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AGENDA
COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY
Monday, December 13, 2010
4:00 p.m.
Council Chambers
Administration Building

SUZANNE M. RAINEY
CLERK TO COUNCIL

Citizens may participate in the public comment periods and public hearings from telecast sites at
the Hilton Head Island Branch Library as well as Marv Field School, Daufuskie Island.

4:00 p.m. 1.

CALL TO ORDER
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
INVOCATION

MOMENT OF SILENCE IN REMEMBRANCE OF
The Honorable Curt Copeland, former County Coroner

REVIEW OF MINUTES - October 27, 2010 and November 29, 2010

SANTA’S BLESSED HELPERS
PUBLIC COMMENT

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT
Mr. Gary Kubic, County Administrator
e The County Channel / Broadcast Update
e Two-Week Progress Report (report)
¢ Bluffton Parkway Extension Phase 5-A Construction Notification
e Presentation / United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Grant Offer / St. Helena
Public Library at Penn Center

DEPUTY COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT
Mr. Bryan Hill, Deputy County Administrator
e Two-Week Progress Report (report)

Over
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CONSENT AGENDA
Items 10 through 19

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

AIRPORT CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (ACIP) PLANS (backup)
e Public Facilities Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred
November 30, 2010 / Vote 6:0
e Funding: Local matching shares will be reflected in each Airports Annual Operating
Budget

COUNTY MUNICIPAL BUILDINGS LIGHTING RETROFIT PROJECT (backup)

e Public Facilities Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred
November 30, 2010 / Vote 5:0

e Contract award: F. M. Young Co., Inc., Fairfax, South Carolina

e Contract amount: $149,276

e Funding source: Total FY 2010 funding was provided through the Energy Efficiency and
Conservation Block Grant (Fund 225) was $235,607. In FY 2010 the County used
$11,050 to pay for professional engineering services. The current FY 2011 balance for
lighting renovations at six locations is $224,557.

DIRT ROAD PAVING CONTRACT #42 (backup)
e Public Facilities Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred
November 30, 2010/ Vote 6:0
e Contract award: REA Contracting, LLC, Beaufort, South Carolina
e Contract amount: $888,756.70
¢ Funding source: County Transportation Committee and Motorized Vehicle Funds

HDPE PIPE FOR BEAUFORT COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT (backup)
e Public Facilities Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred
November 30, 2010 / VVote 6:0
e Contract award: Ferguson Enterprises, Bluffton, South Carolina
e Contract amount: $144,230 for an initial contract term of one year with four additional
one-year contract renewal periods all subject to the approval of Council.
e Funding source: Account 13531-52370 (Stormwater)

ACCEPTANCE OF THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
(USDA) GRANT OFFER OF $2,500,000 AND LOAN AGREEMENT OF $6,000,000 FOR
THE ST. HELENA PUBLIC LIBRARY AT PENN CENTER (backup)
e Community Services Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred
December 6, 2010 / Vote 6:0

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA, TO
AMEND THE STORMWATER UTILITY ORDINANCE, ARTICLE I, SECTION 99-108,

Over
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16.

17.

18.

19.

5:30 p.m. 20.
21.

22.

GENERAL FUNDING POLICY (TO INCREASE THE SINGLE-FAMILY UNIT RATE)
(backup)
e Consideration of first reading approval December 13, 2010
e Natural Resources Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred
December 6, 2010 / Vote 7:0

FUTURE LAND USE MAP AMENDMENT FOR R603-008-000-0623-0000 (1.13 ACRES
AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF S.C. HIGHWAYS 170 AND 462, OKATIE, SC)
FROM RURAL SERVICE AREA TO COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL (backup)
e Consideration of first reading approval December 13, 2010
e Natural Resources Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred
December 6, 2010 / Vote 6:1

ZONING MAP AMENDMENT/REZONING REQUEST FOR R603-008-000-0623-0000
(1.13 ACRES AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF S.C. HIGHWAYS 170 AND 462,
OKATIE, SC) FROM RURAL (R) TO COMMERCIAL SUBURBAN (CS) ZONING
DISTRICTS (backup)
e Consideration of first reading approval December 13, 2010
e Natural Resources Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred
December 6, 2010 / Vote 6:1

TEXT AMENDMENT TO THE ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
ORDINANCE (ZDSO), APPENDIX J - DALE COMMUNITY PRESERVATION (DCP),
DIVISION 2 - DALE MIXED USE DISTRICT (DMD), SECTION 106-1357 -
COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATION TOWERS (backup)
e Consideration of first reading approval December 13, 2010
e Natural Resources Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred
December 6, 2010 / Vote 7:0

HEALTH / MEDICAL CARE SERVICES OF DETENTION CENTER (backup)
e Public Safety Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred December
6, 2010/ Vote 7:0
e Contract award: Southern Health Partners, Chattanooga, Tennessee
e Contract amount: $528,000 with four annual options to renew the contract at the
discretion of Council.
¢ Funding source: Account 23170-51190, Medical/Dental Services

RECESS — HOLIDAY TREE LIGHTING

COMMITTEE REPORTS

PUBLIC COMMENT

Over
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Monday, January 3, 2011
4:00 p.m.
Council Chambers
Administration Building
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23. ADJOURNMENT
Cable Casting of County Council Meetings
The County Channel

County TV Rebroadcast Charter Cable CH 20
Monday 4:00 p.m. Comcast CH2
Wednesday | 9:00 p.m. Hargray Cable CH 252
Saturday 12:00 p.m. Hargray Video on Demand 600
Sunday 6:30 a.m. Time Warner Hilton Head Cable | CH 66

Time Warner Sun City Cable CH 63

Over




Special Joint Session of Councils
October 27, 2010
Visual and Performing Arts Center
Hilton Head Island High School
70 Wilborn Road
Hilton Head Island, South Carolina

Beaufort County Council Hilton Head Island Town Council @& Bright Consultants
Weston Newton, Chairman Mayor Tom Peeples Roy Johnson
Steven Baer Bill Ferguson Carl Ellington

Rick Caporale Bill Harkins Bill Pearson

Gerald Dawson \

Brian Flewelling
Herbert Glaze
Stuart Rodman

Paul Sommerville
Jerry Stewart

Laura Von Harten

Gary Kubic Steve Rile
County Administrator Town a

County Councilman Wi e was absent.

Mayor Peeples called t order 36' pm. Those assembled recited the Pledge of

Allegiance.

FOIA Complianc&blic informationof this Joint Session of Councils has been published,
postéd, and mailed in ‘compliance with the Freedom of Information Act and Beaufort County
and the Town of Hilton H

Island requirements.

on the historic nature of the town and county working together on this matter. He reviewed
procedural rules: each member of either council may speak up to five minutes at a time and
each can only speak twice if everyone else has had the chance to talk.

Mayor Peeples said the resolutions under consideration were those sent out with the agenda
package to all the council members.

Joint Session of Councils
October 24, 2010
Page 1



MASTER PLAN PRESENTATION — TALBERT AND BRIGHT

Roy Johnson introduced Judy Elder, Pat Turney, and Carl Ellington, whom he said have worked
on the plan from the beginning.

Mr. Johnson said the presentation of the final report would be posted on the county’s website
the following day for public viewing. He said the presentation would include a review of their

past work over their last 16 months, the related financials, an enviro | overview, and the

airport layout plan sections of the master plan.

Mr. Johnson reviewed the timeline of the process, which inclu ublic meetings and
presentations, comment and question opportunities<to ir@ve a

289 que

erested citizens,

organizations, etc. They have received roughly 1360 c entsan

e FAA and the th Carolina

of prior presentations. They

Talbert & Bright is ready to submit the mas
Aeronautics Commission for approval. He offere
developed an aviation forecast based on prior a activity. They determined a
recommended runway length basedon a variety of criteria and determined that the
appropriate recommendation was 5400" This satisfies the FAA’s design requirements, he said.
He showed other length options. The 4300° runway length only satisfies the requirements of

two of the family of potential aircraft. At 5400’, ircraft can operate, fully loaded,

from that runway.

on. To achie
owed a d
n one which is brought into compliance. He

boundaries amise itours and t
summarized ho ould e achieved and said it would be of minimal benefit. Next, he

showed a diagram of‘the 5400’ runway, unconstrained (Alternative #1) which he said would

The FAA supportec
development alternative

00’, he said, they looked at a series of
of the current 4300’ runway with various

have an enormous impac
additional tr

the north end of the runway, including the need to move 3 roads,
n impact on the nearby church.

A 5400’ constra (Alternative #2) would be pulled back within the boundaries of the
airfield except for cation of Beach City Road, which involves purchasing five parcels of
land. There would
The initial phase would be the 5000’ runway, with the EMAS construction on the north end in

phase 2 when it would be taken to 5400’.

| be some weight restrictions on some aircraft at some times of the year.

The final alternative (#3) was a 5400’ runway, realigned and constrained. A new runway and
taxiway would be constructed, an EMAS would be on both ends of the new runway, the air
traffic control tower and the aircraft rescue and fire fighting building would be relocated, more

Joint Session of Councils
October 24, 2010
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property would be purchased, and additional trees cleared. This option was found to be
unacceptable for several reasons.

He reviewed the costs of each of the various options. The total cost of the 5400’ runway would
be $20,415,000. Other airfield projects, including tree removal, terminal expansion, etc. in the
short- and long-term, would bring the total to $22 million.

Mr. Johnson reviewed the airport layout plan drawings. He showed th‘osed future work in
graphic form. All anticipated projects are included in this, which is@ key document, he said, to
obtain FAA funding.

He summarized the 24-page environmental overview. Prionto project, each of
these categories is examined and a determination is is a categorical

1. Verify the current airport fa‘llities are sufficie or emergency evacuation and
recovery, considering the town’s and,county’s disaster plansﬁ a baseline, and, if they
are not sufficient, recommend improvements and alternatives.

While he said they were deemed suffici ere recommendations made for

improvements: igs n emergency backup generator for the commercial service

terminal building; the commercial aircraft parking apron for emergency

. ) ai t’s role in emergency evacuation with the
proposed merger o own’s and eeunty’s emergency operations plan.

2. Verifyh‘current airport facilities are adequate for viable commercial service to
the Atlanta and Charlotte ‘hubs; identify any possible risks to viability; identify the

earliest time the risk to §ervice might occur; and recommend improvements and

Current th and obstructions make the current configuration only marginally
adequate fo mercial service to the Atlanta and Charlotte hubs now. Mr. Johnson
identified f

and possibly bring in other airlines in the future, Talbert & Bright recommend extension

r risks to viability if the airfield is not improved. To maintain this service

of the runway to 5400’ (Alternative #2); an EMAS on each end of the runway; removal of
obstructions at the approaches to the runway; relocation of Taxiway A; and acquiring
property to relocate Beach City Road.

Joint Session of Councils
October 24, 2010
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3. Determine what limitations current airport property size and configuration place on
airport operations and safety, and determine the impact of those limitations on
people and surrounding property if the current airport property is to be used to its full
potential.

Mr. Johnson reviewed the current limitations. The impact of those limitations could
include: increased stormwater run-off; additional tree-trimming.and/or removal; non-

standard portions of the airfield; additional commercial fligh be necessary due

to restricted load factors.

Mr. Johnson showed a letter from the FAA concurring with Talbert ight’s finding of an
ultimate runway length of 5400°. The Airport Board alSo rec dorsed a 5400’

d.awith the

runway length. Mesaba Airlines (Saab 340) an iedmont” Airlines co

recommendation.

Mr. Johnson then turned the presentation over to Car on, Talbert & Bright’s principle in

charge of the project, for closing comments. Mr. Ellingt id he feels the master planning
process has been a success. He said theymaster plan is intended#to help with important
decisions regarding the airport. Regarding the runway length, he clarified the means by which
they determined the recommendation of 5400’ for.
FAA. Talbert & Bright fee 400" “willtnic

and general aviation.”

th.of the runway, as advised by the

positi e airport for commercial service

New Business

Chair%n ted chang(;to all three of following resolutions. Chairman
Newton he third “Whereas” clause, language consistent with the master plan

would necessitate the use of “afamily of aircraft” instead of “a class of private planes.”

in the fifth “Whereas” clause, it says in the first phase, “requiring

Chairman Newton
ould be “minimal land acquisition” and “no relocation of roads.”

Hilton Head Island Airport Master Plan and direct staff to begin to implement the plan.

It was moved by County Councilman Sommerville, second by Town Councilman Harkins,

to adopt the joint resolution modifying the: (i) third “Whereas” clause, language

consistent with the master plan would necessitate the use of “a family of aircraft”

instead of “a class of private planes.” (ii) fifth “Whereas” clause, it says in the first phase,

Joint Session of Councils
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“requiring no land acquisition” should be “minimal land acquisition” and “no relocation

of roads.”

b. Hilton Head Island Town Council Resolution — a resolution of the Hilton Head Island

Town Council directing the Town Manager to begin the process of amending LMO
Section 16-4-1307 to provide for a runway length of 5,000 linear feet.

It was moved by Mr. Laughlin, seconded Mr. Williams, to ado‘esolution including
modifying the third “Whereas” clause, language consistent'with the master plan would

necessitate the use of “a family of aircraft” instead of “a«lass rivate planes.”

il to provide for a

c. County Council Resolution — a resolution of Beaufort mty C

runway length of 5,000 linear feet at the Hilto ad Island“Airport.

It was moved by Mr. Rodman, secon wart, to adopt resolution

including modifying the third “Whereas” cla age consistent with the master

plan would necessitate the use of “a family of
planes.” &

ft” instead of “a class of private

4

Public Comments

Mayor Peeples told membe
reviewed other proced

George Salome, an does not have a sufficient cost-benefit

analysis for each alterna draftrep ontains some incomplete cost data for the
runway optimﬂses entify any-of the benefits of those options. It doesn’t follow the
FAA’s own cost- it guide“for, airport improvement programs, which provides capital

improvement grants. He said if the town, county and FAA didn’t direct Talbert & Bright to do

cost-benefit, analysis on f theif alternatives, “they were derelict in their duty.” If Talbert &

Bright were todoitan
asked that Ta

informed decision.

idn’t, they have not complied with the terms of their contract. He
be directed to provide the information necessary to make an

Tom Hatfield said
that “the longer the runway, the greater the noise,” but he said in fact the opposite is true.

e principle objection to runway expansion appears to be that people fear

Regional jets — which can come in with an expanded runway - make less noise on takeoff and
landing than do turbo props. Also, a procedure which is necessary for turbo props on take-off
which makes a lot of noise will not be required for the regional jets under consideration.

Joint Session of Councils
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Marge McDougal, Hilton Head Island, said the draft version of the master plan contains
omissions of concern, including an incomplete cost-benefit analysis. There are important costs
not noted, she said, including reduced property values on homes and real estate close to an
expanded airport. She cited a study that showed the negative effects of noise on property
values. Falling property values would also mean less tax revenue for the town and county. She
said no reference is made to noise pollution, an ongoing noise study, or a commitment to noise

V- N

Charles Raley said he’d run many companies in the past and decision-making about where to

mitigation.

hold conferences and conventions is based on the area’s accesSibilit ivate jets. He strongly

recommended the 5400’ runway.

Pat Taylor lives in Palmetto Hall and has much piloting, navigation, and traini erience. He
said he has followed the issue closely. He’s perp
short field operations such as Hilton Head Islan
consultants’ approach to turbo props is inconsistent airport trends, which is a 700%
growth in the use of turbo props, and they have evaded questions on the subject. When
directly asked questions about this in ‘theirn@&A document, ‘the c&\sultant's response was

“unable to answer,” but then letters of ‘support were included in the packet from regional

carriers. He said that “the suggestion that, Delta an are getting rid of turbo props

appears to be quite ina
decrease in these hey are the least expensive for short-haul routes. He
recommends not adopting the resolution at th}{y and feels council should direct Talbert &

résubmit the draft with this issue addressed. He

approve the master plan report at this meeting.

d misleading.” He cited data indicating that there is not a

Bright to address the issu

concluded tha“ilshou C

Leo Brennan, Port Rayal Plantation,ydiscussed three technical points he felt needed to be

bo props,an

addressed: First, clearan
Pineland Station and the s
also a 150’
would have to
Bright should be as
35’ setback, “if thi
Brennan said, Talbert & Bright’s claims are “starting to sound a little too familiar.” Before

TaIbe{t & Bright cited appear to be in error; they are shorter at
ple when other factors such as sea level are factored in. There is
size of the EMAS in the diagram and the report. The adjustment
ished by “pushing the footprint north” by 370’. He said Talbert &
o explain the absence of the required 75’ ramp and the recommended
s how they made the fit on the south end.” Regarding load restrictions, Mr.

considering more expensive, less efficient planes, he feels they should explore what can be
done with commercial turbo props, less aggressive runway expansion, and some tree trimming.
Finally, he thinks the displaced thresholds may be a “placeholder” for when the airlines

Joint Session of Councils
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complain about the load restrictions, and the big jet owners complain about the landing
restrictions.

Don Schwarz asked “How much is enough?” for the airport to be successful. According to the
report, 50 airports in the US have commercial and jet operations with runways of less than
5000’. He said the information in the report is misleading, i.e., Midway airport is shown to have
two runways when it has 4; the 2 shown on the table are for geiral aviation only, not

commercial. Those runways are 6400’ and 6500’. He provided ana mple and said the
Talbert & Bright answer when questioned on this matter was “fuzzy,and misleading.” There is

no evidence that Hilton Head Island needs to have service te nort ities, given that it’s a

discontinued or

0’+ run None of the

warm weather destination. He said “there are no promises’: Delt
threatened to discontinue service to facilities whi

proposed runway lengths will support a regional j
“chasing a restricted load problem right down illi plan should
not be approved as written, and Talbert & Bright sho ected to address the regional jet

issue.
L

Henry Sanders, Hilton Head Island, is concerned with planning for the'next 20-25 years. No one
can know exactly what traffic or operationalwpatterns the airport will have. The

to be the only feasible thing to
ue to operate at 60% of capacity
been here since before the town was. He

recommendations of Talbert & Bright for Alternative

decide on for the future land. Aircraft can’t co

indefinitely. The inve

supports “looking tc ead of gettin
Becky Pardue said she rep nts the “very

Many ‘of them rent out those homes, and she asked if the town or

e airport he

g up on statistics.”

nt majority” of people who own second homes

on HiltondHea
Talbert & Bright had gquestioned any<of them, because they are concerned about property

valges:If the runway isn* tendeg, fewer tourists/renters can fly into Hilton Head Island.

David Myer i iced a discrepancy between the Talbert & Bright report and the
county’s numb ercial enplanement figures. The county showed a decrease and
Talbert & Bright s
is less trustworthy.

an increase. He feels if the numbers are off, the rest of the document

John Holstein, Palmetto Hall, feels the resolutions should be tabled for 90 days because there
may be a different environment by then with the FAA and the Department of the Interior and
they will know better by then what to do for the future benefit of the communities. A lot of
things will change, and the information in the reports is based on information that has already
changed in the last 18-24 months.
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Bill Glickman, Hilton Head Island, said the South Carolina Aeronautics Group has given the
impression that it wants to phase out small airports such as Hilton Head Island’s and Lady’s
Island’s in favor of a larger regional airport that would serve both Jasper and Beaufort County.
Therefore, he’s not sure why the current discussion is taking place. He stated that Beaufort
County helps fund the airport, and it is a Beaufort County airport, not only Hilton Head Island’s.
The airport runs at a deficit currently and is funded in part by special interests that don’t pay

tax on their investment and bonds. He said in the big picture of Beauf ounty, the possibility

of closing the airport, giving Beaufort County control, and bdilding semething income-
generating and tourist-producing is what’s needed. He said theré’salse a safety issue. The FAA

approved a plane which had a propeller fall off, and this incident co ve been much more

dangerous to people and property in the area of the airport. Ige airp asn’t there now,

they wouldn’t build it, considering the zoning, so it s dn’t be'expanded no

John Reda, Hilton Head Island, said he takes is is based on

commercial passenger enplanements. He feels they're

ta in the report
timistic. The capacity of current
turbo props is 38-39 passengers. Given runway length occasional weather, the figure
becomes 28-30 passengers, which is agout 100,000 annually. aIbert& Bright reported 75,000
passengers, which means the airlines undersoldstheir available seats by 25%. The report does

not include an assessment of the amount.of busin at is taken up by nearby competing

airports. He asked, if the airline ilable seats, how increasing the
runway length will help rai \' . He also asked how increasing the
runway length wil enger loads,. if the lower pricing at competing airports
continues or incréase 2 said/theresolution fore the councils should not be adopted.
Talbert & Bright should be ected to corSt the draft report to address the enplanement
issues he meMnd resubmit it. Council should not approve the current draft at this
meeting.

Bob Wallhouse, Palmett all, said Section 3.1 of the draft report, which discusses future

aviation cap

asts which are “significantly overstated.” He wondered why that
would be and Ibert & Bright web site. He read a passage from the site about the
positioning of the ny “to allow clients to take advantage of funding opportunities.” He
said no standard forecasting methodologies can yield the sort of projections that are in the
report. He offered a couple of examples of cases in the report in which there was a historical

decline in operations when an increase was forecast.

Bill Coleman, Palmetto Hall, facetiously said that after years of fighting against the expansion of

the runway, he is going to the other side. He cited figures that stated that out of 2 million

tourists last year, 17,000 arrived at the Hilton Head Island airport. Those who come to Hilton
Joint Session of Councils
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Head Island via the Savannah airport are still coming to Hilton Head Island, he said. He called
upon the council members to not vote for something that serves 25 multi-millionaire plane
owners and “a pinch increase of tourists.” He said the potential decrease in property values
could equal $10 million.

Jim Fischer, Port Royal Plantation, said a resident cost-benefit analysis committee was formed
in the past 8 weeks to understand the costs in the master plan. He ﬂ'd the committee first

agreed with Talbert & Bright that the current runway with tree trim uld provide viable
service to Atlanta and Charlotte. Their rough estimate of projects€osts was not $44 million but
$57 million, of which the county would need to provide $1.6million uding legal expenses.
The consultants “missed” estimates of tree cutting, mitigatic&d er, environmental

to be edtoc uction fees for

these items; this would be another $8.8 million, wi 200,000 coming from th ty. He said

mitigation and legal fees. An additional 20% would h

a lot of new information has come out that w losed to the public. Forzexample, Port
Royal residents and the airport will lose 25 acres of tr angar construction. He feels this

is like a loaded congressional bill no one understands, an e is being forced.

@
Bob Ginsler, Palmetto Hall, focused on noise.and the environmerﬁ The airport expansion

wouldn’t be a problem if it weren’t in a residentialleemmunity.MHe feels citizens have taken a
“good neighbor” position, but the town and county ighored them as evidenced by the
councils’ actions. There’ ence in the master plan to the environmental noise impact for

more aircraft operating ommunities. A noise study was approved at a previous

council meeting. iation jets were most important issue for noise. The short

dy underre§n
No referencew the ster plan‘for mitigation. He asked councils to deal with these
critical environmen sues and send the consultants back to complete the job, considering

tradecoffs for each runwaylength. He asked councils to no longer ignore the community issues.

duration of the Septembe nted the measurements of jet aircraft noise.

ilton Head nd, §aid he’s concerned about the total impact on a community
ince 1861; the Mitchellville/Fish Haul area and St. James Baptist Church, which
nway. He’s been listening to similar proposals since 1973, and “it is

Perry White,
that has exis

is at the north e
the same old story, y the consultants have changed. He questions if the plans are to serve
the community or are simply a template from the FAA. He feels they should stay at 4300” with
improvements and “work with what they’ve got.” He said this is a case of collateral damage to

the citizens of the community, and he asked that councils vote against the resolutions.

Ron Smetek, Hilton Head Island, is a retired Air Force officer and navigator. He said the draft of
the master plan contains “a number of errors, inconsistencies, and omissions.” It understates
the potential of the Q400 turbo prop aircraft, burying a statement about its “great fit” for
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airports like Hilton Head Island’s deep in the document. Pinnacle Airline has ordered 30 of the
turbo props. Companies are moving away from regional jets “in droves” because of costs.
Should the county and town adopt this draft of the master plan and tell staff to implement it,
multi-millions in taxpayers fund are too valuable to spend on such a flawed plan. The impact is
too significant to be based on bad rationale, and the councils’ responsibilities too great to make
decisions with no substantive benefit to the citizens they serve. A 5000’ runway will do nothing
Talbert & Bright to
correct the draft report to discuss the issues outlined at this public meeting, resubmit it and not

to attract commercial aviation operations. He said councils should di

approve the current airport master plan as written.

Ken Scodaseck, Hilton Head Island, said the island isyin with neighboring
communities for tourists and high-end resident dollar. i is the only one
viable for
on for 5400’

kept current an

the future. The initial 5000’ step would be “m
later.

te” with the pro

Bob Richardson, Hilton Head Island, isypresident of the Palmetto Hall POA board of directors.
He noted that there is “nowhere near universal.acceptance of the Tagert & Bright master plan
report among the neighbors adjacent to the airportiand those who would be most affected by
your actions.” He reaffirmed that the case for.the needs to satisfy Delta and US
Airways’ requirements fo ble commergial flights_in both the near- and far-terms. The
ays of 5000”.and 5400 would satisfy their needs. Members
ith

case has not been mg

of both council

rmation packets outlining the “many

shortcomings” of the mas study. He s ere may be so much divisiveness because the

fundamental ion has gotten “lost in"the shuffle”: what changes to the current airport are
needed to iméro%probability that commercial service will continue at the airport? He said
he had corresponded with an official at Masada Airlines whose opinion changed when the
othetthan that which he had been provided by Talbert & Bright.

official wasigiven informa

d, said he’s the “granddad of aviation employees.” He said the
appen in the future of aviation are nothing but a guess by Talbert &
Bright. Turbo prop e “selling like mad.” Delta, Northwest and Continental aren’t buying

them; they’re going overseas, but small airlines are flying turbo props and can operate on a

III

runway the size of Hilton Head Island’s. An expanded runway will “only provide an insurance
policy for their aircraft when they come in here,” not solve any problems. He said 95% of the
tourists who come to Hilton Head Island drive, and he can provide councils with a survey to this

effect that he took at 4 area golf courses.
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Charles Raley complimented Mr. Rodman’s letter in the previous day’s Island Packet. He thinks
it makes less economic sense to expand the runway in two steps and gives the FAA “a way to
bow out” at 5000’. He said there are a lot of misperceptions about government funding. He’d
rather have the funding spent here than elsewhere. He said the airport is needed
“desperately.” Uncontrolled development in Bluffton and Jasper County will make the drive to
Savannah far less convenient in the future, he feels. It’s difficult to judge an airport by the
levation. The Q400s
being purchased are for flying north, not south. When he was in the‘marketfor a home, he said

length of its runway because it depends on the temperature and

he looked at Palmetto Hall and Port Royal and didn’t buy there because it’s near an airport and
airports never stay the same; those residents who have concerns ab
should have anticipated that. \

e airport expansion

Joe Zimmerman quoted Joni Mitchell’s song “Big Yellow,Taxi” and said in of paving

paradise for a parking lot, they’re paving it for He described th vironmental
impact on many acres of trees and grass that will re the runway expansion, parking
lots, etc.. At least 3 acres will be replaced with concre d building and this will have a
significant impact on the quality of Iifg of,.the residents. Th depre$ed values of homes will
solve the problem of affordable housing on‘Hilten Head Island, he said facetiously. 20’ of the

ort boundaries. He warned council

35’ acres under discussion are outside of the curre

members against a legacy a and asked them to vote against

e ones wha\paved par
the draft of the master pla '

Phillip Shembra, b and, commend ert & Bright on their report. He said the

“big game changer is the nes Baptist h” which he commended them for “figuring

out how to d%out oving the church.” He said he’d speak for “the vast majority of
owners_and busin ople who don’t live in Port Royal or Palmetto Hall.” While the kind of
progress.they want may noet happen in his lifetime, change needs to happen, and the airport is

no exception. Without xpanded airport, they will lose “a huge amount of business” to

retail, hotel s, which residents near the airport aren’t considering. He said

there’s no cho r the 5400’ option immediately.

Ed Batton, preside the Hilton Head Island Land Trust, said the trust owns the Ft. Howell

site on Beach City*Road, the relocation of which will send Beach City Road through the Ft.
Howell site, significantly damaging it. The trust urges the 5400’ option be removed from the

plan and that the resolutions be rejected.

Lewis Rivers said the St. James Baptist Church “stands firm.” In an era of downsizing everything
but SUVs, one would think that an aircraft would be fully loaded and sent to one of the hubs.
He said he knows there are safety issues, and he asked that councils “say ‘No’ to the solution.”
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Fran White finds it “unconscionable that within walking distance of an airport that you want to
add pavement to, you have dirt roads and homes without sewer systems.” The community
around the airport has asked town council repeatedly for help; the airport would only serve the
3% of the population who use it, as 97% come by car to Hilton Head Island. She feels the
community’s real needs are being ignored.

John Morrisette said the surrounding communities’ objections are understandable, but the

council members “were elected to be visionaries.” He asked t keep the island
competitive with a 5400’ runway. He offered Walterboro’s aigport, as an example of being

“visionary.”

n

Burt Keenan, Hilton Head Island, said those responsib anaging the community’s affairs

need “all the tools necessary.” Unemployment and comm | vacancy rates are currently the
highest ever recorded in this area, he'said. Foreclosures are up,and>property valuations are

down by 25-35%. He said there are also a flat'sales.tax and an aging population. He supported

the vote for the runway expansion.
Tom Jans, Hilton Head | an executive at a maj,S carrier, so he said he knows how

airlines make decisio e Talbert right study, “while well-done, is incomplete.”
osts, n’t suggest that the CRJ200 aircraft is no
that use them are “bleeding profusely when they have to fly it

It does not cover<air d

longer in production. The™
less than 400"Ahirlin dilot agreements need to be considered. He’d like the council
members to consider what happensi.when a low-cost carrier flies into Savannah. Southwest will
likely“extend operations into Savannah and offer low cost flights around the country. In

daytime, summer hours, CRJ400 will be severely restricted by the temperatures, which are

considerably ve the average that Talbert & Bright cites; load factors can be as low as 30%.

John Geisler, Hil sland, said the majority of flights that land on Hilton Head Island are
from the north end
said. He hopes councils will look at the fact that at 5400’, they gain nothing on the north end.

To county council, he said they own the property and will have the fiscal responsibility of

the runway. “What you’re buying is not really what you're getting,” he

additional growth. He feels the costs are significantly understated, and there are litigation risks
to consider. “This community is quite fractured on this issue,” he said. This is just the beginning,
and they need to be open and have a thorough understanding of what they’re voting on. He
referred to an amendment made to the resolutions earlier in the meeting, and said that on the
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web site at 4 pm, “it still said we’re not purchasing property,” so anyone, other than those who
came to the meeting and learned at 6:30 pm of the amendment, was reassured that any
property purchase would not have an impact on them.

Wilford Hamp, Port Royal Plantation, agreed with Mr. Geisler that “this is only the beginning.”
The councils have heard a lot of dissent and concern about a matter that seems to be “a cut

and dried matter” to the councils’ members. He said they seem “anxious to spend money that
doesn’t exist.” A

There being no further public comment, the public hearing was closed. A break was taken for

ten minutes at 8:05.

DISCUSSION

Chairman Newton apprised those assembled of for this part of th

Mr. Baer said he has spent a great deal of time analyzi Talbert & Bright plan. He showed
the distances of the runway ends fronvhe St. James Baptist Church wall and Pineland Station.
There have been questions about the clearances, and he elieves'Talbert & Bright should
demonstrate how those calculations were, made. The EMAS may be expanded by 450’ or 600’

on both the north and south ends, “depending o f the report you read, and that

has to be resolved.” The

h steeple clearance is 12.5°. But because of the displaced
still only 4597’ to land in. Mr. Baer said this
, — 5400’. He challenged anyone to show a

; . He said they have repeatedly asked Talbert

threshold, even with y, there a
number stays the
regional jet landing on a
& Bright for -benefit 3 is and never received it, so he has attempted to do it himself.
There are sigamferences in,costs among the original Talbert & Bright data, that which
was pfesented later by the consultants, and that which was determined by a citizens’ group.
Talbert'& Bright’s estima

costs, for ex

as raised when they were asked to include stormwater mitigation

ays 95%, the county pays 2.5%, but Mr. Baer said there are “huge
with this that Beaufort County taxpayers will be paying. They will
have to pull the rom libraries or parks, or they will have to raise taxes to get the

operations costs.

Ms. Von Harten said she cannot support the master plan because of costs to the county. There
have been layoffs in engineering, and work isn’t being done in other areas, such as the libraries,
because of a shortage of money. She feels this isn’t the time; when they are practicing “smart
decline,” it needs to include the airport. She also is not comfortable with the clearances. In
addition, there are too many consequences to cultural resources. In terms of tourism, the island
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is “a drive market,” and though they get some visitors by air, they needn’t “put all their eggs in
the airport basket.” She feels the kind of people who have “patience” to fly commercially to
Savannah are the ones they want to attract to do economic development. She said the county
will not “end up in the poor house if we don’t expand this airport.” They are part of a regional
economy, and they need to do what it takes to keep Hilton Head Island special. The regional
economy will continue to grow.

Mr. Harkins said a key function of councils is to maintain the econo bility of the region
and to nurture and grow it. When the study was commissioned,they wanted to know how to
preserve commercial service. 70% of the economic engine is touris dropped dramatically

in the last 6-8 years, he said. Part of it is a nationalaissu so because other

but i
communities in the Southeast have become mor ompe&e for

commissioned task force has told the town that t need to diversify their r e streams.
The obstacles to this good idea have be such as telec unications.
Transportation is an obstacle that needs to be addr with a safer airport. He feels

Talbert & Bright is the best at what they do, and th

III

ve come to a “thoughtful and

respectful” conclusion that will ”benef!the whole community.” Though this is a divisive issue,
he believes “over time, people will realize the wisdom of this decision.” He is 100% behind this

resolution.

Mr. Williams said he’d i
meeting feeling that,

sultants togive them_a timeline, so people don’t leave the

oved, “we’re going to be shoveling dirt next week.”

Mr. Rodman thanked va council}e ers for yielding him a minute of their time so

he could make his presenta He believes the master plan is “very well done” and should be

FAA “can'do some tweaking.” There is a significant risk of discontinued

approvedsfand
commeércial service. Delta’s last flightyis next September, and US Air is phasing out their turbo
props, soit’s less economical. He ieels that “time really is of the essence,” and “to look at it in

two phases and get on with it really makes sense.”

Mr. Rodman s sis of the Bombardier’s web site shows that planes carrying fewer
than 70 passenge going to disappear as we go forward.” He doesn't’ believe that turbo
props are part of solution. He believes because of their fuel economy “they’ll always be a
factor,” but they don’t know which airlines will use them. He feels it’s “irresponsible to size the
runway based on the possibility of a turbo prop.” Most of the Q400s are going to Europe. There
is a risk of losing the certificate for commercial, which drives funding and is tough to get back.

Among the implications, he feels, would be “writing off the Heritage.”

Joint Session of Councils
October 24, 2010
Page 14



Regarding noise, Mr. Rodman said he has also heard “the longer the runway, the less the
noise.” Jets are less noisy than turbo props. He presented a chart of the airport noises relative
to other familiar noises. He believes there is a strong link between airport capability and
successful development and redevelopment of the community and the entire county. If they go
to 4600’ and “guess wrong, then it’s a gigantic mistake.” He said, “If the turbo props work out”
at 5000’, “the most you’ve added is a couple hundred feet of runway.” The 5000’

accommodates the general aviation fleet that will fly to Hilton Head | within a reasonable

range. 5400° may be required and so should be kept on the table. Néwer aircraft will be quieter
and require short runways. The 5000’ vs. 5400’ runway issue is a‘commercial issue, Mr. Rodman
said, not a general aviation issue. “Whatever planes are out there the airlines) are the
ones we’re going to have to live with,” he said, which may or n\not b

the dilemma is that 5400’ is required in the shorter term, given the types

o props. He said
raft.in use in

the fleet, while 5000’ will be sufficient for newer ai longer term.

J200. for take-off and landing in
ifference in the passenger loads

Mr. Rodman discussed the operational restrictions o
different seasons. In the winter, there’s not a significa
possible with either 5000” or 5400’, bu’chere is in the summer / peakieason. As the planes get
bigger, whether they’re turbo props or not, there will be fewer flights carrying more people in
the winter. The peak restrictions are in thessummer. ojectéd that “we would pick up a lot

the CRJ200. If they operated the

As to the impact ercial ser r. Rodman said that if a quarter of the

Savannah passengers sh e Hilton H sland airport, “we would pick up 160.” With
stops to New ashington, they could potentially pick up some of the 180,000
passengers that g ew York City. The expansion would mean increased volume, and “we

would pick up $2-3 million in operating costs.” He speculated that if “an extra 50,000 people

decide to come in here,” ould mean $100 million in revenue, at $2000 spent per person. He

r and against each of the expansion options.

itical decision, and if they’re wrong, they may not be able to recover
from it. Unknowns de when US Air service will end, when the runway expansion can be
completed, and h much of it can be extended “on airport,” which aircraft will be available,
and whether Delta and US Air will continue service. They don’t have all the facts to make a final
decision. He feels they should get on with the approval of the plan, keep options open. He said
Net Jets, which serves high-end leisure and business travelers, has hundreds of thousands of
users who are desirable to get onto Hilton Head Island. He feels this category of users is the
single-most important thing for redevelopment and development for Hilton Head Island.
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Mr. Rodman said he doesn’t mind driving to Savannah, himself, but he presented a scenario of
tourists’ experiences who might fly into either airport.

Mr. Baer described two types of noise: catalog noise, which is theoretical and used by
manufacturers to sell airplanes and engines, and real noise, which is actually observed and
measurable. He has data to show that there is no perceptible difference between CRJ and turbo
prop noise. He asked if a jet engine 803’ closer to the church and communities would be quieter

than a turbo prop 803’ further away.

f Talbert & Bright four
here. Bombardier

Mr. Baer presented essential data that he said had been requeste
times and not received. His chart showed the types of planes that mi
did a computer run using actual runway data, not “some«€ookbook with a on it like we saw
in the Talbert & Bright study.” At 95 degrees, the has a 100% load fact d can go 460
miles on a 4600’ runway.

s jets. In 2009, it had 4002 jet
ations. In September 2010, he

Mr. Baer said that the current airport can handle
operations, and at least 601 of those were large jet
observed two jets that flew long distances (to, New Hampshire and,Kansas).

Mr. Baer presented a chart of the distribution of appraised valéies for homes on Hilton Head

ose who have very expensive
e the large jet at home.” The main
problem with the s . Baer said, is that.it’s “full of gaps, holes, and inconsistencies.”
e , that the passenger forecasts had been

overstated. Other proble ude costs; ical clearance, and mitigation. He said the real

question for cw”con ing the poor data in this report, do we want to rush to vote on
this, given the tremendous impactiit has, and the tremendous amount of missing and loose
data‘that we have been provided?” He said he fears that history will reflect poorly on the

councils,and. lawyers will der how the decisions were made with “that quality of data.”

In response t Williams’ question earlier in the meeting, Mr. Ellington said that the contract

will typically be in 3-3.5 years. Mr. Williams said he has experience enough to
understand how a nning document’s holes will be filled as they go forward. Like Mr.
Rodman, he feels that it is time to do something, and they must rely on the consultants and

make a decision tonight.

Mr. Ferguson asked for clarification of the fifth “Whereas” clause in the joint resolution

regarding runway length and property acquisition. Chairman Newton clarified the clause for

him. Mr. Ferguson asked why two different figures are used and said it’s unclear whether it’s a
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5000" or 5400’ runway. Chairman Newton said the Whereas clauses provide the background,
and the conclusion is in the “let it be resolved” section. Mr. Ferguson said he “can’t vote for it
anyway because it doesn’t make sense.” Mayor Peeples said that if they approve the resolution,
they are approving a master plan that has the possibility of going to 5400’, but they are going to
do it in two stages, and stage one will be 5000’. So a vote for this resolution is a vote for a
potential 5400’ runway. Mr. Ferguson said he understood.

Mr. Ferguson asked what agencies will be required to pay for l&mprovements. Mr.
Ellington said the project qualifies for 95% FAA funding, 2.5% staté funding, and 2.5% local (the

sponsor, or owner of the airport). A grant will have to be appliéd for proved. If passenger

facility charges (PFCs) are enacted again, he said, that money can be use the local match.

Mr. Ferguson asked if both ends of the runway wou MroEllington
d 300°. Mr.
Ferguson clarified that this would be without impa ity Road. Mr.

said yes. To go to 5000’, the north end would a

Ellington stated that the 12.5’ clearance on the church
as it is now, without doing any expansion. The alternativesiwere designed to use the current
approach clearance surfaces.

Mr. Ferguson asked Mr. Ellington who would “benefi it-wise, from the airport extension
improvement.” Mr. Ellingto i ; airport will continue to stay with
the airport. When a fe received, a grant assurance is signed which requires that

3 irport for the 20-year period of the grant,
and cannot be moved gi nt. Mr. Ferguson asked if the county would
get additional profits from airport. Mr. gton said no. The county as the sponsor of the
airport is resmor the ‘collection and administration of the money, but it “has got to

remain on the airport.” The town, ifiit’s not a sponsor, will not profit from the airport. They

waould enly. receive reve if theykwere an owner of the facility, and they currently are not. It is

owned by'th

s improvement of the airport is important to the future economic
well-being of Hilto Island to attract the affluent and business travelers. He thinks it will
be important to enhanced property values, and it would be “irresponsible to do nothing.” If this
opportunity is missed, they might not get it again. However, he’s not convinced, based on
current information, that it’s necessary to go beyond 5000’ and it may never be. The impact on
surrounding property owners dictates that they not make a decision based on speculative

thinking. He intends to vote for the resolution.
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Mr. Heitzke said he’s learned that when faced with difficult decisions, it should be broken down
into small pieces and not made until it’s absolutely necessary to do so. He had supported the
idea of a 4600’ runway, but he “is ascertaining that that is out of the window as an alternative,”
so he will support the 5000’ alternative and make clear that the 5400’ option is “far out in the
future.”

Mr. Safay said he shares concerns about the economic future of HiIto.Head Island, but he is

convinced that the boundaries of the existing airport don’t ne e increased. He's
concerned that “the next argument that will come up” if theygo to 5000’ will be that they

really need to go to 6000’. He suggested a compromise of going 00’, which should be

“more than sufficient to ensure commercial service intos¢the &I’e." on’t vote for the
resolutions tonight, but if they are not passed, he wo eintroduce a ne

the expansion at 5000’.

lution capping

Chairman Newton read from a press release fro eased at 4 pm“in which Delta

announced that they would discontinue seasonal servi vember 1 to Atlanta from Hilton
Head lIsland, “due to poor performance of the route.” vy will continue service at the
Savannah airport with daily non-stop flights to,its hubs in Atlanta, D&oit and La Guardia. The

decision to terminate service at Hilton Head Island and three other regional airports is part of

an effort to retire turbo props and small fleet air. , g to the press release, and the
Hilton Head airport doesn odate othef aircraft.

al” had be

ert'& Bright con:
ort into comp

on the solth e xtend the runway to 5000’, on the north end, portions of 3 parcels of

Mr. Caporale said d to the resolutions with regard to land

acquisition, and he aske ant to clarify what is meant by minimal. Mr.
Ellington said to bring the 3 ce they will need to purchase 4 parcels of land
land would be required.\Mr. Caporale’asked for an estimate of the cost of acquisition. Mr.
Ellington said possibly

asked if the FAA would fu

iIIion\and explained how the figure was obtained. Mr. Caporale
95% of that, and Mr. Ellington said yes, if the money is available.
the dollar figure could be inserted in the resolution instead of “a

of landing length, referring to Mr. Baer’s figures stated earlier. He asked if that statement was
accurate with respect to the CRJ. Mr. Ellington said Talbert & Bright takes exception to Mr.
Baer’s statement. That is an airline decision, as to how they want to operate their planes, but
their calculations show that regional jets can land on that amount of landing with limited loads.
Mr. Caporale asked if Mr. Ellington had a guess about what airlines might be serving Hilton
Head lIsland airport in four years (hypothetically) when then 5000’ runway is complete. Mr.
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Ellington said some limited regional jets and turbo props could service the facility. Within 600
miles, there are 12 airline hubs, and as the runway is lengthened, “those come into play.”

Mr. Baer told Mr. Ellington that Talbert & Bright has been asked for load factors and lengths
and aircraft types by calculation, and has not given those numbers when requested to do so
four times. Mr. Baer said he looks forward to seeing the data to back up the statement Mr.
Ellington just made. Mr. Baer added that in the Talbert & Bright, he had.counted 14 properties
for a total of $8.75 million that would be acquired to get to the SOA

way. Mr. Ellington
clarified that several owners may own a single parcel, and the answerhe’d given was 7 parcels.

Mr. Stewart said he’s convinced that the expansion of the airport important to the

economic well-being of Hilton Head Island and the co

ty. Pas ther ions is “keeping

our options open.” To not move forward “would very wrong” because would take

go out with bids, select contractors, ete. No final decisions'will be made for some time. He’s

going to vote for the resolution “to keep'our options open.”

impossible to predict what the

Mr. Safay said the Delta announcement “is.anothe
i e lengths of the runways in the
ust have lost service despite having
hilosophical decision” needs to be made.

an get on with it,” but they should decide if
ond the current airport footprint. Going outside that creates an
exponentially cost bothfinancially and to the community. He believes the 5000’

they stay within or extend

expansion and tree-cutting will enhaneé the capabilities of regional jets and private aircraft. He
would“have preferred 4
5000’.

" but sompromises on this and urged others to support a cap at

Mr. Ferguson e runway were extended to 10,000’, if Delta would come back and

resume services. n Newton said he had only shared the information when it was made
available to him, a e wanted the members of the councils to have the information. He didn’t
read it in support of or against the resolution. He said he wouldn’t presume to speak for Delta

Airlines in response to Mr. Ferguson’s question.

Ms. Von Harten said, in answer to Mr. Ferguson’s question, that “everything now is determined
by computer algorithms,” so a larger runway means larger planes which means each seat is less
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expensive, and they might sell more seats at Hilton Head Island if they had a larger runway, but
they can only speculate.

Mr. Harkins hopes there will be serious reflection on the intent of the Talbert & Bright master
plan, which he said is to provide the highest probability of commercial service in the future.
Talbert & Bright suggested Alternative #2, which gives the ability to move to 5400 if it's
warranted. He thinks the community will be sold short without this flexibility to expand the
runway further. He said this is “a one-time chance,” and it will go a*

this today.”

we don’t embrace

Mayor Peeples said that in resolution 6B, the LMO change wo o to the planning
cil, so this meeti ecision isn’t the

000’. He' supports th

commission, then go through two readings at town co

end of this matter. Town council can still restrict it 0’ option for
flexibility. This needs to be approved “to get t
doesn’t feel going straight to 5400’ is an option a
legally just to get the trees cut.” He said “We need to g t we can get as quickly as we can
get it,” which means staying on county=owned land for no e said this is a 20-year plan. He
feels that the 3-3.5 year estimate Mr. Ellington made for beginnﬁg construction was “as
optimistic as you can be” because “there will 'be legal battles all the way,” and to minimize

of the resolutions.

those, Alternative #2 is the best idea. He hopes th

Mr. Glaze said he is “

Listening to the pub

ial” in his favel habits, so the airport doesn’t affect him.
le against the expansion and 8 in support
cre pancie}n runway lengths in the “Whereas” clauses in

to the 5400’ runway, and thinks the 5000’ might
he 4600’ since that’s not presented as an option. He doesn’t like “the

of it. He is concerned ab

two of the resolutions. He's initely oppos

be a compromi
5400’ being in there anywhere.” He also is concerned about “the shelf life of this plan.” Several
codncil members have s

d thatkif this isn’t supported today, it goes away. He asked if there

would be'several readings 'on the matter. Chairman Newton said the resolution to support the

he cannot suppo ten.

Mr. Safay said he’
should be done within the boundaries of the airport, and if they do, there will not be the kinds

e to speak in support of what Mayor Peeples had said. He agrees that it

of legal problems that they will have if they go further. He differs with Mayor Peeples in that he
feels the community needs to be assured that 5000 is “the end of it.” If they keep the
possibility of 5400’ in play, they open the door for “a level of expansion that | do not approve
of.” Mr. Safay feels that the sixth “Whereas” clause in the town’s resolution essentially says
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that the town council agrees with the joint resolution, which provides for the 5400’. He asked
that they consider taking that paragraph out of the town resolution.

Mr. Rodman continued his example of two tourists, which had ended when his time was called.
His point was that the happier traveler would come back to Hilton Head Island and possibly
bring a business or property. He believes, in regard to the commercial piece, that the planes will

be less noisy, and there will be no more flights than they have today. He feels it’s short-sighted
to gamble on going to less than 5000’, assuming they can use turbo p*’e

essence, and the Delta announcement reinforces that. The codnty, should get on with the
the Talbert & Bright
a risk of it being

. said time is of the

design, perhaps even while the master plan is going to the FAA. He
consultants if the master plan were backed down to 5000 i%ere
rejected by the FAA. He was under the impression t

have to go to a new master plan. Mr. Ellingto id he,thinks Mr. Rodm analysis is
correct.” They have been consistent with 5400’ o-stage process, and t AA and the
airlines have supported that. There could be a risk in ing it down to 5000’ in terms of the

20-year plan.
@

Mr. Baer said the figures show an 8.8 ‘acre increase in the noise zcﬁes, which disproves the
theory that bigger is quieter. He went on to suggest,that with Delta gone, it will probably be
better for US Air, who will absorb the Delta passenge ith the Q400 at a 4600’ runway,
they will have 100% load

o it could be an economical single-airline service. He added
Head Island for 3-4 years, so he doesn’t feel “we should let

the tail wag the : C at the co

should control what goes on in their

communities, not “an FA aucrat imA .7 And if it is the FAA person who’s making

« t
these decisiowed g0 over hisi’ad,” Mr. Baer said, because he has read him

vacillating throug

s and e-mails “to the point where it’s political manipulation.”

Mr¢ Stewart asked Mr. Elli
of 5400’, they. would be t
5400, they
that’s correct.

ton to\confirm that if the resolution were passed for 5000’ instead
g the master plan to 5000’. So if they decided they needed the
have to go through another master planning process. Mr. Ellington said
said the master plan is paid for and very good. He feels they should
“keep their options e maximum.” A lot of things will change that they have no concept of
now and doing so would keep them in control without having to waste what’s been done and

have to go back to the table. The town still has control of the LMO at 5000’.

Mr. Safay said he believes in keeping options open, but doing so on this kind of plan sends a
message to the surrounding community and residents elsewhere on Hilton Head Island that in
five years they may or may not decide to extend the runway, and “you’re just going to have to
live with that” and its potential effects on property values and quality of life.
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Mayor Peeples said the two councils will vote on 6A jointly, then he will run the vote on 6B, so if
there are amendments to be proposed, that would be the time to do them. Then the vote on
6C will follow, by the county only.

Mr. Ferguson said there have been references to “the type or financial qualification of people
that we are trying to attract to Hilton Head Island,” and he wanted to say for the record that he
does not discriminate: He welcomes anyone who has the funds to build ‘ Hilton Head Island.

Mayor Peeples said there has been an issue about 6-laning Highway 278 from the Cross Island
ically and to create the
e to do it, but they
olutions on the

Parkway to the bridges. His position has been to go about it syste

possibility to do it, if they needed to, in the future. They hope not t

need to be prepared to do it if it's necessary, and that’s the.a

master plan take, too, in his opinion.

Mr. Harkins endorsed what Mayor Peeples said

couldn’t yet call the question because Ms. Von Harten d to'speak, and he wanted to ask

@
Ms. Von Harten said they would be “betraying.the people wha Iive’at the north end of the

Mr. Ellington a few questions.

runway if we agree to go to 5400’.” She feels they'verbeen told“we’re going to go this far and

that’s all,” before, and she is_concerned about ple faith in their government when

they’re lied to.” She added th 2 county is “in the hole’ approximately half a billion dollars as
that the col ty would be responsible for paying “is money
we do not have.”<A Ymic.deve , it would not be catastrophic not to have

commercial service on ead lIsland, avannah is so nearby. There are numerous
possibilities fWre that den’t necessitate airport expansion. She said there are also “big
holes infthe data.”

e went on‘toisaysthat she has concerns about “crassholes,” a term she
coined to describe influential, affluent people who come to Hilton Head Island to spend money

but don"t respect the culture or feel that Hilton Head Island is “a place to be lived in and loved.”

Ellington to explain what the next steps are relative to the master
planning process. gton said the master plan is prepared to help the sponsor make
decisions on airport planning for the next 20 years. It compiles historic data and Talbert &
Bright’s best information in a document to show “potential development areas” so leaders have
information to make decisions on things that may happen in the future. The next step needs to
be implementation of the projects they want to proceed with. The runway, for example, will
require a thorough cost-benefit analysis because of FAA policy. An extensive environmental
analysis will also need to be done, which will take 18-24 months. Non-compliant features at the

airport will be required by the FAA to be fixed; in this case it will require acquisition of property
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and other matters. It could take longer than 3.5 years, depending on what happens with these
factors plus possible litigation. The design can start during this time, but these other steps will
have to be completed before a grant will be given. Some things that could be done on the
airport that either don’t qualify for federal funds or only partly qualify could be done, such as
parking lot expansion or hangar-building. Local rules and regulations would be followed for
these types of things.

Chairman Newton reiterated what Mr. Ellington had said and cond@(hat this is just the
beginning, and that at any point they could determine that they will continue to move forward
or not in the process. Mr. Ellington agreed and said he’s concerned some of the councils’
members are “looking at a bottom line number for every piﬁof t ster plan.” Some

things won’t need to happen “until Year 15.” These

immediate needs. To ask for those things in a rough the
process as part of a master plan, so if those thi e, they need
to be shown on the master plan for granting purposes.

Chairman Newton agreed that “doingothing is not an option.” He believes it’s important to
the economic future, and that a 5000’ phase one is a responsible appgach that leaves open the

possibility of going to 5400’ if it's determined to'be necessary by.the community and respective

councils in the future. After the votes, he'will a council to pass a resolution to

formalize the relationshig e council and the Town of Hilton Head Island “approaching

this airport.” This wo e that there would be no future land acquisition or further

ey work%

Mr. Baer saith’s a wonderful idea in spirit,” he recalled a resolution “casting in stone”
the runway length at'4300’. He said “afresolution is a piece of paper and can be rescinded at a

master planning ef

onsulting the Town of Hilton Head Island.

They will make better dec er on this community asset.

moment’sinotice.”

@

Mr. Heitzke
where it says

llowing changes to the joint resolution: in the ninth “Whereas,”
hat may be in conflict with this plan,” he suggested adding “for
Phase one of Alter 2” for clarification. Similarly, in 1) of the resolution, he suggested that
it read “IN CONFLI ITH THIS PLAN FOR PHASE ONE OF ALTERNATIVE #2.” Mr. Harkins asked
if this removes the 5400’ as part of this approval.

Mr. Heitzke said it does not. It only clarifies what the plan is. Mr. Harkins said he thinks it’s
confusing and respectfully suggested not making the change.
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Mr. Riley said what Mr. Heitzke is trying to accomplish does not eliminate the option of 5400
per the master plan. The next resolution directs the town to do what Mr. Heitzke would ask
them to insert. It is also already stated in subsection 3 of the joint resolution. While it may be
unnecessary, “it reinforces the master plan and reinforces Alternative 2 and says we’re moving
forward with Phase 1 and doesn’t compromise your options whatsoever.”

Chairman Newton asked the maker of the original motion, Council member Paul Sommerville, if

he agreed to the proposed amendments.

The maker of the motion, County Councilman Sommerville, and the second, Town Councilman

Harkins, were not satisfied with the change.

Joint County Council / Hilton Head Island Town Coun esolut&

ed by Town Councilman Ferguson, to
" in the stated

. Town Council vote to approve:

It was moved by Town Councilman Laughlin,
amend the motion by substituting “Alternate 2, Ph
“Whereas” and the “Now therefore” sections of the reso
Mayor Peeples, Mr. Heitzke, Mr. Laughlin, Mr. Harkins Mr.
County Council vote to approve: Mr. Caporale, Chairman Newton, Mr. Rodman and Mr.

the word “plan

illiams, Mr. Safay, Mr. Ferguson.

Stewart. County Council vote to oppose: ‘Mr. Baer, Mr. Dawson;, Mr. Flewelling Mr. Glaze, Mr.

stitution failed.

Sommerville and Ms. Von Harten. The motion to en

Vote on the joint Coun ilton Head.Island Town Council resolution -- to adopt the

joint resolution ma . (i) thi use, language consistent with the master

plan would necessitate i ircraft” instead of “a class of private planes.” (ii)

fifth “Whereas”. clause, it i i ase, “requiring no land acquisition” should be
“minimaldand acho‘ n” and “no.relocation of roads.” County Council vote to approve: Mr.
Caporale, Mr. Flewelling, Chairman Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart.
se: Mr. Baer, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze and Ms. Von Harten. Town
yor Peeples, Mr. Heitzke, Mr. Laughlin, Mr. Harkins, Mr. Williams.

County Council vote to

Council vote

Town Counci e: Mr. Ferguson and Mr. Safay. The motion to adopt the joint

resolution passe

Hilton Head IslandFown Council Resolution

It was moved by Mr. Ferguson, to amend the motion by substituting in the third “Whereas” as

to the size of the runway. The motion died for lack of a second.

Vote on the motion to adopt the Hilton Head Island Town resolution -- to adopt the resolution

including modifying the third “Whereas” clause, language consistent with the master plan
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would necessitate the use of “a family of aircraft” instead of “a class of private planes.”

Approve: Mayor Peeples, Mr. Harkins, Mr. Heitzke, Mr. Laughlin and Mr. Williams. Oppose:

Mr. Safay and Mr. Ferguson. The motion to adopt the resolution passed.

County Council Resolution

Vote on the motion to adopt the County Council resolution -- to adopt the resolution including

modifying the third “Whereas” clause, language consistent with aster plan would

necessitate the use of “a family of aircraft” instead of “a class ofdprivate planes.”  Approve:

Mr. Caporale, Mr. Flewelling, Chairman Newton, Mr. Rodman, Sommerville and Mr.

he motion to adopt

the resolution passed.

Stewart. Oppose: Mr. Baer, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze and Ms. Vo&

Chairman Newton asked for a motion to the eff ufort County wo t proceed
with any future land acquisition or future mast
without formal consultation with town council.

It was moved by Ms. Von Harten, séeend by Mr. Flewe ».that County Council will not

proceed with any land acquisition or future further master planningg‘forts at the Hilton Head

Island Airport without the formal consultation of Town:Council.

Mr. Caporale made so the votes and the process that

evening.

Mr. Stewart said, rega ution, $t thinks it’s appropriate and in the “spirit of

working together.”

The vote: M&dr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr.
Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart and Ms. Von Harten. The motion to adopt the
resolution passed. 4

Mayor Peep y council and Chairman Newton for the resolution.

Adjournment
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:31 p.m.
COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

By:
Ratified: Wm. Weston J. Newton, Chairman
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Official Proceedings
County Council of Beaufort County
November 29, 2010

The electronic and print media was duly notified in
accordance with the State Freedom of Information Act.

The regularly scheduled meeting of the County Council of Beaufort,County was held at 4:00
p.m. on Monday, November 29, 2010, in Council Chambers of th inistration Building, 100
Ribaut Road, Beaufort, South Carolina.

ATTENDANCE ’

Rick Caporale, Gerald Dawson, Herbert Glaze, William McBride‘u Rodma rald Stewart

Chairman Weston Newton, Vice Chairman D. Pauljommerville and Councilmen Steven Baer,
and Laura VVon Harten. Brian Flewelling absent.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Chairman led those present in the Pled giance to the

.

INVOCATION

Councilman Hebert Glaz ocation.

THE REC%LAR MEETING HELD NOVEMBER 8,

¢Bride, seconded by Mr. Glaze, that Council approve the minutes of the
ting held November 8, 2010. The vote was: FOR — Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr.
Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, M wton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville and Mr. Stewart.
— Mr. Flewelling a s. Von'Harten. The motion passed.

PUBLIC MENT

The Chairman recagnizeddMr. Tommy O’Brien, a Burton resident, who stated, “Contractor picks
up dinner tab.” Maybe‘nothing shady went on; maybe something shady did go on. We should
always avoid the appearance of anything improper at all cost. None of you should have gone and
taken dinner from a contractor on which you are going to end up possibly voting to give a
contract to -- should not happen. With everything else that has happened in the County in the
past 18 months or longer, Clerk of Court’s office issues, Treasurer’s Office issues, you want this
County to look good. It looks like they are doing everything correctly, above board, with full
sunshine and then this comes out in the paper. Gentlemen, for shame those of you who went;
for shame, those of you who took the dinner. It should not have happened. You ought to spend
your time coming out looking at some of the hideous construction work being done along
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Highway 802 in Shell Point. But, no, you got time to go to dinner, some of you with a company
that you might give a contractor to oversee the construction that you have already pulled the
contract from another contractor. For shame, you ought to know better than that.

Rev. V. A. Young, a Seabrook resident, stated it has been sometime since he was last here.
Some very serious issues have come up that have brought him here this afternoon. This year
Council is putting a road in right next to his house. The tractor that comes through there has
shaken his house two or three times. He does not appreciate that. A few years, when they paved
Young Circle, they came through there with a tractor and they did uch his house. And both
roads are adjacent to his property. He does not appreciate it. ade a few calls. He spoke
with Mr. Newton and he gave him a promise. He has not he more since he gave him the
promise. An engineer has reviewed the site. The contractonhas left debris on the state highway.
A contractor broke a cornerstone on property locateddon Patterson Drive. As of today, the
cornerstone has not been replaced. He and all taxpayers need to be treatediright. When we
address Council, we get no response. He called last week to talk with the Cou dministrator.

County. He needs an answer immediately or he will go further. It is not a threat; it is'a promise.

Mr. Dawson asked if staff would help Re
Rob McFee, Division-Director Engineerin

rectify his p . The Chairman asked Mr.
astructure, to a Rev. Young.

Mr. Reed Armstrong, representing the Beaufort Office of thenCoastal Conservation League,
expressed support for the position on the‘total maximum daily load (TMDL) proposal
for the Okatie River. ems to be that the TMDL document basically sets the
standards for stormwate t DHEC will do for new projects in the watershed. This
seems to be contrary to what the County guidancg Is for stormwater permitting. He expressed
is issue.

and resident, thanked Mr. Morris Campbell, Division-Director
ervices, andyMr. Dave Thomas, Purchasing Director, for their prompt attention
Daufuskie Island ferry prices,and services for next year. However, we are not doing
address a strategic solution with a large, long-term picture of perhaps a regional bi-
stem. The Daufuskie Island Council is ready and willing to meet with appropriate
members unty staff and ‘Council to get that process started. As Mr. Kubic has said in the
past, “Workinghon the County solution is the number one issue that the County can do to
stabilize property-values on' Daufuskie.” Regarding the CIP process, two weeks ago at a meeting
of the Daufuskie Island«Community Preservation Committee, a member of the County planning
staff announced that projects for the CIP needed to be turned in by that Friday. Mr. Croshy
registered his strong dissatisfaction with this process. The recently approved Daufuskie Island
Plan recognizes numerous capital projects that will need to be addressed at some point. Roads
and acquisition of rights of way is another CIP effort that can be broken down into smaller
projects. We have committees dedicated to working on these Island issues. We would have
greatly appreciated the opportunity to work with County staff and prepare some of these projects
for consideration as part of the CIP process. We may have missed the process to be actively
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involved in the CIP process for this fall, but it is our expectation that somehow we can work out
a process with staff whereby next year we are formally and actively involved in this process.

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT

The County Channel / Broadcast Update

Mr. Gary Kubic, County Administrator, announced The County Channel will be videotaping the
Beaufort High School Winter Concert. The concert will be held e Beaufort High School
Performing Arts Center on Wednesday, December 1 and again o rsday, December 2 at 8:00
p.m. The County Channel will record the concert for paybac Xt week.

The County Channel will be front and center at this year’s Bluffton Christmas Parade. The
parade will be Saturday, December 4 at 11:00 a.m. Fhe parade begins at the eorner of Prichard
and Bridge Street and ends at Oscar Frazier Park. The €ounty Ch I will b hand to catch
all the action and provide an on-air emcee. The broadcast will be taped and r d Sunday,
December 5 at 8:30 p.m.

Three-Week Progress Report

Mr. Gary Kubic, County Administrator,
summarized his activities from November 8,

itted“hiswLhree-Week Progress Report, which
0 throligh Novémber 26, 2010.

The Asa C. Godowns, ional of the Year Award

Mr. Gary Kubic, Coun r, announcé’g Ms. Jennifer Cespino has been honored by
the Harmony Masonic LG ork as paramedic. Jennifer earned The Asa C. Godowns,
EMS Professional of the Y vhich is named for the County’s late EMS Deputy
Director or. more tha ars-and who lost his life in an automobile accident in
March .
outs g contributions an xceller%ervice to the citizens of Beaufort County.

Okatie r Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)

Mr. Gary KubieyCounty Administrator, commented this issue pertains to the County’s standards
at the Okatie Rivenand how those standards were addressed by the State of South Carolina and
DHEC.

Mr. Dan Ahern, Stormwater Manager, gave a PowerPoint presentation on the background of the
Stormwater Management Utility reservations and risks on the Okatie River total maximum daily
load (TMDL).

What is a TMDL. TMDL stands for total maximum daily load. It is an analysis to determine
maximum pollutant load a water body can receive and still meet water quality standards. Itisa
requirement to be developed for all impaired waters that the state lists on their impaired waters’
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list. The only other TMDL in Beaufort County was for oxygen levels in the Beaufort River that
was developed for implementation of B/JWSA’s discharge to this river. Council has been
provided some additional information on TMDLs from the EPA website.

Okatie River Problem. The problem is the upper reaches of the Okatie River have seen elevated
fecal coliform levels above the stringent standards set to protect human consumption. Shellfish
harvesting measurements at monitoring stations must average below 14 colonies/100ml and no
more that 10% greater than 43 colonies. Since three stations were above this standard, these
waters were closed, and, as a result, listed as impaired on the 2008 impaired waters’ list.

Okatie TMDL Issues: Lack of load analysis. The definiti ayTMDL is an analysis to
determine a maximum pollutant “load” a water body candeceive. This, TMDL says that it is
difficult in this watershed since current concentration at Station18-08 is double the standard.
The TMDL requires a 50% reduction in concentratiyn at this station. This IS not determining a
“load” as expected ina TMDL. P

Allocation of loads. There are four jurisdictions within this TMDL watershed boundary. When
a TMDL determines a “load”, this allows for negotiation “and allocation among the various
jurisdictions. For example, a load for on reaches could stablished at 10 billion fecal
coliform units and the current load is fecal colifo nits. Then jurisdictions
contributing to this reach could agree on an allocation-of the needed 11'billion fecal coliform unit
reductions. A concentration reduction does'not allow for thissand this was one of the initial
comments on the draft TMD

ation issues worse. In responding to the initial comment
orse. In respanse to problems we raised, DHEC came up
drive solutions‘that would meet TMDL as written, but not

ion.x volume: This again is requiring the way we were

Responsive summary 4né
we think the State made
with a bad solution. It

n their monitering, 1S eontributing about ten percent of fecal coliform load to the
draining their Okatie watershed. Reducing their concentration by 50% will only lead
eduction from the watershed.

Imperviou face impacts on water quality. DHEC would not consider an impervious cover-
based TMDL ‘even though the EPA is endorsing this type of TMDL as innovative. The State is
considering this fonaquatie life TMDLs. This is the final issue and was proposed in our appeal.
We have heard considerable input from our scientific and environmental community on the
relationship of impervious surface and its impact on water resources. This has recently been
championed by Dr. Fred Holland, who served as Director of the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration’s Hollings Marine Laboratory until his retirement in 2008. Since
1998 the County had adopted water quality goals based on impervious surface. It was very
disappointing that the State told us in a mediation session that they are considering these types of
TMDLs but only when there are aquatic life violations and “cannot” do this for fecal coliform
TMDLs. Based on what we are hearing from fishery scientists like Mr. Al Stokes, Director of
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Waddell Maricultural Center, excess stormwater volume may be a bigger issue to “aquatic life”
than closure of shellfish harvesting.

History of TMDL. January 2008 TMDL started, March 2010 draft issued, June 2010 County
comments, October 8 Notice of DHEC Decision, October 21 appeal by Stormwater Utility,
November 1 mediation session, November 10 DHEC Board decision and November 15
notification. As reported to us by DHEC since the DHEC Board declined to hear our appeal, the
TMDL is being sent to EPA in Atlanta. The 30-day clock to take action is progressing from the
November 15 notification letter.

Okatie TMDL Risks. Source concentration reductions will store watershed uses. County
retrofits would not reduce source concentration. Expected stormwater permit will place
requirement / liability on the County to implement TMBL," Various jurisdietions will approach
implementation differently. Staff is not recommending further action at this time since we do not
face any risk and we can continue our planned retrofits,and 319 Grant volum
to restore the watershed. We will recommend that actien bectaken when Na
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permits are proposed to the County. These
permits will mandate implementation of the TMDL and we will need to appeal percentage
reduction only requirements of the TM opefully, by t
understanding of stormwater volume and i S,cover-based

Mr. Ladson Howell, Staff Attorney, stated he and Mr{ Ahern attended a mediation of sorts with
senior members of DHEC hich included legal representation of DHEC to discuss this
issue very candidly and
asked them to put in w icated upon.their compliance with the Clean Water Act
(Act). In other words,"@Congressional requirement of the terms of the Act, a TMDL has to be
i rs. They state, unequivocally, that they had met minimum

iring us to do this TMDL they were not equipped nor
would the »Ahern and-his team had suggested and that is dealing with
i I urfaces and dealing with volume of stormwater. Mr. Howell’s assessment of the
a layman’s standpoint is that,this is an issue where government, and in this particular
state government, 1S \not willing to step up the advanced technology that may be
us to deal with e of our pristine waters and bring them back into compliance.
There is s comfort in the fact that they applauded us for implementing this standard and
applauded Mr. Ahern. But they said they are not willing to make that a requirement of and to
alter the legal requirements of the TMDL to include volume and they were not required to that
under the guidelines.of the Act and, of course, they were not going to do it. They did tell us that
they would write a letter outlining these facts after the approximate hour long mediation. They
apparently, upon legal advice, decided not to do that and simply sent it to the Board. There may
be some feeling why don’t we just go ahead and appeal the Board’s decision not to even hear our
appeal. The problem with that is, and Mr. Ahern touched on it a little bit, in layman’s terms,
from a legal standpoint, if the County decides to appeal, we would go to the Administrative Law
Court. Mr. Howell’s opinion, however, we have not reached the point where there is a
justiciable issue. In other words it is not ripe for litigation at this point and it is not ripe for
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appeal because they only thing that triggers whether or not we can comply with the TMDL is our
application for a permit two or three years hence from now.

Mr. Howell recommends to Council and has already recommended it to Mr. Ahern, that we not
appeal. It is simply a waste of time, effort and, more importantly, taxpayers’ funds to go on and
appeal, when, frankly, there is not a justiciable issue at this point in time. This was simply an
arbitrary issuance of a requirement DHEC placed upon us that is going to happen at some point
in the future. They asked us to be a part of it and did we object to it.. We did. They listened to
us, paid us no heed and now we will have to wait until it is ripe an t time is when we ask for
a stormwater permit. That could be two years from now r years from now. It is
undetermined as to when that could be.

Mr. Newton stated the comment, “when we ask for.@a !ormwater permit” is it relative to
retrofitting of existing systems? Mr. Howell replie?in the affirmative. Mr. Ahern can explain
the permitting process and when we would ask for that. ‘

Mr. Ahern replied the permit would be a permit that said'we had to manage stormwater in the
unincorporated County or the designated area. We would then be responsible for overseeing the
requirements for that, but DHEC require ould be respon for that and also responsible
for implementing any regulatory requireme ing this TMD

Mr. Newton asked, “Can we seek reconsideration_dnstead ‘6fra._formal appeal”? Is there a
methodology to where we mi k the DHEC Beoard to reconsider and perhaps elicit members
of our Legislative Delega

Mr. Howell replied we inly ask the &Y&Stion. There is no written provision for
reconsideration (like there is,in a_normal appeal as Mr. Newton is aware of) when going through
the court system, because Y ing. with an‘administrative appeal to an administrative

since th t does not require!it, they are going to adhere to the minimum requirements we have
rather tha king at doing’ something that is, perhaps, more protective of our waterways.
Government is getting in its gwn way.

Mr. Howell said that is.about it in a nutshell. Moreover, it makes it even more frustrating when
you consider that other counties and other jurisdictions will not apply the new technology. One
of the reasons why Mr. Ahern and his team wanted to change this TMDL, was that it would be
applied uniformly among other jurisdictions because you realize our rivers are not affected by
the land area located in Beaufort County, but they are affected by other counties and other towns.

Mr. Newton commented in the absence of pursuing an appeal if there is no justiciable issue, there
is a possibility of reconsideration by the DHEC Board and perhaps our Legislative Delegation
might help in that regard.
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Mr. Howell anticipated that perhaps that could happen. Council, audience and television viewers
viewed a list of the names, addresses, and telephone number of the members of the DHEC
Board, Legislative Delegation and DHEC office. If the public is so inclined, they can contact
their representative about this most important issue. It is really an issue we are asking an
administrative board of South Carolina to reach out for new technology as we have, not just
applaud us that we are doing it, but join us as a partner so that we can try to protect our rivers.
One of the more frustrating issues is, Mr. Ahern will tell you, we can pretty easily, probably
meet this TMDL criterion, but you can meet it and it will still re in pollution of the river.
Because you cannot control, number one, the other jurisdiction number two, we know the
pollution is not coming just the outfalls. It is coming fro etlands, the brackish areas
where you get the most rainfall. Those are the areas where ve have absolutely no control except
we could control volume at our point of source.

Mr. Newton asked if there is a deadline for formal aﬁ)eal to the Wnistrativwcourt. Mr.

Howell replied 30 days.

Mr. Sommerville asked if OCRM, under their geographic areas of particular concern, could help
us in this area. DHEC sounds like a one-s its all. They hav tewide regulation.

e Board that made the

Mr. Howell has asked the B a copy of their reasoning in making their decision to be
outlined to us. They inc S that they would provide that, but they did not. They chose
i his was s)ﬂply mediation. They were not required to

to try to adopt s new technologies available to them.

Mr. Caporale“asked if, at some point, economics will enter into it as well. Do they give
themselves to any more exposure if they change policy, or lean towards ours, or they take other
interpretations?

Mr. Howell thinks they would take the position that they would open themselves up to criticism
and, perhaps, appeals on the other side of this coin if they adopt more stringent measures or at
least listen to what we have to say and not implement the TMDL until enough scientific data
available to make a certainty.
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Mr. Caporale commented there is a certain amount of expediency here. Their scientists are no
better than the people they are relying on are no better than the people we are relying on.
Correct?

Mr. Howell assumes that to be true. Yes, sir.

Mr. Newton remarked while it may not be necessary to do so it would certainly be appropriate to
entertain a motion to ask Mr. Howell to send a letter requesting the DHEC Board reconsider its
determination not to allow the County to present our issues relativ: the TMDL - impervious
surface and volume — and elicit the support of our Legislative D

It was moved by Mr. Sommerville, seconded by Mr. Ste*art, that Council instruct the Staff
Attorney to send a letter requesting the DHEC Board reconsider its determination not to allow
the County to present our issues relative to the TMDL = impervious surface and volume — and
elicit the support of our Legislative Delegation. ‘

Mr. Rodman stated this is something that ought to be pursueddecause so much of the problem is

outside of our direct control. Therefore, it is appropriate.
Mr. Newton asked if the County is within s. Could we ct our appeal at the same
time we are asking for reconsideration? .

Mr. Howell replied we can ge
for lack of justiciable iss

he Administrative Law Court. Frankly, it would be dismissed

Mr. Newton asked if we are required to file a form%brief or simply a notice of intent to appeal.

Mr. Howell replied we need ief. He does not think the County should waste time
and mone se of it, whe sueis not ripe for appeal from the State Board.

erville commentedif two s hence, somebody applies for a stormwater permit and
ants them one, then'they cometo the County. At what point are we in conflict?

Mr. Howe lied the permit application will be from the County. Then the question will be
whether we can eomply with/ihe TMDL. Then it will be a justiciable issue. This affects us as a
County. This doesnot affect private enterprise.

Mr. Newton said the two could intersect.

Mr. Howell said they do intersect when we require less pervious surface and pavement. More
pavement, whether in our jurisdiction or otherwise, creates more volume of runoff water. We
have recognized that for years. It does intersect with the private development because when we
place burdens on them, with regard to development, then that translates into an affect that the
private development has. That is another one of the issues / problems -- Beaufort County’s
regulations are more stringent than other jurisdictions.
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Mr. Sommerville gave the example -- someone in the Okatie headwaters wants to develop
something and comes to the county for the stormwater permit, we say no because they are not
incompliance with our regulations, they annex, go into the DHEC regulations and then off they

go.

Mr. Howell replied that could happen.

Mr. Sommerville replied that is when the private sector starts gami e system, potentially.
Mr. Stewart, following up on Mr. Sommerville’s comment
annexation or going into a different jurisdiction, we ca
standards of DHEC they set forth and we can be more
application or implementation, can we not? /

isregarding the fact of the
?apply for_a, permit and meet the
ringent than what they are in our

Mr. Howell replied in the affirmative. That was part of DHEC’s arguments. Bu part of the
equation is that even if we do everything to the letter that i required, it does not protect our
waters.

Mr. Stewart commented they are talking a centration. we are saying is you beat
the system by diluting. You just add more volume to reduce the co tration, but you are not
solving the problem because the volume, itself, is what IS ad(%ﬁmo the problem. You can game
the system by just diluting ffluent / what youd@re dischargingas opposed to reducing.

Mr. Sommerville inquired of point source versus runoff. Where do you measure the
concentration? x

sermit, outfall pipes or ditches that we maintain become
at, theoretically would make a liability if that was above certain
ight now Ifityis running, off a wetland or whatever. One of the problems we have
e May River and'e rywhe se we have tested, we have good clean water going into
waterway and coming out wi |gh levels of fecal coliform on the other end. Large
ight be causing fecal coliform on the other side of that natural way. You may not be
e fecal coliform; you may be a cause of that fecal coliform going into that

Mr. Ahern said when the Co

a source
watershed.

Mr. Newton said clearly adopting volume controls in our County ordinances, has demonstrated
that we do not believe the state’s minimum standards are sufficient.

The vote was: FOR - Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr.
Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville and Mr. Stewart. ABSENT — Mr. Flewelling and Ms.
Von Harten. The motion passed.
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DEPUTY COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT

Three-Week Progress Report

Mr. Gary Kubic, County Administrator, submitted the Deputy Administrator’s Three-Week
Progress Report, which summarized his activities from November 8, 2010 through November
26, 2010.

U.S. Highway 17 Widening

Mr. Rob McFee, Division Director-Engineering and Infrastr
17 project is a design-build contract for the widening of sixsnles of divided highway and major
intersection in Beaufort County. The contractor is Phillips and Jordan oftKnoxville, Tennessee.
The project cost is $100,471,305. The contract completion date is October, 15, 2010. The
project is 96% complete. The contractor continues t@ work on ramp,4 from worth to US

, reported the U.S. Highway

21 at the Gardens Corner interchange. Paving and landseape work Is underway.

New Bridge over Beaufort River / U.S. 21/ S.C. 802 Construetion Project

Infrastructure, rted the new bridge over
the Beaufort River will be a 4,200-foot bridge. The“contractor is ed Contractors, Inc. of
Great Falls, South Carolina. The cost is $34,573,3684The compietion date is August 2011. The
contractor is installing drill shafts;working on girder deck spans, columns and footings.

Mr. Rob McFee, Division Director-Engine

S.C. Highway 802 Roac

tion Proje§
Mr. Rob McFee, Divisio gineering and Infrastructure, reported this project involves

(two sections). The contractor is Sanders Bros. of

ked Mr. McFee far his assessment on the SC Highway 802 project.

Mr. McFee replied state inSpectors are on site on a daily basis, not our inspectors with
Foundation and Material Engineers (F & ME). Certainly a road project is disruptive to local
businesses. It is our.daily hope that we minimize the disruption with local businesses. Insofar as
the quality of the work; it is where it should be. The progress has been slower than we would
have liked for a number of different reasons — weather, utility issues — are past most of those and
we are going very hard to minimize the disruption businesses.

Mr. Newton remarked at the November 9, 2010 Council meeting there were questions raised
about the inspections on SC Highway 802 and the bridge. There were questions raised about the
timeliness of certain inspections relative to concert pours on the bridge, the pilings, etc. He
wants to make certain staff has looking into all of those issues. We referred them to Public
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Facilities Committee, but County staff has given Council all assurances that all appropriate
inspections have been conducted with regard to the construction project.

Mr. McFee replied the quality of work being performed by Sanders and United is very good. We
are moving forward.

SC Highway 46 and Simmonsville Road

Mr. Rob McFee, Division Director-Engineering and Infrastructure,
the widening of SC Highway 46 to the Bluffton Branch Lib nd Simmonsville Road to
Bluffton Parkway for a total of 2.15 miles. SCDOT is admini this project. The contractor
is Rea Contracting of Columbia, South Carolina. The cosi!'s $7,503,367.03. The completion
date is December 2010. Pipe placement and storm draift basin construction is complete on SC
Highway 46. Asphalt base is 85% complete. Curb}utter and sidewalk workuis 95% complete.
Simmonsville pipe placement is 98% complete. ‘

Disabilities and Special Needs Adult Day Care Center and/Administration Center

rted this project involves

Mr. Rob McFee, Division Director-Eng
25,000 square foot multi-use facility with
space. The contract is Emory J. Infinger an sociates of,Charlesto uth Carolina. The cost
is $6,436,974. The completion date is March'2011. Work orﬁhasonry walls are 98% complete.
Installation of roof system andsgeethermal wells continues.

, reported this project is a
areas and administrative

Hilton Head AirportAircraft Resc Firefighti?“l:acility
a

Mr. Rob McFee, Divisio
7,200 square foot facility

Dire

ngineering and, Infrastructure, reported this project is a
ipment bays and administrative space. The contractor is

Mr. Rob McFegp Division Director-Engineering and Infrastructure, reported this project involves
milling and resurfacing ofUS Highway 278 on Hilton Head Island from Sea Pines to Pinckney
Island. The contractor IS APAC Southeast of Ridgeland, South Carolina.  The cost is
$3,898,690.24. The completion date is March 2011. Resurfacing is complete. The contractor is
working on shoulders and permanent markings.

Mr. Baer inquired as to the status of nailing down the price on Route 278 widening to SC
Highway 170, including stormwater work on the new bridge.

Mr. McFee commented SCDOT is in the process of undergoing the advertisement for the
additional monies that we were able to secure. Insofar as the bid estimate, at this point the cost
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of the widening all the way out to SC Highway 170 for construction is approximately $18
million. Beaufort County has the earmark and additional monies that we put up total around $15
million. The $5 million, we hope to secure in addition, put us at $20 million. All right-of-way,
all design work, all construction engineering inspection will be out of that pot of money. We are
anticipating a total cost — all right-of-way, all design, all construction engineering inspection to
be performed by the department somewhere in the area of $22 million. Of course, the
construction bid is the largest component of that. The bidding is expected in February 2011.

Mr. Baer comment the construction bidding has not happened yet
an update of the spreadsheet which shows how much is going
this bidding and how much will be left to make sure we have
we knew were going to be funded per an agreement a year av?

hen can we expect to see
ally have to be spent after
@ other projects funded that

Mr. McFee replied Mr. David Starkey, Chief Financyrl Officer, is in the process,of preparing that
worksheet. The bidding is expected February 2011. ‘

Mr. Baer commented sometime in February / March 2011 we should have an update of that
spreadsheet and have a meeting of the Transportation Advisory Group.

katie River. hat been resolved insofar
al issues that Qﬁfe r predominantly by the

Mr. Stewart referred to the bridge portion
as the stormwater runoff and the environ
Town of Bluffton?

Mr. McFee replied both Bluffton and County staffs had reservations, because it had

erway further. Given the County stance at this time, we
nd had very good discussions with them and they are in
ng those plans so we have a more controlled discharge of

unit. Those plans have not yet been finalized.

o

eplied the aesthetic issues are more difficult. It is still an open topic with regard to
to deal with the geometry that is required. Mr. Criscitiello and he met and
provided SCDOT with some‘comments with regard to options for their review and feedback in
enough time to Incorporate@esthetic changes. We are not talking structural changes. We are not
talking changes in project geometry. We are talking about what something looks like. What it
looks like at the end of the project. It is going to be quite some time before the contractor
actually builds that aspect of it. We have some time to deal with the aesthetics.

Mr. Stewart remarked the price is going up from $18 million to approximately $22 million. How
does that impact or will that impact the ability to go forward with the widening of SC Highway
170 from US Highway 278 to the Bluffton Parkway.

Mr. McFee said at present we are forecasting.
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Mr. Stewart said does that mean there is now going to a $2 million to $4 million shortfall or less
monies for the SC Highway 170 project?

Mr. McFee replied at this point there is forecasting of about $2 million. We will have to
determine where we are going to allocate those funds.

Mr. Newton commented there are many berms that have been left along the side of the roadway
up and down the highway from where the new surfacing went in. 'He asked Mr. McFee to
inquire of the contractor as to the status of removing those berm

May River Action Plan ’

Mr. Newton understands the Town of Bluffton is groceeding with engaging a consultant to
develop an action plan with regard to the May River. This is the topic we tal bout over the
last two years. What is the pathway forward? How do, we attempt to fix th oblem and
reverse the trend? It appears the Town has engaged a consultant to do that. He is aware the
Town Implementation Committee has weighed in on this issue. sls Beaufort County plugged into
the process?

Mr. Ahern replied the County is still coordi
meeting. This is the Action Plan for the
watershed.

ing with the,;Town an invited to the kick-off
Grant the To has that includes the whole

PRESENTATION /G CIPLES OF REDISTRICTING

arolina Bungt and Control Board, Office of Research &
iples.of redistricting. Census data, at the state level, is
. Census Bureau must provide to The President state totals by
, 2010 for-apportionment of the US Congress. Folks in the General Assembly are
see if South Carqlina is going to get the seventh Congressman. Sometime during the
15 to March 15 timeframe, we'will get the public law PL-94-171 data file, which is the
rybody will use. 'It has unique data all the way down to the block level. That file
tal population by race and voting age population by race. That will be the basis
will use for developing your redistricting plan for County Council.

will conta
upon which

There are redistricting criteria Mr. Bowers encourages people to follow: (i) Adherence to the
Constitutional requirement of one person, one vote (i.e., mathematically equal districts), (ii)
County Councils must adhere to state law of population variance under 10%, (iii) Adherence to
the 1965 Voting Rights Act, as amended, (iv) Ensure that parts of districts are contiguous, (V)
Respect Communities of Interest, (vi) Attempt to maintain constituent consistency, (vii) Avoid
splitting Voting Precincts and (viii) Solicit Public Input.

Adherence to the Constitutional requirement of one person, one vote (i.e., mathematically equal
districts). That means that districts need to be as near mathematically equal as practicable.
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County Councils must adhere to state law of population variance under 10%. In the counties
case, the Home Rule Law of 1975 states that you must draw your districts. It used to say within
a year; but now it says, within a reasonable time before your next election after the adoption of
the next decennial census to a population deviation not to exceed 10%. That means anyway you
can juggle the districts to come up with less than 10%. While lecturing at Duke University Law
School several months ago, some of his colleagues from other states told him that it is now their
interpretation the courts are going to be looking at a much closure deviation than 10%, probably
in the range of 2% and 3%. Of course, the tighter you draw the tion, obviously, the more
you cut the County. If it should wind up in court, the court is ted to draw it within about
1% to 1%:%. For example, most people do not realize the pre ngressional Districts, which
were drawn by the court in 2001, vary only by one person,‘ot by one percent. That was based
on the 2000 census.

Adherence to the 1965 Voting Rights Act, as amendéj. In terms cﬁe Count , iIf you draw
it with that criterion, then also you have look at the ‘Veoting Rights Act of 1 hich was
extended to Year 2032. What that means is you cannot have retrogression in your proposed plan.

There are two types of retrogression. Ret

minorities than the present plan. There is

worse for minorities. There is natural ret

shifts make it impossible for you to do better'than your preser%“plan. Mr. Bowers stated that is

probably going to be the position. Council is in this time. Mr. Bowers has been told the new
' [ Washington, DC, is very much enforcement oriented and

told that we need to loo g in terms of following the strictest interpretation of the

That means that each piece of every district must
if at all"possible, avoid as many precinct cuts as you can.
ifficult now with computers as it used to be with paper, we can now use
stem and decide using a person’s address what district they should be in. Mr. Bowers’
eives a very good center line from Beaufort County. In fact, Mr. Bowers is going
with County sta out some of the precincts that are 3,000, how we can split them
e do not have a natural boundary to split them by, and assign the people to the

right districts.

Avoid splitting Voting,Precincts. Given the many districts Beaufort County has, it will be very
difficult to avoid splitting precincts. Even though Senator McConnell issued a statement that
required the counties not to split any precincts after 2009 because he wanted the voting
tabulation districts, where we are going to get the census data, to be the same as precinct and
because they are hoping to draw House, Senate and maybe Congressional districts by precinct as
much as possible to avoid some voter confusion. Mr. Bowers stated it is important you have the
voter assigned to the right election district. That is the important part.
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Solicit Public Input. You must get as much public input as possible. The US Justice Department
is very, very keen on public input at public meetings. Mr. Bowers is advising everybody in this
process to document everything you do. Watch what you say as Council members because it
will be on record. Document the entire process. We are looking at every one of them. Once we
submit them to the US Justice Department, if they do not preclear them or somebody sues, we
are going to be in court the next day. Everything we do we are documenting with the intent that
we may be in court defending it the next day or presenting it.

n unusual task this time,
ation on the projection for

Attempt to maintain constituent consistency. Beaufort County h
unlike some of the counties. There are counties that have lost
2010. We have counties that have grown a little bit. We hav es\like Beaufort County that
have grown a lot, almost 30% according to the estimates,swhich meansyyou are going to have
some dramatic shifts in Council districts. There are districts that have grown substantially and
districts that have not grown at all. That is not unlikg,some of our other countie

Mr. Bowers took the liberty of looking back at the County’s present plan. Y d 120,037
people. You had two African-American Districts slightly‘over 50%, one at 50.11% and one at
56.51%. The other was an influence district with 40.28% African-American. You only have one
of them with voting age population over d that was Di 6 with 54.82%. This is the
chore Council has. If we stick with the e f,about 155,0 ople, each new district is
going to need slightly over 14,000 people you had right at 11, he last time. You have
districts that have not grown, that have got to pick upgrowth, pick.up an additional 3,000 people
and you have districts that havesjust grown so fast.

Mr. Bowers also took.the i
on total resident populati
Registered voters do no

kKing at voter registration statistics. Redistricting is based
s every man, woman and child who is in the County.
ow that. He'looked at registered voters by districts for
October 1, 2010 which is pre ensus date. As an example, District 10 had 10,524
people in it ow it has 10,911 registered voters. That should give you some idea how
i Istrict 4 had 13,326 people in 2000. Now it has 14,635 registered voters.
Tho districts have outstripped the,growth so much faster. Even District 1 has 9,200. Then
you some of the smaller districts.< District 8, which had 10,516 people in 2000, now only
has 4,0 istered voters. Obviously, District 8 has not grown like the other districts. Districts
other smaller/districts in the same situation. It just happened that all three of
those districts are represented by minority candidates. Your chore is going to be to try, as best
you can, to protectias mugh as you can the minority candidates you have to get passed the US
Justice Department.. \We have an issue with them right now regarding a school district. Mr.
Bowers called them and asked them to send him the data file that he sent to them through the
South Carolina Attorney General Office. Justice made him send a FOIA to get his own data
back. They are gearing up in Washington, too.

School districts and cities do not have to redistrict like County Councils. State law only requires
County Councils to redistrict. Mr. Bowers is recommending that they at least look at their city in
terms of the Constitutional requirement one person, one vote and also minority representation to
be sure that both are protected. We have some cities that have gone un-redistricted for the last
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two decades. In voting rights litigation, if the plan prevails, the defendants have to pay not only
all of their fees, but they have to pay all of the plaintiff’s fees. When Charleston County went
through its Section 2 violation, they spent more than $3 million and lost all the way to the US
Supreme Court. You can see the cost of litigation. His goal is to keep from having any litigation
whatsoever. Before state budget cuts, we had already taken every county, city, school district
and public service district and loaded it into our computer system with what we call “will be the
present plan” and that will become the benchmark plan. When we put the new data on that plan,
it becomes the benchmark plan the US Justice Department will view, us by. We have the files
ready to plug in the new census data so everybody can see wher u stand population wise,
racial percentage and then you go from there. That is the benc plan that you are required
to furnish to them. Then they will look at that plan relative t ou sent them as the adopted
plan. They will not give any advice. They will only_review it once you accomplished a
complete ordinance. The staff attorney will submit it. Anything that appears in the newspaper
and materials you can get together to support your plﬁn, needs to be part of your.submission.

Mr. Bowers has worked in the past with Mr. Dan Morgan,4MIS Director. County is
fortunate to have someone like Mr. Morgan on staff. Mr. Bowers is committed to helping Mr.
Morgan and Beaufort County.

Mr. Newton thanked Mr. Bowers for briefi
complete the process within a year. It hasn

il today. State reviously said we had to
hanged towithin a re able time.

ble time is before the next Council election which is 2012.
leted within & year and get it to the US Justice Department
once you'get it to them. Then, if they ask for additional
review bé{ore they give you an opinion. They actually
have 120 days. Council p on this project quickly. The Beaufort County Board of
Education follows Council e General Assembly decided otherwise, they could
law, an whatever-they wanted to with the Board of Education. The
esponsible‘for, the County Cities are responsible for the cities. But two law cases
. Coffman vs. Lexington ty and Knotts vs. Aiken County — determined that the
Assembly was the per5| School Board and any redistricting would be the
of the General Assembly through their local Delegation. We have one school
| Law that has the right to draw their own district lines, which many people think
is unconstitutignal, but nobody has ever challenged it. The school district could change. Mr.
Bowers will be talking to the cities in February 2010 at least advising them to look at where they
are in order to avoid litigation. There are people out there looking for ways to sue cities and
counties because, in a lot of cases, it is a revenue generator.

Mr. Bowers commented a
Council needs to have a
because they have 60.d
information, they have

Mr. Newton remarked Mr. Bowers is going to get the census data by December 31, 2010.

Mr. Bowers replied that will only be state data that will go to The President. Then we will know
if we are going to get a seventh congressional seat. Then we will get the Public Law file PL-94-
171 which is used in redistricting. Somewhere between February 15 and March 15, 2011 is
when we will get the massive file that has some 50,000 observations of data included.
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Mr. Newton referenced the timeline used in the 2000 process. Council started working in April
2001 and completed the process September 2001 one year in advance of the 2002 election. That
would probably be a pathway forward next year.

Mr. Bowers commented one year the Federal Court delayed the Primary for the State Legislature
until August because they did not complete the process and get it out of court in time of the
Voter Registration Board and Election Commission.

Mr. Caporale asked Mr. Bowers for his recommendation.

Mr. Bowers mentioned one other criterion. It is legallyspermissible to separate incumbents
provided it does not adversely affect the one person, one'vote or the votingyrights of minorities.
Council members should be interested in how their district looks. It is as‘important who you
draw out sometimes as who you draw in. 4‘

Mr. Newton contemplates at the beginning of 2011, at the‘time we receive the census data,
appointing a Redistricting Committee cansisting solely of members of County Council. That
committee would then adopt criteria that Adopt the schedule. Adopt
the plans. Council members will meet ind ith the MIS D r to review the plans and
look at particular district issues. Council ‘will be ‘working with owers throughout the
process to make those plans that are being recommended, attempt to fulfill as many of those
criteria as possible, understanding US Justice' Department Preclearance and then come before
Council for a vote. Alon ere will be public hearings, public displays of the various
oughout thﬁ:)unty, the libraries and otherwise.

of County Council end up in a redrawn plan in the same
es, what happens in that case.

Mr. Bo eplied at the earliest election, 2012,

ton inquired of the fees to t@tate Budget and Control Office. He understands it is

nt of costs.

Mr. Bowers stated the service was provided free in the past. The Office will charge for mileage
and minimal feesto,assist,

Mr. Rodman understands we will keep the same districts for the Board of Education and Council
unless the Legislature decides they want to do it differently.

Mr. Rodman inquired of the public hearing process and ordinance readings.

Mr. Newton replied the maps will go on display at public facilities throughout the county and a
handful of public hearings will be held. But the prescribed public hearings will be held as part of
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the ordinance reading process. It is his understanding the Board of Education will follow
Council district lines, unless the Legislature changes their lines.

Mr. Baer inquired of water boundaries.

Mr. Bowers commented James Island in Charleston County has water boundaries and non-water
boundaries they use for contiguous. You could have some minor water boundaries, but not
major boundaries. It would not hurt if Council invited the Board of Education into the process so
that they don’t run to the Legislative Delegation and want it change

Mr. Glaze remarked Bluffton has experienced significant pop rowth while his district has
seen a reduction in growth. Will district lines move northv south in‘order to keep his district
whole?

Mr. Stewart commented his district represents a Iarg{retirement ?ﬂunity. Is that going
to affect his district? Mr. Bowers said this particular district will have a greater ation over
the age of 18 than in some of the other districts while some«f the other districts have a larger
population under the age 18.

Mr. Newton remarked constituency consis n.appropriate rion which means certain
incumbents have rights to their districts. -

me consistency onawho you represent and your constituents want

Mr. Bowers replied you wan

we make a sub ion package to the US Justice Department, on each district we
have to se tal population' by race, voting age population by race, registration statistics by
race and voterturnout, if possible, by race.

Mr. Baer commentedhifithere is to be 14,000 per district and you add up the three districts on
Hilton Head Island, implies the representatives have to expand into Bluffton.

Mr. Bowers said the three districts together would be close but it may need, depending upon
registration to population, if they have a higher population than registration they would be
alright. If they do not, they may have to come across into Bluffton.
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PUBLIC HEARINGS

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA, TO
EXTEND THE 2010 SUNSET DATE FOR GREENHEATH PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT, INVOLVING 97.80 ACRES ON LADY'S ISLAND, FOR AN
ADDITIONAL TEN YEARS WITH CONDITIONS

AN ORDINANCE TO APPROVE A DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN
BEAUFORT COUNTY AND GLEASON PLACE, L.P., ASOUTH CAROLINA LIMITED
PARTNERSHIP, PURSUANT TO SECTION 6-31-30 OF CODE OF LAWS OF
SOUTH CAROLINA, 1976, AS AMENDED

The Chairman remarked tonight’s two public hearings aré r!ated with respect to subject matter.
One is with regard to the ordinance for Greenheath Planned Unit Development and one is with
the development agreement between Beaufort County and Gleason Pla egarding the
Greenheath tract. As these are related and unless there is an_objection or pro taking the
public hearings concurrently, Council will run those together.

d the two items are related.
nned Unit Development,

Mr. Sommerville, as Natural Resources ittee Chairman,
One ordinance pertains to extending the s
involving 97.8 acres for an addition ten years subject to conditions: (i ncurrent with this PUD
action, the applicant shall address school deficiencie$ throughra.development agreement with
Beaufort County. (ii) Impr cess shall be provided between the development and Coosa
Elementary. If golf cart are envisioned for Greenheath residents, then connectivity
to the school should all rt type vehicle access. (iii) The landscape buffer along
Brickyard Point Road's 5-foot easement to allow construction of a future 10-foot
wide multi-use pathway. ration of environmental development requirements of the
ZDSO. (v) Providing for i fees to apply to this PUD. (vi) A Development
PUD and“include, a sunset date for this project should be

proposed ordinanc each&h)uncil for consideration of third and final reading on
, 2009, at that ti he question was raised would the municipalities consider this a
violation School Capital Construction Fees resolution. Mr. Sommerville was charged at
that time with wvisiting the four municipalities that adopted similar / almost identical resolutions —
Beaufort City, Port\Royal Aown, Bluffton Town and Town of Hilton Head Island as well as the
Board of Education. »JFhe question came about because the School Capital Construction Fee
resolution required $6,000 per roof top and $2.50 per commercial square foot. When this PUD
was initially approved in 1997 there was then in effect a school impact fee of approximately
$1,000. What we agreed to with the developer was to charge them that then existing fee, that
$1,000 adjusted for inflation, for the underlying density which is approximately 200 units and
then for the units in excess of the underlying density, approximately 100 units, they agreed to
pay $6,000. When Mr. Sommerville appeared before the Board of Education, they unanimously
approved that recommendation as did Beaufort City, Port Royal Town, Bluffton Town and Town
of Hilton Head Island. At that point the issue came back to Natural Resources Committee for
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approval to forward to Council for consideration of third and final reading. At that point the
applicant raised the question of whether or not he could have the option of developing under the
PUD, which Council is being asked to extend, or by-right in the event that he later on decided
that by-right would be preferable to the PUD. That question was taken under advisement, but
before the answer could be given the applicant withdrew the request so it made a moot point.
The PUD is sent forward by Natural Resources for third and final reading by Council today.

The Chairman opened a public hearing at 6:08 p.m. for the purpose of holding a combined public
hearing on two ordinances: (i) an ordinance of the County of Beaufert, South Carolina, to extend
the 2010 sunset date for Greenheath Planned Unit Development, invalving 97.80 acres on Lady’s
Island, for an additional ten years with conditions and ordinance to approve a
Development Agreement between Beaufort County and Gleason Place,L.P., a South Carolina
Limited Partnership, pursuant to Section 6-31-30 of the«Code of Laws of‘Seuth Carolina, 1976,
as amended. After calling once for public comment, the Chairman recognized Mr. David
Tedder, legal counsel for the applicant, who publically thanked‘ subcom
Resources that worked so hard on this development agreement, especially Mr. So ville, who
went above and beyond to go and get the answers to the guestions we had about the School
Capital Construction Fee and the extra hours he spent going-tosthe different jurisdictions. The
development agreement does address eac concerns that in the PUD ordinance. We
do provide specific language dealing with golf cart acce lacement of the pathway,
the environmental, all those things have specific provisions in the lopment agreement we
spent hours making certain is was to everyone’s consgnsus.

Mr. Sommerville noted v
of the contingencies of
agreement by statute can
come forward and ask fo
for the last five years.

item 12 asks for an extension of the PUD for ten years, one
e PUD is a development agreement. The development
years. At ﬂ*e end of five years, the applicant will have to
elopment agreement in order for the PUD to be extended

D 4

d by Mr. Sommerville, as Natural Resources Committee Chairman, that Council
ird and final reading (i) an ordinance of the County of Beaufort, South Carolina, to
sunset date for Greenheath Planned Unit Development, involving 97.80 acres on
Lady’s Island, for an addifional ten years with conditions and (ii) an ordinance to approve a
Development Agreement between Beaufort County and Gleason Place, L.P., a South Carolina
Limited Partnership, pursuant to Section 6-31-30 of the Code of Laws of South Carolina, 1976,
as amended.

Mr. Newton remarked the ordinance giving the ten-year extension says that we are requiring the
incorporation of environmental development requirements. Does the development agreement
provide that whatever the most current environmental regulations are that this developer has to
live with those standards?
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Mr. Criscitiello replied volume regulations would be the most current ones adopted by Council.
That is in the drainage section of this development agreement. In regard to the other
environmental issues, such as tree protection, buffers, those kinds of things it is the standards in
the Zoning and Development Standards Ordinance at the adoption of this development
agreement that apply.

Mr. Newton questioned if this development agreement provides the most current BMPs are
applicable to development. Mr. Criscitiello replied in the affirmative, Environmental standards
include more than water quality.

The vote was: FOR - Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Daws . Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr.
Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville and Mr. Stewart. <#ABSENT = Mr. Flewelling and Ms.
Von Harten. The motion passed.

RADIO FREQUENCY IDENTIFICATION (RFIS) EOR COUNTY LIBR SYSTEM

This item comes before Council under the Consent Agenda.( It 'was discussed and approved at
the November 15, 2010 joint Finance and_ Community Services Committee.

erville, that C il award an initial contract
of $970,711 to ITG of Norcross, Georgia, for the  REID equip and services, and an
additional contract for services in the amo of $79,075 perayear for maintenance with the
possibility of four additiona ear contracts subject to County Council’s approval.

It was moved by Mr. Glaze, seconded by

Mr. Baer intends to vote
some reservations in co
into tonight’s minutes. Se
the savings coming from.

ion, but wants to make a few points. First, he referenced
November 15; 2010 minutes by way of a cross reference
il was providedthe data he requested with regard to where
that two-thirds of the savings come from inventory
and almost-half the funding is from conveyors and check in.
he wants to leave is‘we are spending a lot of money for those conveyors and they
oducing a proportio amoun&fsavings. Most of the RFIP savings in coming from the
part of the system. \ Third, there are a couple of missing items in the table for St.
ary — software licenses and inventory and shelf reading. Are those amounts to be
paid later the building is'ecompleted? Last point, he is concerned about the level of service
in all of our libraries. Over the next few months, as we develop the budget, we need to pay very
close attention to the leveldof service in each of our branches and a comparison of that level of
service in terms of‘@perations dollars per person that we assign to each of the branches of the
library. He made this point last year; he makes it again this year.

Mr. Alan Eisenman, Financial Analyst, took the quote from ITG and sorted by function. St.
Helena Library was not included for inventory and software licenses.

Mr. Baer remarked does that mean they are free or they are going to be added costs that we do
not know of today?
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Mr. Eisenman stated that was not part of the updated quote from ITG.

Mr. Baer responded that is added money that we will have to appropriate later on after St. Helena
Library is finished (approximately $20,000).

Mr. Rodman commented this covers all of the libraries and there are impact fees that covering all
of this except for the Beaufort Branch Library, which comes out of CIP / county money. In a
sense Beaufort is being subsidized compared to the other libraries because they do not have an
impact fee. There was discussion about whether or not that librar uld be excluded, but the
consensus was it would cost the overall system more than by tryi exclude them than, in fact,
include them. It is worth noting as we go forward that the | rary impact fee in the City
of Beaufort is, in fact, causing a subsidy on the part of the b*nce of the system.

Mr. Caporale stated we ought to look at some oppopganity for leverage as we go down the road.
And try to get the City of Beaufort to participate in libraries the W‘l” of the icipalities do.
It only seems fair.

Mr. Newton noted he had a conversation with Beaufort City
two weeks that is issue had been raised b ce Committee
were all on the same page. The dialogue
They understand that we view it as one lib system. They under we are doing the best
we can with the limited resources available. Having.those im??mt fees charged and collected in
each and every other district.erlibrary area throughout the county would be welcomed.

yor Keyserling within the last
it would be appropriate if we
understand our concern.

The vote was: FOR#
Newton, Mr. Rodman, N

Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr.
le and Mr. Stewart. ABSENT — Mr. Flewelling and Ms.

ORT COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (A
ION OF PREVIOUSLY APPROVED UPDATED ELEMENTS, THE
APHICS ELEMENT, AANEW INTRODUCTION AND HISTORY CHAPTER,
L OF THE 1997 COMPRE SIVE PLAN APPENDICES)

This item
the Novembe

es before Council under the Consent Agenda. It was discussed and approved at
»2010 Natural Resources Committee.

It was moved by MraGlaze, seconded by Mr. Sommerville, that Council approve on second
reading an ordinance adopting the 2010 Beaufort County Comprehensive Plan (a compilation of
previously approved updated Elements, the Demographics Element, a new introduction and
History Chapter, and all of the 1997 Comprehensive Plan Appendices). The vote was: FOR -
Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr.
Sommerville and Mr. Stewart. ABSENT — Mr. Flewelling and Ms. VVon Harten. The motion

passed.
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The Chairman announced a public hearing on this issue would be held January 10, 2011
beginning at 4:00 p.m. in Council Chambers of the Administration Building.

Fiscal Year 2010 - 2011 Allocations to Outside Agencies

This item comes before Council under the Consent Agenda. It was discussed and approved at
the November 15, 2010 joint Finance and Community Services Committee.

It was moved by Mr. Glaze, seconded by Mr. Sommerville, that cil approve the FY 2011
allocations to the outside agencies as follows: Department of E nmental Control - $65,000,
Coastal Empire Community Mental Health Center - $121,00 sen University Extension -
$5,000, Beaufort Soil and Water Conservation Districth.- “$19,000, »l owcountry Regional
Transportation Authority - $246,000, Child Abuse Prevéntion Associationn(CAPA) - $30,000,
Children Opposed to Domestic Abuse - $15,000, Hope Haven of the Lowcountry - $15,000,
Beaufort/Jasper Economic Opportunity Commission = $5,000, ior Ser of Beaufort
County - $55,000, and Literacy Volunteers of the Lowcountry -$10,000, totaling 6,000. The
net balance of $140,000 is to be used for Alliance grants == $90,000 for grants to coalitions and
Alliance members and $50,000 for Grant Writers Program ‘and matching funds. Further, the
Alliance must provide Council with a rep Y2010 outside cies funding and from here-
out must provide mid-year reports. The vo OR - Mr. Bae . Caporale, Mr. Dawson,
Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Rodman;»Mr. Som ille_and Mr. Stewart.
ABSENT — Mr. Flewelling and Ms. Von Harten. Thednotion passed.

Mr. Rodman commented
agencies. We reachedd
grant type of approach.
money to specific outside es and move toward actually setting aside money in the budget
that would go to the Allian ocate that money. The concept is rather than try to
\ petter off to rely on those other groups that have a
at all of the agenmes and mlght consider some agencies that we might have been
g. The roughly“$250,000 that we allocate to LRTA would probably be better left
administration budget as opposed to leaving that as part of the block grant.

has to do with the money that we allocate to the outside
a couple of years ago that we would move toward a block
bly the Iast&ear where we will be involved in allocating

assed the gavel to the Vice Chairman in order to receive committee reports.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

Community Services Committee

Foster Care Review Board
Doris Williams

Mr. McBride, as Community Services Committee Chairman, nominated Ms. Doris Williams to
serve as a member of the Foster Care Review Board.
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Finance Committee

Lemmon Tract Purchase for Relocation of Bluffton Fire District Station 30

Mr. Rodman, as Finance Committee Chairman, reported the building that serves Station 30 was
constructed in 1979 and was a volunteer fire department and volunteer rescue squad. It is
actually on School District property. It is a very small piece. All of the studies have indicated
that it is probably time to move on to another station and it can e on that property. The
proposal is to purchase 9.2 acres of property, known as the on Tract for relocation of
Station 30. The purchase price is $1.2 million. The fundin are $763,885 from impact
fee fund and $436,115 for the District’s general reserve fun()

il authorize the
relocation of

It was moved by Mr. Rodman, as Finance Committee Chairman, that Cou
Bluffton Fire District to purchase 9.2 acres of land known as the on Tra
Station 30 at a cost of $1.2 million. The funding sources are $763,885 from impa
$436,115 for the District’s general reserve fund. The vote was: FOR - Mr. Baer,

Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville and Mr.
n Harten. The ion passed.
\

Stewart. ABSENT — Mr. Flewelling and
ittee Chairman, reported membershad a good presentation on the
Js from the external auditor. Staff will take on the task of
will come gk to committee with any policy changes, if

Audit Special Procedures Findings

Mr. Rodman, as Finance Com
audit special procedure ]
analyzing the findingsd/
needed, and any significa

pacts from those. Some of the comments related to the
County Auditor, several re Treasurer. ny members were very concerned about the
comments relative to the e we basically had a 100% of the checks not being
marked fo ly and e payments that were sampled as not having been
less than five days.” There were also millions of dollars that were not paid to
ities and School District on a,timely basis. The Treasurer is the bank. We need to
d those issues in re detall.” Those are very alarming issues from a fiduciary
ver and above thelissues that were previously raised about the embezzlements within

Public Facilities Cammittée

Airports Board
Mr. Richard Wirth

The vote was: FOR - Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr.
Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville and Mr. Stewart. ABSENT — Mr. Flewelling and Ms.
Von Harten. Mr. Richard Wirth, representing qualifications, garnered the six votes required to
serve as a member of the Airports Board.
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PUBLIC COMMENT

There were no requests to speak during public comment.

CALL FOR EXECUTIVE SESSION

It was moved by Mr. Glaze, seconded by Mr. Caporale, that Council go immediately into
executive session for the purpose of discussing employment of a p requlated by the County
Council. The vote was: FOR - Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. D , Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride,
Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville and Mr. Stewa NT — Mr. Flewelling and
Ms. Von Harten. The motion passed. ’

Ms. Von Harten arrived at 6:45 p.m. /
EXECUTIVE SESSION \

RECONVENE OF REGULAR SESSION

r. Glaze, tha ncil extend Mr. Kubic’s

.

e a lot of things.said in executive session. To summarize they
th Mr. Kubic’s excellent leadership ability, his intellect, his
S commention considerably, his leadership by example,

It was moved by Mr. Sommerville, secon
contract one vear.

Mr. Sommerville stated there

proactive management(s
he has built a quality t
pressed to replace him.

are all proud of, and we are lucky to have him and hard

ed one year is the maximum that we can extend Mr. Kubic’s

on stated it is wo to r@he contract has a provision that the term will be no
three years. In ition, Mr. Newton thanked Mr. Kubic for what he has done for
It is admirable that he has specifically requested that we not consider
compensation-adjustments in‘this recessionary period. It clearly falls in line with Mr. Kubic’s
leadership by example style. We appreciate it.

greater

The vote was: FOR'- Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr.
Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart and Ms. VVon Harten. ABSENT — Mr.
Flewelling. The motion passed.
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ADJOURNMENT

Council adjourned at 7:20 p.m.

ATTEST:

Suzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council

Ratified:

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

By:

Wm. Weston J. Newton, Chairman

N




OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

GARY KUBIC BRYAN]. HILL

ADMINIST 100 RIBAUT ROAD DEPUTY COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
CHERYL HARRIS POST OFFICE DRAWER 1228
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA 29901.1228 ‘-Agi?;"/\%gg:;’f”-

TELEPHONE: (843) 2552026
FAX: (843) 2559403
www.bcgov.net
COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S REPORT
Monday, December 13, 2010
County Council Chambers, Administration Building
INFORMATION ITEMS:

* The County Channel / Broadcast Update

= Two-week Progress Report (Enclosure)

= Bluffton Parkway Extension Phase 5-A Construction Notification (Enclosure)

= Presentation / United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Grant Offer / St.
Helena Public Library at Penn Center

Made with Recycled Paper



Menmoranaiume

DATE: December 10, 2010

TO: County Council i

FROM:  Gary Kubic, County Administrator (’)“ \
SUBJ: County Administrator's Progress Report

The following is a summary of activities that took place November 29, 2010 — December 10,
2010:

November 29, 2010

¢ Finance Committee
e County Council meeting

November 30, 2010

o Meeting with Tony Criscitiello, Division Director of Planning and Development and Garrett
Budd, Beaufort County Open Land Trust Re: Rural and Critical Lands

December 1, 2010

o Meeting with Fitz McAden, Executive Editor, The Island Packet, and David Starkey, Chief
Financial Officer

December 2, 2010

* Meeting with Tony Criscitiello re: DRT issue
December 3, 2010

¢ No meetings
December 6, 2010

e Natural Resources Committee meeting

o Community Services Committee meeting
¢ Public Safety Committee meeting

Made with Recycled Paper
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December 7, 2010

e Meeting with Georgia Ports Authority representatives to tour the Port facility and receive
briefing on the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project and the economic impact to the
Lowcountry Region

December 8, 2010

Meeting with City Manager Scott Dadson

Agenda review with Chairman, Vice Chairman and Executive Staff

Staff meeting with Planning to discuss procedures for conceptual subdivision and land
development review

Staff meeting re: Stormwater issues

Speak to Hilton Head Island / Bluffton Leadership Class in Council Chambers

December 9, 2010

¢ Meeting with Andy Patrick, Advance Point Global
e Continuation of December 8" staff meeting re: Stormwater issues

December 10, 2010

o Meeting with Ladson Howell, Staff Attorney, and Edra Stephens, Business License
Director, to discuss hospitality taxes / PUDs
Staff meeting re: Tax Billing Process
Meeting with Rob McFee, Division Director of Engineering and Infrastructure

Made with Recycled Paper



http://npaper-wehaa.conyrun/npaper’paper=blution-today& get=print&...

Bluffton Today Wed, 12-08-2010

BLUFFTON PARKWAY EXTENSION

PHASE 5-A
Beaufort County, SC

Construction Notification

Meeting:

Tuesday, December 21, 2010 between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. at the Bluffton Library,
120 Paimetto Way, Bluffton, SC 29910. The meeting will have a drop-in type format with
project dispiays for viewing.

Purpose:

The purpose of the meeting is to notify the local residents of the anticipated construction
activities and projected schedules. The proiect will include construction of the Bluffton #
Parkway-Phase 5A from Burnt Church Road to Buckingham Plantation Drive, including
improvements to Buckingham Plantation Drive between Phase 5A and US 278. The
proposed flyover bridge from the Parkway to US 278 will not be constructed as part
of this contract. The Parkway will be constructed in accordance with the final design,
which was previously presentfed to the public and approved by County Council. Beaufort
County personnel and proiect representatives will be available to discuss the proiject
with interested citizens.

Contact:
Mr. Robert Klink, P.E., Beaufort County Engineer, Beaufort County, (843)255-2700.

Beaufort County

From: http://npaper-wehaa.com/bluffton-today/2010/12/08/?article=1104447

1ofl 12/9/2010 9:57 AM



DATE: December 10, 2010
TO: County Council
FROM: Bryan Hill, Deputy County Administrator

SUBJECT: Deputy County Administrator's Progress Report

The following is a summary of activities that took place November 29, 2010 thru December 10,
2010:

November 29, 2010 (Monday):

e Meet with Mark Roseneau, Facilities Director re: Electrician Position
¢ Finance Committee Meeting
e County Council

November 30, 2010 (Tuesday):

e Meet with Gary Kubic, County Administrator and Jay White, Liollio Architecture re: St.
Helena Library at Penn Center

Meet with Carolyn Wallace, Stormwater re: Financial and MUNIS Review

Meet with Dan Morgan, Director of MIS re: Operations

Meet with School Board Representatives

Public Facilities Committee

December 1, 2010 (Wednesday)--Bluffton:

Conference call with Jay White, Liollio Architecture re: St. Helena Library Project
Meet with David Starkey, CFO re: Consolidation of Financial Functions

Meet with Duffie Stone, Solicitor

Meet with Gary Kubic, County Administrator

December 2, 2010 (Thursday):

¢ Meet with David Starkey, CFO
e Meet with Ladson Howell, Staff Attorney



December 3, 2010 (Friday):

e PLD

December 6, 2010 (Monday):

DA Meeting

Prepare CIP

Community Services Committee
Public Safety Committee

December 7, 2010 (Tuesday):

e Meet with David Starkey, CFO
o Meet with Robert McFee, Engineering and Infrastructure Director re: Dennis Corporation
o Meet with Fred Leyda, Sandra Saad, Billie Lindsay and David Starkey re: Smart Decline

December 8. 2010 (Wednesday):

e Agenda Review
Meet with Eddie Bellamy, Public Works Director, Doug Baker, Public Works and David
Thomas, Purchasing re: Fuel Card Transition

e Meet with Eddie Bellamy, Public Works Director, Dan Ahern, Stormwater and Gary
Kubic, Administrator

December 9, 2010 (Thursday)--Bluffton:

e Bluffton Hours

December 10, 2010 (Friday):

e Meet with Gary Kubic, County Administrator, Dan Morgan, MIS Director, Ed Hughes,
Assessor, David Starkey, CFO and Joanne Romine and George Wright of MIS re: Tax
Billing Process



County Council of Beaufort County
Hilton Head Island Airport - www.hiltonheadairport.com

Beaufort County Airport - www.beaufortcoairport.com
Post Office Box 23739 - 120 Beach City Road
Hilton Head Island, South Carolina 29925-3739

Phone: (843) 689-5400 - Fax: (843) 6895411

TO: Councilman Herbert Glaze, Chairman, Public Facilities Committee

VIA:  Gary Kubic, County Administrator 6\«\‘9—’-;
Bryan Hill, Deputy County Admmlstrator
David Starkey, Chief Financial Ofﬁcer
Rob McFee, Director, Engineering and Infrastructure Divisio

FROM: Paul Andres, Director of Airports 4
SUBJ: Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP) Plans
DATE: November 19, 2010

BACKGROUND. Every year the Airports are required to submit an updated ACIP Plan for the
upcoming fiscal year along with a five year ACIP projection. Attached are the FY-2011 Updates
and Five Year ACIP Plans for both the Hilton Head Island and Beaufort County Airports. The
FAA uses these submissions to arrange funding for future grant offers. These plans are
consistent with those previously submitted and have been revised to reflect the recommendations
contained in each of the Airport Master Plan Updates. These ACIP Plans are due to the FAA by
January 1, 2011. The Airports Board voted unanimously to endorse these plans.

FUNDING. Funding of the local matching share will be reflected in each Airport’s Annual
Operating Budget as appropriate.

RECOMMENDATION. That the Public Facilities Committee approve and recommend to
County Council approval of the FY-2011 Updates and Five Year ACIP Plans for both airports
for submission to the FAA.

PAA/paa

Attachments: Hilton Head Island Airport FY-2011 Update and 5 Year ACIP Plans
Beaufort County Airport FY-2011 Update and 5 Year ACIP Plans



HILTON HEAD ISLAND AIRPORT {HXD)
NPIAS 450030
CITY: Hiten Head island, South Carolina
AIRPCRT CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (ACIP)
FUNDING SCENARIO
" FISCAL TOTAL FAA ENTITLEMENT | DISCRETIONARY STATE LOCAL |
YEAR |PROJECT DESCRIPTION EST, COST SHARE FUNDS FUNDS SHARE SHARE
Runway 21 Off Airport Approach $1,600,000 $1,520,000 $1,000,000 $520,000 $40,000 $40,000
Tree Removal (Construction and
Runway 03 Off Airport Approach $750,000 §712,500 $0 $712,500 $18,750 $18,750
ree Removal (Construction and
Master Plan Update $423,696 $260,701 S0 $260,701 $10,597 $10,597
(Reimbursement)
Commercial Terminal Apron Joint $110,000 $104,500 $0 $104,500 $2,750 $2,750
Material Replacement
Runway 03/21 Lighted Sign $145,000 $137,750 $0 $137,750 $3,625 $3,625
Relocation (Construction)
Runway 03/21 Extension to 5,000 $500,000 $475,000 $0 $475,000 $12,500 $12,500
Part 150 Noise Compatibility $284,000 $269,800 20 $289,800 $7,100 $7,100
Study (Reimbursement)
$10,000 $9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
Total $3.822,808 $3,480,761 $1,000,000 $2,489,751 $85,672 $85.672




HILTON HEAD ISLAND AIRPORT (HXD)
NPIAS 46-0030
CITY: Hiliton Head Island, South Carolina
AIRPORT CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (ACIP)
FUNDING SCENARIO (FY *12t0*18 —
FISCAL TOTAL FAR T | DISCRETIONARY STATE LOGAL
YEAR {PROJECT DESCRIPTION EST. COST SHARE FUNDS FUNDS SHARE SHARE
12 Commercial Service Terminal $1,800,000 $1,805,000 $1,000,000 $805,000 $47 500 $47,500
improvements (Construction)
Runway 03/21 Extension to 5,000 $640,000 $608,000 $0 $608,000 $16,000 $16,000
Feet (Design Services Only)
Land Acquisition (Runway 03 End) $3,600,000 $3,420,000 $0 $3,420,000 $0 $160,000
$10,000 $9,500 20 $9,500 8250 $250
$8,150,000 _ss,%_ $1,000, $4 $63,760 750
$5,300,195 $5,035,1 $1,000,000 $4,035,185 $132505 $132,505
$4,845,000 $0 $4,845,000 S0 $255,000
$9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
$0,880,865 $1,000,000 $8,889,686 $132,765 $387,765
$285,000 $1,000,000 ($715,000) $7,500 $7.500
Drainage Improvements (Design
Services Only)
ransition Surface Tree Removal $350,000 $332,500 $0 $332,500 38,760 $8,750
(Design Setvices Only)
VPG Runway 21 (Design Services § $75,000 $71,250 $0 $74,250 $1875 $1,875
General Aviation Ramp (Design $1,600,000 $1,520,000 30 $1,520,000 $40,000 $40,000
and Construction)
15 DBE Plan J $10,000 $9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
Total 000 $1,000, $1,218,250 $68,376 __M
16 Runway Safety Area West $1,100,000 $1,045,000 $1,000,000 $45,000 $27,500 827,500
Drainape [mprovements
(Construction)
ransition Surface Tree Removal $1,720,000 $1,634,000 $0 $1,634,000 $43,000 $43,000
(Construction and Mitigation)
$10,000 $8,500 30 $9,500 $250 8250
688 $1,000,000 $1,888,600 $70.760 $70,760
$1,100,000 $1,045,000 $1,000,000 $45,000 $27,500 $27,500
Drainage improvemerds
(Construction)
ARFF Vehicte Replacement 3350,000 $332,500 $0 $332,500 $8,750 $8,750
2016 DBE Ptan $10,000 $9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
Tctnl] $1,460,000 $1,387,000 $1,000,0600 $387,000 $38,600 $38,600
GRAND TOTAL $23,185,185 $22,026,836 $6,000,000 $17,026,8936 $382,130 $787,130



BEAUFORT COUNTY AIRPORT (ARW)

NPIAS 45-0008
CITY: Beaufort, South Carclina
AIRPORT CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (ACIP)
— FUNDING SCENARIO
FISCAL TOTAL FAA ENTITLEMENT | DISCRETIONARY STATE LOCAL
YEAR [PROJECT DESCRIPTION EST, COST SHARE FUNDS FUNDS SHARE | SHARE
11 Pariing Lot Relocaton and Utility $100,000 $85,000 $85,000 SO $2,500 $2,500
Cennection to Terminal (Design
Services Ondy)
Rurway 07 Tree Removal Phase $800,000 $760,000 $205,000 $760,000 $20,000 $20,000
1l (Construction and Mitigation)
2012 DBE Plan $10,000 $8,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
Total $610,000 $884,600 $300,000 $769,600 $22,760 $22,750 |




BEAUFORT COUNTY AIRPORT (ARW)

NPIAS 46-0008
CITY: Beaufort, South Carolina
AIRPORT CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM {(ACIP)
FUNDING SCENARIO (FY ‘120 "1
FISCAL TOTAL FAA ENTITLEMENT | DISCRETIONARY STATE LOCAL
YEAR [PROJECT DESCRIPTION EST. COST SHARE FUNDS FUNDS SHARE SHARE
12  JRunway Safety Area and Runway $350,000 $332,500 $150,000 $182,500 $8,750 $8,750
Extension to 4,400 Feet (BCA/EA)
Parking Lot Relocation and Utility $1,080,000 $1,026,000 $0 $1,026,000 $27,000 $27,000
ion to Terminal
$10,000 $9,500 30 $9,500 $250 $250
$1,440,000 $1,368 $150,000 $1,218,000 $38,000 $36,000
Runway Safely Area and Runway $475,000 $451,250 $150,000 $301,250 $11,875 $11,875
Extension to 4,400 Feet (Design
$9,500 S0 $9,500 $250 $250
$460,760 $160,000 $310,750 $12125 | $12,126
$6,621,500 $150,000 $6,471,500 $174,250 $174,250
$9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
$6.831 $160,000 $8,481,000 $174,600 $174,600
$190,000 $150,000 $40,000 $5,000 $5,000
$180,000 $0 $190,000 $5,000 $5,000
$9,500 30 $9,500 $250 $250
$389, $160 $239,600 $10,260 $10
$1,852,500 $150,000 $1,702,500 $48,750 $48,750
$9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
$1,000000] _ $1,882,000 3160000 $1,712,000 $48,000 $48,000
GRAND TOTAL $11,276,000 $10,711,250 $760,000 $9,081,250 $281,8756 $281,875



COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

PURCHASING DEPARTMENT

Building 2, 102 Industrial Village Road

Post Office Drawer 1228, Beaufort, SC 29901-1228
Phone: (843) 255-2353 Fax: (843) 470-2738

TO: Councilman Herbert N. Glaze, Chairman, Public Facilities Committee

VIA:  Gary Kubic, County Administrator (aL//
Bryan Hill, Deputy County Admmlstrator ///L%‘“
Robert McFee, Director of Engineering a nfrastructure
David Starkey, Chief Financial Officer
Mark Roseneau, Director of Public Facilities Management
FROM: Da\_/e Thomas, CPPO, Purchasing Director /U“L
SUBJ: IFB # 2285/110811 County Municipal Buildings Lighting Retrofit Project
DATE: October 28, 2010

BACKGROUND: Beaufort County was allocated $636,000 by the United States Departiment of
Energy under the Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant (EECBG) Program. The County
established an Energy Action Team (EAT) to develop energy conservation and efficiency projects
meeting the grant program guidelines. Grant funds are now available and we have been notified to
(ﬁw“‘roceed with the grant projects. The purpose of this activity is to decrease energy consumption by

.eplacing older lighting fixtures with more energy efficient fixtures. The County received bids on
September 22, 2010 for lighting retrofits for the following six buildings: Beaufort County Courthouse,
Beaufort County Detention Center, Beaufort County Law Enforcement Center, Beaufort County
Library, Beaufort County Social Services Building, and the Beaufort County Public Works Office. This
entails the retrofit of existing fluorescent lighting fixtures which includes testing, removal,
replacement, and disposal of existing lamps, ballasts, and sockets. Additionally, the contract requires
cleaning or replacement of fixture lenses, and replacement of incandescent lamps in down lights and
exit signs with high efficiency lamps. A certified tabulation of the bid results is attached and totals for
each of the 6 companies submitting bids as follows:

Company Name Location Bid Price
F.M. Young Co.Inc. Fairfax, South Carolina | $149,276
Ocean Light

Corporation Beaufort, South Carolina | $164,715
Quality Electrical :

Systems Beaufort, South Carolina | $195,542
Beacon Electrical Beaufort, South Carolina | $226,763
United Energy Plus, Strawberry Plains,

LLC Tennessee $247,045
Powell Electric Beaufort, South Carolina | $260,003

(W\ M. Young submitted the lowest responswe/responsm!e bid of $149,276. F.M. Young's bid was
reviewed and found to be reasonable and is in compliance with County and Federal requirements.
There is no apparent cause for rejecting their bid.




FUNDING: Total FY 2010 funding provided through the Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block

Grant (Fund 225) was $235,607. In FY2010, the County used $11,050 to pay for professional
engineering services to Mr. William Fielder, P.E., a local engineering company. The current FY 2011 -
balance for lighting renovations at six locations is $224,557.

RECOMMENDATION: The Public Facilities Committee approve and recommend to County Council
the contract award to F.M. Young for the Lighting Retro Project in the amount of $149,276.

Attachments: 1) Bid Certification

CC: Richard Hineline, Elizabeth Wooten, Alicia Holland, Billie Lindsay



COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY
BEAUFORT COUNTY ENGINEERING DIVISION
102 Industrial Village Road, Building #3, 29906
Post Office Drawer 1228, Beaufort, SC 29901-1228
Telephone: 843-255-2692 Facsimile: 843-255-9420

TO: Councilman Herbert Glaze, Chairman, Public Facilities Committee

VIA: Gary Kubic, County Admlmstrator G:'RH.HL_ .
Bryan Hill, Deputy Adminisgrato] ya L
David Starkey, Chief Finapcial m /

i i astructure -

{;

FROM: Bob Klink, County Engi

SUBIJ: Contract #42 — Dirt Road Reconstruction for East River Drive, West River Drive, Central Drive and
Rose Island Road IFB #2906/111120

DATE: November 19, 2010

BACKGROUND. On 11/18/10, Beaufort County received six bids for the above referenced project. The Engineering
Division reviewed the bid proposals submitted. A tabulation of the bids is attached, with the total as follows:

Contractor Address Bid Total

J. R. Wilson Construction 4985 Savannah Hwy, Hampton, SC $ 882,277.08
REA Contracting 42 Jeter Road, Beaufort, SC $ 888,756.70
CW H. Hiers Construction 715 Green Pond Hwy, Walterboro, SC $ 967,363.90
. -leland Site Prep, Inc 2894 Argent Blvd, Ridgeland, SC $ 973,482.22
Sanders Brothers Construction 1990 Harley N. Charleston, SC $1,010,310.77
APAC-Southeast, Inc. 47 Telfair Place, Savannah, GA $1,270,894.15

. Engineers Estimate $ 910,000.00

J. R. Wilson Construction submitted the lowest bid but REA Contracting, as per the attached 11/18/10 correspondence,
has requested to exercise local vendor preference participation in accordance with the County’s Code of Ordinances for
Local Vendor Preference. REA Contracting has submitted their participation affidavit in their bid proposal and will
match the lower bid amount. An analysis of their bid submittal and prices was reviewed and there is no apparent cause for
rejecting their bid. We also reviewed this bidder’s proposal and have determined that they made a “Good Faith Effort”
and in compliance with respect to Beaufort County’s requirements regarding the Small & Minority Business
Subcontractor Ordinance. Based on this analysis, the Engineering Division recommends award of this contract to REA
Contracting LLC, for § 882,277.08.

The reconstruction of the County dirt roads in this contract will be funded with BCTC/TAG Funds from the following
accounts: East River Road, Acct # 3322C-54725 ($146,892"); West River Road Acct #3322C-54726 ($277,444); Central
Drive Acct# 3322C-54727 ($200,352.30) and Rose Island Road, Acct #3322T-54748 ($314.068.40).

RECOMMENDATION. The Public Facilities Committee approves and recommend to County Council
the award of Contract #42 to REA Contracting LLC, for the construction and paving of East River Drive, West River
Drive, Central Drive and Rose Island Road in the amount of $ 882,277.08 from BCTC/TAG Funds.

REK/mjh

Attachments: 1) Bid Certification, 2) Local Vendor Preference Participation, 3) REA Contracting 11/18/10 Ltr
. 4) Location Maps, 5) SMB Documents

-¢: Dave Thomas
Eddie Bellamy

Contract/42.rds/PFCapp



Beaufort County Dirt Road Paving Contract #42

IFB #2906/111120

Bid Opening Date - November 18, 2010 at 3:00 PM

) Vendor Grand Total
B " 1[J. R. Wilson Construction Cb., Inc. o $882,277.08
~ 2|REA Contracting LLC $888,756.70
3|1 H. Hiers Construction, LLC $967,363.90
4|Cleland Site Prep, Inc.  $973,482.22 |
5|Sanders Brothers Construction, Inc. '~ '$1,010,310.77
B 6|APAC - Southeast, Inc. $1,270,894.15

/]

NG b 7 e
Certified by: !i’ éjﬁ‘—*

L

Date: lAl lcf




COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

PURCHASING DEPARTMENT
Building 2, 102 Industrial Village Road
Post Office Drawer 1228, Beaufort, SC 29901-1228
Phone: (843) 255-2353 Fax: (843) 255-0437

LU

U,
-
x
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TO: Councilman Herbert N. Glaze, Chairman, Public Facilities Committee

VIA: Gary Kubic, County Administrator GDK
Bryan Hill, Deputy County Administrator /
Robert McFee, Director of Engineering dnd Infrastructure
David Starkey, Chief Financial Officer
Eddie Bellamy, Director of Public Works
FROM: Dave Thomas, CPPO, Purchasing Director o
SUBJ: IFB # 1658/111122 HDPE Pipe for Beaufort County Public Works Department
DATE: November 18, 2010

BACKGROUND: Beaufort County received the following three (3) bids from qualified HDPE pipe
suppliers in support of our County's stormwater departments operations on November 8, 2010:

1. Ferguson Enterprises, Bluffton, SC $144,230
2. HD Supply Waterworks, Charleston, SC $167,784
3. Atlantic Supply & Equipment, Augusta, GA $171,972

The County's intent is to create an annual contract for the purchase of HDPE pipe supplies and take
advantage of the volume buying cost savings. Ferguson Enterprises submitted the lowest
responsive/responsible bid of $144,230. Ferguson Enterprises bid was reviewed and found to be
reasonable and is in compliance with County's small and minority requirements. There is no
apparent cause for rejecting their bid.

FUNDING: Account 13531-52370. As of 11/18/2010 fund 530 (Stormwater) has a fund balance of
$629,733.

RECOMMENDATION: The Public Facilities Committee approve the HDPE pipe contract award to
Ferguson Enterprises in the amount of $144,230 for an initial contract term of one (1) year with four
(4) additional one (1) year contract renewal periods all subject to the approval of Beaufort County.

Attachments: 1) Bid tab
2) Pricing information

CC: Richard Hineline, Elizabeth Wooten, Dan Ahern, Carolyn Wallace

‘f”



RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, Beaufort County has an opportunity to apply for a Grant offer of
$2,500,000.00 and a Loan Agreement of $6,000,000 from the United States Department of
Agriculture Rural Development (USDA) for a Community Facilities Project for the St. Helena
Branch Library to be located within Penn Center, St. Helena Island, Beaufort County, South
Carolina; and

WHEREAS, the Grant and Loan would assist in the development of a Library to provide
after-school learning activities to children who attend St. Helena Elementary School as well as to
provide adults who need workforce resources and skills development opportunities and would
also result in employment opportunities for at least 13 - 18 persons; and

WHEREAS, the project is in keeping with the County's efforts to encourage the use of
grant funds to create new opportunities to the overall benefit of the economic health of our
County; and

WHEREAS, Beaufort County has been a partner with the historic Penn Center on other
mutually beneficial ventures; and

WHEREAS, the County Council of Beaufort County considers economic development a
vital part of increasing and improving employment opportunities for many of our residents.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the County Council of Beaufort
County, South Carolina, that:

1. County Council hereby endorses the St. Helena Branch Library Project because it
will greatly improve the quality of life for the residents of the St. Helena Community.

2. The County Administrator is authorized to accept the aforementioned Grant for
the St. Helena Branch Library Project from the USDA.

Adopted this 13" day of December, 2010.

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

By:

Wm. Weston J. Newton, Chairman

ATTEST:

Suzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council




2011/

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA, TO AMEND
THE STORMWATER UTILITY ORDINANCE, ARTICLE II, SECTION 99-108, GENERAL
FUNDING POLICY (TO INCREASE THE SINGLE-FAMILY UNIT RATE).

Whereas, Standards that are underscored shall be added text and Standards lined-through
shall be deleted text.

Adopted this day of , 2011,

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

BY:

Wm. Weston J. Newton, Chairman
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Ladson F. Howell, Staff Attorney

ATTEST:

Suzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council
First Reading:

Second Reading:

Public Hearing:

Third and Final Reading:

(Amending 2005/33)
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Sec. 99-108. General funding policy.

(d) The stormwater service fee rate may be determined and modified from time to time by the
Beaufort County Council so that the total revenue generated by said fees and any other sources
of revenues or other resources allocated to stormwater management by the county council to the
stormwater management utility shall be sufficient to meet the cost of stormwater management
services, systems, and facilities, including, but not limited to, the payment of principle and
interest on debt obligations, operating expense, capital outlays, nonoperating expense, provisions
for prudent reserves, and other costs as deemed appropriate by the county council. Each
jurisdiction may have a different fee predicated upon the individual jurisdiction's revenue needs.
The following stormwater service fee rates shall apply:

TABLE INSET:
Jurisdiction Annual Stormwater Service Fee
($/SFU/year)

City of Beaufort $44:43 65.00

Town of Bluffton 98.00

Town of Hilton Head Island 5076 108.70

Town of Port Royal 4443 50.00

Unincorporated Beaufort County 50.00
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2011/

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FUTURE LAND USE MAP AMENDMENT FOR R603-008-000-
0623-0000 (1.13 ACRES AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF S.C. HIGHWAYS 170 AND
462, OKATIE, SC) FROM RURAL SERVICE AREA TO COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL.

BE IT ORDAINED, that County Council of Beaufort County, South Carolina, hereby
amends the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map of Beaufort County, South Carolina.
The map is attached hereto and incorporated herein.

Adopted this day of ,2011.
COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

By:

Wm. Weston J. Newton, Chairman

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Ladson F. Howell, Staff Attorney

ATTEST:

Suzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council

First Reading:

Second Reading;

Public Hearing;:

Third and Final Reading:

(Amending 99/12)






2011/

BEAUFORT COUNTY ZONING MAP AMENDMENT / REZONING REQUEST FOR R603-
008-000-0623-0000 (1.13 ACRES AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF S.C. HIGHWAYS
170 AND 462, OKATIE, SC) FROM RURAL (R) TO COMMERCIAL SUBURBAN (CS)
ZONING DISTRICTS.

BE IT ORDAINED, that County Council of Beaufort County, South Carolina, hereby
amends the Zoning Map of Beaufort County, South Carolina subject to the following condition:

o There will be no direct access from this parcel to S.C. Highways 170 and 462.
The map is attached hereto and incorporated herein.
Adopted this day of , 2011.

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

BY:

Wm. Weston J. Newton, Chairman

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Ladson F. Howell, Staff Attorney

ATTEST:

Suzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council

First Reading:

Second Reading:

Public Hearing:

Third and Final Reading;

(Ametiding99/12)






2011/

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA, TO AMEND
THE ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS ORDINANCE (ZDSO), APPENDIX J -
DALE COMMUNITY PRESERVATION (DCP); DIVISION 2 - DALE MIXED USE
DISTRICT (DMD), SECTION 2.4, TABLE | (LAND USES) AND SECTION 2.5 (LIMITED
AND SPECIAL USE STANDARDS); AND ARTICLE V (USE REGULATIONS), SECTION
106-1357 - COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATION TOWERS.

Whereas, Standards that are underscored shall be added text and Standards }ned-through
shall be deleted text.

Adopted this day of , 2011,

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

BY:

Wm. Weston J. Newton, Chairman
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Ladson F. Howell, Staff Attorney

ATTEST:

Suzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council
First Reading:

Second Reading:

Public Hearing:

Third and Final Reading:

(Amending 99/12)
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DIVISION 2. DALE MIXED USE DISTRICT (DMD)

Sec. 2.4. Permitted activities.

The permitted uses are restricted to residential uses and consumer-oriented businesses catering
primarily to the needs of the local population. For the purpose of this section, the allowable uses in the
DMD zoning district and are controlled by the land use development standards of this section, the
Beaufort County Comprehensive plan, the ZDSO, and the chart of permitted uses (Table 1). The
following are descriptions of permitted uses, permitted accessory uses and structures for DMD districts:

TABLE 1. LAND USES

structure. This does not include television antennas or satellite

dishes. Towers for radio or television station use are regulated as
regional utilities. Speculation towers are prohibited.

Land Use Use Definition Use
Permission

Accessory A second dwelling unit, clearly subordinate to the principal unit, either L
dwelling unit in or added to an existing single-family detached dwelling, or in a

separate accessory structure on the same lot as the main dwelling, for

use as a complete, independent living facility. Maximum building size

shall not exceed 50% of the principal unit's floor area.
Industrial Uses
Commercial A tower, pole or similar structure which supports a S
communication telecommunications antenna operated for commercial purposes
towers above ground in a fixed location, freestanding or guyed, or atop a

Sec. 2.5. Limited and special use standards.

RESIDENTIAL USES

The affordable housing density bonuses allowed in section eight of the Beaufort County Zoning and
Development Standards Ordinance shall not apply to the permitted densities within the Dale CP Districts.

Accessory Dwelling

» This use is limited to 50 percent of the floor area (heated) of the primary structure.

INDUSTRIAL USES

Commercial Communication Towers
« This use must comply with the standards set forth in Section 106-1357,
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ARTICLE V. USE REGULATIONS
DIVISION 2. LIMITED AND SPECIAL USE STANDARDS

Subdivision VIII. Industrial*

Sec. 106-1357. Commercial communication towers.

The purpose of this section is to provide service to the public while minimizing the number of towers,
and the individual impact of towers, in Beaufort County.

(a)
0y

(2

)
(1
)
(3

(©)

Collocation. Procedures for collocation of commercial communication towers are as follows:

All new applications for this use shall provide a collocation study to demonstrate that there is
not a suitable collocation site that can serve needs of the user. Placement on water towers or
other tall structures shall be fully considered prior to making an application. Existing uses shall
be required to demonstrate cooperation in that there is not an undue proliferation of towers.

All new towers shall provide for collocation. This means the tower shall have additional
location points and the design of the ground structures shall be such that modular expansion is
feasible. The following collocation standards shall also apply:

a. All structures less than 125 feet in height shall make provision for at least two locations.
b. Towers between 125 feet and 200 feet in height shall have at least four locations.

c. When a tower is proposed within two miles of an existing tower, the applicant will be
expected to prove that there is no technologically and structurally suitable space available
within the search ring. The applicant shall submit satisfactory written evidence such as
correspondence, agreements, contracts etc., that alternative towers are not available for use
within the search ring. The proposed tower, if approved, must be either camouflaged or
stealth in design.

Maximum height. Maximum height shall be as follows:

For towers with provisions for one 1o three locations, 125 feet.

For towers with provisions for four to five locations, 200 feet.

In the rural district, where the tower is located on a property with a conservation easement in
place, such locations shall only be approved where the location of the structure will be
completely screened at least one mile in sight distance, from roads or riverways having visual
access of the subject property. In the rural district, the required resource protection plan shall

show how harvesting of the buffer will be done so as to retain the screening of the tower.

Lighting. Lighting shall be in accordance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)

Advisory Circular AC 70/7460-1K (and all future updates) and FAA Advisory Circular AC 150/5345-
43E (and all future updates) and shall be red strobe lights (L-864) at night and medium intensity flashing
white lights (L-865) during daylight and twilight use unless otherwise required by the FAA. No general
illumination shall be permitted. All towers 150 feet or taller shall be lighted. All commercial
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communication towers approved by Beaufort County and by the South Carolina State Historic
Preservation Office prior to the adoption of this amendment [Ord. No. 2007/1] and operating in
conformance with those approvals shall be deemed to be lawful nonconforming uses and structures and
are not subject to these lighting requirements. Status as a lawful nonconforming use or structure under
this section shall terminate upon the expiration or revocation of a commercial communication tower's
permit or upon any modification to the height of the tower.

(d)
0y
()

3

C))

&)

(6)

)
(®)

®

(10)

(e

Additional standards for all towers. Additional standards for all towers are as follows:
No structure shall adversely affect any historic structure or site.

A 50-foot forested buffer shall be provided around all sites. For camouflage and stealth towers,
the DRT may approve a buffer modulation based on site design. If a forested buffer does not
exist, a new buffer shall be planted in accordance with section 106-1680.

A collapse zone shall be designed so that tower collapse will occur only within the property
owned or controlled by an easement.

A sign of no more than two square feet shall be mounted in an easily noticeable location, no
more than four feet above the ground, providing tower identification and an emergency
notification number.

If disputed evidence occurs before the DRT or ZBOA, the county may hire, at the developer's
expense, a communications expert or engineer of its own choosing to assist in determining the
facts.

When any tower is abandoned for 60 days, it shall be removed by the landowner and the site
restored within six months.
Speculation towers are prohibited.

New uses are strictly prohibited in corridor overlay, historic overlay and community
preservation areas, unless specifically provided for in a specific community preservation
district (CPD), and shall not adversely affect any property, road or waterway which has been
officially recognized or designated as scenic within the county. The expansion or replacement
of existing towers in a community preservation area shall require a special use permit and are
limited to 150 feet in height.

The base of any new tower shall be set back no closer to a residential structure than a distance
equal to one foot for each one foot in height of the proposed tower, plus an additional 50 feet.

No tower shall be located within 500 feet, plus one foot for each foot of height of the proposed
tower, of the OCRM critical line. All towers shall comply with the airport overlay district
standards.

Reports/studies required. All applications for this use shall include a community impact
statement including a visual impact analysis.

(Ord. No. 99-12, § 1 (03.244), 4-26-1999; Ord. No. 2000-6, 2-14-2000; Ord. No. 2004/32, 10-4-2004;
Ord. No. 2007/1, 1-8-2007)
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY
PURCHASING DEPARTMENT
Building 2, 102 Industrial Village Road

Post Office Drawer 1228, Beaufort, SC 29901-1228
Phone; (843) 255-2353 Fax: (843) 255-8437

TO:. Jerry Stewart, Chairman, Public Safely Commitiee

VIA:  Gary Kubic, County Administrator & V\U&k—-/
Bryan Hill, Deputy County Administrator ,ff{ (>
David Starkey. Chief Financial Officer / /& A {
William Winn, Director of Public Safety =¥
Colonel Phillip Faot, Director Detention Center#/

FROM: Dave Thomas, CPPO, Purchasing Director #4

SUBJ: RFP# 3948/110806 Health/Medical Care Services for the Beaufort County Detention
Center

DATE: November 15, 2010

BACKGRQUND: Beaufort County received five (5) proposals from qualified medical services
providers on Augus{ 25, 2010. The evaluation committee consisted of Colonel Phillip Foot, Director
Beaufort County Detention Center, Major Charles Allen, Deputy Director Beaufort County Detention
Cenler, Deena McCullough, Fiscal Technician, Beaufort County Detention Cenler, and Rusly
Hollingsworth, Retired Beaufort County EMS Director. The evaluation committee conducted the initial
evaluation on September 10, 2010 and selected Southern Health Partners and Advanced
Correctional Health Care for interviews. The evaluation committee held the final interviews on
October 20, 2010, and requested best and final offers from each firm. On November 1, 2010, afier
reviewing the best and final offers submitted by the two firms, the evaluation committee ranked
Soulhern Health Partners as the number one ranked firm.

FINAL EVALUATION AND RANKING: initial Cost Best/Final Offer
1. Southern Health Partners, Chatltanooga, TN $563,400 $528,000
2. Advanced Correclional Health Care, Peoria, lllinois  $576,401 $550,741
3. Correct Health, Stockbridge, GA $608,680
4. Carolina Center for Occ. Health, N, Charleston, SC  $633,543
5. STG International, Alexandria, VA $922,256

FUNDING: Account 23170-51190, Medical/Dental Services. The current FY 2011 balance is
$313,606; which is sufficient to fund the remainder of FY 2011, as the initial contract term will begin
Janvary 1, 2011 and end December 31, 2011({which includes half of FY 2011 and half of FY 2012).

RECOMMENDATION: The Public Safety Commitiee approve and recommend to County Council the
contact award of $528,000 to Southern Health Partners for health and medical care services with
four annual options to renew the contract at the discretion of County Council.

cc' Richard Hineline, Elizabeth Wooten



Committee Reports

December 13, 2010

A. COMMITTEES REPORTING

1. Community Services
@® Minutes provided from the December 6 meeting. See main agenda item 13.
@ Foster Care Review Board

Nominated Name Position / Area / Expertise | Reappoint/Appoint | Votes Required

11.29.10 Doris Williams | Countywide Appoint 6of 11

® Alcohol and Drug Abuse Board

Nominate Name Position / Area / Expertise | Reappoint/Appoint | Votes Required

12.13.10 Frances Kenney | Countywide Appoint 6 of 11

@ Library Board

Nominate Name Position / Area / Expertise | Reappoint/Appoint | Votes Required
12.13.10 Charles Morse | District 4 Appoint 6 of 11
2. Finance

@ Minutes provided from the November 29 meeting. No action items.

3. Natural Resources
@ Minutes provided from the December 6 meeting. See main agenda items 14, 15, 16 and 17.

4. Public Facilities
@ Minutes provided from the November 30 meeting. See main agenda items 9, 10, 11 and 12.

5. Public Safety
@ Minutes provided from the December 6 meeting. See main agenda items 18.

B. COMMITTEE MEETINGS

1. Community Services
William McBride, Chairman
Gerald Dawson, Vice Chairman
=> Next Meeting — Tuesday, January 18 at 4:00 p.m., BIV #2

2. Executive

Weston Newton, Chairman
= Next Meeting — To be announced.
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Finance

Stu Rodman, Chairman

William McBride, Vice Chairman

= Next Meeting — Tuesday, January 18 at 2:00 p.m., BIV #2

Natural Resources

Paul Sommerville, Chairman

Jerry Stewart, Vice Chairman

=> Next Meeting — Monday, December 13 at 2:00 p.m. / Development Agreement Subcommittee
= Next Meeting — Tuesday, January 4 at 2:00 p.m.

Public Facilities

Herbert Glaze, Chairman

Steven Baer, Vice Chairman

= Next Meeting — Tuesday, January 25 at 4:30 p.m.

Public Safety

Jerry Stewart, Chairman

Brian Flewelling, Vice Chairman

= Next Meeting — Tuesday, January 4 at 4:00 p.m.

Transportation Advisory Group

Weston Newton, Chairman

Stu Rodman, Vice Chairman

=>» Next Meeting — February or March 2011
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COMMUNITY SERVICES COMMITTEE
December 6, 2010

The electronic and print media were duly notified in
accordance with the State Freedom of Information Act.

The Community Services Committee met on Monday, December 6, 2010 at 3:00 p.m. in the
Executive Conference Room of the Administration Building, 100 Ribaut Road, Beaufort, South
Carolina.

ATTENDANCE

Community Services Committee members: Chairman William McBride, Vice Chairman Gerald
Dawson, and members Steven Baer, Rick Caporale(lerbert Glaze, .Stu Rod nd Laura VVon
Harten attended. Non-Committee members Brian Flewelling, I Somrrrn‘&and Jerry
Stewart also attended.

County staff: Morris Campbell, Divisi
County Capital Improvements Manager; ill, Deputy Co
County Administrator; David Starkey, C neial Officer;
Director.

ity Services; David Coleman,
Administrator; Gary Kubic,
dek Zaryczny, Libraries

Media: Richard Brooks, Blufften,Today

Public: Eleanor Barnwel Board of Trustees; Rosalynn Browne, Penn Center.

\

States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Grant
f,$2,500,000 and Loan Agreement of $6,000,000 for the St. Helena
ibrary at Penn Center

ACTION ITEMS

Public

ubic,mfort County Administrator, addressed the Community
ommittee and gave them a summarization of the United States Department of
SDA) grant and loan offers. There are two parts: 1. a grant offer of $2.5 million
reement for/$6 million for the construction of the St. Helena Library at Penn
Center. He highlighted a few items in relation to the library. First, he congratulated his staff and
all those involved. This project represents, in terms of monies from external sources, $2.5 million
grant from the USDA} @ Community Development Block Grant of $1.5 million, a land donation
by the Penn Center Board of Trustees for only the footprint of the building representing a value
from $400,000 to $450,000, and to the developers who had to pay an impact fee over the years a
value of about $1.1 million. If viewing it as a stimulus, that is more than $5.5 million coming
into our area, from outside sources, for the construction of this facility. Second, Mr. Kubic
reviewed the details of the library. The library itself is approximately 23,000 ft.2. The materials
for this meeting contain a budget breakdown showing this project, with only the USDA grant
offer, it accounts for $10 million of the project cost. The impact fees are an additional $1.1
million. In terms of a project, the total funding budget we are working with represents about

iscussion: Mr. Gar



Minutes — Community Services Committee
December 6, 2010
Page 2 of 7

$11.1 million. Within that total: $1.2 million is scheduled for architects and engineering fees.
The site development (including roadways, amenities such as waterline development, and the
building) runs about $6.9 million to $7 million. The equipment is at about $1.3 million. There is
a contingency of about $500,000.

Mr. Kubic advised Council members present at the Community Services Committee
meeting, he told those involved in the spec writing process that the County would like to see a
base bid, several alternates that include different things, and the pricing of those items.
Hopefully, then they could increase or decrease the included items rding to the base bid. The
building itself has been debated among staff members. Here ued to say the grant offer
came in September and the County has 120 days to accept id;, “You may ask, ‘What’s
taking so long?’” It is the constant debate about the community input when developing a project
to ensure the development meets community input, @s well as working with the partner,
Beaufort-Jasper-Hampton Comprehensive Health Services through Chief: Executive Officer
Roland Gardner. Beaufort-Jasper-Hampton Comprehensive HealthéServices h accent piece
to this project — a health facility. This lends to characteristics rtnership. F
Gardner’s project does not have sufficient open space, but
County library project, he is able to show we can both build t
Helena Island.

enefit for the community on St.

Mr. Kubic then discussed the millage rate impact.the librar stimated to have. If we
only look at the library as the only Capital Improvement Program.(CIP) piece approved this year,
it has a change in the overall.impact of 0.22 s«For example,“if the change was instead 1 to
1.2 mills (the reason wh stated he ed that number is because the other projects
anticipated have that nu d have an ease on a $300,000-home of $15, or on a $1
million-home of $48.

other projects.on the pipeline, in addition to the library, in
order to give i ittee,members context. He reiterated, if the County
nt,and Ioan offers\ the loan is $6 million, covering 40 years with a net
% of an effective,interest rate. He noted the County already included $5 million in its
the St. Helena Library at P Center. There is a Courthouse project, which has $6
ilable in litigation'settlements, but the estimated cost for total renovation is about $14

actual increased |debt anticipated in the CIP, along with the St. Helena Library at
uld be $3 million. We would simply reclassify the $5 million the County already
borrowed, call"it the Courthouse renovation, add $3 million so that project can be bid out, Mr.
Kubic stated. Again; those are estimates, he qualified. He added the County is not sizing the
bond based on estimates, but will sign the final product based on bids received for the
construction. This gives the Committee an example. There are two other items being considered
for inclusion into the CIP proposal to Council. One is a potential land purchase based on the
economic development for land purchase on U.S. 21, Lowcountry Economic Network property
partnership Beaufort Commerce Park, which is being negotiated. To give the Committee some
information, the current loan balance for the Network is somewhere around $2.4 million. The
second is the southern Beaufort County offices, and whether or not Council wants to continue to
provide those. Currently the Myrtle Park building, at the intersection of S.C. 46 and S.C. 278A,
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is under a lease agreement only. The County is not developing equity into that facility. He said
they are entertaining and involved in negotiations for the purchase of that piece. That may be the
second item administration proposes for the CIP. Mr. Kubic stated the rent on the southern
Beaufort County offices would then apply to the debt for an outright purchase. He added staff is
convinced it should consider buying the building and using the line item allocated in the past for
rent to instead go toward the purchase.

Mr. Kubic concluded the overview of the St. Helena Island
saying his staff recommends endorsement of the proposal to e
agreements.

ibrary at Penn Center by
into the grant and loan

The Committee members then questioned Mr. Kubic,and his staff,on the project details.

Mr. Caporale noted architectural engineering_seems to account fariabout 12% of the
project estimates. He asked if that is standard or unustally high.
Mr. Coleman said 14% would be considered high, but Is a fair amou sthisis a

medium-sized project and is in line with the state standards,

Mr. Caporale cited a School D _project in whi
accounted for about 7%. Mr. Rodman said he recalled that project.

e architectural engineering

for the library project; the co - .f’contract, the County placed
a placeholder at $1.2 million, ba puilding. That number will come down as we
uilding at 23,500 feet.

Mr. Kubic asked i i ommittee members to keep in mind there
were three or four com [ ettes, which the County does not ordinarily do on other
projects. As uence, L ntracted for not only architectural engineering but for
izi Mr. Kubic added he also asked Liollio to explore geothermal and
in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) silver certification, to give design
on what it requiresiin ter f funding. So the County knows it will not include
because of the expense, nor will it go for the LEED silver
nse. Liollio also looked at pre-cast concrete in comparison to
steel, but b se of the expense with pre-cast concrete went with steel instead. We gave the
architect parameters and margins to help determine a final product because we calculated we
would only have, assuming Council approves, $11.1 million in funding.

Mr. Baer said the Council approved $6 million for the library so far; there is a $2.5
million grant, a $6 million loan and $1.1 million in impact fees. Adding those totals $9 million,
not $11 million. Mr. Caporale said Mr. Baer needs to add the $1.5 million Community
Development Block Grant. This brings the sum to $11.1 million.

Mr. Baer asked for clarification on this project. He asked, “So [Council] is not approving
any additional expenditure beyond what Council already approved, or will be used as impact fees
or grants?” Mr. Kubic agreed. He added, one dilemma the administration has is because of the
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impact of a library as an iconic structure on the island, he asked the architects to do several
things, but if all scenarios are adopted the project could be driven to 35,000 ft2. At least we
vetted that possibility. Now, we are working to see what we can buy for the $11.1 million. He
asked the Committee to keep in mind when he asks what can be bought; he includes the
amenities to get to the site.

Mr. Baer asked if amenities include books and furniture. Mr. Kubic stated he believes it
does, as a value of $1.3 million for equipment. Mr. Baer further asked if this included the Radio
Frequency Identification (RFID) approved last week. Mr. Hill confi it does.

Mr. Baer asked about the 0.22 mills and whether it is f he debt service or anything
additional. Mr. Kubic stated, “That would be once [the County] agrees to this, [the County]
would add to our debt service an additional requirement that is equivalent to 0.22 mills to offset

the principal and interest due on this loan.”
,000 ft?, timated it to
0,000. He add hey would

he budgeting process continues
increases, or not, and if not
ey, Mr. Kubic and he will
forward.

Mr. Baer asked about the operations budget. Mr. Hill sai
be about $875,000. Doing quick math, he said it would beab
do more due diligence on the operating budget, obviously,
into the next fiscal year. Council dictatespif there will be ope
two years down the road when this buildi ymes online, Mr.
have to make sure there are sufficient fundsto ensure the building m

Mr. Baer stated since the County is adding a library to tt@tem he would not be against
; added facility, so long as it was allocated
would take that under advisement as they

nked Mr. Hill for the detail; he said he loves

ill said
move forward with the budget process. Mr. Baer

atus of a conference center in the library. Mr. Kubic

) 1mittee”is a community room with capacity for about
e expanded to say hesasked the architects to look at the bid specifications and
rious alternates so the relationship between Council and administration on this project
ouncil gives administration mber on December 13 if they approve the loan and
administration | then get the architects and engineers together to draft a
go on the street for bid with a shopping list, of sorts. This provides variety in the
event the base bid comes in lower than anticipated to add some of the alternates. He said what he
would like to do en futuré building projects is agree to bring on an engineer first and size
whatever bond the County has so it is based on an actual bid. Then, borrow the money and build
the building within the'same year.

Mr. McBride asked about the status of a post-hurricane recovery designation for the
facility. Mr. Kubic said the facility will be bid for an emergency generator. The capacity to have
strengthened and height from the current elevation will be bid as alternates. The idea is still
available, but he cannot guarantee with the pricing. The Council will be provided with options.
The ability to fund is associated with the alternates on the project.
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Mr. Sommerville asked if the 0.22 mills were over the course of 40 years. Mr. Kubic said
they were the principle interest. Mr. Starkey said the present value is $1,742,000.

Mr. Rodman said the County ends up with the $11.1 million, then will go out to get bids
designated for that amount of money, and depending on the bids, County will include or exclude
certain items in the library. Mr. Kubic nodded. Mr. Rodman said he thinks it would be useful to
provide a list of the alternate items when this goes before Council.

Mr. Kubic listed some of the alternates: the size of the
services offered as desired by the community such as teen center,
concrete construction, etc.

hering space, amount of
omputer labs, steel versus

Mr. Rodman asked if this will become the community>center for StaHelena. Mr. McBride
joked it depends on how it turns out. Then, he said¢he hopes it does become a community
gathering place.

Mr. Kubic said the idea of building a library on Penn C
Penn Center and the library in terms of teaching and p
coordination among the two and Mitchelville, attraction of to
of the library is to provide an education children of St.
believe we will be able to do, first and foremaost, Mr.Kubic said.

and the partnership between
ing the history, the potential
, etc. are possible, but the core
na Island. That is what we

Mr. Rodman commented on the Mitchellville and Gullah=Geechee Corridor connection to
this project and how they wiklsb her. He also d about the School District
abandoning the Early Le ) e : a and whether that facility could be utilized.
Mr. Kubic answered they looked at n ili id so very quietly. The article raised a point
we wanted to vet; if the i in the development of a facility, can it be
converted to a second use ra paying for two buildings? Unfortunately, it was built as a

gated into a variety of things, the location, and contrast
Kubic'said they decided to build on the Penn Center

r. Caporale asked for.a revie how the library will occupy the land on Penn Center.
explained the County will lease the property. Mr. Caporale asked if it would be like a
Mr. Kubic confirmed by saying, “it’s so long that effectively we own.” Mr.
Campbell a the lease is $1 per year.

Mr. Stewart askedd@bout the status of building this facility in two parts — first a library,
then a Gullah culturalthub. Mr. Kubic explained that within the $11.1 million if anything is
referred to as a cultural resource center, it is the duality of use for the community room within
the library. Because of restricted funds, the County has not pursued a cultural resource center as
is typical, he said. However, the County would eventually like to expand to that type of center.

Mr. Stewart stated Mr. Kubic spoke about the other renovations and municipal park
slated for the County already in the capital budget; he then asked Mr. Kubic how he envisions
the County going forward with that total capital. When are we going to make that decision? Mr.
Kubic answered, his objective today is to only present the USDA grant and loan offers, but he
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knew he could not present without a flavor of what lies ahead in the CIP. He asked staff to focus
on three or four major projects because he does not know Council’s position on next year’s
budget and the relationship of millage increases. He made the presumption of making as little a
millage increase as possible, however based on need he looked at what necessitates correction in
the near future so concentrated on major facilities only — the Courthouse. So, the library, the
Courthouse, the partnership on the Beaufort Commerce Park and the lease of the southern
Beaufort County offices are the projects anticipated for next year. The list itself is well more than
$56 million, Mr. Kubic said. In the out years, he said he is looking atimajor roof replacements in
County facilities. As a guideline for these projects within the he reviewed the Retreat
information to try to satisfy Council’s action plans, which c the Courthouse, Beaufort
Commerce Park and St. Helena Library at Penn Center.

Mr. Stewart stated the County is approaching.@ critical time constraint as far as the
Beaufort Commerce Park in terms of the bank loandSituation. He said this is,why he put Mr.
Kubic on the spot; Council has to make a decision. Mr. Kubic respanded it is | he will come
to Council by December 13 with a number needed to purch e Beaufort erce Park
property, and he added he assumes from the documentatio as from Council as far as the
intent, purpose and demand, without formal approval, Mr. ic has the approval to place the
Commerce Park into the CIP, which he w ly do.

Mr. Baer said with regard to the hint, of millage,increases, mood in his district is
unsupportive as many see investment income dropping, healthsinsurance costs rising, no Social
I ﬁsaw a 6% increase in their

operations in the budget flat, but debt service
ort for the increase, there better be a “darn
e Park needs a business plan. He stated he
ibrary at Penn Center. He then requested

and various other fees:
good reason to increase;’
was encouraged by the

. Kubic explainedhindependent of what the County is doing with the St. Helena Library
Center, the Penn Center Boa Trustees agreed to expand the medical health services
ough Beaufort-Jasper-Hampton Comprehensive Health Services by building a medical

Mr. Baemasked if they need some density. Mr. Kubic answered in the area’s zoning
requirements, if the,County were not available to share the open space requirement, it would
need a zone change or'text amendment to the existing requirements, which would likely be
granted given the facility and location. Essentially, this partnership is a convenience we are
capable of performing because the County and Comprehensive Health are next to each other.

It was moved by Mr. Rodman, seconded by Mr. Baer, that Natural Resources Committee
approves and forwards to Council the acceptance of the United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA) grant offer of $2,500,000 and loan agreement of $6,000,000 for the St. Helena Public
Library at Penn Center. The vote was: FOR — Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr.




Minutes — Community Services Committee
December 6, 2010
Page 7 of 7

McBride, Mr. Rodman and Ms. VVon Harten. Mr. Glaze was not in the room for the vote. The
motion passed.

Recommendation: Council approves the acceptance of the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) grant offer of $2,500,000 and loan agreement of $6,000,000 for the St.
Helena Public Library at Penn Center.

2. Consideration of Reappointments and Vacancies

Alcohol and Drug Abuse Board

Mr. McBride said there is a letter of recommendation
for Ms. Frances Kenney. 5

e packet from Mr. Bud Boyne

Ms. Von Harten brought forth Ms. Judy Lohr’s name, but withdrew and agreed to put it
forward before full Council.

Mr. Stewart said he wanted to bring forward Ms. Ke
of the Community Services Committee. Mr. Rodman agreed

It was moved by Mr. Rodman, secondeMr. Dawson, the
forwards to Council Ms. Frances Kenney for. consideration of app ent to the Alcohol and
Drug Abuse Board. The vote was: FOR - Mr. Baer, Mr. Caperale, Mr."Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr.
McBride and Mr. Rodman. OPPOSED — Ms. Von Haften. The‘~n passed.

ut was not a voting member
ut forward her name.

ural Resources Committee

Library Board

Mr. McBride stated ants came
on the Library Board. ' an Weston
recommends Mr. Charles :

ward for this County Council District 4 seat
Newton, who represents Council District 4,

Baer, seconded by Mr. Caporale, the Natural Resources Committee
Council Mr. Charles Marse, for consideration of appointment to the Library Board’s
4 seat. The vote was: FOR r. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr.
r. Rodman and \Von Harten. The motion passed.

endation: Council approves nominating Ms. Frances Kenney to the Alcohol
and Drug Abuse,Board, and nominating Mr. Charles Morse, representing District 4, to the
Library Board.



FINANCE COMMITTEE
November 29, 2010
The electronic and print media were duly notified in
accordance with the State Freedom of Information Act.
The Finance Committee met on Monday, November 29, 2010 at 2:00 p.m. in the Executive

Conference Room of the Administration Building, 100 Ribaut Ro aufort, South Carolina.

ATTENDANCE

Finance Committee members: Chairman Stu Rodmany Vig Chairman William McBride, and
members Steven Baer, Paul Sommerville, and Jerry iewart attended. Members Brian Flewelling
and Laura Von Harten were absent. Non-committee ‘members Ri aporale, ald Dawson,
Herbert Glaze and Weston Newton were also present. Westen Newton, as Counci irman, is a
voting member of each Committee and attended the meeting.

County Staff: Sharron Burris, Auditor;
County Administrator; Alisha Holland, Fi
County Administrator; David Starkey, Chief

nman, Financ nalyst; Bryan Hill, Deputy
nalyst; Ed Hu Assessor; Gary Kubic,

ancial Offices.%\

Media: Richard Brooks, B pday and Joe Croley, Hilton Head Association of Realtors.

Commerce; Tom McNeish i is; Ryan Miller, Elliott Davis; Jerry Reynolds, Bluffton

Public: Ed Olsen, Biluffton Fire C missioner&arry Holman, Beaufort Black Chamber of
n, Bluffton Fire District; Barry Turner, Bluffton Fire Chief;

legiance: The Chairman led those present in the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.

D 4

emmon Tract Purchase for Relocation of Bluffton Fire District Station 30

ITEM

Discussion: » Bluffton Fire Chief Barry Turner reviewed this item with the Committee.
The Fire District wants to purchase 9.2 acres of property, known as the Lemmon Tract for
relocation of Station 30. We feel this purchase is a good purchase. It is an asset to the Fire
District now and for future use. When we submitted our operational budget, we submitted a
figure to use $763,885 from impact fee fund and $436,115 for the District’s general reserve fund,
totaling $1.2 million.

In the Committee meeting packet he provided members with the history of the fire
station, its location, current condition of the building, description of the Lemmon Tract, and why
we feel the purchase is a wise one.
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Mr. Newton asked the Chief to speak to the current site, why new land purchase is
necessary, current issues relative to the existing land and alternatives considered in selecting this
site.

Chief Turner stated the first option was to build on the existing site. That building was
built in 1979 and was a volunteer fire department and volunteer rescue squad. VVolunteer went to
the School District and asked if they could borrow property to build the station. They granted it.
There is no paperwork to be found on what the agreement was. T has not been any money
exchange. The School Board said they would not say no, but th did not want us to expand
on the current site. With today’s ordinances and codes, the bui equired would not fit on the
property. The property is .77 acres. The building we use new Is a pre-engineered steel building.
It was never designed to do what it is doing. It was designed to house two, trucks and a small
kitchen area. Now we have EMS, a kitchen area, slt?ping facilities and three trucks running out
of it. It is definitely not suiting its purpose. 4‘

Chief Turner stated the second option was to look forproperty to purchase to relocate the
station. We had to maintain was our insurance services criteria, which gives us a five mile travel
distance from that fire station. We ident ree parcels of erty within .25 mile of that
station. Out of those three parcels, we ch 12 because it us a lot of flexibility for
future expansion and future needs. The other parcels were:3, 5, 10 or:20-acre parcels at a much
higher price or a 5-acre parcel at a much higher price. W

Mr. Baer wanted e .77 acres Is owned by the School District. Chief Turner
stated yes. He added the i ney, Robert VVaux, stated since nothing was in agreement
any improvements to the ack to the S&ool District.

in.the reserve fund is used, what is left?”” Chief Turner

.Newton asked, “In terms of the other tracts looked at, were they higher in total price
or per acre price?” Chief Turner stated it was per acre price. If we were to purchase three acres
(the minimum sizexneeded) it was less than the total price of $1.2 million. The five acres was
comparable with the 9:24@acres. The 10 and 20 acres were higher. The other five acre parcel came
in at $160,000 per acre. We are getting this for $130,000 per acre.

Chief Turner stated the District choose the 9.2 acres because it gives our future flexibility
for expansion, training facilities and whatever else we or the County may need. The District is
willing to share the property, if needed. He stated they have spoken with the Sheriff’s Office and
when a training facility is built, they will also benefit from it.
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Mr. Newton spoke in regard to the general reserve fund and the District’s budget projects
use of a portion of that fund.

Chief Thompson stated in the models run, when the reserve fund goes down to $3
million, we will start to use that fund for operations. Over the last three years we decreased our
revenue by almost $700,000. Guidance from the County indicates that at best that revenue will
stay flat. We are budgeting toward that, however, the cost of doing business makes it difficult to
stay within that. We attempted to reduce back as much as we can. \We cut our budget back to
lower services now. If we cut much more, the services could begin e impacted. We will have
to use that reserve fund to supplement the District’s operations — cted to occur around 2014.

Mr. Newton stated the University of South Carolina-Beaufort Tax Increment Finance
(TIF) comes off in 2013-2014. He asked if they have ran any calculation to,see how much that
would be. Chief Thompson stated it would be abo%«‘Z%. There is a second TIF coming off in
2014 at another 2%. ‘

Mr. Newton wanted to know if three acres is the minimum size tract the District would
buy to build a fire station. Chief Thompsan concurred.

Mr. Newton stated knowing the mil lems and the p res we have in the future,
if the District can reutilize the % of an acres available today and use impact fees to build a new
facility, then the level of service does not ga down.and the Tieed for increased taxes has been
minimized by more efficie ing the resources at hand.

Chief Thompsen stated that
building that is needed‘on,that site i

rue if we could rebuild on that site. Being able to put the
ot feasible. i\will not fit.

Mr. Newton wanted t much longer they can stay in the current facility, their
of the new facility and how will the District pay for that. Chief
ated they hadhan engineering study conducted on the building that indicates within
wo to three years we will to be out of that building unless we put a tremendous
f money into that building to bring it up to higher standard. The big problem with the
hat there is a lot 'Of rust in the structure. We had to put in a substantial amount of
lateral bra to shore up the/building in the event of a strong storm. We are looking at a 2 to 3-
year window. As, far as the construction goes and our capital plan, it is budgeted for FY 2012 to
start the construetion. Wedwould pay for that by taking it out of debt service. Right now are
assessed at .38 mills for debt. Of that we have paid off one fire engine we financed, and the
second one will be paid off in FY 2012. We would be out of debt at that point. We could transfer
the payment on a bond to approximately that same debt millage. That is the goal.

Mr. Newton asked for the price of the 10-acre parcel. Chief Turner stated the 10-acre
parcel was $150,000 per acre.

Mr. Newton wanted to know how long it takes to build a station. Chief Turner stated they
are estimating 8 to 12 months.
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Mr. Newton stated the material speaks of a training facility. Chief Turner answered that is
part of the District’s long-range plan for FY 2016. A training facility is a building you would
train to simulate fire fighting and rescue.

Mr. Newton wanted to know how much land that would need. Chief Turner replied five
acres.

Chief Turner stated the property has many uses that woul
The concept is to buy property while it is affordable. We learne
accumulating. All property helps.

efit all county agencies.
we need property. We are

Mr. Baer asked for the cost of the building. Chie’Turner stated the estimate is $1.4
million. It is based on $200 per square foot. It is ma?‘nry construction and should last a good 75

years. ‘

Mr. Baer commented that when the District considersithe training facility, his hope is that
they consider the option of renting some of the Hilton Head training facility.

Chief Thompson stated we do use
$1,000 a day. It is underused.

on Head faci t costs us approximately

.

now the number<of days they use that facility. Chief Turner
t is for annual requirements and quarterly, so it would be
gistics of xving our people over there limits the amount

Mr. Newton wanted

of time we are able to use.it. d be used more if. was in the Bluffton area.

st,of building a training facility. Chief Thompson stated

.‘Newton wanted to know what they would use the property for if they did not build
the training ity. Mr. Turner stated our fire district is 246 square miles. We accumulate a lot
of things and mowve,a lot of things around. Right now there is no consolidated parking, storage,
etc. These stations are,slammed full of excess equipment spread out through numerous stations.
We need storage — vehicle storage, maintenance storage, supply storage, etc.

In past conversation with Mr. Kubic and Mr. Hill, they suggested other uses such as ball
fields and public usage, which is not out of the question.

It was moved by Mr. Sommerville, seconded by Mr. Newton that the Committee approves and
recommends Council approves giving the Bluffton Fire District approval to purchase 9.2 acres of
land at $1.2 million. The vote was: FOR — Mr. Baer, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton Mr.
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Sommerville, Mr. Rodman and Mr. Stewart. ABSENT — Mr. Flewelling and Ms. Von Harten.
The motion passed.

Recommendation: Council authorizes the Bluffton Fire District to purchase 9.2 acres of
land known as the Lemmon Tract for relocation of Station 30 at a cost of $1.2 million. The
funding sources are $763,885 from impact fee fund and $436,115 for the District’s general
reserve fund.

INFORMATION ITEM

2. Audit Special Procedures Findings

Discussion: Mr. Gary Kubic, County Administrator,’stated the purpose of this exercise is
to take the component parts and understand the izegration of the various tasks of different
departments that produce the same output. If one part.does not like it should, it cascades
on other departments. Our goal is excellence. He asked\Elliott Davis to ident ose areas
within the County government that have weaknesses. With'guidance we will be able to overcome
those weaknesses.

Mr. David Starkey, Chief Financia said last year, e 2009 audit, the auditors
selected a month to determine that what was in our general.ledger m d what was distributed
to taxing entities. They chose June. We had to provide them \With, December 2008 to May 2009
data because what was in did not matehwhat was in Munis. He introduced Mr. Tom

McNeish and Mr. Ryan | Iliot Davis, to present their findings to the Committee.

Mr. Miller stated,a S ago we\/aere before Council and presented them, in
ent through and those findings. Today, we focus on the
pncern.

transaction, we p rmed»following related to the taxpayer’s ownership of the

mobile homes;, obtained a copy of the “Bill of Sale,” “Title,” and “Licensing

ication” and compared it to the tax bill.

— For 4%and 6% real properties, we compared the taxpayer’s name, address, parcel
number and.description of the property listed on the tax bill to a copy of the “Deed.”

— For furniture and fixtures, we compared the taxpayer’s name, address and description
of the property listed on the tax bill to a “Personal Property Return.”

— For watercraft, we compared the taxpayer’s name, address and description of the
property listed on the tax bill to the “Schedule of Registered Watercraft” provided by
the Department of Natural Resources.

— For automobiles, we compared the taxpayer’s name, address, vehicle identification

number and description of the property listed on the tax bill to the “Affidavit of Sale”

provided by the South Carolina Department of Motor Vehicles (SCDMV).
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The finding was that copies of “Bills of Sale,” “Title Applications,” “Licensing
Applications,” “Deeds,” “Personal Property Returns,” “Schedule of Registered Watercraft,” and
“Affidavits of Sale” were not maintained on file as follows:

Department Property Type Do:::np:n::tion Sample Size # of Findings Finsdair::la;saizf of
Assessor Maobile Home Bill of Sale 80 69%:
Assessor Mobile Home Title 80 68%
Assessor Maobile Home Mc’b.“e Home 80 38%

License
Assessor 4% Real Deed 80 4494

Assassor

6% Real

Deead

6%

Total Assessor / 400 ' 147 37%

Personal

Auditor FFE Property Return 80 31 39%;
Schedule of
Auditor Walercrafll Regl o 80 3 4%t

Wale

Auditor Aulos Alfidavil le 80 100%

240 \ 1 48%

Total Auditor

Management’s Response — or’s Office

provided and the Assesso [ Il often notify owners of the necessity of registering the
i s department. ‘Mobile home documentation received by the
bmitted via applications for mobile home permits to the

e Repository for
’s Office maintains

eaufort €County “Deeds” is with the Register of Deeds. The
ies of s on an “as needed” basis.

Response — Auditor’s Office

The Auditor's Office did not provide a management response related to these findings as
of the date of this report:

Impact of Findings — Assessor’s Office

There is no evidence that the mobile home is registered with the County and that the
County does not have knowledge of who owns the property.

There is no evidence that the property is registered with the County and that the County
does not have knowledge of who owns the property.
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Impact of Findings — Auditor’s Office

The Auditor's Office should ensure business owners are completing personal property
returns accurately so business owners are not purposely omitting personal property, thus
avoiding taxation. Copies of these personal property returns should be kept on file for each
business owner.

The Auditor's Office should ensure watercraft owners ha
with DNR so they will not avoid paying property taxes. Thi
revenues to be understated in its financial statements.

eir watercraft registered
Id cause the County's tax

The Auditor's Office should ensure automobile ownks have their-automobiles registered
with the SCDMV so they will not avoid paying property taxes. This could cause the County's tax
revenues to be understated in its financial statements. ‘

Procedure 3

elated to the va
the appraised

to the marl@ue

For each property, we performed the follo
— For all real properties, we ¢
Assessor’s property valuation sy

f property tax assessment:
e listed on the County
ed on the “Assessment

Notice.”

— For furniture and es, we compared the appraised value listed on the tax bill to
the taxpayer’ personal property return.

— For watercra
value listed Aarine Blue Book.”

d the appra'S\sd value listed on the tax bill to the blue book

pared the appraised value listed on the tax bill to the
e SCDMV.

indings were that Appraised values listed on the County’s tax system did not agree

tos ing documentation follov%

Departm Property Type pe of Documentation  SampleSize  # of Findings Findings as a % of

Sample Size
Audilor FFE Personal Property Return &0 3l 39%
Audilor Walercrafl ABOS Marine Blue Book 80 47 59%
Audilor Aules DMV Assessrment Guide 80 8 10%
Total 240 86 36%

Impact of Findings — Auditor’s Office

It is important that the appraised values are accurately reflected in the County's taxing
system and on the tax bills because the assessed values are a product of the appraised values and
the tax amounts due to the County are a product of the assessed values. Inaccurate appraised
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values have the potential to cause the County's tax revenues to be misstated in its financial
statements.

Mr. Caporale inquired as to the amount of the effect. Mr. McNeish stated they were
looking at processes, not value.

Mr. Stewart wanted to know where the process broke down. Mr. Miller stated real
properties are handled by the Assessor’s Office. Some may be due to an upgrade (conversion
process, where values were calculated line-by-line instead of total tercraft and automobiles
are the responsibility of the Auditor’s Office. The values were ¢ ed to outside sources.

Mr. Baer said it would be interesting to see if there are systemic major issues. It is
important to look at the details to see if it is software or if'something else is going on.

Mr. Caporale stated we do not know the peréntage of the discrepanc % exception
is not a good thing.

Mr. Kubic stated there are multipl
the problem. There are all kinds of mo
improperly entered years ago, it takes a m

goals. You cannotfix.a problem until you understand
S. Some deal historical data. If data was
d exercise to ct it. We need to take this
number from 36% to 0%. This is a separate ‘office holderaintegratio hat is necessary to fix
it. Any failure in the subsequent days of any part slows the system. We realize it is not a one
department fix, but is multi-department fix. We will lead up to suggestions as to how to fix this.

Procedure 4

For real properties that value froAahe previous tax year, we recalculated the
capped value by multiplying alue as of the end of the previous tax year by 1.15.
Then, we ation of the capped value to the capped value as reflected on the
“Asses

e ca;;p‘value listed on the “Assessment Notice” did not agree
f the properties as follows:

e findings were th
ulated capped val

Department Property Type Sample Size # of Findings Findings as a % of Sample Size
Assessor 4% Real 73 15 34%
Assessor 6%:Real 73 22 16%
Total 146 37 25%

Impact of Findings — Assessor’s Office

Capped values drive the assessed values of properties. If capped values are incorrect, the
assessed values will be incorrect. This will translate to incorrect tax amounts, which will cause
the County's tax revenues to be misstated in its financial statements.
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Procedure 5
For real properties that received the Homestead Exemption, we examined the ““Application for
Homestead Exemption’ signed by the taxpayer and approved by the County Auditor and a copy

of the taxpayer’s driver’s license.

The findings were that an “Application for Homestead Exemption” was not kept on file
as follows:

Department Property Type Sample Size #of Finding‘ Findings as a % of Sample Size

Audilor 4% Real 25 /6 24%
Mr. Baer stated it is no doubt that some of these files ww ecades old. is not sure

that we have charged staff with cleaning up these files.

Mr. Starkey stated the Auditor’s
control is important because the program e
home from all property taxes. There really should be‘a control becau

is solely reliabl Homestead Exemptions. The
he value of the applicant’s

is a big exemption

Impact of Findings — Audito

"Applications fo
the taxpayer is receivin

emptions® should be kept on file, so evidence exists that
ption. Without evidence that the taxpayer completed this
eived this exemption in an erroneous or fraudulent manner

application, the risk that'a
increases.

properties that received MIOmestead Exemption, we compared a copy of the
driver's license to the "Application for Homestead Exemption™ to determine if a
e copy was maintained for each application.

The finding, was that a copy of the taxpayer's driver's license was not kept on file as
follows:

Department Property Type Sample Size # of Findings Findings as a % of Sample Size
Auditor Mobile Home 3 3 1C0%
Auditor 4% Real 25 15 60%

Total 28 18 64%
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Impact of Findings — Auditor’s Office

It is the Auditor's Office policy to obtain a copy of the taxpayer's driver's license when
the taxpayer applies for the Homestead Exemption. This is so the Auditor's Office can verify the
taxpayer and his or her age. Without a copy of the driver's license kept on file, there is no
evidence that the taxpayer's age and other information was verified prior to receiving the
exemption. This increases the risk that the taxpayer received the exemption erroneously or
fraudulently.

Mr. Caporale stated we have no way of knowing how
done. Mr. Miller stated he only verified yes that it is a t
taxpayer, and if it was approved by Auditor. ’

ago the applications were
, date of birth, signature of

Mr. Rodman stated if you take the two Hor@steads, average them and,50% have a flag
something is wrong; that number is way too high. ‘

Mr. Stewart stated this is not the only place this infermation is stored. It is also stored at
the DMV. Is it really our purpose to keep duplicate records of‘everything in a series of offices?

Mr. Miller asked if the Homestea tions are stor t the DMV. Mr. Stewart
stated no, but the driver’s licenses are. We Id check with DMV e they really are 65 or
older.

Mr. Kubic statec
using electronic transmiss
parts that are relevant t0 ©

lagnostic exercise we get that if there is an opportunity of

ation between agencies to extrapolate those component
hich is th;%iend of solution we are hoping this diagnostic
rtunities are there to satisfy our requirements statutory and

ughes stated si to the special assessment ratio, the law provides that within six
ange of residency, the resident owner is to notify the assessor/auditor of that
change of residency. There is‘no application or reapplication process for either.
Procedure 9

For each of the following property types selected, we recalculated the assessed value from
information reflected on Manatron and compared it to the assessment ratio reflected on the tax
bill.

The finding is that we noted differences between the recalculated assessed value and the
assessed value reflected on the tax bill as follows:
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Department Property Type Sample Size ¥ of Findings Findings as a % of Sample Size
Assessor Mobile Horne 80 1 1%
Assessor 4% Real 80 14 18%
Assessor 6% Real 80 4 5%
Total Assessor 240 19 8%
Audilor FFE 80 4 5%

Impact of Findings — Assessor’s and Auditor’s Offices

amount due. If assessed values
. This willcause the County's tax

Assessed values directly drive the calculation of the,t
are incorrect, then the tax amounts due will also be incorr
revenues to be misstated in its financial statements. (

Procedure 11 ‘ \

For all real properties classified as a legal residence, we compared the taxpayer's "Special
Assessment Ratio Application™ to a copy ofhis or her driver's li e and vehicle registration.

The finding was that a copy of the ta " driver’s license

not kept on file as follows:

vehicle registration was

Department # of Findings Findings as a % of Sample Size
Assessor Mokile Home V ‘ 17 53%
Assassnr \ 43 54%
) @0 54%

Impact o \§sessor’s Office

is important for the,Count maintain copies of the taxpayer's driver's license and
istration on file to verify that the taxpayer met the requirements of receiving the 4%
special a ment ratio. If a taxpayer receives this ratio when he or she should be receiving the

6% ratio, th e County's tax revenue will be understated in its financial statements.

Mr. McNeish stated the criteria and procedures that were developed were based on
interviewing and inquiry with the relevant folks to determine what either the written policy was
or what we were informed should be what is in place. When going over these procedures, it is
not something that is coming from the Auditor’s, it is what was told was the County’s policies.

Mr. Miller stated in January 2010 we sat down with personnel from various offices to get
them to describe the processes. Based on those interviews, he stated he documented a thorough
narrative in which was read over and approved by the personnel. Once approved, that narrative
was used to develop a series of procedures/tests. We tested what was told to us. If there was a



Minutes - Finance Committee
November 29, 2010
Page 12 of 20

disconnect between those two, then that is an issue as well. It is very important that the Auditor
and employee are on the same page.

Mr. Stewart stated policies and procedures change over time. You are looking at things
that may have been changed since the application 20 years ago. Did you compare and look at the
date that the policy procedure was put in place that is being compared?

Mr. Miller stated there are no formal, documented policies and procedures. Based on our
calculation of property tax collections, between December 2009 April 2010 was the five-
month period we chose, selections from various property types wi that period.

Mr. Stewart asked if the policies and procedures_they are adhering to are verbal, not
written. Mr. Miller stated that is correct. Mr. Stewart asked If the County had\written policies and
procedures. If not, why not? Should we have Writtery)olicies and procedures? How do we go on
verbal procedures from employees? ‘

Mr. Kubic stated that is a question for the Auditoriand Treasurer, who are separately
elected office holders. The purpose is to create an environment within Beaufort County that any
taxpayer can come in and review what act policy is f ir particular situation. It is
consistent. It is reliable. It is verifiable an r modifications that may
occur now. It must be brought into the ligh doing this,then havi series of sessions and
getting a policy manual in place that covers'all of it When ?’taxpayer calls and has a certain
question they are receiving.different responses. There is good and bad in it. A lot of Beaufort
County’s procedures mé N established by a precedent that was discretionary on
presumptions of capabi office holders or others. It is not directed by a written
statute. He stated he dc e that way. He wants to know exactly — sentence for
sentence. Otherwise he e taxpayer ong thing and another taxpayer another. When
are we high'or low — who knows. We want to fix it. He

r. Stewart wanted to know-who is responsible and who has the authority to set that
it is a separate elected official; do we, as Council, have that authority to set that policy
or is tha ething that gets set'in that office?

ic stated it AS independent if you look at the strict statutory interpretation.
Sunshine has a ‘way of making things grow better. If a deficiency on inventory of personal
property exists in the,Auditor’s Office, there is no way to actually go to a file and find out
quickly how to fix it —there is a problem. If Council would ask the Auditor or the newly-elected
Treasurer what are their written policies and procedures and to see them, it is not an
unreasonable request. The expectation to the taxpayers would be where is the product. Otherwise
when you ask the question to an elected official of where is the procedure they either say they
have one or that they do not have one. Maybe they need to get one. We have not done enough of
that. That is why we are going through this exercise.
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Mr. McNeish stated they work with a lot of counties. Based on the inquiry, the responses
we got were consistent with what other counties practice.

Procedure 17

For all properties in which the related tax bill was paid by the taxpayer via check, we observed a
copy of the check to determine if the back of it was stamped ““For Deposit Only.”

The finding was that checks held at the County Treasurer’s
Deposit Only” as follows:

e were not stamped “For

Department Property Type Sample Size #of Fir’:gs Findings as a % of Sample Size
Treasurer Mobile Home 40 ( 40 00%
Treasurer 4% Real 58 58 ‘
Treasurer 6% Real 67 60 90
Treasurer FFE 63 100%
Treasurer Walercrall 49 98%
Treasurer Aulos 41 100%
Total 3w 98%

Management’s Response rer’s Office

implemenﬁthat states all cashiers must manually stamp

at allows the financial'institution to automatically stamp these checks “For Deposit
en they are scanned into theWe deposit system.

indings — Treasurer’s Office

All checks should be stamped "For Deposit Only” so an employee or other individual
cannot cash it and receivé the money. Someone could have access to a program that could
modify the face of the check so it would appear to by payable to the employee who has it in his
or her possession.

Procedure 28
We compared the date of collection for all sample items per the *“Sessions Reconciliation

Report™ to the date the collection was posted to the general ledger to see if collections were
posted within five business days.
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The finding was that this procedure could not be performed on transactions where the
journal entry was not provided. These transactions were included within the distribution periods
as follows:

Department Distribution Period Sample Size ¥ of Findings Firdings as a % of Sample Size
Treasurer 12/15/20C9 60 5 8%
Treasurer 1273272009 60 1 2%
Treasurer 3/31/2010 60 2 3%
Total 180 8 4%

Another finding was that more than five days paszi between property tax collections
and postings to the general ledger as follows:

Department Distribution Period Sample Size #af Findings ‘indings asa mple Size
Treasurer 12/15{2009 11 11 100%
Treasurer 12/31/2009 17 17 100%
Treasurer 171520140 19 100%
Treasurer 1731720140 17 100%
Treasurer 2/28/2010 24\ 100%
Treasurer 15 100%
Treasurer 15 100%
Treasurer 20 100%

Impact of Findi

n tax collections are not posted in a timely manner, the County's general ledger does
rately reflect the County's tions in this regard. When the general ledger is not
imely, the County's internal financial statements reported to County Council may be
addition, the audited financial statements may also be misstated due to this timing
issue.

Procedure 29

For each distribution“period selected, we compared the batch collections as reflected on
Manatron that included our sampled property transactions to the general ledger.

Findings included a significant difference in collections per Manatron and the amounts
posted to the general ledger for each distribution period as follows:
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Collections Per

Collections per

4 Difference

% Difference

Department Distribution Period Manatron G/L
Treasurer 12/15/2€09 $80,871,576 $78,866,650 $2.004,926 3%
Treasurer 12/31/2€09 $217,326,777 $225,183,705 $:7,856,929) (3%,
Treasurer 1/15/2010 $24€,059,439 $233,839,683 $6,219,751 3%
Treasurer 1/31/2010 $6,205,175 $1,719,528 $1.185,617 37%
Treasurer 2/28/2010 $12,331,769 $12,197,943 3,326 1%
Treasurer 3/15/2010 $5,921,587 36,105,545 183,958) (3%,
Treasurer 3/31/2010 $8,224,903 $7,041,948 ,182,955 17%
Treasurer a/3c/2010 45,006,797 $3,370,0 $1.636,755 49%.

Total $575,948,023 % $4,622,973 1%

ss7ir325,

Impact of Findings — Treasurer’s Office

If tax collections are not properly
heightened. There will also be a higher ch
financial statements. Based on our analys
would mislead the users of the financial state

Procedure 30

ed, we identified the taxing entity the property belonged to
e general ledger. We compared the taxing entity’s fund
ibution as reflected on the applicable bank statement.
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First Distribution

Department Distribution Period

Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer

Total

Second Distribution

Department

Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurar
Treasurar
Treasurear
Treasurer

Total

Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer

Total

Distributio riod

Fund Balance
Bafara Distribution

12/15/2009 53,534,868
12/31/2009 516,005,417
~/-5/2010 45,080,279
173142010 46,142,528
27282010 5540,763
3/25/2010 $3£9.361
373172010 5226866
473042010 5153088
$3z,133lu

Distribution Fund Balance

Pariod Before Distribution

12/15/2009 $26,079
12/31/2009
171542010
173172010

50

0

50

577.520

7,226,802

‘Fund Balance

Befare Distribution

12/15/2 50
1273142009 $199,092
141572010 50
1/31/2010 $43,779
2/28/2010 50
3/15/2010 50
3/31/2010 50
473072010 50

$242,871

Distribution
Amaunt

53,532,242
$10,559,312

$3,020.561
$3,560,809

$296.539

' 5157,941,

422,056,794

Distribution

577,520
48,261,634

Distribution
Amount

50
534,445
50
$43,779
50
50
50
50
$78,224

Fund Balance After
Distribution

$2,626
$5,446,105
$2,059,718
$2,581,719
5357

5357

5327
535,147

£10,126,376

Fund Balance
After Distribution

$(22,935)
$2,991,301
$5,826,934
5169,868
50

50

50

50
58,695,168

Fund Balance After
Distribution

50
5164,647
50
50
50
50
50
50
$164,647
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Impact of Findings — Treasurer’s Office

When municipalities receive less monies than what is actually due to them, their cash
flows are lower and they experience more strain on daily operations. This also causes political
friction between the municipalities and County. On the other hand, the County could be using
monies that belong to other local governments for its own benefit

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on our engagement, control deficiencies exist in the following departments:

Treasurer’s Office ’
Auditor’s Office

Assessor’s Office
Stormwater Management Utility (SWU) Office ‘ \

Recommendations:

— Implement segregation of duti

— Improve record-keeping

— Implement approval process that follows properchain of and

— Improve the timeliness for accounting for tax colleetions and posting them to the
general ledger haps integrate. AManatron with™ Munis so collections are

automaticall e Munis on*real-time” basis)
Mr. Rodman stated e IS that there were no staff issues. but the issues fell in three
categories — Treasurer, As

d like to come up with a process of evaluation to include the
current ‘and, newly-elected Treasurer, Assessor and Stormwater to break the
t parts down and provide wﬁil with an outline of these identified weaknesses and
edures we can do t@ evercome them. We can start to bring some proposals forward so
0 a point so that an have a procedures manual that applies to all facets. He views
ive, and as an opportunity. He would like to have a follow up meeting that has a
uncil to havedn front of them in January.

blueprint for

Mr. Caporale theught it to be a good approach. Somehow you have to find the way to use
technology to eliminate human error as much as possible.

Mr. Kubic stated he is correct. The beauty of the systems we are engaging is that the
automation allows us to do a lot of different things. His concern in the process is if there are four
component parts, each part has to work perfectly well with one another. It is total integration.
When one slows down, the others slow down. That is what we have been experiencing in the
process.
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Mr. Baer wanted to know if other counties are doing this well that we can use as a model.
Mr. McNeish stated we have been engaged by two other counties to perform these procedures.
These are beyond the scope of the audit. Based on the discussion and transparency that has come
about here in Beaufort County, we have had two other counties come forward.

Mr. Stewart stated the timing issue is concerning. It seems at a bank they have to balance
at the end of the day. A good, well-run company balances at the end of the day. There is no float.
There is no timing problem. What is going on that allows checks to lie around or not to be
posted. There is a lot of money in the float there with interest, etc.

Mr. Starkey stated the problem that led to this issue ng. was mostly due the fact
that at December 31, the Treasurer’s Office is required byastate law, that if a post-marked bill
must have that date. The problem is that those checks are not being precessed in a timely
manner. When you see those distributions not beirll?“made in a timely manner, then as you go
down they become $0. As those December 31 checks are being pWsed, iti ing the ledger
as of December 31, but the distribution is not being madesuntilavell after Decem 1 because
of the backlog of checks within the Treasurer’s Office not{processed within in a reasonable
timeframe. If that improves, the lag between what is in Manatron and Munis would become less
and less. You have to balance at the end ay. One must process what they received in that
day. If that happens, a lot of this will go hat is what le into such a hard time in
getting our fiscal year 2009 statement out'of the deors»When you Munis and Manatron
different from month to month, you have to'take the entire ?/%‘ar and compare total to total in
order to get it right. If we getithe,timing issues under control, from a control standpoint we will
have a lot more confidene that what we received from the taxpayer is what is truly on
our general ledger, and been distributed to the right parties in a timely manner.
Manatron is what has exposed a lot of this. When%ree can get detailed tax data and then compare
it to the general ledger, it'1s @ om and provides a lot of clarity.

Mr ked Mr. ish and"Mr. Miller. We did not ask them anything unusual.
[ e asked of them they,performed very well. This is a pretty big task that they
. They will be a part of the Won process.

cBride stated if the Assessor and Auditor would like to make a statement they can.

Mr. Hughes, Assessar, stated he worked very closely with Mr. Miller on the audit. A lot
of these things arewrelated«to timing. The 4% issue — we receive these applications up through
when taxes are paid without penalty in January. On average we receive around 4,000 to 5,000
applications, which takes awhile to process. There is a policy in place on what documentation is
required and necessary in order to be even considered for the ratio. There are procedures in place
pursuant to the statutes with regard to all of the other applications received — agricultural use,
developers discount, homeowners association. He invites this type of introspective look and
review because that only adds to the credibility and efficiency of the office. We will do what we
need to do to incorporate any additional safeguards and changes in order to make the next review
more successful.
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Mr. Rodman stated the finding that was significant was the 4% assessment ratio piece. Is
that a timing issue?

Mr. Hughes stated you need to understand the nuances of the law. If someone from
Illinois purchases a property today, who receives the 4% assessment ratio, receives the tax bill
they are the benefactor of that ratio. It is not removed until the following tax year. Conversely, if
someone makes application to the Assessor and the application is timely received on January 15
and there are 1,500 to 2,000 other applications — we spend a lot of time doing these.

re is related to whether the
get further into it.

Mr. Rodman asked if what he is saying is that the 50%
assessment ratio application was accurate may be a timing iss

Mr. Hughes replied that is correct. Also, some ofithe records we were asked to pull were
very old records. y

Ms. Burris echoed what Mr. Hughes said. We appreciaté the fact that w nt through
the audit. It opened our eyes to some safeguards we can put in place and some processes we can
put in place that we do not currently have_or were lax in. We worked closely with Mr. Miller and
tried to address all of the issues brought ur Homestea ption was one issue where
some of the files we were asked to locate old. We have is referred to as our black
book — our bible -- for what has to be archived and for the length o e it has to be archived.
Homesteads are five years. In putting them on disks or microﬁﬁhe, if they were over 15 years of
age we probably had diffic in.finding them.

Mr. McBride asked her how
stated you only have 10 @
property into a trust, add

en one has'to apply for Homestead Exemption. Ms. Burris
s long as the deed does not change. If you change your
s names to it, If.a name is taken off, or if you refinance it
causes the 4% to drop, w )ps.the Homestead Exemption. You can only get the
at age 65%n a primary reSidence. Many times a taxpayer gets their tax
es not pay-attention that the Homestead Exemption is not there. If the homestead
ed and the homeowner doe,%ot call it to our attention, State law only allows us to go

Mr. man stated he is deeply concerned about a couple of the things that popped up in
the Treasurer’s ©ffice. The Areasurer’s Office is the bank for the County. To have a situation
where all the cheeks are going through without being marked “For Deposit Only” having none of
the journal entries being processed within five days, and to have millions of dollars not being
paid to the entities in"a timely manner makes it hard to comprehend the size of those numbers
and the credibility it causes for the County in total. He stated we did have the situation that was
uncovered of $1.5 million difference in the amount of money lost to people using credit cards
and not being charged a significant fee. He wanted to know if that has been fixed in the current
year for the year coming up or will we see the same issue again.

Mr. Hill stated his hope is to not see this again. We have had a series of meetings with the
Treasurer’s Office. As of December 1, the convenience fee will be 3% on all credit cards. The
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Visa Debit card will be a flat fee of $3.95. This issue at hand was that every transaction was
$3.95 as opposed to being based on the amount of the transaction. We believe we have fixed the
problem.

Mr. Rodman wanted to know if he is saying that the fee that is charged to the person who
uses the credit card will be different.

Mr. Hill stated it is different as of December 1. That is the cost of the card that the credit
card companies charge us — it was 2.98%.

Mr. Newton wanted to know if this applies to all car ill stated all cards except

Visa Debit cards.

Mr. Newton stated American Express gener

‘Was a different percentage. Mr. Hill stated
we do not accept American Express.

Mr. Rodman stated his desire is to get a copy of the PowerPomt that was presented.

er the Finance Department,
rtly.

ounty website
to the websi

purposew\

Mr. Starkey stated the report is 0
Fiscal Year 2010. This presentation will al

Status: No action required. Informati




NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
December 6, 2010

The electronic and print media was duly notified in
accordance with the State Freedom of Information Act.

The Natural Resources Committee met on Monday, December 6,
Executive Conference Room, Administration Building, 100 Ribau

10 at 2:00 p.m., in the
, Beaufort, SC.

ATTENDANCE

Natural Resources Members: Chairman Paul Sommerville,’ Vice Chairman,Jerry Stewart and
members Steven Baer, Gerald Dawson, Brian Flewling, William McBride and Stu Rodman
attended. Non-committee member Rick Caporale alsoattended.

County Staff: Dan Ahern, Stormwater Utility Manager; Tany Criscitiello, Division Director —
Planning and Development; Gary Kubic, €ounty Administrato

Media: Richard Brooks, Bluffton Today; Jo Hilton Head Is Association of Realtors.

Public: Keith Powell, Optimum Towers; Andy. Smith, rep@ﬁng Dale Malphrus; Jonathan
Yates, Nexsen Pruet lawy 2nting Optimum Towers.

Mr. Sommerville chaife

ACTION ITEMS

inance of the County of Beaufort, South Carolina, to Amend the
Stormwater,Utility- Ordinance, Article 11, Section 99-108, General Funding
Policy (to Increase th"gle-Family Unit Rate)

ssion: Mr. Sommerville said this change in the Stormwater Utility Ordinance will
increase th rmwater fees/in Hilton Head Island and Beaufort. Why are we changing our
ordinance to raise, the fees in Hilton Head Island and Beaufort? He said he believes this comes
before the Natural Resource Committee because it is the County’s ordinance and the ordinance
must reflect the reality *“on the ground.”

It was moved by Mr. Stewart, seconded by Mr. Flewelling, that Natural Resource Committee
approves and forwards to Council, first reading approval of an amendment to the Stormwater
Utility Ordinance, Article 11, Section 99-108, General Funding Policy (to Increase the Single-
Family Unit Rate).

Mr. Sommerville noted the changes include increasing the rate in Beaufort from $44.43
to $65, and in the Town of Hilton Head Island from $50.76 to $108.70.
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Mr. Flewelling asked Mr. Ahern to explain why the fees increase in the two jurisdictions.
He asked if the increases were appropriately discussed by the City of Beaufort and Town of
Hilton Head Island.

Mr. Ahern explained these fees went through those jurisdictions, were approved by the
City and Town councils then forwarded on to the County, which then incorporates the increases
in the collection. He clarified the reason the County is involved is because there needs to be
authorization to go collect the fees, and then return to the municipali

Mr. Flewelling reviewed again. The City of Beaufor wn of Hilton Head Island

authorized the fees for their specific jurisdiction, and all thesxCounty will'do with this is ratify so
the fees may be collected. The fees are determined by _the respective Beaufort City and Hilton

Head Island councils. Mr. Ahern agreed. /
Mr. Caporale added the municipalities initiated thexchange. \

Mr. Stewart stated County is not raising the stormwater fees.

Se increases oted on the current bills.
change ackn%lfgge changes made by the

Mr. Baer told other Committee me
Mr. Ahern confirmed and added adopting
municipalities.

ills were distributed with new rates before the ordinance
ing from \faxpayer who did not support the increase in

Mr. Baer then a
passed. He said he got'e
stormwater utility fees.

mpted a great question about what Council’s obligation
oted the Council’probably has a legal requirement to do as the
s requested on, this matter. He stated he thinks Council should support this change,
e does not like i1t'because it onaIIy impacts him.

is in this

aer added storm
ficient job, the

er Work is extremely important, and assuming the municipalities
are doing ay need a rate increase. He said he assumes they are doing an

efficient job.

Mr. Caporale said he heard Hilton Head Island is doubling stormwater coverage. Mr.
Baer added he heard Hilton Head Island has antiquated infrastructure so the Town is taking over
more of that infrastructure thereby necessitating more money.

Mr. Sommerville stated the County is simply the collection agent.

The vote was: FOR — Mr. Baer, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. McBride, Mr. Rodman, Mr.
Sommerville and Mr. Stewart. The motion passed.
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Recommendation: Council approves on first reading an amendment to the Stormwater
Utility Ordinance, Article 11, Section 99-108, General Funding Policy (to increase the single-
family unit rate).

The Natural Resources Committee considered and discussed items 2 and 3 in conjunction.
2. Future Land Use Map Amendment for R603-008-000-0623-0000 (1.13 acres

at the northwest corner of S.C. Highways 170 and 462, Okatie, SC) from
Rural Service Area to Community Commercial; icant: D. Malphrus.

3. Zoning Map Amendment/Rezoning Req R603-008-000-0623-0000
(1.13 acres at the northwest corner of S.C. Highways,170 and 462, Okatie,
SC) from Rural (R) to Commercial burban (CS), Zoning Districts;
Applicant: D. Malphrus. (

Discussion: Mr. Sommerville gave a summary. and referenced a map Lands of
Malphrus in the application, which was included in the Committee packets. He said this map
illustrates how this situation was created. There used to be a‘t-intersection in the area near S.C.
Highways 170 and 462, which was recon a portion was on the Jasper
County side, owned by the S.C. Depar wlransportatio ich then sold it to the
developer. The developer’s idea was to include the parcel.in the d pment, but some time
later the developer figured out a small parcel of the total proBB‘rty was in Beaufort County, not
Jasper County as the remai As a result, Malphrus came to the County requesting an
amendment of the Futu Map and ‘a rezoning and Zoning Map Amendment from
Rural (R) to Commergia S) to be consistent with what is planned for the parcels in
Jasper County (Planned D District or P‘QD).

le gave a good explanation. The 1.13-acre property is
of a commercial/light industrial PDD in Jasper County. The
. Malphrus, came to the County because that 1.13-acre parcel needs to be made part
per County PDD in, a functional way. Mr. Criscitiello said the only concern was the
as internal access to the driveiinto the development, rather than access from S.C. 170.
act analysis will be done once there is a specific use for the site, but the importance
the realities of the situation — property is related to that development and needs to
k. Criscitiello said.

is to work
be consistent,

It was moved by Mr. Eléwelling, seconded by Mr. McBride, that Natural Resources Committee
approves and forwardsto Council first reading approval of the Future Land Use Amendment for
R603-008-000-0623-00000 (1.13 acres at the northwest corner of S.C. Highways 170 and 462,
Okatie, SC) from Rural Service Area to Community Commercial, in accordance with the staff
recommendation there be no access to Highways 170 and 462; and the Zoning Map Amendment
/ Rezoning Request for R603-008-000-0623-0000 (1.13 acres at the northwest corner of S.C.
Highways 170 and 42, Okatie, SC) from Rural (R) to Commercial Suburban (CS) Zoning
Districts, in accordance with the staff recommendation there be no access to Highways 170 and
462.
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Mr. Sommerville noted the packet refers to an advantage: that whatever is built on the
site requires an additional approval step as outlined in the PDD, and must go through the Jasper
County PDD process. This additional step, which does not exist under general Jasper County
zoning districts, allows for a collaborative process between Jasper County and future
developments on the property; it does not allow the developers to automatically put anything on
their property.

Mr. Flewelling stated he just does not want it to get lost in
on the Beaufort County side be monitored and discussed in
enfolded into the rest of the development.

huffle, and any buildings
County, rather than being

Mr. Stewart asked if there is any anticipation the' County will be‘involved in any of the
development discussion for this area of Jasper County. Mr. Criscitiello ‘said since Beaufort

County has jurisdiction over zoning, the County would retain oversigbt. He ad his particular
item was brought to Mr. Criscitiello’s attention by “Mr. Dave Jirousek, of er County
Planning.

Mr. Sommerville added, County stipulated as dition of the approval the

applicants complete a Transportation Impa
and that the parcel in question only be acces

(L1A) once they develop more detailed plans
internally:

he size and asked about whether'S.C. 462 could be made four
: ot know that answer. Mr. Rodman stated he thinks at some
point S.C. 462 will beco ane highway and it was a mistake to make it two lanes.

Mr. Rodman asked ]

g D. Malphrus and family, gave an overview to clarify the
amittee. He 'said the Malphrus family owns about 223
‘ . Originally, the family did not realized the 1.13 acres
ort County, but assumed all of the property was in Jasper County until doing title
. The process of ‘due diligence, traffic studies, S.C. Department of Transportation
encroachment permits, etc. started with Jasper County long ago, Mr. Smith said. The
t permit includes turn lanes and a projected light at the intersection. When the
f the property accurs, part of the improvements includes those on 170 and 462. It
will also have interconnectivity to the East Argent Loop Road, where the Publix is slated. Mr.
Smith stated the“Malphrus‘family has not submitted a Master Plan to Jasper County, but they
have an approved PDD.and Development Agreement. When the Master Plan process occurs, the
family will be happy to.coordinate with Mr. Criscitiello, Mr. Smith said.

Mr. Rodman asked, “Why now?”

Mr. Smith said they have a lot of interest in this property, three buyers close to contract
and others very interested in this corridor.
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The vote was: FOR — Mr. Baer, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. McBride, Mr. Sommerville
and Mr. Stewart. OPPOSED — Mr. Rodman. The motion passed.

Recommendation: Council approves, on first reading, the Future Land Use Amendment
for R603-008-000-0623-00000 (1.13 acres at the northwest corner of S.C. Highways 170 and
462, Okatie, SC) from Rural Service Area to Community Commercial, in accordance with the
staff recommendation there be no access to Highways 170 and 462; and the Zoning Map
Amendment / Rezoning Request for R603-008-000-0623-0000 (1.13 acres at the northwest
corner of S.C. Highways 170 and 42, Okatie, SC) from Rural (R) t mmercial Suburban (CS)
Zoning Districts, in accordance with the staff recommendation be no access to Highways
170 and 462.

4. Text Amendment to the Zoning and Dkelopment Standards Ordinance
(ZDSO), Appendix J — Dale Community Preservation (DCP), Division 2 —
Dale Mixed Use District (DMD),. Section 6-1357 Commercial
Communication Towers; Applicant: Jonathan.. Yates of Nexs ruet

Discussion: Mr. Criscitiello clarified that the Mi Used District is inside the
Community Preservation District in Da esponse to Mr.-Semmerville’s question about
whether the classifications are interchange

Mr. Sommerville summarized the topic by saying it‘ih*equest to amend the ZDSO to
allow for special uses.

Mr. Criscitiello’c

ization of the request and referred to the below table from
the Dale Mixed Use Dis

ABLE I. Land Uses

Use'Definition Use Permission
A secondidwelling unit, clearly subordinate to the L
incipal‘unit, in or added to an existing single-family

ched dwelling, or in a separate accessory structure
on the same lot as the main dwelling, for use as a
complete, independent living facility. Maximum
building size shall not exceed 50% of the principal
unit's floor area.

Industrial Uses

Commercial A tower, pole or similar structure, which supports a
communication towers telecommunications antennae operated for commercial
purposes above ground in a fixed location, freestanding
or quyed, or atop a structure. This does not include
television antennas or satellite dishes. Towers for radio
or television station use are regulated as regional
utilities. Speculation towers are prohibited.

In
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Mr. Criscitiello stated there is an addition of an “Industrial Uses” category as a special
use. It is to allow for the construction of a cell tower in the Dale Mixed Use District. A cell tower
requires approval and then recommendation from the Development Review Team (DRT),
approval by the Zoning Board of Appeals and a Public Hearing before returning to the DRT for
final review. Mr. Criscitiello added, Article V., Division 2: Limited and Special Use Standards,
Subdivision Il. Industrial Uses, Sec. 106-1357. Commercial Communication Towers, Item 8
would be amended to read, “New uses are strictly prohibited in corridor overlay, historic overlay
and community preservation areas, unless specifically provided for_in a specific community
preservation district (CPD), and shall not adversely affect any property, road or waterway which
has been officially recognized or designated as scenic withi county. The expansion or
replacement of existing towers in a community preservati shall require a special use
permit and are limited to 150 feet in height.” This change would allow for communications
towers in the CP District, where they are expressly prohibited.

Mr. Criscitiello reviewed. The change has t\/\g parts: amenddhe Dale CP District’s Mixed
Use District and to amend Section 106-1357, Item 8 to allew for'the introduction ell towers
where expressly prohibited. This is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the ' Community
Facilities element, as well as the Economic Development portion. He said the Planning
Commission recommends approval.

Mr. Stewart prompted lengthy discussion among, the Nat Resources Committee
members on the height of cell towers as reviewed infthe pastiin.conjunction with Callawassie
Island. He noted he does notssee:an thlng in the decumentation about lighting, which has been a

ows. Mr. Criscitiello said the language under “C” is the
. Stewart asked if the lighting should be addressed more
ed the Council determined to require lighting anyway
when pro i Callawassie Island who sought to build a tower just short of
e height minimum for,towers requiring lighting — to avoid lighting. He said he
s the same as in the case for Callawassie Island; no change was made, but an exception
for the question before the ty. Mr. Sommerville disagreed. He said he recalls the
iation Administration (FAA) standard is 200 feet, and the County decided in
Callawass and where the towers were about 150 feet they would still be required to put
lighting. Mr. Stewart said he'thinks it should specifically state at what height towers should be
lit. Mr. Sommerville stated it does state anything that 150-feet or taller must be lit. Mr.
Criscitiello stated thexCounty will enforce what the wording states. The discussion on lighting
concluded with Mr. Stewart stating he wants to protect the employees at Mosquito Control who
fly low-flying missions, and that he wants a definitive statement consistent with the decision
reached relative to Callawassie Island and towers. Mr. Criscitiello said he would provide that
before first reading.

Mr. Baer suggested they, as County Council, work the issues of communication tower
height and lighting parallel to the specific amendments to the ZDSO for Dale.
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Mr. Jonathan Yates, of Optimum Towers, said he was also involved for many years with
the lighting situation as discussed. The federal rule for lighting is 200 feet, he said. In Beaufort
County, an industry group worked in conjunction with Mosquito Control to reach a compromise
of 150 feet. When Callawassie Island proposed towers of about 145 feet, the Council was
concerned because they were coming in right under the requirement. The concern was that
Callawassie was a PUD amendment and therefore would not come through the standard approval
process. In the case of this particular request for Dale, there is some urgency, Mr. Yates said. He
stated people in Dale do not have wireless coverage in their homes as in the rest of the County.

Mr. Stewart asked for confirmation and if what Mr. Ya
with the topic.

Id is confirmed, he is okay

Mr. Dawson voiced his support for the amendment?He said the“people in Dale do not
have adequate cell coverage and they embrace thic']s/lower wholeheartedly. “This would provide
access to wireless communication for computers and cell phones. &,

It was moved by Mr. Dawson, seconded by Mr. Flewelling,that Natural Resources Committee
approves and forwards to Council first reading approval of atext amendment to the Zoning and
Development Standards Ordinance (ZDS adds special us ndards allowing commercial
communication towers in the Dale Co Preservation d Use District (DMD):
Appendix J. Dale Community Preservation P), Division.2. Dale d Use District (DMD),
Section 2.4/Table 1. Land Uses; and Appendix J. Dale‘Community. Preservation (DCP), Division
2. Dale Mixed Use Distri D), Section 245 Limited and Special Use Standards; and
additionally Natural Res mends Council approves an amendment to Article V. Use
Regulations, Section_4 ercial Communication towers, Subparagraph (D)(8) —
Additional standards fo changing the first sentence of the subparagraph to read:
i in_corridor_‘overlay, historic overlay and community

i for in"a specific community preservation district

and Development Standards Ordinance (ZDSO) that adds special use standards allowing
commercial communication towers in the Dale Community Preservation Mixed Use District
(DMD): Appendix J. Dale Community Preservation (DCP), Division 2. Dale Mixed Use District
(DMD), Section 2.4/Table 1. Land Uses; and Appendix J. Dale Community Preservation (DCP),
Division 2. Dale Mixed Use District (DMD), Section 2.5 Limited and Special Use Standards;
and additionally Natural Resources recommends Council approves an amendment to Article V.
Use Regulations, Section 106-1357. Commercial Communication towers, Subparagraph (D)(8) —
Additional standards for all towers by changing the first sentence of the subparagraph to read:
“New uses are strictly prohibited in corridor overlay, historic overlay and community
preservation areas, unless expressly provided for in a specific community preservation district
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(CPD) plan, and shall not adversely affect any property, road or waterway which has been
officially recognized or designated as scenic within the county.”

INFORMATIONAL ITEM

6. Consideration of Reappointments and Vacancies — Southern Corridor
Review Board

Discussion: Mr. Criscitiello stated the Town of Hilton Island and the Town of
Bluffton have representatives for the Southern Corridor Review . Someone who was on the
board, Mr. Lee, works on Hilton Head Island but was appoin on, or vice versa. Right

now, we are asking the Town of Bluffton to consider any her nominges and waiting for their

‘ A




PUBLIC FACILITIES COMMITTEE
November 30, 2010
The electronic and print media were duly notified in

accordance with the State Freedom of Information Act.

The Public Facilities Committee met on Tuesday, November 30,
Executive Conference Room of the Administration Building, Beau

10 at 4:00 p.m., in the
outh Carolina.

ATTENDANCE

Public Facilities Committee Members: Chairman Herbert Glaze, Vice Chairman Steven Baer and
members Gerald Dawson, William McBride, Paul %mmerville and Mr. Ste attended. Non
Committee Member Stu Rodman was also present. Member Brian‘/velling w sent.

County staff: Paul Andres, Airports Director; Tony Criscitiello, Division Director — Planning and
Development; Bryan Hill, Deputy County, Administrator; Colin,Kinton, Transportation/Traffic
Engineer; Bob KIlink, County Engine ark Rosenea eputy Director Facilities
Management; David Starkey, Chief Financi rpand Dave Th , Purchasing Director.

Public: Judy Elder, Talbert & Bright.

ACTION ITEMS

1.

act Awar%
e County N uildings Lighting Retrofit Project

»“Chairman Glaze reviewed this item with the Committee. Beaufort County
d $636,000 by the United,States Department of Energy under the Energy Efficiency
servation Block Grant (EE Program. The County established an Energy Action
T) to develop energy. conservation and efficiency projects meeting the grant program
rant funds are now available and we have been notified to precede with the grant
urpose of this activity is to decrease energy consumption by replacing older
lighting fixtures with more energy efficient fixtures. The County received bids on September 22,
2010 for lighting “retrofits'for the following six buildings: Courthouse, Detention Center, Law
Enforcement Center, Library, Social Services Building, and Public Works Office. This entails
the retrofit of existing fluorescent lighting fixtures which includes testing, removal, replacement,
and disposal of existing lamps, ballasts, and sockets. Additionally, the contract requires cleaning
or replacement of fixture lenses, and replacement of incandescent lamps in down lights and exit
signs with high efficiency lamps. A certified tabulation of the bid results and totals for each of
the six companies submitting bids are as follows:
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Name/Location Bid Price
F.M. Young Co.Inc. $149,276
Fairfax, South Carolina
Ocean Light Corporation $164,715
Beaufort, South Carolina
Quality Electrical Systems $195,542
Beaufort, South Carolina
Beacon Electrical $226,763
Beaufort, South Carolina
United Energy Plus, LLC $24
Strawberry Plains, Tennessee
Powell Electric ﬁ 0,003
Beaufort, South Carolina

£

F. M. Young submitted the lowest responsive/responsibleﬁof $149,276. .’Young's
bid was reviewed and found to be reasonable and is in“compliance with County ‘and Federal
requirements. There is no apparent cause for rejecting their bid.

The total FY 2010 funding provi h the Energ iciency and Conservation
Block Grant (Fund 225) was $235,607. Y 2010,:the Count d $11,050 to pay for
professional engineering services to Mr. Will Fielder, P. E\hcal engineering company. The

current FY 2011 balance for li g renovations at$ix locations 15$224,557.
Mr. Baer stated

Mr. Roseneau stated i

ly florescent bulbs/fixtures which are pretty efficient to
start with \

have T12"lamps and magnetic ballast which will be
removed and replaced W|th amps and-e ectronlc ballast. The lamps are 2-4 watts less and

inquired as/to the percentage amount saved with these lamps. Mr. Roseneau
stated it varies a 2 to 4'foot fixture, but probably 20% to 25%.

Mr. Dawson wanted to know if this contract complies with our local vendor preference.
Mr. Roseneau replied in the affirmative.

It was moved by Mr. McBride, seconded by Mr. Baer, that Public Facilities Committee approve
and recommend to Council a contract award to F.M. Young for the Lighting Retro Project in the
amount of $149,276. The vote was: APPROVE - Mr. Baer, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr.
McBride and Mr. Sommerville. ABSENT — Mr. Flewelling. (Mr. Stewart temporarily left the
room). The motion passed.
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Recommendation: County Council approves the contract award to F.M. Young for the
Lighting Retro Project in the amount of $149,276.

2. Consideration of Contract Award
¢ Dirt Road Paving Contract #42

with the Committee. On
referenced project. The
are as follows:

Discussion:  Committee Chairman Glaze reviewed this ite
November 18, 2010 Beaufort County received six bids for the a
Engineering Division reviewed the bid proposals submitted. The

Contractor Bid Tota

J.R. Wilson Construction $ 882277.08
Hampton, SC /

REA Contracting $888,756.70 ‘
Beaufort, SC

J. H. Hiers Construction $ 967,363:90

Walterboro, SC
Cleland Site Prep, Inc.
Ridgeland, SC
Sanders Brothers Construction
Charleston, SC

$ 973,482.2

1,010,310.\1\

APAC-Southeastln $1,270,894.15
Savannah, GA
Engineers E $ 910,000.00
J.R. Wilson Cons itted the Iov&t bid, but REA Contracting has requested to
exercise local vendor pre icipation in“accordance with the County’s Code of
Ordinances«for Local,\endor ."REA "Contracting has submitted their participation

eir bid propesal and will match the lower bid amount. An analysis of their bid
and prices was reviewed a ere is no apparent cause for rejecting their bid. We also
this bidder’s prop and determined that they made a “Good Faith Effort”
or Ordinance. Based on this analysis, the Engineering Division recommends award
of this con to REA Contracting, LLC for $882,277.08.

The rec uctionfof the County dirt roads in this contract will be funded with
BCTC/TAG Funds from the following accounts: East River Drive account 3322C-54725,
$146,892; West River Drive account 3322C-54726, $277,444; Central Drive account 3322C-
54727, $200,352.30; and Rose Island Road account 3322T-54748, $314,068.40.

It was moved by Mr. Sommerville, seconded by Mr. McBride, that Public Facilities Committee
approve and recommend to Council the award of Contract #42 to REA Contracting LLC, for the
construction and paving of East River Drive, West River Drive, Central Drive and Rose Island
Road in the amount of $882,277.08. The funding source is from BCTC/TAG Funds. The vote
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was: FOR — Mr. Baer, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Sommerville and Mr.
Stewart. ABSENT — Mr. Flewelling. The motion passed.

Recommendation: County Council award Contract #42 to REA Contracting LLC, for
the construction and paving of East River Drive, West River Drive, Central Drive and Rose
Island Road in the amount of $882,277.08 from BCTC/TAG Funds.

3. Consideration of Contract Award
e HDPE Pipe for Beaufort County Public Works artment

Discussion: Committee Chairman Glaze reviewed em with the Committee.
Beaufort County received the following three bids fromsqualified “HDPE pipe suppliers in
support of our Stormwater Department’s operations on Nevember 8, 2010:

Ferguson Enterprises / $144,2?“
Bluffton, SC

HD Supply Waterworks $167,784
Charleston, SC

Atlantic Supply & Eq $171,
Augusta, GA

The County's intent is to create an ‘annual contrac?"fbkthe purchase of HDPE pipe
supplies and take advantag he volume buying«Cost savings. Ferguson Enterprises submitted
the lowest responsive/re d of $144,230. Ferguson Enterprises bid was reviewed and
found to be reasonahble pliance W-t\h County's small and minority requirements.

There is no apparent cau their bid.

ome from account 13531-52370. As of November

18, 2010 Fund 530 (Stermwater) has a fund balance of $629,733.

r. Stewart wanted to. know WS is a fixed price for all four years or is there going to

be a alator. Mr. Thomas stated it is fixed pricing.

~Sommerville wa to know if the account providing these funds is the only
stormwater a nt or are e regional accounts. Mr. Hill replied it is the only fund in

Beaufort County.

It was moved by Mr. Dawson, seconded by Mr. McBride, that Public Facilities Committee
approve and recommend to Council award a contract to Ferquson Enterprise for HDPE pipe
supplied in the amount of $144,230 for an initial contract term of one year with four additional
one year contract renewal periods all subject to the approval of Beaufort County. The vote was:
FOR — Mr. Baer, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Sommerville and Mr. Stewart.
ABSENT — Mr. Flewelling. The motion passed.
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five-year projection. He has asked Mrs. Judy Elder, Talbert & Brig

4.

Recommendation: County Council award a contract to Ferguson Enterprise for HDPE
pipe supplied in the amount of $144,230 for an initial contract term of one year with four
additional one year contract renewal periods all subject to the approval of Beaufort County.

Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP) Plans

Discussion: Mr. Paul Andres, Airports Director, spoke before the Committee. Every year
the airports must submit an updated Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP) Plan and a

discuss these plans with the Committee.

Ms. Elder presented the following funding scenario

County’s consultant, to

‘ e Committee for the Hilton Head

Island Airport:
Hilton Head Island Ai‘t (HXD)
Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP) Funding io
Fiscal Project Description Total Est. FAA Share Entitlement Discretionary State Local
Year Cost Funds Funds Share
11 Runway 21 Off Airport $1,600,000 $1,520,000 $1,000,000 $520,000 $40,000 $40,000
Approach  Tree  Removal
(Construction and Mitigation)
Runway 03 Off Airport $750,000 $0 12,500 $18,750 $18,750
Approach  Tree  Removal
(Construction and Mitigation) 3
Master Plan Update $423,696 0,701 \$260,701 $10,597 $10,597
(Reimbursement :
Commercial Terminal Apron $104,500 $0 $104,500 $2,750 $2,750
Joint Material Replacen
(Construction)
Runway 03/21 Lighte $137, $0 $137,750 $3,625 $3,625
Relocation (Constructio v
Runway 03/21 Exten $475,00 $0 $475,000 $12,500 $12,500
5,000 Feet BCA/EA
Part 150 Noise Compatibili $269,800 $0 $269,800 $7,100 $7,100
Study (Reimbursement)
. $10,000 $9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
Total $3,822,896 $3,849,761 $1,000,000 $2,489,781 $95,572 $95,572
i Head Island Airport (HXD)
Airport Capital Improve rogram (ACIP) Funding Scenario (FY *12 to '16
Project Description Total Est. FAA Share Entitlement Discretionary State Share Local
Year Cost Funds Funds Share
12 cial Service Terminal $1,900,000 $1,805,000 $1,000,000 $805,000 $47,500 $47,500
ts (Construction)
1 Extension to $640,000 $608,000 $0 $608,000 $16,000 $16,000
ign Services
unway 03 $3,600,000 $3,420,000 $0 $3,420,000 $0 | $180,000
End)
2013 DBE Plan $10,000 $9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
Total $8,160,000 $6,842,800 $1,000,000 $4,842,500 $83,750 | $243,750
13 Runway 03/21 Extension to $5,300,195 $5,035,185 $1,000,000 $4,045,185 $132,505 | $132,505
5,000 Feet (Construction,
Mitigation, and Engineering
Construction Services)
Land Acquisition (Runway 21 $5,100,000 $4,845,000 $0 $4,845,000 $0 | $255,000
End)
2014 DBE Plan $10,000 $9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
Total $10,410,195 $9,889,685 $1,000,000 $8,889,685 $132,755 | $387,756
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14 Runway Safety Area East-West $300,000 $285,000 $1,000,000 ($715,000) $7,500 $7,500
Drainage Improvements
(Design Services Only)
Transition ~ Surface  Tree $350,000 $332,500 $0 $332,500 $8,750 $8,750
Removal (Design  Services
Only)
VPG Runway 21 (Design $75,000 $71,250 $0 $71,250 $1,875 $1,875
Services Only)
General ~ Aviation  Ramp $1,600,000 $1,520,000 $0 $1,520,000 $40,000 $40,000
(Design and Construction)
2015 DBE Plan $10,000 $9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
Total $2,335,000 $2,218,250 $1,000,000 $1,218,250 $68,375 $68,375
15 Runway Safety Area West $1,100,000 $1,045,000 $1,000,000 ,000 $27,500 $27,500
Drainage Improvements
(Construction)
Transition ~ Surface  Tree $1,1720,000 $1,634,000 ,634,000 $43,000 $43,000
Removal (Construction and
Mitigation) ’
2016 DBE Plan $10,000 $9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
Total $2,830,000 $2,688,500 |« $1,000,000 $1,688,500 $70,750 $70,750
16 Runway Safety Area East $1,100,000 $1,045,000 $1,000,000 $45,000 7,500 $27,500
Drainage Improvements
(Construction)
ARFF Vehicle Replacement $350,000 $332,500 $0 $332,500 $8,750 $8,750
2016 DBE Plan $10,000 $9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
Total $1,460,000 1,387,000 $1,000,00! $387,000 $38,500 $38,500
GRAND TOTAL $23,185,195 $6,000,000 205,935 $382,130 | $797,130

Ms. Elder stated this is the Capital Improvement Program,to be submitted to the FAA.
Many of these are continuati ch as the treedremoval for runway 21, runway 03 approach
tree removal, and reimb he masterplan. With the concurrence between the Town
of Hilton Head and the County, we are in the pracess of discussing with the FAA their current
[ )00 budget. We are in the process of talking to them about
of the remaining, which will give another $260,701 to be

going ahead and contribu
reimbursed.

the environmental assessment for the extension of the runway.
it as the five-year CIP. The environmental study will be done
ement program so you don’t have to go back and take a look at
so, Talbert & Bright is requesting reimbursement for Part 1 —
ich is in the process of being completed and finalized since the
Master Plan has now( been completed. That work is being done, as well as the DBE
(disadvantage business‘enterprise) plan as required for any projects over $250,000.

going to do is
ear capital im

For the next five years, starting with 2012, one thing that is being looked at is the
commercial service terminal improvement. The design of that project is in a previous grant from
2009. That will have to be designed, as well as looking at doing the runway extension design to
the 5,000 feet and initiating the land acquisition for the five properties at the runway 3 end. That
will bring the obstacle free area into compliance. Each year, every time there are projects over
$250,000, you will have to have a DBE Plan which gives a percentage so that when you do go
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out to bid that the contract will have to meet or exceed that percentage. If they can’t, they have to
give reasons why and that has to be discussed with the FAA.

In 2013, we are looking at construction and mitigation, and engineering construction
services for the 5,000 feet, as well as initiating the acquisition of the land and runway 21.
Drainage improvement is a project that has been moved down on the list, as well as the transition
of tree removal design services. The FAA is in the process of changing their requirements for
transitional services. They are also doing percentage guidance for runway 21 and wrap design.

In 2015, we will be continuing drainage improvements, r ng transitional services.

In 2016 involves the runway safety area, east, safety. improvements and the replacement
of the existing fire fighting vehicle. There are several projects that are subject to change. If you
compare this to last year, several of the projects have either moved off of the plan or moved
down in the plan, because of what happened with the‘Master Plan‘

Mr. Sommerville wanted to know if it is always $Lumillion for entitlement funds. Ms.
Elderly replied it is due to size.

Ms. Elder presented the following cenario to th mmittee for the Beaufort

County Airport at Lady’s Island:
Beaufort C Airports (ARW)\&n
Airport Capital Improvement Program'(ACIP) Funding ario

Fiscal Project Description FAA Share Entitlement Discretionary State Share Local

Year Funds Funds Share

11 Parking Lot Relocatic $95,0 $95,000 $0 $2,500 $2,500
and Utility Connection to

Terminal
Services Only)
Runway 07 Tree Removal
Phase 11l__(Construction
and Mitigation)

$760,000 $205,000 $760,000 $20,000 $20,000

$10,000 $9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
Total $910,000 $864,500 $300,000 $769,500 $22,750 $22,750

ort County Airport (ARW)
Improve rogram (ACIP) Funding Scenario (FY ’12 to ’16)

Airport Capi
Fiscal roject Description T st. Cost FAA Share Entitlement Discretionary State Share Local
Year Funds Funds Share
12 350,000 $332,500 $150,00 $182,500 $8,750 $8,750
1,080,000 $1,026,000 $0 $1,026,000 $27,000 $27,000
Terminal (Constri
2013 DBE Plan $10,000 $9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
Total $1,440,000 $1,368,000 $150,000 $1,218,000 $36,000 $36,000
13 Runway Safety Area and $475,000 $451,250 $150,000 $301,250 $11,875 $11,875
Runway Extension to
4,400 Feet  (Design
Services Only)
2014 DBE Plan $10,000 $9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
Total $485,000 $460,750 $150,000 $310,750 $12,125 $12,125
14 Runway Safety Area and $6,970,000 $6,621,500 $150,000 $6,471,500 $174,250 $174,250
Runway Extension to
4,400 Feet (Construction)
2015 DBE Plan $10,000 $9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
Total $8,980,000 $6,631,000 $150,000 $8,481,000 $174,500 | $174,500
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15 Partial Parallel Taxiway $200,000 $190,000 $150,000 $40,000 $5,000 $5,000
and Apron Expansion
(Design Service Only)
Helipad (Design  and $200,000 $190,000 $0 $190,000 $5,000 $5,000
Construction
2016 DBE Plan $10,000 $9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
Total $410,000 $389,500 $150,000 $239,500 $10,250 $10,250
16 Partial Parallel Taxiway $1,950,000 $1,852,500 $150,000 $1,702,500 $48,750 $48,750
and Apron Expansion
(Construction)
2017 DBE Plan $10,000 $9,500 $0 $9,500 $250 $250
Total $1,960,000 $1,862,000 $150,000 $1,712,000 $49,000 $49,000
GRAND TOTAL $11,276,000 $10,711,250 $750,000 $281,875 | $281,875

Ms. Elder stated the project slated for 2011 are stayi
utility connection to terminal and the continuation of the treg

parking lot relocation and
oval enirunway 7 — Phase I11.

e 2012. The master plan for Beaufort Coun
recommendation to extend the runway to 4,400 fee
environmental assessment would be necessary.

e 2013 we are looking at designing the runway extensien and constructing it in 2014.

e 2015 we will be looking at bringing the parallel taxiway out to meet that extension
(design), and also installing helipad (desi construction). 6 will be the construction of
the parallel taxiway and apron. The ent unds for the ufort County Airport are
$150,000 a year. ‘

.

0 the current'length of the runway. Mr. Andres replied 3,434
oot extension. That is predicated on the aircraft that are
criterion CY for a 4,400 square foot runway. Whether or

Airport is being completed. There is a
n which Benefit Cost A is (BCA) and

Mr. Stewart inquired
feet. It is an approxima
currently using the airport.
not it is feasible based on
master plan is that as it
put together, the intent is to
Council for.that presentation.

ains to be determined. The intent with the Lady’s Island
pletlon right_ now, once they get the entire draft package
eetlng of County Council and the City of Beaufort

. Baer stated up until September 30, 2010 the two airports together have pulled $2.41
ut of the general fund, under various names. Has anyone performed an analysis of this
local contribution eapital as well as local contribution operation expense to see what

Mr. Baer wanted to know if the airports have enough money to do this and run it without
more contributions from the taxpayers.

Mr. Andres stated the intent is that with the local matching share with the Hilton Head
Island Airport and the fact that we are currently in the process of re-establishing a passenger
facility charge program for that airport, the local cost for these projects will fall under and will be
reimbursed by that program. Operational costs are expected to be minimal for the work we are
doing. Once it is complete, the only issue will be is that as we trim some of these trees, at some
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point we will have to revisit maintenance on those trees. That is a known factor and was brought
up in several discussions with the Town. We do not have that issue resolved. We will have to
look at other funding sources in the future to accommodate whatever that tree maintenance will
be. There could possibly be a partnership between the Town and County. The more challenging
scenario will be the Beaufort County Airport, if that expansion occurs. That is a sizable amount
of money. We will have to take a hard look at those local matching funds. We cannot avail
ourselves of passenger facility charges at that airport.

Mr. Baer stated passenger facility charges are a good idea, e worries that by putting
all of the costs of this airport on the passengers that we keep r. g the passenger costs with
respect to other airports. He urges the financial team to make tithe costs of the airport are

allocated across all of the users, not just commercial passengers. We 'will be killing the “goose
that laid the golden egg”. He changed airports for the trip he was taking based on cost. As you
raise the passenger facility fee to pay for things that %e not commercial, it becomes a worry.

Mr. Andres stated airport expansion, which is the bulk of this, is dir related to
commercial service and the ability to continue to provide commercial service at the Hilton Head
Airport. In the past we have had passenger facility charge programs in place, but the collection
authority expired in 2008. These were th e included in that passenger
facility charge program. Not only are we pplication these projects,
we will also include retrofit projects from r ojects that we were not
fully reimbursed on from the previous passenger facility chargésprogram which will then pay off
the advances from the gene d, for the Hilton' Head Island Airport. What this amounts to
today is that the authorize ght now is $4.50 per ticket. That is the maximum allowable
charge. Congress is look d seeing if'they want to modify that, but have not made a
decision at this point."At.{ t, we have‘tiad that charge in place in the past and other
airports have that charge s a direct pass through to the passengers. The airline does
not suffer that expense. The allenge in the*five year plan outlook is with the Beaufort
County Airport. :

. Baer stated of that past passenger facility charge, $962,000 was used for private
han "

dres stated that' was done for the infrastructure project. The other component that
d out of that was the construction of the control tower and the land acquisition
which'directly supports commercial services.

was not reim
for the control t

It was moved by Mr."Sommerville, seconded by Mr. Stewart, that Public Facilities Committee
approve and recommend to County Council approval of the fiscal year 2011 updates and five-
year ACIP Plans for both Hilton Head Island Airport and Beaufort County Airport for
submission to the FAA.

Mr. Stewart stated in the master plan for the Hilton Head Island Airport there are many
things that need to be done to bring it up to standard before you can go forward with the runway
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extension. These are things such as a taxiway, realignment, etc. He wanted to know if those are
included in the plan.

Mr. Andres stated they are included.

Mr. Rodman stated the two airports are treated different from an FAA standpoint. Also,
he wanted to know when the 5,000 foot runway becomes operational. Mr. Andres stated
sometime during FY 2013 at the end of construction. Ms. Elder corrected him saying that the
construction period would probably take about 18 months, dependi n funding and approvals
needed.

Mr. Rodman stated it would be logical to move the commercial'service terminal to a later
point in time and use whatever funds possible toward the runway. Otherwise, we are building a
terminal yet may lose commercial service. He does not'understand the logicin doing the terminal
first. Ms. Elder said it is a time allocation issue. The‘benefit cost sis and nvironmental
assessment is going to take about 12 t018 months. We can start design dur hat period.
The design and the improvement to the terminal can probably.be done within that timeframe.

Mr. Rodman stated there are two
we have spent it on something that we m
reduced amount. (ii) It takes 12 to 18 months .and at'some_point, d
have that funding earlier seems advantageous. T

that: (i) If for reason the funding dries up,
i we had known we had a

ing on the funding, to

Ms. Elder said t
discuss with the FAA is
fund.

n the terminal 1s already two years old. One thing we can
of intent for.that runway extension. It is a commitment to

Ms. Elder also stated several issueé with the terminal that has to be dealt with.

dres stated the nt is to move the runway extension as rapidly as we can. If the
ments take/a second priority, then so be it. The FAA views a limitation on
funding and wi e thatdetermination.

Mr. Baer understands that below a certain threshold amount, you don’t need an
environmental assessment. Ms. Elder stated there is no threshold amount. The type of project
that requires an environmental assessment are in order 10-50-1E and 50-50-4B.

Mr. Baer stated if our goal is to preserve commercial service, you might have a different
order of projects. Ms. Elder stated one thing we cannot do is circumvent the environmental
process because that jeopardizes federal funding. That is one thing we need to make sure we do
not do.
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Mr. Baer stated perhaps we should have a discussion with the FAA. If the goal is to
maximize the preservation of commercial service as quickly as possible, you may have a
different order of things and may be talking with the FAA.

Ms. Elder stated it is her understanding that there is a meeting with the FAA on the 15"
of December.

The vote was: FOR — Mr. Baer, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. M e, Mr. Sommerville and
Mr. Stewart. ABSENT — Mr. Flewelling. The motion passed.

Recommendation: County Council approves the fi year 2021 updates and five-year
ACIP Plans for both Hilton Head Airport and BeauforiCounty Airport fer submission to the

FAA. /
INFORMATION ITEM ‘ \

5. Consideration of Contract Award
e Carteret and Bay Stree t Arms Traffic al Replacement
(Less than 50,000)

Discussion: Committee Chairman Glaze reviewed Mem with the Committee. On
November 4, 2010 Beaufort.Ce¢ accepted hids4or mast arm traffic signal replacement at the
Business) and Bay Street (S-7-6) in the City of Beaufort.
affic sianNhich includes the installation of decorative

mast arms and support'g s for each of the four companies that submitted bids are as

follows:

riginal Bid Revised Bid
$57,585.00 $49,435.00
‘,445.00 $53,695.00
$55,600.00 $64,720.00
LC $89,407.50 $87,447.50
Engineer’s Estimate $47,120.56 $47,120.56

It was determined that a temporary signal would not be needed for this project so all bids
were reduced. W.M. Roebuck, Inc. was found to be non-responsive due to all bid line items not
being completed that are a necessary part of the project. Walker Brothers, Inc. submitted the next
lowest qualified/responsible bid of $49,435.00. Walker Brothers, Inc. bid was reviewed and
found to be reasonable and is in compliance with the County’s SMBE Ordinance. Walker
Brothers, Inc. will be self-performing the work. There is no apparent cause for rejecting their bid.



Minutes - Public Facilities Committee
November 30, 2010
Page 12 of 14

Funding for this project is being provided by the City of Beaufort $48,435 and $1,000
from account #23323-51997 — SCDOT Loop reimbursement.

Mr. Sommerville wanted to know what the SCDOT Loop reimbursement account is.

Mr. Kinton stated through our annual contract for signal maintenance with SCDOT, they
provide us funding for loop replacement at traffic signals. We will be tapping into that account to
replace the vehicle detection at that intersection.

Mr. Sommerville wanted to know what a loop is. Mr. ated there are wires placed
in the street in a loop. ’

Mr. McBride wanted to know why this is before Council when it is a City project. Mr.
Kinton stated through a Memorandum of Understanding with the City of Be t, we provide
engineering and management services for traffic services count .

ic Facilities Committee award a
35 for the Mast Arm Traffic
et. The vote was: FOR —
r. Stewart. ABSENT —

It was moved by Mr. McBride, seconded by Mr. Baer, that Pu
construction contract to Walker Brother, the amount of
Signal Replacement at the intersection of treet and Bay
Mr. Baer, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. Mc e, Mr.Sommerville a
Mr. Flewelling. The motion passed.

Recommendation ¢ Facilities Committee award a construction contract to Walker
Brother, Inc. in the amou 35 for the"Mast Arm Traffic Signal Replacement at the
intersection of Carteret £

6. Consideration © act Award
e Dumpster Rental Services for Beaufort County (Less than $50,000)

scussion: Committee Chairman Glaze reviewed this item with the Committee.
County currently requires dumpster rental services for various County departments. In
e money and to'consolidate the dumpster service into one contract, the County
in October 2010. The County received the following four bids on November 10,

2010 for du rental ser S:

Waste Pro of SC, Inc $25,005 Nonresponsive
Hardeeville, SC

Waste Management of SC $32,803

Ridgeland, SC

Republic Services $37,488

Beaufort, SC

Lowcountry Sanitation $62,546

Beaufort, SC
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Funding
Department Account Account Name FY2011 | FY2011 | FY2011 7% Tax
Budget | Balance | FY2012 Cost

HHI Airport 13580-51090 | Garbage Services | $ 9,800 | $ 5,257 $ 6,185.40
DSN, PR, CRCF | 44410-51090 | Garbage Services | $ 3,360 | $ 2,033 $ 2,061.72 144.32
DSN, PR, Admin | 44470-51090 | Garbage Services | $ 3,204 | $ 1,277 $ 1,030.92 72.16

$ 432.98
$
$
DSN, New Bldg 44410-51090 | Garbage Services | $ 2,062 | $ 2,062 $ 206172 | $ 14432
$
$
$

PALS 63310-51090 | Garbage Services | $ 2,062 | $ 2,062 $ 2,061.84 144.33
Facilities Mgmt 33020-51090 | Garbage Services | $16,708 | $ 9,411 $16,482.96 1,153.81

Sheriff’s Office 21052-51090 | Garbage Services | $ 2,100 | $ 1,150 $ 773.16 54.14
Total $39,296 | $23,25 $30,657.72

SC 7% Sales Tax $ 2,146.06
Grand Total $32,803.78

Waste Management submitted the lowest responswe/responsmle bid of,.$32,803. Waste

Management's bid was reviewed and found to be reasonable and is i complia ith County
requirements. There is no apparent cause for rejecting their bid.

Facilities Management's budget covers the following locations: All Libraries, BIV #3,
BIV #5, Main Administration, Bluffton tion, Human Services, County
Courthouse, Myrtle Park, LEC and Dete ter. The combined current FY 2011 budget
balance is $39,296 which is sufficient to f 1, as the initial contract
will begin in December 2010 and end in D ber 2011 (which includes half of FY 2011 and
half of FY 2012).

if funds would be coming from individual departments or
it depends on the department. Some line items have them
acility maintepance.

from the general fund.
in their general fund and

Mr. MeBride,questioned wt aste Pro,of SC was listed as nonresponsive. Mr. Thomas
stated they did not provide the proper prlcmg for the scheduling. They were supposed to provide
ici i-weekly pickup,and theywonly did it for bi-monthly. That is why their price was that

that ngrong.

mmerville is curious why we do not have any contract with Lowcountry Sanitation
and why their bid is so high. Thomas stated they are not as large of a company.

anted to know if the Sheriff’s Office pays for their portion. Mr. Starkey
stated it is a part of the general fund. There are several lumped into facilities management. In the
past, the Sheriff’s Office likes to keep theirs in their separate operation. They are a part of the
contract and we are receiving the savings.

Mr. Glaze stated in a prior bid we talked about the dirt road reconstruction and REA
contracting revoked their local preference by being in Beaufort. He wanted to know the
difference in this instance with Republic Services being local. Mr. Thomas stated they could
have claimed it but they did not claim it in their bid packet.
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Mr. Glaze wanted to know how they would know that they could do that. Mr. Thomas
replied it is in their bid packet.

It was moved by Mr. Sommerville, seconded by Mr. Stewart, that Public Facilities Committee
award a contract 0 Waste Management of South Carolina for dumpster rental services in the
amount of $32,803 for an initial contract term of one year with four additional one year contract
renewal periods all subject to the approval of Beaufort County. The vote was: FOR — Mr. Baer,
Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Sommerville and Mr. Stewart. ABSENT — Mr.
Flewelling. The motion passed.

Recommendation: Public Facilities awarded a contr aste Management of South
Carolina for dumpster rental services in the amount of $32, or an nitial contract term of one
year with four additional one year contract renewal periods all subject,to the approval of
Beaufort County. /

7. Consideration of Contract Award ‘ \
e Dog Park Master Plan

lanning and Development,
2010 to Bryan Hill from

Discussion: Mr. Tony Criscitiel
reviewed this item with the Committee. In
Bob Fletcher, Engineer for Town of Bluffton, expressed an.interest to.enter into agreement with
the Friends of the Bluffton Dog Park to allo r constructiorhperation and maintenance of the
Dog Park Facility at the Bue ter CommunityPark. The Planning Department is doing the
fiscal location of the Dog e Master Plan. Once that is complete, the County Planning
Department will coordin departments to make sure that the conditions, as expressed
by the Town of Bluffto chievable\nd doable. The County is not committed to
building or maintaining . The County'would enter into a lease agreement with the
Town for construction. Op dmaintenance would be part and parcel of the lease
ere are no County funds involved.

. Dawson inquiredas to who,would be responsible for oversight and compliance with
rdinances. Mr. Criscitiello stated'the County would be, specifically PALS.

0 the size of the Park. Mr. Criscitiello stated that is something
ning Department, PALS and the Town will have to agree upon. The paperwork
is being done n he lease price has yet to be negotiated as well. We are at the starting point.
He stated he will be'bringing it back before Council once finalized.

Status: This item is for informational purposes only.



PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE
December 6, 2010
The electronic and print media was duly notified in

accordance with the State Freedom of Information Act.

The Public Safety Committee met on Monday, December 6, 2010 at 4:00 p.m., in the Executive
Conference Room, Administration Building, 100 Ribaut Road, Be , SC.

ATTENDANCE

Public Safety Members: Chairman Jerry Stewart, Vice Cha?man Brian Flewelling and members
Rick Caporale, Gerald Dawson, Herbert Glaze, StM?odman and Laura Von Harten attended.
Non-committee members Steven Baer, William McBride.and Pau]‘nmerville attended.

County Staff: Morris Campbell, Division Director — Community Services; Phil Foot, Detention
Center Director; Frank Simon, Probate, Court Judge; Dave sI'homas, Purchasing Director;
William Winn, Division Director — Public

Media: Kyle Peterson, Beaufort Gazette / Isl

Packet. .y

ration of Contract Award — Health / Medical Care Services of
Detention Center

Public: George Simpson,
Mr. Stewart chaired the

ACTION ITEM

iscussion: Mr. Ste toIdBmembers of the Public Safety Committee this contract
award h en appropriately reviewed. The funding for the $528,000 contract award for health
and medical'care services at the Detention Center to Southern Health Partners, of Chattanooga,
Tennessee, will.ceme from the current balance of the medical and dental services budget for FY
2011 for the remainder of this fiscal year, which ends on June 30, 2011. The initial contract
terms begins January 1; 2011 and ends December 31, 2011. There are four annual options to
renew the contract at ‘Council’s discretion. Mr. Stewart said he assumes it will be similarly
funded next fiscal year to cover the remainder of the calendar year. There is about $313,606 in
the budget right now.

Mr. Dave Thomas, Director of Purchasing, said two firms were interviewed after the
selection process of five proposals. Southern Health Partners is the incumbent. After the
interviews, the review committee asked for best and final offers, at which time Southern Health
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Partners came back with the best cost and way to provide the services for the Detention Center.
He deferred to Phil Foot, who is the director of the Detention Center.

It was moved by Mr. Flewelling, seconded by Mr. Sommerville, that Public Safety Committee
approves and recommends to Council the contract award of $528,000 to Southern Health
Partners for health and medical care services with four annual options to renew the contract at
the discretion of Council.

Mr. Flewelling asked what the current services cost. Mr
$600,000, so this will save the County.

omas replied it is about

Committee members mentioned the cost is related toscapacity atthe Detention Center and
with fewer inmates the cost is lower. Mr. Foot confirmed the cost is reflected by the number of
people in the Detention Center. y

Mr. Foot thanked Family Court, Solicitor Duffie, Stoné and all law e ement for
helping reduce the number of people at the Detention CenteriHe said when he had 446 inmates,
medical costs were extremely high. To determine if the costiisshigher or lower is difficult. Mr.
Foot said the general fund for this year is ded September 30, 2010. He
said he was not sure where the County was d not predict the numbers
at the Detention Center. He stated he wants payers as possible, and
this is why Southern Health Partners is the best options

population increased. Mr. Foot answered, what happened this time but not in the past was the
' umbers fluhﬁuate, up or down, the cost will remain the
ear’s population numbers.

ealth Parthers provide personnel on-site.

r. Foot said there is “24/7” nursing, LPN’s hand out medication and do basic in-
screenings. He explained the important part is the Detention Center does not know
e getting in. The population varies in age from 17 to 80 plus. Nurses screen each
orm the Detention Center whether or not it should accept the person or send them
instead to the“emergency room to get doctor’s clearance. Mr. Foot also noted there are many
sicknesses or diseases that‘may appear to be intoxication, but that is not the case. An example
may be someone who,appears drunk, but is diabetic and their sugar levels are off. There is a
registered nurse on staff for 40 hours weekly. She is in charge of the unit, backs up the LPN’s
work, etc. There is a physician, Dr. Tony Bush, who sees clients, who have already been
screened, during sick call twice weekly. That is to watch for chronic care. A dentist comes once a
week. The dentist provides basic services — temporary fillings, extractions, etc. If it is beyond the
dentist’s capability, the Detention Center tries to use the Medical University of South Carolina
Dental School Clinic because they do not charge as much as local specialists or orthodontists.
The above services are part of the cost calculated in the contract, Mr. Foot explained in response
to Mr. Caporale’s question.
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Psychotropic drugs are a different contract, with Coastal Empire Community Mental
Health, and the contractor attempts to keep the costs minimal, Mr. Foot said.

Mr. McBride stated that Mr. Foot said the current contract expired September 30. He
asked what the Detention Center has done in the interim. Mr. Foot said the contractor went from
month to month, and added Southern Health Partners has been very kind to the County. When
the population at the Detention Center hit the 400’s, according to the contract the County has to
pay a per diem for each person over the contracted population. Southern Health Partners was
contentious and came to the County to renegotiate. He stated Sout Health Partners has been
very contentious with the County’s economic situation.

The vote was: FOR — Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr: Glaze, Mr. Rodman, Mr.

Stewart and Ms. VVon Harten. The motion passed.

Recommendation: Council approves the co{tract award 0f$528,000 t thern Health
Partners for health and medical care services with four:annual ptions to renew contract at
the discretion of Council.

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

2. Off-agenda Item

.

Discussion: Mr. Ste quested the Public Safety Committee review an off-agenda

item, namely the commi

to vote for removal of ulti-County. Industrial Park designation ordinance and
Intergovernmental Agreen County / City. of Beaufort (Ord. 2)” as discussed in 2008.
He said this is related to G d was withdrawn long since.

ded by Mr. Caporale, the Public Safety Committee
its assighments “Multi-County Industrial Park designation ordinance and
rnmental Agreement. Beauf ounty / City of Beaufort (Ord 2). The vote was: FOR —
rale, Mr. Dawson, Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Stewart and Ms. VVon

endation: No action necessary by Council.
3. Update<Probate Court — Judge Frank Simon

Discussion: Judge Simon thanked Mr. Stewart for inviting him and told the Public Safety
Committee he has been the Probate Court judge for 16 years. He said no one ever ran against
him and he expressed the sentiment local government would be better if more people offered
themselves for public office. In South Carolina, Probate Court judges are the only judges who
are popularly elected. The court was a constitutional position; now it is a statutory court.
Throughout the country there is debate about how people become judges, the route of which is
problematic at best. He said it could be argued none of the ways work, but he said the advantage
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of the popular election probably functions well because if a judge wants to stay in office he must
continue to serve, to respond to constituents. He said he believes his office has lived up to its
motto: Professional, User-friendly, Prompt Service to all comers. He noted he tries to be just
while taking into account the human equation.

By nature of subject matter jurisdiction, the Probate Court affects a broader cross section
of the population than other courts, Judge Simon said. To get married in South Carolina, you
must go to a Probate judge. If a person becomes incapacitated, or.in need of some type of
protective order, they see the Probate judge. He gave the example of a senior person who is
mentally or physically ill, or a child who is mentally or physic . Protective orders fall into
two categories: the conservatorship and guardianship. The co atorship takes care of assets of
a person. The guardianship takes care of the person. So in_the case of @ senior with Alzheimer’s
who someone brings a petition this person is incapacitated and needs a‘guardian, it is serious.
Judge Simon said the decision should be made Wiya levity because thereis the possibility of
abuse of the system for one’s own agenda. P

Judge Simon addressed topics ranging from workloads to pay and ability for growth. He
explained, the role of the Probate Court in conservatorships, guardianships and decedents of state
never ends and this is costly, Judge Simo . The Probate takes in from 1,000 to 1,500
new decedents of state care annually, and about 1,000 t 00 pending. The pending
cases, in decedents of state and guardiansh conservatorship, are ut 200 annually. These
require enormous hands-on work and that is why his.€ourt needs,people who are qualified, who
will remain on the job and willstake the job seriously, he said. Now is a difficult time to discuss
this, but “you get what Judge Simon said. The turnover rate in the court has been
low. Judge Simon stated over has been low is the economic difficulties, but during
other times the court 1S & und for law firms, which recruit the good workers with
Probate can offer. Judge Simon referred to Steven Covey,

People series,"who he said helps his court by providing a

staff is not.empowered, with opportunities for advancement the good people will
chic income only goes so far. Again, we see the issue of how to pay people, Judge
id. How does a ju lead manage well in order to compensate for inadequate
ion to make employees want to come to work each morning? He said he thinks for the
ourt has a good'environment.

most part

Then, Judge, Simon said with the exception of marriage licenses, people come to the
Probate Court in stressful situations like loss of a family member. He questioned whether courts
should be run like a business and answered to the extent that it benefits the public they should.
Judge Simon explained Beaufort County has different tiers for marriage licenses with visitors
paying $95, a slightly higher rate than residents. Judge Simon said the marriage license fees
allow the Probate Court to break even, particularly in the southern Beaufort County offices. He
said operating that location is important as it rectified an earlier problem. People were charging
to drive from their home in Hilton Head Island to the court in Beaufort. This would run people
$300 per hour for a lawyer to hear a case in Beaufort, which could be heard on Hilton Head
Island. He added he thinks operating the Hilton Head Island office “does right by the residents.”
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Related to the topic of cost of the legal process to residents, Judge Simon touched on the need for
legal advice and a pro bono system. He said Beaufort County has an interesting dichotomy with
extremely wealthy and very low-income; how do you augment the legal aid for the latter?

The fourth item of subject matter jurisdiction Judge Simon reviewed was therapeutic
commitments for those with mental health or substance dependency. The decision can be
rendered as either an emergency hearing at the hospital or through the judicial process. He stated
the current system rarely works because of state-level funding cuts. This is a liberty deprivation
issue and because of that impact in a person’s life he takes the ess seriously, he said. A
lawyer represents the person and receives $50 from the state.

Mr. Sommerville asked how Judge Simon finds la S'to represent people. Judge Simon
stated he has a bank of about 10 lawyers who expressed their willingness tQ provide services.

Mr. Baer asked what the total budget for tl€ Probate CoWs each Judge Simon
replied for the last fiscal year the budget was $880,000, revenuesiwere $640,000, excess of
budget over revenue was $240,000. The percentage decreasexwas 60, so the court did more with
less, Judge Simon said.

Mr. Stewart asked if the money co the County o . Judge Simon explained
it is state-mandated, borne by the County ation.“Judge, Simon that topic to segue to
explain organization within the court — four divisions by s\ubject-matter jurisdictions with a
director in charge of each division. This creates hierarchy and gives employees an opportunity

for promotion and empow become leaders.

one could appeal a ruling from the Probate Court. Judge
procedure. One manner is through a writ of appeal. Judge
Simon explained in South : 2.are 46 counties each with its own probate judge, each
slightly di then dis “lack of uniformity and qualifications necessary to
ge. The second option to appeal a Probate Court ruling is for a litigant, through his
seek recusal and removal. This option was done primarily because the South Carolina
re was concerned many of the 'South Carolina judges were not competent to hear a case,
explained. Further, a recusal is if the judge or lawyer expresses they are incapable
air hearing, for whatever reason.

Mr. Rodman asked how so
Simon replied there is ar

of renderi
Mr. Flewelling thanked Judge Simon for the professionalism in his court.

Mr. Sommerville asked Judge Simon to explain his relationship to the Adjutant General,
which the judge mentioned earlier. Judge Simon stated the Adjutant General is the head of the
South Carolina military and he is a major general in the Guard. Ms. Von Harten sang Gilbert and
Sullivan’s “The Modern Major General” before getting cut off by the Chairman.



