RICHLAND COUNTY
COUNCIL

ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE

COMMITTEE
| Greg Pearce | Torrey Rush | Joyce Dickerson (Chair) | Damon Jeter | Paul Livingston
| District6 | District7 | District 2 | District3 |  District 4

MARCH 26, 2013
6:00 PM

2020 Hampton Street

CALL TO ORDER

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

1. Regular Session: February 26, 2013 [PAGES 3-5]

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

ITEMS FOR ACTION

2. Bailey Bill Provisions Comparison of Richland County and City of Columbia [PAGES 6-36]

3. Department of Public Works: Purchase of Tri-Axle Dump Truck [PAGES 37-47]
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4. Contract Approval with Palmetto Posting, Inc. [PAGES 48-62]

5. Authorization to Increase the FY13 Iron Mountain Purchase Order Over $100,000 [PAGES 63-66]

6. SC 2013 Legislative Exchange Program Funding Request [PAGES 67-72]

7. Town of Eastover's 35th Annual Barbeque Festival Funding Request [PAGES 73-76]

8. Columbia's First HipHop Family Day: Love, Peace & HipHop Funding Request [PAGES 77-83]

9. Force Main Replacement Funding Request [PAGES 84-86]

10. Modifying Lease Agreement with Palmetto Health [PAGES 87-89]

11. Proposed Legislation to Increase SC Gas Taxes [PAGES 90-96]

1 2. Election Commission Funding Request: Richland School District One Special Election [PAGES 97-
98]

ADJOURNMENT
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject
Regular Session: February 26, 2013 [PAGES 3-5]

Reviews
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MINUTES OF

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 2013
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: Joyce Dickerson
Member: Damon Jeter
Member: Paul Livingston
Member: Greg Pearce
Member: Torrey Rush

ALSO PRESENT: Kelvin E. Washington, Sr., Bill Malinowski, Jim Manning, Seth Rose, Julie-
Ann Dixon, Norman Jackson, Tony McDonald, Sparty Hammett, Roxanne Ancheta, Daniel
Driggers, Sara Salley, Brad Farrar, Amelia Linder, Justine Jones, Andy Metts, Monique Walters,
Michelle Onley

CALL TO ORDER
The meeting started at approximately 6:00 p.m.
ELECTION OF CHAIR

Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to nominate Joyce Dickerson for the position of
Chair. The vote in favor was unanimous.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

January 22, 2013 (Regular Session) — Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to
approve the minutes as distributed. The vote in favor was unanimous.

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

The agenda was unanimously adopted as published.
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Richland County Council
Administration and Finance Committee
February 26, 2013

Page Two

ITEMS FOR ACTION

Purchase of Building and Lot for the Columbia Magistrate District Office Relocation — Mt.
Rush moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to forward to Council a recommendation to approve the
request to purchase of 3875 Lucius Road for the purpose of permanently housing the Columbia
Magistrate District Office in a County-owned facility. The vote in favor was unanimous.

Acceptance of Loan Assistance Funds for Construction of Albene Park Water
Distribution System — Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Rush, to forward to Council with a
recommendation to approve the resolution to accept the $349,025 principal forgiveness loan
from SRF and approve the construction contract with Tom Brigman Contractors, Inc., in the
amount of $300,930.83 with a construction contingency not to exceed $22,894. The vote in
favor was unanimous.

Hospitality Tax Ordinance Distribution — Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to
forward to Council with a recommendation to schedule a work session during the budget cycle.
The vote in favor was unanimous.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:10 p.m.
Submitted by,

Joyce Dickerson, Chair
The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject
Bailey Bill Provisions Comparison of Richland County and City of Columbia [PAGES 6-36]

Reviews
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Bailey Bill Ordinance Revisions

A. Purpose

County Council is requested to (1) amend the County’s Bailey Bill ordinance to be consistent
with the 2010 amendments to the SC Code of Laws; (2) amend the County’s Bailey Bill
ordinance to be consistent with the City of Columbia’s ordinance; and (3) discontinue the
current practice of processing applications for properties that are located in, and have been
approved by, the City of Columbia; and (4) promote the benefits of the Bailey Bill to
residents and businesses, so as to encourage the renovation and preservation of historic
properties.

B. Background / Discussion
This item was brought to Council via the Economic Development Committee in November
2012. At that time, it was requested that the County consider aligning its Bailey Bill
Ordinance with that of the City of Columbia. It is because of this request that this item is
before Council at this time.

The “Bailey Bill” is a special property tax assessment, which was passed by the South
Carolina Legislature in 1992. The bill gives local governments the option of granting
property tax abatement to encourage the preservation and rehabilitation of historic properties.
Eligible buildings either must be listed in the National Register of Historic Places or be a
property that is located within the boundaries of a district that is listed in the National
Register of Historic Places, and have a main structure that is at least 50 years old.

Eligible properties receive a special assessment equal to the pre-rehabilitation value for up to
20 years. State law was amended most recently in 2010 to make it a more valuable incentive
to property owners in addition to giving local governments more flexibility in making it a
truly valuable incentive in rehabilitating historic buildings.

The table below compares the County’s and the City’s thresholds of initial investment,
review practices for approval, and the length of time owners can participate in the program.

Richland County

City of Columbia

Minimum required expenditure set at 50% of
the fair market value of the building for
owner-occupied properties and 100% for
income- producing structures.

Minimum required expenditure set at 20% of
the fair market value of the building,
regardless of status (owner-occupied or
income-producing).

Plans are reviewed by the SC Department of
Archives and History for compliance. In
any incorporated area that has an
architectural review board, the municipal
board shall serve as the reviewing authority.

(PLEASE NOTE: To date, no Bailey Bill
applications for structures in unincorporated
Richland County have been received. All

Plans are reviewed by the City’s DDRC -
Design/Development Review Commission -
using guidelines established for the district.
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applications have been for structures located
in the City of Columbia.)

Period for special assessment set at a total of | Period for special assessment set at a total of
10 years of abatement. 20 years of abatement.

In comparing the County’s and the City’s current eligibility and minimum expenditure
requirements, it becomes increasingly clear why the differences in both requirements have
created confusion for program participants.

The following are several other potential benefits of approving the requested amendments:

e The playing field will be leveled by ‘“grandfathering” the properties which were
approved under the previous guidelines. This would ensure all participants are able to
take full advantage of the 20-year special assessment period.

e Minimize confusion regarding the program’s requirements by making the provisions
much clearer to participants, attorneys and developers who have erroneously
consulted their clients and/or undertaken projects believing the County’s and City’s
terms were the same.

e This amendment is consistent with the original intent of the Bill, which is to restore
and maintain historic structures, both residential and commercial. These structures
have a higher intrinsic value, enhance the community and bring real dollars in to the
local community.

Approving the revised ordinance to make it parallel with the provisions of the City will not
only encourage owners of older buildings to invest in renovating and preserving historic
properties, but will also create more attractive places for businesses and residents to develop
and thrive. Further, in addition to increasing the County’s tax base, the proposed revisions
provide Richland County the ability to make this a truly valuable incentive to rehabilitate
historic buildings. It is in Richland County’s best interests to encourage the owners of older
buildings to make the investments necessary to maintain or rehabilitate these structures so
they can enhance the community. These revisions will promote economic development,
foster a more business-friendly environment, and clarify any confusion that currently exists
between the County’s and City’s Bailey Bill ordinances.

It is also in the County’s best interests to simplify the current practice of processing
applications that are located in, and have received prior approval from, the City. By doing so,
the County can streamline the process by notifying the Auditor’s Office, which will adjust
the applicant’s tax rate based on approval from the City. The Assessor’s Office will then
make the corresponding adjustment in the tax rate for the following tax year. This could be
done upon receipt of a confirmation letter from the City that an applicant has been approved.
Properties located in the unincorporated areas of Richland County would undergo a formal
application process, but would receive the same benefits as properties located in the city of
Columbia.

It is also recommended that the County promote the benefits of the Bailey Bill to its residents
and businesses, so as to encourage the renovation and preservation of historic properties.
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Attached are Appendix 1, the County’s Rehabilitated Historic Properties for 2008 — 2012
(source: Auditor’s Office); Appendix 2, the County’s current Bailey Bill Ordinance;
Appendix 3, the City of Columbia’s Bailey Bill Ordinance; Appendix 4, the State of South
Carolina Bailey Bill Statute; and Appendix 5, the proposed revised County Bailey Bill
Ordinance which reflects the changes discussed in this document.

C. Financial Impact
The financial impact is believed to be minimal because of the extensive renovations the
properties require, which typically exceed the County’s current 50% threshold. The impact is
also dependent on the number and value of historic properties that receive special tax
assessments, as well as the potential economic development benefits from future properties
which may benefit from the Bailey Bill, but which cannot be determined at this time.

D. Alternatives

1. Amend the County’s Bailey Bill ordinance to be consistent with the 2010 amendments to
the SC Code of Laws; (2) amend the County’s Bailey Bill ordinance to be consistent with
the City of Columbia’s ordinance; (3) discontinue the current practice of processing
applications for properties that are located in, and have been approved by, the City of
Columbia; and (4) promote the benefits of the Bailey Bill to residents and businesses, so
as to encourage the renovation and preservation of historic properties.

2. Approve the request to adopt an amended ordinance that is partially consistent with the
City of Columbia.

3. Do not approve any amendments or processes at this time.

E. Recommendation

It is recommended that Council (1) amend the County’s Bailey Bill ordinance to be
consistent with the 2010 amendments to the SC Code of Laws; (2) amend the County’s
Bailey Bill ordinance to be consistent with the City of Columbia’s ordinance; (3) discontinue
the current practice of processing applications for properties that are located in, and have
been approved by, the City of Columbia; and (4) promote the benefits of the Bailey Bill to
residents and businesses, so as to encourage the renovation and preservation of historic
properties.

Recommended by: Justine Jones Department: Administration Date: 2/28/13
F. Reviews
Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 3/18/13
v" Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Economic Development
Reviewed by: Nelson Lindsay Date:
v Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial
Comments regarding recommendation:  Approval of this amendment would
encourage the renovation and preservation of historic properties in Richland County
thereby spurring economic development opportunities.
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Assessor
Reviewed by: John Cloyd Date: 3/18/13
v Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial
Comments regarding recommendation: Properties in the city of Columbia should
receive approval from the City of Columbia. Properties in unincorporated Richland
County should receive approval from Richland County.

Auditor
Reviewed by: Paul Brawley Date:
v Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Treasurer
Reviewed by: David Adams Date:
v Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 3/21/13
0 Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion.
The following are my recommendations regarding the specific ordinance amendment
attached:

Section 23-63 (b)(3) — This section uses verbatim language from the state law;
however, the state law does not mention the establishment of any criteria (as in
section (b)(2)) for county council to designate an area as an historic district. 1 would
recommend that this section include language which states that this designation will
be based on criteria established by county council.

Section 23-64 (k) — This section deals with decertification, which would end the
special assessment. Subsection (k)(2) allows the property to be decertified by
removal of the historic designation by the county council. Again this language comes
specifically from the state statute, but it gives no guidance on how or why such a
designation would be removed. This language allows a tremendous discretion on the
part of council that could potentially dramatically affect a property’s tax assessment,
an assessment which a property owner relied upon a county ordinance to obtain with
an expectation that the assessment would remain for the full 20 years absent some
compelling reason to remove such. I would strongly recommend language be added
that states that this decertification shall be based on criteria established by council.

Subsection (k)(3) allows for decertification if the county council finds that the
property is no longer a low or moderate income rental. The state statute (Bailey Bill)
allows the county to offer the special tax assessment for rehabilitated historic
properties and/or for low to moderate income rental properties. Neither our current
ordinance nor the proposed ordinance avails itself of the application to low or
moderate income rental property; thus, this decertification language makes no sense
as a property cannot be certified at all on these grounds. The language should be

deleted.
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Administration
Reviewed by: Roxanne Ancheta Date: March 21, 2013
v" Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial
Comments regarding recommendation: It is recommended that Council (1) amend
the County’s Bailey Bill ordinance to be consistent with the 2010 amendments to the
SC Code of Laws; (2) amend the County’s Bailey Bill ordinance to be consistent with
the City of Columbia’s ordinance; (3) discontinue the current practice of processing
applications for properties that are located in, and have been approved by, the City of
Columbia; and (4) promote the benefits of the Bailey Bill to residents and businesses,
so0 as to encourage the renovation and preservation of historic properties.

It is further recommended that the aforementioned revisions mentioned by Legal be
made.
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Appendix 2

Richland County Bailey Bill Ordinance

Article V. Rehabilitated Historic Properties

Sec. 23-60. Special Tax Assessment Created.

A special tax assessment is created for eligible rehabilitated historic properties for a period of
ten years equal to the assessed value of the property at the time of preliminary certification.

(Ord. No. 047-08HR, § II, 9-9-08)
Sec. 23-61. Purpose.
It is the purpose of this Article to:
(1)  Encourage the rehabilitation of historic properties;
(2) Promote community development and redevelopment;
(3) Encourage sound community planning; and
(4) Promote the general health, safety, and welfare of the community.
(Ord. No. 047-08HR, § II, 9-9-08)
Sec. 23-62. Eligible Properties.

(a) Certification. In order to be eligible for the special tax assessment, historic properties
must receive preliminary and final certification.

(1)  Preliminary certification. To receive preliminary certification a property must meet
the following conditions:

a. The property meets the requirements for historic designation as established in this
section.

b. The proposed rehabilitation work receives a recommendation of approval from the
appropriate architectural reviewing authority (hereinafter “reviewing authority”) and is
consistent with the rehabilitation standards as set forth in this article. The reviewing authority
shall review all improvements associated with the rehabilitation and make a recommendation to
the county regarding the project’s eligibility. For the purpose of this article, the reviewing
authority shall be defined as follows:

1. In any municipality that has an architectural review board, the municipal board
shall serve as the reviewing authority.
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2. In the unincorporated areas of the county, and within any municipality that
does not have an architectural review board, the South Carolina Department of Archives and
History shall serve as the reviewing authority.

c. Be a project that commenced by or after August 17, 2004 to the date of the
adoption of this ordinance and work was permitted to have begun prior to receiving preliminary
certification, or

d. Be aproject that commences on or after the date of the adoption of this ordinance.

(2)  Final certification. To be eligible for final certification, a property must have met the
following conditions:

a. The property has received preliminary certification.

b. The minimum expenditures for rehabilitation as set forth in this article have been
incurred and paid.

c. The completed rehabilitation receives a recommendation for approval from the
reviewing authority as being consistent with the plans approved by the reviewing authority
during preliminary certification.

d.  All application fees have been paid in full by the applicant.
e. The property has met all other requirements of this article.

(b) Historic designation. In order to be eligible for the special tax assessment, the property
must meet one of the following criteria:

(1)  The property must be listed on the National Register of Historic Places, or

(2)  The property must be located within an historic district that is listed on the National
Register of Historic Places and the primary structure to be rehabilitated must be at least fifty
years old.

(Ord. No. 047-08HR, § 11, 9-9-08)
Sec. 23-63. Eligible rehabilitation.

(a)  Standards for rehabilitation. To be eligible for the special tax assessment, historic
rehabilitations must be conducted according to the following standards:

(1)  The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of
historic materials or alterations or of features and spaces that characterize each property shall be
avoided.

(2)  Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use.
Changes that create a false sense of historical development shall not be undertaken.
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(3)  Most properties change over time. Those changes that have acquired historic
significance in their own right shall be retained and preserved.

4) Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a property should be preserved.

(5)  Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the
severity of deterioration requires replacement or of a distinctive feature, the new should match
the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials.
Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical or pictorial
evidence.

(6) Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic
materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken
using the most gentle means possible.

(7)  New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy
historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the
old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale and architectural features to protect the
historic integrity of the historic property and its environment.

(8) New additions and adjacent new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner
that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its
environment would be unimpaired.

(b)  Work to be reviewed. The following work will be reviewed according to the standards
set forth above:

(1)  Repairs to the exterior of the designated building.
(2) Alterations to the exterior of the designated building.

(3) New construction on the property on which the building is located, including site
work.

(4) Alterations to interior primary public spaces, as defined by the reviewing authority.

(5) Any remaining work where the expenditures for such work are being used to satisfy
the minimum expenditures for rehabilitation, including, but not limited to, alterations made to
mechanical, plumbing and electrical systems.

(c) Minimum expenditures for rehabilitation. To be eligible for the special property tax
assessment, the owner or the owner’s estate must meet the minimum expenditures for
rehabilitation:

(1)  For owner-occupied, non-income producing properties, the minimum investment
shall be fifty percent (50%) of the fair market value of the property.
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(2)  For income-producing or non-owner occupied properties, the minimum investment
shall be one hundred percent (100%) of the fair market value of the property.

Fair market value means the appraised value as certified to the county by a real estate
appraiser licensed by the State of South Carolina, the sales price as delineated in a bona fide
contract of sale within twelve months of the time it is submitted, or the most recent appraised
value published by the Richland County Tax Assessor.

(d)  Expenditures for rehabilitation means the actual cost of rehabilitation relating to one or
more of the following:

(1) Improvements located on or within the historic building as designated.

(2)  Improvements outside of but directly attached to the historic building which are
necessary to make the building fully useable (such as vertical circulation) but shall not include
rentable/habitable floorspace attributable to new construction.

3) Architectural and engineering services attributable to the design of the
improvements.

(4) Costs necessary to maintain the historic character or integrity of the building.
() Scope. The special tax assessment may apply to the following:

(1)  Structure(s) rehabilitated;

(2) Real property on which the building is located.

(f)  Time limits. To be eligible for the special tax assessment, rehabilitations must be
completed within two (2) years of the date of preliminary certification. If the project is not
complete after two years, but the minimum expenditures for rehabilitation have been incurred,
the property continues to receive the special assessment until the project is completed or until the
end of the special assessment period, whichever shall occur first.

(Ord. No. 047-08HR, § 1II, 9-9-08)
Sec. 23-64. Process.

(a) Fee required. There is a fee required for the review of rehabilitation work during the
final certification process. Final certification of the property will not be given until the fee has
been paid in full by the applicant. Fees shall be made payable to Richland County. The amount
of the fee shall be as follows:

(1)  For owner-occupied, non-income producing properties, the fee shall be one hundred
and fifty dollars ($150.00).

(2)  For income-producing or non-owner occupied properties, the fee shall be three
hundred dollars ($300.00).
ltem# 2
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(b)  Plan required. Owners of property seeking approval of rehabilitation work must
submit a completed rehabilitation of historic property application with supporting documentation
to the county administrator or his designee prior to beginning work. Rehabilitation work
conducted prior to approval of the application is done so at the risk of the property owner.

(c)  Preliminary certification. Upon receipt of the completed application, the county
administrator or his designee shall submit the plan to the reviewing authority for a
recommendation as to whether the project is consistent with the standards for rehabilitation.
Upon receipt of the reviewing authority’s recommendation, the county administrator or his
designee shall notify the owner in writing. Upon receipt of this determination, the property
owner may:

(1) If the application is approved, begin rehabilitation;

(2) If the application is not approved, he/she may revise such application in accordance
with comments provided by reviewing authority.

(d)  Substantive changes. Once preliminary certification is granted to an application,
substantive changes must be approved in writing by the county administrator or his
designee. Any substantive changes made to the property during rehabilitation that are not
approved by county administrator or his designee, upon review and recommendation of the
reviewing authority, are conducted at the risk of the property owner and may disqualify the
project from eligibility during the final certification process.

()  Final certification. Upon completion of the project, the property must receive final
certification in order to be eligible for the special assessment. The reviewing authority shall
inspect completed projects to determine if the work is consistent with the approval recommended
by the reviewing authority and granted by the county during preliminary certification. The
review process for final certification shall be established by the reviewing authority and may
include a physical inspection of the property. The reviewing authority shall notify the applicant
in writing of its recommendation. If the applicant wishes to appeal the reviewing authority’s
recommendation, the appeal must follow the reviewing authority’s appeals process. The county
administrator or his designee may grant final certification only if the following conditions have
been met:

(1)  The completed work meets the standards for rehabilitation as established in this
article;

(2) Verification is made that the minimum expenditures have been have been incurred in
accordance with the provisions of this article; and

(3) Any fee(s) shall be paid in full.

Upon receiving final certification, the property will be assessed for the remainder of the
special assessment period on the fair market value of the property at the time the preliminary
certification was made or the final certification was made, whichever occurred earlier.
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(f)  Additional work. For the remainder of the special assessment period after final
certification, the property owner shall notify the county administrator or his designee of any
additional work, other than ordinary maintenance, prior to the work beginning. The reviewing
authority shall review the work and make a recommendation to the county administrator or his
designee whether the overall project is consistent with the standards for rehabilitation. The
county administrator or his designee shall notify the property owner in writing if the overall
project is consistent with the standards for rehabilitation. If the additional work is found to be
inconsistent by the reviewing authority, the county administrator or his designee shall notify the
owner in writing within thirty (30) days of its decision to rescind approval. The property owner
may withdraw his/her request and cancel or revise the proposed additional work.

(g) Notification. Upon final certification of a rehabilitated historic property, the Richland
County Assessor, Auditor, and Treasurer shall be notified by the county administrator or his
designee that such property has been duly certified and is eligible for the special tax assessment.

(h)  Application. Once the final certification has been granted, the owner of the property
shall make application to the Richland County Auditor for the special assessment provided for
herein. The special assessment shall remain in effect for the length of the special assessment
period, unless the property shall become decertified under the provisions of this section.

(1)  Date effective. If an application for preliminary or final certification is filed by May
first or the preliminary or final certification is approved by August first, the special assessment
authorized herein is effective for that year. Otherwise, it is effective beginning with the
following year. The special assessment only begins in the current or future tax years as provided
for in this section. The special assessment period shall not exceed ten (10) years in length, and in
no instance may the special assessment be applied retroactively.

()  Previously certified properties. A property certified to receive the special property tax
assessment under the existing law continues to receive the special assessment in effect at the
time certification was made.

(k) Decertification. Once the property has received final certification and assessed as
rehabilitated historic property, it remains so certified and must be granted the special assessment
until the property becomes disqualified by any one of the following:

(1)  Written notice from the owner to the Richland County Auditor requesting removal
of the special assessment;

(2) Sale or transfer of ownership, including the sale or transfer of one or more portions
of the property, during the special assessment period, other than in the course of probate
proceedings;

(3) Removal of the historic designation by the National Register of Historic Places; or

(4) Rescission of the approval of rehabilitation by the county, at the recommendation of
the reviewing authority, because of alterations or renovation by the owner or the owner’s estate
which causes the property to no longer possess the qualities and features which made it eligible
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for final certification. Notification of any change affecting eligibility must be given immediately
to the Richland County Assessor, Auditor, and Treasurer.

(Ord. No. 047-08HR, § II, 9-9-08)
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Appendix 3

City of Columbia Bailey Bill Ordinance

DIVISION 5. - SPECIAL PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENTS FOR REHABILITATED HISTORIC
PROPERTIES

Sec. 17-695. - Special tax assessment created.

A special tax assessment is created for eligible rehabilitated historic properties for
20 years equal to the appraised value of the property at the time of preliminary
certification.

(Ord. No. 2007-063, § I, 9-5-07)
Sec. 17-696. - Purpose.

It is the purpose of this division to:

(1) Encourage the restoration of historic properties;

(2) Promote community development and redevelopment;

3) Encourage sound community planning; and

4) Promote the general health, safety, and welfare of the community.

(Ord. No. 2007-063, § 11, 9-5-07)
Sec. 17-697. - Eligible properties.

(a) Certification. In order to be eligible for the special tax assessment, historic
properties must receive preliminary and final certification.
(1)To receive preliminary certification a property must meet the following

conditions:
a. The property has received historic designation.
b. The proposed rehabilitation work receives approval from the
design/development review commission (DDRC).
C. Be a project that commenced by or after August 17, 2004 to the

date of the adoption of this ordinance and work was permitted to
have begun prior to receiving preliminary certification; or
d. Be a project that commences on or after the date of the adoption of
this ordinance. Preliminary certification must be received prior to
beginning work.
(2) To receive final certification, a property must have met the following

conditions:
a. The property has received preliminary certification.
b. The minimum expenditures for rehabilitation were incurred and
paid.

ltem# 2

Attachment number 1
Page 24 of 98 Page 18 of 30



c. The completed rehabilitation receives approval from the secretary
to the DDRC as being consistent with the plans approved by
DDRC as part of preliminary certification.
(b) Historic designation. As used in this section, "Historic Designation" means the
property maintains one or more of the following:
(1) The property is listed on the National Register of Historic Places either
individually or as a contributing property in a district.
(2) The property is at least 50 years old and is an individual landmark or a
contributing property in a local district as designated by city council and listed in
sections_17-681 and_17-691 of the City of Columbia Code of Ordinances.

(Ord. No. 2007-063, § 111, 9-5-07)
Sec. 17-698. - Eligible rehabilitation.

(a) Standards for rehabilitation work. To be eligible for the special tax assessment,
historic rehabilitations must be appropriate for the historic building and the historic
district in which it is located. This is achieved through adherence to the following
standards:
(1) The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved; the
removal of historic materials or alterations of features and spaces that characterize
each property shall be avoided.
(2) Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and
use; changes that create a false sense of historical development shall not be
undertaken.
(3) Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic
significance in their own right shall be retained and preserved.
(4) Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a property should be preserved.
(5) Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced; where the
severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new
should match the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and,
where possible, materials; replacement of missing features shall be substantiated
by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.
(6) Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to
historic materials shall not be used; the surface cleaning of structures, if
appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest means possible.
(7) New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not
destroy historic materials that characterize the property; the new work shall be
differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale,
and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the historic property
and its environment.
(8) New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in
such a manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the
historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.
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(b) Work to be reviewed. The following work will be reviewed according to the
standards set forth above:

(1) Repairs to the exterior of the designated building.

(2) Alterations to the exterior of the designated building.

(3)  New construction on the property on which the building is located.

4) Alterations to interior primary public spaces.

(5)  Any remaining work where the expenditures for such work are being used
to satisfy the minimum expenditures for rehabilitation.

(¢) Minimum expenditures for rehabilitation means the owner or the owner's estate
rehabilitates the building, with expenditures for rehabilitation exceeding 20 percent of the
fair market value of the building. Fair market value means the appraised value as certified
to the DDRC by a real estate appraiser licensed by the State of South Carolina, the sales
price as delineated in a bona fide contract of sale within twelve months of the time it is
submitted, or the most recent appraised value published by the Richland County Tax
Assessor.

(d) Expenditures for rehabilitation means the actual cost of rehabilitation relating to one
or more of the following:

(1) Improvements located on or within the historic building as designated.

(2) Improvements outside of but directly attached to the historic building
which are necessary to make the building fully useable (such as vertical
circulation) but shall not include rentable/habitable floorspace attributable
to new construction.

3) Architectural and engineering services attributable to the design of the

improvements.
4) Costs necessary to maintain the historic character or integrity of the
building.

(e) Scope. The special tax assessment may apply to the following:

(1) Structure(s) rehabilitated.

(2) Real property on which the building is located.
(f) Time limits. To be eligible for the special tax assessment, rehabilitation must be
completed within two (2) years of the preliminary certification date. If the project is not
complete after two years, but the minimum expenditures for rehabilitation have been
incurred, the property continues to receive the special assessment until the project is
completed or until the end of the special assessment period, whichever shall first occur.

(Ord. No. 2007-063, § 1V, 9-5-07)
Sec. 17-699. - Process.

(a) Fee required. There is a fee of $150.00 required for final certification for each
application for review of rehabilitation work of single family and/or duplex structures and
$300.00 for all other structures. Fees are payable to the City of Columbia, and final
certification will not be given without payment of this fee.
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(b) Plan required. Owners of property seeking approval of rehabilitation work must
submit a rehabilitation historic property application with supporting documentation and
application fee prior to beginning work.
(¢c) Preliminary certification. Upon receipt of the completed application, the proposal
shall be placed on the next available agenda of the DDRC to determine if the project is
consistent with the standards for rehabilitation in subsection_17-698(a) above. After the
DDRC makes its determination, the owner shall be notified in writing. Upon receipt of
this determination the owner may:
(1) If the application is approved, begin rehabilitation;
(2) If the application is not approved, he may revise such application in
accordance with comments provided by the D/DRC;
(d) Substantive changes. Once preliminary certification is granted to an application,
substantive changes must be approved by the D/DRC. Unapproved substantive changes
are conducted at the risk of the property owner and may disqualify the project from
eligibility. Additional expenditures will not qualify the project for an extension on the
special assessment.
(e) Final certification. Upon completion of the project, the project must receive final
certification in order to be eligible for the special assessment. The secretary to the DDRC
will inspect completed projects to determine if the work is consistent with the approval
granted by the DDRC pursuant to_section 17-698. Final certification will be granted when
the completed work meets the Standards and verification is made that expenditures have
been made in accordance with subsection_17-698(c) and (d) above. Upon receiving final
certification, the property will be assessed for the remainder of the special assessment
period on the fair market value of the property at the time the preliminary certification
was made or the final certification was made, whichever occurred earlier.
(f) Additional work. For the remainder of the special assessment period after final
certification, the property owner shall notify the D/DRC of any additional work, other
than ordinary maintenance. The D/DRC will review the work at a regularly scheduled
hearing and determine whether the overall project is consistent with the standards for
rehabilitation. If the additional work is found to be inconsistent the property owner may
withdraw his request and cancel or revise the proposed additional work.
(g) Decertification. When the property has received final certification and assessed as
rehabilitated historic property, it remains so certified and must be granted the special
assessment until the property becomes disqualified by any one of the following:
(1) Written notice from the owner to the D/DRC and the auditor requesting
removal of the preferential assessment;
(2) Sale or transfer of ownership during the special assessment period, other
than in the course of probate proceedings;
3) Removal of the historic designation by the Columbia City Council; or
(4) Rescission of the approval of rehabilitation by the DDRC because of
alterations or renovation by the owner or the owner's estate which causes

the property to no longer possess the qualities and features which made it
eligible for final certification.
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Notification of any change affecting eligibility must be given immediately to the
Richland County Assessor, Auditor, and Treasurer.

(h) Notification. The city shall, upon final certification of a property, notify the Richland
County Assessor, Auditor and Treasurer that such property has been duly certified and is
eligible for the special tax assessment.

(1) Date effective. If an application for preliminary or final certification is filed by May 1
or the preliminary or final certification is approved by August 1, the special assessment
authorized herein is effective for that year. Otherwise, it is effective beginning with the
following year.

The special assessment only begins in the current or future tax years as provided for in
this section. In no instance may the special assessment be applied retroactively.

(j) Application. Once the DDRC has granted the special property tax assessments
authorized herein, the owner of the property shall make application to the Richland
County Auditor for the special assessment provided for herein.

(Ord. No. 2007-063, § V, 9-5-07)
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Appendix 4

State of South Carolina Bailey Bill Statute

§ 4-9-195. Grant of special property tax assessments to "rehabilitated historic property"”
or "low and moderate income rental property".

(A) The governing body of any county by ordinance may grant the special property tax
assessments authorized by this section to real property which qualifies as either
"rehabilitated historic property" or as "low and moderate income rental property" in the
manner provided in this section. A county governing body may designate, in its
discretion, an agency or a department to perform its functions and duties pursuant to the
provisions of this section in its discretion.

(1) All qualifying property may receive preliminary certification from the county
governing body and upon this preliminary certification, the property must be assessed for
two years on the fair market value of the property at the time the preliminary certification
was made. If the project is not complete after two years, but the minimum expenditures
for rehabilitation have been incurred, the property continues to receive the special
assessment until the project is completed.

(2) Upon completion of a project, the project must receive final certification from the
county governing body in order to be eligible for the special assessment. Upon final
certification, the property must be assessed for the remainder of the special assessment
period on the fair market value of the property at the time the preliminary certification
was made or the final certification was made, whichever occurred earlier. If a completed
project does not comply with all requirements for final certification, final certification
must not be granted and any monies not collected by the county due to the special
assessment must be returned to the county.

(3) The special assessment only begins in the current or future tax years as provided for
in this section. In no instance may the special assessment be applied retroactively.

(B) As used in this section:

(1) "Historic designation" means the owner of the property applies for and is granted
historic designation by the county governing body for the purpose of the special property
tax assessment based on one or more of the following reasons:

(a) the property is listed in the National Register of Historic Places;

(b) the property is designated as a historic property by the county governing body based
upon criteria established by the county governing body and is at least fifty years old; or

(c) the property is at least fifty years old and is located in a historic district designated by
the county governing body at any location within the geographical area of the county.

(2) "Approval of rehabilitation work" means the proposed and completed rehabilitation
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work is approved by the reviewing authority as appropriate for the historic building and
the historic district in which it is located.

(3) "Minimum expenditures for rehabilitation" means the owner or his estate rehabilitates
the building, with expenditures for rehabilitation exceeding the minimum percentage of
the fair market value of the building established by the county in its ordinance. The
county governing body may set different minimum percentages for owner-occupied
property and income producing real property, between twenty percent and one hundred
percent.

(4) "Special assessment period" means the county governing body shall set the length of
the special assessment in its ordinance of not more than twenty years.

(5) "Preliminary certification" means a property has met the following conditions:

(a) the owner of the property applies for and is granted historic designation by the county
governing body; and

(b) the proposed rehabilitation receives approval of rehabilitation work from the
reviewing authority.

A county governing body may require that an owner applies for preliminary certification
before any project work begins.

(6) "Final certification" means a property has met the following conditions:

(a) the owner of the property applies for and is granted historic designation by the county
governing body;

(b) the completed rehabilitation receives approval of rehabilitation work from the
reviewing authority; and

(c) the minimum expenditures for rehabilitation were incurred and paid.

(7) "Reviewing authority" for approval of rehabilitation work pursuant to this section is
defined as:

(a) the board of architectural review in counties with a board of architectural review with
jurisdiction over historic properties operating pursuant to Section 6-29-870;

(b) in counties without a board of architectural review with jurisdiction over historic
properties, the county governing body may designate another qualified entity with
historic preservation expertise to review the rehabilitation work; or

(c) if the county governing body does not designate another qualified entity, the
Department of Archives and History shall review the rehabilitation work. No separate
application to the department is required for properties receiving preliminary and final
approval for the federal income tax credit allowed pursuant to Section 47 of the Internal

Revenue Code or the state income tax credit allowed pursuant to Section 12-6-3535.
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(8) "Rehabilitated historic property" means the property has met all the criteria for final
certification.

(C) "Low and moderate income rental property" is eligible for certification if:

(1) the property provides accommodations under the Section 8 Program as defined in the
United States Housing Act of 1937 and amended by the Housing and Community Act of
1974 for low and moderate income families and persons as defined by Section 31-13-
170(p); or

(2) in the case of income-producing real property, the expenditures for rehabilitation
exceed the appraised value of the property; and

(3) if the low and moderate income housing rehabilitation is located in an area designated
by the local government as a Low and Moderate Housing Rehabilitation District; and

(4) the owner or estate of any property certified as "low and moderate income rental
property" takes no actions which cause the property to be unsuitable for such a
designation. The county governing body granting the initial certification has the authority
to decertify property in these cases, and the property becomes immediately ineligible for
the special tax assessments provided for this type of property; and

(5) if the property qualifies as "historic" as defined in subsection (B)(1), then the
rehabilitation work must be approved by the appropriate reviewing authority as provided
in subsections (B) and (D).

(D) The Department of Archives and History may provide training and technical
assistance to counties and procedures for application, consideration, and appeal through
appropriate regulations for "rehabilitated historic property" provisions of the law. The
governing body may establish fees for applications for preliminary or final certification,
or both, through the ordinance or regulations.

(E) When property has received final certification and is assessed as rehabilitated historic
property, or low or moderate income rental property, it remains so certified and must be
granted the special assessment until the property becomes disqualified by any one of the
following:

(1) written notice by the owner to the county to remove the preferential assessment;
(2) removal of the historic designation by the county governing body;

(3) decertification of the property by the local governing body as low or moderate income
rental property for persons and families of moderate to low income as defined by Section
31-13-170(p);

(4) rescission of the approval of rehabilitation work by the reviewing authority because of
alterations or renovations by the owner or his estate which cause the property to no

longer possess the qualities and features which made it eligible for final certification.
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Under no circumstances shall the sale or transfer of ownership of real property certified
and assessed in accordance with this section and any ordinance in effect at the time
disqualify the property from receiving the special property tax assessment under this
section. This provision shall be applicable and given full force and effect to any special
property tax assessment granted prior to the effective date of this paragraph
notwithstanding any ordinance in effect from time to time to the contrary.

Notification of any change affecting eligibility must be given immediately to the
appropriate county taxing and assessing authorities.

(F) If an application for preliminary or final certification is filed by May first or the
preliminary or final certification is approved by August first, the special assessment
authorized by this section is effective for that year. Otherwise it is effective beginning
with the following year.

(G) Once the governing body has granted the special property tax assessments authorized
by this section, the owner of the property shall make application to the auditor for the
special assessment provided for by this section.

(H) A property certified to receive the special property tax assessment under the existing
law continues to receive the special assessment in effect at the time certification was
made.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY
ORDINANCE NO. __ -13HR
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RICHLAND COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES,
CHAPTER 23, TAXATION; ARTICLE V, REHABILITATED HISTORIC
PROPERTIES; SO AS TO REFLECT THE 2010 AMENDMENTS MADE TO SECTION
4-9-195 OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS, 1976, AS AMENDED; AND TO
MORE CLOSELY ALIGN THE COUNTY’S ORDINANCE WITH THAT OF THE CITY
OF COLUMBIA.

WHEREAS, Section 4-9-195 of the S. C. Code of Laws, 1976, as amended, was amended
by the South Carolina General Assembly through the enactment of Act No. 182, effective May
28,2010; and

WHEREAS, Richland County Council now desires to amend the Richland County Code
of Ordinances, Chapter 23, Taxation, Article V, Rehabilitated Historic Properties, to reflect the
2010 amendments made to Section 4-9-195 of the South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, as
amended;

WHEREAS, Richland County Council now desires to amend the Richland County Code
of Ordinances, Chapter 23, Taxation, Article V, Rehabilitated Historic Properties, to more
closely align the County’s ordinance with that of the City of Columbia in an effort to promote
economic development, foster a more business friendly environment, and clarify any confusion
that exists between the County’s and City’s Bailey Bill ordinances;

NOW, THEREFORE, 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 1. The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 23, Taxation; Article V,
Rehabilitated Historic Properties; Section 23-60, Special Tax Assessment Created; is hereby
amended to read as follows:

Sec. 23-60. Special tax assessment created.

A special tax assessment is created for eligible rehabilitated historic properties for a
period of ten twenty (20) years equal to the assessed value of the property at the time of
Preliminary Certification.

SECTION II. The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 23, Taxation; Article V,
Rehabilitated Historic Properties; Section 23-62, Eligible Properties; Subsection (b), Historic
Designation; is hereby amended to read as follows:

(b) Historic designation. In order to be eligible for the special tax assessment, the
property must meet one of the following criteria:

(1) The property must be listed on the National Register of Historic Places, or
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an historic property by the county council based upon criteria established
by the county council and the property is at least fifty vears old: or

3) The property is at least fifty vears old and is located in a historic district
designated by the county council at any location within the geographical
area of the county.

SECTION III. The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 23, Taxation; Article V,
Rehabilitated Historic Properties; Section 23-63, Eligible Rehabilitation; Subsection (c),
Minimum Expenditures for Rehabilitation; is hereby amended to read as follows:

(c) Minimum expenditures for rehabilitation. To be eligible for the special property
tax assessment, the owner or the owner’s estate must meet the minimum expenditures for
rehabilitation:

(1) The minimum investment shall be twenty percent (20%) of the fair market
value of the building which is to be rehabilitated.

(2) Fair market value means the appraised value as certified to the county by a
real estate appraiser licensed by the State of South Carolina, the sales price as
delineated in a bona fide contract of sale within twelve months of the time it is
submitted, or the most recent appraised value published by the Richland
County Tax Assessor.

SECTION IV. The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 23, Taxation; Article V,
Rehabilitated Historic Properties; Section 23-63, Eligible Rehabilitation; Subsection (f), Time
Limits; is hereby amended to read as follows:

project is not complete after two (2) vears, but the minimum expenditures for rehabilitation
have been incurred, the property continues to receive the special assessment until the project

is completed.
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SECTION V. The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 23, Taxation; Article V,
Rehabilitated Historic Properties; Section 23-64, Process; Subsection (i), Date Effective; is
hereby amended to read as follows:

(1) Date effective. If an application for preliminary or final certification is filed by
May first or the preliminary or final certification is approved by August first, the special
assessment authorized herein is effective for that year. Otherwise, it is effective beginning
with the following year. The special assessment only begins in the current or future tax years
as provided for in this section. The special assessment period shall not exceed ten—(1+0)

twenty (20) years in length;—and—in—ne—instance—may—the—speetalassessment-be—applied
retroactively.

SECTION VI. The Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 23, Taxation; Article V,
Rehabilitated Historic Properties; Section 23-64, Process; Subsection (k), Decertification; is
hereby amended to read as follows:

(k) Decertification. Once the property has received final certification and assessed as
rehabilitated historic property, it remains so certified and must be granted the special
assessment until the property becomes disqualified by any one of the following:

(1) Written notice from the owner to the Richland County Auditor requesting
removal of the special assessment;

33(2) Removal of the historic designation by the National Register-of Historie
Plaees-county council; or

4(3) Decertification of the property by the county council as low or moderate
income rental property for persons and families of moderate to low income as
defined by Section 31-13-170(p); or

(4)Rescission of the approval of rehabilitation by the county, at the
recommendation of the reviewing authority, because of alterations or
renovation by the owner or the owner’s estate which causes the property to no
longer possess the qualities and features which made it eligible for Final
Certification. Notification of any change affecting eligibility must be given
immediately to the Richland County Assessor, Auditor, and Treasurer.

SECTION VII. 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 VIII. Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in
conflict with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed.
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SECTION IX. Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective from and after , 2013,
and shall apply uniformly to new projects and to qualified properties currently receiving the
special assessment provided hereunder.

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL

BY:
Kelvin E. Washington, Sr., Chair

ATTEST THIS THE DAY

OF ,2013

Michelle M. Onley
Clerk of Council

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

Subject
Department of Public Works: Purchase of Tri-Axle Dump Truck [PAGES 37-47]
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Department of Public Works: Purchase of Tri-Axle Dump Truck

A. Purpose
County Council is requested to approve the purchase of an International Tri-Axle dump truck
for the Roads and Drainage Division of the Department of Public Works in the amount of
$145,714.18.

B. Background / Discussion
An International Tri-Axle dump truck, manufactured by Carolina International Trucks, Inc., in
Columbia, South Carolina has been selected for purchase through the State contract (see
Appendix 1). The dump truck is intended to be used for the asphalt paving crew. The fleet
replacement guidelines for this equipment currently predict a ten-year lifecycle.

The larger-load capacity of the tri-axle design will allow pick up of larger amounts of asphalt
material for the paving crew. The tandem axle truck currently being used is capable of hauling
16 tons of material, while the tri-axle will carry 22.5 tons, which amounts to an estimated 28%
reduction in the number of trips required to obtain material. This will result in fewer
interruptions in the paving process, allowing the crew to pave longer stretches of roadway with
a better finished product. In addition, the dump bed is designed to accommodate the transfer of
material from the truck to the paving equipment, reducing the risk of spills or equipment
mishaps. It will also enhance the efficiency and productivity of the paving operation. The truck
will be an addition to the County Road Maintenance fleet, dedicated to the asphalt paving crew.

This purchase was discussed between Michael Greene, Public Works Road Maintenance
Assistant Division Manager and Bill Peters, County Fleet Manager, on or about October 11,
2012. Specifications were submitted by Mr. Peters to the Department of Public Works on or
about January 3, 2013. Both the Public Works Road Maintenance Division and the Department
of Support Services’ Fleet Manager are in agreement with the purchase of this dump truck. The
requisition and specifications were submitted to the Procurement Department on approximately
March 1, 2013 for processing.

C. Legislative / Chronological History
In anticipation of this purchase, the total cost of this purchase was budgeted for in the FY13
Road Maintenance Division budget, which was approved on July 1, 2012.

D. Financial Impact
The financial impact will be the cost of the unit purchased from the State contract. Normal
maintenance costs for this type of equipment averages about $1,700.00 per year, but are
accounted for in the annual contract with the fleet maintenance provider, First Vehicle Services.
Roads and Drainage personnel already possess the CDL licenses required to operate this
equipment, so no additional operator training will be required.

2013 International Workstar 50,000 GVW Truck $ 73,292.00

Total Contract Deductions (See Appendix 1) (4,032.60)

Total Cost of Upgrade/Options (See Appendix 1) 47,032.60
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17> Dump Body, 19.85 Cubic Yard Capacity (See Appendix 1) 27,295.00

Additional Wheels and Tires (Drop Axle) (See Appendix 1) 1,250.00
South Carolina Sales Tax 300.00
Total Cost $145,714.18

E. Alternatives

1. Approve the request to purchase the Tri-Axle Dump truck for the asphalt paving crew. This
will increase the effectiveness of the crew in the completion of multiple-road projects.

2. Do not approve the request to purchase the Tri-Axle Dump truck for the asphalt paving
crew. This alternative will require the asphalt crew to continue using their current
equipment, which may not facilitate the most efficient progress and completion of road
projects.

F. Recommendation
It is recommended that County Council approve the request to purchase the Tri-Axle Dump
truck for the Roads and Drainage Division of the Department of Public Works.

Recommended by: David Hoops Department: Public Works Date: 03/04/13
G. Reviews
Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 3/4/13
v" Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Purchase in within the appropriated budget.

Procurement
Reviewed by: Rodolfo Callwood Date: 3/4/13
M Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 3/5/13
U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

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

Administration
Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett Date: 3/5/13
v" Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject
Contract Approval with Palmetto Posting, Inc. [PAGES 48-62]

Reviews
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Contract Approval with Palmetto Posting, Inc.

A. Purpose

County Council is requested to approve a contract with Palmetto Posting, Inc., for the purpose
of posting of property, per state law, in Richland County on which delinquent ad valorem
property taxes are due. County Council is requested to approve an expenditure of $25.00 per
property posting from the Taxes at Tax Sale Account-a non-general fund account. Total charges
for postings of Richland County Properties are estimated to result in an expenditure of funds
over $100,000.

. Background / Discussion

Palmetto Posting began providing services to Richland County in 2007 for the delinquent 2006
tax year. Palmetto Posting, Inc. provided property posting services in a timely, efficient and
cost-effective manner for years 2007-2012 (Tax Years 2006-2011). Palmetto Posting, Inc.
possesses the unique and singularly available capacity to meet the County’s requirements for
posting of delinquent properties for the 2013-2017 years (Tax Years 2012-2016) according to
statute. Palmetto Posting was selected as the provider for these services by sole source as they
are the only provider in South Carolina for this unique service

. Legislative / Chronological History

April 3, 2012, Minutes, Page 4—Council approved exercise of the second year of a contract
with Palmetto Posting, Inc.

April 19, 2011, Minutes, Page 6—Council approved a contract with Palmetto Posting, Inc.

May 4, 2010, Minutes Page 5—Council approved the exercise of an Option to Renew a contract
with Palmetto Posting, Inc.

May 5, 2009, Minutes, Page 5--Council approved a contract with Palmetto Posting, Inc., for the
purpose of posting properties with delinquent ad valorem property taxes.

July 22, 2008, Minutes, Page 4—Council approved a contract with Palmetto Posting, Inc., for
the purpose of posting of properties on which delinquent ad valorem property taxes are due.

Appendix 1 - Justification for Sole Source Procurement

Appendix 2 — Palmetto Posting Contract
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D. Financial Impact

There is no financial impact to the County’s General Fund. All monies expended for the posting
of properties come from the Tax Sale Account, 1735, a revenue fund that can only be used for
services and notices related to delinquent property taxes.

It is anticipated that the financial impact of this request will be no more than $145,000 to
account 1735. This amount has been requested as part of the County Treasurer’s authorized
budget for Fiscal Year 13-14 but is currently awaiting approval.

E. Alternatives
1. Approve the request for the County to enter into a contract with Palmetto Posting, Inc., at
rate and cost estimates provided, for the purpose of posting of property in Richland County on
which delinquent ad valorem property taxes are due. This request will increase the speed and

accuracy of the process for the county and our taxpayers, and will not impact the General Fund.

2. Do not approve.

F. Recommendation

It is recommended that Council approve the request to enter into a contract with Palmetto
Posting, Inc.

Recommended by: Department: Date:
David A. Adams Richland County Treasurer March 1, 2013
G. Reviews
Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers: Date: 3/21/13
v" Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Procurement
Reviewed by: Rodolfo Callwood Date: 3/21/13
M Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:
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Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 3/21/13
0 Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial
Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion.

Administration
Reviewed by: Tony McDonald Date: 3/21/13
v" Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval as submitted. Funds for
the contract are appropriated in the Tax Sale Account which, by law, can only be utilized
for delinquent tax collections. No General Fund dollars are involved.
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject
Authorization to Increase the FY13 Iron Mountain Purchase Order Over $100,000 [PAGES 63-66]

Reviews
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Authorization to Increase the FY13 Iron Mountain Purchase Order Over $100,000

A. Purpose

County Council is requested to grant the Register of Deeds’ office authorization to increase the
Iron Mountain blanket purchase order to a maximum limit of $183,000, which is over the current
$100,000 authorized limit.

B. Background / Discussion

Richland County stores its records with Iron Mountain, a private sector company that specializes
in records retention and management. The County has approximately 45,000 cubic feet of
records stored at Iron Mountain facilities, which charge the County for storage, supplies and
various services (such as pulling and delivery of records). Each department independently
submits its requests for services, and Iron Mountain compiles the charges and bills the Register
of Deeds’ office at the end of each month. The monthly bill fluctuates because the services
needed by various departments change monthly. In FY13, the average monthly bill is
$10,995.45; to date, the County has accrued $76,986.10 in services.

In FY11, Richland County spent $151,571.74 for records storage and management. This is an
increase of 63.23% from FYO06 expenditures of $92,855.40. In order to help control Iron
Mountain expenditures, the Register of Deeds’ office has initiated a records management
program. The purpose of this program is to control and reduce the County’s expenditures
associated with records storage by assisting other departments with records management issues.

The records management program, in cooperation with various departments, has stabilized the
cost of storage. Before the implementation of this program, Richland County had been averaging
an additional 2,505.66 cubic feet per year to its Iron Mountain holdings. The records
management program curtailed storage growth to 132 cubic feet in FY11. In its second year, the
records management program reduced Iron Mountain’s holdings by 1,313.10 cubic feet. The
program’s has decreased expenditures 6.61% from $151,574 in FY'11 to $141,555.80 in FY'12.

FY13 expenditures of $183,000 for records storage and management through Iron Mountain are
budgeted for in FY13. Order #B1300502, which is dated July 17, 2012, is attached as Appendix
1. On April 3, 2012, Council granted the Register of Deeds’ office authorization to increase the
FY 12 Tron Mountain purchase order over $100,000.

C. Legislative / Chronological History
This is a staff-initiated request therefore there is no legislative history.

D. Financial Impact
There is no financial impact associated with this request for FY13.
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E. Alternatives

1.

Approve the request to grant authorization to increase the Iron Mountain blanket
purchase order to a maximum limit of $183,000, which is over the current $100,000
authorized limit.

Do not approve the request to grant authorization to increase the Iron Mountain blanket
purchase order to a maximum limit of $183,000, which is over the current $100,000
authorized limit. If Council does not approve this request, records management costs with
Iron Mountain will increase and could result in the denial of access to County documents
currently stored at Iron Mountain.

F. Recommendation
It is recommended that Council approve the request to grant authorization to increase the Iron
Mountain purchase order over $100,000 to a maximum limit of $183,000.

Recommended by: John Hopkins Department: Register of Deeds Date: 02/26/13
G. Reviews
Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 3/5/13
v" Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Recommend approval not to exceed the budgeted amount of $183k.

Procurement
Reviewed by: Rodolfo Callwood Date: 3/5/13
M Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 3/5/13
0 Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

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

Administration
Reviewed by: Tony McDonald Date: 3/5/13
v" Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend Council approval. Funds for the
purchase order increase have been included in the ROD’s FY13 budget; no additional
funding is required.
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject
SC 2013 Legislative Exchange Program Funding Request [PAGES 67-72]

Reviews
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: SC Legislative Exchange Funding Request

A. Purpose
County Council is requested to consider a funding request to allocate $25,000 for the April 2013
SC Legislative Exchange program.

B. Background / Discussion
During the March 5, 2013 Council Meeting, Chairman Washington stated that he received a
funding request in the amount of $25,000 from the World Development Alliance for their SC
Legislative Exchange program, which will take place in April 2013. The SC Legislative
Exchange is a collaborative effort between the Benedict College Office of International
Programs and the SC House of Representatives.

The funding request and budget are attached for your convenience.

On April 17, 2012, County Council gave first reading approval for $5,000 from the General
Fund for this program for the April 2012 SC Legislative Exchange. During the first reading
vote on April 17,2012, the following items were discussed by Council:

e Council requested this group provide the County with information well in advance of the
visit if they request funds in the future. Dr. Norma Jackson stated,
“Definitely. Yes.” The letter for the April 2013 request is dated February 5, 2013.

e Council members also discussed that this request was “late” and/or “out-of-cycle.” This
program is not eligible for County grant programs. Any request would need to be
considered during the budget cycle (i.e., a Motions List item) for the following year in
order to avoid “out-of-cycle” funding. In other words, the organization needs to request
funding in March or April 2013 for their 2014 program.

e Council also requested that the group provide a budget and summary information to the
Administrator and Economic Development Director for their review and comment. Staff
requested and received a program budget for the April 2013 request on March 12, 2013.

C. Legislative/Chronological History

e April 17, 2012 — Council gave first reading approval for $5,000 from the General Fund
for the April 2012 Legislative Exchange.

e May 1, 2012 — Council gave second reading approval for $5,000 from the General Fund
for the April 2012 Legislative Exchange.

e May 15, 2012 — Council gave third reading approval for $5,000 from the General Fund
for the April 2012 Legislative Exchange.

e March 5, 2013 — This item appeared on the Council Meeting agenda under the Report of
the Chairman. It was then forwarded to the A&F Committee.

D. Financial Impact
This request is for $25,000. This action, if approved, will require three readings and a public
hearing, depending on the funding source, which has yet to be identified.
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2.

3.

. Alternatives
1.

Approve the request to allocate $25,000 for the SC Legislative Exchange program.
Identification of a funding source is required.

Approve the request to allocate funds for the SC Legislative Exchange program in
another amount determined by Council. Identification of a funding source is required.
Do not approve the request to allocate any funds for the SC Legislative Exchange
program at this time.

. Recommendation

This request is at the discretion of County Council.

Recommended by: Kelvin Washington Department: County Council Date: 3/5/13

. Reviews
Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 3/13/13
U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

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

Funding is within Council discretion but a funding source must be identified and based
on the source approved may require three readings and a public hearing. Request is
outside of the normal funding cycle.

Grants
Reviewed by: Sara Salley Date: 3/13/13
U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

v Council Discretion (please explain if checked)

Comments regarding recommendation:

This decision is up to Council’s discretion. This organization is requesting funds outside
the funding cycle. They need to request funds a year in advance in order to fall inside
the correct funding cycle.

Economic Development

Reviewed by: Nelson Lindsay Date:

0 Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

v Council Discretion (please explain if checked)

Comments regarding recommendation:

This decision is up to Council’s discretion. The request does seem better suited to state
level funding since the exchange is among state legislators rather than local officials.

Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 3/14/13
0 Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

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

Administration
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Reviewed by: Tony McDonald Date: 3/21/13

0 Recommend Council approval v" Recommend Council denial

U Council Discretion (please explain if checked)

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommendation to deny is based not on the
merits of the program but on the fact that the request is, for the second consecutive year,
out of the budget funding cycle. Should the Council decide to fund the request, it is
recommended that the funds be appropriated in the FY 14 budget and disbursed to the
World Development Alliance after July 1 as a reimbursement of expenses.
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Where business is not a bane

March 1, 2013

Attention: Mr. Kelvin Washington
Chairman, Richland County Council
City of Columbia

2020 Hampton Street

Columbia, SC 29204

Project title: Legislators Exchange Program
Project description: Bridge building for economic development with the developing world.

2308 Haskell Ave
Columbia, SC 29204
(+1) 803-758-5881, Fax: (+1) 803-748-8976

www.worlddevelopmentalliance.org

Description Quantity Unit Price Total

Hotel Rooms for legislators 364 days $110.00 $42,900
Breakfast, lunch, dinner 364 days $75.00 $29,250
In-ground transportation 15 days $500.00 $7,500.
Materials $35.00 $100.00 $3,500
Support staff 6 $660.00 $3,960
Advertisement 3000 $2.00 $6,000
Miscellaneous 7000 $1.00 $7,000

Subtotal $100,110

Tax $6.006

$106,116

The costs above are expressed as days and hrs. For example 364 days = $110 cost of room x 26
(number of participants) x 15 (number of nights) = 42,990.00 (total). Breakfast, lunch, dinner=
$75.00 per day x 15 (number of days) x 26 (number of persons)= $29,250.00 total. Support staff =
6 x 110 per day= $660.00 x 15 days = 3,960.00. Our request is for $25,000.00

Sincerely yours,
Dr. Norma Jackson

Joseph H. Neal

Page 72 of 98
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject
Town of Eastover's 35th Annual Barbeque Festival Funding Request [PAGES 73-76]

Reviews
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Town of Eastover Funding Request

A. Purpose
County Council is requested to approve a request to allocate $10,000 in Hospitality Tax (H-Tax)
funds to the Town of Eastover’s 35™ Annual Barbeque Festival.

B. Background / Discussion
During the March 5, 2013 County Council meeting, Chairman Washington stated that he
received a request of Hospitality Tax funds from the Town of Eastover for their 35" Annual
Barbeque Festival for $10,000. The request letter is attached as Appendix 1.

The Town of Eastover will host the 35™ Annual Barbeque Festival on May 3-4, 2013. The
Town of Eastover did not apply for FY 13 funding through the H-Tax County Promotions grant
program for the May 2013 event. The Town of Eastover did submit an application for County
Promotions funding for FY 14 for their May 2014 event, but the application was late, incomplete
and they did not use a fiscal agent. As a municipality, they are not eligible for County
Promotions funding per the County’s grant guidelines. Grantees must be a nonprofit
organization.

In FY 10, the Annual Barbeque Festival received $5,000 in H-Tax funds under SERCO’s
allocation.

C. Legislative/Chronological History
e FYI10 - Received $5,000 in H-Tax funds under SERCO’s allocation.
e March 5, 2013 — This item appeared on the meeting agenda under the Report of the
Chairman.

D. Financial Impact
The request of $10,000 from Hospitality Tax will have an impact. Council has used the $25,000
in H-Tax funds budgeted for use at their discretion.

E. Alternatives
1. Approve the request to allocate $10,000 in H-Tax to the Town of Eastover for the 35t
Annual Barbeque Festival.
2. Approve an alternate amount for the Town of Eastover’s 35™ Annual Barbeque Festival.
3. Do not approve the request to allocate $10,000 in H-Tax to the Town of Eastover for the 35"
Annual Barbeque Festival.

F. Recommendation
This request is at the discretion of County Council.

Recommended by: Councilman Washington Department: County Council Date: 3/5/13

F. Reviews
Finance
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Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 3/13/13

0 Recommend Council approval v" Recommend Council denial
U Council Discretion (please explain if checked)

Comments regarding recommendation:

Funding is within Council discretion and based on the funding source may require three
readings and a public hearing. Recommendation is based on the fact that the request is
outside of the normal funding cycle therefore would not follow the committee
competitive process.

Grants
Reviewed by: Sara Salley Date: 3/13/13
U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

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

This decision is up to Council’s discretion. This organization is asking for funds outside
the established funding process and is an ineligible organization according to grant
guidelines. If Council choses to allocate funds for this event the funds should go
through a qualified fiscal agent. The fiscal agent should be asked to fill out an
application and supply a budget showing that the funds will be used.

Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 3/13/13
U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

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

Administration
Reviewed by: Tony McDonald Date: 3/20/13
U Recommend Council approval v" Recommend Council denial

O Council Discretion (please explain if checked)

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommendation to deny is based not on the
merits of the program but on the fact that the organization’s funding request is outside of
the budget process and on the fact that the contingency dollars for promotions approved
in the Hospitality Tax Fund for FY 13 have already been allocated. Furthermore, the
request does not qualify for Hospitality Tax funding as the request has been made by an
incorporated municipality (which does not meet the established guidelines) and no
authorized fiscal agent has been identified.
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Eastover 3th Annual Barbeque Festival Funding Request Appendix 1
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject
Columbia's First HipHop Family Day: Love, Peace & HipHop Funding Request [PAGES 77-83]
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Columbia Hip Hop Family Day Funding Request

A. Purpose
County Council is requested to approve a request to allocate $10,000 for Columbia Hip Hop
Family Day.

B. Background / Discussion
During the March 5, 2013 County Council meeting, Chairman Washington stated that he
received a funding request from Non-Stop Hip Hop Live for Columbia Hip Hop Family Day for
$10,000. The request is attached as Appendix 1.

Columbia Hip Hop Family Day will take place on April 13, 2013 on the 1700 block of Main and
1200 block of Laurel Streets.

Non-Stop Hip Hop Live applied for FY 13 H-Tax County Promotions funding for this event, but
did not receive a recommendation due to an incomplete application. They applied under the
Columbia Music Festival Association as their fiscal agent, as Non-Stop Hip Hop Live is not a
registered nonprofit. An application for funding was also received for FY14 H-Tax County
Promotions funds for their April 2014 event.

C. Legislative/Chronological History
e March 26, 2012 — Non-Stop Hip Hop Live did not receive a funding recommendation
stemming from their FY 13 H-Tax County Promotions grant application.
e March 5, 2013 — This item appeared on the meeting agenda under the Report of the
Chairman.

D. Financial Impact
The request of $10,000 will have an impact. This action, if approved, will require three readings
and a public hearing depending on the funding source.

E. Alternatives
1. Approve the request to allocate $10,000 to Non-Stop Hip Hop Live for Columbia Hip Hop
Family Day.
2. Approve an alternate amount for Non-Stop Hip Hop Live’s Columbia Hip Hop Family Day.
3. Do not approve the request to allocate $10,000 to Non-Stop Hip Hop Live for Columbia Hip
Hop Family Day.

F. Recommendation
This request is at the discretion of County Council.

Recommended by: Kelvin Washington Department: County Council Date: 3/5/13

G. Reviews
Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 3/12/13
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U Recommend Council approval v" Recommend Council denial

O Council Discretion (please explain if checked)

Comments regarding recommendation: Funding is within Council’s discretion. The
recommendation is based on the request being outside of the funding cycle and also
supports the FY 13 h-tax committee funding proposal. As stated the FY 14 request would
be considered by the committee during the budget development.

Grants
Reviewed by: Sara Salley Date: 3/12/13
0 Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

v Council Discretion (please explain if checked)

Comments regarding recommendation:

Funding this request is at Council’s discretion. This event was not recommended for
funding in FY13. If Council does allocate funds to this 2013 event, the funds will need
to be allocated to the Columbia Music Festival Association who is acting as this group’s
fiscal agent.

Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 3/13/13
0 Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

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

Administration
Reviewed by: Tony McDonald Date: 3/20/13
0 Recommend Council approval v" Recommend Council denial

U Council Discretion (please explain if checked)

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommendation to deny is based not on the
merits of the program but on the fact that the organization’s funding request was not
favorably recommended by the Hospitality Tax Committee and was consequently denied
by the County Council during the FY 13 budget process, and on the fact that the
contingency dollars for promotions approved in the Hospitality Tax Fund for FY 13 have
already been allocated.
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Columbia Hip Hop Family Day Funding Request Appendix 1
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject
Force Main Replacement Funding Request [PAGES 84-86]

Reviews
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Force Main Replacement Funding Request

. Purpose
County Council is requested to authorize the East Richland County Public Service District to
issue up to $10 million in general obligation bond funding to replace eight miles of force main.

. Background / Discussion

East Richland County has 5.5 miles of 24-inch force main that has been in service for
approximately 50 years. Since the force main has reached the end of its useful life, the District
has proposed to replace it with 5.5 miles of 42-inch force main. The replacement force main will
be adequate to serve the District, while protecting the environment, and also has an anticipated
life of 30 years. The District is also planning to install an additional 2.5 miles of force main. The
total cost of the project is anticipated to be $24.5 million. The District has a general obligation
capacity that allows it to finance up to $10 million through the issuance of general obligation
bonds.

In order to begin the replacement of the force mains, Council is being requested to allow the
East Richland County Public Service District to issue up to $10 million in general obligation
bond funding to replace eight miles of the force main.

. Legislative/Chronological History
This request was referred to the March A&F Committee by Councilman Pearce at the March 5,
2013 Council Meeting.

. Financial Impact

In order to begin the replacement of the force mains, County Council is requested to allow the
East Richland County Public Service District to issue up to $10 million in general obligation
bond funding.

. Alternatives

1. Approve the request to allow East Richland County Public Service District to issue up to
$10 million in general obligation bond funding to replace the mains.

2. Do not approve East Richland County Public Service District to issue general obligation
bond funding to replace the mains.

. Recommendation

It is recommended that Council approve the request to allow the East Richland County Public
Service District to issue up to $10 million in general obligation bonds.

Recommended by: Councilman Pearce Department: County Council Date: 3/5/13
. Reviews
Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 3/14/13
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v" Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial
Comments regarding recommendation: The FY 12 mill rate levied for ERPSD debt was
4.0. The current bonds were refunded in 2012 to achieve some savings (3.76) and
reduce the total cost of debt. Approval of new issue would increase the mill rate for
ERPSD debt by an additional 2.63 mills.

Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 3/14/13
U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

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

Administration
Reviewed by: Tony McDonald Date: 3/18/13
v" Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval of the issuance of up to
$10 million in general obligation bonds for the sewer line improvements outlined above.
It should be noted that the increase in millage to service the debt will only impact those
homes which are located in the East Richland service area; this is not a County-wide

millage.
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject
Modifying Lease Agreement with Palmetto Health [PAGES 87-89]

Reviews
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Modifying Lease Agreement with Palmetto Health

A. Purpose
County Council is requested to initiate a change in the lease agreement with Palmetto Health to
transfer funds from Richland Primary Care to Eau Claire Health Cooperative.

B. Background / Discussion
The original 1998 agreement included three financial obligations of Richland Memorial
Hospital to Richland County. The hospital agreed to pay the following:
a) An annual lease payment of $1,693,000. This amount was originally used to pay debt
payments. Once the debt was satisfied, the County redirected the funds to support the
general operations of the County.
b) Annual amounts for Medically Indigent Assistance Program (MIAP) as established by the
State each year.
¢) An annual amount of $150,000 for community-based care clinics and programs as
designated by County Council. This amount was approved at $100,000 for Richland
Primary Care and $50,000 for Free Medical Clinic.

In 2008, County Council amended the Agreement to decrease the lease payments to the County
by $100,000 and increase funding for community-based care clinics, adding $100,000 for Eau
Claire Health Cooperative.

Under the current lease with Palmetto Health, a portion of the lease payment to Richland
County has been designated to support indigent care programs in the county. The funds are
currently distributed as follows:

e $100,000 to Richland Primary Care
e $100,000 to Eau Claire Health Cooperative
e $50,000 to the Free Medical Clinic

There have been changes in Federal reimbursement to local primary care agencies that have
resulted in the closing of Richland Primary Care. This closing has caused Richland Primary
Care’s patient load to transfer to the Eau Claire Health Cooperative.

Richland Primary Care is specifically named in the current lease agreement, which is preventing
the funds from following the patient load to Eau Claire Health Cooperative. In order to move
these funds, the lease agreement must be modified. Council will need to initiate a change in the
Agreement to transfer these funds upon the advice and counsel of the Legal Department.

C. Legislative/Chronological History
There is no legislative history.
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D. Financial Impact
The modification of the lease agreement, will give Eau Claire Health Cooperative an additional
$100,000 in support funding. This additional funding will help to support the new patient load.

E. Alternatives

1. Approve the request to initiate a change in the Agreement to help support a new patient load
at Eau Claire Health Cooperative.

2. Do not approve the request to initiate a change in the agreement to transfer funds. This
would result in the funds remaining undistributed until direction is provided by County
Council.

3. Amend the agreement to the pre-2008 contract amounts ear-marking $150,000 for
community-based care clinics. This would return the additional $100,000 allocation to
General County Operating Funds.

4. Approve other alternatives.

F. Recommendation

It is recommended that Council approve the request to seek advice and counsel from the Legal

Department to initiate a change in the current lease agreement with Palmetto Health.

Recommended by: Councilman Pearce Department: County Council Date: 3/7/13

G. Reviews
Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 3/12/13
v" Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation:

Recommend approval of request to consider amending the current agreement in order to
release current and future year funds.

From the financial perspective, options 1, 3 or 4 above would provide the clarification
needed to distribute the funds according to County Council direction.

Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 3/12/13
0 Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation: Policy decision left to Council’s discretion.
Legal will work on a draft based on Council’s guidance.

Administration
Reviewed by: Tony McDonald Date: 3/20/13
v" Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval of the motion, as stated
above, to redirect funds to the Eau Claire Health Cooperative that were previously
allocated to Richland Primary Care.
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject
Proposed Legislation to Increase SC Gas Taxes [PAGES 90-96]

Reviews
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject: Gas Tax Increase Resolution

A. Purpose
County Council is requested to provide direction with regard to a Resolution in support of the
State of South Carolina raising its gas tax to help fund the state’s roads and bridges, to include
interstates.

B. Background / Discussion
This item was initiated from a discussion at Council’s Annual Retreat held on January 24-25,
2013. The creation of this Resolution was approved at the February 5, 2013 Council meeting as
part of the 2013 Retreat directives approval process.

The SCDOT relies on state revenue as its primary source of funding. In order to bring the state’s
roads and bridges up to a rating of “good” or better, the SCDOT will need about $1.5 billion per
year over the next 20 years, or an estimated total of $29.3 billion, to complete its projects. The
following, adapted from SCDOT’s website, provide statistics regarding the pavement conditions
on the state’s interstates:

There are a total of 851 miles

The interstate system is over 50 years old

Nearly 30% of all roadway travel in the state occurs on the interstates

113 miles of interstate are high-usage, carrying over 70,000 vehicles per day

Year 2030 capacity needs are estimated to require an additional 400 lane miles
Approximately 50 out of 271 interchanges will require reconstruction over the next
20 years

Although the House has approved a Bill that would earmark some of the money generated from
sales tax on vehicles and put it toward roads and bridges, this allocation would only raise about
$80 million (5% of $1.5 billion needed) annually.

Since 1987, the State has levied a 16-cents-per-gallon motor fuel user fee on the state’s
motorists. This fee has never been adjusted for inflation. Other facts:

o SC’s current rate is the 4™ lowest in the United States, and is the lowest in the 12 states
that comprise the Southeast.

o Compared to our neighbors, SC’s rate is 7.25 cents per gallon lower (or 30% less) than
Georgia’s, and is 13.15 cents per gallon lower (or 45% less) than North Carolina’s.

o South Carolina has the fourth highest network mileage in the nation, while having the 4™
lowest motor fuel fee.

o SC road funding / support from state sources ranks 49™ at $20,000 per mile. The United
States average of net state support is $89,000 / mile.
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There are currently two Bills that have been introduced in the South Carolina House of
Representatives that propose to raise the state gas tax to pay for road improvements. The
proposed Bills have received opposition from Governor Nikki Haley, who does not support a
gas tax increase, but believes instead that money that is already being collected from other
sources should be redistributed to the SCDOT’s interstate projects before she would consider
implementing a higher gas tax to meet this objective.

The South Carolina Code of Laws’ Imposition of User Fees is attached as Appendix 1. This
section of the Code references the current 16 cents per gallon motor user fee, which was
imposed in 1987, but has never been adjusted for inflation. The proposed Resolution in support
of raising the gas tax is attached as Appendix 2.

. Legislative / Chronological History

e Since 1987, the State has levied a 16-cents-per-gallon motor fuel user fee on the state’s
motorists.

e Representative Skelton introduced the first bill recently that would raise the gasoline user
fee by 10 cents per gallon. Under his proposal, South Carolina residents would receive a
state income tax rebate for the first two years, which would require tourists, visitors and
truckers to share some of the responsibility for road improvements rather than relying solely
on South Carolina residents to bear the costs. $124 million (8% of $1.5B needed annually)
is projected to be generated for road improvements in each of the first two years, which
takes into account the rebate that will be given to state residents. After the initial phase of
the program, however, the new tax would bring in an anticipated $335 million (22% of
$1.5B needed annually) per year for roads. (Currently in Ways and Means)

e The second bill was introduced by Tommy Stringer who proposed the gas tax initially be
raised by five cents per gallon and then subsequently be based on the rate of inflation which
would adjust automatically to keep pace with concurrent price increases. (Currently in Ways
and Means)

. Financial Impact

Preliminary projections of the financial impact cannot be determined at this time, other than the
projections in the “Legislative / Chronological History” section above. It would be premature to
make this assessment, however, because Governor Haley has indicated in her 2013-14 Budget
Presentation that she has no intention of enacting a gas tax increase. Instead, she recommends
reallocating more money from other sources to address bridges and infrastructure repairs and
maintenance.

. Alternatives

1. Approve the adoption of a Resolution that supports the State of South Carolina’s proposed
increase in gas taxes.

2. Do not approve the adoption of a Resolution that supports the State of South Carolina’s
proposed increase in gas taxes.

. Recommendation

The creation of this Resolution was approved at the February 5, 2013 Council Meeting, based
on 2013 Retreat directives.
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G. Reviews

Finance
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers Date: 3/21/13
0 Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

v" Recommend Council approval
Comments regarding recommendation:

Request is for further direction on the resolution and would be a policy decision for Council

discretion.
Legal
Reviewed by: Elizabeth McLean Date: 3/21/13
U Recommend Council approval U Recommend Council denial

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

Administration
Reviewed by: Roxanne Ancheta Date: March 21, 2013
v" Recommend Council approval 0 Recommend Council denial

Comments regarding recommendation: While this request is ultimately a policy decision
of Council, it is recommended that Council approve the Resolution as presented.
Provided we receive a positive response from the SC Supreme Court with regards to the
Transportation Penny, these additional gas tax funds, coupled with Penny funds, would
greatly improve the roadway infrastructure in Richland County.
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Appendix 1
Title 12 - Taxation
CHAPTER 28.
ARTICLE 3.
IMPOSITION OF USER FEES
SECTION 12-28-310. User fees on gasoline and diesel fuel.

(A) Subject to the exemptions provided in this chapter, a user fee of sixteen cents a gallon is
imposed on:

(1) all gasoline, gasohol, or blended fuels containing gasoline that are used or consumed for any
purpose in this State; and

(2) all diesel fuel, substitute fuels, or alternative fuels, or blended fuels containing diesel fuel that
are used or consumed in this State in producing or generating power for propelling motor vehicles.

(B) The user fee levied on motor fuel subject to the user fee pursuant to this chapter is a levy and
assessment on the consumer, and the levy and assessment on other persons as specified in this
chapter are as agents of the State for the collection of the user fee. This section does not affect the
method of collecting the user fee as provided in this chapter. The user fee imposed by this section
must be collected and paid at those times, in the manner, and by the persons specified in this
chapter.

(C) The license user fee imposed by this section is instead of all sales, use, or other excise tax that
may be imposed otherwise by any municipality, county, or other local political subdivision of the
State.

HISTORY: 1995 Act No. 136, Section 2; 1996 Act No. 461, Section 4A; 2005 Act No. 161, Section
25.A, eff upon approval (became law without the Governor's signature on June 9, 2005); 2006 Act
No. 386, Section 18.C, eff July 1, 2006.

SECTION 12-28-320. Presumption that fuel delivered to motor vehicle fuel supply tank is used in
this State.

Except as otherwise provided under Article 7 of this chapter, the department shall consider it a
presumption that all motor fuel subject to the user fee delivered in this State into a motor vehicle
fuel supply tank is to be used or consumed on the highways in this State producing or generating
power for propelling motor vehicles.

HISTORY: 1995 Act No. 136, Section 2.

SECTION 12-28-330. Presumption that fuel from terminal in State, imported, or delivered into end
user's storage tank is used in State.
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The department considers it a rebuttable presumption, subject to proof of exemption pursuant to
Article 7 of this chapter, that all motor fuel subject to the user fee removed from a terminal in this
State, or imported into this State other than by a bulk transfer within the bulk transfer terminal
system or delivered into an end user's storage tank, is to be used or consumed in this State, in the
case of gasoline, gasohol, or blended fuels containing gasoline and is to be used or consumed on the
highways in this State in producing or generating power for propelling motor vehicles in the case of
all other motor fuel.

HISTORY: 1995 Act No. 136, Section 2; 2005 Act No. 161, Section 25.B, eff upon approval
(became law without the Governor's signature on June 9, 2005); 2006 Act No. 386, Section 18.D,
eff July 1, 2006.

SECTION 12-28-340. Petroleum product and ethanol blenders requirements imposed on terminal;
blender of record; Renewable Identification Number trading system.

(A) Regardless of other products offered, a terminal, as defined in Section 12-28-110(56), located
within the State must offer a petroleum product that has not been blended with ethanol and that is
suitable for subsequent blending with ethanol.

(B) A person or entity must not take any action to deny a distributor, as defined in Section 12-28-
110(17), or retailer, as defined in Section 12-28-110(52), who is doing business in this State and
who has registered with the Internal Revenue Service on Form 637(M) from being the blender of
record afforded them by the acceptance by the Internal Revenue Service of Form 637(M).

(C) A distributor or retailer and a refiner must utilize the Renewable Identification Number (RIN)
trading system. Nothing in this section should be construed to imply a market value for RINs.

HISTORY:: 2008 Act No. 338, Section 3, eff June 25, 2008.
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Appendix 2

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
) A RESOLUTION
COUNTY OF RICHLAND )

A RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA RAISING ITS GAS TAX

WHEREAS, the highway system and roadways are major arteries for transportation through the State of
South Carolina and Richland County; and

WHEREAS, the State has levied a 16-cents-per-gallon motor fuel user fee on SC motorist since 1987; and

WHEREAS, the user fee is applied to all gasoline, gasohol or blended fuels containing gasoline; and all
diesel fuel, substitute fuels, or alternative fuels, or blended fuels containing diesel fuel that are used or
consumed in this state for the purpose of generating power or propelling motor vehicles; and

WHEREAS, the SC Department of Transportation estimates it will need $29.3 billion over the next 20 years,
or nearly $1.5 billion per year, to bring state roads and bridges up to a level considered “good”; and

WHEREAS, there are a total of 851 miles of paved roads, and the interstate system is over 50 years old;
nearly 30% of all roadway travel occurs on the interstates, with high usage on 113 miles of interstate carrying
over 70,00 vehicles per day; and

WHEREAS, by the year 2030 it is estimated that there would be a need for an additional 400 lane miles; and
approximately 50 out of 271 interchanges will require construction over the next 20 years; and

WHEREAS, the House has approved a bill that would earmark some of the money generated from sales tax
on vehicles and put it toward roads and bridges, this allocation would only raise about $80 million a year
(5% of the $1.5B needed annually); and

WHEREAS, Governor Nikki Haley is not currently in support of an increase; however, supporters believe a
gas tax is the fairest way to apply a tax to all who use the state’s highways; and

WHEREAS, there are currently two bills in Ways and Means that would raise the gas tax;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Richland County Council recognizes the declining condition
of the state’s highways and bridges, and supports the increase of the gas tax.

ADOPTED this __ day of

Kelvin E. Washington, Chairman
Richland County Council

ATTEST this  day of

Michelle Onley, Interim Clerk of Council
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Richland County Council Request of Action

Subject
Election Commission Funding Request: Richland School District One Special Election [PAGES 97-98]

Reviews
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Elections el Voter Registration

COMMISSIONERS

ALLEN DOWDY, ACTING CHAIR

ADELL T. ADAMS DR. JASPER SALMOND
ELAINE D. DUBOSE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Richland County, South Carolina

March 15, 2013
Via United States Mail and Email

Richland County District One School Board
Attention: Chairman Devine

1616 Richland Street

Columbia, SC 29201

Dear Chairman Devine:

Thank you for your letter on behalf of the Richland County School District One Board of School
Commissioners requesting the assistance of Richland County Elections & Voter Registration to set the
special election for June 4, 2013. The Commissioners are further requesting that Richland County pay for
the special election for the seat held by Mrs. Barbara A. Scott who died on March 5, 2013.

By copy, your request is herewith forwarded to Richland County Council Chairman, Kelvin Washington
and Richland County Administrator, Tony McDonald, for information and possible action.

Please note especially that the reference to the cost of the election as noted in your letter is essentially
unofficial. The costs are currently being prepared and can be provided by Tuesday afternoon, March 19,
2013.

Please contact us if we can provide additional information. Mr. Garry Baum, Deputy Director of Elections,
has been directed to continue follow-up meetings with Attorney Susan Williams.

Sincerely,

Mﬂ()’é%

Dr. Jasper Salmond, Acting Executive Director

Cc: Dr. Percy Mack
Attorney Susan Williams
The Honorable Kelvin Washington
Mr. Tony McDonald
Ms. Stephany Snowden
Attorney Larry Smith
Mr. Garry Baum
Ms. Lillian McBride

2020 Hampton Street / P.O. Box 192 / Columbia, SC 29202
Telephone 803.576.2240 / Fax 803.576.2249 ltem# 12
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