
 

RICHLAND COUNTY 

COUNCIL

 

ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE 

COMMITTEE

 

Joyce Dickerson Paul Livingston Greg Pearce (Chair) Jim Manning Kelvin Washington

District 2 District 4 District 6 District 8 District 10

 

OCTOBER 28, 2014

6:00 PM

 

2020 Hampton Street

 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

 1. Regular Session: September 23, 2014 [PAGES 3-8] 

 

 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

 

ITEMS FOR ACTION

 

 
2. Animal Care - Intergovernmental Governmental Agreement with Town of Arcadia Lakes [PAGES 

9-18] 

 

 
3. Richland County Sheriff’s Department (RCSD) Sole Source Purchase Leica Comparison 

Microscope [PAGES 19-29] 
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 4. Professional Services / Airport Work Authorizations 6 & 7 [PAGES 30-40] 

 

 5. Professional Services / Airport Work Authorizations 5 (Amendment 1) & 8 [PAGES 41-52] 

 

 6. Construction Contract Award / Airport Stream and Wetland Mitigation project [PAGES 53-60] 

 

 7. Professional Services / Stormwater Management Work Authorization 9 [PAGES 61-75] 

 

 8. Budget Amendment – Grant Match [PAGES 76-80] 

 

 9. Extension of ACH Chemical Supply Contract-Utilities Broad River WWTF [PAGES 81-91] 

 

 10. Coroner-Purchase of Three 2015 Chevy Tahoes [PAGES 92-94] 

 

 

11. Ordinance amending Hospitality Tax Ordinance so as to delete historical disbursement references 
and inaccurate language and clarifying base amounts for Ordinance Agencies for annual budget 

discussions [PAGES 95-107] 

 

 12. Sale of Property to the South Carolina Department of Transportation [PAGES 108-118] 

 

 13. Bidding Opportunities for Richland County Businesses [PAGES 119-123] 

 

 14. Employee Benefits Package Comparison [PAGES 124-134] 

 

 

 

ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS: NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 

 15. Establish a Budget Committee [PAGE 137] 

 

 
16. Renewal of Operating Agreement between Richland County and Columbia Rowing Club and Short-

Term Proposal Directives for Site [PAGE 136] 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 
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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 Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Regular Session: September 23, 2014 [PAGES 3-8]

 

Reviews 

Item# 1
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Committee Members Present 

 
Greg Pearce, Chair 
District Six 
 
Joyce Dickerson 
District Two 
 
Paul Livingston 
District Four 
 
Jim Manning 
District Eight 
 
Kelvin E. Washington, Sr. 
District Ten 
 
Others Present: 

 

Norman Jackson 
Bill Malinowski 
Torrey Rush 
Tony McDonald 
Sparty Hammett 
John Hixon 
Warren Harley 
Sara Salley 
Brandon Madden 
Brad Farrar 
Daniel Driggers 
Larry Smith 
Quinton Epps 
Geo Price 
Cheryl Patrick 
Sandra Haynes 
John Hopkins 
Dwight Hanna 
Monique Walters 
Michelle Onley 
Monique McDaniels 

 

 

ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 
 

September 23, 2014 
6:00 PM 

Council Chambers 
 

In accordance with the Freedom of Information Act, a copy of the agenda was 

sent to radio and TV stations, newspapers, persons requesting notification, and 

was posted on the bulletin board located in the lobby of the County 

Administration Building 

 

CALL TO ORDER 
 

Mr. Pearce called the meeting to order at approximately 6:02 PM 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

July 22, 2014 – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to approve the  
minutes as distributed. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 

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

 ITEMS FOR ACTION 
 

Public Works – Approval of Maintenance Contract – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded 
by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council with a recommendation to approve the request 
to award the maintenance contract to NaturChem, Inc. in the amount of $137,097.98. 
 
Mr. Washington inquired about the scope of services included in the contract. 
 
Mr. Malinowski inquired about the location of the ditches that are to be maintained. 
 
Mr. Epps is to review the list of ditches to insure that none are privately owned. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Public Works – Authorization to Purchase a Tymco 500X Street Sweeper – Mr. 
Washington moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to defer this item. The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 
United Way of the Midlands – Temporary Use of Space at the Health Department 
for the Optometry Clinic – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Washington, to 
forward to Council with a recommendation to approve the ordinance and lease. The 
vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Administration and Finance Committee 
Tuesday, September 23, 2014 
Page Two 

 
 
Palmetto Capital City Classic Funding Request – Mr. Washington moved, seconded by 
Ms. Dickerson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation for approval.  
 
Mr. Livingston made a substitute motion, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to 
Council without a recommendation. The vote was in favor. 

 
Famously Hot New Year Celebration Funding Request – Mr. Washington moved, 
seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation for 
approval. 
 
Mr. Livingston made a substitute motion, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to 
Council without a recommendation. The vote was in favor. 
 
Palmetto Health JEDA Bond Issuance – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. 
Dickerson, to forward to Council with a recommendation to approve the request to 
support the County’s issuance of the Bonds by JEDA for the benefit of Palmetto Health as 
required by the Enabling Act and to hold a joint public hearing with JEDA in connection 
with the Bonds. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Animal Care – Intergovernmental Agreement with  Town of Arcadia Lakes – Ms. 
Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to forward to Council with a 
recommendation to approve the IGA with the Town of Arcadia Lakes. A discussion took 
place. 
 
Mr. Manning made a substitute motion, seconded by Mr. Washington, to hold this item in 
committee until Legal can discuss the requested changes to the IGA with the Town of 
Arcadia Lakes. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Resolution to Distribute $7,690.39 in Federal Forestry Funds – Mr. Livingston 
moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to Council with a recommendation to 
approve the resolution allocation $7,690.39, of which 50% ($3,845.20) will be 
apportioned to public schools, and the remaining 50% ($3,845.19) for the construction 
and/or improvement of public roads. 
 
A discussion took place regarding the distribution of the funds. 
 
Mr. Washington made a substitute motion, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to 
Council with a recommendation to designate $7,690.39 to be utilized for improvements 
on public roads. The substitute motion failed. 
 
The vote was in favor of the motion to approve the resolution. 
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Administration and Finance Committee 
Tuesday, September 23, 2014 
Page Three 
 
 
Ordinance Amending Hospitality Tax Ordinance so as to add the Township 
Auditorium as an HTax Ordinance Agency – A discussion took place. 
 
POINT OF ORDER – Mr. Livingston stated that the only thing before the committee is to 
add the Township Auditorium to the ordinance. 
 
Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to forward to Council with a 
recommendation to add the Township Auditorium to the Hospitality Tax Ordinance.  
 
Mr. Pearce accepted Mr. Livingston’s Point of Order and motion.  Any additional work on 
this item will have to be brought back to Committee. 
 
Mr. McDonald stated that during the budget process Council voted to fund the Township 
Auditorium at a certain dollar amount and to add the Township Auditorium as an 
Ordinance Agency in the Hospitality Tax. 
 
Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to call for the question. The vote was 
in favor. 
 
The vote was in favor of the motion to forward a recommendation to Council to add the 
Township Auditorium to the Hospitality Tax Ordinance and to bring back a separate 
ROA to address any additional changes to the Hospitality Tax Ordinance. 
 
Renewal of Iron Mountain Contract for the County’s Records Storage and Records 
Management Services – Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to forward to 
Council with a recommendation to approve the request to renew the contract with Iron 
Mountain, Inc., which will yield approximately $30,000 annually in savings, to ensure 
that County Office have secure, off-site storage and related services for their records. 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE – Mr. Washington recognized that Mr. Tony 
Magwood was in the audience. 
 
Changes to Teleworking and Alternative Work Schedules in Handbook as it 
Relates to Supervisory Personnel – Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, 
to forward to Council with a recommendation to approve the requested changes to the 
Richland County Employee Handbook as outlined effective January 1, 2015. 
 
Mr. Livingston requested that those individuals that report directly to Council request 
alternative work schedules in writing to Council. 
 
 The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Establish a Budget Committee – Mr. Washington moved, seconded by Mr. Manning,  to 
hold in committee. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Administration and Finance Committee 
Tuesday, September 23, 2014 
Page Four 
 

ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS 
 
Renewal of Operating Agreement between Richland County and Columbia Rowing 
Club and Short-Term Proposal Directives for Site – This item was held in committee. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:53 PM 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Animal Care - Intergovernmental Governmental Agreement with Town of Arcadia Lakes [PAGES 9-18]

 

Reviews 

Item# 2
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Animal Care - Intergovernmental Governmental Agreement with Town of Arcadia Lakes 

 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve the new intergovernmental agreement (IGA) with the 

Town of Arcadia Lakes (Arcadia Lakes).  This IGA will replace the agreement previously 

entered into with Arcadia Lakes for animal care services. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

On November 5, 1979, Richland County entered into an agreement with Arcadia Lakes to 

provide animal care services.  This agreement was entered into upon the desire of Arcadia Lakes 

to provide uniformity of animal control regulations in the best interest of the health, safety, and 

general welfare of its citizenry.  The IGA empowered Richland County Animal Care (Animal 

Care) to enforce the animal control ordinance of Arcadia Lakes within its jurisdiction, provided 

that citations would be issued based on Arcadia Lakes’s code.   

 

This agreement has remained in effect since its inception and now Arcadia Lakes wishes to 

revise the terms of the IGA for practicality.  This new IGA (see attached) will effectively allow 

Animal Care to enforce and issue citations under Chapter 5 of the Richland County Ordinance.  

However, Arcadia Lakes wishes not to repeal Arcadia Lakes Ordinance Section 6-201, which is 

the restriction of keeping hogs, pigs, cows, horses, goats, sheep, or chickens within the town.  

Upon the appropriate consultations and recommendations, the Town Council for Arcadia Lakes 

has agreed to the proposed IGA and its adoption upon the approval of Richland County Council.     

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

This is a staff-initiated request.  Therefore, there is no legislative history. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact anticipated with this request.  

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the new intergovernmental agreement with the Town of Arcadia Lakes. 

 

2. Do not approve the new intergovernmental agreement with the Town of Arcadia Lakes. 

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the new IGA with the Town of Arcadia Lakes to ensure 

consistency in the enforcement of animal control laws within the town.   

 

Recommended by: Sandra Haynes  

Department: Animal Care  

Date:  September 4, 2014 
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G. Reviews 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by:  Daniel Driggers   Date:  9/5/14     

� Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  

 

Recommendation is based on ROA stating that approval will have no financial impact.      

  

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 9/8/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Warren Harley   Date: 9/9/14 

 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )  

) INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 

RICHLAND COUNTY                    )  

 (Animal Care)         

 

 

 THIS AGREEMENT entered into this ____ day of _____________________, 2014, is by and 

between Richland County (hereinafter the "County") and the Town of Arcadia Lakes (hereinafter 

the “Town”). 

RECITALS 

 WHEREAS, the County and the Town previously entered into an agreement dated November 5, 

1979, for animal care services within the Town; and 

 WHEREAS, the Town desires to continue utilizing the services of the County Animal Care 

Department for all animal care services; and 

WHEREAS, the County is willing to continue providing the Town said animal care services;  

WHEREAS, the parties desire to execute a new agreement for animal care services; 

NOW, THEREFORE, it is mutually agreed by and between the parties hereto as follows: 

1.The Animal Care Department of the County shall provide such services to secure the 

enforcement and uniformity of animal control regulations within the Town in compliance with the 

animal control ordinances of the County and in accordance with the laws of the State of South 

Carolina where applicable.   

  The County shall provide the same degree, type and level of service as customarily 

provided to residents of the unincorporated areas of Richland County, which shall include, but not 

be limited to: 

a) Field services shall include patrolling for stray, injured, nuisance and vicious animals 

and enforcing the County Animal Care Ordinance to include issuance of violation notices, 

citations and pet license applications.  The County shall be responsible for the investigation and 

enforcement of animal cruelty, neglect and abandonment of animals.  The County shall be 

responsible for the disposal of deceased animals prepared according to guidelines.  The County 

shall be responsible for public education in the areas of responsible pet ownership. 
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b) Licensing of animals of the Town shall be in accordance with the County Ordinance.  

The County staff shall be responsible for maintaining records, receiving payment and issuing 

tags.  The County shall retain all payments received for pet licenses within the Town.  

c) Animal Housing/Veterinary Services – County shall transport animals to locations 

contracted with or designated by the County.  The County shall ensure veterinary services for 

sick or injured animals as set forth in its applicable veterinary contract. 

d) Rabies Control – The County shall act as agent of the Town in relation to animal 

bites and rabies testing.  Activities include but are not limited to investigation of all reported 

bites and quarantining of biting animals pursuant to the Department of Health and 

Environmental Services of South Carolina guidelines and performing of such duties as 

necessary to prepare and deliver animals for rabies testing. 

2. The Town shall, within a reasonable time after signing this Agreement, adopt the 

current Richland County Animal Care Ordinance, and hereby agrees to timely adopt all subsequent 

amendments thereto.  The parties agree that the Town shall not repeal Town of Arcadia Lakes 

Ordinance Section 6-201 and that such ordinance shall be enforced by the County in addition to the 

regulations of the Richland County Animal Care Ordinance.   

3. Except as noted in Paragraph 2 above, in any and all instances where an ordinance of 

the Town conflicts, restrains or is unreasonably burdensome to the enforcement of the Richland 

County Animal Care ordinance adopted by the Town, the adopted animal care ordinances shall take 

precedence.  It is hereby declared to be the intent of the parties to give the County exclusive 

authority regarding the enforcement of such regulations within the territorial limits of the Town.  

4. This Agreement shall have a term of four (4) years from the date of execution or 

until sooner terminated by either party upon such party giving six months written notice to the other 

party of its intent to terminate this agreement.    

5. This Agreement may be amended, modified or changed only upon the written 

agreement between the County Council for Richland County and the Town Council for Arcadia 

Lakes.  

6.The County shall continue to assess, levy, and collect property taxes from the residents of 

that portion of the Town of Arcadia Lakes which lies within the boundaries of Richland County for 

the above services.  Such assessment and levy shall not exceed that which is assessed and levied on 

property in the unincorporated areas of Richland County.  The taxes generated by such assessment 
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and levy shall be designated as an offset to the costs of providing these services and shall constitute 

the compensation to the County for the undertaking of these services. 

7. Nothing contained herein shall be interpreted to supersede agreements of 

intergovernmental matters between the Town and County, not otherwise addressing animal control 

as contemplated within this agreement. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as of the day and year 

first above written. 

 

WITNESSES:       RICHLAND COUNTY 

______________________________   ______________________________ 

By: Norman Jackson, Richland  

______________________________   County Council Chairperson 

  

 

 

 

 TOWN OF ARCADIA LAKES 

______________________________  

 ______________________________ 

______________________________ By: __________________________   

 Its:___________________________ 
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Original IGA with Arcadia Lakes 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Richland County Sheriff’s Department (RCSD) Sole Source Purchase Leica Comparison Microscope [PAGES 19-29]

 

Reviews 

Item# 3
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Richland County Sheriff’s Department (RCSD) Sole Source Purchase 
Leica Comparison Microscope 

 
A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve the sole source purchase of one (1) Leica Comparison 
Microscope (Microscope) for the Sheriff’s Department Firearms and Tool Mark Laboratory 
(Laboratory) in the amount of $110,146.00. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 

The RCSD received grant funds (grant number 4869800) through the Justice Assistance Grant 
Program, which is administered by the South Carolina Department of Public Safety, to purchase 
a Comparison Microscope and accessories. The Microscope allows for the forensic examination 
of bullets, shell casings and tool marks. The Microscope is critical to the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the Laboratory as it is used in practically every case submitted for examination 
to the Laboratory. 
 

The Microscope will be used in conjunction with the existing Leica Comparison Microscope 
used by the Laboratory, and will increase the casework capacity of the Laboratory.  
Additionally, the Microscope will increase continuity in peer reviews and examinations of 
cases. Vashaw Scientific, Inc. is the only authorized dealer for Leica products in the 
Southeastern United States. 
 
The quote for the purchase of the Microscope from Vashaw Scientific, Inc. and the completed 
sole purchase form are attached.  

 
C. Legislative / Chronological History 

This is a staff initiated request; therefore, there is no legislative history. 
 

D. Financial Impact 

The total amount of the grant and matching funds is up to $110,419.00.  These funds were 
included in the approved FY14-15 budget.  There are no new funds being requested for this 
purchase.   

 
The cost of the Microscope is outlined in the table below: 
 

Leica Comparison Microscope $101,987.00 
Tax $8,159.00 
Total  $110,146.00 

  

 
The total cost of the Microscope will be covered by the aforementioned grant funds.  Any future 
maintenance costs will be requested through the RCSD budget.  
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E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the sole source purchase of one (1) Leica Comparison Microscope for the Sheriff’s 
Department Firearms and Tool Mark Laboratory in the amount of $110,146.00. 
 

2. Do not approve the sole source purchase of one (1) Leica Comparison Microscope for the 
Sheriff’s Department Firearms and Tool Mark Laboratory in the amount of $110,146.00.  If 
this alternative is chosen, the Laboratory will not have the equipment needed to function 
with the existing Leica Comparison Microscope used by the Laboratory.  This will result in 
slower examination times of cases and increased case backlogs. 

 
F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to make the sole source purchase of the 
Leica Comparison Microscope.  This purchase will allow for enhanced examination of 
projectiles and tool marks and will enhance the safety of citizens in Richland County. 

 

Recommended by: Chris Cowan    
Department:  Sheriff   
Date: October 14, 2014 

 

G. Reviews 
(Please replace the appropriate box with a  and then support your recommendation in the Comments section 
before routing on.  Thank you!)   
 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/15/14   
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Procurement 

Reviewed by: Cheryl Patrick   Date:  10/15/14 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Grants 

Reviewed by: Sara Salley    Date: 10/15/14 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 10/15/14 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  As long as Procurement has determined that this 
procurement qualifies as a Sole Source purchase, this is a policy decision left to 
Council’s discretion. 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Warren Harley   Date: 10/20/14 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 
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Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Professional Services / Airport Work Authorizations 6 & 7 [PAGES 30-40]

 

Reviews 

Item# 4
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Professional Services / Airport Work Authorizations 6 & 7 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve two Work Authorizations (WAs) for professional 
services with WK Dickson & Company, Inc of Columbia, SC for the following at the Jim 
Hamilton – LB Owens Airport (CUB): 
 

� Redesign / rebidding of a single project for the extension of Taxiway ‘A’ into two 
separate project phases (WA 6); 

� Construction inspection and administration of Phase I (WA 6); 
� Continuation of land and avigation easement acquisition services (WA 7); 

 
Please note that there are three other Requests of Action related to this ROA. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

The single project for the construction of the extension to Taxiway ‘A’ at the Jim Hamilton – 
LB Owens Airport (CUB) was advertised for bid this summer.  However, only two contractors 
submitted bids and they both exceeded the engineer’s estimate by over 100%.  An award could 
not be made due to the lowest bid greatly exceeding the anticipated amount of the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) Airport Improvement Program (AIP) grant.  The bids were 
rejected and no award was recommended. 
 
Based on consultation with the staffs of the FAA and our Airport Consultant, WK Dickson & 
Company, Inc, it was decided that redesigning the single project into two project phases to be 
constructed over a multi-year / multi-grant period was an appropriate approach.   
 
Work Authorization 6 (WA 6) provides the services for this redesign and rebidding (as well as 
any ancillary permit modifications and additional work that was necessary for the FEMA Letter 
of Map Revision (LOMR) associated with this project).  It also provides for construction 
inspection and administration of Phase I.     
 
Work Authorization 7 (WA 7) provides the services for continued land and avigation easement 
acquisition associated with both the Taxiway ‘A’ extension as well as the airspace surrounding 
the airport.  This work was started and partially completed under a previous consultant in earlier 
grants.  This will permit the continuation of this work and the close out of the older FAA AIP 
grants. 
 
Copies of the consultant’s Work Authorizations are contained as enclosures to this request.  This 
project is primarily funded by Federal (90%) and State (5%) grants, with funding information 
provided below.   
 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

The following prior actions by Richland County Council and Administration relate to this 
request: 
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� February 2011 Airport Master Plan approved  
� June 2012  Master Agreement with WK Dickson & Company, Incorporated 

awarded 
� January 2013 Work Authorization 1 approved (initial Twy ‘A’ extension design) 
� January 2014 Work Authorization 3 approved (final Twy ‘A’ extension design) 
� April 2014  Work Authorization 5 approved (initial mitigation design) 

 

D. Financial Impact 

The funding for this project will be primarily provided by grant funds as follows: 
 
Work Authorization 6 (WA 6) 
 
 Federal (FAA)  90%  $343,890 AIP Grant accepted 
 State (SCAC)    5%  $  19,105 SCAC Grant approved 
 Local (RC)    5%  $  19,105 Included in the FY15 airport budget 
 
 Total   100%  $382,100 
 
Work Authorization 7 (WA 7) 
  

Federal (FAA)  90%  $  49,500 AIP Grant accepted 
 State (SCAC)    5%  $    2,750 SCAC Grant approved 
 Local (RC)    5%  $    2,750 Included in the FY15 airport budget 
 
 Total   100%  $  55,000 
 
Federal funds have been issued in AIP Grant 3-45-0017-020-2014.  State funds have been 
applied for and approved, and Local funds are included in the current FY airport capital budget.   

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to authorize executing Work Authorizations 6 & 7 for the professional 
services described herein and further described in detail in the enclosures to this document.  
This will permit the enhancement airport safety and compliance with FAA-recommended 
design standards.  

 
2. Do not approve the request to authorize executing  

 
3. Work Authorizations 6 & 7 for the professional services described herein and further 

described in detail in the enclosures to this document.  This will not permit the enhancement 
airport safety and compliance with FAA-recommended design standards.  

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to authorize executing Work Authorizations 
6 & 7 to be performed by the staff of WK Dickson & Company, Incorporated.   
 

Recommended by:  Christopher S. Eversmann, PE, AAE    
Department:  Airport     
Date:  October 9, 2014 
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G.  Reviews 
(Please SIGN your name, � the appropriate box, and support your recommendation before routing.  Thank you!) 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/9/14   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Cheryl Patrick   Date:  10/10/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 10/10/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 10/14/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Policy decision left to Council’s discretion.  The 
work authorization states that the original Contract Documents will be revised to split 
the project into two phases.  Those documents have not been attached, so Legal will 
defer to Procurement’s opinion of the appropriateness of such a contract change. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Sparty Hammett   Date:  10/14/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 3 of 10
Attachment number 1

Item# 4

Page 33 of 136



 
 
 
 

  

Page 4 of 10
Attachment number 1

Item# 4

Page 34 of 136



  

Page 5 of 10
Attachment number 1

Item# 4

Page 35 of 136



  

Page 6 of 10
Attachment number 1

Item# 4

Page 36 of 136



  

Page 7 of 10
Attachment number 1

Item# 4

Page 37 of 136



  

Page 8 of 10
Attachment number 1

Item# 4

Page 38 of 136



  

Page 9 of 10
Attachment number 1

Item# 4

Page 39 of 136



 
 
 
 

Page 10 of 10
Attachment number 1

Item# 4

Page 40 of 136



Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Professional Services / Airport Work Authorizations 5 (Amendment 1) & 8 [PAGES 41-52]

 

Reviews 

Item# 5

Page 41 of 136



Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Professional Services / Airport Work Authorizations 5 (Amendment 1) & 8 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve an amendment to an existing Work Authorization (WA) 
and a new WA for professional services with WK Dickson & Company, Inc of Columbia, SC 
for the following at the Jim Hamilton – LB Owens Airport (CUB): 
 

� Final design of the wetland and stream mitigation project required by the extension of 
Taxiway ‘A’ at the airport (WA 5 / Amend 1); 

� Construction inspection and administration of the wetland and stream mitigation project 
(WA 5 / Amend 1); and 

� Multi-year mitigation project stream monitoring (WA 8); 
 
Please note that there are three other Requests of Action related to this ROA. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

These are traditionally funded FAA projects related to the airport, but are not “airport projects” 
per se in that they are not physically located on airport property and do not construct 
aeronautical improvements. 
 
The construction limits of the project to extend Taxiway ‘A’ at the Jim Hamilton – LB Owens 
Airport (CUB) will impact both wetlands as well as a stream.  In order for the extension project 
to be permitted by various Federal and State agencies, another construction project to mitigate 
these effects must be designed, permitted, and constructed as well.  
 
Initial design of this wetland and stream mitigation project was completed under Work 
Authorization 5 (WA 5).  Amendment 1 to WA 5 completes the design and bidding as well as 
addresses additional work required beyond the scope and fee of the original Work Authorization 
(primarily multiple meetings with a Home Owner’s Association Board). 
 
Additionally, construction inspection and administration for the mitigation construction project 
(award of which is being requested in a separate ROA), is included in WA 5 / Amend 1. 
 
Finally, US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) permit approval conditions include a seven-
year monitoring and reporting requirement which is included in WA 8. 
 
Copies of the consultant’s Work Authorizations are contained as enclosures to this request.  This 
project is primarily funded by Federal (90%) and State (5%) grants, with funding information 
provided below.   
 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

The following prior actions by Richland County Council and Administration relate to this 
request are as follows: 
 

� February 2011 Airport Master Plan approved  
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� June 2012  Master Agreement with WK Dickson & Company, Inc awarded 
� January 2013 Work Authorization 1 approved (initial Twy ‘A’ extension design) 
� January 2014 Work Authorization 3 approved (final Twy ‘A’ extension design) 
� April 2014  Work Authorization 5 approved (initial mitigation design) 

 

D. Financial Impact 

The funding for this project will be primarily provided by grant funds as follows: 
 
Amendment 1 to Work Authorization 5 (WA 5 / Amend 1) 
 
 Federal (FAA)  90%  $159,480 AIP Grant accepted 
 State (SCAC)    5%  $    8,860 SCAC Grant approved 
 Local (RC)    5%  $    8,860 Included in the FY15 airport budget 
 
 Total   100%  $177,200 
 
Work Authorization 8 (WA 8) 
  

Federal (FAA)  90%  $  99,000 AIP Grant accepted 
 State (SCAC)    5%  $    5,500 SCAC Grant approved 
 Local (RC)    5%  $    5,500 Included in the FY15 airport budget 
 
 Total   100%  $110,000 
 
Federal funds have been issued in AIP Grant 3-45-0017-020-2014.  State funds have been 
applied for and approved, and Local funds are included in the current FY airport budget.   

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to authorize executing Amendment 1 to Work Authorization 5 and 
Work Authorization 8 for the professional services described herein and further described in 
detail in the enclosures to this document.  This will permit the required environmental 
mitigation necessary to ultimately enhance airport safety and compliance with FAA-
recommended design standards.  

 
2. Do not approve the request to authorize executing Amendment 1 to Work Authorization 5 

and Work Authorization 8 for the professional services described herein and further 
described in detail in the enclosures to this document.  This will not permit the required 
environmental mitigation necessary to ultimately enhance airport safety and compliance 
with FAA-recommended design standards.  

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to authorize executing Amendment 1 to 
Work Authorization 5 and Work Authorization 8 to be performed by the staff of WK Dickson & 
Company, Incorporated.   
 

Recommended by:  Christopher S. Eversmann, PE, AAE    
Department:  Airport     
Date:  October 9, 2014 
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G.  Reviews 
(Please SIGN your name, � the appropriate box, and support your recommendation before routing.  Thank you!) 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 10/9/14    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Cheryl Patrick   Date:  10/10/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 10/10/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 10/14/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Sparty Hammett   Date:  10/14/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Construction Contract Award / Airport Stream and Wetland Mitigation project 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve award of a construction contract to Shamrock 
International Corporation of Browns Summit, NC for construction of a stream and wetland 
mitigation project in the Spring Valley neighborhood.  This project is necessary in order to 
extend Taxiway ‘A’ at the Jim Hamilton – LB Owens Airport (CUB). 
 
Please note that there are three other Requests of Action related to this ROA 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

This is a traditionally funded FAA project related to the airport, but not an “airport project” per 

se in that it is not physically located on airport property and does not construct aeronautical 
improvements. 
 
The construction limits of the project to extend Taxiway ‘A’ at the Jim Hamilton – LB Owens 
Airport (CUB) will impact both a stream as well as a wetland.  In order for the extension project 
to be permitted by various Federal and State agencies, another construction project to mitigate 
these effects must be designed, permitted, and constructed as well.  FAA regulations require that 
environmental mitigation projects be separated from the airport by at least 10,000 feet.  
 
An exhibit that shows the project location is contained as an enclosure to this RoA.  The project 
site selection and project design were performed in consultation with the Richland County 
Stormwater Management staff. 
 
The project was advertised for bid during September and the following four bids were received: 
 

� Richardson Construction Co  $2,098,850 
� Cherokee, Inc    $1,797,005 
� River Works, Inc    $1,234,001 
� Shamrock International Co  $   910,462 

 
The Engineer’s Estimate was $1,200,000. 
 
Copies of the consultant’s award recommendation and the project bid tabulation are also 
contained as enclosures to this request.  This project is primarily funded by Federal (90%) and 
State (5%) grants, with funding information provided below.   
 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

The following prior actions by Richland County Council and Administration relate to this 
request are as follows: 
 

� February 2011 Airport Master Plan approved  
� June 2012  Master Agreement with WK Dickson & Company, Incorporated 

awarded 
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� January 2013 Work Authorization 1 approved (initial Twy ‘A’ extension design) 
� January 2014 Work Authorization 3 approved (final Twy ‘A’ extension design) 
� April 2014  Work Authorization 5 approved (initial mitigation design) 
� September 2014 Mitigation Project advertised 

 

D. Financial Impact 

The funding for this project will be primarily provided by grant funds as follows: 
 
 Federal (FAA)  90%  $819,416 AIP Grant accepted 
 State (SCAC)    5%  $  45,523 SCAC Grant approved 
 Local (RC)    5%  $  45,523 Included in the FY15 airport budget 
 
 Total   100%  $910,462 
 
Federal funds have been issued in AIP Grant 3-45-0017-020-2014.  State funds have been 
applied for and approved, and Local funds are included in the current FY airport capital budget.   

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to award a construction contract to Shamrock for the stream and 
wetlands mitigation project described herein as recommended in the enclosures to this 
document.  This will permit the required environmental mitigation necessary to ultimately 
enhance airport safety and compliance with FAA-recommended design standards.  

 
2. Do not approve the request to award a construction contract to Shamrock for the stream and 

wetlands mitigation project described herein as recommended in the enclosures to this 
document.  This will permit the required environmental mitigation necessary to ultimately 
enhance airport safety and compliance with FAA-recommended design standards.   
 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to award a construction contract to 
Shamrock International Corporation for the stream and wetlands mitigation project.   
 

Recommended by:  Christopher S. Eversmann, PE, AAE    
Department:  Airport     
Date:  October 9, 2014 

 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 10/9/14    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Cheryl Patrick   Date: 10/10/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 10/10/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 10/1414   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Sparty Hammett   Date:  10/14/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Professional Services / Stormwater Management Work Authorization  
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve Work Authorization 9 (WA 9) for professional services 
with WK Dickson & Company, Inc of Columbia, SC for additional stream mitigation (“up ditch 
improvements”) and pond silt removal in the vicinity of the Spring Valley neighborhood in the 
Gills Creek Watershed. 
 
Please note that there are three other Requests of Action related to this RoA. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

The construction limits of the project to extend Taxiway ‘A’ at the Jim Hamilton – LB Owens 
Airport (CUB) will impact both wetlands as well as a stream.  In order for the extension project 
to be permitted by various Federal and State agencies, another construction project to mitigate 
these effects must be designed, permitted, and constructed as well.  
 
Design of this wetland and stream mitigation project was completed under Work Authorization 
5 (WA 5) and amendments.  This provided sufficient mitigation credits for the impacts caused 
by the airport project.     
 
These additional projects / areas are immediately adjacent to the Airport Stream and Wetlands 
Mitigation Project that is under consideration for construction contract award.  This additional 
work is beyond the mitigation requirements of the airport project permit, but is deemed a 
desirable enhancement to the overall Little Jackson Creek (LJC) area / Gills Creek Watershed 
by the Richland County Stormwater Management Staff, the Gills Creek Watershed Association, 
and the Spring Valley Home Owners Association.  Performance of this work will net Richland 
County additional mitigation credits as well as ensure significant restoration of Little Jackson 
Creek and removal of accumulated silt in the entrance pond to the Spring Valley neighborhood 
(which receives stormwater runoff from public roads).  
 
A copy of the consultant’s Work Authorization is contained as enclosure to this request.  This 
project is locally funded from the Richland County Stormwater Fund.   
 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

The following prior actions by Richland County Council and Administration relate to this 
request are as follows: 
 

� June 2012  Master Agreement to WK Dickson & Company, Inc awarded 
� January 2013 Work Authorization 1 approved (initial Twy ‘A’ extension design) 
� December 2013 Little Jackson Creek (LJC) selected as airport mitigation project site 
� January 2014 Work Authorization 3 approved (final Twy ‘A’ extension design) 
� March 2014 Individual permit submission to USACE for LJC mitigation site 
� April 2014  Work Authorization 5 approved (initial mitigation design) 
� May 2014  USACE Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination 
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D. Financial Impact 

The funding for this project will be provided by the Richland County Stormwater Fund.  The 
cost of this WA is $287,400 which does not include construction costs.  A future ROA will be 
brought forward for construction services. 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to authorize executing Work Authorization 9 for the professional 
services described herein and further described in detail in the enclosures to this document.  
This will permit significant enhancement to the LJC and the Gills Creek Watershed as well 
as remove accumulated silt from the entrance pond to the Spring Valley neighborhood. 

 
2. Do not approve the request to authorize executing Work Authorization 9 for the professional 

services described herein and further described in detail in the enclosures to this document.  
This will not permit significant enhancement to the LJC and the Gills Creek Watershed as 
well as remove accumulated silt from the entrance pond to the Spring Valley neighborhood. 

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to authorize executing Work Authorization 
9 to be performed by the staff of WK Dickson & Company, Incorporated.   
 

Recommended by:  Quinton Epps    
Department:  Public Works     
Date:  October 9, 2014 

 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/9/14   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Cheryl Patrick   Date: 10/10/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 10/10/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Airport 

Reviewed by:  Chris Eversmann   Date: 10/13/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 10/14/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by:  Sparty Hammett   Date:  10/20/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Budget Amendment – Grant Match 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve a budget amendment in the amount of $167,583.00, 
increasing the amount of grant match available to departments for grants and match amounts 
that were approved by County Council in the FY15 budget process.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

Many grant agencies require grant recipients to guarantee matching funds in order to receive 
their grant funds.  For example, a federal grant may cover 75% of the total project cost and 
require the grantee, Richland County, to come up with the remaining 25% to secure the grant.  
Historically, Richland County has used a “grant match” account to cover the match required.   
 
Each year during the budget process, departments request grant match funds for grants they 
think they will receive during the year.  For FY15, department grant match requests totaled 
$469,932.00.  During the FY15 budget process, $194,746.00 was approved for the “grant 
match” account.  As grants are awarded, any required cash match is drawn down from this pool 
of funds on a first requested-first awarded approach. While funds are allocated each year for 
grant matching purposes, the fund amount is not enough to cover this year’s awards. 
 
As of October 10, 2014, match amounts for confirmed awards and pending awards total 
$361,425.00.  A budget amendment is needed for $167,583.00 to cover the shortfall.  The 
attached spreadsheet shows the FY15 grant activity to date.  If new / additional grants outside of 
this request are awarded during the fiscal year, staff will bring the grants to Council for approval 
of the grant itself and any grant match that may be required.    
 
Included in the request for $167,583.00 is a special request for extra match that was not 
approved in the FY15 budget in the amount of $27,846.00 (see the yellow highlight on page 2 of 
the attached spreadsheet).  The funds would go towards funding a shortfall in the approved 
Criminal Domestic Violence (CDV) Court grant for the Solicitor’s Office. Extra matching funds 
were budgeted for this grant, but the funds currently approved are not enough to cover the full 
cost of the program.   
 
Staff asks that the full $167,583.00 be approved, as grant periods are time sensitive.  

 

C. Legislative/Chronological History 

• This is a staff-initiated request. 
• The grant match amount of $194,746.00 was approved in FY15 budget June 2014. 

 

D. Financial Impact 

A budget amendment from the General Fund is needed for $167,583.00. This action will require 
three readings and a public hearing. 

 

E. Alternatives 

1.  Approve the request for a budget amendment for grant match in the amount of $167,583.00. 
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2.  Do not approve the request for a budget amendment for grant match in the amount of 
$167,583.00, causing the County to return grant funds or reduce the scope and size of grant 
funded projects.  

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request for a budget amendment of $167,583.00 for 
grant match funds.   
 

Recommended by: Sara Salley   
Department: Administration 
Date: 10/10/14 

 

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

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/13/14   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

 

Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean   Date: 10/14/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  October 14, 2014 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

� Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: It is recommended that Council approve the 
request for a budget amendment of $167,583.00  for grant match funds.   
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Department Project Name
Total Project 

Cost

Amount 

Requested

Cash Match 

Requested

Other Match 

Requested

FY15 

Award

FY15 

Match 

IFAS

FY15 

Match 

Needed 

Notes

Com Dev HOME (HUD) $603,086 $492,315 $110,771 $0 $110,771
Award received, but not in IFAS as of 

10/10/14

Conserv
Twenty-Five Mile Creek Nonpoint 

Source Water Quality Implementation
$370,000 $300,000 $0 $70,000 $0

Award pending. Match to be paid from 

Stormwater

Coroner
Forensic Crime Scene Investigator 

(JAG)
$207,442 $186,711 $20,731 $0 $0 $0 $0 Not funded

Court Admin Court Technology Upgrade (JAG) $23,932 $21,537 $2,395 $0 20391 $0 $2,266
Award received, but not in IFAS as of 

10/10/14

ESD EMS Grant in Aid - DHEC $63,300 $60,000 $3,300 $0 $28,125 $0 $3,300
Award received, but not in IFAS as of 

10/10/14

ESD
Local Emergency Management 

Planning Grant (LEMPG)
$116,395 $110,000 $6,395 $0 $89,739 $6,395 $0

Sheriff School Resource Officer-D5 (JAG) $136,807 $123,126 $13,681 $0 $106,548 $11,839 $0

Sheriff
School Resource Officer-Westwood 

High (JAG)
$57,405 $51,664 $5,741 $0 $51,664 $5,741 $0

Sheriff Crime Scene Unit (JAG) $70,013 $63,012 $7,001 $0 $63,012 $7,001 $0

Sheriff Ballistics Lab Equipment (JAG) $110,419 $99,378 $11,041 $0 $99,377 $11,042
Award received, but not in IFAS as of 

10/10/14

Sheriff Victim Advocacy (VOCA) Award I $65,000 $52,000 $13,000 $0 $11,775 $2,944 $0

Sheriff Victim Advocacy (VOCA) Award II $0 $35,323 $8,831
Award received, but not in IFAS as of 

10/10/14

Sheriff Status Offender Intervention (JAG) $74,667 $63,601 $11,066 $0 $0 $0 $0 Not funded

Sheriff Forensic DNA Backlog Reduction $150,000 $117,234 $32,766 $0 $200,000 $0 $0 Grantee required no match.

Sheriff Bullet Prood Vest Partnership $40,000 $20,000 $20,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 Not funded

FY15 General Fund Match Update as of 10.10.14
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Department Project Name

Total Project 

Cost

Amount 

Requested

Cash Match 

Requested

Other Match 

Requested

FY15 

Award

FY15 

Match 

IFAS

FY15 

Match 

Needed 

Notes

Sheriff Hispanic Outreach Advocacy (VAWA) $65,000 $28,510 $36,490 $0 $36,855 $31,946

Award received, but not in IFAS as of 

10/10/14.  $12,285 in match is 

required and $19,661 in extra match 

was approved in the FY15 grant process 

to cover the anticipated award amount 

shortage. The department has been 

asked to deal  with this issue each year 

during the budget process and has 

chosen to request additional funds to 

cover the difference.  

Sol icitor Drug Prosecutor (JAG) $89,556 $80,601 $8,955 $0 $80,329 $8,925 $0

Solicitor Financial Crimes Prosecutor (JAG) $88,698 $79,828 $8,870 $0 $61,000 $6,778
Award received, but not in IFAS as of 

10/10/14

Solicitor Solicitor's Investigator (JAG) $106,807 $96,126 $10,681 $0 $0 $0 $0 Not funded

Solicitor Victim Advocates (VOCA) Award I $129,636 $103,709 $25,927 $0 $21,704 $5,426 $0

Solicitor Victim Advocates (VOCA) Award II $0 $65,111 $16,278
Award received, but not in IFAS as of 

10/10/14

Solicitor Central CDV Court (VAWA) $164,331 $109,331 $55,000 $0 $55,046 $55,000

Award received, but not in IFAS as of 

10/10/14. $18,349 in match is required 

and $36,651 in extra match was 

approved in the FY15 grant process to 

cover the anticipated award amount 

shortage. The department has been 

asked to deal  with this issue each year 

during the budget process and has 

chosen to request additional funds to 

cover the difference.  

Sol icitor Central CDV Court (VAWA) $27,846

New request to Council to cover 

additional match for the CDV Court 

grant that was not included in the FY15 

budget due to misscalculation of match 

for the position amount as well  as 

healthcare costs.

Sol icitor Veterans Treatment Court (DOJ) $264,483 $198,362 $66,121 $0 $0 $0 $0 Not funded

Com Dev HOME $40,000
Extra al location from general fund 

(Jackson Motion - approved)

$2,996,977 $2,457,045 $469,932 $70,000 $535,032 $88,271 $274,058

$194,746 Match Account Approved

-$88,271 Amount in IFAS as of 10/10/14

$106,475 Match available as of 10/10/14

-$274,058
Match from awards received, but not 

yet set up in IFAS

-$167,583
Match needed to cover approved grants 

(ROA Request)

Total Match for General Fund
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Extension of ACH Chemical Supply Contract-Utilities Broad River WWTF 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to extend for one year the purchase order to Gulbrandsen 
Technologies Inc. for the ongoing delivery of Aluminum Chlorohydrate (ACH) to the Broad 
River Wastewater Treatment Facility in an amount up to $170,000.   

 

B. Background / Discussion 

The Broad River Wastewater Treatment Facility is required to remove phosphorous from the 
wastewater prior to discharging its effluent to the Broad River. The facility is required to 
remove phosphorous to certain limits as required by its NPDES discharge permit issued by the 
South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC). Previous 
performance testing has found that the chemical, Aluminum Chlorohydrate (ACH)[GPAC2800] 
is the most cost-effective chemical available to assist with the phosphorous removal process. 
 
To staff’s knowledge there are only two manufacturers of ACH on the East Coast, one in 
Maryland and one in Orangeburg, South Carolina. All other suppliers purchase and redistribute 
ACH from one of these two manufacturers at a marked-up price. This product was bid by the 
County’s Procurement Department in October 2011 (attached). The Orangeburg manufacturer, 
Gulbrandsen Technologies, Inc. was willing to supply directly to the County, along with only 
local shipping charges resulting in the low bid. The contract includes the option to renew 
annually. Typically chemicals are required to be re-bid on a five-year cycle. 
 
During the past year the volume of chemical used and its related cost exceeded $100,000. 
Therefore, issuing a purchase order for FY14-15 requires the approval of County Council. The 
vendor has indicated the unit cost for this year will remain the same. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

This is a staff-initiated request; however, the proposed FY14-15 budget for the Utilities’ Broad 
River System was approved on June 12, 2014 following three readings of County Council which 
included funds for chemicals.  

 

D. Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact associated with approving this request as funds have been provided 
in the approved FY14-15 budget. There may be an indirect impact associated with SCDHEC 
penalties if a violation were to result from inadequate supply of chemical.  

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to extend the purchase order to Gulbrandsen Technologies Inc. for the 
ongoing delivery of Aluminum Chlorohydrate (ACH) to the Broad River Wastewater 
Treatment Facility in an amount up to $170,000 for the duration of FY14-15. 
 

2. Do not approve the request to extend the purchase order to Gulbrandsen Technologies Inc. 
for the ongoing delivery of Aluminum Chlorohydrate (ACH) to the Broad River Wastewater 
Treatment Facility in an amount up to $170,000 for the duration of FY14-15. This 
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alternative would potentially cause violations and associated fines against the Broad River 
WWTF NPDES permit. 
 

3. Require the chemical contract to be re-bid. This alternative potentially would create delays 
in the supply of ACH increasing the risk of permit violations. As the vendor has confirmed 
no price increase for another year this alternative may not be justified by the additional 
effort to conduct the testing and  re-bidding process with the likelihood of the same supplier 
remaining the low bidder.   

 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to extend the contract for ACH to 
Gulbrandsen Technologies, Inc. for one year. 
 

Recommended by:  Raymond F. Peterson, PE  
Department:  Utilities  
Date:   10/7/14 

 

G. Reviews 
(Please replace the appropriate box with a � and then support your recommendation in the Comments section 

before routing on.  Thank you!)   
 

Please be specific in your recommendation.  While “Council Discretion” may be appropriate 
at times, it is recommended that Staff provide Council with a professional recommendation 
of approval or denial, and justification for that recommendation, as often as possible. 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 10/9/14    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Procurement 

Reviewed by: Cheryl Patrick   Date: 10/10/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 10/10/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  10/13/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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From: Dipen Bhatia [mailto:dbhatia@gulbrandsen.com]  

Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2014 5:36 AM 
To: Jennifer Wladischkin 

Cc: JOSEPH RIVERS; Ashley Williams 
Subject: Re: Contract for GPAC 2800 

 

Good Morning Jennifer, 

Thank you for your responding back. 

We intend to renew to contract and so we glad to hear that the contract was 

rolled over for another year. 
We would just require a blanket PO for our records. 

 
Thank you again for giving us an opportunity to work with you for another 

year. 

Best regards, 
 
Dipen Bhatia| Account Manager 

Gulbrandsen Technologies, Inc 
2 Main Street, P O Box 5523 | Clinton, New Jersey 08809 

ph: 908.735.5458 xt 1038  | fax: 302.340.1377| 

email:dbhatia@gulbrandsen.com | www.gulbrandsen.com 

  

"Experience Our Chemistry" 

 

 

 

On Thu, Jul 10, 2014 at 1:28 AM, Jennifer Wladischkin <WladischkinJ@rcgov.us> wrote: 

Good Afternoon, 

It is my understanding that the County intends to renew the contract with 

Gulbrandsen for the next fiscal year and a requisition has been submitted. Do you 

need a Notice to Proceed for the renewal? 

  

Jennifer Wladischkin 
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From: Dipen Bhatia [mailto:dbhatia@gulbrandsen.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, July 01, 2014 8:21 AM 
To: JOSEPH RIVERS; Jennifer Wladischkin 

Subject: Contract for GPAC 2800 

  

Good Morning Jennifer & Joseph, 

This is in reference to the contract for GPAC 2800 for 2014-15. Based on my 

recent discussions and exchanges I learned that the contract is due to expire 
on June 30, 2014. We at Gulbrandsen are looking forward to continue the 

contract for another year. Please accept my apologies for too many follow ups, 
however my intention is just to understand the final decision made by both of 

you. 

Based on my past conversation, I learned that there is a renewal option 

available and after talking to Joseph, I was pleased to know that you are happy 
with our product, services and delivery time. 

If it is possible, could you please let me know if Gulbrandsen's contract was 
rolled over to another year?  

I seek your help in the above matter. 

 
Thank you again for your patience and help. 

 
Best regards, 

  
Dipen Bhatia| Account Manager 

Gulbrandsen Technologies, Inc 
2 Main Street, P O Box 5523 | Clinton, New Jersey 08809 

ph: 908.735.5458 xt 1038  | fax: 302.340.1377| 

email:dbhatia@gulbrandsen.com | www.gulbrandsen.com 
  
"Experience Our Chemistry" 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 

 

Subject

Coroner-Purchase of Three 2015 Chevy Tahoes [PAGES 92-94]
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Coroner-Purchase of Three 2015 Chevy Tahoes  
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve the expenditure of $107,112.00 for the purchase of three 
2015 Chevrolet Tahoes for the Coroner’s Office. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

Funds in the amount of $114,000.00 were approved in the Coroner’s 2014-2015 Budget for the 
purchase of vehicles and related equipment.  The Coroner utilizes Chevrolet Tahoes, which 
were not on the state contract for purchase this year.  A request was submitted for bids to be 
taken to determine the vendor for the purchase of three Chevy Tahoes.  There were twenty one 
vendors notified but only two bid packages were received.   One of the bids received did not 
conform to the requirements of the Request for Bid and was considered non-responsive.  The 
one bid that met the requirements and was recommended for acceptance was from Love 
Chevrolet, Columbia, SC.  The price per vehicle was $35,404.00 plus $300.00 tax. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

This is a staff-initiated request.  Therefore, there is no legislative history.  
 

D. Financial Impact 

A total amount of $114,000.00 was budgeted in line item number 1100240000-531300 for the 
purchase of three vehicles, lights and sirens for the Coroner’s Office.     
  

2015 Chevy Tahoe (price per vehicle) $35,404.00 
Tax per vehicle      $300.00 
  

Total per vehicle   $35,704.00 

Total For 3 Vehicles $107,112.00 

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the request to expend $107,212.00 that was budgeted for the purchase of three 
Chevy Tahoes to allow the Coroner’s Office fleet to remain operational with minimal down 
time.   
 

2. Do not approve the request to expend the $107,212.00 that was budgeted for the purchase of 
three Chevy Tahoes for the Coroner’s Office.  If this alternative is chosen, the fleet would 
continue to deteriorate, causing additional funds to be spent on increased maintenance, while 
also causing down-time in staff operations when the current vehicles are in the shop for 
maintenance. 
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F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to expend $107,212.00 to purchase three 
2015 Chevy Tahoes for the Coroner’s Office. 
 

Recommended by:  Coroner Gary Watts 
Department:  Coroner 
Date:  10/02/2014 

 

G. Reviews 
(Please replace the appropriate box with a � and then support your recommendation in the Comments section 

before routing on.  Thank you!)   
 

Please be specific in your recommendation.  While “Council Discretion” may be appropriate 
at times, it is recommended that Staff provide Council with a professional recommendation 
of approval or denial, and justification for that recommendation, as often as possible. 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/3/14   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
 Funding included in department FY15 budget. 
 

Procurement 

Reviewed by: Cheryl Patrick   Date:  10/3/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Procurement processed a solicitation – saving almost $7000 on the purchase. 
 

Support Services 

Reviewed by: John Hixon    Date: 10/6/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
Local vendor was selected based on Procurements solicitation while matching the Fleet 
Managers recommendation for replacement of three 2004 high mileage units in the 
Coroners existing fleet.    

 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 10/6/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by: Warren Harley   Date: 10/10/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Ordinance amending Hospitality Tax Ordinance so as to delete historical disbursement 
references and inaccurate language and clarifying base amounts for Ordinance Agencies for annual 

budget discussions. 
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve an ordinance amending the Hospitality Tax (HTax) 
Ordinance so as to clean up the ordinance to remove historical disbursement and inaccurate 
language therein.  Additionally, County Council is requested to clarify what the funding base 
should be when discussing the HTax Ordinance Agency funding levels each year during the 
annual budget process.  

 

B. Background / Discussion 

At the October 7, 2014 Council meeting, Mr. Pearce brought forth the following motion: 
 

“I move that the wording of the current Hospitality Ordinance be reviewed to ensure that the  
Ordinance accurately reflects County Council's position on base funding of the designated  
"Ordinance Agencies" as voted on and approved by Council. Further, that any recommended  
changes in wording of the Hospitality Ordinance deemed necessary by staff in order for the  
document to fully comply with actions taken by Council be made, presented to Council in a  
clearly highlighted manner and returned to Council for final approval.“ 

 
At the September 23, 2014, A&F Committee, a Request of Action (ROA) routed attempting to 
add the Township Auditorium as an ordinance agency in the Hospitality Tax ordinance and to 
clean up some of the language of the ordinance that was historical in nature and sometimes 
inaccurate and misleading.  At the meeting, the Committee decided to split the two issues and 
sent to Council the addition of the Township only.  That ordinance amendment received first 
reading on October 7, 2014.  As a part of the split, staff was asked to prepare a separate ROA to 
clean up the historical references and inaccuracies. 
 
As a reminder, in the FY2014-2015 annual budget process, County Council voted to add the 
Township as an Ordinance Agency (i.e. one of the specifically named entities to receive 
HTax disbursement each year).  In accordance with that vote, the standalone HTax ordinance 
is in the process of being amended to reflect the change. 
 
Along with that change, two other changes are proposed to provide a cleaner, more accurate 
HTax ordinance.   
 
The first suggested change is the removal of the specific dollar amounts mentioned in the 
ordinance for the Ordinance Agencies, as those amounts are inaccurate and are now set 
during the annual budget process.   
 
The second change involves removing all historical disbursement references, so as to make 
the ordinance more accurate and easier to follow and to reflect the actual process that takes 
place as a part of the HTax disbursement and auditing.  This change is not substantive in any 
way; rather, it is a “house cleaning” item.  The historical references will still be available, if 
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needed, as originals of all ordinances are housed in the County’s Legal Department and are 
available for review at any time; thus, previous versions of the Hospitality Tax Ordinance are 
always preserved.   
 
In addition to the aforementioned changes, County Council is requested to clarify what the 
funding base should be when discussing the HTax Ordinance Agency funding levels each 
year during the annual budget process. 
 
At the November 5, 2013 Council meeting, Council voted and approved the following action: 

 

An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 23, 

Taxation; Article VI, Local Hospitality Tax; Section 23-69, Distribution of Funds, so 

as to clarify and revise the language therein – Mr. Manning stated that the committee 

recommended to make Hospitality Ordinance agencies funding amounts flexible, remove 

ordinance language discussing annual, automatic CPI-based increases and decreases. 

To allow in the budget process, the consideration of the budget amounts that are in the 

Hospitality Tax Ordinance (Columbia Museum of Art, Historic Columbia Foundation, 

EdVenture, and County Promotions) and have them on the floor each year for discussion 

and recommendation. It is further recommended that First Reading be given to the 

amended ordinance. A discussion took place. The vote was in favor. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

• November 5, 2013, Council voted to remove make Hospitality Ordinance agencies 

funding amounts flexible, remove ordinance language discussing annual, automatic CPI-
based increases and decreases. To allow in the budget process, the consideration of the 
budget amounts that are in the Hospitality Tax Ordinance and have them on the floor 
each year for discussion and recommendation. 

• Follow-up to the FY2014-2015 budget ordinance. 

• Motion of A&F Committee (September 23, 2014) to split changes into two different 
ordinance amendments 

• At the October 7, 2014 Council meeting, Mr. Pearce brought forth the following motion: 
 

“I move that the wording of the current Hospitality Ordinance be reviewed to ensure 
that the Ordinance accurately reflects County Council's position on base funding of 
the designated "Ordinance Agencies" as voted on and approved by Council. Further, 
that any recommended changes in wording of the Hospitality Ordinance deemed 
necessary by staff in order for the document to fully comply with actions taken by 
Council be made, presented to Council in a clearly highlighted manner and returned 
to Council for final approval.“ 

 

D. Financial Impact 

None associated with this amendment.   

 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the ordinance amendment and clarify what the funding base should be when 
discussing the HTax Ordinance Agency funding levels each year during the budget ($0, the 
current FY funding amounts or another amount set by County Council). 
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2. Do not approve the ordinance amendment and clarify what the funding base should be when 

discussing the HTax Ordinance Agency funding levels each year during the budget ($0, the 
current FY funding amounts or another amount set by County Council). 
 

3. Approve the ordinance amendment with the changes and clarify what the funding base 
should be when discussing the HTax Ordinance Agency funding levels each year during the 
budget ($0, the current FY funding amounts or another amount set by County Council). 

 

F. Recommendation 

This recommendation was made by Mr. Pearce. This is a policy decision for Council. 
 
Recommended by: Gregory Pearce 
Department:  County Council 
Date:  10/7/14 
    

G. Reviews 
(Please replace the appropriate box with a � and then support your recommendation in the Comments section 

before routing on.  Thank you!)   
 

Please be specific in your recommendation.  While “Council Discretion” may be appropriate 
at times, it is recommended that Staff provide Council with a professional recommendation 
of approval or denial, and justification for that recommendation, as often as possible. 

 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/15/14   
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: 
 
As stated above, this is a policy for Council. 

 

  Grants 

Reviewed by: Sara Salley    Date:  10/15/14   
� Recommend Council approval  � Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: 
 
This is a policy decision for Council.  

   

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 10/16/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  10/22/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: (1) With respect to the clean-up language, I 
recommend approval of the language as proposed, which will make the Hospitality Tax 
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Ordinance consistent with budget decisions made by the Council during the FY 15 
budget adoption process. 
 
(2) With respect to the dollar amount at which each Ordinance Agency enters the budget 
process for the subsequent fiscal year’s budget, Administration has no preference as to 
what the starting point should be.  I do recommend, however, that a rule of thumb be 
established, whether the starting point is $0, or the current (at the time) year’s amount, or 
some other amount altogether.  Having a known starting point for each Ordinance 
Agency will be a great help to Administration, Finance and Budget as we prepare the 
budget draft that we ultimately submit to the Council for consideration. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 
ORDINANCE NO. ____-14HR 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RICHLAND COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES, 
CHAPTER 23, TAXATION; ARTICLE VI, LOCAL HOSPITALITY TAX; SO AS TO 
DELETE HISTORICAL DISBURSEMENT REFERENCES. 

 
Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution of the State of South Carolina and the General 
Assembly of the State of South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY RICHLAND COUNTY 
COUNCIL: 
 
SECTION I. The Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 23, Taxation; Article IV, Local 
Hospitality Tax; is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 

ARTICLE VI. LOCAL HOSPITALITY TAX  
 

Sec. 23-65.  Definitions.  
 

Whenever used in this article, unless a contrary intention is clearly evidenced, the 
following terms shall be interpreted as herein defined:  
 

Local Hospitality Tax means a tax on the sales of prepared meals and beverages sold 
in establishments or sales of prepared meals and beverages sold in establishments licensed 
for on-premises consumption of alcoholic beverages, beer, or wine, within the incorporated 
municipalities and the unincorporated areas of the county.  
 

Person means any individual, firm, partnership, LLP, LLC, cooperative, nonprofit 
membership, corporation, joint venture, professional association, estate, trust, business trust, 
receiver, syndicate, holding company, or other group or combination acting as a unit, in the 
singular or plural, and the agent or employee having charge or control of a business in the 
absence of the principals.  
 
 Prepared Meals and Beverages means the products sold ready for consumption 
either on or off premises in businesses classified as eating and drinking places under the 
Standard Industrial Code Classification Manual and including lunch counters and restaurant 
stands; restaurants, lunch counters, and drinking places operated as a subordinate facility by 
other establishments; and bars and restaurants owned by and operated for members of civic, 
social, and fraternal associations.  
 
 Richland County means the county and all of the unincorporated areas within the 
geographical boundaries of the county and all of the incorporated municipalities of the 
county.  
 

Sec. 23-66.  Local Hospitality Tax. 
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 A local hospitality tax is hereby imposed on the sales of prepared meals and 
beverages sold in establishments within the incorporated municipalities and the 
unincorporated areas of the county. The local hospitality tax shall be in an amount equal to 
two percent (2%) of the gross proceeds of sales of prepared meals and beverages sold in 
establishments located within the unincorporated areas of the county and within the 
boundaries of the incorporated municipalities which have consented, by resolution adopted 
by their governing body, to the imposition of the local hospitality tax in the amount of two 
percent (2%). The local hospitality tax shall be in an amount equal to one percent (1%) of 
the gross proceeds of sales of prepared food and beverages sold in establishments located 
within the boundaries of the incorporated municipalities within the county which do not give 
their consent to the imposition of the local hospitality tax. Provided, however, the county 
shall not impose a local hospitality tax on those municipalities that have adopted a two 
percent (2%) local hospitality tax prior to July 1, 2003. Effective July 1, 2009 through June 
30, 2011, the county shall temporarily reduce the local hospitality tax to one percent (1%) of 
the gross proceeds of sales of prepared meals and beverages sold in establishments located 
within the unincorporated areas of the county. This temporary suspension shall not affect the 
hospitality tax rates within the boundaries of any incorporated municipality.   
 

Sec. 23-67.  Payment of Local Hospitality Tax. 

 
 (a)  Payment of the Local Hospitality Tax established herein shall be the liability of 
the consumer of the services. The tax shall be paid at the time of delivery of the services to 
which the tax applies, and shall be collected by the provider of the services. The County 
shall promulgate a form of return that shall be utilized by the provider of services to 
calculate the amount of Local Hospitality Tax collected and due. This form shall contain a 
sworn declaration as to the correctness thereof by the provider of the services.  
 
 (b)  The tax provided for in this Article must be remitted to the County on a monthly 
basis when the estimated amount of average tax is more than fifty dollars ($50.00) a month, 
on a quarterly basis when the estimated amount of average tax is twenty-five dollars 
($25.00) to fifty dollars ($50.00) a month, and on an annual basis when the estimated 
amount of average tax is less than twenty-five dollars ($25.00) a month.  
 
 (c)  The provider of services shall remit the local hospitality tax voucher form, a 
copy of the State of South Carolina sales tax computation form and/or other approved 
revenue documentation, and the hospitality taxes when due, to the County on the 20th of the 
month, or on the next business day if the 20th is not a business day.  
 

Sec. 23-68.  Local Hospitality Tax Special Revenue Fund. 

 
 An interest-bearing, segregated and restricted account to be known as the “Richland 
County Local Hospitality Tax Revenue Fund” is hereby established. All revenues received 
from the Local Hospitality Tax shall be deposited into this Fund. The principal and any 
accrued interest in this Fund shall be expended only as permitted by this ordinance.  
 

Sec. 23-69.  Distribution of Funds. 
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(a) (1) The County shall distribute the Local Hospitality Tax collected and placed in the 
“Richland County Local Hospitality Tax Revenue Fund” to each of the following agencies 
and purposes ("Agency") in the following amounts during fiscal year 2003-2004 as 
determined by County Council annually during the budget process:  
 
  Columbia Museum of Art   $650,000 
  Historic Columbia      250,000 
  EdVenture Museum      100,000 

 County Promotions     200,000 
 Township Auditorium 

 
(2) The amounts distributed to the Columbia Museum of Art, Historic Columbia, and 
EdVenture Museum, and the Township Auditorium shall be paid quarterly beginning 
October 1, 2003. The amount distributed to organizations receiving County Promotions shall 
be paid to the organization as a one-time expenditure beginning in fiscal year 2008-2009.  

 

(3) As a condition of receiving its allocation, the Columbia Museum of Art, Historic 
Columbia, and EdVenture Museum, and the Township Auditorium must annually submit to 
the County an affirmative marketing plan outlining how the agency will use its hospitality 
tax allocation for tourism promotion in the upcoming fiscal year. The plan shall include a 
detailed project budget which outlines the agency’s proposed use of hospitality tax funds. 
The marketing plan shall also outline how the agency will promote access to programs and 
services for all citizens of Richland County, including documentation of "free" or discounted 
services that will be offered to Richland County residents. In addition, each Agency shall 
demonstrate a good faith effort to expand programs and events into the unincorporated areas 
of Richland County. The annual marketing plan shall be due to the County Administrator 
Grants Manager no later than March 1 of each year. If an Agency fails to comply with these 
requirements, its portion of the Local Hospitality Tax shall be retained in the Richland 
County Local Hospitality Tax Revenue Fund and distributed as provided in subsSection 23-
69 (f b) below.  
 
(4) For the amounts distributed under the County Promotions program, funds will be 
distributed with a goal of seventy-five percent (75%) dedicated to organizations and projects 
that generate tourism in the unincorporated areas of Richland County and in municipal areas 
where Hospitality Tax revenues are collected by the county. These shall include:  
 
a. Organizations that are physically located in the areas where the county collects 
Hospitality tax Revenues, provided the organization also sponsors projects or events within 
those areas; 
 
b. Organizations that are not physically located in the areas where the county collects 
Hospitality Tax Revenues; however, the organization sponsors projects or events within 
those areas; and 
 
c. Regional marketing organizations whose primary mission is to bring tourists to the 
region, including the areas where the county collects Hospitality Tax revenues.   
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(5) In the event Local Hospitality Tax revenues are not adequate to fund the Agencies 
listed above in the prescribed amounts, each Agency will receive a proportionate share of 
the actual revenues received, with each Agency's share to be determined by the percentage 
of the total revenue it would have received had the revenues allowed for full funding as 
provided in subsection (a)(1) above.  
 
 (b)   In each of fiscal years 2004-2005 and 2005-2006, the Local Hospitality Tax 
shall be distributed to each Agency named above in the same amounts and on the same 
terms and conditions, together with a three percent (3%) increase in each of fiscal year 
2004-2005 and 2005-2006.  
 
 (c)  In fiscal year 2006-2007, the amount of Local Hospitality Tax to be distributed 
annually to each Agency named above shall be established in the County’s FY 2006-2007 
Budget Ordinance.  
 
 (d)  In fiscal years 2007-2008 and 2008-09, the amount of Local Hospitality Tax to 
be distributed annually to each Agency named above shall be increased based on the 
revenue growth rate as determined by trend analysis of the past three years, but in any event 
not more than 3%.  
 
 (e)  Beginning in fiscal year 2009-2010 and continuing thereafter, the amount of 
Local Hospitality Tax to be distributed to each Agency named above shall be determined by 
County Council annually during the budget process or whenever County Council shall 
consider such distribution or funding.  
 
 (f b)  All Local Hospitality Tax revenue not distributed pursuant to subsSections 23-
69(a) through (e) above shall be retained in the Richland County Local Hospitality Tax 
Revenue Fund and distributed as directed by County Council for projects related to tourism 
development, including, but not limited to, the planning, development, construction, 
promotion, marketing, operations, and financing (including debt service) of the State 
Farmer's Market (in lower Richland County), Township Auditorium, a new recreation 
complex (in northern Richland County), recreation capital improvements, Riverbanks Zoo, 
and other expenditures as provided in Article 7, Chapter 1, Title 6, Code of Laws of South 
Carolina 1976 as amended.  
 

Sec. 23-70.  Re-distribution of the County’s General Fund. 

 
 A portion of the general fund revenue that was historically appropriated for the 
agencies and purposes identified in Section 23-69, subsections (a) and (d), shall in fiscal 
year 2004 be appropriated in an amount equivalent to one-quarter mill to each of the 
following entities, subject to approval of the general fund budget: 1) the Richland County 
Conservation Commission, and 2) the Neighborhood Redevelopment Commission. 
Thereafter, beginning in fiscal year 2005, an amount equivalent to one-half mill shall be 
appropriated to each of these two agencies, subject to approval of the general fund budget. 
Each such entity shall be established and accounted for as a Special Revenue Fund. There 
shall be no additions to the Statutory and Contractual Agencies funded through the County's 
General Fund Budget, except as required by state or federal law.  
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Sec. 23-7170.  Oversight and Accountability. 

 
 The following organizations: the Columbia Museum of Art, Historic Columbia, and 
EdVenture Museum, and the Township Auditorium must submit a mid-year report by 
January 31 and a final report by July 31 of each year to the Richland County Administrator 
Grants Manager, which includes a detailed accounting of all hospitality tax fund 
expenditures and the impact on tourism for the preceding fiscal year, including copies of 
invoices and proof of payment. The county shall not release hospitality tax funds to any 
agency unless that agency has submitted an acceptable final report for the previous fiscal 
year. If an Agency fails to comply with these requirements by the July 31 deadline, its 
portion of the Local Hospitality Tax shall be retained in the Richland County Local 
Hospitality Tax Revenue Fund and may be distributed as provided in Section 23-69 (f b).  
 
 Any organization receiving County Promotions funding must comply with all 
requirements of this article, as well as any application guidelines and annual reporting 
requirements as established by council, to include a detailed reporting of all grant 
expenditures.   
 

Sec. 23-7271.  Inspections, Audits and Administration.  

 

(a)  For the purpose of enforcing the provisions of this article, the County Administrator or 
other authorized agent of the county is empowered to enter upon the premises of any person 
subject to this article and to make inspections, examine, and audit books and records.   
 
(b)  It shall be unlawful for any person to fail or refuse to make available the necessary 
books and records during normal business hours upon twenty-four (24) hours’ written 
notice.  In the event that an audit reveals that the remitter has filed false information, the 
costs of the audit shall be added to the correct amount of tax determined to be due.  
 
(c)  The county administrator or other authorized agent of the county may make systematic 
inspections of all service providers that are governed by this article.  Records of inspections 
shall not be deemed public records.  
 

Sec. 23-7372.  Assessments and appeals of hospitality tax.  

 
(a)  When a person fails to pay or accurately pay their hospitality taxes or to furnish the 
information required by this Article or by the Business Service Center, a license official of 
the Business Service Center shall proceed to examine such records of the business or any 
other available records as may be appropriate and to conduct such investigations and 
statistical surveys as the license official may deem appropriate to assess a hospitality tax and 
penalties, as provided herein.  
 
(b)  Assessments of hospitality taxes and/or penalties, which are based upon records 
provided by businesses, shall be conveyed in writing to businesses.  If a business fails to 
provide records as required by this Article or by the Business Service Center, the tax 
assessment shall be served by certified mail. Within five (5) business days after a tax 
assessment is mailed or otherwise conveyed in writing, any person who desires to have the 
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assessment adjusted must make application to the Business Service Center for reassessment.  
The license official shall establish a procedure for hearing an application for a reassessment, 
and for issuing a notice of final assessment.  
 
(c)  A  final assessment may be appealed to the County Council, provided that an application 
for reassessment was submitted within the allotted time period of five business days.  
However, if no application for reassessment is submitted within the allotted time period, the 
assessment shall become final.   
 
(d)  Requests for waivers of penalties, as described in Sec. 23-74 (b), shall be submitted to 
the Business Service Center Director simultaneously with corroborating documentation 
relating to the validity of the appeal within five (5) business days of receipt of a tax 
assessment.  The Director shall determine if the provided documentation confirms the 
circumstances permitting a waiver of penalties as described in the aforementioned section.  
A decision shall be provided in writing within five (5) business days of the receipt of the 
request.  Businesses wishing to appeal the decision of the Business Service Center Director 
may appeal to the Richland County Council within five (5) business days of receipt of the 
Director’s decision.  
 

Sec. 23-7473.  Violations and Penalties.  

 
 (a)  It shall be a violation of this Article to: 
 
(1) fail to collect the Local Hospitality Tax as provided in this Article,  
 
(2) fail to remit to the County the Local Hospitality Tax collected, pursuant to this 
Article, 
 
(3) knowingly provide false information on the form of return submitted to the County, 
or  
 
(4) fail to provide books and records to the County Administrator or other authorized 
agent of the County for the purpose of an audit upon twenty-four (24) hours’ notice. 
 
(b)  The penalty for violation of this Article shall be five percent (5%) per month, charged 
on the original amount of the Local Hospitality Tax due.  Penalties shall not be waived, 
except if the following circumstances of reasonable cause are proven by the person. No 
more than six months of penalties shall be waived.  
 
(1) An unexpected and unavoidable absence of the person from South Carolina, such as 
being called to active military duty.  In the case of a corporation or other business entity, the 
absence must have been an individual having primary authority to pay the hospitality tax.  
 
(2) A delay caused by death or serious, incapacitating illness of the person, the person’s 
immediate family, or the person’s accountant or other third party professional charged with 
determining the hospitality tax owed.  In the case of a corporation or other business entity, 
the death or serious, incapacitating illness must have been an individual having primary 
authority to pay the hospitality tax.  
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(3) The hospitality tax was documented as paid on time, but inadvertently paid to 
another taxing entity.  
 
(4) The delinquency was caused by the unavailability of necessary records directly 
relating to calculation of hospitality taxes, over which the person had no control, which 
made timely payment impossible.  For example, the required records may have been 
destroyed by fire, flood, federally-declared natural disaster, or actions of war or terrorism.  
Unavailability of records caused by time or business pressures, employee turnover, or 
negligence are not reasonable cause for waiver of hospitality tax penalties.  
 
(5) The delinquency was the result of clear error on the part of the Business Service 
Center or Treasurer’s Office staff in processing or posting receipt of the person’s 
payment(s).  
 
(6) Delay or failure caused by good faith reliance on erroneous guidance provided by the 
Business Service Center or Treasurer’s Office staff, so long as complete and accurate 
information was given to either of these offices, no change in the law occurred, and the 
person produces written documentation.   
 
(c)  Any person violating the provision of this article shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor and upon conviction shall be subject to punishment under the general penalty 
provision of Section 1-8 of this Code of Ordinances: that is, shall be subject to a fine of up 
to $500.00 or imprisonment for not more than thirty (30) days or both. Each day of violation 
shall be considered a separate offense. Punishment for violation shall not relieve the 
offender of liability for delinquent fees, penalties, and costs provided herein. 

 
SECTION II. Severability.  If any section, subsection, or clause of this ordinance shall be deemed 
unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and 
clauses shall not be affected thereby. 
 
SECTION III. Conflicting Ordinances.  All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the 
provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION IV. Effective Date. This ordinance shall be enforced from and after ______________, 
2014. 
 
      RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 
      BY:  ______________________________ 
       Norman Jackson, Chair 
 
ATTEST THIS THE _______ DAY 
 

OF _________________, 2014. 
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_____________________________________       
S. Monique McDaniels 
Clerk of Council 

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

Subject: Sale of Property to the South Carolina Department of Transportation  
 

A. Purpose 

County Council is requested to approve the sale of a portion of TMS# R19011-02-10 for 
$10,400.00 to the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) for a permanent right 
of way for their Mill Creek Bridge Replacement Project. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 

Richland County recently purchased a parcel of land that contains Pinewood Lake and is located 
between Garners Ferry Road and Old Garners Ferry Road (TMS# R19011-02-10).  The County 
is developing this property into a community park that will contain walking trails, fishing docks, 
and other amenities. The upper portion of this property adjoins the current right of way for 
Garners Ferry Road (SCDOT maintained). The SCDOT is replacing the Mill Creek Bridge at 
this location and needs an additional permanent right of way and temporary construction access.  
The total area that the SCDOT is requesting for a permanent right of way is 0.133 acres.  The 
SCDOT is offering $10,400.00 to purchase this right of way - see attached documentation.     
 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

 Richland County received a request to purchase the property for a SCDOT project from the 
SCDOT on 9/30/2014 – see attached letter.   

 The Richland County Public Works Department reviewed the documentation submitted by 
SCDOT and provided their comments to Administration on the week of Oct. 10, 2014.   

 
D. Financial Impact 

The SCDOT will pay Richland County $10,400.00 for 0.133 acres of land from TMS#R19011-
02-10 that adjoins the current SCDOT right of way along the Mill Creek Bridge area of Garners 
Ferry Rd.   
 

E. Alternatives 

1. Approve the sale of a portion of TMS# R19011-02-10 for $10,400.00 to the South Carolina 
Department of Transportation (SCDOT) for a permanent right of way for their Mill Creek 
Bridge Replacement Project.   
 

2. Do not approve the sale of a portion of TMS# R19011-02-10 for $10,400.00 to the South 
Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) for a permanent right of way for their Mill 
Creek Bridge Replacement Project. 
 

F. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to sale the right of way to the SCDOT for 
$10,400.00 for a portion of TMS #R19011-02-10.   
 

Recommended by: Ismail Ozbek, P.E. Interim Director/County Engineer 
Department: Public Works 
Date: October 13, 2014 
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G. Reviews 
(Please replace the appropriate box with a  and then support your recommendation in the Comments section 
before routing on.  Thank you!)   
 

Please be specific in your recommendation.  While “Council Discretion” may be appropriate 
at times, it is recommended that Staff provide Council with a professional recommendation 
of approval or denial, and justification for that recommendation, as often as possible. 
 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/20/14   
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
  

The property was purchased using proceeds from the sale of bonds as a source of funding.  
Approval is left to Council discretion.   

 
Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date:  10/22/14 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Policy decision left to Council’s discretion; 
however, from the information provided, Legal is unable to determine the 
reasonableness of the amount offered, as no appraisal (or calculation method) has been 
provided. 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Sparty Hammett   Date:  10/23/14 
  Recommend Council approval  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 
ORDINANCE NO. ____-14HR 

 
AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING DEED TO THE SOUTH CAROLINA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FOR A PORTION OF TMS# 19011-02-
10 FOR THE MILL CREEK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT. 

 
Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution of the State of South Carolina and the General 
Assembly of the State of South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY RICHLAND COUNTY 
COUNCIL: 
 
SECTION I.  The County of Richland and its employees and agents are hereby authorized to grant a 
deed for a portion of TMS# 19011-02-10 to the South Carolina Department of Transportation for 
the Mill Creek Bridge Replacement Project, as specifically described in the Title to Real Estate, 
which is attached hereto and incorporated herein. 
 
SECTION II.  Severability.  If any section, subsection, or clause of this ordinance shall be deemed 
unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and 
clauses shall not be affected thereby. 
 
SECTION III.  Conflicting Ordinances.  All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the 
provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION IV.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall be enforced from and after _______________. 
 
      RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 
      By: ______________________________ 
               Norman Jackson, Chair 
 
 
Attest this ________  day of 
 
_____________________, 2014. 
 
____________________________________ 
S. Monique McDaniels 
Clerk of Council 

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

Subject:  Bidding Opportunities for Richland County Businesses 

 

A. Purpose 

Council is requested to provide direction on a motion regarding bidding opportunities for Richland County 
businesses.   

 

B. Background / Discussion 

The following motion was made at the September 16, 2014 Council Meeting:  “Any bid from a Richland 

County business that is within a 10% difference should have the opportunity to alter their bid for the 

advertised contract.  [JACKSON]” 

 
It is imperative that Richland County upholds the basic tenet of any procurement process – that being the 
process of fair and open competition.   
 
No governmental entity allows any bid to be "altered" after the opening of bids. This is clear in the SC 
Consolidated Procurement Code of Laws ("you may not change your bid after opening”) and the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation ("conditions of the tender are not altered after opening of price bids”). This is patent 
to the doctrine of transparency and fairness.   
 
However, the SC Consolidated Procurement Code of Laws allows for negotiating with the lowest 
responsive and responsible bidder(s) as per the following provisions in Title 11, Chapter 35. These are 
established industry practices that provide Richland County a better price without allowing vendors to alter 
pricing. Richland County Procurement always utilizes negotiation(s) with the lowest responsive and 
responsible bidder to every extent allowed by law.   
 

Invitation For Bid - Section 11-35-1520 – item # (10) 

 

“Award” – “Before the posting of the award, the procuring agency may negotiate with the lowest 
responsive and responsible bidder to lower his bid within the scope of the invitation for bids.” 
 

RFP – Request for Proposals – Section 11-35-1530 – item # (8) 

 

“Negotiations” – “Whether price was an evaluation factor or not, the procurement officer, in his sole 
discretion and not subject to review under Article 17, may proceed in any of the manners indicated below, 
except that in no case may confidential information derived from proposals and negotiations submitted by 
competing offerors be disclosed:  
 
(a) negotiate with the highest ranking offeror on price, on matters affecting the scope of the contract, so long 
as the changes are within the general scope of the request for proposals, or on both. If a satisfactory contract 
cannot be negotiated with the highest ranking offeror, negotiations may be conducted, in the sole discretion 
of the procurement officer, with the second, and then the third, and so on, ranked offerors to the level of 
ranking determined by the procurement officer in his sole discretion;  
 
(b) during the negotiation process as outlined in item (a) above, if the procurement officer is unsuccessful in 
his first round of negotiations, he may reopen negotiations with any offeror with whom he previously 
negotiated; or  
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(c) the procurement officer may make changes within the general scope of the request for proposals and 
may provide all responsive offerors an opportunity to submit their best and final offers”. 

 
Again, allowing vendors to alter their bids after they have been submitted violates the basic principles of 
Procurement - fair and open competition. Bids must be opened publicly, thus prices are then publicly 
known.  
 
In addition to negotiating with the lowest responsive and responsible bidder(s), as Richland County 
currently does, another option is to have a local preference policy. While neither Greenville nor Lexington 
Counties have a local preference policy in their procurement process, Charleston County and the City of 
Columbia do have a 5% local preference policy. The Charleston County preference applies to all formal 
solicitations while the City of Columbia may not apply the preference in some instances, such as any 
solicitation being funded by the SCDOT “C” Program is not eligible. The State of South Carolina has a 7% 
“Resident Vendor Preference.”  Currently, only 11 states offer a “Resident Vendor Preference” as it 
potentially appears to restrict competition.  Oftentimes, vendors outside the “local” area tend to skip 
submitting proposals for solicitations because it may be viewed as restricting competition. 
 

Local preference takes several forms; the most prevalent form is the percentage preference. For the 
purposes of this discussion, "local vendor / business" uses the same definition as the County’s Small Local 
Business Enterprise Program:   

Local Business – a firm having a Principal Place of Business or a Significant Employment Presence in 
Richland County, South Carolina.   

Principal Place of Business – a location wherein a firm maintains a company headquarters or a physical 
office and through which it obtains no less than fifty percent of its overall customers or sales dollars, or 
through which no less than twenty-five percent of its employees are located and domiciled in the County of 
Richland and/or Richland County.   

Significant Employee Presence – no less than twenty-five percent of a firm’s total number of full and part-
time employees are domiciled in Richland County.   

Richland County could implement a 5% local preference that mirrors Charleston County and the City of 
Columbia.  This would be a clear indication of Richland County’s good faith effort to ensure Richland 
County businesses are allowed a competitive advantage in the County’s bid processes.  
 
If a bidder is requesting the local preference, the bidder, upon request of the procurement officer, must 
provide documentation that establishes the bidder's qualifications for the preference. A bidder's failure to 
provide this information promptly is grounds to deny the preference. When evaluating pricing for purposes 
of making an award determination, the procurement officer shall decrease a bidder's price by five percent if 
the bidder meets the local criteria defined herein.  Whether award is to be made by item or lot, the 
preferences must be applied to the price of each line item of end product or work, as applicable. A 
preference must not be applied to an item for which a bidder does not qualify.   
 
If a bidder is requesting this preference, the bidder, upon request by the procurement officer, must provide 
documentation that establishes the bidder's qualifications for the preference and must identify the persons 
domiciled in Richland County that will perform the services involved in the procurement upon which the 
bidder relies in qualifying for the preference and the services those individuals are to perform.  
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A business is not entitled to any preferences unless the business, to the extent required by law, has: (1) paid 
all taxes assessed by Richland County, the State of South Carolina, and (2) registered with Richland County, 
the South Carolina Secretary of State and the South Carolina Department of Revenue.  
 
The preference will not apply to a single unit of an item with a price in excess of fifty thousand dollars or a 
single award with a total potential value in excess of five hundred thousand dollars. The preference will not 
apply to a bid for an item of work by the bidder if the annual price of the bidder's work exceeds fifty 
thousand dollars or the total potential price of the bidder's work exceeds five hundred thousand dollars. This 
preference does not apply to an acquisition of motor vehicles as defined in Section 56-15-10 of the SC Code 
of Laws or an acquisition of supplies or services relating to construction.  Further, in line with our SLBE 
ordinance, this price preference “would not apply if the award to the local business would result in a total 
contract cost that is, on an annual basis, more than $25,000 higher than the low bid; nor would it apply on a 
contract in which the total contract cost would exceed the County’s budgeted price for the contract.”   
 
Richland County’s solicitations must provide potential bidders an opportunity to request the 5% local 
business preference. By submitting a bid and requesting the 5% local business preference be applied to that 
bid, a business certifies that its bid qualifies for the preference for that procurement. A bidder is not 
qualified for a preference unless the bidder makes a request for the preference as required in the solicitation. 
The applicability of the preference to that procurement is conclusively determined by the solicitation. If two 
or more bidders are tied after the application of the preferences allowed by this section, the tie must be 
resolved by the flip of a coin witnessed by the procurement officer. All responding vendors must be invited 
to attend. Price adjustments required for purposes of evaluation and application of the preferences do not 
change the actual price offered by the bidder. 

 

Please note that a local preference does not take into account the “size” of a business.  A local preference 
would apply to a business making $10,000 a year, as well as to one making $10,000,000 a year, as well as 
one with 1 employee, or 1,000 employees, as long as it met the criteria established herein. 

 
Further, the McNair Law Firm recently advised Council on the issue of local preference in Executive 
Session on October 7, 2014.  Please take into account the legal advice provided by McNair as you deliberate 
this matter. 
 
As always, any projects containing federal funds will not be allowed a local preference.   

 

C. Financial Impact  

At this time, the financial impact of a 5% (or any other percentage determined by Council) local preference 
policy is unknown.  However, Council should note that contracts may be awarded at a 5% greater cost if the 
local preference is enacted, which will have a financial impact. 
 

D. Alternatives 

1. Approve a 5% local preference policy for Richland County as per the criteria described herein.   
 

2. Approve another percentage amount local preference policy for Richland County as per the criteria 
described herein.   
 

3. Do not approve a local preference policy for Richland County at this time.  
   

E. Recommendation 

This is a policy decision of Council. 
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Recommended by:  Norman Jackson  Department:  County Council Date:  September 16, 2014 

 

F.  Reviews 
 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/13/14    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: As stated above, this is a policy decision for Council. 
 

Procurement 

Reviewed by: Cheryl Patrick   Date:  10/20/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: This is a policy decision for Council.  Procurement will 
support Council’s directive with regards to this item. 
 

Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date: 10/22/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Legal will defer to Procurement on these issues.  Keeping in 
mind legal advice already received on concept, it is Council’s discretion whether to pursue any local 
preference. 

 

Administration 

Reviewed by: Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  October 24, 2014 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Administration recommends Alternative 1 -  Approve a 5% 
local preference policy for Richland County as per the criteria described herein. This would be a 
clear indication of Richland County’s good faith effort to ensure Richland County businesses are 
allowed a competitive advantage in the County’s bid processes. Council should note that contracts 
may be awarded at a 5% greater cost if the local preference is enacted, which will have a financial 
impact. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Employee Benefits Package Comparison 

A. Purpose 

Staff has provided the requested information regarding the employee benefits provided by the 
State of South Carolina and the County.  Staff is submitting this information to Council for 
review.  As it pertains to the information provided in this Request of Action, Staff is requesting 
direction as to how Council would like to proceed at this time. 

 

B. Background / Discussion 

At the October 7, 2014 Council meeting, Mr. Jackson brought forth the following motion: 
 
 “Review and compare the County employees benefit package to the State's to improve  

benefits, so as to attract and retain more quality employees. (i.e. longevity rewards and  
appreciation)” 

 
The table below provides a comparison of the benefits provided by the County versus the 
benefits provided by the State of South Carolina.  
 

Advanced Sick Leave 

County State 

The County provides the opportunity for Regular full-time 
employees (FTE) with a serious medical condition who 
have used all of their accrued sick and annual leave the 
opportunity to borrow sick leave.  The maximum amount 
of allowable sick leave that can be advanced is 24 work 
days. 

Advanced sick leave may be provided upon 
extenuating circumstances, Human Resources may 
advance up to fifteen days of additional sick leave 
upon concurrence from the Office/Division. 

Military Leave 

County State 

An employee of Richland County who is required to be 
absent for military duty will be granted leave and 
reemployment rights as required by all applicable state and 
federal laws. 

All officers and employees of this State or a political 
subdivision of this State who are either enlisted or 
commissioned members of the South Carolina 
National Guard, the United States Army Reserve, the 
United States Air Force Reserve, the United States 
Naval Reserve, the United States Marine Corps 
Reserve, or the United States Coast Guard Reserve are 
entitled to leaves of absence from their respective 
duties without loss of pay, time, or efficiency rating. 
 

Jury Duty 

County State 

Employees who work in Regular, full-time positions are 
entitled to a paid leave of absence for their regular rate of 
pay on all work days during which he/she is required to 
appear in any court to serve as a juror. 

Any employee in a full-time equivalent who is 
summoned as a member of a jury panel shall be 
granted court leave with pay, and any jury fees and 
travel payment shall be retained by the employee. 

Bereavement Leave 

County State 
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An employee will be paid for time actually lost from 
straight time scheduled work up to 3 days of funeral leave 
due to attendance at the funeral of a member of his 
immediate family. 

Paid leave for up to three consecutive workdays may 
be granted for a regular employee for the death of any 
member of the employee’s immediate family. 

Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) 

County State 

Employees who meet the length of service and hours 
worked requirement have rights under the Family and 
Medical Leave Act.   

Any employee of the State who meets the length of 
service/hours requirements may request leave under 
the Family and Medical Leave Act. 

Catastrophic Leave 

County State 

The Catastrophic Leave Program is a voluntary program 
that allows eligible employees to donate a portion of their 
accrued annual leave and sick leave to assist other eligible 
employees who are experiencing a catastrophic illness 
and/or injury. 

The State’s Leave Transfer Program consists of annual 
and sick leave donations made by State employees for 
use by other employees who qualify as recipients and 
are approved.  
 

Group Insurance 

County State 

The County currently pays the premium cost for group 
health, dental and life insurance for each Regular full-time 
employee.  A breakdown of the monthly premiums is 
attached.  

Department employees may take advantage of 
insurance benefits offered by the SC Office of 
Insurance Services.  Employees may choose between 
three different plans.  A breakdown of the monthly 
premiums for each plan is attached. 

Unemployment Insurance  

County State 

The County participates in the SC unemployment 
insurance program through the SC Department of 
Employment and Workforce which assists employees who 
are out of work through no fault of their own.  

All employees are covered under the SC 
unemployment insurance program which is 
administered through the SC Department of 
Employment and Workforce.  The program pays 
claims for persons who are out of work through no 
fault of their own.  

Supplemental Insurance 

County State 

County employees have the option of purchasing Short 
Term Disability and/or Long-Term Disability coverage 
that pays an employee a benefit for each week that the 
employee is unable to work because of a covered sickness 
or injury. 

Employees are able to purchase supplemental 
insurance.  However, employees covered by the State 
Health Plan or an HMO automatically have long-term 
disability insurance administered by the SC 
Retirement System. 

Employee Assistance Program 

County State 

The County provides an Employee Assistance Program 
(EAP) to motivate employees to seek professional help for 
personal problems before they affect job performance, to 
refer employees to qualified treatment resources, and to 
retain valued employees as a result of continued or re-
stored job performance. 

Through the SC Public Employee Benefit Authority 
(PEBA), employees have access to a variety of 
resources to assist with personal issues, including 
lifestyle change programs and wellness education. 
 

Longevity Performance Bonus Pay 
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County State 

All Regular, full-time employees are eligible for Longevity 
Bonus Pay after they have been employed in a Regular, 
full-time position with the County, for a continuous 
minimum period of five (5) complete years, as of July 1st. 
 
While the County doesn’t provide “bonuses” per se, the 
County has, in the past, offered market rate pay 
adjustments, and in the case of FY 15, will offer a one-time 
1.5% payment to applicable employees. 

The Longevity Salary Increase Program was 
discontinued in 1986. Individuals awarded longevity 
increases prior to the discontinuance of the program 
will continue to receive such previously awarded 
increases until termination of employment with State 
government.  However, all employees in full time 
equivalent positions are eligible to receive bonuses. 
Employees earning $100,000 or more are not eligible 
to receive bonuses.  Bonuses cannot exceed $3,000 per 
employee in a fiscal year. Employees may receive 
more than one bonus in a fiscal year as long as the 
total amount of bonuses does not exceed $3,000. 

Overtime Compensation 

County State 

Non-exempt employees, with the exception of law 
enforcement personnel, receive overtime premiums at 1.5 
times their regular rate for all hours worked in excess of 
40. Law enforcement personnel receive overtime 
premiums after 85 hours in 14 days.  Employees who are 
exempt from overtime receive a salary that compensates 
them for all hours worked in the workweek. Such 
employees do not receive overtime pay or compensatory 
time off. However, the Department Head may, in his/her 
sole discretion, grant additional paid time off to exempt 
employees who have worked unusual amounts of time in 
excess of the normal schedule (not to exceed 7.5 hours per 
week), but no exempt employee has a right to such 
additional paid time off. There is no payment for 
compensatory time upon termination. 

Overtime is all hours worked in excess of 40 in a 
seven (7) consecutive day work period. A non-exempt 
employee shall be paid no less than one and one-half 
(1 1/2) times his/her regular rate of pay for all hours 
worked over 40 in a workweek or granted 
compensatory time at a rate of one and one-half (1 
1/2) hours for each hour of overtime worked. Non-
exempt employees, who have a scheduled workweek 
of 37.5 hours, shall not receive additional 
compensation or compensatory time for hours worked 
between 37.5 and 40.0 hours per workweek. The 
requirements that overtime pay must be paid or 
compensatory time granted to nonexempt employees 
after 40 hours of work in a workweek shall not be 
waived by agreement between the supervisor and the 
employee. 

Rewards and Recognition 

County State 

The different departments within the County implement 
recognition and award programs for County employees.  
The amount of funds that go towards purchasing awards 
for employees are regulated by State Law and cannot 
exceed $50. 

Each agency can develop recognition programs that 
meet its needs. Sections 8-1-180 and 8-11-180 of the 
South Carolina Code of Laws allow State agencies and 
institutions to spend public funds on employee 
recognition. There is a $50 limit on the amount that 
can be spent on each employee per award. The 2013-
2014 Appropriation Act, Section 117.16, provides 
authority to fund employee award programs. 

Observed Holidays 

County State 

1. New Year’s Day  
2. Martin Luther King, Jr. 
3. President’s Day  
4. Memorial Day  

1. New Year's Day 
2. Martin Luther King, Jr. Day 
3. President's Day 
4. Confederate Memorial Day 
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5. Independence Day  
6. Labor Day 
7. Veteran’s Day  
8. Thanksgiving Holiday (includes day after 

Thanksgiving) 
9. Christmas Holiday (includes Christmas Eve, 

Christmas Day, and Day after Christmas) 
 
 

12 Total Holidays 

5. National Memorial Day 
6. Independence Day 
7. Labor Day 
8. Veterans Day 
9. Thanksgiving Day (includes day after 

Thanksgiving) 
10. Christmas Holiday (includes Christmas Eve, 

Christmas Day, and Day after Christmas) 
 

13 Total Holidays 

 

Annual (Vacation) Leave Accrual Schedule 

County State 

Below is the Annual Leave Schedule for FTEs: 

 
 

75 Hr. Work 
Schedule 

Hours Accrued 
per Yr. 

Days per Yr. 

0-10 years 75 10 

11-20 years 112.5 15 

21 or more years 150 20 

85 Hr. Work 
Schedule 

Hours Accrued 
per Yr. 

Days per Yr. 

0-10 years 85 10 

11-20 years 127.5 15 

21 or more years 170 20 

Below is the Annual Leave Schedule for FTEs: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Full-time employees earn one and one quarter (1 1/4) 
days of annual leave per month based on the average 
number of hours in the employee’s workday. In 
addition, employees with more than ten years of 
service shall earn an additional one and one quarter (1 
1/4) days per year for each year of continuous State 
service in excess of ten years. The number of annual  
leave hours that may be earned in any one calendar 
year shall not exceed 30 days. 
 

37.5 and 40 Hr. 
Weekly Work 

Schedule 

Days per Year 

0-10 years 15 

11 years 16.25 

12 years 17.50 

13 years 18.75 

14 years 20.00 

15 years 21.25 

16 years 22.50 

17 years 23.75 

18 years 25.00 

19 years 26.25 

20 years 27.50 

21 years 28.75 

22 and over 30.00 

Sick Leave Accrual Schedule 

County State 
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Below is the Sick Leave Schedule for FTEs. 
 

Work Schedule Hours Accrued 
per Yr. 

Days per Yr. 

75 Hr. Work 
Schedule 

90 12 

85 Hr. Work 
Schedule 

102 12 

Below is the Sick Leave Schedule for FTEs 
 
 
 
 
 
All employees in FTE positions shall earn sick leave 
beginning with the date of employment at the rate of 
one and one-fourth workdays per month of service or 
15 days per year. 

Work Schedule Days per Year 

37.5 and 40 Hr. 
work week 

15 

Retirement 

County State 

The County’s retirement benefits, contributions and 
procedures are governed by state laws covering the South 
Carolina Retirement System. All Regular, full-time County 
employees must participate in the Retirement System as a 
condition of employment, unless participation is 
specifically excluded by legislation. 

 The State’s retirement benefits, contributions and 
procedures are governed by state laws covering the 
South Carolina Retirement System. All regular 
employees of the State are members or the South 
Carolina Retirement System.  Deductions made from 
each paycheck are matched by the State. 

Workers’ Compensation 

County State 

County employees are covered by workers’ compensation 
for on-the-job injuries. Benefits are governed by state law 
and not set by the County. Employees must report 
immediately any on-the-job injury, regardless of severity, 
to his/her supervisor. 

In the event of an accidental injury arising out of and 
in the course of employment with the State, workers 
are covered under Workers’ Compensation. 

Teleworking 

County State 

Richland County recognizes the majority of County 
employees work at County offices and facilities during 
designated work hours, generally 8:30 a.m. – 5:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday. However, there may be times 
when it is beneficial to the County and the employee to 
have other options. Richland County recognizes that 
teleworking may be an alternative work arrangement in 
certain circumstances and encourages supervisors to give 
employees’ teleworking proposals consideration when 
mutually beneficial to the County and the employee. 
However, no employee is entitled to this alternative work 
arrangement or to the continuation of such arrangement. 

Telecommuting is a flexible work arrangement that 
allows an employee to work from home or in the field 
with their home as the primary site. Telecommuting is 
a management option and not a universal employee 
benefit or right. It is the Agency’s option to allow an 
employee to telecommute. 

COBRA (Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act) 

County State 

Employees covered by the County’s group health, dental, 
and/or Section 125 health care flexible spending accounts 
have a right to choose continuation coverage of group 
health, dental, and Section 125 plans, if coverage is lost 
because of a reduction in hours of employment or 
separation from employment (for reasons other than gross 

Employees have the right to extend their group health 
and/or dental coverage for employees and dependents 
who would otherwise lose the coverage due to a 
qualifying event. 
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misconduct on the employee’s part). 

Section 125 (aka Flexible Benefits Plan) 

County State 

The County currently provides Section 125 plans to 
employees in Regular, full-time positions in order to allow 
eligible employees to pay for certain benefits pre-tax. The 
terms of such plans are governed by the respective plan 
documents and federal law not by the County. The County 
is not responsible for changes to benefits and may 
discontinue any or all plans at any time. 

Employees may participate in the State’s flexible 
benefits program, MoneyPlu$.  The program uses pre-
tax dollars to pay for the state’s insurance premiums, 
dependent care and non-covered medical expenses. 

Deferred Compensation (aka 401k) 

County State 

The County provides a voluntary pre-tax retirement 
program administered by the State of South Carolina 
Deferred Compensation Office which is designed to enable 
employees to supplement their retirement financially by 
using a tax-deferred program as provided by law. 

The South Carolina Deferred Compensation Program 
(SCDCP) offers 401(k) and 457 savings plans, both of 
which have a Roth option. 

Training and Development 

County State 

The County provides training and development 
opportunities to develop, augment, and encourage 
continuous improvement of skills for current positions 
and/or the potential for possible future positions.  The 
County also has a Tuition Assistance Plan to take 
advantage of educational opportunities that will help them 
in professional development and help position them to take 
advantage of promotional opportunities with the County. 

The State provides certification and training programs.  
Also, the State provides tuition assistance.  The State’s 
Tuition Assistance Program provides employees  
the opportunity to further their education to develop a 
workforce that can better meet the needs of the 
Agency in accomplishing its mission. 

Life Insurance 

County State 

The County provides $50,000 in life insurance for each 
employee free of charge, along with a life benefit paid by 
the County in the amount of the employee’s salary after 
one year of employment and being enrolled in the Public 
Employee Benefit Authority (PEBA). Additionally, the 
County offers an option for supplemental life insurance, up 
to $300,000, which is paid by the employee. 

Employees covered by the State Health Plan or an 
HMO automatically have $3,000 of life insurance 
administered by the S.C. Retirement System. 

 

C. Legislative / Chronological History 

There is no legislative or chronological history other than the stated motion. 
 

D. Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact to the County with this request.  However, if Council chooses to 
match some of these benefits to that of the State (i.e., adding an additional holiday; increasing 
sick / vacation accruals), there will be a financial impact.  Council is requested to provide 
direction to staff so that staff can generate the financial impact of each proposed revision. 
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E. Alternatives 

At this time, Staff is requesting direction regarding the information provided in this Request of 
Action. 

 

F. Recommendation 

This recommendation was made by Mr. Jackson. This is a policy decision for Council. 
 
Recommended by: Norman Jackson 
Department:  County Council 
Date:  10/7/14 

 

G. Reviews 
(Please replace the appropriate box with a � and then support your recommendation in the Comments section 

before routing on.  Thank you!)   
 

Please be specific in your recommendation.  While “Council Discretion” may be appropriate 
at times, it is recommended that Staff provide Council with a professional recommendation 
of approval or denial, and justification for that recommendation, as often as possible. 
 

Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 10/15/14    
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Recommendation supports Council accepting information and providing staff direction 
as requested. 

 

Human Resources 

Reviewed by: Dwight Hanna   Date:  10/22/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
The Director has received the most comments from employees about two benefits. One 
common comment or suggestion relates to earning three weeks of annual leave after five 
years of employment with Richland County. The other benefit the Director has had the 
most feedback on is a County funded disability benefit. While not stated as a disability 
benefit, currently the County’s Advanced Sick Leave and the Leave Pool combine to 
work very much like a disability benefit.  
 
In addition to the State of SC, RCG employees frequently use the City of Columbia and 
Lexington County as benchmarks for comparison. 
 
Human Resources thinks it is important to consider a comprehensive view of benefits 
commonly referred to as total compensation (benefits, compensation, and work life 
balance) when benchmarking benefits. There can be a value in employers developing a 
benefits or total compensation strategy (i.e. lead, match, or lag) when benchmarking 
benefits. Because by developing a strategy that establishes an agreed upon clear guiding 
goal for staff.  
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Legal 

Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean   Date:  10/23/14 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

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

Administration 

Reviewed by: Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  October 24, 2014 
 � Recommend Council approval � Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: At this time, Staff is requesting direction 
regarding the information provided in this Request of Action.  As noted, the County 
offers a wide range of benefits to its employees.   
 
The four areas where the County and State appear to predominantly differ are in the 
areas of accrued leave, holidays, health insurance, and life insurance.  State employees 
accrue leave at a higher rate than County employees; State employees have one 
additional holiday than County employees; County employees (employee only) pay $0 
for health insurance (assuming they meet the wellness criteria), while State employees 
must pay a premium, regardless; and County employees receive a $50,000 life insurance 
benefit free of charge, while State employees receive $3,000 free of charge. 
 
Please note that any enrichment to the currently provided benefits will have a financial 
impact.   
 
Also, as the Human Resources Director pointed out, it may be best to have a 
comprehensive review of the County’s benefits, versus comparing the County to one 
entity.   
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Richland County – Monthly Insurance Premiums for Active Subscribers 
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State of South Carolina – Monthly Insurance Premiums for Active Subscribers 
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Items Pending Analysis
 

 

Subject

Establish a Budget Committee [PAGE 137]

 

Reviews 

 

Notes

This item was generated from Mr. Washington's motion at the July 15, 2014 Regular Session Council Meeting - 

"Council establish a budget committee." This item was reviewed at the September A&F Committee meeting. The 

committee voted to have Mr. Washington work with staff to provide clarity regarding the manner in which the 

proposed Budget Committee will interact with the County's Administrator and the Finance Department as it pertains 

to the County's budgetary development process. This item will be brought back for review at a future A&F Committee 

meeting for review and action.
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Items Pending Analysis
 

 

Subject

Renewal of Operating Agreement between Richland County and Columbia Rowing Club and Short-Term Proposal 

Directives for Site [PAGE 136]

 

Reviews 

 

Notes

Staff is working to compile the information requested by Council. The item will appear on an upcoming A&F agenda 

for Council's further review and action.
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