Richland County Transportation Ad Hoc Committee
February 25, 2020 - 1:00 PM
Council Chambers
2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29201

1.

CALL TO ORDER

The Honorable Calvin "Chip" Jackson

2.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

The Honorable Calvin "Chip" Jackson

A. Regular Session: December 10, 2019 [PAGES 1-6]

3.

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

The Honorable Calvin "Chip" Jackson

4.

ITEMS FOR INFORMATION

The Honorable Calvin "Chip" Jackson

A. Gills Creek Maintenance Agreement [PAGES 7-9]

5.

ITEMS FOR ACTION
A.SERN Financial Participation Agreement between
SCDOT and Richland County [PAGES 10-18]
B.Mitigation Bank Credit Sales- City of Sumter, Shot
Pouch Greeenway [PAGES 19-75]
C. Shop Road Extension Phase 1 Road Transfer
[PAGES 76-96]
D. Department Transfer of Funds between Projects
[PAGES 97-98]
E. Staff Augmentation Selection Approval
[PAGES 99-103]
F. North Main CEI Services Contract Approval
[PAGES 104-106]

6.

ADJOURNMENT

The Honorable Calvin "Chip" Jackson

Richland County Council
Transportation Ad Hoc Committee
December 10, 2019 – 1:00 PM
Council Chambers
2020 Hampton Street, Columbia 29204
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: Calvin “Chip” Jackson, Chair; Jim Manning and Dalhi Myers
OTHERS PRESENT: Allison Terracio, Michelle Onley, Eden Logan, Kimberly Toney, Michael Niermeier, Allison Steele,
Quinton Epps, Rasheed Muwwakkil, Cheryl Cook, Jennifer Wladischkin, Leonardo Brown, John Thompson,
Mohammed Al-Tofan, , Nathaniel Miller and James Hayes

1. Call to Order – Mr. Jackson called the meeting to order at approximately 1:00 PM.
2. Approval of Minutes: October 22, 2019 – Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to approve the
minutes as distributed.

In Favor: Jackson and Myers
Present but Not Voting: Manning
The vote in favor was unanimous.

3.

Adoption of the Agenda – Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Myers to adopt the agenda as published.
In Favor: Jackson and Myers
Present but Not Voting: Manning
The vote in favor was unanimous.

4.

ITEMS FOR ACTION
a. Transportation Project Budget Approval – Mr. Manning stated this information has been before
Council for approximately a year; therefore, he moved for approval of staff’s recommendation for
Items 4(a) and 4(b). Mr. Jackson seconded the motion.
Ms. Myers stated Mr. Manning is correct the information has been before us, but it was brought
before us by a different team of people executing the projects, and structuring the timing. She thinks
it is different now that the projects are in-house. It was noted they were recommended to be
approved, based upon the PDT schedule, and we are different place now. She requested clarity as to
whether the Administrator thinks the schedule is consistent with where the staffing is now, the
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prioritization has been handled effectively, and have the issues with the projects that are under
contract, but over referendum, been resolved.
Mr. Manning stated his motion was based on the fact the Administrator’s staff recommended
approval.
Mr. Jackson requested the Administrator to limit his scope to points of clarification between outside
and inside recommendations.
Mr. Brown stated, based on Transportation’s current review of the projects they had outlined, the
budget should be appropriate, as confirmed with staff. As it relates to the projects, and the
referendum portion, there is some cause for discussion on Item 4(b). There is money, within the
projects, to do these projects. The prioritization is not a discussion that Council has communicated to
him.
Ms. Myers made a substitute motion to divide the question. The motion died for lack of a second.
Mr. Brown stated, since the committee is taking both 4(a) and 4(b) together, that Council has
technically already approved the sidewalk process. There were two (2) projects: Greene Street Phase
II and North Springs/Harrison Intersection that he wanted some communication to the body on.
Ms. Terracio inquired, if these were not to continue, if there would be additional expenses.
Mr. Brown stated his understanding is there would be some additional costs associated with delaying
these matters.
Mr. Niermeier stated they do not have a dollar figure, but when you are under contract with a
company to do work, they have a schedule built in their mind. They are making decisions based on
doing that work, while potentially putting off other work.
Ms. Myers inquired if they are contemplating once these are approved, we will be approving the
overages, as well.
Mr. Niermeier inquired as to which projects Ms. Myers was referring.
Ms. Myers stated the projects that are highlighted in the budget document provided.
Mr. Niermeier stated they have been tasked to do a comprehensive review of projects that are over
the referendum. Staff did the preliminary review, and this will be brought back to Council at a work
session in February. The budget before you was approved by Council, but it will have to be revamped
as Council decides how to move forward.
Ms. Myers stated we are being asked to approve a budget, for amounts over the referendum, when
Council has specifically said to bring us a proposal that is different than this. Now we are back in the
Transportation Ad Hoc Committee preparing to send it back to Council.
Mr. Niermeier stated they are not moving forward with any projects that are currently in design or
construction that over the referendum until a decision has been made by this body. This budget was
built at the bigger of last year, revised by staff in July, and once again before coming back to
committee to ensure they accounted for the dollars being where they needed to be. The fact that
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there are some on this budget over referendum does not mean we have to spend those dollars this
year. That is just how the budget was built. Now, should a decision be made to move forward with a
new scope or design, we can go ahead and do that. If not, it will happen next year, and those dollars
can be rolled over into the following year.
Ms. Myers noted the briefing document provided says, “Staff requests approval of individual project
funding as presented in the attachments.” The attachments are on pp. 16 – 18, and those all contain
the overages, which is why she is asking the questions she is asking. Staff is asking for an approval,
but then backtracking and saying we may not spend the money. Once they approve it, the marching
orders are to go forward.
Mr. Jackson stated he believes the last action by Council was that any items that had not been
authorized to move forward, with regards to construction, that were in design and over the
referendum, would be placed on hold.
Mr. Brown stated his understanding, at the time when Council was reviewing what steps they would
take next, we would do a “medium” pause to review items that were not moving down the line. The
two (2) things that came to his attention was Greene Street Phase II and North Springs/Harrison
Intersection, which are projects that were potentially planned and people were projected they would
happen, and it would raise large concerns, if they did not move forward. As a result of that, he spoke
with staff and related that he understood we wanted a comprehensive review of the dollars we need
to spend, but we need to make sure we are addressing these two (2) projects. He wanted to give the
committee the chance to communicate that they want staff to go forward because we believe these
things need to progress to prevent blowback because we put these large projects on hold.
Mr. Jackson stated, for clarification, Greene Street Phase II’s contract has been awarded and it is
within the referendum amount, which may be why Ms. Myers requested to divide the question.
Ms. Myers stated, with the question conjoined that way, we have all 19 projects, including 8 that are
over the referendum, and Greene Street Phase II Project and North Springs/Harrison Intersection
mixed in. If we divided the question, to move forward with what was pointed out, would be a better
use of taxpayer money.
Mr. Jackson stated the flipside, the point that Mr. Manning made, and he shares 100%, is that we have
had these same “projects” over referendum, but funding available, in one way or another, before us
for the last year. We keep coming back to pushing it forward. We have held work sessions, discussed
them in Council meetings, had recommendations made by the PDT, and now being recommended by
internal staff. He is not sure moving it to a later date, to block the entire budget, is beneficial. He
thinks if the question is can we approve the budget with the understanding these particular areas,
which are over the referendum, will be debated and decided upon in February, he is willing to accept
that as a compromise, if Ms. Myers will.
Ms. Myers stated 8 of the projects over the referendum are in the district she represents. She is
keenly interested in getting all of the projects done, but she has been begging for a long time to make
some hard decisions on this stuff, rather than kicking the can, and she sees this as kicking the can.
Eventually, once we have these approvals upon approvals piled up, we get the statement that we
approved it 99 times, but the same questions remain. For that reason, it makes her nervous to
approve the budget with these itemized projects, well over the referendum amount, knowing we do
not have the money because we are taking from other projects. She wants them to go forward. There
is a lot of heat on her for them to go forward, but she cannot vote for a budget knowing that it is a
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phantom budget.
Mr. Manning stated he would be willing to divide the question, if we take up 4(b) prior to 4(a).
Mr. Manning made a substitute motion, seconded by Ms. Myers, to divide the question and take up
Item 4(b) prior to Item 4(a).
In Favor: Jackson, Myers and Manning
The vote in favor was unanimous.
Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to approve the items in the budget that cover the
projects approved in Item 4(b).
Mr. Jackson stated, for clarification, we want to approve the budget only for the items that were
approved to carry forward.
Mr. Manning stated the remaining portion of the budget can go to the work session.
Ms. Myers requested staff to clarify that includes Greene Street Phase II…
Mr. Niermeier stated this budget, which was already approved by Council, in its entirety, is for all the
projects listed, which include those that are ongoing, and further designs, once we are able to move
forward with all the other projects. If you just approve the budget for these 4 projects, we are going
to run out of money. They cannot do what they are doing now, and then ones we have planned in the
future (i.e. resurfacing and dirt roads).
Mr. Manning inquired if staff has any ideas or thoughts for us to address the concerns that Ms. Myers
has about the projects over the referendum, but allow us to move forward with the motion passed on
Item 4(b), and the projects Mr. Niermeier just referenced.
Mr. Niermeier stated one of the compromises could be to continue approve and budget for the
projects that are ongoing within the referendum amount. Now, we just approved greenways through
the amendment, so we need to move forward with design on that too. Therefore, those funds will
need to be made available in this vote. Whether the budget was built by another group, it was
modified by this staff, and went forward with the premise that something would happen within this
year. Now, if it does not happen, the money does not go away. It is still sitting there. It can get rolled
over, and reallocated within the program. The budget, as it stands, was approved by Council. Now,
the projects need to be presented, as they are right now. If the desire of Council is to not move
forward on any projects over the referendum, which has been stated several times, staff is not going
to move forward with those projects, whether it is in the budget or not. At some point and time,
when a decision is made, and re-scope things and move forward, the money will be rolled over or
reallocated back to those projects, as needed. The simplest thing is to approve it as is. They are not
spending that money over referendum projects, until a decision has been made, but it will allow the
rest of the projects that are under referendum, in progress, to be designed, right-of-way to be
acquired, in the near future, to continue.
Ms. Myers stated to be clear, as one of the people that is constantly on this issue, once 6 people
approve it, those are your marching orders. While she disagrees, she wants to be clear that it is not
her individual right to stop the staff. If, what you are saying is, you have the requisite approval, even
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if she is bellyaching about it from now until next December, she does not have the individual right to
stop progress. The reason she raises this is she is unclear that it has been approved in the way it
needs to be for us to go forward with these projects that are over the referendum. Her question, on
the projects that are over the referendum amount, where we have been going back and forth for
approximately 3 years, is staff currently working on plan, to bring back to Council, to get the
necessary approval, or does staff believe they have the necessary approval.
Mr. Jackson responded staff does not have approval for the projects that are over the referendum.
Ms. Myers stated she is confused why they are in the budget.
Mr. Jackson stated the projects are mixed in with the funded projects that are under the referendum.
In order to approve the budget, and continue to move forward, after we told the Administrator to
cease and desist all projects that were not under construction, it involves projects that are under the
referendum and over the referendum.
Ms. Myers inquired if the Administrator has instructed his team to only move forward on projects
that do not need further refinement.
Mr. Brown stated they are not moving on projects that were not “dirt turning” before the transition.
The projects we are discussing, which are projected to be under the referendum, staff communicated
could move forward. He instructed them not to move forward because there is a larger question
Council is trying to answer. Staff asked, “Are you saying to us, do no work?” “Are you telling us to not
come to you with suggestions and use our professional judgement to communicate what we can be
doing?” He responded that was not the case, but to bring the conversation to the committee, so we
can have clarity between the Administrator and staff, as to how to move forward, instead of waiting
until 2020 to start doing something.
Ms. Myers stated the list displayed on pp. 17 – 18 is almost irrelevant. We are not voting for that list.
Mr. Brown stated it is informational for you to understand the context in which we are working
under.
Mr. Jackson proposed a friendly amendment to expand it to more than just the projects voted for
under Item 4(b), and also include the projects that are not over the referendum.
Ms. Myers made a substitute motion, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to approve all items in staff’s briefing
document that are under, or at, the referendum amount.
In Favor: Jackson, Myers and Manning
The vote in favor was unanimous.
b. Transportation Projects in Acquisition and Under Contract Approval – Ms. Myers moved,
seconded by Mr. Manning, to approve this item.
In Favor: Jackson, Myers and Manning
The vote in favor was unanimous.
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6.

ADJOURN – The meeting adjourned at approximately 1:28 PM.
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MAINTENANCE AND SECURITY AGREEMENT BETWEEN RICHLAND COUNTY AND THE CITY OF
COLUMBIA FOR GILLS CREEK SECTION A GREENWAY

THIS AGREEMENT, entered into by and between the City of Columbia ("City"), a political subdivision
of the State of South Carolina, and Richland County ("Richland"), a political subdivision of the State of South
Carolina, organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of South Carolina, collectively the
"Parties."
WHEREAS, Richland intends to construct the Gills Creek Greenway Section A from the intersection of
Fort Jackson Boulevard and Crowson Road to a point south or as far as funds allow for approximately 2 miles in
Columbia, South Carolina ("Greenway"); and,
WHEREAS, the Parties desire to enter into this Maintenance and Security Agreement in order to allocate
the respective long-term maintenance and security responsibilities for the designated items and areas between
Richland and the City as specified in this Agreement;
NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants provided herein, and other good and
valuable consideration, the receipt of which is hereby acknowledged:
The Greenway.
Richland shall have designed and constructed the Greenway. The current proposed Greenway plan, which is
subject to change, will adhere to the City of Columbia Engineering Standards for Trail System. Richland will
secure and provide compensation for all property rights (i.e. deeds, easements, and rights-of-way) necessary for
construction and maintenance of the Greenway. Said property rights will be conveyed to the City at the
completion of Greenway construction upon the City's acceptance of the project. Such acceptance shall not be
unreasonably withheld. The City will require the project comply with all applicable Codes. Richland will also
provide all final as-built plans delineating changes to the project during construction for future use by the City.
The Greenway with the following: The parties agree that in no event will the proposed Greenway alignment include
any connection to the Hampton Estates neighborhood, nor will the Greenway alignment be located in whole or in part
in the Hampton Estates neighborhood, with the entirety of the system germane on the west bank.
1.

2.
The City's Responsibilities.
a.
City agrees to operate those portions of the Facilities and Greenway as are in the City limits in a nondiscriminatory manner with regards to race, color, religion, ancestry or national origin, sex, age, marital status,
sexual orientation, gender identity, or on the basis of disability. The City further agrees to operate and maintain
those portions of the Facilities and Greenway in the City limits in a safe and usable manner for their intended
purposes throughout the term of this agreement. The City further agrees to provide sufficient and appropriate
police patrol of the Greenway as a part of its normal police functions within the City, so long as the Greenway
exists and is within the municipal limits of the City.

b.
The City agrees to the following specific maintenance responsibilities for those locations within the
City limits for the Greenway throughout the term of the agreement:
1.
Boardwalks: City will maintain all boardwalks that may be part of the Greenway. This responsibility
includes maintaining the appearance and integrity of the boardwalks.
ii.
Retaining walls: City will maintain all retaining walls that may be part of the Greenway. This
responsibility includes maintaining the appearance and integrity of the retaining walls.
iii.
Concrete sidewalks, curbs and ADA pavers: City will maintain all concrete sidewalks, curbs, ADA
pavers and pavement markings along the Greenway. This responsibility includes maintaining the
appearance and integrity of these items included in the greenway project scope.
iv.
Landscaping, fencing and signage: City will maintain the full range of services required for the
upkeep of all new plant material, greenscreen fencing and wayfinding signage as detailed and
installed in the areas encompassed within the Greenway. For avoidance of doubt, this does not obligate
Richland or the City to enter into negotiations for reallocation of this particular maintenance item
nor does this obligate the City to accept reallocation of this particular maintenance responsibility.
v.
Bollards: City will maintain all bollards. This responsibility includes the maintaining the integrity
and appearance of the bollards proposed and built for the project.
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vi.
vii.
viii.
ix.

x.
xi.
xii.
xiii.

Lighting and light fixtures: Richland's contractor to install all lighting, lighting fixtures, and call
boxes, and the City shall maintain all lighting, all light fixtures and call boxes after the completion
of construction and acceptance of the project.
Benches and garbage containers: City will maintain all benches, trash and garbage containers and
provide regular collection of those. This responsibility includes maintaining the appearance and
integrity of the benches and trash containers.
Crosswalk surface treatment: City will maintain the crosswalk surface treatment. This responsibility
will include the appearance and integrity of the crosswalk surface treatment.
Parking lot: City will maintain the paved or gravel parking lot. This responsibility will include the
appearance and integrity of the parking lot.
Public toilet facilities: City will maintain all toilet facilities. This responsibility will include the
appearance, servicing and integrity of the public toilets along the Greenway.
Drinking fountains: City will maintain all drinking fountains. This responsibility will include the
appearance, servicing and integrity of the drinking fountains along the Greenway.
Bike racks: City will maintain all racks. This responsibility will include the appearance, and integrity
of the bike racks along the Greenway.
Kiosk: City will maintain any kiosks that have been planned and constructed for the project. This
responsibility will include the appearance and integrity of such kiosks.

3.
Miscellaneous Provisions.
a.
The City's obligations shall commence upon completion of the Greenway project and acceptance by the
City. It is intended that the Parties to this Agreement recognize and acknowledge that as governmental entities,
their authority and capacity to perform the maintenance obligations identified herein is subject to each
maintaining the respective legal authority to do so. In addition, the allocation of the maintenance obligations for
the items identified will terminate with the end of the useful life of the project or the removal of a particular item
being maintained.
b.
This Agreement will not create any duty or responsibility to anyone other than the Parties to the
Agreement, nor does it create any rights enforceable by anyone other than a party (third party beneficiary) to the
Agreement.
c.
This Agreement is to be governed, construed and interpreted by the laws of the State of South Carolina.
The parties do not waive sovereign immunity except to the extent that litigation may be commenced in the Circuit
Court for Richland County, South Carolina as may be necessary. The Parties to the Agreement will agree that
litigation will not be commenced until notice is given and the parties have attempted through discussion and
mediation to resolve any disputes.
d. The official executing this Agreement on behalf of the City of Columbia will represent and assert actual
authority to bind the City to the obligations and commitments made in this Agreement. Similarly, the official
executing this Agreement on behalf of Richland County will represent and assert actual authority to bind
Richland County to the obligations and commitments made in this Agreement.
e. Waiver: The failure of either party to insist upon the strict performance of any provision of this Agreement
shall not be deemed to be a waiver of the right to insist upon strict performance of such provisions or of any
other provision of this Agreement at any time. Waiver of any breach of this Agreement by either party shall not
constitute waiver of subsequent breach.
Notice: Written notice to the City shall be made by placing such notice in the United States Mail, Certified, Return
Receipt Requested, postage prepaid and addressed to:
f.

City of Columbia
City Manager
Post Office Box 147
Columbia, SC 29217
Written notice to the County shall be made by placing such notice in the United States Mail, Certified, Return
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..
Receipt Requested, postage prepaid and addressed to:
Richland County Administrator
2020 Hampton Street
PO Box 192
Columbia, SC 29202
Written notice also may be made by personal hand-delivery to the City Manager or the County Administrator.
g. Agreement Interpretation: Ambiguities in the terms of this Agreement, if any, shall not be construed against
the City of Columbia nor Richland County.
h. Severability: If any provision of this Agreement is held to be illegal, invalid, or unenforceable under present
or future law, such provision shall be fully severable. This Agreement shall be construed and enforced as if such
illegal, invalid, or unenforceable provision were never a part hereof; and the remaining provisions of this
Agreement shall remain in full force and effect and shall not be affected by the illegal, invalid or unenforceable
provision or by its severance, except to the extent such remaining provisions constitute obligations of another
Party to this Agreement corresponding to the unenforceable provision determined to be void or unforeseeable,
all other provisions shall remain in full force and effect.
i. Captions and Headings: The captions and headings throughout this Agreement are for convenience and reference
only, and the words contained therein shall in no way be held or deemed to define, limit, describe, modify, or add to
the interpretation, construction, or meaning of any provision of or scope or intent of this Agreement.
j. Entire Agreement. This document contains the entire agreement between the parties and no other representations,
either written or oral shall have effect. Any modification of this Agreement shall be by a signed writing between the
parties.
k. Term. The term of this Agreement is twenty (20) years from the date of execution.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement, in original, as of the as of the date of the
last signature hereinbelow.
WITNESSES:

CITY OF COLUMBIA

_____________________________

By:

__________________

ITS:

City Manager

_____________________________

DATE:

RICHLAND COUNTY
BY: -

---------------

ITS:
DATE:
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Leonardo Brown
County Administrator

_

Agenda Briefing

To:
Chair of the Committee and the Honorable Members of the Committee
Prepared by:
Michael A. Niermeier, Director
Department:
Richland County Transportation
Date Prepared: February 11, 2020
Meeting Date:
February 25, 2020
Legal Review
N/A
Date:
Budget Review
N/A
Date:
Finance Review N/A
Date:
Other Review:
N/A
Date:
Approved for Council consideration: Assistant County Administrator John Thompson, Ph. D
Committee
Subject:
Financial Participation Agreement between SCDOT and Richland County- Rabbit
Run Drainage Improvement
Background Information:
The Southeast Richland Neighborhood (SERN) project is one that originally included installing a shared
use path along Rabbit Run S-2089 (an SCDOT road.) There was an existing culvert running under the
road that was undersized, which caused regular flooding on the road and in the neighborhood upstream
of the pipe. For this reason, this project was expanded to include an upsize in this drainage system.
In July of 2017, the PDT, on behalf of Richland County, submitted a Drainage Participation Request Form
for the SERN project to SCDOT. Richland County requested SCDOT participation in making the required
drainage improvements to Rabbit Run because the road and existing culvert belonged to SCDOT. By
including the culvert upsize in the County’s project, the County addressed an SCDOT drainage issue.
Through this agreement, the SCDOT would reimburse Richland County 12% of the incurred project
expenses for the drainage improvement up to $33,049 for FY 2019-2020.
Recommended Action:
Staff recommends accepting the agreement.
Motion Requested:
Move to accept the agreement
Request for Council Reconsideration: No
Fiscal Impact:
The external funding from SCDOT provides up to $33,049 in funding for the SERN project.
Motion of Origin:
This request did not result from a Council motion.

Council Member

N/A
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Meeting
Date

N/A
N/A

Discussion:
None
Attachments:
Attachment 1- Drainage Project Participation Request SERN-signed
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Drainage Project Participation Request Form
Applicant:

Richland County

Project Description:

Rabbit Run (S-2089) Drainage Project - Goose Branch Culvert Installation as part of the
Southeast Richland Neighborhood (SERN) Improvements Master Plan

Will the project eliminate/reduce flooding on state roads? (circle response)
• Eliminate
• Reduce
• No flooding present
How will this project improve drainage on SCDOT rights-of-way?

Goose Branch currently overtops Rabbit Run during heavy rains due to the low profile of the road and the inadequate capacity of the 18" and 30" cross line pipes compared to the double barrel
box culverts downstream under US 378 and the 72" pipe upstream at Quail Creek Drive. Raising the road and installing the proposed arch culverts would allow the 1% annual chance storm
(100-Year) to pass through the arch culverts without overtopping the road and would meet Richland County's requirement that the Base Flood Elevations (BFE's) established by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) would not be increased.

Number of property owners that will be affected by this project?

R/W acquisition will be necessary from 10 properties. Flooding will be reduced on 17 properties

What storm frequency currently causes flooding to the majority of these owners?
• 2 year
• 25 year
• 10 year
• 50 year
How many years has this drainage problem existed?
• 0 to 5 years
• 11 to 15 years
• 6 to 10 years
• > 15 years
Downstream Impact:
• Significant
• Minor
• No adverse impact
What is SCDOT’s contribution to the drainage area?
Other Public Entities Participating in Project:
Estimated Total Project Cost:

12%

Richland County

$1,000,000

Amount Requested from SCDOT with Invoice Schedule by Fiscal Year:
Estimated Construction Date:

Summer 2018

Estimated Completion Date:

Spring 2020

Applicant’s Name: Roger Sears
Signature:
Title: Richland County Transportation Program Manager
Date: July 6, 2017
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$500,000 FY '19

$500,000 FY '20
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Agenda Briefing

To:
Chair of the Committee and the Honorable Members of the Committee
Prepared by:
Michael Niermeier
Department:
Transportation Department
Date Prepared: January 23, 2020
Meeting Date:
Feb. 25, 2020
Legal Review
Date:
Budget Review
Date:
Finance Review
Date:
Other Review:
Date:
Approved for Council consideration: Assistant County Administrator
Committee
Transportation Ad Hoc Committee
Subject:
Mitigation Credit Sales
Recommended Action:
Staff respectfully requests the Committee concur with these credit sales and forward to full Council for
consideration.
Motion Requested:
Approval of the requested mitigation credit sales.
Request for Council Reconsideration: Yes
Fiscal Impact:
This mitigation credit sale will generate $119,600.00 which will be credited to the Transportation Penny
Program.
Motion of Origin:
Staff recommendation.
Council Member
Meeting
Date
Discussion:
Staff requests approval for the sale of mitigation bank credits from the Mill Creek Mitigation Bank to the
City of Sumter for an Army Corps of Engineers (ACE) 404 Permit for the construction of the Shot Pouch
Greenway as described in the attachments. This bank was established with Transportation Program
funding in order to provide mitigation credits necessary to acquire construction permits for
transportation projects. The contract the County holds with mitigation bankers also allows the County to
sell surplus credits, and retain 92% of the sale value. Funding from previous credit sales has been
credited back to the Transportation Program as the Program wholly funded this mitigation bank.
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Project Name: Shot Pouch Greenway
Richland County Share: $119,600.00
Attachments:
1) ACE 404 Permit Application City of Sumter_Shot Pouch Greenway
2) Surplus Credit Sale Checklist City of Sumter_Shot Pouch Greenway 12.16.19
3) Credit Sales Contract_City Manager Signed_20 Dec 19
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This Space for Official Use Only
Application No.
Date Received
Project Manager
Watershed #

Joint Federal and State Application Form
For Activities Affecting Waters of the United States
Or Critical Areas of the State of South Carolina

Authorities: 33 USC 401, 33 USC 403, 33 USC 407, 33 USC 408, 33 USC 1341, 33 USC 1344, 33 USC 1413 and Section 48-39-10 et. Seq of the South Carolina Code of Laws.
These laws require permits for activities in, or affecting, navigable waters of the United States, the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, and the
transportation of dredged material for the purpose of dumping it into ocean waters. The Corps of Engineers and the State of South Carolina have established a joint application
process for activities requiring both Federal and State review or approval. Under this joint process, you may use this form, together with the required drawings and supporting
information, to apply for both the Federal and/or State permit(s).

Drawings and Supplemental Information Requirements: In addition to the information on this form, you must submit a set of drawings and, in some cases,
additional information. A completed application form together with all required drawings and supplemental information is required before an application
can be considered complete. See the attached instruction sheets for details regarding these requirements. You may attach additional sheets if necessary to
provide complete information.

1. Applicant Last Name:
Repsch
2. Applicant First Name:
Mike
3. Applicant Company Name:
Agent for The City of Sumter
4. Applicant Mailing Address:
111 E. Chapel Hill St., Suite 100
5. Applicant City:
Durham
6. Applicant State:
7. Applicant Zip:
NC
27701
8. Applicant Area Code and Phone No.:
919-484-8448
9. Applicant Fax No.:

11. Agent Last Name (agent is not required):
Clarey
12. Agent First Name:
Ryan
13. Agent Company Name:
Newkirk Environmental, Inc.
14. Agent Mailing Address:
PO Box 746
15. Agent City:
Mt. Pleasant
16. Agent State:
17. Agent Zip:
SC
29465
18. Agent Area Code and Phone No.:
(843) 388-6585
19. Agent Fax No.:
(843) 388-6580
20. Agent E-mail:
ryan@newkirkenv.com

10. Applicant E-mail:
mikerepsch@altaplanning.com

21. Project Name:
22. Project Street Address:
Shot Pouch Greenway
Holiday Drive
23. Project City:
24. Project County:
25. Project Zip Code:
26. Nearest Waterbody:
Sumter
Sumter
29483
Shot Pouch Branch
27. Tax Parcel ID:
28. Property Size (acres):
Multiple IDs within linear project
40.35
29. Latitude:
30. Longitude:
33.95333333°
80.35805556°
31. Directions to Project Site (Include Street Numbers, Street Names, and Landmarks and attach additional sheet if necessary):
See Supporting Document Section 1.1
32. Description of the Overall Project and of Each Activity in or Affecting U.S. Waters or State Critical Areas (attach additional sheets if
needed):
See Supporting Document Section 4.0
33. Overall Project Purpose and the Basic Purpose of Each Activity In or Affecting U.S. Waters (attach additional sheets if needed):
See Supporting Document Section 3.0
34. Type and Quantity of materials to be Discharged

35. Type and Quantity of Impacts to U.S. Waters (including wetlands).

Dirt/Topsoil:
Clean Sand:
Mud:
Clay:
Gravel/Rock/Stone:
Concrete:
Other (describe)
TOTAL:

Filling:
Backfill/Bedding:
Landclearing:
Dredging:
Flooding:
Draining/Excavation:
Shading:
TOTAL:

cy
cy
cy
cy
cy
cy
cy
cy
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0.66

acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres

ft2
ft2
ft2
ft2
ft2
ft2
ft2

cy
cy
cy
cy
cy
cy
cy

0.66

acres

ft2

cy
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Sumter County, South Carolina

Document in Support of
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Federal & State Permits

December 2018

Prepared By:
Newkirk Environmental, Inc.
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1.0 Introduction
1.1 Site Location
The proposed project area, as depicted in the conceptual application drawings, runs north
/south along Shot Pouch Branch from Dillon Park to Swan Lake in the City of Sumter,
Sumter County, South Carolina. It intersects several neighborhoods and commercial areas
along its path as well as several main city roads including Hwy. 76, Broad Street, Miller
Road, and Guignard Dr. before it terminates north of Liberty St.
1.2 Site Description
The project area subject to the accompanying Individual Permit application currently
contains existing unconnected on-grade trails, paved paths and boardwalks through the Shot
Pouch Branch floodplain. The proposed greenway includes cleared upland areas as well as
forested uplands and wetlands. These wetlands, including forested swamp, open water,
streams and emergent wetlands have been delineated and submitted to the USACE in a
jurisdictional request dated May 30, 2017 from McCormick Taylor (Appendix C).
In all, the project area consists of 40.35 acres, comprised of 16.02 acres of freshwater aquatic
resources, including wetlands and 24.33 acres of high ground.
2.0 Project Need
As the population of The City of Sumter grows, so too does the demand for greenspace that
integrates outdoor recreational opportunities with pedestrian travel and biking as an alternative to
conventional modes of transportation. According to Sumter Connectivity & Greenways Master
Plan for Shot Pouch Creek (Appendix A), the county and city planners and residents anticipate a
project that will serve as
….a viable community amenity, designed to connect neighborhoods, encourage
recreational walking and biking, and as a catalyst for new niche neighborhood
commercial development. In essence, this plan sees a linear park serving as a “spine” for
greater connectivity in Sumter.... The Shot Pouch Greenway will be a sustainable central
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artery for the community- one that does not require the use of a car! Dozens of Sumter’s
neighborhoods lie in close proximity and could be easily connected to the greenway. (pg.
5)
3.0 Project Purpose
For clarity purposes, the project purpose statement has been divided into “basic project purpose”
and “overall project purpose”. This approach is consistent with the evaluation of alternatives
required by the 404(b) (1) Guidelines and USACE guidance and may assist the US Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE) in conducting its analysis of alternatives.
3.1 Basic Purpose
The basic purpose of the proposed project is to discharge fill material in freshwater wetlands
to facilitate access and connectivity to existing amenities along the Shot Pouch Greenway
within the City of Sumter South Carolina.
3.2 Overall Purpose
The overall purpose of the proposed project is to construct and complete an economically
viable, long-term and sustainable public amenity within the existing Shot Pouch Greenway
corridor that will provide access and connectivity to existing and future city parks,
neighborhoods, businesses and institutions through alternative, low-impact modes of travel
such as walking and biking.
4.0 Project Description
The proposed project is a master-planned greenway within the identified project area that will
include construction of a raised multi-use, paved path, incorporation of existing paths and
construction of a boardwalk as depicted in the submitted permit application drawings for
which this narrative supports. A total of 0.66 acres of jurisdictional aquatic resources will be
permanently filled in order to complete the Shot Pouch Greenway path. Specifically, The City
of Sumter proposes a fill impact to 0.01 acres designated as Wetland Fill C, 0.39 acres
designated as Wetland Fill D and 0.26 acres designated as Wetland Fill E. These fill sections
(illustrated on Sheets 27 and 28 of the application drawings) will consist of a raised 12’ paved
surface with 2’ of slopes on either side of the path and will be properly culverted, where
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applicable, so as to maintain hydrology and ecology exchange within the impacted wetland.
The fill impacts will provide connectivity to existing paths in uplands that will be re-surfaced
as part of the overall project. In addition, the city intends to construct a 925’ x 20’ wide
boardwalk south of Haynsworth Street over the largest expanse of Shot Pouch Branch in the
project area.
While The City of Sumter intends to complete the proposed project as soon as possible, there are
a number of factors tied to the public funding mechanisms that will ultimately pay for the
greenway. These factors would include, but not be limited to, unexpected emergency projects,
other unanticipated and unknown city expenditures, the construction work bidding and awards
process or natural disasters that could temporarily affect the greenway. Therefore, in order to
provide ample time to complete the greenway, the applicant requests that the USACE and
SCDHEC consider this application for a 15 year permit.
5.0 Alternatives
5.1 No-action
In a no action alternative, The City of Sumter would not place 0.66 acres of fill material
in waters of the U.S. in order to complete the greenway as proposed. Subsequently, the
planned project would not go forward as designed and the applicant’s overall purpose and
the need for the project would fail to be met. The current trail system would degrade
over time and without the proposed connectivity, there would no clear use or purpose for
the greenway that would be supported by the population.
5.2 Action
The City of Sumter, in light of the stated project need, wishes to implement the proposed
project towards meeting the previously stated purpose and goal of the Shot Pouch
Greenway. As the greenway includes large swaths of wetlands associated with Shot
Pouch Branch, it will be necessary to cross these wetlands to provide continuity and
connectivity along the length of the greenway from Dillon Park to Swan Lake. As this
proposed project is specific to the geographical area of the existing Shot Pouch
Greenway, there are no alternative sites that would meet the stated purpose and need of
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the proposed project. If one were to consider alternative sites for the proposed project,
then this would inevitably result in a no action alternative for the Shot Pouch Greenway,
which, as explained in the previous section, is not a viable alternative to meeting the
stated purpose and goals of the project.
As it relates to a linear pathway through wetlands, there are really only three alternative
design methods that can be employed. These methods include an on-grade trail, a raised
impervious pathway or a boardwalk/bridge. For the size and scope of a project of this
nature that intends to draw a significant number of users daily, an on-grade trail is not a
practical alternative due to safety concerns, ADA requirements, maintenance
requirements and loss of use during or after heavy rain events. Therefore, the only
practicable action alternatives for this project include the use of a raised pathway section
complete

with

paved

surfaces,

appropriate

side

slopes

and

culverts

or

boardwalks/bridges.
While boardwalks/bridges do not require a discharge of fill material into wetlands and
therefore by default are considered the least impactful alternative, they are relatively
expensive to construct and relatively expensive to maintain. In contrast, raised paved
paths require a fill foot print but are significantly less costly to initially construct and
maintain over time. As this project is funded with public money raised through Sumter
County’s Penny for Progress Capital Sales Tax Referendum, the Shot Pouch Greenway
shares its funding with numerous other public need projects throughout the county (P4P).
Therefore, the city and the county have the fiduciary duty to the tax payers to balance the
goals, functions and overall cost to develop a worthwhile project with limited public
funds. The result of this balance, in the opinion of The City of Sumter and Sumter
County, is the proposed plan subject to the current 404/401 Individual Permit.
The Shot Pouch Greenway currently contains existing paved trails throughout portions of
the project area’s upland acreage. As part of the overall project, these paths will be reused
and repaved to lessen the overall impact to the greenway with impervious surfaces. To
connect these existing trails and provide the desired connectivity from Dillon Park to
Swan Lake, the city will connect these paths through wetlands utilizing both paved paths
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and boardwalks where financially feasible. There are three areas of proposed paved path
through wetlands. Wetland Fill C has already been minimized to 0.01 acres total.
Proposed Wetland Fill D is 0.39 acres and proposed Wetland Fill E is 0.26 acres. Below
is a table illustrating the additional costs of a boardwalk/bridge alternative at each
proposed fill section along with why the city ultimately rejected the alternative.
Table of Costs/Savings per Boardwalk Alternative
Impact

Additional Cost

Reason for rejection by
applicant

Wetland Fill C (0.01 Ac.)

$13,500

The proposed impact is less than 0.1
acres (considered by the regulatory
agencies as minimal without need for
mitigation). The cost of the alternative
(boardwalk/bridge) to the public is not
practicable for such a minor impact.

Wetland Fill D (0.39 Ac.)

$504,000

This cost represents almost 13% of
the entire cost for the proposed
project. This is not a practicable
alternative to filling Wetland D when
considering the cost to the tax payer.

Wetland Fill E (0.26 Ac.)

$352,000

This cost represents almost 9% of the
entire cost for the proposed project.
This is not a practicable alternative to
filling Wetland D when considering
the cost to the tax payer.

6.0 Avoidance/Minimization
During the planning and design process, the city attempted to minimize wetland impacts to the
maximum extant while still accomplishing the project with a duty to the public to save costs
where appropriate. This minimization is evident in the incorporation of the configurations and
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layouts of the existing paths within the greenway as well as the proposed minimal impacts
associated with Wetland Fill B and Wetland Fill C. In addition, the applicant allocated enough
funds to span the approximately 925 linear feet of wetlands associated with Shot Pouch Branch
between Haynsworth Street and Swan Lake without a permanent fill impact. This minimization
of overall wetland impact represents approximately 16% of the total buildout cost of the project.
7.0 Compensatory Mitigation
The applicant proposes to mitigate for proposed impacts in accordance with the USACE
Charleston District Compensatory Mitigation Guidelines dated October 7, 2010. When applied to
the proposed project, The Charleston District Mitigation Worksheets define a requirement of 6.7
mitigation credits to compensate for the proposed impacts to aquatic resources. These
worksheets are included as Appendix B.
At the time of this application, there is currently not a mitigation bank that services the proposed
project; however, the applicant anticipates that a bank will be approved in this area during the
course of the permit application review period.
8.0 Stormwater
As required by SCDHEC’s NPDES program for all developments prior to construction, there
will be an adequate SCDHEC approved stormwater management plan incorporating BMPs and
that is capable of meeting the needs of the proposed project. As these plans are not generally
designed prior to obtaining a 404 Individual Permit and 401 Certification, the exact locations of
such structures and support structures are not known at this point in time. The project engineer
has been made aware of and intends to employ accepted stormwater management techniques,
where practical, as part of the final stormwater plan to prevent runoff from having adverse
impacts to adjacent aquatic features. The location of the implementation of such techniques and
structures will be included in the comprehensive stormwater management plan submitted to
SCDHEC or local MS4 for approval under the NPDES program.
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9.0 Archaeological and Cultural Resources
A review of available data from SCIAA and SCDAH (Figure 1) does not indicate that the project
site is located adjacent to any site(s) listed on the National Register of Historic Places or that any
significant or potentially significant historic resources exist on the project site.
Figure 1: SC ArcSite Public Web Map

10.0 Threatened and Endangered Species
On 18 October 2018, Newkirk Environmental, Inc. solicited an Official Species List for the
project site through the USFWS IPaC system. The request was assigned consultation tracking
number 04ES1000-2019-SLI-0061 and a response from USFWS was received the same day. A
copy of the Official Species List is attached to this report as Appendix D.
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Based on the linear nature of the proposed impacts, the scope of the overall project and the
intended use of the project, it is Newkirk Environmental, Inc.’s opinion that the proposed project
will not likely jeopardize the continued existence of any listed threatened or endangered species
or a species proposed for such designation. In addition, at the time of this application, the
USFWS IPaC system did not indicate any designated critical habitat within or near the project
site.
11.0 References
Sumter Connectivity & Greenways Master Plan for Shot Pouch Creek (2014, February).
Retrieved from http://www.sumtersc.gov/
About P4P (2018, October).
Retrieved from http://www.sumtercountysc.org/penny_for_progress/about_p4p/index.php
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Appendix B: Mitigation Calculation Worksheets
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Shot Pouch Greenway
December 2018
Revised May 2019
REQUIRED WETLAND MITIGATION WORKSHEET

Determination of Wetland Credits (Last Revised, October 7, 2010)
Factors
Lost Type
Priority
Category
Existing
Condition

Type C
0.2
Tertiary
0.5
Very Impaired
0.1

Options
Type B
2.0
Secondary
1.5
Impaired
Partially
1.0
Impaired
2.0
1 to 3 years
3 to 5 years
0.5
1.0

Type A
3.0
Primary
2.0
Fully Functional
2.5

Duration

0 to 1 year
0.2

Dominant
Impact

Shade
0.2

Clear
1.0

Drain
2.0

5 to 10
years
1.5
Dredge
2.5

Cumulative
Impact

<0.25 Acre
0.1

0.25-0.99
Acres
0.2

1.0-2.99
Acres
0.5

3.0-9.99
Acres
1.0

Over 10 years
2.0
Impound/Flood
2.5

Fill
3.0

≥10.0 Acres
2.0

Note: The cumulative impact factor for the overall project should be included in the sum of
factors for each impacted area on the Required Wetland Mitigation Credit Worksheet.
Required Wetland Mitigation Credit Worksheet
Factor

Impact C

Impact D

Impact E

Lost Type*
Priority
Category
Existing
Condition*
Duration
Dominant
Impact
Cumulative
Impact
Sum of m
Factors
Impacted Area

3.0

3.0

0.2

0.5

0.5

0.5

2.0

2.5

2.0

2.0

2.0

2.0

3.0

3.0

3.0

0.2

0.2

0.2

R x AA =

R1 = 10.7

R2 = 11.2

R3 = 7.9

R4 =

R5=

A1 = 0.01

A2= 0.39

A3= 0.26

A4=

A5=

0.107

4.368

2.054

Required Wetland Mitigation Credits = ∑ (R x A)=

6.5

* “Lost Type” and “Existing Condition” determined from wetland descriptions in
McCormick Taylor Jurisdictional Determination Request dated 5/30/17, included
as Appendix C.
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Shot Pouch Greenway
December 2018
Revised May 2019
WETLAND MITIGATION SUMMARY WORKSHEET

Mitigation Summary Worksheet For Permit Application #
I. Required Mitigation
A. Required Mitigation Credits

Credits

Acres

6.5

B. The permittee may be eligible for a 25% reduction
in Required Mitigation Credits (A x 0.25).
C. Total Required Mitigation Credits = A - B

6.5

II. Third Party Mitigation Credit Summary

Credits

D.

Restoration and/or Enhancement

3.3

E. Preservation

3.2

F.

6.5

Total Third Party Mitigation = D+E

III. Permittee-Responsible Mitigation Credit Summary
G. Restoration and/or Enhancement

Acres
To Be
Determined by
Bank
To Be
Determined by
Bank
To Be
Determined by
Bank

Credits

Acres

Credits

Acres
To Be
Determined by
Bank
To Be
Determined by
Bank
To Be
Determined by
Bank

H. Preservation
I.

Total Permittee-Responsible Mitigation = G + H

IV. Proposed Mitigation Summary
J.

Total Restoration and/or Enhancement = D + G

3.3

K. Total Preservation = E + H

3.2

L.

6.5

Total Proposed Mitigation = F + I

V.

Local Compensatory Mitigation Goals
PMC ≥ RMC
Are the Credits in Row L greater than or equal to Row
C?
PMC ≥ ½ RMC
Are the Credits in Row J greater than or equal to 50%
of Row C?
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Yes
X

X

No

Shot Pouch Greenway
December 2018
Revised May 2019
WETLAND MITIGATION SUMMARY WORKSHEET

Mitigation Summary Worksheet For Permit Application #
I. Required Mitigation
A. Required Mitigation Credits

Credits

Acres

6.5

B. The permittee may be eligible for a 25% reduction
in Required Mitigation Credits (A x 0.25).
C. Total Required Mitigation Credits = A - B

6.5

II. Third Party Mitigation Credit Summary

Credits

D.

Restoration and/or Enhancement

3.3

E. Preservation

3.2

F.

6.5

Total Third Party Mitigation = D+E

III. Permittee-Responsible Mitigation Credit Summary
G. Restoration and/or Enhancement

Acres
To Be
Determined by
Bank
To Be
Determined by
Bank
To Be
Determined by
Bank

Credits

Acres

Credits

Acres
To Be
Determined by
Bank
To Be
Determined by
Bank
To Be
Determined by
Bank

H. Preservation
I.

Total Permittee-Responsible Mitigation = G + H

IV. Proposed Mitigation Summary
J.

Total Restoration and/or Enhancement = D + G

3.3

K. Total Preservation = E + H

3.2

L.

6.5

Total Proposed Mitigation = F + I

V.

Local Compensatory Mitigation Goals
PMC ≥ RMC
Are the Credits in Row L greater than or equal to Row
C?
PMC ≥ ½ RMC
Are the Credits in Row J greater than or equal to 50%
of Row C?
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X

X
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Agenda Briefing

To:
Chair of the Committee and the Honorable Members of the Committee
Prepared by:
Michael A. Niermeier, Director
Department:
Richland County Transportation
Date Prepared: February 6, 2020
Meeting Date:
February 25, 2020
Legal Review
N/A
Date:
Budget Review
N/A
Date:
Finance Review N/A
Date:
Other Review:
N/A
Date:
Approved for Council consideration: Assistant County Administrator John Thompson, Ph. D
Committee
Subject:
Shop Rd. Extension Ph. 1 Road Transfer
Background Information:
During the Right-Of-Way (ROW) phase of this project, the ROW needed for the new roadway was
obtained in the name of Richland County. The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT)
agreed to take over this ROW once the construction was completed; however, because SCDOT no longer
allows for an increase in their road system mileage, they require that the County take over the ROW of
an equivalent lane-mile length of SCDOT roads.
The construction of the Shop Rd. Extension Ph. 1 project has now been completed. This new section of
road is 1.06 centerline miles in length which equates to 4.24 lane miles of roadway since the new road
consists of four lanes. The County will now have to assume ROW on 4.24 miles of two-lane SCDOT
roads.
The Transportation Department coordinated with both the Richland County Public Works (PW)
Department and SCDOT to select appropriate roads for this swap. Once the list of roads were chosen, a
representative of PW went to each road and evaluated its condition. The roads listed below have been
deemed to meet the County’s minimum road standards and are acceptable to staff. These roads are in
areas where there is currently a mixture of County and SCDOT so taking over these roads will improve
the uniformity of maintenance responsibility in these areas.
Greengate Drive
Irongate Drive
Maingate Drive
Woodgate Drive
Mallard Road

Hanbury Drive
Jodo Drive
Wade Kelly Road
Starling Drive

Recommended Action:
Staff requests Council to approve the transfer of ROW for the abovementioned roadways from SCDOT to
County in order for SCDOT to accept the Shop Rd. Extension Ph. 1 from the County.
Motion Requested:
None
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Request for Council Reconsideration: Yes
Fiscal Impact:
There is no funding needs to complete this road transfer. The long-term fiscal impact will be the
maintenance of the nine (9) roads.

Motion of Origin:
This request did not result from a Council motion.

Council Member
Meeting
Date

N/A
N/A
N/A

Discussion:
None
Attachments:
1. S.C. Code of Laws, Section 57-5-80. Highway transfers from the state secondary system.
2. Letter from PW County Engineer
3. SCDOT Request For Transfer Documents
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Note: The statutes printed below are current as of December 2016. To ensure that no
changes have been made to the statutory language, consult
http://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/statmast.php.
S,C. Code of Laws, Section 57-5-80. Highway transfers from the state secondary system.
The department may transfer from the state highway secondary system any road under its
jurisdiction, determined by the department to be of low traffic importance, to one of the parties
indicated in this section if mutual consent is reached between the department and the party that
the road is being transferred to:

(a) a county or municipality;
(b) a school;
(c) a governmental agency;
(d) a nongovernmental entity; or
(e) a person.
In all cases, the county or municipality shall have right of first refusal to accept roads into their
maintenance responsibility when roads are considered for transfer from the state highway
system to a nongovernmental entity or person and in no case may a state road be transferred to a
nongovernmental entity unless all persons and businesses located on that road are in
agreement with the transfer. Maintenance responsibility for roads transferred from the state
highway system pursuant to the provisions of this section shall transfer from the jurisdiction of
the department to the jurisdiction of the county or municipality, school, governmental agency,
nongovernmental entity, or person, effective upon notice from the department of official action
removing the road from the state highway system. Notification of the transfer must be given to
the county's legislative delegation.
S.C. Code of Laws, Section 57-5-120.

Abandonment of section of relocated highway.

The department may abandon as a part of the state highway system any section of highway
which may be relocated, and every such section so abandoned as a part of the state highway
system shall revert to the jurisdiction of the respective appropriate local authorities involved or
be abandoned as a public way. But the department, in its discretion, may retain in the system
any such relocated section when it serves as a needed connection to the new section or when it
serves as a proper part of the state highway system.
S.C. Code of Laws, Section 57-9-10. Petition to abandon or close street, road or highway;
notice thereof.
Any interested person, the State or any of its political subdivisions or agencies may petition a
court of competent jurisdiction to abandon or close any street, road or highway whether opened or
not. Prior to filing the petition, notice of intention to file shall be published once a week for
three consecutive weeks in a newspaper published in the county where such street, road or
highway is situated. Notice also shall be sent by mail requiring a return receipt to the last known
address of all abutting property owners whose property would be affected by any such change,
and posted by the petitioning party along the street, road, or highway, subject to approval of the
location of the posting by the governmental entity responsible for maintenance of the street,
road, or highway. The Department of Transportation shall promulgate regulations which once
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effective will establish the minimum mandatory size, language, and specific positioning of signs
pursuant to this section.1
S.C. Code of Laws, Section 57-9-20. Court shall make determination.
If the court shall determine that it is to be the best interest of all concerned that such street, road
or highway be abandoned or closed, the court shall then determine in whom the title thereto
shall be vested and issue an appropriate order.
S.C. Code of Laws, Section 57-9-30. Recording of court order.
The clerk of court or register of deeds of the county where the property is situated shall record
the order of the court and index the same in the book of deeds to real property.

1

Regulations are contained in 63-1000 of the South Carolina Code of State Regulations.
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Agenda Briefing

To:
Chair of the Committee and the Honorable Members of the Committee
Prepared by:
Michael A. Niermeier, Director
Department:
Richland County Transportation
Date Prepared: February 6, 2020
Meeting Date:
February 25, 2020
Legal Review
N/A
Date:
Budget Review
N/A
Date:
Finance Review N/A
Date:
Other Review:
N/A
Date:
Approved for Council consideration: Assistant County Administrator John Thompson, Ph. D
Committee
Subject:
Department Budget Control
Background Information:
Typically, when a department receives its annual Council-approved budget, it is allowed to shift funding
between projects as needed. This allows the department the flexibility to move forward with a different
project in the event that an original project runs into issues that cannot be quickly resolved.
Historically, instead of allowing the Transportation Department this flexibility, the department has been
required to receive Council approval any time funds need to be shifted from one project to another in a
fiscal year. This sometimes prohibits the department from addressing project costs as they arise and
causes undue delays in completing the projects, pushing them back to the next fiscal year.
Recommended Action:
Staff requests that the Transportation Department be allowed to transfer funds between projects in
each fiscal year to address project costs as they occur. To maintain transparency of actions taken, the
department will provide a list of actions quarterly to the Transportation Ad Hoc Committee.
Motion Requested:
Move to approve the Recommended Action.
Request for Council Reconsideration: No
Fiscal Impact:
None
Motion of Origin:
This request did not result from a Council motion.

Council Member
Meeting
Date

N/A
N/A
N/A
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Discussion:
The Transportation Department independently developed its 2020/2021 budget based on information
inherited from the PDT and anticipated work to occur in the next two years. This year, historic unknowns
existed resulting in some projects being underfunded and others having funding that was not
immediately needed. Additionally, project schedule changes delayed some projects and that funding
could address shortfalls in others projects. Anticipating actual start of design, acquisition timelines, and
construction is not an exact process.
Inter-project transfers do not change the amount of money in the Council approved budget. It does not
permanently take funds from projects. It allows the transfer of funding to where it is needed in order to
continue work being performed, close out projects, or so work can start sooner than anticipated.
Construction inherently is unpredictable involving long lead items that can increase schedule length,
fluctuating material cost, and weather among other variables. Allowing the department to transfer
money from one project to another provides flexibility to address financial needs without the delays of
bringing the matter to Committee and full Council.
For example:
This year we programed $632,020.65 in construction funds for Bluff Road Widening, Phase 2. This
project will not go to construction in FY 2020 due to over-referendum projects being placed on hold.
Resurfacing Package Q is currently under construction and ahead of its November completion schedule,
which will require additional funding this FY that was not anticipated. If the department is granted
approval on this item, then we would be able to shift funds as needed to cover shortfalls such as this.
Attachments:
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Agenda Briefing

To:
Chair of the Committee and the Honorable Members of the Committee
Prepared by:
Michael A. Niermeier, Director
Department:
Richland County Transportation
Date Prepared: February 14, 2020
Meeting Date:
February 25, 2020
Legal Review
N/A
Date:
Budget Review
N/A
Date:
Finance Review N/A
Date:
Other Review:
N/A
Date:
Approved for Council consideration: Assistant County Administrator John Thompson, Ph. D
Committee
Subject:
Staff Augmentation RFQ Selection
Background Information:
A Request For Qualifications (RFQ) was solicited for a staff augmentation contract to fill 10 positions
needed to support the Transportation Department. The positions are listed below.











Utility Coordinator – Full Time
Right-Of-Way Manager – Full Time
Right-Of-Way Agent – Part Time
Program Control Analyst – Full Time
Document Control Specialist – Full Time
Construction Scheduler – Part Time
Project Estimator – Part Time
Project Engineer – As Needed
Subject Matter Expert – As Needed
Geotech\Testing Technician – As Needed

Seven proposals were received, reviewed by an evaluation team selected in accordance with Article X,
Section 2-600 of the Code of Ordinances. All of the offerors are qualified. The seven firms are listed
below.








Denmark, Inc. – Recruiting Agency
Hussey Gay Bell
MSS Services, Inc. – Recruiting Agency
OLH, Inc.
Volkert, Inc.
vTech Solutions – Recruiting Agency
Weston & Sampson Engineers, Inc.

Recommended Action:
Staff anticipates, due to the number of positions being filled, that some firms from this qualified list may
provide services in excess off $100,000. Since it is unknown at this time exactly what position will be
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filled using what firm, staff requests Council to approve award to these seven firms on the Staff
Augmentation Qualified Vendor List.
Motion Requested:
Request Council to approve award to these seven firms on the Staff Augmentation Qualified Vendor List.
Request for Council Reconsideration: Yes
Fiscal Impact:
It is anticipated that the funding required to support these 10 positions per fiscal year is approximately
$988,165.

Motion of Origin:
This request did not result from a Council motion.

Council Member
Meeting
Date

N/A
N/A
N/A

Discussion:
None
Attachments:
1. Consolidated Evaluation Scores
2. Positions Applied by Company
3. Ranking List-Alphabetical
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Staff Augmentation Consolidated Evaluation Scores
Consolidated Evaluations
Hussey Gay Bell

Denmark, Inc.

MSS Services, Inc.

Volkert, Inc.

Weston & Sampson
Engineers, Inc.

vTech Solutions

15

5

5

20

20

5

0

Evaluator 2

28

28

23

22

25

24

25

0

Evaluator 3

30

30

25

30

30

30

30

0

88

73

53

57

75

74

60

0

Evaluator 1

10

5

2

2

8

8

2

0

Evaluator 2

9

8

7

7

8

6

8

0

Evaluator 3

10

10

8

10

10

8

8

0

29

23

17

19

26

22

18

0

Evaluator 1

40

20

10

10

40

40

20

0

Evaluator 2

38

37

26

25

34

34

32

0

Evaluator 3

40

40

30

30

40

40

40

0

118

97

66

65

114

114

92

0

Evaluator 1

10

20

5

20

10

5

5

0

Evaluator 2

18

19

17

17

19

19

15

0

Evaluator 3

20

20

15

15

15

20

15

0

48

59

37

52

44

44

35

0

252

173

193

259

254

205

0

Project Name

Ability & Capability

30

90
Performance History

10

30
Personnel Qualification

40

120
References

0

OLH, Inc.

30

RC-

Maximum Points

Evaluator 1

Evaluation Criteria

20

60

GRANDTOTAL

300 283
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Staff Augmentation
RC-296-Q-2020

Position
Utility Coordinator
Right-of-Way Manager
Right-Of-Way Agent
Program Control Specialist
Document Control Specialist
Construction Scheduler
Project Estimator
Project Engineer
Subject Matter Expert
Geotech\Testing Technician

OLH,
Inc.
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Hussey Gay
Bell
X

X

Volkert,
Inc.

Weston &
Sampson

X
X
X

X
X
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Denmark,
Inc.
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

MSS
Services
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

vTech
Solutions
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Date: February 14, 2020
To:
Transportation Ad Hoc
Cc:
Michael Niermeier, Director of Transportation
From: Sierra Flynn, Procurement Assistant Manager
Subject: Evaluation of RC-296-Q-2020 “Staff Augmentation”
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
After a thorough evaluation of the submittals for the above name Request for Qualifications, the evaluation team has
ranked the firms and the following short list is provided, in an alphabetical order:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Denmark, Inc.
Hussey Gay Bell & DeYoung, Inc.
MSS Services, Inc.
OLH, Inc.
Volkert, Inc.
vTech Solution, Inc.
Weston & Sampson Engineers, Inc.
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Agenda Briefing

To:
Chair of the Committee and the Honorable Members of the Committee
Prepared by:
Michael A. Niermeier, Director
Department:
Richland County Transportation
Date Prepared:
February 6, 2020
Meeting Date:
February 25, 2020
Legal Review
N/A
Date:
Budget Review
N/A
Date:
Finance Review N/A
Date:
Other Review:
N/A
Date:
Approved for Council consideration:
Assistant County Administrator
John Thompson, Ph. D
Committee Subject: North Main CEI Services Contract Approval

Background Information:
Richland County selected eight (8) firms from procurement action RC-223-Q-2020 “Construction,

Engineering & Inspection Services” in October 2019. Solicitation RC-312-P-2020, CE&I for North
Main Street Widening Project, was advertised on Bid Express January 22, 2020 and closed on
February 6, 2020. There were five (5) respondents.
Recommended Action:
The evaluation team recommends awarding the North Main Street Widening Project, CE&I services to
the top ranked company, Brownstone Construction Group, not exceed $165,473.19. Additionally,
recommend approval of a contingency amount of $ 35,484.08 for approved overtime.
Motion Requested:
Move to approve the Recommended Action.
Request for Council Reconsideration: No
Fiscal Impact:
None
Motion of Origin:
This request did not result from a Council motion.
Council Member
Meeting
Date

N/A
N/A
N/A

Discussion:

Page 1 of 2
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This is the necessary CE&I services required to complete the North Main Widening project.
Attachments:
(1) Procurement Ranking List

Page 2 of 2
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Date: February 19, 2020
To:
Mr. Leonardo Brown, County Administrator
From: Jennifer Wladischkin, Procurement Manager
Subject: Ranking Report for RC-312-P-2020, Construction, Engineering & Inspection Services for N. Main Widening

This memorandum is to provide a written report of the selection committee's ranking of the submittals for RC-312-P2020, Construction, Engineering & Inspection Services for N. Main Widening. After a thorough evaluation of the
submittals for the above named Request for Proposal, the evaluation team has ranked the firms in the following order:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Brownstone
OLH, Inc.
Michael Baker Intl.
Neel-Shaffer, Inc.
Mead & Hunt, Inc.

Due to the award being in excess of $100,000, County Council Approval will be sought.

________________________________________

___________________________

County Administrator

Date
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