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Richland County Council

Regular Session
December 15, 2020 - 6:00 PM

Zoom Meeting
2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29201

The Honorable Paul Livingston
Chair Richland County Council

The Honorable Joe Walker

The Honorable Joe Walker

The Honorable Paul Livingston

The Honorable Paul Livingston

Larry Smith,
County Attorney

1. CALL TO ORDER

a. ROLL CALL

2. INVOCATION

3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

a. Special Called Meeting: November 19, 2020 [PAGES 9-13]

b. Special Called Meeting: December 1, 2020 [PAGES 14-20]

c. Special Called Meeting: December 8, 2020 [UNDER 
SEPARATE COVER]

5. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

6. REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY FOR EXECUTIVE 
SESSION ITEMS

7. After Council returns to open session, Council may take action on any 
item, including any subsection of any section, listed on an executive 
session agenda or discussed in an executive session during a properly 
notice meeting.

a. Personnel/Contractual Matter: County Attorney and Procuring of 
Additional Supporting Staff

b. Pending Litigation/Receipt of Legal Advice: Richland County vs.  
SC Dept. of Revenue
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c. Pending Litigation/Receipt of Legal Advice: Richland 
County vs. Program Development Team (PDT) 

The Honorable Paul Livingston

The Honorable Paul Livingston

Leonardo Brown,
County Administrator

Michelle Onley
Interim Clerk to Council

The Honorable Paul Livingston

The Honorable Paul Livingston

The Honorable Paul Livingston

7. CITIZEN'S INPUT

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

8. CITIZEN'S INPUT

a. Must Pertain to Richland County Matters Not on the Agenda
(Items for which a public hearing is required or a public 
hearing has been scheduled cannot be addressed at time.)

9. REPORT OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

a. Coronavirus Update [PAGES 21-27]

b. Appointment of Assistant County Administrator [PAGES 
28-32]

10. REPORT OF THE INTERIM CLERK OF COUNCIL

a. Update on Council Retreat Location

11. REPORT OF THE CHAIR

a. 2021 Council Retreat:

1. Livestreaming or Recording [ACTION]

12. OPEN / CLOSE PUBLIC HEARINGS

a. Approving the transfer of certain real property located in 
Richland County, the granting of certain options and other 
matters related thereto

13. APPROVAL OF CONSENT ITEMS

a. 20-032 MA
Ryan Maltba
RU to GC (.88 acres)
4551 Hard Scrabble Road
TMS# 20300-04-16 [THIRD READING] [PAGES 33-34]

b. 20-034 MA 
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Paulette Morin
RU to GC (2.35 acres)
Shop Road and Atlas Road
TMS# R16204-07-06, 08, 09, 10, 11 & 12 
[THIRD READING] [PAGES 35-36]

The Honorable Paul Livingston

The Honorable Paul Livingston

The Honorable Bill Malinowski

2. Andrew R. (Andy) Tolleson [PAGES 71-72]

The Honorable Jim Manning

14. THIRD READING ITEMS

a. Approving the transfer of certain real property located in 
Richland County, the granting of certain options and other 
matters related thereto [PAGES 37-55]

15. SECOND READING ITEMS

a. An Ordinance Amending the Fiscal Year 2021 Economic 
Development Fund Annual Budget by $2,829,714 to 
amend the Economic Development Budget for property 
acquisition [PAGES 56-58]

b. An Ordinance Amending the Fiscal Year 2021 General 
Fund Annual Budget by $2,829,714 to amend the 
Economic Development Budget for property acquisition 
[PAGES 59-61]

16. REPORT OF RULES & APPOINTMENTS 
COMMITTEE

a. NOTIFICATION OF APPOINTMENTS

1. Richland Library Board of Trustees - 1

a. Kimico  Myers [PAGES 62-63]

b. William P. Stork [PAGES 64-66]

c. Melissa Watson Ward [PAGES 67-68]

2. Richland Memorial Hospital Board of Trustees - 2

1. Helen B. Woods [PAGES 69-70]

17. REPORT OF THE TRANSPORATION AD HOC 
COMMITTEE

a. Dirt Road Package K-Contract Award [PAGES 73-76]

b. Transportation Program Advisory Committee (TPAC) 
Discussion [PAGES 77-127] 
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The Honorable Paul Livingston

18. REPORT OF THE SEWER AD HOC COMMITTEE

a. Eastover Plant Upgrades – Southeast Sewer Project Flow 
Increase [PAGES 128-131]

b. Sewer Service for Albene Park [PAGES 132-207]

c. Council Motion: I move to direct the County 
Administrator to work with staff to develop a modified 
sewer plan that:
** Corrects the disparity in sewer rates for the new 
Richland County sewer customers transferred from City 
of Columbia sewer service in January 2020; and
?
**  Assesses and updates the County’s long-term sewer 
strategy to ensure the sustained health of the system 
while also preserving fair, consistent rates for all sewer 
users.
This plan should be comprehensive in nature and include 
a timeline, benchmarks, and a methodology for tracking 
its success. It should also identify the parties responsible 
for completing proposed work as well as a robust 
constituent communication strategy. The plan should 
move to Council for review and action as soon as 
possible and no later than Council March 17th meeting 
(or not more than four (4) weeks from the date of 
Council’s February 18th meeting). [NEWTON] [UNDER 
SEPRATE COVER]

19. OTHER ITEMS

a. Move to engage a third-party consultant to undertake 
work on Richland Renaissance, which was approved 11-0 
by this Council in early 2019. Staff has chosen to 
postpone this Council-approved project, which would 
alleviate serious facility constraints and result in savings 
over time, as the County would not spend money on 
short-term repairs, but on long-term needed facilities 
planning and construction [MYERS] [PAGE 208]

b. Move that Richland County proceed with completing the 
plan to move the EOC/EMS out of the windowless 
basement of the parking garage to the old junkyard 
property brought years ago for that purpose at the corner 
of Two Notch Rd and Cushman Drive [MANNING]
[TO TABLE] [PAGES 209-212]

c. Move to engage a third party design-build company to 
begin work on the $2m SE Richland County multi-
purpose facility, as approved by Council in 2018.  The 
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funds were earmarked and approved, but RC staff has not 
undertaken any planning or construction of the Council-
approved project by the end of November, 2020. [PAGE 213]

d. Move to remit the $300,000 private donation (negotiated
by Councilwoman Dalhi Myers and Councilman Chip
Jackson) earmarked for the Taylors Community to
Richland County Parks & Recreation under an IGA, to be
designated as funding for the Taylor's Community Park,
promised and fully funded, as part of an Economic
Development plan for the Reign Community on Shop
Road before December 31, 2020.  These funds were
donated beginning in 2017 prior to the construction of the
2,000 bed new Reign Community, which is now
complete.  RC staff has not begun planning or
construction on the fully funded park. [PAGES 214-249]

e. An Ordinance extending ordinances 17-20HR and
041-20HR, requiring the wearing of face masks to help
alleviate the spread of COVID 19 [PAGES 250-252]

20. EXECUTIVE SESSION Larry Smith,
County Attorney

21. MOTION PERIOD

a. I move to have staff amend Table 26.V-2 (Table of
Permitted Uses, Permitted Uses with Special
Requirements, and Special Exceptions) of the Richland
County Land Development Code to allow the
manufacturing of all beverages (alcoholic and non-
alcoholic) in the Light Industrial (M-1) and Light
Industrial (LI), in addition to the Heavy Industrial (HI) as
permitted principal uses.

The Honorable Paul Livingston

b. Move to approve the Quit Claim request from Vi
Hendley, who is the fee simple owner of the lot of land
known as 104 Alabama Street (0816-02-15)   by deed
dated April 9, 1997 and filed in the Richland County
RMC Office deed book 56, page 8011.

The Honorable Allison Terracio

22. ADJOURNMENT
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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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Special Called Meeting 
November 19, 2020 

-1-

,  

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: Paul Livingston, Chair, Bill Malinowski, Joyce Dickerson, Yvonne McBride, Allison 
Terracio, Jim Manning, Chakisse Newton 

OTHERS PRESENT: Michelle Onley, Leonardo Brown, Angela Weathersby, Ashiya Myers, Ashley Powell, Bill Davis, 
Brad Farrar. Clayton Viognier, Pam Davis, Sandra Haynes, Stacey Hamm, John Thompson, Tamar Black, Geo Price, 
Judy Carter and Dwight Hanna 

1. CALL TO ORDER – Mr. Paul Livingston called the meeting to order at approximately 7:57 PM.

2. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA – Ms. Newton moved, seconded by Ms. Terracio, to adopt the agenda as
published. 

In Favor: Malinowski, McBride, Livingston, Terracio, Newton 

Abstain: Dickerson, Manning 

Not Present: Walker, Kennedy, Myers 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

3. MOTION IN REFRENCE TO BUSINESS LICENSE REVOCTION: SOOJIN, INC d/b/a MY PLACE – Mr.
Livingston stated this meeting is a follow-up to the October 6th meeting regarding Council’s motion in
reference to My Place. Councilmembers were provided with proposed stipulations, for consideration, from
the Sheriff’s Department, the Business Service Center, and Ms. McBride and himself. He requested that Ms.
McBride, the Business Service Center, Mr. Brown, Legal, the Sheriff’s Department and himself to draft a legal
agreement to meet the November 30th deadline.

Ms. McBride thanked Mr. Livingston and Major Polis, Chief Cowan, Sheriff Lott, the Business Service Center,
community businesses and constituents in the area. Over 3000 citizens are directly involved or within close
proximity to My Place. We just left a discussion regarding staff input and communities’ input. To be honest,
based on the decision that was made many of the leaders in the community felt there was a lack of respect
for their neighborhood, particularly this being a black community. They have experienced so much crime,
and little faith was given into their consideration of what they felt was needed to ensure the safety of their
community. She noted we have worked with the Sheriff’s office and we concur with the stipulations they
have recommended, through our discussions. There are letters from businesses and communities that are
directly involved, or surround, My Place. In addition, she spoke with five different neighborhood presidents,

Richland County Council 
Special Called Meeting 

November 19, 2020 - Immediately Following Zoning and Public Hearing 
Zoom Meeting
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Special Called Meeting 
November 19, 2020 

-2-

and residents within those communities, who have concerns. She hopes Council gives full consideration to 
the recommendations being made. We had until November 30 to make a decision, but she would personally 
like to ask that the six month probationary period, based on the October 6th motion we passed, start January 
3, 2021. This request is coming from the residents and the neighborhood associations within District 3 that 
are in close proximity to My Place. 

Ms. Terracio stated, in looking over the stipulations, she noticed these were the recommended minimum 
stipulations. She noted she was curious about the more than minimum stipulations the Sheriff’s Department 
would have suggested. 

Major Polis responded, we have looked at all the information that led to the closure of the business. We have 
determined that anything less than what is on the document provided would not be sufficient to keep people 
from getting hurt. Obviously, anything more stringent would be helpful. Anything that Council has to offer 
would be helpful to make the situation better. 

Ms. Terracio responded, reading through the stipulations (i.e. “no patron parking at adjacent businesses”), 
and then reading the letter from the business that stated they put up signs, they towed people, and yet there 
was still parking. She inquired how they would know if this was happening, or reinforce it, or is it if they get 
caught letting this happen then that is going to immediately shut them down again.  

Mr. Livingston responded he is sure the businesses will let the Sheriff’s department know. 

Ms. McBride stated, in addition, part of the stipulations is they will be meeting on the 3rd Tuesday of every 
month, so they will have the opportunity to discuss the concerns and look at how to address them. 

Ms. Newton noted all the stipulations seemed reasonable to her. She stated she is not sure how we could 
request them to enforce “no patron parking at adjacent businesses”. She noted she has been at many 
establishments where people park where they are not supposed to. We are not in charge of them and if they 
are running the inside of the club, she is not sure it is fair to expect them to stop responsible adults from 
violating posted no parking signs. She does have a few concerns about that, and if there a way to address the 
language. Certainly, we want them to tell their patrons not to park there, but she is not sure we can hold 
them accountable if people do. Her second concern is, if they violate any of these terms their business license 
would immediately be revoked without a second hearing. She is not sure they need a second hearing; we are 
asking them to show good faith they are fulfilling the terms of the agreement, but some of these 
requirements we have on this list are: you will submit paperwork, etc. She believes there needs to be some 
avenue for a person to say, “Hey, you asked me for this information and you said you didn’t get it. I can show 
you that I got it.” There has to be something that allows people to have a reasonable conversation to address 
a concern before they are automatically shut down. She wants there to be some type of mechanism because 
sometimes when you’re dealing with humans things are imperfect. 

Major Polis responded their parking lot will accommodate more than 10-15 cars, and their occupancy for the 
building itself is a maximum of 65 people. He is not sure how you are going to get 65 people in with 10-15 
cars. Their position is the AllSouth does not allow after hours parking. The BP gas station and insurance 
company have worked with the Sheriff’s Department in not allowing My Place patrons to park in their 
parking lots. They feels like the parking is obviously one of the main contributing factors to what lead to a lot 
of issues we were having before. It would be fairly simple for the owners of the business to ask their patrons, 
as they are coming in, or see where the parking. 

Ms. Newton responded the club operators are not the people actually driving the vehicles, so to make them 
responsible for the actions of other people, who are clearly violating those signs, she is not sure how we 
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Special Called Meeting 
November 19, 2020 

-3-

could do that. Because this is a legal agreement we are making, where we are going to shut down 
somebody’s business, the way she read the second list is, if you do not do any of these things, your business 
is immediately closed. She agreed if they violate the terms it need to be closed, but she does not see where 
there is any sort of arbiter here. For example, if they feel they closed at 11, and you feel like they did not 
close at 11, do you automatically shut them down? Do you let them show you their camera footage? She is 
trying to have some type of mechanism, so there is some sort of recourse so it is not an automatic thing, and 
they have a way to present their information. 

Major Polis responded he understood Ms. Newton’s concerns. The Sheriff’s Department has always been 
thoughtful in how they executed some of the things they have done, when working with the bars and 
nightclubs. The whole point of the monthly meeting is to address issues, so they would have the opportunity 
to discuss these things with the owners and the managers, prior to taking such an extreme remedy, such as 
putting a padlock back on the business. The monthly meeting will ensure there are open lines of 
communication and there is not any misconceptions or miscommunication about what is going on. 
Therefore, it would not be a surprise if the Sheriff’s Department showed up to shut them down, and they 
would understand what led to the closure. He stated the Sheriff’s position is this business should not be 
open. Therefore, the maximum penalty would be that they remain closed. 

Ms. Newton stated she believes in the Sheriff’s Department’s willingness to work and be reasonable, it is just 
not written here. If we are creating some sort of legal framework that does not say these are things we are 
going to be discussing in the monthly meetings, she wants it to reflect more clearly that we are not going to 
arbitrarily and capriciously permanently shut down a business. She wanted to ensure, not only for this case, 
but also future cases, that we are setting a precedent. In terms of what we are looking at right now, is this 
just a framework you are requesting us to approve so you can negotiate it, or are these the terms that are 
legally binding. Because if we are going to go back and negotiate it, having her concerns heard is frankly 
enough for her. 

Mr. Livingston responded, after the discussion with Council, he wanted to provide feedback to the Sheriff’s 
Department and Legal. He noted we will look back at some of these things and bring back a draft document. 

Mr. Manning stated, for clarification, this is a special called meeting, as a follow-up to a previous Council 
meeting, which indicated we would have such a meeting, regarding My Place a.k.a. Club Blaze at 7720 
Claudia Drive. When you are talking about stipulations, the stipulations would be conditions or 
requirements that is specified as a part of an agreement. When you are talking about “you and 
Councilwoman McBride”, it would be because you are the County Council Chair and Ms. McBride is the 
District 3 representative. 

Mr. Livingston responded in the affirmative. 

Ms. McBride noted, given the work that was done, it was her belief these were the recommendations the ad 
hoc committee was bringing to Council, in terms of the next step. If Council wanted to add something to that, 
this is the opportunity, but to not to go back and forth. She does not believe anything about this is capricious. 
We put in the monthly meeting, but should an incident occur prior to those meetings, there would be a 
discussion with the owner. She noted since the nightclub has been closed there has been less criminal 
activity in the area and the community is relieved they do not have to deal with it. She is hopeful they will 
remain closed until January 3, and then the stipulations provided to you can be put in place. 

Mr. Malinowski inquired about what was stated, at the previous meeting, regarding an agreement taking 
place. He thought it was November 30, but now he is hearing January 3, which puts it more than 30 days 
beyond the original date. If Council has already voted on it, and agreed to November 30, it seems like we are 
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Special Called Meeting 
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not operating in good faith and arbitrarily pushing it back. 

Mr. Livingston responded we said we would work to draft an agreement for their consideration by 
November 30th. We can still have that before November 30th, if we can agree on some of the terms now. 

Ms. McBride agreed with Mr. Malinowski that by November 30th we were supposed to come back with a 
recommendation on how to proceed, which is why she offered January 3rd.  

Ms. Newton inquired if there can be additional language around the stipulations she mentioned. In addition, 
she inquired about what procedurally happens after this meeting. 

Mr. Livingston stated, based on comments from Council, we will draft a document and send it out to all the 
Councilmembers prior to November 30th. 

Ms. Newton stated, for clarification, Council will vote on the draft. 

Mr. Livingston responded in the affirmative. 

Ms. McBride stated she was under the impression we would look at the stipulations, vote on what is being 
presented, with the understanding that if there were any changes, we would take those changes into 
consideration and discuss them with Legal, before bringing the document back for final vote. 

Mr. Livingston responded in the affirmative. 

Ms. McBride moved, second by Ms. Newton, to accept the stipulations provided in Major Polis’ letter, as well 
as the following stipulations from Ms. McBride and Mr. Livingston: (1) Will include causes for revocation 
stated in the County’s business license ordinance; (2) If any violations of the probationary period occur a 
2nd hearing is not required; and (3) The 6-month probationary period will start January 3, 2021.), with the 
understanding that we will take additional Council input, take it to Legal for review, and then bring it back 
to Council for approval.  

Mr. Livingston stated, for clarification, this would address Ms. Newton’s questions regarding parking and 
some sense of appeal. 

Ms. McBride responded in the affirmative. 

Mr. Malinowski noted that he had not seen the additional stipulations provided by Ms. McBride and Mr. 
Livingston. 

Mr. Livingston read into the record the additional stipulations. He indicated they would still have to abide by 
the County’s current ordinances, as well as the additional stipulations.  

Mr. Malinowski stated, based on the Ms. Newton’s request, the line about the second hearing would have to 
be tweaked. 

Mr. Livingston responded in the affirmative. He also stated we do not want the company to assume they will 
automatically get another hearing with Council, if they violate the stipulation. 

In Favor: Malinowski, McBride, Livingston, Terracio, Manning, Newton 
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Special Called Meeting 
November 19, 2020 

-5-

Not Present: Dickerson, Walker, Kennedy, Myers 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

4. 
ADJOURNMENT – The meeting adjourned at approximately 8:30 PM. 
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Special Called Meeting 
December 1, 2020 

-1-

, 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: Paul Livingston, Chair, Bill Malinowski, Joyce Dickerson, Allison 
Terracio, Joe, Walker, Jim Manning, Dalhi Myers, and Chakisse Newton 

OTHERS PRESENT:  Michelle Onley, Leonardo Brown, Angela Weathersby, Ashiya Myers, Ashley Powell, 
Brad Farrar, Clayton Viognier, Pam Davis, Stacey Hamm, Dwight Hanna, John Thompson, Kyle Holsclaw, 
Jennifer Wladischkin,  Michael Maloney, Jeff Ruble, James Hayes, Larry Smith, Dale Welch, Brian Crooks, 
Geo Price, Michael Niermeier, Ronaldo Myers, Tommy DeLage, Tariq Hussain, Tamar Black and Judy Carter 

1. CALL TO ORDER – Mr. Paul Livingston called the meeting to order at approximately : 5:00PM

2. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA – Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to adopt the agenda as
published. 

In Favor: Malinowski, Dickerson, Terracio, Newton 

Not Present: McBride, Walker, Kennedy 

Opposed: Manning, Myers 

The vote was in favor. 

3. ITEMS FOR ACTION:

20-035 MA, Tiffany Harrison, M-1 TO HI (202 Acres), Longwood Road, TMS# R16100-02-20, 04, 02(P)
& 19(P) [SECOND READING]

Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. Terracio, to approve this item.

Ms. Myers inquired if there was any updated information on this item. There was discussion as to whether
we had worked with the County Attorney for other alternatives to re-zoning the whole of this 200 acres to
industrial property in the middle of residential property.

Mr. Livingston responded t to his knowledge there was a meeting, which may have included the attorneys,
Mr. Ruble and Mr. Price.

Richland County Council 
Special Called Meeting 

December 1, 2020 – 5:00PM 
Zoom Meeting
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Special Called Meeting 
December 1, 2020 

-2-

Mr. Ruble responded there was a conference call with Mr. Smith, Mr. Ray Jones and Mr. Price to discuss 
different alternatives. 

Mr. Price noted, in terms of this property, it was previously discussed whether there was an alternative to 
allow HI or to make a text amendment, which would allow the use in the current M-1 zoning designation. 
That is something that can be done, but he does not know if it would be done prior to a re-zoning of the 
property. A text amendment is something available to Council, at their discretion. 

Ms. Myers inquired, in regard to the text amendment, can you lay out the process to get the text 
amendment, and distinguish that from the process of getting a re-zoning. 

Mr. Price responded, if Council wants to initiate a text amendment, we can proceed with taking it for First 
Reading by December 15th. Then, Second Reading would occur at the February 23, 2021 Zoning Public 
Hearing, with Third Reading slated for March 2, 2021. 

Ms. Myers stated, in the alternative, we could have done the text amendment in the same way we have done 
this re-zoning. To the extent that these questions came up a month ago, we could have done the same thing 
a month ago rather than re-zoning all of us in the middle of this residential property. 

Mr. Price responded that was an option available to Council. 

Ms. Myers stated, for clarification, and available to the staff who moved to have this property rezoned. 

Mr. Price responded the planning staff did not feel the need to initiate a text amendment since it is in 
compliance with the comprehensive plan, and because of the previous re-zoning that took place in the area. 

Mr. Livingston inquired as to when it was realized that M-1 was not sufficient for this particular project. It 
was his understanding it was not known at the onset. 

Mr. Ruble responded he believes it was at the end of October or early November. We have been on a pretty 
tight timeline. Our understanding was that the text amendment required 30 day public hearing, not the 
normal 15 days, and that was one of the reasons they were advised to go with a re-zoning instead. 

Mr. Price responded when they initially looked at it, they thought it would require 30 days. In reviewing the 
language, it was determined it would not require the 30 days, and 15 days would be acceptable. 

Ms. Myers stated, to the extent that we are having a special called meeting for second reading of this item 
tonight, we very well could have done the same thing for a text amendment. She noted, with some 
displeasure, when the first HI zoning was changed in this area, we specifically said at that time that we 
were making a narrow exception for Miwon, and we were not going to use that narrow exception to 
convert the whole of that part to HI. This has followed the same pattern. Once we exceed to the request of 
staff on a narrow question, it then broadens itself out. This is literally the whole of the park that will be HI. 
She finds it completely objectionable, given what staff promised, when she moved to get the HI zoning done 
for the Miwon plant, and now the staff is using that to say there is already HI there, so we might as well 
convert at all. When we specifically discussed that, and said we would not do that. 

Ms. Newton stated from her understanding, this company does not want the space to industrial, and they 
have committed when there is a lesser zoning available they would voluntarily move to that zoning. She 
inquired if that has been officially memorialized in a binding agreement. 
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Mr. Jones responded the language is in the contract, and it is very well set out that they will move back 
down to M-1, when M-1 is consistent with the use they have. 

Ms. Newton stated, her understanding is, if you do a text amendment that changes the zoning classification 
for every single business across Richland County that currently has that zoning and could potentially open 
up some things in some areas that we do not want to have. Alternatively, an additional option we have is 
the creation of a more appropriate zoning district that could be implemented with the Land Development 
Code this coming year. 

Mr. Price responded in the affirmative. Unlike the re-zoning of a parcel, the text amendment would apply to 
any zoning throughout the County that has that particular zoning and would allow those uses. With the 
Land Development Rewrite, we are looking at trying to incorporate more uses within the Light Industrial 
zoning designation, which we feel are more appropriate in the Light Industrial, as opposed to being in the 
Heavy Industrial, to avoid cases like this. 

Ms. Newton stated she understands the new zoning code will be approved by Council, but given the 
concerns of the residents in this area, and the concerns of the business about this re-zoning, is there 
anything additional and/or different we need to do to ensure that review, and that classification comes to 
pass. 

Mr. Price responded, as far as the Code Rewrite that is taking place, no. One of the thing they have done as a 
staff is to work with Mr. Ruble and the Economic Development Department to look at the uses they have 
envisioned for a number of the industrial parcels the County has and to ensure those uses are included 
either in the Light Industrial designation or within a new zoning designation. 

Ms. Newton responded she was just confirming there was a process by which we can amend the code in a 
more specific way that is happening next year. Based on the conversation with Mr. Jones, at this point, we 
have a binding agreement with the company that they will move back down to the lower classification. 

Ms. Myers stated, with all due respect, this is her third rodeo with having been promised we would not do 
something to citizens she represents that we have now in fact done. She appreciates the fact the new code 
will be adopted in the coming year, although we were meant to adopt it this year. This does not provide an 
answer to residents who live in an area that has now been rezoned, in large par. She believes the next time 
this comes before Council, we will not be saying we cannot use that to take the Jushi Plant to HI, because 
there was an agreement we would not do that. It is not the desired use for this parcel. She believes what 
will happen is there will be a statement, “Well it is consistent with the current use and other parcels have 
been rezoned.” Something more resilient than a gentleman’s agreement with the company needs to be done 
to provide reassurance to the residents that we will rezone this back down to a substantially lesser zoning 
as soon as reasonably practical, not when the zoning code comes out. She noted the company did not 
request this re-zoning; it was Richland County led. What we are trying to do is spur economic development. 
We can allow this company to do what it needs to do, and back this zoning down, once we have more time. 
She would like to see something more robust than saying the company must come back and ask for it. The 
County should take on itself to do something. She inquired about what the options are for them to take 
responsibility for correcting the zoning at a later date, rather than having company come back. 

Mr. Price responded, aside from the agreement you have with your company, Richland County through 
either the Council, the County Administrator, the Planning Commission or the Planning Director can initiate 
the rezoning of any parcel within Richland County. The ability for us to take a proactive action of rezoning 
property would still be available. 
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Ms. Myers inquired, if we can include that Richland County will, at some date certain in the future, come 
back to rezone this property back down, rather than leaving it to the company’s pleasure. 

Mr. Livingston stated that was something he was inquiring about including that, and to also make it as soon 
as practically possible. He requested to amend his motion to include rezoning of the property as soon as 
practically possible. 

Ms. Terracio accepted the amendment. 

In Favor: Malinowski, Livingston, Terracio, Walker, Manning, Newton 

Opposed: Myers 

Abstain: Dickerson 

Not Present: McBride, Kennedy 

The vote was in favor. 

4. Recommended Stipulations for Soojin, Inc. d/b/a My Place – Mr. Brown stated, to the extent that he can
speak to an action Council requested to be taken. He believes you have in your packet the culmination of
information that was shared by Council, as well as the Sheriff’s Department, to address the concern about a
public nuisance facility, known as My Place. Council agreed to draft probationary conditions to address the
concerns related to My Place. In the document you have in your packet, it represents some information for
Council to consider to either amend in some way, if necessary. He believes it captures what Council wanted
to be included. He noted, since the last Council meeting, there were two specific additions to the language
provided in the memo from Councilwoman McBride and the Sheriff’s Department. That particular language
is, the first line under the probationary conditions where it talks about visible signage noting patron
parking for My Place will be installed at the owner’s expense. There was concern by members of Council
that it would inappropriate to hold the business responsible for people parking at other facilities, which
was beyond their control. This was input to help the business communicate where parking would be
appropriate. Also, there was a question about what would happen if there was a concern between the
Sheriff’s Department finding a violation to have occurred, and the business disagreeing with the violation.
You will notice in the document there is language that gives an appeals process through the Business
Service Center Appeals Board, which would address if there was a finding in dispute between the business
and the Sheriff’s Office. With those two changes, everything else pretty much aligns with what was
presented to Council.

Mr. Livingston stated we have not filled in the date of the agreement. He inquired about the time we said
the probationary period will start.

Mr. Brown responded there was a request made by Councilwoman McBride for the probationary period to
begin January 3, 2021, and shall extend for a period of six months.

Mr. Malinowski inquired as to when the agreement was sent out so he can follow along.

Mr. Livingston responded he believes it was November 30th.

Mr. Brown stated the amended version, with the two additions was sentesterday, but the original document 
was sent at the last meeting.
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Ms. Newton thanked staff for the work they have done on incorporating the modifications, based on 
questions we raised. She stated there is a place in the amendment that specifies the business hours the 
business is allowed to be open. Her understanding is those hours are based on current COVID regulations, 
so she did not know if the language needed to be tweaked, if the legal hours for that type of establishment 
changed to allow them to be open, so this would not have to come back before us, if State law changes 
regulations on that. 

Mr. Brown responded, as these stipulations were a part of the original document, he would ask Major Polis 
if that time was consistent with COVID regulations. If not we could amend the agreement to address it. 

Major Polis stated they believe most of the issues that stem from this location occur after 11:30 PM, and by 
closing at 11:30 PM it should help keep the incidents of violence to a minimum. Their recommendation is 
they close at 11:00 PM, and the parking lot is cleared no later than 11:30 PM, regardless of the COVID 
stipulations. 

Ms. Newton inquired as to the hours an establishment of this type is allowed to be open. 

Major Polis responded they cannot open before 10:00 AM, and they have to close by 2:00 AM. 

Ms. Newton inquired, if the restrictions are lifted an establishment of this type would be able to be open 
until 2:00 AM, but during the probationary period the stipulation is they have to be closed by 11:30 PM. 

Major Polis responded closed by11:00 PM, and the parking lot cleared by 11:30 PM. 

Ms. Newton stated, obviously, we are proposing this. Are these also discussions we have had with the 
business? 

Mr. Livingston responded this was for Council to come up with something to present to them. They will 
respond to what we present to them. 

Mr. Malinowski stated in the agreement it says they will allow law enforcement to enter at any time. He 
thought you could enter any business, at any time, anyway to check something out. 

Major Polis responded it is in there because deputies who responded to calls were met with resistance by 
management, and the people at the door. We felt it was very important to include this as a stipulation, so 
there was no misunderstanding about what authority the Sheriff’s Department had. 

Mr. Malinowski stated, at the bottom, it states any violation of the probationary conditions may result in 
immediate closure by the Sheriff and revocation of the business license. He thought previously we had that 
a business would be closed by the Sheriff, in conjunction with the Administrator. Is there any reason this 
has been changed to make it only the Sheriff? 

Major Polis responded they believe, if they get to the point where they have to close this business, it is going 
to be for a safety and security issue, so we wanted to make it as quick and efficient as possible. 

Mr. Malinowski noted, where it says, if a violation occurs, they may make an appeal to the Business Service 
Appeals Board and the board will hear the appeal and make a determination as to whether or not to uphold 
the closing. It seems to him we need to stipulate a specific timeframe because they could be closed, and if 
there is no timeframe it could take the appeals board two months before they agree to set a hearing. Here 
we have a business that is closed, and we do not know if it closed justifiably or not. If they have a reason, 
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they need to be heard. Therefore, he would like to see a timeframe put in there so the Business Service 
Center Appeals Board would hear this within five business days of the closure. 

Mr. Brown responded one of the reasons the information was put this way is if Council wanted to put a 
timeframe on it, they would have the opportunity. He requested Ms. Davis to clarify whether there is any 
time stipulation already in place before we accept the five days for consideration. 

Ms. Davis responded the current business license ordinance allows a business license appeal hearing to be 
held by the board within 30 days, or as reasonably possible. Keep in mind, for that period of time, a 
recommendation for intent to revoke would have been written, but that does not indicate the business has 
been physically closed. 

Mr. Brown noted Mr. Malinowski would like something with 5 days, and it sounds like Ms. Davis said within 
30 days. 

Mr. Malinowski stated they could wait 30 days, or could even go beyond the 30 days, if it is not reasonably 
possible. He believes we should have a definitive time in there, because we are closing a business, and we 
need to give that business the opportunity to put the facts out there. 

Ms. Myers inquired if that was a motion. 

Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to approve the requirements for this business, and that the 
appeals board must hear the case within five business days of the closing. 

Ms. Myers inquired if we are delegating responsibility and authority to close the business to the staff, and 
removing the responsibility from Council. 

Mr. Livingston responded he believes that is what we are saying during the probationary period. 

Ms. Myers stated, since we are delegating this responsibility and Council may have no involvement in it, it 
important to have the Administrator involved. She offered a friendly amendment that we revert to the 
Sheriff’s Office closing, in consultation with the County Administrator. 

Mr. Malinowski accepted the friendly amendment. 

Ms. Terracio inquired if the Sheriff’s Department plans to physically be on the premises at 11:00 PM to 
ensure the business is closing on time, and subsequently at 11:30 PM to ensure the parking lot is clear. 

Major Polis responded in the affirmative. The Sheriff’s Department will ensure they are abiding by any 
stipulations Council passes. 

In Favor: Malinowski, Livingston, Terracio, Walker, Manning, Myers, Newton 

Abstain: Dickerson 

Not Present: McBride, Kennedy 

The vote was in favor. 

Mr. Walker moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, for reconsideration. 
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In Favor: Myers 

Opposed: Malinowski, Livingston, Walker, Manning, Newton 

Not Present: McBride, Kennedy 

The motion for reconsideration fails.  

5. 
ADJOURNMENT – Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Walker, to adjourn the meeting. 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 5:43 PM 
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Report of the County Administrator 
Special Called Meeting – December 15, 2020 

CORONAVIRUS UPDATE: 

1. COVID 19 Statistical Data
The information in the corresponding attachments is specific to Richland County and provides an
overview of the prevalence of COVID 19 in Richland County. The source of this information is the
South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC).

2. COVID 19 Relief Update
The information in the corresponding attachment is specific to Richland County and provides a
summary of results. The results are a combined effort of Richland County staff and third party
contractor Tetra Tech.

3. Mask Giveaway Events
There have been multiple mask giveaway events held in Richland County. Councilmembers have
routinely distributed masks in one of the following ways: via county hosted event, partnering with
other local agencies to give away masks during community outreach events, or supplying masks
for community agencies to distribute to their members. Recent scheduled events were held in
District 11. This does not include mask drop offs done individually by Councilmembers.

4. Preparation and Consideration for Limited In-Person Services
There have been multiple modifications made by Richland County in response to COVID 19. Safety
protocols, Cleaning Protocols, Building Access Protocols, Workplace protocols, etc. I anticipate
that we will need to continuously update protocols as necessary to comply with public health and
safety recommendations from the CDC and SCDHEC. Currently, we are using the CDC’s Resuming
Business Toolkit to assess our readiness to offer limited in-person services.

A few of the steps we have already taken include acquiring an appointment software tool,
contract cleaning services, face masks, face shields, hand held infrared thermometers, self-check
temperature screening devices, placed COVID 19 safety messaging inside and outside of our
facilities, provided supervisor training specific to COVID 19, and offered mental wellness sessions
for our employees, to name some of the steps we have taken.

My goal is to begin offering limited in-person services in early 2021. Due to the recent spike in
COVID 19 cases in SC and the U.S. and with the Christmas, and New Year holidays rapidly
approaching, I expect families and friends will be gathering for these events, as demonstrated
during this past Thanksgiving holiday. I think it will be prudent to delay any increased opening to
the public until after the holidays, in order to mitigate the spread of COVID 19. Our ability to
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reopen and remain open for some level of in person services will largely depend on everyone’s 
compliance with COVID 19 protocols. 

ADDITIONAL UPDATES FOR CONSIDERATION: 

1. Appointment of Assistant County Administrator
2. Continued Partnership with PRISMA Health: Using Sears facility to administer COVID 19 testing

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. SCDHEC COVID-19 Statistical Data
2. COVID 19 Relief Update
3. Council Memorandum 12-1(2020) – Appointment of Lori Thomas as Assistant County Administrator
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In response to the COVID-19 global pandemic Congress passed the CARES Act 2020, which was signed 
into law by President Trump on March 2, 2020. The Cares Act provides $2 trillion dollars in relief for 
citizens, small businesses and local governmental agencies dealing with both the public health 
challenges and the economic impact of COVID-19. 

Local governments have been critically impacted by the pandemic as they work to address an increase in 
critical service needs while facing significant additional unbudgeted expenditures. This while at the same 
time facing the real potential of reduced funding levels and staffing shortages created by pandemic. 

Upon the CARES Act becoming law, Richland County immediately initiated actions in order to take full 
advantage of the CARES Act relief program to assist us in our efforts to prevent; prepare; and respond to 
the COVID-19 pandemic and the associated unbudgeted expenditures. 

Richland County identified five (5) key categories of the CARES Act, which could provide us the 
opportunity to recover a portion of our unbudgeted expenditures.  

Those five (5) categories are: 
FEMA – COVID-19 Public Assistance (PA) Program 
HUD- Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) COVID (CV) Program 
HHS – CARES Act Provider Relief Fund (PRF) Program 
DOJ – Coronavirus Emergency Supplemental Funding (CESF) Program 
Treasury/SC – Coronavirus Relief Fund (CRF) Program 

Although the CARES Act relief program is still ongoing at this time; through the hard work, dedication, 
commitment, and team spirted efforts of our personnel, Richland County has been awarded the 
following funds: 

FEMA PA - $112,506.89 
HUD CDBG-CV - $957,993.00 
HHS – PRF - $350,648.91 
DOJ- CESF - $487,360.00 

 Please note: we are awaiting final approval for two (2) additional funding requests totaling an
additional $256,773.00

Treasury/SC – CRF - $2,686,424.78 

Total funding awarded to date:  $4,594,933.58. 

As mentioned above, while we continue to face the many professional and personal challenges posed by 
the COVID-19 global pandemic into the foreseeable future; the Richland County team will continue our 
efforts to aggressively identify and maximize all recovery funding opportunities, channels, and avenues. 

Michael A. King 
Assistant Director 
Richland County Government 
Emergency Services Department 
Local Disaster Recovery Manager 

Attachment 2
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Council Memorandum 12-1 (2020) 

To: The Honorable Paul Livingston, County Council Chair, and Members of Richland County Council 

From: Leonardo Brown, MBA, CPM, County Administrator 

Date: December 9, 2020 

Subject: County Personnel Update - Appointment of Lori Thomas as Assistant County Administrator 

In Council Memorandum 8-2(2020) dated August 31, 2020, I informed you that I had engaged a public sector executive 
search firm, Find Great People, to help fill an Assistant County Administrator vacancy. 

I am pleased to announce the appointment of Ms. Lori Thomas as Assistant County Administrator. Her appointment 
becomes effective December 14, 2020, and I look forward to introducing her during the December 15th Council meeting. 

Lori Thomas joined the City of Rock Hill in 2007 and has served as its Operations Revenue Administrator since April 2018 
where she works on finance and budget, capital planning, process improvement, training, risk management and all forms 
of insurance management for the City.  Prior to this, she was the Finance and Insurance Manager from 2013 until 2018. 
Lori began her career with the City of Rock Hill as a Customer Services Manager. Before joining the City, she was a Chief 
Financial Officer and Controller in the private sector where she specialized in business development and financing for over 
twenty years. 

Lori received her Bachelor of Science in Business Administration from the University of South Carolina and her Master's in 
Business Administration from Winthrop University. She is a Certified Government Finance Officer, a graduate of the 
Advanced Government Finance Institute at the University of Wisconsin, a member of the Government Finance Officers 
Association, serves on the GFOA Committee on Retirement and Benefits Administration, and is President for the National 
Women in Public Finance Network. Lori is a member of the Government Finance Officers Association of South Carolina, 
serves on the Certification Committee, and formerly served on the Executive Board. She is a member of the South Carolina 
City and County Management Association, the Public Risk Management Association, and the Public Risk Management 
Association of South Carolina.   

Lori is married to Michael Thomas.  They are parents to five children and are grandparents to five as well. 

In her position, among other assignments, Ms. Thomas will oversee the Finance and Budget Departments. 

Attachment 3
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CONFIDENTIAL RESUME 
This information was furnished by the candidate and is 
submitted for consideration on a company fee paid basis 
only.  For more information or interview contact: 
Christin Mack  
cmack@fgp.com 

CANDIDATE Lori James Thomas, MBA, CGFO 

EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY Demonstrated public service professional with exceptional knowledge of human resources, 

benefits, public finance, accounting, risk management, strategic management, performance 
management and measurement, capital improvement planning, purchasing. 
Exceptional leadership development, human resources, staff development, financial management 
and public relations skills in public and private entities. 
Skilled at leadership of process evaluation, management and implementation. 
Exceptional communicator at all levels in both written and verbal means. 
Knowledgeable on processes and practices of business development and financing for private 
industry to influence collaborative development in public/private partnerships. 
Effective public speaking experience on a local, regional and national level. 

PROFESSIONAL 
EXPERIENCE City of Rock Hill, Rock Hill, SC     2007—Present 

Operations Revenue Administrator, City Management (2018—Present) 
• Responsible for process improvement, training and development for the City.
• Director of Risk Management, AMI Administration, AMI Operations and Metering Services.
• Prepared and issued an RFQ all employee benefits administration.  Evaluated submittals and

secured vendor best suited for the City including contract negotiations.
• Coordinated a team to evaluate all proposals by benefits broker to secure the most effective

benefits products for all City employees.
• Currently developing a full employee orientation program specific to each work group in the

City.
• Worked to move employee benefits to a paperless process.
• Evaluation of employee benefit and applicant tracking software for the City.
• Evaluate all City insurance services and manage all litigation service for issues involving

potential City liability and mitigation. Oversee all City risk evaluation and safety program
including Worker’s Compensation.

• Prepared updated RFQ for continuity of the employee on-site clinic, coordinated evaluation and 
vendor selection.  Negotiated contract and prepared for City Council approval.  Coordinated an
expansion of the clinic facility to better serve employees.

• Manage On-site Clinic operations.
• Worked to implement outcomes-based wellness program from participatory program.
• Reports directly to the Deputy City Manager responsible for Operations Department to

coordinate special projects, enhance City services, advance Council initiatives and communicate 
with citizens and internal staff.

Finance and Insurance Manager (2013—2018) 
• Responsible for preparation of monthly financial reports, official statements and collaborate on

CAFR and Official Statement for public presentation.
• Effective preparation and presentation of bond rating presentations for credit rating agencies

resulting in improved ratings for the City’s general fund and enterprise funds.
• Member of bond issuance team to prepare and issue general obligation, revenue and limited

obligation debt to finance municipality needs.  Work with the Chief Financial Officer and
advisors to secure favorable bond ratings prepare and issue City bonds.
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• Budget development and implementation.
• Develop City-wide Capital Improvement Plan including development and maintenance issues

as well as on-going operational costs.
• Developed a strategy to close a $1.5 million deficit in the employee self-insured health plan, as

well as an ongoing plan to insure sustainability of the plan. Monitor, present and make
recommendations regarding the ongoing performance of the plans.

• Prepared and issued an RFP for third party administration of the self-funded employee health
and dental program as well as stop loss coverage.  Evaluated submittals and secured vendor
best suited for the City.

• Evaluate all City insurance services and manage all litigation service for issues involving
potential City liability and mitigation. Oversee all City risk evaluation and safety program.

• Performed analysis on the feasibility of an employee on-site health clinic.  Prepared RFP for an
on-site clinic, coordinated evaluation and vendor selection.  Coordinated the facility initial set
up and practice.  In its first year of operation, the clinic generated positive cash flow for the City. 
Continued coordination of clinic operations and financial performance for both hard and soft
savings for employee well-being.

• Manage collections and projections of all hospitality and accommodations taxes.
• Oversee City-wide collections of all receipts and coordinate collection measures for the City’s

electric, water, wastewater, stormwater and sanitation services as well as business licenses,
hospitality and accommodations tax and cemeteries.

• Implemented a plan with an auditing firms to identify additional businesses requiring City
business licenses and shortfalls in hospitality and accommodations reporting.  This project
generated approximately $500,000 revenue in 15 months.

Finance Customer Services Manager ( 2007-2012) 
• Responsible for all Customer Service Operations including billing, metering services and

collections for the City’s electric, water, wastewater, stormwater and sanitation services as well 
as business licenses, hospitality and accommodations tax and cemeteries.

• Responsible for day to day management of customer service, collections, billing and metering
services for the electric, water, wastewater, stormwater and sanitation services for the City’s
approximately 35,000 customers.

• Coordinated community outreach groups to assist disadvantaged citizens.
• Assisted the Chief Financial Officer with preparations for bond issuance projects and other

projects as needed.

SIA Abrasives, Inc., Charlotte, NC  1996—2007 
General Manager (2003—2007) 
• Responsible for all operations of a sales, marketing and conversion operation for US operations

of an international non-woven abrasives facility including profit and loss.

Chief Financial Officer (2000—2003) 
• Responsible for financial management of a US operation of an international coated abrasives

manufacturer.  This included budgeting, debt management, credit, financing, tax, and
compliance with all GAAP and IAAS accounting standards in operation and preparation of
audited financial statements.

• Coordinated and planned for expansion addition of manufacturing in an expanded facility.
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• Coordinated efforts for implementation of new enterprise-wide computing and reporting
package for management of all aspects of business operation.

Controller/Office Manager (1996—2000) 
• Develop and implement business practices for US start-up operation of an international

company.  Responsible for accounting, banking, and operations that resulted in information
necessary for preparation of accurate financial statements.  Responsible for employee benefits
development, staffing, business insurance requirements and implementation of these
programs and on-going analysis to insure appropriateness.

Staff Additions, Charlotte, NC   1995-1996 
General Manager  
• Responsible for sales, marketing, recruitment and profitability of a branch of a temporary and

permanent employment agency.

CAREER 
HIGHLIGHTS Designed and coordinated of an effort to use employee health insurance claims data as well as 

annual wellness initiatives results to implement a chronic disease management program.  As a result 
of these efforts, enrollment in the Wellness Program increased from approximately 10% to 75% 
participation and first year projected annual claims savings for the future were estimated to be 
$138,000 and over $500,000 in four years. 
Coordinated borrowing efforts with state available funds to secure lower than market rates for long-
term debt to fund capital projects for two City enterprise funds. 
Was asked to speak at the Government Finance Officers Association National Conference in Denver, 
CO on “The Impact of the Affordable Care Act on Public Employers: Creating Fiscal Calm in Chaos”.  
Presenter/Trainer, Government Finance Officers Association CPE class, Developing Your Self- 
Insured Health Plan. 
Annually meet with Legislators and key advisors on Capitol Hill as part of a governmental 
management group from Government Finance Offer’s Association to discuss proposed legislate acts 
impact on local government. 

EDUCATION Master’s in Business Administration, 2015 
Winthrop University, Rock Hill, SC 

Bachelor of Science, Business Administration, 1984 
University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC 

Government Finance Officers Association of South Carolina, 2011 
Certified Government Finance Officer, Columbia, SC 

Advanced Government Finance Institute, 2017  
University of Wisconsin School of Business, Madison, WI 

AFFILIATIONS Member, Government Finance Officers Association 
President, Women’s Professional Finance Network 
Member, National Standing Committee, Committee on Retirement and Benefits Administration, 
Government Finance Officers Association 
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Member, Government Finance Officers Association Women’s Network 
Past Director and Member, Government Finance Officers Association of South Carolina 
Member, Certification Committee, Government Finance Officers Association of South Carolina 
Member, Municipal Finance Officers, Clerks and Treasures Association 
Member, Business Licenses Officers Association 
Member, Public Risk Manager’s Association 
Member, SC Public Risk Manager’s Association 
Graduate, York County Chamber of Commerce Leadership York County  
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Subject:

20-032 MA
Ryan Maltba
RU to GC (.88 acres)
4551 Hard Scrabble Road
TMS# 20300-04-16

Notes:

First Reading: November 19, 2020
Second Reading: December 8, 2020
Third Reading: December 15, 2020 {Tentative}
Public Hearing: November 19, 2020

Richland County Council Request for Action
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20-032 MA - 4551 Hard Scrabble Road

 STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY COUNCIL OF RICHLAND COUNTY

ORDINANCE NO. ___-20HR

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF RICHLAND COUNTY, SOUTH 
CAROLINA, AMENDING THE ZONING MAP OF UNINCORPORATED RICHLAND 
COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA, TO CHANGE THE ZONING DESIGNATION FOR THE 
REAL PROPERTY DESCRIBED AS TMS # 20300-04-16 FROM RURAL DISTRICT (RU) TO 
GENERAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT (GC); AND PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY AND 
AN EFFECTIVE DATE.  

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

Section I.  The Zoning Map of unincorporated Richland County is hereby amended to change the 
real property described as TMS # 20300-04-16 from Rural District (RU) to General Commercial 
District (GC).

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

Section III.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict 
with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed.

Section IV.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective from and after __________, 2020.

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL

By:  ________________________________
        Paul Livingston, Chair

Attest this ________ day of

_____________________, 2020.

_____________________________________
Michelle M. Onley
Interim Clerk of Council

RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

_____________________________________
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only.
No Opinion Rendered As To Content.

Public Hearing: November 19, 2020
First Reading: November 19, 2020
Second Reading: December 8, 2020
Third Reading: December 15, 2020
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Subject:

20-034 MA
Paulette Morin
RU to GC (2.35 acres)
Shop Road and Atlas Road
TMS# R16204-07-06, 08, 09, 10, 11 & 12

Notes:

First Reading: November 19, 2020
Second Reading: December 8, 2020
Third Reading: December 15, 2020 {Tentative}
Public Hearing: November 19, 2020

Richland County Council Request for Action
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20-034 MA - Shop Road and Atlas Road

 STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY COUNCIL OF RICHLAND COUNTY

ORDINANCE NO. ___-20HR

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF RICHLAND COUNTY, SOUTH 
CAROLINA, AMENDING THE ZONING MAP OF UNINCORPORATED RICHLAND 
COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA, TO CHANGE THE ZONING DESIGNATION FOR THE 
REAL PROPERTY DESCRIBED AS TMS # 16204-07-06, 08, 09, 10, 11, & 12 FROM RURAL 
DISTRICT (RU) TO GENERAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT (GC); AND PROVIDING FOR 
SEVERABILITY AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE.  

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

Section I.  The Zoning Map of unincorporated Richland County is hereby amended to change the 
real property described as TMS # 16204-07-06, 08, 09, 10, 11, & 12 from Rural District (RU) to 
General Commercial District (GC).

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

Section III.  Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict 
with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed.

Section IV.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective from and after __________, 2020.

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL

By:  ________________________________
        Paul Livingston, Chair

Attest this ________ day of

_____________________, 2020.

_____________________________________
Michelle M. Onley
Interim Clerk of Council

RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

_____________________________________
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only.
No Opinion Rendered As To Content.

Public Hearing: November 19, 2020
First Reading: November 19, 2020
Second Reading: December 8, 2020
Third Reading: December 15, 2020
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Subject:

Approving the transfer of certain real property located in Richland County, the granting 
of certain options and other matters related thereto

Notes:

First Reading: November 10, 2020
Second Reading: November 17, 2020
Third Reading: December 15, 2020 {Tentative}
Public Hearing: December 15, 2020

Richland County Council Request for Action
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO. __________ 

APPROVING THE TRANSFER OF CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY 
LOCATED IN RICHLAND COUNTY, THE GRANTING OF CERTAIN 
OPTIONS AND OTHER MATTERS RELATED THERETO. 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Title 4, Chapter 9 of the Code of Laws of South Carolina, 1976, as amended, 
Richland County, South Carolina (“County”), acting by and through its County Council (“County 
Council”), is authorized to enter into contracts and to transact its real property;  

WHEREAS, the County owns certain property on Farrow Road as more particularly identified by 
TMS No. 17600-01-033 (“Property”) and has identified the Property as property the County desires to 
sell to further the economic development of the County; and 

WHEREAS, Collett Properties, Inc. (“Collett”) proposes to make an investment in the County at the 
Property and has made an offer to purchase the Property from the County; 

WHEREAS, the County desires to enter into an Agreement of Sale, Option and Right of First Offer 
with Collett (“Agreement”), the form of which is attached as Exhibit A to set forth the terms and 
conditions of the sale of a portion of the Property by the County to the Purchaser and the granting of an 
option and right of first offer with respect to the remainder of the Property. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL: 

Section 1. Findings. County Council determines that the sale of the Property is a proper 
governmental and public purposes and is anticipated to benefit the general public welfare of the County. 

Section 2. Approval of Sale and Option of Property. County Council approves the sale and option of 
the Property by the County as more fully set forth in the Agreement and authorizes the County Council 
Chair, the County Administrator, and the Director of Economic Development, as appropriate, to execute 
and deliver those documents that may be reasonably necessary to accomplish the sale or optioning of the 
Property as set forth in the Agreement. Any actions taken in the name of the County prior to the effective 
date of this Ordinance with respect to the purchase of the Property are expressly ratified and confirmed. 

Section 3. Approval of Agreement. County Council approves and ratifies the negotiation, preparation, 
execution and delivery of the Agreement, the form, terms and provisions of which shall be finally 
approved by the County Council Chair, the County Administrator or the Director of Economic 
Development, as appropriate, following receipt of advice from counsel to the County. The execution of 
the Agreement by any of the foregoing shall be conclusive evidence of approval of the final form of the 
Agreement. 

Section 4. Further Acts. County Council authorizes the County Council Chair, the County 
Administrator, or the Director of Economic Development, as appropriate, following receipt of advice 
from counsel to the County, to take such further acts and negotiate, approve and execute whatever further 
instruments on behalf of the County as deemed necessary, desirable or appropriate to effect the 
transactions described in this Ordinance. 

Section 5. Savings Clause. The provisions of this Ordinance are separable. If any part of this 
Ordinance is, for any reason, unenforceable then the validity of the remainder of this Ordinance is 
unaffected. 
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Section 6. General Repealer. Any ordinance, resolution, or other order of County Council, the terms 
of which are in conflict with this Ordinance, is, only to the extent of that conflict, repealed. 

Section 7. Effectiveness. This Ordinance is effective after third reading and a public hearing. 

RICHLAND COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA 

Chair, Richland County Council 
(SEAL) 
ATTEST: 

Clerk of Council, Richland County Council 

First Reading: November 10, 2020 
Second Reading: November 17, 2020 
Public Hearing: December 15, 2020 
Third Reading: December 15, 2020 
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EXHIBIT A 

FORM OF AGREEMENT 
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Subject:

An Ordinance Amending the Fiscal Year 2021 Economic Development Fund Annual 
Budget by $2,829,714 to amend the Economic Development Budget for property 
acquisition

Notes:

First Reading: December 8, 2020
Second Reading:
Third Reading:
Public Hearing:

Richland County Council Request for Action
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`STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY

ORDINANCE NO. ___–21HR

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE FISCAL YEAR 2021 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUND ANNUAL BUDGET BY 
$2,829,714 TO AMEND THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT BUDGET FOR PROPERTY ACQUISITION

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

SECTION I. That the amount of Two Million Eight Hundred Twenty Nine Thousand Seven Hundred Fourteen Dollars 
($2,829,714) be appropriated to amend the Economic Development Fund Budget for property acquisition using the 
General Fund Fund Balance. Therefore, the Fiscal Year 2021 Economic Development Fund budget is hereby amended 
as follows:

REVENUE
Revenue and Sources appropriated as of July 1, 2020 as approved and 
Amended:

$2,030,000

Increase appropriation: $2,829,714

Total Amended Revenue/Sources Budget $4,859,714

EXPENDITURES

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

SECTION III. Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of 
this ordinance are hereby repealed.

SECTION IV. Effective Date. This ordinance shall be enforced upon the approval of Richland County Council.

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL

BY: ____________________________________
Paul Livingston, Council Chair

ATTEST THE _______ DAY OF _____________, 2020

Clerk of Council

RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

_________________________________
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only. 
No Opinion Rendered As To Content.

First Reading: 

Expenditures and Uses appropriated as of July 1, 2020 as approved and 
Amended:

$2,030,000

Increased Expenditures and Transfers Out: $2,829,714
Total Amended Expenditures/Uses Budget          $4,859,714
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Second Reading: 
Public Hearing:
Third Reading:
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Subject:

An Ordinance Amending the Fiscal Year 2021 General Fund Annual Budget by $2,829,714 
to amend the Economic Development Budget for property acquisition

Notes:

First Reading: December 8, 2020
Second Reading:
Third Reading:
Public Hearing:

Richland County Council Request for Action
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`STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY

ORDINANCE NO. ___–21HR

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE FISCAL YEAR 2021 GENERAL FUND ANNUAL BUDGET BY $2,829,714 TO AMEND THE 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT BUDGET FOR PROPERTY ACQUISITION

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

SECTION I. That the amount of Two Million Eight Hundred Twenty Nine Thousand Seven Hundred Fourteen Dollars 
($2,829,714) be appropriated to amend the General Fund Budget for property acquisition using the General Fund 
Fund Balance. Therefore, the Fiscal Year 2021 General Fund budget is hereby amended as follows:

REVENUE
Revenue and Sources appropriated as of July 1, 2020 as approved and 
Amended:

$188,714,625

Increase appropriation: $2,829,714

Total Amended Revenue/Sources Budget $191,544,339

EXPENDITURES

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

SECTION III. Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of 
this ordinance are hereby repealed.

SECTION IV. Effective Date. This ordinance shall be enforced upon the approval of Richland County Council.

RICHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL

BY: ____________________________________
Paul Livingston, Council Chair

ATTEST THE _______ DAY OF _____________, 2020

Clerk of Council

RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

_________________________________
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only. 
No Opinion Rendered As To Content.

First Reading: 
Second Reading: 

Expenditures and Uses appropriated as of July 1, 2020 as approved and 
Amended:

$188,714,625

Increased Expenditures and Transfers Out: $2,829,714
Total Amended Expenditures/Uses Budget      $191,544,339
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Public Hearing:
Third Reading:
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Agenda Briefing 

Prepared by: Michael Niermeier Title: Director 

Department: Transportation Division: 

Date Prepared: November 24, 2020 Meeting Date: December 8, 2020 

Legal Review Elizabeth McLean via email Date: November 30, 2020 

Budget Review James Hayes via email Date: December 03, 2020 

Finance Review Stacey Hamm via email Date: November 30, 2020 

Approved for consideration: Assistant County Administrator John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM 

Committee Transportation Ad Hoc 

Subject: Dirt Road Package K 

STAFF’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Staff requests Council to approve the award of the Dirt Road Package K Project to McClam & Associates, 

Inc. in the amount of $834,743.10 and to approve a 10% construction contingency and a 10% utility 

contingency in the amount of $83,474.31 each, for a total budget of $1,001,691.72. 

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 funding will come from the $4,729,784.88 currently available in the Dirt Road Paving Projects FY21 

Budget. 

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: 

The Dirt Road Package K Project consists of the paving of Robert James Rd., Rocky Rd., Barkley Rd., and 

South Dr.  This is approximately 0.95 miles of roadway, and these roadways are in districts 10 and 11. 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FOR CONSIDERATION:  

The Engineer’s Cost Estimate for this project was $1,440,517.24. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Recommendation Memo

2. Bid Tabulation
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November 24, 2020 

To: Allison Steele PE, Asst. Director, Transportation 

From: Kathy Coleman, Contract Specialist 

Subject: Dirt Road Paving Package K/RC-377-IFB-2021 

CC:  Jennifer Wladischkin, Procurement Manager 

   Michael Niermeier, Transportation Director 

   Erica Wade, OSBO Manager 

The Dirt Road Paving Package K Project (RC-377-IFB-2021) bid opening was on November 16, 2020 @ 3:00 PM. The 
Richland County Procurement and Contracting Office has reviewed six (6) submitted bids for Dirt Road Paving Package 
K, submitted via Bonfire and found no discrepancies. The bids received were as follows: 

McClam & Associates, Inc. $834,743.10 
Armstrong Contractors, LLC $900,791.26 
CR Jackson, Inc. $969,466.06 
Cherokee, Inc. $952,884.75 
Lindler’s Construction $2,761,432.75 
Palmetto Corp of Conway $1,056,384.04 

Attached is the final bid tab sheet for your reference, which indicates McClam & Associates Inc. bid to be 42% below the 
Engineer’s estimate of $1,440,517.24 for the project. A review of the low bid also shows a commitment of 23% 
utilization of Small Local Business Enterprise (SLBE) companies which equals the goal of this project. 

I recommend that a contract be awarded to the lowest responsive and responsible bidder,  McClam & Associates. 

Sincerely, 

Kathy S. Coleman 
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Palmetto Corp of Conway
$ 900,791.26 $969,466.06 $ 952,884.75 $ 2,761,432.75 $834,743.10 $ 1,056,384.04

Armstrong Contractors C.R. Jackson, Inc. Cherokee, Inc. LINDLER'S CONST McClam and Associates Inc
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12/11/2020 1

Richland County Council 
Transportation Penny Advisory 

Committee Work Session
Tuesday, March 22, 2016
Richland County Council Chambers
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Richland County, South Carolina

n Counties and County Government authorized in Article VII, S.C.
Constitution

n Boundaries defined in S.C.Code Ann. Section 4-3-460, “Richland
County.”

n All of the duties, powers, authority and responsibilities as provided
under Home Rule (Title 4), and elsewhere in State law.

n Council-Administrator form of government
n 11-member single district Council
n 2014 Population (est.) = 400,663 in unincorporated area

799,670 in Columbia MSA
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Richland County, South Carolina

n Strategic Vision
q “Uniquely Rural, Uniquely Urban”
q [Ex.  To order the ends, ways and means of Richland
County’s government, its departments, personnel,
ordinances, policies, plans and procedures so as to
ensure public safety and to provide for the general
welfare of its citizens, residents and all those living or
working in Richland County, within legal authority,
financial practicality, and all other limitations,
constraints and restraints incident to the institution of
government.
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Richland County, South Carolina
Operating Environment 

n October 2015 flood (FEMA Major Disaster)
q multiple fatalities,
q thousands of citizens without power and
q without potable water,
q hundreds/thousands displaced,
q unknown but substantial real and personal property damage,
q uncertainty over the long term integrity of roads, dams, bridges
and other infrastructure, and

q concern over the immediate and long range quality and safety of
drinking water.

q Dam and other private property repairs?
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Richland County, South Carolina
Operating Environment (Continued)

n SC DOR Review?/Audit? of Transportation Penny Sales Tax
Program
q Recommendations?  Requests?  Demands?  Commands (i.e.,
Orders)?

q Authority?

n Leadership Turnover
q Special election for vacant Council seat
q Nov 2016 elections for 6 Council seats
q Administrator retiring (Interim/New Administrator)

n Local Government Fund and unfunded mandates
q Elections
q Health care12/11/2020 581 of 252



Transportation Penny Program

n November 2012 Referendum
n “…to determine whether a majority of qualified electors of 
the County are in favor of imposing a one percent sales 
and use tax in the County and issuing general obligation 
bonds not to exceed $450,000,000.”

n 3 Project Categories
q Improvements to highways, roads, streets, intersections, bridges, 
related drainage systems

q Continued operation of mass transit by CMRTA
q Improvements to pedestrian sidewalks, bike paths, intersections 
and greenways.
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“Oversight/Accountability/Watchdog 
Committee” 
n “An oversight/accountability/”watchdog”
committee was approved.  Membership /
duties of this Committee TBD.”
q Is such a committee a…

n “Have to have?” (Required by law or authority)
n “Need to have?” (Meets a gap or need)
n “Nice to have?”  (Neither required nor essential, but

desirable)
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Watchdog Committee
“Have to have?”

q Is there a Penny Program requirement to have 
an oversight/accountability/watchdog 
committee?
n Is such a group a “have to have” (required by law/authority)?

q If so, where is the authority imposing this requirement?
q Federal law?  State law?  County Ordinance?  Other?  

n Requirement for certain size or composition?    
n Requirement for the number or frequency of meetings?
n Requirement to have such a committee for a certain period?  

(For the length of the program?)
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Watchdog Committee
“Need to have?”

q Is there a Penny Program need to have an
oversight/accountability/watchdog committee?
n Is such a group a “need to have” (meets a gap or need)?

q If so, what is the need?
q Does an appointed group typically oversee those who do the
appointing?

q Are there any other instances where Council has appointed a
citizens group to oversee its programs?  If so, what other
programs does Council have overseen by non-County personnel?
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Watchdog Committee
“Nice to have?”

n If there is no requirement to have such a committee, and 
no need either, is it still nice to have an oversight group?  
Why?
q What Richland County government benefit is there to a Transportation 

Penny Program oversight committee?
q What is the “value added?”
q Does such a committee fill a gap or a need not met by County Council, 

County departments such as Administration and the Transportation 
Department, internal auditing processes, external audits and South 
Carolina Department of Revenue audits?

q “Nice to have” is something that is neither required nor essential.  Critical 
to understand this for operational issues, resource constraints, morale, 
etc.
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Transportation Penny Advisory 
Committee (TPAC)

n 15 members
q Richland County 7
q City of Columbia 3
q Town of Arcadia Lakes 1
q Town of Blythewood 1
q Town of Eastover 1
q City of Forest Acres 1
q Town of Irmo 1

n RC Council Chair appoints 2 Council honorary members
n Chair, Vice Chair, Secretary
n “…with a goal of having the ‘3 modes of transportation’ represented”

(Report of the Joint Transportation 
Committee, September 18, 2012) 
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TPAC Assessment 
as of March 2016

n Council’s overall assessment of the
Transportation Advisory Committee since its
creation up to today.

n Programmatic review.
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TPAC
Rules of Procedure

n “Functions, Duties, and Power”
a) “The Committee shall provide a recommendation on any modification to

the projects list not consistent with the generic description of the 
project…”

b) “…recommend any reordering of the prioritization of the projects list.”

c) “…provide quarterly reports to each respective jurisdiction from which
they are appointed.”

d) “…review the proposed Scope of Services for the Request for Proposals
(RFP) for the Program Management Team and make 
recommendations as needed.”
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TPAC
Rules of Procedure

n “Functions, Duties, and Power” (continued)

e) “…make recommendations for a financial review of the Transportation
Penny as needed.  (Note:  A financial audit will be undertaken 
annually).

f) “...is authorized to make recommendations to the CMRTA Board, and to
any other governing body with regards to the Transportation Penny.”

g) “…perform all other additional duties as assigned by the Richland
County Council.”
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TPAC
“Functions, Duties, and Power”
a) “The Committee shall provide a recommendation on any

modification to the projects list not consistent with the generic 
description of the project…”

n Has TPAC had an opportunity to perform this function, duty or power yet?

n Council/Staff evaluate that performance as ________________________.

n This function, duty or power furthers Richland County’s strategic and operational
goals for the Transportation Penny Program by ____________________________.

n This function, duty or power will be necessary throughout the life of the Penny
Program?  Y/N     If yes, why?
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TPAC
“Functions, Duties, and Power”
b) “…recommend any reordering of the prioritization of

the projects list.”

n Has TPAC had an opportunity to perform this function, duty or power yet?

n Council/Staff evaluate that performance as ________________________.

n This function, duty or power furthers Richland County’s strategic and
operational goals for the Transportation Penny Program by ____________
___________________________________________________________.

n This function, duty or power will be necessary throughout the life of the
Penny Program?  Y/N     If yes, why?
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TPAC
“Functions, Duties, and Power”
c) “…provide quarterly reports to each respective jurisdiction from

which they are appointed.”

n Has TPAC had an opportunity to perform this function, duty or power yet?

n Council/Staff evaluate that performance as ________________________.

n This function, duty or power furthers Richland County’s strategic and operational
goals for the Transportation Penny Program by ____________________________.

n This function, duty or power will be necessary throughout the life of the Penny
Program?  Y/N     If yes, why?
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TPAC
“Functions, Duties, and Power”
d) “…review the proposed Scope of Services for the Request for

Proposals (RFP) for the Program Management Team and make 
recommendations as needed.”

n Has TPAC had an opportunity to perform this function, duty or power yet?

n Council/Staff evaluate that performance as ________________________.

n This function, duty or power furthers Richland County’s strategic and operational
goals for the Transportation Penny Program by ____________________________.

n This function, duty or power will be necessary throughout the life of the Penny
Program?  Y/N     If yes, why?
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TPAC
“Functions, Duties, and Power”
e) “…make recommendations for a financial review of the Transportation

Penny as needed.  (Note:  A financial audit will be undertaken 
annually).

n Has TPAC had an opportunity to perform this function, duty or power yet?

n Council/Staff evaluate that performance as ________________________.

n This function, duty or power furthers Richland County’s strategic and operational
goals for the Transportation Penny Program by ____________________________.

n This function, duty or power will be necessary throughout the life of the Penny
Program?  Y/N     If yes, why?
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TPAC
“Functions, Duties, and Power”

    f) “...is authorized to make recommendations to the CMRTA Board, 
and to any other governing body with regards to the 
Transportation Penny.”

n Has TPAC had an opportunity to perform this function, duty or power yet?

n Council/Staff evaluate that performance as ________________________.

n This function, duty or power furthers Richland County’s strategic and operational 
goals for the Transportation Penny Program by ____________________________.

n This function, duty or power will be necessary throughout the life of the Penny 
Program?  Y/N     If yes, why?
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TPAC
“Functions, Duties, and Power”
g) “…perform all other additional duties as assigned by

the Richland County Council.”

n What else, if anything, does County Council want the TPAC to do?

q Not “what does the TPAC want the TPAC to do.”
q Not “what does staff want the TPAC to do.”
q Not “what does the South Carolina Department of Revenue want the

TPAC to do.”
q All other input can be considered and given the weight it is due, but

the TPAC is a County Council entity and should further Council’s
vision, intent and goals.
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TPAC Assessment
as of March 2016

n As of March 2016, thirty-six (36) months into the
Transportation Penny Sales Tax Program, Council
determines overall the TPAC:

n Has furthered Richland County’s strategic vision and operational
goals.

n Has had no impact on Richland County’s strategic vision and
operational goals.

n Has Been detrimental to Richland County’s strategic vision and
operational goals.
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TPAC to TPOC?

n Has Council sufficiently assessed the TPOC 
to date to be in a position to consider 
changes to it, including the fundamental 
move from an “advisory” committee to an 
“oversight” body? 

n NOTE:  If not, may want to STOP here until 
assessment of TPAC to date is completed.  
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TPAC Email to Ad Hoc Transportation 
Committee Chair, February 18, 2016

n TPAC’s comments on Council’s motions “to restructure and
strengthen the TPAC.”
q “The motions had the effect of prompting a broader TPAC discussion about the

need for a comprehensive and coherent framework for transforming the TPAC so
it has the mandate and capacity to provide for effective citizen oversight of the
Richland County Transportation Penny Program.  As a result, the TPAC
developed and unanimously adopted the recommendations set forth in the
attachment to this email.”
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TPAC Recommendation No. 1

n “The Transportation Penny Advisory Committee recommends that
Richland County Council authorize, execute, and fund the following:”

n 1)  Change the name of the current “Transportation Penny Advisory
Committee” (TPAC) to the “Transportation Penny Oversight
Committee” (TPOC)

n Decision Point:  Does Council want to change TPAC’s name to
TPOC and have an oversight committee instead of an advisory
committee?
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TPAC Recommendation No. 2

n “The Transportation Penny Advisory Committee recommends that
Richland County Council authorize, execute, and fund the following:”

n 2)  Establish that the broad purpose of the TPOC is to:

(a) Provide independent, citizens-based oversight of Transportation
Penny implementation;

Decision Point:  Does Council want the TPAC to provide independent, 
citizens-based oversight of Transportation Penny implementation?
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TPAC Recommendation No. 2 
(continued)

2) Establish that the broad purpose of the TPOC is to:

…(b)  Ensure fiscal and programmatic integrity, ethical and equitable 
implementation, and accountability of the Transportation Penny;

Decision Point:  Does Council want the TPAC to be responsible for ensuring 
fiscal and programmatic integrity, ethical and equitable implementation, and 
accountability of the Transportation Penny?

“[NOTE:  It is stipulated that Council will consult with the County Attorney to 
determine if #2(b) above creates potential liability for TPOC members.]”
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TPAC Recommendation No. 2 
(continued)

2)  Establish that the broad purpose of the TPOC is to:

…(c) Review, comment on, and make recommendations to Richland 
County Council on Transportation Penny matters before they are 
considered by Council; 

Decision Point:  Does Council want the TPAC to review, comment on, 
and make recommendations to Richland County Council on 
Transportation Penny matters before they are considered by Council; 
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TPAC Recommendation No. 2 
(continued)

2) Establish that the broad purpose of the TPOC is to:

…(and) (d) ensure transparency of Transportation Penny 
implementation, and inform the public of implementation progress and 
problems. 

Decision Point:  Does Council want the TPAC to ensure transparency 
of Transportation Penny implementation, and inform the public of 
implementation progress and problems? 
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TPAC Recommendation No. 3

3) Describe, and provide an organization chart that illustrates the
independent role of the TPOC in relation to the Transportation Penny
Program.  Require TPOC to review and comment on recommendations
from the Department of Transportation / Program Development Team to
County Council, before the recommendations are presented to Council.

Decision Point:  Does Council want to describe, and provide an 
organization chart that illustrates the independent role of the TPOC in 
relation to the Transportation Penny Program, and require TPOC to 
review and comment on recommendations from the Department of 
Transportation / Program Development Team to County Council, before 
the recommendations are presented to Council?
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TPAC Recommendation No. 4

4) Establish that the process for appointing and removing TPOC
members, and the structure and organization of the TPOC, will be the
same as for the TPAC.

Decision Point:  Assuming Council changes the TPAC to the TPOC, 
does Council want to establish that the process for appointing and 
removing TPOC members, and the structure and organization of the 
TPOC, will be the same as for the TPAC?
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TPAC Recommendation No. 5

5) Appoint future TPOC members who have either transportation mode,
business, community, or professional experience that enables them to
assist the TPOC in fulfilling its purposes and executing its
responsibilities.  Ensure that persons seeking appointment to the TPOC
have the commitment and time to serve diligently.  Require persons
seeking appointment to sign a no-conflict of interest statement.

Decision Point:  Assuming Council changes the TPAC to the TPOC, is 
Council interested in adopting the recommendations in #5?
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TPAC Recommendation No. 6

6) Establish that the person serving as Chair of the TPOC, or a TPOC
member designated by the Chair, will be a non-voting member of
Richland County Council’s Ad Hoc Transportation Committee.
Delineate the Chair’s role and responsibilities as the liaison between
the TPOC and the Ad Hoc Transportation Committee.

Decision Point:  Assuming Council changes the TPAC to the TPOC, 
does Council want to establish that the person serving as Chair of the 
TPOC, or a TPOC member designated by the Chair, will be a non-
voting member of Richland County Council’s Ad Hoc Transportation 
Committee?
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TPAC Recommendation No. 7

7) Delineate specific responsibilities of the TPOC Chair and Vice-Chair. 

Decision Point:  Assuming Council changes the TPAC to the TPOC, 
what responsibilities does Council want that Committee’s Chair and 
Vice-Chair to have?
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TPAC Recommendation No. 8

8) Provide that the TPOC has the authority and funding to retain an
independent staff person or consultant, and other technical assistance
necessary for the TPOC to function effectively.  Individuals and/or
private organizations the TPOC retains will be solely accountable to the
TPOC and serve at its pleasure.

[Note:  It is stipulated that before the TPOC retains each 
staff/consultant, it will draft a work plan for each position.  This plan will 
guide the development of a statement of qualifications the TPOC and 
the County Office of Procurement will use in the recruitment and 
selection of staff/consultant.]
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TPAC Recommendation No. 8 
(continued)

n [Note:  It is stipulated that the TPOC will collaborate with the County
Office of Procurement to ensure that the process of seeking,
selecting, and employing or terminating persons for staff/consultant
positions complies with the County procurement
ordinances/process.]

n [Note:  It is stipulated that the TPOC Chair will appoint a committee
of TPOC members to select and interview persons applying for
staff/consultant positions, and to recommend one or more applicants
for the TPOC’s consideration.]
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TPAC Recommendation No. 8 
(continued)

n [Note:  It is stipulated that the County will provide adequate office,
telephone, Internet, copying capability, stationery, etc., necessary for
the TPOC and any staff/consultant it retains to function effectively.]

n Decision Points:  Assuming Council changes the TPAC to the
TPOC, does Council want to provide that the TPOC has the
authority and funding to retain an independent staff person or
consultant, and other technical assistance necessary for the TPOC
to function effectively?

n Does Council want individuals and/or private organizations the
TPOC retains to be solely accountable to the TPOC and to serve at
its pleasure?
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TPAC Recommendation No. 9

n Direct the County Administrator and/or County Director of 
Transportation to serve as liaison and ensure cooperation between 
the TPOC (including any staff/consultants the TPOC retains) and 
staff of County departments/offices; also the Program Development 
Team.  Such cooperation shall include overall financial reporting, 
procurement, and audit of the entire Penny program.

[Note: It is stipulated that the purpose of #9 above is to provide for the 
orderly and effective working relationship between the TPOC, including 
any TPOC staff/consultant, and staff or County departments/offices; 
also the Program Development Team.]
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TPAC Recommendation No. 9
(continued)

n Decision Points:  Assuming Council changes the TPAC to the
TPOC, does Council want to direct the County Administrator and/or
County Director of Transportation to serve as liaison between the
TPOC (including any staff/consultants the TPOC retains) and staff of
County departments/offices; also the Program Development Team?

n Assuming Council changes the TPAC to the TPOC, what role, if any,
does Council want the TPOC to have with respect to overall financial
reporting, procurement, and audit of the entire Penny program?
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TPAC Recommendation No. 10

n Delineate the responsibilities of the TPOC to include:

(a) Meet at least once each month and as often as necessary to fulfill
the TPOC’s purpose and execute its responsibilities;

(b) Conduct public meetings and hearings to obtain information and
perspectives necessary for the TPOC to fulfill its purpose and
execute its responsibilities;

(c) Recommend any modification to the Transportation Penny projects
list not consistent with the generic description of the project(s);
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TPAC Recommendation No. 10
(continued)

(d) Recommend and reordering of the prioritization (if applicable) of the
Transportation Penny projects list;

(e) Annually review and make recommendations regarding the
Comprehensive County Transportation Improvement Program;

(f) At the TPOC’s discretion, inquire about and review any contracts or
sub-contracts paid from Transportation Penny revenue.  Report any
problems, issues, or discrepancies to the Richland County Internal
Audit Committee or Council, as applicable.
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TPAC Recommendation No. 10
(continued)

(g) At the TPOC’s discretion, review monthly expenditure reports
provided by the County and/or the Program Development Team to
ensure compliance with the Transportation Penny ordinance.  At
any time, request copies of all monthly invoices for Penny
expenditures.  Refer any potential discrepancies to the Richland
County Internal Audit Committee for review and report;

(h) Retain an independent auditor who is a certified public accountant
to conduct an annual financial compliance and performance audit of
expenditures from Penny revenue.  If the County has conducted an
independent audit, review such audit and present the TPOC’s
comments to Council;
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TPAC Recommendation No. 10
(continued)

(i) Review and comment on drafts of proposed major County and
Program Development Team public information documents intended
to communicate to the public the plans, status, and results of
Transportation Penny implementation, including financial reports;

(j) Establish and maintain a telephone number with recorded message
capability, and an email address, to receive unsolicited information
about suspected financial, conflict-of-interest, or other serious
irregularities regarding implementation of the Richland Penny
Program.

[Note:  It is stipulated that the TPOC will approve any TPOC-related text 
posted on the www.rcgov.us or www.richlandpenny.com web sites.]
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TPAC Recommendation No. 10
(continued)

n Decision Point:  Assuming Council changes the TPAC to the TPOC,
is Council interested in adopting the duties set forth in TPAC
recommendation No. 10?
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Planning Considerations 

n Does Council want an independent Advisory group relative to the
Penny Program?

n Does Council want an independent Oversight group relative to the
Penny Program?

n Does Council want either an Advisory or an Oversight group?
n What benefit does/would County Council derive from either group?
n Why was the TPAC established?
n Council’s vision for the TPAC?
n Purpose of the TPAC?
n What benefit does County Council derive from TPAC?
n Any costs or downside to the TPAC?
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Planning Considerations 
(continued)

n Do TPAC members have any particular expertise in transportation
and other areas related to their current duties and functions?  What?

n Does providing support to the TPAC further the Penny’s mission and
purposes?  Take away from them?  Have no impact?

n Do TPAC members have a clear understanding of their mission?
n If SC DOR is willing to audit the Penny Program free of charge, is

further oversight by TPAC or any other non-County entity or
personnel needed?

n How would the Penny Program be any different if there were no
TPAC?

n Is the TPAC appropriately sized/composed? Too big?  Too small?
Just right?

12/11/2020 46122 of 252



Planning Considerations 
(continued)
n Meetings—how often does the TPAC meet?  Why?  How often 

should it meet?  Why not meet as needed (if needed)?
n What are the TPAC’s “due outs?”  Reports (regular, interim, final?)
n Does TPAC have the subject matter expertise to conduct or to direct 

a financial or other audit?
n How will TPAC/TPOC “ensure transparency of Transportation Penny 

implementation, and inform the public of implementation progress 
and problems?”

n How does TPAC/TPOC intend to “ensure fiscal and programmatic 
integrity, ethical and equitable implementation, and accountability of 
the Transportation Penny?” 
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Planning Considerations 
(continued)

n Regarding non-voting liaison members, does County Council have
any other non-Council members serving on Council committees?

n What benefit does County Council derive from TPAC?
n List TPAC accomplishments.
n Staff resources needed to support?
n Is the TPAC self-sufficient?  If not, what are its needs?  What impact

do those needs and requests have on County staff, resources and
finances?

n Does TPAC need to meet more often, less often, or at about the
same frequency?
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Planning Considerations 
(continued)

n What are the TPAC’s contributions to the Penny Program to date?

n What personnel, resources and time demands are there in
supporting the TPAC?
q Would those demands increase, decrease or stay about the same
if the TPAC’s vision for the TPOC were approved?

n Can TPAC’s recommendations be accomplished under the County’s
current ordinances, policies and procedures?
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Planning Considerations 
(continued)
n How could TPAC/TPOC “retain” staff or consultant(s)?

q Pay
q Taxes, withholding
q Health insurance
q Independent contractor(s)
q Exempt or non-exempt (Fair Labor Standards Act)
q Budget to pay staff or consultant(s)
q Who is responsible for the budget?
q Workers’ Comp?
q Liability?
q Offices, equipment, etc.?
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Any Questions? 
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Agenda Briefing 

Prepared by: Bill Davis Title: Director 
Department: Utilities Division: Utilities 
Date Prepared: November 20, 2020 Meeting Date: December 08, 2020 
Legal Review Elizabeth McLean via email Date: December 01, 2020 
Budget Review James Hayes via email Date: December 02, 2020 
Finance Review Stacey Hamm via email Date: December 02, 2020 
Approved for consideration: Assistant County Administrator John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM 
Committee Sewer Ad Hoc Committee 
Subject: Eastover Plant Upgrades – Southeast Sewer Project Flow Increase 

STAFF’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Staff recommends that County Council approve the additional services for rehabilitation work at the 
Eastover Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) listed herein and added to Tom Brigman Contractors, 
Inc.’s current Division 2 Contract for the Southeast Sewer and Water Expansion Project (Project).  The 
rehabilitation work at the Eastover WWTP will bring the plant to tis full rated capacity of 750,000 
gallons/day and enable the County to take on the additional sewer flows from the transfer area and 
other customers along the project route once the project comes online. 

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 Southeast Sewer and Water project has sufficient funds allocated to pay for the change orders and 
additional services for the project. Current funds will cover the estimated cost not to exceed $450,000 
for the additional services.  

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

None. 

REGULATORY COMPLIANCE: 

Though the current WWTP is permitted for 750,000 gallons per day, only one-half of the WWTP is 
needed to serve the existing operational demand (see images below from 2012 to 2020).  If additional 
flows are added to the current flows, all of the plant capacity available is necessary for operations.  Also, 
because we will receive flows totaling 90% or more of the rated capacity, the County will need to 
continue its current plan for submitting a preliminary engineering report for the design and permitting 
of an upgrade at the WWTP over the next few years. 
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Eastover WWTP Circa 2012 

Eastover WWTP Circa 2020 
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MOTION OF ORIGIN: 

There is no associated Council motion of origin. 

Council Member 
Meeting 
Date 

STRATEGIC & GENERATIVE DISCUSSION: 

The Eastover WWTP repair and maintenance work is mandatory for the plant to operate at full capacity 
and to be able to receive the flows from the Southeast Sewer and Water Project.  The current plant has 
a rated capacity of 750,000 gallons/day, but it is only able to run at 375,000 gallons/day with reliable 
capacity since only half of the plant is in operation.  When the project is completed, the plant is 
expected to receive about 700,000 gallons/day as opposed to an average of only 120,000 gallons/day 
from the Town of Eastover and Kemira.  Due to the low flows received at the plant historically, there has 
not been any need for the plant to operate at its full design capacity.  However, with the large volume of 
flow that will be delivered from the project, we will need to be at full capacity to take on the additional 
flows.  Performing these repairs will put us on schedule for a plant to be at full capacity before the 
project is completed in July 2021.   

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FOR CONSIDERATION: 

The Eastover WWTP rehabilitation is listed on the attached Brigman quote. Quotes were requested from 
the contractors currently working on the project and were received and evaluated by the project 
consultant, Joel Woods & Associates. The recommendation was to award the work to Brigman who has 
plant repair experience as well as provided the lowest total quoted price of $437,374.05.  We are 
requesting approval of a “not to exceed” amount of $450,000 which gives us a contingency to cover 
unforeseen items of about 2.5%. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Brigman Quote
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Attachment 1 – Brigman Quote 
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Memorandum 

To: Chair of the Committee and the Honorable Member of the Sewer Ad Hoc Committee 
Prepared by: Bill Davis, Director 
Department: Utilities 
Date Prepared: December 5, 2020 Meeting Date: December 8, 2020 
Legal Review Brad Farrar Date: December 7, 2020 
Budget Review James Hayes Date: December 6, 2020 
Finance Review Stacey Hamm Date: December 7, 2020 
Approved for consideration: Assistant County Administrator John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM 
Committee Sewer Ad-Hoc 
Subject: Sewer Service for Allbene Park 

Background: 

The last change in the design that we could identify was presented to council for The Southeast Sewer 
and Water Expansion Project (SESWEP) design plan for Phase 1 was as presented on May 21, 2019, see 
Attachment 1A – Council BD from 5-21-2019 and Attachment 1B – Council Minutes from 5-21-2019 (see 
Item 20.e on page 24).  The construction of Phase 1 Divisions 1 and 2 of the project (the “backbone” of 
the system) were approved by council on December 17, 2019, see Attachment 1C – Council BD from 12-
17-2019 and Attachment 1D – Council Minutes from 12-17-2019 (see Item 9.c on page 4).  Sketches of
the original plans for sewer and water are shown below.  Phase 1 is currently under construction with a
total of four (4) “Divisions” and is scheduled to be completed by July, 2021.  Sketches of the original
plans for sewer and water are shown below (Allbene Park has been identified on each map with a label).
The current water and sewer plans under construction are included in the weekly project report, see
Attachment 2 – SESWEP Weekly Report.
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Allbene Park 
Subdivision 

Allbene Park 
Subdivision 
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Allbene Park is an existing 42-home residential development located in the Hopkins area of Richland 
County, see image below for location and lot layout from the Richland County GIS. Currently, all 42 homes 
are on septic tanks. The SESWEP included water service for Allbene Park in Phase 1, however the closest 
sewer line in Phase 1 is a forcemain located on Lower Richland Boulevard.  Allbene Park sewer service was 
not included as part of the approved Phase 1 Project Divisions.   

Allbene Park and other areas desiring sewer service or where developers are inquiring about service are 
being considered for sewer service as staff defines the boundaries for the Phase 2 Project area.  A 
Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) for Phase 2, along with subsequent design Project “Divisions”, will 
be developed as part of our Capital Improvement Plan for 2021 in conjunction with recommendations in 
the PER.  

The Sewer Ad-Hoc committee has requested more information regarding sewer service to Allbene Park 
as part of Phase 1 of the SESWEP.  It is our understanding that Mr. Joel Wood and Councilwoman Myers 
attended multiple public meetings with residents in the Allbene Park subdivision.  It was brought to staff’s 
attention by Councilwoman Myers that Mr. Wood promised sewer service to the residents of Allbene 
Park, see Attachment 3 – Email with replies from Councilwoman Myers and Councilman Malinowski. 

Staff located a BD that was requested by Councilwoman Myers for Allbene Park and other areas in 
consideration for sewer service, see Attachment 4 – BD Allbene Park Bluff Road Community and St Johns 
Church 06-16-20.  This BD was sent to Councilwoman Myers by staff and subsequently put on hold, see 
Attachment 5 – Email from Councilwoman Myers. 

Allbene Park 
Subdivision 
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In order to connect Allbene Park to the sewer forcemain, a sewer collection system must be designed and 
constructed that will allow gravity flow to collect sewer and transport it to a pump station that will pump 
the sewer from the neighborhood and preferably other areas to the forcemain on Lower Richland 
Boulevard.  Pump stations are the highest cost item in the collection system.  The capital cost for 
developing a sewer collection system is greatly reduced by the number of customers that are connected 
to each pump station.  If a decision to move ahead with a separate design to serve only Allbene Park is 
presented, the estimated cost for the design and construction of this system is $1,482,000.00.  This project 
is not in the budget for the Phase 1 Divisions 1-4.  The project will have to be approved by full council and 
then it will have to be surveyed, designed, easements obtained, permits acquired, and bids received in 
order to proceed with construction.  The time frame for a typical project like this is about 6-12 months for 
design and 9-12 months for construction (15-24 months total following council approval). 
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Agenda Briefing

To: Richland County Council 
Prepared by: Shahid Khan, Director, Richland County Utilities
Department: Utilities
Date Prepared: May 14, 2019 Meeting Date:
Legal Review Date:
Budget Review Date:
Finance Review Date:
Other Review: Date:
Approved for Council consideration: Assistant County Administrator Sandra Yúdice, Ph.D.
Committee
Subject: Design of Southeast Water system expansion project (Phase 1)

Design of Southeast Utility System expansion 

Recommended Action:

a. A change order to the engineering services contract with Joel Wood & Associates for the
Southeast sewer expansion project. The change order would require the reallocation of funds
($270,000) from the sewer expansion project to initiate the procurement process for
engineering services for the Southeast water expansion project.

b. Include the reallocated funds in the FY 2020 budget to replenish funds for the sewer
expansion project.

c. Replace connector along Cabin Creek Road to accommodate citizen input provided to Council
in public meetings, and most recently during a Community Meeting attended by Acting
County Administrator Thompson, Councilwoman Myers, and Councilwoman Newton.  This
addition will allow approximately 100 additional homes to connect to the sewer system,
reducing overall costs.  (See figure 2).

Attachment 1A

Motion Requested:

“Move that Council approve (1) the design and construction of the Southeast Water the reallocation of 
$270,000 from the Southeast sewer expansion project to the Southeast water expansion project; (2) a 
change order to the contract with Joel Wood & Associates for the Southeast sewer expansion project to 
allow engineering services for Southeast water expansion project; and (3) to authorize the reallocated 
funds ($270,000) to be included back in the Southeast sewer expansion project in FY 2020.

“Move that Council approve that proposed Southeast sewer expansion layout as modified to extend the 
sewer line along Cabin Creek to connect to the sewer line on Congaree road.”

Page 1 of 4
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Fiscal Impact:

At this time, there is no fiscal impact for this project as previously appropriated funds will be reallocated 
from the sewer project to water project. Funds required are available in the allocation of engineering 
services for sewer expansion project. Reallocated funds will be replenished in the FY 2020 budget for the 
sewer expansion project.

Motion of Origin:

Council Member Dalhi Myers, Vice-Chair, District 10
Meeting n/a
Date 5/14/2019

Discussion:

The Southeast region has been identified as a community with urgent need for safe water supply. 
Currently, the majority of citizen in this region depend largely on the use of privately owned wells many 
of which are in poor conditions and considered a health risk to its users. The unavailability of county 
owned/managed water facility within this region has limited the capacity to expand water services and 
provide safe water supply to the citizens within the Lower Richland area. To address this need and 
following directives by County Council, a feasibility study was conducted and presented to Council’s 
Development and Services Committee on October 23, 2018.  This study identified areas for potential 
growth, recommended best engineering alternatives and the most cost-effective method to meet the 
desired goals for water supply in the region. Subsequently, County Council reviewed and approved the 
Water Feasibility Study on November 13, 2018, which recommended the system expansion for Southeast 
water as indicated in Fig 1 attached. It was also stated that the such system expansion will provide:

Opportunity for safe dependable water supply and distribution system for existing customers and
future users.

Availability of a safe and dependable water source that meets SCDHEC standards to the residents.

Prevents residences from reliance on currently contaminated individual wells for water supply.

Summary of Feasibility Report Southeast: 

Richland County Utilities (RCU) owns, operates and maintains water systems in the planning area
(i.e. Hopkins and Pond drive).  The feasibility study proposed the expansion of the existing Hopkins 
water system. Figure 1 shows the planning areas and the recommended layout out for proposed water 
expansion. The proposed plan was presented as a preliminary layout with the potential to evolve to 
address identified needs and citizen’s inputs. 

Pending Issue(s): 

On October 2, 2019, the County Council approved the design of an amended layout for the Southeast 
sewer expansion project and consequently approved funds ($750,000) to procure engineering services for 
the approved layout. Following the required procurement process, engineering services for the approved 
layout was awarded to Joel Woods & Associate.  A review of the approved layout for sewer expansion and 
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the preliminary layout for water expansion shows that a significant portion of the proposed sewer lines 
will be installed along the same route of the proposed for water expansion. (See Figures 1 & 2). Typically, 
the design and construction of “similar” utilities (such as sewer and water lines) requires a number of 
project items that are either interdependent of the same activity (e.g. survey, land clearing, engineering 
design, permit approval etc.).  Since both the sewer and water projects are within the same region, a 
simultaneous execution of both projects can potentially save time and total projected cost. Also, because 
both projects are within the same area, communications with citizens within the community is optimized 
to address both projects at every scheduled meeting. Richland County Utilities recently requested for a 
proposal from Joel Woods & Associates for engineering services for Southeast water expansion project. 
The proposal received is attached. 

Attachments:

• Joel E. Wood & Associates Change Order Cost Proposal
• October 23, 2018, Presentation to the D&S Committee (excerpt)

Figure 1: Preliminary Layout Water Expansion
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Figure 2: Proposed Layout Sewer Expansion
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IV. POTENTIAL PROJECTS & WATER SOURCES
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VII. Summary & Recommendations for Southeast Project
Area

SUMMARY
System Expansion Will Provide :

Opportunity to provide safe dependable water supply and distribution system
for approximately 505 existing customers and future users.
Availability of a safe and dependable water source that meets SCDHEC
standards to the residents.
Prevents residences from reliance on currently contaminated individual wells
for water supply.

The project as defined by this Report should not have an adverse impact on the
environment.
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COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT: Paul Livingston, Chair; Dalhi Myers, Vice-Chair; Joyce Dickerson, Calvin “Chip” 
Jackson, Bill Malinowski, Jim Manning, Yvonne McBride, Chakisse Newton, Allison Terracio and Joe Walker 

OTHERS PRESENT: Michelle Onley, Beverly Harris, John Thompson, Stacey Hamm, Eden Logan, Larry Smith, Jennifer 
Wladischkin, Trenia Bowers, Ashiya Myers, Sandra Yudice, Shahid Khan, Nathaniel Miller, Michael Niermeier, James 
Hayes, Ashley Powell, Dwight Hanna, Ismail Ozbek, John Hopkins, Tiffany Harrison, Jeff Ruble, Kimberly Williams-
Roberts, Bryant Davis and Cathy Rawls 

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

2. INVOCATION – The invocation was led by the Honorable Joe Walker

3. 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE – The Pledge of Allegiance was led by the Honorable Joe Walker 

4. 
PRESENTATION OF PROCLAMATIONS 

a. Resolution Honoring the Ridgeview High School Boys’ Basketball Team on their championship – Mr. 
Jackson and Mr. Manning presented a resolution to the Ridgeview High School Boys’ Basketball
Team.

b. Resolution in conjunction with the National recognition that Richland County recognizes May as
Lyme Disease Awareness Month – Mr. Manning presented a resolution to Ms. Arielle Riposta in
honor of Lyme Disease Awareness Month.

c. A Proclamation Honoring the Magnet Schools of America 2019 National Principal of the Year Dr.
Sabrina Suber – Ms. Kennedy and Mr. Manning presented a proclamation to Dr. Suber.

5. 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

a. Regular Session: May 7, 2019 – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to approve the
minutes as presented. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Walker, Dickerson, 
Livingston and McBride 

Richland County Council 
Regular Session 

May 21, 2019 – 6:00 PM 
Council Chambers 

Attachment 1B
See Item 20.e, Page 24
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6. 
ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA – Ms. Kennedy moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to adopt the agenda as 
published. 

Ms. Newton stated the Airport Commission vacancy needed to be added to the agenda under the Report of 
the Rules and Appointments Committee as Item 19(o). 

Ms. Newton moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to adopt the agenda as amended. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers Kennedy, Walker, Dickerson and Livingston 

Present but Not Voting: Manning and McBride 

The vote was in favor of adopting the agenda as amended. 

7. 
PRESENTATION 

a. Experience Columbia SC – March Madness: Bill Ellen, President & CEO, Columbia Metropolitan
Convention Center – Mr. Ellen thanked Council for their support of the “March Madness” event at
the Columbia Metropolitan Convention Center.

 Over 47,000 visitors during the 5-day period
 All 6 games were on live TV
 Duke vs. University of Florida game drew the largest audience of the regional games
 Over 30 Community events were going on
 Produced and distributed 66,619 pieces of marketing materials
 10 welcome tables throughout the hotels and airport
 Over 70 volunteers that donated 326 hours of their time
 The tournament garnered 600 media mentions of the region, which resulted in $1.1 million

worth of publicity value
 There were 647,493 impressions on social media
 All of the hotels in the region saw a significant increase in occupancy, which resulted in

increased Accommodations and Hospitality Taxes.
 Next time Columbia will be eligible to host is 2023, but they have start preparing in August

for them to be able to submit the bid by October. The bid will be for years 2023 – 2026.

8. 
REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY FOR EXECUTIVE SESSION ITEMS – Mr. Smith stated the following items are 
eligible for Executive Session. 

a. Adoption of Economic Development Policy
b. Lower Richland Sewer Agreement with the City of Columbia (Purchase Option)
c. Administrator Search Update

Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to go into Executive Session. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Myers, Kennedy, Walker, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Newton and Manning 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Council went into Executive Session at approximately 6:30 PM and came out at approximately 7:06 PM 

Ms. Terracio moved, seconded by Ms. Newton, to come out of Executive Session. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Myers, Walker, Dickerson and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Newton, Kennedy, Manning and Livingston 

The vote in favor as unanimous. 

a. Adoption of Economic Development Policy – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to adopt
the Economic Development Policy, as discussed in Executive Session.

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Walker, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride

Present but Not Voting: Manning and Kennedy

The vote in favor was unanimous.

Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to reconsider this item.

In Favor: McBride

Opposed: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Walker, Dickerson and Livingston

Present but Not Voting: Kennedy and Manning

The motion for reconsideration failed.

9. 
CITIZENS’ INPUT: For Items on the Agenda Not Requiring a Public Hearing – Mr. Willie Farmer spoke 
about improving the SLBE experience for businesses in the County. 

10 
CITIZENS’ INPUT: Must Pertain to Richland County Matters Not on the Agenda – No one signed up to 
speak. 

11. 
REPORT OF THE ACTING COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 

a. DHEC/Westinghouse Consent Agreement – Dr. Thompson stated the significant portion of the
consent agreement serves to investigate and remediate the contamination at the Westinghouse site,
and for Westinghouse to communicate and respond to future releases of pollutants on their
premises.

Mr. Jackson stated that last year Ms. Myers, and others, were having discussions with regards to
whether or not appropriate level of testing was being done. He is not sure we ever got any follow-
up on this matter.

Mr. Khan stated, to the best of his knowledge, DHEC has gone in and done a thorough investigation.
They provided the County a copy of the results in the last few weeks. In parallel, Council approved
the proceeding to do individual well testing. Approximately 60 – 80 citizens signed up for the
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testing and had their wells tested. The results were satisfactory, and there are no issues. 

Dr. Thompson stated Council also approved for the County to a hydrology study, but because the 
consent agreement came forth, we are honoring what the State is doing, at this point. 

Ms. Myers stated, for clarification, we have suspended the study. 

Mr. Khan stated there was not a hydrology study approved. There was a study approved, which 
included the well testing. If needed, we would have taken it to the next level and conducted an 
additional investigation. Bear in mind, all of those actions were taken when we had limited 
information from DHEC, and we did not have any data. He stated DHEC has done a thorough 
underground geological investigation, which should serve all objectives we intended for the 
residents and customers. 

Ms. Myers stated it would have been helpful to have had some memo, or something, so that when 
she met with the citizens on the Westinghouse Community Committee, she would not have told 
them we were continuing the County’s work in parallel. 

Mr. Khan stated the decision, by Administration, was to put the study on hold until we got 
additional information, which we got, including the consent order. Essentially, we are at a point to 
make a decision whether we want to continue and spend taxpayer dollars to repeat the same 
volume of work, or rely on a State agency, which we believe has done the job. 

b. Cherry Bekaert – PDT FY2017 Financial Audit – Mr. Alan Robinson stated Cherry Bekaert was
engaged to conduct a financial statement audit of the Richland PDT. Ms. Bonne Cox who specializes
in construction contractor auditing was tasked with conducting the June 2017 PDT audit.

Ms. Cox stated they have issued their audit of the Richland PDT for the year ending June 2017. The 
audit results are included in the agenda packet. She stated they were engaged to audit the financial 
statements of Richland PDT. The engagement came to them in January 2018 under the United States 
Generally Accepted Auditing Standards, which are for private companies. Included in that are 
accounting estimates. One of the required communications is to discuss with you what those 
significant estimates are. In the Richland PDT financial statements, there is an estimate for 
allowance for doubtful accounts. While there was a delay in the timing of us being able to conduct 
the audit, at the end of the day they were able to obtain evidence to finish the procedures. When 
they reviewed and did their procedures, they had conflicting evidence, so what they have issued is a 
disclaimer of an audit opinion on the financial statements of the Richland PDT due to material 
uncertainty. They did not have any uncorrected misstatements, which are known differences when 
we have audit evidence that says one thing and the financial statement says something else. There 
were some adjustments made to the year-end statements, but those adjustments were reflected in 
the financial statements. There were no disagreements with management, based on what they were 
providing. Management signed a representation letter that states they were truthful in their 
inquiries and did not withhold information that would have been relevant. If they were aware that 
PDT management was also consulting with other independent accountants, it would be brought to 
Council’s attention. They did have difficulty involving a legal dispute regarding the contractual 
arrangement with its sole customer, the County. Due to the uncertainty surrounding this ongoing 
legal matter, they determined it to be both material and pervasive to the financial statements of the 
PDT. Because of the significance they did not deem it to have sufficient evidence in order to issue an 
opinion on the financial statements. Another letter that was issued, is in regards to the 
consideration of internal controls of the financial statements of PDT. They noted 2 matters they 
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deemed significant deficiencies in internal control. One of those relates to the preparation of the 
financial statements and year-end adjustments. The auditors did draft the financial statements, 
which includes some year-end adjustments and disclosures to financial statements. Richland PDT 
did not do that internally, but the auditors did that. Because they drafted the statements and posted 
the adjustments, it was a deficiency in the internal controls of PDT. A second matter they noted, 
related to the internal controls of the financial controls, was the lack of segregation of duties. The 
joint venture subcontracts with partners, in order to perform work as vendors. They noted that 
change orders, for those subcontracts, and vendor invoices, were approved by management of the 
partner of the joint venture. As a result, there is inherent conflict of interest, due to the lack of an 
outside parties’ involvement in the approval process of the change orders between the vendors of 
PDT and the partners of PDT. It was noted in the opinion letter issued that they were engaged to 
audit the accompanying financial statements, but as discussed in Note 4 to the statements, the joint 
venture is involved in ongoing legal matters with its sole customers. Because multiple account 
balances in the statements of the joint venture are driven by the business conducted with its sole 
customer, the uncertainty is considered both material and pervasive in nature. Because of the 
significance of this matter, they have not been able to obtain sufficient evidence to issue an audit 
opinion on the financial statements. 

Mr. Walker inquired, as it pertains to the findings, specifically the significant deficiencies, which 
jump off the page, in your experience is it normal for a program of this magnitude to not prepare its 
own financial statements. 

Ms. Cox stated it is not that uncommon for people to not prepare statements internally. This is a 
fairly common finding in small businesses. 

Mr. Walker inquired, as it pertains to publicly managed and audited funds… 

Ms. Cox stated she has seen both. 

Mr. Walker stated, in the findings, a conscious decision on the part of management to conduct 
internal financial reporting does not comply with GAAP was noted. He referenced p. 44 of the 
Program Management Agreement, subparagraph (3), “All financial records shall be maintained in 
accordance with Generally Accepted Accounting Procedures, consistently applied. Subcontractors 
shall do the same.” He requested Mr. Smith to opine on his interpretation of the auditor’s findings 
versus the PDT contract. Another point in the findings states, “…we noted that all change 
orders on subcontracts and vendor invoices were approved by management of a Partner of the Joint 
Venture. As a result, there is an inherent conflict of interest due to the lack of an outside party’s 
involvement in the approval process.” In this arrangement, the County would be the outside party 
that would typically be included in the approval process. Additionally, on p. 24 of the PDT contract, 
it states, “A Change Order is a written order to the Contractor signed by the County…” He inquired if 
that was the practice being followed. 

Ms. Cox stated there was a lack of segregation of duties between the people approving changes to 
contracts and people receiving the benefit of those contracts. 

Mr. Smith stated the audit concluded the generally accepted accounting procedures was not being 
followed. The specific portion of the contract, that Mr. Walker referred to, requires that all records 
be maintained in accordance with generally accepted account procedures. There is a specific 
provision in the agreement, which requires GAAP to be applied to all the financial records that are 
maintained. In reference to the provision regarding change orders, there is a requirement those 
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change orders be approved by the County, or County personnel. He does not know whether or not 
the change orders got any County approval. 

Ms. Cox stated the documentation they saw, on the actual approval of the change order, had the PDT 
partner and then the vendor of the PDT signing off on the change order. They also saw when the 
amounts were invoiced to the County, the change orders were listed on the supporting 
documentation provided to the County. Those amounts were approved by payment by County 
management, so the County did see the change orders, as listed on the supporting documentation 
when those were submitted for payment to the County. The execution of the change order was 
between the Richland PDT member, partnership represented and the vendor of the PDT. There was 
not County signoff on that. 

Ms. Myers stated, for clarification, the auditors had the change orders, and they were approved by 
the PDT and the partner receiving the benefit, but when it got to the County level was it a number 
on the invoice or was it a number with the change order attached. 

Ms. Cox stated, when she says the change order that was approved by the partner of the PDT, and 
the vendor of the PDT, that is the subcontracts from the PDT to the actual contractors that were 
doing the work for the PDT. 

Ms. Myers stated, for clarification, the invoices that came to us later, bore the amount of the change 
order, but not an approved supporting piece of paper. 

Ms. Cox stated it was a supporting piece of paper, in that it was a typical construction application for 
payment. 

Mr. Walker stated he found it interesting that this contracted party (PDT) could not, would not or 
otherwise chose not to provide information that could have been substantive to the audit because 
of the ongoing litigation. He inquired if they felt like they got everything they needed to complete a 
full financial audit. 

Ms. Cox stated one of the standard audit procedures, they perform, is they inquire of management if 
there is ongoing litigation. A summary of the litigation is provided to the auditors. Typically, a 
confirmation letter will be sent to the entity’s lawyer to have them represent their opinion on 
potential liability related to any pending litigation. They were made aware of the pending litigation 
between the PDT and the County. Management represented to them that their opinion was that 
they were correct, and they stood behind the amounts they had billed to the County and those were 
appropriate revenue to the PDT, which was the nature of the litigation between the 2 entities. PDT’s 
attorney gave them the letter that said, “Yes, we agree. We believe that we are in the right, and the 
amounts that have been billed to the County, under the contract, are appropriate with the contract. 
The information they received from the County said exactly the opposite. Those conflicting pieces, 
from outside parties, were why they had to disclaim the opinion because there is no reconciling that 
when it comes to audit evidence. 

Mr. Walker stated he is trying to figure out what to do with moving forward. He inquired if he is 
misinterpreting this, and is it other than what he has stated it as. 

Mr. Smith stated, in terms of the issue of whether or not they were required to utilize GAAP and 
they did not, he thinks the contract speaks clearly that this is a requirement. On the other issue 
related to the change orders, he would need to see the documents Ms. Cox is referring to. To the 
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extent that there was no approval of the change orders, which he believes is what the contract calls 
for, that could be a potential issue that we would have to look into. 

Mr. Walker stated, under Note 3 - Related party transactions, it states, “At June 30, 2017, the Joint 
Venture has accounts payable due to an entity related through common ownership 
of one of the Partners in the amount of $105,673. The Joint Venture pays expenses to this entity for 
consulting services. During the year ended June 30, 2017, the Company paid $618,274 and the 
amount is included in costs of revenues earned in the accompanying statement of income.” He 
inquired, if it was ever discovered, or can you tell me what entity was presumably getting paid 
twice for consulting. He stated he is not being accusatory, but the PDT was engaged to be a 
consultant; therefore, a related party charging for the same thing concerns him. 

Ms. Cox stated she did not have all of the detailed records with her, so specific names or amounts 
she would need to follow-up with that information. She stated related party transactions, under 
financial statement, and in the accounting world, means that if you have any related companies, 
through common ownership, then it is required disclosure of that. So, when it reads, “The Joint 
Venture has accounts payable to the Partners in the amount of $105,673.” Those are the actual 
partners of the PDT. The next paragraph that describes some dollar transactions to an entity related 
through common ownership of one of the partners, then that is not the actual partners of the PDT, 
but there is some overlap in ownership with a separate entity. 

Ms. Newton stated she has read many audits, but she has never received a disclaimer before. The 
first thing mentioned is conflicting evidence while the audit was being conducted. For clarification, 
when they are referring to conflicting evidence, they are referring to the PDT’s representation of the 
merits of our lawsuit vs. the County’s representation of the merits of our lawsuit. 

Ms. Cox stated that is correct. 

Ms. Newton stated during the presentation it was mentioned there were material and pervasive 
weakness. She stated she is trying to figure out if the information received had material and 
pervasive weaknesses the auditor wanted to be expounded upon, or if they are saying they did not 
receive all of the information they would have expected to receive and that missing information is 
the material and pervasive weakness. 

Ms. Cox stated the phrase “material and pervasive” are what they are referring to as the ongoing 
legal matter. They are saying the ongoing legal matter, with the conflicting audit evidence, is 
material and pervasive to the financial statements of PDT. Meaning it affects multiple accounts, and 
it is so material to the statements that they have to issue the disclaimer of opinion. The “material 
and pervasive” language is what the professional standards guide them to use when we are in the 
position to determine what type of opinion they are going to issue. If it is determined to be material 
and pervasive to the financial statements, then they are guided to issue a disclaimer on the opinion. 

Ms. Newton inquired, if despite the dispute, they received all of the financial information they 
would have expected to receive, so that you could evaluate the PDT financially. 

Ms. Cox stated there was no financial information, or data, they asked for that they were not 
provided with. It was the revenue recognition, if you will, that was the difference of opinion. PDT 
held that they were allowed to bill these amounts; therefore, recorded them as revenue. But, then 
the County came back and said, “No, this is not revenue. We are not going to pay this.” That 
difference of audit documentation is the problem. It was not that they did not give them the data. 
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Ms. Newton stated we are required to audit the PDT annually, and we also have some auditing 
requirements based on the Supreme Court ruling. If we conduct an audit, and the audit has a 
disclaimer, but not specific findings how does that relate to the obligations that we have from an 
audit perspective. 

Mr. Smith stated your ordinance requires that anybody that is receiving these funds must provide 
the County with an annual audit to show how the funds were being expended. In this instance, he 
does not know that this occurred. The County, through Cherry Bekaert, engaged them to do an 
audit, so there was not an independent audit given to us, pursuant to the ordinance, by the PDT. 
That is an issue, in terms of compliance, with the ordinance that required that.  

Mr. Jackson inquired, if every time management is mentioned, throughout the document, they are 
referring to the PDT, or at any time are they referring to the County. 

Ms. Cox stated, in the conduct of their audit, they are referring to the management of the legal entity 
of Richland PDT. 

Mr. Jackson stated, in some instances, they refer to the PDT as the vendor, and other times PDT is 
referred to as the management. 

Ms. Cox stated the legal entity PDT is a joint venture with 3 partners. Each of those entities has a 
partnership represented that is governed by their operating agreement. Those 3 partners also have 
contracts with the PDT, so they are vendors and partners of the PDT. When they say management, 
they mean management of the PDT, but sometimes those are the same people. 

Mr. Jackson stated, when they were talking about the change orders, were they talking about the 
change orders from the County or change orders that were done internally, among the 3 groups. 

Ms. Cox stated the change orders PDT executed with its subcontractors. 

Mr. Jackson stated the question now is whether or not the PDT were allowed, or not allowed, to do 
change orders among their entities once they had been given the funds from the County. 

Ms. Cox stated that is correct. The change orders they looked out were not between the County and 
the PDT. It was the change orders between PDT and its subcontractors. 

Mr. Jackson inquired, in the auditor’s opinion, once the authorized payments have been given to the 
PDT, if a change order internally, among their group, is the same as a change order they would be 
making to the County entity. 

Ms. Cox stated what they saw was there were change orders with PDT and its subcontractors. Some 
of those subcontractors were related entities, and some of those subcontractors were not related 
entities. The process PDT followed, for executing change orders with its subs, was the same 
whether or not it was with PDT itself, and its members, or with outside members. 

Mr. Jackson stated, for clarification, this audit was done in 2017. 

Ms. Cox stated it was done for the time period of the 12-month period ending June 30, 2017. The 
audit began in 2018 and was completed in February 2019. The PDT’s internal financial statements 
are maintained on a calendar year basis, so management had to put together July 1 – December 31, 

153 of 252



Regular Session 
May 21, 2019 

-9-

2016 and then January 1, 2017 – June 30, 2017 documentation. 

Mr. Jackson inquired if they reviewed the organizational chart to determine the separation of 
duties, as defined in the chart presented to the County, and where the County’s management and 
oversight was in place. 

Ms. Cox stated she is not sure if it was the same organizational chart that was presented to the 
County. In the documentation they reviewed, they looked at names, and what that representative 
was for the PDT, and the name of the company, and what that representative was for that company. 
That is where they noted overlap. Both in title and, at times, in name. 

Mr. Jackson inquired if they looked at that, in terms of those authorized signatures for approval of 
contracts. 

Ms. Cox stated they did look at approval in the same way. They looked at the Project Manager 
approval, Construction Engineer approval, as well as, the approval from the County side of 
authorizing those disbursements. They reviewed that based on the position, and the title, 
corresponding to whatever entity it said it was, to ensure that the appropriate person was signing 
those documents. 

Ms. Dickerson stated one of her concerns is the change orders. She thought if there was a request 
for a change order that County Council should have approved those changes. She inquired if the 
change orders took place between the PDT, their legal team, and whoever was paying from the 
County. Those 3 entities were the ones that approved those change orders, without Council 
members being engaged or involved in the request for change. 

Ms. Cox stated she does not know what the Council was to be involved in on those change orders 
that were done within the PDT. 

Mr. Smith stated, his understanding is, that any change orders would need to be approved by the 
County. His recollection is that it does not necessarily specify where in the chain that approval 
process may need to take place. That may be based on the dollar amount, but from what he heard 
them say, is that these change orders were being approved by the partners themselves of the PDT, 
without any 3rd party overseeing that approval. 

Ms. Cox stated the documentation she saw, when they were doing the audit, was a change order 
between PDT and PDT’s subcontractors, some of which were related to PDT, some of which were 
not related, in accounting terms. Those were approved by PDT directly. There was no direct sign off 
on that documentation by anyone from the County. The signoff from the County came when the 
invoice was submitted to the County for payment. The supporting documentation, which included 
the change orders on the pay apps was included, and they did see signoff by the County, at that 
point. 

Ms. Myers stated she asked earlier, when the pay request came to the County, was the change order 
attached, and the response was, “No.” It was stated that what was there was an amount. For 
clarification, the pay app included an amount, but not a change order. 

Ms. Cox stated, what she meant by the change orders were included was, every pay app has an 
original contract amount, change orders to date, and then a revised contract amount. So, when she 
says the change orders were included, the dollar amounts of the change order were included on the 
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pay app. 

Ms. Myers stated the reason she is being pedantic about this is that it would mean, by the time that 
came, the change had been made and all that is happening is paying money. 

Ms. Cox stated it is correct that the change order had already been executed. 

Ms. Dickerson stated monies were being paid, without the Council seeing the request. It was done 
without our approval, and that is funds that were not a part of the original contract. In her opinion, 
that is a breach. 

Ms. Cox stated that the not to exceeds were not exceeded, so it may be that it was within the 
thresholds and dollar amounts. She does not know at point, and at what time, it should have 
reached the County’s procurement policy to come before Council. They were not looking at it at the 
Council level, but the PDT level. 

Mr. Malinowski stated, based on the contract, if it states where funds should be placed until they are 
used for payments. According to the audit report, it says, the dollars were kept in not fully insured 
accounts. Secondly, it indicated they purchased certificates of deposit. The way he read the report, it 
stated, if any penalties were incurred because they had to cash them in, prior to the maturation of 
them, those penalties were handed along as a cost to do business. He is assuming the County is 
paying the cost. He does not know why they are putting taxpayer money into CDs anyway, and it 
was not the County’s job. Thirdly, why was the PDT allowed to earn interest on taxpayer dollars. He 
inquired if the interest has been credited to the County, as a payment to them, or did they take it 
and include it in their profits by putting it in their own accounts. Lastly, this audit is dated February 
4, 2019, and he wondered why we are getting it 3 months later. 

Dr. Thompson stated he just received the report last week, or the week before. It is his 
understanding Cherry Bekaert provided the report to Mr. Gomeau, so obviously, as he departed, it 
did not get to you. 

Ms. Myers stated the auditors, essentially, saw a contract that said, for an amount not to exceed 
$1,000. Let’s assume that, at some point, some work was done and that work was a $500 amount. 
Then, there were change orders that would have been approved internally, not externally, that got 
up to $1,000. We could have conceivably said there is $500 left. Mr. Livingston what can you do? Mr. 
Jackson what can you do? And, then she will sign it, and we will submit the total payment for $500, 
plus two $250 change orders. She inquired if that is the finding that they are saying is concerning in 
the books reviewed. 

Ms. Cox stated that characterized what they saw. 

Ms. Myers stated it could be because there was work left, or it could be because there was money 
left. You make no assertion, as to which one, but it got up to the top number. 

Ms. Cox stated she would not say that it got up to the top number. She would say it never went 
above the not to exceed. 

Ms. Myers stated, on p. 24 of the contract, which deals with change orders, it states, “A Change 
Order is a written order to the Contractor signed by the County, issued after execution of the 
Contract, authorizing a change in the Services or an adjustment to the Contract Price or the 
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schedule for a Project. The Contract Price and the schedule for a Project may be changed only by an 
executed Change Order. A Change Order signed by the Contractor indicates its agreement herewith, 
including that the adjustment in the Contract Price or the schedule contained in the Change Order is 
sufficient to compensate the Contractor for all Claims that Contractor may have outstanding at the 
time the Change Order is signed by the Contractor.” She inquired, on the strength of Section 10, 
which deals with change orders, would it be correct to say that a change order, not signed by the 
County, is improper. 

Mr. Smith stated, even if we were talking about a situation where it was authorized by the Council, 
the language here seems to indicate that a change order is only appropriate after it has been signed 
by someone from the County. 

Ms. Myers inquired if we conflict pay apps and change orders sometimes. 

Dr. Thompson stated the team he assembled, when he became Director last year, does not conflict 
the two. 

Ms. Myers stated, on p. 23 of the PDT contract, it states, “When any payment is withheld pursuant to 
this Section, the grounds for such withholding shall be provided to the Contractor. When the 
grounds for nonpayment a removed, payment shall be made for amounts withheld because of them, 
within 30 Days after the last ground for nonpayment is removed, provided all other conditions 
precedent to payment have been satisfied.” Then, on p. 45 of the contract, it states, “If any 
inspection by County, or its representatives, of Contractor's records, books, correspondence, 
instructions, drawings. receipts, vouchers, memoranda and any other data relating to the Contract 
Documents reveals an overcharge, County may deduct said overcharge from any payments due 
Contractor, or, if no funds remain due to Contractor, Contractor shall, within seven (7) calendar 
Days of receipt of such written demand for repayment, tender the amount of such overpayment to 
County or otherwise resolve the demand for repayment to County's satisfaction.” Under that 
section, it seems to her, that the materiality of the dispute is resolved under the contract because it 
is within the County’s sole discretion. The County has the ultimate right to say whether or not an 
amount is due and owing, and to set off that amount, or demand payment for that amount. 

Mr. Smith stated, in terms of the overpayment issue, and as it relates to the current dispute, he is 
not certain the dispute is an overpayment issue. He thinks it is a contract interpretation matter. We 
paid it and said we should not have paid it, but the terms under which we said it should not have 
been paid, related to the interpretation of the contract vs. their interpretation of the contract, as it 
relates to a specific exhibit (Exhibit F) and whether it applied or not. That particular exhibit applies 
under certain circumstances, which had occurred at that point. 

Ms. Myers stated, let’s assume the term does not apply, who gets to resolve contractual disputes. In 
this contract there are 4 places where contract disputes are resolved by the County. Are we not 
invoking that anymore? If it is here, and the reason they are demanding payment is under the 
contract, but also under the contract it says, “once decided by the County, these disputes are final.” 
Why are we at the point where we cannot get an audit because we are going back and forth over 
whether or not $1.5 million causes us not to be able to get a clean audit. There is some question in 
her mind about the magnitude of the dispute in the scheme of things, but also parties’ rights. She 
stated we have pretty clear rights here, so she does not understand how we get to where we are 
standing, 2 years behind the audit. She would like the Legal Department to further look into the 
contract to see if we should be spending taxpayer money defending a suit. It seems to her that we 
have the right not to. She inquired if this is the only audit Cherry Bekaert had conducted on the PDT 
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for the County. 

Ms. Cox stated the audit for the 12-month period, ending June 30, 2018, is currently in process. 

Ms. Myers stated, given that we are almost at the end of the contract period, it would make sense to 
her, pursuant to Section 5, that within the next 7 days we make a request to have a copy or originals 
of all books and records, so that we are at least protecting the County’s ability going forward to have 
a record of pay apps. 

Mr. Smith stated, in terms of us evaluating the audit, and the findings in the audit, and trying to 
marry that with the obligations under the contract. They are still in the process of doing that. They 
just got this information last week. He plans to bring to Council, at some point, my 
recommendations, as it relates to that, and how it impacts the ongoing litigation. In terms of the 
records, he forwarded a letter to the PDT’s attorney approximately 2 weeks ago pointing out this 
specific section, as it relates to their obligation to maintain those records for that purpose. In 
addition, he sent a letter to Administration because they are in the process of determining what 
County assets will be brought back into the County, as it relates to the transition. In this particular 
letter, he pointed out this section and noted that one of the things we need to be looking at, is the 
books and records. 

Ms. Myers inquired, in the auditor’s experience, is this audit run of the mill or unusual. 

Ms. Cox stated there are a couple of things that make it unusual. The audit engagement itself 
because we were engaged by the County, and not PDT. It is not the typical audit engagement. As far 
as issuing a disclaimer of opinion, she can think of one other time, in 23 years, that she has issued a 
disclaimer. 

Ms. Newton stated there is a statement in the where it mentions the “inherent conflict of interest 
due to the lack of an outside party’s involvement in the approval process”. She stated she 
interpreted that to mean, if there is a partnership between “Acme Corporation”, “Beta Corporation”, 
and “Charlie Corporation” and they together form a business, and then they subcontract with a 
company that is owned by “Acme Corporation” and the partnership approved change orders that 
were essentially being provided by the partner subsidiaries. 

Ms. Cox stated that is part of what was happening. Also what was happening, if Company “A”, “B”, 
and “C” came together for the joint venture, then some of those subcontractors were with Company 
“A”, “B” and “C” directly. Then, one of the partnership representative would approve the change 
orders with the subcontractors. 

Mr. Livingston stated normally management may get a chance to respond or give feedback on the 
audit. He inquired if an opportunity was afforded the PDT. 

Ms. Cox stated they do not issue the audit report without management’s approval of the audit 
report. They also provided drafts of the audit letters, which included the findings. The only 
response given was to issue the reports. 

Mr. Walker inquired as to what led the auditors to use the language “conscious decision”. 

Ms. Cox stated that language is fairly common in many letters that she issues. Many times when you 
have relatively small organizations they will chose not to employ someone with sufficient financial 
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expertise in order to fully comply with GAAP and draft a full set of financial statements with 
disclosures because they have decided to spend their resources elsewhere. The conscious decision 
is typical in a cost benefit analysis. 

Mr. Walker stated a lot of the questions that are being asked are not necessarily findings that is 
going to turn up in a financial audit. A lot of the contractual obligations (i.e. change orders, systems, 
operations and things that are going on within a program) are better explored by way of a 
compliance audit where you would send an auditor in to look at contractual terms, and understand 
if those contractual terms are being followed. Are we getting what we are paying for out there in the 
field? In the auditor’s opinion, based on what we are looking at, and as we try to make 
determinations on how to be the best fiduciary for the taxpayers…He stated he sees issues, and he 
cannot un-see them. He wants to know how he runs these to ground and determine if this program 
is sustainable. What he does not want to do is get to the end of this program, and there is no more 
joint venture, what can we do to appropriately determine if we have a program on our hands that is 
in the best interest of the taxpayers. 

Ms. Cox stated many of the questions that have been brought up are legal and contractual 
interpretation. She believes, at that particular juncture, a financial statement audit is not going to 
answer those questions. A compliance audit takes on a lot of different contexts. Generally, a 
compliance audit, in this particular circumstance, might look like a performance audit, which looks 
into the performance of the contractor, in conjunction with the terms of the contract. 

Ms. Myers requested Ms. Cox elaborate on what a performance audit is. 

Ms. Cox stated, when you say the words “compliance audit” you have to define what standards you 
are complying with. If you are talking about a particular contract, the more specific wording and 
language for compliance, with a particular contract, under professional standards, would be called a 
performance audit. 

Ms. Myers stated, for clarification, that would have been more appropriate, under these 
circumstances, to have asked for the performance audit. 

Ms. Cox stated you could have requested the performance audit in addition to the financial audit. 
She stated, it was mentioned, the County has a requirement, in the contract, to maintain books and 
records in accordance with GAAP. The only way you can get that assurance is with an audit opinion. 

Ms. Myers inquired, if a performance audit would quantify the value of the change orders that were 
approved by, and performed by essentially the same party. 

Ms. Cox stated there is another set of audits called agreed upon procedures. The agreed upon 
procedures engagement, which follow the same standards that the financial statement audit would 
follow, is where you could go in and specifically define what you want to know. An agreed upon 
procedure engagement is an assurance engagement that you could lay out exactly what you want to 
know. A performance audit is going to be for the entire contract, which will involve a lot of legal 
interpretation. 

Ms. Myers inquired if it would subsume agreed upon procedures. 

Ms. Cox stated agreed upon procedures would give you the most specific direction as to what you 
are looking for. 
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Ms. Myers inquired if the agreed upon procedures audit is what the auditors would recommend. 

Ms. Cox stated, based on the questions she heard tonight, an agreed upon procedures audit would 
give you very specific information. 

Ms. Dickerson inquired, if we retained the services of an attorney, to be housed in the County 
Attorney’s office, to assist the County specifically with this. 

Mr. Smith stated they hired an attorney to assist us with various things related to the PDT. A lot of it 
initially had to do with FOIA requests that we were getting. During that process, we determined 
some things related to the contract itself, which led us into the litigation that we are currently 
engaged in. At that point and time, we were also being sue by DOR and the attorney came from DOR, 
so we felt her knowledge would assist us in that regard. 

Ms. Dickerson inquired if the Legal Department will be able to get answers to some of Council’s 
questions, and how would the answers be provided to the Council members.  

Mr. Smith stated he thinks that some of the questions that were raised have been addressed. As he 
said earlier, they are still in the process of looking at the audit, the contract, and the current pending 
matter to determine how we need to proceed. The information will be brought back to Council. 

Mr. Jackson inquired about the period of the audit. 

Ms. Cox stated the audit was for the period of July 1, 2016 – June 30, 2017. 

Mr. Jackson inquired, for clarification, that nothing was included in the audit prior to 2016. 

Ms. Cox responded in the affirmative. 

Mr. Jackson stated, based upon a decision by Council members that pre-date him and several of his 
colleagues, that whatever procedures were agreed upon, and whatever contract was agreed upon 
when this was created, is now left up to new members to figure out what they all agreed upon. The 
logic behind trying to now recreate, without information in writing, that is not available now would 
make your job a little difficult without concrete evidence. How do would you approach that? 

Ms. Cox stated she would not expect a different result than where we are today. 

Ms. McBride stated she was struck by one of the auditor’s answers regarding nepotism with the 
partners. She stated that is a procedural issue, and she does not know if that would be wrong or not 
because it was according to how the contract was written, and the procedures within that contract. 
She does not want anyone to think that something illegal was done with these contracts, and how 
the hiring took place. There is so much background information that we do not have, and how this 
whole process started. Fortunately, we are in a position where the contract will be coming to an end 
soon, and we can start anew with what we have left to do. 

Ms. Myers stated that all of her questions are based on the existing contract. There is a document 
that guides everything they are supposed to be doing, and how we are supposed to pay them. She 
believes looking at whether or not the procedures, in the guiding document, were followed is 
critical. 
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Ms. Dickerson noted that the contract with the PDT has never been amended since its inception. 

Mr. Walker stated he thinks action needs to be taken, as a result of this, and he would like to 
understand from a timing perspective, when we can expect Mr. Smith’s recommendation. 

Mr. Smith stated the timeline he envisioned was to allow the auditor to provide their report, and 
allow Council to ask questions, so that he could get a better idea of Council’s concerns. He spoke 
with the auditors earlier and told them that he would be coming back to them to address the 
questions raised. They have agreed to have a telephone conference with the interested parties. He 
wants to make sure that when we look at this we do not lose sight of some other things that are 
going on that this report may impact. 

Ms. McBride stated she believes all Council members want to understand what happened and how 
to proceed so they will not make the same mistakes.  

Mr. Malinowski stated he heard conflicting things from Mr. Smith. Initially, he stated he was hoping 
to get something done by next Wednesday, but then at the end he requested the time to get it done. 
The next Council meeting will be June 4th, so he hopes we can get a report by then. 

Mr. Smith stated Council will get a report by June 4th. 

12. 
REPORT OF THE CLERK OF COUNCIL – Ms. Roberts reminded Council of the upcoming budget meetings. 

a. Upcoming Budget Meetings: -- Ms. Roberts reminded Council of the upcoming budget meetings.

1. May 23 – 2nd Reading of Biennium Budget (FY20 and FY21), 6:00 PM, Council Chambers
2. May 30 –Budget Public Hearing (FY20)
3. June 6 – 3rd Reading of Biennium Budget (FY20)

Mr. Malinowski stated, due to circumstances we were advised about previously, the public hearing 
had to be backed up. Therefore, we had to back up the 3rd Reading of the Biennium Budget for FY20. 
Normally, when we need to change meetings Council members are asked to provide dates, and we 
were not on this one. He stated he conveyed to the Chair that he had plans to be out of town at that 
particular time. He inquired why a date was just chosen, without input from Council members, and 
if 3rd Reading could be moved to the next week. 

Ms. Roberts stated, if she is not mistaken, at the last budget meeting, these dates were discussed 
and Council agreed on these dates. 

Mr. Manning stated that is his memory as well. 

Mr. Manning inquired as to when the meeting invite was forwarded to Council. 

Ms. Roberts stated she believes the invite was sent on May 10th. 

Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to reschedule 3rd Reading of Biennium Budget 
(FY20) to June 10th at 6:00 PM. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Newton, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride 
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Present but Not Voting: Jackson, Myers, Kennedy and Walker 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to reconsider this item. 

In Favor: Myers,  

Opposed: Terracio, Malinowski, Newton, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride 

b. Public Works Week BBQ, May 22, 12:00 Noon, Public Works Complex, 400 Powell Road – Ms.
Roberts reminded Council of the upcoming Public Works Week BBQ on May 22nd at Noon.

c. Richland Soil and Water Conservation District’s “Conservation Cookout”, May 22, 6:00 PM,
American Legion, 200 Pickens Street – Ms. Roberts reminded Council of the upcoming Richland Soil
and Water Conservation District’s cookout on May 22nd at 6:00 PM.

d. Committee Meetings – May 23 – Ms. Roberts reminded Council that the May committee meetings
will be held on May 23rd due to the Memorial Day holiday.

1. Development and Services Committee – 5:00 PM
2. Administration and Finance Committee – 6:00 PM

e. Community Relations Council’s 55th Anniversary Luncheon and Awards, June 12, 12:00 Noon,
Columbia Metropolitan Convention Center, 1101 Lincoln Street – Ms. Roberts informed Council of
the upcoming Community Relations Council’s Luncheon and Awards on June 12th at Noon.

13. 
REPORT OF THE CHAIR 

a. COMET Operating/Capital Budget – Mr. Andoh stated, under the SC Code of Laws, Chapter 25 for
Regional Transportation Authority Law, the COMET is supposed to get approval of their operating
and capital budget before the Board of Directors can adopt the budget. He presented a brief
PowerPoint with an overall of the organization and the operating and capital budget.

Ms. Newton inquired, for clarification, that the current route lines have been in place for 127 years,
and there is an opportunity to reevaluate the bus system to make sure that we are going the right
places and structuring the route service the proper way. What does that process look like, in terms
of making that determination, and when, if at all, might it have budget implications?

Mr. Andoh stated the project will be revenue neutral. They are going to engage the stakeholders,
member agencies, passengers and people that have never ridden the COMET to give feedback.
There will be extensive community workshops, so that people can assist design and reimagine the
new system. They are also going to gather data on what people are doing with the transit system.

Mr. Malinowski requested that the Board member listing include the municipality they represent
and whether or not they are voting members. He also inquired about the makeup of the $15 million
reflected in the budget.

Mr. Andoh stated it is a summary of the contractor fixed route, the contractor DART, the reserve for
service enhancements, and the Federal expense transit operations. It is difficult to break it out
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because of the way the contract is structured. They pay the contractor on a revenue vehicle service 
hour basis, and they break out how much goes to their administration, drivers, maintenance, and 
parts. 

Mr. Andoh noted that he believes the system is going to be getting to a plateau with our present 
ridership, based on the current system design. The system is not attracting “choice” riders because 
it takes 3 hours to get from one point of the service area to another point of the service area, and 
that is not attractive. In order for us to change that trend, they need to either invest in other 
technology (i.e. Uber, Lyft, van pool program) or redesign it to make a system for all, and not just 
those that are transit dependent. 

Mr. Jackson inquired, if there is not a new Penny, what will happen? 

Mr. Andoh stated the short range transit plan is going to have a special chapter that talks about 
what the COMET system looks like without a sales tax, which would require significant service 
reductions. In addition, they plan to go back to the jurisdictions to see if the County and City would 
be willing to make a limited General Fund commitment. A lot of the systems, especially the systems 
he has managed in the past, generally go to the member agencies annually. 

Mr. Jackson stated he would encourage Mr. Andoh to begin that. He stated he would support the 
efforts in trying to find an alternative way to subsidize and fund this effort. 

Mr. Manning stated, stated for clarification, the Penny has been in existence for 7 years, and you are 
looking at the portion of that for Mass Transit to run out in 2028. 

Mr. Andoh stated that is correct, and with the reserves they should be able to make it to 2029. 

Mr. Manning stated, if he recalls, the Penny was going to be for 22 years or until the $1.1 billion 
came in. Tracking those years is going to be important because it is easy to talk about having 
another vote for the Penny, but if this one has not run out that could put us in an interesting 
position because it would not be extending the Penny. It would be, for some period of time, adding 
another Penny until the other Penny quit. 

Mr. Andoh stated that is why they are starting the education process early and making sure the 
community sees value in the transit system now. If we do not start now, we could have a situation 
like when the SCANA money ran out. 

Mr. Malinowski stated, he thought, the COMET got the same amount each year, so they were 
guaranteed that amount for the 22 years. 

Dr. Thompson responded in the affirmative. 

Mr. Malinowski inquired if a survey had been done on the percentage of Richland residents that ride 
the transit system. 

Mr. Andoh stated the last time a survey was done was 2009, at the request of County Council. He 
does not have those numbers, but can provide them to Council. He stated the study they are getting 
ready to undertake will do that.  

Mr. Malinowski requested a copy of the proposed new routes. 
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Mr. Andoh stated they 9 months to a year away from doing that. His intent would be to have the 
consultants go to every member agency and seek feedback. 

Ms. Dickerson stated this was a City bus. It was very different, and the routes were different. Since 
the Penny, the routes have had to be redesigned. Now we look at it as a regional transportation 
system, so the dynamics has changed significantly. 

Mr. Andoh stated out of 41 routes, 12.19 routes operate in the unincorporated Richland County, 
which equates to 29.73% of their service; 22.75 routes operate in the City limits, which equates to 
55.48% of their service. 

Ms. McBride requested the location for the shelters. 

Mr. Andoh stated there are approximately 65 shelters throughout the service area. There are also 
permitting an additional 40 shelters, and they have an engineer that is aggressively trying to survey 
all 1,430 bus stops to determine where we can best put bus shelters. 

Ms. McBride inquired about the process for selecting shelter locations. 

Mr. Andoh responded, public right-of-way access, ridership of at least 50 boardings or more a day, 
and trip generators (i.e. County Administration, hospitals). 

b. Lower Richland Sewer Agreement with the City of Columbia (Purchase Option) – This item was
taken up in Executive Session. 

c. Administrator Search Update – This item was taken up in Executive Session

14. 
OPEN/CLOSE PUBLIC HEARINGS 

a. An Ordinance Authorizing, pursuant to Title 12, Chapter 44, South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, as
amended, the execution and delivery of a fee agreement between Richland County, South Carolina
and Kemira Chemicals, Inc., a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of
Delaware concerning a new project; authorizing and providing with respect to an existing project
for the conversion of an arrangement for fee-in-lieu of tax payments between Richland County and
Kemira Chemicals, Inc., under Title 4, Chapter 12, South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, as amended,
to an arrangement under Title 12, Chapter 44, South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, as amended; and
matters relating thereto – No one signed up to speak.

b. Authorizing the execution and delivery of a fee-in-lieu of ad valorem taxes and incentive agreement
by and between Richland County and Eastover Solar LLC, a company previously identified as
Project ES, to provide for payment of a fee-in-lieu of taxes; authorizing certain special source
credits; and other related matters – No one signed up to speak.

15. 
APPROVAL OF CONSENT ITEMS 

a. 19-012MA, Roger Winn, HI to GC (5.88 Acres), 8911 Farrow Road, TMS # R17200-03-06 [THIRD
READING]

Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to approve all of the items on the agenda, up to
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Executive Session. 

Mr. Malinowski made a substitute motion, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to follow the agenda. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Newton, Myers, Walker, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride 

Opposed: Jackson, Kennedy and Manning 

The vote was in favor of the substitute motion. 

Mr. Walker moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to approve the consent item. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Walker, Dickerson, Livingston 
and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Manning 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

16. 
THIRD READING ITEMS 

a. An Ordinance Authorizing, pursuant to Title 12, Chapter 44, South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, as
amended, the execution and delivery of a fee agreement between Richland County, South Carolina
and Kemira Chemicals, Inc., a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of
Delaware concerning a new project; authorizing and providing with respect to an existing project
for the conversion of an arrangement for fee-in-lieu of tax payments between Richland County and
Kemira Chemicals, Inc., under Title 4, Chapter 12, South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, as amended,
to an arrangement under Title 12, Chapter 44, South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, as amended; and
matters relating thereto – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to approve this item.

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Walker, Dickerson and
Livingston

Present but Not Voting: Manning

The vote in favor was unanimous.

b. Authorizing the execution and delivery of a fee-in-lieu of ad valorem taxes and incentive agreement
by and between Richland County and Eastover Solar LLC, a company previously identified as
Project ES, to provide for payment of a fee-in-lieu of taxes; authorizing certain special source
credits; and other related matters – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to approve this
item. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Walker, Dickerson and Livingston 

Present but Not Voting: Myers, Kennedy and Manning 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

164 of 252



Regular Session 
May 21, 2019 

-20-

17. 
REPORT OF ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

a. Total Rewards Implementation – Ms. Dickerson stated the committee forwarded the item to Council 
without a recommendation. 

Mr. Hanna stated the recommendation is to accept the study; endorse the County working toward 
becoming an Employer of Choice, which includes a Total Rewards focus, authorize the County 
Administrator and Director of Human Resources to follow-up with employees and departments on 
the findings in the employee engagement responses; and authorize the Director of Human 
Resources to work with the consultant on the multi-year plan. As it relates to funding, there are 
basically 3 points. One, was the 2% pay increase, which Council approved and implemented in 
January 2019. The 2nd step, as it relates to funding, they propose to approve the new pay grades, 
and bring employees up to the minimum of those pay grades. That equates to about $1.4 million, 
and funding is available in the budget. The next step would be bringing employees up to a more 
competitive pay structure, based on the study. The cost of that is approximately $10 million. Mr. 
Hayes said there would be $1 million available in 2020 to begin implementation of this phase. 

Ms. Newton stated part of the committee’s recommendation was that HR was going to provide an 
implementation schedule. She inquired if that is something that is going to be developed, or is HR 
proposing that the $10 million be approved in FY19. 

Mr. Hanna stated, on p. 252 of the agenda, there is Phase I, Phase II, Phase III and Phase IV listed. In 
August 2019, they would implement the $1.4 million, with the assistance of the Finance 
Department. The next phase would be the $1 million investment in January 2020. The future phases 
would be subject to funding being approved by the Council in the budget in subsequent fiscal years. 

Ms. Newton inquired, for clarification, if the proposal in the timeline that it all be completed by 
FY2021, or just that we begin disbursing funds to implement the plan in 2021. 

Mr. Hanna stated it would be well received by employees if we could implement it in FY2021. Being 
realistic, he does not think that is going to be the case. 

Ms. Myers stated she has been in favor of this since the beginning, but she has also been asking for a 
more detailed implementation timeline. She would like to know what the timelines and what 
amounts of money we are planning to inject into it at each of those dates. Secondly, she inquired, if 
the numbers, in the agenda packet on p. 166, will bring the Public Defender’s Office up to parody 
with Solicitor’s Office. She stated, if we have lawyers coming into the Solicitor’s Office, and the 
Public Defender’s Office on equally footing, then they should be paid equal money. We should not be 
paying more to prosecute people than to defend them. She inquired if the Total Rewards survey has 
come back and included the Legal Department and the County Attorney. 

Mr. Hanna stated the Total Rewards study does include the Legal Department and the County 
Attorney, but he will have to get back with Ms. Myers regarding the Public Defender’s Office. 

Ms. Myers stated, for clarification, once the study is implemented, EMS, Detention Center, and all of 
the other frontline critical care employees will be up to parody with their counterparts. 

Mr. Hanna stated once the study is completely implemented the answer to the question is “yes”. 

Ms. Myers stated the reason she has consistently requested a clear implementation schedule was so 
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Council could decide if they wanted to be more aggressive and phase it in earlier, or if they wanted 
to move money from other places and get it done. Without the information it is hard for her to 
advocate to get that, and talk with her colleagues to see if we can do it in a shorter period of time. 

Mr. Hanna stated they need approximately $11.4 million to completely implement the study. In 
talking with Mr. Hayes, as it relates to the current available budget, we have the $1.4 million to 
bring the employees up to the minimum and another $1 million that would be available in January 
2020. 

Ms. Myers stated Mr. Hayes gave them a listing last week of a lot of different funds where there was 
money. If you would be a little bit more aggressive, there might be people on Council that would be 
willing to get the salaries where they need to be. 

Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to defer this item to the June 4th Council 
meeting. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Walker, Dickerson and McBride 

Opposed: Livingston 

Present but Not Voting: Kennedy and Manning 

The vote was in favor. 

18. 
REPORT OF THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

a. Authorizing the expansion of the boundaries of the I-77 Corridor Regional Industrial Park jointly
developed with Fairfield County to include certain property located in Richland County; the
execution and delivery of an infrastructure credit agreement to provide for infrastructure credits to
North Main Senior, LLC; and other related matters [FIRST READING] – Mr. Jackson stated the
committee recommended approval of this item. 

Mr. Malinowski stated he does not recall that we usually approve credit agreements that is being 
located within a municipality. 

Mr. Ruble stated, as you may recall in years past, affordable housing projects were not taxed. The 
Federal law changed requiring that the entities had to be for profit, in order to take advantage of 
Federal credits. In doing that, the Federal law put many of these developers in a quandary. If they 
became for profit to receive these credits, they also became obligated to pay County taxes, which 
made the deals undoable. They are trying to do a work around at the General Assembly, but they 
have not got that accomplished. In the meantime, they have come to us and said, “You were not 
getting these taxes in the past anymore. Would you be willing to do a tax credit, in order to help us 
achieve our goals?” And the response from the Economic Development Committee, was yes, we 
think affordable housing is important. 

Mr. Malinowski inquired why they get 60 days to pay their administrative fees. 

Mr. Ruble stated the question of administrative fees came up in the Economic Development 
Committee, and the committee asked for, received and reviewed the pro forma. 
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Ms. Terracio inquired if the project was already under construction. 

Mr. Ruble stated he believes the groundbreaking is scheduled soon. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Walker, Dickerson, Livingston 
and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Manning 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Ms. Newton, to reconsider this item. 

Opposed: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Walker, Dickerson and Livingston 

Present but Not Voting: Kennedy, Manning and McBride  

The motion for reconsideration failed. 

19. 
REPORT OF THE RULES AND APPOINTMENTS COMMITTEE 

I. NOTIFICATION OF VACANCIES

a. Accommodations Tax – Three (3) Vacancies (2 applicants must have a background in the
lodging industry and 1 applicant must have a background in the cultural industry)

b. Hospitality Tax – Three (3) Vacancies (2 applicants must be from the Restaurant Industry)

c. Employee Grievance Committee – Six (6) Vacancies (Must be a Richland County employee; 2
seats are alternates)

d. Board of Assessment Appeals – Three (3) Vacancies

e. Board of Zoning Appeals – Four (4) Vacancies

f. Building Codes Board of Appeals – Four (4) Vacancies (1 applicant must be from the
Architecture Industry; 1 from the Gas Industry; 1 from the Building Industry; and 1 from the
Fire Industry as alternates)

g. Procurement Review Panel – Two (2) Vacancies (1 applicant must be from the public
procurement arena and 1 applicant must be from the consumer industry)

h. Planning Commission – Four (4) Vacancies

i. Internal Audit Committee – Two (2) Vacancies (applicant with CPA preferred)

j. Community Relations Council – Two (2) Vacancies

k. Library Board – Four (4) Vacancies
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l. Township Auditorium Board – Two (2) Vacancies

m. Richland Memorial Hospital Board – Two (2) Vacancies

n. Midlands Workforce Development Board – One (1) Vacancy (Education seat; must represent 
education sector. 

o. Airport Commission – One (1) Vacancy

Ms. Newton stated the committee recommended to advertise for the vacancies. 

In Favor: Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Walker, Dickerson, Livingston and 
McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Terracio and Manning 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

20. 
OTHER ITEMS 

a. FY19 – District 4 Hospitality Tax Allocations – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Ms. Newton, to
approve this item. 

Ms. Myers requested Ms. Dickerson amend the motion to include the H-Tax allocation requests for 
District 11 and District 10, which are on the “Additional Motions List”. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston 
and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Walker 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to reconsider this item. 

Opposed: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston 
and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Walker 

The motion for reconsideration failed. 

b. FY19 – District 7 Hospitality Tax Allocations – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Ms. Newton, to
approve this item. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston 
and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Walker 
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The vote in favor was unanimous. 

Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to reconsider this item. 

Opposed: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston 
and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Walker 

The motion for reconsideration failed. 

c. FY19 – District 11 Hospitality Tax Allocations – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Ms. Newton, to
approve this item. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston 
and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Walker 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to reconsider this item. 

Opposed: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston 
and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Walker 

The motion for reconsideration failed. 

d. FY19 – District 10 Hospitality Tax Allocations – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Ms. Newton, to
approve this item. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston 
and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Walker 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to reconsider this item. 

Opposed: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston 
and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Walker 

The motion for reconsideration failed. 

e. Design of Southeast Water System Expansion Project (Phase I) – Mr. Khan stated they are
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requesting, at this point, is to allow us to utilize the available funding in the Southeast Wastewater 
Project, and do the Southeast Water Project design and engineering, in conjunction with the 
wastewater project. Several months back, we had a presentation regarding water accessibility and 
feasibility to several parts of Richland County. This is one of the areas that was recommended, and 
blessed during that meeting. If acceptable to you, they could do the design and engineering of 2 
projects in the same corridor and save some costs. 

Mr. Malinowski inquired as to who came up with this idea originally, staff or Ms. Myers. 

Mr. Khan stated it was a project that was identified by staff. 

Mr. Malinowski stated under recommended action there is an amount of $270,000. He inquired if 
that is the total cost, or will there be a request for additional funds. 

Mr. Khan stated for the design and engineer of the project, as shown is the briefing document, that 
will be the total cost. If there are changes going forward, there will be a need for additional funding. 

Ms. Myers stated this is not a pet project that she brought forward. This was the water project that 
we approved last year, but we did not approve the money to go with it. Because the engineering 
company is already out in the field doing the engineering for the Southeast wastewater, Mr. Khan 
suggested rather than sending them back out separately, to let them do both of them at the same 
time. 

Mr. Khan stated we are saving as much as we are spending on this project. 

Mr. Livingston inquired if we are appropriating funds from the 2020 budget. 

Mr. Khan stated they have an existing contract that has an amount of $270,000 available, which will 
not be utilized until Quarter 1 of 2020. In the near future, they will be bringing a CIP in front of you 
which will include the services for both of those projects. The design for both projects will be done 
at the same time. For construction engineering services there will be additional amounts needed, 
which will be presented to you as part of the CIP. If approved, they will go forward with the 
construction stage. Essentially, they are taking money out and reallocating it temporarily and will 
replenish it in the 2020 budget. 

Ms. Myers stated the urgency of the request is that they are already out in the field doing the 
engineering now, and if we wait it will be $400,000. 

Mr. Hayes stated, for clarification, funds are currently in the CIP fund. Mr. Khan is saying they are 
going to reallocate funding that set aside totally for sewer, and use a portion of it for water. Then, 
when the budget is approved for FY20 to replenish those funds. 

Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to approve staff’s recommendation. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Walker, Dickerson, 
Livingston and McBride 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to reconsider this item. 
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Opposed: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Walker, Dickerson, Livingston 
and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Manning 

The motion for reconsideration failed. 

21. 
EXECUTIVE SESSION – Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to go into Executive Session. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Myers, Kennedy, Walker, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride 

Opposed: Manning 

Present but Not Voting: Manning 

The vote was in favor of going into Executive Session. 

Council went into Executive Session at approximately 10:00 PM and came out at approximately 10:56 PM 

Mr. Walker moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to come out of Executive Session. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Walker, Dickerson and 
Livingston 

Present but Not Voting: McBride 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

a. Lower Richland Sewer Agreement with the City of Columbia (Purchase Option) – Ms. Myers moved,
seconded by Ms. Terracio, to direct staff to proceed as discussed in Executive Session, and bring
back information for the June 4th Council meeting.

In Favor: Terracio, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Walker, Dickerson, Livingston and
McBride

Present but Not Voting: Malinowski

The vote in favor was unanimous.

b. Administrator Search Update – Ms. McBride moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to begin discussion
with the candidate regarding the negotiations for the contract.

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Walker, Dickerson, Livingston
and McBride

Present but Not Voting: Manning

The vote in favor was unanimous.
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22. 
MOTION PERIOD 

a. Resolution Honoring John Bryant Lint for earning the rank of Eagle Scout on April 2, 2019
[MALINOWSKI] – Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to adopt the resolution for John 
Bryant Lint. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Walker, Dickerson, Livingston 
and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Jackson 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

23. 
ADJOURN – The meeting adjourned at approximately 10:58 PM. 
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Agenda Briefing

To: Committee Chair Joyce Dickerson and Members of the Committee 
Prepared by: Jennifer Wladischkin, Procurement Manager 
Department: Finance - Procurement Division 
Date Prepared:  November 22, 2019 Meeting Date: December 17, 2019 
Legal Review Elizabeth McLean via email Date: November 27, 2019 
Budget Review James Hayes via email Date: December 04, 019 
Finance Review Stacey Hamm via email Date: December 04, 2019 
Approved for Council consideration: Assistant County Administrator Ashley M. Powell, Assoc. AIA, AICP 
Committee Administration & Finance 
Subject: SE Sewer and Water Project award of Division 1 & 2 

Recommended Action: 

Staff recommends that the County Council approves the awarding of construction of Division I and II of 
the SE Sewer and Water Project to Tom Brigman Contractors, contingent on the appropriation of bond 
funds. 

Motion Requested: 

Move to approve staff’s recommendations as noted above. 

Request for Council Reconsideration: Yes  

Fiscal Impact: 

The funding will be provided through Utilities System Revenue Bonds not to exceed $35,000,000. The 
County Council approved Third Reading of the bond ordinance at its December 3, 2019 meeting.  

Motion of Origin: 

There is no associated Council motion of origin. 

Council Member 
Meeting 
Date 

Attachment 1C
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Discussion: 

The project is necessary to provide access to public sewer service to existing residences, small 
businesses, government offices and churches in the southeast area of Richland County which do not 
currently have access to a public sewer system.  Additionally, the project will provide access to public 
sewer service of up to five (5) existing private wastewater treatment facilities to connect to the system 
and eliminate their current discharges.  Consequently, it will also re-direct existing wastewater flow 
from the residents, schools, and businesses in the vicinity of Garners Ferry Road (US Highway 378) to the 
County system per Intergovernmental Agreement signed on September 23, 2019 instead of flowing to 
the City of Columbia. 

Procurement issued a solicitation for bids for construction on October 11, 2019.  A mandatory pre-bid 
was held on October 22 at the Decker Center which was attended by over 30 prime contractors and 
subcontractors. The bid was divided into four divisions, to be awarded individually. Seven contractors 
submitted bids which were opened on November 13, 2019. There were three (3) bids for Division I, four 
(4) bids for Division II, one (1) bid for Division III and one (1) bid for Division IV.  Attached is the
breakdown of the bid tabulation by division.
The estimated total construction cost for Division 1 & 2 was $18,315,000.  The lowest bids we have
received were from Tom Brigman Contractors with total construction cost of $14,980,962.05.

The estimate for construction of Division 3 was $6,042,000.00. The only bid received for Division 3 was 
$9,996,337.00. The estimate for construction of Division 4 was $1,965,000.00, and the only bid received 
for Division IV was $3,962,372.00.  Staff recommends no award for Divisions III and IV and will reissue a 
Request for Bid for those two Divisions. 

Attachments: 

1. SE Sewer & Water Map
2. Bid Tabulation by Division
3. Engineer’s Recommendation
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J O E L  E .  W O O D  &  A S S O C I A T E S  

P L A N N I N G  •  E N G I N E E R I N G  •  M A N A G E M E N T  

November 19, 2019

Ms. Jennifer Wladischkin, CPPM
Procurement Manager
Richland County Government
2020 Hampton Street, Suite 3064
Columbia, SC 29204

REF: RECOMMENDATION TO AWARD CONTRACT
BID ID # RC 254 B 2020
RICHLAND COUNTY SOUTHEAST SEWER ANDWATER PROJECT

Dear Ms. Wladischkin:

On November 13, 2019 Richland County Procurement received Bids for the
above referenced project. We were provided a copy of the “Bid Tabulation” by
the Procurement Office for our review.

After completing my review and checking of the Bids, I recommend that the
County make an award of Division 1 and Division 2 for the above referenced
project to Tom Brigman Contractors, Inc. for $8,124,000.99 (Division 1) and
$6,856,961.06 (Division 2) for a total of $14,980,962.05 for both Divisions. The
total for both Divisions is below the “Engineer’s Estimate” for the two Divisions.
The recommendation to award is contingent upon availability of funds for the
project.

Should you have any questions or need any additional information, please feel
free to contact me.

Sincerely,

JOEL E. WOOD & ASSOCIATES, P. L. L. C.

Joel E. Wood, P.E., Managing Partner

Attch.
CC. RCU
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Richland County Council 

SPECIAL CALLED MEETING 
December 17, 2019 – Immediately Following Zoning Public Hearing 

Council Chambers 
2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29204 

 

 

 

 

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT: Paul Livingston, Chair; Dalhi Myers, Joyce Dickerson, Calvin “Chip” Jackson, Bill 

Malinowski, Jim Manning, Yvonne McBride, Chakisse Newton and Allison Terracio 

OTHERS PRESENT: Michelle Onley, Kim Williams-Roberts, John Thompson, Ashiya Myers, Ashley Powell, Angela 

Weathersby, Geo Price, Allison Steele, Brad Farrar, James Hayes, Stacey Hamm, Judy Carter, Jeff Ruble, Tariq 

Hussain, Chris Eversmann, Beverly Harris, Clayton Voignier, Leonardo Brown, Larry Smith, Sandra Haynes, Denise 

Teasdell and Dwight Hanna 

1. CALL TO ORDER – Mr. Livingston called the meeting to order at approximately 7:20 PM.

2. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

a. Special Called Meeting: December 10, 2019 – Ms. McBride moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to
approve the minutes as distributed. 

Mr. Malinowski stated, at the end of the meeting on December 10th, the meeting had adjourned and 
the Administrator indicated there was an item that needed to be reconsidered. Therefore, we 
reconvened the meeting and reconsidered Item 17(b) “Authorizing the issuance and sale of not to 
exceed $175,000,000 General Obligation Bond Anticipation Notes, Series 2020, or such other 
appropriate series designation, of Richland County, South Carolina; fixing the form and details of the 
notes; providing for the payment of the notes and the disposition proceeds thereof; and other 
matters relating thereto”, but it is not reflected in the minutes. He understands the reason it is not 
reflects is that all of the recording equipment had been turned off; therefore, there is not an 
audio/video record of the vote(s). He requested the action(s) be added to the minutes prior to the 
minutes being posted online. 

Ms. Myers responded that Mr. Malinowski was correct and that she simply took a voice vote on 
reconvening the meeting, reconsideration of the item, and adjournment of the meeting. 

Ms. Terracio inquired if the votes were unanimous. 

Mr. Malinowski responded the votes were not unanimous. 

Ms. McBride moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to approve the minutes as amended. 

In Favor: Terracio, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride 

Opposed: Malinowski and Manning 

Attachment 1D See 
Item 9.c, Page 4
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The vote was in favor. 

3. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA – Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to adopt the agenda as
published. 

Mr. Malinowski stated we have transferred the entire D&S and A&F agendas to the Special Called Meeting 
agenda for action. Normally, we have a week, at least, to be able to review what took place at the committee 
meeting(s). Some people are not even on one or the other committee, and may not have been at the meeting 
to hear the discussion, and get pertinent information to cast a vote. It seems to him, if these are not time 
sensitive matters, he does not know why we are rushing to put them on the Council agenda. 

Mr. Brown stated during the A&F Committee meeting there were two (2) items that were added to the 
“Items for Action”; therefore, they need to be added to the Council agenda for action, as well. Those items 
are as follows:  

a. Approval of Award for Engineering Services – Kneece Road Sidewalk Design
b. Approval of Award for Engineering Services – Longreen Parkway Sidewalk Design

Mr. Manning stated, for clarification, these items were published as items not for action. Then, they were 
moved to action, in the committee, and now they are being added to the Council agenda. He stated he 
wanted to echo Mr. Malinowski’s concerns about the other items. He feels like if an item was published for 
action, and he was not on the committee, but he had an interest in knowing what was going on, particularly 
when the agenda that was published for tonight’s meeting did not have it. For the record, when he reads the 
agenda, he can tell whether the item is for action or not.  

Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to adopt the agenda as amended. 

In Favor: Terracio, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride 

Opposed: Malinowski and Manning 

The vote was in favor. 

4. REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY FOR EXECUTIVE SESSION ITEMS

a. Richland County vs. SC Dept. of Revenue

5. REPORT OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR – No report was given.

6. REPORT OF THE CLERK OF COUNCIL – No report was given.

7. REPORT OF THE CHAIR – No report was given.

8. REPORT OF THE DEVELOPMENT AND SERVICES COMMITTEE

a. Approval to Develop and Advertise CTC Funded Projects – Ms. Terracio stated the committee
recommended to direct County staff to proceed with project development, staff design and
advertisement for construction of the repair and resurfacing projects of the roads/intersections
named herein using the “C” Funds previously approved by the CTC.
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Mr. Malinowski noted on p. 29 of the agenda Riverwalk Subdivision is listed as District 1, when it is 
actually in District 2. 

Mr. Manning stated that Mr. Malinowski had brought this to the committee’s attention, prior to 
them taking action on the item. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston and 
McBride 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

Ms. Terracio moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to reconsider this item. 

Opposed: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston and 
McBride 

The motion for reconsideration failed. 

b. County Sidewalk Program – This item was held in committee.

c. I move that Richland County undertake a study regarding the existence/prevalence of PFAS
groundwater and soil throughout the County. If desired, the County should coordinate with all
municipalities within its boundaries to derive a comprehensive study on these harmful chemicals,
and if necessary or warranted, a plan for corporate remediation [MYERS] – This item was held in
committee. 

9. REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE

a. Memorandum of Understanding – COMET – Mapping Services – Ms. Dickerson stated the committee
recommended to approve the MOU, to correct the name of the entity from COMET to
CMRTA/COMET, and include the CMRTA/COMET address on the last page of the MOU.

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride

Present but Not Voting: Manning

The vote in favor was unanimous.

b. Approval of Award of Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO) funding – Ms.
Dickerson stated the committee recommended to approve the award HOME funds in the amount of
$528,144.00 to Community Assistance Provider for the construction of a four unit townhouse in the
New Castle/Trenholm Acres master plan area.

In Favor: Terracio, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride

Opposed: Malinowski

Present but Not Voting: Manning
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The vote was in favor. 

Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Ms. Terracio, to reconsider this item. 

In Favor: Malinowski 

Opposed: Terracio, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Manning 

The motion for reconsideration failed. 

c. Approval of Award of Southeast Sewer and Water Project – Division 1 & Division 2 – Ms. Dickerson
stated the committee recommended to approve the awarding of construction of Division I and II of
the SE Sewer and Water Project to Tom Brigman Contractors, contingent on the appropriation of
bond funds.

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride

Present but Not Voting: Manning

The vote in favor was unanimous.

Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to reconsider this item.

Opposed: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride

Present but Not Voting: Manning

The motion for reconsideration failed.

d. Approval to Purchase Mobile Data Routers for Fire Vehicles – Ms. Dickerson stated the committee
recommended to approve the purchase of Sierra Routers including support equipment, installation
and system start-up support in the amount of $152,626.80 from Simple Com Technologies.

Mr. Malinowski noted in the committee meeting that one of the requirements for sole source
procurement states that it must be justified with information on the efforts undertaken to locate
alternative suppliers. That was not presented to us; therefore, he is recommending in the future that
information is included.

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride

Present but Not Voting: Manning

The vote in favor was unanimous.

Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to reconsider this item.

Opposed: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride

Present but Not Voting: Manning
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The motion for reconsideration failed. 

e. Broad River WWTF Sequential Batch Reactor (SBR) Upgrade – Diffusers replacement – Ms. Dickerson
stated the committee recommended to approve awarding replacement of diffusers in the sequential
batch reactor (SBR) to Republic Contracting Corporation.

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride

Present but Not Voting: Manning

The vote in favor was unanimous.

Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to reconsider this item.

Opposed: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride

Present but Not Voting: Newton and Manning

f. Intergovernmental Agreement – Municipal Judge – Town of Blythewood – Ms. Dickerson stated the
committee recommended to accept the Chief Magistrate’s recommendation to enter into an IGA
with the Town of Blythewood for the municipal judge.

Mr. Livingston noted there was discussion at the committee meeting about additional language
being included in the IGA.

Mr. Smith stated the recommendation was to change the language to ensure that any additional
compensation due to the municipal judge that the FICA and all other benefits are paid by the
municipality, and not the County.

Mr. Malinowski stated, for the record there are scrivener’s errors, and he will provide the
corrections to the Clerk’s Office.

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride

Present but Not Voting: Jackson and Manning

The vote in favor was unanimous.

Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to reconsider this item.

Opposed: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride

Present but not Voting: Manning

The motion for reconsideration failed.

g. Approval of Award for Engineering Services – Kneece Road Sidewalk Design – Ms. Dickerson stated
the committee recommended to move forward with the award of Engineering Services for the
Kneece Road Project, unless somebody in the awarding entity, be it a subcontractor or whoever, has
some type of a lawsuit or claim with the County.
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In Favor: Malinowski, Jackson, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride 

Opposed: Terracio and Newton 

Present but Not Voting: Manning 

The vote was in favor. 

Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to reconsider this item. 

In Favor: Terracio and Newton 

Opposed: Malinowski, Jackson, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Manning 

The motion for reconsideration failed. 

h. Approval of Award for Engineering Services – Longreen Parkway Sidewalk Design – Ms. Dickerson
stated the committee recommended to move forward with the award of Engineering Services for
the and Longreen Parkway Sidewalk Project, unless somebody in the awarding entity, be it a
subcontractor or whoever, has some type of a lawsuit or claim with the County.

In Favor: Malinowski, Jackson, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride

Opposed: Terracio and Newton

Present but Not Voting: Manning

The vote was in favor.

Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to reconsider this item.

In Favor: Terracio and Newton

Opposed: Malinowski, Jackson, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride

Present but Not Voting: Manning

The motion for reconsideration failed.

10. OTHER ITEMS

a. Polo Rd. Sidewalk Project – Ms. Steele stated originally Polo Road and Harrison Sidewalk Projects
were bid together. The prices that came in were well above the cost estimates; therefore, they were
rebid separately. The bids were lower, but they are still over the cost estimate, and the referendum
amount. Staff has provided three options: (1) Award the contracts to the lowest bidder; (2) Rebid
the projects to attempt to get lower prices; or (3) Attempt to descope the projects.

Ms. Myers inquired if staff has a preferred way forward, which makes the most sense for the project
to be completed efficiently, quickly and honors the request from Council.
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Mr. Brown stated these projects were within the communication Council received about 50 of 56 
sidewalks. Since there was a separate discussion to ensure that we were approving projects within a 
certain amount, questions came up regarding these projects. The communication from Council was 
to approve these projects, but we wanted to make sure, in approving these projects, it was 
consistent with Council’s understanding of moving forward with 50 of the 56 sidewalks. 

Ms. Myers inquired if it was relevant that they are, or are not, within the referendum. 

Mr. Brown stated it is a communication to make sure that we are clear. There were a lot of 
questions that came up, and we wanted to ensure that these are the 50 of 56 you previously wanted 
to approve. 

Ms. Myers inquired if this was a duplicative vote. 

Mr. Brown responded it is not a duplicative vote. It is a clarity vote to make sure that staff is clear 
because there were questions that came up about projects that are under the referendum, and 
projects that are not. These two (2), by themselves, may not meet the guidelines to be under the 
referendum. However, when you took a vote to say 50 of the 56, these were included. Staff wants to 
make sure they do not get a follow-up conversation as to how these projects got approve, when 
they did not individually fall under the referendum amount. 

Ms. Myers stated, for clarification, these two (2) will be over the referendum, but will they be over 
the referendum amount for the category. 

Mr. Brown stated the category will still be under the referendum. 

Ms. Myers stated, for clarification, in total we will be under the referendum amount. These two (2) 
were scoped over the referendum amount, but because we have taken five (5) off the list we have 
the funding to do these. 

Mr. Brown responded in the affirmative. 

Mr. Malinowski inquired about the other six (6) sidewalk projects, and why we are not moving 
forward with them. 

Mr. Brown stated Council approved, prior to tonight, to do 50 of 56 sidewalk projects. To which, at 
that time, it was communicated you could do these 50 and be under the category’s referendum 
amount. During the course of these conversations, some questions came up related to specific 
projects, and whether or not they were approved individually, and were individually over the 
referendum amount. Because staff is trying to make sure they are doing a better job of carrying out 
what Council’s directive are, they wanted to clarify, and make sure you were aware, that 
individually, these specific projects may be over the referendum amount, by themselves, but in total 
it is consistent with what you have already approved. 

Mr. Malinowski stated he understood that, but he would like to know what happened to the other 
six (6) projects. 

Mr. Brown stated nothing happened to the projects. 

Mr. Malinowski stated, for clarification, there are six (6) other projects that could be funded, if 
funding were available. 
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Mr. Brown responded in the affirmative. 

Mr. Malinowski inquired as to what happens if there is an excess amount of funding, or the funding 
is not totally used within a particular category. 

Mr. Brown stated you would have the opportunity, within that category, to address additional 
projects that were not addressed. The funds will remain in the specific category until Council decides 
how the funds will be expended. 

Mr. Jackson requested Dr. Thompson to make sure the public, and Council, are fully aware of what 
happened with the other six (6) projects. 

Dr. Thompson stated we have enough money to do 50 of the 56 sidewalk projects. Should we have 
additional funding, then we will be able to work on the remaining six (6) projects. He stated staff will 
provide Council a list of the remaining six (6) projects, as well as the projected amount to complete 
those projects. 

Ms. McBride stated these projects have been voted on several times. They have been vetted 
through the Transportation Ad Hoc Committee, and Council has previously voted on it. 

In Favor: Jackson, Myers, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride 

Opposed: Terracio, Malinowski and Newton 

The vote was in favor. 

Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to reconsider this item. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Newton and Myers 

Opposed: Jackson, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride 

The motion for reconsideration failed. 

b. Harrison Rd. Sidewalk Project – This item was approved in the previous item.

c. Approval of Grants for Blythewood Industrial Park – Mr. Ruble stated we are eligible to receive
$2.37M in grants to kick start the Blythewood Industrial Park. The approvals were not received prior
to the last Council meeting, and Council has to vote to receive the grant before a budget can be set
up. Once the budget is set up, then they can begin the procurement process to hire an Engineer to
design the site. After the Engineer designs the site, they have to go through a 2nd procurement
process to hire the contractor to do the work. All of this has to be accomplished in a 18-month
period, which puts a tight time constraint on getting this accomplished.

Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to approve this item.

Mr. Malinowski inquired if the proper zoning has been received for this property.

Mr. Ruble responded in the affirmative.
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Mr. Malinowski requested Mr. Ruble to explain what is meant by “The SC DOC and SC PowerTeam 
grants are reimbursable.” 

Mr. Ruble stated they do the work and submit documentation the money was spent, and we are 
reimbursed those funds. 

POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE – Mr. Jackson stated, as Chair of the Economic Development 
Committee, this is a tremendous opportunity for the County, in terms of the funding we are going to 
receive to move the Blythewood Industrial Park forward. One of the main issues in insuring that it is 
occupied quickly is to have this infrastructure work done. In identifying funds, from other partners, 
to make that happen, sooner than later, is why this is such a big deal. 

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Manning 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to reconsider this item. 

Opposed: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride 

Present but Not Voting: Manning 

The motion for reconsideration failed. 

11. EXECUTIVE SESSION – Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to go into Executive Session.

In Favor: Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride

Opposed: Malinowski, Jackson and Manning

Present but Not Voting: Terracio

The vote was in favor.

Council went into Executive Session at approximately 7:57 PM and came out at approximately 8:25 PM

Ms. Terracio moved, seconded by Ms. Newton, to come out of Executive Session.

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride

Present but Not Voting: Manning

The vote in favor was unanimous.

a. Richland County vs. SC Dept. of Revenue – No action was taken.
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19. MOTION PERIOD –

a. In my continued decade long battle for accountability, transparency, efficiency and effectiveness., I
move that all County Council standing committees, ad hoc committees and one time/short term
committee meetings be held in Council Chambers, as is the Transportation Ad Hoc Committee, with
votes recorded in like fashion [MANNING] – This item was referred to the Rules and Appointments
Committee. 

b. Consider moving the Horizon meeting to Tuesday and have delivery of finished agendas to Council
members by Thursday close of business [MALINOWSKI, McBRIDE, MYERS, NEWTON and TERRACIO]
– Staff was directed to bring back a recommendation at the next Council meeting.

c. Resolution Honoring Dutch Fork High School Football team on winning their 4th straight
championship [MALINOWSKI] – Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Ms. Newton, to adopt the
resolution honoring Dutch Fork High School Football team on winning their 4th straight
championship.

In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston and
McBride

The vote in favor was unanimous.

POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE – Mr. Malinowski thanked Ms. Roberts for the holiday decorations in
Chambers.

20. ADJOURNMENT – The meeting adjourned at approximately 8:29 PM
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Bill Davis

From: TARIQ HUSSAIN
Sent: Friday, December 4, 2020 11:16 AM
To: Dalhi Myers; CHAKISSE NEWTON
Cc: Bill Davis; JOHN THOMPSON; LEONARDO BROWN
Subject: Weekly Summary and Weekly Forecast Reports (12/04/2020)
Attachments: 12-04-2020 Summary Report.pdf; 12-07-2020 Weekly Forecast_SESWEP.pdf; OVERALL

WATER MAP 12_3_20.pdf; OVERALL SEWER MAP 12_3_20.pdf

Good afternoon, the Honorable Councilwoman Myers and Councilwoman Newton, 

Please find the attached weekly summary and next week’s forecast report for the Southeast Sewer & Water Expansion 
Project.  To date, 82 fire hydrants have been installed as part of this expansion project. The contractors will have a 
slower work schedule through December due to the holidays and equipment deliveries.   

Please find attached updated maps for the project. 

Best, 

Jani Tariq Hussain 
Deputy Director 
P 803-401-0045 
HUSSAIN.TARIQ@richlandcountysc.gov 

RICHLAND COUNTS! Shape your future and your family’s future. Participate in the 2020 Census. 
Online at www.2020census.gov | By phone @ 844‐330‐2020 | By mail 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This e‐mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain 
confidential, proprietary, and/or privileged information protected by law.  If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, use, copy, or 
distribute this e‐mail message or its attachments.  If you believe you have received this e‐mail message in error, please contact the sender by reply 
e‐mail or telephone immediately, and destroy all copies of the original message. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO:  The Honorable Dalhi Myers, Richland County Council, District 10  
The Honorable Chakisse Newton, Richland County Council, District 11 

FROM:  Bill Davis, Director of Utilities  
John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM, Assistant County Administrator  

Date: December 4, 2020  

Subject: Southeast Richland County Sewer & Water Systems Expansion Project Update 

CC: Leonardo Brown, MBA, CPM, County Administrator 

Project Construction Update 

The Southeast Richland County Sewer & Water Systems Expansion Project construction 
continues per design. The information sometimes will look repeated since it is along a stretch of 
road in a tranquil country setting and staff anticipates that there should not be any barriers to 
impede progress. The project work continues at a good pace for all the divisions. The report is 
updated with new photos captured for the project work.  

All four divisions of Phase 1 are in construction. The weekly report will provide updates on the 
progress of each division. The design shows the lines along Lower Richland Boulevard, Airbase 
Road, Congaree Road, Bluff Road, Reynolds Road, Cabin Creek Road, Ault Road, Trotter Road, 
Congaree Church Road, and Clarkson Road. The project status will also include the construction 
of sewer lines, water lines, lift stations, water service connections, and sewer service connections 
along the routes. 

We have listed the Contract completion dates below. These dates do not reflect any adjustments 
for rain, equipment, and material delivery delays (due to COVID -19).  The delays will be 
monitored and the timeline will be adjusted with each report. The current Division 1, Division 2, 
and Division 2B substantial completion dates are January 10, 2021, with final completion 
February 9, 2021. Division 3 and Division 3B  substantial completion dates are January 26, 
2021, with final completion February 25, 2021. The Division 4 substantial completion date is 
March 7, 2021, with final completion April 6, 2021. We are currently compiling information 
with our engineer and plant equipment manufacturers to obtain quotes for repairs at the Eastover 
wastewater treatment plant to achieve full permitted capacity in conjunction with the new system 
demand. 
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DIVISION 1 

Last week the crews continued installing air release and plug valves along Air Base Road. They 
also installed water line on Air Base Road and Congaree Road.  Next week crew will continue 
installing plug valves, air release and make tie-ins.  The second crew will install force main 
along Airbase Road from the creek crossing past James Crossing Road toward Mc Entire back 
gate.   

Installed as of 
December 3, 2020 

Installed week of 
December 7 to 
December 11, 
2020 

Total 
installed to 
date 

Percent 
complete 

FM  45,300 Feet 0 Feet 45,300 Feet 76.5% 
Water 26,000 Feet 800 Feet 26,800 Feet 83.5% 

The contractor installing line on the Airbase Road (See photo 1). The crew will have a flagger on 
Airbase Road to help with traffic. A total of thirty-one (31) fire hydrants have been installed in 
Division 1. 

Photo 1: Line install 
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DIVISION 2 

Last week crew continued installing air release and plug valves on Bluff Road and tied the water 
line on Congaree Church Road to the water line on Bluff Road.  Next week the crews will 
continue installing air release and plug valves and making tie-ins. on Bluff Road and Congaree 
Church Road.  

Installed as of 
December 3, 2020 

Installed week of 
December 7 to 
December 11, 2020 

Total 
installed to 
date 

Percent 
complete 

FM  36,500 Feet 0 Feet 36,500 Feet 73.0% 
Water 20,900 Feet 200 Feet 21,100 Feet 75.1% 

The line install on Bluff Road. (See photo 2). The crew will have a flagger on the Bluff Road for 
traffic. A total of twenty-seven (27) fire hydrants have been installed in Division 2. 

Photo 2: Line install 
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DIVISION 3 

Last week the crews installed force main on Lower Richland Boulevard between Horrell Hill 
Road and Back Swamp Road.  Next week the crew will be installing force main on Lower 
Richland boulevard from Back Swamp Road toward Old Creek Road.  

Installed as of 
December 3, 2020 

Installed week of 
December 7 to 
December 11, 2020 

Total 
installed to 
date 

Percent 
complete 

FM 45,700 Feet 1,200 Feet 46,900 Feet 77.6% 
Water 19,000 Feet 0 Feet 19,000 Feet 89.8% 

The line install on Lower Richland Boulevard (See photo 3). The crew will have a flagger on the 
Lower Richland Boulevard for traffic. A total of twenty-four (24) fire hydrants have been 
installed. 

Photo 3: Line install 
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DIVISION 4 

Last week the contractor made force main tie-ins on Trotter Road.  Next week the crew will 
work on piping at the Trotter Road lift station and tie the lift station to the force main on Trotter 
Road. Next week all the lines will be installed but the DIV 4 still has sixty percent of work 
remaining to complete. 

Installed as of 
December 3, 2020 

Installed week of 
December 7 to 
December 11, 2020 

Total 
installed to 
date 

Percent 
complete 

FM   13,130 Feet 340 Feet 13,470 Feet 100.0% 
Gravity 1,500 Feet 0 Feet 1,500 Feet 100.0% 

The force main install along Lower Richland Boulevard (See photo 4). The crew will have a 
flagger on Trotter Road. There are no fire hydrants designed in Division 4. 

Photo 4: Force main install 
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DIV 1 Details

Flagger Delay (3 to 5 minutes) Airbase Road

Sewer Force-main total installed 45,300 ft., 76.5%complete

Water main -total installed 26,800 ft., 83.5 % complete

Road Closure None

Fire Hydrants A total of thirty-one (31) fire hydrants have been installed

DIV 2 Details

Flagger Delay (3 to 5 minutes) Bluff Road

Sewer Force-main total installed 36,500 ft, 73.0% complete

Water main-total installed 21,100 ft, 75.1% complete

Road Closure None

Fire Hydrants A total of twenty-seven (27) fire hydrants have been installed  

DIV 3 Details

Flagger Delay (3 to 5 minutes) Lower Richland Boulevard

Sewer Force-main total installed 46,900 ft, 77.6 % complete

Water main -total installed 19,000 ft, 89.8% complete

Road Closure None

Fire Hydrants A total of twenty-four (24) fire hydrants have been installed. 

DIV 4 Details

Flagger Delay (3 to 5 minutes) Lower Richland Boulevard 

Sewer Force-main total installed 13,470 ft, 100.0 % complete

Gravity-main total installed 1,500 ft,  100.0% complete

Road Closure None

Fire Hydrants None

RICHLAND COUNTY UTILITIES

Summary

Last week the crews installed force main on Lower Richland Boulevard between Horrell 
Hill Road and Back Swamp Road.  Next week the crew will be installing force main on 
Lower Richland boulevard from Back Swamp Road toward Old Creek Road. 

Summary

Last week the contractor made force main tie-ins on Trotter Road.  Next week the crew will 
work on piping at the Trotter Road lift station and tie the lift station to the force main on 
Trotter Road. Next week all the lines will be installed but the DIV 4 still has sixty percent of 
work remaining to complete.

SOUTHEAST SEWER & WATER EXPANSION PROJECT 

WEEKLY FORECAST REPORT: December 7 - December 11, 2020

Last week the crews continued installing air release and plug valves along Air Base Road. 
They also installed water line on Air Base Road and Congaree Road.  Next week crew will 
continue installing plug valves, air release and make tie-ins.  The second crew will install 
force main along Airbase Road from the creek crossing past James Crossing Road toward 
Mc Entire back gate.  

Summary

Summary

Last week crew continued installing air release and plug valves on Bluff Road and tied the 
water line on Congaree Church Road to the water line on Bluff Road.  Next week the 
crews will continue installing air release and plug valves and making tie-ins. on Bluff Road 
and Congaree Church Road. 

195 of 252



196 of 252



197 of 252



From: Bill Malinowski
To: Dalhi Myers; JOHN THOMPSON
Cc: Dalhi Myers; LEONARDO BROWN; Michelle Onley; Bill Davis; ASHIYA MYERS
Subject: RE: Sewer Ad Hoc Committee BD: Eastover Plant Upgrades – Southeast Sewer Project Flow Increase
Date: Friday, December 4, 2020 4:13:25 PM

I agree with Councilwoman Myers in that the item she refers to should be placed on the agenda for
discussion. I would request that staff have some information to provide at that time if possible. If
not, please advise when such information can be made available so it can be discussed at the next
meeting.

Bill Malinowski

From: Dalhi Myers <dalhi31@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2020 11:53 AM
To: JOHN THOMPSON <THOMPSON.JOHN@richlandcountysc.gov>
Cc: Bill Malinowski <Malinowski.Bill@richlandcountysc.gov>; Dalhi Myers
<dmyers@richlandcountysc.gov>; LEONARDO BROWN
<BROWN.LEONARDO@richlandcountysc.gov>; Michelle Onley
<Onley.Michelle@richlandcountysc.gov>; Bill Davis <davis.bill@richlandcountysc.gov>; ASHIYA
MYERS <MYERS.ASHIYA@richlandcountysc.gov>
Subject: Re: Sewer Ad Hoc Committee BD: Eastover Plant Upgrades – Southeast Sewer Project Flow
Increase

Mr. Chair: 

Dr. Thompson and the staff are aware that Albeleen Park, a subdivision along the phase 1 route, has
consistently asked to be included in the project. There are nearly 50 houses there, many with
compromised sewers. Joel Wood and I have met with the residents many times.  Mr. Wood
promised them that their homes would be included.  They recently have been told that they are not
in the currently plan.  

Given the number of houses (almost 50), and the positive fiscal impact adding them would make to
the overall bottom line (and considering that the project currently is under budget), can we please
ask the staff to include a discussion of this issue and adding these very interested (and in need)
potential customers, whose home literally are off of Lower Richland Blvd., to the project? 

I believe excluding willing payers leaves money on the table solely for the external contractor’s
convenience and violates a commitment to connect all customers along the route.  

Can this important issue be added to the agenda for next week?  These customers will generate
happily join the system and contribute to its sustainability once up and running.  As well, they need
the service.

Thank you for any consideration. 
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Dalhi

Sent from my wireless handheld device. Please excuse any grammatical errors.  DM

On Dec 3, 2020, at 9:49 AM, JOHN THOMPSON
<THOMPSON.JOHN@richlandcountysc.gov> wrote:


Good morning, the Honorable Councilman Malinowski and the Honorable
Councilwoman Myers.

Please find the attached briefing document, which is an updated one to the one that I
shared with you on yesterday.  The only change is to the quote page, which we made a
larger font.

We look forward to meeting with you on next Tuesday, December 8, 2020 at 3:00 PM
to 3:30 PM during the Sewer Ad Hoc Committee meeting to address this single item. 
Please let me know if you have any questions.

Best,

John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM
Assistant County Administrator
Richland County Government
Office of the County Administrator
803-576-1364
Thompson.John@RichlandCountySC.gov

<Eastover Plant Upgrades – Southeast Sewer Project Flow Increase.pdf>
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Agenda Briefing 

To:  Chair of the Committee and the Honorable Members of the Committee 
Prepared by:  Jani Hussain, Deputy Director 
Department:  Utilities 
Date Prepared:  June 16, 2020  Meeting Date:  
Legal Review  Date: 
Budget Review  Date: 
Finance Review  Date: 
Approved for consideration:  Assistant County Administrator  John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM 
Committee  Administration & Finance 
Subject:  Approval for Funds to Connect Allbene Park, Bluff Road Community and St Johns 

Church to SE Sewer and Water Expansion Project (SESWEP).  

Recommended Action: 

There are two recommended actions for expanding the current Southeast Sewer and Water Expansion 
Project. 

1. Approve funds to design and construct a sewer collection system for Allbene Park to be
connected to the ongoing Southeast Sewer and Water Expansion Project (SESWEP) and to
design and construct a sewer mains to the Smith Myers Road Community on Bluff Road and to
St Johns Church on JW Neal Road.

2. Do not approve funds to design and construct a gravity sewer collection system for Allbene Park
to be connected to the ongoing Southeast Sewer and Water Expansion Project (SESWEP) and to
design and construct a sewer mains to the Smith Myers Road Community on Bluff Road and to
St Johns Church on JW Neal Road. These two communities will be part of Phase 2 of the
SESWEP, which begins in 2022, pending County Council approval and additional revenues from
debt financing and/or a grant from the United States Department of Agriculture.

Motion Requested: 

Move to accept either Recommendation 1 or 2. 

Request for Council Reconsideration: Yes  

Fiscal Impact: 

The  fiscal  impact  for approving  the expansion  to  the SESWEP  is $1,482,000.00  for  the cost of design, 
construction of a gravity system for the Allbene Park.  Additionally, there is an annual cost of $50,000 to 
operate and maintain the pump station that to be constructed for Allbene Park. The expected revenue 
based  on  the  current  sewer  rate  of  $55.68  for  21  homes  signed  for  service  is  $1,169.28  per month 
($14,031.36 annual).  
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The  fiscal  impact  for  approving  the  expansion  to  the  SESWEP  is  $582,076.83  for  the  cost  of  design, 
construction of Low Pressure force main system for Smith Myers Road Community on Bluff Road. The 
expected revenue based on the current sewer rate of $55.68 for 10 homes signed for service is $556.80 
per month ($6,681.60 annual). 

The  fiscal  impact  for  approving  the  expansion  to  the  SESWEP  is  $33,810.00  for  the  cost  of  design, 
construction of Low Pressure force main system for the St Johns Church on JW Neal Road. The expected 
revenue based on the current sewer rate of $55.68 for the church with 425 seating capacity is $167.04 
per month ($2,004.48 annual). 

Motion of Origin: 

Council Member 
Meeting 
Date 

Discussion: 

Allbene Park 

The Allbene Park is a 42‐home residential development located in the Hopkins area of Richland County 
(see figure 1 for location). Currently, all 42 homes are on a septic tank. At the build‐out of the Southeast 
sewer project, Richland County will have a sewer main installed along Lower Richland Boulevard that is 
accessible to this subdivision.  To connect Allbene Park to the sewer main, a sewer collection system will 
connect each home and transport sewer to the public main that will be designed and constructed.  

The proposed sewer system will be a gravity collection system with a community pump station. The gravity 
main will designed to convey generated sewage from homes to the station that will pump sewer to the 
public  collection  system.  The  estimated  cost  for  the  design  and  construction  of  this  system  is 
$1,482,000.00.   The gravity mains and community pump station will be turned over to the County for 
operation and maintenance.  

The Bluff Road’s Community  

The Bluff Road’s community is a cluster of homes along Smith Myers Road (See figure 2). Ten (10) residents 
from this community have expressed the desire to connect to the public sewer system. The design of the 
ongoing SE Sewer and Water Expansion Project includes a sewer force main to be installed along Congaree 
Road to Bluff Road. However, this community is approximately 14,000 feet from location of the closest 
force main to be installed on Bluff Road. A sewer collection system has to be designed to connect these 
homes to the public main. The cost for the design and construction is estimated at $582,076.83. 
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The St Johns Church   

St John Church is located on 230 J W Neal Circle off Clarkson Road (See figure 3). The church owner have 
expressed the desire to connect  the church to the public sewer system. The design of the ongoing SE 
Sewer and Water Expansion Project  includes a  sewer  force main  to be  installed along Clarkson Road. 
However, the location of the church is approximately 1600 LF from the proposed sewer line on Clarkson 
Road which is above the 200 LF threshold for service connection. Expanding the ongoing SESWEP project 
to provide sewer service to the church will cost $33,810.00.  

Figure 1:   Location of Allbene Park 

Figure 2:   The Bluff’s Community  
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Figure 3: St Johns Church 
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From: Dalhi Myers
To: JOHN THOMPSON
Cc: TARIQ HUSSAIN; Jessica Mancine; LEONARDO BROWN
Subject: Re: List of addresses - 230 Reverend Neal Circle
Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 1:43:52 PM

Hold on for further instruction. Thanks.  Dalhi

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 12, 2020, at 11:47 AM, JOHN THOMPSON
<THOMPSON.JOHN@richlandcountysc.gov> wrote:

Hello Jani,

Thank you for the information.  Please contact the church to confirm their desire to
connect to the system.  As the 200-feet threshold has already been established and
because this addition would alter the scope and cost of the project, please include in a
BD for Council’s approval along with the other two neighborhoods.

Best,

John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM
Assistant County Administrator
Richland County Government
Office of the County Administrator
803-576-2054
Thompson.John@RichlandCountySC.gov

From: TARIQ HUSSAIN <HUSSAIN.TARIQ@richlandcountysc.gov> 
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:36 AM
To: JOHN THOMPSON <THOMPSON.JOHN@richlandcountysc.gov>
Cc: Dalhi Myers <dmyers@richlandcountysc.gov>; Jessica Mancine
<Mancine.Jessica@richlandcountysc.gov>
Subject: RE: List of addresses - 230 Reverend Neal Circle

Dr. Thompson,

We checked and did not find this address on the list where residents requested the
desire to connect.
The address is beyond the 200 feet threshold to connect. The address is approximately
1000 feet away from the mainline for the phase 1 project. If there is a desire to connect
by this address then please let me know to design and submit a change order in a BD to
the County Council for approval.

Thanks

Attachment 5
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Jani Tariq Hussain
Deputy Director

P 803-401-0045

HUSSAIN.TARIQ@richlandcountysc.gov

<image001.jpg>
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the
intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential, proprietary, and/or privileged information protected by
law.  If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, use, copy, or distribute this e-mail message or
its attachments.  If you believe you have received this e-mail message in error, please contact the sender by
reply e-mail or telephone immediately, and destroy all copies of the original message.

From: JOHN THOMPSON <THOMPSON.JOHN@richlandcountysc.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 10:45 PM
To: TARIQ HUSSAIN <HUSSAIN.TARIQ@richlandcountysc.gov>
Cc: Dalhi Myers <dmyers@richlandcountysc.gov>; JOHN THOMPSON
<THOMPSON.JOHN@richlandcountysc.gov>
Subject: Re: List of addresses

Thank you, sir.  I did not see 230 Reverend Neal Circle on the list.  Please
confirm that it is not on the list.  If not on the list, please advise if the landowner
ever made contact with us.  I understand that it is a church.

Best,

John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM
Assistant County Administrator
Richland County Government
Office of the County Administrator
Thompson.John@RichlandCountySC.gov
P 803-576-2054 F 803-576-2137
2020 Hampton St.
P.O. Box 192
Columbia, SC 29201
richlandcountysc.gov

Confidential and Privileged: 
Unless otherwise indicated or obvious from the nature of the communication, the
information contained herein may be privileged and confidential
information/work product. The communication is intended for the use of the
individual or entity named above. If the reader of this transmittal is not the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or
copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
communication in error or are not sure whether it is privileged, please
immediately notify me by return email and destroy any copies, electronic, paper
or otherwise, which you may have of this communication.

On Jun 11, 2020, at 8:23 PM, TARIQ HUSSAIN
<HUSSAIN.TARIQ@richlandcountysc.gov> wrote:
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Dr. Thompson,

Please see the attached list.

Thanks

Jani Tariq Hussain
Deputy Director

P 803-401-0045

HUSSAIN.TARIQ@richlandcountysc.gov

<image003.jpg>
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole
use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential, proprietary, and/or privileged
information protected by law.  If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, use,
copy, or distribute this e-mail message or its attachments.  If you believe you have received
this e-mail message in error, please contact the sender by reply e-mail or telephone
immediately, and destroy all copies of the original message.

From: JOHN THOMPSON <THOMPSON.JOHN@richlandcountysc.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 7:19 PM
To: TARIQ HUSSAIN <HUSSAIN.TARIQ@richlandcountysc.gov>
Cc: Dalhi Myers <dmyers@richlandcountysc.gov>
Subject: List of addresses

Director Hussain,

Please e-mail the list of addresses that will receive sewer and/or
water connection as part of the SE Sewer and Water Expansion
Project.

Thank you,

John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM
Assistant County Administrator
Richland County Government
Office of the County Administrator
Thompson.John@RichlandCountySC.gov
P 803-576-2054 F 803-576-2137
2020 Hampton St.
P.O. Box 192
Columbia, SC 29201
richlandcountysc.gov

Confidential and Privileged: 
Unless otherwise indicated or obvious from the nature of the
communication, the information contained herein may be privileged
and confidential information/work product. The communication is
intended for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the
reader of this transmittal is not the intended recipient, you are hereby
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notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
communication in error or are not sure whether it is privileged,
please immediately notify me by return email and destroy any copies,
electronic, paper or otherwise, which you may have of this
communication.
<Copy of Edited SE Richland Water Sewer Project 12-17-19
Final.xlsx>
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Subject:

Move to engage a third-party consultant to undertake work on Richland Renaissance, 
which was approved 11-0 by this Council in early 2019. Staff has chosen to postpone this 
Council-approved project, which would alleviate serious facility constraints and result in 
savings over time, as the County would not spend money on short-term repairs, but on 
long-term needed facilities planning and construction

Notes:

November 19, 2020 – The D&S Committee recommended Council to authorize 
Administration to engage a third-party consultant to undertake a comprehensive review 
of Richland County’s long-term needed facilities and service delivery planning and 
construction work. Additionally, Administration will newly brand this plan and 
discontinue formal references to Richland Renaissance moving forward.

Richland County Council Request for Action
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Subject:

Move that Richland County proceed with completing the plan to move the EOC/EMS out 
of the windowless basement of the parking garage to the old junkyard property brought 
years ago for that purpose at the corner of Two Notch Rd and Cushman Drive 
[MANNING]

Notes:

November 19, 2020 – The D&S Committee recommended Council table this item.

Richland County Council Request for Action
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Agenda Briefing 

Prepared by: Michael A. Byrd Title: Director 
Department: Emergency Services Division: 
Date Prepared: November 02, 2020 Meeting Date: November 17, 2020 
Legal Review Elizabeth McLean via email Date: November 06, 2020 
Budget Review James Hayes via email Date: November 05, 2020 
Finance Review Stacey Hamm via email Date: November 05, 2020 
Approved for consideration: Assistant County Administrator John M. Thompson, Ph.D., MBA, CPM 
Committee Development & Services 
Subject: Construction of a new Emergency Services EOC and facilities. 

STAFF’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

It is recommended Council authorize Administration to move forward with construction of Emergency 
Services Headquarters, EOC and EMS facilities on property previously purchased for the project and 
return to Council with a funding strategy.  

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: 

Issuing a bond to fund the project is recommended.  

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

REGULATORY COMPLIANCE: 

MOTION OF ORIGIN: 

Move that Richland County proceed with completing the plan to move the EOC/EMS out of the 
windowless basement of the parking garage to the old junkyard property brought years ago for that 
purpose at the corner of Two Notch Rd and Cushman Drive 

Council Member Jim Manning, District 6 
Meeting Regular Session 
Date October 20, 2020 
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STRATEGIC & GENERATIVE DISCUSSION: 

The purpose of this report is to obtain Council’s approval to move forward with construction of the 
Emergency Services Headquarters, EOC and EMS facilities so that ESD has the necessary space to 
address the issues of emergencies and disasters.  Not addressing the space needs of the Emergency 
Services Department will have a negative impact on providing essential services during emergencies and 
disasters.  The site for the project has been secured.  The next steps in the project are: 

1. Identify a funding source.
2. Select an architect for the design.
3. Bid the project to select the construction company.
4. Complete construction.

Currently, the Emergency Services Department operates from the basement of the parking garage at 
2020 Hampton Street.  This includes emergency management planners, the Emergency Operations 
Center (EOC), Emergency Medical Service, Communications, Fire Marshals, Hazardous Materials 
Permitting, Logistics - equipment & supplies, and all support services.  The Emergency Services 
Department moved into the pre-existing space in January 1994 because the old hospital building where 
ESD was located, was torn down to make room for the new Administration and Health Department 
buildings that currently occupy the site.  The space under the parking garage was grossly inadequate at 
the time to accommodate the divisions of the Emergency Services Department and has only gotten 
worse.  The existing space will soon require extensive repairs and improvements.   ESD has received 
notice in several federal evaluations of having inadequate space in the EOC during exercises.  Working in 
the EOC during actual and prolonged events has proven to be very difficult.  Inadequate parking for ESD 
is also a problem that impacts other 2020 employees and visitors coming to the administration building.   
Moving ESD away from the 2020 complex will free up parking space. 

Emergency Services provides essential services to the residents and visitors of Richland County.  In 
addition, the state capital, numerous federal buildings, Fort Jackson, McEntire Base, the University of 
South Carolina, Benedict College, Midlands Technical College, Allen University, three major Interstates, 
railways and other critical infrastructure are part of the Richland County threat assessment and may 
present planning and response challenges..  Over the last five years, we have mitigated the effects of 
hurricanes, winter storms, tornados, hazardous material incidents and the 2015 flood.  Including the 
2015 flood, we had 14 major events or declared disasters in Richland County requiring the EOC to open. 

It has been a struggle to properly manage the problems associated with events and disasters in the 
current EOC. The Pandemic of 2020 has also exacerbated the problems and issues with the inadequate 
facility.    

New facilities are needed In order to properly address the challenges presented by emergencies and 
disasters. In 2013, Council recognized the issues and began planning for a new Emergency Services 
Headquarters, EOC and EMS facility.  In 2013, property was purchased on Two Notch Road at Cushman 
Drive. An environmental study was performed on the site prior to purchase.  The 14-acre site will house 
the Headquarters/EOC, EMS facility and logistics.  Council also appropriated $6 million dollars to start 
the design and site work for the facility.  In 2016, Architects Design Group located in Winter Park, Florida 
conducted a space study. The space study addressed the need for adequate space for reliable and 
redundant systems to properly prepare, plan, respond and recover from emergency and disaster 
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threats.  It includes features that will help with “social distancing’ recommendations.   It also addresses 
space for EMS and logistics and includes a new 911 communications center that has since been taken 
out of the project.  The estimated cost for the entire project was $27.8 million and was based on 
building the facilities to withstand a category three hurricane. There are opportunities to identify cost 
savings in the project.     

When the renaissance project began, the funding initially allocated by Council for the ESD project was 
diverted and used to help fund the purchase of renaissance properties.     

Just as the current ESD space is used on a daily basis, all space designed into the new facilities will be 
utilized before, during and after a disaster or major emergency.  The space will not sit idle.   

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FOR CONSIDERATION: 

None 

ATTACHMENTS: 

None 
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Subject:

Move to engage a third party design-build company to begin work on the $2m SE Richland 
County multi-purpose facility, as approved by Council in 2018. The funds were earmarked and 
approved, but RC staff has not undertaken any planning or construction of the Council-approved 
project by the end of November, 2020

Notes:

November 19, 2020 – The A&F Committee recommended including this item in the overall 
Renaissance Plan discussions.

Richland County Council Request for Action
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Subject:

Move to remit the $300,000 private donation (negotiated by Councilwoman Dalhi Myers 
and Councilman Chip Jackson) earmarked for the Taylors Community to Richland County 
Parks & Recreation under an IGA, to be designated as funding for the Taylor's Community 
Park, promised and fully funded, as part of an Economic Development plan for the Reign 
Community on Shop Road before December 31, 2020. These funds were donated 
beginning in 2017 prior to the construction of the 2,000 bed new Reign Community, 
which is now complete. RC staff has not begun planning or construction on the fully 
funded park

Notes:

November 19, 2020 – The A&F Committee recommended to instruct the Legal 
Department to advise Council on what steps need to be taken to deliver the park or the 
$300,000 to the Taylors Community, which was negotiated on their behalf.

Richland County Council Request for Action
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Agenda Briefing 

Prepared by: Clayton Voignier Title: Director 
Department: Community Planning & Development Division: Planning Services 
Date Prepared: October 30, 2020 Meeting Date: November 19, 2020 
Legal Review Elizabeth McLean via email Date: November 06, 2020 
Budget Review James Hayes via email Date: November 05, 2020 
Finance Review Stacey Hamm via email Date: November 05, 2020 
Approved for consideration: Assistant County Administrator Ashley M. Powell, Assoc. AIA, AICP 
Committee Administration & Finance 
Subject: Taylors Community Park Funds 

STAFF’S RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Staff does not have a recommendation for this item; Council discretion. 

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 

There are currently no funds dedicated to this project in the department’s budget.  An amendment 
would not be necessary to facilitate the request where, if approved per the requested motion, the funds 
would be allocated to Richland County Recreation Commission for completion of the project. 

The $300,000 private donation should generally cover planning, construction, and other costs associated 
with a park’s development.  Additional costs for recurring maintenance to the park would occur.  
Normally, RCRC has assumed maintenance costs per a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).  
Likewise, depending on the site for the park, there may be costs associated with property acquisition, 
whereby the $300,000 may not be adequate to cover all development expenses and additional funds 
would be required. 

ADDITIONAL FISCAL/BUDGETARY MATTERS TO CONSIDER: 

On June 19, 2018, the County entered into an Infrastructure Credit Agreement with Project Reign (Reign 
Living, LLC) for the purpose of assisting in paying the costs of certain infrastructure related to the 
establishment of a commercial apartment complex within the County.  Additionally, there was a 
secondary agreement around a privte donation by which there were to be three payments of $100,000 
due in January starting in 2019, of which two of three have been received.  The payments were posted 
to Miscellaneous Revenue in Neighborhood Redevelopment (1210650000).  The nature of the 
agreement made to facilitate transfer of funds to the County for this park project remains unclear.  
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COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE FEEDBACK/POSSIBLE AREA(S) OF LEGAL EXPOSURE: 

REGULATORY COMPLIANCE: 

MOTION OF ORIGIN: 

Move to remit the $300,000 private donation (negotiated by Councilwoman Dalhi Myers and 
Councilman Chip Jackson) earmarked for the Taylors Community to Richland County Parks & Recreation 
under an IGA, to be designated as funding for the Taylor's Community Park, promised and fully funded, 
as part of an Economic Development plan for the Reign Community on Shop Road before December 31, 
2020.  These funds were donated beginning in 2017 prior to the construction of the 2,000 bed new 
Reign Community, which is now complete.  RC staff has not begun planning or construction on the fully 
funded park. 

Council Member Dalhi Myers, District 10 
Meeting Regular Called Meeting 
Date October 6, 2020 

STRATEGIC & GENERATIVE DISCUSSION: 

Staff was unable to locate Council action that either acknowledged the private donation or gave staff 
subsequent direction to move this project forward.  

Richland County Recreation Commission (RCRC) generally implements park projects undertaken by the 
County.  Staff is currently hosting discussions with RCRC on facilitating the development of parks at 
various locations in the County through MOUs for each park.  As presented in the motion, staff suggests 
following this same process, i.e., establishing an MOU rather than an IGA to facilitate the development 
of any requested park. 

Additional information is required for adequately facilitating any request to construct a park, such as site 
location, features, amenities, and programming elements.  As such, the timeframe in completing this 
request by the end of the calendar year, per the original motion, may not be feasible, as staff would 
need additional time to determine these details and obtain approvals for any agreement drafted. 

The current amount of funding indicated would generally be sufficient to construct a park, depending on 
the scope of amenities and/or facilities included.  Staff is unaware of any identified site, and as such, a 
site would need to be determined as part of the construction process.  Depending on the site chosen, 
there is the likelihood of incurring acquisition costs.  Any acquisition costs would likely diminish the 
available funding to construct a suitable park, requiring supplemental funds from an additional source.  

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FOR CONSIDERATION: 
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ATTACHMENTS: 

1. October 6, 2020 Council Meeting Minutes
2. March 5, 2020 Email Correspondence Re: Follow up-Housing Concerns
3. February 26, 2020 Memorandum Re: Request for Information Atlas Road Park and Taylors

Community Park
4. January 15, 2019 Correspondence and Copy of Check from William R. Johnson
5. Reign Living LLC Infrastructure Credit Agreement
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18 

22. MOTION PERIOD

a. I move to restore $37,561 to the Richland County Conservation Program Historic Preservation
Grants from the Richland County Conservation Commission Reserve Account to be allocated in the
FY21 grants program [TERRACIO] – This item was referred to A&F Committee.

b. A Resolution in support of F-35 Joint Strike Fighter Basing at McEntire Joint National Guard Base
[NEWTON] – Ms. Newton moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to unanimously adopt the resolution
and present it at the October 20th Council meeting.

In Favor: Malinowski, Dickerson, McBride, Livingston, Terracio, Walker, Manning, Myers and
Newton

Not Present: Kennedy

The vote in favor was unanimous.

c. Move to remit the $300,000 private donation (negotiated by Councilwoman Dalhi Myers and
Councilman Chip Jackson) earmarked for the Taylors Community to Richland County Parks &
Recreation under an IGA, to be designated as funding for the Taylors Community Park, promised
and fully funded, as part of an Economic Development plan for the Reign Community on Shop Road
before December 31, 2020. These funds were donated beginning in 2017 prior to the construction
of the 2,000 bed new Reign Community, which is now complete. RC staff has not begun planning or
construction on the fully funded park [MYERS] – This item was referred to the A&F Committee.

d. Move to engage a third-party design-build company to begin work on the $2M SE Richland County
multi-purpose facility, as approved by Council in 2018. The funds were earmarked and approved,
but RC staff has not undertaken any planning or construction of the Council-approved project by
the end of November 2020 [MYERS] – This item was referred to the A&F Committee.

e. Move to engage a third-party consultant to undertake work on Richland Renaissance, which was
approved 11-0 by this Council in early 2019. Staff has chosen to postpone this Council-approved
project, which would alleviate serious facility constraints and result in savings over time, as the
County would not spend money on short-term repairs, but on long-term needed facilities planning
and construction [MYERS] – This item was referred to the Richland Renaissance Ad Hoc Committee.

f. I move to amend the Public Nuisance Ordinance to define “Public Places/Establishments” to include
restaurants, taverns, lodges, parking lots, and public places where children or students attend
and/or normally congregate [DICKERSON] – This item was referred to the Rules & Appointments
Committee. 

23. ADJOURNMENT – The meeting adjourned at approximately 9:00 PM.

Attachment 1
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From: ASHLEY POWELL
To: LEONARDO BROWN
Subject: FW: Follow up-Housing Concerns
Date: Thursday, March 5, 2020 1:12:32 PM
Attachments: Memo_Request for Information Atlas Road and Taylor Community Parks_Feb 26 2020.docx

Memo_Request for Information Atlas Road and Taylor Community Parks_Feb 26 2020.pdf
Memo_Attachments_reduced pages.pdf

Good afternoon, Administrator Brown.

Please see attached and below relative to Council action on the parks Councilwoman Myers
referenced in her correspondence.

Thank you,

Ashley M. Powell, Assoc. AIA, AICP
Assistant County Administrator
Richland County Government
County Administrator’s Office
803-576-3584
powell.ashley@richlandcountysc.gov

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s)
and may contain confidential, proprietary, and/or privileged information protected by law.  If you are not the intended
recipient, you may not read, use, copy, or distribute this e-mail message or its attachments.  If you believe you have received
this e-mail message in error, please contact the sender by reply e-mail or telephone immediately, and destroy all copies of the
original message.

From: CLAYTON VOIGNIER <VOIGNIER.CLAYTON@richlandcountysc.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:19 PM
To: ASHLEY POWELL <POWELL.ASHLEY@richlandcountysc.gov>
Subject: RE: Follow up-Housing Concerns

Good afternoon, Ashley,

After some considerable research, my staff were not able to find any Council or staff action related
to the Taylor’s Park project.  Please see the attached memo with supporting documentation
regarding the timeline of Council and staff action for Atlas Road Park.

The current status of the environmental assessment is that we are awaiting the acceptance of the
bid by Summit Engineering.  

Also, although staff did conduct an RFQ for design work, no vendors were qualified because the
current plan is for RCRC to develop their own designs and invoice us for the work.  The land is owned
by the neighborhood association.

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns.
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Memorandum

		To

		Clayton Voignier, Director, Community Planning & Development Department



		CC

		Tommy Delage, Planning Services Manager; Denise Teasdell, Manager of Housing



		From

		Brian Crooks, Comprehensive Planner; Jocelyn Jennings, Community Development Coordinator



		Date

		February 26, 2020



		Subject

		Request for Information: Atlas Road Park and Taylors Community Park







This memorandum serves as a response to the request for information regarding the Atlas Road Community Park and Taylors Community Park.  Per the request, staff has put together a timeline of Council action regarding the two projects.  The timeline includes the dates Council took up items, at Committee or full Council, that involve the park projects and any actions on those items.  Additionally, staff actions related to the projects are interspersed within the timeline.  In researching actions and information on the two projects, staff did not find information regarding the Taylors Community Park, either by Council or staff.  As such, the only information included in the timeline involves the Atlas Road Park.

ATLAS ROAD PARK – Timeline of Actions

· March 3, 2015 – Community Correspondence (Letter) [Attachment A]

· Letter from Atlas Road Community Organization to K. Washington requesting use as a playground and mailing address.  Additionally, the letter requests to have the unsafe housing lien removed, otherwise, would negotiate a cost up to half to be paid.

· NIP staff were included on correspondence to K. Washington.



· April 7, 2015 – Council Regular Session Meeting [Attachment B]

· Motion by K. Washington

· To have Richland County remove the lien off of the property located at 2045 Smith St (TMS R13516-03-21) contingent on the property owner donating the land to the Atlas Road Community Organization.  

· Item was sent to the D&S Committee.



· April 22, 2015 – Staff Correspondence (Email)

· NIP staff stated they were coordinating property transfer from previous ownership to Atlas Road Community Organization when asked by CP&D Director.



· April 28, 2015 – Development & Services Committee Meeting [Attachment C]

· Motion by N. Jackson, Seconded by B. Malinowski

· Forward to Council with a recommendation to have Richland County remove the lien off of the property located at 2045 Smith St (TMS 13516-03-21) contingent on the property owner donating the land to the Atlas Road Community Organization.

· Placed on consent agenda for upcoming meeting.



· May 5, 2015 – Council Regular Session Meeting [Attachment D]

· Motion approved under Consent as presented from Committee to have the lien removed.

· Action Required: Staff will develop and present a policy to Council to address future requests for removing liens off of property in a similar manner for their consideration – Legal, Building Services, Finance, Administration.



· October 12, 2015 – Council Regular Session Meeting [Attachment E]

· Motion by K. Washington

· To have Richland County remove the lien off of the property located at 1420 Joe Frazier Court contingent on the property owner donating the land to the Atlas Road Community Organization.

· The item was referred to the D&S Committee.



· October 27, 2015 – Development & Services Committee Meeting [Attachment F]

· At the October 12, 2015 Council meeting, motion by K. Washington

· To have Richland County remove the lien off of the property located at 1420 Joe Frazier Court contingent on the property owner donating the land to the Atlas Road Community Organization

· B. Malinowski moved, seconded by J.A. Dixon to defer the item until the November committee meeting for additional information.  Unanimous vote in favor.



· November 24, 2015 – Development & Services Committee Meeting [Attachment G]

· D&S Committee forwarded the motion as presented from the October 12 Council meeting and October 27 Committee meeting to Council without a recommendation.



· December 1, 2015 – Council Regular Session Meeting [Attachment H]

· K. Washington, seconded by N. Jackson, moved to approve removing the lien from the property.

· J.A. Dixon, seconded by J. Dickerson, moved to defer this item until the December 8 Council meeting.

· Vote to defer was approved.

· K. Washington requested the ROA for the previous property adjacent to 1420 Joe Frazier Court.



· December 8, 2015 – Special Called Meeting [Attachment I & J]

· Council approved removing the lien off of the property located at 1420 Joe Frazier Court (TMS R13516-03-03).  

· Vote to reconsider failed.



· June 7, 2018 – Special Called Meeting (Budget 2nd Reading Public Hearing) [Attachment K]

· Atlas Road Community Park listed under Item #46 by D. Myers to allocated $5,000 to Atlas Road Community Organization from the Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance



· June  14, 2018  - Special Called Meeting (Budget 2nd Reading) [Attachment L]

· Neighborhood Redevelopment Motions/Items; Items 34-44

· Item #41 - Motion by D. Myers to allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award Atlas Road Community $5,000 for a park

· Staff noted that Atlas Road Community Organization received an application for $1,500 and was funding through the Neighborhood Matching Grant program; the funding was at odds with the motion by D. Myers.

· D. Myers stated that the community organization was working with the planning department on a park, where they have their own land.  The money would be to help fund development.

· A substitute motion, which was approved, was to provide $1,500 for the Neighborhood Matching Grant.  

· Item #41 – Motion by J. Manning, Seconded by S. Rose, to provide $3,500 to Atlas Road Community from the Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance

· J. Manning notes the new motion is to provide funding separately from NMG funds for the park project, as was stated by D. Myers previously.

· After some discussion on the necessity and circumstances of the project, a substitute motion was made by D. Myers, seconded by P. Livingston, to revisit the Atlas Road community park issue when Ms. Hegler and [D. Myers] can come back to Council with more definitive information and a specific request from the normal, standard budget.

· Motion passed unanimously.



· June 21, 2018 – Special Called Meeting (Budget 3rd Reading) [Attachment M]

· Motion by D. Myers

· To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award Atlas Road Community $5,000.

· Community Development office should return to council with a plan for the Atlas Road park issue.

· The motion approved only included funding up to $1,500 under Neighborhood Matching Grant, based upon the previous meeting’s motions. 



· June 26, 2018 – Administration & Finance Committee [Attachment N]

· N. Jackson, seconded by D. Myers, moved to forward with a recommendation FY18-19 Annual Action Plan budgets for the CDBG and HOME Investment Partnership federal funds.

· Included within the requested CDBG funds is $50,000 for a District 10 Park



· July 10, 2018 – Special Called Meeting [Attachment O]

· P. Livingston stated the committee (A&F) recommended approval of this item.  Vote in favor was unanimous.

· Included the allocation of $50,000 in CDBG funds for a District 10 Park.



· August 6, 2018 – Staff Correspondence (Email) [Attachment P]

· Email correspondence between CP&D Director and Community Development Manager discussing proposed sketch by Atlas Road Community Organization president/leader.

· Discussion provides general background on the project, including potential timeframe based upon available funding and scope.

· Correspondence shows verification that park area qualified as LMI under HUD guidelines for CDBG funding.



· October 9, 2018 – Staff Correspondence (Email) 

· Discussion of including RCRC as a partner for implementing project.



· November 21, 2018 through December 20, 2018  – Request for Qualifications for Environmental Assessment

· Solicitation # RC-125-Q-2019

· Sought qualifications for services related to environmental assessments for project utilizing CDBG funding.

· Scope included assessments for the Atlas Road Park project



· January 9, 2019 – Procurement Qualifies vendors from RFQ for EAs

· Procurement qualified three vendors as eligible to submit for the requested EAs.



· February 12, 2019 through March 13, 2019 – Request for Qualification for Atlas Road Park Design

· Solicitation # RC-139-Q-2019

· Sought qualifications from design firms for a new community park funded by CDBG

· Scope included evaluation of site conditions and design services, including all construction documents needed



· July 9, 2019 – Special Called Meeting [Attachment Q]

· D. Myers, seconded by J. Dickerson, moved to approve this item.

· Item 21b, FY2019-2020 Annual Action Plan Budget for CDBG and HOME.

· Included within the budget was $100,000 for a District 10 Atlas Road Park Construction Phase II.



· August 23, 2019 – Community Development meeting with RCRC



· August 23, 2019 through September 30, 2019 – Staff Correspondence (Email)

· Community Development staff thanked RCRC for the meeting on August 23.

· Community Development staff requested from RCRC any information they had regarding the park.

· Community Development staff provided a draft predevelopment/design and construction timeline for RCRC

· RCRC agreed via email to timeline



· October 4, 2019 – Staff Correspondence (Email)

· Community Development staff sent request to procurement to solicit a bid from Summit Engineering to provide an Environmental Site Assessment for the park location at 2045 Smith Street, Columbia, SC 29205

· CP&D executed a requisition from $15,000 and attached a scope of work



· February 4, 2020 – CP&D Meeting with RCRC

· Discussion during meeting included Atlas Road park, referencing environmental assessments and type and level of funding available for activities
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· Attachment N – June 26, 2018 A&F Committee Minutes

· Attachment O – July 10, 2018 Council Meeting Minutes
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MEMORANDUM 


To Clayton Voignier, Director, Community Planning & Development Department 


CC Tommy Delage, Planning Services Manager; Denise Teasdell, Manager of Housing 


From Brian Crooks, Comprehensive Planner; Jocelyn Jennings, Community Development Coordinator 


Date February 26, 2020 


Subject Request for Information: Atlas Road Park and Taylors Community Park 


 


This memorandum serves as a response to the request for information regarding the Atlas Road Community Park and 


Taylors Community Park.  Per the request, staff has put together a timeline of Council action regarding the two projects.  


The timeline includes the dates Council took up items, at Committee or full Council, that involve the park projects and any 


actions on those items.  Additionally, staff actions related to the projects are interspersed within the timeline.  In 


researching actions and information on the two projects, staff did not find information regarding the Taylors Community 


Park, either by Council or staff.  As such, the only information included in the timeline involves the Atlas Road Park. 


ATLAS ROAD PARK – Timeline of Actions 


 March 3, 2015 – Community Correspondence (Letter) [Attachment A] 
o Letter from Atlas Road Community Organization to K. Washington requesting use as a playground and 


mailing address.  Additionally, the letter requests to have the unsafe housing lien removed, otherwise, 
would negotiate a cost up to half to be paid. 


o NIP staff were included on correspondence to K. Washington. 
 


 April 7, 2015 – Council Regular Session Meeting [Attachment B] 
o Motion by K. Washington 


 To have Richland County remove the lien off of the property located at 2045 Smith St (TMS R13516-
03-21) contingent on the property owner donating the land to the Atlas Road Community 
Organization.   


 Item was sent to the D&S Committee. 
 


 April 22, 2015 – Staff Correspondence (Email) 
o NIP staff stated they were coordinating property transfer from previous ownership to Atlas Road 


Community Organization when asked by CP&D Director. 
 


 April 28, 2015 – Development & Services Committee Meeting [Attachment C] 
o Motion by N. Jackson, Seconded by B. Malinowski 


 Forward to Council with a recommendation to have Richland County remove the lien off of the 
property located at 2045 Smith St (TMS 13516-03-21) contingent on the property owner donating 
the land to the Atlas Road Community Organization. 


 Placed on consent agenda for upcoming meeting. 







 
 


 May 5, 2015 – Council Regular Session Meeting [Attachment D] 
o Motion approved under Consent as presented from Committee to have the lien removed. 
o Action Required: Staff will develop and present a policy to Council to address future requests for removing 


liens off of property in a similar manner for their consideration – Legal, Building Services, Finance, 
Administration. 


 


 October 12, 2015 – Council Regular Session Meeting [Attachment E] 
o Motion by K. Washington 


 To have Richland County remove the lien off of the property located at 1420 Joe Frazier Court 
contingent on the property owner donating the land to the Atlas Road Community Organization. 


 The item was referred to the D&S Committee. 
 


 October 27, 2015 – Development & Services Committee Meeting [Attachment F] 
o At the October 12, 2015 Council meeting, motion by K. Washington 


 To have Richland County remove the lien off of the property located at 1420 Joe Frazier Court 
contingent on the property owner donating the land to the Atlas Road Community Organization 


 B. Malinowski moved, seconded by J.A. Dixon to defer the item until the November committee 
meeting for additional information.  Unanimous vote in favor. 


 


 November 24, 2015 – Development & Services Committee Meeting [Attachment G] 
o D&S Committee forwarded the motion as presented from the October 12 Council meeting and October 


27 Committee meeting to Council without a recommendation. 
 


 December 1, 2015 – Council Regular Session Meeting [Attachment H] 
o K. Washington, seconded by N. Jackson, moved to approve removing the lien from the property. 
o J.A. Dixon, seconded by J. Dickerson, moved to defer this item until the December 8 Council meeting. 


 Vote to defer was approved. 
o K. Washington requested the ROA for the previous property adjacent to 1420 Joe Frazier Court. 


 


 December 8, 2015 – Special Called Meeting [Attachment I & J] 
o Council approved removing the lien off of the property located at 1420 Joe Frazier Court (TMS R13516-


03-03).   
o Vote to reconsider failed. 


 


 June 7, 2018 – Special Called Meeting (Budget 2nd Reading Public Hearing) [Attachment K] 
o Atlas Road Community Park listed under Item #46 by D. Myers to allocated $5,000 to Atlas Road 


Community Organization from the Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance 
 


 June  14, 2018  - Special Called Meeting (Budget 2nd Reading) [Attachment L] 
o Neighborhood Redevelopment Motions/Items; Items 34-44 


 Item #41 - Motion by D. Myers to allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to 
award Atlas Road Community $5,000 for a park 


o Staff noted that Atlas Road Community Organization received an application for 
$1,500 and was funding through the Neighborhood Matching Grant program; the 
funding was at odds with the motion by D. Myers. 


o D. Myers stated that the community organization was working with the planning 
department on a park, where they have their own land.  The money would be to 
help fund development. 


o A substitute motion, which was approved, was to provide $1,500 for the 
Neighborhood Matching Grant.   







 


 Item #41 – Motion by J. Manning, Seconded by S. Rose, to provide $3,500 to Atlas Road 
Community from the Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance 


o J. Manning notes the new motion is to provide funding separately from NMG 
funds for the park project, as was stated by D. Myers previously. 


o After some discussion on the necessity and circumstances of the project, a 
substitute motion was made by D. Myers, seconded by P. Livingston, to revisit the 
Atlas Road community park issue when Ms. Hegler and [D. Myers] can come back 
to Council with more definitive information and a specific request from the 
normal, standard budget. 


 Motion passed unanimously. 
 


 June 21, 2018 – Special Called Meeting (Budget 3rd Reading) [Attachment M] 
o Motion by D. Myers 


 To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award Atlas Road Community $5,000. 
 Community Development office should return to council with a plan for the Atlas Road park issue. 
 The motion approved only included funding up to $1,500 under Neighborhood Matching Grant, 


based upon the previous meeting’s motions.  
 


 June 26, 2018 – Administration & Finance Committee [Attachment N] 
o N. Jackson, seconded by D. Myers, moved to forward with a recommendation FY18-19 Annual Action Plan 


budgets for the CDBG and HOME Investment Partnership federal funds. 
o Included within the requested CDBG funds is $50,000 for a District 10 Park 


 


 July 10, 2018 – Special Called Meeting [Attachment O] 
o P. Livingston stated the committee (A&F) recommended approval of this item.  Vote in favor was 


unanimous. 
o Included the allocation of $50,000 in CDBG funds for a District 10 Park. 


 


 August 6, 2018 – Staff Correspondence (Email) [Attachment P] 
o Email correspondence between CP&D Director and Community Development Manager discussing 


proposed sketch by Atlas Road Community Organization president/leader. 
o Discussion provides general background on the project, including potential timeframe based upon 


available funding and scope. 
o Correspondence shows verification that park area qualified as LMI under HUD guidelines for CDBG 


funding. 
 


 October 9, 2018 – Staff Correspondence (Email)  
o Discussion of including RCRC as a partner for implementing project. 


 


 November 21, 2018 through December 20, 2018  – Request for Qualifications for Environmental Assessment 
o Solicitation # RC-125-Q-2019 
o Sought qualifications for services related to environmental assessments for project utilizing CDBG funding. 
o Scope included assessments for the Atlas Road Park project 


 


 January 9, 2019 – Procurement Qualifies vendors from RFQ for EAs 
o Procurement qualified three vendors as eligible to submit for the requested EAs. 


 


 February 12, 2019 through March 13, 2019 – Request for Qualification for Atlas Road Park Design 
o Solicitation # RC-139-Q-2019 
o Sought qualifications from design firms for a new community park funded by CDBG 







 
o Scope included evaluation of site conditions and design services, including all construction documents 


needed 
 


 July 9, 2019 – Special Called Meeting [Attachment Q] 
o D. Myers, seconded by J. Dickerson, moved to approve this item. 


 Item 21b, FY2019-2020 Annual Action Plan Budget for CDBG and HOME. 
 Included within the budget was $100,000 for a District 10 Atlas Road Park Construction Phase II. 


 


 August 23, 2019 – Community Development meeting with RCRC 
 


 August 23, 2019 through September 30, 2019 – Staff Correspondence (Email) 
o Community Development staff thanked RCRC for the meeting on August 23. 
o Community Development staff requested from RCRC any information they had regarding the park. 
o Community Development staff provided a draft predevelopment/design and construction timeline for 


RCRC 
 RCRC agreed via email to timeline 


 


 October 4, 2019 – Staff Correspondence (Email) 
o Community Development staff sent request to procurement to solicit a bid from Summit Engineering to 


provide an Environmental Site Assessment for the park location at 2045 Smith Street, Columbia, SC 29205 
o CP&D executed a requisition from $15,000 and attached a scope of work 


 


 February 4, 2020 – CP&D Meeting with RCRC 
o Discussion during meeting included Atlas Road park, referencing environmental assessments and type 


and level of funding available for activities 
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 Attachment A – Community Letter to K. Washington 
 Attachment B – April 7, 2015 Council Meeting ROA 
 Attachment C – April 28, 2015 D&S Committee Minutes 
 Attachment D – May 5, 2015 Council Meeting ROA 
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 Attachment F – October 27, 2015 D&S Committee Minutes 
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 Attachment I – December 8, 2015 Council Meeting Minutes 
 Attachment J – December 8, 2015 Council Meeting ROA 
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 Attachment L – June 14, 2018 2nd Reading Budget Council Meeting Minutes 
 Attachment M – June 21, 2018 3rd Reading Budget Council Meeting Minutes 
 Attachment N – June 26, 2018 A&F Committee Minutes 
 Attachment O – July 10, 2018 Council Meeting Minutes 
 Attachment P – August 6, 2018 Staff Correspondence 
 Attachment Q – July 9, 2019 Council Meeting Minutes 
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Attachment A – Community Letter to K. Washington







ATLAS ROAD COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION 
2401 Harlem Street, Columbia, SC 29209  (803) 695-1002 


 


    March 3, 2015 


 


 


Kelvin Washington 


R. C. Councilman 


2020 Hampton Street 


Columbia, SC  29201 


 


Dear Councilman Washington, 


 


RE:  Parcel # R13516-03-21 AS A PLAYGROUND FOR A. R. C. O. 


 


There is a special piece of property that is suppose to be two parcels located on 2045 Smith Street, 


Columbia, SC 29209.  It used to belong to Mrs. Sylvia Smith, but was passed to her son.  I was told 


that R. C. County confiscated it some years ago.   And, the other property located on 1420 Joe Frazier 


Court, (R13516-03-03), for her daughter.       


 


Will you please check into it to see whether the County would allow us to use it for the Atlas Road 


Community Organization for a PLAYGROUND.  There is no house on the property now that I can see.  


We want the property to be our mailbox and address for the Atlas Road Community Organization, 


because that would be a central point for our community, and it is facing Smith St.  A house was 


located there, it had the gas line, the electric line and the water line in that spot.  The other property 


located on 1420 Joe Frazier Court, (R13516-03-03) which is a back alley. 


 


When we spoke to you some time ago, you mentioned if we would go half, if we could get that 


property.  The tax on the property on 2045 Smith St., (Parcel # R13516-03-21), is a total of $484.21 


plus the DEMO-UNSAFE house is $4,250.00 assessed fee for mitigating is $155.00.  The total is 


$4889.21, we believe.  We want the county to waive that, but if not we are willing to negotiate up to 


half. 


   


Please consider our request.  This is a necessity and an urgent matter. 


 


Thank you for your understanding and cooperation. 


 


        Respectfully yours, 


 


 


 


        Glen Davis 


        President 
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Attachment B – April 7, 2015 Council Meeting Minutes







 


Council Actions Report 


Regular Session Council Meeting 


April 7, 2015 


6:00PM 


Call to Order:  Rush 


 


Invocation:  Manning 


 


Pledge of Allegiance:  Manning 
 


Presentation of Resolutions 


 


a. Fair Housing Proclamation:  Mr. Rush presented a Proclamation to the Columbia, SC 


field office of the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, the 


South Carolina Human Affairs Commission and the Greater Columbia Community 


Relations Council, honoring them for their commitment to furthering fair housing choices 


in Richland County.   


 


b. Resolution Honoring Anne Kelly, Chief Deputy Clerk of Court:  Ms. Dixon and Mr. 


Jeter presented a Resolution to the family of Anne Kelly, Chief Deputy Clerk of Court, 


honoring her for her years of service to the citizens of Richland County. 


 


c. Proclamation Honoring Kenny Mullis on being named South Carolina’s 


Commissioner of the Year by the SC Association of Conservation Districts:  Council 


deferred this item to the April 21, 2015 Council Meeting.  ACTION:  CLERK OF 


COUNCIL 


 


Approval of Minutes 


 


a. Regular Session: March 17, 2015:  Approved as published.  


 


b. Zoning Public Hearing:  March 24, 2015:  Approved as published.   


 


Adoption of Agenda:  Adopted as amended.  Items 4a and 4f were removed from the agenda.   


 


Report of Attorney for Executive Sessions Items   
 


a. Contractual Matter: Conservation Commission 


 







 


 


c. To have Richland County remove the lien off of the property located at 2045 Smith 


St., (Parcel # R13516-03-21) contingent on the property owner donating the land to 


the Atlas Road Community Organization [WASHINGTON]:  This item was sent to 


the D&S Committee.  ACTION:  CLERK OF COUNCIL, ADMINISTRATION 


 


d. Prescribed Fire Council Resolution [PEARCE]:  Council unanimously approved the 


Resolution.  ACTION:  CLERK OF COUNCIL 


 


e. Pawmetto Lifeline has requested that Council consider a revision to their existing 


contract that would significantly move Richland and Lexington Counties toward 


becoming  "No Kill" communities and reduce the cost of managing the counties 


stray dog and cat population. The plan is contingent upon the City of Columbia and 


Lexington County permitting Pawmetto Lifeline management authority of their 


respective animal shelters. In addition, several policy changes in the Richland 


County contract with Pawmetto Lifeline would be required. This Motion requests 


that the D&S Committee evaluate the details of Pawmetto Lifeline's request and 


make a recommendation to Council [PEARCE]:  This item was sent to the D&S 


Committee.  ACTION:  CLERK OF COUNCIL, ADMINISTRATION, ANIMAL 


CONTROL 


 


9. Adjournment: Council adjourned at 10:00PM. 
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Attachment C – April 28, 2015 D&S Committee Minutes







 


Council Members Present 
 
Julie-Ann Dixon, Chair 
District Nine 
 
Bill Malinowski 
District One 
 
Seth Rose 
District Five 
 
Norman Jackson 
District Eleven 


 
Others Present: 
 
Tony McDonald 
Sparty Hammett 
Warren Harley 
Monique Walters 
Brandon Madden 
Michelle Onley 
Monique McDaniels 
Larry Smith 
Tracy Hegler 
Amelia Linder 
Rudy Curtis 
Quinton Epps 
Nancy Stone-Collum 
Kecia Lara 
Geo Price 


Brad Farrar 


 


DEVELOPMENT & SERVICES COMMITTEE 
 


April 28, 2015 
5:00 PM 


County Council Chambers 
 


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 


 


CALL TO ORDER 
 
Ms. Dixon called the meeting to order at approximately 5:00 PM 


 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 


 
Regular Session: March 24, 2015 – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, 
to approve the minutes as distributed.  
 
Mr. Malinowski pointed out that answers to Council member’s questions need to be 
reflected in the minutes. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 


 
ADOPTION OF AGENDA 


 
Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to adopt the agenda as published. The 
vote in favor was unanimous. 


 
ITEMS FOR ACTION 


 
Solid Waste Service Charge for Vacant Dwelling Units – Mr. McDonald stated this 
item originated from a motion made by Mr. Jackson. The committee requested that staff 
recommend ways to address the tracking of vacant dwellings. Staff has proposed proof 
of the termination of electric service to meet the definition of vacancy in order for the 
service fee to be waived. 
 
Mr. Malinowski inquired about how many requests are made annually to waive the solid 
waste fee due to vacancy. 
 
Mr. Curtis responded in the 2 ½ years he’s been with the County, there have been 
approximately 5 requests for waiver of fees. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated the costs to the County to implement the proposed waiver 
practice seems to be more than warranted by the small amount of requests. 







 


 
Development & Services Committee 
Tuesday, April 28, 2015 
Page Four 
 
 
$231,000 and would attract about 700 people to the conference, it does not seem very 
practical use of County resources. 
 
Mr. McDonald stated the amount of County staff time requested is to be minimal and 
there has not been a request for funding at this time. 
 
Ms. Hegler stated since drafting the ROA she has had an opportunity to review the bid 
application and the County is not listed as a 50/50 partner in the event. 
 
The City of Columbia has put forth $30,000 and it is likely they will approach the County 
for a match. At this time, the request is for staff assistance, which Ms. Hegler equates to 
time. The City is dedicating one full-time employee and 13 part-time employees before, 
during and after the event.  
 
Ms. Hegler stated the County has attended conference and won awards, but the City and 
City neighborhoods are much more involved with NUSA than the County. 
 
Ms. Dixon expressed the desire to see the County be an equal partner in the event. 
 
Mr. Malinowski made a substitute motion, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to hold this item in 
committee to receive feedback on the benefits to County, the costs to the County, the 
level of partnership required, and time and/or salary required for County staff to assist 
with the event. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Removal of Lien off of Property – Mr. McDonald stated the request was for the 
removal of a lien on property located at 2045 Smith Street. The lien was placed on the 
property due to the building having been demolished by the County under the Unsafe 
Building Program. Upon removal of the lien, the property is to be turned over to a 
neighborhood group. 
 
Mr. Malinowski inquired of the property value and if any restrictions will be placed on 
the particular use. {Staff was not able to answer the questions at this time.} 
 
Mr. McDonald emphasized the point that the County will not be donating the land to the 
neighborhood association, but the property owner. The only involvement the County 
has is the removal of the lien. 
 
Mr. Livingston stated he would suggest a policy when handling these requests in the 
future. 
 
Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to forward to Council with a 
recommendation to have Richland County remove the lien off of the property located at 
2045 Smith St., (Parcel # 13516-03-21) contingent on the property owner donating the 
land to the Atlas Road Community Organization. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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Council Actions Report 


Regular Session Council Meeting 


May 5, 2015 


6:00PM 


Call to Order:  Rush 


 


Invocation:  Jackson 


 


Pledge of Allegiance:  Jackson 
 


Presentation of Resolutions 


 


a. National Public Works Week Proclamation:  Mr. Rush presented a Proclamation to 


Ismail Ozbek, Director – Public Works, recognizing May 17
th


 – May 23
rd


 as National 


Public Works Week. 


 


b. Resolution Honoring State Highway Patrolman Thomas M. White on receiving the 


2014 Richland County Trooper of the Year Award:  Mr. Rush presented a Resolution 


to State Highway Patrolman Thomas M. White, honoring him for receiving the 2014 


Richland County Trooper of the Year Award. 


 


Approval of Minutes 


 


a. Regular Session: April 21, 2015:  Approved as published. 


 


b. Zoning Public Hearing:  April 28, 2015:  Approved as published. 


 


c. Special Called Meeting:  April 28, 2015:  Approved as published.   


 


Adoption of Agenda:  Adopted as amended.  Item 3a was removed from the agenda.  Staff will 


bring this item back to Council for their consideration at the May 19, 2015 Council meeting. 


 


Report of Attorney for Executive Sessions Items   
 


a. Pending Litigation: Hopkins and Lower Richland Citizens United, Inc., and Wendy 


Brawley vs. Richland County  


 


Citizen’s Input:  No one spoke. 


 







 


17216-10-24:  Council gave second reading approval to the rezoning amendment.  


ACTION:  LEGAL, CLERK OF COUNCIL, PLANNING 


 


c. 15-17MA 


Two Notch Commercial Development 


MH/NC to GC (1.68 Acres) 


Two Notch Rd. & Aubrey St. 


22914-02-03 & 09:  Council gave second reading approval to the rezoning amendment.  


ACTION:  LEGAL, CLERK OF COUNCIL, PLANNING 


 


d. Conservation Department: Endorsement of Cabin Branch Conservation Corridor:  


Council endorsed the creation of a Cabin Branch Conservation Corridor.  ACTION:  


CONSERVATION, PLANNING 


  


e. Removal of Lien off of Property:  Council approved removing the lien off of the 


property located at 2045 Smith St., (Parcel # R13516-03-21) contingent on the property 


owner donating the land to the Atlas Road Community Organization.  Staff will develop 


and present a policy to Council to address future requests for removing liens off of 


property in a similar manner for their consideration.  ACTION:  LEGAL, BUILDING 


SERVICES, FINANCE, ADMINISTRATION    


 


f. Lease Agreements with Non-County Entities that are Occupying and Utilizing 


County Owned Property:  Council directed staff to obtain formal lease agreements with 


all non-county entities that are occupying and utilizing county owned property.  The 


agreements will be brought to Council for review and action.  ACTION:  


ADMINISTRATION, LEGAL, SUPPORT SERVICES, RISK MANAGEMENT 


 


2. Third Reading Items 


 


a. An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 24, 


Utilities; Article II, Water and Sewer Service Generally; Sections 24-7 and 24-8; and 


Amending Chapter 24.5, Special Sewer Assessment District; Article III, Financing 


Improvements; Rates and Charges; Sections 24.5-42, 24.5-43 and 24.5-44; so as to 


delete the references to liens as a collection method for unpaid bills:  Council gave 


third reading approval to the ordinance amendment.  Staff will include language in the 


ordinance to reflect that staff will utilize the GEAR/Debt SetOff program to collect 


delinquent payments from the property owners that do not pay their sewer bill as opposed 


to placing a lien on the property.  The vote to reconsider failed.  ACTION:  LEGAL, 


CLERK OF COUNCIL, UTILITIES, FINANCE 


 



bc234313

Highlight



bc234313

Highlight







bc234313

Typewritten Text

Attachment E – October 12, 2015 Council Meeting ROA







 


Council Actions Report 


Special Called Council Meeting 


October 12, 2015 


6:00PM 


Call to Order:  Rush 


 


Invocation:  Jackson  


 


Pledge of Allegiance:  Jackson 


 


Presentation of Resolutions 


 


a. A Proclamation recognizing Pregnancy and Infant Loss Awareness Month [RUSH]:  


Mr. Rush presented a Proclamation to Christy Bolder and City of Columbia 


Councilwoman Tameka Devine, recognizing October 2015 as Pregnancy and Infant Loss 


Awareness Month. 


 


b. National Community Planning Month Proclamation [MANNING and RUSH]:  Mr. 


Manning presented a Proclamation to representatives of the Richland County Planning 


Commission & the Richland County Planning Department, proclaiming October 2015 as 


National Community Planning Month.  


 


Approval of Minutes 


 


a. Regular Session: September 15, 2015:  Approved as published. 


 


b. Zoning Public Hearing:  September 22, 2015:  Approved as published. 


 


c. Special Called Meeting:  October 6, 2015:  Approved as published. 


 


Adoption of Agenda:  Adopted as amended.  A Resolution from Mr. Washington was added to 


the motion period.  The DOT Contractor List and Inclement Weather Days were added as agenda 


items under the Report of the County Administrator. 


 


Move to authorize a blanket approval of all incorporated municipalities in Richland 


County, excluding the City of Columbia, who may request assistance from the County in 


their flood recovery efforts.  This authorization includes any applicable FEMA 


requirements needed to assist the incorporated municipalities in Richland County in their 


flood recovery and reimbursement efforts [PEARCE]:  Council approved this 







 


suppression efforts.”    County Council is being asked to approve the expenditure of these 


funds that the Sheriff deems to be in the best interests of his Office in furtherance of his 


law enforcement mission.  Other than the briefing we just received, and the ministerial 


release of funds that only the Sheriff may use under state law in furtherance of those law 


enforcement activities authorized in the forfeitures statute, Richland County has no role 


in this matter.  All questions about the lawsuit, the 1033 program, the expenditure of 


forfeiture funds or any other aspect of this matter should be directed to the Sheriff.   With 


this background and understanding Council’s limited role in the approval process for the 


use of forfeiture funds as provided for under state law, Council approved the Sheriff 


Department’s use of up to $808,000 in furtherance of law enforcement activities as 


described in the State of South Carolina’s forfeiture statute.   The vote to reconsider 


failed.  ACTION:  LEGAL, ADMINISTRATION, SHERIFF, FINANCE, 


PROCUREMENT  


 


d. Flooding/Disaster Response - Contractual/Legal:  Council directed staff to proceed as 


discussed in Executive Session.  The County Administrator will bring back a 


recommendation to Council at the October 20
th


, 2015 Council meeting.  ACTION:  


ADMINISTRATION, LEGAL, FINANCE  


 


11. Motion Period 


 


a. To have Richland County remove the lien off of the property located at 1420 Joe 


Frazier Court contingent on the property owner donating the land to the Atlas Road 


Community Organization [WASHINGTON]:  Council sent this item to the D&S 


Committee.  ACTION:  CLERK OF COUNCIL, ADMINISTRATION  


 


b. A resolution establishing October 25-31, 2015 as End Child Hunger SC Week in 


Richland County [RUSH]:  Council unanimously approved the Resolution. ACTION:  


CLERK OF COUNCIL 


 


c. Move Council and Staff to create three new CASA caseworker positions. [JETER, 


DIXON, PEARCE, ROSE]:  Council sent this item to the A&F Committee.  ACTION:  


CLERK OF COUNCIL, ADMINISTRATION, CASA 


 


d. Move to fund the Governor's Cup Road Race in the amount of $7,000, which is the 


amount the County funded this organization in FY 15. The funding is requested to 


come from the "Undesignated" Hospitality Tax line item." [ROSE AND 


DICKERSON]:   Council sent this item to the A&F Committee.  ACTION:  CLERK 


OF COUNCIL, ADMINISTRATION 
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Council Members Present 
 
Julie-Ann Dixon, Chair 
District Nine 
 
Bill Malinowski 
District One 
 
Damon Jeter 
District Three 
 
Norman Jackson 
District Eleven 


 
Others Present: 
 
Tony McDonald 
Sparty Hammett 
Warren Harley 
Brandon Madden 
Michelle Onley 
Larry Smith 
Amelia Linder 
Roxanne Ancheta 
Ismail Ozbek 
Daniel Driggers 
Monique McDaniels 
Kim Roberts 
Geo Price 
Will Simon 
Sandra Haynes 
Kecia Lara 
Dwight Hanna 


Brad Farrar 


DEVELOPMENT & SERVICES COMMITTEE 
 


October 27, 2015 
5:00 PM 


County Council Chambers 
 


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 


 


CALL TO ORDER 
 
Ms. Dixon called the meeting to order at approximately 5:00 PM 


 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 


 
Regular Session: September 22,2015 – Mr. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. 
Malinowski, to approve the minutes as distributed. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 


ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 


Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to adopt the agenda as published. The 
vote in favor was unanimous. 
 


ITEMS FOR ACTION 
 


Removal of Lien off of Property – Mr. McDonald stated this item was before the 
committee previously and deferred. A piece of property has been donated to the Atlas 
Road Community organization. The organization is now in ownership of the property; 
however, there is a lien on the property in the amount of $2,250. The lien was placed on 
the property when the County demolished an old abandoned building on the property. 
The organization is requesting the lien be removed so they may gain clear title to the  
property. 
 
Mr. Malinowski inquired if the property was donated would the owner obtain a tax 
deduction for the value in excess of the lien. 
 
Mr. McDonald his understanding is the Atlas Road Community organization is a 501(c)3. 
 
Mr. Jackson stated if you donate property to a government entity or a nonprofit 
organization you can write off the value of the property. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated the Saluda Dam, LLC goes to the tax sale and purchases a piece of 
property with the hopes of making a profit. They failed to do their due diligence and 
after obtaining the property realized there was a lien on the property; therefore, they  
 



bc234313

Highlight







Development & Services Committee 
Tuesday, October 27, 2015 
Page Two 
 
 
donate the property to Atlas Road Community Center. Atlas Road Community Center also fails to do their due 
diligence; therefore, they request the County to forgive or satisfy the lien. In the request of action, Mr. Driggers 
recommends the lien not be forgiven and recommends the County recover funds from the owner or through the 
property closing costs. 
 
Mr. Jackson stated he has no problem with forgiving or satisfying the lien if the property is for public use. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated the map provided outlines the property, but does not identify where the Atlas Road 
Community Center is located in relation to the property. 
 
Mr. Jackson inquired about who owed the taxes, does it transfer with the sale or do they still owe the taxes? 
 
Mr. McDonald the taxes actually go back 2 owners ago. The property owner prior to Saluda Dam, LLC did not pay 
the taxes; therefore, lost the property at a tax sale. Saluda Dam, LLC purchased the property at the tax sale and 
donated the property to Atlas Road. 
 
When Saluda Dam, LLC purchased the property is cleared up the back taxes, but did not satisfy the lien. 
 
Mr. Malinowski requested the following: 
 
1. Where the Atlas Road Community Center is in relation to the property; and 
2. What is the intended use of the property? 
3. Is this a public or private nonprofit? 


 
Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Ms. Dixon, to defer this item until the November committee meeting. The 
vote in favor was unanimous.  
 
Accept the roads and storm drainage “as is” in Hunters Run Subdivision (Phase I) into the County 
inventory for ownership and maintenance – Mr. McDonald stated this is a subdivision where some of the 
roads were never brought up to County standards and deeded over. The request is for the County to take the 
roads “as is” and make improvements to bring them up to standard. After the improvements have been 
completed, the County will take the roads into the system to be maintained perpetually. There is a bond that 
exists that would be applied toward the reconstruction/improvement of the roads. 
 
Mr. Malinowski requested the approximate dollar amount for the roads Council approved taking over recently. 
 
Mr. Hammett stated the approval over approximately $800,000 was in 2013. The funds were moved over to 
Roads & Drainage budget earlier in 2015 in order to repair those roads. 
 
Mr. Malinowski inquired in there are other subdivisions with existing failures the County has been requested to 
take over. 
 
Mr. Hammett stated there are a couple subdivisions. This item is different in that the County has been working to 
pull the bond for approximately 13 months and should more than cover the costs of the road repair. In addition, 
the developer that purchased the subdivision in foreclosure is not legally responsible for the roads repairs in 
Phase I. The developer will be responsible for Phase II and III. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated he would suggest following Legal’s recommendation not to take any action until the bond 
issue is resolved. 
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Development and Services Committee Actions Report 


Tuesday, November 24th, 2015 


5:00PM 


 


Call To Order:  Dixon 


 


Approval of Minutes 


 


1. Regular Session: October 27, 2015:  Approved as published.    


 


Adoption of Agenda:  Adopted as published.   


 


Items for Action: 


 


2. Fund and/or seek a partnership with SCE&G to plant indigenous flowers and plants along 


transmission line corridors in Richland County:  The Committee deferred this item to the 


December 15, 2015 Committee meeting.    


 


3. Resolution encouraging all utility companies that own and/or operate transmission line 


right of ways in Richland County to adopt Integrated Vegetation Management (IVM) 


techniques as set out by ANSI standard A300:  The Committee deferred this item to the 


December 15, 2015 Committee meeting. 


 


4. Removal of Lien off of Property: The Committee forwarded this item to Council without 


a recommendation.  


 


5. Council member Jackson’s Motion Regarding Unauthorized Businesses:  The Committee 


recommended that Council direct staff to develop and implement an approach, with input 


from the County’s Legal Department, that utilizes the available enforcement mechanisms 


to remedy the issue of businesses operating outside of the County’s ordinances related to 


business licenses.  CONSENT   


 


6. Conservation Department – Hopkins Conservation Easement on Lower Richland Blvd.:  


The Committee recommended that Council approve the request from the Richland 


County Conservation Commission (RCCC) to place a conservation easement on 60 acres 


on Lower Richland Blvd., and to purchase the development rights of the property for a 


sum of $50,000, which will be paid from the RCCC Capital Acquisition Fund.   


CONSENT 


 


Norman Jackson Damon Jeter Julie-Ann Dixon (Chair) Bill Malinowski Seth Rose 


District 11 District 3 District 9 District 1 District 5 
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Committee Members Present 
 
Torrey Rush, Chair 
Greg Pearce, Vice Chair 
Joyce Dickerson 
Julie-Ann Dixon 
Norman Jackson 
Damon Jeter 
Paul Livingston 
Bill Malinowski 
Jim Manning 
Seth Rose 
Kelvin E. Washington, Sr. 


 
Others Present: 
 
Tony McDonald 
Daniel Driggers 
Warren Harley 
Beverly Harris 
Kimberly Roberts 
Brandon Madden 
Roxanne Ancheta 
Michelle Onley 
Michael King 
Ismail Ozbek 
Larry Smith 
Rudy Curtis 
Geo Price 
Laura Renwick 
Jeff Ruble 
Amelia Linder 
Kecia Lara 
Quinton Epps 
Chanda Cooper 
Kevin Bronson 
Nancy Stone-Collum 
Tracy Hegler 
Chad Fosnight 
Dwight Hanna 


REGULAR SESSION MINUTES 
 


December 1, 2015 
6:00 PM 


County Council Chambers 
 


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 


 


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


 


INVOCATION 
 


The Invocation was led by the Honorable Damon Jeter 


 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


 
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by the Honorable Damon Jeter 


 


PRESENTATION OF RESOLUTION 
 


Resolution Honoring the life and heroism of Forest Acres Police Officer Gregory 
Alia and to declare December 14th as Officer Gregory Alia day in Richland County 
[ROSE, JETER, MANNING and PEARCE] – Mr. Rose, Mr. Jeter, Mr. Manning, and Mr. 
Pearce presented a resolution and plaque to Ms. Alia, Officer Alia’s family, the Forest 
Acres Police Chief, City of Columbia Police Chief and Major Cowan of the Richland 
County Sheriff’s Department in honor of Officer Alia’s life and heroism. In addition, 
Richland County declared December 14th as Officer Gregory Alia Day. 
 


APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 


Regular Session: November 17, 2015 – Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. 
Dickerson, to approve the minutes as distributed. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Zoning Public Hearing: November 24, 2015 – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. 
Manning, to approve the minutes as distributed. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 


ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 


Mr. Rush requested a presentation by Carolina United be placed on the agenda under 
the Report of the Chairman. 
 







 


Richland County Council 
Regular Session 
Tuesday, December 1, 2015 
Page Six 
 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated it was his understanding the item before Council it to approve two positions with a grant 
and forward the third positions to the FY16-17 budget process. 
 
Mr. McDonald answered in the affirmative. 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 


 
REPORT OF THE DEVELOPMENT & SERVICES COMMITTEE 


 
a. Removal of Lien off of Property – Ms. Dixon stated the committee forwarded this item to Council 


without a recommendation. 
 
Mr. Washington moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to approve this item. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated this item is before Council due to a series of mistakes by two different 
parties. First, the property was purchased at a tax sale, but did not thoroughly research the matter. 
As a result the property they purchased has a lien on it. Secondly, the property was donated to a 
non-profit, which was accepted with the lien on the property. The lien does not impact the current 
owner, as stated in the ROA: “…there is no reason stated as to why the community organization 
desires to have the liens removed. As it stands, the organization is free to use the land in any way. 
The only time the County would collect the money, is if the organization tried to sell the land.” 
Therefore, there is no reason to remove the lien. The organization can have and use the land. In 
the event the land is sold, the amount of the liens can be deducted from the sale price. 
 
Ms. Dixon inquired if the organization would be barred from pursuing Federal funding without a 
clear title.  
 
Mr. McDonald and Mr. Smith are not aware of the requirement. Staff will obtain an answer to Ms. 
Dixon’s question. 
 
Ms. Dixon made a substitute motion, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to defer this item until the 
December 8th Council meeting.  
 


 FOR    AGAINST 
Dixon Jackson 
Malinowski 
Rose 
Pearce 
Rush 
Livingston 
Dickerson 
Washington 
Manning 
Jeter 


 
The vote was in favor. 
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Richland County Council 
Regular Session 
Tuesday, December 1, 2015 
Page Seven 
 
 
Mr. Washington requested the ROA for the property contiguous to this property. 


 
REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATION & FINANCE COMMITTEE 


 
a. Decker Center Change Order #1 – Mr. Pearce stated the committee recommended approval of 


the change order in the amount of $54,507.00. 
 
Mr. Manning stated there is an overall contingency for the project, but there was not a specific 
contingency for the H. G. Reynolds contract; therefore, there may be further change orders in 
minor amounts. 
 
Mr. Rush recommended Council and staff to be mindful of change orders. 
 
Mr. Fosnight stated is a $1 million contingency attached to the project. 
 


 FOR    AGAINST 
Dixon  
Malinowski 
Rose 
Jackson 
Pearce 
Rush 
Livingston 
Dickerson 
Washington 
Manning 
Jeter 


 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to reconsider this item. The motion failed. 


 
b. Magistrates, Authorization of Negotiation of Purchase Contract for 144 O’Neil Ct and 4913 


North Main St properties – Mr. Pearce stated the committee forwarded this item to Council 
without a recommendation. 
 
Mr. McDonald stated Mr. Smith had indicated this item was appropriate for Executive Session. The 
background documentation for this item was forwarded to Council under separate cover due to 
the confidential information contained within the documentation. This item will be brought back 
to Council after the negotiations. 
 
Mr. Malinowski inquired as to what type of negotiations are planned on being into. 
 
Mr. McDonald stated the negotiations would be for the property and facility renovations. 
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Committee Members Present 
 
Torrey Rush, Chair 
Greg Pearce, Vice Chair 
Joyce Dickerson 
Julie-Ann Dixon 
Norman Jackson 
Damon Jeter 
Paul Livingston 
Bill Malinowski 
Jim Manning 
Seth Rose 
Kelvin E. Washington, Sr. 


 
Others Present: 
 
Tony McDonald 
Daniel Driggers 
Warren Harley 
Beverly Harris 
Kimberly Roberts 
Brandon Madden 
Roxanne Ancheta 
Michelle Onley 
Michael King 
Larry Smith 
Geo Price 
Laura Renwick 
Jeff Ruble 
Quinton Epps 
Kevin Bronson 
Tracy Hegler 
Chad Fosnight 
Dwight Hanna 
John Hixon 
Brad Farrar 
Cheryl Patrick 
Chris Gossett 
Rob Perry 
Monique McDaniels 


SPECIAL CALLED MEETING MINUTES 
 


December 8, 2015 
6:00 PM 


County Council Chambers 
 


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 


 


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


 
Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to broadcast the Special Called Meeting. 


The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 


INVOCATION 
 


The Invocation was led by the Honorable Joyce Dickerson 


 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


 
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by the Honorable Joyce Dickerson 


 


PRESENTATION 
 


Outstanding Friend Acknowledgement – Mr. Rodney Odom and Ms. Jennifer Senn 
presented Ms. Dixon with the Outstanding Friend Award in honor of her dedication to 
the Safe Routes to Schools initiative. 
 


APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 


Regular Session: December 1, 2015 – Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, 
to approve the minutes as distributed. The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 


ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
 


Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to adopt the agenda as published. The 
vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Mr. Pearce inquired is there was going to be a Special Called meeting on December 15th. 
 
Mr. McDonald stated one had not been scheduled, but any time sensitive items that were 
not taken up at tonight’s meeting would not be back before Council until the February 
9th Council meeting.
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Page Eight 


 
 
 FOR    AGAINST 


Dixon 
Malinowski 
Rose 
Jackson  
Pearce 
Rush 
Livingston 
Dickerson 
Washington 
Manning 
Jeter 


 
 
The vote was in favor. 
 
An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 18, Offenses; Section 18-4, 
Weeds and Rank Vegetation; so as to amend the time for notification – Ms. Dixon moved, seconded by Mr. 
Malinowski, to approve this item. 
 


 FOR    AGAINST 
Dixon 
Malinowski 
Rose 
Jackson  
Pearce 
Rush 
Livingston 
Dickerson 
Washington 
Manning 
Jeter 


 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 


 
REPORT OF THE DEVELOPMENT & SERVICES COMMITTEE 


 
a. Removal of Lien off of Property – Ms. Dixon stated the committee forwarded this item to Council 


with a recommendation for approval. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated this item was deferred at the last meeting Ms. Dixon requested additional 
information and the information was not included in the agenda packet. 
 
Mr. Madden stated he conducted some research and was unable to find a specific policy that would 
prohibit Atlas Road Community Organization from applying for a federal grant. The organization  
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may run into a problem if they need to use the value of the property as a condition of the award of 
a grant since some organizations have their own criteria. 
 
Mr. Malinowski inquired if the organization had indicated they planned to apply for a grant. 
 
Mr. Madden stated it is his understanding they will not be seeking a grant at this time. The 
property will be utilized for future projects (i.e. a park or open space). 
 
Mr. Livingston would like to research the possibility of putting a stipulation on the property that 
the lien be removed at this time, but if the organization were to sell the property the County would 
be reimbursed for the value of the lien. 
 
Ms. Dickerson inquired about the quit claim deed of the property. 
 
Mr. Smith stated the property was deeded to the Atlas Road Community Organization with a quit 
claim deed, which included the lien on the property, instead of a warranty deed. 
 
The lien was placed on the property by the County to cover the cost of the County demolishing an 
unsafe structure on the property. 
 


 FOR    AGAINST 
Dixon Malinowski 
Rose 
Jackson  
Pearce 
Rush 
Livingston 
Dickerson 
Washington 
Manning 
Jeter 


 
The vote was in favor, 
 
Mr. Washington moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to reconsider this item. The motion failed. 


 
REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATION & FINANCE COMMITTEE 


 
a. Consulting and Representation Services—Disaster Recover RFP – Mr. Pearce stated under the 


emergency procedures the County did an emergency procurement for disaster services. FEMA 
requires, however, that a RFP for services be put out. The process was not complete at the time of 
the committee meeting. 
 
Ms. Patrick stated the proposal was published on October 29th and an amendment was issued 
November 6th. The proposals were due on November 16th. Thirteen proposals were received and  
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Council Actions Report 


Special Called Council Meeting 


December 8, 2015 


6:00PM 


Call to Order:  Rush 


 


Invocation:  Dickerson  


 


Pledge of Allegiance:  Dickerson 
 


Presentation  


 


a. Outstanding Friend Acknowledgement:  Rodney Odom from the SC Department of 


Transportation, and Jennifer Senn from Safe Routes to Schools SC, presented Ms. Dixon 


with the Outstanding Friend Award for her efforts and involvement with the SC Safe 


Routes to School initiatives.  


  


Approval of Minutes 


 


a. Regular Session:  December 1, 2015:  Approved as published. 


 


Adoption of Agenda:  Adopted as published.   


 


Report of the Attorney for Executive Sessions Items:   


 


a. Waterpark Contract(s) 


  


b. Sheriff's Department - Potential Purchase of Property 


 


c. Transportation Sales Tax Expenditures  


 


d. Project RS 


 


e. Personnel Matter 


 


Citizen’s Input:  No one spoke. 


 


Report of the County Administrator:   
 







 


 


3. Second Reading Items 


 


a. Authorizing the execution and delivery of a fee-in-lieu of tax agreement by and 


between Richland County and Project Oro whereby Richland County will enter into 


a fee-in-lieu of tax agreement with Project Oro and providing for payment by 


Project Oro of certain fees-in-lieu of ad valorem taxes; providing for the allocation 


of fees-in-lieu of taxes payable under the agreement for the establishment of a multi-


county industrial/business park; and other matters relating thereto:  Council gave 


second reading approval to the ordinance.  ACTION: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, 


AUDITOR, ASSESSOR, TREASURER, FINANCE, LEGAL, CLERK OF 


COUNCIL 


 


b. An Ordinance Amending the Fiscal Year 2015-2016 Court Appointed Special 


Advocates Training Grant Annual Budget to add two new CASA Case Worker 


positions:  Council gave second reading approval to the budget amendment.  ACTION: 


FINANCE, LEGAL, CLERK OF COUNCIL, CASA, HUMAN RESOURCES 


 


c. An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 17, 


Motor Vehicles and Traffic; Article II, General Traffic and Parking Regulations; 


Section 17-10, Parking in Residential and Commercial Zones of the County; so as to 


prohibit the parking of motor vehicles in the front yard in certain Residential 


Zoning Districts:  Council deferred this item to a future Council meeting.  ACTION:  


CLERK OF COUNCIL, LEGAL, PLANNING, SHERIFF 


 


d. An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 18, 


Offenses; Section 18-4, Weeds and Rank Vegetation; so as to amend the time for 


notification:  Council gave second reading approval to the ordinance amendment.  


ACTION:  CLERK OF COUNCIL, LEGAL, PLANNING, SHERIFF 


 


4. Report of the Development & Services Committee 


 


a. Removal of Lien off of Property:   Council approved removing the lien off of the 


property located at 1420 Joe Frazier Court (Parcel # R13516-03-03).  The vote to 


reconsider failed.  ACTION:  FINANCE, LEGAL, BUILDING SERVICES, LEGAL 


 


5. Report of the Administration & Finance Committee 


 


a. Consulting and Representation Services – Disaster Recovery RFP:  Council approved 


the request to enter into a contract with Tetra Tech to provide Disaster Recovery 
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1. CALL TO ORDER The Honorable Joyce Dickerson, 


Chair, Richland County Council 


2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA  


   
3. BUDGET PUBLIC HEARING 


 


a. An Ordinance Amending Ordinance 032-17HR entitled 
"An Ordinance to raise revenue, make appropriations, 
and adopt a budget for Richland County, South 
Carolina for Fiscal Year beginning July 1, 2018 and 
ending June 30, 2019"; so as to raise revenue, make 
appropriations, and increase the General Fund, Millage 
Agency and Special Revenue Fund Budgets 


The Honorable Joyce Dickerson 


   


4. ORDINANCES – SECOND READING The Honorable Joyce Dickerson 


   
 1. Millage Agencies  


   


 2. Grants 
 


a. Accommodations 


b. Hospitality 


c. Departmental Requests 


 


   


 
3. General Fund 


 


 
 


 


 4. Special Revenue Funds 
 


a. Economic Development 


b. School Resource Officer 


c. Fire Services 


d. Public Defender 


e. Emergency Telephone System 


f. Neighborhood Redevelopment 


g. Transportation 


 


Richland County Council 
 


Special Called Meeting 


June 7, 2018 – 6:00 PM 


Council Chambers 


2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29201 
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Item Sponsor Page Fund Department Impacted Item/Action Notes Second Reading Amount Second Reading Action


39 Administration
33 to 


36


Neighborhood 


Redevelopment 


Special Revenue 


Fund


Neighborhood Redevelopment Neighborhood Improvement matching grants Committee $50,213


40 Administration 64


Neighborhood 


Redevelopment 


Special Revenue 


Fund


Neighborhood Redevelopment
To allocate funding to approve the Neigborhood Redevelopment 


Budget
Includes using $650K in Fund Balance $1,447,277


41 McBride


Neighborhood 


Redevelopment 


Special Revenue 


Fund


Neighborhood Redevelopment
To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 


Fairwold Acres/Harlem Heights $1,384
$1,384


42 N. Jackson


Neighborhood 


Redevelopment 


Special Revenue 


Fund


Neighborhood Redevelopment
To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award St. 


Mark’s Wood $1,500
$1,500


43 N. Jackson


Neighborhood 


Redevelopment 


Special Revenue 


Fund


Neighborhood Redevelopment
To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 


Fountain Lake $1,500
$1,500


44 N. Jackson


Neighborhood 


Redevelopment 


Special Revenue 


Fund


Neighborhood Redevelopment
To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 


Green Lakes $1,500
$1,500


45 N. Jackson


Neighborhood 


Redevelopment 


Special Revenue 


Fund


Neighborhood Redevelopment
To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 


Yorkshire HOA $1,500
$1,500


46 Myers


Neighborhood 


Redevelopment 


Special Revenue 


Fund


Neighborhood Redevelopment
To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award Atlas 


Road Community $5,000
$5,000


47 Administration 41-43 General Fund County Departments Approve as presented in budget work sessions $3,896,076


48 Administration 44 General Fund Computer Technology Replacment
To allocate GF Transfer to CTR fund to continue with the 3 year 


computer leasing program
$310,000


49 Administration
48 to 


56
General Fund Discretionary Grant


Approve total of $200,000 in discretionary grant committee 


recommendations $123,652 in new recommendations, and $76,348 im 


multi-year grants approved in prior years. 


$200,000


50 Manning
48 to 


56
General Fund Discretionary Grant


Epworth Children’s Home and New Economic Beginnings be reduced to 


the maximum allowable amount of $10,000 and that Harvest Hope 


Food Bank and Sistercare each receive $10,000


$10,000 ea


GENERAL FUND


3
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Richland County Council 


SPECIAL CALLED MEETING 
June 14, 2018 – 6:00 PM 


Council Chambers 
2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29204 


 


 


 


 


 


COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT: Joyce Dickerson, Chair; Bill Malinowski, Vice Chair; Seth Rose, Calvin “Chip” Jackson, 


Norman Jackson, Gwen Kennedy, Paul Livingston, Yvonne McBride, Dalhi Myers 


OTHERS PRESENT: Michelle Onley, Brandon Madden, Sandra Yudice, Kim Williams-Roberts, Larry Smith, Tim 


Nielsen, Stacey Hamm, Nancy Stone-Collum, Quinton Epps, Portia Easter, Wendy Davis, Ashley Powell, James 


Hayes, Jamelle Ellis, Dwight Hanna, Jeff Ruble, O’Jetta Bryant, Tyler Kirk, Steven Gaither, Wanda Kelly, and Tracy 


Hegler 


1.  CALL TO ORDER – Ms. Dickerson called the meeting to order at approximately 6:00 PM. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated that Mr. Pearce was not in attendance due to a family emergency. 


 


   


2. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA – Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to adopt the agenda as 
published. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Kennedy, McBride, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, and Rose 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 


 


   


3. SECOND READING  


   


 Millage Agencies  


   


 1. Richland County Recreation Commission (Requested $14,601,333 – Mill Cap) – Mr. Manning 
moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to fund the Richland County Recreation Commission at the millage 
cap. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated while he is glad they have a new Director to handle business at the agency; 
however, he still has some concerns, whatever they asked for and get, the summer programs will be 
addressed. In the past, there was a shortage of funds for kids for the summer. They had to raise the 
fee and there were some concerns that a lot of people could not afford these summer programs. He 
is hoping the budget they presented to us, they will have the money, so they will not have to raise 
the fee for these kids. 
 
Mr. Hayes stated they requested the cap in the amount of $14.6 Million, as approved by the County 
Auditor. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated that by 3rd Reading he would like to hear from them regarding the fees for the 
kids, and they will not have to raise the price. 
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right. She would suggest we move this forward. We are on 2nd reading. There are a lot of questions. 
Those of us that have questions can get with the Conservation Commission and asks those 
questions. If next week we still have questions, we have another opportunity to have those 
answered. 
 
Ms. Myers moved, seconded by C. Jackson, to call for the question. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose and 
McBride 
 
The vote in favor of calling for the question was unanimous. 
 
Mr. Livingston inquired as to who would approve the plan of events. 
 
Dr. Yudice stated, according to the motion, the Foundation will have to submit the plan of events to 
the Grants Manager. 
 
In Favor: C. Jackson, Myers, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston and McBride 
 
Opposed: Malinowski and Rose 
 
The vote was in favor. 


   


 32. Richland County Conservation Commission (RCCC recommended Historic Preservation Grants) Mr. 
Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to approve the Historic Preservation Grants and 
Community Conservation Grants. 
 
In Favor: C. Jackson, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston, Rose and McBride 
 
Opposed: Malinowski 
 
The vote was in favor. 


 


   


 33. Richland County Conservation Commission (RCCC Community Conservation Grants) – Taken up 
under Item 32. 


 


   


 34. Neighborhood Redevelopment (Neighborhood Redevelopment matching grants committee) – Ms. 
McBride moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to approve Items 34 – 44 for the Neighborhood 
Redevelopment grants. 
 
Mr. Malinowski made a substitute motion to take them up individually. 
 
The motion died for lack of a second. 
 
Mr. Livingston stated he makes this point every year, so he is trying to be consistent because he has 
a lot of neighborhoods he would like to submit stuff for to, but he requests them to go through the 
normal process. He inquired if we have applications for these neighborhoods. 
 
Ms. Hegler stated Fairwold Acres/Harlem Heights submitted their application late, and was not a 
complete application; therefore, it was unfunded. They received an application for $1,500 for Atlas 
Road Community, and were funded through the Neighborhood Matching Grant Program. 
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Ms. Myers stated Atlas Road Community is working with the Planning Department on a park, which 
they have their own land. We are trying to help them figure that out. They needed a little more 
money to fund the development work we are working on. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated, like Mr. Livingston, he has concerns. We have a process to go through. If we, 
as Councilmembers begin to supersede that process, where is the fairness to all those follow the 
process. The one that was turned in, that was late, he recalled asking the question about that one 
back when it was brought up. There were 2 months to submit applications, yet they were late. He 
does not consider that an excuse for being late. In past years this has come, and we have pretty 
much agreed we are going to follow the process and not going to begin to put all these requests 
down at 2nd and 3rd reading. He thinks, if we do, then by 3rd reading he would welcome every 
Councilmember to bring every neighborhood they have and put it down. 
 
Ms. McBride stated, if that is the case, we have circumvented the process the entire time with all of 
the different programs coming in. She stated she had lots of programs that she could have put on 
the motion list that have been placed on the motion list, and we voted on it. Lots of deserving 
programs. Our communities are the basis, the foundation, for us, for the Council, for government. 
These are the people that protect our community. We are talking about active citizens that are 
involved. This limited amount of money is so small, but they can do a lot with it. This is a part of the 
process. This is just like every other entity that has been submitted with this budget. She thinks it is 
totally unfair to the citizens of Richland County. Those citizens that volunteer their work, and you 
question $1,500 for a neighborhood. We need our communities to grow our children. She is amazed 
that someone would question this after we look at the entire process. The person that sent in the 
grant late was a neighborhood that was trying to revitalize. The person got off her job. Ms. McBride 
told the lady about it because not everybody gets the announcements. The same people are usually 
funded over and over. This is an opportunity to bring more communities into the system, and to 
involve them. To actually do good for our children, our neighborhoods, and help make them safe. 
 
Ms. Dickerson inquired if Ms. Hegler stated she only received one application. 
 
Ms. Hegler stated, of the neighborhoods listed in Items # 36-40 and # 42-43, they received the one 
late, that Ms. McBride mentioned. The others they did not receive an application for, at all. 
 
Mr. Manning made a substitute motion, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to provide $1,500 for every 
neighborhood in Richland County. 
 
Ms. Myers withdrew her motion for Item # 41. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated we have a motion to approve all of them, including Item # 41, for $1,500. 
 
Mr. Livingston stated Ms. Dickerson needs to let Mr. Manning restate his motion because he 
thought it was something different. 
 
Mr. Manning stated his motion is very different. After hearing what Ms. McBride said, he was 
thinking that was why we had the grant application, so they could apply and do all of that. Because 
all neighborhoods do like that. A lot apply. A lot try to apply, but they get off their job and did not 
know the deadline. Other ones are looking for money, that do not even apply. Based on the concept 
that all neighborhoods have good people, who love their County, we should give them all $1,500. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated she is in agreement. When you work with the people in the community, they 
are not professionals. They do not get paid to do laborious jobs. 
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Mr. Livingston stated we have absolutely no idea what that motion really means, in terms of dollar 
amount, and so forth. We do not even know which neighborhoods are considered neighborhoods. 
He got a list of neighborhoods that was over 300. 
 
Ms. Hegler stated they have a running list of the neighborhoods they know of that totals 490. 
 
Ms. Dickerson inquired if Mr. Manning was referring to the ones that are before us, or to 
automatically give every neighborhood $1,500. 
 
Mr. Manning stated, for clarification, for those that apply, is there some criteria to be a 
neighborhood to apply for the grants. Like all of the ones that did apply for the grant. How could you 
decide if they could or could not? 
 
Ms. Hegler stated they have to have by-laws established. They have to follow a number of different 
things. She would still hazard to guess there are quite a few of those. 
 
Mr. Manning stated his motion is, given that, we are adding some to the list that did not apply. We 
are adding some to the list that applied, that was not quite complete. We are adding to the list 
because somebody got off work, and when they got it in there, were a little late. And, all the ones 
that did applications did it right. If we are going to do something like that, then he thinks all 
neighborhoods, who are eligible to apply for the $1,500, that they all get $1,500. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated, for clarification, Ms. Hegler said there are about 400 on the list, and, if there 
are, at $1,500 that is about $600,000. 
 
Mr. Manning inquired about how much we are already approving out of that, with the ones that did 
their application, got off work early and got their application in on time, and who filled out their 
applications correctly. There are a bunch of them that are already covered, right? 
 
Ms. Hegler stated $50,213 was already approved. 
 
Mr. Rose stated, obviously, he is not going to support Mr. Manning’s motion, but he understands the 
point he is making. The only way to be fair is to have a process in place. Perhaps we need to do 
better with advertising what that process is. He has nothing against any of these neighborhoods. He 
can appreciate what the Councilmembers are doing. The problem is when you get into the fairness 
of how this is going to work. Maybe that is us, as Councilmembers, doing a better job of letting our 
districts and communities know what is out there and available. In addition, to work with PIO. The 
only way to be fair, across the board, is to follow the process. 
 
Ms. Kennedy inquired if the guidelines are put out publicly, so these communities will know what 
they are supposed to be doing, in order to get this money. She also inquired if they are advertised, 
so the communities know the money is available. 
 
Ms. Hegler stated they post like the H-Tax, A-Tax, and grant agencies. They had 4 workshops, that 
were well attended. They are recommending more this year than they have in year’s past. The 
process is improving, and our amounts go up. They have not, necessarily, ever capped the amount. 
They are funding all, but one, that applied. Staff is willing to sit down with the communities to assist 
with filling the applications out. 
 
Mr. Livingston stated he is assuming the motion is for the funds to come from Neighborhood 
Development, which has a limited balance. He inquired as to how much is in the fund balance. 
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Mr. Hayes stated there is $1.8 million, as of FY17. Keep in mind, under Item # 35 - $650,000 is to be 
approved already. 
 
Mr. Livingston made a second substitute motion, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to move forward with 
Items # 36-44, but to change the amount for Item # 41 to $1,500, and to request the entities submit 
a complete and approved application prior to receiving any funding.  
 
In Favor: C. Jackson, Myers, Kennedy, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride 
 
Opposed: Malinowski, Manning and Rose 
 
The vote was in favor of the second substitute motion. 
 
Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to approve the Neighborhood Improvement 
matching grants committee recommendations. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Kennedy, Dickerson, Livingston, Rose and McBride 
 
Opposed: Manning 
 
The vote was in favor. 


   


 35. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate funding to approve the Neighborhood Redevelopment 
Budget) NOTE: Includes using $650K in Fund Balance – Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. 
Myers, to approve the Neighborhood Redevelopment budget. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Dickerson, McBride, Livingston, Rose, C. Jackson and Myers 
 
Opposed: Manning 
 
The vote was in favor. 


 


   


 36. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 
Fairwold Acres/Harlem Heights $1,384) – Taken up under Item # 34. 


 


   


 37. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 
St. Mark’s Wood $1,500 – Taken up under Item # 34. 


 


   


 38. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 
Fountain Lake $1,500) – Taken up under Item # 34. 


 


   


 39. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 
Green Lakes $1,500 – Taken up under Item # 34. 


 


   


 40. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 
Yorkshire HOA $1,500) – Taken up under Item # 34. 


 


   


 41. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 
Atlas Road Community $5,000) – Taken up under Item # 34. 
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Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to provide $3,500 to the Atlas Road Community from 
the Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance.  
 
Mr. Manning stated this was reduced to $1,500 with Mr. Livingston’s substitute motion under Item 
#36, which he supports because $1,500 for the Matching Grants is capped at that. He thought he 
heard our staff is working with that community to try to do something a little extra special with the 
park. If we got a $1 million+ fund balance, he thinks if one community, and he is willing if someone 
wants to make an argument for another community that our staff is working with in a special and 
unique way to do something above and beyond what these matching grants do, he would be happy 
to entertain that. But, the one he has heard about, and have before him, is the Atlas Road park, 
which is why his motion is to provide them with $3,500 out of the Neighborhood Redevelopment 
fund balance. 
 
Mr. Malinowski inquired if this will have to be a separate, new motion because $1,500 was already 
passed for that, and this is something different. Do we have to give it like a 41(a) number? 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated Mr. Manning, in his motion, mentioned that they were working with…who is 
working with whom on this. 
 
Ms. Myers stated Ms. Hegler is working with Atlas Road Community. They own property that they 
want to turn into a park. The community bought the property, and the County has been working 
with them to turn it into a park. It will be a public park when it is done. They are going to donate it, 
and they are not asking for a whole lot from the County. 
 
Ms. Dickerson inquired as to whose district this project was in. 
 
Ms. Myers stated it is in her district. She stated the Atlas Road Community has a piece of property 
they bought some time ago, and wanted to turn into a community park. They wanted to give it to 
the County, but we never got to the point where we would take it from them and turn it into a park. 
They are now trying to figure out ways to turn it into a park, and Ms. Hegler has been working with 
them. She stated she is happy to take this off the table. At this moment, it is not critical path. It is a 
small amount, and we will figure it out with the community. 
 
Mr. Livingston suggested having the Community Development office come back with a 
recommendation about that later. 
 
Ms. Myers made a substitute motion, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to revisit the Atlas Road 
Community park issue when Ms. Hegler and her can come back to Council with more definitive 
information and a specific request from the normal, standard budget. 
 
Mr. Manning made a second substitute motion, to approve $3,500 of the fund balance as a 
contingency for this item. 
 
Mr. Malinowski inquired if Mr. Manning was referring to General Fund or Neighborhood 
Redevelopment. 
 
Mr. Manning stated he was talking about, as you recall back on the H-Tax, we said we would like to 
circumvent the whole budget, 3 readings and a public hearing. We put some money, so we could 
just do that out of contingency. He is saying, while we are getting this more information, he would 
like us to put this money in this free flowing contingency that when they come back with the 
information, if we like it, we can vote on it just like we are with $150,000 H-Tax. 
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Mr. Malinowski stated he understood that, but he inquired if Mr. Manning was referring to the 
Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance. 
 
Mr. Manning stated that is correct. 
 
The second substitute motion died for lack of a second. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston, Rose and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 


   


 42. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 
Belvedere Community $1,500) – Taken up under Item # 34. 


 


   


 43. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate 
Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award North 21 Terrace Neighborhood $1,200) – 
Taken up under Item # 34. 


 


   


 44. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 
Pinehurst Neighborhood Association $1,000) – Taken up under Item # 34. 


 


   


 GENERAL FUND  


   


 45. County Departments (Approve as presented in budget work sessions) – Ms. Myers moved, 
seconded by Mr. C. Jackson, to approve this item. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston, Rose and McBride 
 
Opposed: Manning 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 


 


   


 46. Computer Technology Replacement (To allocate GF Transfer to CTR fund to continue with the 3-
year computer leasing program) – Mr. Hayes stated this is a companion of Item # 45. It has to do 
with the funds, that are funded through the General Fund, that is transferred to the Computer 
Technology Replacement fund where we have a 3-year lease program to replace computers. That 
will be approving a $310,000 transfer from the General Fund to the CTR fund. 
 
Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to approve the transfer of $310,000 from the 
General Fund to the CTR fund for computer leasing program. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston, Rose and 
McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 


 


   


 47. Discretionary Grant (Approve total of $200,000 in discretionary grant committee 
recommendations $123,652 in new recommendations, and $76,348 in multi-year grants approved 
in prior years) 
47(a). Discretionary Grant (Epworth Children’s Home and New Economic Beginnings be reduced to 
the maximum allowable amount of $10,000 and that Harvest Hope Food Bank and SisterCare each 
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Richland County Council 


SPECIAL CALLED MEETING 
June 21, 2018 – 6:00 PM 


Council Chambers 
2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29204 


 1 


 2 


 3 


 4 


 5 


COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT: Joyce Dickerson, Chair; Bill Malinowski, Vice Chair; Seth Rose, Calvin “Chip” Jackson, 6 


Norman Jackson, Gwen Kennedy, Paul Livingston, Yvonne McBride, Dalhi Myers, and Greg Pearce 7 


OTHERS PRESENT: Michelle Onley, Brandon Madden, Sandra Yudice, Kim Williams-Roberts, Larry Smith, Tim 8 


Nielsen, Stacey Hamm, Nancy Stone-Collum, Portia Easter, Wendy Davis, Ashley Powell, James Hayes, Dwight 9 


Hanna, Jeff Ruble, O’Jetta Bryant, Tyler Kirk, Steven Gaither, Jasmine Crum, Beverly Harris, Marjorie King, and 10 


Tracy Hegler 11 


1.  CALL TO ORDER – Ms. Dickerson called the meeting to order at approximately 6:00 PM. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated that Mr. Pearce was not in attendance due to a family emergency. 


 


   


2. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA – Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to adopt the agenda as 
published. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose and 
McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 


 


   


3. THIRD READING 
 
Dr. Yudice stated today we are having 3rd Reading of the Budget Amendment for FY 2019. 
 
Mr. Hayes stated the document we will be primarily working from is the motions list. At last week’s meeting, 
Mr. Livingston requested Budget to white out those items that Council did not have to revisit, and highlight 
those items they did have to visit. He stated there was a motion list that was sent our earlier this week with 
Budget Memo 6-1. On the attached motion list Item #20 was highlighted, but it should not have been 
highlighted because no additional information was requested on it. 
 
Mr. Pearce stated, for clarification, the highlighted items are the ones we will be taking up. The items that 
are not highlighted will not be taken up. 
 
Mr. Hayes stated it is all a part of the budget ordinance. Mr. Manning and Mr. Livingston questioned going 
through all of the items again, and you would not have to do that because they would be included in the 
budget ordinance. 
 
Mr. Livingston stated that’s not to say you could not pull out anything you wanted to.  
 
Mr. Pearce stated that was his question. He wanted to know if he was confined to the highlighted items.  
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Ballet - $15,000; Columbia Classical Ballet - $15,000; Columbia Film Society d/b/a Nickelodeon Theatre 
- $1,000; Columbia International Festival - $25,000; Columbia Metro CVB - $10,000; Columbia Regional 
Sports Council - $5,000; EdVenture - $1,000; Famously Hot New Year - $1,000; Historic Columbia 
Foundation - $12,000; Miss SC Pageant - $1,850; SC Philharmonic - $10,000; Sparkleberry Northeast 
Fair, Inc. - $500; Special Olympics - $2,000; Town of Eastover - $2,500) – Mr. Malinowski moved, 
seconded by Mr. N. Jackson, to approve this item. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston 
and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Ms. Myers inquired if the unallocated fund were rolled over. 
 
Mr. Hayes stated the rollover amount will not be available until after the books for FY18 are closed. 


   


 32. Richland County Conservation Commission (RCCC recommended Historic Preservation Grants -
$207,900) – Ms. Kennedy moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to approve Items #32 and #33. 
 
Mr. Manning made a substitute motion, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to approve Items #32 – #40. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated, for clarification, that Mr. Hayes put in a companion document that none of 
these groups submitted an application. 
 
Mr. Hayes stated the companion document had answers from Ms. Hegler stating that none of the 
groups had submitted an application. The motion at the last meeting was for the groups to 
complete an application. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated, for clarification, these funds are predicated on the groups submitting an 
application. 
 
Mr. Hayes stated that is his understanding. 
 
Mr. Manning withdrew his motion. 
 
Ms. McBride made a substitute motion, seconded by Mr. N. Jackson, to approve Items #32 - #44. 
 
Mr. Manning made a 2nd substitute motion, seconded by Ms. McBride, to approve Items #32 - #54. 
 
In Favor: C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson and McBride 
 
Opposed: Malinowski, Livingston and Rose 
 
The vote was in favor. 


 


   


 33. Richland County Conservation Commission (RCCC Community Conservation Grants -$42,100) – See 
Item #32. 


 


   


 34. Neighborhood Redevelopment (Neighborhood Redevelopment matching grants committee -
$50,213) – See Item #32. 
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 35. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate funding to approve the Neighborhood Redevelopment 
Budget) NOTE: Includes using $650K in Fund Balance ($1,447,277) – See Item #32. 


 


   


 36. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 
Fairwold Acres/Harlem Heights $1,384) – See Item #32. 


 


   


 37. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 
St. Mark’s Wood $1,500 – See Item #32. 


 


   


 38. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 
Fountain Lake $1,500) – See Item #32. 


 


   


 39. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 
Green Lakes $1,500 – See Item #32. 


 


   


 40. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 
Yorkshire HOA $1,500) – See Item #32. 


 


   


 41. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 
Atlas Road Community $5,000) NOTE: Community Development Office should return to Council 
with a plan for the Atlas Road Park ($1,500) – See Item #32. 


 


   


 42. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 
Belvedere Community $1,500) – See Item #32. 


 


   


 43. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate 
Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award North 21 Terrace Neighborhood $1,200) – 
See Item #32. 


 


   


 44. Neighborhood Redevelopment (To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award 
Pinehurst Neighborhood Association $1,000) – See Item #32. 


 


   


 GENERAL FUND  


   


 45. County Departments (Approve as presented in budget work sessions -$3,896,076) – See Item #32.  


   


 46. Computer Technology Replacement (To allocate GF Transfer to CTR fund to continue with the 3-
year computer leasing program -$310,000) – See Item #32. 


 


   


 47. Discretionary Grant (Approve total of $200,000 in discretionary grant committee 
recommendations $123,652 in new recommendations, and $76,348 in multi-year grants approved 
in prior years) – See Item #32. 
 
47(a). Discretionary Grant (Epworth Children’s Home and New Economic Beginnings be reduced 
to the maximum allowable amount of $10,000 and that Harvest Hope Food Bank and SisterCare 
each receive $10,000) – – See Item #32. 


 


   


 48. Contractual & Statutory Grant – Central Midlands COG, City Center Partnership, LRADAC (Approve 
at FY18 Funding Levels - $825,932) – See Item #32. 
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Richland County Council 


ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 
June 26, 2018 – 6:00 PM 


Council Chambers 
2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29204 


 


 


 


 


 


 


COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: Paul Livingston, Chair; Bill Malinowski, Dalhi Myers, Yvonne McBride, and 


Norman Jackson 


 


OTHER COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT: Calvin Jackson  


 


OTHERS PRESENT: Brandon Madden, Michelle Onley, Ismail Ozbek, Jennifer Wladischkin, Trenia Bowers, Tim 


Nielsen, Sandra Yudice, Kimberly Williams-Roberts, Larry Smith, Michelle Rosenthal, Jamelle Ellis, Michael Byrd, Art 


Braswell, Chris Eversmann, Melissa Watts, Stacey Hamm, Ashley Powell, Hayden Davis, Stephen Staley, and 


Synithia Williams 


 


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


    


2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES   


    


 a. May 22, 2018 – Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to approve the minutes as 
distributed. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Myers, Livingston, and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 


  


    


3. ADOPTION OF AGENDA – Ms. McBride moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to adopt the agenda as 
published. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Myers, Livingston and McBride 
 
Opposed: N. Jackson 
 
The vote was in favor. 


  


    


4. ITEMS FOR ACTION   


    


 a. Council Motion: In 2007, Richland County Council approved Ordinance # 029-07HR, filed with the 
Clerk of Court on April 12, 2007, Book 010, Page 386. This motion is to direct the Finance 
Department to provide an accounting for these funds since July 1, 2007 as described so user know 
how the system currently stands financially [MALINOWSKI] –Mr. Malinowski inquired about how 
much is currently in escrow for this account. 
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elevators in the Judicial Center. They are older elevators, and are constantly needing to be repaired. 
Instead of repairing them, this is an attempt to just replace them. Mr. Hayden Davis can provide a 
more bird’s eye view of the details of this request. There was a solicitation issued, and the request is 
to enter into a contract with the firm to replace the 6 elevators. 
 
Mr. Pearce stated he thought we did this a year ago. 
 
Mr. Davis stated we have done some repairs to the elevators, but this would be a major 
modernization of the elevators. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to forward to Council with a recommendation to 
move forward with entering into a contract with Carolina Elevator, Inc., the recommended 
contractor to supply and install all required equipment, material, and labor to modernize six (6) 
elevators at the Judicial Center. The total project cost is in the amount of $1,060,350.79, with a 
contract amount of $922,050.79, and a reserved contingency amount of $138,300.00. 
 
Mr. Malinowski stated the agenda packet says, “With the development of a new Judicial Center 
several years away.” Prior to deferring the Renaissance, it seemed like that was the first thing, after 
Administration moving out. We need to get more of a definitive answer on the timeframe here 
before we invest over a $1 million into something that is ultimately is going to be gone. 
 
Mr. Malinowski made a substitute motion, seconded by Ms. Myers, to defer this to the next 
committee meeting. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Myers, N. Jackson, Livingston and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 


    


 i. FY18-19 Annual Action Plan budgets for the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and 
HOME Investment Partnership (HOME) federal funds – Mr. N. Jackson moved, seconded by Ms. 
Myers, to forward without a recommendation. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Myers, N. Jackson, Livingston and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 


  


    


5. ADJOURNMENT – The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:59 PM.   
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COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT: Joyce Dickerson, Chair; Bill Malinowski, Vice Chair; Calvin “Chip” Jackson, Norman Jackson, 
Gwen Kennedy, Paul Livingston, Jim Manning, Yvonne McBride, Dalhi Myers, Greg Pearce and Seth Rose 
 
OTHERS PRESENT: Michelle Onley, Beverly Harris, James Hayes, Kim Williams-Roberts, Cathy Rawls, Trenia Bowers, John 
Thompson, Brandon Madden, Jennifer Wladischkin, Tracy Hegler, Sandra Yudice, Stacey Hamm, Ismail Ozbek, Eden Logan, 
Larry Smith, Dwight Hanna, Tim Nielsen, Synithia Williams, Art Braswell, Stephen Staley, Shahid Khan, Michelle Rosenthal, 
Jamelle Ellis, and Bryant Davis 


 


 


1. CALL TO ORDER – Ms. Dickerson called the meeting to order at approximately 6:00 PM. 
 
POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE – Ms. Dickerson praised the Lord for all of the people getting out of the cave in 
Thailand. 


 


   


2. INVOCATION – The invocation was led by the Honorable Norman Jackson  


   


3.        
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE – The Pledge of Allegiance was led by the Honorable Norman Jackson 


 


 
 


 


4. 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 


a. Budget – 2nd Reading: June 14, 2018 – Ms. McBride moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to approve the 
minutes as published. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 


b. Regular Session: June 19, 2018 –Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to approve the minutes 
as published. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose and 
McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
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problem relates to the manner in which the City is annexing these properties. The County would be 
willing to meet to discuss a better method of annexation where possibly some of these areas could be 
addressed, prior to the annexation. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Pearce, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 


 
 


 


16. 
REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 
 


a. Council Motion: Guidelines for dedications at the Decker Center – Mr. Manning stated this item is a 
Council motion. The motion is “Guidelines for dedications at the Decker Center”. He was unclear as to 
what an “aye” or “nay” vote on that would be. The briefing document gave a good deal of information, 
which included “move to establish guidelines for dedications at Decker Center, to include how they will 
be funded.” The alternatives, in the agenda packet on p. 147, was to consider the motion and proceed 
accordingly or to consider the motion and not proceed. The staff recommendation, on p. 148, was that 
Council may consider forming a small committee with representation from Council. 
 
Mr. Rose moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to follow staff’s recommendation to form a committee 
to present guidelines to full Council.  
 
Mr. Manning made a friendly amendment to include dedications at any Richland County building. 
 
Mr. C. Jackson stated, for clarification, if this means we will not do any future dedications until those 
guidelines have been approved by Council. 
 
Mr. Rose stated, in his opinion, until guidelines are in place, if a majority of Council wanted to do 
something, they would have the ability to do so. Guidelines would be helpful in guiding us, going 
forward. 
 
Ms. Dickerson stated we need some guidelines on this this because we are getting requests to do 
dedications, and we have not set any guidelines, as to how we would do them (i.e. expenses). 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, 
Rose, and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 


b. FY18-19 Annual Action Plan budgets for the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME 
Investment Partnership (HOME) federal funds – Mr. Livingston stated the committee recommended 
approval of this item. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose and 
McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous.  
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Richland County Council 


SPECIAL CALLED MEETING 
July 9, 2019 – 6:00 PM 


Council Chambers 
2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29204 


 


 


 


 


 


COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT: Paul Livingston, Chair; Dalhi Myers, Vice-Chair; Joyce Dickerson, Calvin “Chip” 


Jackson, Gwen Kennedy, Bill Malinowski, Jim Manning, Yvonne McBride, Chakisse Newton and Joe Walker 


OTHERS PRESENT: John Thompson, Michelle Onley, Ashiya Myers, Cathy Rawls, Larry Smith, Michael Niermeier, 


Eden Logan, Nathaniel Miller, Casey White, Beverly Harris, Angela Weathersby, Art Braswell, Ismail Ozbek, Allison 


Stone, Clayton Voignier, Alonzo Smith, Chris Eversmann, Mohammed Al-Tofan, Synithia Williams, Tiffany Harrison, 


James Hayes, Jeff Ruble, Janet Claggett, Stacey Hamm and Shahid Khan 


1.  CALL TO ORDER – Mr. Livingston called the meeting to order at approximately 7:14 PM.  


   


2. INVOCATION – The invocation was led by the Honorable Chakisse Newton  


   


3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE – The Pledge of Allegiance was led by the Honorable Chakisse Newton  


   


4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 


a. Regular Session: June 18, 2019 – Ms. Myers and Mr. Malinowski stated there were Scrivener’s 
errors in the minutes, which they will provide to the Clerk’s Office. 
 
Ms. Dickerson moved, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to approve the minutes as corrected. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride 
 
Opposed: Manning 
 
Present but Not Voting: Kennedy 
 
The vote was in favor. 
 


b. Zoning Public Hearing: June 25, 2019 – Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Mr. Jackson, to approve the 
minutes as distributed. 
 
In Favor: Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Walker, Dickerson, Livingston 
and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 


 


   


5. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA – Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Ms. McBride, to adopt the agenda as 
published. 
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b. FY 2019-2020 Annual Action Plan Budget for CDBG and HOME – Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Ms. 
Dickerson, to approve this item. 
 
Mr. Malinowski inquired about what happens with the home when the owner passes away or 
become incapacitated. 
 
Mr. Voignier stated there is a 10-year lien on the home, so they have to remain in the home. If the 
individual passes away, it becomes heir property. 
 
Mr. Livingston inquired how we get community feedback on the action plan. 
 
Mr. Voignier stated there is a public comment period to gather public feedback. There are a couple 
of projects that are related to neighborhood master plan areas, so there has already been a lot of 
public feedback through those processes. This funding will support the master plans that are 
already in place.  
 
In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Walker, Dickerson, 
Livingston and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 
 
Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to reconsider this item. 
 
Opposed: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Walker, Dickerson, Livingston 
and McBride 
 
Present but Not Voting: Manning 
 
The motion for reconsideration failed. 
 


c. A Resolution to appoint and commission Jeremy Joseph Denny as a Code Enforcement Officer for 
the proper security, general welfare, and convenience of Richland County – Mr. Manning moved, 
seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to approve this item. 
 
In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Walker, Dickerson, 
Livingston and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous.  
 


d. A Resolution to appoint and commission Froilan Jose Rodriguez Rodriguez as a Code Enforcement 
Officer for the proper security, general welfare, and convenience of Richland County – Mr. Manning 
moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to approve this item. 
 
In Favor: Terracio, Malinowski, Jackson, Newton, Myers, Kennedy, Manning, Walker, Dickerson, 
Livingston and McBride 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous.  


   


22. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Ms. Newton, to go into Executive Session. 
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Thank you,

Clayton Voignier, CCEP, CGAP
Director
Richland County Government
Community Planning & Development
803-576-2168
voignier.clayton@richlandcountysc.gov

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s)
and may contain confidential, proprietary, and/or privileged information protected by law.  If you are not the intended
recipient, you may not read, use, copy, or distribute this e-mail message or its attachments.  If you believe you have received
this e-mail message in error, please contact the sender by reply e-mail or telephone immediately, and destroy all copies of the
original message.

From: ASHLEY POWELL <POWELL.ASHLEY@richlandcountysc.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 19, 2020 5:19 PM
To: CLAYTON VOIGNIER <VOIGNIER.CLAYTON@richlandcountysc.gov>
Subject: FW: Follow up-Housing Concerns

Good evening, Clayton.

Please have Lauren, or whomever you deem appropriate, perform the requisite research to provide
a comprehensive timeline of Council action on the two parks listed in Councilwoman Myers’ below
correspondence.

I am particularly interested in the following:

· If either of these projects were vetted by full Council;
· When; and
· What the terms/specifics of the action taken by Council were

It would be extremely helpful if staff could build in any staff action taken on this same timeline but 
given that you and several key members of your team are relatively new, I recognize that it might be 
difficult to do that and/or there may be some gaps in our knowledge. That is fine.

I would like this as soon as possible. Please let me know what would be a reasonable expectation as 
far as turnaround on this deliverable.

Thank you,

Ashley M. Powell, Assoc. AIA, AICP
Assistant County Administrator
Richland County Government
County Administrator’s Office
803-576-3584
powell.ashley@richlandcountysc.gov

220 of 252

mailto:voignier.clayton@richlandcountysc.gov
mailto:POWELL.ASHLEY@richlandcountysc.gov
mailto:VOIGNIER.CLAYTON@richlandcountysc.gov
mailto:powell.ashley@richlandcountysc.gov


CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s)
and may contain confidential, proprietary, and/or privileged information protected by law.  If you are not the intended
recipient, you may not read, use, copy, or distribute this e-mail message or its attachments.  If you believe you have received
this e-mail message in error, please contact the sender by reply e-mail or telephone immediately, and destroy all copies of the
original message.

From: ASHLEY POWELL 
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 10:52 AM
To: 'dalhi31@gmail.com' <dalhi31@gmail.com>; CLAYTON VOIGNIER
<VOIGNIER.CLAYTON@richlandcountysc.gov>
Cc: LEONARDO BROWN <BROWN.LEONARDO@richlandcountysc.gov>; Dalhi Myers
<dmyers@richlandcountysc.gov>
Subject: RE: Follow up-Housing Concerns

Good morning, Vice Chair Myers.

In response to the below:

1. If my team inadvertently missed someone we said we’d contact, I take full responsibility for
our having done so and I would like to take steps to rectify this immediately.  To do so, I will
need to know to whom are you referring when you say one has yet to be contacted.

2. As a part of the restructured SFHRP under myself and Director Voignier, customer
satisfaction is factored into contractors being able to bid for and work on additional jobs. As
such, we have been tracking this since Council was last briefed and I have yet to see less
than a four (4) out of five (5) in customer satisfaction. If you would please provide names of
individuals with concerns, I would like to do some research in advance of our meeting, to
make the most efficient use of all of our time, and personally follow up with these
individuals.

3. It was my understanding from our last conversation that we were to pursue an MOU with
RCRC that would allow them to take the lead on our park planning. Mine and Ms. Watson’s
teams are meeting on February 4 for this reason. If you prefer to pursue an outside entity
specialized in park planning, we can certainly discuss it, propose options and put it before
Council.

4. I am unaware of any facility associated with the Historic Trail beyond the trail itself. Per my
most recent update from Budget on 11.18.2019, there is funding in the amount of $1,156,
177 for the Historical Trail and an additional $2M, originally approved by Council in FY18 for
a multi-purpose building, which will remit back to the H-Tax Fund Balance.

I am happy to meet and discuss the above in greater detail but thought some context might be
helpful in preparing for further discussion(s).

Prior to Thursday, February 6, my morning availability is as follows below:
· Tuesday, February 4, 2020; 8:30am – 10:00am
· Wednesday, February 5, 2020; 8:30am – 11:00am
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Looking at Director Voignier’s calendar, Wednesday would work better for him but I believe he could
make Tuesday work.

Please let us know if any of the above dates/times work for you.

Administrator Brown, if your schedule allows, I think it would be helpful for you to join us as well.

As an aside, myself and other staff are having trouble getting email replies through to your
‘dmyers@myersbusinesslawyers.com’ account. I wanted to mention this in case you’re not getting
responses on some things as that may be why.

Thank you,

Ashley M. Powell, Assoc. AIA, AICP
Assistant County Administrator
Richland County Government
County Administrator’s Office
powell.ashley@richlandcountysc.gov

P 803-576-3584  M 803-636-6093  F 803-576-2137

2020 Hampton St.
P.O. Box 192
Columbia, SC 29202
richlandcountysc.gov

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s)
and may contain confidential, proprietary, and/or privileged information protected by law.  If you are not the intended
recipient, you may not read, use, copy, or distribute this e-mail message or its attachments.  If you believe you have received
this e-mail message in error, please contact the sender by reply e-mail or telephone immediately, and destroy all copies of the
original message.

-----Original Message-----
From: Dalhi Myers <dalhi31@gmail.com> On Behalf Of Dalhi Myers
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 7:59 AM
To: ASHLEY POWELL <POWELL.ASHLEY@richlandcountysc.gov>; CLAYTON VOIGNIER
<VOIGNIER.CLAYTON@richlandcountysc.gov>
Cc: LEONARDO BROWN <BROWN.LEONARDO@richlandcountysc.gov>; Dalhi Myers
<dmyers@richlandcountysc.gov>
Subject: Follow up-Housing Concerns

Good morning, ACA Powell and Director Voignier.  Hope all is well. I wanted to get on your calendars
next week to follow up on several items:

1. Seniors you were to contact about their need for assistance with home repairs (3- one says she
still has not been contacted); 2.  The quality of flood repairs and concerns being raised by flood
victims (some of whom have reported repairs with second hand/reclaimed materials); 3. Potential to
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use third party management company to undertake planning work on Atlas Road Community Park
and/or Taylors Community Park; and 4.  Lower Richland Historic Trail facility and funds. 

Thanks so much. Early mornings are best for me. It would be helpful if we could meet before
Thursday. 

Thanks so much.  

Be well.

Dalhi

Sent from my wireless handheld device. Please excuse any grammatical errors.  DM

223 of 252



MEMORANDUM 

To Clayton Voignier, Director, Community Planning & Development Department 

CC Tommy Delage, Planning Services Manager; Denise Teasdell, Manager of Housing 

From Brian Crooks, Comprehensive Planner; Jocelyn Jennings, Community Development Coordinator 

Date February 26, 2020 

Subject Request for Information: Atlas Road Park and Taylors Community Park 

This memorandum serves as a response to the request for information regarding the Atlas Road Community Park and 

Taylors Community Park.  Per the request, staff has put together a timeline of Council action regarding the two projects.  

The timeline includes the dates Council took up items, at Committee or full Council, that involve the park projects and any 

actions on those items.  Additionally, staff actions related to the projects are interspersed within the timeline.  In 

researching actions and information on the two projects, staff did not find information regarding the Taylors Community 

Park, either by Council or staff.  As such, the only information included in the timeline involves the Atlas Road Park. 

ATLAS ROAD PARK – Timeline of Actions 

 March 3, 2015 – Community Correspondence (Letter) [Attachment A]
o Letter from Atlas Road Community Organization to K. Washington requesting use as a playground and

mailing address.  Additionally, the letter requests to have the unsafe housing lien removed, otherwise,
would negotiate a cost up to half to be paid.

o NIP staff were included on correspondence to K. Washington.

 April 7, 2015 – Council Regular Session Meeting [Attachment B]
o Motion by K. Washington

 To have Richland County remove the lien off of the property located at 2045 Smith St (TMS R13516-
03-21) contingent on the property owner donating the land to the Atlas Road Community
Organization.

 Item was sent to the D&S Committee.

 April 22, 2015 – Staff Correspondence (Email)
o NIP staff stated they were coordinating property transfer from previous ownership to Atlas Road

Community Organization when asked by CP&D Director.

 April 28, 2015 – Development & Services Committee Meeting [Attachment C]
o Motion by N. Jackson, Seconded by B. Malinowski

 Forward to Council with a recommendation to have Richland County remove the lien off of the
property located at 2045 Smith St (TMS 13516-03-21) contingent on the property owner donating
the land to the Atlas Road Community Organization.

 Placed on consent agenda for upcoming meeting.

Attachment 3
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 May 5, 2015 – Council Regular Session Meeting [Attachment D]
o Motion approved under Consent as presented from Committee to have the lien removed.
o Action Required: Staff will develop and present a policy to Council to address future requests for removing

liens off of property in a similar manner for their consideration – Legal, Building Services, Finance,
Administration.

 October 12, 2015 – Council Regular Session Meeting [Attachment E]
o Motion by K. Washington

 To have Richland County remove the lien off of the property located at 1420 Joe Frazier Court
contingent on the property owner donating the land to the Atlas Road Community Organization.

 The item was referred to the D&S Committee.

 October 27, 2015 – Development & Services Committee Meeting [Attachment F]
o At the October 12, 2015 Council meeting, motion by K. Washington

 To have Richland County remove the lien off of the property located at 1420 Joe Frazier Court
contingent on the property owner donating the land to the Atlas Road Community Organization

 B. Malinowski moved, seconded by J.A. Dixon to defer the item until the November committee
meeting for additional information.  Unanimous vote in favor.

 November 24, 2015 – Development & Services Committee Meeting [Attachment G]
o D&S Committee forwarded the motion as presented from the October 12 Council meeting and October

27 Committee meeting to Council without a recommendation.

 December 1, 2015 – Council Regular Session Meeting [Attachment H]
o K. Washington, seconded by N. Jackson, moved to approve removing the lien from the property.
o J.A. Dixon, seconded by J. Dickerson, moved to defer this item until the December 8 Council meeting.

 Vote to defer was approved.
o K. Washington requested the ROA for the previous property adjacent to 1420 Joe Frazier Court.

 December 8, 2015 – Special Called Meeting [Attachment I & J]
o Council approved removing the lien off of the property located at 1420 Joe Frazier Court (TMS R13516-

03-03).
o Vote to reconsider failed.

 June 7, 2018 – Special Called Meeting (Budget 2nd Reading Public Hearing) [Attachment K]
o Atlas Road Community Park listed under Item #46 by D. Myers to allocated $5,000 to Atlas Road

Community Organization from the Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance

 June  14, 2018  - Special Called Meeting (Budget 2nd Reading) [Attachment L]
o Neighborhood Redevelopment Motions/Items; Items 34-44

 Item #41 - Motion by D. Myers to allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to
award Atlas Road Community $5,000 for a park

o Staff noted that Atlas Road Community Organization received an application for
$1,500 and was funding through the Neighborhood Matching Grant program; the
funding was at odds with the motion by D. Myers.

o D. Myers stated that the community organization was working with the planning
department on a park, where they have their own land.  The money would be to
help fund development.

o A substitute motion, which was approved, was to provide $1,500 for the
Neighborhood Matching Grant.
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 Item #41 – Motion by J. Manning, Seconded by S. Rose, to provide $3,500 to Atlas Road
Community from the Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance

o J. Manning notes the new motion is to provide funding separately from NMG
funds for the park project, as was stated by D. Myers previously.

o After some discussion on the necessity and circumstances of the project, a
substitute motion was made by D. Myers, seconded by P. Livingston, to revisit the
Atlas Road community park issue when Ms. Hegler and [D. Myers] can come back
to Council with more definitive information and a specific request from the
normal, standard budget.

 Motion passed unanimously.

 June 21, 2018 – Special Called Meeting (Budget 3rd Reading) [Attachment M]
o Motion by D. Myers

 To allocate Neighborhood Redevelopment fund balance to award Atlas Road Community $5,000.
 Community Development office should return to council with a plan for the Atlas Road park issue.
 The motion approved only included funding up to $1,500 under Neighborhood Matching Grant,

based upon the previous meeting’s motions.

 June 26, 2018 – Administration & Finance Committee [Attachment N]
o N. Jackson, seconded by D. Myers, moved to forward with a recommendation FY18-19 Annual Action Plan

budgets for the CDBG and HOME Investment Partnership federal funds.
o Included within the requested CDBG funds is $50,000 for a District 10 Park

 July 10, 2018 – Special Called Meeting [Attachment O]
o P. Livingston stated the committee (A&F) recommended approval of this item.  Vote in favor was

unanimous.
o Included the allocation of $50,000 in CDBG funds for a District 10 Park.

 August 6, 2018 – Staff Correspondence (Email) [Attachment P]
o Email correspondence between CP&D Director and Community Development Manager discussing

proposed sketch by Atlas Road Community Organization president/leader.
o Discussion provides general background on the project, including potential timeframe based upon

available funding and scope.
o Correspondence shows verification that park area qualified as LMI under HUD guidelines for CDBG

funding.

 October 9, 2018 – Staff Correspondence (Email)
o Discussion of including RCRC as a partner for implementing project.

 November 21, 2018 through December 20, 2018  – Request for Qualifications for Environmental Assessment
o Solicitation # RC-125-Q-2019
o Sought qualifications for services related to environmental assessments for project utilizing CDBG funding.
o Scope included assessments for the Atlas Road Park project

 January 9, 2019 – Procurement Qualifies vendors from RFQ for EAs
o Procurement qualified three vendors as eligible to submit for the requested EAs.

 February 12, 2019 through March 13, 2019 – Request for Qualification for Atlas Road Park Design
o Solicitation # RC-139-Q-2019
o Sought qualifications from design firms for a new community park funded by CDBG
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o Scope included evaluation of site conditions and design services, including all construction documents
needed

 July 9, 2019 – Special Called Meeting [Attachment Q]
o D. Myers, seconded by J. Dickerson, moved to approve this item.

 Item 21b, FY2019-2020 Annual Action Plan Budget for CDBG and HOME.
 Included within the budget was $100,000 for a District 10 Atlas Road Park Construction Phase II.

 August 23, 2019 – Community Development meeting with RCRC

 August 23, 2019 through September 30, 2019 – Staff Correspondence (Email)
o Community Development staff thanked RCRC for the meeting on August 23.
o Community Development staff requested from RCRC any information they had regarding the park.
o Community Development staff provided a draft predevelopment/design and construction timeline for

RCRC
 RCRC agreed via email to timeline

 October 4, 2019 – Staff Correspondence (Email)
o Community Development staff sent request to procurement to solicit a bid from Summit Engineering to

provide an Environmental Site Assessment for the park location at 2045 Smith Street, Columbia, SC 29205
o CP&D executed a requisition from $15,000 and attached a scope of work

 February 4, 2020 – CP&D Meeting with RCRC
o Discussion during meeting included Atlas Road park, referencing environmental assessments and type

and level of funding available for activities

ATTACHMENTS 

 Attachment A – Community Letter to K. Washington
 Attachment B – April 7, 2015 Council Meeting ROA
 Attachment C – April 28, 2015 D&S Committee Minutes
 Attachment D – May 5, 2015 Council Meeting ROA
 Attachment E – October 12, 2015 Council Meeting ROA
 Attachment F – October 27, 2015 D&S Committee Minutes
 Attachment G – November 24, 2015 D&S Committee ROA
 Attachment H – December 1, 2015 Council Meeting Minutes
 Attachment I – December 8, 2015 Council Meeting Minutes
 Attachment J – December 8, 2015 Council Meeting ROA
 Attachment K – June 7, 2018 2nd Reading Budget Public Hearing Agenda
 Attachment L – June 14, 2018 2nd Reading Budget Council Meeting Minutes
 Attachment M – June 21, 2018 3rd Reading Budget Council Meeting Minutes
 Attachment N – June 26, 2018 A&F Committee Minutes
 Attachment O – July 10, 2018 Council Meeting Minutes
 Attachment P – August 6, 2018 Staff Correspondence
 Attachment Q – July 9, 2019 Council Meeting Minutes
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY COUNCIL FOR RICHLAND COUNTY

ORDINANCE NO. _____–20HR

AN ORDINANCE EXTENDING ORDINANCES 17-20HR AND 041-20HR, REQUIRING 
THE WEARING OF FACE MASKS TO HELP ALLEVIATE THE SPREAD OF COVID 19. 

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

SECTION I.

WHEREAS, on July 6, 2020, Richland County Council passed Ordinance 17-
20HR, an Emergency Ordinance Requiring the Wearing of Face Masks to Help 
Alleviate the Spread of COVID-19, and subsequently extended that ordinance with 041-
20HR; and,

WHEREAS, the Council finds that the emergency conditions present on July 6, 
2020, and at the time of the first extension, are still present today; and, 

WHEREAS, South Carolina Code of Laws Annotated Section 4-9-25 provides 
that:

All counties of the State, in addition to the powers conferred to their specific 
form of government, have authority to enact regulations, resolutions, and 
ordinances, not inconsistent with the Constitution and general law of this State, 
including the exercise of these powers in relation to health and order in counties 
or respecting any subject as appears to them necessary and proper for the 
security, general welfare, and convenience of counties or for preserving health, 
peace, order, and good government in them. The powers of a county must be 
liberally construed in favor of the county and the specific mention of particular 
powers may not be construed as limiting in any manner the general powers of 
counties.

WHEREAS, South Carolina Code of Laws Annotated Section 4-9-130 provides 
that:

To meet public emergencies affecting life, health, safety or the property of the 
people, council may adopt emergency ordinances; but such ordinances shall not 
levy taxes, grant, renew or extend a franchise or impose or change a service rate. 
Every emergency ordinance shall be designated as such and shall contain a 
declaration that an emergency exists and describe the emergency. Every 
emergency ordinance shall be enacted by the affirmative vote of at least two-
thirds of the members of council present. An emergency ordinance is effective 

250 of 252



immediately upon its enactment without regard to any reading, public hearing, 
publication requirements, or public notice requirements. Emergency ordinances 
shall expire automatically as of the sixty-first day following the date of 
enactment; and

WHEREAS, Richland County Code of Ordinances; Chapter 2, Administration, 
Article II, County Council, Division 2, Ordinances, Section 2-31 provides:

(a) An emergency ordinance may be enacted only to meet public
emergencies affecting life, health, safety, or the property of the people. Such an 
ordinance may not levy taxes, grant, renew or extend a franchise nor may it 
impose or change a service rate;

(b) Each emergency ordinance shall contain a declaration that an
emergency exists, defining the emergency, and shall be entitled an "Emergency 
Ordinance";

(c) Emergency ordinances require no readings or prior publications
before adoption by county council;

(d) Emergency ordinances require a two-thirds (2/3) affirmative vote of
members present for adoption;

(e) An emergency ordinance is effective immediately on the date of
adoption and shall expire automatically on the sixty-first day following the date 
of enactment; and.

(f) The clerk of council shall be responsible for indexing and providing
for compilation of the emergency ordinance adopted and shall, with the county 
attorney's assistance, cause a copy of the emergency ordinance to be filed in the 
office of the clerk of court;

WHEREAS, in light of the foregoing, County Council deems it proper and 
necessary to extend Emergency Ordinance 17-20HR and Ordinance 041-20HR; 

NOW, THEREFORE, by virtue of the authority vested in the governing body of 
Richland County pursuant to Home Rule, S.C.Code Ann. Sections 4-9-25 and 4-9-130, and 
in accordance with the requirements of S.C.Code Ann. Section 4-9-130 and Richland County 
Code of Ordinances, Chapter 2, Administration, Article II, County Council, Division 2, 
Ordinances, Section 2-31,  and in light of the foregoing, the governing body of Richland 
County declares that an emergency exists with respect to the presence of and the spread of 
the Coronavirus (COVID-19), and pursuant to the above authorities, and incorporating the 
federal and state emergency declarations, orders, measures, guidance and recommendations 
set forth in the prefatory clauses hereinabove, extends EMERGENCY ORDINANCE 17-
20HR and ORDINANCE 041-20HR for an additional 61 days, as allowed by law.

SECTION II. Severability. If any section, subsection, or clause of this Emergency Ordinance 
shall be deemed to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, 
subsections, and clauses shall not be affected thereby.
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SECTION III. Conflicting Ordinances Repealed. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict 
with the provisions of this ordinance are hereby repealed.

SECTION IV. Effective Date. This Emergency Ordinance shall be effective beginning at on 
August 31, 2020.  This Ordinance shall automatically expire on the 61st day after enactment of 
this Ordinance

RICHLAND COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA

By: __________________________________
Paul Livingston, Chair
Richland County Council

ATTEST THIS _____ DAY OF 

__________________________, 2020

Michelle Onley
Deputy Clerk to Council

RICHLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

____________________________________
Approved As To LEGAL Form Only
No Opinion Rendered As To Content
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