Richland County Council
Regular Session
May 15, 2018 — 6:00 PM
Council Chambers

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: MichelleOnley,Jamelle Ellis Beverly Harris, James Hayes, Kim Williams-Roberts, Cathy Rawls, Tim
Nielsen, Trenia Bowers, Michael Niermeier, Nathaniel Miller, Quinton Epps, Kecia Lara,John Thompson, Brandon Madden,
Jennifer Wladischkin, Tracy Hegler, Sandra Yudice, Sandra Haynes, Stacey Hamm, Chris Eversmann, Ismail Ozbek, Geo Price,
Laura Renwick, and Brad Farrar

CALLTO ORDER — Ms. Dickerson called the meeting to orderat approximately 6:00 PM.

INVOCATION — The invocation was led by the Honorable Gwen Kennedy.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE — The Pledge of Allegiance was led by the Honorable Gwen Kennedy.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Special Called: April9, 2018 — Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to approve the minutes as
submitted.

In Favor: Pearce, Rose, McBride, N. Jackson, Malinowski, Dickerson, Livingston, Myers and C. Jackson

The vote in favor was unanimous

RegularSession: May 1, 2018 — Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to approve the minutesas
submitted.

Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to reconsider Item 14(b) “An Ordinance Amendingthe
Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter5, Animals and Fowl; Section
5-4, Community Cat Diversion Program; so as to amend the language therein”.

Ms. McBride stated we have spent a great deal of time on this particular cat diversion ordinance. She
thinksitisirresponsible forustospend any additional time onit. When we have kids out there thatare
hungry and need medical attention. This has been vetted beyond vetted. Furthermore, she thinksitisa
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disservice to ourstaff, and particularly our Director of Animal Services, to question herability and her
integrity, interms of the reason that we are askingfor a reconsideration. She thinks this reconsideration
isdiscriminatory. She would ask that her Councilmembers support herin notreconsidering this. She has
used the same language that the City of Columbiaused fortheir cat diversion program. Their cat
diversion program was given asa model program. Richland County is using that same program, but yet
you question the integrity of Richland County Council person. You question the integrity of our Director
of Animal Services that we cannot make a discretionary decision. The voters voted on us to make good
choicesandfor us to go overthis again and again when we have come to a good compromise. Nobody
wants to seek cats killed. She supports the neuter-trap-return program. She also support the rights of
citizensto protect theirproperty. Butin compromising, she gave intothat. The only thingthat we
requestedisthat we follow the City of Columbia’s cat diversion program. So, she cannot see the need
for reconfirmingthis. She just asks her colleaguesto support herand our Director of Animal Services.

Mr. Pearce stated his motion was to reconsiderthisitem. The itemis not up for debate untilitis
reconsidered. Therefore, he does not feel it would be appropriateforhimto go intoa debate unlessthe
itemisreconsidered. If the item should be reconsidered then he will be preparedtoenterintoa
conversation regarding hisreasons for wanting to reconsiderthis. He thinks they are some valid reasons.
He does notthinkit is consistent to compare the City of Columbia with Richland County; therefore, heis
prepared to discuss that, if the item can come back before us.

In Favor: Pearce, Rose, N. Jackson, Malinowski, Livingston, Myers, C. Jackson and Manning

Opposed: McBride, Dickerson and Kennedy

The vote was in favor.

Mr. Pearce recommended thatitbe placed underThird Readingitems for consideration, atthe
appropriate pointinthe agenda.

Mr. Farrar stated it would be appropriate to place itunder Third Readingitems.
Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. C. Jackson, to approve the minutes asamended.

In Favor: Pearce, Rose, McBride, N. Jackson, Malinowski, Dickerson, Livingston, Kennedy, Myers, C.
Jackson and Manning

The vote in favor was unanimous.

Special Called: May 7, 2018 — Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to approve the minutes as
submitted.

In Favor: Pearce, Rose, McBride, N. Jackson, Malinowski, Dickerson, Livingston, Myers and C. Jackson
Abstain: Manning

The vote in favor was unanimous with Mr. Manning abstaining.
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ADOPTION OF AGENDA — Mr. C. Jackson apologized to his colleagues forthe late request foran addition. He
moved toamend the agendato add the followingitem entitled “An Ordinance to levy and impose ad valorem
property taxes forRichland County School Districts One and Two; to improve, simplify and make more efficient
the systems and procedures among Richland County School Districts One and Two and Richland County
Governmentto fulfill responsibilities under Act 280 of 1979; and to repeal Ordinance Sec. 2-537(2) and amend
Ordinance Sec. 2-525(H) {By Title Only}. Mr. Pearce seconded the motion.

Ms. Dickersonrequested that Mr. C. Jackson restate the motion.
Mr. C. Jacksonstateditis comingfrom a requestfrom Richland land Richland Il School Districts to request
Council tolook at and consider the way in which the County funds theirbudgets and consideran alternative way

of funding.

Mr. Malinowskiinquired asto why it does take the normal process and get placed on as a motion, senttoa
committee, inthis case the Budget Ad Hoc Committee.

Mr. C. Jackson stated because we will be havingthe First Reading on the budget, which did notinclude this. With
this having 3 readings, it would fall behind our Third Reading on approving the budgets for the school districts.
That is why we wanted to add it for Title Only tonight.

Mr. Malinowski stated they have known forayear...

Mr. C. Jacksonstated itis his fault. He did not getitinin time. Itis not Richland | or Richland II’s error.

In Favor: Pearce, Rose, McBride, N. Jackson, Dickerson, Livingston, Myers, and C. Jackson

The vote in favorwas unanimous.

A discussion took place regarding where to place the item on the agendasince there was not a section titled
“First Readingltem”. It was decided toadded itas the last item underthe “Approval of Consent Items”

Mr. N.Jacksoninquired about the minutes from the May 14, 2018 Special Called Meeting.

Ms. Onley stated the minutes have notbeen preparedyet.

Mr. N.Jackson stated, for clarification, what was discussed at the meetingis not final until afterthe minutes are
read, correct? He stated the vote was not clinched; therefore, nothingis final until after the minutes have been
approved.

Ms. Dickerson stated thisitem was not before Council.

Ms. Myers stated we authorized a contract to be executed.

Mr. Farrar stated the key s that thisis not before Council.

In Favor: Pearce, Rose, McBride, N. Jackson, Dickerson, Livingston, Kennedy, Myers, C. Jackson and Manning
Opposed: Malinowski
Regular Session

May 15, 2018
-3-



The vote was infavor of adopting the agenda as amended.
POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE — Ms. Dickersonrecognized the Clerk of Court, Jeannette McBride, wasinthe

audience. She introduced the new COMET Executive Director, John Andoh. She also recognized Roger Leaks, a
COMET Board Member, wasinthe audience.

PRESENTATION OF PROCLAMATION

a. A Proclamation Honoring “National Public Works Week”, May 20-26, 2018 — Mr. Malinowski presented a
proclamationto Mr. Ozbekin honorof National Public Works Week.

POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE — Ms. Dickerson recognized thatformerLt. Gov. Bob Peelerwasinthe
audience.

REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY FOR EXECUTIVE SESSION ITEMS — Mr. Farrar stated the followingitems are eligible
for Executive Session.

Personnel Matter

Employee Grievance

Contractual Matter: Land Purchase

Potential Property Purchase: Township Auditorium

o 0 oTw

CITIZENS’ INPUT: For Items on the Agenda Not Requiringa PublicHearing:

Ms. Robin Driggers spoke regarding Mr. Seals Settlement Agreement.

Ms. Barbara Roach, Ms. Queen Bonaparte, Mr. Howard Johnson, Mr. Franklin DuBose, Mr. Roger Leaks, Mr.
Robert O’Brien, Mr. Richard Brown, and Ms. Elaine DuBose spoke about Code Enforcement concerns.

Mr. Allan Brown spoke regarding the Renaissance Plan and Transportation Penny Program.

POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE — Ms. Kennedy thanked herresidents for comingoutand talkingaboutthe
issuesoccurringinthe district.

REPORT OF THE ASSISTANT COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

a. “Richland Renaissance” SCACArticle—Dr. Yudice stated staff is seeking Council’s direction on whether or
not to proceed with submitting an article on Richland Renaissanceto the SCACfor the July FOCUS
Magazine. The Association wants to feature the projectas a cover story. The deadline to submitthe
articleisJune 1*t,

Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Malinowski, to respectively request deferment or postponement
to a laterissue. We had a couple items that were goingto be on the agendatonight that have been
removed. There isa motion, at the end of the agenda, about referring some of these pieces forfurther
consideration. We have had someone come up and speak this evening. We have heard fromthe
Richland County Bar Association about additional publicinput.
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C.

In Favor: Pearce, Rose, N. Jackson, Malinowski, Livingston and Manning
Opposed: Dickerson, McBride, Kennedy, Myers and C. Jackson

The vote was in favor.

Donation of Property — Dr. Yudice stated the County received an offer from Mr. Harold Williams to
donate 5.23 acres of land to the County. The parcelislocatedin Council District 7 and abuts the Killian
Commons Parkway. Staff’s review of the site indicated there isadetention pondlocated onthe side.
County recordsindicated the property was last sold on March 2018 for $20,000. Thisis being presented
to Council fordirection on whetherornot to accept the property. If approved, staff would conduct its
due diligence priortoacceptingthe property. She stated she talked to Mr. Williams and inquired what
the reason for donating. He stated he just wanted to donate the property to the County. She also
inquiredif he was aware of any issues onthe property. He responded he does not know of any issues on
the property.

Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. N. Jackson, to send to the D&S Committee forvetting, priorto
acceptingthe property.

In Favor: Pearce, Rose, McBride, N. Jackson, Malinowski, Dickerson, Livingston, Kennedy, Myers, C.
Jacksonand Manning

The vote in favor was unanimous.

Potential Property Purchase: Township Auditorium —This item was taken up in Executive Session.

10

a.

REPORT OF THE CLERK OF COUNCIL

County Administrator PublicHearing, May 16, 3:00 PM, Council Chambers —Ms. Roberts stated the
publichearing has been cancelled.

Wheatley Library Re-Opening Ceremony, May 16, 10:00 AM, 931 Woodrow Street — Ms. Roberts stated
the Wheatley Library Re-Opening ceremony is scheduled for Wednesday, May 16™ at 10:00 AM.

Shop Road Widening Public Meeting, May 17, 5:00 — 7:00 PM, Olympia Learning Center, 621 Bluff Road —
Ms. Roberts stated the Shop Road Widening Public meetingis scheduled for Thursday, May 17t from
5:00 —7:00 PM at the Olympia Learning Center.

Budget Work Sessions, May 17 — Grants; May 24 — Millage Agencies/General Fund, 3:00— 5:00 PM,
Council Chambers—Ms. Roberts stated the budget work sessions are scheduled for May 17* and May
24" from 3:00 — 5:00 PM. The May 17*" work session will cover Grants and the May 24" work session
will coverthe millage agencies and the General Fund.
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e. Broad RiverRoad Gateway Signage Dedication, May 21, 11:30 AM — Ms. Roberts stated the Broad River
Road Gateway Signage Dedicated is scheduled for May 21 at 11:30 AM. The locationis to be
determined.

f. National Public Works Week BBQ, May 23, 11:30 AM, Public Works Complex, 400 Powell Road — Ms.
Roberts stated the Public Works Week BBQ is scheduled for May 23™ at 11:30 AM at the Public Works
Complex on PowellRoad.

g. 2020 Census Update — Ms. Roberts stated thisitem was deferred to the June 19t for additional
information.

11 REPORT OF THE CHAIR
a. Personnel Matters—Ms. Dickerson stated the first personnel matterrelates to the Clerk of Council’s
contract. The attorney has not completed the review of the contract. Sheisin hopes thisitem will be
ready to move forward at the June 5" Council meeting.

The Richland County Administrator formally resigned yesterday, May 14™. She believesitisimperative
the Countbegins the search process, as quickly as possible.

Mr. Rose moved todirectthe Personnel Directorto begin a National search for the next County
Administrator.

Ms. Myers made a friendly amend to have the HR Director bring back suggested firms to Council who
would hand the search before directing him to move forward with a National search.

Mr. Rose acceptedthe friendly amendment.
Mr. C. Jackson seconded Mr. Rose’s motion.
Mr. Manning stated Council had already begun that process. The process was interrupted.

Mr. Manning made a substitute motion, seconded by Mr. N. Jackson, to continue with the process that
Council had already beeninabouta 1 % years ago.

Ms. Myers stated, at the point where we made the change, there was concern about the firmthat was
handlingthe search and whetherthey had a broad enough scope. She would be more comfortable with
going back and startingfrom the beginning and getting a firm that we all agree on.

Ms. Dickerson stated she could not support Mr. Manning’s substitute motion because thereare 4 new
Council membersthat were nota part of the process. She would agree to start the processall over.

Mr. N.Jackson stated he is now hearing that the firm was properly qualified or there was a problem with
the firm. If we already started with afirm and they have all the information we needed. He does not
think the criteriahas changed. Why would we try to find another firm, if we already have afirm we have
paid and involved in knowingthe criteriawe wanted. He thinks this will expedite the firm.
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Mr. Pearce stated, historically, inlooking for Administrators, we have begun the process by developinga
job description forthe Administrator of what we are looking for. He inquired if Mr. Manning’sintentis
to use the original document oristhe intentto use the documentand the firm.

Mr. Manning stated hisunderstanding was that had already done, in working with the firm. Council met
with the firmtwice and the process wasinterrupted. His motionisto continue in what we were doing, at
time, when we had started the whole process.

Ms. Kennedy stated, since she was not here, she would like to know who the firm was that Council had
chosen before.

Ms. Dickerson stated she did notrecall. She stated even though we started that process, and it was
interrupted becausewe hired aperson, which ended that process, so, in heropinion, the process was
ended when we hired the previous Administrator.

Mr. Livingston called forthe question.

In Favor: Pearce, Rose, McBride, N. Jackson, Malinowski, Dickerson, Livingston, Livingston, Myers, C.
Jacksonand Manning

The vote in favorof calling forthe question was unanimous.

In Favor:N. Jackson

Opposed: Malinowski, Dickerson, McBride, Livingston, Rose, Pearce, Manning, C. Jackson and Myers
The substitute motion failed.

Ms. Dickerson requested Mr. Rose restate his motion.

Mr. Rose stated the motion was to direct staff to bring back a list of firms to begin a National search.

In Favor: Pearce, Rose, McBride, N. Jackson, Malinowski, Dickerson, Livingston, Kennedy, Myers and C.
Jackson

Abstain: Manning

The vote in favor was unanimous with Mr. Manning abstaining.

b. NOBCO Briefing—Ms. Roberts presented aPowerPointregarding the recent NOBCO Annual Economic
Conference she and Ms. Dickerson attended in Prince George’s County, Maryland.

12 OPEN/CLOSE PUBLIC HEARINGS
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 forinfrastructure credits to Project Reign;
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13

and otherrelated matters—Noone signed up tospeak.

APPROVAL OF CONSENTITEMS

a.

18-004MA, Olman Lobo, GC to LI (1.93 Acres), 10535 Farrow Road, TMS # R17500-02-02 [THIRD
READING]

18-005MA, Salman Muhammad, Hl to LI (3 Acres), 10500 Farrow Road, TMS # R17500-03-02 [THIRD
READING]

Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to approve thisthe consentitems.

In Favor: Pearce, Rose, McBride, N. Jackson, Malinowski, Dickerson, Livingston, Kennedy, Myers, C.
Jackson and Manning

The vote in favor was unanimous.

An Ordinance to levyand impose ad valorem property taxes for Richland County School Districts One
and Two; to improve, simplify and make more efficient the systems and procedures among Richland
County School Districts One and Two and Richland County Government to fulfill responsibilities under
Act 280 of 1979; and to repeal Ordinance Sec. 2-537(2) and amend Ordinance Sec. 2-525(H) [FIRST
READINGBY TITLE ONLY] —Mr. C. Jackson stated this clearly was an attempt by Richland School Districts
| and Il to make sure, in going forward, they present abudget that speaks to the needs of their
distinctive school districts, while at the same time, recognizing the appropriate funding source and
mechanismto getthose funds. Council hasinthe past, prior to hisarrival, has set a millage forthe
school districts. Othertimes we have asked them foradollaramount. Sometimes we have asked them
for a combination of both. Richland I and Il came and spoke, and several of you, and asked if they could
propose a way to receive funding that would be more consistent, and would putthe onusonthemto be
responsible forthe revenuesthey ended up with. Mr. C. Jackson requested permission to allow Dr. Harry
Miley and Mr. Ed Carlonto speak briefly to share with Council whatthey are goingto recommend.

Dr. Miley stated what this ordinance amendment would dois to get the process with Richland County
approvingour millage rate more inline with the State law. It also would provide more direction to us. It
does notchange yourapproval. You wouldstill approve our millage rate, as the State law recommends.
The school district would come to Council with aproposed budget. They would go through theirown
budget process, at their respective boards. What they would be asking Council tovote on, as authorized
by law, isa millage rate. And, with that millage rate, they would be responsible forappropriating the
funds. One of the things that is unique with their entities, they are all lumped together as millage
agencies. The millage rate that Council approves factors into about 35% of theirtotal budget. Whereas,
a lot of the other millage agencies, Council’s direction and decisions are basically theirentire budget.
The districts get 60% of theirfundsfrom the State. One of the itemsthat isincludedinthe budgetthat
Council has approvedinthe past, is actually a State allocation. They are asking to focus on whatis
generated by County millage. Councilwillapprove or disapprovethe requested millage rate.

Mr. C. Jackson moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to approve this item for First Reading by Title Only.

Mr. Malinowski stated he would like some additional information and provided to us. It sounds like we
will be changingan entire budget process forone group. What happens whenthe nextgroup comesin
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and claims we are not doing somethingthey do notlike? He would like someinput from the Auditor.
In Favor: C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose and McBride
Opposed: Malinowski

The vote was in favor.

14

a.

SECOND READING ITEMS

18-008MA, Tony Cates, RU to GC (17.3 Acres), 1045 Marina Road, TMS # R02414-01-04 — Mr. Malinowski
stated he requested thisitem be deferred to this date, so the group would have time to get the
covenantssignedandin place. He was told the covenants have beensigned, but he has not seenthem
yet. He would like to see them priorto 3™ Reading.

Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Livingston, to approve thisitem.
In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose, and McBride

The vote in favor was unanimous.

An Ordinance Authorizing the issuance and sale of not exceeding $20,000,000 General Obligation Bond
Anticipation Notes (Richland Renaissance Project), Series 2018B, or such otherappropriate series
designation, of Richland County, South Carolina; fixing the form an details of the notes; authorizing the
County Administrator to determine certain matters relating to the notes; providing for the payment of
the notes and the disposition of the proceeds thereof; and other matters relating thereto —

Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, toapprove thisitem.
In Favor: C. Jackson, Myers, Kennedy, Dickerson, Livingston and McBride
Opposed: Malinowski, Pearce, Manning, N. Jackson and Rose

The vote was in favor.

An Ordinance Amending the Richland County Code of Ordinances, Chapter5, Animals and Fowl; Section
5-4, Community Cat Diversion Program; so as to amend the language therein —Mr. Pearce apologized to
Ms. McBride. He stated the reason this was carried over was because he was negligentin his
preparation onthe lastreading. He takes full responsibility for being the one to, unfortunately, have his
colleaguesto considerthis again.

Mr. Pearce stated every ordinance Council passesisimportant to him,and whenwe are looking atan
ordinance that affects the life of animals, he cannot help but be moved by the fact that we would want
to getan ordinance that the policy adopted would be the best possible policy we can pass. Alot has
been said about the City of Columbiaand the wording of their policy, but we are not the City of
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Columbia. We do not own the animal shelter. We do not provide the medical care forthe cats. What we
doisfollow aprocedure. The procedure is: They pick up the animals and take them to the animal center,
where a medical assessmentis provided. They make adetermination if the catis healthy. If the catis
healthy, underthe policy, they are going to perform surgery, ne uterand vaccinate the cat, andclipits
ear to identifyitasa neutered cat. If the cat is severelyinjured orextremely sick then the catis goingto
be euthanized, butthey make the determination onthat at the shelter. If the cat is healthy then we pi ck
up the cat and returnit to the community. So, the ordinance we passed says treatmentand return of
any cat in the program, shall be subjectto the discretion of the Richland County Director of Animal Care.
We are not in a position to make a determination about that. Our ordinance states we should pick up
the cat and transport it. The City of Columbiahas gone onrecord, and the Mayor has even putitin his
State of the City Address, they will be a no-kill facility by the end of 2018. They are not going to
euthanize any healthy, adoptable, treatable animal. So, that shelter, that we do not own, is not goingto
euthanize ahealthy, treatableanimal. Forusto include in our ordinance, and what heis askingfor, is
strike the phrase, “treatmentand return of any cat in the program, shall be subjectto the discretion of
the Richland County Director of Animal Care.” Mr. Rose seconded the motion.

Ms. McBride stated she agreed with everything that Mr. Pearce has said. All of thisin the ordinance that
we passed at the last meeting. Nothing has changed. Additionally, the ordinance we have is the same
one that the City of Atlantahas. The only thingthatis saysis the treatmentandreturn of any cat inthe
program, shall be subject, itdid not say it had to be, butit should be subject, if necessary. We have a
very qualified Director of Animal Services, who hasdone an excellent job, loves cats and loves all
animals. She would do nothing to hurt an animal. What Mr. Pearce has is nice, procedurally, but this
what this does. Ms. Haynes would know about these policies because she handles all of this for Richland
County, and works directly with Columbia. She can tell you thisis not different from what they have.

Ms. Haynes stated the sole discretion is not about putting any animal to sleep. The sole discretionis for
special circumstances, where a healthy cat cannot be placed back where we picked up from. For
example, asituationthey are presently dealing with at a daycare. They are having problems with the cat
fecesintheyard. What we needtodo isto be able to move themto anotherfeederlocation where
these people are willingtointroduce these cats into theircolony. The sole discretionis for publichealth
and safety. Itis not aboutthe medical treatmentorifa catisinjured. Thatisleftup tothe City. Whenit
isa healthy animal and the City will not putitto sleep, butwe needto do somethingwithitthenshe
doesneedsome discretion because it cannot go back to that community.

Ms. Kennedy stated she agrees totally with Ms. McBride and Ms. Haynes.

Mr. Pearce stated if a cat is taken to the shelterand deemed healthy, but you cannot not place that cat
back into the community, then the cat dies. Isthat correct?

Ms. Haynes stated they will find a place forit. It will notdie.

Mr. Pearce stated, respectfully, thatis notincluded oraddressed inthe ordinance that would, in fact,
would take place. And, if a healthy cat could not be placed that cat would be euthanizedin the shelter. If
we do not take it back, its healthy and its leftin the shelter, they will putittosleep, right?

Ms. Haynes stated with the discretion to move itsomewhere elsg, if itis healthy is will not be leftatthe
shelterto be euthanized.
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Ms. Myers stated currently the way it works with our ordinance is Ms. Haynes uses herdiscretion to take
the cats to a colony where there isaknown feederand other TNR cats in that area.

Ms. Haynes stated that is correct, with the permission of the colony owners.

Ms. Myers stated she supports taking care of the cats, dogs, and animalsin our community, butshe also
respects Ms. McBride’s right to disagree with me. She would like forthose that do disagree with herbe a
little more respectful of herright to disagree. She stated she is going to vote for the cats to be saved, but
she would notlike to see Ms. McBride vilified if she disagrees.

Ms. Kennedy stated she is not for killing any animals. She inquired, for clarification, if these animals are
beingtakenbackand putin people’syardsthat donot wantthem.

Ms. Haynes stated the cats will be returned to the community.

Mr. Pearce stated the phrase that was added, “Treatment and return of any cat program shall be subject
to the discretion of Richland County Director of Animal Care” is not a discretion. The way it works is they
transportthe animal there. The treatment decisionis made at the City shelter. If the catis deemed
severelyill, injured, etc., they will euthanize the cat. If the cat is healthy, they are going to neuterit,
vaccinateitand clipits ear, so they knowitisa TNR cat, and wait forthe County tocome pickit upto
take it back to its community.

Mr. Livingstoninquired if Ms. Haynes has the discretion on whetherthe animal is treated.

Ms. Haynes stated the treatment Ms. McBride was referringtoin her amendment at the last meeting
was not medical treatment.

Mr. Pearce stated heisreferringto medical treatmentand thatis what isimpliedinthe ordinance.

Mr. Livingston stated if we clarify whetheritis medical treatmentorothertreatmentthen we will not
have a problem. He inquired about what kind of treatment Ms. McBride was referring to.

Ms. McBride stated there is medical treatmentand the treatment of taking it somewhere else. Maybe a
bettertreatmentwould be “care.”

Ms. Kennedy stated she is still not happy about the cats being returned to the community afterthey are
neutered.

Ms. Haynes stated the cats will be returned to the community, not necessarily the address it was picked
up from.

Ms. McBride stated, the ordinance Mr. Pearce has presented us with, isthe one thatrequiresthe catsto
be returned tothe community. Ms. Haynes’ istryingto helpincase thereisa rare incident, like the
childcare facility she mentioned, so that someone would have some discretionary power. [t does notdo
anything but make the program better. Many citizens do not agree. They believe their property rights
are beingviolated. We have worked together to come to a compromise, so that we can pass the Trap-
Neuter-and Return. We have worked hard to get this far. And now to mirror Columbia’s Cat Diversion
Program that what Richland County needs. We respect the City of Columbia Animal Care Director, let’s
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respectour Director. Let’s give herthe same rights the City has given their Director.

Mr. Rose stated he respects Ms. McBride’s opinion. He stated thisisatrap andrelease program that was
designedtoalleviate the issue, if we simply allow it to work. In previous debates, we talked about
contactingthe property ownerto ask if the cat could be returned. If the answerwas no, it was his
understandingthe cats were leftat the City of Columbia Animal Shelter. Thenif they were notadopted
out, they were euthanized. What he struggles with, now, is to hearthere are feeders or colonies that we
can take cats to whenithas beenontherecord that we have simply leftthem at the shelterand not
takenthemto a feedercolony. He thinks we should simply allow the program, that there is much
research on, to work, which will alleviate the issue. Forthe reasons he cited, he thinks the discretion
should be removed. We are simply inthe transportation business. Thisis our program. We should
transportthemto the City. The Mayor has stated they will be ano-kill shelter by the end of the year.

Mr. Livingstoninquired if the treatment Ms. Haynes isreferringto whatis done with the animal once it
leavesthe shelter.

Ms. Haynes respondedinthe affirmative. The catis not goingto stay at the shelterto be euthanized.

Mr. Livingstoninquired if changing the word “treatment” to “the return of the cats” will fix the
ordinance.

Ms. Haynes stated if treatmentis confusing, then it will.

Mr. Pearce stated the City of Columbia Director of Animal Services has been directed by the City Council
to not kill. The City’s Director is not operating underthe same rule as the County because we have not
directed our Animal Services no-kill. He inquired about how many cats that were taken to the shelter
were euthanized.

Ms. Haynes stated she does not know because Pawmetto Lifelineand the City of Columbiahas been
returningthe cats to the community.

Mr. Pearce stated, his pointis, whetheritis 1 or 400, cats are still being euthanized at the City shelter
because they are not beingreturned.

Ms. Haynes stated that is not true. They are takingall the cats back out.
Mr. Pearce stated, if everythingis working great, you do not need the added phrase.

Ms. Haynes stated it is working great, butit is not working great for the circumstances she istalking
about. They cannot just put them back at a daycare center.

Mr. Pearce moved, seconded by Mr. Rose, toremove the line, “Treatment and return of any cat program
shall be subject to the discretion of Richland County Director of Animal Care.”

Mr. C. Jackson stated someone who has evidence of abuse oreuthanization, itappears to be someone
otherthan our Director. If she is not getting accurate information from the City. That disturbs him. If you
are goingto make a sound decision, you need all of the information to make the best decision. The
second point, isthat, ifin fact, we are listeningto ascenario where a healthy cat would not be allowed
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back, forexample, ata daycare. Inthose isolated situations, he did not heara solution coming from the
group, if we took the discretion from the Director, of what to do with the healthy cat. He stated he guess
we close our eyes and not think about that. He would think a process like this, though he would agree
with Mr. Rose, to some extent, should be given an opportunity to operate, then giveitan opportunity to
opportunity asitexistnow and allow itto be revisited. Justas Mr. Pearce asked the question about how
many cats have been euthanized, we can also ask the questionin 3 months, how many cats have been
relocated ordone something differently than the ordinance says.

Mr. N.Jackson stated the objective is no-kill. He is trying to determine which version would allow the
euthanization of the cats.

Ms. Haynes stated neither one of them will cause the cat to be euthanized.
Mr. Livingston requested Mr. Pearce to restate the motion.

Mr. Pearce stated the motionisto simply strike the following language: “Treatmentand return of any
cat program shall be subject tothe discretion of Richland County Director of Animal Care.”

Ms. Myers inquired if we take herdiscretionary are we goingto end up killing cats.
Ms. Haynes stated the cats will not be killed. She willfind them another place forthem.

Ms. Myers stated whetherwe give Ms. Haynes the discretion or not she still has to return the cat to the
community and/orfeedercolony.

In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson and Rose
Opposed: Kennedy, Livingston and McBride

The vote was infavor.

Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to reconsiderthisitem.

Ms. Myers moved to deferreconsideration for 3 monthsto allow Ms. McBride an opportunity to gather
the information.

Ms. McBride stated she does notneedit.

Ms. Myers withdrew her motion.

In Favor: C. Jackson

Opposed: Malinowski, Myers, Pearce, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston and Rose

The motion for reconsideration failed.

POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE — Ms. Dickersonthanked Judge Edmond for makingit possible forustohonor
Ms. Hattie Sims.
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15.

16.

17.

POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE — Mr. Manningrecognized former Representative Frank McBride wasin the
audience.

REPORT OF RULES & APPOINTMENTS COMMITTEE

NOTIFICATION OF APPOINTMENTS

a. Transportation Penny Advisory Committee (TPAC)—2 — Mr. Malinowski stated the committee
recommended appointing Mr. Cyril B. Busbee, Jr.and Mr. John P. Epting.

In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose and McBride
Opposed: Manning

The vote was infavor.

REPORT OF THE TRANSPORTATION AD HOC COMMITTEE — Mr. C. Jackson thanked the committee, as well as,

some Councilmembersthatare not a part of the committee thatattended to help us ensure we handled the
business of transportationinamannerthatis consistent with the referendum, as well as, the reality and
practicality of funding projects and movingitalong.

a. Greenway Projects—Mr. C. Jackson stated Mr. Pearce is very familiar with part of thisitem. Asyou
recall, the heroicjob he did, in terms of dealing with thatissue earlier. Thisis the 2" part of that,
Greenway B. We found outthere are members of the community who are opting not to have that
portionfunded. The question became,whatdo we do withthe fundsthat were initially allocated? We
are goingto make a motionto deferthat. The reason we are goingto deferthatis because we were
informed atthe committee meetingthere are several other community meetings that need to be held
with regard to greenway projects and other project discussions. As aresult of that, there may be some
otherareas of non-interest by community folk. Therefore, additional funds may become available. We
would like to go ahead and complete all of those community meetings and find out whetheror not there
are any additional funding. Lump them all together and then make a decision with regards to that.

Mr. Pearce stated, asyou know, he has been eaten alive over this greenway. He spent 2 years of hislife
onittryingto get bothsidestogether. Itis hisunderstanding that Section Bwill probably never get built.
Section A, whichisin his Council district, and runs parallel with Mr. Rose, the terminus of that, based on
the funds available, isinan absolutely horrificlocation. It ends on Michael Lane. Withinareasonable
short distance of there, is alarge tract of land that is going to become County-owned property because
of the flood purchases, which would be the more optimal terminus of a greenway. It will basically be
green space for perpetuity. The problem was there was not enough money to reach that otherterminus.
The proponents of the greenway, and the neighbors that live on that side, were hopeful that since “B”
was not goingto be builtthat moneythen could extend “A” to the betterterminus point. He inquired if
that was not debated.

Mr. C. Jackson stated it was debated. And, as a matter of fact, this would not negate that. This is simply
saying deferthe allocation of those funds untilall of the community meetings have been held because
there may be otherareas of the greenways where they may have the same concernthatthe peoplein
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Greenway “B” had and they also do not want theirs, as well. So, before we made the decision on pieces
of the money, we wanted to find out how much money was available and make one decision on all of
the money. What Mr. Pearce is asking, may still happen. We are simply asking to deferit until the
community hearings have been held.

Mr. N.Jackson stated there was also a discussion about the costs. From his understanding, whenitwas
approved initially it wasan 8” path. The City changed to 14” because of maintenance and thatdrove the
costs up. If itwas agreed oninitially for an 8” path and the money was assigned for 8”, he finds it hard to
take money from somewhere else toaccommodate the City’s decision to change itfrom 8” to 14”. If it
remains at 8”, we will not have this problem. We should not change everything and start taking from
otherareas. Most of itisin the City. What aboutthe unincorporated areas that need walkingtrails? He
heard that some parts of Lower Richland communityisaskingto develop atourist corridor, with walking
trails, butthereisno money assigned toit. Here we have the City havingall these things. Some
neighbors do not want it because they are concerned about crime. Now it has to be lighted and secured.
That was notin theinitial project when it was developed. His main concernis that the cost was agreed
upon basedon 8”, and the City agreed. Then laterthe City changed it to 14” and we have to find money
to accommodate 14”. If the City wants the change, they should come up with the difference in funding.
He alsorequested thatall Councilmembers be informed when the communitymeetings are held.

In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose and
McBride

The vote in favor was unanimous.

Atlas Road Widening —AT & T Utility Design Authorization —Mr. C. Jackson stated during the Atlas Road
Widening processthat AT&Twill need torelocate some of theirservices and equipment. They are
requesting that we simply provide them a written commitment that we are goingto pay our bill when
they do the relocation. The agreement has been sentto Legal forreview. The committeeisrequesting
approval to move forward with the utility design process.

Mr. Malinowski stated he is agreement with this. At the committee meeting, we did not have the
language and we were told we would have itin time forthe Council meeting. Itis hisrecollection, they
were told the amount would not exceed $125,000 and on p. 126 of the agendait has an estimated
amount of $125,000, but on p. 127 — 6(a) states, “actual and related direct costs are going to be paid”,
which could exceed the $125,000. He wantsto ensure thatit does notexceed $125,000.

Mr. C. Jackson stated Mr. Malinowski was correct and that is a part of the committee’s
recommendation.

In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose and
McBride

The vote in favor was unanimous.

Additional Design Authorization —Mr. C. Jackson stated thisis a huge milestonefor moving forward with
a lot of the work that is being done with the Penny. The committeewasinformed the PDT will be
responsible forthe Shop Road Extension, Phase 2. The remaining projects will be subbed out to On-Call
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Engineering firms. Thisisto do 30% design work, which will allow for something that more visibleforthe
publicinput, as we move forward with these projects. It will also give us acleareridea of the costs of
these projects. The recommendationisto allow the PDT Teamto initiate 30% design on these projects
listedinthe agenda packet.

Shop Road Extension Phase 2

Spears Creek Church Road

Lower Richland Widening

Polo Road Widening

Blythewood Widening Phase (associated projects)

Trenholm Acres/Newcastle NIP

Broad River Corridor NIP

Gills Creek Greenway Section C

Smith/Rocky Branch Greenway A, B and C

Crane Creek Sections Greenway A, Band C

. Columbia Mall Greenway

. Polo/Windsor Lake Connector, Woodberry/Old Leesburg Connector, and Dutchman Blvd. Connector
Greenways

LN E WNE
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Mr. Malinowski stated he wanted to ensure the minutes reflect these are for 30% design on these
projects.

In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston,
Rose and McBride

The vote in favorwas unanimous.

Proposed Road Diet Projects — Mr. C. Jackson stated thisitem deals with the possibility of a “road diet”
where theyredesign astreettoinclude bike paths. The only requestistoo simplytoallow the teamto
engage in conversations with the City regarding how thisis goingtolook and develop. It will be brought
back to Council forapproval. The City has taken the lead on this and is doing the lion share of it.
However, they wantto meetwith ourteam to talk about exactly how it would look asit is developed on
Hampton and Calhoun Streets.

1. Hampton Street
2. CalhounStreet

Widening Memorandum —Mr. C. Jackson stated the committee recommended deferring this item until
the June 5" Council meeting.

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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Release the $250 Million Bond Proceeds from Escrow — Mr. C. Jackson stated thisitemisto release the
$250 Million bond proceeds from escrow. There isaresolutionincluded in the agenda packet that gives
Council approval torelease the funds, notto be spent, but to be moved fromthe escrow account.
However, before any of those dollars can be spent, as we heard in our workshop earlier, they have to be
approved by Council. He stated he asked Mr. Hayes, to be clear, at the meeting earlier today, with
regards to the $61 million projected revenue, as well as, whatever dollaramount that will come from
these dollars would be includedinthe FY19budget. Thisrequestis simply to make those dollars
available. Once they have been requested to be accessed, that approval will have to come back to
Council.

Ms. Myers inquired if we are referringto the BAN.
Mr. C. Jacksonrespondedinthe affirmative.

Ms. Myers inquired if thereisareason forneedingtorelease itnow, if we are not usingit now. Is there
some timingissuesthatwe needto understand thatis going to cause the project problems?

Dr. Yudice stated the timeframe to spend the BAN fundsis 5 years. She believes 35% needs to be spent
withinthe next5years. As we stated in the transportation workshop this afternoon, the current budget
that we will be presentingto Council next week is a pay as you go, based on the currentrevenues. Since
we did not know when this BAN money was goingto be available, but the budget can be modified to
include additional projects using the BAN funds.

Ms. Myers inquired if we willslow something down by not releasing the $250 million BAN to be
included, asabudget. Is there a needtodo itright now, today?

Dr. Yudice stated not today. It is not imperativeto doit today, but at some point Council needs to make
that decisiontorelease the funds.

Ms. Myers stated, for clarification, thatitis helpful in moving things along.

Dr. Yudice respondedinthe affirmative. She stated there would be arbitrage money we would have to
pay if we earnedinterest on this BAN.

Ms. Myers stated, so movingitnow, prevents us fromrunning up againsta deadline that might mean we
have earned money onthe BAN. Therefore, instead of usingthe BAN and incurring very little debt, we
may be addingto the debt by earning money and having pay penalties.

Mr. N.Jackson stated, today we had a transportation workshop, and we talked about developing an
annual budgetforthe Penny Program. We take in approximately $61 million ayear. Aftertaking outthe
COMET’s portion, approximately $45million remains. If we are goingto develop an annual budget for
the program, then why would we need to use the BAN? Every yearwould have a budget. Itis limited to
that money peryear. Ifitis not necessary touseit, why would we need to use it?

Dr. Thompson statedto putit in perspective. When we looked at what the PDT submitted to the County
inJanuary, in terms of their projected projects for FY19, they submitted over $100 million of projects. As
you heard from the Budget Director earliertoday, we only have about $65.1 million. If we have more
money, itisan opportunity to go ahead and pursue more projects, especially with the design. Then
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move into construction versus waiting, as we see costs continue to escalate every year we delay these
projects.

Mr. N.Jackson stated we already have $65 million. Plus we get $45 million ayearand we do not spend
all of the money at one time. Itis not a situation where we have to have the $100 millionimmediately to
start the program. As we have $65 millionin reserve, we are moving forward. The argumentisthatwe
have $65 million and the PDT submitted abudget of $100 million. Plus, we are not sure if we will
approve $100 million. From this workshop, he is not sure what Council will do. Therefore, he would like
to see whatwill be recommended, and if we are going to make these changes before we decide thatwe
needa bondrelease andwe do not need it.

Mr. C. Jackson stated we are not spending the money. We are making the money available. We do not
spendituntil we come and get Council’s approval. The moneyisthere, but we are notallocatingany
money to be spent. We are simply authorizing us to be able to access the funds, if, and when, we need
those dollars. One of the debates we had was whetherornot we would try to b uild aswe received
funds. Forthose that understand BANs and bonds, you understand thisisaloan. You use the funds that
you raised through the Penny revenue to pay it back. Thisis not money where there is nota repayment
planin place. Inorderto access projects, and to begin more projects, itisa requestto have access and
availability to those funds, if, and when, they are needed.

Mr. Malinowskiinquired if we getthese funds, even though we are not usingthem, whatisthe interest
rate we are goingto pay annually.

Ms. Hamm stated we have already borrowed the money, so we are already paying the interest. We will
have borrow in February 2019 to pay back the BAN. The money from the Penny will pay back the bonds.
We are tryingto get the money ahead of time to work on the projects. The money is escrowed because
we were waitingon the Supreme Court resolution. Since that has been decided, and the guidelines are
done, we wantedtoremove the escrow. The funding willstillbe held to the side until Councilapproves
movingitto a budgetitem.

Mr. Malinowski inquired about the approximateannual interest.

Ms. Hamm stated the interestis approximately $7 million. We already have $3.5million, sowe need
another $3.5 million to make the bond payment.

Mr. Malinowski inquired if there is any additional, once thatis paid back. He inquired how this works.

Ms. Hamm stated when you borrow the $250 million, thenyou will have the bond. If youdothe 5or 7
yearbond, then you will have the interest on that.

Mr. Malinowski stated we will pay $7 million forthe BAN. Should we pay that BAN back and we getan
actual bond for $250 million, we will have eithera5 or 7 year pay back with additional interest. He
inquiredif the interest willbe aboutthe same asthe BAN.

Ms. Hamm stated it could be, or could be a little higherbecause rates are going up.

Ms. Myers stated since we borrowed the BAN, anditwas a one-year BAN, doesitnot help the Countyin
saving money to go ahead and use the BAN, at the lower rate, ratherthan getting Penny revenuelater

Regular Session
May 15, 2018
-18-



to do the same projects, at a higher cost. So, effectually drawing down the BAN now and using the
money is a method of cost savings forthe County.

Dr. Thompsonresponded inthe affirmativeand stated thatis the logicmove.

Mr. N.Jackson stated we are paying back $7 millionininterest forone year. If we getthe bond, for 5 to
7 years, itwill be $35 - $42 million ininterest we will be paying.

Dr. Thompson stated that is his understanding.

Mr. N.Jackson stated that is his main concern. We are paying back $42 million when if we pay aswe
build, then we will not have any interest to pay. We are saving over $42 million.

Ms. Myers stated the pointthe teamis making, and that Dr. Thompson is making, isthat if we use this
money today, we get bettervalue onthe money today, than waiting 10 years and payingas we go. As
things go up, we may spend more than $35 million and getlessin the lateryears, which was the whole
reason we wentoutforthe BANsinitially. The cost savings that we realize in purchasingwhat we are
purchasing now, ratherthan inthe lateryears, more than makes up for that. She believes thatis why the
committee is urging us to take thisaction.

Mr. Malinowski stated he knows none of us have a crystal ball and we cannot lookinto the future, butif
this $250 millionis borrowed, how long before we spenditon projects.

Dr. Yudice stated the money was already borrowed. The BAN was sold in February. The moneyisin
escrow. The County already has the money, butitisin an escrow account that we could not access until
we had the guidelinefrom DOR and the Court Order. We just need Council’s permission to access the
fundsandallocate it budgetitems/projects.

Dr. Thompson stated he believes we can expend the moneyin 3 —4 years. Mr. Beaty stated he agrees
with that assessment.

Mr. Malinowski stated we borrowed $250 million for 4 years of spending, and $60 million ayeartimes4
yearsis $240 million, and we did not pay interest. He still does not get the advantage of it.

In Favor: C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Manning, Dickerson, Livingston, Rose and McBride
Opposed: Malinowskiand N. Jackson

The vote was in favor.
OTHER ITEMS
18. ———

a. FY18-District 1 Hospitality Tax Allocations —Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to approve
thisitem.

In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston,
Rose and McBride
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The vote in favor was unanimous.
Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Ms. Myers, to reconsiderthisitem.

Opposed: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston,
Rose and McBride

The motion for reconsideration failed.

CITIZENS’ INPUT: Must Pertain to Richland County Matters Not on the Agenda — No one sighed up to speak.

19

20 EXECUTIVE SESSION

In Favor: Malinowski, Pearce, Kennedy, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston, Rose and McBride
Opposed: C.Jacksonand Myers

The vote was infavor of goinginto Executive Session.

Council went into Executive Session at approximately 8:15 PM and came out at approximately 9:38 PM.
In Favor: Malinowski, Myers, Pearce, Dickerson, Livingston and Rose
Opposed: Manning

The wote was in favor of coming out of Executive Session.
a. Employee Grievance—Thisitem was deferred.
b. Personnel Matter—No action was taken.

c. Contractual Matter: Land Purchase — Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. C. Jackson, to move
forward with the purchase of the property.

In Favor: Dickerson, McBride, Livingston, Kennedy, C. Jackson and Myers
Opposed: Malinowski, Pearce, Rose, Manning and N. Jackson

The vote was in favor.

Ms. Myers moved, seconded by Ms. Dickerson, to reconsiderthisitem.

In Favor: Malinowski, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, N. Jackson, Livingston and Rose
Opposed: C.Jackson, Myers, Dickerson and McBride

The vote was in favor of reconsideration.
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Mr. Pearce stated the motionisback on the floor.

Ms. Dickerson stated we are just doingit to reconsiderthe original vote, right.
Mr. Pearce requested Mr. Farrar to provide clarification.

Mr. Farrar stated Item 7(c) was still before Council for consideration.

Ms. Dickerson stated normally when we do somethingand we wantto seal it, dowe do a
reconsideration?

Mr. Farrar respondedinthe affirmative. He furtherstated it usually fails. Thenitis clinched at that point.
Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to not move forward on closing onthe property.

Mr. Livingston made a substitute motion, seconded by Mr. Manning, to request an extension fromthe
property owneruntil the June 5™ Council meeting.

In Favor: Malinowski, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, N. Jackson, Livingston and Rose
Opposed:C.Jackson, Myers, Dickerson and McBride
The vote was in favor of the substitute motion.

Potential Property Purchase: Township Auditorium —Mr. Livingston moved, seconded by Mr. Pearce, to
move forward with the appraisal of the property.

In Favor: Malinowski, C. Jackson, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston,
Rose and McBride

The vote in favor was unanimous.

21

d.

MOTION PERIOD

Review the section I1(i)(2)(4) of County Ordinance 043-14HR, “If twenty-five (25%) percent or more of all

such property owners decline said road paving, then the subject road shall not be paved”. Thisseems to
go againstthe way mostitems are done in our country, by majority, sowhy shouldn’ta majority also
decide if aroad should be paved or not? [MALINOWSKI] —This item was referred to the D&S Committee.

Employees who providefalse statements orinformation or collude/conspire/plan to hurt any council
member’s events or programs whetherindividually orforcibly by asuperior or influenced by anyone
shall be relieved of their duties. NOTE: Richland County lost several thousand dollarsinaprojectat a
bridge replacement on Garners Ferry Road. The failure of staff to meet with contractors and SCDOT to
negotiate and accepta temporary bridge to complete awalking trail at Pinewood Lake Parkis
unacceptable. Several meetings took place to contact SCDOT and the contractor who was willing to
leave the temporary bridge went undone. Engineering contractors prepared permits for Army Corps of
Engineerand FEMA to allow the temporary bridge to remain. County staff refused to carry out their
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duties orto contact the Council memberon any updates after constant requests [N. JACKSON] —Ms.
Myers inquired if this motion circumvents the chain of command. If Council has statutory employees,
this would make every employeein Richland County an employee of this Council. We would have the
authority to terminate them. She does not think we have the legal authority to do this. She thinks we
need ourlegal departmentto give us advice on this ratherthan sending thistoa committee and creating
an ordinance thatviolates State law.

Mr. N.Jackson stated he made a motion. Whetheritgoesto Legal, it needsto be vetted somewhere. It
can go to a committee and say, “well Legal advised that you cannotdo (a), (b), (c).” That is fine, but that
is his motion. Whetheritviolates State law or not, he needs Legal to tell himitviolates State law orit
cannot be done. Itis a motion. You get recommendations from a committee.

Thisitem was referred to the Legal Department.

| move that all unspent H-Tax funding for FY17-18 be carried overand added to any additional funding
for FY18-19 to Council districts. Because of the failure of the Grants Office to notify councilmembers of
problems from changes to the grants process my district, and others, did notgetto have some or all of
theirevents. | was never notified of any problems until | was contacted by some organizations that they
were having problems. Now eleven months lateritis toolate and itis not fair. Established organizations
in Columbiahad theirs butas for the unincorporated areas where they are developing programs and
event, there were problems. [KENNEDY and MANNING] —Mr. Malinowski stated, because of this
particularrequest, itisformoniesthatare neededto be used or moved forward to the next budget
year. This budgetyearendsJune 30™. Thiswould notget toa committee until the 3¥week of June. He
believes unanimous consent would be in order forthisitem.

Mr. Malinowski moved, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to approve thisitem.
In Favor: Malinowski, Myers, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, Dickerson, N. Jackson, Livingston and McBride

The vote in favor was unanimous.

After complaints/concerns from the Richland County Bar association, Minority Contractors and other
local groups and Citizens, that the process forthe Renaissance Plan was not properly advertised or
transparent. Council also was not properly informed of the process and have questions. The selection of
the Engineering teamsis questionable especially with aformer councilmember on both contracts from
both teams. A personal friend of the Administrator who introduced and recommended the
Administratorforthe job. Performingatask that can be handled through the County’s OSBO/SLBE office
is questionable. The State Supreme Court recently ruled against Richland County for paying outside
contractors to performjobs that can be performed by the County. Inthe interest of fairness and
Transparency, | move that Council reevaluatethe process giving proper notice for more participation of
Qualified Bidders. (We have time todoit right) [N. JACKSON] —Thisitem was referred tothe OSBO Ad
Hoc Committee.

FundingforSenior programs should be distributed equally and fairly. Itis not right for one organization
to be receiving hundreds of thousands of dollars annually while other areas receive none. All areas pay
taxes and all seniorsshould getthe same and equal opportunity in receiving funding. | move that
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fundingforseniors (Senior Activities) be distributed equally in all eleven districts. [N.JACKSON] —This
itemwasreferred tothe A&F Committee.

f. The Recreation Commission has a balance of funds remaining from the $50 million Recreation Bond. |
move that Council discuss potential shortfallsin the recreational districts and recommend how it’s used.

[N.JACKSON] —Thisitem was referred to the Recreation Commission County Council liaisons for vetting.

ADJOURN — The meeting adjourned at approximately 10:00 PM.
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