
RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL
REGULAR SESSION AGENDA

 

OCTOBER 5, 2010

6:00 PM

 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER HONORABLE PAUL LIVINGSTON, CHAIR 
 

INVOCATION HONORABLE JOYCE DICKERSON 
 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE HONORABLE JOYCE DICKERSON 
 

Approval Of Minutes
 

  1. Regular Session:  September 21, 2010 [PAGES 6-13]
 

  2. Special Called Zoning Public Hearing:  September 21, 2010 [PAGES 15-16]
 

  3. Zoning Public Hearing:  September 28, 2010 [PAGES 18-20]
 

  4. Special Called Meeting:  September 28, 2010 [PAGES 22-26]
 

Adoption Of The Agenda
 

Report Of The Attorney For Executive Session Items
 

  5. FN Manufacturing vs. Richland County 
 

Citizen's Input
 

  6. For Items on the Agenda Not Requiring a Public Hearing 
 

Report Of The County Administrator
 

Report Of The Clerk Of Council
 

  

7. a.   Richland Memorial Hospital's Annual Fall Luncheon 
 
b.   Midlands Technical College Oyster Roast & Shrimp Boil, October 28, 6-8 p.m., MTC 
Center of Excellence for Technology Patio 
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Report Of The Chairman
 

Approval Of Consent Items
 

  

8. 10-23MA 
Cynthia South 
RS-LD to RS-MD (8.18 Acres) 
Brevard St. & Jefferson Allen Dr. 
07306-05-15 & 07306-04-05/21/24 [SECOND READING] [PAGE 31]

 

  

9. 10-24MA 
Lexington Land Development Co., LLC 
Benjamin E. Kelly, Jr. 
HI to GC (1.65 acres) 
Clemson Rd. & Farrow Rd. 
17400-04-02/06/11 [SECOND READING] [PAGE 33]

 

  

10. An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 26, Land 
Development; Article IV, Amendments and Procedures; SEction 26-54, Subdivision Review and 
Approval; Subsection (B); so as to correct the section reference for the adopted flood insurance 
rate map [SECOND READING] [PAGE 35]

 

  
11. Arcadia Lakes Floodplain Management Services Agreement [Forwarded from the D&S 

Committee] [PAGES 37-40]
 

  12. Farmers Market Update [Forwarded from the D&S Committee] [PAGES 42-48]
 

  

13. An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 26, Land 
Development; Article IV, Amendments and Procedures; Section 26-54, Subdivision Review and 
Approval; Subsection (C), Processes; Paragraph (3), Major Subdivision Review; Subparagraph 
F., Bonded Subdivision Plan Review and Approval; so as to add a provision dealing with 
expired bonds [Forwarded from the D&S Committee] [TO TABLE] [PAGES 50-53]

 

  14. Old Garners Ferry Road Bridge Repair [Forwarded from the D&S Committee] [PAGES 55-56]
 

  

15. An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 26, Land 
Development; Article X, Subdivision Regulations; so as to add a new section that permits the 
subdivision of property to heirs of a deceased property owner, subject to an order of a Probate 
Court [Forwarded from the D&S Committee] [FIRST READING] [PAGES 58-61]

 

  
16. AT&T Leased Line Connections-Countywide [Forwarded from the A&F Committee] [PAGES 

63-64]
 

  
17. Franchise Fees for Utilities [Forwarded from the A&F Committee] [TO TABLE] [PAGES 66-

68]
 

  

18. An Ordinance Amending the Fiscal Year 2010-2011 Hospitality Tax Annual Budget to 
appropriate $100,000 of Hospitality Tax Undesignated Fund Balance to the Renaissance 
Foundation  [Forwarded from the A&F Committee] [FIRST READING] [PAGES 70-73]
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19. Hospitality Tax-Special Round for SERCO organizations [Forwarded from the A&F 

Committee] [PAGES 75-84]
 

  20. Microsoft Licensing-Countywide [Forwarded from the A&F Committee] [PAGES 86-87]
 

  
21. Sheriff's Department Grant Position Pick Up Request [Forwarded from the A&F Committee] 

[PAGES 89-93]
 

  

22. An Ordinance Amending the Fiscal Year 2010-2011 General Fund Annual Budget to 
appropriate $37,741 of General Fund Undesignated Fund Balance to Voter Registration for 
additional funding of part-time employment [Forwarded from the A&F Committee] [FIRST 
READING] [PAGES 95-96]

 

  
23. Review all Departments and determine possible consolidation and/or outsourcing and prioritize 

them  [Forwarded from the A&F Committee] [PAGE 98]
 

Third Reading Items
 

  

24. An Ordinance Authorizing the levying of ad valorem property taxes, which, together with the 
prior year's carryover and other State levies and any additional amount appropriated by the 
Richland County Council prior to July 1, 2010, will provide sufficient revenues for the 
operations of Richland County Government during the period from July 1, 2010 through June 
30, 2011 [PAGES 100-109]

 

Report Of Development And Services Committee
 

  25. Broad River Sewer Monthly User Fees [PAGES 111-113]
 

Report Of Administration And Finance Committee
 

  26. Benedict College SC HBCU Classic [PAGES 115-117]
 

  27. Coroner Budget Amendment for 2010-2011 [PAGES 119-121]
 

  28. Palmetto Capital City Classic Funding [PAGES 123-124]
 

Report Of Economic Development Committee
 

  29. Lower Richland Sewer Update 
 

Other Items
 

  30. Regional Sustainability Plan MOU [PAGES 129-134]
 

Citizen's Input
 

  31. Must Pertain to Items Not on the Agenda 
 

Executive Session
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Motion Period
 

  

32. a.   When vacancies are identified on Richland County Boards and/or Commissions that require 
actions of County Council to fill, the Clerk assigned to advertise and process applications for 
these positions will notify the Executive Director and/or Chairman of the Board of the agency, 
Board or Commission either by telephone, email or regular mail prior to posting the public 
announcement of the vacancy.  (Rules & Appointments Committee) [PEARCE] 
 
b.   Council retain professional services to assist with the redistricting process [MANNING] 
 
c.    Revisit Councilwoman Hutchinson's motion earlier this year to return $5.00 to all citizens 
paying for garbage service as no action has been taken to resolve the issue of yard clippings and 
such being removed at a measured rate over a spectrum of time [MANNING]

 

Adjournment
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Regular Session:  September 21, 2010 [PAGES 6-13]

Item# 1
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   MINUTES OF 
 

 
 

      RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
     REGULAR SESSION 

    TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 2010 
      6:00 p.m. 

 
In accordance with the Freedom of Information Act, a copy of the agenda was sent to 
radio and TV stations, newspapers, persons requesting notification, and was posted on 

the bulletin board located in the lobby of the County Administration Building. 
============================================================= 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 
Chair   Paul Livingston 
Vice Chair  Damon Jeter 
Member  Gwendolyn Davis Kennedy 
Member  Joyce Dickerson 
Member  Valerie Hutchinson 
Member  Norman Jackson 
Member  Bill Malinowski 
Member  Jim Manning 
Member  L. Gregory Pearce, Jr. 
Member  Kit Smith 
Member  Kelvin Washington 
 
OTHERS PRESENT – Michielle Cannon-Finch, Milton Pope, Tony McDonald, Sparty 
Hammett, Roxanne Ancheta, Randy Cherry, Stephany Snowden, Tamara King, Larry 
Smith, Daniel Driggers, David Hoops, Quinton Epps, Dale Welch, John Hixson, Amelia 
Linder, Anna Almeida, Sara Salley, Valeria Jackson, Tiaa Rutherford, Andy Metts, Ray 
Peterson, John Cloyd, Jenetha Randle, Sharon Kimpson, Liz McDonald, Monique 
Walters, Michelle Onley 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

 
The meeting was called to order at approximately 6:02 p.m. 

 
INVOCATION 

 
The Invocation was given by the Honorable Kit Smith 

 
 

 

Attachment number 1
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Richland County Council 
Regular Session  
Tuesday, September 21, 2010 
Page Two 
 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by the Honorable Kit Smith 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

Regular Session:  September 7, 2010 – Ms. Hutchinson moved, seconded by Mr. 
Jeter, to approve the minutes as submitted.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 
Mr. Pope stated that an additional item entitled:  “Neighborhood Planning Conference” 
needed to be added under the Report of the County Administrator.   
 
Mr. Manning stated that the page #s for Item #17 were incorrect.  The correct page #s 
were pp. 72-73. 
 
Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to adopt the agenda as amended.  The 
vote in favor was unanimous.  
 

REPORT OF THE COUNTY ATTORNEY FOR EXECUTIVE SESSION MATTERS 
 

a. Darrel’s vs. Richland County – No action was taken. 
 
b. Solid Waste Contractual Matter – No action was taken. 

 
CITIZENS’ INPUT 

(For Items on the Agenda Not Requiring a Public Hearing) 
 

No one signed up to speak. 
 
POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE – Mr. Livingston recognized Ms. Sharon Pierre and 
her children from Trinidad West Indies. 
 

REPORT OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 
 
Strategic Plan Update – Mr. Pope stated that the 2nd Quarterly Report of the Strategic 
Plan was forwarded to Council.  Mr. Pope requested that any comments or suggestions 
regarding this information be forwarded to staff. 
 
Employee Recognition – Mr. Pope recognized Ms. Jenetha Randle on her retirement 
from Richland County after 30 years of service.  
 
Lower Richland Sewer Update – Mr. Pope stated this item would be taken up under 
the Report of the Economic Development Committee. 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 2 of 8

Item# 1
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Richland County Council 
Regular Session  
Tuesday, September 21, 2010 
Page Three 

 
 
Neighborhood Planning Conference – Ms. Tiaa Rutherford stated that the 
Neighborhood Planning Conference will be held on October 2, 8:30 a.m.-2:00 p.m. at the 
State Archives Building on Parklane Road.  There will be three keynote speakers:  
Richland County Council Chair Paul Livingston, Mayor Steve Benjamin and Sheriff Leon 
Lott. 
 

REPORT OF THE CLERK OF COUNCIL 
 
Chamber of Commerce Annual Gala – Ms. Finch stated that the Chamber of 
Commerce Gala will be held September 29. 
 
Urban League – Ms. Finch stated that the Columbia Urban League Dinner will be held 
October 26 at the Convention Center, 6:00 p.m.—Reception; 7:00—Dinner. 
 

SCAC Classes – Ms. Finch stated the SC Association of Counties Fall meeting of the 
County Council Coalition will be held Friday, October 15th at Embassy Suites.  Institute of 
Government classes will be held on October 14th. 
 
Pride Movement Plaque – Ms. Finch stated that the SC Pride Movement presented 
Councilman Manning on behalf of Richland County Council with a plaque honoring 
Richland County as a Community Partner of the Year. 
 
NAMI – Ms. Finch stated that Council received an invitation from NAMI to attend a 
National Day of Prayer for Recovery.  The event will be held October 5th, 11:45 a.m.-1:00 
p.m. at the Ebenezer Lutheran Church, 1301 Richland Street. 
 
Transitions – Ms. Finch stated that Council received an invitation from the Midlands 
Housing Alliance to attend Transitions Cornerstone Ceremony on October 6 at the Holy 
Trinity Creek Orthodox Church Fellowship Hall, 1931 N. Sumter Street; 8:00 a.m.—
Continental Breakfast; 8:30-9:30 a.m.—Program. 
 
Patients Choice Awards – Ms. Finch stated that Council received an invitation and 
funding request regarding the 5th Annual Patients Choice Awards Banquet.  The event 
will be held November 12, 7:00 p.m. at the Brookland Banquet and Conference Center. 
 

REPORT OF THE CHAIRMAN 
 
National Community Planning Month Proclamation – Mr. Jeter moved, seconded by 
Ms. Dickerson, to accept the proclamation naming October National Community 
Planning Month.  A discussion took place. 
 
POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE – Ms. Dickerson thanked all of those who attended 
her book signing. 
 

 
 

Attachment number 1
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Richland County Council 
Regular Session  
Tuesday, September 21, 2010 
Page Four 

 
 

PRESENTATION 
 

Columbia Home Builders Association:  Cory Lorick – Mr. Cory Lorick gave a brief 
overview of the C-Core Mentoring Program. 
 

APPROVAL OF CONSENT ITEMS 
 

• An Ordinance authorizing the County to execute and deliver a Master Park 
Agreement for the creation and maintenance of a multicounty business or 
industrial park between Richland County, South Carolina, and Fairfield 
County, South Carolina; and other related matters [THIRD READING] 

• An Ordinance authorizing Richland County, South Carolina to issue, from 
time to time or at one time, in one or more issues or series, its revenue 
bonds, in an aggregate principal amount not to exceed $20,000,000 (the 
“Bonds”), the proceeds of which will be used to finance the acquisition, 
construction and renovation of certain property to be used in connection 
with the Eastover, South Carolina Mill of International Paper Company, 
consisting of capital improvements, including, but not limited to, any 
recovery zone property, pulp mill and power facilities, paper production 
facilities and related facilities, at the mill pursuant to Section 4-29-10 Et  
Seq. of the 1976 Code of Laws of South Carolina, as amended; authorizing 
the execution and delivery of a contract of purchase providing for the 
issuance, sale and purchases of such bonds; and authorizing the issuance 
of the bonds and the execution of necessary documents and the taking of 
any other action necessary to be taken by Richland County, South Carolina 
to cause the issuance and sale of such bonds [THIRD READING] 

• An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 
17, Motor Vehicles and Traffic; Article II, General Traffic and Parking 
Regulations; Section 17-9, through truck traffic prohibited; Subsection (A);  
so as to prohibit through truck traffic and N. Donar Drive and Prima Drive in 
Richland County, South Carolina [THIRD READING] 

• 10-20MA, Capital Development Partners, LLC, Mark James, M-1 to GC (1.02 
Acres), Bluff Rd. & Blair St., 11115-06-03 [THIRD READING] 

• 10-21MA, Lexington Land Development Co., LLC, Benjamin Kelly, HI to GC 
(4.05 Acres), Clemson Rd. & Longreen Parkway, 17400-05-30 & 31 [THIRD 
READING] 

• 10-22MA, Waffle House, Butch Baur, HI to GC (.349 Acres), Bluff Rd., 11283-
10-01 [THIRD READING] 

• An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 
26, Land Development; Article II, Rules of Construction; Definitions; 
Section 26-22, Definitions; so as to define dormitories, hotels, motels, 
transient lodging, and primary campus [THIRD READING] 

• An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 
23, Taxation; Article VI, Local Hospitality Tax; Section 23-69, Distribution of  

 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 4 of 8

Item# 1
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Richland County Council 
Regular Session  
Tuesday, September 21, 2010 
Page Five 

 
 
Funds; Subsection (3); and Section 23-71, Oversight and Accountability; so 
as to improve accountability of Hospitality Tax Agencies [THIRD READING] 

• An Ordinance Amending the Fiscal Year 2010-2011 General Fund Annual 
Budget to appropriate $211,347 of General Fund Undesignated Fund 
Balance to Non Departmental for Grant Match Funds based on Attachment 
A [SECOND READING] 

 
Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to approve the consent items.  The 
vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

REPORT OF ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 
 

Establish an Ad-Hoc Committee to work with the City of Columbia to make a 
recommendation on an ordinance to restrict operating hours of establishments 
that serve alcohol – Ms. Dickerson stated that the committee recommended deferring 
this item in the Administration & Finance committee.  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

REPORT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
 
Lower Richland Sewer Update – Mr. Pearce stated that the committee recommended 
deferring this item until the September 28th Special Called Council meeting contingent 
upon the information being made available by September 24th.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
 

REPORT OF RULES AND APPOINTMENTS COMMITTEE 
 

I. NOTIFICATION OF APPOINTMENTS 
 

a. Midlands Workforce Development Board—6 – Mr. Malinowski 
stated that the committee recommended retaining this item in 
committee until Ms. Bonnie Austin reports back to the committee. 

 
II. DISCUSSION FROM RULES AND APPOINTMENTS COMMITTEE 
 

a. Attorney General’s Opinion Re:  Voter’s Registration and 
Election Commission – Mr. Malinowski stated that the committee 
retained this item in committee. 

 
b. Bonding attorneys are to limit their presentations to answering 

the question asked and only providing the facts of a specific 
bond.  They are not to provide support for or forecast possible 
future need for the item the bond is being sought.  No personal 
opinion or interjection is to be given [MALINOWSKI] – Mr.  

 

Attachment number 1
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Richland County Council 
Regular Session  
Tuesday, September 21, 2010 
Page Six 

 
Malinowski stated that the committee recommended that the 
Administrator, in concert with the County Attorney, will advise all  
outside counsel to refrain from providing their personal opinion during 
their presentation.  A discussion took place. 

 
Ms. Smith made a substitute motion, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to table 
this item.  The vote was in favor. 

 
c. Clarification of the Rule regarding motions during the Special 

Called Meeting [MALINOWSKI] – Mr. Malinowski stated that the 
committee recommended that Council abide by the current Council 
Rules and that the agenda will only include:  Call to Order, Invocation, 
Item(s) for Action and Adjournment. 

 
d. Financial System Access for Council members [WASHINGTON] – 

Mr. Malinowski stated that the committee retained this item in 
committee pending further information from staff.  The vote was in 
favor. 

 
OTHER ITEMS 

 
Village at Sandhill Extension – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Ms. Hutchinson, to 
approve this item.  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

CITIZEN’S INPUT 
(Must Pertain to Items Not on the Agenda) 

 
Mr. Don Gordon spoke regarding his garbage service. 
 

Council recessed at 7:06 p.m. to hold the Special Called  
Zoning Public Hearing and  reconvened at 7:16 pm. 

 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 

 
=================================================================== 
Council went into Executive Session at approximately 6:12 p.m. and came out at 
approximately 6:29 p.m. 
=================================================================== 
 

a. Darrel’s vs. Richland County – No action was taken. 
 
b. Solid Waste Contractual Matter – No action was taken. 
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Richland County Council 
Regular Session  
Tuesday, September 21, 2010 
Page Seven 

 
 

MOTION PERIOD 
 

Cabin Creek Road—Bridge Signs [WASHINGTON] – This item was referred to the 
D&S Committee. 
 
Resolution acknowledging October 3-9 National Mental Illness Awareness Week – 
Mr. Washington moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to adopt a resolution 
acknowledging October 3-9 as National Mental Illness Awareness Week. 
 
Move that Council reduce the Hospitality Tax by ½ penny [HUTCHINSON] – This 
item was referred to the A&F Committee. 
 
Richland County explore the benefits of accepting SCDOT roads into the County 
system.  Maintenance, resurfacing, etc. [JACKSON] – This item was referred to the 
D&S Committee. 
 
A motion to work with the City of Columbia to continue transportation services to 
Lexington County for at least 30-45 days until an amended agreement can be 
finalized between the City of Columbia, Lexington County and Richland County. 
[DICKERSON] – Ms. Dickerson moved for unanimous consent of this item.  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
 
Garbage Service Pick-Up Procedures [MALINOWSKI] – Mr. Malinowski moved for 
unanimous consent to send this item to committee.  The vote in favor was unanimous.  
This item was referred to the D&S Committee. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 7:46 p.m. 
 

 
 

________________________________ 
Paul Livingston, Chair 

 
 
 

 
________________________________   _____________________________ 
Damon Jeter, Vice-Chair       Gwendolyn Davis Kennedy 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________  ___________________________ 
Joyce Dickerson     Valerie Hutchinson 
 

Attachment number 1
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Richland County Council 
Regular Session  
Tuesday, September 21, 2010 
Page Eight 

 
 
 
__________________________________  ____________________________ 
Norman Jackson     Bill Malinowski 
 
 
 
__________________________________  ____________________________ 
Jim Manning      L. Gregory Pearce, Jr. 
 
 
 
_________________________________  _____________________________ 
Kit Smith       Kelvin E. Washington, Sr. 
 
 
 
The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley 

Attachment number 1
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Special Called Zoning Public Hearing:  September 21, 2010 [PAGES 15-16]

Item# 2
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MINUTES OF 
 

 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
SPECIAL CALLED ZONING PUBLIC HEARING   

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 2010 
7:00 p.m. 

 
In accordance with the Freedom of Information Act, a copy of the agenda was sent to 
radio and TV stations, newspapers, persons requesting notification, and was posted on 

the bulletin board located in the lobby of the County Administration Building. 
============================================================= 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 
Chair  Paul Livingston 
Vice Chair Damon Jeter 
Member Gwendolyn Davis Kennedy 
Member Joyce Dickerson 
Member Valerie Hutchinson 
Member Norman Jackson  
Member Bill Malinowski 
Member Jim Manning 
Member L. Gregory Pearce, Jr. 
Member Kit Smith 
Member Kelvin E. Washington, Sr. 
 
OTHERS PRESENT:  Michielle Cannon-Finch, Anna Almeida, Amelia Linder, 
Suzie Haynes, Milton Pope, Tony McDonald, Sparty Hammett, Tamara King, 
David Hoops, Quinton Epps, Randy Cherry, Monique Walters, Michelle Onley 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 

The meeting was called to order at approximately 7:06 p.m. 
 

ADDITIONS/DELETIONS TO AGENDA 
 

Ms. Almeida stated that the coversheet should be entitled  
“Special Called Zoning Public Hearing.” 

 

Attachment number 1
Page 1 of 2

Item# 2
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Richland County Council  
Special Called Zoning Public Hearing   
Tuesday, September 21, 2010 
Page Two 
 

 
TEXT AMENDMENT 

 

An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 26, 
Land Development; so as to adopt the new firm maps with effective dates of 
September 29, 2010, and other updates as required by FEMA to maintain the 
National Flood Insurance Program 
 
Mr. Livingston opened the floor to the public hearing. 
 
No one signed up to speak. 
 
The floor to the public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to adopt the new proposed language:  
“Watercourse alterations and maintenance.  In addition to the notifications required for 
watercourse alterations per Section 26-36 (a) (2) c., a maintenance requirement will be 
included in Floodplain Development Permits whenever a watercourse is altered or 
relocated within a Special Flood Hazard Area.  Such maintenance activities shall ensure 
that the flood-carrying capacity of the watercourse is not diminished, and shall consist of 
periodic inspections, and routine channel clearing and dredging, or other related 
functions.  In addition, the permittee shall keep a written record describing all 
maintenance activities performed, the frequency of performance, and the name of the 
person(s) responsible for such maintenance and provide copies to the Flood 
Coordinator.  The Flood Coordinator shall keep permitting records on file for FEMA 
inspection.”  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 7:16 p.m. 
 

       Submitted respectfully by,  
 
       Paul Livingston 
       Chair 
 
 
The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley 

Attachment number 1
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MINUTES OF 
 

 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
ZONING PUBLIC HEARING   

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 2010 
7:00 p.m. 

 
In accordance with the Freedom of Information Act, a copy of the agenda was sent to 
radio and TV stations, newspapers, persons requesting notification, and was posted on 

the bulletin board located in the lobby of the County Administration Building. 
============================================================= 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 
Chair  Paul Livingston 
Vice Chair Damon Jeter 
Member Gwendolyn Davis Kennedy 
Member Joyce Dickerson 
Member Valerie Hutchinson 
Member Norman Jackson  
Member Bill Malinowski 
Member Jim Manning 
Member L. Gregory Pearce, Jr. 
Member Kit Smith 
Member Kelvin E. Washington, Sr. 
 
OTHERS PRESENT:  Michielle Cannon-Finch, Anna Almeida, Amelia Linder, 
Suzie Haynes, Milton Pope, Tony McDonald, Sparty Hammett, Roxanne 
Ancheta, Randy Cherry, Stephany Snowden, Tamara King, David Hoops, 
Quinton Epps, Geo Price, John Hixson, Larry Smith, Jesse Johnson, Brian Cook, 
Andy Metts, Ray Peterson, Monique Walters, Michelle Onley 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 

The meeting was called to order at approximately 7:09 p.m. 
 

ADDITIONS/DELETIONS TO AGENDA 
 

There were no additions or deletions to the agenda. 

Attachment number 1
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Richland County Council  
Zoning Public Hearing   
Tuesday, September 28, 2010 
Page Two 
 

 
 

MAP AMENDMENTS 
 

10-23MA, Cynthia South, RS-LD to RS-MD (8.18 Acres), Brevard St. & Jefferson 
Allen Dr., 07306-05-15 & 07306-04-05/21/24 
 
Mr. Livingston opened the floor to the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Jerry Douglas and Ms. Jan Warr spoke against this item. 
 
Ms. Cynthia South spoke in favor of this item. 
 
The floor to the public hearing was closed. 
 
Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to give First Reading approval to this 
item.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
10-24MA, Lexington Land Development Co., LLC, Benjamin E. Kelly, Jr., HI to GC 
(1.65 Acres), Clemson Rd. & Farrow Rd., 17400-04-02/06/11 
 
Mr. Livingston opened the floor to the public hearing. 
 
The applicant chose not to speak at this time. 
 
The floor to the public hearing was closed. 
 
Ms. Kennedy moved, seconded by Mr. Washington, to give First Reading approval to 
this item.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
1025MA, Josh Williamson, PDD to RC (2.35 Acres), 11315 & 11325 Garners Ferry 
Rd., 35200-09-06 & 60 
 
Mr. Livingston opened the floor to the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Josh Williamson spoke in favor of this item. 
 
The floor to the public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to deny the re-zoning request.  The 
vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

TEXT AMENDMENT 
 

An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 26, 
Land Development; Article IV, Amendments and Procedures; Section 26-54, 
Subdivision Review and Approval; Subsection (B); so as to correct the section 
reference for the adopted Flood Insurance Rate Map 

Attachment number 1
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Richland County Council  
Zoning Public Hearing   
Tuesday, September 28, 2010 
Page Three 
 
 
Mr. Livingston opened the floor to the public hearing. 
 
No one signed up to speak. 
 
The floor to the public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Ms. Hutchinson, to give First Reading approval to 
this item.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 7:24 p.m. 
 

       Submitted respectfully by,  
 
       Paul Livingston 
       Chair 
 
 
The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley 

Attachment number 1
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   MINUTES OF 
 

 
 

      RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
     SPECIAL CALLED MEETING 

    TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 2010 
      Immediately Following ZPH 

 
In accordance with the Freedom of Information Act, a copy of the agenda was sent to 
radio and TV stations, newspapers, persons requesting notification, and was posted on 

the bulletin board located in the lobby of the County Administration Building. 
============================================================= 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 
Chair   Paul Livingston 
Vice Chair  Damon Jeter 
Member  Joyce Dickerson 
Member  Gwendolyn Davis Kennedy 
Member  Valerie Hutchinson 
Member  Norman Jackson 
Member  Bill Malinowski 
Member  Jim Manning 
Member  L. Gregory Pearce, Jr. 
Member  Kit Smith 
Member  Kelvin Washington 
 
OTHERS PRESENT – Michielle Cannon-Finch, Milton Pope, Tony McDonald, Sparty 
Hammett, Roxanne Ancheta, Randy Cherry, Stephany Snowden, Tamara King, Larry 
Smith, Andy Metts, Ray Peterson, Amelia Linder, Quinton Epps, David Hoops, Dale 
Welch, Monique Walters, Michelle Onley 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

 
The meeting was called to order at approximately 7:29 p.m. 

 
INVOCATION 

 
The Invocation was given by the Honorable Damon Jeter 
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Page 1 of 5

Item# 4

Page 22 of 136



Richland County Council 
Special Called  
Tuesday, September 28, 2010 
Page Two 
 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by the Honorable Damon Jeter 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 
Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Washington, to adopt the agenda as distributed.  
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

REPORT OF THE COUNTY ATTORNEY FOR EXECUTIVE SESSION MATTERS 
 

a. Transportation Tax Referendum Public Hearing – Mr. Manning moved, 
seconded by Mr. Jackson, to receive the briefing in open session. 

 
Mr. Smith stated that the public hearing on this item would be held October 
13, 2010, 5:30-7:30 p.m. in Council Chambers. 

 
CITIZENS’ INPUT 

 
No one signed up to speak. 
 

REPORT OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 
 
No report was given. 
 

REPORT OF THE CLERK OF COUNCIL 
 
No report was given. 
 

REPORT OF THE CHAIRMAN 
 

No report was given. 
 

THIRD READING 
 

An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 26, 
Land Development; Section 26-22; Definitions; Section 26-35, Richland County 
Planning and Development Services Department; and Section 26-106, FP 
Floodplain Overlay District; so as to adopt new firm maps with effective dates of 
September 29, 2010, and other updates as required by FEMA in order to maintain 
the National Flood Insurance Program within Richland County – Mr. Jeter moved, 
seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to approve this item.  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote was in favor. 
 
Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to reconsider this item.  The motion 
for reconsideration failed. 
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Richland County Council 
Special Called  
Tuesday, September 28, 2010 
Page Three 

 
 

REPORT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
 

Lower Richland Sewer Update – Mr. Washington moved, seconded by Ms. 
Hutchinson, to schedule a work session on October 5th from 3:30-6:00 p.m. and invite 
representatives from Palmetto Utilities and the City of Columbia to be present at said 
work session.  A discussion took place. 
 
Mr. Malinowski made a substitute motion, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to direct staff to 
engage Palmetto Utilities to begin negotiations to modify the current contract to include 
Lower Richland. 
 
Ms. Smith offered the following amendment:  that the contract would meet these three 
principles:  (1) acceptance of the Eastover Plant to keep the rates low in the Northwest; 
(2) service to all identified communities with environmental challenges as a result of their 
septic systems; and (3) a way to deal with the pump installation or conversion to gravity 
flow. 
 

For   Against 
Malinowski  Pearce 
Jackson  Jeter 
Hutchinson  Livingston 
Manning  Dickerson 
Kennedy  Washington 
   Smith 

 
The substitute motion failed. 
 

For   Against 
Pearce   Malinowski 
Jackson  Kennedy 
Hutchinson  Manning 

  Jeter 
  Livingston 
  Dickerson 
  Washington 
  Smith 
 
The vote was in favor of the motion to schedule a work session for October 5th. 
 
Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to proceed and enter into a MOU with 
the City of Columbia to regarding sewer service in Lower Richland.  The vote in favor 
was unanimous.  
 
Ms. Smith moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to reconsider the previous motion. 
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Richland County Council 
Special Called  
Tuesday, September 28, 2010 
Page Four 

 
 
For   Against 
Pearce   Livingston 
Malinowski   
Jackson   
Hutchinson 
Jeter 
Dickerson 
Kennedy 
Manning 
Washington 
Smith 

 
The motion to reconsider passed. 
 
The Chair called for a hand vote and subsequently ruled that the motion to enter into a 
MOU with the City of Columbia to provide service to Lower Richland failed. 
 

CITIZEN’S INPUT 
 

No one signed up to speak. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 9:11 p.m. 
 

 
 
 

________________________________ 
Paul Livingston, Chair 

 
 
 

 

________________________________   _____________________________ 
Damon Jeter, Vice-Chair       Gwendolyn Davis Kennedy 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________  ___________________________ 
Joyce Dickerson     Valerie Hutchinson 
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Richland County Council 
Special Called  
Tuesday, September 28, 2010 
Page Five 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________  ____________________________ 
Norman Jackson     Bill Malinowski 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________  ____________________________ 
Jim Manning      L. Gregory Pearce, Jr. 
 
 
 
_________________________________  _____________________________ 
Kit Smith       Kelvin E. Washington, Sr. 
 

 
 
The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley 
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

FN Manufacturing vs. Richland County 
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

For Items on the Agenda Not Requiring a Public Hearing 
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

a.   Richland Memorial Hospital's Annual Fall Luncheon 
 
b.   Midlands Technical College Oyster Roast & Shrimp Boil, October 28, 6-8 p.m., MTC Center of Excellence for 
Technology Patio 
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

10-23MA 
Cynthia South 
RS-LD to RS-MD (8.18 Acres) 
Brevard St. & Jefferson Allen Dr. 
07306-05-15 & 07306-04-05/21/24 [SECOND READING] [PAGE 31]
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10-23 MA – Brevard Street & Jefferson Allen Drive 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY COUNCIL OF RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO. ___-10HR 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF RICHLAND COUNTY, SOUTH 
CAROLINA, AMENDING THE ZONING MAP OF UNINCORPORATED RICHLAND 
COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA, TO CHANGE THE ZONING DESIGNATION FOR THE REAL 
PROPERTIES DESCRIBED AS TMS # 07306-05-15 AND TMS # 07306-04-05/21/24 FROM RS-
LD (RESIDENTIAL, SINGLE-FAMILY – LOW DENSITY DISTRICTS) TO RS-MD 
(RESIDENTIAL, SINGLE-FAMILY – MEDIUM DENSITY DISTRICTS); AND PROVIDING 
FOR SEVERABILITY AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE.   

 
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 Zoning Map of unincorporated Richland County is hereby amended to change the real 
properties described as TMS # 07306-05-15 and TMS # 07306-04-05/21/24 from RS-LD 
(Residential, Single-Family – Low Density District) zoning to RS-MD (Residential, Single-Family – 
Medium Density District) zoning. 
 
Section II.  Severability. If any section, subsection, or clause of this Ordinance shall be deemed to be 
unconstitutional, or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and clauses 
shall not be affected thereby. 
 
Section III.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with 
the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 
Section IV.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective from and after ___________, 2010. 
 

  RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 
      By:  ________________________________ 
              Paul Livingston, Chair 
 
Attest this ________ day of 
 
_____________________, 2010. 
 
_____________________________________ 
Michielle R. Cannon-Finch 
Clerk of Council 
 
 
Public Hearing: September 28, 2010 
First Reading:  September 28, 2010 
Second Reading: October 5, 2010 (tentative) 
Third Reading:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

10-24MA 
Lexington Land Development Co., LLC 
Benjamin E. Kelly, Jr. 
HI to GC (1.65 acres) 
Clemson Rd. & Farrow Rd. 
17400-04-02/06/11 [SECOND READING] [PAGE 33]
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10-24 MA – Clemson Road & Farrow Road 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY COUNCIL OF RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO. ___-10HR 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF RICHLAND COUNTY, SOUTH 
CAROLINA, AMENDING THE ZONING MAP OF UNINCORPORATED RICHLAND 
COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA, TO CHANGE THE ZONING DESIGNATION FOR THE 
REAL PROPERTIES DESCRIBED AS TMS # 17400-04-02/06/11 FROM HI (HEAVY 
INDUSTRIAL DISTRICTS) TO GC (GENERAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS); AND 
PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE.   

 
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 Zoning Map of unincorporated Richland County is hereby amended to change the 
real properties described as TMS # 17400-04-02/06/11 from HI (Heavy Industrial District) 
zoning to GC (General Commercial District) zoning. 
 
Section II.  Severability. If any section, subsection, or clause of this Ordinance shall be deemed 
to be unconstitutional, or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, 
and clauses shall not be affected thereby. 
 
Section III.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict 
with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 
Section IV.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective from and after ___________, 2010. 
 

  RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 
      By:  ________________________________ 
              Paul Livingston, Chair 
Attest this ________ day of 
 
_____________________, 2010. 
 
_____________________________________ 
Michielle R. Cannon-Finch 
Clerk of Council 
 
 
Public Hearing: September 28, 2010 
First Reading:  September 28, 2010 
Second Reading: October 5, 2010 (tentative) 
Third Reading:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 26, Land Development; Article IV, 
Amendments and Procedures; SEction 26-54, Subdivision Review and Approval; Subsection (B); so as to correct the 
section reference for the adopted flood insurance rate map [SECOND READING] [PAGE 35]
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  DRAFT 
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 
ORDINANCE NO.  ___10HR 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RICHLAND COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES; 
CHAPTER 26, LAND DEVELOPMENT; ARTICLE IV, AMENDMENTS AND PROCEDURES; 
SECTION 26-54, SUBDIVISION REVIEW AND APPROVAL; SUBSECTION (B); SO AS TO 
CORRECT THE SECTION REFERENCE FOR THE ADOPTED FLOOD INSURANCE RATE 
MAP.  
 
Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution and the General Assembly of the State of South 
Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY: 

SECTION I.  The Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 26, Land Development; Article IV, 
Amendments and Procedures; Section 26-54, Subdivision Review and Approval; Subsection (b); is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

 
(b) Sketch (site) plans and plats to show flood limit lines as depicted on the current 

FIRM panel. All sketch (site) plans for subdivisions and plats submitted for approval 
pursuant to this section shall be prepared by a registered engineer or licensed 
surveyor and shall contain a delineation of all flood lines and floodway boundary 
lines, as shown on the County’s Flood Insurance Rate Map as adopted in Section 26-
105 26-106 (b). 

 
SECTION II.  If any section, subsection, or clause of this ordinance shall be deemed to be 
unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and clauses 
shall not be affected thereby. 
 
SECTION III.  All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of this ordinance 
are hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION IV.  This ordinance shall be effective from and after ______________, 2010. 
 
       RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 

    BY:__________________________ 
          Paul Livingston, Chair 

Attest this the _____ day of 
 
_________________, 2010 
 
__________________________________ 
Michielle R. Cannon-Finch 
Clerk of Council 
 
Public Hearing: September 28, 2010  
First Reading:  September 28, 2010 
Second Reading: October 5, 2010 (tentative) 
Third Reading:   
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Arcadia Lakes Floodplain Management Services Agreement [Forwarded from the D&S Committee] [PAGES 37-
40]

 

Notes

September 28, 2010 - The committee recommended that Council approve the Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) 
with the Town of Arcadia Lakes as presented by County staff.  This agreement will provide Floodplain Management 
Services including Flood Zone Verifications, Plan Review, and Floodplain Development Permits within their 
jurisdictions.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA  ) INTERGOVERMENTAL AGREEMENT 
) FOR FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

SERVICES 
 
This agreement, made and entered into in duplicate originals this _____ day of October, 2010, by and 
between the County of Richland, a body politic duly created and existing pursuant to the provisions 
of the S.C. Code Ann. § 4-9-10 et seq., (hereinafter referred to as “the County”), and the Town of 
Arcadia Lakes, a municipal corporation, created and existing pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 5-7-10 
et seq. (hereinafter referred to as “the Municipality ”); 
 
 W I T N E S S E T H: 
 
ARTICLE 1 – FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT SERVICES. 
 

WHEREAS, the Municipality wishes to perform Floodplain Management services consistent 
with Richland County Flood Damage Prevention Ordinances within its corporate limits and has 
adopted the County’s Flood Damage Prevention Ordinances and will adopt any future updates or 
revisions to these ordinances; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Municipality has limited staff for the performance of Floodplain 
Management services; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the County has staff to provide these services in the unincorporated parts of 
Richland County; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Municipality wishes to establish consistency with the County with regard to 
floodplain management; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the County has adopted and administers a comprehensive Floodplain 
Management Program for all areas under its jurisdiction; and 
 

WHEREAS, both parties hereto are authorized to enter into this agreement by virtue of the 
provisions of Section 4-9-40 of the South Carolina Code of Laws of 1976.  
 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises, and the mutual understanding and 
obligations hereinafter set forth, the parties hereto agree as follows: 
 
Section I – County Responsibilities 
 
A. Through its Department of Public Works, the County will provide Floodplain Management 
services as described herein for areas located within the corporate limits of the Municipality. 
 

All Floodplain Management services will be performed consistent with the County 
ordinances.  These services will include the following: 

 
• Flood Zone Verifications (FZV):  The County will perform FZV services as requested by 

the Municipality. 
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• Plan Review:  The County will review Plans for projects that include Special Flood Hazard 
Areas (SFHA) for compliance with the County floodplain management ordinances. 

• Floodplain Development Permits (FDP):  The County will evaluate FDP applications for 
compliance with County floodplain management ordinances.  FDP applications will be 
approved or not approved based on their compliance with the aforementioned ordinances. 

• Records Keeping:   FZV, Plans, and FDP applications and actions will be tracked by the 
County.  The Municipality will provide FZVs, Plans, and FDP applications to the County 
for review.  Once the application process is complete, the County will inform the applicant 
and the Municipality of the application result.  When required the Municipality will 
provide records of previous actions conducted on properties related to floodplain 
management services, including, but not limited to, substantial improvements. 

 
Section II – Municipal Responsibilities 
 
A. The Municipality will adopt ordinance(s) similar to Richland County Flood Damage 
Prevention Ordinances and agree to enforce floodplain management decisions rendered by the 
County and to notify the County if activities are conducted that are not in compliance with the 
Municipality’s or County’s floodplain ordinances. 
 
B. The Municipality will ensure that Municipality code inspectors document floodplain 
development requirements in accordance with applicable ordinances on all inspections and inform 
the County when inspections demonstrate non-compliance with those requirements. 
 
C. The Municipality will review initial submittals for Plans and FDPs to determine if a 
floodplain review is necessary.  The Municipality will provide FZVs, Plans, and FDP applications to 
the County for review, as necessary.  Once the application process is complete, the County will 
inform the applicant and the Municipality of the application result.  When required the Municipality 
will provide records of previous actions conducted on properties related to floodplain management 
services, including, but not limited to, substantial improvements. 
 
D. The Municipality agrees to funding requirements in Section III. 
 
E. The Municipality will assist the County in projects for flood hazard mitigation, water quality 
improvement, or other related projects in the Municipality or County. 
 
F. The Municipality will be responsible for all costs of any potential litigation involved with 
Richland County’s provision of Floodplain Management Services, to include legal fees and the 
cost of staff time to appear in court. 
 
Section III - Funding 
 
 The Municipality agrees to pay the County as follows:   
 

1) $15.00 per Flood Zone Verification issued. 
2) $250.00 per Plan reviewed.  
3) $250.00 per Floodplain Development Permit issued. 

 
The County will invoice the Municipality on a biannual basis (June through December). 
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Section IV – Right-of-Entry 
 
 For the term of this Agreement, the Municipality grants to the County the status of a 
designated representative of the Municipality for the purposes of implementing the items identified in 
this Agreement. 
 
Section V—Claims and Mediation of Defaults 
 
The Municipality and County covenant hereby to mediate in good faith any disagreements, claims, or 
defaults under this agreement prior to either party taking an action at law or in equity against the 
other. Each party will strive to perform its respective duties hereunder with due diligence and 
reasonable performance under law.  
 
 
ARTICLE 2 - GENERAL 
 
Section I– Severability 
 
 The provisions of this Agreement are to be considered joint and severable, such that the 
invalidity of any one section will not invalidate the entire agreement. 
 
Section II– Successors and Assigns 
 
 Whenever in this Agreement the Municipality or the County is named or referred to, it shall 
be deemed to include its/their successors and assigns and all covenants and agreements in this 
Agreement contained by or on behalf of the Municipality or the County shall bind and inure to the 
benefit of its/their successors and assigns whether so expressed or not. 
 
Section III – Extension of Authority 
 
 The parties agree that all authorizations, empowerments, and all rights, titles, and interest 
referred to or referenced to in this Agreement are intended to supplement the authority the County 
has or may have under any provision of law. 
 
Section IV – Termination by the County 
 

The County shall be entitled to terminate this Agreement, and the County shall be released 
from any obligations under this agreement if: (1) the County is rendered unable to charge or collect 
the applicable fees; or (2) the County Council acts to terminate this Agreement with the Municipality 
due to an adverse court decision affecting the intent of this Agreement; or (3) the County provides 
written notice to the Municipality at least thirty (30) days prior to the effective date of such 
termination.  Upon termination of the contract, obligation of the County to conduct the work 
described herein shall forthwith cease. 
 
Section V– Termination by the Municipality 
 

The Municipality shall be entitled to terminate this Agreement, and the County shall be 
released from any obligations under this agreement if: (1) the Municipality is rendered unable to pay 
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the applicable fees; or (2) the Town Council acts to terminate this Agreement with the County due to 
an adverse court decision affecting the intent of this Agreement; or (3) the Municipality provides 
written notice to the County at least thirty (30) days prior to the effective date of such termination.  
Upon termination of the contract, obligation of the County to conduct the work described herein shall 
forthwith cease. 

 
In the event the Municipality terminates this agreement, the County shall be entitled to 

continue to collect all applicable fees incurred by the Municipality for work that has been performed 
in advance of the termination date.  
 
Section VI– Insurance 
 
 For the duration of this Agreement, each party shall maintain a liability program adequate to 
meet at least the limits of the South Carolina Tort Claims Act. 
 
Section VII– Duration 
 
 The duration of this Agreement shall be for a term of five (5) years, and will be automatically 
renewed for a like term unless one of the parties to this Agreement gives written notice to the other 
parties of its intent to terminate.  
 
Section VIII– Previous Agreements 
 
 This agreement supersedes all previous agreements between the County and the Municipality 
covering provision of these services. 
 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused their names to be affixed as duly 
authorized, on the date first above written. 

 
WITNESSES:      COUNTY OF RICHLAND 
 
________________________________  By:  ________________________________ 
        Paul Livingston  
        County Council Chair  
________________________________ 
 
 
 
________________________________  TOWN OF ARCADIA LAKES 
 
       By:  ________________________________ 
________________________________   Richard W. Thomas, Jr. 

Mayor 
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Farmers Market Update [Forwarded from the D&S Committee] [PAGES 42-48]

 

Notes

September 28, 2010 - The committee recommended that Council direct staff to determine if the County can build a 
farmers market on the Richland County portion of the property and determine how much it would cost to include a 
possible public/private partnership.  The committee also directed staff to provide Council with a copy of the Joint 
Resolution from the South Carolina General Assembly and the agreement.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Farmers’ Market Items 
 

A. Purpose 
Council is requested to consider the two farmers’ market items currently before the 
D&S Committee, and provide direction to staff with regards to these items.       
 

B. Background / Discussion 
At the February 23, 2010 D&S Committee meeting, the Committee voted to defer and 
combine two farmers’ market items pending legislative approval of the proposed 
Joint Resolution. 
 
The Joint Resolution received passage on June 16, 2010.  The Joint Resolution 
clarifies that Richland County can continue to use the County’s existing stream of 
hospitality tax revenues to pay off the bonds issued by the County to acquire the tract 
of land that was intended for use as the new State Farmers’ Market.  This legislation 
also clarifies that the tract can be used for economic development purposes.  The 
Joint Resolution is attached below for your convenience. 

 
Because the Joint Resolution was approved, it is at this time that the following two 
farmers’ market items are back before the D&S Committee for consideration and 
direction. 
 
Item 1:   
The following occurred at the November 24, 2009 D&S Committee Meeting: 

 
Pineview Property Follow up – The committee recommended that this item be moved 
to the December Committee meeting as an action item.  Staff is to gather information 
on regional markets legislation / appropriations.  Mr. Jackson stated that he has 
information, including sketches, that he will provide to staff. 

  
The following information was obtained from the South Carolina Association of 
Counties regarding the regional markets legislation / appropriations. 

 
From: Josh Rhodes [mailto:Josh@scac.state.sc.us]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2009 2:31 PM 
To: Randy Cherry 
Subject: Regional Farmers' Market 
 
Mr. Cherry, 
  
Yesterday you called asking whether the state has made appropriations to regional 
farmer's markets, more specifically Richland County's.  The state has not made any 
such appropriation to the regional farmer's markets directly or through the 
Department of Agriculture.  In fiscal year 2006, the state appropriated funds, 
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including $15 million in Capital Reserve Funds, for the relocation of the state 
farmers' market.  The relocation was originally going to be within Richland County 
but in 2008, the legislature passed a resolution authorizing the relocation to be in 
Lexington County.  In that resolution, which is attached, the state allowed the 
Department of Agriculture to use the $15 million for the relocation to Lexington 
County.  The Department, through a public-private agreement, had enough capital to 
cover the cost of the relocation so they proposed to the legislature that the $15 million 
be used to aid regional farmers' markets.  In that same year the state saw severe 
revenue reductions so they recommitted the $15 million to the state general fund and 
did not move forward with the Department's proposal.  This was the only proposal to 
make state appropriations to regional farmers' markets, including Richland County's, 
and no such appropriations have been made.  I hope this helps and please let me know 
if I can be of any further assistance.   
  
http://www.scstatehouse.gov/sess117_2007-2008/bills/1066.htm 
  
Thanks, 
 Joshua C. Rhodes 
Staff Attorney, SC Association of Counties 
 
At the December 22, 2009 D&S Committee Meeting, the D&S Committee 
recommended that staff obtain cost figures and sketches regarding a Farmer’s Market 
on the Pineview Property.   
 
At the January 5, 2010 Council Meeting, Council deferred the item to the January 
19, 2010 Council Meeting.   
 
At the January 19, 2010 Council Meeting, Council rescinded the following action 
that was approved at the November 3, 2009 Council meeting:  “Council voted to 
suspend consideration of using public funds to invest in a Richland County farmers’ 
market, and to work with current local markets in promotional activities.”  This item 
was then forwarded to the February Development and Services Committee.   
 
At the February 23, 2010 D&S Committee Meeting, the committee voted to defer 
and combine this item with item #2 (below) pending legislative approval of a Joint 
Resolution which will allow the County to continue paying for the bonds used to 
purchase the property with hospitality tax money.   
 
Item 2:   
The following motion was made at the February 2, 2010 Council Meeting by 
Councilman Jackson:   
 
Explore utilizing the Shop Road/Pine View Road property (Farmers Market 
Land) with Public/Private partnership.  After spending so much of the people's 
money, we should not let this property sit, grow weeds and become an eyesore. 
This is a perfect opportunity to invite potential businesses and entrepreneurs to 
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come up with ideas and financing mechanism to fund and develop viable 
projects. We cannot afford to sit and wait and do nothing.  
 
This item was forwarded to the February Development and Services Committee.   
 
At the February 23, 2010 D&S Committee Meeting, the committee voted to defer 
and combine this item with item #1 (above) pending legislative approval of a Joint 
Resolution which will allow the County to continue paying for the bonds used to 
purchase the property with hospitality tax money.   

 
As previously stated, the Joint Resolution received passage on June 16, 2010.   
 
At the July 27, 2010 Special Called Council Meeting, Council requested staff meet 
with SCRA and give an update regarding these conversations to the D&S Committee 
in September.  Council also directed staff to receive any public proposals for this 
property.   
 
Staff has talked with SCRA, which has informed the County that they are currently 
soliciting proposals from interested firms who will assist the County and SCRA in the 
development of the Master Plan for the site.  SCRA will inform the County when the 
proposals have been received, and staff will update the Council at that time. 
 
Furthermore, no public proposals for the property have been presented to 
Administration at this time. 
 
Therefore, it is at this time that the aforementioned two farmers’ market items 
are back before the D&S Committee for consideration and direction. 

 
C. Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact associated with this request at this time, as further 
information and direction from Council will need to be obtained before a financial 
impact can be determined. 

 
D. Alternatives 

1. Provide direction to staff regarding the farmers’ market items. 
 
2. Do not provide direction to staff regarding the farmers’ market items at this time. 

 
E. Recommendation 

Council discretion. 
 
F. Reviews 

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers  Date:  9/16/10 
¨ Recommend Approval  ¨ Recommend Denial   

                   Comments regarding recommendation:  No recommendation required.  ROA  
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is requesting Council direction. 
 

Legal 
Reviewed by: Larry Smith  Date:   
¨ Recommend Approval  ¨ Recommend Denial   No Recommendation 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Council discretion 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: J. Milton Pope  Date:  9-22-10 
¨ Recommend Approval  ¨ Recommend Denial   
Comments regarding recommendation:  This item requires 
Committee/Council direction. 
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S*1190 (Rat #0227)  Joint Resolution, By Leatherman 
 
Similar(H 4506) 
A JOINT RESOLUTION TO MAKE CERTAIN FINDINGS BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY IN 
REGARD TO THE SETTLEMENT OF LITIGATION INVOLVING A SITE ACQUIRED BY THE 
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN RICHLAND COUNTY FOR THE PROPOSED STATE 
FARMERS' MARKET, AND TO CONFIRM AND VALIDATE THE USE OF SPECIFIC TRACTS 
OF LAND RECEIVED BY THE SOUTH CAROLINA RESEARCH AUTHORITY, AND RICHLAND 
COUNTY AS PART OF THE SETTLEMENT, AND THE USE OF CERTAIN REVENUES TO 
MEET OBLIGATIONS CONTINUING UNDER THE SETTLEMENT. - ratified title 
 
   02/17/10  Senate Introduced and read first time SJ-8 
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   06/15/10  House  Veto sustained Yeas-50  Nays-51 HJ-69 
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                     reconsider the vote whereby the Veto was sustained 
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A JOINT RESOLUTION TO MAKE CERTAIN FINDINGS BY THE 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY IN REGARD TO THE SETTLEMENT OF 
LITIGATION INVOLVING A SITE ACQUIRED BY THE STATE OF 
SOUTH CAROLINA IN RICHLAND COUNTY FOR THE PROPOSED 
STATE FARMERS' MARKET, AND TO CONFIRM AND VALIDATE 
THE USE OF SPECIFIC TRACTS OF LAND RECEIVED BY THE 
SOUTH CAROLINA RESEARCH AUTHORITY, AND RICHLAND 
COUNTY AS PART OF THE SETTLEMENT, AND THE USE OF 
CERTAIN REVENUES TO MEET OBLIGATIONS CONTINUING 
UNDER THE SETTLEMENT.  

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of South Carolina:  

Findings  

SECTION    1.    The General Assembly finds that:  

(1)    The Commissioner of Agriculture (commissioner) settled the case 
captioned as Richland County v. State of South Carolina and South 
Carolina Department of Agriculture, 2008-CP-40-5723, involving a 
dispute concerning ownership of approximately one hundred forty-six 
acres of land (tract) and formerly acquired for the proposed State 
Farmers' Market.  

(2)    In connection with the settlement, the commissioner entered 
into and executed a mutual consent order and other appropriate 
documents dismissing with prejudice the referenced case and any 
related claims that the State of South Carolina may have in connection 
therewith.  

(3)    In connection with the settlement, the commissioner transferred 
on behalf of the State approximately one hundred nine acres of the 
tract to the South Carolina Research Authority (SCRA) and 
approximately thirty-seven acres of the tract to Richland County.  

(4)    In connection with the settlement, the commissioner and 
Richland County agreed that clarification should be sought with respect 
to the use of the tract by the SCRA and the county.  
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Use of property  

SECTION    2.    The approximately one hundred nine acres of the tract 
transferred to the South Carolina Research Authority shall be used in 
accordance with the powers granted to the authority pursuant to its 
enabling act, as contained in Chapter 17, Title 13 of the 1976 Code, 
including, but not limited to, Section 13-17-70(5), and the 
approximately thirty-seven acres of the tract transferred to Richland 
County shall be used in accordance with the powers granted to 
Richland County pursuant to Section 4-9-30 of the 1976 Code, 
including, but not limited to, Section 4-9-30(2). Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the original acquisition of and continuing 
repayment of any outstanding obligations related to the tract 
constitute an authorized use of those revenues specified in Article 7, 
Chapter 1, Title 6 of the 1976 Code; however, once the original 
acquisition and all outstanding original obligations related to the tract 
are paid in full, revenues collected pursuant to Article 7, Chapter 1, 
Title 6 of the 1976 Code must be used only for the purposes set forth 
in Article 7, Chapter 1, Title 6 of the 1976 Code.  

Time effective  

SECTION    3.    This joint resolution takes effect upon approval by the 
Governor.  

Ratified the 25th day of May, 2010.  

Vetoed by the Governor -- 5/28/2010.  

Veto overridden by Senate -- 6/2/2010.  

Veto overridden by House -- 6/16/2010. -- T.  

----XX---- 
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 26, Land Development; Article IV, 
Amendments and Procedures; Section 26-54, Subdivision Review and Approval; Subsection (C), Processes; 
Paragraph (3), Major Subdivision Review; Subparagraph F., Bonded Subdivision Plan Review and Approval; so as to 
add a provision dealing with expired bonds [Forwarded from the D&S Committee] [TO TABLE] [PAGES 50-53]

 

Notes

September 28, 2010 - The committee recommended that Council table this item.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council Request for Action 
 

Subject: Minimum requirements for the completion of infrastructure. 
 
A. Purpose 

 
County Council is requested to consider amending Chapter 26 so as to create a provision 
disallowing additional projects for those developers who have allowed their bond to expire prior 
to the completion of all needed infrastructure for their current project.  

 
B. Background / Discussion 
 

On July 20, 2010, a motion was made, to the effect that “staff will work with the Home Builders 
Association to create an ordinance setting minimum requirements for the completion of 
infrastructure in new developments within a specified time frame after development has begun 
or has reached a certain percentage of completion.” County Council forwarded this request to 
the September D&S Committee agenda. 
 
Planning Staff have reviewed the current land development code and believe that the current 
language requiring a bond is sufficient: 
 

“The county protects these third parties and assures the orderly completion of the 
subdivision infrastructure by choosing to accept, in accordance with the provisions 
in Section 26-223 of this chapter, a bond, in an amount and with surety and 
conditions satisfactory to it, providing for and securing to the county the actual 
construction and installation of all improvements and utilities within a specified 
time period.” 

 
In addition, there is a provision that allows the County to complete the infrastructure 
improvements should the developer fail to do so: 
 

“If the developer fails to complete the bonded infrastructure improvements and 
submit a complete application for final subdivision plan approval within the 
specified time period, the county may proceed to collect the financial surety and 
assume responsibility for completing the required infrastructure improvements.”    

 
However, staff believes the required bond language can and should be strengthened so that the 
bond holder must not only give the County notice that a bond is about to expire, but must allow 
the County 60 days to respond to the notice before terminating the bond. This is something that 
staff will work on and does not require an ordinance amendment. 
 
Also, in talking with the Honorable Bill Malinowski, the attached ordinance amendment was 
discussed if the developer was under a bond that expired prior to the completion of all needed 
infrastructure for their current project. 
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C. Financial Impact 

 
None. 

 
D. Alternatives 

 
1. Direct staff to tighten bond requirements. 
2. Approve an ordinance amendment that would disallow a developer from starting another 

project until such time as a new bond has been put into place or all outstanding issues have 
been addressed with the Planning and or Public Works Department if the developer was 
under a bond that expired prior to the completion of all needed infrastructure for their 
current project. 

3. Approve both alternatives 1 & 2 above.  
4. Do not direct staff to tighten bond requirement and do not approve the ordinance 

amendment. 
 
E. Recommendation 

 
This request is at Council’s discretion.  

   
Recommended by:  The Honorable Bill Malinowski Date: July 20, 2010 

 
F. Approvals 

 
Planning and Development Services  

Reviewed by: Anna Ameida    Date: September 20, 2010 
 üRecommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: 
Revising the existing bond language to include a response time of sixty days will give 
staff adequate time to respond to the banks request. In addition prohibiting developers to 
proceed to other projects until such time as the existing projects are resolved will 
incentivize developers to keep their bonds from expiring and insure the infrastructure 
installation for lot purchasers. 
 

Public Works Department 
Reviewed by: David Hoops   Date:  

 X Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
PW recommends approval if the regulation requires the access to remain private and 
County maintenance cannot be acquired via Chap. 21-5 provisions. 

Finance 
Reviewed by Daniel Driggers   Date:  9/21/10 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Legal 

Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date:  
   Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Sparty Hammett   Date:  9/22/10 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

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

ORDINANCE NO.  ___-10HR 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RICHLAND COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES, 
CHAPTER 26, LAND DEVELOPMENT; ARTICLE IV, AMENDMENTS AND 
PROCEDURES; SECTION 26-54, SUBDIVISION REVIEW AND APPROVAL; 
SUBSECTION (C), PROCESSES; PARAGRAPH (3), MAJOR SUBDIVISION REVIEW; 
SUBPARAGRAPH F., BONDED SUBDIVISION PLAN REVIEW AND APPROVAL; SO AS 
ADD A PROVISION DEALING WITH EXPIRED BONDS.  

 
Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution and the General Assembly of the State of South 
Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY: 
 
SECTION I.  The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 26, Land Development; Article IV, 
Amendments and Procedures; Section 26-54, Subdivision review and approval; Subsection (c), 
Processes; Paragraph (3), Major subdivision review; Subparagraph f, Bonded subdivision plan review 
and approval; is hereby amended by adding a new clause to read as follows: 

 
8. If a bond expires prior to the completion of the infrastructure improvements, the 

developer shall not be allowed a permit for any other projects until such time as a 
new bond has been put into place or all outstanding issues have been addressed with 
the Planning Department.   

 
SECTION II.  Severability. If any section, subsection, or clause of this ordinance shall be deemed to be 
unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and clauses 
shall not be affected thereby. 
 
SECTION III.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with 
the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION IV.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be enforced from and after ___________, 2010. 
 
      RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 

    
 BY:______________________________ 

        Paul Livingston, Chair 
Attest this the _____ day of 
 
_________________, 2010 
 
______________________________________ 
Michielle R. Cannon-Finch 
Clerk of Council 
 
 
Public Hearing:  
First Reading:   
Second Reading:  
Third Reading:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Old Garners Ferry Road Bridge Repair [Forwarded from the D&S Committee] [PAGES 55-56]

 

Notes

September 28, 2010 - The committee recommended that Council approve the negotiated price to repair the bridge in 
the amount of $149,250.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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    Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Old Garners Ferry Road Bridge Repair 
 

A. Purpose 
 
County Council is requested to approve the negotiated bid price for the repair of the bridge 
located on Old Garners Ferry Road. 

 
 
B. Background / Discussion 
 

Old Garners Ferry Road is a county maintained road that connects Garners Ferry Road and Old 
Hopkins Road.  There are several businesses and residents located off of Old Garners Ferry 
Road.  In January of 2009, we got a notice from the SCDOT bridge inspection department to 
reduce the weight limit over the bridge due to some deterioration of the bridge over time.  In 
January 2010, we got another notice from the SCDOT bridge inspection unit stating the bridge 
had deteriorated even more over the past year and they recommended closing the bridge to 
through traffic at which point the County’s Public Works Department closed off the bridge.  The 
County hired Chao and Associates to design the repairs of the bridge with an estimated 
construction cost of $110,000.  The project was advertised and bid on June 29, 2010 and the 
lowest responsible, responsive bidder was Cherokee, Inc. with a bid of $184,985.  This was 
approximately $75,000 over the budget the Public Works Department had set for this project.  
Public Works negotiated with the low bidder and was able to come to an agreement on a price 
of $149,250.  This price is still approximately $39,250 over our original budget, but we do have 
the funds to cover the additional cost.  We believe the increased cost is due to the work involved 
in working directly below a pond dam. 

 
C. Financial Impact 
 

The financial impact to the County is $149,250 
 

D. Alternatives 
 
There are two alternatives that exist for this project and they are as follows:  

 
1. Approve the negotiated price and repair the bridge. 
2. Do not approve the negotiated price and keep the bridge closed. 

 
 
E. Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that County Council approve the negotiated price.  Public Works has the 
money in their budget. 
 
Recommended by: David Hoops, P.E. Department: Public Works Date:  9/15/2010 
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F. Reviews 
(Please SIGN your name, ü the appropriate box, and support your recommendation before routing.  Thank you!) 
 

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  9/21/10   

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

 
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 9/21/2010 
 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Sparty Hammett   Date:  9/21/10 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 26, Land Development; Article X, 
Subdivision Regulations; so as to add a new section that permits the subdivision of property to heirs of a deceased 
property owner, subject to an order of a Probate Court [Forwarded from the D&S Committee] [FIRST 
READING] [PAGES 58-61]

 

Notes

September 28, 2010 -- The committee recommended that Council approve an ordinance amending Chapter 26 of the 
Richland County Code of Ordinances so as to create a section providing a means for real property to be subdivided 
and transferred to heirs of deceased property owners, subject to an order of the Probate Court. The vote in favor was 
unanimous. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:  Richland County Council Members 
  
CC:  Sparty Hammett, Assistant County Administrator 
  Anna Almeida, Planning Director 

Geonard Price, Zoning Administrator  
 
FROM: Amelia R. Linder, Esq. 
   
DATE:  September 29, 2010 
 
RE: Subdivision of heir property 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Based on staffs’ recent meeting with Probate Judge, Amy McCulloch, and her recommendations, 
an amended ordinance is attached for your consideration. This amended ordinance accomplishes 
the same thing as the ordinance recommended by the Development and Services Committee, but 
is a more accurate representation of the probate process. 
 
Thank you, and please let me know if you have any questions.  
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 AMENDED DRAFT! 

1 
 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO.  ___10HR 
 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RICHLAND COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES; 
CHAPTER 26, LAND DEVELOPMENT; ARTICLE X, SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS; SO 
AS TO ADD A NEW SECTION THAT PERMITS THE SUBDIVISION OF PROPERTY TO 
HEIRS OF A DECEASED PROPERTY OWNER, SUBJECT TO AN ORDER OF A 
PROBATE COURT.  
 
Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution and the General Assembly of the State of 
South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND 
COUNTY: 
 
SECTION I.  The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 26, Land Development; Article 
X, Subdivision Regulations; is hereby amended by the addition of a new section, to read as 
follows: 

 
Sec. 26-224. Subdivision of heir property Division of real property to heirs of a decedent. 
 

(a) Purpose.  Real property held by a deceased person is frequently devised to other 
family members, and a probate estate is opened. Probate judges will ultimately 
issue an Order dividing oversee the division of all property of the deceased, 
including real property. However, probate judges sometimes have see the heirs’ 
difficulty in transferring real property to the heirs of the deceased due to the 
county’s land development regulations, especially as they apply to subdivisions 
and the need to construct paved roads and install sidewalks. The purpose of this 
section is to ease the burden of the Probate Court Richland County citizens and to 
reduce the expenses that heirs may be required to expend in settling the 
deceased’s estate. It also provides a means for real property to be subdivided and 
transferred to heirs of deceased property owners, subject to an order of the probate 
court.   

 
(b) Applicability.  The provisions of this section shall apply to all zoning districts.   

 
(c) Special requirements for private road subdivisions.   

 
(1) Review. Subdivision of heir property is subject to the minor subdivision 

review procedure found at Sec. 26-54(c)(2). All Planning Department 
subdivision plan review fees shall be waived; provided, however, all fees 
charged by DHEC (and collected by the Richland County Public Works 
Department) shall be paid by the applicant.   

 
(2) Roads.  Roads in subdivisions of heir property shall be exempt from the 

road paving requirements of Sec. 26-181 of this chapter, but shall not be 
exempt from any other road design requirement.  Roads in subdivisions of 
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 AMENDED DRAFT! 
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heir property shall not be eligible or accepted for county maintenance, 
which is otherwise provided pursuant to Section 21-5 of the Richland 
County Code of Ordinances, until they meet the road construction 
standards provided in Chapter 21 of the Richland County Code.  The 
roadway shall have a minimum right-of-way width of sixty-six (66) feet 
and minimum twenty (20) foot wide passable surface, which meets the 
standards established and set forth by the county engineer.  The 
subdivision documents shall include a conspicuous statement stating that 
improvements to the roadway without the approval of the county engineer 
are prohibited. 

 
(3) Sidewalks. Subdivisions of heir property shall be exempt from the 

sidewalk requirements of Sec. 26-179 of this chapter. 
 
(4) Size of lots.  Any and all lots created in a subdivision of heir property shall 

conform to the zoning district’s requirements.    
 

(5) Number of dwelling units.  Only one (1) dwelling unit shall be permitted 
on each lot.   

 
(6) E-911 requirements.  The road, and each lot, shall conform to the county’s 

E-911 system addressing and posting requirements.   
 

(d) Legal documents required.  An applicant for a subdivision of heir property shall 
submit:  
 
(1) A copy of the certificate of appointment from the probate court. 
 
(2) A copy of the probate court’s order that divides the property amongst the 

heirs, if there is one. 
 
(3) A copy of the will, if there is one. 
 
(4) The necessary legal documents that:  
 

a. Clearly provide permanent access to each lot. 
 
b. State that the county shall not be responsible for either construction 

or routine (i.e. recurring) maintenance of the private road. 
 

c. Clearly state that the parcels created by this process shall not be 
divided again, except in full compliance with all regulations in 
effect at the time. 

 
(5) A “Hold Harmless Agreement” as to Richland County.  
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All legal documents shall be provided in a form acceptable to the county legal 
department.  

 
 Secs. 26-225 – 26-250.  Reserved.    
 

SECTION II.  Severability. If any section, subsection, or clause of this ordinance shall be 
deemed to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, 
subsections, and clauses shall not be affected thereby. 
 
SECTION III.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in 
conflict with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 
 
SECTION IV.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective from and after _________, 
2010. 
 
       RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 

    BY:__________________________ 
          Paul Livingston, Chair 

Attest this the _____ day of 
 
_________________, 2010 
 
__________________________________ 
Michielle R. Cannon-Finch 
Clerk of Council 
 
RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE 
 
__________________________________ 
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only 
No Opinion Rendered As To Content 
 
First Reading:  October 5, 2010 (tentative) 
Public Hearing:  
Second Reading:  
Third Reading:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

AT&T Leased Line Connections-Countywide [Forwarded from the A&F Committee] [PAGES 63-64]

 

Notes

September 28, 2010 - The committee recommended that Council approve the request to continue leasing the lines 
from AT&T for an amount not to exceed $234,000.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  AT&T Leased Line Connections - Countywide 
 

A. Purpose 
 

County Council is requested to approve a purchase order to AT&T for the County’s leased line 
connections. 

 
A. Background / Discussion 

 
The Richland County Wide Area Network and Local Area Networks (WAN/LAN) currently 
consist of 40 servers and approximately 1100 PCs. These are dispersed across all county 
locations. These locations are connected primarily via leased lines. This purchase order covers 
those lines that are leased from AT&T that connect our remote sites to our main locations in 
addition to the trunk lines that provide phone service to County locations including the Sheriff’s 
Office. These lines are the heart and lungs of County provided services. Without them, there 
would be no phone service to most County locations, nor data connections that provide all 
county computer services. 
 
These are services that Richland County has been receiving from AT&T for over 13 years. The 
amount has changed from year to year as the network has expanded as additional County 
services are offered in new locations.  
 
These services were directly paid in previous years, but due to a change in our financial system, 
a purchase order is required to be able to pay for the services. 
 

 
B. Financial Impact 

 
There are sufficient funds in the account 1100187000.542100 designated for this request. 

 
C. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the request to continue leasing the lines from AT&T for an amount not to exceed 
$243,000.  This will allow the county to maintain phone and data services to all sites. 

 
2. Do not approve the request.  This would mean that connectivity to County offices would 

cease and prevent all County computer services and telephones from working. 
 
D. Recommendation 

 
Recommended by:  Janet Claggett Department:  Information Technology 
Date:  9/13/10 
 

Approve the request to continue leasing the lines from AT&T for an amount not to exceed 
$243,000.  This will allow the county to maintain phones and connectivity to remote sites. 
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F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 9/13/10    

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

 
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 9/13/10 
  þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:   J. Milton Pope   Date: 9-13-10 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Franchise Fees for Utilities [Forwarded from the A&F Committee] [TO TABLE] [PAGES 66-68]

 

Notes

September 28, 2010 - The committee recommended that Council table this item.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council Request for Action 
 

Subject:     Franchise fees for utilities 
 
A. Purpose 

 This request is, per Mr. Malinowski’s motion, for information relating to establishing a 
franchise fee for the extension or new installation of all utilities within the county by an outside 
agency. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 

 The South Carolina Supreme Court, in SCE&G v. Town of Awendaw (2004), defines 
franchise as “a special privilege granted by the government to particular individuals or 
companies to be exploited for private profits.  Such franchises seek permission to use public 
streets or rights of way in order to do business with a municipality’s residents, and are willing 
to pay for this privilege.”   

 The right of counties to grant a franchise is set out in §4-9-30 (11) of the South Carolina 
Code, which states that counties shall have the power: 

to grant franchises and make charges in areas outside the 
corporate limits of municipalities within the county in the manner 
provided by law for municipalities and subject to the same 
limitations, to provide for the orderly control of services and 
utilities affected with the public interest; provided, however, that 
the provisions of this subsection shall not apply to persons or 
businesses acting in the capacity of telephone, telegraph, gas and 
electric utilities, or suppliers, nor shall it apply to utilities owned 
and operated by a municipality; provided, further, that the 
provisions of this subsection shall apply to the authority to grant 
franchises and contracts for the use of public beaches. (Emphasis 
added) 

   Thus, the General Assembly granted the right to franchise to counties and then promptly 
limited it by exempting from the list of allowed franchises telephone, telegraph, gas and electric, 
and any utility owned by a municipality.  This generally leaves cable television, water, and 
sewer, as long as the entities are not municipally owned. 

 Richland County has had numerous franchise agreements with cable television companies 
over the years and has an ordinance devoted to cable television franchising, §11-11, et seq.  
Although cable television franchises have been popular with counties for some time, the 
Legislature, by the passage of the Competitive Cable Services Act in 2006, preempted the field 
of cable television franchising, and in fact placed the sole franchising power for cable television 
with the State.  §58-12-5 (B) states: 

After the effective date of this act, no municipality or county may 
issue a cable franchise pursuant to Section 58-12-30. A 
municipality or county may continue to enforce existing cable 
franchises until they expire or are terminated pursuant to Section 
58-12-325. 
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 Thus the County’s cable television franchise ordinance is no longer valid, and the County 
may not enter into any new cable television franchises.  The statute does however provide for 
payment to the County of franchise fees by cable television companies doing business in the 
unincorporated areas. 

      The remaining areas for potential franchises are water and sewer.  Although I can find no 
statute or relevant case law that specifically deals with the county’s ability to require water and 
sewer franchises.  Thus, it would appear that they would be an option for the county.  However, 
I would caution that several statutes and general principles may come into play when 
considering a water or sewer franchise ordinance, including but not limited to, a municipality’s 
right to provide service in the unincorporated areas (§5-7-60), a non-profit’s right to provide 
service where the county has no plans to do such (§33-36-270), any special purpose districts 
already serving a specific area, and the state’s regulation, through the Public Service 
Commission, of public utilities.  If Council is interested in pursuing this option, a more 
extensive legal opinion would need to be performed, as well as a comprehensive report from the 
Utilities Division as to what areas are or are not being served and by whom.   
 
Relationship between the Richland County’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan and the franchise 
fee for the extension or new installation of all utilities within the county by an outside agency. 
 

Establishing a franchise fee would not infringe upon the Future Land Use Map or the 
Comprehensive Plan goals. The location and capacity of new lines could affect the Future 
Land Use Map and Comprehensive Plan goals depending on the location of the service 
areas. If there is excess capacity and the County is willing to permit new commercial and 
residential development in the areas identified as Rural on the Future Land Use Map, not 
only will it conflict with the plan but it will intensify sprawl and contribute to increased 
governmental services (police, fire, school). This number has been reduced slightly since 
2009 but it should be noted that based on our GIS data there is 170,000 acres (264 square 
miles) of buildable land in the County. Approximately 26% of the developable parcels are 
located in the Suburban and Urban areas of the County as identified on the Future Land Use 
Map. Those figures do not include all the redevelopment opportunities with existing 
infrastructure. 

  
C. Financial Impact 

 
None known. 

 
D. Alternatives 
 
1. Pursue the water and sewer franchise option. 
2. Do not pursue the water and sewer franchise option. 

 
E. Recommendation 

 
Council discretion, keeping in mind, however, the legal consideration briefly outlined above.   
   
Recommended by: Elizabeth A. McLean  Department: Legal Date: 9/16/10 
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F. Reviews 
(Please SIGN your name, ü the appropriate box, and support your recommendation before 
routing.  Thank you!) 
 

Finance 
Reviewed by:  Daniel Driggers   Date:     

 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: No recommendation since the ROA decision is 
at Council discretion and there is not enough information provided on options to make a 
sound financial decision.  The Utility fund is a single unified enterprise fund and by 
policy is expected to be self-supported.  Therefore we would recommend that prior to a 
final decision that Council obtain a financial impact analysis of the effect the decision 
will have on user rates and the long-term sustainability of the system.       
 
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 

 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: No recommendation. Council will need to 
exercise its discretion regarding pursuing franchises on a case by case basis.  
 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Sparty Hammett   Date:  9/21/10 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

       Comments regarding recommendation:  No recommendation – Council discretion. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

An Ordinance Amending the Fiscal Year 2010-2011 Hospitality Tax Annual Budget to appropriate $100,000 of 
Hospitality Tax Undesignated Fund Balance to the Renaissance Foundation  [Forwarded from the A&F 
Committee] [FIRST READING] [PAGES 70-73]

 

Notes

September 28, 2010 - The committee recommended that Council approve a budget amendment for the Renaissance 
Foundation from Hospitality Tax Fund Balance in the amount of $100,000.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Hospitality Tax Budget Amendment 
 

A. Purpose 
 
County Council is requested to approve a budget amendment for the Renaissance Foundation 
from Hospitality Tax fund balance in the amount of $100,000. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 
 

During the FY11 budget process, the Renaissance Foundation was approved to receive 
$100,000 from Hospitality Tax funds.  This budget amendment appropriates an additional 
$100,000 to the Renaissance Foundation per the motion made at the June 16, 2009 Council 
meeting. 

 
C. Financial Impact 
 

This budget amendment would reduce Hospitality Tax fund balance by $100,000 unless another 
funding source is identified. 

 
D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the budget amendment appropriating an additional $100,000 of Hospitality Tax 
funds to the Renaissance Foundation. 

2. Do not approve the budget amendment appropriating an additional $100,000 of Hospitality 
Tax funds to the Renaissance Foundation. 
 

E. Recommendation 
 
It is recommended that Council approve $100,000 for the Renaissance Foundation with the 
funding source being Hospitality Tax fund balance. 
 
Recommended by:  Department: Administration Date: 08/01/2010 

 
F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 8/17/10    

 üRecommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: 

 
 
Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 8/17/2010 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
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Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald   Date:  9/8/10 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  This request is consistent with the action taken 
by the Council during the adoption of the FY 11 budget. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO. __–11HR 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE FISCAL YEAR 2010-2011 HOSPITALITY 
TAX ANNUAL BUDGET TO APPROPRIATE $100,000 OF HOSPITALITY TAX 
UNDESIGNATED FUND BALANCE TO THE RENAISSANCE FOUNDATION. 

 
Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution and the General Assembly of the State of 
South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY: 
 

SECTION I.  That the amount of one hundred thousand ($100,000) be appropriated to the 
Renaissance Foundation.   Therefore, the Fiscal Year 2010-2011 Hospitality Tax Annual Budget is 
hereby amended as follows:  

 
REVENUE 

 

Revenue appropriated July 1, 2010 as amended:           $        4,071,612 
 
Appropriation of Hospitality Tax undesignated fund balance           100,000 
 
Total General Fund Revenue as Amended:            $        4,171,612 
   
 
EXPENDITURES 
 

Expenditures appropriated July 1, 2010 as amended:             $       4,071,612 
  
Increase to Lump Sum Appropriation:                         100,000 
 
Total General Fund Expenditures as Amended:             $       4,171,612 
 
SECTION II.  Severability. If any section, subsection, or clause of this ordinance shall be deemed to 
be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and 
clauses shall not be affected thereby. 
 
SECTION III.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict 
with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION IV.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be enforced from and after _____________, 
2008.    
 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 

 
    BY:__________________________ 

           Paul Livingston, Chair 
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ATTEST THIS THE _____ DAY 
 
OF_________________, 2010 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Michielle R. Cannon-Finch 
Clerk of Council 
 
 
RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE 
 
__________________________________ 
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only. 
No Opinion Rendered As To Content. 
 
 
 
First Reading:       
Second Reading:  
Public Hearing:  
Third Reading:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Hospitality Tax-Special Round for SERCO organizations [Forwarded from the A&F Committee] [PAGES 75-84]

 

Notes

September 28, 2010 - The committee recommended that Council approve the funding recommendations as 
submitted by the Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee, leaving $0.00 unallocated.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Hospitality Tax – Special Round for SERCO Organizations 
 

A. Purpose 
 

County Council is requested to review the attached funding recommendations by the 
Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee for organizations eligible to receive funding through 
the special grant round for SERCO and organizations named in their FY2010 MOU.  Funds 
allocated to these organizations will be used for tourism related programs in FY11. 
 
These recommendations were sent directly to County Council for the September 7, 2010 
meeting.  After extensive discussion during this meeting, Council voted to send the 
recommendations to the September 28, 2010 A&F Committee for further discussion.  
Council also requested a copy of each organization’s grant budget.  This information is 
attached. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 
 

During the FY11 Budget second reading on June 3, 2010, County Council voted to allocate 
$237,500 to a special grant round for SERCO and organizations listed in their FY10 MOU 
agreement with the County.  This special round of funding was open to SERCO, the Lower 
Richland Sweet Potato Festival, Odyssey Golf Foundation and the SC Gospel Quartet.   
 
Organizations applied directly to the County for funds instead of re-granting the funds 
through SERCO.  Each applicant, if awarded, will spend grant funds on tourism related 
expenses.  Re-grant or sub-grants are not allowed.  Funds will be monitored by County staff 
through payment requests and reporting just as all County grantees are required.   
 
On August 17, three of the five Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee members met to 
finalize recommendations for these four organizations.  As a result of this meeting, the 
Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee has submitted the following funding recommendations 
to county council. (See attachment for a breakdown of projects, scoring, and funding 
recommendations.) 
 

Lower Richland Sweet Potato Festival $55,500 
Odyssey Golf Foundation    $10,000 
SC Gospel Quartet    $7,000 
SERCO     $165,000 
Total      $237,500 

 
C. Financial Impact 
 

No financial impact. The funding for this round of funding was appropriated during the FY11 
budget process. 
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Page 2 of 10 

D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the funding recommendations as submitted by the Hospitality Tax Advisory 
Committee, leaving $0 unallocated.  

 
2. Do not approve the Committee recommendations and recommend an alternative 

funding plan. 
 
E. Recommendation 
 

It is recommended that County Council approve alternative (1).  Approve the funding 
recommendations as submitted by the Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee, leaving $0 
unallocated. 
 
Recommended by: Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee Date: September 9, 2010 
 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by:   Daniel Driggers   Date:  9/12/10     

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommendation is based on committee 
recommendation for agency funding and that the total funding is consistent with the 
appropriated budget. 

 
Grants Manager 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date:  9/13/2010   
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
  

Legal 
Reviewed by:   Larry Smith   Date: 

  üRecommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Roxanne Ancheta   Date: 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommendation for approval is based on 
the Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee’s recommendations to Council.  $237,500 is 
available for disbursement to these organizations per Council’s motion during the FY 
11 budget process.   
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Microsoft Licensing-Countywide [Forwarded from the A&F Committee] [PAGES 86-87]

 

Notes

September 28, 2010 - The committee recommended that Council approve the request to purchase Microsoft Software 
Assurance from the vendor on South Carolina State Contract in an amount not to exceed $120,811.  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Microsoft Licensing - Countywide 
 

A. Purpose 
 

County Council is requested to approve an extension to the “Software Assurance” purchase on 
the Microsoft Enterprise Agreement for licenses owned by the County.  

 
A. Background / Discussion 

 
The Richland County Wide Area Network and Local Area Networks (WAN/LAN) currently 
consist of 40 servers and approximately 1100 PCs. 
 
In order to comply with federal copyright law, Richland County must have Microsoft licenses 
for all County servers and all County PCs.  Licensing is required for operating systems as well 
as software applications (such as MS Office).   

 
In the last few years, Microsoft modified its licensing requirements, and it has been increasing 
its enforcement efforts.  Richland County received the same “Microsoft letter” that our 
neighboring counties received, which outlines a mandatory copyright compliance program.  If 
Richland County were to decide not to participate in the copyright compliance program, the 
County would put itself at risk for fines and penalties of up to $150,000 per incident.  
 
Nine years ago, the IT Department included a budget request to begin a three year Enterprise 
Agreement with Microsoft to bring the County into full copyright compliance.  During the 
initial three year period, we were able to achieve compliance with Microsoft’s copyright 
policies. The County now owns the software license for Microsoft OS and Office products used 
by County employees. To ensure this software remains current, the County will need to approve 
another year of “Software Assurance”... This renewal will ensure our licensed products are 
current to 07/30/11. 
 
However, in an effort to maintain Federal Copyright compliance on software versions used by 
the County that comes out after 06/30/10, we must continue our Microsoft Enterprise 
Agreement through the purchase of Software Assurance. Software Assurance is a maintenance 
agreement that allows the County to use the latest versions of Microsoft software products as 
they are made available. This will keep the software technology at Richland County current. 
Council is requested to approve the purchase of a Microsoft “Software Assurance” from the 
vendor DELL/ASAP SOFTWARE on South Carolina State Contract in an amount not to exceed 
$120,811. 

 
B. Financial Impact 

 
There are sufficient funds in the account 1100187000.547100 designated for this request. 

 
C. Alternatives 
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1. Approve the request to purchase Microsoft Software Assurance from vendor DELL/ASAP 
SOFTWARE on South Carolina State Contract in an amount not to exceed $120,811.  This 
will allow the county to maintain Microsoft Copyright compliance. 

 
2. Do not approve the request.  This would mean that the County chooses to stop participating 

in the copyright compliance program. 
 
D. Recommendation 

 
Recommended by:  Janet Claggett Department:  Information Technology 
Date:  09/13/10 
 
It is recommended that Council approve the request to purchase Microsoft Software Assurance 
from vendor DELL/ASAP SOFTWARE on South Carolina State Contract in an amount not to 
exceed $120,811.   
 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  9/13/10   

 üRecommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

 
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 9/13/10 
 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommendation is contingent upon verification 
that the contract meets all of the counties procurement requirements and that 
Procurement has reviewed the agreement.  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: J. Milton Pope   Date: 9-16-10 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Sheriff's Department Grant Position Pick Up Request [Forwarded from the A&F Committee] [PAGES 89-93]

 

Notes

September 28, 2010 - The committee recommended that Council direct staff to work with the Sheriff to see if Sheriff 
Department Funds can be realigned in order to fund this position.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Approve for a Sheriff’s Department Grant Position Pick-up Request 
 

A. Purpose 
 

County Council is being requested to transfer one FTE position from grant funds to the Sheriff’s 
Department budget: 

• Investigator (Solving Cold Case DNA grant 8614) 
 
B. Background / Discussion 
 

The Richland County Sheriff’s Department received the Cold Case DNA grant from the 
National Institute of Justice in January 2009.  This grant funded salary and benefits for one (1) 
Investigator and related items.  This grant was approved by Council as part of the FY10 budget 
approval process. A copy of the original Grant Budget Request is attached for your information. 
The grant funds will expire on September 30, 2010 and the position transferred to the Sheriff’s 
department budget.  An application for continuation funding was submitted in Spring 2010, but 
this program was extremely competitive and continuation funding has not been received.  It is 
not a requirement of the grant program to continue to fund personnel after grant funds are no 
longer available; however to discontinue funding of this position would be a serious detriment 
to the investigation of unsolved violent crime cases in Richland County. This program has been 
extremely successful and has led to the closing of six previously unsolved violent felony cases.   
 
This position was on the pick-up list provided to Council as part of the regular budget process in 
January 2010. This list is included for review. Richland County Finance advised in August 2010 
that an ROA be completed for this position since funds were not allocated during the regular 
FY11 budget process. 
 
 

C. Financial Impact 
The County is requested to fund the $40,000 needed for the Investigator position and $40,000 
needed for the Laboratory Technician position. 
 

Grant Program Grant 
Amount 

Match 

   
Investigator position (Salary & 
Fringe October 2010-June 2010) 

$40,000 $0 

Total Grant Budget Request $40,000 $0 
 

D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the request to fund the position from the Solving Cold Cases with DNA grant 
(8614) to Sheriff’s Department funds. 

2. Do not approve and the Department may be forced to eliminate this mission-critical 
position. 
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E. Recommendation 
 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to transfer the grant positions to the 
Sheriff’s Department Budget. 
 
Recommended by: Deputy Chief Samuel Berkheimer Department 
 
Dept: Sheriff’s Department  Date: 9/9/10 

 
F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 9/16/10    

 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  No recommendation since the funding decision 
is at Council discretion.  Approval would require a budget amendment to add the full 
time position and budget dollars.  A funding source would need to be identified prior to 
approval.  The estimated fully loaded cost for 9-months of FY11 is $45,300.  If a one-
time funding source is used there would be an additional need of approximately $55k in 
FY12.  We have attached a current copy of the County’s future personnel liability based 
on active grants.   
 

 
Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 9/16/10 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: No recommendation since the funding decision 
is at Council discretion.   

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: No recommendation: Council discretion 
 

Administration 
Reviewed by:  Sparty Hammett   Date:  9/20/10 

 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: No recommendation – funding decision is at 
Council discretion.  As indicated by the Finance Director, Council approval would 
require a budget amendment to add the full-time position and associated funding. 
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RCSD 2011 
 

Full Time FTE’s Positions to be picked up FY 2011 
 
School Resource Officer- July 1, 2010- $31,625 
 
Investigator, July 1, 2010 -Cold Case DNA grant-$44,194 (Will apply for continuation funding, but 
this is not guaranteed) 
 
Lab Compliance Technician- February 1, 2011- DNA Backlog Reduction-$36,488 
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

An Ordinance Amending the Fiscal Year 2010-2011 General Fund Annual Budget to appropriate $37,741 of General 
Fund Undesignated Fund Balance to Voter Registration for additional funding of part-time employment [Forwarded 
from the A&F Committee] [FIRST READING] [PAGES 95-96]

 

Notes

September 28, 2010 - The committee recommended that Council approve a budget amendment to the Board of 
Voter Registration Department budget for $37,741 to cover part-time employment for the November 2, 2010 General 
Election.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 
ORDINANCE NO. __–11HR 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE FISCAL YEAR 2010-2011 GENERAL 
FUND ANNUAL BUDGET TO APPROPRIATE $37,741 OF GENERAL FUND 
UNDESIGNATED FUND BALANCE TO VOTER REGISTRATION FOR 
ADDITIONAL FUNDING OF PART-TIME EMPLOYMENT. 

 
Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution and the General Assembly of the State of 
South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND 
COUNTY: 
 

SECTION I.  That the amount of thirty seven thousand seven hundred forty one dollars 
($37,741) be appropriated to FY 2010-2011 Voter Registration. Therefore, the Fiscal Year 2010-
2011 General Fund Annual Budget is hereby amended as follows:  

 
REVENUE 

 

Revenue appropriated July 1, 2010 as amended:           $    137,182,595 
 
Appropriation of General Fund undesignated fund balance              37,741 
 
Total General Fund Revenue as Amended:            $    137,220,336 
   
 

EXPENDITURES 
 

Expenditures appropriated July 1, 2010 as amended:           $    137,182,595 
  
Increase to Voter Registration- Part-Time Employment                 37,741 
 
Total General Fund Expenditures as Amended:           $    137,220,336        
 
SECTION II.  Severability. If any section, subsection, or clause of this ordinance shall be 
deemed to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, 
subsections, and clauses shall not be affected thereby. 
 
SECTION III.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in 
conflict with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION IV.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be enforced from and after _____________, 
2010.    
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RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 

 

 
    BY:__________________________ 

           Paul Livingston, Chair 
 

 
 
 
 
ATTEST THIS THE _____ DAY 
 
OF_________________, 2010 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Michielle R. Cannon-Finch 
Clerk of Council 
 
 
RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE 
 
__________________________________ 
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only. 
No Opinion Rendered As To Content. 
 
 
 
First Reading:     
Second Reading:  
Public Hearing:  
Third Reading:  
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Review all Departments and determine possible consolidation and/or outsourcing and prioritize them  [Forwarded 
from the A&F Committee] [PAGE 98]

 

Notes

September 29, 2010 - The committee recommended that Council direct Council's chairman to create a committee to 
look into this matter.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Review all Departments and determine possible consolidation and/or outsourcing and 
prioritizing them (Councilmember Jackson). 
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

An Ordinance Authorizing the levying of ad valorem property taxes, which, together with the prior year's carryover 
and other State levies and any additional amount appropriated by the Richland County Council prior to July 1, 2010, 
will provide sufficient revenues for the operations of Richland County Government during the period from July 1, 
2010 through June 30, 2011 [PAGES 100-109]

 

Notes

First Reading:   May 4, 2010 
Second Reading: 
Third Reading: 
Public Hearing: 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO.  ___-10HR 
           
AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE LEVYING OF AD VALOREM 
PROPERTY TAXES, WHICH, TOGETHER WITH THE PRIOR YEAR’S 
CARRYOVER AND OTHER STATE LEVIES AND ANY ADDITIONAL 
AMOUNT APPROPRIATED BY THE RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL PRIOR 
TO JULY 1, 2010, WILL PROVIDE SUFFICIENT REVENUES FOR THE 
OPERATIONS OF RICHLAND COUNTY GOVERNMENT DURING THE 
PERIOD FROM JULY 1, 2010, THROUGH JUNE 30, 2011. 
 
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 
THE COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY: 
 
SECTION 1.  That a tax for the General Fund to cover the period from July 1, 2010 to 
June 30, 2011, both inclusive, is hereby levied upon all taxable property in Richland 
County, in a sufficient number of mills not to exceed forty-seven and one tenth (47.1) to 
be determined from the assessment of the property herein. 
 
SECTION 2.  That the additional taxes, besides that noted above in Section 1, to cover 
the period of July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2011, both inclusive, are hereby levied upon all 
taxable property in Richland County for the funds: 
 
  NAME      MILLS 
 General Fund Debt Service         9.0 
 Solid Waste – Landfill         3.0 
 Capital Replacement          3.0 
 Library         13.4 
 Mental Health           1.2 
 Riverbanks Zoo          1.3 

Conservation Commission           .5 
 Neighborhood Redevelopment          .5 
 
SECTION 3.  That the additional taxes, besides that noted in Section 1 and 2, to cover 
the period from July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2011, both inclusive, are hereby levied upon all 
taxable property located within each of the following respective Special Tax Districts in 
Richland County for the following Funds: 
 
  NAME      MILLS 
 Fire Service – Operations         18.2 
 Fire Service – Debt Service                   1.7 
 School District One – Operations    235.4 

School District One – Debt Service      53.0 
 School District Two – Operations    258.3 

School District Two – Debt Service      85.0 
 Recreation Commission – Operations       10.4 
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 Recreation Commission – Debt Service         3.0 
 Midlands Technical College – Operations        2.8 
 Midlands Technical College – Capital & Debt Service     1.4 
 Riverbanks Zoo – Debt Service          .7 
 Stormwater Management         3.1 
 East Richland Public Service District – Debt Service     4.0 
  
 
SECTION 4. Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All Ordinances or parts of Ordinances 
in conflict with the provisions of this Ordinance are hereby repealed. 

 
SECTION 5.  Separability. If any section, subsection, or clause of this Ordinance shall 
be deemed to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining 
sections, subsections, and clauses shall not be affected thereby. 

 
SECTION 6. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall become effective October 5th, 2010.                    
. 

 
 

      RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
 

 BY:             Paul Livingston, Chair 
 
 
 
 
 
FIRST READING:  May 4, 2010    
PUBLIC HEARING: May 20, 2010   
SECOND READING: June 3, 2010    
THIRD READING:   
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Broad River Sewer Monthly User Fees [PAGES 111-113]

 

Notes

September 28, 2010 - The committee recommended that Council direct staff to exhaust all possibilities to determine 
who within the County's sewer service area receive water from the City of Columbia in order for the County to begin 
metered usage.  The vote was in favor. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Broad River Sewer Monthly User Fees 
 
 

A. Purpose 
The purpose of this report is to provide County Council information relating to the use of 

water usage vs. a flat rate for calculating monthly sewer user fees. 

 
B. Background  

The Richland County Utilities Department provides sewer service to approximately 10,000 
residential and commercial customers.  In addition, the Utilities Department provides water 
service to less than 500 residential customers.  Only a small portion of the County’s water 
customers are also County sewer customers. 
 
Richland County’s sewer service area is considerably different than a municipality’s service 
area.  The County’s service area is mostly in the unincorporated areas of the County where 
public water service may or may not be available.  A specific survey has not been completed, 
but from reviewing sewer system service area maps, an estimated seventy percent (70%) of the 
County’s sewer customers may have access to a public water system.  The remaining thirty 
percent (30%) obtain their water from private wells. 
 
Several public water systems provide water service within the County’s sewer service area with 
the City of Columbia’s system being the largest.  Many small community water systems also 
exist that are either owned and operated by a private company or a community’s homeowners 
association.  The water supplied by these small community water systems may or may not be 
metered for use. 

 
C. Discussion 

Richland County has historically charged a flat rate for sewer service due to a lack of access to 
water usage data.  As mentioned above, the City of Columbia is the largest supplier of water in 
the County’s service area.  Attempts have been made in the past to obtain water usage data from 
the City for County sewer customers.  The City provides water service to approximately 
132,000 customers.  The problem with obtaining water usage data for County sewer customers 
only was the ability to identify those customers from the list of 132,000 customers that the City 
can provide. 
 
In addition to not being able to identify the County customers from the City’s list, there also 
exist approximately 3000 sewer customers that receive their water from private wells.  These 
wells normally do not have water meters nor does anyone collect any data on water 
consumption.  Also, the small community water systems that are homeowner association owned 
likely do not have water meters installed to measure water consumption. 
 

D. Alternatives 
1. The County can continue to charge a flat rate for monthly sewer usage.  This is a common 

practice industry-wide where water usage data is not available. 
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2. The County can develop a program to collect water usage data from all sewer customers.  
This would require: 
A. developing a software program to extract County customer data from City of Columbia 

water customer data, 
B. maintaining and updating the software program mentioned above with new customer 

data monthly, 
C. installing water meters on all private wells and community water systems without 

meters.  This may require permission and a hold harmless agreement from the property 
owners, 

D. develop a program to read water meters on private wells. This may require additional 
personnel, 

E. modifying the County rate ordinance to reflect a new water usage rate structure. 
 

3. The county can develop a hybrid monthly user fee to charge customers with available water 
consumption data a monthly fee based on consumption and a flat monthly fee for those 
without water consumption data.  The legality of this action would need to be determined.  
Many of the same requirements as identified in option #2 above would also apply to this 
option. 

 
E. Financial Impact 

Alternative#1 above would have no financial impact on the Utilities Operation. Alternatives #2 
and #3 may require funds to develop a program to receive data from the City, install water 
meters and fund personnel to implement and maintain the program.  

 
F. Recommendation 

Because of the obstacles and possible additional cost associated with implementing a water 
usage based rate structure, it is recommended that the monthly user fee remain as a flat rate. 
  
Recommended by:  Andy H. Metts     Department: Utilities     Date 9/15/10 

 
 
G. Reviews 

Please indicate your recommendation with a þ before routing to the next recipient. Thanks.  
 

Finance 
Reviewed by:  Daniel Driggers   Date:  9/20/10   

 q Recommend Council approval   q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  There is not enough information provided for 
Finance to make a recommendation however all alternatives seem to be an appropriate 
method.  Our primary recommendation is that Council ensure that the method used 1) 
accurately captures all cost associated with the operation 2) the established rate is set at a 
level sufficient to support the on-going operational needs and provide funds to sustain 
the system long-term.  If there is a desire to pursue another mechanism we would 
recommend that the various alternatives associated with such a change be studied in 
more depth and that additional cost data and revenue data be provided to make such a 
study possible.    
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Procurement 
Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date:9/20/2010  

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

 
 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date:  
 q Recommend Council approval   q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  No recommendation: However, the Council 
needs to ensure that the established rate is based on the level of service provided to the 
customer.   

 
 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Sparty Hammett   Date:   
 q Recommend Council approval   q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  No recommendation – Council discretion.  As 
indicated by the Finance Director, if Council decides to change the rate structure based 
on water usage, a detailed financial analysis should be conducted to ensure that the rates 
are adequate to sustain the system. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Benedict College SC HBCU Classic [PAGES 115-117]

 

Notes

September 28, 2010 - The committee recommended that Council deny this request.  The vote was in favor. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Benedict College SC HBCU Classic 
A. Purpose 
 

To fund the HBCU Classic at $50,000 for September 18, 2010 
 
B. Background / Discussion 
 

During the September 7, 2010 Council meeting Mr. Jackson made the following motion: 
 

To fund the HBCU Classic at $10,000 for Sept. 18 2010 (Norman Jackson) 
 
Also, the County Administrator received a letter from the Benedict College Athletic Director requesting 
$50,000 to offset costs associated with the SC HBCU Classic and three other major events set to come to the 
Charlie W. Johnson Stadium at Benedict College (see attached letter). 

 
C. Financial Impact 
 

$50,000. 
 
D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the request. 
2. Do not approve the request. 

 
E. Recommendation 
 
Recommended by:  Department:  Date:  

 
F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 9/17/10    

  Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: The ROA does not contain enough information in order to 
make a sound recommendation.  Approval would require the identification of a funding source and 
possibly a budget amendment. 
 
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 

 q Recommend Council approval No recommendation: q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: Assuming that the request for funding is from Hospitality Tax, 
and or Accommodations Tax, and the event otherwise qualifies; this would be within Council’s 
discretion.   

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  J. Milton Pope   Date: 9-22-10 
 q Recommend Council approval ü Recommend Council denial 
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Comments regarding recommendation: I concur with the comments of the Finance Director however 
the two combined request are “out of cycle” request and historically the Council has discouraged 
special request outside of the regular budget process unless the request was determined to be an 
“emergency” issue.   
 
If the Council makes the determination that this request meets the “special/emergency” standard 
appropriated funds in the Hospitality Fund should be used to address the request. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Coroner Budget Amendment for 2010-2011 [PAGES 119-121]

 

Notes

September 28, 2010 - The committee recommended that Council follow staff's recommendation and deny the 
$140,000 request and direct staff to conduct a further comprehensive study of other areas of the County with similar 
needs.  The committee also recommended that Council follow staff's recommendation and approve $2,500 to get the 
Coroner's project started.  The vote was in favor. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Coroner Budget Amendment for 2010/2011 
 

A. Purpose 
 

County Council is requested to approve a budget amendment to increase the Coroner’s budget by 
$140,000.  The funds will be used to pay South Carolina State Archives to convert paper records 
dating back to the 1920s into digital images in order to comply with SC state law for records 
retention and to purchase a filing system to protect current files. 

  
B. Background / Discussion 

 
The Coroner’s Office is required by SC state law [Section 30-1-90(B) of the Code of Laws of South 
Carolina, 1976)] to retain case records permanently.  It has been determined by State Archives that 
the Coroner’s Office is not in compliance with state regulations as issued by the State Archives 
Division.  Currently the retention method is to retain the paper records in storage cabinets located 
onsite in the Coroner’s building.  There is no backup record for any case file currently housed in the 
Coroner’s Office.  One fire, flood, act of vandalism, or major accident could destroy the only copy 
of every case record dating back from 2010 to the 1920s.  If such a catastrophe were to happen, cold 
case files relating to unsolved murders might become impossible to solve. 
 
Per the request of the Coroner’s office, the SC State Archives examined our paper files and 
submitted an estimate for the conversion of our paper records into digital format.  The examination 
revealed that some of our oldest records are tissue-paper thin and very fragile.  Some files are even 
35mm slides.  Because of these extremely poor conditions, the scanning and indexing of these older 
records would be very labor intensive.  The number of documents to be converted is estimated to be 
approximately 1.3 million. 
 
The Richland County IT Department worked collaboratively with State Archives to identify various 
options and costs to best secure the case records on a permanent basis.  The consensus was to 
recommend that State Archives convert all the paper records into digital format by scanning and 
indexing each file.   
 
After the digital image is delivered by State Archives to the Coroner, the recommendation is for the 
IT Department to use the county’s existing equipment to create rolls of microfilm that would 
comply with state law to have a “human-eye-readable” format for permanent storage.  By having 
this microfilm work done by the IT Department instead of by State Archives, this would save the 
county $45,000. 
 
One advantage of first creating digital images from the paper files instead of first creating microfilm 
is that the digital images would be backed up via the IT Department’s network backup system.  The 
digital images would be safe and retrievable in the case of fire or other destructive event.  The 
images would also be available to all authorized personnel simultaneously instead of only being 
accessible to one person at a time.  Simultaneous access would be a major timesaver.  On an 
ongoing basis the Coroner’s office would use the same process to protect their documents and 
ensure ongoing compliance with State regulations for records retention. 
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After SC State Archives begins the work effort, it may become evident that even more records are 
in a fragile condition than what had been previously identified.  If that happens, the cost of the 
project would increase and the Coroner’s Office would submit a budget request for the residual 
amount for the 2011/2012 budget year. 
 
C. Financial Impact 

 
This project would require a budget amendment of $140,000 with the funds designated per the 
formula below. 

• $137,500 being paid to SC State Archives for converting paper records into digital 
images 

• $2,500 being paid for necessary equipment for ongoing scanning of current and future 
records 

 
D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the request to amend the Coroner’s budget by an additional $140,000.  Approval 
would bring the Coroner’s Office into compliance with State law regarding the regulations 
for retention of records and would provide for a secure backup system to preserve case 
records if the paper files were destroyed. 

 
2. Do not approve the request.  The result would be that all of the case files containing 

historical and current information regarding every Coroner’s case dating back into the 1920s 
stands at risk of being destroyed, damaged, and/or lost in the wake of a hazardous event.  If 
approval for funds is not received, the Coroner’s Office would not be in compliance with 
State law regarding the regulations for retention of records. 

 
E. Recommendation 

 
Recommended by:  Gary Watts  Department:  Coroner 
Date:  07/20/2010 
 
It is recommended that Council approve the request to amend the Coroner’s budget by $140,000 
so that State Archives can be paid to convert the Coroner’s case records from paper into digital 
format from the 1920s to the present and so that a secure filing system for current records can be 
purchased. 
 

F. Reviews 
 

 
Finance 

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  8/19/10   
  Recommend Council approval x Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommendation is not based on the merits of 
the program but due to the fact that no funding source is identified.  The project was 
requested during the FY11 budget process but was not funded.  Given current economy 
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and fiscal stress due to State funding reductions, we would not recommend using fund 
balance.  If project is approved we would recommend that the General Fund budget not 
be increased and that funding be addressed through reconsidering (delay or deferral) 
existing projects and redirecting associated funds.     
 

 
IT 

Reviewed by: Janet Claggett   Date:   9/8/2010  
  Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommendation is based on the merits of the 
program concerning vital county records. 

 
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 9/20/2010 
 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 

 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: No recommendation: Council discretion 

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  J. Milton Pope   Date: 9-24-10 
 q Recommend Council approval x Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Recommend denial of the $140,000 request at this time with further comprehensive 
study (other areas of the County with similar needs) however approve the expenditure of 
$2,500 to get the project started.  Administrative/IT staff will work with the Coroner to 
begin that process within existing County funds. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Palmetto Capital City Classic Funding [PAGES 123-124]

 

Notes

September 28, 2010 - The committee recommended that Council deny this request.  The vote was in favor. 

 

Item# 28

Page 122 of 136



Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Palmetto Capital City Classic Funding 
 

A. Purpose 
 
To amend the dollar amount funded to the Palmetto Capital City Classic awarded through 
Accommodations Tax. 
 

 
B. Background / Discussion 

 
The request for the committee was a motion made by Councilmember Jackson at the September 
7, 2010 Council meeting.  The motion is as follows:  
 
Motion to fully fund the Palmetto City Classic $15,000 [JACKSON] 
 

 
C. Financial Impact 
 

No specific financial impact has been determined. 
 
D. Alternatives 

N/A 
 

 
E. Recommendation 
 
Recommended by: Norman Jackson Department: County Council  Date: 09/07/10 

 
F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  9/13/10   

  Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation:  There is not enough information provide 
provided for Finance to make a recommendation.  The ROA does not include any 
alternatives, the financial impact of the request has not been determined and no 
recommendation for approval is provided.  If an additional appropriation is approved a 
funding source will need to be identified.  The Palmetto Capital City Classic requested 
$50,000 of A-tax funding during the FY11 budget process and was approved for 
$11,500.  Below are the amounts approved and the source of funds for the last three 
years. 
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Palmetto City Classic  - Funded 
Amounts 

As of 9/10/10 

    

  
Accommodatio
ns Hospitality Total 

FY09 $10,000 $15,000 
$25,00

0 

FY10 $8,462 $18,206 
$26,66

8 

FY11 $11,500 $0 
$11,50

0 
 

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Larry Smith   Date: 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: No recommendation: Council discretion 
 

Administration 
Reviewed by:  J. Milton Pope   Date: 9-23-10 

 q Recommend Council approval ü Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: This request is after the normal funding cycle 
and Council has historically discouraged request after the adopted budget unless the 
request is deemed to be an emergency.   
 
Council will have to determine the merits of this request and if approved appropriated 
funds in the Hospitality Tax should be used.  
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Lower Richland Sewer Update 
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Regional Sustainability Plan MOU [PAGES 129-134]
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

a.   When vacancies are identified on Richland County Boards and/or Commissions that require actions of County 
Council to fill, the Clerk assigned to advertise and process applications for these positions will notify the Executive 
Director and/or Chairman of the Board of the agency, Board or Commission either by telephone, email or regular 
mail prior to posting the public announcement of the vacancy.  (Rules & Appointments Committee) [PEARCE] 
 
b.   Council retain professional services to assist with the redistricting process [MANNING] 
 
c.    Revisit Councilwoman Hutchinson's motion earlier this year to return $5.00 to all citizens paying for garbage 
service as no action has been taken to resolve the issue of yard clippings and such being removed at a measured 
rate over a spectrum of time [MANNING]
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Richland County Council Request of Action  
 
 

Subject

Must Pertain to Items Not on the Agenda 
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