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Richland County Development & Services Committee

November 21, 2019 - 5:00 PM 
Council Chambers 

2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29204

The Honorable Gwen Kennedy

The Honorable Gwen Kennedy

The Honorable Gwen Kennedy

The Honorable Gwen Kennedy

The Honorable Gwen Kennedy

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

a. Regular Session: October 22, 2019 [PAGES 6-7]

3. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

4. ITEMS FOR ACTION

a. Little Jackson Creek/Spring Valley HOA request to
remove sediment [PAGES 8-25]

b. Resolution in Support of Dreamers by Congress [PAGES
26-34]

c. County Sidewalk Program [PAGES 35-40]

5. ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS: NO ACTION
REQUIRED

a. I move that Richland County undertake a study regarding
the existence/prevalence of PFAS in groundwater and soil
throughout the County. If desired, the County should
coordinate with all municipalities within its boundaries to
derive a comprehensive study on these harmful
chemicals, and if necessary or warranted, a plan for
corporate remediation[Myers]

6. ADJOURNMENT
The Honorable Gwen Kennedy
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Special Accommodations and Interpreter Services Citizens may be present during any of the County’s 
meetings. If requested, the agenda and backup materials will be made available in alternative formats to 
persons with a disability, as required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. Sec. 12132), as amended and the federal rules and regulations adopted in implementation thereof. 
Any person who requires a disability-related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or 
services, in order to participate in the public meeting may request such modification, accommodation, 
aid or service by contacting the Clerk of Council’s office either in person at 2020 Hampton Street, 
Columbia, SC, by telephone at (803) 576-2061, or TDD at 803-576-2045 no later than 24 hours prior to 
the scheduled meeting.
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Richland County Council 

DEVELOPMENT AND SERVICES COMMITTEE 
October 22, 2019 – 5:00 PM 

Council Chambers 
2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29204 

 

 

 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: Calvin Jackson, Chakisse Newton and Allison Terracio 

OTHERS PRESENT:   Michelle Onley, Larry Smith, Stacey Hamm, Clayton Voignier, John Thompson, Ashiya 

Myers, Ashley Powell, Dale Welch, Leonardo Brown, Angela Weathersby, and Jessica Mancine 

1. CALL TO ORDER – Mr. Jackson called the meeting to order at approximately 5:00 PM.

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

a. September 24, 2019 – Ms. Terracio moved, seconded by Ms. Newton, to approve the minutes as
corrected with the inclusion of the end time of the meeting.

In Favor: Terracio, Jackson and Newton

The vote in favor was unanimous.

3. ADOPTION OF AGENDA – Ms. Newton moved, seconded by Ms. Terracio, to adopt the agenda as
published. 

Ms. Newton stated the minutes from the last meeting noted that the Spring Valley HOA Sediment matter 
was to come back before the committee. She inquired when this matter will come back before the 
committee, and if there is any action required on the committee’s part to bring it back. 

Ms. Myers stated it was to have come back on this agenda. She did not follow-up with the Stormwater 
Division prior to the agenda being drafted. She will ensure that it is placed on the November agenda. 

In Favor: Terracio, Jackson and Newton 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

4. ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS: NO ACTION REQUIRED

a. I move that Richland County undertake a study regarding the existence/prevalence of PFAS in
groundwater and soil throughout the County. If desired, the County should coordinate with all
municipalities within its boundaries to derive a comprehensive study on these harmful
chemicals, and if necessary or warranted, a plan for corporate remediation [MYERS] – Ms.
Terracio inquired as to what initiated the interest in these particular chemicals. She inquired if
there were citizens that were sick.
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Development and Services 
October 22, 2019 

-2-

Ms. A. Myers stated Ms. D. Myers had read a number of articles, related to the matter, had 
forwarded them via email and requested a motion. 

Ms. Newton stated, in addition to those articles, there was concern when you look in District 10, 
around the Westinghouse plant, since they emit on of these chemicals. She inquired, if staff had 
reason to believe this might be prevalent throughout the County, or if there are particular areas 
it would make more sense to target first. 

Ms. Mancine stated, from her research, most of these chemicals are found in areas that 
manufacture products such as fire foam, stain and water repellent fabrics. In addition, in areas 
where they do firefighter training, since they utilize the fire foam, and airports. There was a 
mention of wastewater areas, but they did not focus on those areas as much as manufacturers. 
She stated companies that manufactured PFOS and PFOA products have stopped manufacturing 
those products in the country. Of course, they are manufactured internationally and are then 
imported into the country. For example, pizza boxes and clothing. In South Carolina, there is no 
DHEC regulations to check on the chemicals. Currently, since there are no regulations DHEC is 
not currently testing for these chemicals. She stated there are about 5,000 chemicals involved 
with PFOS, and the testing is relatively expensive. 

Mr. Jackson inquired if it would make sense to randomly test sites around Westinghouse, China 
Jushi, etc. He knows there were some challenging issues surrounding the ground water around 
Westinghouse right after he and Ms. Myers came on Council. 

Ms. Mancine stated you could easily contaminant the sample with just the gloves or bottles that 
we use. She stated we have to buy specialized sampling tools, and then the samples would need 
to be sent off and tested. The cost per sample is approximately $225. 

Ms. Terracio inquired, when we do testing like this, what is the process if we find something that 
needs to be dealt with, and who is responsible for the clean up. 

Ms. Mancine stated she is not certain, but if it is in our water system we would have to handle it. 

Mr. Malinowski stated members of Council needs to be careful citing and mentioning names of 
companies. 

Ms. Newton moved, seconded by Ms. Terracio, to hold this in committee for additional 
information. 

In Favor: Terracio, Jackson and Newton 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

5. ADJOURNMENT – The meeting adjourned at approximately 5:14 PM.
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Agenda Briefing 

To: Committee Chair Gwendolyn Kennedy and Members of the Committee 
Prepared by: Synithia Williams, Stormwater General Manager 
Department: Public Works 
Date Prepared: August 27, 2019 Meeting Date: September 24, 2019 

Legal Review Larry Smith via email Date: 

Budget Review James Hayes via email Date: August 27, 2019 

Finance Review Stacey Hamm via email Date: August 28, 2019 

Approved for Council consideration: Assistant County Administrator John Thompson, Ph.D. MBA, CPM 

Committee Development & Services 
Subject: Little Jackson Creek/Spring Valley HOA request to remove sediment 

Recommended Action: 

Staff requests Council review the information provided and respond to the Spring Valley Homeowners 

Association’s request for the County to remove sediment from the Spring Valley Entrance Lake.  

Motion Requested: 

1. Move to approve the request from the Spring Valley Homeowners Association; or,

2. Move to deny the request from the Spring Valley Homeowners Association.

Request for Council Reconsideration: Yes 

Fiscal Impact: 

The previous engineer’s estimate to remove sediment from the Spring Valley Entrance Lake was 

$379,500. This estimate has not been updated since 2015 and will likely increase. There are currently no 

funds budgeted to complete this project.  Funding would have to be allocated from the Stormwater 

Fund Balance.  

Motion of Origin: 

There is no associated Council motion of origin. 

Council Member 

Meeting 

Date 
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Discussion: 

The Little Jackson Creek Project was a three-phase project that began in 2014. The first phase resulted 

from the need for wetland mitigation credits in order to extend Taxiway ‘A’ at the Jim Hamilton Owens 

Airport. The County’s conservation easement in the Spring Valley Neighborhood was selected as the 

location for a wetlands mitigation project to achieve mitigation credits.  

The second phase of the project involved stabilizing the ditch in the Spring Valley neighborhood that 

receives high amounts of runoff from Two Notch Road and discharges into the planned wetlands 

mitigation project and Entrance Lake. The third phase was to remove accumulated sediment within the 

Spring Valley Entrance Lake.  

On December 2, 2014, County Council approved several work orders related to the Taxiway ‘A’ extension 

including approving $287,400.00 for professional services to design Phase II (Up Ditch) and Phase III 

(Entrance Lake). A grant from the Federal Aviation Administration funded Phase I (wetlands mitigation). 

The Stormwater Management Division funded the design of Phase II (Up Ditch) and III (Entrance Lake). 

The original engineer’s estimate for construction to stabilize the Up Ditch and remove sediment from the 

Entrance Lake returned at $1.2 million. This amount exceeded the Stormwater Management Division’s 

budget. In June 2015, County Council approved FY16 budget that included $500,000 in the Stormwater 

Budget to complete a portion of the Up Ditch. There was no funding allocated for sediment removal in 

the Entrance Lake. The Public Works Department made the decision to revisit the Entrance Lake under 

the terms of the 2005 Private Pond Maintenance Policy after the completion of the Mitigation project and 

Up Ditch. 

In October 2015, a massive flood damaged property and infrastructure within the County. In February 

2016, County Council approved the Blue Ribbon Committee’s recommended ten categories for FEMA 

Hazard Mitigation Grant Funding that included the Up Ditch project.  

Construction of the wetlands mitigation (Phase I) began in October 2016. Due to delays in approval of 

FEMA funding for the Up Ditch, the FY17 Stormwater Capital budget included $500,000 for a portion of 

the Up Ditch in case FEMA denied the grant application for the project. After the 2015 flood, due to an 

Attorney General opinion that public funds should not be used on private property unless there is a proven 

public benefit, County Administration recommended removal of the Entrance Lake portion of the project. 

On August 6, 2018, an email was sent to the president of the Spring Valley HOA stating no funding had 

been budgeted for removal of the sediment from the Entrance Lake and the county will not proceed with 

soliciting a contractor to remove sediment from the Entrance Lake. 

County Council approved the revision of the Private Pond Maintenance Policy to the Private Pond Outfall 

on November 14, 2018. The policy states that the county will remove sediment from outfalls connected 

to the County Maintained Pubic Drainage System. The County Drainage System does not connect to the 

Spring Valley Entrance Lake, and all the roads and drainage within the subdivision are privately owned 

and maintained.  

In April 2019, FEMA approved $904,487 in HMGP funding for the Up Ditch (Phase II) portion of the project. 

The County cannot use HMGP funds to clean the sediment from the Entrance Lake (Phase III). 
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Since the October 2015 Flood Richland County has responded to three other requests for assistance 

with sediment removal from privately owned ponds. In May 2016, the Cary Lake Homeowners 

Association requested assistance with dam repair and sediment removal on the basis that their pond 

was a Stormwater management facility. The Public Works Department denied the request. 

In April 2017, Richland County Council approved $62,400.00 in funding to the City of Columbia for their 

project to remove sediment Lake Katherine.  Lake Katherine is located entirely within the limits of the 

City of Columbia and owned by the Lake Katherine HOA.  

In, August 2017 the Public Works Department followed the intent of the then draft Private Pond Outfall 

Maintenance Policy and removed sediment within county maintained outfalls discharging into Upper 

Rockyford Lake. This was limited only to the County maintained outfalls and completed with in-house 

staff and equipment.  

Attachments: 

1. Right of Entry Agreement for Phase I, II and III of the Little Jackson Creek project

2. 2005 Private Pond Policy

3. 2018 Private Pond Outfall Maintenance Policy

4. Explanation of Mitigation Credits
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Revised:  November 2018 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS  
STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE 

DPW SOP #: N/A 

TITLE: Private Pond Outfall Silt Removal Policy 

LEAD DIVISION: Stormwater Management Division 

EFFECTIVE DATE: December 1, 2018 

REVIEW DATE: November 2020 

PREPARED BY: Synithia Williams, Stormwater General Manager 

APPROVED BY: Richland County Council 

REFERENCES: USACE/Dam and Reservoir Safety Act 

ATTACHMENTS: None 

I. PURPOSE

To establish criteria and limited considerations that will allow 
Richland County to provide appropriate assistance to mitigate or 

reduce the negative impacts from the connection to a County owned 
or maintained area drainage system with a privately owned pond or 

lake. 

II. DEFINITIONS

A. Dredging – The removal of sediments and debris from the bottom of

lakes, rivers, harbors, and other water bodies. The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers issues permits for the disposal of dredged material.

Attachment 3
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B. Homeowners Association (HOA) - An organization in a subdivision,
planned community, or condominium that makes and enforces rules

for the properties within its jurisdiction.

C. Perpetual maintenance – Long term and continual responsibility for
the maintenance of a pond, lake, detention, or retention facility.

D. Pond – A water body that, under normal circumstances, holds water.
This water may be stormwater runoff or groundwater from an active

spring.  They may be naturally occurring or constructed.  Ponds are
considered an amenity (as opposed to infrastructure).  However, they
may be connected to a public drainage system.

E. Pond Owners Association (POA) – An organization in a subdivision,

planned community or condominium that makes and enforces rules
for the pond or lake within its jurisdiction.

F. Private water-bodies – Receiving waters (most often ponds, lakes or
basins) that are privately owned by individuals or an association for
which Richland County has no ownership or formal maintenance

responsibilities.  Private water-bodies may be connected to a public
drainage system.

G. Property owner (Owner) – A holder or proprietor of land.

H. Public drainage system – A stormwater conveyance system whose
maintenance is the responsibility of a public entity that provides area

drainage to a publicly maintained road network.  Private water-bodies
may receive runoff from these systems.

I. Routine maintenance – Efforts toward effective management of a lake
or pond such as the harvesting and cut back of dead vegetation,
clearing accumulated debris and other preventative maintenance.

J. Waters of the state - Lakes, bays, sounds, ponds, impounding

reservoirs, springs, rivers, streams, creeks, and all other bodies of
surface or underground water, natural or artificial, public or private,

inland or coastal, fresh or salt, which are wholly or partially within or
bordering the State or within its jurisdiction.

III. BACKGROUND

The County owns and maintains an extensive network of stormwater
drainage assets including pipes, ditches, catch basins, etc. Some of
these drainage assets are connected to private waterbodies such as

ponds or lakes either directly or indirectly through a public drainage
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 3 

system. Perpetual and routine maintenance of privately owned water 
bodies is the responsibility of the property owner(s), but by accepting 

the drainage from the public system, the private water body is 
providing a small measure of public good and in some cases may 

qualify for assistance from the County to ensure the water body’s 
proper function.  
 

IV. POLICY 
 
This policy only relates to the removal of sediment build up in and 

around outfalls from a County maintained public drainage system. 
The County Engineer or his/her designee will determine if the pond or 

lake is connected to a County maintained public drainage system and 
if runoff from the drainage system contributed significantly to the 
maintenance requirement.  

 
The County will only remove the blockages using force account 

equipment and staff (See Figure 1). Blockages that require rental of 
equipment, hiring of an outside engineer, or capital project status do 
not fall under this policy and will be reviewed as a separate issue by 

the County Engineer and his/her designee.  
 
In order to mitigate or reduce the negative impact of connection of 

private water bodies (lakes, ponds, and dry detention basins) to County 
maintained public drainage systems, the following criteria must be met:   

 
A. Direct connection with a County maintained drainage system that 

discharges stormwater runoff into the water body;   

 
B. Maintenance activity will not disturb any known or delineated wetland 

area; 

 
C. The owners dedicate temporary drainage easements and hold harmless 

agreements at no cost to the County, as determined appropriate by the 
County Engineer; 
 

D. The property owner, POA, or HOA have made no significant changes to 
the water body or surrounding area which caused damage or the need 

for County assistance; 
 

E. The County will provide this assistance no more than once every five 

years. The property owner, HOA, or POA must contact the County for 
assistance related to this policy. 
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V. EXCEPTIONS

The policy does not apply in the following circumstances: 

A. Water bodies with the Waters of the State designation that are under
the jurisdiction of the US Army Corps of Engineers;

B. Removal of materials, including sediment, from the entire pond

outside of the reach of County equipment and in proximity to the
County outfalls;

C. Litter removal;

D. Vegetation management;

E. Wildlife control and/or replenishment of fish;

F. Privately owned dry detention basins designed as a stormwater
management feature;

G. Dam modifications and maintenance subject to the SC Dams and

Reservoirs Safety Act and under the jurisdiction of the SC
Department of Health and Environmental Control.
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H. Sediment removal around outfalls associated with a SC 
Department of Transportation drainage network; 

 
I. Haul off and disposal of sediment or other materials removed from 

a pond by the property owner, HOA, or POA.  
 

VI. PROCEDURE 

 
A. When a property owner, HOA, or POA contacts the county for 

assistance, the structure will be evaluated by the County Engineer 

or his/her designee to determine if all criteria are met; 

B. The County Engineer will assess the water body’s connection to the 

public drainage system and determine the extent of blockage 

caused by sediment in stormwater runoff from the public drainage 

system; 

C. A document package will be prepared to obtain the property 

owner’s consent for the County to access the pipes, ditches, or 

inlet into the pond to remove the blockage from the waterbody; 

D. The property owner, HOA, or POA is responsible for providing 

unobstructed access to the outfall and lowering the water levels if 

needed to provide maintenance; 

E. Water bodies that meet qualifications, and the work required can 

be accomplished by County staff, will be added to the County’s 

maintenance schedule in the order that the project is received; 

F. All easements and hold harmless agreements shall be recorded prior 
to any maintenance activity is performed. 

 

This policy will provide a general guidance when providing assistance 
on privately owned ponds, lakes and basins. All situations may not fit 
this policy and in those circumstances the request will be evaluated on 

a case-by-case basis.  
 

The private pond policy was originally approved Richland County 
Council in their meeting of May 3, 2005, reviewed by the Department 
of Public Works in May 2010 and revised to the private pond outfall silt 

removal policy in November 2018. 
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Addendum: Explanation of Mitigation Credits 

What is a mitigation credit? 

A mitigation credit is a unit of measure representing the accrual or attainment of aquatic functions at a 
compensatory mitigation site. Compensatory mitigation is the third step in a three-step mitigation process 
prescribed by the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to mitigate the impacts of proposed projects, such as roads 
or airports, on wetlands, streams and/or aquatic resources.  

The owner of a proposed project that impacts wetlands and streams or aquatic resources is required to obtain a 
USACE 404 Permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  One of the requirements of the USACE 404 
Permit is the mitigation of impacts to aquatic resources.  Mitigation is composed of 3 parts generally applied 
sequentially in the following order:   

1) Avoidance means mitigating an aquatic resource impact by selecting the least-damaging project type, spatial
location and extent compatible with achieving the purpose of the project.  Avoidance is achieved through an analysis
of appropriate and practicable alternatives and a consideration of impact footprint.

2) Minimization means mitigating an aquatic resource impact by managing the severity of a project’s impact on
resources at the selected site.  Minimization is achieved through the incorporation of appropriate and practicable
design and risk avoidance measures.

3) Compensatory Mitigation, commonly called “mitigation,” means mitigating an aquatic resource impact by replacing
or providing substitute aquatic resources for impacts that remain after avoidance and minimization measures have
been applied. It is achieved through appropriate and practicable restoration, establishment, enhancement, and/or
preservation of aquatic resource functions and services.
Mitigation credits are developed using the USACE Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) and Mitigation

Guidelines.  Basically, an area of impacted wetlands or streams is restored (some examples include removing fill to

restore hydrology, planting native species, adding structures and sinuosity to a stream), enhanced (some examples

include applying upland buffers and planting natives species) and preserved. Based on these actions and the USACE

SOP and Guidelines, units of mitigation credits are generated as approved by the USACE Interagency Review Team

(IRT).

How many credits were received for the wetlands mitigation project? 

The Little Jackson Creek Stream and Wetland Permittee Responsible Mitigation (PRM) project performed on the 
Spring Valley property restored streams and wetlands by removing large amounts of sediment and backfill from 
wetlands, planting those wetlands, and restoring a highly eroded ditch into a stable stream which reduced sediment 
loads into the downstream pond and watershed.  These actions provided the following mitigation credits to offset 
unavoidable impacts resulting from the Jim Hamilton – LB Owens Airport (CUB) taxiway expansion: 

• 18.09 wetland restoration credits
• 11.48 wetland enhancement credits
• 4,806 stream restoration credits

These credits were produced by restoring the aquatic resources as described above.  The winning bid for the work 
was $910,462.00.  All of these credits were utilized to satisfy the CUB taxiway expansion USACE 404 permit 
requirements. 

Attachment 4
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How are credits calculated? 

Credits are calculated using the USACE SOP and Mitigation Guidelines and approved during the USACE 404 

Permitting process.  These documents are available at the USACE Charleston District website listed 

below:  https://www.sac.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/Compensatory-Mitigation/.  Calculations for the 

number of mitigation credits required to compensate for proposed project impacts include consideration of the type 

of proposed impacts, the amount and kind of aquatic resources impacted, as well as other factors.  These credit 

requirements are then satisfied using either a Mitigation Bank or a PRM project, where the amount of credits 

generated by the mitigation site is calculated with consideration of the type of aquatic restoration performed, the 

timing of the actions, as well as other factors.  

Where did the credits go? (Mitigation bank, toward another project, etc.) 

The credits generated from the PRM site were used to satisfy the permitting requirements of the USACE 404 Permit 

for the CUB taxiway expansion.  This mitigation site was a PRM which is a site where credits are utilized for a specific 

project, such as the CUB taxiway expansion.  When the compensatory mitigation site is a Mitigation Bank it can 

generate credits for multiple impact sites and projects.   
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Agenda Briefing 

To: Committee Chair Gwendolyn Kennedy and Members of the Committee 
Prepared by: Ashiya A. Myers, Assistant to the County Administrator 
Department: Administration 
Date Prepared: November 07, 2019 Meeting Date: November 21, 2019 

Legal Review Elizabeth McLean via email Date: November 13, 2019 

Budget Review James Hayes via email Date: November 13, 2019 

Finance Review Stacey Hamm via email Date: November 14, 2019 

Approved for Council consideration: County Administrator Leonardo Brown, MBA, CPM 

Committee Development & Services 
Subject: Resolution in Support of Dreamers by Congress 

Recommended Action: 

This is a Council initiated request. Staff recommends consideration of the information provided. 

Motion Requested: 

1. Move to approve the proposed resolution; or,

2. Move to deny the proposed resolution.

Request for Council Reconsideration: Yes  

Fiscal Impact: 

There is no fiscal impact associated with adoption of the resolution. 

Motion of Origin: 

Resolution in Support of Dreamers by Congress (attachment 1) 

Council Member Jim Manning, District 8 

Meeting Regular Session 

Date November 05, 2019 
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Discussion: 

At the Richland County Council Regular Session meeting held on November 05, 2019, Councilmember 

Jim Manning of District 8 proposed the attached “Resolution in Support of Dreamers by Congress.” 

Councilmember Manning provided the following contextual information: 

South Carolina by the Numbers 

 There are nearly 7,000 DACA recipients in South Carolina

 Dreamers are continuing to grow businesses here in our state:

o SC has 18,300 immigrant entrepreneurs

o 66,000 employees at immigrant-owned firms

o $10.8 billion in total sales of immigrant-owned firms.

Attachments: 

1. Proposed Resolution

2. Fact Sheet: “The Dream Act, DACA, and Other Policies Designed to Protect Dreamers.” American

Immigration Council, 3 Sept. 2019, www.americanimmigrationcouncil.org/research/dream-act-daca-

and-other-policies-designed-protect-dreamers.
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Whereas Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) program recipients have helped build 
our country’s economy and contributed to the unique character of our nation; 

Whereas Dreamers, both directly and indirectly, continue to grow businesses, innovate, 
strengthen our economy, and create American jobs in South Carolina; 

Whereas Dreamers have provided the United States with unique social and cultural influence, 
fundamentally enriching the extraordinary character of our nation; 

Whereas Dreamers, who have been living in legal limbo due to the uncertainty of the program 
protecting them, have been tireless leaders in their communities and economies, and amongst 
their families, friends, and loved ones.  

And Whereas, despite these countless contributions, Dreamers’ importance to South Carolinian 
society have been overlooked and their uncertainty and fear only drawn out by the lack of a 
permanent legislative solution protecting them.  

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the [BLANK] assembled, that [DISTRICT/STATE] supports the 
passage of permanent protections for Dreamers by Congress.  

329 of 329
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The Dream Act, DACA, and Other Policies 
Designed to Protect Dreamers 

With the attempted rescission of the Deferred Action for Children Arrivals (DACA) initiative in September of 2017, 
there has been renewed pressure on Congress to pass federal legislation known as the Dream Act to protect 
young immigrants who are vulnerable to deportation. This fact sheet provides an overview of the Dream Act1 
and other similar legislative proposals, explains changes made to DACA on March 13, 2019, and provides 
information about policies at the state level that support Dreamers.  

History of the Dream Act 

The first version of the Development, Relief, and Education for Alien Minors (DREAM) Act was introduced in 2001.2 
As a result, young undocumented immigrants have since been called “Dreamers.” Over the last 18 years, at least 
ten versions of the Dream Act have been introduced in Congress. While the various versions of the Dream Act 
have contained some key differences, 3  they all would have provided a pathway to legal status for 
undocumented youth who came to this country as children. Some versions have garnered as many as 48 co-
sponsors in the Senate and 152 in the House.4  

Despite bipartisan support for each bill, none has become law.5 The bill came closest to full passage in 2010 
when it passed the House of Representatives but fell just five votes short of the 60 necessary to proceed in the 
Senate.6  

In July 2017, versions of the Dream Act were introduced in the Senate by Senators Lindsay Graham (R-SC) and 
Richard Durbin (D-IL) and in the House by Rep. Lucille Roybal-Allard (D-CA) and Rep. Ileana Ros-Lehtinen (R-FL).7 
That year, members of the House of Representatives introduced several other legislative proposals to address 
undocumented youth, most of which were variants of the Dream Act. 8  Although some of these bills drew 
significant support, none became law. 

Current Federal Legislative Proposals 

The most recent version of the Dream Act, H.R. 2820, was introduced in May 2019 in the House by Rep. Roybal-
Allard.9 H.R. 2820 was passed by the House Judiciary Committee on May 22, 2019, and the bill was subsequently 
combined with H.R. 2821, the American Promise Act of 2019, to form H.R. 6, the American Dream and Promise 
Act of 2019. 10  H.R. 6 would provide permanent legal status for Dreamers as well as beneficiaries of two 
humanitarian programs: Temporary Protected Status (TPS) and Deferred Enforced Departure (DED). H.R. 6 
passed the House on June 4, 2019, by a vote of 237 to 187. 

Attachment 2
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What Does the Dream Act do? 

The American Dream and Promise Act of 2019 would provide current, former, and future11 undocumented high-
school graduates and GED recipients a three-step pathway to U.S. citizenship through college, work, or the 
armed services.  

STEP 1: CONDITIONAL PERMANENT RESIDENCE 

An individual is eligible to obtain conditional permanent resident (CPR) status for up to 10 years, which includes 
work authorization, if the person:12 

 entered the United States under the age of 18;  

 entered four years prior to enactment and has since been continuously present;  

 has been admitted to an institution of higher education or technical education school, has graduated high 
school or obtained a GED, or is currently enrolled in secondary school or a program assisting students to 
obtain a high school diploma or GED; 

 has not been convicted of any "crime involving moral turpitude" or controlled substance offense, any crime 
punishable by more than one year in prison, or three or more offenses under state or federal law. There is 
an exception for offenses which are essential to a person’s immigration status; 

 has not been convicted of a crime of domestic violence unless the individual can prove the crime was related 
to being the victim of domestic violence, sexual assault, stalking, child abuse, neglect in later life, human 
trafficking, battery, or extreme cruelty. 

Under the terms of the bill, the Secretary of Homeland Security can issue waivers for humanitarian purposes, for 
family unity, or when the waiver is otherwise in the public interest. In addition, anyone who has DACA would be 
granted a swift path to CPR status.13 

STEP 2: LAWFUL PERMANENT RESIDENCE 

Anyone who maintains CPR status can obtain lawful permanent residence (LPR status or a “green card”) by 
satisfying one of the following requirements:14 

• Higher education: Has completed at least two years, in good standing, of higher education or of a 
program leading to a certificate/credential from an area career and technical education school; 

• Military service: Has completed at least two years of military service with an honorable discharge, if 
discharged; or 

• Work: Can demonstrate employment over a total period of three years and at least 75 percent of the 
time that the individual had employment authorization, with exceptions for those enrolled in higher 
education or technical school. 
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Individuals who cannot meet one of these requirements can apply for a “hardship waiver” if the applicant is a 
person with disabilities, a full-time caregiver of a minor child, or for whom removal would cause extreme 
hardship to a spouse, parent, or child who is a national or lawful permanent resident of the United States.  

STEP 3: NATURALIZATION 

After maintaining LPR status for five years, an individual can generally apply to become a U.S. citizen through 
the normal process.  

According to the Migration Policy Institute, as many as 2.31 million individuals would qualify for conditional 
permanent resident status under the 2019 version of the Dream Act, putting them on a path to citizenship. The 
bill would also provide a path to citizenship for an estimated 429,000 people who are current or former 
beneficiaries of TPS or DED.15 

Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals 

On June 15, 2012, then-Secretary of Homeland Security Janet Napolitano created Deferred Action for Childhood 
Arrivals (DACA). DACA is an exercise of prosecutorial discretion, providing temporary relief from deportation 
(deferred action) and work authorization to certain young undocumented immigrants brought to the United 
States as children.16 DACA has enabled almost 800,000 eligible young adults to work lawfully, attend school, and 
plan their lives without the constant threat of deportation, usually to an unfamiliar country.17 Unlike federal 
legislation, however, DACA does not provide permanent legal status to individuals and must be renewed every 
two years. 

On September 5, 2017, Acting Secretary of Homeland Security Elaine Duke rescinded the 2012 DACA 
memorandum and announced a “wind down” of DACA.18 Effective immediately, no new applications for DACA 
would be accepted. DACA beneficiaries whose status was due to expire before March 5, 2018, were permitted to 
renew their status for an additional two years if they applied by October 5, 2017.19 Any person for whom DACA 
would have expired as of March 6, 2018, would no longer have deferred action or employment authorization.20  

On January 9, 2018, a federal judge in California blocked the Trump administration’s termination of DACA and 
continued to allow renewal requests.21 Similarly, on February 13, 2018, a federal judge in New York issued a 
preliminary injunction preventing the administration from abruptly ending the DACA program.22 As of August 
2019, individuals with DACA or those who have had DACA in the past can continue to renew their benefits on a 
two-year basis. However, first-time applications are no longer being accepted.23  

State Policies that Protect Dreamers 

States cannot legalize the status of undocumented immigrants, but they may address collateral issues that stem 
from being undocumented. Most notably, numerous states have enacted legislation that helps overcome 
barriers to higher education faced by many undocumented youth. Pursuant to some state laws and policies, 
undocumented students may be able to attend state universities and qualify for in-state tuition. 
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Colleges and universities each have their own policies about admitting undocumented students; some deny 
them admission, while others allow them to attend. Even when undocumented students are allowed to attend 
college, however, the tuition is often prohibitively expensive. If students cannot prove legal residency in a state, 
they must pay the much higher out-of-state or international-student tuition rates. Further, undocumented 
students do not qualify for federal student loans, work study, or other financial assistance. As a result, it is 
extremely difficult for undocumented students to afford to attend public universities.24  

To help undocumented students afford college, at least 19 states have passed laws that provide them with the 
opportunity to receive in-state tuition. California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, Kansas, Maryland, 
Minnesota, Nebraska, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Oklahoma, Oregon, Rhode Island, Texas, Utah, 
Virginia, and Washington permit undocumented students who have attended and graduated from the state’s 
primary and secondary schools to pay the same college tuition as other state residents.25 The laws generally 
require undocumented students to attend a school in the state for a certain number of years and graduate from 
high school in the state.26  
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Agenda Briefing 

To: Committee Chair Gwendolyn Kennedy and Members of the Committee 
Prepared by: Christopher S. Eversmann, PE, Interim Director 
Department: Public Works 
Date Prepared: November 14, 2019 Meeting Date: November 21, 2019 

Legal Review Elizabeth McLean via email Date: November 15, 2019 

Budget Review James Hayes via email Date: November 14, 2019 

Finance Review Stacey Hamm via email Date: November 14, 2019 

Approved for Council consideration: Assistant County Administrator John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM 

Committee Development & Services 
Subject: County Sidewalk Program 

Recommended Action: 

Staff recommends approval of the proposed County Sidewalk Program as presented. 

Motion Requested: 

“I move that Richland County Council direct the County Director of Public Works, in accordance with 

Section 21-22 (“Sidewalks”), to implement a program, as briefed herein, for the retrofit development, and 

maintenance and repair of a network of sidewalks as a component of the County Road Maintenance 

System, for the use and benefit of the Citizens of Richland County.” 

Request for Council Reconsideration: No 

Fiscal Impact: 

The proposed primary funding sources for this construction program would be grants provided by the 

County Transportation Committee (CTC) and the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) 

(which have been the historical sources for sidewalk construction for many years).  Maintenance would 

continue to be paid for from the Roads & Drainage Maintenance Division operating budget. 

Motion of Origin: 

There is no associated Council motion of origin.  This request was based on Administration direction 

subsequent to the October 22, 2019 Administration & Finance Committee meeting. 

Council Member 

Meeting 

Date 
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Discussion: 

Subsequent to the October 22, 2019 A&F Committee meeting in which two sidewalk design services 

Briefing Documents (BDs) were considered and deferred, Administration directed the development of a 

formal sidewalk program for consideration by County Council.  That proposed program is contained as an 

attachment. 

Attachments: 

1. Sidewalk Program
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