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Richland County Administration & Finance Committee

April 27, 2021 - 6:00 PM
Zoom Meeting

2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29201

The Honorable Bill Malinowski

The Honorable Bill Malinowski

The Honorable Bill Malinowski

The Honorable Bill Malinowski

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

a. Regular Session: March 23, 2021 [PAGES 7-13]

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

4. ITEMS FOR ACTION

a. Request for approval of force main extension to connect 2312 
and 2314 Johnson Marina Road, Chapin, SC 29036 to RCU 
sewer system at Point De Haven Road. TMS # 01315-01-14 and 
01315-01-17 / CAP B-2021011 [PAGES 14-19]

b. Department of Animal Care – Animal Services Division
– Intergovernmental Agreement with the Town of Arcadia Lakes 
[PAGES 20-24]

c. Department of Public Works – Solid Waste & Recycling 
Division - Award of a contract for Landfill Gas Control System 
[PAGES 25-29]

d. Department of Public Works – Engineering Division -CTC 
Funding Request for Intersection Improvements at Hobart and 
Farrow Roads [PAGES 30-35]

e. Department of Public Works – Engineering Division -DHEC 
Grant Administration for Springwood Lake Community 
[PAGES 36-44]

f. Request from Chief Magistrate - Pontiac Magistrate Building 
Lease [PAGES 45-70] 
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g. Request from Chief Magistrate – Bond Court
Consolidation [PAGES 71-80]

The Honorable Bill Malinowski5. ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS: NO ACTION 
REQUIRED

a. 1. I move that Richland County Council direct the 
County Administrator and his staff to conduct an equity 
and inclusive assessment of Richland County 
Administrative policies and services; and provide 
recommendations for a comprehensive approach to 
advancing equity for people of color, women and others 
who have been historically under- served, marginalized, 
and adversely affected by persistent inequality. By 
advancing equity across Richland County Government, 
we can create opportunities for the improvement of 
businesses, communities and individuals that have been 
historically under-served, which will benefit all of 
Richland County. Appropriate assessments will better 
equip Richland County to develop policies and programs 
that deliver resources and benefits equitably to all.
[McBride]

Status Update: Staff remains in communication with the 
maker of the motion, Vice Chair McBride, and continues 
its efforts to prepare information/documentation which 
fits the intent thereof.

6. ADJOURN 
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Special Accommodations and Interpreter Services Citizens may be present during any of the County’s 
meetings. If requested, the agenda and backup materials will be made available in alternative formats to 
persons with a disability, as required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. Sec. 12132), as amended and the federal rules and regulations adopted in implementation thereof. 
Any person who requires a disability-related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or 
services, in order to participate in the public meeting may request such modification, accommodation, 
aid or service by contacting the Clerk of Council’s office either in person at 2020 Hampton Street, 
Columbia, SC, by telephone at (803) 576-2061, or TDD at 803-576-2045 no later than 24 hours prior to 
the scheduled meeting.
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Administration & Finance Committee 
March 23, 2021 

,  

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: Bill Malinowski, Chair, Yvonne McBride, Overture Walker, and Jesica Mackey 

OTHERS PRESENT: Paul Livingston, Allison Terracio, Cheryl English, Chakisse Newton, Michelle Onley, Angela 
Weathersby, Kyle Holsclaw, Tamar Black, Ashiya Myers, Jani Hussain, Lori Thomas, Leonardo Brown, Clayton 
Voignier, Mike Maloney, Michael Byrd, Ronaldo Myers, Bill Davis, Randy Pruitt, Derek Pugh, Stacey Hamm, Risk 
Management, Elizabeth McLean, Dale Welch, Stephen Staley, Geo Price, Emerald Washington, Lauren Hogan, James 
Hayes and Dante Roberts 

1. CALL TO ORDER – Mr. Malinowski called the meeting to order at approximately 6:00 PM.

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

a. Regular Session: February 23, 2021: Ms. McBride moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to approve
the minutes as distributed. 

Mr. Malinowski noted, on p. 10 of the agenda, there are three instances, at the end of the 2nd 
paragraph, it states, “…forward to Council with a recommendation to approve the proposed 
development.” He stated we are not approving proposed developments. They are only approving 
the fact there is sewer availability for these developments. 

Ms. McBride moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to approve the minutes as corrected. 

In Favor: Malinowski, McBride, and Mackey 

Not Present: J. Walker and O. Walker 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

3. ADOPTION OF AGENDA – Mr. Malinowski requested the agenda be renumbered, so we can take up the
time sensitive items first.

Ms. McBride moved, seconded by Ms. Mackey, to reorder the agenda items as follows: (F), (E),
(A),(B),(C)and(D).

Ms. McBride inquired why Item 5 was pending analysis.

Ms. Thomas responded they are doing an analysis, which has revealed this study is very expensive. Their
hope is to address this in the current budget process.

Richland County Administration and Finance Committee 

March 23, 2021 –6:00 PM 

Zoom Meeting 
2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29201 
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Administration & Finance Committee 
March 23, 2021 

Ms. McBride stated she did not believe a fiscal analysis is currently needed. 

Ms. Thomas responded, in order to make any changes, and appropriately make the decisions we have to 
have a disparity study done. The Administrator’s thoughts were, to have these discussions, we need to be 
able to quantify what would be involved to make a recommendation. 

Mr. Malinowski suggested discussing this item toward the end of the meeting. 

In Favor: Malinowski, McBride, O. Walker, and Mackey 

Not Present: J. Walker 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

4. 
ITEMS FOR ACTION 

a. Purchase of Portable X-ray Equipment for Coroner’s Office – Dr. Thompson introduced Dr. Bill
Stevens, Forensic Anthropologist –Deputy Coroner, in regards to the acquisition of a $41,000 x-ray
machine. The item is before the committee to allow staff to pursue grant funding from DHEC.

Dr. Stevens stated he became aware of DHEC’s Healthcare Preparedness Grant and decided it would
be a great way to get funding for identified gaps in the Coroner’s ability to respond to mass
disasters and being more prepared for identifying human remains. Since 2016, they have had an
anthropology lab, but continue to be reliant on PRISMA and outside consultants, for making images.
This would increase their preparedness for multi-fatality situations. The dentist who has assisted
him for 20 years is medically retired, so they do not have his pro bono use of x-ray anymore.

Ms. Mackey inquired if the grant had already been awarded, and the timeframe for reimbursement.

Dr. Stevens responded the advisory council for DHEC meet today. Once they give approval, they
would begin the process of a contract. After the grant is awarded, they can make the purchases and
have the County review it for reimbursement. The deadline is June 30th for reimbursement. He
noted he would keep the County Administrator updated with the exact dates.

Ms. Mackey stated, for clarification, if the grant is not awarded, they will not be able to be
reimbursed.

Dr. Stevens responded they would not go through with the purchase.

Mr. Malinowski stated, for clarification, any purchase would have the stipulation that the grant
would have to be awarded first.

Dr. Stevens responded in the affirmative.

Mr. Malinowski inquired if there is personnel qualified to operate this particular equipment.

Dr. Stevens responded they have a certified Radiology Technician.

Mr. Malinowski inquired if there will be any hidden costs (i.e. maintenance, contracts).

u 
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Administration & Finance Committee 
March 23, 2021 

Dr. Stevens responded it would be covered by a 5-year warranty by the company, and it should not 
require any additional expenses. If it breaks after the warranty expires, we would have to have it 
serviced. 

Mr. O. Walker moved, seconded by Ms. McBride, to forward to Council with a recommendation to 
approve the purchase of the portable X-ray equipment and to accept the DHEC HPP Grant award. 

In Favor: Malinowski, McBride, O. Walker, and Mackey 

Not Present: J. Walker 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

b. Amendment to the Food Service Contract – Mr. Brown stated this item was before the committee
as a result of the pandemic since they were no longer able to utilize the same process of using a
combination of staff and detainees.

Mr. Malinowski noted the detainees are still there and the food people are still coming into provide
services. He does not see how the pandemic has prevented us from using detainees.

Mr. Myers responded the pandemic was a part of the issue. However, for the last three years, the
type of detainees they were able to use, are no longer coming to jail. Now they are getting detainees
sentenced to 15-30 days for disorderly conduct, or public drunkenness offenses, which have
dwindled down due to COVID. The Detention Center is a pre-trial facility, and they were able to use
sentenced inmates to do the labor intensive jobs, and the food service personnel would do the
cooking. They have not been able to fulfill their end of the contract for food service.

Mr. Malinowski inquired how many sentenced inmates there are.

Mr. Myers noted, of the 690 inmates, about 25 were sentenced and are waiting to go to the
Department of Corrections. He cannot use most of the sentenced inmates because they have been
charged with either drug crimes or violent offenses, and could not be trustees for security purposes.

Mr. Malinowski noted this request was to be retroactive to October 2020. He inquired why this was
not brought forward sooner.

Mr. Myers responded they were trying to fix it in-house with staff members, but they were not able
to fulfill their obligations. The food contractor brought in additional people, and this would pay
them back for the additional people they brought in since October.

Mr. Malinowski inquired if they could advertise for temporary employees.

Mr. Myers responded that would be a legal question. He does not see it being temporary until family 
court picks up and they get more civil detainees with long-term sentences.

Mr. O. Walker noted he knows there has been more emphasis placed on not detaining offenders
when it comes to low-level crimes, and family court arrest warrants for those individuals behind on
child support. He inquired, because of the impact of COVID, has the criminal just system and the
push not to arrest people for lengthy periods of time, had an impact on the retention of food service
laborers.
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Administration & Finance Committee 
March 23, 2021 

Mr. Myers responded COVID is a small part of the problem, but they had this problem prior to 
COVID. 

Mr. O. Walker inquired as to when this issue began. 

Mr. Myers responded this is a product of a three to four year trend. They have seen the detention 
center population decrease, which led to a decrease in qualified inmates that can work in food 
service. 

Ms. McBride inquired if they would need additional funding in the new budget cycle. 

Mr. Myers responded in the affirmative. 

Mr. Malinowski inquired if the cost for staff meals is if they want to purchase a meal. 

Mr. Myers responded they feed staff because they only get 30-minute lunch break, but they are on-
call at all times. 

Ms. McBride moved, seconded by Mr. O. Walker, to forward to Council a recommendation to amend 
the Summit Food Service Contract. 

In Favor: Malinowski, McBride, O. Walker, and Mackey 

Not Present: J. Walker 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

c. Request for approval of willingness to serve for a proposed development, Ridge Road
Subdivision, Old Leesburg Road, Tract ( TMS # 225000-02-07 ) / CAP E-2020007 - Mr. Davis
noted this is a willingness to serve letter, so Council can have full consideration of the 
developments. 

Ms. Mackey inquired if the monthly sewer charge is $64.03, instead of $64.00. 

Mr. Davis responded in the affirmative. 

Mr. Malinowski requested the correct to be made before it goes to full Council. 

Mr. O. Walker moved, seconded by Ms. McBride to forward to Council with a recommendation to 
approve the intent of Richland County Utilities’ to serve the future development. 

In Favor: Malinowski, McBride, O. Walker, and Mackey. 

Not Present: J. Walker 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

d. Request for approval of willingness to serve for a proposed development, Collins Cove
Subdivision at Guise Road, Chapin, SC29036 (TMS # 01510-01-01) /CAP B-2021007 – Ms.
McBride moved, seconded by Mr. O. Walker, to forward to Council with a recommendation to
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Administration & Finance Committee 
March 23, 2021 

approve the intent of Richland County Utilities’ to serve the future development. 

In Favor: Malinowski, McBride, O. Walker, and Mackey 

Not Present: J. Walker 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

e. FY22 Proposed Budget Calendar - Ms. Thomas noted this year they are asking for an annual
budget, with a proposed balanced 2nd year. One of the reasons is that COVID has significantly
impacted us for the last two fiscal years. At this time, they believe it is going to carry into another
fiscal year. With a proposed budget, they would not be looking at as many budget amendments, and
they would not be asking Council to make a commitment based upon information that may not be
accurate. They are also proposing four workshops to allow Council to appropriately vet the
proposals. The budget books will be available by April 9th.

Mr. Malinowski noted this would eliminate the biennium budget and goes to an annual budget.

Ms. McBride inquired if it was a complete elimination of the biennium budget, or just due to COVID.

Ms. Thomas responded, at this point, it would be for the next two years, then we could consider it
again.

Mr. Malinowski requested the recommendation reflect eliminating the biennium budget for the next 
two years, and then it can be reconsidered by Council.

Ms. Thomas responded in the affirmative.

Ms. Mackey moved, seconded by Mr. O. Walker, to forward to Council with a recommendation to
proceed with the preparation of a balanced annual budget for FY22 and a proposed balanced
annual budget for FY23.

In Favor: Malinowski, O. Walker, and Mackey

Opposed: McBride

Not Present: J. Walker

The vote was in favor.

f. Approval of award of Engineering Services; Pavement Management Study (PMS) – Mr.
Maloney stated this began with Council in June 2020. We talked about staying with a data driven
system for evaluating pavements, and which roads go in which sequence throughout the 11
districts in the County. This was done about 6 years ago, and the intention is to do it every 6 years.
In between, they would conduct an observation review of the pavements to alter the pavement
ratings. They would also use a computerized system. The last evaluation was done in connection
with the Penny, and it covered all the roads in the County maintained by Public Works.

Mr. Malinowski noted, on p. 31, it states, “This was contracted by the Transportation Penny
Department in order to prioritize which paved roads within the County Maintenance System
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Administration & Finance Committee 
March 23, 2021 

needed to be repaired/resurfaced. He inquired if the current request is contracted or the one in July 
2015. 

Mr. Staley responded it was the one done in 2015. 

Mr. Malinowski inquired, if it was done by the Transportation Penny Department, why would they 
not do it now. 

Mr. Maloney responded he believes they were evaluating all the roads to line up their packages for 
resurfacing and road they were going to be doing. Those road packages are set. They are doing it for 
ongoing maintenance and continuation into the future. 

Mr. Malinowski stated he would like to see the five response, and why Weston and Sampson were 
chosen. 

Ms. Wladischkin responded she would provide it to the Clerk’s Office for distribution to Council. 

Ms. McBride inquired if the request for proposals was submitted with an amount or was it an open 
request. 

Ms. Wladischkin responded they did not include a budget amount. They typically do not announce 
the budget for our projects. They let the vendors give us pricing, and then negotiate the fee 
structure for the highest ranked offeror. 

Ms. McBride inquired if we looked at how we would distribute it to make sure every district 
receives pavement, or was that conducted by the evaluators. 

Ms. Staley responded this is to get the information and rate all the roads in the County. After that, 
they can look at how to disperse the paving projects. 

Ms. Mackey inquired about the turnaround time for completing the evaluation, if this company was 
selected. 

Mr. Staley responded it usually takes about 6 months, but they will know for certain when they have 
the kick-off meeting with Weston and Sampson. 

Mr. O. Walker, moved, seconded by Ms. McBride, to forward to Council with a recommendation to 
approve the award of a contract for engineering services for the Pavement Management Study 
(PMS) to Weston and Sampson for $148,065. 

In Favor: Malinowski, McBride, O. Walker, and Mackey. 

Not Present: J. Walker 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

5. 
ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS: NO ACTION REQUIRED 

a. I move that Richland County Council direct the County Administrator and his staff to conduct
an equity and inclusive assessment of Richland County Administrative policies and services;
and provide recommendations for a comprehensive approach to advancing equity for people 
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Administration & Finance Committee 
March 23, 2021 

of color, women and others who have been historically under- served, marginalized, and 
adversely affected by persistent inequality. By advancing equity across Richland County 
Government, we can create opportunities for the improvement of businesses, communities 
and individuals that have been historically under-served, which will benefit all of Richland 
County. Appropriate assessments will better equip Richland County to develop policies and 
programs that deliver resources and benefits equitably to all. [McBride] – Mr. Malinowski 
inquired what Ms. McBride wanted to have done with this motion, so staff has a clearer idea of what 
she is looking for. 

Ms. McBride responded she wanted staff to begin looking at how we do the evaluation, in terms of 
contracting it out, and what would be necessary. She would like for them to come back with other 
options in regards to the cost of a study, and to come back with an understanding of what needs to 
be done. The purpose is to have an outside evaluator. She would not want staff to evaluate 
themselves. Her issue was to begin to move this forward, with the understanding staff would come 
back to us with an amount, but to wait until the budget starts would put us too far behind. We 
would not have the chance to look at and adjust what needs to be done. 

Mr. Malinowski inquired if there is any reason staff could not move forward by creating a request 
for proposal. 

Ms. McBride responded that would help. 

Mr. Brown responded that is possible, and they will follow-up with Ms. McBride. 

6. 
ADJOURNMENT – The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:55 PM. 
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Agenda Briefing 

Prepared by: Bill Davis Title: Director 
Department: Utilities Division: 
Date Prepared: April 12, 2021 Meeting Date: April 27, 2021 
Legal Review Elizabeth McLean via email Date: April 16, 2021 
Budget Review James Hayes via email Date: Aprl 19, 2021 
Finance Review Stacey Hamm via email Date: April 16, 2021 
Approved for consideration: Assistant County Administrator John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM 
Committee Administration & Finance 
Subject: Request for approval of force main extension to connect 2312 and 2314 Johnson Marina 

Road, Chapin, SC 29036 to RCU sewer system at Point De Haven Road. TMS # 01315-01-14 
and 01315-01-17 / CAP B-2021011 

STAFF’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

A Willingness to Serve Letter has been issued (see attached).  Staff recommends that County Council 
approve the request to serve the proposed development. 

Request for Council Reconsideration:  Yes 

FIDUCIARY: 

Are funds allocated in the department’s current fiscal year budget? Yes No 
If no, is a budget amendment necessary? Yes No 

ADDITIONAL FISCAL/BUDGETARY MATTERS TO CONSIDER: 

The proposed development will provide additional sewer infrastructure to Richland County Utilities 
(RCU) in District 1 at no cost to the County. The estimated value of the new sewer infrastructure will be 
known once the design is completed through the Delegate Review Process (DRP). The force main 
extension is expected to be about 533 linear feet and a 4–inch pipe diameter. The owners will pay for 
the installation of the extension through a contractor.  There is no cost for RCU to pay for this extension.  
Once installed and inspected by RCU it can be accepted.  In addition, at build-out, the owners of the 
properties will pay a total of $8000 in sewer tap fees, and monthly sewer service fee (64.03*2= $128.06) 
to the County. The extension will also provide accessibility to another four to six properties at this 
location. 

COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE FEEDBACK/POSSIBLE AREA(S) OF LEGAL EXPOSURE: 

None. 

REGULATORY COMPLIANCE: 

If this request is denied, RCU may have to respond to the South Carolina Department of Health and 
Environmental Control (SC DHEC) confirming that we are denying sewer service to the development, 
even though sewer is available and accessible. The force main extension not only provides an asset to 
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the County but also will contribute positively to protect the environment since the parcels mentioned 
above are located near Lake Murray. 

MOTION OF ORIGIN: 

There is no associated Council motion of origin. 

Council Member 
Meeting 
Date 

STRATEGIC & GENERATIVE DISCUSSION: 

RCU submits information on all new developments to County Council for sewer service connections 
approval before proceeding with the Delegated Review Program (DRP) to keep the council informed. 
Once RCU receives approval from County Council to serve the development, the developer can proceed 
with designing the system in accordance with the DRP. 

The initial request for this development was received on April 1, 2021, from HB Engineering Company, 
Inc. for sewer extension availability for the proposed development. The proposed development, 
consisting of two single-family homes and the force main extension, is located at 2312 and 2314 
Johnson Marina Road, Chapin, SC 29036 as shown in Figure 1, a and b. The development will generate 
an average daily flow of 600 gallons per day (GPD) of wastewater. RCU staff evaluated the development 
following our Capacity Assurance Program (CAP) and has determined that we currently have adequate 
capacity to accept this additional wastewater. 

RCU will treat the sewer at the Broad River Wastewater Treatment Plant. If the County Council denies 
the request for sewer service connection to our sewer system, the developer may decide to build 
individual septic tanks for each lot, which may cause an environmental issue in the future, and no 
additional sewer infrastructure or fees will be provided to the County. 

The table below summarizes the project 

Project 
Name 

Project 
Address 

TMS 

Number 
of 

Units 

Sewer/  
Tap 
Revenue 

Monthly 
Revenue  
for Sewer 

Meets 

Zoning 
Requirements? 

Notes 

Johnson 
Marina 
force 
main 
extension 

2312 
and 
2314 
Johnson 
Marina 
Road 

R0
13

15
-0

1-
14

 a
nd

 
R0

13
15

-0
1-

17
 

2 $8000 $128.06 
Yes 

See Figure 2 
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Figure 1: Location of the Proposed force main extension: TMS # R01315-01-14 and R01315-01-17 

A.  

 

B.  
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Figure 2: Zoning Information 
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Willingness to Serve Letter 
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Agenda Briefing 

Prepared by: Sandra Haynes Title: Director 
Department: Animal Services Division: Animal Care 
Date Prepared: April 12, 2021 Meeting Date: April 27, 2021 
Legal Review Elizabeth McLean via email Date: April 14, 2021 
Budget Review James Hayes via email Date: April 14, 2021 
Finance Review Stacey Hamm via email Date: April 14, 2021 
Approved for consideration: Assistant County Administrator John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM 
Committee Administration & Finance 
Subject: Intergovernmental Agreement with the Town of Arcadia Lakes 

STAFF'S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Staff recommends the approval of the intergovernmental agreement with the Town of Arcadia 
Lakes. This intergovernmental agreement will replace the agreement previously entered into 
with the Town for animal care services. 

Request for Council Reconsideration:  Yes 

FIDUCIARY: 

Are funds allocated in the department’s current fiscal year budget? Yes  No 
If no, is a budget amendment necessary? Yes  No 

ADDITIONAL FISCAL/BUDGETARY MATTERS TO CONSIDER: 

Currently, there are no funds explicitly dedicated to the budget for the intergovernmental 
agreement. An amendment is not necessary to carry out the duties associated with the 
intergovernmental agreement. 

COUNTY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE FEEDBACK/POSSIBLE AREA(S) OF LEGAL EXPOSURE: 

None. 

REGULATORY COMPLIANCE: 

None applicable 

MOTION OF ORIGIN: 

There is no associated Council motion of origin. 

Council Member 
Meeting 
Date 
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STRATEGIC & GENERATIVE DISCUSSION: 

On November 5, 1979, Richland County entered into an agreement with the Town of Arcadia Lakes to 
provide animal care services.  This agreement was entered upon the Town of Arcadia Lakes' desire to 
provide uniformity of animal control regulations in the best interest of its citizenry's health, safety, and 
general welfare.  The agreement empowered Richland County Animal Care Officers to enforce the Town 
of Arcadia Lakes' animal control ordinance within its jurisdiction, provided that citations would be issued 
based on the Town of Arcadia Lakes code.   

This agreement remained in effect until January 13, 2015; the Town of Arcadia Lakes revised the terms 
for practicality.  The Town of Arcadia Lakes adopted the Richland County Animal Care Ordinance which 
effectively allows County Animal Care Officers to enforce and issue citations under Chapter 5 of the 
Richland County Ordinance.  The Town of Arcadia Lakes desired to keep Town of Arcadia Lakes 
Ordinance Section 6-201, which restricts the keeping of hogs, pigs, cows, horses, goats, sheep, or 
chickens within the Town. The term of this agreement has expired. 

The Town of Arcadia Lakes wishes to enter into a new agreement with a ten-year term. The Town of 
Arcadia Lakes did not request any other changes to the agreement.   

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FOR CONSIDERATION: 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Intergovernmental Agreement
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) 
) INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 

RICHLAND COUNTY  ) (Animal Care) 

THIS AGREEMENT entered into this ____ day of _____________________, 2021, is 

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

(hereinafter the “Town”). 

RECITALS 

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

November 5, 1979, for animal care services within the Town; and 

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

Care Department for all animal care services; and 

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

services;  

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

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

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

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

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

South Carolina where applicable.   

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

customarily provided to residents of the unincorporated areas of Richland County, which shall 

include, but not be limited to: 

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

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

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

investigation and enforcement of animal cruelty, neglect and abandonment of animals.  The 

County shall be responsible for the disposal of deceased animals prepared according to 

guidelines.  The County shall be responsible for public education in the areas of responsible 

pet ownership. 

b) Licensing of animals of the Town shall be in accordance with the County

Ordinance.  The County staff shall be responsible for maintaining records, receiving payment 

Attachment 1
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and issuing tags.  The County shall retain all payments received for pet licenses within the 

Town.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

necessary to prepare and deliver animals for rabies testing. 

2. The Town shall, within sixty (60) days after signing this Agreement, adopt the

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

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

Arcadia Lakes Ordinance Section 6-201, which prohibits hogs, pigs, cows, horses, goats, sheep 

or chickens within the Town, and that such ordinance shall be enforced by the County in addition 

to the regulations of the Richland County Animal Care Ordinance.   

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

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

Richland County Animal Care ordinance adopted by the Town, the adopted animal care 

ordinances shall take precedence.  It is hereby declared to be the intent of the parties to give the 

County exclusive authority regarding the enforcement of such regulations within the territorial 

limits of the Town.  

4. This Agreement shall have a term of ten (10) years from the date of execution or

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

other party of its intent to terminate this agreement.    

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

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

Lakes.  

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

residents of that portion of the Town of Arcadia Lakes which lies within the boundaries of 

Richland County for the above services.  Such assessment and levy shall not exceed that which is 
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assessed and levied on property in the unincorporated areas of Richland County.  The taxes 

generated by such assessment and levy shall be designated as an offset to the costs of providing 

these services and shall constitute the compensation to the County for the undertaking of these 

services. 

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

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

control as contemplated within this agreement. 

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

year first above written. 

 
WITNESSES:       RICHLAND COUNTY 
______________________________   ______________________________ 

By: Paul Livingston, Richland  
______________________________   County Council Chairperson 
  
 
 
 
 TOWN OF ARCADIA LAKES 
______________________________  
 ______________________________ 
______________________________ By: __________________________   
 Its:___________________________ 
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Agenda Briefing 

Prepared by: Jennifer Wladischkin Title: Manager of Procurement 
Department: Finance Division: Procurement 
Date Prepared: March 31, 2021 Meeting Date: April 27, 2021 
Legal Review Elizabeth McLean via email Date: April 12, 2021 
Budget Review James Hayes via email Date: April 12, 2021 
Finance Review Stacey Hamm via email Date: April 12, 2021 
Approved for consideration: Assistant County Administrator John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM 
Committee Administration & Finance 
Subject: Award of a contract for Landfill Gas Control System 

STAFF’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Staff recommends that Richland County Council approve the award of a contract for construction of a 
Landfill Gas Control System on Phase 2 and 3 of the Richland County Landfill (SC DHEC Permit 401001-
1101) to Advance One Development, LLC in the amount of $796,209.75, with an additional $37,914.75 
for contingency.   

Request for Council Reconsideration: Yes 

FIDUCIARY: 

Are funds allocated in the department’s current fiscal year budget?  Yes No 
If no, is a budget amendment necessary? Yes No 

ADDITIONAL FISCAL/BUDGETARY MATTERS TO CONSIDER: 

The project is funded through a General Obligation (GO) Bond and the Solid Waste budget. No 
additional funds are required.  The Purchase Request (PR) number is R2101676. 

COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE FEEDBACK/POSSIBLE AREA(S) OF LEGAL EXPOSURE: 

None. 
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REGULATORY COMPLIANCE: 

South Carolina Solid Waste Management Plan, R.61-107.19 Part V, Subparts C –  

“c. Any permit issued under this section shall include such terms and conditions at least as 
protective as the criteria for Class Three landfills to assure protection of human health and the 
environment. Such permits shall: (1) Provide for the construction and operation of such facilities 
as necessary, for not longer than two years, unless renewed in writing by the Department; (2) 
Provide that the landfill receive only those types and quantities of municipal solid waste and 
nonhazardous wastes that the Department deems appropriate for the purposes of determining 
the efficacy and performance capabilities of the technology or process; (3) Include such 
requirements as necessary to protect human health and the environment, including such 
requirements as necessary for testing and providing information to the Department with respect 
to the operation of the facility; (4) Require the permittee of a Class Three landfill permitted under 
this section to submit an annual report to the Department showing whether and to what extent 
the site is progressing in attaining project goals. The report will also include a summary of all 
monitoring and testing results, as well as any other operating information specified by the 
Department in the permit; and, (5) Require compliance with all criteria in this part, except as 
permitted under this section.” 

MOTION OF ORIGIN: 

There is no associated Council motion of origin. 

Council Member 
Meeting 
Date 

STRATEGIC & GENERATIVE DISCUSSION: 

R.61-107.19 requires all permitted Class 2 & 3 Waste Management Disposal Facilities (Landfills) to
conduct quarterly methane monitoring in accordance with the approved Revised Methane Monitoring
Plan.  During the third quarter of 2015, MM-13 and MM-15 began to show elevated methane readings
requiring further investigation.  The wells showing elevated readings are in an existing Volatile Organic
Groundwater Plume.  In a phased approach for better understanding, Phase 1 consisted of methane
measurements in the existing passive vent system and the evaluation of that data.  While some of the
readings from the passive system exhibited lower methane concentrations, it was determined that the
passive system was not able to penetrate the original clay cap and provide accurate readings.  Wells
penetrating the gas interceptor trench were exhibiting higher than expected methane readings
indicating that gas migration was happening from the North, flowing to the South.

Phase 2 was then implemented.  Phase 2 involved the installation of additional methane monitoring 
wells that did penetrate the clay cap and analyzing that data.  Information derived from the sampling of 
those new wells confirmed the earlier suspicion of migrating methane.  Phase 3 consisted of soil gas 
sampling from the area with the highest concentrations.  Methane and non-methane Volatile Organic 
Compounds (VOCs) were discovered in numerous samples.  The VOCs detected were observed in the 
soil as well as aqueous samples indicating the transition from a gas to the groundwater.  This 
information validates the original theory that the methane is migrating laterally across the landfill and 
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impacting groundwater.  This makes a mechanical removal of the gas (Landfill Gas Control System) 
necessary to remove the methane as it is generated and relieve the pressure from the groundwater 
layer. 

The installation and operation of the Gas Control System will allow Richland County to maintain 
compliance with the Solid Waste Management Regulation R.61-107.19 Part V, Subparts C and E.  The 
Landfill Gas Control System will mitigate the migration of methane and non-methane VOCs.  This system 
will remove the primary source of groundwater contamination at the landfill.  Without the installation of 
the Gas Control System, methane will continually build and migrate.  This will allow the transition from a 
gas to the aqueous layer (groundwater) beneath the landfill and offsite beyond the landfill boundaries.  
Without the system, Richland County is potentially exposing itself to expensive ground water 
remediation depending on how far the plume continues to move. 

The information obtained from monitoring the situation, recommendations from the Consulting Group 
and SC DHEC all conclude that installation of the Landfill Gas Control System will alleviate a significant 
portion of VOC contamination while removing the migrating gas before it can contribute to groundwater 
pollution. 

Request for Bids RC-402-B-2021 was issued on February 19, 2021.  Four bids were received on March 
23rd.  Both the engineer for the project and Procurement concur that Advance One Development, LLC is 
the lowest responsive, responsible bidder.  

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FOR CONSIDERATION: 

None 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Bid Tabulation
2. Landfill Gas System Drawing
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RC-402-B-2021 
Landfill Gas Expansion Project

Total Cost

Advance One 
Development, LLC

Blue Flame Crew, 
LLC

Carlson 
Environmental 
Consultants, PC  scs field services

$ 796,209.75 $ 1,200,444.0 $ 941,409.0 $ 839,125.35

Attachment 1
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Agenda Briefing 

Prepared by: Stephen Staley, PE Title: County Engineer 
Department: Public Works (DPW) Division: Engineering 
Date Prepared: April 2, 2021 Meeting Date: April 27, 2021 
Legal Review Elizabeth McLean via email Date: April 13, 2021 
Budget Review James Hayes via email Date: April 13, 2021 
Finance Review Stacey Hamm via email Date: April 13, 2021 
Approved for consideration: Assistant County Administrator John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM 
Committee Administration & Finance 
Subject: CTC Funding Request for Intersection Improvements at Hobart and Farrow Roads 

STAFF’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

The Engineering Division Staff of the Department of Public Works (DPW) is seeking approval from 
County Council for a project to improve the intersection of Hobart and Farrow Roads and to submit a 
project funding request to the County Transportation Committee (CTC).   

Request for Council Reconsideration:  Yes 

FIDUCIARY: 

Are funds allocated in the department’s current fiscal year budget? Yes  No 
If no, is a budget amendment necessary? Yes  No 

ADDITIONAL FISCAL/BUDGETARY MATTERS TO CONSIDER: 

This project is estimated to cost approximately $1,000,000.  If the project is approved by County Council, 
a “C” Fund Grant from the County Transportation Committee (CTC) will be requested.   

COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE FEEDBACK/POSSIBLE AREA(S) OF LEGAL EXPOSURE: 

None. 

REGULATORY COMPLIANCE: 

Non-applicable. 

MOTION OF ORIGIN: 

There is no associated Council motion of origin; however, it does relate to a County project to improve 
access to the nearby Brookhaven neighborhood. 

Council Member 
Meeting 
Date 
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STRATEGIC & GENERATIVE DISCUSSION: 

These improvements are necessary due to the existing Hobart Road realignment and new rail crossing 
project that will be under construction in the future.  Once this realignment takes place, a recently-
completed study shows a large increase in traffic at this intersection.  This intersection will need turn 
lanes and traffic signals to compensate for the increase.  A sketch of the proposed improvements and a 
preliminary cost estimate are attached. 

In northeast Richland County, the Norfolk Southern Railroad line presents a traffic barrier between I-77 
and Richland School District Two facilities on the west side and Longtown, Lake Carolina, and numerous 
other communities on the east side. As a result, traffic is concentrated at two major crossings of the 
Norfolk Southern line: Clemson Road and Rimer Pond Road.  Hobart Road provides a third, additional 
connection between Longtown Road and Farrow Road (SC 555) that provides the next largest roadway 
network connection to these communities.  

Hobart Road is a two-lane, state-maintained facility (S-40-2074) with a posted speed limit of 45 miles 
per hour (mph) from Farrow Road to the first of two Norfolk Southern, at-grade rail-highway crossings 
(Federal Railroad Administration [FRA] crossing number 916959N). Hobart Road extends eastward 
approximately 2,400 feet before a series of reverse curves in the form of 90 degree turns to the north 
and east.  At crossing number 916959N, there is an industrial spur track at the beginning of the second 
90 degree turn to the east. After this crossing, the road transitions ownership to Richland County and 
crosses the Norfolk Southern R-mainline track (FRA crossing number 715906J) and provides a 
connection to the Brookhaven subdivision via Murchison Drive and Wilkinson Drive. 

Based on the June 28, 2018 FRA crossing inventory form, Norfolk Southern Railroad operates 14 trains 
per day through the crossing number 715906J (mainline track) with a typical operating speed of 30 to 40 
mph (however, the maximum operating speed for this crossing is 50 mph). A review of the FRA crash 
history database revealed an August 4, 2008 crash report detailing a fatal train/auto collision resulting in 
two fatalities and two injuries at the crossing. An FRA Inventory for crossing number 916959N (industrial 
spur track) of November 8, 2016 does not indicate any train activity over the crossing, and there are no 
recorded crashes at this crossing.  Both crossings are currently controlled by a crossbuck (R15-1) and a 
STOP (R1-1) Sign on each approach.  A photo from the project site visit is included in Figure 1.2. 

The residential development adjacent to and east of the Norfolk Southern Railroad track starting in 2004 
transformed the previously rural land use to residential, placing a significant traffic demand on the 
roadway network and Hobart Road to provide an east – west connection across the Norfolk Southern 
rail line. 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FOR CONSIDERATION:  

Currently, the Engineering Division Staff is finalizing the plans for the Hobart Road relocation.  
Construction could be underway as soon as late 2021.  The timing of this construction with the Hobart 
and Farrow Roads intersection construction is critical as both projects should be coordinated and 
brought on line simultaneously.   
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ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Existing Site Images
2. Preliminary layout sketch
3. Preliminary cost estimate
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Hobart Road at Farrow Road Intersection 

Hobart Road Railroad Crossings 

Attachment 1
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Route: SC 555 (Farrow Road) at S-2074 (Hobart Road)
From:
Description: Intersection Improvements
Date: 1.15.2020
Prepared By: Kimley-Horn
Requested By:

Item No. Description Quantity Unit Price  Amount
1031000 Mobilization 1 LS 69,489.18$ 69,489.18$
1032010 Bonds and Insurance 1 LS 7,991.26$ 7,991.26$
1050800 Construction Stakes, Line & Grade 1 LS 3,474.46$ 3,474.46$
1071000 Traffic Control 1 LS 69,489.18$ 69,489.18$
1080300 CPM Progress Schedule 1 LS 694.89$ 694.89$

2011001 Clearing and Grubbing within Right-of-Way 1 LS 13,897.84$ 13,897.84$
2012001 Clearing & Grubbing Within Roadway 1 LS 10,423.38$ 10,423.38$

3100320 Hot Mix Asphalt Base Course - Type B 1,460 TON 70.00$ 102,200.00$

4011004 Liquid Asphalt Binder, PG 64-22 170 TON 555.00$ 94,350.00$
4020320 Hot Mix Asphalt Intermediate Course - Type C 430 TON 55.00$ 23,650.00$
4030340 Hot Mix Asphalt Surface Course - Type C 940 TON 65.00$ 61,100.00$

Grading 1 LS 55,591.34$ 55,591.34$
Signing and Striping 1 LS 20,846.75$ 20,846.75$
Traffic Signals 1 LS 120,000.00$ 120,000.00$
Erosion Control 1 LS 20,846.75$ 20,846.75$
Drainage 1 LS 20,846.75$ 20,846.75$

Sub-total: …………..…………..………….. 694,891.77$
Misc (20%) …………..…………..………….. 138,978.35$

Construction Cost …………..…………..………….. 833,870.13$
CE&I (10%) …………..…………..………….. 83,387.01$

Total Cost …………..…………..………….. 917,257.14$

Design Cost …………..…………..………….. 128,416.00$

1. No right-of-way acquisition costs have been included in this estimate.
2. No stream impact/mitigation costs have been included in this estimate.

OPINION OF PROBABLE
CONSTRUCTION COST

918,000.00$

3. The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of determining prices or over competitive
bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein are based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only
the Engineer's judgment as a design professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that proposals,
bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs.
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Agenda Briefing 

Prepared by: Stephen Staley, PE Title: County Engineer 
Department: Public Works (DPW) Division: Engineering (EGR) 
Date Prepared: April 5, 2021 Meeting Date: April 27, 2021 
Legal Review Elizabeth McLean via email Date: April 21, 2021 
Budget Review James Hayes via email Date: April 13, 2021 
Finance Review Stacey Hamm via email Date: April 13, 2021 
Approved for consideration: Assistant County Administrator John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM 
Committee Administration & Finance 
Subject: SCDHEC Grant Administration for Springwood Lake Community 

STAFF’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

The staff of the Engineering Division of the Department of Public Works are seeking approval from 
County Council to accept and administer a $500,000 grant from SCDHEC for infrastructure 
improvements to stormwater and drainage systems in the Springwood Lake Neighborhood. 

Request for Council Reconsideration:  Yes 

FIDUCIARY: 

Are funds allocated in the department’s current fiscal year budget? Yes  No 
If no, is a budget amendment necessary? Yes  No 

ADDITIONAL FISCAL/BUDGETARY MATTERS TO CONSIDER: 

The grant amount for this project is $500,000 and is provided by SCDHEC.  A copy of the Draft SCDHEC 
Grant Pass-Through Agreement is included as an attachment. The County staff will limit the work to the 
scope that is covered by the grant amount. This will include replacing drainage pipes at two locations, 
Overpond Road and Creekwood Drive. The SC Department of Transportation will complete road base 
and pavement work which we have defined as beyond the grant scope and is needed to restore the use 
of Overpond Road and Creekwood Drive that have been closed since the 2015 flood. The neighborhood 
desires additional work on the ponds that they will be responsible to complete. Operation and 
maintenance of the roads will remain with SCDOT, operation and maintenance of the drainageways will 
remain with the HOA. 

COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE FEEDBACK/POSSIBLE AREA(S) OF LEGAL EXPOSURE: 

The County Attorney’s Office has reviewed the Agreement and has noted some issues.  If Council 
approves the Grant, the County Attorney’s Office asks that approval be with the proviso the office be 
able to work with the department and DHEC to ensure the agreement accurately reflects the agreed 
upon actions and timeframes. 

REGULATORY COMPLIANCE: 

Non-applicable. 
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MOTION OF ORIGIN: 

There is no associated Council motion of origin. 

Council Member  
Meeting  
Date  
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STRATEGIC & GENERATIVE DISCUSSION: 

A meeting was held with neighborhood residents on March 9, 2021.  Attendees included 
Councilmember Barron, Director Maloney, County Engineer Staley, and SCDOT Resident Maintenance 
Engineer Magwood and various residents from the neighborhood.  The purpose of the meeting was to 
understand the goals of the neighborhood and to develop a realistic scope for the project.   

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FOR CONSIDERATION: 

Please see the attached meeting minutes that further define the scope of the work and responsibilities 
of each entity.   

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Area Map
2. Draft SCDHEC Grant Pass-Through Agreement
3. Neighborhood Meeting Minutes
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P a g e  | 1 G:\DPW_Department\DPW_Briefing_Documents\DPW_Agenda_Briefs\EGR\Springwood_Lake_Grant_Information_210408.docx 

Springwood Lake Area United Neighbors Meeting 
Pass Through Agreement between South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control 
March 9, 2021 
Attendance: Members of the neighborhood, Homeowner’s Association Leadership, Councilmember 
Barron, Tony Magwood with SCDOT, Stephen Staley and Mike Maloney with Richland County 

Goals and Scoping 

A. Purpose – The agreement accompanies funding to Richland County, SC in support of 

infrastructure improvements to stormwater and drainage systems. The County will use the 

funds as outlined in the supporting documents, i.e. an accounting how the funds will be spent, 

goals to be accomplished, proposed measure to evaluate success in implementing and meeting 

the goals. 

B. Two main goals were identified at the Neighbors Meeting. 

a. Goal 1 – Reopen the roads.

b. Goal 2 – Reestablish Hydrology of the ponds. That is, restore the normal pool of water

that previously existed in the ponds.

C. Spending Capability based on the $500,000 grant. 

a. The grant is sufficient for Goal 1, to reopen the roads.

i. We estimate adding a new culvert to the Creekwood Drive Dam and Overpond

Road Dam will use all of the grant funding.

ii. The County Engineer arranged a meeting with a consultant who previously

reviewed the problems with the larger of two failed dams. The larger dam

provides control for Springwood Lake. His estimate is slightly above $1,000,000

to provide restoration of the dam for the road re-opening and to restore

Springwood Lake normal operating pool.

D. Scope – The County will utilize the funds to make infrastructure improvements to stormwater 

and drainage systems in the Spring Wood Lake Community. 

a. Opening the two roads that remain closed in the community, Overpond Road and

Creekwood Drive

i. The funding will be spent sizing, designing, and constructing a new concrete

drainage pipe under each road crossing.

ii. The drainage on Overpond Road will also require better accommodation than

previously existed for intake of stormwater.

iii. The South Carolina DOT will restore the road materials and complete the road

connections in order to open the two roadways.

E. Out of Scope Items - The community will need to work with other funding sources to restore the 

normal operating pools of the ponds in the community. 

i. Using other funding such as a Small Business Loan, the community may install

improvements that restore the hydrology to improve the lot values in the

community.

ii. We estimate this out of scope work will be in excess of $500,000.

F. Evaluation of Success 

a. The two roads reopen for public use and there is continuity of drainage between basins.
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Agenda Briefing 

Prepared by: Chief Judge Tomothy Edmond Title: Chief Magistrate 
Department: Central Court Division: 
Date Prepared: March 26, 2021 Meeting Date: April 27, 2021 
Legal Review Elizabeth McLean via email Date: April 13, 2021 
Budget Review James Hayes via email Date: April 19, 2021 
Finance Review Stacey Hamm via email Date: April 13, 2021 
Risk Management Review: Brittney Hoyle-Terry via email Date: April 13, 2021 
Operational Services Review: Randy Pruitt via email Date: April 17, 2021 
Approved for consideration: Assistant County Administrator John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM 
Committee Administration & Finance 
Subject: Pontiac Magistrate New Lease 

STAFF’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Request for Council Reconsideration: Yes 

FIDUCIARY: 

Are funds allocated in the department’s current fiscal year budget? Yes No 
If no, is a budget amendment necessary? Yes No 

ADDITIONAL FISCAL/BUDGETARY MATTERS TO CONSIDER: 

The current rent for the Pontiac Magistrate Office is $3,500 per month ($42,000 per year).  The new rent 
would increase to $4,050 per month until March, 2025 ($48,600 per year).  It would then go up to $4,600 
per month ($55,200). The additional new rent would be covered from the Magistrate Operating Budget. 

COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE FEEDBACK/POSSIBLE AREA(S) OF LEGAL EXPOSURE: 

Attorney-client privileged information provided under separate cover. 

REGULATORY COMPLIANCE: 

None applicable. 

MOTION OF ORIGIN: 

There is no associated Council motion of origin. 

Council Member 
Meeting 
Date 
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STRATEGIC & GENERATIVE DISCUSSION: 

It is requested that the current Pontiac Magistrate Office be moved to a new leased property.  This 
action is necessary because of the multiple issues with the current office and the need to move to a 
cleaner and safer office building.  This proposal addresses the function of the Pontiac Magistrate. 

The Pontiac Magistrate Office is located at 10509 Two Notch Road, Elgin, SC.  The current office building 
is extremely old; there is no room for growth, and it is not conducive to a courthouse or a magistrate 
office.  Flooding is a huge problem at that location.  The office has been flooded several times, leading to 
damaged equipment, furnishing, and court records (see attached inspection report and photographs). 
There are also several security issues with the current location, and there are no secure doors and 
windows. 

The new property to be leased is located at 161 Pontiac Business Center Drive, Elgin, SC.  The building 
would be modified to accommodate a magistrate office and its staff with adequate space. The 
alternatives would be to either find a new leased building or to build a county owned Pontiac 
Magistrate.  Both of these alternatives would cost more than the current proposal and further delay 
moving the Pontiac Magistrate. 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FOR CONSIDERATION:  

Per Director Randy Pruitt of Operational Services: 

I have concerns about sections 4.2 and 4.4.  

4.2 states the County will be responsible for the replacement of the mechanical aspects of the 
facility. This should be worded better so that any item the tenant causes to fail due to neglect, 
the tenant will be held financially responsible for the repairs made by the Landlord. Other than 
that, the landlord is responsible for the preventative maintenance and repair/replacement of all 
mechanical systems, (i.e. HVAC, electrical, plumping), to include ceiling mounted light fixtures 
that go bad at no one’s control.  

4.4 states that the tenant is responsible for the cleanliness of the interior and exterior of the 
facility. This should read that the landlord agrees to be responsible for the janitorial and grounds 
maintenance at no expense to the tenant as in the Waverly Magistrate lease.  

By Ordinance, we cannot use County assets for the improvements of a leased facility. 

As far as who pays for the utilities, the norm for a Class B property, depending on the lease 
amount, may fall under the responsibility of the Landlord. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. New Lease (161 Pontiac Business Center Drive, Elgin, SC) 
2. Inspection Report (Water damage) 
3. Photographs of water damage (4) 
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REF: 
Pontiac Magistrate Office 
10509 Two Notch Rd. 
Elgin, SC 29045 

To whom it may concern: 

Per the inspection performed on 3-22-21, discovered that there were elevated readings in the 
drywall and carpet in the Bathroom as well as elevated readings in the drywall and plywood frame 
where the air handler sits in the Break room.  
Per IICRC guidelines, removal of the cove base in the above-mentioned areas, would need to take 
place to ensure proper mitigation on the drywall. The exterior drywall in the bathroom and break 
room would need to be accessed to determine if there is any affected insulation. Any affected 
insulation would need to be removed to prevent secondary damage. A plant-based antimicrobial 
would be applied to all affected materials and air movers and dehumidifiers would be placed for a 
3–5-day period to ensure all materials reach a dry standard.  

Due to the structure being a commercial building, an asbestos test would need to be performed per 
DHEC guidelines. If there is an asbestos letter on file, clearing any affected drywall in these areas, 
a copy would be required for our records prior to any drywall being disturbed.  

Recommending that this be forwarded to property owner as well. 

If there are any question or concerns, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

SERVPRO of Richland County 
112 N. Shorecrest Rd 
Columbia, SC 29209 
803-419-0470
Office@SERVPROrichlandcounty.com

Attachment 2
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Brian Davis 
SERVPRO of Richland Co. 
Production Manager 
803-995-0070
bdavis.servpro@gmail.com
SERVPRO of Richland Co.
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Agenda Briefing 

Prepared by: Tomothy Edmond Title: Chief Magistrate Judge 
Department: Magistrate Court Division: 
Date Prepared: April 13, 2021 Meeting Date: April 27, 2021 
Legal Review Elizabeth McLean via email Date: April 14, 2021 
Budget Review James Hayes via email Date: April 19, 2021 
Finance Review Stacey Hamm via email Date: April 21, 2021 
Approved for consideration: Assistant County Administrator John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM 
Committee Administration and Finance 
Subject: Bond Court Consolidation – City of Columbia and Richland County 

STAFF’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Request for Council Reconsideration: Yes 

FIDUCIARY: 

Are funds allocated in the department’s current fiscal year budget? Yes No 
If no, is a budget amendment necessary? Yes No 

The Office of Budget and Grants Management and the Finance Department have inquired as to the 
mechanism whereby the County is reimbursed by the City of Columbia. These offcies request any 
agreement relative to this matter with the City of Columbia explicitly detail payment/reimbursement 
information.  

ADDITIONAL FISCAL/BUDGETARY MATTERS TO CONSIDER: 

The potential fiscal impact would consist of annual money paid to the County by the City in the amount 
of $523,200.47.  Due to the increased workload for the Magistrate’s Office, there will be an increase 
cost of $410,000 in salarties and operating costs at bond court.  Thus, there will be a net increase of 
$113,200.47.   
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Approximate Costs to Run County Bond Court 

The approximate cost to operate the County Bond Court is approximately $1,052,214.28 per year. 

• Judge Salaries 
o 7 part-time judges 
o $76,500 per year 
o 12 hour shifts 
o Part-time judges work solely at bond court 
o Part-time judges salary is calculated based on full-time judge salary 
o Full-time judges have to fill in at bond court  
o Total: $492,839.18 (Salary $391,483.98 + FICA/Retirement $101,355.20) 

• Staff Salaries 
o 1 bond court manager 
o 1 bond court assistant manager 
o Total: $139,335.91 (Salary $113,088.15 + FICA/Retirement $26,247.76) 
o 9 bond court clerks 
o Bond court staff work solely at bond court and receive an additional $4,000 stipend on 

top of their salary 
o Total: $399,637.19 (Salary $324,354.51 + FICA/Retirement $75,282.68) 

• Operating Costs 
o Office Supplies 
o Books and Publications 
o Copy Machines 
o Travel 
o Telephone Services 
o Service Contracts 
o Repairs-Equipment 
o Employee Training 
o Total: $20,402.00 

• Total Personnel Cost: $1,052,214.28 
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Approximate Costs to Run City Bond Court 

To determine how much it costs the City to operate their bond court, we sent them a questionnaire.  
The approximate costs for the City are $387,640.85 per year. 

1. Question: How much does the City pay in personnel costs to operate bond court?
Answer: Annually, the City of Columbia pays $336,731 in personnel cost to operate Bond Court.
This amount includes a full time Bond Court Clerk, weekend Bond Court clerks, weekend
Violations Clerk (who accept Bond Money on weekends), three (3) full time Police Officers
(assigned to court) and a Judge (shared responsibility among full-time and part time Judges).
Notes: Of the eight full time police officers assigned to Municipal Court, three officers go to
bond court sessions each a day on a rotating basis.

2. Question: How many judges and how many staff members are employed to operate bond court
for the City?
Answer:  The City has four (4) full-time Judges and four (4) part-time Judges with 5 vacancies.
The Judges rotate between Traffic Court, Criminal Court, Bond Court, Quality of Life Court, DV
Court, Jury Trials and Preliminary Hearings.  In addition, there is a full time bond court clerk,
weekend bond court clerks (rotated among other court clerks), weekend violation clerks (shared
among existing violation clerks) and a Judge being assigned each day to Bond Court.

3. Question: How much does the City pay in operating costs to hold bond court?
Answer: The City has a desk top computer, lap top computer, annual maintenance agreement
on our Recording System at bond court and miscellaneous supplies which is estimated at
$50,909.85 annually.
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How Much Would the City Pay the County Annually? 

Based on the annual costs that Richland County incurs to run the bond court, the potential cost to the 
City would be approximately $523,200.47 annually.  This is a cost per defendant calculation (See 
calculations below).   

Costs to operate County Bond Court 

Judge Salary $492,839.18 

Staff Salary $538,973.1 

Operating Costs $20,402.00 

Total $1,052,214.28 

Current cost per defendant 

Bond settings FY 18/19 (County only) 7,964 Defendants 

County Bond Court Costs FY 18/19 $1,052,214.28 

Cost to set bond per defendant $132.12 

Potential dollar figure city would pay annually to county 

City bond settings FY 18/19 3,960 Defendants 

Cost per defendant $132.12 

Total $523,200.47 
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How Would County Bond Court Spend the New Money? 

After running a pilot program for many months and setting the City’s bonds, the costs to the County 
would include: 

I. We would need at least 4 new law clerks  
II. The vast majority of expenses would be salary payments.  The personnel cost would potentially 

break down as follows: 
a. 4 new law clerks ($45,000 X 4) = $180,000 
b. 10% pay increase for judges (increased liability risks plus additional work) = approx. 

$225,000 
i. 10% pay increase for full time judges ($11,400 X 15 judges) = $171,000 

ii. 10% pay increase for part time judges ($7,600 X 7 judges) = $53,200 
III. Because Richland County already runs a large bond court, the additional costs of operating 

expenses (other than salaries/positions) would be marginal.  However, there would be an 
annual approximate costs of $5,000 in paper, supplies, and computer equipment. 

Additional New Costs: $410,000 

Summary 

The City has told us that it costs them approximately $387,640.85 to run their bond court.  However, 
these costs were how much the City was paying before they were told by Court Administration that they 
were not in compliance with proper bond court operations.  The City was not conducting the proper 
amount of bond court hearings per day. 

To determine how much the City would have to pay the County to operate their bond court, we used a 
“per-defendant” cost.  We determined approximately how much it costs to set one defendant’s bond 
based on the judge’s salaries, personnel salaries, and operating costs.  This number came out to $132.12 
per defendant.  We took this cost per defendant and multiplied it times the approximate number of 
defendants that the City arrests each year (3,960 defendants).  This came to $523,200.47 annually. 

While it appears that the City would be paying more under this proposal, in reality they would actually 
be saving money.  They would also be saving on the intangible costs that are incurred with running a 
bond court – these costs are outlined below. 

The new costs to the County bond court estimate is approximately $410,000.  Because the City would 
pay $523,200.47 annually to the County, the difference between the costs would ensure that the County 
did not “see red” and avoid costs overruns or unforeseen expenses. 
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Non-Dollar Figure Costs (Intangibles) 

The potential liability from setting bonds ranges from the political to the financial.  Judges have to be 
extremely knowledgeable and prepared when setting bonds so as not to release an inmate who poses a 
potential risk of reoffending a violent crime, while at the same time complying with statutory 
requirements mandating that the majority of individuals receive bonds.  Judges have to answer to Court 
Administration, circuit court judges, and the Chief Justice, if they fail to set proper bonds.  This can result 
in disciplinary actions, suspension, and even removal from office.   

Another liability in handling bond settings is making sure that a defendant is not being improperly held 
in Alvin S. Glenn.  Court staff has to work hand in hand with detention staff to make sure that no 
magistrate or municipal defendant is staying beyond the 30-day maximum sentence.  Other potential 
liability costs may include worker’s compensation expenses, travel expenses, overtime, etc.  The liability 
costs associated with running a bond court can far exceed the dollar figure of operation costs. 

Finally, the consolidation of the two bond courts would allow for the City of Columbia Bond Court to 
come into compliance with the Supreme Court Order, RE: Bond Hearing Procedures in Summary Courts, 
September 19, 2007. 

COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE FEEDBACK/POSSIBLE AREA(S) OF LEGAL EXPOSURE: 

REGULATORY COMPLIANCE: 

MOTION OF ORIGIN: 

There is no associated Council motion of origin. 

Council Member 
Meeting 
Date 
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STRATEGIC & GENERATIVE DISCUSSION: 

Chief Magistrate Edmond recommends implementing a consolidation plan of Columbia Bond Court and 
Richland County Bond Court.  Over three years ago, Richland County converted into a 24-hour bond 
court, which allows for simplifying the bonding process for the public, reducing process time of inmates, 
and reduce the daily jail population.  The Bond Court Consolidation plan will overhaul this arrangement 
and allow Richland County to handle the entire bond process from the City – from actually setting the 
bonds to handling posting the bonds.  Richland County currently handles the bond process for several 
other municipalities in the entirety, including Forest Acres, Irmo, Cayce, and more. 

The objective of this plan would be to combine the City and County bond courts into one bond court 
process. 

As of March 2020, Richland County Magistrate Court has taken over setting bond for the City of 
Columbia in order to have a trial run of a consolidated bond court.  In conjunction with Alvin S. Glenn, 
City of Columbia, and Richland County Magistrate Court, the consolidated bond is working as one unit.  
Therefore, the only key steps needed are a formal agreement between the City and County that would 
set out the parameters and costs for this service. 

This proposal would affect the Richland County Bond Court.  The Bond Court procedure is found under 
S.C. Code Title 17, Chapter 15. 

This request will impact the strategic initiative of Richland County Bond Court.  Our bond court has been 
operating as a 24/7 court for several years now.  This consolidation would further develop the bond 
court.   

Consolidation of bond courts will reduce costs to the County because the City would pay an annual sum 
of money to the County to include their defendants.  The consolidation would also improve efficiency by 
having one bond court at the jail as opposed to two. 

If bond court consolidation is denied, then Alvin S. Glenn will go back to two bond courts – the City and 
the County.  This will reduce efficiency and increase the time defendants spend in jail before being 
released on bond.  

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FOR CONSIDERATION:  

The current system of operating two separate and distinct bond courts inside of Alvin S. Glenn produces 
many inefficiencies.  The City of Columbia is the only municipality that Richland County does not set 
bond for.  While the City does have a large docket of cases per year compared to the next closest 
municipality (Forest Acres: 300-400), the County is able to seamlessly set these other municipalities 
bonds in an efficient and effective manner. 

There are two main factors to consider when deciding whether to incorporate and consolidate the City 
bond court.  First, if the City is willing to pay an annual premium to the County, then it would make fiscal 
sense to set all bonds that occur in Richland County.  Based on the County’s bond court current ability to 
set all other municipal bonds, as well as our ability to conduct a 24-7 bond court, the Magistrate system 
is equipped to expand our docket size. 
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Second, the consolidation of the two bond courts makes sense in respect to government efficiency and 
productivity.  By having one central bond court, all parties will know who is in charge and where to 
direct complaints or questions.  Victims will know that no matter which law enforcement agency 
arrested the defendant, their case will be heard by the County bond court.  The elected Sheriff and 
appointed police chief will be able to speak directly to one judge, the Chief Magistrate, when discussing 
bond hearing issues.   

Overall, consolidating the two bond courts will allow for a more efficient and productive bond court that 
will benefit many county agencies and will have a net positive fiscal impact, if the City pays the 
appropriate premium. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Supreme Court Order 
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