
 
RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 

ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 
July 27, 2004 

Immediately Following the  
D&S Committee Meeting 

 
PRESENT 

Kit Smith, Chair; Joan B. Brady; James Tuten 
 

ABSENT 
Paul Livingston (Democratic Convention) and Anthony G. Mizzell  

 
OTHERS PRESENT 

L. Gregory Pearce, Bernice G. Scott, Susan Brill, Doris M. Corley, Joseph McEachern, Thelma 
M. Tillis, Michielle Cannon-Finch, T. Cary McSwain, Larry Smith, Roxanne Matthews, Ashley 
Bloom, Pam Davis, Tony McDonald, Amelia Linder, Chief Harrell, David Adams, Marsheika 
Martin  

CALL TO ORDER  
The meeting was called to order at approximately 5:37 p.m. 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  July 27, 2004 

Mr. Tuten moved, seconded by Ms. Brill, to approve the minutes as submitted.  
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 
ADOPTION OF AGENDA 

Mr. T. Cary McSwain, County Administrator, requested the addition of a Lease-Swap 
Agreement for C.R. Neal School to the agenda.  

 
Mr. Tuten moved, seconded by Ms. Brady, to adopt the agenda as amended.  

The vote in favor was unanimous.  
 

ITEMS FOR ACTION 
 
Treasurer’s Office: New Position 
 
Mr. Tuten moved, seconded by Ms. Brady, to approve the new full-time position of Tax Clerk in 
the Treasurer’s Office and forward to the Special Called Meeting.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous.  
 
Solicitor’s Office: Worthless Check Program 
 
Ms. Brady moved by Mr. Mizzell, to approve the Resolution agreeing to the establishment of a 
Worthless Check Unit and forward to the Special Called Meeting. The vote in favor was 
unanimous.  
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Lease-Swap Agreement for C.R. Neal School 
 
Mr. McSwain stated this would be an ordinance and would need to be approved by title only.  
 
Mr. Tuten moved, seconded by Ms. Brady, to forward this item to the Special Called Meeting 
with a recommendation for approval of an ordinance by title only. The vote in favor was 
unanimous.  
 
ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION/INFORMATION 
 
Internal Audit Committee: Establishing Ordinance 
 
Ms. Smith directed staff to contact the previous applicants who were denied previously to see if 
they are interested in re-applying.  
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 5:46 p.m. 
 
         Submitted by,  
  
     
 
 
         Kit Smith 
         Chair  
             
The minutes were transcribed by Marsheika G. Martin 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Hospitality Tax Funding Request:  Swamp Fest 2004 
 
A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve $20,000 in Hospitality Tax funds for Swamp Fest 
2004.  

 
B. Background / Discussion 

The Congaree Swamp Fest is a one day event aimed at highlighting the natural beauty of 
South Carolina’s only National Park.  
 
The Congaree National Park is located in Hopkins, South Carolina, just off Old Bluff Road 
in Lower Richland County.  It is a sanctuary for plants and animals, and is a research site for 
scientists, as well as a place for visitors to enjoy nature. 
 
The Hospitality Tax grant application for this event is attached. 
 

C. Financial Impact 
The total project cost is $30,000.  Hospitality Tax funds in the amount of $20,000 are being 
requested for Swamp Fest 2004.   
 
Please see the attached Hospitality Tax financial report. 

 
D. Alternatives 

1. Approve $20,000 in Hospitality Tax funds for Swamp Fest 2004. 
2. Do not approve $20,000 in Hospitality Tax funds for Swamp Fest 2004. 
3. Approve some other amount in Hospitality Tax funds for Swamp Fest 2004. 

 
E. Recommendation 

This decision is at Council’s discretion. 
 
F. Reviews 

 
Finance 

Reviewed by (Finance Director):  Carrie Neal   Date: 9/8/2004   
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Reviewed by (Budget Director):  Daniel Driggers  Date: 9/8/04   

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  No recommendation. 
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Legal 
Reviewed by:  Amelia Linder     Date: 9/9/04 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: This request is at the discretion of Council. 

 
 Administration 

Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald      Date: 9/10/04 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  This request poses a policy question with 
respect to how the Council intends to expend unallocated Hospitality Tax funds and 
is, therefore, left to the discretion of the Council. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Hospitality Tax Funding Request:  2005 Taco Bell Track and Field Classic 
 
A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve $10,000 in Hospitality Tax funds for the 2005 Taco 
Bell Track and Field Classic. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 

The Taco Bell Track and Field Classic is the largest high school event of its type anywhere in 
the Southeast.  The meet will be held on April 8th and 9th, 2005 at Harry Parone Stadium on 
the campus of Spring Valley High School. 
 
The 2004 Taco Bell Track and Field Classic hosted 144 schools from 10 states, with over 
2,000 athletes.  Approximately 5,000 individuals attended this event in 2004. 
 
The background information for this event is attached. 
 

C. Financial Impact 
Hospitality Tax funds in the amount of $10,000 are being requested for the 2005 Taco Bell 
Track and Field Classic.   
 
Please see the attached Hospitality Tax financial report. 

 
D. Alternatives 

1. Approve $10,000 in Hospitality Tax funds for the 2005 Taco Bell Track and Field 
Classic. 

2. Do not approve $10,000 in Hospitality Tax funds for the 2005 Taco Bell Track and Field 
Classic. 

3. Approve some other amount in Hospitality Tax funds for the 2005 Taco Bell Track and 
Field Classic. 

 
E. Recommendation 

This decision is at Council’s discretion. 
 
F. Reviews 

Finance 
Reviewed by (Finance Director):  Carrie Neal  Date: 9/8/2004     

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Reviewed by (Budget Director):  Daniel Driggers Date: 9/8/04    

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  No recommendation.   

 
 



 10

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Amelia Linder    Date: 9/9/04 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: This request is at the discretion of Council. 

 
 Administration 

Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald    Date: 9/10/04 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  This request poses a policy question with 
respect to how the Council intends to expend unallocated Hospitality Tax funds and 
is, therefore, left to the discretion of the Council. 

 
  
 

 



 11



 12

 

 



 13

 



 14

 

 



 15

 

 



 16

 



 17

 

 



 18

 



 19

 

 
 
 

 



 20

 



 21

Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Adoption of the 2003 Editions of the International Building Code, International Fire 
Code, International Mechanical Code, International Plumbing Code, and International Energy 

Conservation Code 
 
A. Purpose 

Council is requested to adopt the above codes by January 1, 2005, as mandated by the South 
Carolina Building Codes Council, along with certain optional chapters and appendices, for 
regulation of building construction, fire prevention, and energy conservation within 
unincorporated Richland County. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 

Section 6-9-50 of the South Carolina Code of Laws requires that counties adopt by reference 
only the latest editions of certain nationally recognized codes, including the International 
Building Code, the International Fire Code, the International Mechanical Code, the 
International Plumbing Code, and the International Energy Conservation Code, as published 
by the International Code Council, Inc.   
 
The South Carolina Building Codes Council, at its meeting on May 25, 2004, adopted the 
2003 editions of these five codes, for implementation by local jurisdictions by January 1, 
2005.   
 
Richland County Planning and Development Services currently enforces the 2000 editions of 
the International Building Code, the International Mechanical Code, and the International 
Plumbing Code.  Richland County Emergency Services currently enforces the 2000 edition 
of the International Fire Code.  The 2000 edition of the International Energy Conservation 
Code is not adopted or enforced by Richland County. 
 

C. Financial Impact                                                                                                                    
The financial impact to Richland County Government associated with this request is limited 
to the purchase of updated code documents and routine, mandatory, continuing education for 
our building inspectors and fire prevention inspectors. 
 

D. Alternatives 
1. Comply with State statute and regulations by amending Chapter 6, Buildings and 

Building Regulations, of the Richland County Code of Ordinances so as to adopt the 
2003 editions of the International Building Code, the International Fire Code, the 
International Mechanical Code, the International Plumbing Code, and the International 
Energy Conservation Code, for implementation by January 1, 2005.  Also, adopt the 
following optional chapters and appendices: 

2003 International Building Code, Chapter 1, Administration; 
2003 International Fire Code, Chapter 1, Administration; 
2003 International Fire Code, Appendix B, Fire-Flow Requirements for 
Buildings; 
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2003 International Fire Code, Appendix C, Fire Hydrant Locations and 
Distribution; 
2003 International Fire Code, Appendix D, Fire Apparatus Access Roads; 
2003 International Fire Code, Appendix E, Hazard Categories; 
2003 International Fire Code, Appendix F, Hazard Ranking; 
2003 International Fire Code, Appendix G, Cryogenic Fluids – Weight and 
Volume Equivalents; 
2003 International Mechanical Code, Chapter 1, Administration; 
2003 International Mechanical Code, Appendix A, Combustion Air Openings and 
Chimney Connector Pass-Throughs; 
2003 International Plumbing Code, Chapter 1, Administration; and 
2003 International Energy Conservation Code, Chapter 1, Administration and 
Enforcement. 

2. Comply with State statute and regulations by amending Chapter 6, Buildings and 
Building Regulations, of the Richland County Code of Ordinances so as to adopt the 
2003 editions of the International Building Code, the International Fire Code, the 
International Mechanical Code, the International Plumbing Code, and the International 
Energy Conservation Code, for implementation by January 1, 2005, without adopting the 
optional chapters and appendices listed in alternative 1 above. 

3. Continue to reference, administer, and enforce the 2000 editions of the International 
Building Code, the International Fire Code, the International Mechanical Code, and the 
International Plumbing Code, in violation of State statute and regulations. 

 
E. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to adopt the 2003 editions of the 
International Building Code, the International Fire Code, the International Mechanical Code, 
the International Plumbing Code, and the International Energy Conservation Code, for 
implementation by January 1, 2005, along with the optional chapters and appendices listed in 
alternative 1 above. 
 
Recommended by: Michael P. Criss, AICP  Dept.: Planning and Development  Date: 9/17/04 

 
F. Reviews 

Finance 
Reviewed by (Finance Director):  Carrie Neal  Date: 9/20/2004   

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Reviewed by (Budget Director):  Daniel Driggers Date:  9/21/04    

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
 Emergency Services 

Reviewed by:  Michael Byrd    Date:     
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Public Works 
Reviewed by:  Chris Eversmann    Date:     

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  See DPW comments (attached). 

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Amelia Linder    Date: 9/23/04 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Administration 
Reviewed by:  Milton Pope    Date:  9/24/04 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: Administration recommends approval; 
however, action on the item should be delayed one month to allow the development 
community to review and comment on the proposed changes. 
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               Department of Public Works 
A.                Memorandum 
 

To:   Michael P. Criss  

From:   Ralph B. Pearson, P.E. 

CC:  

Date: 9/17/04 

Re: Adoption of the 2003 Editions of the International Building Code, International Fire Code, International 
Mechanical Code, International Plumbing Code, and International Energy Conservation Code 

 
 This is in reference to your Council Request of Action regarding the same subject. Please note that 
Appendix D of the International Fire Code contains some minimum design specifications for “Fire Apparatus 
Access Roads.”  In subdivision developments, the fire apparatus access roads are the subdivision streets; the 
design of which is specified in the County’s land development regulations as well as the road design standards 
established by the County Engineer. Appendix D, however, contains some requirements that are inconsistent 
with the County’s current standards. If the International Fire Code is adopted, the land development regulations 
and road design standards should be amended to eliminate the inconsistencies. Otherwise, developers and 
engineers, as well as the County staff, will have great difficulty determining which standard applies to the roads 
in a new subdivision. Specifically, the following inconsistencies need to be addressed: 

1.  Standard Road Width Appendix D requires a minimum road width of 26’ for any road on which fire 
hydrants are located and for dead-end streets more than 500’ in length. The land development regulations have a 
standard street width of 24’ but allow a 20’ width for dead-end streets serving 20 lots or less. Rather than 
differentiate between roads that have fire hydrants and those that don’t and dead-end versus through streets, it is 
recommended that article III, section22-21(k) of the land development regulations be revised as follows to adopt 
a 26’ width for all subdivision streets. Please note that the 20’ wide street is eliminated. 

(k) Right-of-way and pavement widths. Minimum rights-of-way and pavement widths shall be as 
follows: 

Minimum  
Minimum  Pavement 
Right-of-way Width  

Street Classification  (feet)   (feet) 
Rural     66   22(1)(4) 
Local residential    50   27(2) 
Local commercial    66   37(2)(3) 
Collector     66   37(2) 
Industrial service    66   37(2) 

80   36(1) 
Arterial    100   53(2) 
Residential collector  50   37(2) 

  
  (1) Measured pavement edge to pavement edge. 

(2) Measured from back of curb to back of curb or from low point of valley to low point of 
valley. 
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(3) Minimum pavement width and right-of-way may be reduced by the planning commission 
in individual cases. 

(4) The mixing of rural and any other street classification is prohibited. 
 

2.  Cul-de-Sac Diameter Appendix D requires a 96’ diameter cul-de-sac on any dead-end street more than 150’ 
in length whereas the land development regulations require an 80’ diameter cul-de-sac on all dead end streets. 
Rather than differentiate between dead-end streets longer and shorter than 150’ for the cul-de-sac diameter, it is 
recommended that a standard diameter be adopted. Article III, section 22-21(b) of the land development 
regulations would have to be amended as follows to require a 96’ diameter cul-de-sac in order to be consistent 
with Appendix D. 

(b) Residential cul-de-sacs. Cul-de-sacs shall terminate in a circular turnaround having a minimum 
right-of-way of at least one hundred sixteen (116) feet in diameter and a paved turnaround with a 
minimum outside diameter of ninety six (96) feet, or other approved type of turnaround, 
including T's, Y's or landscaped islands with minimum right-of-way sufficient for county 
maintenance. 

 

3.  Alternative Turn-Arounds Appendix D allows a 60’ “Y” or 120’ Hammerhead turn-around in lieu of the 
96’ diameter cul-de-sac on dead end streets. The land development regulations allow for an “other approved 
type of turn-around” in lieu of a cul-de-sac but do not specify any dimensions. To be consistent with Appendix 
D, it is recommended that the land development regulations be amended as follows: 

(b) Residential cul-de-sacs. Cul-de-sacs shall terminate in a circular turnaround having a minimum 
right-of-way of at least one hundred sixteen (116) feet in diameter and a paved turnaround with a 
minimum outside diameter of ninety six (96) feet, or other approved type of turnaround that 
meets the requirements of the International Fire Code, including T's and Y's. 

 

4.  Second Entrance Requirement Appendix D requires that multi-family residential developments of more than 
100 units and commercial buildings with more than 62,000 square feet have at least two access roads for fire 
apparatus. To be consistent with this requirement, Article VII, section 22-56(8) will have to be amended as 
follows:   

(8) Access requirements:  Two access roads for fire apparatus are required for multi-family 
residential developments with 100 or more units and commercial buildings exceeding 
62,000 square feet as per the provisions of Appendix D of the International Fire Code. 
Access shall also be in accordance with the South Carolina Department of Transportation 
"Access & Roadside Standards" (ARMS) dated December 1991, as amended. 

 
The requirement in Appendix D for two access roads in single and two family residential developments 
with 30 or more units is ambiguous. It just says “shall be provided with separate and approved fire 
apparatus access roads.” Amending the land development regulations to require multiple access roads 
would eliminate that ambiguity. If this requirement is to be adopted, it is recommended that, in 
subdivisions, all access roads be standard subdivision streets rather allowing privately maintained access 
roads for fire apparatus. The following section added to Article III, Section 22-21 of the land development 
regulations will accomplish this: 
 
  (g) Number of access roads: A minimum of two entrance roads that meet all of the 
provisions of this article and Appendix D of the International Fire Code must be provided for all 
residential subdivisions in which there will be more than 30 dwellings.  
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 
ORDINANCE NO. ___–04HR 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RICHLAND COUNTY CODE OF 
ORDINANCES, CHAPTER 6, BUILDINGS AND BUILDING 
REGULATIONS; SECTION 6-82(B) OF ARTICLE III, BUILDING CODES; 
SECTIONS 6-113 AND 6-114(A) OF ARTICLE V, FIRE PREVENTION 
CODE; SECTION 6-140 OF ARTICLE VII, MECHANICAL CODE; SECTION 
6-154 OF ARTICLE VIII, PLUMBING CODE; SECTION 6-169 OF ARTICLE 
IX, SWIMMING POOL CODE; AND ADDING A NEW SECTION XII; SO AS 
TO ADOPT A PORTION OF THE 2003 INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE 
SERIES.  
 
 

Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution and the General Assembly of the State of 
South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND 
COUNTY: 
 
SECTION I.  The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 6, Buildings and Building 
Regulations; Section 6-82(b) of Article III, Building Codes; is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 
 

Sec. 6-82.  Adopted. 
 

(b)  There is hereby adopted by the county council the 2003 International Building 
Code, including Chapter 1 (Administration), and all amendments thereto, as published by 
the International Code Council, Inc. The construction, alteration, repair, or demolition of 
every building or structure (other than a one or two family dwelling structure) shall 
conform to the 2000 edition of the International Building Code and all amendments 
thereto, as published by the International Code Council, Inc. requirements of this Code.  

 
SECTION II. The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 6, Buildings and Building 
Regulations; Section 6-113 of Article V, Fire Prevention Code; is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 
 

Sec. 6-113.  Purpose. 
 

The purpose of this article is to apply the provisions of the 2000 2003 edition of 
the International Fire Code to all buildings and structures that are not regulated by the 
2000 edition of the International Residential Code.  

 
SECTION III. The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 6, Buildings and Building 
Regulations; Section 6-114(a) of Article V, Fire Prevention Code; is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 
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Sec. 6-114.  Adopted; applicability, etc. 

 
(a)  There is hereby adopted by the county council the 2000 2003 edition of the 

International Fire Code, including Chapter 1 (Administration), and all amendments 
thereto, as published by the International Code Council, Inc. In addition, the following 
appendices of the 2003 edition of the International Fire Code are hereby adopted: 

 
(1) Appendix B, Fire-Flow Requirements for Buildings; 
 
(2) Appendix C, Fire Hydrant Locations and Distribution; 

 
(3) Appendix D, Fire Apparatus Access Roads; 

 
(4) Appendix E, Hazard Categories; 

 
(5) Appendix F, Hazard Ranking; and 

 
(6) Appendix G, Cryogenic Fluids - Weight and Volume Equivalents.     

 
SECTION IV. The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 6, Buildings and Building 
Regulations; Section 6-140 of Article VII, Mechanical Code; is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 
 

Sec. 6-140.  Adopted. 
 

There is hereby adopted by the county council the 2003 International Mechanical 
Code, including Chapter 1 (Administration), and all amendments thereto, as published by 
the International Code Council, Inc. In addition, Appendix A, Combustion Air Openings 
and Chimney Connector Pass-Throughs of the 2003 International Mechanical Code is 
hereby adopted. The installation of mechanical systems, including alterations, repairs, 
replacements, equipment, appliances, fixtures, and/or appurtenances shall conform to 
these 2000 edition of the International Mechanical Code, and all amendments thereto, as 
published by the International Code Council, Inc. Code requirements. 

 
SECTION V. The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 6, Buildings and Building 
Regulations; Section 6-154 of Article VIII, Plumbing Code; is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 
 

Sec. 6-154.  Adopted. 
 

There is hereby adopted by the county council the 2003 International Plumbing 
Code, including Chapter 1 (Administration), and all amendments thereto, as published by 
the International Code Council, Inc. The installation, workmanship, construction 
maintenance or repair of all plumbing work shall conform to the 2000 edition of the 
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International Plumbing Code, and all amendments thereto, as published by the 
International Code Council, Inc.  requirements of this Code. 

 
SECTION VI. The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 6, Buildings and Building 
Regulations; Section 6-169 of Article IX, Swimming Pool Code; is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 
 
 Sec. 6-169.  Additional requirements. 
 

In addition to the requirements imposed by the 2000 2003 edition of the 
International Building Code and by Appendix G of the 2000 edition of the International 
Residential Code, the following administrative requirements are hereby enacted: 

 
(1) A homeowner (or his/her agent) shall be responsible for securing a permit 

from the County Building Official for the installation of a residential in-
ground swimming pool.   

 
(2) A licensed swimming pool contractor shall be responsible for securing a 

permit from the County Building Official for the installation of a 
commercial in-ground swimming pool. 

 
(3) In the event an approved wall, fence, or other substantial structure to 

completely enclose the proposed pool is not in existence at the time an 
application is made for the permit to install a pool, it shall be the 
responsibility of the property owner to have the enclosure installed prior to 
the final inspection and, further, to ensure that said structure remains in 
place as long as the swimming pool exists. 

  
 Sec. 6-170 to 6-181. Reserved. 
 
SECTION VII. The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 6, Buildings and Building 
Regulations; Section 6-191 of Article XI, Penalties; is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 

ARTICLE XI. PENALTIES  ENERGY CONSERVATION 
 

Sec. 6-191.  Penalties. 
 
Any person who violates any of the provisions of this chapter shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor and shall be subject to a fine not exceeding five hundred dollars($500) or to 
imprisonment not  exceeding 30 days. Each day during which such violation continues shall 
constitute a separate offense. 
 

Sec. 6-191.  Purpose.  
 

The purpose of this article is to regulate the design of building envelopes for 
adequate thermal resistance and low air leakage, and the design and selection of 
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mechanical, electrical, service water-heating, and illumination systems and equipment 
which will enable effective use of energy in new building construction. 

 
 Sec. 6-192. Adopted. 
 

There is hereby adopted by the county council the 2003 International Energy 
Conservation Code, including Chapter 1 (Administration and Enforcement), and all 
amendments thereto, as published by the International Code Council, Inc. The 
construction, alteration, repair, or maintenance of every building or structure shall 
conform to the requirements of this Code.  

 
 Secs. 6-193 – 6-199. Reserved. 
 
SECTION VIII. The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 6, Buildings and Building 
Regulations; is hereby amended to add a new Article to read as follows: 
 

ARTICLE XII. PENALTIES 
 

Sec. 6-200.  Penalties. 
 

Any person who violates any of the provisions of this chapter shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and shall be subject to a fine not exceeding five hundred 
dollars($500) or to imprisonment not  exceeding 30 days. Each day during which such 
violation continues shall constitute a separate offense.   

 
SECTION IX.  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 X.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict 
with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed.  
 
SECTION XI.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective from and after January 1, 2005. 
 
 
       RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 
       BY:__________________________ 

               Bernice G. Scott, Chair 
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ATTEST THIS THE _____ DAY 
 
OF_________________, 2004 
 
____________________________________ 
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 for Action 
 

Subject:  Interlocal Agreement for Capital Trust Agency Bond Issue 
 
A. Purpose 

Provide a Richland County property owner, the Atlantic Housing Foundation, Inc. (“AHF”), 
the opportunity to refinance one of its low income housing properties, the Ashton at 
Longcreek, through the issuance of bonds.  The County will have no liability or 
responsibility in connection with the bonds. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 

The Capital Trust Agency (“CTA”) is a Florida agency similar to JEDA in South Carolina.  
AHF is a non-profit corporation in the low income housing business.  AHF owns low income 
housing properties in SC, Florida, and Texas.  These properties are being “pooled” for 
purposes of one large bond issue to refinance all of the properties.  One of the properties, the 
Ashton at Longcreek Apartments, is located in Richland County (the “County”).   
 
CTA, like JEDA, requests the limited consent and participation of the County in connection 
with the bond issue.  The County’s participation would be limited to the approval and 
execution of the attached Interlocal Agreement (the “Agreement”) and holding a public 
hearing regarding the bonds.  The Agreement clearly states that the County will have no 
obligation or liability with respect to the bonds.  The Agreement is required by CTA as an 
acknowledgement by the County that CTA is financing a property located within the 
jurisdiction of the County.   
 
The public hearing is the same type of hearing required for JEDA bond issues, and is a 
requirement of federal tax law. 
 

C. Financial Impact 
None.  There is no direct initial financial impact associated with this request.   There will be 
no ongoing liability of the County.  The bonds are the sole liability and responsibility of 
CTA.  CTA will pay for expenses, if any, of the County incurred in connection with 
approving the Agreement or holding the public hearing.   

 
D. Alternatives 

1. Approve the terms of the Resolution (attached) which gives authority to execute the 
Agreement.  Hold the public hearing regarding the bonds. 

2. Deny the request. 
 
E. Recommendation 

It is recommended that County Council approve the resolution regarding the Interlocal 
Agreement. 
 
Recommended by:  Ray Jones, Parker Poe Date: 9-17-04 
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F. Reviews 
Finance 

Reviewed by (Finance Director):  Carrie Neal  Date: 9/20/2004   
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Reviewed by (Budget Director):  Daniel Driggers Date:  9/20/04   
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Amelia Linder    Date: 9/20/04 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: This request is at the discretion of County 
Council. The public hearing would be held on October 5, 2004. 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald    Date:  9/20/04 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT 

This AGREEMENT made and entered into this ___day of ____________, 2004, by and 
between the CAPITAL TRUST AGENCY, a legal entity duly created under Chapters 163, Part I and 
617, Florida Statutes (hereinafter referred to as the “Issuer”), and Richland County, South 
Carolina a body politic and corporate existing under the law of the State of South Carolina 
(hereinafter referred to as the “Local Government”); 

W I T N E S S E T H: 

WHEREAS, the Issuer is a public agency of the State of Florida, organized and existing 
under the provisions of Chapter 163, Part I, and Chapter 159, Part II, Florida Statutes, Ordinance 
5-97 of the City of Gulf Breeze, Florida, and other applicable provisions of law (collectively the 
“Act”), and is empowered pursuant to the Act to issue revenue bonds for the purpose of 
providing funds to pay all or any part of the cost of any project (as defined in the Act); and 

WHEREAS, Atlantic Housing Foundation, Inc. (the “Company”), a nonprofit corporation 
qualified to do business in Florida and an organization described in Section 501(c)(3) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (the “Code”) and exempt from federal income tax 
under Section 501(a) of the Code, has been formed for the purpose, among other things, of 
promoting affordable housing by acquiring, constructing, furnishing, equipping, owning and 
operating housing facilities, has requested that the Issuer issue its revenue bonds in one or more 
series and loan the proceeds of such bonds to the Company for the purpose of financing housing 
facilities, as described on Schedule I attached hereto (the “Local Project”) within the jurisdiction 
of the Local Government and 

WHEREAS, the Local Project is located within the jurisdiction of the Local Government 
and is intended to provide decent, safe, and sanitary housing at affordable prices for residents of 
the Local Government in furtherance of the public and corporate purposes of the Local 
Government; and 

WHEREAS, the Company can realize economies of scale in having the Issuer finance the 
Local Project along with other Projects of the Company located in other jurisdictions, and the 
utilization of a single Issuer will decrease burdens upon administrative resources of other issuers 
located in the State of South Carolina and other states; and 

WHEREAS, the Issuer intends to issue not exceeding $540,000,000 Capital Trust Agency, 
Revenue Bonds, Series 2004 (Atlantic Housing Foundation Project) (the “2004 Bonds”) from 
time to time in one or more series to provide the financing requested by the Company for the 
Local Project; and 

NOW THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows: 

 Section 1. 2004 Bonds.  The Local Government hereby acknowledges (i) that the 
Issuer intends to issue and apply sufficient proceeds of the 2004 Bonds from time to time for the 
purpose of financing the Local Project by making funds available to the Company for the Local 
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Project, (ii) that the Local Government is not considering nor does it intend to consider financing 
the Local Project through the issuance of bonds by the Local Government and (iii) that the 
financing of the Local Project by the Issuer will further the corporate and public purposes of the 
Local Government. 

 THE 2004 BONDS ARE OBLIGATIONS SOLELY OF THE ISSUER AND DO NOT CONSTITUTE AN 
INDEBTEDNESS, AN OBLIGATION, OR A LOAN OF THE CREDIT OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT.  
FURTHERMORE, THE BONDS DO NOT CREATE A MORAL OBLIGATION ON THE PART OF THE LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT WITH RESPECT TO PAYMENT OF THE 2004 BONDS.   

 Furthermore, it is expressly understood and agreed that neither the Local Government nor 
any of its directors, officers, employees or agents are acting as fiduciary or agent of the Issuer or 
any other party, and neither the Local Government nor any of its directors, officers, employees or 
agents shall be liable or responsible for (a) the payment of any amounts owing on or with respect 
to the 2004 Bonds; (b) the use or application by the trustee of any funds or earnings payable to 
the trustee under the financing documents; (c) any acts or omissions of the trustee with respect to 
the 2004 Bonds or under the indenture or any other document or agreement relating to the 2004 
Bonds (collectively, the “Bond Documents”); (d) the validity or enforceability of the 2004 
Bonds or any of the Bond Documents; and (e) the trustee’s performance of its obligations under 
any of the Bond Documents.  Without limiting the foregoing, the Local Government shall have 
no duty to comply with the terms of any of the Bond Documents or to ascertain whether the 
trustee is in compliance therewith.   

 Section 2.  Administration.  The Issuer hereby assumes responsibility for 
administering the financing of the Local Project by and through its employees, agents and 
officers; provided, however, that the Local Government retains and reserves its right to require 
reasonable reporting on programs operated within its jurisdiction.  The Issuer and its agents shall 
provide the Local Government with such reports as may be necessary to account for funds 
generated by the Local Project, upon written request. 

 The Issuer shall have full authority and responsibility to negotiate, define, validate, 
market, sell, issue and deliver its 2004 Bonds, based upon the amounts required for the financing 
of the Local Project, and to take such other action as may be necessary or convenient to 
accomplish such purpose. 

The issuance and administration costs and expenses related to the 2004 Bonds issued to 
finance the Local Project and administration of such program shall be paid from proceeds of the 
2004 Bonds and revenues generated from the loan program. 

 Section 3. Reimbursement of Local Government.  The fees and expenses of the Local 
Government, if any, shall be paid by the Company in the manner and to the extent mutually 
agreed upon by the officials of the Local Government and the Company at or prior to issuance of 
the 2004 Bonds. 

 Section 4. Term.  This Agreement will remain in full force and effect from the date of 
its execution until such time as it is terminated by any party upon ten (10) days written notice to 
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the other party hereto.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, it is agreed that this Agreement may not 
be terminated by the Local Government or by any party during any period that any 2004 Bonds 
issued pursuant to the terms hereof remain outstanding (or a purchase contract for such 2004 
Bonds is in effect), or during any period in which the proceeds of such 2004 Bonds are still in the 
possession of the Issuer, the Company or its agents pending distribution, unless either (i) the 
parties to this Agreement mutually agree in writing to the terms of such termination or (ii) such 
termination, by its terms, only applies prospectively to the authorization to issue the 2004 Bonds 
and for which no purchase contract has been entered into.   

 Section 5. Indemnity.  To the full extent permitted by law, the Issuer agrees to hold the 
Local Government harmless from any and all liability, including payment of all applicable costs 
and reasonable attorneys fees, pursuant to its involvement with the financing and/or operation of 
the Local Project, including but not limited to the repayment of principal of and interest or 
penalty on the 2004 Bonds, and the members and officials of the Local Government harmless 
from any and all liability, including payment of all applicable costs and reasonable attorneys 
fees, in connection with the approval rendered pursuant to applicable federal and Florida laws.  
The Issuer agrees that any offering, circular or official statement approved by and used in 
marketing the 2004 Bonds will include a statement to the effect that Bond owners may not look 
to the Local Government for payment of the 2004 Bonds and interest or premium thereon. 

 Section 6.  No Joint Venture.  This Agreement shall not constitute, create or in any way 
be interpreted as a joint venture, partnership or formal business organization of any kind.  The 
parties shall perform activities under this Agreement only as independent contracts, and nothing 
contained in this Agreement shall be construed to be inconsistent with this relationship or status.  
Under no circumstances shall any personnel of either party be considered to be any employee or 
agent of the other party.  Nothing in this Agreement shall be interpreted as granting either party 
the right or authority to make commitments of any kind for the other, implied or otherwise, 
without prior review and written agreement by the other party. 

 Section 7.  Limited Liability.  The 2004 Bonds, and all obligations of the Issuer 
undertaken in connection therewith, are limited and special obligations of the Issuer, and shall be 
payable solely from the revenues provided therefore under the loan program.  
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 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties to this Agreement have caused their names to be 
affixed hereto by the proper officers thereof as of the ______ day of __________, 2004. 

CAPITAL TRUST AGENCY, the Issuer 

By  
 Name: _______________________________ 
 Its:  Chairman 

ATTEST: 

By _________________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
Its: ______________________________ 

______________________________________, 
RICHLAND COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA, the 
Local Government 

By  
 Name: _______________________________ 
 Its:__________________________________ 

ATTEST: 

By _________________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
Its: ______________________________ 
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LOCAL PROJECT 
 
 

The Ashton at Longcreek 
1401 Longcreek Drive  
Columbia, SC 29210 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Sheriff’s Department Budget Amendment:  Petrol, Oil, and Lubricant and 
Administrative Services Fee 

 
 
A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a budget amendment to the Sheriff’s Department 
budget in the amount of $200,000.00 for the purpose of providing for a budget shortfall in 
Petrol, Oil, and Lubricant, and to establish a fee schedule allowing the Sheriff to charge 
persons contracting with him a fee of $5.00 per hour for administrative services.  

 
 
B. Background / Discussion 

The Sheriff’s Department was required to take a one percent reduction in its operating budget 
as part of a balancing strategy for FY 2004. The Department elected to take this reduction in 
Petrol and Fuel because of the following cost saving strategy. 
 
Due to the concern surrounding use of county equipment by deputies working special duty, 
the Sheriff has elected to exercise a program this fiscal year whereby those who contract with 
the Sheriff for special services are required to pay a $5.00 administrative fee per hour 
worked. The purpose of this fee is to offset fuel and equipment costs incurred as a result of 
special duty. This will allow the Sheriff’s Department a method of recouping the one percent 
removed from its original budget request.  

 
 
C. Financial Impact 

The financial impact to the current budget will be negligible since these funds are provided 
from fees levied for services. 
 
 

D.  Alternatives 
1. Approve the request for a budget amendment in the amount of $200,000 for the purpose 

of providing for a budget shortfall in Petrol, Oil, and Lubricant, and establish a fee 
schedule allowing the Sheriff to charge persons contracting with him a fee of $5.00 per 
hour for administrative services.  

2. Approve only the request for a budget amendment in the amount of $200,000 for the 
purpose of providing for a budget shortfall in Petrol, Oil, and Lubricant. 

3. Approve only the fee schedule allowing the Sheriff to charge persons contracting with 
him a fee of $5.00 per hour for administrative services. 

4. Do not approve the request for the budget amendment in the amount of $200,000 for the 
purpose of providing for a budget shortfall in Petrol, Oil, and Lubricant, and do not 
establish a fee schedule allowing the Sheriff to charge persons contracting with him a fee 
of $5.00 per hour for administrative services. 
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E. Recommendation 
It is recommended that Council approve alternative one, the request for a budget amendment 
in the amount of $200,000 for the purpose of providing for a budget shortfall in Petrol, Oil, 
and Lubricant, and establish a fee schedule allowing the Sheriff to charge persons contracting 
with him a fee of $5.00 per hour for administrative services. 
 
Recommended by:  Hubert F. Harrell, Chief Deputy    Department: Sheriff      Date: 09/14/04 
 

F. Reviews 
Finance 

Reviewed by (Finance Director):  Carrie Neal  Date: 9/20/2004   
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Reviewed by (Budget Director):  Daniel Driggers Date:  9/22/04     
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  This is a policy decision for council on the 
method of funding services provided; therefore, no recommendation is provided.  
From a financial perspective, we have not been involved in or seen the analysis for 
the implementation of the fee; therefore, we are unable to provide a recommendation 
as to the reasonableness of the recommendation.  The approval of the fee and the 
amendment to the budget will require a budget amendment.     

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Amelia Linder    Date: 9/23/04 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: This request is at the discretion of County 
Council.  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Milton Pope    Date:  9/24/04 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend approval of the budget 
amendment as submitted; however, it should be noted that the Sheriff’s Department 
has requested the following language: 
 

Funds collected by the Sheriff will be processed through the 
Sheriff's Supplemental Escrow Account maintained by the 
Treasurer for subsequent deposit into the General Fund. These 
funds will be applied solely to the Sheriff's Department to offset 
budgetary shortfalls in the Sheriff's Budget which may appear as a 
result of cost cutting measures employed during FY 2005. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 
ORDINANCE NO. ___–04HR 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE FISCAL YEAR 2004-2005 GENERAL 
FUND ANNUAL BUDGET TO ADD TWO HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS 
($200,000.00) TO PROVIDE APPROPRIATION OF ANTICIPATED REVENUE 
AND TO INCREASE FUNDING TO THE SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT FOR 
PETROL AND FUEL.     

 
Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution and the General Assembly of the State of 
South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND 
COUNTY: 
 
SECTION I.  That the amount of Two Hundred Thousand Dollars ($200,000.00) be appropriated 
to the FY 2004–2005 Sheriff Department budget.  Therefore, the Fiscal Year 2004-2005 General 
Fund Annual Budget is hereby amended as follows:   
 
 

REVENUE 
 
Revenue appropriated July 1, 2004 as amended:    $98,412,084 
 
Appropriation of Revenue from Special Duty Fee:          200,000 
 
Total General Fund Revenue As Amended:     $98,612,084   
  
 
 

EXPENDITURES 
 
Expenditures appropriated July 1, 2004 as amended:    $98,412,084 
 
Increase to Sheriff Department Budget - Fuel:          200,000 
 
Total General Fund Expenditures As Amended:   $98,612,084 
 
 
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 
______________, 2004. 
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        RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 

    BY:__________________________ 
           Bernice G. Scott, Chair 

ATTEST THIS THE _____ DAY 
 
OF_________________, 2004 
 
 
_________________________________ 
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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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO. ___–04HR 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE FISCAL YEAR 2004-2005 GENERAL 
FUND ANNUAL BUDGET TO ADD A $5.00 PER HOUR ADMINISTRATIVE 
SERVICES FEE TO ALL SHERIFF DEPARTMENT “SPECIAL DUTY” 
CONTRACTUAL AGREEMENTS.  THIS WILL AUTHORIZE THE CHARGE 
AND COLLECTION OF THE STATED FEE.     

 
Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution and the General Assembly of the State of 
South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND 
COUNTY: 
 
SECTION I.  The fiscal year 2004-2005 General Fund Annual Budget is hereby amended to 
establish a $5.00 per hour administrative services fee for all sheriff department “special duty” 
contracts, as follows:   
 
 Section 22a.   Richland County hereby enacts the implementation of an Administrative 
Service Fee of $5.00 per hour beginning July 1, 2004. All parties that enter into a contractual 
agreement with the Sheriff’s Department for the purpose of obtaining a “Special Duty Officer” 
shall be assessed a fee of $5.00 per hour worked by officers to off-set administrative costs. This 
fee shall be paid directly to Richland County and shall be in addition to all wages, taxes and 
benefits paid to or on behalf of the Special Duty Officer. Fees charged, billed, and collected are 
to be deposited in the general fund as miscellaneous revenue. 
 
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 ________, 2004. 
 
        RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 

    BY:__________________________ 
           Bernice G. Scott, Chair 

ATTEST THIS THE _____ DAY 
 
OF_________________, 2004 
 
 
_________________________________ 
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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: Sheriff’s Department Budget Amendment:  DNA and Firearms Lab 
 
A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a budget amendment to the Sheriff’s Department 
budget in the amount of $39,677.00 for the purpose of providing funding for the DNA and 
Firearms Lab operations not included in the current budget. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 

The Sheriff’s Department is in the process of starting up the DNA Lab and continues to 
process firearms testing, but no funds were included in the approved budget for those 
purposes. Once the DNA Lab is fully functional, it should become self-sustaining. These 
funds are required to support the lab until that time. The development of these labs will 
provide for speedier trials for suspects, including many who reside in our detention center. 

 
C. Financial Impact 

The financial impact to the current budget will be negligible since the funding requested will 
be derived from those monies received from the City of Columbia in a contractual 
agreement. 
 

D.  Alternatives 
1. Approve the budget amendment request in the amount of $39,677.00 for the purpose of 

providing funding for the DNA and Firearms Lab operations. 
2. Disapprove the budget amendment request in the amount of $39,677.00 for the purpose 

of providing funding for the DNA and Firearms Lab operations.  If disapproved, the 
operation of these facilities without the funds will result a subsequent shortfall in needed 
supplies and slow the process of making the lab self sufficient.  

 
E.  Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve alternative one, approve the budget amendment 
request in the amount of $39,677.00 for the purpose of providing funding for the DNA and 
Firearms Lab operations. 
 
Recommended by:  Hubert F. Harrell, Chief Deputy     Department: Sheriff     Date: 09/13/04 

 
F.  Reviews 

Finance 
Reviewed by (Finance Director):  Carrie Neal  Date: 9/20/2004   

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Reviewed by (Budget Director):  Daniel Driggers Date:  9/22/04     

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Based on the information above, the check 
received from the City of Columbia is unbudgeted revenue and would be available for 
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Council appropriation through a budget amendment.  The recommendation to 
approve is based on having no reason to recommend denial; however, determining the 
best use of those funds is a decision for council.   

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Amelia Linder    Date: 9/23/04 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: This request is at the discretion of County 
Council.  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Milton Pope    Date:  9/24/04 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval; concur with Budget 
Director’s comments. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO. ___–04HR 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE FISCAL YEAR 2004-2005 GENERAL 
FUND ANNUAL BUDGET TO ADD THIRTY NINE THOUSAND SIX 
HUNDRED SEVENTY-SEVEN DOLLARS ($39,677.00) TO PROVIDE 
APPROPRIATION OF REVENUE RECEIVED IN FUNDING TO THE 
SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT FOR DNA LAB OPERATIONS.     

 
Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution and the General Assembly of the State of 
South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND 
COUNTY: 
 
SECTION I.  That the amount of Thirty Nine Thousand Six Hundred Seventy-Seven Dollars 
($39,677.00) be appropriated to the FY 2004–2005 Sheriff Department budget.  Therefore, the 
Fiscal Year 2004-2005 General Fund Annual Budget is hereby amended as follows:   
 

REVENUE 
 
Revenue appropriated July 1, 2004 as amended:    $98,372,407 
 
Appropriation of Miscellaneous Revenue:             39,677 
 
Total General Fund Revenue As Amended:     $98,412,084   
  
 
 

EXPENDITURES 
 
Expenditures appropriated July 1, 2004 as amended:    $98,372,407 
 
Increase to Sheriff Department Budget:            39,677 
 
Total General Fund Expenditures As Amended:   $98,412,084 
 
 
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 __________, 
2004. 
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        RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 

    BY:__________________________ 
           Bernice G. Scott, Chair 

ATTEST THIS THE _____ DAY 
 
OF_________________, 2004 
 
 
_________________________________ 
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:  October 5, 2004 (tentative) 
Second Reading:  
Public Hearing:  
Third Reading:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Sheriff’s Department Budget Amendment:  Victims Assistance Program 
 

A. Purpose 
County Council is requested to approve a budget amendment to the Sheriff’s Department 
budget in the amount of $250,471.00 for the purpose of establishing a supplemental budget 
for the Victims Assistance Program 2010730. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 

The Victims Assistance Program funding has experienced a shortfall resulting in drastic 
reductions in funds made available to keep the program solvent. The Sheriff’s Department is 
allocated $238,544 for the year, which are less than half the funds needed to continue current 
obligations. In order to continue to provide responsible and effective service to victims, the 
Sheriff is requesting that he be allowed to supplement his program with $250,471.00 from 
SRO funds received from the School Districts. 
   
The infusion of these funds will allow the current program to continue to provide critical 
services to victims without personnel layoffs or reduction of services. Although this is far 
less than is needed to continue to address all the needs of the community, it at least will allow 
for minimum impact on current services provided by the Sheriff. 
 

C. Financial Impact 
This action will increase available funds for the Victims Assistance Surcharge or Victims 
Assistance Assessment accounts. The funds will be provided from the county fund balance 
that contains lapsed FY 2003-2004 SRO funds. 
 

D.  Alternatives 
1. Approve the request for a budget amendment to the Sheriff’s Department budget in the 

amount of $250,471.00 for the purpose of establishing a supplemental budget for the 
Victims Assistance Program 2010730, and allow critical services to continue as mandated 
by SC Code. 

2. Do not approve the request for a budget amendment to the Sheriff’s Department budget 
in the amount of $250,471.00 for the purpose of establishing a supplemental budget for 
the Victims Assistance Program 2010730, and allow only current funds provided to be 
expended, with the possibility of failing to meet mandated requirements.  

 
E.  Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the budget amendment in the amount of 
$250,471.00 to supplement the Victims Assistance Program for this fiscal year, therefore 
enabling the Sheriff’s Department to meet its mandates and allow time for the Victims 
Services Program to become solvent. 
 
Recommended by:  Hubert F. Harrell, Chief Deputy  Department: Sheriff Date: 09/13/04 
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F.  Reviews 
Finance 

Reviewed by (Finance Director):  Carrie Neal  Date: 9/22/2004   
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Council discretion.  
 

Reviewed by (Budget Director):  Daniel Driggers Date:  9/23/04     
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  The decision on use of funds is best left to 
Council discretion.  The approval would authorize the use of one-time funds to 
support recurring costs and would require identification of a revenue source to fund 
those expenditures for the next fiscal year.  If the requested use of funds is approved, 
it is recommended that the SRO funds be recorded in the general fund and Council 
authorizes a transfer of revenue from the general fund to Victim's Assistance through 
a budget amendment.  This is based on the fact that $317,000 in SRO contract 
revenue was included as a funding source in FY 04 General Fund budget.  As of 
9/23/04, no funds have been received.  The FY 05 General Fund budget includes 
$822,000 as expected revenue from SRO contracts.   

 
 Grants 

Reviewed by:  Dawn Darby    Date:  9-22-04   
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Not grant related 
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Amelia Linder    Date: 9/23/04 

  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: This request is at the discretion of County 
Council. 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Administration    Date: 9-24-04 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Administration recommends another option 
for County Council’s consideration that will best serve the entire Victim’s Assistance 
Program.  Please see the following options (attached). 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO. ___–04HR 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE FISCAL YEAR 2004-2005 VICTIM’S 
ASSISTANCE ANNUAL BUDGET TO ADD TWO HUNDRED FIFTY 
THOUSAND FOUR HUNDRED SEVENTY ONE DOLLARS ($250,471.00) TO 
PROVIDE ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATION TO INCREASE FUNDING TO THE 
SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT VICTIM’S ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.     

 
Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution and the General Assembly of the State of 
South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND 
COUNTY: 
 
SECTION I.  That the amount of Two Hundred Fifty Thousand Four Hundred Seventy-One 
Dollars ($250,471.00) be appropriated to the FY 2004–2005 Sheriff Department Victim’s 
Assistance budget.  Therefore, the fiscal year 2004-2005 Victim’s Assistance Annual Budget is 
hereby amended as follows:   
 

REVENUE 
 
Revenue appropriated July 1, 2004 as amended:        $578,202 
 
Appropriation of Revenue from General Fund Balance (School Resource Officer) funds: 
               $250,471 
 
Total General Fund Revenue As Amended:         $828,673   
  
 
 

EXPENDITURES 
 
Expenditures appropriated July 1, 2004 as amended:        $578,202 
 
Increase to Victim’s Assistance -Sheriff Department Budget:        250,471 
 
Total General Fund Expenditures As Amended:        $828,673 
 
 
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 ____________, 
2004. 
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        RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 

    BY:__________________________ 
           Bernice G. Scott, Chair 

ATTEST THIS THE _____ DAY 
 
OF_________________, 2004 
 
 
_________________________________ 
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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Neighborhood Improvement Fund 2004-2005 
The Neighborhood Improvement Fund Program is designed to provide financial support 
to neighborhoods, organizations and agencies that carry out neighborhood improvement 
programs and or services. 
 
Selected Neighborhoods for Master Planning. 

• Lower Richland Boulevard and Garners Ferry Road 
• Broad River Heights / Village at River’s Edge 
• Swamp Corridor 
• St. Andrews Road Area 
• Spring Hill 
• Decker Boulevard 
• Blythewood 1 mile 
• Area from District 7 
• Area from District 3 
 

      Hold an educational summit for the public. Up to $10,000 
      Form a Citizen’s Steering Committee with the representation from each neighborhood to  
      develop an educational Richland County Summit on Neighborhood Development. 
       
      The Steering Committee will identify topics that they would like to learn more about and  
      guide staff in selecting speakers for the Summit. 
 
      A ‘sample’ agenda could include morning session on traffic design, traffic calming,  
      revitalizing shopping centers, big box retail, rural developments, schools as centers of  
      neighborhoods, scenic highways, etc. A major speaker would be selected for lunch and the 
      morning sessions would be repeated in the afternoon.  
 
     Selected a planning firm to work with each neighborhood. Total available $150,000 
       A Citizens Committee (or existing Neighborhood group established thought the County’s  
       Neighborhood Council) would be formed for each neighborhood to partner and provide   
       input to the County in selecting a planning firm to develop a neighborhood master plan. The  
       Citizens Committee would also assure that the neighborhood has broad participation. 
  
     The planning firm would: 

1. Collect data (population trends, traffic patterns, housing issues, commercial growth, and  
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Natural features.) 
2. Conduct a neighborhood meeting to present their data findings and determine assets and 

liabilities of the community. 
3. Conduct a neighborhood planning charette to determine the neighborhoods vision for 

future development. 
4. Present a preliminary plan to the neighborhood and make adjustments based on citizen 

reaction. 
5. Establish neighborhood priorities based on the plan. 
6. Assist the Citizen’s Committee in presenting their findings to the Planning Commission 

and County Council for action. 
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Richland County Government 
 
 
 
 

Office of the County Administrator 
 
 
To:  County Council 
 
From:  Administration 
 
Subject: Property Acquisition:  Dutch Fork Magistrate / Sheriff 
 
Date:  9-24-04 
 
Request: County Administration requests Council’s approval to lease and subsequently 
purchase property in the Dutch Fork area of Richland County. 
 
Background: Administration is seeking to purchase the property for the following reasons: 
 
1. Relocation of the Dutch Fork Magistrate  
 
The Dutch Fork Magistrate is presently on property that is scheduled for demolition.  Richland 
School District One sold this property to a local developer.  The property is scheduled to become 
a Walgreen’s Pharmacy.  The developer has been very generous in allowing the County to 
remain on the property until a suitable location is found.  Administration predicts, however, that 
the patience of the developer will soon evaporate due to the needs of a construction deadline; 
therefore, the County must relocate the Magistrate immediately. 
 
2. Relocation of a Sheriff’s Substation   
 
The Richland County Sheriff brought this property to the attention of Administration and 
assisted with getting the seller of the property to agree to a sales price based on a 2000 property 
appraisal ($420,000).  The Sheriff would also locate Homeland Security and other Law 
Enforcement functions at this location. 
 
Present lease estimates for the Magistrate’s Office alone will range from $40,000 to $170,627.80 
per year.  These estimates are based on actual numbers provided to Administration from 
potential landlords. 
 
Based on these numbers alone, the investment in the purchase of the aforesaid property is a much 
better option than leasing. 
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Richland County – Time Warner Cable Franchise Renewal 

Status Update – September 9, 2004 
1. TIME WARNER CABLE FRANCHISE RENEWAL CONSORTIA  

• Richland County continues its commitment to sharing information and formulating 
coordinated documents for utilization in the renewal processes for the benefit of all three 
members of the Consortia – Richland County, the City of Columbia and the Town of 
Forest Acres. 

 
2. COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

• The Community Needs Assessment – a key element in the renewal negotiation process – 
has been developed in a coordinated effort between the County’s Cabltrac Associates 
and City’s RHJ Associates, Inc., cable consultant firms.  

• The Consortia continues to work with SCETV to develop a plan for coordinated utilization 
of Government Access programming channels on the cable system. 

• Modifications recently requested by the City of Columbia’s attorneys are being 
incorporated into the Assessment document.   

 
3. COUNTY’S MASTER CABLE ORDINANCE  

• The County’s Legal Consultant, Adrian Herbst, completed a draft of a master ordinance 
on cable television operations for the County. 

• The City’s Legal Consultant, Nicholas Miller, has also drafted a master ordinance on cable 
television operations for the City. 

• The County and City have agreed that the Consortia communities would like to adopt the 
same master ordinance.  Therefore, Cabltrac Associates is currently preparing a  
document – which will analyze and compare each of these documents – to facilitate the 
review/comparison process for Consortia staff. 

 
4. FINANCIAL AUDIT OF TIME WARNER CABLE  

• Lewis & Associates, continues its efforts to conduct a financial review of Time Warner’s 
franchise fee payments to both Richland County and the City of Columbia. 

• Completion has been delayed again due to Time Warner’s lack of cooperation in providing 
complete and detailed information to the audit firm. 

• Time Warner recently provided their response to several inquiries and Lewis & Associates 
is currently reviewing this information. 

 
5. SAFETY/TECHNICAL AUDIT OF TIME WARNER CABLE 

• As of this date, the County has not yet received confirmation that the City has signed the 
contract with CTC, Inc. – the firm selected to conduct the Safety/Technical Audit of Time 
Warner’s cable system physical plant in both the County and City. 

• CTC will prepare a report detailing whether Time Warner has adhered to right-of-way, 
local, state, federal, NEC, OSHA, etc., rules and regulations in their construction and 
installation processes. 

 
6. NEGOTIATIONS WITH TIME WARNER CABLE 

• Informal negotiations with Time Warner have been delayed as a result of delays in 
completion of both the Financial and Safety/Technical audits.   

• Key information from both these audits is necessary to have a complete record of Time 
Warner’s performance over the term of their current franchise. 

• The City/County negotiating team is prepared to begin meetings with Time Warner as 
soon as these audit reviews are completed – or substantially in process – with the 
cooperation of the cable operator. 
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TIME WARNER CABLE 
FRANCHISE RENEWAL COSTS 

 
 
 
The Baller Herbst Law Group (Adrian) 

•         2002:  $30,000.00 
•         2003:  $25,621.07 
•         2004:  $30,681.17 
•         2005:  $     804.99 
•         Total: $87,107.23 

  
CABLTRAC (Doris) 

•         2003:  $4,999.94 
•         2004:  $2,612.61 
•         2005:  $   936.25 
•         Total: $8,548.80 

  
Lewis & Associates (Scott) 

•         2003:  $5,250.00 
•         2004:  $1,110.14   (We still owe Scott the balance, which is about $13,000.) 
•         Total: $6,360.14 

  
Grand Total thus far:  $102,106.17 
 


