading) and the proposed Interstate Commerce 
amendment (waiting for third reading) to the business license ordinance to the A&F 
Committee for consideration as part of a recommended discussion on business license rates. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
Timing of rate changes 
Any business license rate changes must be effective on the first day of any calendar year, as 
this marks the start of the business license year.   
 
Any business license rate changes that are effective January 1, 2009 will impact the current 
fiscal year, as the bulk of business license revenues are collected between January and June 
of each year. 

 
Interstate Commerce 
Much of the reason for the most significant increases in business license fees paid by 
businesses is the result of the removal of the interstate commerce exemption, not the rates 
themselves.  Approximately 122 businesses, or 1.5% of businesses with County business 
licenses, were impacted by the removal of the interstate commerce exemption.  There is a 
proposed ordinance amendment which would help mitigate the impact of this exemption 
removal. 
 
This impact of the interstate commerce exemption removal can be seen by comparing the 
fees paid on the total amount of gross revenue reported for each year.   

- The total revenue in 2007 generated by 122 businesses claiming the interstate 
commerce deduction was almost $5.4 billion.   

- 85%, or $4.6 billion, of this revenue was deducted in 2007 for interstate commerce.   

- The total business license fees paid by these businesses in 2007 was $423,241 (based 
on the new rate structure). 

 

- The total revenue in 2008 generated by these businesses was $4.8 billion.  (Much of 
this reduction in total revenue is a result of improved revenue reporting, i.e., reporting 
revenue generated only at Richland County locations.) 

- 0% of this revenue was deducted in 2008 for interstate commerce. 

- The total fees paid by these businesses in 2008 was $3 million (also based, of course, 
on the new rate structure). 
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Maintaining equity among businesses of the same kind, one doing business outside South 
Carolina, and one doing business within South Carolina, is a concern.  If both businesses, 
using wholesalers in this example, gross $50 million, the business doing that amount of 
business outside of South Carolina would, if the interstate commerce exemption is reinstated, 
be required to pay $20.00.  The same kind of business, doing all work exclusively within 
South Carolina, would be required pay $27,768.00. 
 
While some relief may be granted to businesses engaging in interstate commerce, it is 
recommended that that relief be considered in light of equity issues with the same kinds of 
businesses doing business within South Carolina. 
 
The ordinance amendment offering mitigation for the impact to the removal of the interstate 
commerce exemption is included at the end of this Council Request of Action. 
 
Full reinstatement of the interstate commerce exemption is projected to cost the County $2.5 
million.  These funds are included in this fiscal year’s budget. 

 
Business license rate changes 
The business license rates adopted by County Council are compared below with business 
license rates with two comparable counties, Charleston and Sumter Counties, and Richland 
County’s municipalities. 
 
The rate comparisons for the rates associated with Rate Classes 1 – 7 are shown below. 
 
Percentage Comparison of Rates

Richland County's Rates Compared to 

Others' Rates

Charleston 

County

Sumter 

County

Arcadia 

Lakes Blythewood Forest Acres Irmo

Rate Class 1                   On the first $2,000 -33% -20% -50% -50% -76% -9%
Every $1,000 thereafter -13% 0% 150% -9% -33% 14%

Rate Class 2                   On the first $2,000 -36% -25% -44% -50% -75% 2%
Every $1,000 thereafter -21% -15% 100% -8% -31% 25%

Rate Class 3                   On the first $2,000 -38% -29% -38% -50% -74% -5%

Every $1,000 thereafter -27% -25% 71% -48% -29% 28%
Rate Class 4                   On the first $2,000 -39% -31% -31% -50% -73% -4%

Every $1,000 thereafter -32% -32% 53% -7% -28% 31%
Rate Class 5                   On the first $2,000 -40% -33% -25% -50% -71% -32%

Every $1,000 thereafter -35% -36% 40% -7% -26% 33%

Rate Class 6                   On the first $2,000 -41% -35% -19% -50% -70% -41%

Every $1,000 thereafter -38% -40% 30% -6% -25% 36%
Rate Class 7                   On the first $2,000 -42% -36% -13% -50% -70% varies

Every $1,000 thereafter -40% -43% 23% -6% -24%  
 

The rate comparisons for the rates associated with Rate Class 8 are shown on the following 
page. 
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Percentage Comparison of Rates

Richland County's Rates Compared to 

Others' Rates

Rate Class 8

Charleston 

County

Sumter 

County

Arcadia 

Lakes Blythewood Forest Acres Irmo

Contractors (in RC work)      On first $2,000 11% 0% 25% 25% 25% 3%

Every $1,000 thereafter -33% 18% 43% 0% 67% 20%

Junk/Scrap Dealers           On first $2,000 100% 150% 150% -33% -33% 355%

Every $1,000 thereafter -12% -21% -96% -40% -40% 70%
Vending Machines            On first $2,000 100% 100% 150% 122% 900% 700%

Every $1,000 thereafter 0% -40% 173% 25% -40% #DIV/0!

Pawn Brokers                     On first $2,000 0% 0% 25% -75% -75% -9%

Every $1,000 thereafter 0% -40% 30% -40% -40% 36%

Consumer Lending            On first $2,000 -9% 0% 25% -23% -55% -9%

Every $1,000 thereafter -38% -40% 30% -6% -25% 36%
Carnivals/Circuses            On first $2,000 0% -50% 25% -75% -75% 75%

Every $1,000 thereafter 233% 100% 488% 100% 100% 405%

Peddlers, Solicitors, etc.    On first $2,000 0% 43% 25% 25% 0% -9%
Every $1,000 thereafter -90% 100% 245% 245% 100% 355%

Auto/Motor Veh. Dealers  On first  $2,000 0% 40% -13% -13% -59% 59%
Every $1,000 thereafter 7% 88% 275% 275% 0% 70%

Drinking Places                 On first $2,000 0% 0% 25% -83% -83% 14%
Every $1,000 thereafter 0% -70% 275% -40% -40% 36%

Sexually Oriented Business   first $2,000 Not Not Not Not Not -80%
Every $1,000 thereafter specified specified specified specified specified #DIV/0!

Billiard/Pool Rooms           On first $2,000 0% 0% 25% -67% -67% 900%
Every $1,000 thereafter 0% -40% 76% -25% -25% #DIV/0!  

 
An ordinance amendment offering a new rate for landfill businesses is attached. 
 

C. Financial Impact 

Projected Financial Impact for Interstate Commerce Recommendation 

Interstate Commerce 

Revenues (in millions) 
Discount 

on BL Fee 

# of 

businesses 

Total $ Lost to 

County 

Less than $1 0% 63 0.00 
1.00 – 4.99 5% 18 6,108.06 
5.00 – 9.99 10% 0 8,230.73 
10.00 – 14.99 15% 8 6,478.40 
15.00 – 19.99 20% 3 11,425.92 
20.00 – 24.99 25% 2 7,930.88 
25.00 – 29.99 30% 1 6,249.18 
30.00 – 34.99 35% 1 10,468.43 
35.00 – 39.99 40% 4 39,592.48 
40.00 – 44.99 45% 2 25,747.56 
45.00 or greater 50% 6 176,701.90 

 Totals 108 298,933.53 
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The projected cost to the County with the recommended reduction in the landfill rate is: 

$193,828.50. 
 

D. Alternatives 

 
1. Maintain the rates at their current levels with the exception of the proposed landfill rate 

amendment. 
 
2. Adopt the proposed amendment creating a discount for businesses claiming interstate 

commerce.   
 

3. Revise business license rates to be effective January 1, 2010. 
 

E. Recommendation 

 
Council is recommended to give third reading approval to the proposed business license 
ordinance amendment which changes the rate for landfills and to give third reading approval 
to the proposed business license ordinance amendment which provides a discount for 
businesses claiming interstate commerce.   
 
Recommended by:  Pam Davis, Director, Business Service Center  Date: 09/09/08 

 

F. Reviews 
 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  9/12/08     
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Based on the ROA, approval as submitted 
would require a budget amendment with the identification of an additional funding 
source for approximately $500,000.  

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Larry Smith    Date: September 17, 2008 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Council discretion 
 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Roxanne Matthews  Date:  September 17, 2008 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  This is a policy decision of Council.  It 
should be noted, however, that if third reading is given to the proposed ordinance 
amendments regarding the landfill rate and interstate commerce, there are 
corresponding FY 09 budget implications of approximately $500,000.   
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Proposed Ordinance for Interstate Commerce Mitigation 
 
 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO. ___-08HR 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RICHLAND COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES; 

CHAPTER 16, LICENSES AND MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS REGULATIONS; 

ARTICLE I, IN GENERAL; SO AS TO ADDRESS BUSINESS REVENUES 

GENERATED BY  INTERSTATE COMMERCE. 

 
WHEREAS, interstate commerce is defined as the trading in goods and commodities between 
citizens or businesses of different states; and 
 
WHEREAS, revenues generated by interstate commerce can be required to be reported for 
business license purposes pursuant to and in keeping with the 1977 US Supreme Court decision 
in Complete Auto Transit, Inc. v. Brady; and 
 
WHEREAS, business license fees are charged for the privilege of doing business within the 
jurisdiction, and the value of the privilege is measured by the businesses’ gross receipts; and  
 
WHEREAS, Richland County’s business license ordinance included an exemption from 
business license fees for revenues generated by interstate commerce exemption starting from the 
ordinance’s initial approval in 1987; and  
 
WHEREAS, in July 2007 Richland County Council exercised its right to remove that exemption 
from the business license ordinance in order to update the ordinance to reflect the Supreme Court 
decision and to standardize the ordinance with cities’ and counties’ ordinances across the state; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, Richland County Council recognizes that businesses located within its jurisdiction 
contribute to the economic and financial health of the Richland County community, and 
 
WHEREAS, Richland County Council wishes to enhance the economic environment in which  
these businesses operate, and 
 
WHEREAS, Richland County Council, in the spirit of promoting interstate commerce and 
bolstering the economic wellbeing of businesses located within unincorporated Richland County,  
is exercising its right to provide a discount on business license fees to businesses within Richland 
County engaged  in interstate commerce for their economic benefit;  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, 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: 
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SECTION I. The Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 16, Licenses and 
Miscellaneous Business Regulations; Article I, In General; Business License Fee Schedule, is 
hereby amended by the addition of the following language: 
 
 
(4)   Interstate Commerce Declining Rates 

 
These declining rates apply in all classes for gross revenues generated by interstate commerce, 
i.e., the sale of goods across South Carolina state lines, for which a business license was not paid 
for and obtained in another jurisdiction outside South Carolina. 
 

Interstate Commerce Revenue 
(in millions) 

Discount on the 
Business License Fee 

1.00 – 4.99 5% 

5.00 – 9.99 10% 

10.00 – 14.99 15% 

15.00 – 19.99 20% 

20.00 – 24.99 25% 

25.00 – 29.99 30% 

30.00 – 34.99 35% 

35.00 – 39.99 40% 

40.00 – 44.99 45% 

45.00 or greater 50% 

 

 

SECTION II. Severability.  If any section, subsection, or clause of this article shall be deemed 
unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and 
clauses shall not be affected thereby. 
 

SECTION III. Conflicting Ordinances.  All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict 
with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 

SECTION IV. Effective Date. This amendment shall be effective on and after January 1, 
2009. 
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  RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 
  BY:  ______________________________ 
           Joseph McEachern, Chair 
 
ATTEST THIS THE _____ DAY 
 
OF _______________, 2008 
 
_________________________________ 
Michielle R. Cannon-Finch 
Clerk of Council 
 
 
RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE 
 
__________________________________ 
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only 
No Opinion Rendered As To Content 

 
 
First Reading:   
Second Reading:  
Public Hearing:  
Third Reading:  
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Proposed Ordinance for Change in Landfill Rate 
 
 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO. ___-07HR 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RICHLAND COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES; 

CHAPTER 16, LICENSES AND MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS REGULATIONS; 

ARTICLE I, IN GENERAL; SO AS TO ADDRESS RATES SET FOR LANDFILLS. 

 
WHEREAS, the Richland County Council has discretion to assign business license rates for 
businesses, and 
 
WHEREAS, Richland County Council wishes to exercise this discretion to address the rates set 
for landfills; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, 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 I. The Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 16, Licenses and 
Miscellaneous Business Regulations; Article I, In General, Business License Fee Schedule, 
Paragraph (5), Rate Class 8.02; is hereby amended by the deletion of the language contained 
therein and the substitution of the following language: 
 
 

Business License Fee Schedule 

 

 
(5)   Class 8 Rates 

 

Rate NAICS # Business Type 

 
8.02 5622 Waste Treatment and Disposal 
   
  First $2,000 $50.00 
  Each additional $1,000 $2.00 
 

 

 

SECTION II. Severability.  If any section, subsection, or clause of this article shall be deemed 
unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and 
clauses shall not be affected thereby. 
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SECTION III. Conflicting Ordinances.  All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict 
with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION IV. Effective Date. This amendment shall be effective on and after January 1, 
2009. 
 
  RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 
  BY:  ______________________________ 
           Joseph McEachern, Chair 
 
ATTEST THIS THE _____ DAY 
 
OF _______________, 2008 
 
_________________________________ 
Michielle R. Cannon-Finch 
Clerk of Council 
 
 
RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE 
 
__________________________________ 
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only 
No Opinion Rendered As To Content 

 
 
First Reading:   
Second Reading:  
Public Hearing:  
Third Reading:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Project Lifesaver Program Enhancement/No Personnel/No Match 
 

A. Purpose 

 
County Council is being requested to approve a grant proposal that was not included in the 
Grant Budget Request for 2008-2009. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
The Richland County Sheriff’s Department has applied for a grant from the Alzheimer’s 
Foundation of America to provide additional materials to Project Lifesaver. This program 
allows for the electronic tracking of individuals known to be “at risk wanderers”. 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 
Grant Program Costs Match 
   
Project Lifesaver Program 
Enhancement 

$5,000  

Total Grant Budget Request $5,000 $0 

   

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the request to fund this program to provide supplies for the enhancement to 
Project Lifesaver in Richland County. 

 
2. Do not approve, forfeit funds, and decrease likelihood for future funding. 
  

E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that Council approve the request to approve a grant for Project Lifesaver 
materials. 

 

Recommended by: Dan Johnson  Department: Sheriff  Date: 7/14/2008 
 

F. Reviews 
 

Grants 

Reviewed by: Audrey Shifflett    Date: 9/10/2008 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: This opportunity became available after the 
FY 09 budget process. This grant requires no FTE’s and no match. 
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Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 9/11/08    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Larry Smith   Date: 9-11-08 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Administration 

Reviewed by: J. Milton Pope   Date: 9-11-08 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval… 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Catastrophic Planner/Personnel/No Match 
 

A. Purpose 

 
County Council is being requested to approve a grant proposal that was not included in the 
Grant Budget Request for 2008-2009. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
The Richland County Sheriff’s Department has been requested by the SC State Law 
Enforcement Division to apply for a grant program to fund a Catastrophic Planner for the 
Midlands Region. The salary, fringe benefits, mileage and operating costs will be provided 
by the grant. No match is required.  The grant period is twelve months in length. 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 
Grant Program Costs Match 
   
Catastrophic Planner $75,000 0 

Total Grant Budget Request $75,000 0 

   

D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve the request to fund this program to increase coordination of homeland security 
planning in Richland County and the Midlands Region. 

 
2. Do not approve, forfeit funds, and decrease likelihood for future funding. 
  

E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that Council approve the request to approve grant Catastrophic Planning 
activities. 
 

Recommended by: Dan Johnson  Department: Sheriff  Date: 7/14/2008 
 

F. Reviews 
 

Grants 

Reviewed by: Audrey Shifflett    Date: 9/10/2008 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: This opportunity became available after the 
FY 09 budget process. This grant requires 1 FTE and no match. There is no federal 
obligation to continue this position beyond the end of the grant period. 
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Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  9/16/08   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  As stated approval requires no immediate 
County funds.  Grant award includes twelve months of funding.  Continuation of the 
position beyond the twelve month period will require the identification of another 
funding source for partial funding in FY10 and full funding for subsequent years of 
approximately $60k.  We will provide an updated personnel liability summary to 
include this request in order to show the total outstanding liability based on current 
grant awards.        

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Larry Smith   Date: 9-19-09 
� Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: J. Milton Pope   Date: 9-19-09 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval contingent upon the 
Sheriff’s Department either refusing to continue this function after the grant ends or if 
they decide to retain this function they will have to do so by absorbing the position 
into an existing vacant position on the position control therefore minimizing the 
impact on the General Fund Budget. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Four Day Work Week 
 

A. Purpose 

 
Council is requested to consider a motion to discuss the feasibility of four-day work weeks. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 
During the council meeting on July 15, 2008, Councilman Damon Jeter made a motion for 
council to consider the feasibility of the county moving to a four-day work week.  

 
In the face of rising fuel and energy prices, many public and private sector entities have 
chosen to adopt a four-day workweek. In a survey undertaken by the SC Association of 
Counties, none of the 39 counties that responded to the survey had implemented a 
countywide four-day work week, and only 11 counties had implemented four-day weeks in 
isolated departments, generally for public works, roads and drainage functions. Additional 
information on alternate work schedules from existing county departments, SC Counties, SC 
Municipalities, and private sector companies is attached. Recently, the State of Utah became 
the first state to adopt a statewide Four Day Work Week for state agencies. 

 
There are various examples of alternate work schedules that have been applied in 
jurisdictions throughout the United States. In general, the most popular have been either the 
standard or staggered four-day work week. 

  

• Standard Four Day Work Week – Service hours are extended for four days per week, 
while affected offices would then be closed one day per week, usually on Friday. 

 

• Staggered Four Day Work Week – Building offices would remain open for extended 
hours five days per week, however employees would work staggered four day 
workweeks.  

 
Other options that the county must consider, should it choose to pursue a four-day work 
week, would include: 
 

• Application: Countywide (Applicable to all eligible departments, excluding 
emergency services) vs. Limited (Department-by-department application) 

 

• Participation: Mandatory vs. Optional  
 
While the four day work week has become increasingly popular in recent years, it is worth 
noting that there are several potential drawbacks: 
 

• In a standard four-day work week, there will be fewer days in which government 
services will be available to the public. 
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• In a staggered work week, there is a possibility of fewer staff available during critical 
days and times. 

• Staggered four-day work weeks may actually increase the cost of operations due to 
longer service hours five days per week. 

• Problems may arise with departments that regularly deal with state agencies or other 
organizations that do not operate on the same schedule. 

• Impacts on employees who use child care services. 

• Possible impacts on holiday schedules, as well as sick and vacation time. 

• Customer/citizen convenience or availability of County services. 
 
Given the complexity and implications of any possible changes to the county’s operating 
schedule, it is recommended that council direct the County Administrator to work with the 
Human Resources Director to review the options for an alternate work schedule, and for the 
administrator to report his recommendations back to council during the FY 2009-10 Budget 
process. 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 
N/A – To be determined. 

 

D. Alternatives 

 
1. Direct the County Administrator to work with the Human Resources Director to review 

the options for an alternate work schedule. The administrator will report his 
recommendations back to council during the FY 2009-10 Budget process. 

 
2. Proceed with discussion of schedule changes without the input of the Administrator and 

HR Director. 
 

3. Receive this item as information only, and do not pursue further discussion of alternate 
work schedules. 

 

E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that council direct the County Administrator to work with the Human 
Resources Director to review the options for an alternate work schedule, and for the 
administrator to report his recommendations back to council during the FY 2009-10 Budget 
process. 
 
Recommended by: J. Milton Pope       Department: Administration   Date: 09/09/2008 

 

F. Reviews 
 

Human Resources 

Reviewed by: Dwight Hanna   Date: 9/10/2008 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 
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Comments regarding recommendation: HR has sent a draft Alternative Work 
Schedule Guideline (AWS) to Department Heads for their input. In addition, you will 
find an attachment to this ROA showing departments that are using an AWS now. 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  9/15/08    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:   
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Larry Smith   Date: 9/16/08 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  9/16/08 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Departments with Alternative Work Schedules (AWS) 

August 2008  

 
Soil and Water 
Hugh Caldwell—Soil and Water Dept., 9.5 hrs/day Mon-Thurs 
Jim Wilson—Environment Program Manager, 5 days 8.5hr/day 1st wk, 2nd week 4 
days 8 hrs/day Mon-Thurs 
 
Utilities  
41 hrs (Mon-Fri) one week & 34 hrs (Mon-Thurs) the 2nd week to total of 75 hrs 
work week. Positions that do so are the following: 
Director of Utilities  
Deputy Director  
Associate Engineer II 
Associate Engineer 
Utilities Coordinator II  
Superintendent of operations 
Pretreatment Coordinator  
Lab Technician  
Utilities Maintenance Technician  
Superintendent of Maintenance  
 
Public Works 
Road and Drainage Division (approx.49) 4 days/ wk 9 ¼ hrs/ day 
Engineering Division (approx 7) 4 days/wk 9 ¼ hrs/ day 
 
CASA 
CASA Supervisor - Has been on alternative work schedule for the past 6 months 
working 37.5 hrs Mon-Thurs. May return soon to regular schedule.  
 
 
 
 
 

The above scheduled are approved by County Administration. 
 
 
____________________________  _____________ 
County Administrator Signature  Date 
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SC Counties 
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Richland County Council Request for Action 
 

Subject: Amendment to Smoking Ban Ordinance 
 

A. Purpose 

 
County Council is requested to amend the fine enacted in Ordinance 033-08HR (Smoking 
Ban) to conform to a recent SC Supreme Court Case. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

On September 8, 2008, the SC Supreme Court decided Beachfront Entertainment, Inc. d/b/a 
Bert’s Bar, John Elder, Mary Lynn Sheppard, and Cole Charles v. Town of Sullivan’s Island, 
which dealt with the Town’s smoking ban ordinance.  In that case, the Court decided that the 
civil fine attached to a smoking ordinance could only be as great as the fines established in 
the Clean Indoor Air Act, which max out at $25.  Thus, the County’s fine of $500 is now in 
contradiction to State Law.     
 
It is now requested that County Council reduce the fine for an infraction of the Smoking Ban 
Ordinance to $25 to bring the ordinance in compliance with State Law. 
 

C. Financial Impact 

 
There is no known financial impact associated with this request beyond reduction in potential 

fines paid to the County. 
 
D. Alternatives 

 

1. Approve a reduction of the fine to $25 and be in compliance with State Law. 
 
2. Do not approve a reduction of the fine. 

 

E. Recommendation 

 
Reduce the fine to $25 to be in compliance with State Law. 
   
Recommended by: Elizabeth A. McLean       Department: Legal Date: 9/19/2008 
 

F. Reviews 
 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date: 9/19/2008 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

       Comments regarding recommendation: 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO. ___-08HR 
 

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE RICHLAND COUNTY CODE OF 
ORDINANCES; CHAPTER 18, OFFENSES; SECTION 18-6, SMOKING OF 
TOBACCO PRODUCTS; SO AS TO DECREASE THE FINE FOR AN 
INFRACTION.  

 
Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution of the State of South Carolina and the 

General Assembly of the State of South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY RICHLAND COUNTY 
COUNCIL: 
 
SECTION I. The Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 18, Offenses; Section 18-6. 
Smoking of Tobacco Products; Subsection (h)(3); is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 
 (3) An infraction is punishable by a fine of twenty-five dollars ($25). Each day on 

which a violation of this Section occurs shall be considered a separate and distinct 
infraction. A violation of this Section is furthermore declared to be a public nuisance. 

 
SECTION II.  Severability. If any section, subsection, or clause of this ordinance shall be 
deemed to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, 
subsections, and clauses shall not be affected thereby. 
 
SECTION III.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in 
conflict with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION IV.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be enforced from and after ______________ 
2008. 
 
      RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 
      BY:______________________________ 

         Joseph McEachern, Chair 
 
ATTEST THIS THE _____ DAY 
 
OF_________________, 2008 
 
_________________________________ 
Michielle R. Cannon-Finch 
Clerk of Council 
 
RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE 
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__________________________________________ 
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only 
No Opinion Rendered As To Content 
 
  
First Reading:  September 16, 2008  
Second Reading:  
Public Hearing:  
Third Reading:  
 
 



 46 

Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Carry Forward Funds Policy 
 

A. Purpose 

 
The purpose of this report is to present for the Committee, and potentially Council’s 
consideration, a policy on the use of “carry forward funds” by Richland County (the 
“County”), school districts, and millage agencies.   
 

B. Background/Purpose 

 
The process undertaken annually by the County Auditor to levy appropriate millage to fund 
approved budgets for the County, school districts and millage agencies requires that the 
County Auditor estimate the actual value of a mill taking into account a number of factors, 
including a factor for uncollectible taxes.  From time to time, the millage levied will result in 
the collection of more revenue than was reflected in the approved budget.  This non-recurring 
revenue has been known as “Carry Forward Funds.”  Based on past practices, the County 
Auditor would take into account such Carry Forward Funds and reduce the number of mills 
accordingly.  Under the restrictions imposed by Act 388 non-planned reductions in 
operations millage can have a negative impact on the ability of governing bodies to increase 
millage in future years.  
 
As proposed, the policy would provide a mechanism through which the Carry Forward Funds 
can be used to reduce the tax burden on taxpayers without artificially lowering operating 
millage.  The policy will allow the County, school districts and millage agencies to transfer 
Carry Forward Funds resulting from operating millage into a capital projects account to be 
used to fund capital projects which would otherwise be funded from debt.  If the County, 
school districts or millage agencies do not have any current capital needs, the Carry Forward 
Funds may be transferred into a debt service account or sinking fund, at the direction of the 
appropriate governing body. 

 
Proposed Policy: 

 
Carry Forward Funds shall mean the amount of funds resulting from a levy of operating 
millage in excess of the budgeted amount of revenue.  Each year the amount of Carry 
Forward Funds available to the County, a school district or millage agency may, at the 
direction of the appropriate governing body, be transferred into a capital projects account to 
be used to fund capital projects which would otherwise be funded from debt.   If the County, 
school districts or millage agencies do not have any current capital needs, the Carry Forward 
Funds may be transferred into a debt service account or sinking fund, at the direction of the 
appropriate governing body. 

 

C. Financial Impact  
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The financial impact to the County, school districts and millage agencies will be in one of the 
following forms: 
 
 (1) Amounts available for capital projects without the necessity of borrowing will be 
increased; or  
 
 (2) If the County, school districts and millage agencies do not have annual capital 
needs, debt service millage would be reduced. 
 

D. Alternatives 

 
1. Approve and adopt the policy. 
 
2. Do not approve the policy. 
 
3. Propose amendments to the policy. 
 

E. Recommendation 

 

This is a policy decision of county council. 
 
Recommended by: J. Milton Pope       Department: Administration   Date: 09/18/2008 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
Subject:  Request for approval to renew contract with Professional Pathology Services, PC for 

FY ‘08-‘09 
 

A. Purpose: 

  
Council is requested to approve the renewal of the contract with Professional Pathology 
Services, PC to perform autopsies and postmortem examination for the Coroner’s Office for 
FY ’08-’09 and the encumbrance of funds for these services. 

 

B.  Background/Discussion: 

 

The contract with Professional Pathology Services, PC went into effect in July 1992 with the 
option to renew each year.  This pathology group is the only group that can meet the 
specifications of the Coroner’s Office to perform autopsy services.  Therefore, it is requested 
that the contract be approved as a sole-source service provided to the county.  The contract 
should provide for autopsy services by this group at a cost of $850.00 per autopsy and 
$100.00 per forensic consult exam. 

 

C.   Financial Impact: 

 

Based on the prior year and estimates, I would request an initial amount of $270,000.00 be 
approved for autopsy and forensic consult exam services for FY ’08-’09.  It is possible that 
this amount will not be sufficient and will have to be increased during the year. 

 

D.  Alternatives: 

 

1. Approve the request to renew the contract with Professional Pathology Services, PC and 
to encumber initial funds of $270,000.00 for autopsy and exam services by Professional 
Pathology Services, PC. Approval of this request to renew the contract with Professional 
Pathology Services, PC and to encumber the funds requested will allow autopsies and 
forensic consult exams to be done and payment for these services without interruption. 

 
2. Do not approve. If this request is not approved, autopsies and forensic consult exams will 

not be done and/or payment for autopsy services will be delayed. 
 

 E.  Recommendation     

 

It is recommended that Council approve the request for the renewal of the contract with 
Professional Pathology Services, PC and that funds be encumbered in the amount of 
$270,000.00 for autopsy services. 
 
Recommended by:  Coroner Gary Watts   Department: Coroner    Date: 6/25/08 
 

F. Reviews 
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Procurement 

Reviewed by: Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 9/22/2008 
 � Recommend Council approval    � Recommend Council denial  

Comments regarding recommendation:  Professional Pathology Services, PC has a 
Medical Doctor who is a Forensic Pathologist and a Richland County Medical 
Examiner and who is licensed as an Anatomic and Forensic Pathologist and member 
of the American Board of Medical Specialist and South Carolina Medical Examiners 
and affiliated with Palmetto Health Richland and Palmetto Health Baptist. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: J. Milton Pope   Date: 9-22-09 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend approval…funds are budgeted. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: RFP for Employee and Retiree Payroll Deduction Insurance Vendors and Products, 
EAP (Employee Assistance Program) Services and Flexible Spending Accounts (FSAs) 

 

A. Purpose 

 
One objective was to benchmark County benefits and plans with the market to determine if 
the County is competitive and/or needs to make strategic adjustments to reduce insurance 
increase trends. Another objective was to leverage the market to secure competitively priced 
responses from qualified vendors that could maintain a high level of employee customer 
service satisfaction. In addition, the County wanted to provide interested vendors an 
opportunity to respond to the RFP. The RFP also incorporated changes Council approved to 
the retiree insurance plan, such as adding Medicare Advantage and HSAs (Health Savings 
Accounts). The products and services included in the RFP were all insurance products 
currently on payroll deduction, Flexible Spending Accounts (FSA) and Employee Assistnace 
Programs (EAP).  Propose County insurance plan recommendations for the period January 1, 
2009 to September 30, 2009. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

 

Origin of Issue: 

Administration and Human Resources  

 

Lead Department: 
Human Resources 

 

What are the Key Issues (Precipitation of Project): 

� Projected cost escalation trend for health insurance. 
� Utilize the market to secure quality and cost competitive proposals for employee and 

retire insurance and EAP and FSA services from qualified vendors. 
� GASB 45 accounting requirements becoming effective for Richland County this FY. 
� Anticipation of possible changes to retiree health insurance plan or benefits. 
� Multi-year agreements expired for life and dental insurance. 
� Leverage Richland County’s positive claim trend over past 5 years. 
� Provide opportunity for vendors to compete for Richland County business. 
� Need to benchmark employee and retiree insurance products and vendors. 

 

Date Ready for Implementation: 
Upon Council approval – needs be approved by October 7, 2008 in order to become effective 
on January 1, 2009. 

 

Multiple Year Project: 

Yes 
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Process to Date: 

� Selected a consultant to assist the County throughout the RFP process. 
� Developed an RFP 
� Consultant coordinated communicating RFP to interested vendors. 
� Consultant collected responses to RFP from vendors. 
� Consultant compiled data and analyzed responses from vendors. 
� Consultant evaluated vendors’ ability to deliver services and responses to the RFP. 

Evaluation included a review of vendor networks, network discounts, potential disruption 
to employees and retirees if the County changed vendors, cost, cost comparison, ability to 
deliver services, and vendor financial rating. 

� Consultant reported to the County on responses to RFP and financial status of vendors. 
� RFP has been conducted and results reported to the County. 
� HRD is ready to share results with Council. 

 

Process Plan for Future Action: 

 

� Present recommendations to Council and request Council’s approval. 
� Coordinate with Procurement and consultant to properly inform vendors that responded 

to RFP. 
� Coordinate with Procurement and Legal to secure multi year agreements and finalize 

contracts as authorized by Council. 
� Coordinate with Finance to prepare for any changes necessary to payroll deductions. 
� Consider incorporating value added wellness incentives to encourage employees to be 

healthier with an added goal of reducing claim costs, within approved budget limits. 
� Develop transition, education, and implementation plan for employees and retirees. 
� Train HRD Staff on changes approved by Council:  (Medicare, Medicare Advantage, 

Medicare Supplement, HSAs, and HRAs). 
� Present information to employees and retirees. 
� Offer Open Enrollment for employees and retirees where they can make changes. 
� New plan year starts January 1, 2009 

 

C. Financial Impact 

 
Due to involvement of contractual matters that have not yet been decided and therefore need 
to be kept confidential at this time, a detailed financial overview will be presented in 
Executive Session to Council. 
 
HRD projects the overall costs will be within budget amounts approved by Council for FY 
2008-2009.  

 

D. Alternatives 

 
1. Leave current insurance plans as they are. 
 
2. Implement all changes as recommended. 
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3. Implement some of the changes as recommended. 

 

E. Recommendation 

 
The consultant has provided a draft recommendation letter. Because the recommendation will 
be used to determine which vendors the County will attempt to negotiate a contract with, the 
recommendation letter will also be presented to Council during Executive Session. 
 

F.  Reviews 

 
This item is a contractual matter and is eligible to be discussed in executive session. It is 
recommended that additional information and/or recommendations be provided during 
executive session. 

 


