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CALL TO ORDER

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

 1. Regular Session:  September 27, 2011 (pages 5-8) 

 

 
ADOPTION OF AGENDA

 
ITEMS FOR ACTION

 

 2. Internal Auditor Engagement (pages 10-14) 

 

 3. Action to Make Certain Department Heads with Contractual Responsibility on At Will Employment 
Status (Possible Executive Session Item) (pages 16-18) 
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 4. CDBG Allocation of Funds (pages 20-24) 

 

 5. AT&T Leased Line Connections - Countywide (pages 26-27) 

 

 6. Microsoft Licensing-Countywide (pages 29-30) 

 

 7. FY 11-12 HUD Annual Action Plan Approval (pages 32-70) 

 

 8. Mass Transit Fee:  Commercial Vehicles (pages 72-75) 

 

 9. Criminal Domestic Violence Court Grant Match (pages 77-79) 

 

 10. Hispanic Outreach Grant Match (pages 81-83) 

 

 11. Historic Preservation Special Project (pages 85-86) 

 

 12. Hospitality Tax - Round Two Funding Recommendations (pages 88-91) 

 

 13. Hospitality Tax County Promotions Grant Program Changes (pages 93-97) 

 

 14. Retention Schedule for Detention Center Records (pages 99-104) 

 

 

 
ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS: NO ACTION REQUIRED

 

 

15. a.  Based on the new sewer planned for the lower Richland County area and the possibility of 
assistance being provided to Low/Middle income households (LMIH) I move that staff create an 
ordinance that sets forth criteria for qualifications to receive assistance and that it will apply equally 
to all LMIH throughout Richland County (Malinowski, November 2010) 
 
b.  To donate the Woodrow Wilson Home and Hampton-Preston Mansion to a non-profit 
organization that can handle its historic values and solicit funding from a larger area of funders or 
create such an organization and turn over all title and responsibility (Jackson, May 2011)  
 
c.  County Council Shirts (Manning, September 2011) 

 

 
ADJOURNMENT
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Regular Session:  September 27, 2011 (pages 5-8) 

 

Reviews
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MINUTES OF  
     

 
 

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 27, 2011 
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:   L. Gregory Pearce, Jr. 
Member: Damon Jeter 
Member: Gwendolyn Davis Kennedy 
Member: Jim Manning 
Member: Seth Rose 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  Paul Livingston, Bill Malinowski, Valerie Hutchinson, Norman 
Jackson, Joyce Dickerson, Kelvin Washington, Milton Pope, Tony McDonald, Sparty 
Hammett, Roxanne Ancheta, Sara Salley, Randy Cherry, Larry Smith, Stephany 
Snowden, Chris Eversmann, Buddy Atkins, Geo Price, Bill Peters, John Hixon, Paul 
Alcantar, Rodolfo Callwood, Alonzo Smith, Michael Byrd, Valeria Jackson, Brad Farrar, 
Monique Walters, Michelle Onley 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

 
The meeting started at approximately 6:02 p.m. 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
July 26, 2011 (Regular Session) – Mr. Rose moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to approve 
the minutes as distributed.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 

Mr. Rose moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to adopt the agenda as distributed.  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 

 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 1 of 4

Item# 1

Page 5 of 105



 

 
Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
September 27, 2011 
Page Two 
 

 
ITEMS FOR ACTION 

 
Annual Renewal of the Fleet Maintenance and Repair Contract – Mr. Manning 
moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to 
approve Alternative #1:  “Approve the request to renew the contract with First Vehicle 
Services to provide for the maintenance and repair of County Fleet vehicles and 
equipment through 2012.”  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 
Automatic Vehicle Location Systems-Sheriff’s Department – Mr. Rose moved, 
seconded by Mr. Manning, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to 
approve staff’s recommendation:  “Approval of the $300,000, which was the full amount 
requested and approved during the FY12 budget process.  The additional $325,203 
required would be funded by using $100,000 from the FY11 Sheriff Department vehicle 
bond and the remaining $225,203 would be funded by using the FY12 Sheriff 
Department vehicle bond.  The FY12 funding will then be re-appropriated in the Sheriff’s 
FY13 budget.”  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
County Council Shirts – Mr. Jeter moved, seconded by Mr. Rose, to direct the Public 
Information Office to bring no more than 3 design options with pricing information to the 
committee for consideration.  The options will then be forwarded to full Council.”  A 
discussion took place. 
 
The vote was in favor. 
 
C&D Disposal Services Contract – Mr. Rose moved, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to 
forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve staff’s recommendation:  
“Approve the award of a contract to Loveless and Loveless, the lowest responsive 
bidder, at $8.25 per ton. “  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Construction Services/Airport Tree Obstruction Removal-Cherokee Inc. Contract 
– Mr. Rose moved, seconded by Mr. Jeter, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation to approve Alternative #1:  “Approve the request to authorize 
executing a contract for Airspace Tree Obstruction Removal construction phase 
services.  This will permit the removal of trees surrounding the airport which have grown 
into the airspace which will enhance safety and ensure compliance with our Federal 
Grant obligations.  A discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Professional Services/Airport Tree Obstruction Removal-LPA Group – Mr. Jeter 
moved, seconded by Mr. Rose, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to  

Attachment number 1
Page 2 of 4

Item# 1

Page 6 of 105



 

Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
September 27, 2011 
Page Three 
 
 
approve  Alternative #1:  “Approve the request to authorize executing a contract for 
Airspace Tree Obstruction Removal construction phase professional services.  This will 
permit the removal of trees surrounding the airport which have grown into the airspace 
which will enhance safety and ensure compliance with our Federal Grant obligations.”  
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
HUD Grant for Neighborhood Improvement – Mr. Rose moved, seconded by Mr. 
Jeter, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve staff’s 
recommendation:  “Approve the request the HUD grant, if awarded, that will fund the 
development of the Hopkins Strategic Community Master Plan.”  A discussion took 
place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
CDBG and HOME Administrative Shortfall – Mr. Jeter moved, seconded by Mr. Rose, 
to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve Alternative #1:  
“Approve the request to transfer $48,641 from NIP to the CD Department.  The CD 
Department would then continue to operate under the FY11-12 Action Plan.”  A 
discussion took place. 
 
The vote was in favor. 
 
Emergency Services Radio Purchase – Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. 
Kennedy, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve Alternative 
#1:  “Approve the purchase of radios from Motorola in the amount of $258,885.43.”  The 
vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Emergency Supplies and Equipment Purchase Orders – Ms. Kennedy moved, 
seconded by Mr. Manning, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to 
approve Alternative #1:  “Approve the purchase orders including the award to South 
Eastern Medical for $131,439.60.”  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Internal Auditor Engagement – Mr. Manning moved, seconded Mr. Jeter, to defer this 
item until the October A&F Committee meeting.  The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Transfer of Position from Dentsville Magistrate to Administrative Magistrate – Ms. 
Kennedy moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to forward this item to Council with a 
recommendation to approve Alternative #1:  “Approve the request to transfer the 
Summary Court Law Clerk position from the Dentsville Magistrate to Administrative 
Magistrate.” 
 
Lobbyists’ Interaction with Council on Certain Matters – Mr. Jeter moved, seconded 
by Mr. Manning, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to direct staff to 
draft a policy directing any lobbying firm employed by the County do a conflict check 
prior to providing information to Council on any matter not pertaining to the firms 
lobbying efforts for the County.  A discussion took place. 
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Richland County Council  
Administration and Finance Committee  
September 27, 2011 
Page Four 
 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Increase Detention Center Officer Starting Salaries – Ms. Kennedy moved, seconded 
by Mr. Jeter, to forward this item to Council with a recommendation to approve staff’s 
recommendation:  “Conduct a County-wide compensation study.  Administration will 
attempt to identify the funding in FY12 to complete the study and have the results 
available for the FY13 budget process.  This would address the salary needs for the 
Detention Center as well as other county-wide employees.”  The RFP should be 
completed within 90 days from notice to proceed with the compensation study.  A 
discussion took place. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Caughman Creek Property Purchase Agreement – Mr. Rose moved, seconded by 
Mr. Manning, to forward this item to Council without a recommendation.  The vote in 
favor was unanimous. 
 
Action to Make Certain Department Heads with Contractual Responsibility on At 
Will Employment Status [Possible Executive Session Item] – This item was deferred 
until the October A&F Committee meeting. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 7:00 p.m. 
 
        Submitted by, 
 
        L. Gregory Pearce, Jr., Chair 
 
The minutes were transcribed by Michelle M. Onley 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Internal Auditor Engagement (pages 10-14) 

 

Reviews

Item# 2
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Internal Auditor Engagement 
 

A. Purpose 
The purpose of this item is to request the County Council’s consideration of a motion 
made at the September 6, 2011, Council Meeting regarding the engagement of an 
Internal Auditor. 
 

B. Background / Discussion 
At the September 6, 2011, Council Meeting, Council Member Jim Manning 
introduced the following motion: 
 
“I move that Council hires an Independent Internal Auditor.  RATIONALE – The 
instructor for the Level II class on Financial Management for the Institute of 
Government for County Officials held in conjunction with the South Carolina 
Association of Counties’ 44th Annual Conference stated that every County should 
have an Internal Auditor.  Richland County does not have one.  Furthermore, notes 
from a 2005 Richland County Internal Audit Committee lists 15 “potential IA 
projects.”  My understanding is that item #3 and items #4 have had audits completed.  
However, I am greatly concerned about two items in particular that in 2005 (over 6 
years ago) were identified as “a high risk area for potential fraud and/or abuse.”  
These items are still some way on down the “list.”  Item #7 on the list for 
consideration for internal auditing is Procurement Audit.  The corresponding 
information for this item reads as follows:  Within any county government, 
procurement is a high risk area for potential fraud and abuse.  Periodic audits of 
procurement transactions can help reduce the likelihood of fraud.  After Richland 
County implements procurement cards, the potential risk will increase.  Item #8 on 
the list is Timekeeping Audit.  The corresponding information for this item reads as 
follows:  Fraud related to timekeeping is also a potential concern for county 
government.  Controls over timekeeping have improved in Richland County since 
2001, however there is still potential for abuse.” 
 
Staff concurs with Mr. Manning’s motion, and, in fact, had already planned to request 
a meeting of the Internal Audit Committee this month to begin the process of 
selecting an Internal Auditor.  This function has traditionally been performed under 
contract, and a draft RFP (Request for Proposals) has already been completed in 
anticipation of this process moving forward. 
 
Attached is a list of departments / functions which were identified in 2005 as potential 
areas for review.  The Human Resources and Planning audits have already been 
completed. 
 
Staff recommends that this item be referred to the Internal Audit Committee, 
consisting of the Council Chair, the A & F and D & S Committee Chairs, two citizen 
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appointees, and one appointment by the County Administrator.  The Internal Audit 
Committee can then report its recommendations to the full Council for action. 
 

C. Financial Impact 
The cost to the County for moving forward with an Internal Auditor will be 
determined by the number of audits to be performed and the cost per audit.  Included 
in the FY 12 budget is $50,000 for the internal audit function. 

 
D. Alternatives 

1. Refer this item to the Internal Audit Committee for review and recommendation 
to the full Council. 

2. Do not move forward with engaging an Internal Auditor. 
  

E. Recommendation 
By:  Motion by Council Member Jim Manning 
Date:  September 6, 2011 Council Meeting 
 
Staff concurs with Mr. Manning’s motion and recommends that this item be 
forwarded to the Internal Audit Committee. 

 
F. Reviews 

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

 
 
Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers  Date: 9/12/11    
 ü Recommend Council approval q  Recommend Council denial 

Comments regarding recommendation: Based on recommendation for Internal 
Audit Committee to review 

 
Legal 

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

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

Administration 
Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald  Date:  9/13/11 

 ü Recommend Council approval q  Recommend Council denial 
Comments regarding recommendation: Staff concurs with Mr. Manning’s 
motion and recommends that this item be forwarded to the Internal Audit 
Committee. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
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Action to Make Certain Department Heads with Contractual Responsibility on At Will Employment Status (Possible 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 
Subject: Action to Make Certain Department Heads with Contractual Responsibility on At Will 

Employment Status  
 

A. Purpose 
The goal is to increase the level of accountability of Department Heads who deal with contracts that 
have direct contact with the public and those who have financial impact on the County. (If there is a 
problem relating to fairness, Mr. Jackson is willing to include all Department Heads and let the 
Committee sort this out.) This action is aimed to make Department Heads who have responsibility 
relating to contractual matters more responsive and responsible to the citizens of Richland County.  
 
B. Background / Discussion 

Council Member Jackson is seeking to increase the level of accountability Department Heads 
who have contract responsibilities. Mr. Jackson is seeking to ensure these Department Heads are 
more responsive to the citizens of Richland County. Mr. Jackson has attempted to address his 
concern through the County Administrator. However, Mr. Jackson was informed that current 
County policies don’t permit his concerns to be adequately addressed.    Mr. Jackson said he 
does not think the issue is that anyone is breaking the procurement rules. His effort is to 
improve accountability of Department Heads and their responsiveness to the citizens of 
Richland County. 
 
Mr. Jackson is seeking to remove the grievance rights of Department Heads who have 
contractual responsibility. That would enable the County Administrator to take disciplinary 
action without such Department Heads having rights of the grievance process. Mr. Jackson 
believes this would increase the level of accountability and responsiveness of the Department 
Heads who have contractual responsibility. 
 
 
 
 

 
C. Financial Impact 
 

Revision to the County’s Employee Handbook and revision to the County’s HR Guidelines. 
Informing the Department Heads of the changes approved by the County Council. 

 
D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approved the amendment to the County’s Employee Handbook and HR Guidelines. 
2. Not approve the amendments to the County’s Employee Handbook and HR Guidelines. 

 
 

 
 
E. Recommendation 

It is recommended that County Council approve option # 1.  

Attachment number 1
Page 1 of 3

Item# 3

Page 16 of 105



 
Recommended by: Council Member Norman Jackson   Date:  

 
F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 9/16/11    

  Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: This is a policy decision for Council.  Since the 
recommendation includes a change to the employee handbook, I would recommend that 
the HR Director be included for comment. 

 
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 9/17/11 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

þ Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: This is a policy decision for County 
Council.   

 
Human Resources 

Reviewed by:  Dwight Hanna   Date:  
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

þ Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Human Resources supports appropriate 
accountability for all levels of the County’s workforce. As it relates to this specific 
proposal, Human Resources foresees some potential legal hurdles if all department heads 
are not included and/or clear business reasons are not used to identify which departments 
will be included or excluded. Therefore Human Resources suggests there be clear bona 
fide business reason(s) communicated to department heads so it is full understanding of 
the reason for the policy change and which department heads are affected. Because this 
change would remove an existing right, to file a grievance, the specific language in the 
proposed policy change should be reviewed and coordinated with Legal Department’s 
input.  

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Elizabeth McLean  Date: 9/21/11 
 q Recommend Council approval þ Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Legal comments provided in separate Attorney-
Client Memo for Council/Committee Members and Authorized Staff  

  
 

Administration 
Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  9/22/11 

 q Recommend Council approval ü Recommend Council denial 
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q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend denial for reasons specified in the 
County Attorney’s written opinion, which has been provided under separate cover. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: CDBG Allocation of Funds 
 

A. Purpose 
 
County Council is requested to approve the coordination of efforts between the Planning and 
Development Services Department and the Community Development Office toward the allocation 
of Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding for five (5) neighborhood improvement 
projects based on Neighborhood Master Plan goals, objectives, and recommendations. The grant 
totals $317,000.00 and no match is required.   
 
B. Background / Discussion 
 
The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program is a flexible Federal (HUD) program 
that provides communities with resources to address a wide range of unique community 
development needs. The Richland County Neighborhood Improvement Program/Planning and 
Development Services Department were allocated $317,000.00 from the Community Development 
Block Grant program on October 1, 2011.  

In a cooperative effort to implement the Planning and Development Department’s goals and 
initiatives in the Neighborhood Improvement Program, staff has researched and found that the 
master plans of Crane Creek, Broad River Heights, and New Castle/Trenholm Acres are all 
low/moderate income areas, and are thus eligible to receive CDBG funds for neighborhood 
improvement. 

Based on detailed census tract and block group research, the US Census Tract and surveys are used 
to determine the median income level of a specific area.  Through this research, the Neighborhood 
Improvement Program staff discovered that the master plans in the Candlewood, Broad River 
Corridor, and the Southeast Richland Neighborhoods are ineligible to receive CDBG funds because 
these neighborhoods are not low/moderate income areas. The low and moderate income population 
is defined as 51% of residents in a location and/or that have a family household income that is 80% 
or below the median area income.  
 

Activities eligible for funding: 
1. Environmental assessment for each community of interest (Crane Creek, BRH, Trenholm 
Acres).  
2. Appraisals, title work and surveys of each parcel (Crane Creek, Trenholm). 
3. Acquisitions where negotiations are successful (park property and mobile home park). 
4. Demolition of a mobile home park.  Note:  Demolition should only occur after negotiation 
and acquisition are successful. If not successful, condemnation is another alternative; however, 
if this is the case then demolition is not likely in 2011/2012. 
 
Projects eligible for funding  
1. Crane Creek - Catalyst 5 Pedestrian Park   
2. Crane Creek – Neighborhood Signs 
3. Trenholm/Newcastle - Catalyst 2 Mobile Home Park 
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4. Broad River Heights – Abandoned Homes 
5.  Environmental Assessments - Crane Creek and Trenholm Acres 
 
Process and Procedure for Acquisition based on CDBG Regulations: 
1. Appraisals must be done for each parcel of interest. It is not enough to have the assessed 

value.  
2. Environmental assessment, surveys and title work must be completed for each area where 

development is planned.  
3. Letters of interest must be sent to each property owner before appraisals, environmental 

assessment or surveys are completed. Owners should be invited to accompany.  
4. Determine offer based on appraisal, survey and title and get Council’s approval before a 

written offer is made.  
5. Negotiations only take place if the offer is not accepted.  
6. Acquire the properties.  

 
CDBG Funding Priorities (Five Major Projects): 

 
1. Crane Creek- Catalyst 5 Pedestrian Park ($16,000.00):   

 
The proposed pedestrian park (0.25 acre) would complement the efforts of our Crane 
Creek Neighborhood master plan which emphasizes the need to create more walkable 
communities. This pedestrian park would be maintained by the Richland County 
Recreation Commission and give the community more open usable space. Preliminary 
designs and cost estimates were provided in 2007; however updated estimates would need 
to be obtained.                                                            
 
Completed Tasks: 
• Staff has a written commitment from the Richland County Recreation Commission 

that states if the pedestrian park is built they would maintain the park in perpetuity. 
• Staff has begun to research the County website and has identified the property owner 

information and the assessed value of the property. 
• Staff has been notified that the property owner is interested in discussing the possible 

development of the pedestrian park and sale of the property.   
 

Phase 1  
• Send out an RFP to consultants on Procurement’s approved list to have an appraisal 

completed on the area.  
• Negotiate the purchase of the property for the pedestrian park. 

 
2. Crane Creek – Neighborhood Signs ($55,000.00): 
 
 The Crane Creek Neighborhood master plan area has seven communities with the need to  
 update existing brick entrance signage, or establish signage for their respective 
 communities. The communities of Bookert Heights, Crane Crossing, Crane Forest, Haskell 
 Heights, and Pine Forest are in need of new signage. The communities of Lincolnshire and 
 Rockgate will need their signage updated. 
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 Completed Tasks: 
 • Staff has identified several locations for new signage 
 
 Phase 1  
 • Staff will prepare easement documents for each parcel identified for the project. 
  
3. Trenholm/Newcastle-Catalyst 2 Mobile Home Park ($104,000.00): 

 
The existing dilapidated mobile home park is currently located on Shakespeare Road in 
the Trenholm/Newcastle master plan area. The plan identifies this parcel and other 
surrounding parcels to be slated for revitalization focusing on attracting a variety of 
medium density housing in conjunction with supporting neighborhood retail 
establishments.  

 
Completed Tasks: 
• Staff has performed preliminary research including property owner search, acreage and 

land assessment value. 
• Staff has made a site inspection of the property. 
• Staff, along with Community Development has conducted a tour with non-profits 

regarding the future possibility of providing housing.  
 

Phase 1 
• Send out an RFP to vendors on Procurement’s approved list to submit bids for 

demolition and clean-up. 
• Demolition and clean-up of all thirteen (13) vacant mobile homes. 

 
4. Broad River Heights – Abandoned Homes ($62,000.00): 

 
In the Broad River Heights Neighborhood Association there is a concern from active and 
engaged homeowners that there is an excessive amount of abandoned homes with 
overgrown yards, infestation of trash, litter and general structure dilapidation. There have 
been 11 lots identified for immediate demolition. The success of economic development 
hinges upon the visual characteristics of the neighborhood. The aforementioned troubled 
areas give a negative perception of the residents and the community as a whole.  

 
Completed Tasks: 
• Staff has identified structures that need to be demolished. 
• Staff has gathered cost estimates for the demolition of said structures. 
 
Phase 1 
• Send out an RFP to vendors on Procurement’s approved list to submit bids for 

demolition and clean-up for each. 
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 5.  Environmental Assessments  - ($80,000.00): 
 Each planning area is required to have a baseline environmental assessment for CDBG 
 related activities to occur. 
 
 Completed Tasks: 
 • Staff has performed preliminary research including property owner search, acreage  
  and land assessment value. 
 • Staff has made a site inspection of the property. 
 
C. Financial Impact 
 
Crane Creek- Catalyst 5 Pedestrian Park:   

  
Appraisal of the property:     $    3,500.00 
Purchase of Property:     $  12,500.00 
          $16,000.00 

 
Crane Creek – Neighborhood Signs: 
 

Installation:       $   55,000.00 
 $55,000.00 
 
Trenholm/Newcastle-Catalyst 2 Mobile Home Park: 

 
Demolition, Clean-up:     $104,000.00 

 $104,000.00 
 
Broad River Neighborhoods – Abandoned Homes 

 
Demolition & Clean-up (total):    $62,000.00 

 $62,000.00 
Environmental Assessments for:  
Crane Creek and Trenholm Acres/Newcastle   
 $80,000.00 

 
TOTAL:    $317,000.00 
 
D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the request to allocate and expend the CBDG funds that were awarded to the 
County. 

2. Do not approve the grant funds allocation and expenditures. 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 4 of 5

Item# 4

Page 23 of 105



E. Recommendation 
 
It is recommended that Council approve the allocation and expenditure of CDBG funds for the 
five (5) projects identified above, in the amount of $317,000.00. Also recommend approval of 
contingency of conducting additional environmental assessments for eligible master plans to 
ensure timely expenditure of funding. 

 
Recommended by:  Sparty Hammett Planning and Development Services Date: 10/15/11 

  
F. Approvals 

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/13/11   
ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  This is a funding decision for Council.  The 
recommendation is based on the availability of funds.  

  
Community Development 

Reviewed by:  Valeria Jackson   Date: 10/13/11 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

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

 
Legal 

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

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

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  10/17/11 
 ü  Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend approval of the allocation and 
expenditure of funds for the five designated projects and the contingency of completing 
additional environmental assessments in the event that one of the projects is delayed. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  AT&T Leased  Line Connections - Countywide 
 

A. Purpose 
 

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

 
A. Background / Discussion 

 
The Richland County Wide Area Network and Local Area Networks (WAN/LAN) currently 
consist of 50 servers and approximately 1100 PCs. These are dispersed across all county 
locations. These locations are connected primarily via leased lines. This purchase order covers 
those lines that are leased from AT&T that connect our remote sites to our main locations in 
addition to the trunk lines that provide phone service to County locations including the 
Sherriff’s Office. These lines are the heart and lungs of County provided services. Without 
them, there would be no phone service to most County locations, nor data connections that 
provide all county computer services. 
 
 These are services that Richland County has been receiving from AT&T for over 14 years. The 
amount has changed from year to year as the network has expanded as additional County 
services offered in new locations.  
 
 These services were directly paid in previous years, but due to a change in our financial system, 
a purchase order is required to be able to pay for the services. 
 

 
B. Financial Impact 

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

 
C. Alternatives 
 

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

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

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

 
Recommended by:  Janet Claggett Department:  Information Technology 
Date:  10/10/11 
 

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

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/11/11   

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

 
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 10/11/11 
 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

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

 
Legal 

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

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

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: J. Milton Pope   Date:10-12-11 
 X Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval…funding has been 
provided to cover the expense…. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Microsoft Licensing-Countywide (pages 29-30) 

 

Reviews

Item# 6

Page 28 of 105



Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject:  Microsoft Licensing - Countywide 
 

A. Purpose 
 

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

 
A. Background / Discussion 

 
The Richland County Wide Area Network and Local Area Networks (WAN/LAN) currently 
consist of 50 servers and approximately 1100 PCs. 
 
In order to comply with federal copyright law, Richland County must have Microsoft licenses 
for all County servers and all County PCs.  Licensing is required for operating systems as well 
as software applications (such as MS Office).   

 
In the last few years, Microsoft modified its licensing requirements, and it has been increasing 
its enforcement efforts.  Richland County received the same “Microsoft letter” that our 
neighboring counties received, which outlines a mandatory copyright compliance program.  If 
Richland County were to decide not to participate in the copyright compliance program, the 
County would put itself at risk for fines and penalties of up to $150,000 per incident.  
 
Ten years ago, the IT Department included a budget request to begin a three year Enterprise 
Agreement with Microsoft to bring the County into full copyright compliance.  During the 
initial three year period, we were able to achieve compliance with Microsoft’s copyright 
policies. The County now owns the software license for Microsoft OS and Office products used 
by County employees. To ensure this software remains current, the County will need to approve 
another year of “Software Assurance”. This renewal will ensure our licensed products are 
current to 07/30/12. 
 
However, in an effort to maintain Federal Copyright compliance on software versions used by 
the County that comes out after 06/30/11, we must continue our Microsoft Enterprise 
Agreement through the purchase of Software Assurance. Software Assurance is a maintenance 
agreement that allows the County to use the latest versions of Microsoft software products as 
they are made available. This will keep the software technology at Richland County current. 
Council is requested to approve the purchase of a Microsoft “Software Assurance” from the 
vendor CompuCom Systems, Inc. on South Carolina State Contract in an amount not to exceed 
$131,566. 

 
B. Financial Impact 

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

 
C. Alternatives 
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1. Approve the request to purchase Microsoft Software Assurance from vendor CompuCom 
Systems, Inc. on South Carolina State Contract in an amount not to exceed $131,566.  This 
will allow the county to maintain Microsoft Copyright compliance. 

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

in the copyright compliance program. 
 
D. Recommendation 

 
Recommended by:  Janet Claggett Department:  Information Technology 
Date:  10/10/11 
 
It is recommended that Council approve the request to purchase Microsoft Software Assurance 
from vendor CompuCom Systems, Inc. on South Carolina State Contract in an amount not to 
exceed $131,566.   
 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/11/11   

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
 

 
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 10/11/11 
 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

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

 
Legal 

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

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Approval subject to review of the agreement.  

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: J. Milton Pope   Date: 10-14-11 
 X Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

FY 11-12 HUD Annual Action Plan Approval (pages 32-70) 

 

Reviews

Item# 7
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: FY 11-12 Annual Action Plan Approval 
 

A. Purpose 
Council is being requested to approve the HUD–approved FY 11-12 Annual Action Plan in its 
entirety. The FY 11-12 Community Development budget was approved by Council in July 
2011. At that time the Action Plan was not finalized. Subsequently, it was submitted to HUD for 
approval on August 15th. HUD has approved the plan. This is the final step in the approval for 
our files.  

 
B. Background / Discussion 

Council is being requested to approve the HUD approved FY 11-12 Annual Action Plan in its 
entirety. The budget has already received Council approval during a July 2011 meeting. This 
current ROA action is a formality. HUD has already approved the plan and has forward grant 
agreements for Administration’s signature. This requested action will also satisfy Finance 
requirements of Council approval.  

 
C. Financial Impact 

The sole financial impact of this request for the County is the HOME Match which has been 
approved within the County general budget.  The amount approved was $105,017 in County 
general funds. The remaining funds are non-county (federal) sources. 

 
D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the request to approve the HUD approved FY 11-12 Annual Action Plan in its 
entirety. 

2. Do not approve the HUD approved FY 11-12 Annual Action Plan in its entirety. 
 

 
E. Recommendation 

 
3. "It is recommended that Council approve the request to Approve the request to approve the 

HUD approved FY 11-12 Annual Action Plan in its entirety.” 
 
Recommended by:  Department:   Date: 

Valeria Jackson   Community Development  10/7/11 
 
F. Reviews 

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

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 10/11/11    
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

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

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 10/11/11 
 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

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

 
Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 10/12/11 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

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

 
Legal 

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

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

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  10/17/11 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend Council approval of the HUD 
approved FY 11-12 Annual Action Plan in its entirety 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 2 of 39

Item# 7

Page 33 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 3 of 39

Item# 7

Page 34 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 4 of 39

Item# 7

Page 35 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 5 of 39

Item# 7

Page 36 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 6 of 39

Item# 7

Page 37 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 7 of 39

Item# 7

Page 38 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 8 of 39

Item# 7

Page 39 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 9 of 39

Item# 7

Page 40 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 10 of 39

Item# 7

Page 41 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 11 of 39

Item# 7

Page 42 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 12 of 39

Item# 7

Page 43 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 13 of 39

Item# 7

Page 44 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 14 of 39

Item# 7

Page 45 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 15 of 39

Item# 7

Page 46 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 16 of 39

Item# 7

Page 47 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 17 of 39

Item# 7

Page 48 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 18 of 39

Item# 7

Page 49 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 19 of 39

Item# 7

Page 50 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 20 of 39

Item# 7

Page 51 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 21 of 39

Item# 7

Page 52 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 22 of 39

Item# 7

Page 53 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 23 of 39

Item# 7

Page 54 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 24 of 39

Item# 7

Page 55 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 25 of 39

Item# 7

Page 56 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 26 of 39

Item# 7

Page 57 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 27 of 39

Item# 7

Page 58 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 28 of 39

Item# 7

Page 59 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 29 of 39

Item# 7

Page 60 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 30 of 39

Item# 7

Page 61 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 31 of 39

Item# 7

Page 62 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 32 of 39

Item# 7

Page 63 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 33 of 39

Item# 7

Page 64 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 34 of 39

Item# 7

Page 65 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 35 of 39

Item# 7

Page 66 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 36 of 39

Item# 7

Page 67 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 37 of 39

Item# 7

Page 68 of 105



 
 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 38 of 39

Item# 7

Page 69 of 105



 

Attachment number 1
Page 39 of 39

Item# 7

Page 70 of 105



Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Mass Transit Fee:  Commercial Vehicles (pages 72-75) 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Mass Transit Fee:  Commercial Vehicles  
 

A. Purpose 
Council is requested to consider the motion made at the October 4, 2011 Council 
Meeting, and direct staff as appropriate.   
 

B. Background / Discussion 
The following motion was made at the October 4, 2011 Council Meeting by 
Councilman Malinowski:   
 

That only vehicles registered as commercial vehicles will pay the 
commercial fee as it relates to the CMRTA fee.  

 
Historically, the Mass Transit Fee applies to both commercial and private vehicles.  
The fees are assessed to cover costs associated with funding mass transit (CMRTA) 
in Richland County.   

 
There are approximately 26,000 commercial vehicles and 288,000 private vehicles in 
Richland County. 

 
Mr. Malinowski’s motion is meant to address certain vehicles, such as farm vehicles 
not registered as passenger vehicles, being inappropriately classified as commercial 
vehicles.  According to Mr. Malinowski, SC State Law does not classify a farm 
vehicle as a commercial vehicle, and therefore, these vehicles should not be classified 
as such, nor charged the commercial Mass Transit Fee.  Mr. Malinowski states that 
the intent is to only charge the commercial Mass Transit Fee [$7.50] on a vehicle that 
is truly commercial, and all other vehicles should be charged the lesser [$5.00 – 
private vehicle] fee.   
 
Because the Auditor’s Office classifies vehicles into two categories for the purpose of 
the Mass Transit Fee – commercial vehicles and private vehicles - it is not known if a 
farm vehicle classification (or other non-commercial vehicle currently being 
classified as commercial) could be broken out from the commercial vehicle 
classification.  The Auditor is included in the routing process to determine and 
comment on this capability.     
 
Staff also performed a search in the SC State Code for references to farm vehicles, 
based upon Mr. Malinowski’s reference.  The results are included below for your 
convenience: 
 
SECTION 56-3-670. Fees for farm truck licenses; violations; penalties. [SC ST SEC 
56-3-670] 
 
(A) For the purpose of this section, farm truck is defined as a truck used exclusively 
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by the owner for agricultural, horticultural, dairying, livestock, and poultry operations 
and includes transporting farm processed horticultural products, including soil 
amendments and mulches owned by the truck's owner or another person, including 
first market. However, farm trucks with an empty weight of less than seven thousand 
five hundred pounds may be used for ordinary domestic purposes and general 
transportation but must not be used to transport persons or property for hire.  
 
(B) The Department of Motor Vehicles shall issue to bona fide farmers special farm 
vehicle licenses on an annual basis for farm trucks for a fee as follows according to 
the gross vehicle weight of the truck:  
 
Gross Vehicle Weight Fee  
 
(1) Up to 26,499 pounds $ 12.00  
 
(2) 26,500 to 32,499 pounds $ 15.00  
 
(3) 32,500 to 42,500 pounds $ 30.00  
 
(4) 42,501 to 52,500 pounds $ 60.00  
 
(5) 52,501 to 62,500 pounds $ 80.00  
 
(6) 62,501 to 72,500 pounds $ 100.00  
 
(7) 72,501 to 80,000 pounds $ 120.00 .  
 
Nothing in this section exempts farm vehicles from gross weight-axle requirements 
contained in Section 56-5-4140.  
 
(C) A person who is issued a farm license plate for the purpose defined in this section 
and uses the license plate for purposes other than those defined is guilty of a 
misdemeanor and, upon conviction, must be fined not more than two hundred dollars 
or imprisoned not more than thirty days, or both. 

 
C. Financial Impact 

It is not known at this time how many vehicles are classified as commercial, but 
should potentially not be.  Therefore, the financial impact is not known at this time. 
 
At third reading of the FY 12 budget, Council approved funding for mass transit in 
the amount of $1,670,000, which comes from the fund balance in Road Maintenance / 
Mass Transit Fee.  Also at third reading of the FY 12 budget, Council approved a 
$7.50 Mass Transit Fee for commercial vehicles, and a $5.00 Mass Transit Fee for 
private vehicles for FY 13.  This equates to approximately $1,600,000 for mass transit 
funding in FY 13.  These revenues were based on 26,000 commercial vehicles and 
288,000 private vehicles. 
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D. Alternatives 

1. Approve the motion.  Doing so will decrease the amount of Mass Transit Fee 
revenues to an uncertain degree.   

 
2. Do not approve the motion at this time. 

 
E. Recommendation 

By:  Motion by Councilman Malinowski, October 4, 2011     
 

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

 
Auditor 
Reviewed by:  Paul Brawley   Date:   

            q Recommend Council approval                 q  Recommend Council denial 
            ☺   Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
We have approximately 400 Farm Tags registered in Richland County. It will 
cost approximately $2,500 to modify the billing software to accommodate the 
requested change and still involve direct intervention from my staff to insure 
that the lower fee is applied. Farm vehicles are assessed at 10.5% of market 
value just like other commercial vehicles and the fees are applied in the same 
manner. Farming is a commercial venture. 

 
Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers  Date:     

            q Recommend Council approval                 q  Recommend Council denial 
ü   Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation:  
 
Considering the funding source for the FY12 approved budget, the proposed 
exemption would have no financial impact on the Mass Transit Fund for the 
current year.  Council would need to consider how to fund the $2,500 for the 
billing software upgrade mentioned by the County Auditor.  Using the 400 
Farm Tags stated above, the exemption would generate approximately $3,000 
less for FY13 funding which would need to be considered during the FY13 
budget process next year.    
   

 
Legal 

Reviewed by:  Larry Smith  Date: 
             q Recommend Council approval                 q  Recommend Council denial 
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             üCouncil Discretion (please explain if checked) Council has the legal authority 
to determine for purposes of the ordinance which vehicles will be considered to be 
commercial vehicles.   

Comments regarding recommendation:  
   

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Tony McDonald  Date: 
             q Recommend Council approval                 q  Recommend Council denial 
             ü  Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 

Comments regarding recommendation: While the proposed exemption of farm 
vehicles is clearly a policy question, it should be noted that the reduction in 
revenue that the exemption will create for FY 13 will need to be addressed as 
the FY 13 budget is developed. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Criminal Domestic Violence Court Grant Match 
 

A. Purpose 
 

County Council is requested to approve a grant match increase in the amount of $24,327 needed 
for the Criminal Domestic Violence (CDV) Court Grant.  No new funds are needed if Council 
allows a budget amendment to move match from other FY12 Solicitor’s Office grants that were 
not fully funded to this grant.  The grants mentioned below were approved in the FY12 budget 
process.   

 
B. Background / Discussion 
 

The Richland County Solicitor’s Office received the 2012 Criminal Domestic Violence grant in 
the amount of $65,046. The continuation grant funds  a prosecution based "centralized" CDV 
Court (magistrate level) and enhances the prosecutions by using one experienced part-time 
assistant solicitor and one solicitor's investigator who assists in case preparation and who 
provides victim assistance. 

 
Unfortunately, this grant was cut by the granting agency.  The Solicitor’s Office needs an 
additional $24,327 to cover the cost of the positions paid through this grant.  
 
The Solicitor’s Office has $28,753 in unused match from the reduced Violent Crime 
Prosecution Team ($22,618) and JAG – Technology Improvements ($6,135) grants that were 
approved in FY12 budget process and would like to move $24,327 of this match to the CDV 
Court grant.  By moving matching funds from these grants to the CDV Court grant, no new cash 
is needed.   
 
The Solicitor’s Office is aware that the grant program is likely to have cuts in the next year that 
may affect the positions tied to this grant.  They will address this issue in the upcoming FY13 
budget process.   
 
Criminal Domestic Violence Court Grant Total Project Cost: $119,896 
 
Grant Award:      $65,046 
Existing Budgeted CDV Court Match   $30,523  
Additional Match Needed (from budgeted grants) $24,327 
Total:       $119,896 

 
C. Financial Impact 
 

There is no financial impact. 
 

D. Alternatives 
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1. Approve moving match funds in order to fully fund the Criminal Domestic Violence grant 
positions.  

2. Do not approve, causing the grant to run short. 
 

  
 
 

E. Recommendation 
 
1. It is recommended that Council approve moving match funds in order to fully fund the Criminal 

Domestic Violence grant positions.  
 
Recommended by:  Department:    Date: 
John Stuart   Richland County Solicitor’s Office   9/23/11 

 
 
F. Reviews 

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

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date: 10/5/11    
 üRecommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommendation is to redirect existing funds 
therefore would not require a budget amendment.  As stated in the ROA, funding for 
FY13 would need to be addressed during the budget process.   

 
Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 10/6/11 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

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

 
Legal 

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

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

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  10/18/11 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend approval to move match funds in 
order to fully fund the Criminal Domestic Violence grant positions.  
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Hispanic Outreach Grant Match 
 

A. Purpose 
 

County Council is requested to approve a grant match increase in the amount of $1,558 needed 
for the Hispanic Outreach Grant.  No new funds are needed if Council allows a budget 
amendment to move match from other FY12 Sheriff’s Department grants that were not fully 
funded to this grant.  The grants mentioned below were approved in the FY12 budget process.   

 
B. Background / Discussion 
 

The Richland County Sheriff’s Department received the 2012 Hispanic Outreach grant in the 
amount of $38,510. The continuation grant includes one (1) FTE victim advocate that provides 
services to Richland County with a special emphasis on the Hispanic community.   
 
Unfortunately, this grant was cut by the granting agency.  The Sheriff’s Department needs an 
additional $1,558 to cover the cost of the position paid through this grant.  
 
The Sheriff’s Department has $1,932 in unused match from the reduced Victim Advocacy, 
Violent Fugitive Apprehension, and Financial Crimes Investigation grants that were approved in 
FY12 budget process and would like to move $1,558 of this match to the Hispanic Outreach 
grant.  By moving matching funds from these grants to the Hispanic Outreach grant, no new 
cash is needed.   
 
The Sheriff’s Department is aware that the grant program is likely to have cuts next year that 
may affect the FTE victim advocate position tied to this grant.  They will address this issue in 
the upcoming FY13 budget process.   
 
Hispanic Outreach Total Project Cost: $56,318 
 
Grant Award:    $38,510 
Approved Match for this Grant:  $16,250 
Match Needed (JAG/VOCA grants): $  1,558 
Total:     $56,318 

 
C. Financial Impact 
 

There is no financial impact. 
 

D. Alternatives 
 
 

1. Approve moving match funds in order to fully fund the Hispanic Outreach grant position.  
2. Do not approve, causing the grant to run short. 

 

Attachment number 1
Page 1 of 3

Item# 10

Page 81 of 105



  
 
 

E. Recommendation 
 
1. It is recommended that Council approve moving match funds in order to fully fund the Hispanic 

Outreach grant position.  
 
Recommended by:  Department:    Date: 
Traci Dove   Richland County Sheriff’s Dept.   9/23/11 

 
 
 
F. Reviews 

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

Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/5/11   
 üRecommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  recommendation is to redirect existing funds 
therefore no budget amendment is needed. 
 

 
Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 10/6/11 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

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

 
Legal 

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

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

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  10/19/11 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Recommend approval to move matching funds in 
order to fully fund the Hispanic Outreach grant position. 
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Historic Preservation Special Project (pages 85-86) 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Historic Preservation Special Project 
 

A. Purpose 
County Council is requested to approve the allocation of $20,000 in Richland County 
Conservation Commission (RCCC) funds for a special project to move and stabilize a historic 
cabin in Lower Richland.  

 
 
B. Background / Discussion 

The last remaining cabin/house lived in by enslaved persons and tenant farmers at Kensington 
Manor is in serious need of restoration.  The owners of the property, International Paper (IP), 
have new plant leadership interested in seeing the cabin restored; however they want it moved 
from its secluded, wooded location 0.75 miles from Kensington, to within sight of Kensington 
Manor house.  Once restored, the cabin will be interpreted and open to visitors. 
 
Scarborough-Hamer Foundation is the non-profit organization that manages Kensington Manor. 
RCCC funded a conditions assessment/preservation plan for this cabin in 2007. The slave/tenant 
dwelling was built circa 1852 and is the last of the 50 plantation outbuildings.  The director of 
the foundation has received two estimates to move and stabilize the cabin at a cost of $45,000 - 
$50,000.  IP will widen and flatten the road for the move.  Once relocated, the stabilization will 
include a new foundation, sills, floor joists, exterior walls, and roof, making the cabin 
structurally sound and protected from the elements.  State archaeologist Jon Leader will mark 
the original location.  The final phase of restoration will involve graduate students learning 
proper techniques through field schools. 
 
The RCCC allocated $40,000 for special projects such as this in their FY12 budget and 
specifically approved this project at its September 26, 2011 meeting.  The cabin is best moved 
in late fall/early winter to avoid snakes and heavy vegetation.  Requiring approval of this project 
through the normal RCCC Historic Grant process would mean a full year will elapse before the 
cabin could be moved, increasing its fragility due to deterioration from the weather.  
Preservation of the cabin is a good example of private/public partnership with RCCC 
contributing $20,000 and IP providing $25,000 to $30,000 plus in-kind labor to move and 
stabilize this historic structure. 

 
 

C. Financial Impact 
There is no financial impact associated with this request. $40,000 is currently budgeted for 
special projects under the Professional Services category in the RCCC budget. 

 
D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the request to allocate $20,000 of RCCC funds for the special project to move and 
stabilize the cabin at Kensington Manor. 
 

2. Do not approve 
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E. Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to allocate $20,000 of RCCC funds for the 
special project to move and stabilize the cabin at Kensington Manor. 
 
Recommended by: James B. Atkins, Manager, Environmental Planning Division, Planning and 
Developmental Services Department on behalf of the RC Conservation Commission               
Date: October 10, 2011 

 
F. Reviews 

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

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/9/11   

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: Funds are available as stated.  Recommended 
approval is in support of Conservation Commission recommendation. 

  
 

Procurement 
Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 10/10/11 

 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

 
Grants 

Reviewed by:  Sara Salley   Date: 10/12/11 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

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

 
Legal 

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

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

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Sparty Hammett   Date:  10/17/11 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend Council approval of the request to 
allocate $20,000 of RCCC funds for the special project to move and stabilize the cabin at 
Kensington Manor. 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Hospitality Tax - Round Two Funding Recommendations (pages 88-91) 

 

Reviews
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Hospitality Tax - Round Two Funding Recommendations 
 

A. Purpose 
 

County Council is requested to approve the attached funding recommendations from the 
Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee for organizations eligible to receive funding in the 
Round Two promotions funding process for FY12. 
 

 
B. Background / Discussion 
 

During FY08, County Council voted to split the funding round for the Hospitality Tax 
promotions grants into two cycles each fiscal year and made this effective for the FY09 
budget year onward. 
 
The Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee Round One recommendations were evaluated and 
approved by Council during the FY12 budget process. Council approved $67,336 of 
promotions funding be appropriated and available for Round Two. Following the 75%/25% 
funding goal as outlined in the Hospitality Tax Ordinance, available funding for projects 
located within unincorporated Richland County and Regional marketing is $50,502 and 
available Funding for projects located in the incorporated areas is $16,834.  Round Two 
applications were due to the County in August 2011. Nine applications were submitted and 
five were reviewed and scored by the Committee. 
 
On September 28th, the Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee members met to finalize 
recommendations for Round Two.  As a result, the Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee has 
submitted the following funding recommendations to county council. (See attachment for a 
breakdown of projects and funding recommendations.) 
 
Projects in the Incorporated Areas of Richland County ($16,834) 
Auntie Karen Foundation - Legends of …2012     $10,000 
SC Philharmonic – Advertising and Marketing Campaign   $  6,834 
Total          $16,834 
 
 
Projects in the Unincorporated/Multi-District Areas of Richland County ($50,502) 
701 Center for Contemporary Art – Columbia Open Studios 2012  $19,000 
Latino Communications CDC – Cinco de Mayo Parade & Celebration  $15,000 
Lower Richland High PTSA - Diamond Festival     $16,502 
Total          $50,502 
 
 
Total H-Tax Allocation Round Two      $67,336 
Unallocated         $67,336 
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C. Financial Impact 
 

No financial impact. The funding for Round Two was appropriated during the FY12 budget 
process. 

 
D. Alternatives 
 

1. Approve the funding recommendations as submitted by the Hospitality Tax Advisory 
Committee.  

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

funding plan. 
 
E. Recommendation 
 

It is recommended that County Council approve alternative one (1). 
 
Recommended by: Hospitality Tax Advisory Committee Date: October 10, 2011 
 

F. Reviews 
Grants Manager 

Reviewed by: Sara Salley    Date:  10/10/11   
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

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

 
Finance 

Reviewed by:  Daniel Driggers   Date:10/10/11 
 q Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

ü Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Funds are appropriated and the allocation is 
at the discretion of Council 

 
Legal 

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

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

 
Administration 

Reviewed by:  Roxanne Ancheta   Date:  October 18, 2011 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: It is recommended that Council approve the 
recommendations by the Hospitality Tax Committee as presented.   
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject

Hospitality Tax County Promotions Grant Program Changes (pages 93-97) 
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Hospitality Tax County Promotions Grant Program Changes 
 

A. Purpose 
County Council is requested to approve the following recommendations to the Hospitality Tax County Promotions 
grant program.  These recommendations were made by the Hospitality Tax Committee. 

 
B. Background / Discussion 
The following motion was made by Council member Malinowski at the June 7, 2011 Council Meeting: 

 
There are many issues with the Hospitality Tax use with the current program Richland County has in place.  Based on 
that fact, I move that the Hospitality Tax Committee and Richland County Council review this grant program so that 
it can be re-vamped with an emphasis on funding projects and programs that bring in true tourists, not community 
events that pull the majority of their attendees from Richland County residents.   
 
On September 8, 2011, the Hospitality Tax Committee met along with Council members Malinowski and Kennedy to 
discuss this motion and the state of the Hospitality Tax Grant program.  The recommendations were made in an effort 
to strengthen the program, increase accountability and stretch the dollars received so that organizations use 
Hospitality Tax grant funds for tourism purposes.   

 
1. Reduce Out of Cycle Funding Requests - Funding organizations that do not go through the grant process is not 
fair to the organizations that put in the time and effort to apply each cycle.  Many organizations do not receive funding 
because there are not enough funds to go around in the Round 1 grant cycle.   
 

a) No applications/requests will be reviewed between grant periods – Mrs. Kennedy will present a Friendly 
Amendment to the rule that was voted on in May 2011 stemming from the motion made by Mrs. Kennedy and 
Mr. Jeter regarding late and incomplete applications.   

b) County Council continue to be allotted discretionary H-Tax funds during the budget process that can be used 
during the year for special funding requests that come up outside of the grant process.  In FY 12, this amount was 
$25,000.  Organizations receiving these funds must be eligible H-Tax organizations, submit a budget and submit a 
marketing plan that demonstrates how their program/project will draw tourists into the County.  Organizations 
receiving these funds cannot be H-Tax grantees coming back to the table for additional funding in the same fiscal 
year.   

 
2. Request Additional Information to Determine Tourism Impact, Health of Organization and Capacity of the 
Organization – The following questions will be added to the H-Tax application and final report forms. Staff will edit 
application and guidelines to streamline information so that it is not too overwhelming for applicants.  The Committee 
stressed that they do not want to discourage organizations from applying for funds.  All adopted changes will be 
incorporated in to mandatory grant workshops that will be held in January 2012. 

 
a) Indicate how you will use income generated from this program, if any?   
b) How does your project impact Richland County as a whole as well as the community where the program will take 

place?   
c) Provide program income and expense totals for the past two years for the program/project in which you are 

requesting H-Tax funds.  If the event is new, please provide evidence of success for similar programs or projects. 
 

3. Maximize the Amount of County Promotion Funds - County Promotion Funds are very competitive.  Below are 
recommendations for ways to stretch these funds so that they are used to promote true tourism.   
a) Establish one application deadline per year like the A-Tax and Discretionary grant programs.  For FY12, the 
County received 40 applications in Round 1 and 9 applications in Round 2.  Three of the FY12 Round 2 
applications were pushed there from Round 1 due to lack of funding.  Organizations receive an unfair 
advantage for funding in Round 2.  The committee has to estimate Round 2 funding from the Round 1 budget 
amount without knowing how many applications to expect.   

b) Restrict applications to events and programs that take place only in areas where Richland County collects H-
Tax (unincorporated areas, Eastover, and Richland portion of Irmo) as well as regional marketing 
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organizations.  Edit grant guidelines to read that Richland County no longer funds projects that take place in 
areas where Richland County does not collect Hospitality taxes because the City of Columbia and other 
municipalities with their own Hospitality Tax benefit from the tourism dollars generated, not the County.  
Unless the municipalities wish to give the County a portion of their H-Tax revenue, County H-Tax funds 
should not be allocated in areas that do not give the County a return on investment.  Organizations conducting 
projects outside of the City limits are not allowed to apply for City of Columbia H-Tax funds.  This 
recommendation will require a change to the H-Tax Ordinance Chapter 23, section 69 (a)(4).  Regional 
marketing organizations such as the Columbia Convention and Visitors Bureau and Lake Murray Capital City 
Tourism would be eligible for H-Tax dollars as they market entire regions for tourism promotion.   

c) Determine a maximum percentage given to any group making recommendations fair.  Percentages will be 
based on the scores each valid application receives in the evaluation process.   

d) All applicants should be required to provide 50% match in cash or in-kind products/services for their project.  
Organizations need to show that they are not 100% reliant on County funds.   

e) Restrict the types of eligible expense allowed.  By restricting expense types, there will be more money to go 
around.  In the past, the County has allowed marketing as well as event operating expenses.  The purpose of 
the H-Tax program is to draw tourists.  According to SC State Law, Section 6-1-730, uses of Hospitality Tax 
revenue must be used exclusively for the following purposes:  
(1) tourism-related buildings including, but not limited to, civic centers, coliseums, and aquariums;  
(2) tourism-related cultural, recreational, or historic facilities;  
(3) beach access and re-nourishment;  
(4) highways, roads, streets, and bridges providing access to tourist destinations;  
(5) advertisements and promotions related to tourism development; or  
(6) water and sewer infrastructure to serve tourism-related demand.  
 
In a county in which at least nine hundred thousand dollars in accommodations taxes is collected annually 
pursuant to Section 12-36-920, the revenues of the hospitality tax authorized in this article may be used for 
the operation and maintenance of those items provided in (A)(1) through (6) including police, fire protection, 
emergency medical services, and emergency-preparedness operations directly attendant to those facilities.  
 
Over the years, expenses have become too program-heavy.  The Committee recommends that at least 70% of 
marketing expenses must be paid to advertise outside of the County and that entertainment is no more than 
50% of the total requested amount of the grant. It is recommended that the following language is added to the 
grant guidelines: 

 
Expenditures must be consistent with the application budget. Only goods and services that comply with the 
Hospitality Tax Guidelines and State Law are reimbursable. Project or event vendors will not be paid directly 
by Richland County. Eligible expenditures are: 

o Advertising/Promotions/Marketing (including designing, printing, postage for items mailed to 
attract tourist) 

o Security/Emergency Services  
o Entertainment/Speakers/Guest Artist Instructor 

 
 Some of the expenditures not eligible are:  Rent or venue fees, items given to tourists once they are here (tee        
shirts, cups, trophies…etc.), insurance or licenses, invoices outside the funding year, salaries (other than 
previously mentioned), transportation or accommodations, food or beverages, decorations, staging or 
fencing. 
 

4. Strengthen Measures to Ensure that Organizations are Held Responsible for Spending County Tax Funds - 
To ensure that County funds are used appropriately, especially since Richland County allocates funds “up-front” and 
not on a reimbursement basis, it is recommended that the following statement should be added to the guidelines and 
award letter. Penalties for organizations that do not follow the rules should be created and approved by Legal and 
County Council.  Staff audits all grant paperwork to ensure compliance.  The suggested language below adds 
compliance measures to the application ensuring that the applicant understands rules and regulations for accepting 
County funds before they are awarded an allocation. 
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a) Use of funds for expenses not included in the grant application will require the grantee to re-pay the County for 
any non-identified expense.  If approved expenses are less than the funds received, the grantee must reimburse the 
County upon receipt of a County invoice for the difference.   

b) Add a Statement of Assurances to the H-Tax application:   
Upon grant application acceptance and funding award, applicant agrees that financial records, support documents, 
statistical records and all other records pertinent to Hospitality Tax funding shall be retained for a period of three 
years.  All procurement transactions, regardless of whether negotiated or advertised and without regard to dollar 
value, shall be conducted in a matter so as to provide maximum open free competition.  The funding recipient shall 
establish safeguards to prohibit employees from using their positions for a purpose that has the appearance of being 
motivated by a desire for private gain for themselves and others.  All expenditures must have adequate 
documentation.  All accounting records and supporting documentation shall be available for inspection by Richland 
County upon request.  No person, on the basis of race, color, or national origin, should be excluded from 
participation in, be denied the benefit of or be otherwise subjected to discrimination under the program or activity 
funding in whole or in part by Hospitality Tax funds. Employment made by or resulting from Hospitality Tax funding 
shall not discriminate against any employee or applicant on the basis of handicap, age, race, color, religion, sex, or 
national origin.  None of the funds, materials, property, or services provided directly or indirectly under Hospitality 
Tax funding shall be used for any partisan political activity, or to further the election or defeat of any candidate for 
public office.  The applicant hereby certifies that the information submitted as part of this application is accurate and 
reliable.  Any change and/or variation must be reported immediately, otherwise, funding may be withheld. 

 
5. Edit the Scoring Matrix – Updating the matrix used to score applications will help the H-Tax Committee prepare 
stronger recommendations for tourism projects and help lessen community based events. The recommended 
evaluation criteria is attached.   
a) Reallocate point maximums to reflect the County’s priorities (impact on tourism) 
b) Incorporate items such as budget, hospitality business partnerships, number of tourists expected vs. the amount 
requested and marketing plan into the matrix to help measure the application’s tourism impact and anticipated use 
of County funds.  

 
C. Financial Impact 
There is no financial impact associated with this request. 

 
D. Alternatives 
1. Approve the recommendations presented by the Hospitality Tax Committee.  
2. Do not approve the recommendations. 

 
E. Recommendation 
It is recommended that Council approve the motions presented by the Hospitality Tax Committee.  
 

Recommended by: Hospitality Tax Committee       Date: 10/3/11 
 
 
F. Reviews 
(Please SIGN your name, ü the appropriate box, and support your recommendation before routing.  Thank you!) 
 

Finance 
Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/19/11   

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  

  
Grants 
Reviewed by:  Sara Salley    Date:  10/19/11 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Legal 
Reviewed by:  Larry Smith    Date: 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation: However, in order to make the organizations more accountable for 
funds that are not spent consistently with the guidelines and state law, I would recommend that the Council 
require each organization that accepts H – Tax funding to enter into an agreement that incorporates the 
guidelines and state law. In addition, the agreement would include various remedies that the county may 
pursue if the funds are not spent appropriately.  Each organization as a condition of receiving the funding 
would be required to enter into such an agreement.  

 
Administration 
Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  10/20/11 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:   Concur with the County Attorney’s recommendation that an 
agreement should accompany all H-Tax awards.  If the Council also concurs, staff will develop such an 
agreement for all future H-Tax awards. 

Attachment number 1
Page 4 of 5

Item# 13

Page 96 of 105



Hospitality Tax County Promotions Evaluation Criteria 
 

Project Design and Benefit to Community:     55 points maximum   
Benefit to Tourism (20) - Does the project promote tourism in the areas of the County in which Richland County H-Taxes 
are collected?  Will it promote a positive image for the County?  Will it attract visitors, build new audiences and 
encourage tourism expansion in the areas of the County in which Richland County H-Taxes are collected?  Will it increase 
awareness of the County’s amenities, history, facilities, and natural environment in the areas of the County in which 
Richland County H-Taxes are collected?   
 
Reliable Tracking Mechanism and Marketing Plan (15) – How will visitors and tourists would be tracked? (Surveys, 
License Plates, etc.) Are these methods viable? Does the marketing plan describe how the organization will reach 
tourists?  Are at least 70% of the ads or other marketing expenses targeted outside the Columbia/Richland County area? 
Is the expected number of tourists in line with the organization’s marketing plan? 
 
Benefit to Community (10) - How will this project benefit the citizens of Richland County? Will the project benefit 
unincorporated Richland County? Who will attend the event?  How many visitors will the event serve? A visitor is 
defined by someone who travels at least 50 miles to attend the event. 
 
Community Support and Partnerships (10) - Does the project have broad-based community appeal or support?  What is 
the evidence of need for this project in the County? What kind and degree of partnership does the project exhibit?  Does 
it exhibit volunteer involvement or inter-jurisdictional, corporate, business, and/or civic support? 
 
Economic Impact and Accountability   45 points maximum 
Budget (5) – Are all expenses that are to be paid with H-Tax funds eligible expenses?  Did the budget and justification 
provide enough detail to show how funds will be spent?  Does the applicant provide 50% in cash or in-kind match? 
 
Expected H-Tax Revenue Generated (15) - What are the projected direct and indirect dollar expenditures by 
visitors/tourists?  What is the estimated number of meals consumed? Are any overnight stays anticipated?  Will this 
program drive business to those businesses that pay collect and remit Richland County H-Tax in the unincorporated 
areas of the County as well as Eastover and Richland portions of Irmo? 
 
Reasonable Cost/Benefit Ratio (15) - Does the benefit of the project (i.e. number of tourists estimated; expected 
revenue generated) exceed the cost of the project?  Is this project “worth” its cost? 
 
Management Capability (10) - Does the applicant organization demonstrate an ability to successfully complete the 
project through effective business practices in the areas of finance, administration, marketing, and production?  If this 
organization has received County Hospitality Tax funding previously, was the project successful? 
 
All language in yellow is new.  The Committee recommended that the Thoroughness of Proposal points be allocated 
elsewhere because no incomplete or late applications will be evaluated.   
 
The current FY12 evaluation matrix point allocations are below.   
Thoroughness of Proposal 5 
Benefit to Tourism 15 
Benefit to Community 10 
Innovation 10 
Community Support 10 
Evidence of Partnership 10 
Management Capability 10 
Reliable Tracking Mechanism 10 
Expected Revenue Generated 10 
Reasonable Cost/Benefit Ratio 10 
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Richland County Council Request of Action
 
 

Subject
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Richland County Council Request of Action 
 

Subject: Retention Schedule for Detention Center Records  
 

A. Purpose 
 

County Council is requested to approve retention schedules for housing unit journals and 
classification files. These two document types are not covered by the established schedules 
created by the South Carolina’s Code of Regulation: 12-502. 

 
B. Background  
 
In early August 2011, the Register of Deeds was assisting the Alvin S. Glenn Detention Center in 
the destruction of their eligible records. William Henry (Register of Deeds) discovered two record 
types (housing unit journals and classification files) that were not covered by the retention 
schedules. These schedules were established by South Carolina Code of Regulation: 12-502. South 
Carolina Code of Regulation 12-502 established the retention schedules for records generated by 
detention facilities. In order to make these records eligible for destruction, Richland County must 
submit a proposed record retention schedule form to the South Carolina Department of Archives 
and History (SCDAH). This form requires the approval of the Detention Center and Council before 
submission to SCDAH.    

 
Ø Discussion Points: 

 
• The housing unit journals are records that document the day to day activities of 

inmates.    
 

• The classification files are records that used to group and house inmates by the 
severity of their offenses.  This type of file contains name, assigned classification 
and dormitory assignment. 

 
• Alvin S. Glenn Detention Center is proposing to retain these records for 5 years 

then destroy.  
 

• Ronaldo Myers, Alvin S. Glenn Detention Center Director, has approved the 
proposed retention schedules for the housing unit journals and classification files. 

 
• Richland County Council has not taken any action in regards approving retention 

schedules for the Detention Center’s housing journals and classification files.   
 

• The Detention Center has 37.2 cubic feet eligible for destruction under the 
proposed schedules. 

 
Ø Contextual Financial Background: 

 
Richland County stores its records with Iron Mountain. Iron Mountain is a private sector 
company that specializes in records retention and management. The County has 44,696.6 
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cubic feet of records stored at Iron Mountain facilities. In FY 11, Richland County spent 
$151,574 for records storage and management. This is an increase of 63.23 % from FY 06 
expenditures. In order to control Iron Mountain expenditures, the Register of Deeds has 
initiated a records management program. The purpose of this program is to control and 
reduce Richland County‘s expenditures associated with records by assisting other 
departments with records management issues.  

 
C. Financial Impact 
 
 

1. The approval of this request will not have any financial impact for FY 12. After FY 12, 
Richland County will save at least $89.28 per year. Additional savings will be achieved by 
destroying additional housing unit journals and classification files that will become eligible 
under the proposed retention schedules.  

 
2. If council does not approve this request, record management costs associated with housing 

journals and classification files will continue to increase. 
 

 
D. Alternatives  
 
• Approve the request to establish retention schedules for housing journals and classification files 

to store these records for five years and then destroy. 
 

• Do not approve request to establish retention schedules for housing journals and classification 
files to store these records for five years and then destroy. 

 
E. Recommendation 
 

It is recommended that Council approve the request to establish retention schedules for housing 
journals and classification files for store these records for five years and then destroy. 
 
Recommended by: John Hopkins, Interim Director    
Department: Register of Deeds   
Date: 09/23/11 

 
F. Reviews 

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

Detention Center 
Reviewed by:  Ronaldo Myers   Date: 

 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 
q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  
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Finance 
       Reviewed by: Daniel Driggers   Date:  10/5/11   
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

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

  
 

 
 
 
Procurement 

Reviewed by:  Rodolfo Callwood   Date: 10-5-11 
 þ Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

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

 
Legal 

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

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

 
Administration 

Reviewed by: Tony McDonald   Date:  10/6/11 
 ü Recommend Council approval q Recommend Council denial 

q Council Discretion (please explain if checked) 
Comments regarding recommendation:  Recommend approval of the retention schedule 
as proposed. 
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Items Pending Analysis
 
 

Subject

a.  Based on the new sewer planned for the lower Richland County area and the possibility of assistance being 
provided to Low/Middle income households (LMIH) I move that staff create an ordinance that sets forth criteria for 
qualifications to receive assistance and that it will apply equally to all LMIH throughout Richland County (Malinowski, 
November 2010) 
 
b.  To donate the Woodrow Wilson Home and Hampton-Preston Mansion to a non-profit organization that can handle 
its historic values and solicit funding from a larger area of funders or create such an organization and turn over all 
title and responsibility (Jackson, May 2011)  
 
c.  County Council Shirts (Manning, September 2011) 

 

Reviews

Item# 15

Page 105 of 105


