
COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 

100 RIBAUT ROAD 
POST OFFICE DRAWER 1228 

BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA 29901-1228 
TELEPHONE:  (843) 255-2180 

FAX:  (843) 255-9401 
www.bcgov.net 

 
 
 

Over 

 bcgovsc 

WM. WESTON J. NEWTON 
CHAIRMAN 
 
D. PAUL SOMMERVILLE 
VICE CHAIRMAN 
 
COUNCIL MEMBERS 
        ____________ 
 
STEVEN M. BAER 
RICK CAPORALE 
GERALD DAWSON 
BRIAN E. FLEWELLING 
HERBERT N. GLAZE 
WILLIAM L. McBRIDE 
STEWART H. RODMAN 
GERALD W. STEWART 
LAURA VON HARTEN 

GARY KUBIC 
 COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 

_____________ 

BRYAN J. HILL 
DEPUTY COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 

_____________ 

LADSON F. HOWELL 
COUNTY ATTORNEY 

_____________ 

 SUZANNE M. RAINEY 
CLERK TO COUNCIL 

 

 

 
AGENDA 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY 
Monday, February 28, 2011 

4:00 p.m. 
Large Meeting Room 

Hilton Head Island Branch Library 
11 Beach City Road, Hilton Head Island  

 
 
 
 
 
4:00 p.m. 1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
 2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
 3. INVOCATION  
 
 4. PROCLAMATION 

• Boys and Girls Clubs Month 
 Mr. Doug Barry, Executive Director of the Boys & Girls Clubs of the Lowcountry  

Ms. C.J. Humphrey, President of the Board of Directors, Boys & Girls Clubs  
 of the Lowcountry 

 
5. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
6. COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT 

  Mr. Gary Kubic, County Administrator  
• The County Channel / Broadcast Update 
• Two-Week Progress Report  (backup) 
• Recognitions / Beaufort County Parks and Leisure Services  

  State Champions / Girls Soccer Team (10-year old and under) from Bluffton  
    State Champions/ Co-ed Soccer (13-year-old and under) from Bluffton  

• Presentation SCDOT / Update US Highway 278 Widening Project 
 Mr. John D. Boylston, Program Manager 

CCiittiizzeennss  mmaayy  ppaarrttiicciippaattee  iinn  tthhee  ppuubblliicc  ccoommmmeenntt  ppeerriiooddss  aanndd  ppuubblliicc  hheeaarriinnggss  tteelleepphhoonniiccaallllyy  ffrroomm  CCoouunncciill  
CChhaammbbeerrss  ooff  tthhee  AAddmmiinniissttrraattiioonn  BBuuiillddiinngg,,  GGoovveerrnnmmeenntt  CCeenntteerr,,  110000  RRiibbaauutt  RRooaadd,,  BBeeaauuffoorrtt  aanndd  aass  wweellll   aass  
MMaarryy  FFiieelldd  SScchhooooll,,  DDaauuffuusskkiiee  IIssllaanndd..  
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7. DEPUTY COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT 

 Mr. Bryan Hill, Deputy County Administrator 
• Two-Week Progress Report (backup) 
• Strategic Plan 2010 – 2015 Report Card (backup) 
• Presentation / Purchase of Mobile Data and Computer System 

 
CONSENT AGENDA 
Items 8 through 12 

 
8. TEXT AMENDMENTS TO THE BEAUFORT COUNTY ZONING AND 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS ORDINANCE (ZDSO), ARTICLE V. USE 
REGULATIONS; TABLE 106-1098. GENERAL USE TABLE; AND SECTION 106-1247. 
ASSEMBLY AND WORSHIP, SMALL (ALLOWS SCHOOLS AS A LIMITED USE IN 
SMALL ASSEMBLY AND WORSHIP USES AND REMOVES SIZE REQUIREMENT) 
(backup) 
• Consideration of second reading to occur February 28, 2011  
• Public hearing announcement – Monday, March 14, 2011 beginning at 6:00 p.m. in 

Council Chambers of the Administration Building, Beaufort 
• First reading approval occurred February 14, 2011/ Vote 10:0 
• Natural Resources Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred 

February 1, 2011  / Vote 4:0 
 

9. AN ORDINANCE TO PROVIDE FOR A DAY WATCH PROGRAM AS AN 
ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATION IN CERTAIN CASES IN BEAUFORT COUNTY 
(backup) 
• Consideration of second reading to occur February 28, 2011  
• Public hearing announcement – Monday, March 14, 2011 beginning at 6:00 p.m. in 

Council Chambers of the Administration Building, Beaufort 
• First reading approval occurred February 14, 2011 / Vote 10:0 
• Public Safety Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred February 

7, 2011 / Vote 4:0 
 
10. PURCHASE OF MOBILE DATA AND COMPUTER SYSTEM (backup)  

• Finance Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred February 21, 
2011 / Vote 6:0 

• Contract award:  GETAC (laptop computers) $1,494,576, CISCO Software (mobile 
CAD, mapping) $538,95, Net Motion (VPN software) $116,625, HP (servers from state 
contract) $35,000 

• Contract amount:  $2,184,896  
• Funding source:  $100,000 (account #11435-54424, renovations EMS), $515,635 

(account #11437-54200 (upgrade radio equipment), $4,519 (account #11439-5402 
(special capital equipment-EMD), $309,366 (#11435-56000, contingency), $310,150 
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(account #11436-56000, contingency), $650,028 (account #11437-56000, contingency), 
$295,198 (account #11439-56000, contingency) 

 
11. PRIORITIZATION OF 2011 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 

PROGRAM PROJECTS  
• The four priorities are:  Community Infrastructure, Village Renaissance, Trails to 

Residential Centers, and Business Development 
• Community Services Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred 

February 21, 2011 / Vote 6:0 
 
12. AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT AMONG THE COUNTY OF BEAUFORT, 

THE TOWN OF BLUFFTON, AND BEAUFORT MEMORIAL HOSPITAL REGARDING 
ROAD DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF BUCKWALTER COMMERCIAL PARK 
FRONTAGE ROAD (backup) 
• Finance Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred February 21, 

2011 / Vote 4:2 
 

13. AN ORDINANCE TO PROVIDE FOR A HOME DETENTION PROGRAM AS AN 
ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATION IN CERTAIN CASES IN BEAUFORT COUNTY 
(backup) 
• Consideration of first reading to occur February 28, 2011  
• Public Safety Committee discussion occurred September 7, 2010 

 
14. COMMITTEE REPORTS 

 
15. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
16. EXECUTIVE SESSION   

• Receipt of legal advice relating to pending and potential claims covered by the attorney-
client privilege 

 
17. ADJOURNMENT  

 
 

 
Cable Casting of County Council Meetings 

The County Channel 
Charter Cable  CH 20 
Comcast  CH 2 
Hargray Cable  CH 9 & 252 
Time Warner Hilton Head Cable  CH 66 
Time Warner Sun City Cable   CH 63 

County TV Rebroadcast 

Monday  4:00 p.m. 
Wednesday  9:00 p.m. 
Saturday  12:00 p.m. 
Sunday  6:30  a.m. 
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COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S REPORT

Monday, February 28, 2011
4:00 p.m.

Large Meeting Room
Hilton Head Island Branch Library

11 Beach City Road. Hilton Head Island

BRYAN ]. HILL
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STAFF ATIORNEY

INFORMATION ITEMS:

• The County Channell Broadcast Update

• Two-week Progress Report (Enclosure)

• Recognitions I Beaufort County Parks and Leisure Services

o State Champions I Girls Soccer Team (10-year old and urider) from Bluffton

o State Championsl Coed Soccer (13-year-old and under) from Bluffton

• Presentation SCOOT I Update US Highway 278 Widening Project
Mr. John D. Boylston, Program Manager
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 Memorandum 
 
 

 
DATE:  February 28, 2011 
 
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 February 14, 2011 through February 28, 
2011: 
 
February 14, 2011 (Monday): 
 

• USDA Meeting with David Starkey, Lad Howell and Gary Kubic re: Interim Finance for 
St. Helena Library Project 

• Meet with Aaron Crosby re: Daufuskie Ferry Service 
• Attend Finance Committee Meeting 
• County Council 

 
February 15, 2011 (Tuesday): 
 

• Attend Waste Management CPI Annual Adjustment meeting with Jim Minor, Eddie 
Bellamy, Robert McFee and Waste Management Representatives 

• Attend Finance Meeting in Bluffton 
 

February 16, 2011 (Wednesday): 
 

• Attend Millage Meeting with David Starkey, CFO and Phyllis White, School District 
• Attend St. Helena Library Access Meeting with Gary Kubic, Ladson Howell, Louis Dore, 

Roland Gardner and William McBride 
• Meet with Gary Kubic, David Starkey and William Winn re: Financial Components of 

CRA/EMS Fire Study 
 

February 17, 2011 (Thursday)--Bluffton: 
 

• Bluffton Hours 
• Meet with George Hicks, USDA Area Representative re: St. Helena Library Grant Issues 

 



February 18, 2011 (Friday)--Bluffton: 
 

• Bluffton Hours 
 

February 21, 2011 (Monday): 
 

• Meet with Gary Kubic, David Starkey, Robert McFee and Mark Roseneau re: Myrtle 
Park Government Building 

• Attend Finance Committee Meeting 
• Attend Community Services Committee Meeting 

 
February 22, 2011 (Tuesday): 
 

• Attend St. Helena Library Status Meeting with Gary Kubic, Morris Campbell, David 
Starkey, David Coleman, Wlodek Zaryczny and Tony Criscitiello 

• Meet with Gary Kubic, Tony Criscitiello, Billie Lindsay and Rob Merchant re: Parks and 
Open Space Master Plan 

 
February 23, 2011 (Wednesday): 
 

• Agenda Review 
• Work on Department Budgets 
• Work on County Council Retreat Information 
• Visit Proposed Trail Sites with Rob Merchant and Billie Lindsay 

 
February 24, 2011 (Thursday): 
 

• Meet with Todd Ferguson, Emergency Management Director re: Essential and Non-
Essential Budget Items 

• Attend Fire Chief Budget Meeting with David Starkey 
• Meet with Carolyn Wallace re: Stormwater Budget 

 
February 25, 2011 (Friday)--Bluffton: 
 

• Bluffton Hours 
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B f t C tBeaufort County
Policy Agenda 
Top Priority

Ai t M t PlAirport Master Plan  

Rural and Critical LandRural and Critical Land  

Countywide Form Based Code  

County Services Review and Prioritization  

Water Quality Office

1



B f t C tBeaufort County
Policy Agenda 
High Priority

BMP ManualBMP Manual  

Mental Health & Disability Special Needs  

Solid Waste Disposal and Recycling  

Alternative County Revenue/Fees Update

S B ildi C P kSpec Building Commerce Park

2



B f t C tBeaufort County
Management Agenda 

Top Priority

County Campus Building RenovationsCounty Campus Building Renovations  

St. Helena Library at Penn Center  

Financial Planning and Reporting  

Smart Decline Contingency Plan

3



B f t C tBeaufort County
Policy Agenda 
High Priority

Transfer of Development RightsTransfer of Development Rights  

Daufuskie Island Comprehensive Plan  

Emergency Medical Services Study  

Transportation Model

Fi i l P li i R iFinancial Policies Review  

Compliance Officer

4

Compliance Officer  



2011 /

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA, TO AMEND
THE ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS ORDINANCE, ARTICLE V. USE
REGULATIONS; TABLE 106-1098. GENERAL USE TABLE; AND SECTION 106-1247.
ASSEMBLY AND WORSHIP, SMALL (THAT ALLOWS SCHOOLS AS A LIMITED USE IN
SMALL ASSEMBLY AND WORSHIP USES AND REMOVES SIZE REQUIREMENT).

Whereas, Standards that are underscored shall be added text and Standards liRed thre1:lgh
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: February 11, 2011
Second Reading:
Public Hearing:
Third and Final Reading:

(Amending 99/12)
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TABLE 106-1098. GENERAL USE TAJJLE
PriorityAreas Rural Areas

Land Use U S CR CS RD LI IP R RR RB RC Additional Use Definition
Standards
(See Section)

INSTITUTIONAL USES
Assemblyand L L y L N N N L N L N 106-1246 Museums, libraries,aquariums,cultural or arts centers, historic sites and churches
worship. large with or withoutschools (except Sundayschools occupying no more than 50

percentof the floor area) as part of the complexand having 15,000or greater
square feet of floor area. (NAICS 6111. 8131, 8(34) Places of worship may
establish"on-site" social programs such as health care. food banks. child care, and
the likeas accessoryuses in the principal structure and/or auxiliary buildings.
These uses must be nonprofit.The sum of all principal and accessory structures
may not exceed the allowable floor area ratio for the usc I district. Additionally.
the floor area of all accessory uses may not exceed the floor area of the principal
building.(NAICS624210. 624410.813212.8134)

Assemblyand y y y y N N N L L L N ]06-]247 Museums, aquariums,cultural or arts centers. historic sites and churches with m:
worship, small without Be schools (except Sunday schools occupying no more than 50 percent of

the floor area) as part of the complex and having less than ]5.000 sq. ft. of floor
area. In the rural district, there shall be no minimum Jotsize for this usc when less
than 15,000sq. ft. of floor area. BRdlor wileR RO selloolls IRuoltled. (NAtCS
6111,8131,8134) This use includes all cemeteries, (NAleS 81222) Placesof
worshipmay establish "on-site" social programssuch as health care. food banks.
child care, and the like as accessory uses in the principal structure and/or auxiliary
buildings.These uses must be nonprofit. The sum of all principal and accessory
structuresmay not exceed tile allows.le ROOF Brea Fatlo rer tile use! distFlet
15,000 square feet. Additionally. the floor area of all accessory uses may not
exceed the floor area of the principal building. (NAtCS 624210. 624410. 8]3212,
8134)

Collegesand S S N S L N N S N N N 106-1248 Colleges,universities,and professionalschools;other advanced education.
professional (NAtCS 6] 12.6113)
schools

Sec. 106-1247. Assembly and worship, small.

(a) Size. Small assembly and worship uses are less than 15,000 square feet, with or without a Be school.

(b) Urban. suburban, commercial suburban districts. In urban, suburban and commercial suburban districts, there shall be no
minimum lot size. Sunday school activities are permitted, Access shall be provided through frontage on an arterial or collector street, unless the
ORr finds that access to an adjoining local street is safer, and provides improved design, benefitting the county.

(c) Rural district. In the rural district there shall be no minimum lot size for this use. 'Vhen tile use pFepeses a sell eel ~exeept te,.
SURdar sehesl aeti,.rities) as ,aFt sf the use, a minimum let size ef teR aeFes shall he FequiFed.
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2011/

AN ORDINANCE TO PROVIDE FOR A DAY WATCH PROGRAM AS AN
ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATION IN CERTAIN CASES IN BEAUFORT
COUNTY.

WHEREAS, §24-13-23S, et seq., Code of Laws of South Carolina, 1976, as amended,
provides for the establishment of a Day Watch Program as an alternative to confining certain
criminal offenders in Beaufort County Detention Center; and

WHEREAS, there are many financial and other advantages to Beaufort County which
would result from the establishment of such a program; and

WHEREAS, it is the opinion of the Beaufort County Council that a Day Watch Program,
should be established in Beaufort County as an alternative to incarceration.

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

SECTION 1. A Day Watch Program is hereby established in Beaufort County as an
alternative to confinement in Beaufort County Detention Center in accordance with the
Voluntary Program (§24-13-23S, et seq., Code ofLaws ofSouth Carolina, 1976, as amended.);

SECTION 2. Pursuant to §24-13-23S, et seq., Code ofLaws ofSouth Carolina, 1976, as
amended, as an alternative, an individual selected by the Court is allowed to serve their sentence
on weekends by performing various community service oriented tasks as designated by the
Beaufort County Detention Center Coordinator. These tasks include, but are not limited to, litter
control and trash pick up within Beaufort County.

SECTION 3. In addition to any other court costs, the court shall collect a $15.00 one­
time administration fee to cover the cost of registering the participants, which shall be paid to
Beaufort County. Beaufort County Detention Center shall also assess the individual performing
such community service $5.00 per day to cover the cost of supervisory personnel and
transportation costs. The determination of the individual's ability to pay the administrative fees
will be determined by the court prior to sentencing.

SECTION 4. Each individual engaged in performing public service will wear an orange
or yellow fluorescent vest with Beaufort County Detention Center or BCDC printed on the back.

SECTION 5. The Day Watch Program hereby established in Beaufort County shall
comply with all applicable state and local laws and regulations, including, but not limited to,
§24-13-23S, et seq., Code ofLaws ofSouth Carolina, 1976, as amended.

SECTION 6. If any section, subsection or clause of this Ordinance shall be deemed to be
unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections and
clauses shall not be affected thereby.

Page 1 of2



SECTION 7. This Ordinance shall take effect upon third reading approval.

Adopted this __ day of , 2011.

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

Wm. Weston J. Newton, Chairman

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Ladson F. Howell, StaffAttorney

ATTEST:

Suzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council

First Reading: February 14, 20 II
Second Reading:
Public Hearing:
Third and Final Reading:
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•
COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

PURCHASING DEPARTMENT
Building 3, 102 Industrial Village Road

Post Office Drawer 12281 Beaufort, SC 29901-1228
Phone: (843) 255-2350 Fax: (843) 255-9437 .

irman, FinanceCommitteeCouncilman Stewart H. Rodman,

GaryKubic, County Administrat'-\----~':ltl:'?'.
Bryan Hill, Deputy County Administrator
David Starkey, Chief Financial Officer1(lJt--I+':'-~J
William Winn, Directorof Public Safety ...

DaveThomas, CPPO, Purchasing Director od
Mobile Data Computer Project

February 16, 2011

TO:

VIA:

FROM:

SUBJ:

DATE:

BACKGROUND: Beaufort County's Public SafetyDivision is currentlyworking
on replacing our current mobile data system which was last purchased in 1999.
The County's currentsystem Is 11 yearsold and is no longermanufactured by
the supplier. Additionally, equipmentwarranty and repair parts are not available.
Aftertesting, research, and cost analysis, staff is recommending to purchase the
mobile datasystem from the following vendors: CISCO (Creative Information
System Company) for the required mobile computerized assisted designand
mapping software, GETAC forthe laptopcomputers, Net Motion for the required
Virtual Private Network (VPN) software, and HewlettPackard (HP) for the
servers (from State contract). CISCO currently providesour Computer Aided
Dispatch System and will provide the mobile data software to the County. This
system will provide connectivity to the mobile computerized assisted dispatch
(CAD), theautomated vehicle location (AVL), and providesaccessto the
National Crime Information Center (NeIC) connections. Data coverage services
to support this equipmentwill be purchased from Verizon (under the State
contract) from nextyear's general fund budget. which will total approximately
$144,000.

MOBILEDATA EQUIPMENTPROVIDERS AND COST:

1. GETAC (laptop Computers)
2. CISCO Software (Mobile CAD, Mapping)
3. NetMotion (VPN Software)
4. HP(Servers from State Contract)
Total for First Year

$ 1,494,576
$ 538,695
$ 116,625
$ 35,000
$ 2,184,896



Please seeattachment 1 for equipment, maintenance, and support pricing for
recurring years.

FUNDING:

$ 100,000 - 11435-54424(Renovations - EMS) - Partof Amount Borrowed
Not Needed for Ongoing Projects

$ 515,635 - 11437-54200 (Upgrade Radio Equipment) - Remaining Balance
NotNeeded - Project Complete

$ 4,519 - 11439-54204 (Special Capital Equipment - EMD) - Remaining
Balance Not Needed - Project Complete

$ 309,366 - 11435·56000 (Contingency)
$ 310,150·11436-56000 (Contingency)
$ 650,028 ·11437·56000 (Contingency)
$ 295.198· 11439-56000 (Contingency)
$ 2,184,896 - Total

RECOMMENDATION: The Finance Committee approve and recommend to
County Council approval of the purchase of software and replacement equipment
for theCounty's newMobile Data and Computer System in the amount of
$2.184,896.

Cc: David Starkey, Richard Hineline, Elizabeth Smith
Attachment 1: Equipment. Maintenance, andSupport Pricing



MOBILE DATA COMPUTER PROJECT
Attachment 1

Equipment Costs Recurring 1St year Rewninc2nd year Current Recumng

300 MDe laptops $1,494,576 $0 $0

TS5erver $20,000 $7,000 $7,000

TA server lap Top $15,000 $4,500 $4,500

CIsco MobileCAD $312,000 $0 $60,394

CIsco Mapping $226,695 $0 $79,923

Verizon $0 $144,000 $144,000

Net Motion VPN $116,625 $21,125 $21,125

Total Cost
Old fees

Difference In fees

$2,184,896 $176,625
1$187,688)

($11,063)

$316,942
($187,688)

$129,254

$187.688



Blackline of Changes to February 20'h Version
of Intergovernmental Agreement



County, collects the Beaufort County Impact Fees and transmits them to Beaufort County, less an
Administrative Fee; and

WHEREAS, the Hospital has had prepared a scope of services and fee agreement with design
professionals which includes the initial studies and applications to apply for the various permits
from the Army Corps of Engineers, SC Dept. of Health and Environmental Control, and others
which are necessary to construct the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road, with such services
totaling S207,000.00; and

WHEREAS, the Hospital has had prepared a preliminary Engineer's Estimate of Probable Cost
regarding the costs to construct to County standards the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road
across the Property with connections to both US 278 and Buckwalter Parkway, which totals
SI,300,000.00; and

WHEREAS, the first phase of the Hospital's buildings on the Property will generate
approximately $677,400.00 in Beaufort County Road Facilities Development Fees (60,000 s.f.
times SI1.29/s.f. Road Facilities Fee), with total additional buildout to generate an additional
S677,000 to S903,000.00 in Road Facilities Development Fees, for a potential total of
SI,580,000.00 in Road Facilities Development Fees; and

WHEREAS, the Hospital may generate additional Road Facilities Development Fees at other
facilities it may alter or construct in Southern Beaufort County in the future; and

WHEREAS, discussions with County Council, County Staff and the Hospital's administration
and consultants have led to a consensus that a traffic roundabout should be considered as an
alternative to a full access four way intersection at the intersection of the Buckwalter Commercial
Frontage Road and Buckwalter Parkway; and

WHEREAS, with the assistance of Beaufort County Engineering, the Hospital's engineers are
soliciting proposals for the design of a roundabout suitable for the Buckwalter Parkway
intersection, with an accompanying engineer's estimate of construction costs; and

WHEREAS, it is anticipated that the design profile of sucb a roundabout may require the
acquisition of additional property from adjacent landowners to create a sufficient right of way for
the road and its associated drainage.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT AGREED, in consideration of the foregoing premises and the
considerations set forth below, that the design, permitting and construction of the Buckwalter
Commercial Frontage Road shall be undertaken by the Hospital upon the following terms and
conditions, which are accepted by both Councils of the Town of Bluffton and Beaufort County
and tbe Board of Trustees of Beaufort Memorial Hospital, and that the following shall be the
Credit Agreement and Capital Contribution Front-Ending Agreement as contemplated by Chapter

BeaufortMemoriallnlergQvemmenlal Ab'Il:em~'f11 February :W.l011 3



82 of the Beaufort County Code of Ordinances.

I. DESIGN AND PERi\1.lTTING

a. The Hospital will contract for the design professional's services, totaling $207,000.00, as
more particularly set forth and described in the attached Attachment B. The parties agree
that the terms of services set forth in Attachment B are within the customary range of
costs for similar services, and competitive bidding is not required. It is further agreed that
a traffic engineering finn with substantial experience in designing roundabouts will be
selected by the Hospital and the County, after obtaining at least three proposals, and the
costs for those services will be added to the approved professional's services fees.

b. Unless otherwise agreed, the Hospital will be in charge of supervision of the design and
permitting, and the Town of Bluffton and Beaufort County will execute such applications
for permits as may best be processed in either or both of their capacities as governmental
bodies. It is acknowledged that the Army Corps of Engineers and DHEC wetland permits
and land disturbance permits will likely be submitted as ajoint County-Town application,
which may also be joined by SCDOT as a co-applicant.

c. Beaufort County, after consultation with the Town of Bluffton, shall approve the initial
design and construction specifications of the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road and
its profile, as the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road right of way shall be dedicated
to Beaufort County after completion of construction. Preliminary design requirements
from the County include two twelve foot travel lanes with .. usual and customary tum,
acceleration and deceleration lanes within the Property as contained in the SCDOT Blue
Book, with pt.JI:;ast ()11~ Inulti~u~e: path C?n o~_e __ side s(~)nlpletel\!thr()l!gh the_Pn)perly._lJ~

278 access to the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road will be a limited access right in,
right out movement, with a deceleration lane only off of US 278, and Buckwalter
Parkway access to the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road shall be a full access
roundabout, unless the traffic study commissioned by the Hospital with the assistance and
guidance of Beaufort County Engineering indicates that it should be only be a traditional
four way full access intersection with appropriate acceleration and deceleration lanes.
Provisions for a future connector southward from the Property towards the Berkeley Place
commercial area shall be incorporated into plans, as well as a westward connector from
the Property towards Island West Planned Unit Development. The road shall be curb and
gutter with sidewalks on both sides. Storm water design for the road shall be coordinated
with the Hospital's storm water requirements for its on-site development so as to have an
integrated storm water master plan. Design parameters for the Buckwalter Commercial
Frontage Road required by Beaufort County should be made available to the Hospital no
later than 45 days after approval by Beaufort County of this Agreement. It is
acknowledged road and landscaping enhancements requested by the Hospital beyond the
initial design requirements will be at Hospital's expense.

_ ~ -{ Deleted: cleven

-{ Deleted: sidewnlks nnl!n bike-=--.=J

d. Beaufort Memorial Hospital shall be responsible for the timely payment of the invoices

Bcnufol1l\lcmorinl hucrgcvermncntal Agrccmell1 February20. 2011 4



for services and application fees in regards to the design and permitting of the Buckwalter
Commercial Frontage Road, but the Hospital shall receive a credit against future Beaufort
County Road Facilities Develnpment Fees for the actual costs expended by the I-Inspital
on the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road. These credits shall be evidence by pre­
payment certificates at the time the funds are expended by the Hospital, which credits
shall be based upon the amount of commercial square fnotage to be constructed by the
Hospital on the Property (such as medical office buildings), as such expenditures for the
construction of the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road would satisfy Road Facilities
Development Fee requirements. There shall be no diminution in value due to Road
Facilities Development Fee increases in the future (i.e., 10,000 s.f. of pre-paid fees at
today's rate of S11.29 per s.f. will still satisfy the requirements for 10,000 s.f. of
commercial medical office space (or its future equivalent category) regardless of any rise
in the commercial rate, provided further that any decrease in the commercial rate wiII
accrue to the benefit of the Hospital (i.e., additional square footage shall be available if
the fee should be less than in effect when paid).

II. CONSTRUCTION

a. The parties agree that the completion of the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road and
associated infrastructure improvements within the time frame necessary to provide access
and utility service to the medical office buildings to be constructed on the Property by the
Hospital is an integral and essential element of this Agreement, as is coordination with
the US 278 widening project to achieve economies of scale and avoid lack of essential
access during construction and site occupancy. The Hospital shall provide the necessary
right of way for the road and associated drainage, and shall receive a credit for land
dedication in accordance with Section 82-88 (c). To the extent that additional land is
required for the roundaboutfrom adjacent landowners, ..S!1~I~, ?:di?~_e,n! !_a~~l:J\yt:I~r~ JiJ<~~ts~ ~ -( Deleted: they'------------------shall be eligible to receive credit against future Road Facilities Development Fees in like
manner.

b. The parties further agree the Hospital may submit a build proposal for the Buckwalter
Commercial Frontage Road and associated improvements which shall meet or exceed
applicable state and county design requirements. If the Hospital's proposal(s) and its unit
costs are comparable to similar road projects presently under construction in Beaufort
County, and Beaufort County receives a legal opinion from its attorneys that such
proposal does not violate any procurement statute or ordinance, the Hospital shall use its
procurement process to award the contracts. If placed for normal bidding through
Beaufort County's procurement process, Beaufort County agrees to include provisions in
the road improvement and/or utility installation contract specifications and plans which
provide for a completion date of the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road and
associated infrastructure improvements no later than ten months after contract execution,
and that failure to stay within the designed critical path for completion by more than one
month (with due allowance for inclement weather delay) shall constitute a material breach
of such contract. Beaufort County shall include contract provisions in the construction
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AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT AMONG
THE COUNTY OF BEAUFORT, THE TOWN OF BLUFFTON,

AND BEAUFORT MEMORIAL HOSPITAL
REGARDING ROAD DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF

BUCKWALTER COMMERCIAL PARK FRONTAGE ROAD

THIS AGREEMENT (the "Agreement") is made and entered into this __ day of
-,- -,----' 2011, by and among the County of Beaufort, South Carolina ("Beaufort
County"), the Town of Bluffton, South Carolina, and Beaufort Memorial Hospital (the
"Hospital").

WHEREAS, Beaufort County commissioned and adopted a US Highway 278 Short Term Needs
Study in 2001 in which a New Road Connectivity component included the building of a frontage
road connector designated as the Buckwalter Commercial- Buckwalter Parkway Connector (the
"Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road"), the purpose of which was to alleviate traffic
congestion along Highway 278; and

WHEREAS, the prior owners of that certain property known as Buckwalter Commercial Park
more particularly described on Attachment A (the "Property") had contemporaneously agreed
with the South Carolina Department of Transportation ("SCDOT") regarding Encroachment
Permit Number S-07-000179 dated May 17, 2000 and supplemental correspondence through
November 14, 2000, that the Highway 278 crossover (median cut) at Buckwalter Commercial
Park could be closed in conjunction with future improvements to Highway 278 upon agreement
between Beaufort County and SCDOT after completion of a frontage road connecting the
Property from Highway 278 to Buckwalter Parkway, and that the owner of the Property would
provide the right of way for the Buckwalter Conunercial Frontage Road with SCDOT being
responsible for all permitting, construction and maintenance costs ofthe Buckwalter Commercial
Frontage Road; and

WHEREAS, Beaufort County Council approved at third reading on October 23, 2006 by
Ordinance Number 2006-24 (now codified at Chapter 82 of the Beaufort County Code of
Ordinances) a Development Impact Fee, including a Road Facilities Fee, and within that
Ordinance identified and incorporated by reference the Road Facilities Impact Fee Support Study
and CIP: South Beaufort County Service Area, dated September 2006 (Support Study) and the
County adopted South Beaufort County Road Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) identified therein,
which were used to calculate the Road Facilities Fee (Section 82-85 of the Beaufort County Code
of Ordinances); and

WHEREAS, Table 12 of the Support Study identified the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage
Road (identified in that Study as Frontage Road, South Side, Meggett Tract to Buckwalter
Parkway) as a Needed Capital Improvement, consisting of 0.42 Added Lane Miles at an
estimated cost of $900,000.00; and
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WHEREAS, Beaufort County and SCDOT are presently engaged in designing, permitting and
constructing improvements to Highway 278 that include the median closure described above; and

WHEREAS, the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road has long been approved as part of
Beaufort County's Capital Improvement Program as described above, and the Buckwalter
Conunercial Frontage Road is an improvement eligible to have the design, permitting and
construction costs paid from Beaufort County Traffic hnpact Fees pursuant to Chapter 82 of the
Beaufort County Code of Ordinances; and

WHEREAS, the recent economic downturn has affected the income stream from the Beaufort
County Road Facilities Impact Fees, inhibiting the ability of Beaufort County to fund the
construction of the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road; and

WHEREAS, SCDOT has also experienced a shortfall in funding because of the economic
downturn, and SCDOT cannot commit funds for the construction of the Buckwalter Commercial
Frontage Road; and

WHEREAS, the Hospital has placed under contract the Property through which the Buckwalter
Commercial Frontage Road is to be constructed, and the Hospital desires to have the design,
permitting and construction of the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road to begin as quickly as
possible in order to deliver health care services to southern Beaufort County; and

WHEREAS, construction of the buildings upon the Property by the Hospital will generate
Beaufort County Impact Fees; and

WHEREAS, Section 6-I-I050 of the Code of Laws of South Carolina provides for an impact fee
payor to enter into an agreement with a govennnental entity, providing for the construction or
installation of system improvements by the fee payor or developer and credits or reimbursements
for costs, among other things; and

WHEREAS, Section 82-88 of the Beaufort County Code of Ordinances provides for a impact fee
payor to apply for credits and enter into a Credit Agreement with County Council for system
improvements identified in the CIP and dedication of road right of way, among other things; and

WHEREAS, Section 82-88 (c) (6) of the Beaufort County Code of Ordinances further provides
for a Capital Contribution Front-Ending Agreement to the extent the fair market value of the
construction of the road facilities exceed the obligations to pay road facilities development
impact fees; and

WHEREAS, the Town of Bluffton, pursuant to an Intergovernmental Agreement with Beaufort
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County, collects the Beaufort County Impact Fees and transmits them to Beaufort County, less an
Administrative Fee; and

WHEREAS, the Hospital has had prepared a scope of services and fee agreement with design
professionals which includes the initial studies and applications to apply for the various permits
from the Army Corps of Engineers, SC Dept. of Health and Environmental Control, and others
which are necessary to construct the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road, with such services
totaling $207,000.00; and

WHEREAS, the Hospital has had prepared a preliminary Engineer's Estimate of Probable Cost
regarding the costs to construct to County standards the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road
across the Property with connections to both US 278 and Buckwalter Parkway, which totals
$1,300,000.00; and

WHEREAS, the first phase of the Hospital's buildings on the Property will generate
approximately $677,400.00 in Beaufort County Road Facilities Development Fees (60,000 s.f.
times $I1.29/s.f. Road Facilities Fee), with total additional buildout to generate an additional
$677,000 to $903,000.00 in Road Facilities Development Fees, for a potential total of
$1,580,000.00 in Road Facilities Development Fees; and

WHEREAS, the Hospital may generate additional Road Facilities Development Fees at other
facilities it may alter or construct in Southern Beaufort County in the future; and

WHEREAS, discussions with County Council, County Staff and the Hospital's administration
and consultants have led to a consensus that a traffic roundabout should be considered as an
alternative to a full access four way intersection at the intersection of the Buckwalter Commercial
Frontage Road and Buckwalter Parkway; and

WHEREAS, with the assistance of Beaufort County Engineering, the Hospital's engineers are
soliciting proposals for the design of a roundabout suitable for the Buckwalter Parkway
intersection, with an accompanying engineer's estimate of construction costs; and

WHEREAS, it is anticipated that the design profile of such a roundabout may require the
acquisition of additional property from adjacent landowners to create a sufficient right of way for
the road and its associated drainage.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT AGREED, in consideration of the foregoing premises and the
considerations set forth below, that the design, permitting and construction of the Buckwalter
Connnercial Frontage Road shall be undertaken by the Hospital upon the following terms and
conditions, which are accepted by both Councils of the Town of Bluffton and Beaufort County
and the Board of Trustees of Beaufort Memorial Hospital, and that the following shall be the
Credit Agreement and Capital Contribution Front-Ending Agreement as contemplated by Chapter
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82 of the Beaufort County Code of Ordinances.

I. DESIGN AND PERMITTING

a. The Hospital will contract for the design professional's services, totaling $207,000.00, as
more particularly set forth and described in the attached Attachment B. The parties agree
that the terms of services set forth in Attachment B are within the customary range of
costs for similar services, and competitive bidding is not required. It is further agreed that
a traffic engineering firm with substantial experience in designing roundabouts will be
selected by the Hospital and the County, after obtaining at least three proposals, and the
costs for those services will be added to the approved professional's services fees.

b. Unless otherwise agreed, the Hospital will be in charge of supervision of the design and
permitting, and the Town of Bluffton and Beaufort County will execute such applications
for permits as may best be processed in either or both of their capacities as governmental
bodies. It is acknowledged that the Army Corps of Engineers and DHEC wetland permits
and land disturbance pennits will likely be submitted as a joint County-Town application,
which may also be joined by SCDOT as a co-applicant.

c. Beaufort County, after consultation with the Town of Bluffton, shall approve tile initial
design and construction specifications of the Buckwalter Connnercial Frontage Road and
its profile, as tile Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road right of way shall be dedicated
to Beaufort County after completion of construction. Preliminary design requirements
from the County include two twelve foot travel lanes with usual and customary turn,
acceleration and deceleration lanes within the Property as contained in tile SCDOT Blue
Book, with at least one multi-use path on one side completely through the Property, US
278 access to the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road will be a limited access right in,
right out movement, with a deceleration lane only off of US 278, and Buckwalter
Parkway access to tile Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road shall be a full access
roundabout, unless the traffic study connnissioned by tile Hospital with tile assistance and
guidance of Beaufort County Engineering indicates that it should be only be a traditional
four way full access intersection with appropriate acceleration and deceleration lanes.
Provisions for a future connector southward from tile Property towards the Berkeley Place
commercial area shall be incorporated into plans, as well as a westward connector from
the Property towards Island West Planned Unit Development. The road shall be curb and
gutter with sidewalks on both sides. Storm water design for tile road shall be coordinated
with the Hospital's storm water requirements for its on-site development so as to have an
integrated storm water master plan. Design parameters for the Buckwalter Commercial
Frontage Road required by Beaufort County should be made available to tile Hospital no
later than 45 days after approval by Beaufort County of this Agreement. It is
acknowledged road and landscaping enhancements requested by the Hospital beyond tile
initial design requirements will be at Hospital's expense.

d. Beaufort Memorial Hospital shall be responsible for tile timely payment of the invoices
for services and application fees in regards to tile design and permitting of the Buckwalter

Beaufort Mcmorinllntcrgovcmmcatnl AgreementFebruary 23, 201 I 4



Commercial Frontage Road, but the Hospital shall receive a credit against future Beaufort
County Road Facilities Development Fees for the actual costs expended by the Hospital
on the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road. These credits shall be evidence by pre­
payment certificates at the time the funds are expended by the Hospital, which credits
shall be based upon the amount of commercial square footage to be constructed by the
Hospital on the Property (such as medical office buildings), as such expenditures for the
construction of the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road would satisfy Road Facilities
Development Fee requirements. There shall be no diminution in value due to Road
Facilities Development Fee increases in the future (i.e., 10,000 s.f. of pre-paid fees at
today's rate of $11.29 per s.f. will still satisfy the requirements for 10,000 s.f. of
commercial medical office space (or its future equivalent category) regardless of any rise
in the commercial rate, provided further that any decrease in the commercial rate will
accrue to the benefit of the Hospital (i.e., additional square footage shall be available if
the fee should be less than in effect when paid).

II. CONSTRUCTION

a. The parties agree that the completion of the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road and
associated infrastructure improvements within the time frame necessary to provide access
and utility service to the medical office buildings to be constructed on the Property by the
Hospital is an integral and essential element of tins Agreement, as is coordination with
tile US 278 widening project to achieve economies of scale and avoid lack of essential
access during construction and site occupancy. The Hospital shall provide the necessary
right of way for tile road and associated drainage, and shall receive a credit for land
dedication in accordance with Section 82-88 (c). To the extent that additional land is
required for tile roundabout from adjacent landowners, such adjacent landowners likewise
shall be eligible to receive credit against future Road Facilities Development Fees in like
manner.

b. The parties further agree the Hospital may submit a build proposal for the Buckwalter
Commercial Frontage Road and associated improvements which shall meet or exceed
applicable state and county design requirements. If the Hospital's proposal(s) and its unit
costs are comparable to similar road projects presently under construction in Beaufort
County, and Beaufort County receives a legal opinion from its attorneys that such
proposal does not violate any procurement statute or ordinance, the Hospital shall use its
procurement process to award tile contracts. If placed for normal bidding through
Beaufort County's procurement process, Beaufort County agrees to include provisions in
the road improvement and/or utility installation contract specifications and plans which
provide for a completion date of the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road and
associated infrastructure improvements no later than ten months after contract execution,
and that failure to stay within the designed critical path for completion by more than one
month (with due allowance for inclement weather delay) shall constitute a material breach
of such contract. Beaufort County shall include contract provisions in the construction
documents making the Hospital an intended third party beneficiary of said contract(s),
which shall provide that the contractor's failure to complete tile road and associated
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improvements in accordance with the required terms set forth herein, including
completion dates, and to provide continuous functional construction access to the
building sites of the Hospital may subject the road building contractor to a claim from the
Hospital for damages that may be proven to have been incurred by Hospital by virtue of
the contractor's failure to perform, including, but not limited to, loss ofrevenue from the
buildings that are unable to obtain a Certificate of Occupancy from Beaufort County as a
result of the delay and any increased construction and or financing costs. In an effort to
mitigate damages, Beaufort Memorial Hospital shall have the right, but not the
obligation, to demand Beaufort County terminate the contract with the road contractor
and allow the Hospital to complete that portion of the road construction not timely
completed by County's contractor. In such event the road contractor may be liable for
the amount paid or incurred by the Hospital to complete the road improvements and for
such other damages as may be proven and provided for by law. In the event of default by
the contractor, Beaufort County shall pay any amounts due under the Contract to the
Hospital, and Beaufort County agrees to participate as a party Plaintiff in any litigation
against the defaulting contractor to recover all costs and damages due to the Hospital as a
result of the default.

III. PAYMENT FOR CONSTRUCTION COSTS

a. Recognizing the present inability to fully fund the construction of the Buckwalter
Commercial Frontage Road by either of the govenunental parties or SCDOT, Beaufort
Memorial Hospital will fund the construction costs of the Buckwalter Commercial
Frontage Road and pay invoices as they come due, but the Hospital will receive credits
against future Beaufort County Road Facilities Development Fees for the actual amounts
paid for the construction costs of the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road, with such
credits to be evidenced by pre-payment certificates in the same manner as described in
Section I(d) above.

b. Further recognizing that the costs of the design, perrmttmg and construction of the
Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road and associated roundabout and access may
exceed the amount of Road Facilities Development Fees due from the Hospital to
Beaufort County for the Hospital's future construction, the Town of Bluffton and
Beaufort County agree to use their best efforts to obtain such other monies as may
become available through grant application or otherwise to snpplement the funds
available for repayment of the costs to construct the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage
Road.

c. It is acknowledged that present fiscal demands for existing under construction projects as
part of Beaufort County's Capital Improvement Program have required the designation of
funds from the Road Facilities Development Fee program to complete those projects. The
Town of Bluffton and Beaufort County agree to reimburse the Hospital for the costs to
construct the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road and associated roundabout and
access not covered by the Hospital's projected Road Facilities Development Fees from
future Road Facilities Development Fees not already earmarked for these other sales tax
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projects as they may become available in the future. It is acknowledged that the timing of
these future reimbursements is uncertain, and it likely will be several years prior to such
fees becoming available.

d. Notwithstanding the foregoing, in the event a project that would generate Road Facilities
Development Fees is proposed that would connect to or take access from the Buckwalter
Commercial Frontage Road or associated roundabout and access, such fees will be
collected and reimbursed to the Hospital until the costs of the Buckwalter Commercial
Frontage Road and associated roundabout and access have been fully reimbursed to the
Hospital.

IV. MISCELLANEOUS

a. If a court shall finally determine that any aspect of this Agreement is void or
unenforceable, it is the intention of the parties that it shall not thereby terminate, but shall
be deemed amended to the extent required to make it valid and enforceable, and such
provision or provisions shall be deemed severed from this Agreement and all other
provisions shall remain in full force and effect.

b. The above recitals are incorporated into and made a part of this Agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Town of Bluffton and Beaufort County, acting under the
authority of their respective governing bodies, and Beaufort Memorial Hospital, acting by and
through its Board of Trustees, have approved this Intergovernmental Agreement, authorized its
authorized officers to duly execute same in triplicate, any of which is to be considered an
original, thereby binding the Town, County and Hospital for the faithful and full performance of
the terms and conditions of this Agreement, as ofthe date first written above.

TOWN OF BLUFFTON

Lisa Sulka, Mayor

Attest:

Town Clerk

BEAUFORT COUNTY

Weston Newton, Chairman

Attest:

Sue Rainey, Clerk to County Council

SIGNATURES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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BEAUFORT MEMORIAL HOSPITAL

Jerry Schulze, Chairman

Attest: _
David L. Tedder, Secretary
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Attachment A
Legal Description of Property

Parcel A

ALL that certain parcel and tract of land, situate, lying and being in the Town of Bluffton,
Beaufort County, South Carolina, said tract designated as Parcel "A" (0.18 acres), more
specifically shown and described on a plat thereof entitled "A Plat of Parcel 'A,' Parcel 'B' and
Parcel 'C,' Being a Portion of the Meggett and Buckwalter Tracts," said plat dated July 27, 2000,
and last revised August 15, 2000, as prepared by Thomas & Hutton Engineering Co., and
certified by Boyce 1. Young S.C.R.1.S. No. 11079, with said plat recorded in the Beaufort
County Records in Plat Book 76 at Page 59. For a more detailed description as to the metes and
bounds, courses and distances, reference is had to the aforementioned recorded plat.

Parcel B

ALL that certain parcel and tract of land, situate, lying and being in the Town of Bluffton,
Beaufort County, South Carolina, containing 6.00 acres and designated as Parcel "B" on a plat
entitled "A Plat of Parcel 'A,' Parcel 'B' and Parcel 'C,' Being a Portion of the Meggett and
Buckwalter Tracts," dated July 27,2000, and last revised August 15, 2000, prepared by Boyce 1.
Young S.C.R. Land Surveyor, License No. 11079 of Thomas & Hutton Engineering Co. Said
plat being recorded in the Beaufort County Records in Plat Book 76 at Page 59 on October 13,
2000. For a more detailed description as to the metes and bounds, courses and distances,
reference is had to the aforementioned recorded plat.

Together with a perpetual right of access, ingress and egress across that portion of Parcel "C"
lying to the North of Parcel "B" so as to permit access to Highway 278 upon the roadway to be
constructed by The Foxfield Company.

LESS AND EXCEPT: ALL that certain piece, parcel or lot of land situate, lying and being a
portion of the Meggett and Buckwalter Tracts, Beaufort County, South Carolina, containing
0.039 acres, more or less, and shown on a plat dated May 13, 2003, and entitled "Sanitary Sewer
Pump Station Prepared for Beaufort Jasper Water and Sewer Authority" by Thomas & Hutton
Engineering Company, Boyce 1. Young RLS No. 11079. For a complete description as to metes,
bounds and distances, reference may be craved to plat as shown in deed recorded in the Beaufort
County Records in Book 1835 at Page 2322.

AND ALSO less and except that certain access easement containing 0.066 acres which is to be
used as a utility easement and ingress/easement as shown on said plat.

Parcel C

ALL that certain parcel and tract of land, situate, lying and being in the Town of Bluffton,
Beaufort County, South Carolina, containing 13.82 acres, more or less, said tract designated as
Parcel "C" (13.82 acres) on that plat thereof by Thomas & Hutton Engineering Co., and certified
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by Boyce L. Young S.C.R.L.S. No. 11079, entitled "A Plat of Parcel 'A,' Parcel 'B' and Parcel 'C,'
Being a Portion of the Meggett and Buckwalter Tracts," said plat dated July 27,2000, last revised
August 15, 2000, and recorded in Plat Book 76 at Page 59 in the Beaufort County Records. For a
more detailed description as to the metes and bounds, courses and distances, reference is had to
the aforementioned recorded plat.
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Attachment B
DesignlPermitting Proposals
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Andrews
-~Burg~~;~&S!~,S-

November 19, 2010

Mr. David Tedder
P.O. Box 1282
Beaufort, SC 29901

RE: PI0138 - BMH Bluffton - Wetland Permitting

Dear David:

As we discussed on Wednesday we revisedthe proposal for the accessroad and wetlandpermitting to
clarify that itdoes not include securing the development permit for the BMH site. Since we last spokeI
had another conversationwith Mr. Rob McFee whichprovidedadditionalinsight into why Beaufort
County is eager for the BMH project to move forward. Mr. McFee explainedthat the county is moving
forward with their plans to widen Highway 278 and the associatedmedian closings, and that the access
road across the proposedBMH site facilitates the closingof the median.onHighway278 in front of the
BMH parcel. Mr. McFee encouraged us to work diligently with you to help BMH move their project
forward. To that end, we are ready and willing to help Inwhatevercapacity is beneficialto'you and
BMH.

Sincerely,

SteveAndrews, P.E.

40A Shanklin Road, Beaufort, SC29906. 843.466.0369. FaxB43.466.9766
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November 16, 2010

Mr. David Tedder

P.O. Box 1282

Beaufort, SC 29901

RE: PI0138 - BMH Bluffton - Wetland Permitting

Dear David: -

The enclosed proposal combines the access road and BMH site wetland permitting, which is different

from what you requested and requires a brief explanation. As you are aware the access road crosses

wetiands on the BMH site and on the adjacent property. Also the development of the BMH site requires

impacting an isolated wetland on the Bluffton Commons parcel. The Army Corps of Engineers (ACoE)

will require a single wetland permit application for the-combined on-site and off-site wetland impacts.

This combined permit application must demonstrate and justify the need for impacting the wetlands,

which will require designing theaccess road and the BMH site improvements as part of the ACoE

wetland permit application. State level approvais are also required as a prerequisite of the ACoE permit

such as the SCDHEC Stormwater Quality Certification. It is possible if not probable that some or all of

the stormwater quality treatment of the access road runoff will be provided on the BMH site.

For the reason listed above it is not possible to completely separate the access road design-permit effort

from that of the BMH site. The proposal includes all of the design-permit efforts required to complete

the ACoE wetland permit application for the access road and BMH site, which includes the prerequisite

State level permit efforts. Effectively, the only effort excluded from the proposal is the local (Town of

Bluffton) development permit application.

Please review the proposal and timeline, and then let us know ifwe need to provide more detail or

further refine the cost breakdown between the access road and the BMH site.

Sincerely,

!tl-t~'-
~teve AnJ rews, P.~.

40A Shanklin Road, Beaufort, SC 29905 • 843.456.0359. Fax843.456.9756
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November 11, 2010

Mr. David Tedder

P.O. Box 1282
Beaufort, SC 29901

Re: Proposal Pl0138 - BMH-Bluffton - Proposal and Schedule to Complete Master Plan, Access
Road Design and Wetland Permlt Process (Revision November 19, 2010-Clarify Scope of

Services)

Dear David:

From our review of Ms. Mary Shahid's memorandum- dated October 28, 2010, it appears- that the

Restrictive Covenants associated with the past wetland permits for the Buckwalter Commons wiII not be

applicable to the anticipated wetland road crossing permit required for the Beaufort Memorial Hospital

(BMH) development. In preparation for- starting the wetland road crossing and wetland fill permit

processes required to accommodate the proposed BMH medical complex at the Buckwalter Commons,

we are submitting thisscope of services and schedule. As an introduction to the information to follow, it
should be noted that after discussing the wetland permittingstrategy with Mr. Asher Howell, of Newkirk

Environmental, Inc., we concluded that the strategy most likely to succeed is to combine the wetland road

-crossing and filling of the isolated wetland on-site in a single permit application. This combined' permit

application will require developing road construction plans to define and quantify the wetland impacts for

the road crossing, and developing a comprehensive master plan and infrastructure construction plans for

the BMH site improvements to define and quantify the isolated wetland impacts.

In addition to infrastructure plans, some state level permits must be in place to complete the Army Corps

ofEngineers permit process. A prerequisite to processing the wetland permit application.is the SCDHEC­

OCRM Stormwater-Land Disturbance - permit for the combined _road crossing and BMH site

improvements. To ensure that the access road alignment and intersection improvements, which affect the

wetland 'impacts, are acceptable to the SCDOT, their Access Encroachment permit must be issued. The

placement of water and sanitary sewer lines within the access road right-of-way wiII influence the

wetland impacts; therefore, the SCDHEC Water and Sewer permits must be secured. The following

scope of services and schedule includes these state level permitting efforts, which - provides a

comprehensive accounting of the engineering and permitting efforts required for the master plan, access

road, other improvements within the road right-of-way, and wetlands permitting. Though this proposal
does include engineering andpermitting ojthe aspects ofthe BMI-f site that directly relates to the access

road it does not providefor the complete engineering and permitting oj the BNfH site improvements.

Additional services will be required to complete the detailed design of the BMI-f site infrastructure and

landscape improvements and the Bluffton developmentpermitprocess.

40A Shanklin Road, Beaufort,SC29906 • 843.466.0369. Fax 843.466.9766



Mr. David Tedder
PlO138 - BMH Bluffton - Wetland Permit Proposal
November 11, 2010
Page 2 of7

Scope of Services:

1. Surveying
a. Prepare boundary and wetland survey of tile combined 20± acre BMH site and 23± acre

road crossing site.
b. Prepare as-built, tree, and topographic survey ofthe BMH site.
c. Prepare route survey (200' wide corridor) for the access road.
d. Prepare as-built survey of the Buckwalter Parkway (120' RIW, 1,400' length) for

intersection and tum lane design.
e. Prepare as-built survey of the US Highway 278 (RIW to edge of asphalt, 1,400') for

intersectionand tum lane design.
f. The surveying budget is $29,500,00.

2. Wetland Permitting

a.' Complete the delineation ofjurisdictional wetlands.
b. Complete the US Army Corps ofEngineers permit application.
c. Process the US Army Corps ofEngineers permit application.
d. See separate Newkirk Environmental, Inc. proposal enclosed.

3. Archeological.

a. The.seller has provided copies of the archeological surveys that were completed as part of
the previous wetland pennits for Buckwalter Commons. These documents appear to be
adequate for the current permitting effort.

b. If additional archeological survey work is reqnired, we will secure quotes from 2 firms to

provide an archeological survey.

4. Traffic Impact

a. Secure a traffic impact study in' accordance with both Beaufort County and SCDOT
.requirements.

b. The traffic study will address "secondary impact" issues associated with the USACE
wetland permit application review.

c. Provide the geometry for the access road intersections with Buckwalter Parkway and US

Hwy278..
d. .See separate SRS, Inc. proposal enclosed.

5. Geotechnical Analysis
a. Prepare geotechnical analysis of the access road route and BMH site.
b. See separate Whitaker Laboratory, Inc. proposal enclosed.

6. Land Planning
a. Master site plan

40A Shanklin Road, Beaufort, SC29906' 843.466.0369' Fax843.466.9766



Mr,·DavidTedder
PlO138 - BMH Bluffton - Wetland Permit Proposal
November I I, 2010
Page 3 on

• Site Vehicular and pedestrian circulation
• Pa~king layout
• Open space
• Access and egress points

b. Access road landscape and lighting plan
• Median and road shoulder planting
• Irrigation
• Roadway lighting

c. See separate lK. Tiller Associates, Inc. proposal enclosed.

7. Access Road
a. Prepare the complete road construction plans and specifications for the access road from.

US Hwy 278 to Buckwalter Pkwy, including the intersection improvements at US Hwy
278 and Buckwalter Pkwy.

b. Prepare drainage analysis for the wetland crossing and the design of the stream crossing
structures.

c. Prepare the stormwater management (BMP) calculations and design.
d. Prepare the SCDHEC-OCRM Stormwater and Land Disturbance permit application.
e. Prepare the SCDOT Encroachment permit application.
f. The access road design budget is $40.000.00.

8. Beaufort Memorial Hospital (BMH) Site
a. Prepare the complete BMH site infrastructure (water, sanitary sewer, drainage, grading,

and paving) construction plans and specifications.
b. Prepare the design calculations for water, sanitary sewer, stormwater, and paving

improvements.
c. Prepare the SCDHEC Water and Sewer (this will include the water and sewer within the

access road) and the SCDHEC-OCRM Stormwater and Land Disturbance permit
applications.

d. The BMH site infrastructure design budget is $40,000.00.

9.. Permit Coordination
a. Coordinate with all consultants to complete the Army Corps of Engineers permit

application and the follow up efforts required to process the application through the
system.

b. Coordinate with Newkirk Environmental to prepare the alternative analysis of tlrree
alternate BMH sites. This will primarily consist of updating BMH's recently completed
site assessment of 3 medical office sites in the Bluffton area to conform to the USACE
standards.

c. Coordinate with Newkirk Environmental to prepare the alternative analysis of two
alternate access road routes across the wetlands.

40A Shanklin Road, Beaufort, SC 29906 .: 843.466.0369 • Fax 843.466.9766
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d. Prepare the information packages and requests for written endorsements of the BMH
development and access road from the SCDOT; Beaufort County, and Bluffton.

e. Prepare construction budgets for the access road, stream crossing, utility improvements
within the road right-of-way, drainage improvements on the BMH site which support the.
road and any other improvements common to the road. Work with BMH to develop a
distribution ofthese "road" construction costs between the partnering entities.

f The permit coordination and follow up will be completed on a time and expense basis
with an estimated budget of $20.000.00.

This scope ofservices and budgets represent the engineering and permitting effort required for the design
of the access road, intersection improvements, utility improvements within the right-of-way, and the
improvements on the BMH site which support the road and/or are necessary to justify the "need" for the
wetland impacts. Also represented is the effort required to process the wetland permit application for the
access road and supporting infrastructure. The design-permit timeline is included as a separate document.

General

10. Filing and Permit Fees
a. The ·Client shall pay all filing and permit fees.
b. The Client shall pay all capacity and impact fees.

11. Printing and Reproduction
a.. All sets of plans for permitting, bidding, construction, etc., will be paid for by the Client

at a rate of $3.00 per 24" x 36" drawing.
b. All special reproduction expenses, shipping expenses, etc., will be paid for by the Client

at a rate of cost x 1.15.

12. Additional Services
a. Additional services are those services not defined within this proposal.
b. Additional services will only be performed when agreed upon in writing by Client and

Consultant.
c. Any services requiring outside consultants that are paid by Andrews & Burgess, Inc., will

be billed to the Client at a rate of cost x 1.15.

13. Current Billing Rates

Principal
Project Manager
Engineer

Technician .1
Clerical

Field Inspector
Professional Land
Surveyor

Party Chief

$143.001hr
$ 93.001hr
$ 82.00/hr

$ 7I.OOlhr
$ 44.001hr
$ 71.001hr

$104.00.hr

$ 71.00/hr

40A Shanklin Road. Beaufort,SC19905' 843.466.0369· Fax843.466.9766
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GPS Survey Crew

3-Man Survey Crew

2-Man Survey Crew

$126.00fhr

$126.00fhr

$115.00fhr

14. Cost Summary
a. Surveying'
b. Wetland Permitting
c. Archeological'
d. Traffic Impact
e. Geotechnical Analysis
f. Land Planning'
g. Access Road
h. BMHSite
1. Permit Coordination
j. Total

$ 29,500.00
$ 26,500.00
(Completed)
$ 13,700.00
s 6,000.00
$ 25,000.00
$ 40,000.00
s 40,000.00
s20.000:00
$200,700.00

15. Terms
a. Invoices will be submitted montbly, via regular mail to the address provided by the

Client, for services performed and expenses incurred. Payment of each invoice is due
within 30 days of receipt. Interest will be added to accounts not paid within 30 days at
the maximum rate allowed by law.

b. If the Client fails to make any payment due the Consultant, under this or any other
agreement within 45 days of the Consultant's transmittal of its invoice, the Consultant'
may, after giving noticeto the Client, suspend services until all amounts due are paid in
full. Any and all repercussions stemmingfrom the suspended services shall be the sole
responsibility of the Client.

c. A collection agency or legal counsel may beretained to assist in the collection of unpaid
invoices. Any charges incurred by the Consultant .by these agencies or entities will be
added to the outstanding balance owed the Consultant.

d. The Client agrees that the payment to the Consultant is not subject to any contingency or
condition including, but not limited to, the sale or acquisition of real property, financing,
regulatory approval or permitting, the work of other professionals, or economic
conditions.

Thank you for giving us the opportuuity to provide you master planning, access road engineering, and

wetland permitting services. Please return an executed copy of this agreement to our office if it meets

your approval, which will serve as our authorization to proceed with the surveying, civil engineering and

permitting for this project.

40A Shanklin Road, Beaufort,SC29906 • 843.466.0369' Fax843.466.9766
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Sincerely,

Steve Andrews, P .E.

I accept this proposal as a contract and agree to the tenus.

Andrews & Burgess Representative

Mr. David Tedder

Official Consultant Contact Information:

Date

Date

Address:

Telephone Number:

Fax Number:

Names ofAuthorized

Representatives:

40A Shanklin Road

Beaufort, SC 29906

. (843) 466-0369

(843) 466-9766

Steve Andrews, President

Gary B. Burgess, Vice-President

40A Shanklin Road. Beaufort,SC 29906 • 843.466.0369 • Fax 843.466.9766
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Official Client Contact Infonnation:·

Address:

Telephone Number:

FaxNumber:

Namesof Authorized

Representatives:

4DA Shanklin Road, Beaufort, SC29906 • 843.466.0369 • Fax 843.466.9766



October 29, 2010

Andrewsand Burgess
Mr. Steve Andrews
40~A Shanklin Avenue
Beaufqrt,SC 29906

NEWI(IRI(
ENVlRONhfENTAL, INC

CHAnl~JON, SC • Al.lJfFTON, SC

RE: Beaufort Memorial Hospital Site
Bluffton, Beaufort County, SouthCarolina

Dear Mr.Andrews:

NewkirkEnvironmental, Inc. appreciates the opportunity to submit this proposal tocoordinatethe
preparation and submittal of an individual permitapplicationfor impacts to freshwater Wetlands.

TnskOne - Wetland Delineation

Newkirk Environmental, Inc. proposesto complete a comprehensive delineation ofwetlands
'within referenced tract. This task will include the identification and field demarcation of all
freshwaterwetlands and coordination withsurveycrewsto complete a field survey of the
identifiedwetlands. Upon completion and receipt ofa surveyplat ofthe wetlands, Newkirk
EnvironmentalInc. willprepare and submit the required.information to the US Army Corpsof
Engineers (USACE) to obtain verification of the wetland delineation.

NewkirkEnvironmental, Inc. proposes to campletetask onefor a flat fee of twentyfive hundred
dollars ($2,500.00).

Tasle2- Preparation and Submittal of an Individual Permit Application

NewkirkEnvironmental, Inc. will coordinate with the client and project engineerto finalize
permit drawings suitable for submittal to the USACE andSCDHEC. This will includenecessary
site visits, attendance at team meetings and reviewof draft plans and permit drawings. Upon
completion of suitablepermit drawings, NewkirkEnvironmental, Inc. will prepare and submit a
JointPermit applicationpackage, including a description ofandjustificationfor the proposed
project, to the USACE and. scmmc. NEI will calculate the-mitigation requirements for the
permit as part the permit package.

NewkirkEnvironmental, Inc. proposes to complete task one for a flat fee of twelvethousand
dollars ($12,000.00).

PlJ5t Offlce Box309. Bluffron. South Carolina 29910 • 30G} Argent Blvd., Unit FI, Ridgeland, South Cnrnlina 29936

Telephone; (843) 6'15-8200 • Facsimile: (843) 645·8201

Corporate Of(;ce - Charleston: (SOD)569·}2C6

E~Mail: gcnerill@new!cirkenv.coll1
www, newkirkenvi ronmen tatcom
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Task 3- Agency Coordination

Following submittalofthe application, Newkirk.Environmental, Inc, will serve as a liaison
between the applicantand the various state andfederal regulatory agenciesthroughout thepermit
reviewand decisionprocess and, as necessary, arrange and coordinate meetings, facilitate actions,
conductproject.coordination withthe projectteamand assistthe permitting and certifying
agencies to an initial conclusion. This will include response to comments or questions and
coordination of additionalinformation as needed.

It is the opinionofNewkirkEnvironmental, Inc. that the probablecost to completethis task, on a
time and expensebasis, is twelvethousaud($12,000.00) dollars. Thesetasks will be completed
at Newkirk Environmental Inc.'s standard rates of chargewhichare currently:

NewkirkEnvironmental Inc.ts standard ratesof charge are currently:

SeniorConsultant
ProjeetBiologist
FieldBiologist/Technician
Administrative Assistant
Word Processor/Secretarial

Terms and Conditions

$160.00per hour
$120.00per hour
$85:00per hour
$45.00per hour
$25.00per hour

Pleasenote, this proposal doesnot includeany costs incurred for mitigationor preparation of offsite
mitigation plans, engineering or surveying services that mayhe necessary. All othercosts (printing,
mileage, expenses, postageandtelephone) relatedto completion ofthis workwill be billedto the client
at cost in addition to the notedhourly rates or lump SUIn fees. An administrative and supply fee of three
(3%) will be biIled againsthonrly or lumpsumfees.

Newkirk Environmental, Inc. will executethe above-described tasks in a professional andtimely
manner. In turn,NewkirkEnvironmental, Inc. expects payment to be madeas follows:

Monthly invoices willbe forwarded and considered dueupon receipt. Payment will be considered
overdue after thirty (30)days fr01\1 the dateof'theinvoice and 1.5%interestper monthis automatically
added. If this paymentarrangement is not adhered to, all workwill ceaseuntil paymentis received.
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Either theCLIENT or NewkirkBnvironmental, Inc. may terminatethis Agreement at anytime with or
without causeupon givingthe otherparty three (3) calendar days prior writtennotice. The CLIENT
shall within ten (10) calendar days oftermination pay NewkirkEnvironmental, Inc. for all services
rendered and all costs incurred up to the dateoftermination, in accordance with the compensation
provisionsofthis contract. Newkirk.Environmental, Inc. does not guarantee the Issuance ofanypermit
orapproval. Any work performed by Newkirk Environmental, Inc. in representingyou in any-appeal
process concerning the above-mentioned approval, whether administrative or judicial, shall be billedat
one and one-halftimes Newkirk Environmental,Irrc.s hourly rates ofcharge.

J. AsherHowell, Principal

TIle prices, specifications, and conditicns of this proposal aresatisfactory and are hereby accepted. The
undersigned is the owner or has permission from the owner to authorizeNewkirk Bnvironmental, Inc., to
complete the work specifiedin this proposal andhas the necessaryauthority to grant.Newkirk
Environmental, Inc., access to the subject propertyto complete any and all studies or investigations and
make any necessary submittals or-applications to completethis work. Please sign this original agreement
andreturn to Newkirk Environmental,1M" as an act of acceptance and notificationfor Newkirk
Environmental, Inc., to begin work. Payment will be made as outlinedabove.

DATE:

ACCEPTED BY:



JX.TILLeR.

PROPOSAL FOR SERVICES

November 15, 2010

Mr. Steve Andrews
Andrews & Burgess Engineering
40~AShanklin Road
Beaufort, SC 29906

Re: Landscape Architecturai services in connection with the proposed Beaufort Memorial Hospital site
located on +/- 20 Acres within the Buckwalter PUD in Bluffton. South Carolina and including the
proposed Access Road to the slte.

Dear Mr. Andrews:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this proposal of services and fees for the above referenced project
It is our understanding that J. K. TilferAssociates, Inc. (JKT) is to provide conceptual Master Plan for the
proposed Beaufort Memorial Hospital facility and a Landscape Plan for the. proposed access road that
connects the site from Highway 278 to the Buckwalter Parkway. All services will be performed in coordination
with Andrews & Burgess Engineering (A&B)

SCOPE OF SERVICES

General: The farroWing Scope of Services is outlined and based on the understanding that plans shall
be prepared in compliance with the requirements of the Buckwalter PUD and the Town of
Bluffton Zoning and Development Ordinance (ZDSO). AU base data shallbe provided to JKT
In an AutoCAD .dwg, or .dxf format with a minimum Release 2007 formal

l. Master Planning

JKT shall prepare and/or provide the following:

A. Pre-Design Services (using site base data information currently available in house):
1. Initial site visit to document existing conditions and locate existing trees to be

preserved, (survey services if required shall be by others);
2. Data Gathering

a. Drainage constraints;
b. Existing or proposed architectural/engineering elements (provided to JKT

by A&B and obtained from Beaufort );
3. Review of site development guidelines or jurisdictional ordinances andconlact

relevant reviewing aqencies to determine specific requirements for the project;
4. Prepare base map (base data provided by A&B's survey and available road

alignment information from Beaufort County).

B. Conceptual Design Services:
1. Prepare Site Vehicular and Pedestrian Circulation;
2. Prepare Parking Layout and Parking Median Layout;
3. Locate Open Space(s);

10 Pinckney Colony Road
Voice: 843.815.4800

Suite 101
jkliller@jkLiller.com

Bluffton, South Carolina 29909
Fax: 843.815.4802

COMPREHENSIVE LAND PLANNINGIilLANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE



4. Prepare Conceptual landscape Design;
5. Locate Access and Egress Points;

II. Access Road (landscape Lawns, Planting and Roadway lighting)

A. Prepare Median and Road Shouider Planting Design
B. Prepare Irrigation Design
C. Prepare Roadway lighting Layout

COMPENSATION

Forthe services described in item I above, compensation to JKT shall be paid as aiump sum. Compensation
is breaks down as follows:

Master Planning "." , $10;000.00
Access Road Landscape Design , ,., , , $15.000.00

ADDITIONAL SERVICES

Contract Administration is not included in this contract. Compensation for these services shall be negotiated
after Conceptual Design and Development is complete and a clear scope of work can be established.

Any Additional Services not listed or defined in this document shall be performed only after A&B or its
Representative's approval.

Additional Services shall be billed hourly at the following rates:

Presldent
ProjectManager (ucenseo LandscapeArchitect)
Asslslant ProjectManager (SeniorTechnician with Degree)
Tech 1 - LIcensed Landscape Architects - Asslstant.Prcject Coordinators
Tech 1 - SenlorTechnlclan with Degree
Tech 2 - ApprenticeLandscape Architects &Technlclan with Degree
Tech 3 - JuniorDesign & Technlcal Staff
Tech 4 - EntryLevel Design.&TechnicalStaff
Tech-5- Design& Technlcallntems
Administrative Assistant
ClericalStaff

$195.00
$115.00
$105.00
$90.00
$80.00
$70.00
$65.00
$55.00
$45.00
$40.00
$30.00

All expenses for communications. printing, travel, meals, lodging, OWner approved consultants and other
costs in connection with this project will be billed to A&B at cost. JKT's time sheets and expense reports will
be carefully recorded and made available for Owner's review upon five (5) days notice. Updates on account
may be obtained weekly or monthly at Owner's request.

InVoices are due upon receipt. Payment will be considered overdue after thirty (30) days from date of invoice
and 1.5% per month Is automatically added to the principal balance then remaining and work may cease until
payment is received. JKT may require interim lump sum payments. JKTwill be reimbursed all costs incurred
in collecting overdue accounts under this Agreement, including legal fees, and in accordance with the Code
of Laws of South Carolina.

A&B will provide complete and accurate information and participate in reviews, minimizing time and expense
for JKT and A&B; A&B will designate person(s) to whom JKT is responsible and A&B will remunerate in a
timely manner. When A&B authorizes designated person(s) to act for it, A&B agrees to be bound to the
actions requested or taken thereby.

GENERAL CONDITIONS

A. If eitherpartyis required toinstitute sui!againsttheotherpartyto enforce Itsrights under thlsAqreemenl, the suit must be
brought in Beaufort County,South Carolina, and If such partyobtains a valid judgementagainst the other party the non­
prevailing party agrees to pay all reasonable costs, expenses and reasonable attorney's fees of the prevailing party
attributable to the enforcement of this Agreement.

B. This Scope ofServicesdoesnotInclude anypennittlng, meetings with permitting agencies.highway encroachment permits
and any othermeetingsregarding suchpermitting processes unless stipulated in Scope of Servicesoutlined above.

C. Thls Scope of Servicesdoesnot Include any verification of slte conditions or site surveys provided byA&8 andlor itsother
consultants.



D. So as not to delay the services of J KT, A&B shall designate In wrlUng a person to act as Its representative with respect lo
JKT's services; provide all crneta and fulllnfarmaUon as to A&B's requirements for the project; place-at JKT's disposal all
reasonably available information pertinent to the project and project site and any reports, data, and other information (0 be
fumished by A&B pursuant to the Agreement; and gIve prompt written notice 10JKT whenever A&B observes or otherwise
becomes aware ofany development that affects the scope or timing of JKTs services. JJ<Tshall be entitled to rely upon the
accuracy and completeness ofall requirements. instructions, reports. data and other information provided by or through A&B
and its representative.

E. If JKT's services under this Agreement do not include services during the construction phase of the project, then A&B
assumes all responsibility for the application and interpretation of JKT's drawings, specifications and other Instruments of
servlce: the observation and evaluation ofContractor'swork and the performance of any other necessary construcnon phase
landscape architectural or professIonal services; and A&Bwaives any claims against JKT that may be connected In anyway
thereto.

F. A&B and JKT agree that they shall first submit any and all unsettled claims, counterclaims. disputes and other matters in
question between them arising outof orrelaUng to this Agreement to medIation in accordance wIth the Construction Indusby
Medlatlon Rules of the American ArbItration Association. effective as of the dale of this Agreement.

G. It is acknowledged by both parties that JKT's scope of services does not include any services related to the presence at the
site of asbestos. PCBs. petroleum. hazardous substances or-waste, or radioactive materials.

H. JKTshall not have any duty or authority to direct, controlorsupervise any contractor's work, norshall JKT have authority aver
or responslblJity for the means, methads, sequences. or safety procedures employed by any contractor orforany contraclor's
failure to comply with applicable taws and requirements. If A&B performs design services or procures separate consultants
or contractors to perform design services, JKT shall be entitled to rely on the technIcal sufficlency and timely delivery of
documents and services furnished by A&B orA&B's separate consultants or contractors and shall not be resporislble for the
failure of any such documenls and servIces to comply with applicable laws, requlatlcns or standards.

I. A&B is responsible for the maintenance of all installed items, Including but not limited to slte furnishings, equipment. lawns,
plantings, irrigation systems and all work designed or specified under thls Agreement. Maintenance shall be In accordance
wIth good Industry practice and manufacturers' or suppliers' recommendations.

J. All documents prepared or furnished by JKT pursuant to th is Agreemenlareinslruments of JKTs professional service and
JKT shall retain an ownership and property interest therein. JKT grants A&B license La use instruments ofJKT's professional
service to construct, occupyand maintain the project. Reuse ormodlflcation ofsuch documents by A&B withoutJKT's written
permission shall be at A&B's sale risk and A&B agrees to indemnIfy and hold JKT harmless from all clalms. damages and
expenses, including attorneys' fees. arising out of such reuse by A&B or others acUng through A&B.

K. JKT shall provide technical criteria, written descriptions and design data for A&S's use In filing applications for permits from
or approvals of governmental authorities havIng 'jurisdiction over the project and shall asslstA&B In consultations with such
authorities when included as part of the Scope of Services outlined in this letter or Agreement.

L. See Also lrtsurance/lndemnlflcation Addendum attached below.

M. The standard of care for all professional services performed or furnished by JKT under this Agreement will be the skill and
care used by landscape architects practicing under similar circumstances at the same time and in the-same locality. JKT
makes no warranties, either express or Implied under this Agreement or otherwise in connection with JKT's services.

N. A&B may terminate this Agreement with seven days' prior written notice toJKT for convenience or cause. JKT may terminate
this Agreement for cause with seven days' prior written notice to A&B. Failure of A&B to make payments when due shall be
cause for suspension of services or, ultimalely, termination unless and until JKT has been paId in full all amounts due.

Please sign below indicating your acceptance of this proposal contract and return one executed copy to our office along
with one executed copy efthe attached LetterefAgreement, which further defines responsibility, payment schedule and
reimbursable expenses.

We thank you for the opportunity to submit this proposal and we IDDk forward to wDrking with yDU on this important
project.

Sincerely,
J. K. Tiller Associates, Inc. Mr. Steve Andrews

Accepted: ...!L.S.

Name: Steve Andrews

Tille:Vice Presidenl

Date.November 15, 2010

Tille:

Date:

President

T:\Admln\ProposaJs\1115201O_Andrews_BMH.wpd



WHITAKER LABORATORY, INC.
P.O. Box 7078 2500 Tremont Road Savannah, Georgia 31418
Phone (912) 234-0696 Fax (912) 233-5061 www.whitakerlab.net

November 11, 2010

Andrews & Burgess Inc.
40-A Shanklin Road
Beaufort, South Carolina 29906

Attention: Mr. Steve Andrews, PE

Referencing: Proposal to Provide Geotechnical Evaluation Services for
Beaufort Memorial Hospita1- US Hwy. 278 @ Buckwalter Parkway
Bluffton, South Carolina

Dear Mr. Andrews:

In accordance with your request, we have prepared the following cost estimate to perform
a geotechnical evaluation for the planned building structures and pavements at the above
referenced site. In an effort to evaluate near surface soil conditions related to pavements,
seasonal high groundwater and percolation rates, we propose to perform 12, 5-foot auger
borings within planned paved areas, soil mottling for seasonal high groundwater
determinations at 2 locations and percolation testing at 2 locations. In an effort to
evaluate subsurface soil conditions related to the planned buildings, we propose to
perform 9 soil test borings to depths ranging from 20 to 40 feet below the ground surface.

SCOPE OF WORK AND ASSOCIATED FEE

1. Mobilization ofPersonnel

a) Mobilization ofpersonnel, 5 each@ $50.00 each .
b) Mobilization of Drill Rig, LS , .

$250.00
$250.00

2. Perform 12, 5-foot auger borings, 2 percolation tests utilizing Aardvark
Permeameter and soil mottling at 2 locations. Also perform 9 soil test borings
(two to 20 feet and seven to 40 feet below the ground surface) :

a) 9 soil test borings, 320 total LF @ $9.00 per LF .
b) 12, 5-foot auger borings @ $40.00 each .
c) Soil mottling at 2 locations, LS .
d) Percolation testing at 2 locations, LS .

$2,880.00
$480.00
$300.00
$700.00
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3. Laboratory services to support evaluation:

a) Prepare Boring Logs & visual
classification of Soil Samples . $300.00

4. Furnish engineering report incorporating site preparation recommendations to
support pavement design, identification of seasonal high groundwater and
recommended percolation rates for your use in site design. The report will also
include site preparation recommendations for building pads and provide
foundation recommendations including recommended seismic design parameters.

Lump Sum . $800.00

PROJECT TOTAL ESTIMATE = $5,960.00

Please note that the above estimate assumes that our truck mounted drilling equipment
will be able to access planned soil test boring locations on-site. If clearing or soft track
equipment becomes necessary to access boring locations, the project total estimate will
require to be increased accordingly to cover cost associated with such equipment and/or
personnel.

If the above proposal is acceptable, please sign below indicating your acceptance of this
proposal and your authorization for Whitaker Laboratory to proceed with work. Once
signed please fax to us at (912) 233-5061.

AuthorizedBy:
(Print Name)

Signature:

Date:
Invoice Terms (Net 30 days from Invoice Date)

We appreciate the opportunity to present this proposal. Should you have any questions or
require additional information, please do not hesitate to call the office.

Respectfully submitted,
WHITAKER LABORATORY~INC.

Joseph M. Whitaker
President

Jason H. FolIo, P.E.
Project Engineer



November 1, 2010

Mr. Steve Andrews, P.E.
Andrews Burgess Co.
40 Shanklin Road
Beaufort, SC 29906

Phone: 843 4660369
Cell: 843 521 6537
E-Mail: steve@andrewsengineering.net

.....- . =
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Traffic, Transportation, &Parking Consultams

SRS Engineering, LLC

80 I Mohawk Drive

Wcst Columbia, SC 29169

RE: Proposal to Provide Traffic Engineering Services
Proposed Medical Office Complex- US 278 at Bnckwalter Parkway
BlufftonlBeaufort County, SC

Dear Steve:

SRS Engineering, LLC (SRS) is pleased to submit the following proposal to provide Traffic Engineering
services for the above referenced project.

Based on the information provided, it our understanding that a Traffic Impact Study is required for the
above-referenced project which is located off of US 278 just west of Buckwalter Parkway. I have
discussed the project in detail with Mr. Colin Kinton in order to develop the following required scope for
the impact study.

For this project, SRS has estimated the following:

COST
TASK FEE ($) SCHEDULE STRUCTURE

1.0 Professional Services: Traffic Studv $12,500 6-8 Weeks Lump Sum

2.0 Follow On Services: Meetings $1,200 If Needed Lumn Sum

TOTAL $12,500' --- --
*Total fee does not include Task 2.0, Follow On Services.

SCOPE OF SERVICES

SRS will perform the following Traffic Engineering services as they relate to the proposed medical
complex to be located off of US 278 in Bluffton/Beaufort County, SC:

Todd E. Sulvauin {S03) 36J -3265 Q Mike Ridgeway, P.E. (803) 252-1799 e Matt Short, P.E. (S03) 252-/599
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Task 1.0 Professional Services

.. The study area for this project is defined by Colin Kinton as the following intersections:

1. US 278 at Hampton Parkway;
2. US 278 at future Hampton Parkway;
3. US 278 at Island West;
4. US 278 at Buckwalter Parkway;
5. Buckwalter Parkway at North Cinema Access;
6. US 278 at Site Access; and
7. Buckwalter Parkway at Site Access.

.. Weekday AM (7-9) and PM (4-6), peak-hour turning movement traffic counts will be gathered
for the above referenced existing intersections. Since no new data has been collected at these
intersections in over 12 months, new data must be collected according to County staff.

.. Inventory the project study area. This inventory will entail the gathering of existing geometry,
traffic control, adjacent land uses, etc. within the project study area.

.. Estimate the volume of project-specific traffic based on the Trip Generation manual, 8'" Edition
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers. These site-specific projections will be
completed for the weekday daily, AM and PM peak-hour time periods.

.. Develop an anticipated arrival/departure pattern based on existing travel patterns. Prior to
completing any analysis, the pattern will be submitted to City staff for their approval.

.. Distribute project traffic through the study area based on the approved arrival/departure pattern.

II Conduct intersection analyses for the following scenarios:

• Existing- 2010;
• Future Year No-Build;
• Future Year Build;
• Future Year Mitigated (if needed).

It should be noted that SRS will coordinate with County staff in order to develop the list of
background developments that need to be included for these analyses.

.. Complete a technical report which will summarize our findings and conclusions. This report will
complete with tabular and graphical material and will be suitable to submit as a free-standing
document to the County and if needed, the SCDOT.

Task 2.0 Follow-On Services

Prepare for, attend, and present SRS's findings and recommendations at any meeting (public or private)
which our attendance is required. Cost is on a per meeting basis and is not included in the contract total.



Mr. Steve Andrews
November 1, 2010
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REQUIREDINFORMATIONIDATA

SRS has developed the ahove scope based on the provision that some information is to be provided by the
client. In order for SRS to meet the project schedule, the following information is needed:

1. Development build-out year for the project; and
2. Sufficiently detailed site plan depicting land use type, unit total, access location/design, etc.

GENERAL TERMS OF AGREEMENT

1. This document will serve as a Contract for the proposed professional services. No modifications
to this Contract shall be accepted without written permission from the Consultant.

2. The proposal is valid for a period of 30 days, after which the Consultant reserves the right to
review and revise the estimated fee, time schedule, and other terms specified herein.

3. This Contract is not assignable except with the prior written consent of the Consultant and no
assignment shall relieve the undersigned of any obligations under this Contract.

4. The undersigned agrees to pay the Consultant for work performed in accord with the terms of
this Contract, without regard to the success of the project.

5. Payment of the consultant is expressly not conditioned upon the undersigned receiving any
payment from third parties who are not a party to this Contract, such as other property owners,
developers, or funding agencies.

6. The individual executing this Contract, if acting on behalf of a partnership, corporation, or
funding agency, represents that he has the authority to do so.

7. Accounts rendered are due and payable upon receipt of invoice.
8. In the event that the Client defaults in making payments pursuant to this Contract, the Client

shall be responsible for all of the Consultant's collection costs, including reasonable attorney's
fees.

9. SRS Engineering, LLC (SRS) is a fully insured consulting firm carrying the industry standard of
Errors and Omissions and General Liability insurances.



Mr. Steve Andrews
November 1, 2010
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SCHEDULE AND FEE

SRS is looking forward to starting on this project and can complete the specified scope within a 6-8 week
period once we obtain approval. For this project, a lump sum of $12,500 for Professional Services (Task
1.0) is estimated. Task 2.0 will be bill as a lump sum for attendance at each meeting requested by the
client.

If the Scope of Services, Agreement and Fee are acceptable to you, please indicate your acceptance below
and return a copy. If you have any questions, please contact me at (803) 361-3265.

Sincerely,

SRS ENGINEERING, LLC

'Z/ G: 5tr-
Todd E. Salvagin
Principal

ACCEPTED BY:
ANDREWS & BURGESS FOR $12,500

Name

Title

Date

TIN
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CommentslResponses to
Councilman Baer's Questions



Thoughts. Comments and Questions on BMH Access Road Project - Februarv 21. 2011

1 - Proposed Use:

- The Healthcare facility seems to be a good use and good for the area. It will create jobs,
although we have been told it will not pay taxes. Perhaps other related businesses will spring up
nearby, that will pay taxes.

Comment/Response: Property owned by the Hospitalfor its not for profit mission do not pay
taxes. The Town Manager ofBluffton and County Administrator have commented in earlier
discussions on the magnet effect a facility such as this can have on private investment, as 'well as
enhancing the mission ofthe nursing programs at USCB and Technical College through
internships andjob opportunities.

2 - Road and Traffic Design:

- It is not clear to me that the plan presented (2/7/11) is the best design for all the people
of the area. Questions include:
- What is the plan for this road? Is it a hospital driveway, or a full service access Rd. to the
Buckwalter Parkway as envisioned in our I % project book?

Comment/Response: The Hospital, in consultation with County Engineering, has created a
preliminary design with alternative layouts for the proposed roundabouts. A pdfofthose is
attached, and large scale version hard copies will be in your packages. It is a[ull service
road that includes points forfuture tie-ins to the West towards Island West, as well as to
the South, towards the Sea Turtle Commercial area. The design varies in layout from that
shown in the I % project book in that it drops through the property at an earlier point of
travel on the West side to accommodate a future tie -in to the West, as well as the future
tie-in to the South. With the roundabout, it now also provides a cross over point to the
commercial properties to the East ofBuckwalter parkway, continuing through that
property.

- Does the road proposed meet the standards envisioned in the 1% project list?

Comment/Response: A page including the description in the 1% project book is attached. It is
described as a two lane road, with each lane I I feet wide with 6foot shoulders. Section I (c) of
the Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) includes a description oftwo, twelve foot wide travel
lanes, with customary turn and accel/decel lanes within the property. Sidewalks and a multi-use
path have been added after consultation with Bluffton and County staff The remainder ofthe
description is in line with the comments ofthe professional staffs. See also the next to the last
sentence in Section I (c), which allows for design tweaking by the County for up to 45 days after
execution ofthe IGA.

- What is the best traffic design to cover all the users in the area?

Comment/Response: The conversations between the professional engineers have led to the
current design, which deviates somewhat from that by Florence and Hutchins done a couple of
years ago by the County, but now takes into accountfuture interconnectivity desires as noted
above, and provides for a continuation ofthe Frontage Road Eastward on through the
commercial areas to the East ofBuckwalter. The IGA contains in Section I (a) a requirement/or



a firm with substantial experience in roundabout design to be retained to ensure the best design
is incorporated. The addition ofsidewalks and bike paths are in line with transportation design
principles that promote walking and biking.

- It seems to me that such an access road should also meet the needs of the
movie/restaurant complex nearby. Was there a joint design?

Comment/Response: In consultation with the Town ofBluffton, the current design
provides a tie-in point southward to that area. WIzen that area on the north side ofthe
complex develops, Bluffton could incorporate a point ofinterconnectivity northward.
- It has been said that the proposed rotary violates our County access management plan. It has
also been said that it seems designed for some other unknown land access purpose across
Buckwalter parkway. That is not a bad thing, but given the high traffic movie/restaurant complex
nearby, it seems that this road needs to be designed to cover all nearby purposes.

Comment/Response: The 2007 traffic managementplan shows this intersection (labeled as CI)
as a full access, four way traditional intersection with a median cut, but no signalization. The
Buckwalter Access Management Plan does not allow signalized intersections within 2,000 feet of
another signal. While it is believed that the initial proposedphasing ofbuild at 60,000 square
feet ofmedical office would not create a failing traditionalfour way full access intersection at
Buckwalter Parkway, projected maximum build out at 140,000 to 160,000 squarefeet, in
conjunction with traffic from the commercialproperties to the East ofBuckwalter Parkway,
likely would create a failing traditionalfour way full access intersection without signalization
or a roundabout. Preliminary traffic engineering supports the functionality ofa roundabout.
There are a mix of commercial and residential uses which are allowed under approved initial
master plans for Buckwalter Commons under that Development Agreement, both across the
Parkway to the East (formerly Willow Run), as well as the adjacent properties to the South of
this Property. It was the consensus ofthe professional engineers that a roundabout would best
serve the potential traffic loads from all ofthese adjacent uses. This would also allow the
continuation ofthe Frontage Road into that area, connecting these areas without having to use
Highway 278. Again, the roundabout design professionals will weigh in on the best design as
this progresses, incorporating those traffic loads into the design.

- Where is the traffic study for the project?

Comment/Response: See the attached memo entitled "Beaufort Memorial Hospital Bluffton
Frontage Road Justification." It provides a chronological history behind this frontage road, and
references severalpast studies that deal with the frontage road. In addition, there have been
additional studies ofthis area as part ofthe Highway 278 wideningproject that incorporate the
projected traffic loads for this project, which have been a known factor since at 2000, when a
Wilbur Smith and Associates traffic analysis was included in the Master Plan submitted to the
Town ofBluffton. Included in Exhibit B to this IGA is the proposal to prepare an additional
traffic study as part ofthe road permitting process, which will now be supplemented by the
inclusion ofa traffic analysis that includes the roundabout.

3 - Funding:

- A frontage road at Buckwalter Commercial was on the 1% project list at some point in time. (It
was in the July 26,2010 report.) However, that list lumped all the frontage roads into a single



$2,228,047 project. It is not known if any remaining money is available in tbat bundle,
particularly after other commitments, and overruns. The entire 1% list had to be reprioritized and
many projects put on hold. There are also new demands and uses for those funds emerging.

Comment/response: While I only have afew ofthose reports in hard copy, the October 2009
report describes the funding for the 278 Frontage Roads (six roads) as 3.6 million Sales tax
Funding, 6 million Impact Fee Funding, and Town ofHilton Head 1.1 million funding for a total
of10.7 million dollars. There was a series ofchanges to the program that have been reflected in
later reports.

HOWEVER. the Hospital is not requesting anv 1% fimds for this proiect. The Hospital has
invoked the build in lieu ofimpact tees provisions oUhe state development impact fee enabling
act. as adopted bv Beaufort Countv in its Impact Fee Ordinance in Chapter 82. The statute and
ordinance contemplate and provide processes for the IGA that is proposed. This provides
fimding for a identified traffic improvement using non-Countv funds in exchange for the credits
that the statute and ordinance provide.

- What is tbe total cost of tbe project, and cost to County?

Comment/Response: As detailed in the IGA, Engineering/permitting is estimated at $207,000.00
not including the additional cost ofthe roundabout design. The preliminary engineering
estimate is 1.3 million, plus the cost ofthe roundabout, which is yet to be designed. As set out in
the IGA, the County is not being asked to commitfunds for this, just the Roadfacilities credits,
and to use its best efforts to obtain other monies if they become available through any other
source, such as economic development grants, or the like.

- How much is tbe hospital asking for: $200,000, tbe full road construction cost, or some
otber number?

Comment/Response: The IGA is set up requesting the credits available under the Impact Fee
Ordinance, which is the full cost ofdesigning and building the road and roundabout, with
right ofway.

- Where is tbat money proposed to come from? What will it displace?

Comment Response: The money comes from the Hospital. It displaces nothing, ifI
understand the question. The County does not "write any checks, "it merely issues the
credits for the actual expenditures as provided in the ordinance. It provides a wayfor the
identified traffic improvement to be built now, rather than later, as well as satisfying the
requirement it be built before the Highway 278 median can be closed, which is desired as
part ofthe current widening project.

- What impact fees will be generated by this project?

Comment Response: As noted in the IGA, the first phase is expected to generate approximately
$677,000.00 in impact fees, with possible buildout ofan additional $677,000.00 to $903,000.00,
for a total of1.58 million.

4 - Presentation and Approval Methods:



- This appears to be a worthwhile project that I would like to see succeed. However, it is an
example ofhow not to present complex material to CC for a rapid decision. This project was
presented to us in a rushed fashion with major slides and handouts given to us in real time at
meetings. That prevented any advance homework or research by Committees.

III First appeared Jan. 4, 2011 as an off agenda item at end ofNatural resources Committee
meeting.
III Next appeared as a presentation on Feb. 7, 2011 at Finance Committee meeting. Some

(but not all) complex handouts provided during presentation.

The fastest way to get this project done would have been to put it on the agenda for Jan. 4, 2011
and provide handouts a week before. Then we would have had questions that could have been
resolved in a month, and we could have voted by Feb. 4 or the next CC meeting thereafter.
If we are going to do Due Diligence on behalf of taxpayers, we need to enforce some
standards on the backup materials and timing of requests brought to us.

Steven Baer February 21,2011



Excerpts From Monthly Progress Reports
1% Sales Tax Program

Indicating Improvement Costs and Sources of Funding



MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT
June 2008

Project Manager David Beaty

19-May-08
o5-Nov-08
$197,953.88
$0.00
$0.00
$197.953.88
$0.00
$197,953.88
.00%
170 Days
oDays
170 Days
42 Days
128 Days
24.71%

2d. US 278 Frontage Roads (Six Sections)

. ' .

~nrll'l'_T,"'rm study of US 278 has highlighted necessary projects required in order to close certain median
Six sections were selected for improvement and currently are under design.

P~sigJ1iQ()l1fract.9ost&Sc:h·~~1I1e.iStatus
Contract Commencement:
Scheduled Completion:
Original Contract Amount:
Executed Contract Amendments:
Pending Contract Amendments:
Current Contract Amount
Invoiced to Date:
Remaining Contract Amount:
Percent of Contract Amount Complete:
Original Schedule Duration:
Extensions:
Current Schedule Duration:
Time Expended:
Time Remaining:
Percent Time Expended:

Sales Tax Funding: $3,600,000
Impact Fee Funding: $6,000,000
Other Sources: $3,500,000
Total Project Funding: $13,100,000

pr()je9rp~I'~()nn~1
Design: Florence & Hutcheson, Inc.

Page 7

Project[lesc;[iptioh
Medians are planned for sections 278 which will eliminate left turns from some establishments.
This will require frontage roads to be added at six areas to allow access to intersections. Currently,
planned frontage roads are:

The Gatherings, at Salt Marsh Lane
Tanger Outlet, East of Burnt Church Rd.
Buckwalter Commercial, west of Buckwalter Parkway
St. Gregory by Berkeley Hall, north side east of Buckwalter Parkway
Rose Hill, west of Buck Island Road
Plantation Business Park, from Buck Island Road to Simmonsville Road

A..~miitie.is$ir1Cel+asf~el'i()(:f'·· .....•.« ..•.. (.

1. Design Consultant Florence & Hutcheson, Inc. received County VUUI ".11

2. Design Contract negotiated and surveying commenced

Planl1E!dA¢th,itiE!~FoI'NE!#.·peri()d
1. Field data collection is under way
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Project Description
The Buckwalter Commercial Frontage road will relieve traffic from US 278 by connecting Lost Oaks Drive to the Buckwa
Parkway. Two medians are scheduled to be closed by SCDOT on US 278 near this project area. This frontage road will t
two lane road. Each Janewill be 11 feet wide with 6 foot wide shoulders on each side.

Project Location

Project Personnel
Design Firm: Florence & Hutcheson, Inc.

Project Status

Project Manager: David Beaty, Florence & Hutcheson, In

Design is complete. All documents for execution were submitted to Town of Bluffton at the end of November, 2008.

Contract Cost & Schedule Status

Commencement Date:

Scheduled Completion:

Original Budget:

Current BUdget:

Expenditures to Date:

Percent BUdget Spent:

27-May-2008

20-Nov-2008

$42,260

$39,754

$10,666

27%

Town of Bluffton to
Implement Plans

MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT - October 2009

Project Cross-section

Page



Project Description
The Buckwalter Commercial Frontage road will relieve traffic from US 278 by connecting Lost Oaks Drive to the Buckwa
Parkway. Two medians are scheduled to be closed by SCOOT on US 278 near this project area. This frontage road will b
two lane road. Each lane will be 11 feet wide with 6 foot wide shoulders on each side.

Project Personnel
Design Firm: Florence & Hutcheson, Inc.

Project Status

Project Manager: David Beaty, Florence & Hutcheson, Inc

Design is complete. All documents for execution were submitted to Town of Bluffton at the end of November, 2008.

Contract Cost & Schedule Status

Commencement Date:

Scheduled Completion:

Original Budget:

Current Budget:

Expenditures to Date:

27-May-200B

20-Nov-2008

$42,260

$39,754

$10,666

Town of Bluffton to
Implement Plans

Percent Budget Spent:

It
11' 11'

27%

Project Cross-section

MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT - October 2009 Page



Excerpts from 2007 Buckwalter Parkway Traffic Management Plan
Indicating Characteristics of Intersection C-I

(Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road and Buckwalter Parkway)



ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN: BUCKWALTER PARKWAY

US 278 TO BLUFFTON PARKWAY PHASE 4
BEAUFORT COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA

Prepared for:

Beaufort County &
Town of Bluffton

Prepared by:

r .• ag

~~ ·~~I
--All III =......4;:5

Traffic, Transporlalion, &Parking Consultants

SRS ENGINEERING, LLC
801 Mohawk Drive
West Columbia, South Carolina 29169

SUBMITTED
MAY 2007
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2025 DESIGN HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Buckwalter Parkway Access Management



Corridor

Buckwalter Parkway

Table 2
INTERSECTION SPACING

Buckwalter Parkway Access Management

Major Intersecting Cross Streets

US 278 to CI Access (est.)
Cl Access (esr.) to Cinema NortblC2
Cinema NorthlC2 to Cinema SouthJC2
Cinema South!C2 to Sea Turtle NorthIParkside Dr
Sea Turtle NorthlParkside Dr to Sea Turtle South
Sea Turtle Southto Buckwalter TownCenter RlJRt Access
BuckwalterTown CenterRt/RtAcceesto BuckwalterTown CenterNorth
Buckwalter TownCenter North to BuckwalterTownCenter Promenade
Buckwalter TownCenter Promenade to Buckwalter TownCenter SouthJC6
Buckwalter Town Center South/C6 toBlufftonParkway Phase4IPortrait

Separation
(Feet)

950
950
900

1.000
1.050
1.100
500
450
500

1,075

Cumulative
Distance to US 278

(Feet)

950
1.900
2.800
3.800
4,850
5,950
6,450
6.900
7.400
8,475

As shown, the entire corridor being studied is approximately 8,475-feet (1.6-miles) and typical separation of
access points is typically 900 to 1,000-feet with the exception of the distance between Sea Turtle and the
northerly Buckwalter Town Center access (approx. 1,900-feet) and the separations between the Buckwalter
Town Center access drives (approx. 500-feet).

Applying the "ideal" separation of signalized intersections to the corridor length of 8,475-feet results in the
possibility of signalizing three (3) intersections between US 278 and the Bluffton Parkway (8,475/2,640=3.2)
in order to meet ideal spacing.

Review of the future 2025 traffic volumes from the prior completed traffic studies for the Cinema and Sea
Turtle development indicate that traffic signals are planned at the southerly Cinema access opposite parcel C2
and at the southern Sea Turtle access. Based on Table 2, the location of the first traffic signal; at the southern
Cinema access; results in a separation ofapproximately 2,800-feet (US 278 to Cinema south). This separation
is recommended due to the fact that US 278 is a Principal Arterial and maintaining the ideal separation of 112­
mile between signals will provide good operations for these intersections.

Separation between the southerly Cinema access and Sea Turtle south is approximately 2,050-feet which is less
than the ideal liz-mile spacing however, due to the fact that the intersecting roadways with the Buckwalter
Parkway are not major collectors (Cinema access and Sea Turtle access) the separation can be slightly less
(note that the separation is greater than ]f3-mile).

The remaining section of the Buckwalter Parkway between Sea Turtle South and the Bluffton Parkway
intersection is approximately 3,625-feet. Separation between the southern Sea Turtle access and the northern
Buckwalter Town Center access is approximately 1,600-feet. The key separation in this remaining segment
would be the separation from the Bluffton Parkway intersection (major cross street intersection) to the next
signalized intersection to the north along the Buckwalter Parkway. While Y2-mile would be preferred, this
separation would be unreasonable due to the fact that this would leave approximately 900-feet separation
between the traffic signal at the southern Sea Turtle access. Based on the current development plans, the most
appropriate location for this sigoal would be the future planned northern Buckwalter Town Center access
which would provide a separation of approximately 2,000-feet to the Bluffton Parkway and approximately
I ,600-feet to the traffic signal at the southern Sea Turtle access.

Assuming the location of signals as referenced above, both intersection and arterial analyses have been
completed which are summarized in Table 3.

6



DEVELOPMENT ACCESS/CONNECTIVITY

In order to maintain traffic flow on the northern section of the Buckwalter Parkway, the location of
signalized intersections must be properly planned and maintained. As such, not all access points will be
allowed signalization at "front door" locations along the frontage of the site.

With this, the planning of good connectivity between developments is critical so that drivers can travel
from one facility to another without having to get on the Buckwalter Parkway and to allow access for
traffic to one of the planned signalized intersections.

Connectivity is especially important for many of the parcels along the Buckwalter Parkway due to
development parcel size, environmental constraints/wetlands and proximity to major arterials such US 278
and the Bluffton Parkway. For parcels which front US 278, connectivity to the Buckwalter Parkway is
critical as the approved access plan for US 278 limits full-access movement drives and signalized
intersections.

In particular, three developments have plans to access the Buckwalter Parkway identified via their
approved traffic studies and in some instances, their respective development agreements. The Willow
Run POO, Island West and the proposed Buckwalter Commons retail site located along US 278 (opposite
the Berkeley Hall maintenance access) are each planned to have access to/from the Buckwalter Parkway.

Suggestions to provide for and/or enhance connectivity and allow access to/from developments are
depicted by Figure 4 for the Buckwalter Parkway northern corridor and are briefly described below:

• Buckwalter Commons/Cl Tract- A new intersection to be planned as part of the on going
development in the area. This access is suggested to be located approximately 950-feet south of
US 278 and will be an unsignalized intersection to due its proximity to the signalized
intersection of US 278. Based on the location of this access and the anticipated inability to
provide connectivity to other development sites to the south (Cinema and C2), this access is
anticipated to be a full-movement access and should provide separate left and right-turn lanes on
both the Buckwalter Parkway and the site access approaches. Vehicles exiting the respective
sites should be placed under STOP sign contro1.

• Cinema North Access/C2 Tract- Is currently a three-legged intersection which currently serves
as a secondary access for the cinema. This access is approximately 1,900-feet south of US 278
(950-feet south of the proposed Buckwalter Commons/C) Tract access). Opposite the cinema
development is the C2 tract which is currently anticipated to be developed as a drive-up bank.
This access was planned as a full-movement access due to the evening activity of the theatre and
should remain as an unsignalized access when the Buckwalter Parkway is fully constructed. As
such. separate turning lanes (left and right) are suggested on both the Buckwalter Parkway and
access approaches, with the acess drives being placed under STOP sign control.

• Cinema South Access/C2 Tract- Currently an unsignalized intersection three-legged
intersection which is planned to be placed under traffic signal control after the Buckwalter

9



ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN: BUCKWALTER PARKWAY

US 278 TO BLUFFTON PARKWAY PHASE 4
BEAUFORT COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA

Prepared for:

Beaufort County &
Town of Bluffton
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Corridor

Buckwalter Parkway

Table 2
INTERSECTION SPACING

Buckwalter Parkway Access Management

Major Intersecting Cross Streets

US 278 to Cl Access{est.)
Cl Access (esr.) (0 Cinema NorthlC2
Cinema NorthlCZ to Cinema SouthlC2
CinemaSouthlC2 to Sea Turtle NorthlParkside Dr
Sea Turtle NorthlParkside Dr 10 Sea Turtle South
Sea Turtle Southto Buckwalter TownCenter RURtAccess
Buckwalter Town Cenrer Rt/Rt Access to Buckwalter TownCenter North
Buckwalter TownCenter North to Buckwalter TownCenter Promenade
Buckwalter Town CenterPromenade toBuckwalter TownCenter SouthlC6
Buckwalter Town CenterSouth/C6 toBlufftonParkway Phase4/Portrait

Separation
(Feet)

950
950
900

1,000
1,050
1,100
500
450
500

1,075

Cumulative
Distance to US 278

(Feet)

950
1,900
2,800
3,800
4,850
5,950
6,450
6,900
7.400
8,475

As shown. the entire corridor being studied is approximately 8,475-feet (I.6-miles) and typical separation of
access points is typically 900 to 1,000-feet with the exception of the distance between Sea Turtle and the
northerly Buckwalter Town Center access (approx. 1,900-feet) and the separations between the Buckwalter
Town Center access drives (approx. 500-feet).

Applying the "ideal" separation of signalized intersections to the corridor length of 8,475-feet results in the
possibility of signalizing three (3) intersections between US 278 and the Bluffton Parkway (8,47512,640=3.2)
in order to meet ideal spacing.

Review of the future 2025 traffic volumes from the prior completed traffic studies for the Cinema and Sea
Turtle development indicate that traffic signals are planned at the southerly Cinema access opposite parcel C2
and at the southern Sea Turtle access. Based on Table 2, the location of the first traffic signal; at the southern
Cinema access; results in a separation ofapproximately 2,800-feet (US 278 to Cinema south). This separation
is recommended due to the fact that US 278 is a Principal Arterial and maintaining the ideal separation ofV,­
mile between signals will provide good operations for these intersections.

Separation between the southerly Cinema access and Sea Turtle south is approximately 2,050-feet which is less
than the ideal vs-rnile spacing however, due to the fact that the intersecting roadways with the Buckwalter
Parkway are not major collectors (Cinema access and Sea Turtle access) the separation can be slightly less
(note that the separation is greater than 1/3-mile).

The remaining section of the Buckwalter Parkway between Sea Turtle South and the Bluffton Parkway
intersection is approximately 3,625-feet. Separation between the southern Sea Turtle access and the northern
Buckwalter Town Center access is approximately 1,600-feet. The key separation in this remaining segment
would be the separation from the Bluffton Parkway intersection (major cross street intersection) to the next
signalized intersection to the north along the Buckwalter Parkway, While V2-mile would be preferred, this
separation would be unreasonable due to the fact that this would leave approximately 900-feet separation
between the traffic signal at the southern Sea Turtle access. Based on the current development plans, the most
appropriate location for this signal would be the future planned northern Buckwalter Town Center access
which would provide a separation of approximately 2.000-feet to the Bluffton Parkway and approximately
1,600-feet to the traffic signal at the southern Sea Turtle access.

Assuming the location of signals as referenced above. both intersection and arterial analyses have been
completed which are summarized in Table 3.
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DEVELOPMENT ACCESS/CONNECTIVITY

In order to maintain traffic flow on the northern section of the Buckwalter Parkway, the location of
signalized intersections must be properly planned and maintained. As such, not all access points will be
allowed signalization at "front door" locations along the frontage of the site.

With this, the planning of good connectivity between developments is critical so that drivers can travel
from one facility to another without having to get on the Buckwalter Parkway and to allow access for
traffic to one of the planned signalized intersections.

Connectivity is especially important for many of the parcels along the Buckwalter Parkway due to
development parcel size, environmental constraints/wetlands and proximity to major arterials such US 278
and the Bluffton Parkway. For parcels which front US 278, connectivity to the Buckwalter Parkway is
critical as the approved access plan for US 278 limits full-access movement drives and signalized
intersections.

In particular, three developments have plans to access the Buckwalter Parkway identified via their
approved traffic studies and in some instances, their respective development agreements. The Willow
Run PUD, Island West and the proposed Buckwalter Commons retail site located along US 278 (opposite
the Berkeley Hall maintenance access) are each planned to have access to/from the BuckwalterParkway.

Suggestions to provide for and/or enhance connectivity and allow access to/from developments are
depicted by Figure 4 for the Buckwalter Parkway northern corridor and are briefly described below:

• Buckwalter Commons/Cl Tract- A new intersection to be planned as part of the on going
development in the area. This access is suggested to be located approximately 950-feet south of
US 278 and will be an unsignalized intersection to due its proximity to the signalized
intersection of US 278. Based on the location of this access and the anticipated inability to
provide connectivity to other development sites to the south (Cinema and C2), this access is
anticipated to be a full-movement access and should provide separate left and right-turn lanes on
both the Buckwalter Parkway and the site access approaches. Vehicles exiting the respective
sites should be placed under STOP sign control.

• Cinema North Access/C2 Tract- Is currently a three-legged intersection which currently serves
as a secondary access for the cinema. This access is approximately l,900-feet south of US 278
(950-feet south of the proposed Buckwalter Commons/Cl Tract access). Opposite the cinema
development is the C2 tract which is currently anticipated to be developed as a drive-up bank.
This access was planned as a full-movement access due to the evening activity of the theatre and
should remain as an unsignalized access when the Buckwalter Parkway is fully constructed. As
such, separate turning lanes (left and right) are suggested on both the Buckwalter Parkway and
access approaches, with the acess drives being placed under STOP sign control.

• Cinema South Access/C2 Tract- Currently an unsignalized intersection three-legged
intersection which is planned to be placed under traffic signal control after the Buckwalter

9



BEAUFORT MEMORIAL HOSPITAL BLUFFTON FRONTAGE ROAD
JUSTIFICTION

Why the Road Must Be Built and Why the County Should Fund The Project Through Its
Existing Development Impact Fee Ordinance

Including
A History of the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road

Connecting Buckwalter Commercial (the "Property") from Highway 278 to Buckwalter
Parkway

February 18, 2011

1. SC Department of Transportation (SCDOT) Encroachment Permit #S-07-00179 was
issued May 17, 2000 for a driveway access from Highway 278 to the Property; also confirms
278 median cut to remain open until a frontage road is built. (Exhibit A)

2. The August 3, 2000 Foxfield (Buckwalter Commons) Traffic study for 160,000 SF

office shows a single access onto Hwy 278 with a recommendation for future frontage road

to Buckwalter Parkway and acknowledgement that median crossover may be closed in the

future.

3. The November 2000 Immediate Needs Study addresses Hwy 278 access. Buckwalter

Parkway is identified as an immediate need, but not the frontage road.

4. Letter from Jones, Scheider & Patterson dated November 14, 2000 to SC DOT
regarding confirmation of the terms for closure of the median crossing adjacent to the
Property at Highway 278 in exchange for SCDOT constructing a frontage road to connect the
Property to Buckwalter Parkway. (Exhibit B)

5. The May 2001 Short Term Needs Study calls for construction of Buckwalter
Commons frontage road and closure of Hwy 278 median crossover. The Buckwalter
Parkway and frontage road intersection is shown as a full turn movement. (See Excerpt of
April 9, 2001 Council Meeting (2 pages) addressing the US Highway 278 Short Terms Needs
Study including the Buckwalter Commercial Frontage Road, Exhibit C)

6. Excerpt from the June 28, 2004 Council Meeting regarding first reading and approval
of the imposition of a 1% sales tax to fund capital improvements as recommended in the
report of the Capital Sales Tax Commission, which includes these frontage roads. (Exhibit D,
6 pages)

7. Excerpt from the July 24, 2006 Council Meeting second reading and approval of the
imposition of a 1% sales tax to fund capital improvements as recommended in the report of
the Capital Sales Tax Commission. (Exhibit E, 3 pages)

8. Excerpt from the August 14, 2006 Council Meeting third and final reading and
approval of the imposition of a 1% sales tax to fund capital improvements as recommended
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in the report of the Capital Sales Tax Commission for a total of $152,000,000.00 or six (6)
years, whichever comes first. (Exhibit F, 3 pages)

9. Beaufort County Council approved at third reading on October 23, 2006 by
Ordinance Number 2006-24 (now codified at Chapter 82 of the Beaufort County Code of
Ordinances) a Development Impact Fee, including a Road Facilities Fee, and within that
Ordinance identified and incorporated by reference the Road Facilities Impact Fee Support
Study and CIP: South Beaufort County Service Area, dated September 2006 (Support Study)
and the County adopted South Beaufort County Road Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
identified therein, which were used to calculate the Road Facilities Fee (Section 82-85 of the
Beaufort County Code of Ordinances), which identified this frontage road. It is a full access
intersection at Buckwalter Parkway.

10. The Development Impact Fee Ordinance identified Buckwalter Parkway frontage
road to be funded with impact fees, and allows developer to donate RJW and/or construct
road in lieu offees.

II. May 2007 Buckwalter Parkway Access Management Plan includes Traffic volume
projections from County model for Year 2025 plus site specific for Buckwalter Commons
(160,000 SF office), and identifies this frontage road as a full tum movement at Buckwalter
Parkway.

12. Excerpt from the May 19, 2008 minutes awarding a contract to Florence &
Hutchenson, Inc. for the engineering and design of six of the U.S. Highway 278 frontage
roads, including Buckwalter Commercial, west of Buckwalter Parkway, which is this
frontage road. (Exhibit G, 1 page)

13. Letter dated June 16, 2010 from Anthony Barrett, Town of Bluffton to Morris
Communications with attachments acknowledging the conditions and terms of Encroachment
Permit #S-07-00179 and the Beaufort County I% Sales Tax Road Improvement Project
Monthly Report dated March 26, 2009 (Exhibit H, 6 pages)

14. Letter dated June 16, 2010 from H.B. Limehouse, Secretary of Transportation to
Morris Communications acknowledging the terms and conditions of Encroachment Permit
#S-07-00179 and confirming that SCDOT would fulfill SCDOT's obligations ( Exhibit I, 1
page)

15. Beaufort Memorial Hospital ("BMH") enters into a contract to purchase the Property
subject to the contingency that a frontage road must be approved to connect the Property
from U.S. Highway 278 to Buckwalter Parkway as shown on regional traffic plans of
Beaufort County and the Town of Bluffton. The 1% Sales Tax Reports have consistently
shown tins Frontage Road as a full tum movement, with the Highway 278 median to be
closed. (Exhibit J)

16. Meeting on September 22, 2010 among representatives of BMH, Beaufort County,
and the Town of Bluffton to discuss possible development of the Property, the need for
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construction of the frontage road, and SCDOT's lack of funding necessary for SCDOT to
honor SCDOT's obligation to construct the frontage road.

17. Memo from Tedder to Kubic and Barrett dated November 21,2010 provides a scope
of services and an estimate for the cost of construction for the frontage road, suggesting a
designlpermitlbuild process for construction of the frontage road, and proposing an
Intergovernmental Agreement to allow BMH to pay for the cost of construction of the
frontage road and to receive prepayment credits against future Beaufort County road impact
fees.

18. Meeting on December 13, 2010 among Beaufort County and Town of Bluffton
representatives to discuss Tedder's memo dated November 21, 2010, and specifically the
process and funding of the construction of the frontage road and the wetland crossing

19. At the Beaufort County Natural Resources Committee Meeting on January 4, 2011, a
presentation was made by Paul Sommerville and the County Traffic Engineer, Colin Kinton,
and then David Tedder answered questions. Colin Kinton confirmed to the Committee that
this frontage road has been in the works since 2001 and explained the need for the frontage
road.

20. On January 4, 2011, Kubic requested that Howell coordinate with Tedder the
preparation of an Intergovernmental Agreement between Beaufort County and the Town of
Bluffton.

21. Tedder circulated a draft of the Intergovernmental Agreement on January 10, 2011
and a revised version on February 2,2011.

22. At the Beaufort County Finance Committee Meeting on February 7, 2011, a
presentation was made by Rick Toomey and David Tedder. Anthony Barrett and Terry
Finger were present as representatives of the Town of Bluffton. Rob McFee answered
questions and confirmed to the Committee that this frontage road has been in the works since
2001 and explained the need for the frontage road. The use of a traffic circle at the
intersection of the frontage road at Buckwalter Parkway was discussed.

23. Rob McFee has advised the Buckwalter Access Management Plan does not allow
signalized intersections within 2,000 feet of another signal. While it is believed that the initial
proposed phasing of build at 60,000 square feet of medical office would not create a failing
traditional four way full access intersection at Buckwalter Parkway, projected final build out
at 140,000 to 160,000 square feet likely would create a failing traditional four way full
access intersection without signalization or a roundabout. Preliminary traffic engineering
supports the functionality of a roundabout.

24. Without the full access intersection of the frontage road at Buckwalter Parkway,
BMH will not proceed to purchase the Property.
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CDUNTY'::Beaulort
ROAD/ROUTE:U. S. HloTY :No , 278

The :Branigar O-rganization, Inc..
p,PPLl C,.NT:

(E,.,CROA·CHMEN"T PERMIT OTHER THAN A PUBLIC UTILITY)

_---:-:-"=---:-'"~:=::::::::;:::--:;:-=--I-------------,.---------

·0

p,DDRESS:
145 Palmet~o Bluff Road
Bluf£ton~ Sc 29910

TE.LEl"HONE NUt-'SEFI:

p~~",,--,:\~t. ~
ROAD NAME: William HIlton Farkway

1.
The undersigned applicant h~reb~ applies to the South Carolina, Department of Transportatlon
encroachment on State HIghway Righ; of Way as shewn and described below:

fE
. ~L_ t. Driveway Acceaa

2. TyPe 0 neroaenr.......en.

(SeDOn for a permit fOI

Description. of loc.F\.tion: u. s, Hwy No. 278
3. ( See At~a~hed Exhibit)

(ArloCh s"Ci~" i~dka""V f"O'I/r;lrllllY ,~",,.rn 11<.11 1'-1"' p"u~/tI~'" l>'i(1{h, .h",uJ~t:r ~ltilJ., .idotlJ"./1t D"d cllrb and 'lIUa, lar:alla",d'l'Ilrfr;:O"f 4rn/nJJ.,e -rrltCtuTE
ttarrll 11TTC"', ,it'" af wO)' ",fd[lI. ""of 'OcDlia'l "'f (h'f p"",p..;'~kl ..ner....c),rn~nl wllh r"'''.¢1 (a tl1" rr;>DJ;lwI1y c~"rl!rlIn .. "nd tne neorlUI ""'t1Iec~lltll,...".d0'
ll!oe SN> to! ~:fcl.m.J '.. .

4. The UQcler~tgdlJeB.apPdlkthan,t thhertby reqUh~sl: jllh<:rSCDdoth'!9'p('rmll' l'nC"r
dosC"hhml

,l:
b
n l ~n tthCl1 Ddepanmenrdl liTnight of'hW8tYas kd~bribet~ hheredIhn. It i

c):press[y un erstee 8, It encroac mel ,J an . W ,.~..'n ¢l'In!'1 NCII' • sa. e ms B e 10 acco ~(' Wlr he 5 etc a......c e. . erez
allQ made a part hereof. The ap~lkantagr~e~ lo r:llmp.l¥~:whh and be bound by the Oe-p<lrtment'!': "A Policy for ACC'ommQdating UtIlities 0
rU.gnways Rights of Way" 'and -Slandahf ~pl;'dfi('~tiOn1\N'if Hlgh ...·~Cl)n5ltuctlunM (made a pa.r1_ hereof' by reference) on file m the. Utilit
OfMe 'Of the Department, an~ all ~~ll('ral pr~vl"Jlln~ b,n IhLA r"~~r:;~ hereef and speda} provlsloOS be)Q~ or.attached hereto d.~nng th
ins[llllauD n iJperation and maintenance ot~Id l"l'l('roachml"l1l wllhm lht· Dr:pal1m~nt RIgtll or Way. The apphcant hereby further agree!
a.nd hll)ds' f]is heirs, successors, a!Os/gmL, To aSl:;I,tlHl' any and a/l liability this Department migh~ olheN'isE: nave in connection with ace
dents or injuries tl;l persona, or r;Iamagl! lo prl'lllt:I1Y" indudin.~ the highway. Ih:!t may be ('aused' b)' the construction, maintenance. U5~
moving ar removing. DC the phy,;icol ~ppurl{'IHI!H:~lt conterriplarerl ht=rdrl and azrees to i.ndemnify this Department for any Habilit

.,)(lc\,(rrcd Or injury or damage St.llllaine-d by reasnn oflhl;' past, prt'!'l'l'Il. or rUIUT"e t'xi~i('n('r;>of sald appurtenances, ,

Mr. Chuck Mitchell
...,. ..~,c: ....NT ", ... ",E, -:-::-:-~::::-~~~--:""!'".,...-_-~_--_-~--

04/26/00-DAn;' _

CN1::l.er'
TI'tL.C:,

In compliance w,ith your request- and subject L~ all t.he provisions, terms, conditions and restrlc:t.iona stated in. th
application, general provisions on the reverse hereof, and special provisions below or attached hereto, the Departrnen
approves the request. This permit shall becerne null and void unless ths work contemplated herein shall have been cozn
.pleted priorto Dri3~ 13 I 7001

SPEC;{AL PROVISIONS:·

~ This crossover may be closed in conjunction with improy~m~nte, to .
us, 278 upon agreement by Beaufort County and SCDOT after completion
6£ a frontage road 'to Eluckwa 1 ter Parkway. pursuant to 'the terms of

the l~tter agreement between The Eranigar. Organi~~tion and SCDOT,
a copy of which is attached hereto and made an integra1 part hereof.

_05/17 100 05/17/00

OnATE J.{]GO(..... T E"C:l11EaI'l

Cl CI~T·'<:'" 1lr/ 0 IHE E" ' ''' ' ' ...g"""lI!TPI'TQ" 0 D"T1'l~ U"'I"'T.!o:>r'!IT'tUcnOt< "''''OJKE\:E:1l



HUNTER MACLEAN Fax:9122328653 Nov 30 2000 14:52 P.16

98a .•• eROHJ:I
G/al/OO ' TOE l'j: LG FAX 91.2. 234 ~9$O

~/~1/2~aa a~:6q 8Q36243478

NO.LllAtl.'[Q <is!' :O~
THOKAS &. IItrM:oN F.NGl"IRNG

ae:ALf"OKT MA'tNT

BG:~l S6-'f8-BT

0004
PAGE. flt

crsr
soutiJ QlJtllJnIl
cepartmom of ~pQrtarlQn

-
! l - l\I1EMORANDUM

...... ,

" -
DATE:

"X'o:

FROM:

ltE:

10n6/00

RESIDENT MAlNTE:NANCE E.NGINeER MULLIGAN

DiSTRICT TRAFF1C ENOIN6ER CLARK

115218 AT MEGOBrr TRACT (~P AC PARCEf..)

t l'l!!'IIlew«f anI;; p~nnit apptlcaston for WI acceSs to thte she weSt of~ ~llikwalW'

P$l'k~ at Btl exis'ing crossever, The pcnnh CIItJ be isdlJdd with the: Mlo~
stIs:n.~tatj 0119;. •

L BraniBsr ,providCll It Jetter slilting lMy a~~ to 8 ;pedd pro\li!iOD lhllt~:
-rills Ct'OSSOvel' mtlY be cJ~d in ~ClrUunction with in'JproYcm:nb to US 218
upon agn;c:.ment by Beaufort CouMY lind SCOOT llfter eompletiD.n of a
frontage road 10BUti!oYII\g:r.r.zg'~- -, . . .

2. • 13ranlgar plOV5d~ wrIttan evidencc that 1m e;Iljj$tl/;'lS~ to the horm:: sib:s
bl!hind thUi.developMent may ~ alcetb1.. Tbi!:~ 1)1; written penn.l.s'sion. by
those .oEher owners or T:!ranlgar showing thc)'have contro1 of ,hat roadWay_

3. Bruignr agrc~ lhtlt tl!e frort~ic roll.d will be I:~nded as oilier parceJIf are
. devel~p:d toward BuokwNterPaI'Kway.

1 spoJi,e to SUV1: ayrd with Thorrm.s k ~llUoI1 2bout this yesterday and he =y:s ihnt
the 13raniSlif attD.nley is dMUn,g & Ieuee 10 tcSIJ01ld 10 th:et:c items, Add 'the IIp.,::ial
prov1:Jjo~ a'bo;l-V<I "" ~b~ f""m:'Ilt DppU(!j;Ie!on and uponl\"C'Cbipt (tithe attorney'l'sI~er. ~e
permitcango. Coottu:t meifyou have questl~ or ~mmeiW:l.

~
CLARK

FILE:00&l'C
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HUNTER MRClERN Fax:9122328653
Dec lL1 2000 12:30 p.oa

1

1

12tH/OO 'raY Q~;2J_FAX_~M .2~!,,,2950:
:

Novemher 14, 2000

.'

WlLU~ W.JON~1 .Jfl,
JAMES r. SCHEIDSR. J1i.
RUSSELl. Po rAT'l'lffiSOPl
~AAA s, SIMPsoN
J ....ME,S M. HeRRING
WM. ·WESTON JONE3 NEWl"ON
C, CLAYOr..sON

~OPPlCSS

JONES, SCHElDER & PATTEftSON
~~I\l.f'$.SDQo\TIoN

Iill."tON liBAn DrFlCeS

HI f'Ql"e"~.
P.O. DIilAWIi'Jt~

t11U'ON H6N) lSJ.J\ND,SOl.rTH~~
~0Na (6-f3J~lJ I
~.~l~l~

~~.n<sl

etLg~ OJ!J'tellS
P.D,~ '»:r8
11 JJ>J.J::t WA.,

wernJUFIY 00tIUWleW,O~
a1..lJfMbN, se~D
~lU3I~~11

Frot (f4tll~
E.l.4AJl. """"'.)7$\O,IIV{

1

1

1

1

Mr.Rcbcrt~

Dfs1rlct·TiaflicEngineer
South Caro1ina.Department ofT!aDsportNiOtl
63SS F.ain Blvd. .
North Chatll$Uln. S. C.29406

1m: 20 ACREPARCEL ADJ.ACENT TOus, 2781
BVCKWALTEltPARXW~Y~)' COUNTY

DearMr. Clark:

I am "WIitiD,g in respo~ to your Memo of October 26, .2000 to R~dentMainte.n.ant.c
Engineer Mulliga:l of the South Carolina Deparhncnt ofTnmsportation r~BCDOT'? Wh.~ yclU

indicated that the Encroachment Pennit(~f') 21 U.S,.9ighway 27'8 adja~t ~ th~ 20 acre
pareel ('17opett:y"?t!f~~ abgyc: canbe i~aued. sUbject to~ stipulations,

More spedfieally, p2ease allowthis Icrtte:r to serve as"Mitten coJrlinnatlOD. byThs Brstligar
Organization, Ine, ("Branigllr") that sqcJl atipub.tiotl& as set forthin your Memo me agreeableas
follows, to-wit: .

.
1, Tb~ tllOSSC\terh:nedian cutadjacent 10 th~ Property at U.S. Bighway Z18 may be

. closed m eo~unotion with future improv=.ne;n1:s to U.S. Highway Z78 upon .
agtUmc.nt by Beaui'on County ed SODOT after ~m'pletian of a fi'ontage road
across the Property eastWard to theBuckwaJ~PlIkwayasherein.provided. .

2. Inref~ to the existing UfliOlpfOvcd aeeeas roadtotheQutpa;rc;=1s atthe :te~ of
theProperty, I encJose herewith co~ies of-tJ1¢ tecctdtd Easement Agreements tronl
U.nion Camp Corporation tothevariousproperty owners which eJ.~ly provides1h.at
such aeeesa roed maybemoved,. modified orte.lot:ated asUnion Camp, its successors
end i1I11aigns may deem appropriate.

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1



4. SCDOTundetJ-bWd:umd acknowledges: thatall ota~().nQtthelnnd.1yingbetween
tha eastern :bDundaz)! of the Property al'ld Buckwa1t~ Parkway is designated as
wetJand.!. sUbject tol"Ol'de:d~COW'llB.u1S.asv:.quired bytbcU.S.Am>.y Corps
ofEbainee%S .for Phase I oftheBtlckwIlter~ar.kway.

. ,

P1oa.w understand the foreioibg ~.tiOll:l 011behalfof Branigar will boe t:a.nsforred or
assigned 'to subsequent purchasers of the property, including FoXfield, OJ' any oth=-1b1td..pas1Y
purabBsers who xnay require or be giventitle1.0 1bc land. wlUeh Hes betweanthe eastern bounc!ary ¢f
the Property and the western rlgbt~f-WBY inthe Buokwalte:1' l'arkway.

. After wceipt ofthis Iettw,pleasebeJdnd enoughto authar.izc the immedJate Js"UUl.~ oftbe
Eru:rol1~cntPermit10 the 'l'b;o:mas. &.Butten Ens:iMerlniCcxnpauy.

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

@loo
P93"

P.05
F~:91223286S3

Mr. Robe.rt Clark
Novem.be:r 14, 2000
Pcgc2

It is theintcDtion of13.rlUligax tonotiiY each of thoowners (two priormeetl.ngs have
been held by Branigar with all pto,pes:fy oWners to keep tbeln BPprised of the
propoeed relocation oftheaccess road) euhsequent to the issuance oflbePernrltand
afu:rthe sale ofthc 170peny10ThePo~e1QCouIpallY ("Poxfie.ldlO

) .

3. Brenig-ar agreestPat tilt) frontage J'oad acro'ss the~ will be ext!Wi.ed 1i-om the
U.S. 278 access pem:utted herein CllStWB1'd'toward the eastern boundary of the
Propr:ny as development oftbls Propertypro~d!i. AddilionalIJr. shotlk! SCDOT,
Beaufi:>rt County', arid/orothergov~taI entities clect1:O ext~d thisfumtage road
frotn thee.BS'tem boun.8aty ofth=Property to BUckwalter Parkway, Bra-mgarwillat
that time provide tbcn~ rlght..ot-wny from the PropertY to B~ckwaltu
Parkway Without c'harge subjedtD SCOOTDotaioingpennis9ioJlfrom th.cI U.S.A:r:my
Corps ofBnglnec:n for each$och COl:l'V~ance: hDwever. all pelD'litti.ngt construction'
and maintenance ¢OS~ to extend~~1Bgc road from the property to BUc.kwalter
Parkway will be bome by SCDOT...~;.

~.... ~.- _.

HUNTER MACLEAN. ( .
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Dec ill 2000 1'2:31

.. . "..

JONES. SCHElDM & PATfBRSON,P.AI
as attmney, for tb~13ranigar Organi~on

---_.
&ei~

.;..~-----

. ,."

l"ax:9122328653

lam,

Mt. Robert Clark
November 14.2000
Page2

JPsjtljst
c: Mr. JohnP. Aldc:man

Mr.HJ4:vey G. ~rt·

nUl'!' t..K \'1Hl.u:.HN

) .



EXHIBIT C



i\
\

It is Mr. Taylor's understanding the County will follow the same appeals process as any other individual or
corporation would to build such a tower under the County's current ZDSO. Mr. Criscitiello agreed with this
statement.

Mr. Ladson asked if the permit is denied, what is the next step? Mr. Criscitiello explained should the permit be
denied, the County would need to find another site and repeat the application process or appeal to the Circuit
Court.

Mr. Newton inquired of tower height? Mr. Kachmar explained both towers exceed 400 feet. The County has an
existing tower in Shell Point, which has to be replaced with a higher tower in order to attain proper propagation.

Next, Mr. Newton asked if the County could permit a 400-foot tower under the current ZDSO? Mr. Criscitiello
explained no one could foresee this particular nuance when the ZDSO was originally adopted. Therefore, some
minor tinkering of the ZDSO is needed in order to attain what the County wants. The process, however, is still the
same.

Last, Mr. Newton asked is there not an avenue in the ZDSO for the permitting of a radio tower? Mr. Criscitiello
remarked the ZDSO provides for the construction of a 400-foot radio tower, but not communications towers. Even
if the County had built the towers themselves, the same problem would exist.

(;) j ,e(")-" /. ....-'-, "-..
I

/ -- ~-­;---(:- )
- --"

US Highway 278 Short-Term Needs Study

Mr. Todd Salvagin, Senior Project Manager with Wilbur Smith Associates (hereinafter "WSA"), presented a
synopsis of the US Highway 278 Short-Term Needs Study. The report includes what WSA has accomplished in the
past versus what is occurring at present versus the future. The prior report dealt with immediate needs and looked at
existing conditions and made recommendations. The Short-Term Needs Study is a report that concentrates on a
five-year build out of US Highway 278 (hereinafter "278"). It covers the area between McGarvey's Corner and the
bridges. WSA has made the recommendation to six lane 278, not the entire distance, but the area between
Simmonsville B?tf{a to the bridges. The widening stops at SimmonsviIIe Rftlf';fa because it is relied upon the Bluffton

,_-:_.i"C~,-::-M'_'~ _,_,~,,~'""' .••,

Parkway (East/West Connector). If the Bluffton Parkway does not become a part of the five-year plan and does not
become a reality within five years, WSA's recommendation would be to modify and extend beyond Simmonsville
R'Q[4 to McGarvey's Corner. The study attempts to phase in the roadway improvements. But, if one element does
not happen it will be the extent on 278. The study involves a scheme to include roadway widenings, intersection
widenings, crossover plan for connectivity (closure), improvements not directly associated with 278 but will help
relieve 278. A perfect example is the Bluffton Parkway that will, hopefully, survive 278 and stay some of the
widening that will event~al1yhave to occur. By providing connectivity, people may not have to drive on 278 to go
from, as an example, R~~6 i4ili Plantation to Publix.



Mr. Colin Kinton. traffic engineer with Wilbur Smith Associates, presented five aerial maps starting from
McGarvey's Corner to the bridges and explained what WSA proposes as part of the US Highway 278 Short-Term

Needs Study. (i) Future Five-Year Development - 8,700 ± residential units and 5,000,000 ± square feet of
commercial development; (ii) New Roadway Connectivity - Bluffton Parkway, North/South Connector, Buckwalter
Commercial/Island West Co~~~~ial, Buckwalter Parkway to Eagle's Point (through Willow Run), E,~~§ij.UI

Connector (to Buck IslandJ3ioad), Westbury Park/Plantation Business Park Center, Buck Island B!oaa to
Simmonsville R:8ifu, Bruin Bi8,,'!CExtension, Red Cedar Street Extension (Bluffton Park), Sheridan Park·Ac~ess
,,e'''~l'1iT ~'--'"'C:""""'Z''''' l'''''7'~,':''t:2$~'');\ "'""'":':~:"'~'1~4

)Ag~l! (to Bluffton :R;"a(1), l.1t:<li!\lJg@J,l;,,)IIJ!; (Southside of US 278) SandlapperNursery through Hilton Head, Factory
Stores I to Mattress Depot, Proposed Lowe's to McDonald's, Hilton Head national through Hilton Head, Factory
Stores 2 to Buckingham Plantation, and Buckingham Plantation to the Gatherings; (ill) Widening Projects - US 278
six lanes SimmonsvilIe ig::ri;l to bridges at HiItoB;",,!~ad Island, SC Highway 46 (Bluffton 'i§:9J!:\J) five lanes US
HIghway 278 to Bluffton VIllage, Burnt Church :gR~1;1 five lanes US HIghway 278 to Bluffton Parkway/proposed
Lowe's; (iv) New Traffic Signal Locations on US Highway 278 - Buckwalter CommerciaIlIsland West,

','" __ ""j "'-'T=<,',

comm':;9ial/Graves property, Buckwalter Parkway~~.y.}Iall,Buckwalter EastlEagle's Point, .Bf§J!ll:!m, Buck
Island !!ig\!:i;l!Belfair, TargetIHome Depot, Foreman~ lll;lil]:VColleton River Plantation. The total number of traffic
signals along US 278 is 13. (v) Closure of Existing Median Crossovers - 3 immediate needs closures, 17 short-term
needs closures. 17 median crossovers to remain. 3 restrictive median crossovers to remain, (vi),Intersection
Improvements - SC Highway 46 at US Highway 278 (additional left-turn lanes), Burnt Church ~~~ at US 278

(additional left-turn lanes).

It was moved by Mr. Generales. seconded by Mr. Newton. that Council accept the US Highway Short-Term Needs
Study. based upon the recommendation of the Beaufort Transportation Advisory Group that it be brought to Council

for acceptance

Mr. Brafman circulated a list of commercial development along US Highway 278, including the acreage and square
feet of each proposed, actual or existing commercial development. He also circulated a map with this information

coded in.

Mr. Generales remarked everyone knows there is a lot going on in Bluffton. There is 1,386,220 square feet ofoffice
space, 2,998 multi-family units, 5,716 single-family units, 600,000 square feet plus a 109 ofadditional acres of light
industrial, 2,207,906 square feet of retail space, plus miscellaneous between government buildings and office

centers.

The vote was: FOR Mr. Brafrnan. Mr. Covington. Mr. Cuttino. Mr. Dukes. Mr. Generales, Mr. Glaze. Mr.

Ladson. Mr. Lamb. Mr. McBride. Mr. Newton and Mr. Taylor. The motion passed .

The Chairman assigned the draft US Highway Short-Term Needs Study to the Planning Committee for review and
analysis with the understanding the Committee will seek its input from the Planning staff, Wilbur Smith Associates
and SCDOT and then make a 'recommendation to the Finance Connnittee within 90 days the five-year plan for
improvement to US Highway 278. Once the Finance Committee receives the recommendation, the Committee.
working with the planning staff, Wilbur Smith Associates and SCDOT, will fonmulate a recommended funding
mechanism for these improvements. The Finance Committee should then report to Council for full consideration of
the plan for improvement and financing. He encouraged Council to. hopefully, adopt the plan and financing
mechanism by November 1, 200 I, because the financing plan may require a referendum.
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approximately 1,900 linear feet of ~rQDf~'gg on US Highway 278, and 894 linear feet on Pinckney Colony
lKQ:§,g. The purchase price was $3,250,000 (fee simple).
Analysis of Acquisition: There are 37 acres at the intersection of US 278 and Pinckney Colony 1!l6J\'tl with
significant jjf§m.!§~g on both roadways. There are significant and high-quality freshwater wetland~'(iraining
to the Colieton River which could be compromised if the property is developed. The property is zoned
Commercial Suburban and, as such, could support as much as 290,000 square feet of new commercial
development. The property is heavily wooded with pine and hardwood including several live oaks in
excess of 100 years old. There Is wiidlife habitat.
Benefits of Acquisition: The property provides for a rural character at the entrance of Pinckney Colony, a
rural agricultural community. It eliminates as such as 290,000 square feet of commercial development
and could eliminate as many as 5,000 cars per day from US 278 based on typical Commercial Suburban
development with a mix of retail, services and office uses. It preserves valuable freshwater wetlands,
wildlife habitat and large stand of mature pine and hardwoods. It provides for an opportunity to create a
scenic and very visible passive park. Other public uses are possible. The sellers have made a significant
charitable contribution to the Trust for Public Land to be used by them for the planning and development
of the property on behalf of Beaufort County.
Impact of New Legislation Regarding Imposition of a 20% Cap on Reassessment Values

, ~ Mr. Gary Kubic, County Administrator, reported he has researched many aspects of this new legislation.

l
'~ ""'What does the statute require Beaufort County to do now, since this legislation is passed, but not
'" signed? Mr. Kubic's concern within the community is that people are under the impression that Beaufort

County government will be issuing property tax bills with a 20% cap. That is not true. There is no 20%.
'"~"j The Governor has not signed the legislation. Beaufort County is obviously in a holding pattern waiting the
~ outcome as to whether the Governor will sign or will not sign this particular legislation. As a

" ~ consequence, what staff does in preparing the tax notices and tax bills under the normal collection cycle
~' is the issue at hand. The research began with what the law is today and also what impact it has on the

, ,~ public institutions, ~arti~uiar!y: the School Distri?t: fire districts and municipalities if we apply the
\l reassessed values In this billing cycle. The decision Mr. Kubic made last week was to proceed at
~ applying the reassessed values, because that is what the law indicates that we must do.
~ What does that mean in terms of future actions by the Governor? If the Governor chooses to wait until
~ January 2005, we reach a situation where the Governor would end up refunding and rebilling and literally

, I have quite a state of bureaucratic steps-work, research, potential interest costs, borrowing money,
'" impacting all political and pubic sectors who receive distribution of tax dollars. To prepare for that, in the
'J"- event the Governor would sign prior to January 2005, Mr. Kubic has also instructed the Management
~ Information Systems Department and Tax Assessor's Office to proceed with a parallel system, a second
<j modei, as if the 20% was law and assuming that the Governor signs it into law the sooner the better, July''IS or August 2004, the County would be able to- respond with property tax notices and tax bills and maintain

';\ _ our normal collection period from October 1 through January 15.
~-, Mr. Kubic's concern is that if this decision does not occur until January 2005, it will place this County, is in
"v the most unique situation in South Carolina, because we deferred the reassessment last year and cannot

\\ do it again this year. The consequences of waiting for this decision in January 2005 will place in jeopardy
our ability to fund those public services in a normal process when you consider that the collections are in
excess of $160 million. Hopefully, the Governor will make his decision quickly and prevent us from going
through those steps at the beginning of January 2005.
In summary, Mr. Kubic remarked that the County will proceed with the reassessment values. There is no
20% cap available for us to apply to those reassessment values until the Governor signs the legislation.
If he refuses to do soon, or it is vetoed, there is a pocket-approval procedure.

PRESENTATION OF THE RESOLUTION AND REPORT FROM THE CAPITAL PROJECTS SALES
TAX COMMISSION

Mr. Colden Battey, Co-Chairmen of the Capital Projects Sales Tax Commission (hereinafter
"Commission") presented a PowerPoint presentation on the capital project recommendations developed
through public participation. The Commission members are: Co-Chairmen Colden R. Battey, Jr. and
Paula Harper Bethea, Secretary Dorothy P. Gnann, and members Roberts Vaux, Alice G. Wright and W.
Bruce Fairchild.
The Commission held 23 public meetings between February 27 and June 23, 2004. These meetings
were held at seven locations throughout the County. Members visited every project that they approved.
Presentations were made by: Beaufort County, Town of Hilton Head Island, Town of Bluffton, City of



Beaufort, Town of Port Royal, Town of Yemassee, Beaufort County Sheriff's Office, Beaufort Memorial
Hospital, Greater Bluffton Pathways, Friends of Hunting Island, GreaterBeaufort Chamber of Commerce,
Hilton Head Island/Bluffton Chamber of Commerce, Beaufort Black Chamber of Commerce, Lady's Island
Business Professional Association, Beaufort County Fire Chiefs Association, and Native Island Business
Professional Association.
Over 60 projects were reviewed for inclusion in the referendum of which 33 were selected Countywide.
The basis for selection of these capital projects was: improvement of existing roadway capacity
deficiencies, existing roadway safety improvements, improved roadway connectivity, transportation
enhancement (trails, availability of alternate funding, total cost, contractibility of projects, and park
space/open space needs for County residents. The capital projects total $117,203,500. Borrowing costs
are $5,000,000, for a total of $122,203,500. The overall benefits of these projects are: greatly improve
roadway capacity County-wide and address safety improvements at key intersections. The projects are
based on documented need and existing plans, and balance of additional lanes/connectivity/access
management and enhancements. In summary these 33 projects include: intersection im[?rovements at
16 locations, roadway widening of 17.1 miles, new F&'tiil construction of 4.8 miles, [if'&,i!~\! m<!J] of 5.6
miles, dirt li~a'&l paving of 14.8 miles, roadway resurfacing of 10 miles, 5 parks totaling 48.2 acres,
pathways of 30.6 miles, sidewalks of 2.1 miles, and 20,000 square feet of municipal buildings. The
Commission recommends a sales tax collection for no more than five years or no more than
$122,203,500, or whichever occurs first.
The Capital Projects:
Project 1: Gardens Corner Intersection - Description: US Highway 21 at US Highway 17, intersection
improvement/realignment, $650,000. Public benefits: improved intersection capacity, reduced delays,
safety improvements provide reduction of accidents; improve intersection alignment for efficient flow.
Project 2: Bluffton Parkway Four-Lane Divided Highway - Description: Simmonsville ~Q1i'Cl to SC
Highway 170, roadway construction $6,000,000, impact fee funding $13,400,000. Public benefits:
additional roadway capacity, reduce demand on US Highway 278 and SC Highway 46, improve flow on
US Highway 278 by diverting traffic and improve safety.
Project 3: US Highway 278 at Squire Pope ~i3(j - Description: Intersection improvement/realignment,
$1,100,000. Public benefits: increases intersection capacity, provides adequate sight distance, provides
acceleration lane for motorists turning from Squire Pope ~:['il onto westbound William Hilton Parkway,
may potentially allow closure of nearby driveways on William Hilton Parkway.
Project 4: SC 802 - Lady's Island Drive Phase 1 (Four-lane divided highway) - Description: Ribaut jR1jJ!lg
to Sea Island Parkway, $5,750,000, roadway widening. Public benefits: traffic growth exceeds available
capacity of existing roadway, increased roadway capacity to meet existing and projected deficiencies,
improved access to/from Sea Islands.
Project 5: Waterfront Park Improvements - Description: $4,500,000. The City of Beaufort is undertaking
a comprehensive improvement project to modernize a failing stormwater management system, repair
seawall joints, and replacing aging and unsafe structures and eiectrical systems.
Project 6: Resurface William Hilton Parkway - Description: Squire Popeg"ei\!i( to Sea Pines Circie, 9.4
miles, $4,700,000, impact fee funding is $1,200,000. Public benefits: includes 3-foot additional paved
shouider width, includes pathway on southside of highway, provides opportunity to address pressing
drainage infrastructure needs, and installation of new pavement markings and vehicle detectors.
Project 7: US 278 Reiated Improvements - Description: SC Highway 170 to Jenkins ~~ (Hilton Head
Island), $15,500,000, t!L(J1tl!i,gg tW1;l'ii$', access management improvements. Public benefits: 13 projects to
improve roadway capacity, access management and safety improvements reduce friction between
vehicles, and provide alternative access for iocal trips improving through traffic on US Highway 278.
Project 8: SC Highway 802 - Lady's Island Drive Phase 2 (new bridge parallel to McTeer Bridge) ­
Description: Ribaut ~9'§~ to Sea Island Parkway, $17,500,000, bridge construction. Public benefits:
traffic growth exceeds existing capacity of bridge, increase roadway capacity to meet existing and
projected deficiencies, provide viable route alternative for traffic to/from Sea Islands.
Project g: EdinburghNaigneur and Ribaut ![i'J:1t'q (SC Highway 802) - Description: mast-arm traffic signal
at reconfigured intersection, intersection improvement, $165,000. Public benefits: safer turning
movements, improved traffiq flow at peak hours, reduce accidents at the poorly designed intersection.
Project 10: Burnt ChurchRQ\J9 (four-lane divided highway) - Description: US 278 to Blufftton Parkway,
$1,440,000, roadway widening. Public benefits: provide additional roadway capacity between Bluffton
Parkway and US Highway 278, reduce intersection delays at Burnt Church .RQ'ilW/us Highway 278,
provide adjacent multi-use pathways and landscaped median.



Project 11: County-wide Dirt~J[i[(j Paving - Description: Roadways based on priority list, $5,000,000,
public safety and access project. Public benefits: Reduction of maintenance costs and Improved
drainage, provide efficient and safe access for residents, addresses concerns of residents In rural areas
of County.
Project 12: Michael C. Riley to Library (Multi-Use Trail) - Description: Trail from school to County Library,
$750,000, enhancement project, County Trails Plan. Public benefits: provide safer connection for
children to travel by foot or bike between schools, residential neighborhoods and library, provide
recreational trail, and provide alternative transportation.
Project 13: Sidewalks Along Main Travel Corridors In Port Royal - Description: sidewalk construction
along West Paris Avenue (Columbia Avenue, Madrid Avenue, Edinburgh Avenue and London Avenue),
2.1 miles, $236,500. Public benefits: safer pedestrian movement by separating vehicle and pedestrian
traffic enhances existing sidewalk program in Port Royal; links points of interest, which enhances tourism
and encourages walking.
Project 14: Simmonsville 1R'iD'ita - Description: US Highway 278 to Bluffton Parkway, $1,500,000,
roadway widening. Public benefits: provide additional capacity between Bluffton Parkway and US
Highway 278, reduce existing intersection delays at and provide adjacent pathways, provide safer
vehicular access to/from Bluffton Parkway and US Highway 278.
Project 15: SC 802 - Savannah Highway (four-lane divided highway) - Description: SC Highway 170 to
SC Highway 280, $4,140,000, roadway widening. Public benefits: includes 30-feet grassed median and
pathways, provide additional capacity between SC Highway 170 and Port Royal, provide improved traffic
routing around Port Royal Island.
Project 16: Pigeon Point Park Improvements - Description: $1,000,000. The City of Beaufort is finaliZing
plans for improvements to Pigeon Point Park lncludinq upgrading outdated and unsafe playground
equipment, installing nature and exercise trails, and providing sheltered picnic facilities.
Project 17: SC Highway 46 at Buckwalter Parkway - Description: intersection improvements,
$1,720,000, round-about construction. Public benefits: intersection capacity improvements and reduce
vehicular delays, safety improvement-improved traffic control and traffic c1aming of through traffic,
improved traffic operations and enhancement of May River !§5'a'Ei as a Scenic Highway.
Project 18: US Highway 278 Long-Term Feasibility - Description: SC Highway 170 to Jenkins l1t'i:ia~

(Hilton Head Island), $1,000,000, analysis and preliminary engineering design of optimum long-term.
solution: Public benefits: provide additional vehicular capacity, access management to provide safety
improvement through reduction of friction between vehicles, reduce overall travel delays for through
traffic.
Project 19: Foreman!lill! [;\J:>'~\I Extension/Improvements - Description: US Highway 278 to Ulmer~,
$2,780,000, roadway construction and connectivity. Public benefits: Provide additional north/south
connectivity between US Highway 278 and greater Bluffton area, reduce existing intersection delays,
reduce demand on other parallel routes and reduced trip lengths.
Project 20: US Highway 278 at Sun City Hilton Head - Description: Intersection improvement, $60,000,
traffic signal installation. Public benefits: intersection capacity improvement, reduced vehicular delays,
safety improvement through controlled intersection access results in potential accident reduction.
Project 21: Police/Municipal Court Facility Construction - Description: $6,000,000. The City of Beaufort
leases temporary space that was not designed for police/court use. Existing facilities pose operational
and officer safety issues. A new facility will be developed at the corner of Ribaut ~9. and Boundary
Street.
Project 22: US Highway 17 Intersection Improvements - Description: Big Estates ,ljijm"'!!, Bull Corner and
Piggly Wiggly, $920,000, turn lanes, realignment. Public benefits: additional intersection capacity, safety
improvement, channelize turning movements.
Project 23: Morrall Circle/Ribaut Rg~i[i:! Drainage Project - Description: upgrade drainage system
between Ribaut EKg§,§ and end of Morrall Circle, $300,000, safety improvement. Public benefits:
addresses historic drainage problem shared by SCOOT, Beaufort County, City of Beaufort, and Town of
Port Royal; reduces property damage due to flooding; provides safer travel due to reduction of water on
the !1@,[~.
Project 24: SC Highway 46 at SC Highway 170 Description: Intersection
improvementlrealignmentlround-about construction; $1,240,000, alternate funding source is right-of-way
donation and $250,000. Public benefits: intersection capacity improvements and reduced vehicular
delays, safety Improvement, improve traffic flow from County line (SC Highway 46-SC Highway 70) to
Bluffton Parkway (gateway to southern Beaufort County).



Project 25: SC Highway 170 Phase 1 (four-lane divided highway) - Description: SC Highway 46 to
Bluffton Parkway (future), $5,575,000, roadway widening. Public benefits: provide additional capacity for
projected growth, improved traffic fiow to Bluffton Parkway, right-of-way donation along Jones Tract
sufficient for widening, includes potential for adjacent multi-use pathways.
Project 26: Buckwalter Parkway (four-Lane Divided Highway) - Description: US Highway 278 to SC
Highway 46, $6,600,000, roadway widening. Public benefits: Provide additional capacity for projected
growth, improve traffic fiow and access to Bluffton Parkway, existing right-of-way sufficient, includes multi-
use pathways on both sides of roadway. .
Project 27: Smilax Avenue - Description: roadway resurfacing, $12,000, Royal Palms Lane to Rahn
Lane. Public benefits: provide safer travel for the public, improve secondary drainage problem, and
reduce damage to vehicles due to poor condition of the If,s--::ia.
Project 28: Southside Park Development - Description: $1,000,000. Sales tax funding will be utilized for
the development of Phase 1 of this adaptive reuse project including the installation of playgrounds, picnic
facilities and nature and exercise trails.
Project 29: Okatie East Re9ional Park - Description: 19.77 acres adjacent to Okatie headwaters,
$4,750,000, and passive public park. Public benefits: growth management, reduced potential future
traffic on US Highway 278, protects Okatie River.
Project 30: Robert Smalls Parkway @.C 170) Interconnectivity Project - Description: SC Highway 802 to
SC Highway 280, $4,000,000, UW1j\W'§.\':1Ill!ti:l'<tl~, access management/back access~. Public benefits:
Preserve capacity for principal arterial, provide local traffic connectivity, and ensure safe and efficient
access.
Project 31: US Highway 17 Four-Lane Divided Highway - Description: US Highway 21 to Big Estates
~et~, $5,000,000, roadway widening. Public benefits: additional capacity for projected growth, safety
improvement, provides local match for State/Federal funding.
Project 32: SC Highway 170 Phase 2 (four-lane divided highway) - Description: Bluffton Parkway (future)
to US Highway 278, $6,195,000, roadway widening. Public benefits: provide additional 19,000 vehicles
per day capacity for projected growth, improved access to Bluffton Parkway, includes potential for
constnuction of multi-use pathways on either side of roadway.
Project 33: Yemassee Rail Park - Description: abandoned rail line, $120,000, enhancement project.
Public benefits: Passive locai park; provide recreation, health and tourism benefits for the County;
includes nature and recreation trail.
Mr. Stewart reported the Greater Beaufort Chamber of Commerce Government Affairs Committee had
evaluated the one-cent capital projects sales tax proposals plus alternatives and had unanimously agreed
to support the one percent capital projects sales proposal as put forward the Sales Tax Commission.
The Chairman passed the gavel to the Vice Chairman.
It was moved by Mr. Newton. seconded by Mr. Generales, that Council approve on first reading. by title
only, pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §4-10-300. et seq. (Supp. 2003) and subject to approval by referendum.
an ordinance tp impose a one-percent sales and use tax within Beaufort County to fund multiple capital
projects in the amount of $117,203.500 fpr not more than five years . The vote was: FOR - Mr. Brafman.
Mr. Generales, Mr. Glaze, Mrs. Griffin, Mrs. Hairston, Mr. Ladson. Mr. Lamb, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton,
Mr. Stewart and Mr. Von Harten. The motion passed
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Excerpt from July 24, 2006 Council meeting

PUBLIC HEARINGS
AN ORDINANCE TO IMPOSE A TRANSPORTATION [i~ WITHIN BEAUFORT

COUNTY TO FUND MULTIPLE CAPITAL PROJECTS IN THE AMOUNT OF $147
MILLION FOR NOT MORE THAN SIX YEARS OR WHICHEVER COMES FIRST
Mr. Newton reported members of the Public Services Committee met on July 18, 2006. At that
meeting, Mr. Colin Kinton, County Traffic Engineer, distributed an updated list of projects for
the proposed transportation ~~l~,t~~~~ and a copy of a letter he received from SCDOT
regarding the US Highway 17 widening project. Members were advised that there have been
some changes in available funding for the projects, and some changes in the potential cost
estimates for the capital roadway projects. This newly revised list was mailed to the
municipalities last week for their comments. A letter dated July 18, 2006, from Mr. Wilson
Elgin, SCDOT Project Manager, to Mr. Colin Kinton describes an anticipated shortfall of $19
million for the US Highway 17 widening project. There are changes to the new list, totaling
$152 million, compared to $147 million on the original list. Deleted from the original list was
transit service (LRTA) at $5 million. Two projects on Hilton Head Island are included under US
Highway 278 improvements, totaling $28 million. The Public Services Committee is
recommending the imposition ofa transportation in the amount of$152 million.
Mr. Kinton gave an overview of the ten projects included in the t~fl~~l:lillE question.
Bluffton Parkway Phase 5. This project begins a Buckwalter Parkway and ends at Mackays
Creek. It is five miles in length. It includes eight-foot pathways. The total proj,~ctcostis $60
million ($10 million County Road Impact Fee and $50 million County Roadway~~~§ l11;~).
US Highway 278 Improvements. This project begins a Sea Pines Circle and ends at SC
Highway 170. It is 15 miles in length. In includes paved shoulders. The total project cost is $39
million ($8.1 million State/Federal funding, $2.9 million Updated County Road Impact Fee, $28
million County Roadway §~~1
SC Highway 170 Widening. This project begins at Bluffton Parkway Phase 4 and ends at Ride
Watch Drive (Rivers Bend). It is 6 miles in length. It includes pathways and paved shoulders.
The total project cost if ~,q.5 million ($7.5 million updated County Road Impact Fee and $6
million County Roadway §m~~
US Highway 17 Widening. This project begins at US Highway 21 (Garden's Corner) and ends
at Combahee River. It is 6 miles in length. It includes pathways. The total project cost is $79.2
million ($72.2 million State/Federal funding, $2 million updated County Road Impact Fee, $5
million County Roadway
US Highway 21 (Boundary Street) Improvements. This project begins at Broad River Boulevard
and ends at Palmetto Street. It is 2 miles in length. It includes a pathway on Southside
Boulevard. The total project cost is $13.250 million ($3.750 County Road Impact Fee and $9.5
million County Roadway§llJ.~§
Boundary Street Parallel Road. This project begins at Robert Smalls Parkway and ends at
Palmetto Street. It is one mile in length. It includes sidewalks. The total project cost is $8.750
million ($4.550 million County Road Impact Fees, $4.2 million County Roadway §~tjj~
SC Highway 802 (Ribaut Road) Improvements. This project begins at Lenora Drive (near
Russell Bell Bridge) and ends at Lady's Island Drive. It is 1.5 miles in length. It includes
sidewalks. The total project cost is $2.265 million ($450,000 StatelFederal funding, $1.215
million County Road Impact Fee, $600,000 County Roadway §<iI~§
SC Highway 211SC Highway 802 (Lady's Island Drive) Widening. This project begins at SC
Highway 802 (Ribaut Road and ends at US Highway 21 (Sea Island Parkway). It is 2.8 miles in



length. It includes pathways and/or shoulders. The total cost is $35.5 million from County
Roadway §1j1~§

Northern Beaufort Bypass. This project begins at US Highway 21 and ends at SC Highway 802.
It is 9 miles in length. It includes pathways. The total project cost is $6 million from County
Roadway 'l':ilX.
SC Highway 802 (Savannah Highway) Widening. This project begins at SC Highway 170
(Robert Smalls Parkway). It is 2.1 miles in length. It includes pathways and/or shoulders. The
project cost is $7.2 million from County Roadway
The Chairman opened a public hearing at 6:50 p.m. for the purpose of receiving information
from the public regarding an ordinance to impose a Transportation ~~ within Beaufort County
to fund multiple capital projects in the amount of $152 million for not more than six years or
whichever comes first. After calling once for public comment, the Chairman recognized Mrs.
Karen Heitman, representing Greater Bluffton Pathways, who stated GBP appreciates the
inclusion of pathways in the question. GBP supports the Lowcountry Regional
Transportation Authority and would like to see bus service provided between USC-Beaufort
(South Campus) to Hilton Head Island. Alternative transportation is badly needed in southern
Beaufort County.
Mr. Charlie Wetmore, a Bluffton resident, asked Council to please consider reinstating the bus
route along US Highway 278. Please consider installing pathways along the roadways. They are
important to the residents ofBeaufort County.
Mr. Bill Coleman, a Hilton Head Island resident, expressed opposition to the proposed
transportation ~~I~~~1\l.~.
Mr. Perry White, a Hilton Head Island resident, suggested Council take another look at making
public transportation available to the residents and visitors ofBeaufort County.
Mr. Roberts Vaux, a Bluffton resident, urged Council to approve on second reading an ordinance
to impose a transportation t; to fund multiple capital projects in the amount of$152 million.
Mr. Michael Sampogna, a Bluffton resident, stated the extension of the Bluffton Parkway is a
benefit to developers. It will take 30 years for the infrastructure to catch up with the on-going
development.
Mr. Bill Dever, r~gr~~~et~.~ Crowne Plaza Resort, urged Council to include some funding for
bus service in the t~f~)!.~~Jm! question.
Mrs. Fran Gellman, a Hilton Head Island resident, urged Council to approve on second reading
an ordinance to impose a transportation to fund multiple capital projects in the amount of
$152 million. She encouraged Council to include some concept for mass transportation in the
t~~~~~lli!l question.
Mr. William Kamins, a Windmill Harbor resident, encouraged Council to include a traffic signal
at the entrance to Windmill Harbor.
Mr. Henry Sanders, a Hilton Head Island resident, urged Council to approve on second reading
an ordinance to impose a transportation to fund multiple capital projects in the amount of
$152 million.
Mr. Hank Johnston, Town of Bluffton Mayor, encouraged Council to approve on second reading
an ordinance to impose a transportation rilX to fund multiple capital projects in the amount of
$152 million. He el1~op:a~e~.Council to consider including some type of funding for public
transportation in the ~~f(;)~~~~tj:t):I question.
Mrs. Rochelle Ferguson, Lowcountry Regional Transportation Allth0Jitypirector, urged Council
to include some type of funding for public transportation in the t~t~~~~~iiffi question.
After calling twice more for public comment and receiving none, the Chairman declared the
public hearing closed at 7:33 p.m.



Main motion.
It was moved by Mr. Glaze. as Public Services Committee Chainnan (no second required). that
Council approve on second reading an ordinance to impose a transportation fax within Beaufort
County to fund multiple capital projects in the amount of $152 million for not more than six
years or whichever comes first .

Motion to amend by substitution.
It was moved by Mr. Generales. seconded by Mr. Dawson. that Council amend the motion to
apply an additional $6 million toward the US Highway 17 Widening Project beginning at US
Highway 21 (Garden's Corner) and ending at the Combahee River and. in turn. reduce the $6
million designed for planning and engineering for the Northern Beaufort Bypass Project
beginning at US Highway 21 and ending at SC Highway 802. The vote was: FOR - Mr.
Dawson. Mr. Generales and Mr. Glaze. OPPOSED - Mr. Brafman. Mrs. Griffin, Mrs. Hairston,
Mr. McBride. Mr. Newton*. Mr. Stewart and Mr. Von Harten. The motion failed * Servingde
facto. Council District 3 is vacant. Council District 4 is vacant.

Vote on the main motion.
Council approve on second reading an ordinance to impose a transportation f~ within Beaufort
County to fund multiple capital projects in the amount of $152 million for not more than six
years or whichever comes first. FOR - Mr. Brafman. Mr. Generales. Mrs. Griffin. Mr. McBride,
Mr. Newton*. Mr. Stewart and Mr. Von Harten. ABSTAINED - Mr. Dawson. Mr. Glaze and
Mrs. Hairston. The motion passed * Servingde facto. Council District 3 is vacant. Council
District 4 is vacant.

MOTION TO EXTEND
It was moved by Mr. Generales. seconded by Mr. Von Harten. that Council extend beyond 8:00
p.m. The vote was: FOR - Mr. Brafman. Mr. Dawson, Mr. Generales, Mr. Glaze, Mrs. Griffin,
Mrs. Hairston, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton*. Mr. Stewart and Mr. Von Harten. The motion
passed * Servingde facto. Council District 3 is vacant. Council District 4 is vacant._
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Excerpt from August 14, 2006 Council Minutes

AN ORDINANCE TO IMPOSE A TRANSPORTATION TAX WITHIN BEAUFORT
COUNTY TO FUND MULTIPLE CAPITAL PROJECTS IN THE AMOUNT OF $152
MILLION FOR NOT MORE THAN SIX YEARS OR WHICHEVER COMES FIRST

Main motion.
It was moved by Mr. Glaze, as Public Services Committee Chairman (no second required), that
Council approve on third and final reading an ordinance to impose a one percent (] %)
Transportation Sales and Use Tax for not more than six years, if approved by referendum: to
authorize the issuance of general obligation bonds not to exceed $152 million if approved by
referendum, to describe the transportation-related projects and estimated capital costs of the
projects to be funded in whole or in part from the proceeds of the tax: to order a county-wide
referendum on the question of imposing the tax and authorizing the issuance of general
obligation bonds: to proscribe the contents of the ballot questions; and provide for all other
things necessary to submit the aforesaid questions to the electorate. The ten projects are: (i)
Bluffton Parkway Phase 5, $50 million; (ii) US Highway 278 Improvements, $28 million; (iii)
SC Highway 170 Widening, $6 million: (iv) US Highway 17 Widening, $5 million; (v) US
Highway 21 (Boundary Street) Improvements $9.5 million: (vi) Boundary Street Parallel Road,
$4.2 million: (vii) SC Highway 802 (Ribaut Road) Improvements, $600,000: (viii) SC Highway
2l/SC Highway 802 @3if1:J¥1i! Isllffia Drive) Widening, $35.5 million: fix) Northern Beaufort
.lB&Pll]'iL $6 million: and (x) SC Highway 802 (Savannah Highway) Widening, $7.2 million .
Mr. Newton remarked that on July 28, 2006, he sent a letter to the municipalities specifically
asking for their position on the inclusion of this ballot question. The project list has its genesis
from the Beaufort Transportation Advisory Group (BTAG) and a process that was loosely
termed the Northern and Southern Traffic Teams that were made up of the staffs of Beaufort
County and all of the municipalities by region, developing consensus priority project lists, not
focused on funding sources, but purely based on priorities of projects county-wide with the
penny sales tax being one of the funding options. We are fortunate to hav~J:£r:t Royal Town
Mayor Samuel Murray, Beaufort City Mayor Bill Rauch, and Hilton Head [§Iijp,g Town Mayor
Torn Peeples in attendance today for the purpose of conveying their Councils' positions on
County Council moving forward with this effort. The County has received letters back from
each municipality.
Mayor Murray stated that on August 9, 2006, Port Royal Town Council unanimously approved
the project list and its inclusion on the November 2006 ballot.
Mayor Rauch stated that on July 20, 2006, Beaufort City Council unanimously approved the
project list and its inclusion on the November 2006 ballot. .
Mayor Peeples stated that on August I, 2006, Hilton Head !§lijp,g Town Council voted
unanimously to place the proposed Beaufort County transportation sales tax referendum on the
November 2006 ballot for consideration by the electorate.
Mr. Newton reported receipt of correspondence from Bluffton Mayor Hank Johnston (who is out
of the state) wherein Bluffton Town Council, on August 9, 2006, concurred with holding the
Transportation Sales Tax Referendum in November 2006 rather than waiting 18 months.
Mr. Newton remarked that one of the reasons the Mayors and he thought it was appropriate for
them to be here tonight and weigh in with their Councils is while this question was developed by
County Council, in 2002 we did not ask for their input and full participation. As a consequence,
we ended up with governments taking opposing positions on certain projects and the
development of the question. In 2004 when the question was presented to the voters in Beaufort



County, collectively with the municipalities, we created a Capital Projects Sales Tax
Commission who developed a project list which included expenditures beyond simple road
improvements. It was not limited to highway and safety improvements. As we prepared and
looked forward to the November election this year, the Mayors, he, and our respective staffs, and
he talked about the need for a transportation question, the types of state law under which that
could be authorized, and their Council's inclusion in the development of the process moving
forward. This list, as prioritized, is limited to US Highway 278 and SC Highway 170 in the
southern portion of the County and US Highway 21, SC Highway 802, and US Highway 17 in
the northern portion of the County. Mr. Newton urged all members of Council to support this
measure and move forward with placing this issue on the ballot in November.

Motion to amend by snbstitution.

It was moved by Mr. Generales. that Council amend the motiont?creduce the $6 million
designated for planning and engineering for the Northern Beaufort BYPaSS Project beginning at
US Highway 21 and ending at SC Highway 802 and substitute $3 million to create bikeways and
pathways in southern Beaufort County and $3 million to create bikeways and pathways in
northern Beaufort County. The motion died for lack of a second .
Mrs. Hairston expressed concern that there is no money included on the project list for a mass
transit service. We need to look at some way to take cars off the highway and put people in
some type ofvehicle that would allow more people to ride, such as a bus system, transit system.
Mr. Stewart is supportive of alternative means of transportation. He is concerned, however, that
we do it with a plan and do it well when we do it. This initiative to include an initial round of
funding would not have achieved that goal. His perception was that we would have a partial
system and a failing system in the eyes of the public, rather than a successful system. He would
support through whatever means, such as the County's Capital Improvement Program, looking at
projects as well as working with our neighbors in Jasper County to put together a program that
designates where the bus stops would likely be along US Highway 278 and what the distribution
of people would be when they disembark from their vehicles at whatever point they choose to
disembark. Until those things are accomplished, Mr. Stewart does not believe this referendum is
the right place for this funding.
Mr. Dawson expressed disappointment with the $5 million allocation for the US Highway 17
widening project. Given the nature of US Highway 17, the accidents, the deaths, the fact it is a
dangerous highway, Council needs to allocate more than $5 million to assist SCDOT with this
widening project. He is not satisfied with Council allocating $5 million to be raised by this
referendum. He supports funding the Lowcountry Regional Transportation Authority. Mr.
Dawson is not satisfied with the project list.
Mr. Newton noted there is neither a plan being worked nor in place at this time for a mass transit
service for which $5 million could be spent to develop an effective system in Beaufort County.
There was a concept that was advanced by the Northern Beaufort Transportation Team as the last
priority in the list of projects that was developed. It was included as an item because of the
prioritization of the northern and southern project lists and the fact that the allocation of dollars
would be reached. However, when news came from the State that US Highway 17 (which was
higher on the priority list than the mass transit project) was not going to be fully funded (but that
the State continued to accept the responsibility to pursue the funding), communications were had
with SCDOT regarding how Beaufort County might enhance its commitment previously made of
$2 million in impact fees toward financing this State project. The State has accepted full
responsibility for improving this roadway. None of the other projects that are on this list has the
State accepted or acknowledged that responsibility. Therefore, the $5 million to the State is a
number beyond that which they have requested from Beaufort County, but a number that



appeared to be necessary for them to be able to move forward with that project. The Lowcountry
Council of Governments continues to seek additional funds for this project.
The vote was: FOR - Mr. Brafrnan, Mr. Generales. Mr. Glaze, Mrs. Griffin, Mrs. Hairston, Mr.
McBride, Mr. Newton* and Mr. Stewart. ABSTAINED - Mr. Dawson. ABSENT - Mr. Von
Harten. The motion passed * Servingde facto. Council District 3 is vacant. Council District
4
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Mr. Gary Kubic, County Administrator, announced the County has purchased a 10-acre site for
the Disabilities and Special Needs Program new administration building. The site is located at
the intersection of Castle Rock R~[d and Grober $Ii}! in the Town of Port Royal. The
purchase price for the 10 acres was $850,000. The appraised value for the property was
$1,050,000.

Proposed Amendment I State Legislature I Exemptions for Stormwater Fee

Mr. Gary Kubic, County Administrator, reported the South Carolina Legislature is considering
legislation H.4337 that would exempt all agricultural lands, forestlands, and undeveloped land
from any fee imposed by a local governing body for a stormwater, sediment, or erosion control
program. Passage of H.4337 would severely impact the County's ability to maintain a quality
stormwater management program by reducing projected annual revenues by more than $1.3
million dollars.

CONSIDERATION OF CONTRACT AWARD

Professional Engineering Services for US Highway 278 ![~~il'ft!'g~ ~,li:!1 Projects

It was moved by Mr. Glaze, as Public Services Committee Chairman (no second required), that
Council award on contract to Florence & Hutcheson, Inc" of Columbia, SC. in an amount not to
exceed $197.958.16 to fund the engineering and design of final construction plans for six of the
US Highway 278 iffiffiilIlfWl j![ij'lfaJ projects to include: The Gatherings at Salt Marsh Lane. Tanger
Outlet east of Burnt Church N<1J1fa, Buckwalter Commercial west of Buckwalter Parkway, St.
Gregory Catholic Church by Berkley Hall the northeast side of 13uckwalter Parkway.rRi~~~ iHlliffff
west of Buck Island Rfi5'ff8, Plantation Park from Buck Island ~6!i\\l to Simmonsville Rfalfli. The
vote was: FOR - Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale. Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton,
Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart, Ms. 1. Von Harten and Mr. W.R. Von Harten. The
motion passed
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Lisa Sulka
Mayor

Fred Hamilton Jr.
Mayor Pro Tempore

AnthonyBarrett
TownManager

June 16,2010

CouncilMembers
Oliver Brown

Allyne Mitchell
Mike Raymond

Sandra Lunceford
TownClerk

Robert J. Kuhar
VP Properties & Facilities
Morris Communications Company, LLC
725 Broad Street
Augusta, GA 30901

Dear Mr. Kuhar:

Thank you for your letter ofMay 20, 2010, and I apologize for the delay in responding.

This is to acknowledge the provisions set forth in the documents attached hereto which
include: .

1. Application for Encroachment Permit #8-07-000179 dated May 17,2000, and
the attachments thereto, consisting of a Memorandum from Mr. Robert Clark to Resident
Maintenance Engineer Mulligan dated October 26, 2000, and the response thereto from
James P. Scheider, Jr., to Robert Clark dated November 14, 2000.

2. The Beaufort County One Percent Sales Tax Road Improvement Project
Monthly Report dated May 26, 2009.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any further questions in regard to this
matter.

Sincerely, I

~U'.I3~
Anthony W. Bfurett
Town Manager

"l

20 Bridge Street P.O. Box 386 Bluffton, Soutlt Carolina 29910

Telephone (843) 706-4500 Fax (843) 757-6720



COUNT'T'::Beau£ort
ROAD/ROUTEP. S. H-wy No. 278

.' (ENCROACHMEN'T PERMIT OTHER THAN A PUBLIC UTILITY)
--~-:-"~-;-'"---;::==:-:;:::;::=--::=--~---~--------,------

p.DOASSS:
145 Palmet~o Bluff Road
Bluffcon~ sC 29910

TE,LEPHONE NUMSEFl:

f'~ .L.,---":\.-s:s t.~
ROAPNAME: William HIl~on Parkwa~

The undersigned applicant hereby applies to tht> South CaroJina.n",parlmenl of Transportatlon {SCDOT) for a permit (0
]. croachment on State HighwiiY Rlgh; of Way as shewn and described below:en '

fE
' -~- t· DriV'ew~y Access

2. ~ 0 neroa.~en.

DescriJltion of loc~tion: u. S. Hwy No. 278
3. ( See At~ached Exhibit)

--
. (Atloch ~1..Htlr i1!dicort"I' fTJDdf;lJrlY (.oOl.1"N ."'1"11. ~: ,.alJ~';''''''1 1I'i,Hh, ./tould~1' I»1.;It", aUl"'l.bbllt o"d <:"'r!> <J".i ,,,u,,, IQccl(o"t.&!tI'l/11conr 4I'.2;fl,/Jre • tr~t.LIl'l
norrll QTTOIJJ, ri,,,, gf WilY Illfdrh, gl\d ''''''01;0'' <:>{ ~h'l' prup<>;"'li .."<:r.....chmrl'fl ... /fll r.,p'c!l (", tlt~ ,oo4w'1), c.tnlerUn" Qnd tn~ ll~al"Blr l"l-o!~rC"h;Rl'Oad 01
lltr State 1)'.r.",.J " .

4 The uo.dersigllc/I, applicant hertby requests t}\t SCDOt 'lo'p~'l'mll enereachmenr on tbe .Depa,nmenl right of way IlS described he~in It i
, 'c:::,press]y ullde.l'slood that the ~lJcroacbm~lJl. it and' WJji;1l r,"on~lnlC't ....d, sh;an be Installed 10 accordance with the sketcb attached h~.rel

aOd. m:ade a part hereof '[!le IlPllllr:antagp?~ to c{)mp,l:ri~J}h and be bound by thl." be-pOiFtment'!: "A Policy for Aecommodating Utilities 0
Eiigh'y"o.BYS Rights of Way 'and "Standard ~pedfiC'3lions iiir High",'~-ct>o:SlrUttion- (made a part hereo]' by reference) on file In th.e Utili!
OffiGe 'Of the DeplI.rtment. an~ 1l~1 g~nE'ral prpvl~hm~ 11.n 'Ihl:' rr~r:r:;f' htreof and speda.J provisions below or,attached hereto c\~ring th
11lstl111-auon tJperatilln and rn:alJlll:'n~"C'(' 01 sald \'n('rrlachmt'1I1 wlthrn the Dr:parimenl Rlgtlt of Way, The aPt'hc:-ant hereby further agree.'
and binds- his heirs, successcrs. 3!;;'$lgn!t., to as~I,lUl(' any and all liability lhill Departmenl migh~ othepyise have in eennectlen willi ace

. Qeors or injuries IQ persons, or damagl! to prl1v~rty. IncludiJi.1{ the' highwlIy, Ihal may be ·r:-a.u$ed·by the fOnGlrIlction. malnten:lru:e, USI
''0'''<, moving or removing, of the phYSical appurlC'nane~ll conterriplared herr-in and azrees to Indemnify thIS Department for any liabi1it'r ,,'}(\curred or injury or damage ~uslain~ lSr reason oflh!:' past, prl'~['t'li. or future f11(i:;:l~n("("Qf said appurtenances.

04/2.6/00DAn;' - ~ _Mr. Chuck Mitchell
.. Pl'L'C ....I"lT /'f,",,,,IS, --------:-=-:-::-==-~=~~~~-----------

in compliance with your request- and subjec], 1.0 aJl the pr-ovisions. terms, conditions and rest;.clc:Uons stated in. th
application) general provisions on the reverse hereof, and special provisions below or attached hereto, the Depa.rtmen
approves the request, This permit shall become null and void unless the work contemplated herein shall have been COIll

.pleted priorto oer.:~ l.3 f 7001

SPEC,lAL PROVISIONS:'

~ This orossover may be closed in conjunctioo with improy~m~nt~ to .
US 278 upon agreement by Seaufort county ~nd SCOOT after completion
df' a frontage zroad 'to Buc kwa 1 ter Parkway. pursuant to 'the terms of

the l~tter agreement between The Brabigar, Organi~~tion and SCOOT.
a copy of which is 'attached hereto and made an integral part hereof.

" _05/17/00 ~5/17/00

o nATE H1G~"''''T EMCOll15ll:J11

o OI~T"''''I' Ilr/GII(EEIlJ"I.. &PMIO>f"TP",TQJI 0 DI,!Tl'\~ ...... 1J<T_1<="""~1.l=10t4 E",ejNS:EII
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J\1EMORAl'lJ>UM

,.....

DA'l'E:

1'0:

F~OM.;

RE:

lOnG/DO

REsIDENT MAINTENANCE ENGINEER MULt.IGAN

OiSTRICT TRAFFIC EN01N6ER. CLA.RK
US 278 AT MEOO.5TT TAACT (2PAC PARCEL)

I nn'ie~ the; p~nnit appll~ion for an accm to &his ~hc WCGt of~ J:huik.......a1W'
P£U'k~ at atl existing erossover, The permit ~ be As4ued with th= follo~

st;p"l&tions:. .

L E!ranigllll' pr-ovtd~ II: Jetter stilting lMy aaree to II ~l:-id 9/"Ori'LDll Jhl¢.~:
""Tills cecssever msy be: clO3Cl:d in conjunction wIth imprmtemc:nb to US 218
upon agl"l;;Cment by .Beaufort County lind SCOOT ...fter completh:lJn of II.

fIontilg~ road to Buc:;kwlllh::r.r.;YO.k~ ••t •. • • •

2. 13t'Migar providC!J wdticn evidr:ma:: that the e:xistl{lg~ to the Iu:anI! siks
bt!hind thUJ.developmem may ~ allef6'.1 Tbi~ ~ bl: writtc:a ~SjoR by
those ott'll:"owners or Branlgafshowlns~ Jave control oflhat ToadWay.

J. Branlgnr Q8~ I.bd.t the ucn1aac rod will be I!:~nded. as other parcdlf uc:
. devr:lQped toward BUQkw&lter Parkway.

J spoke to Steve .eyrd with Themas&; HUUort BboUl this yeste{'Cfay and he '5Q.y~ ihnt
tiu: I3raniSIll" ottornCl)' is dtnfUn,g &. Jetter to J'CSPOJId 10 r.hct;c il¢lJ\9, Add the 'IIp,,:iaJ
provi::lioo abc;;rv-o ""' ~b~ 'p"'u'n'dt gppUcadon and upon A'C'OCipt l){ th1:l .lIttomey"'s )~et. the
permit can gao CoofAct meifyou bavequesU~ er comme~,

{ltJ!¢;L-
CLARK

,/roN ~UAl. OPF'OR"I'IP.IffYl
~A"M!flCT1ON EMI'~ov-t:Fl

··_-"'~ ......4.
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Mr. Robc:rt crm,
DistrictTiaflicEngineer
South Carclina.Department ofT1ansportatiOP
6:JSS F.ain Blvd. .
NorthCharlegton. S. C, 29406

RB: 20 ACRE PAltCELADJA.CENT TOU.S. 2781
BUCKWALTERPAllXW~Y~r COUNTY

DearMr. Clark:

I am writing in response to your Memo of October 26, 2000 to Res.i!knt Maintena!:1CC
EngineerMulligan of the SouthCarolina DepariIucnt ofTnmsportation C~SCDOrn) where )tOu
indJcatcd that the Encroachnlent Pennit(~t'~ g U.S•.Qighway 27-g adjacent to fh~ 20 acre
parcel ("Properly") tefd"en~abim:: C&t1 be iSSUed subject to~ stipulations.

More specifically, please allow tIm letter 1:0 serve aswritten cclrlitma1ion by-Tha Enmigflr
Otganization, Ine, eBraniglllfl

) thatsqcll ~tfpulatiOn$as !Set forthm your MeMo are Bgreea.ble as
foUows, ta--wit; .

1. The crossovevin8l3iml cmt adjacent 10 the hoperty at U.S. IDghway Z18 may be
. closed in oolljll.t1otion with .future improvemcms to U.S. Highway '1.78 upon .
a~Cj1t by Beeufcrt County IU'ld SCOOT a.&r I:Otnpletian of a .frontage road
across the PropertyeestWal'd 1D theBU~altcrParlcway as herein provided. '

2. Inref~ 10 the ~rrting urmnprovo:! access road to th~ out pn;rt~ls atthe rear of
thel'rop01tY, I enclose herewith co~ies of-the: recorded EasementA~em.~ from
U,nion Camp Corporation toth~varlous property owners which cJ~lyprovidr:stbat

~UJ;h aeeess road maybemoved" modified or relocated asUnion Camp.. its S'\Jcee&$OZ'S

end assigns may deem appropriate.

)



4. SCOOT ~§mudll.BIld a:kn.owledges thatall oraportion otthe land lyingbetween
the eastern ~boundBzY Df the Property and Buokwa1ier Parkway is desi~ as
wetlands, subjec1to~ed wmlandaco~. asxe.quired bytbc U,S.Army Corps
ofEnginCCtS .fOr Phase1ofth«:B~er :Par.kw2sy"

. ,

Please understand the foregoing stipul.tiOIlS onbehalfof BnutigBr will be ttaa.sfmed or
assigned to subsequent purcllasezs of the property, including Foxfield, vr tm1 Qfh~ third-puty
purchasers whornay require or be giventitleto 1he land whidl liesbetY;ee,n the eastem bounciary ¢f
thel'roptm' and the weStern rlgbt-of·wuy in theB\lllkwalter l'atkWay.

. Afterreceiptofthia Iettc:t,pleasebe land enouthto .uthacli;c the immedlat~iS3U1!nce ofthe
E:naccchmcnt Pennit to the Th:omas & Hutton Bngi.rul~ Compauy.

1
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1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

@loa
PBS"-

P.05Dec 1~ 2000 .12:30
Fax:9122328653

Mr. Robert Clark
November 14, 2000
PaE"::

It is the intention ofB1lllli~ to notifY each oftha owners(two prierlneetlngs have
been ~ld by Btanigat with ull ptopBX\Y O\V:oen to keep ~1Il apprised of the
PlOp<lsed ~location oftbeaccess road) subseqUe:%lt to the issuanceoftbePennitand
after the aaleofthePlopeny10ThePox1ie1d Cow.p8J1Y (<<Foxfield)'.

3. BmUgal'agree.s tPat tbefrolltagetoad actO's, theProperty will he~t.nded fromthe
U.S. 218 .access pennitwCl herein cartward "toward the eastern boundary of the
Property as deve1opme.nt oithis Propertyproeeeds. AdditioIl'alIY. should SCDOT,
BeaufbrtCounty, mid/orotb-cr goVetnl1ltiI1tA1 tntitieselectto e;l(te:)dtbhftont,ageroad
:front theeBStem hollOlial)' of!bep~perty to Buckwalter Pad::way, Brmgar will at
thB~ time provide the neGeSSafY rlght..at-wa)' :from the Property to Buckwalter
,Par~waywithout clwge subject to 8CDOTobWningpenniseionfromtheU.S. Army
Corps. ofEngi~ far each ,uchCO%1'Vc:yance; however. aU peInlitting, construeticn:
flndmain~ eoststo extend~~ I'DBd from. Thepr~to BUckwalter
Parkway WUl bt= bornebySClJO~;.

~.....---.-.- ~.-

HUNTER MACLEAN
• f •
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JONES. SCRElDER&PATI'BRSON. PAl,
as stb.:lnu:yJ for the B111cigar Organi~OD

Mr. RDbert CJ.arlc
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EXHIBIT I



~ecretarp of m:ransportation
South Carolina Department of Transportation

June 16,2010

Robert J. Kuhar
VP Properties & Facilities
Morris Communications Company, LLC
725 Broad Street .
Augusta, GA 30901

Dear Mr. Kuhar:

I am responding to your letter to Wendell Mulligan dated May 20, 2010. The South
Carolina Department of Transportation acknowledges Encroaclunent Permit #8-07-000179,
including all attachments and will fulfill its obligations thereunder in accordance with its terms
subject only to any physical restraints or other matters beyond the control of SCDOT.

Please let me know ifyou need further assistance.

:;;;;~~
H. B. Limehouse, JI.
Secretary of Transportation

955 Park s, (292.01), PO Box 191, Columbia, SC 29202-0191
Phone: (803) 737-1302, Fax: (803) 737·2038



EXHIBIT J



I§r'Commercial Frontage road will relieve traffic from US 278 by connecting Lost Oaks Drive to the Buckwalter
q[fJEloiansare scheduled to be closed by SCOOT on US 27~ near this project area. This frontage road will be a
lE~ch lane will be 11 feet wide with 6 foot wide shoulders on each side.

Project Cross-section
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201) I

AN ORDINANCE TO PROVIDE FOR A HOME DETENTION PROGRAM AS AN
ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATION IN CERTAIN CASES IN BEAUFORT COUNTY

WHEREAS, §24-13-15l0, et seq., Code ofLaws ofSouth Carolina, 1976, as amended,
provides for the establishment of a Home Detention Program as an alternative to confining
certain criminal offenders in Beaufort County Detention Center; and

WHEREAS, there are many financial and other advantages to Beaufort County which
would result from the establishment ofsuch a program; and

WHEREAS, it is the opinion of the Beaufort County Council that a Home Detention
Program, should be established in Beaufort County as an alternative to incarceration.

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

SECTION 1. A Home Detention Program is hereby established in Beaufort County as an
alternative to confinement in Beaufort County Detention Center in accordance with the Home
Detention Act of 1990 (§24-13-15l0, et seq., Code of Laws of South Carolina, 1976, as
amended.);

SECTION 2. Pursuant to §24-l3-l530, Code of Laws of South Carolina, 1976, as
amended, electronic and non-electronic home detention programs may be used by any court in
Beaufort County having criminal or juvenile jurisdiction to sentence an individual to
incarceration and whose sentences do not place them in the custody of the South Carolina
Department of Corrections. The Home Detention Program hereby established shall be an
alternative to incarceration for low risk, nonviolent adults and juvenile offenders who are
selected by the court and who comply with the Regulations adopted by Beaufort County in
accordance with §24-l3-l540, Code ofLaws ofSouth Carolina, 1976, as amended.

SECTION 3. The Home Detention Program hereby established in Beaufort County shall
comply with all applicable state and local laws and regulations, including, but not limited to,
§24-l3-15l0, et seq., Code ofLaws ofSouth Carolina, 1976, as amended.

SECTION 4. If any section, subsection or clause of this Ordinance shall be deemed to be
unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections and
clauses shall not be affected thereby.
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SECTION 5. This Ordinance shall take effect upon third reading approval.

Adopted this __ day of , 2011.

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

Wm, Weston J. Newton, Chairman
BY: - - --~_:__---

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Ladson F. Howell, StaffAttorney

ATTEST:

Suzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council

First Reading:
Second Reading:
Public Hearing:
Third and Final Reading:
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Committee Reports 
February 28, 2011 

 
A. COMMITTEES REPORTING 
 

1.   Community Services 
 Minutes are provided from the February 21 meeting.  See agenda item #11. 

    Parks and Leisure Services Board 
 

Nominated Name Position / Area / Expertise Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required 
1/24/2011 Arthur Middleton Northern Beaufort County Reappoint 10 of 11 
1/24/2011 Allan Stern Southern Beaufort County Reappoint 10 of 11 

 
   Alcohol and Drug Abuse Board 
 

Nominate Name Position / Area / Expertise Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required 
2/28/2011 Bette Goettle At-Large Reappoint 10 of 11 
2/28/2011 Charles Hammel At-Large Reappoint 8 of 11 
2/28/2011 K.Z.(Chuck) Najaka At-Large Reappoint 10 of 11 

 
   Disabilities and Special Needs Board 
 

Nominate Name Position / Area / Expertise Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required 
2/28/2011 Nancy Pinkerton At-Large Reappoint 10 of 11 

 
2.  Finance 

 Minutes are provided from the February 14 meeting. 
 Minutes from the February 21 meeting provided March 14.  See agenda items #10 and #12. 

   Accommodations Tax Board 
 

Nominate Name Position / Area / Expertise Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required 
2/28/2011 Dick Farmer At-Large Reappoint 8 of 11 

 
3.  Natural Resources 

 Coastal Zone Management Appellate Panel 
 

Nominated Name Position / Area / Expertise Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required 
2/14/2011 Carroll Crowther At-Large Reappoint 10 of 11 

 
    Historic Preservation Review Board 
 

Nominated Name Position / Area / Expertise Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required 
2/14/2011 Rita Igleheart Historic Beaufort Foundation Reappoint 8 of 11 
2/14/2011 Sally Murphy Northern Beaufort County Reappoint 8 of 11 

  
   Planning Commission 
 

Nominated Name Position / Area / Expertise Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required 
2/14/2011 Robert Semmler Port Royal Island Reappoint 10 of 11 
2/14/2011 Parker Sutler At-Large Reappoint 8 of 11 
2/14/2011 John Thomas At-Large Reappoint 8 of 11 
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   Rural and Critical Lands Preservation Board 
 

Nominated Name Position / Area / Expertise Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required 
2/14/2011 Malcolm Goodridge District 11 Reappoint 8 of 11 
2/14/2011 Selena Brown District 2 Reappoint 8 of 11 
2/14/2011 Ed Pappas District 10 Reappoint 8 of 11 
2/14/2011 Jacob Preston District 4 Reappoint 8 of 11 
2/14/2011 Steve Riley District 1 Reappoint 10 of 11 
2/14/2011 Joseph Vercellotti District 3 Reappoint 8 of 11 

 
   Zoning Board of Appeals 
 

Nominated Name Position / Area / Expertise Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required 
2/14/2011 Tim Rentz At-Large, northern Bft Cty Reappoint 8 of 11 
2/14/2011 Cecil Mitchell Lady’s Island Appoint 6 of 11 

 
  4. Public Facilities 

 Airports Board 
 

Nominated Name Position / Area / Expertise Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required 
2/14/2011 Will Dopp Proximity to HHI Airport Reappoint 10 of 11 
2/14/2011 Paul Jorgensen Proximity to Bft. Cty Airport Reappoint 10 of 11 
2/14/2011 Norman Kerr Active/recently retired commercial pilot Reappoint 8 of 11 
2/14/2011 Leonard Law Proximity to HHI Airport Reappoint 10 of 11 
2/14/2011 Joseph Mazzei Active pilot/aircraft owner HHI Airport Reappoint 8 of 11 
2/14/2011 Jared Newman Proximity to Bft. County Airport Reappoint 10 of 11 
2/14/2011 Derek Gilbert * Beaufort Chamber  Reappoint 8 of 11 
2/14/2011 Joseph Zimmerman ** HHI Town Council Reappoint 8 of 11 

 
 There are two candidates for one seat. 
 

2/14/2011 Richard Wirth Qualifications Reappoint 6 of 11 
2/14/2011 Anne Esposito Qualifications Appoint 6 of 11 

 
  January 28, 2001 email from Carlotta Ungaro, “The Beaufort Regional Chamber of Commerce 
Board and VCB re-nominated Derek Gilbert to the Airports Board January 27 at our board 
meeting.” 

 February 1, 2001 email from Vicki Pfannenschmidt, “Mr. Zimmerman was reappointed at the regular 
Town Council meeting last night, Tuesday, February 1, 2011.  

 
 Solid Waste and Recycling Board 

 
Nominated Name Position / Area / Expertise Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required 
2/14/2011 Gordon Bowers Solid Waste District 7 – Lady’s Island Reappoint 10 of 11 
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5. Public Safety 
  Minutes are provided from the February 7 meeting.  No action is required. 
 Construction Adjustments and Appeals Board 

 
Nominated Name Position / Area / Expertise Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required 
2/14/2011 Andrew Corriveau Design prof/contractor/bldg. industry Reappoint 10 of 11 
2/14/2011 Don Dean Design prof/contractor/bldg. industry Reappoint 10 of 11 
2/14/2011  Bruce Kline Design prof/contractor/bldg. industry Reappoint 8 of 11 

 
 Burton Fire District Commission 

 
Nominated Name Position / Area / Expertise Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required 
2/14/2011 Thomas Peeples Burton Fire service area Reappoint 10 of 11 

 
 Daufuskie Island Fire Commission 

 
Nominated Name Position / Area / Expertise Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required 
2/14/2011 Patricia Beichler Daufuskie Island service area Reappoint 10 of 11 

 
   Lowcountry Regional Transportation Authority 

 
Nominated Name Position / Area / Expertise Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required 
2/14/2011 Chris Hutton At-Large Reappoint 10 of 11 

 
B. COMMITTEE MEETINGS  
 
  1.  Community Services  
    William McBride, Chairman 
    Gerald Dawson, Vice Chairman  

 Next Meeting – Monday, March 21 at 4:00 p.m., BIV #2 
 

2.  Executive  
    Weston Newton, Chairman 

 
3.  Finance  
  Stu Rodman, Chairman 
  Rick Caporale, Vice Chairman 

 Next Meeting – Monday, March 21 at 2:00 p.m., BIV #2 
 
4.  Natural Resources  

Paul Sommerville, Chairman 
  Brian Flewelling, Vice Chairman 
   Next Meeting – Monday, March 14 at 2:00 p.m. (Note change from March 7 to March 14) 

 
5.  Public Facilities 
  Herbert Glaze, Chairman  
  Steven Baer, Vice Chairman 
   Next Meeting – Tuesday, March 1 at 4:30 p.m. 
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6.  Public Safety     

Jerry Stewart, Chairman  
  Laura Von Harten, Vice Chairman 
   Next Meeting – Tuesday, March 22 at 2:00 p.m. (Note change from March 7 to March 22) 
 
7.  Transportation Advisory Group 

    Weston Newton, Chairman 
    Stu Rodman, Vice Chairman  

   Next Meeting – August 2011 



 

 

COMMUNITY SERVICES COMMITTEE  

February 21, 2011 

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

 
 

The Community Services Committee met Monday, February 21, 2011 at 4:00 p.m. in the 
Conference Room, Building 2 of the Beaufort Industrial Village, 102 Industrial Village Road, 
Beaufort, South Carolina. 
 
ATTENDANCE 

Community Services Committee members: Chairman William McBride, Vice Chairman Gerald 
Dawson, and members Steven Baer, Rick Caporale, Herbert Glaze and Stu Rodman. Member 
Laura Von Harten was absent. Non-committee members Paul Sommerville and Jerry Stewart 
also attended. 

County staff: Morris Campbell, Division Director – Community Services; Tony Criscitiello, 
Division Director - Planning and Development.  

Public: Michelle Knight, Lowcountry Council of Governments Community and Economic 
Development Director; Fred Leyda, Alliance for Human Services Facilitator. 

ACTION ITEMS 

1. Establishing 2011 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Priorities 

 Discussion: Mr. Tony Criscitiello, Division Direction - Planning and Development, 
stated the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program in the state is roughly $24 
million.  The potential for funding has been looked at in collaboration with the Planning 
Department; Morris Campbell, Division Director – Community Services; and Michelle Knight, 
Lowcountry Council of Governments Community and Economic Development Director.   

 Mr. Criscitiello presented prioritization for these funds.  

1. Number one on the list is Community Infrastructure for the Burton Water Extension 
Project with a deadline of March 18, 2011. This is to improve existing infrastructure 
and address health concerns. Based on meetings with Mr. Dean Moss, Beaufort-
Jasper Water and Sewer Authority Director, and his staff, it has been determined that 
this project has a lot of merit.  The maximum grant we could acquire would be 
$500,000.  

2. The second item is Village Renaissance.  It gives an opportunity to relate the Burton 
area charrette for form-based code to look at revitalization and access to downtown 
business centers. It allows for a variety of things that can be funded, including 
infrastructure, public facility housing, and neighborhood planning and design. This is 
a $500,000 application. The deadline is August 19, 2011 which allows us to take the 
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results of the charrette for form-based code and to have a funding source to 
implement that plan.  

3. The third item is “Ready to Go” Public Facilities.  It is for trails to residential 
commercial sites. We have received a $3.2 million grant through the Department of 
Highways to fund 2.2 miles from Allison Road to S.C. Highway 170. This allows us 
to go further along that path with a $500,000 maximum. The estimated cost per linear 
foot is $75. Incrementally, along the way, more and more of the trail will be built. 
Our hope is that we build on previous accomplishments.  This allows residents to 
have access through a trail to commercial centers and to their residential areas.  

 Mr. Rodman asked if the rails from the railbed had been removed. Mr. Criscitiello stated 
they are in the process of doing so.  

 Ms. Knight spoke before the Committee. The latest discussion of the federal budget is, 
“Yes, it will be cut.”   But they are not anticipating it to disappear entirely.  Regarding Village 
Renaissance, once the charrette process is completed and the recommendations are in place in 
terms of the activities to do there, if it is pursued and funded, you could possibly get another 
$500,000 to do a second phase of work in that area.  

 Mr. McBride stated in a previous meeting, Council was told that it was very unlikely the 
County would be successful in acquiring a grant in the category of village renaissance. Ms. 
Knight stated the County would have a harder time getting funded in that category because, 
typically, unincorporated areas are being dealt with. Burton is unique in the fact that it is 
developed.  

Main motion. 

It was moved by Mr. Glaze, seconded by Mr. Rodman, that the Community Services Committee 
approves and forwards to Council adoption of the 2011 Community Development Block Grant 
priorities as follows: (i) Community Infrastructure, (ii) Village Renaissance, and (ii) “Ready to 
Go” Public Facilities. 

 Ms. Knight requested referring to priority three, “Ready to Go” Public Facilities, as 
Transportation or Trails.  

 Mr. Criscitiello stated his choice of words should have been Trails to Residential Centers 
since “Ready to Go” Public Facilities is the category of where the funds come from.  

Move to amend by substitution. 

It was moved by Mr. Glaze, seconded by Mr. Rodman, that the Community Services Committee 
substitute “Ready to Go” Public Facilities with Trails to Residential Centers.  

 Ms. Knight informed the Committee that if they are choosing to make these the top three 
properties then last year’s list will cease to exist. She suggested the Committee to add economic 
development to the list, maybe as a fourth priority. The set aside is called Business Development.  
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Mr. Glaze, as the maker of the motion, and Mr. Rodman, who made the second, agreed to add 
Business Development as a fourth priority.  

Vote on the amended motion which is now the main motion. 

Council adopts the 2011 Community Development Block Grant priorities as follows: 
Community Infrastructure, Village Renaissance, Trails to Residential Centers, and Business 
Development.  The vote was:  FOR – Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. 
McBride and Mr. Rodman. ABSENT –Ms. Von Harten. The motion passed. 

 Recommendation: Council accepts the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
priorities as follows: Community Infrastructure, Village Renaissance, Trails to Residential 
Centers and Business Development.   

2. Consideration of Reappointments and Vacancies  
 

 Discussion: Mr. McBride reviewed the following reappointments and vacancies before 
the Community Services Committee for action. 

Alcohol and Drug Abuse Board 

It was moved by Mr. Dawson, seconded by Mr. Glaze that the Committee approve and 
recommend to Council nomination for reappointment:  Ms. Bette Goettle, Mr. Charles Hammel 
and Mr. K.Z. Najaka to serve as members of the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Board.    The vote 
was:  FOR – Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride and Mr. Rodman. 
ABSENT –Ms. Von Harten. The motion passed. 

Children’s Foster Care Review Board 

 No action was taken on this item.  

Disabilities and Special Needs Board 

 Mr. Campbell informed the Committee of Mr. James Mathews’ intent to resign. The 
position is now vacant.  

It was moved by Mr. Dawson, seconded by Mr. Glaze, that the Committee approve and 
recommend to Council nomination for reappointment of Ms. Nancy Pinkerton to serve as a 
member of the Disabilities and Special Needs Board. The vote was: FOR – Mr. Baer, Mr. 
Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride and Mr. Rodman. ABSENT –Ms. Von Harten. 
The motion passed. 

 Recommendation: Council nominates for reappointment Ms. Bette Goettle, Mr. Charles 
Hammel and Mr. K. Z. Najaka to serve as members of the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Board as 
well as Ms. Nancy Pinkerton to serve as a member of the Disabilities and Special Needs Board.  



 

 

FINANCE COMMITTEE 
 

February 14, 2011 
 

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

 
 
The Finance Committee met Monday, February 14, 2011 at 3:00 p.m. in the Executive 
Conference Room, Administration Building, 100 Ribaut Road, Beaufort, South Carolina. 
 
ATTENDANCE  
 
Finance Committee members: Chairman Stu Rodman, Vice Chairman William McBride, and 
members, Brian Flewelling, Paul Sommerville, Jerry Stewart and Laura Von Harten attended. 
Member Steven Baer was absent. Non-committee member Rick Caporale, Gerald Dawson and 
Wm. Weston Newton were also present.  
 
County Staff: Morris Campbell, Community Services Division Director; Bryan Hill, Deputy 
County Administrator; Gary Kubic, County Administrator; David Starkey, Chief Financial 
Officer; and Dave Thomas, Purchasing Director.   
 
Public: Larry Holman, Beaufort Black Chamber of Commerce.  
 
Media: Richard Brooks, Bluffton Today; Kyle Peterson, Beaufort Gazette/Island Packet. 
 
Pledge of Allegiance: The Chairman led those present in the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
 
INFORMATION ITEM 

 
1. Reporting of County Financials 

 
 Discussion:  Mr. Gary Kubic, County Administrator, spoke to the Committee regarding 
items he is having his staff focus on.  Some things need to be redefined in the Finance 
Committee process. In previous employments, he had a standard operating procedure for one 
finance committee a month to provide a strict, defined meeting format, particularly in the areas 
of the Finance Department, Assessor’s Office, Auditor’s and Treasurer’s Departments. One thing 
he is concerned about is that we are looking at numbers that are confusing due to their 
titles/names. Examples of this are tax assessed value, market assessed value, assessed transfer of 
interest value, etc. We do not focus in on the fluidity of what is transpiring in our County, 
particularly since the largest industry, prior to the decline, was all about real estate.  If we look at 
other parts, there is the Defense Department, which is the largest employer in Beaufort County 
and does not pay ad valorem taxes. The second is Beaufort County School system and the third is 
Beaufort County. None of these entities pay taxes. Hilton Head Regional Medical Center is the 
number one private employer in the County.  Wal-Mart Stores is second, then CareCore, Cypress 
Club, Inc., Marinors Inn, and Sodoxho, Inc. Staff reviewed 2,500 records and our initial review 
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indicates a loss of taxable, not assessed, value for this group of $19.3 million. That means that 
when we compare the fourth quarter of 2009 to the fourth quarter of 2010, we have a 10% 
average decline in market value.  
 
 Mr. Kubic referred to a February 11, 2011 newspaper article wherein the Town of 
Bluffton sees a rise in the number of building permits for new homes; therefore, we must be in 
recovery. If you look at it as economic development, one may ask what the values of those 
permits are.  As an example, the value of one is $120,000 for a new home. Does that help your 
existing oversupply of vacant houses currently on the market?  No. You may think that building 
permits are making it better, but they could actually be making it worse in terms of the 
oversupply of real estate for homes and commercial.  
 

Mr. Kubic is worried about the 2013 reassessment. If that reassessment is based upon 
some of the trend analysis that is coming forward, it is fair to begin to understand the millage 
value, which currently is $1.7 million, being significantly less.  Council would then have a 
choice of taking public essential service system down to match revenue collection, because you 
will collect less money.  
 
 Mr. Kubic presented the Committee with an example of the new reporting he believes we 
need to focus on in Finance Committee.  In a real time situation there are many factors going on 
that determine change in value. The idea is to provide this information once a month to report on 
the previous month’s activity. Council will be given summary sheets and the internet will contain 
all the documents that relate to those summary sheets. Everything incorporates itself into mill 
value. This is a piece of data that we do not focus in on. We need to bring it forward because in 
the process of educating ourselves and seeing this real time data, we are educating the public as 
to what is transpiring in the community. It has particular correlation to the Board of Education.  
A chart will be produced to show, for example, if the value of a mill drops $50,000, we are going 
to list every political subdivision and show, by comparison, what the decline means. There is 
nothing in the trend analysis today to show anything being any different.  
 
 Regarding tax appeals we need to begin educating the public that this is a floating 
number. Obviously, an appeal would either be declined or it will reduce the value based on a 
successful appeal.  We should look at this information every 30 days.  
 
 We can also involve the Auditor in the process who would talk about how she processes 
homestead appeals.  She could also speak to the number of automobiles billed, value of 
automobiles and the amount collected.   The same situation applies for the Treasurer who would 
talk about properties billed, amount billed, and remaining collected.  
 
 This is an idea of standardized operating procedure for the Finance Committee to 
consider.  Once we establish what our standard reporting mechanisms are, Council will be able 
to learn that format and be able to begin one’s own analysis as to the significance of the data 
provided.  It is a progression.  It begins to tell the community what is going on. He would like to 
begin to define market value, taxable value, mill value and ATI value.  
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 Mr. Kubic would like Council to develop this kind of reporting feature for the 
Committee.  What is happening is building up.  He has a huge fear that year 2013 is going to 
have a monumental decline in the value of a mill.  Because it affects so many facets, we need to 
prepare ourselves now as we go forward.  
 
 We are anticipating that the appropriation that was made in July of approximately $104 
million will not materialize in terms of general revenue collections. We would like to begin 
having a series of meetings to discuss this issue.  He would like to set forward one meeting a 
week with the Finance Committee to work on items we are suggesting to carry into the Retreat 
where policy will be set.  Mr. Kubic suggested a target date of April 1, 2011 to institute some of 
those changes, beginning with a cash reserve policy, which he is working on for Council’s 
consideration.  
 
 Mr. Kubic referred to a memorandum dated January 24, 2011 from Bryan Hill, Deputy 
County Administrator, which identifies budgetary concepts.  The target going into next year is 
$97.5 million to $98 million. We are talking about a substantive difference.  Mr. Kubic does not 
want to leave the impression that he is trying to change what Council does, but wants to bring 
forward some things that would be good to discuss earlier than later. He would like to begin 
using the new format of presentation and new reporting in about two weeks. 
 
 Mr. Doug Henderson, Treasurer-Elect, is now working for the County in order for him to 
become educated about processes before the transition. He will be sitting in on the sessions as 
well.  
 
 Mr. Ed Hughes, Assessor, is aware of the change and is having staff develop processes. 
One of the hardest things we have is dissemination of information. We are trying to figure out 
how to present it in a fashion that tells the story, but is not overwhelming in terms of too much 
data. Every record will be available on the internet. We will try to walk people through that 
process. He is optimistic by understanding what is transpiring with the numbers and the reasons 
why they are transpiring could produce new directions for us to take as we proceed as a County 
government.  
 
 Mr. Rodman stated without objection the Committee will accept the Administrator’s 
recommendation to have additional meetings. Perhaps, this would lend itself to a work session 
rather than a true committee meeting.  He believes it to be appropriate to try to schedule a couple 
of the meetings ahead of the Retreat. We are really coming at this as a top-down as opposed to 
bottom-up.  
 
 Ms. Von Harten stated a concern she had relative to the Auditor’s Office. There is some 
double billing related to businesses’ FF&E. Some people are registered through the state and 
some are registered through the County office. If they are registered with both, they get two bills.  
Mr. Kubic stated it is a good observation. His preference would be to allow the Auditor’s Office 
to address that, rather than him speculating.  
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 Mr. Kubic commented that all emails regarding issues taxpayers have either in the 
Auditor’s Office or the Treasurer’s Office are being forwarded to Mr. Henderson so that he can 
begin to get a flavor of the problems.  
 
 Mr. Rodman had a suggestion on format.  Perhaps, it could be like a matrix. Mr. Kubic 
stated it is a progression. Council will see the one-month summary of the prior activities and 
attached to that would be the spreadsheet that would allow comparatives.  
 
 Mr. Caporale stated his sense is that we have not reached the bottom in terms of what 
services we have to sustain at the County level. Is that assumption correct?  Mr. Kubic replied if 
Mr. Caporale is asking about services that are required by law or federal government, those have 
been identified.  Essential services are those services that people cannot do for themselves.  
 
 Mr. Caporale wanted to know at what point those are expected to be known. We cannot 
cut everything.  Mr. Kubic replied we will be talking about consolidation of facilities because 
one office is cheaper to operate than two or three. We will also be talking about sports and that 
timeframe. Those are the things we have to start looking at. After they are vetted, there is always 
the ability to change the operation rate on mills. Some of these ideas are designed to be teasers to 
get us to begin thinking in a different fashion. He firmly believes that in tough times you have to 
provide the ability in the system to reinvent yourself. Council will see in the EMS study some 
ideas of where we should begin to add more features for the community, but that comes at a 
price.  
 
 Mr. Caporale stated when he looks at the list (January 24, 2011 memorandum) it seems it 
should be three or four times longer. There are many things not on the list that he would add to it.  
 
 Mr. Newton stated this is a first blush at staff’s recommendations for next year’s budget 
cycle. The broader discussion we have had is honing in on reassessment. What is going to 
happen when we get to year 2013?  Just this week one of the biggest realtors on Hilton Head 
Island said he believes the average decline in property values on Hilton Head Island are 42%.  
 
 Mr. Caporale stated his concern/fear is where real estate taxes are heading.  For most 
people this is the biggest bill they are going to pay. It will decide for a lot of people whether they 
can go on living here or not.  
 
 Mr. Kubic stated in his opinion we can get there with these types of issues in terms of 
adjustments on rate of expenditures and appropriations. His biggest fear is the 2013 reassessment 
and its impact on a value of the mill. These types of modifications in the delivery service system 
are very important to be done as quickly as possible.  Then we would probably have more to do 
once the reassessment is complete.  Hopefully, it will pickup; but does not see that in his 
forecasting. It would take a monumental resurgence across the country. The best step for all of us 
to take is to build knowledge and increase that base of knowledge to the taxpayers. They need to 
know why Council is discussing certain items as well as the ramifications and consequences of 
our internal mechanism. One of his biggest problems is trying to convince a taxpayer of our 
credibility.  
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 Ms. Von Harten stated one thing that has been confusing is the delay of past 
reassessments.  Is any reason we are not going to complete reassessment by the scheduled time 
this year?  
 
 Mr. Kubic replied we are better prepared today to do the assessment in terms of having 
product, efficiency, mechanism and people. We are a lot better off than we were. People were 
happy with the way we cranked out the appeal process.  
 
 Mr. Rodman stated we have to keep an eye on the State’s $800+ million budget shortfall 
and how those cuts flow down.  We may end up being the court of last resort to help them. That 
would make our problem worse. Also, we need to be careful not to confuse the public. If the 
property values went down an average of 42%, there was a rollup and the mill increased by 42%, 
the person would pay the same amount of actual tax on their house. We have to make sure they 
do not think we are raising property taxes that much. We may have to provide simple examples 
along the way.  
 
 Mr. Kubic stated when we decide on a pathway, we will begin to use The County 
Channel and our DVD production capability to get accurate information out.  
 
 Mr. Rodman stated some of the laws the state passed in the last couple years will come 
home to roost in these next two years distorting the market and property tax portion.  
 
 Mr. Flewelling added he would be interested in seeing the impact on capped values for 
increases in millage rate. If we raise millage rate, it is going to have a disproportionate impact on 
people who are currently capped.  
 
 Mr. Caporale said the one thing you cannot distort is the fact that you cannot spend more 
money than your revenue. Whatever we are buying today we are going to have to pay for. Prices 
are not going to decrease. They will remain the same or higher.  
 
 Mr. Kubic stated we need to consider whether we are providing the right level of things 
in order to maintain exceptionalism in county services. What makes this place so enticing is 
exceptionalism – where it sits, what it offers geographically, Mother Nature, type of homes and 
type of community. 
 
 Status: No action, information only.   
 



 

 

PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE 
 

February 7, 2011 
 

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

 
 

The Public Safety Committee met on Monday, February 7, 2011 at 3:00 p.m., in the Executive 
Conference Room, Administration Building, 100 Ribaut Road, Beaufort, SC. 
 
ATTENDANCE  
 
Public Safety Members:  Chairman Jerry Stewart, Vice Chairman Brian Flewelling and members 
Rick Caporale, Gerald Dawson, Herbert Glaze and Stu Rodman attended. Committee member 
Laura Von Harten was absent. Non-committee members Steven Baer and William McBride also 
attended.   
 
County Staff: Arthur Cummings, Building Codes Director; Lt. Col. Neil Baxley, Beaufort 
County Sheriff’s Office; Bryan Hill, Deputy Administrator; Gregg Hunt, Director of Mosquito 
Control; Todd Ferguson, Director of Emergency Management Department; Phil Foot, Detention 
Center Director; Ladson Howell, County Attorney; Gary Kubic, County Administrator; Toni 
Lytton, Animal Shelter Director; Donna Ownby, Emergency Medical Services Director; Sheriff 
P.J. Tanner; Dave Thomas, Purchasing Director; William Winn, Division Director – Public 
Safety. 
 
Legislative Delegation: Senator Tom Davis attended and Representative Bill Herbkersman called 
into the meeting. 
 
Media: Richard Brooks, Bluffton Today; Joe Croley, Hilton Head Island Association of Realtors; 
Kyle Peterson, Island Packet / Beaufort Gazette. 
 
Public: George Simpson, Sun City resident. Representatives from several towing and wrecker 
companies attended. Those who spoke on the topic of wrecker service regulation were: Jeffrey 
Robinowich, Morris Garage and Towing, Inc.; Fred Krumm, Earl’s Body Shop; Dan Neighbors, 
Auto Care Center; Anthony Gurganious, Gur’s Towing & Automotive. Others were present who 
did not identify themselves. Among those were representatives from Kipp’s Towing and 
Recovery, Palmetto Towing, D&M Towing, Danny’s Auto Body, Buff’s Towing Hilton Head 
and Earl’s Body Shop. 
 
Mr. Stewart chaired the meeting.  
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ACTION ITEMS 
 

1. Discussion / Day Watch Program 
 
 Discussion: Mr. Stewart introduced Detention Center Director Mr. Phil Foot, who 
explained a proposed ordinance regarding a Day Watch Program. 
 
 Mr. Foot briefed the Public Safety members.  The Day Watch Program is administered 
by the Detention Center, meaning it assigns people to the program once the courts assign a 
person. It is a diversion program, an alternative to a person actually going to jail. It puts a person 
to work on Saturday or Sunday to allow them to keep their jobs during the workweek. The Day 
Watch Program is currently in place; the program is overseen by the Public Works Department, 
which takes those people out on the weekend. He noted the Detention Center and its staff will 
take over the Public Works’ portion. In order for this to happen, an ordinance is required, per 
state law, for the detention center to take over the program entirely. The proposed ordinance is 
included in meeting documentation.  
 
 Mr. Stewart asked how this differs from the current practice. Mr. Foot explained the 
Detention Center will actually take people out to the sites and supervise.  
 
 Mr. Kubic added he prefers to have the correction officers under Mr. Foot’s guidance, 
with the training and supervision, have a corresponding responsibility for direct control. The 
Public Works people are okay, but are not trained for that purpose, Mr. Kubic added.  
 
 Mr. Foot expanded to say it is a win-win situation as he does not have to put a person in 
his facility, feed them, bathe them, etc. From their perspective, they get to keep their job, home, 
and their family and avoid falling apart. For whatever minor event that happened – driving with a 
suspended license – they can pick up trash on weekends.  
 
 Mr. Glaze asked if there would be any additional costs, to which Mr. Foot replied there 
would be no new employees, only some rearranging. He said he only needs the equipment from 
Public Works transferred to his department.  
 
 Mr. Caporale stated this sounds more cost effective than housing an inmate who has to be 
fed and monitored. 
 
 Mr. Foot brought attention to the inclusion in the ordinance of “Beaufort County 
Detention Center shall also assess the individual performing such community service $55 per 
day to cover the cost of supervisory personnel and transportation costs,” which is allowed by the 
state as a pro-rated fee. He said he is not trying to make money on this, but to keep the 
department from moving into overtime status, for example. 
 
 Mr. Stewart asked if this was the same as the ankle monitoring system overseen by the 
Solicitor’s Office. Mr. Foot said they are totally different. He explained the Day Watch Program 
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essentially is comprised of people sentenced by the courts to work. It is picking up litter on the 
side of the road on the weekends.  
 
 Mr. Dawson asked what would happen should someone not show up for their Day Watch 
duties. Mr. Foot answered typically they would be referred back to sentencing court, which often 
means extending a person’s involvement in the program longer or 30 days of jail. 
  
 Mr. Rodman asked how many people are in the program. Mr. Foot answered there are 
roughly 20 in the program. The average is between 15 and 20.  
 
It was moved by Mr. Rodman, seconded by Mr. Dawson, that the Public Safety Committee 
approves and forwards to Council a recommendation to approve an ordinance to provide for a 
Day Watch Program as an alternative to incarceration in certain cases in Beaufort County. The 
vote was: FOR - Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. Rodman and Mr. 
Stewart. ABSENT – Ms. Von Harten. The motion passed.  
 
 Recommendation: Council approves on first reading an ordinance to provide for a Day 
Watch Program as an alternative to incarceration in certain cases in Beaufort County.  
 

2. Consideration of Reappointments and Vacancies 
 
Construction Adjustment and Appeals Board 
 
 Mr. Stewart briefed the committee that there are three members on the Construction 
Adjustment and Appeals Board who qualify for reappointment. Those are Mr. Andrew 
Corriveau, Mr. Don Dean and Mr. Bruce Kline. 
 
It was moved by Mr. Flewelling, seconded by Mr. Caporale, that the Public Safety Committee 
approves and forwards to Council for reappointment Mr. Andrew Corriveau, Mr. Don Dean and 
Mr. Bruce Kline to the Construction Adjustments and Appeals Board. The vote was: FOR – Mr. 
Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling Mr. Glaze, Mr. Rodman and Mr. Stewart. ABSENT – 
Ms. Von Harten. The motion passed. 
 
Bluffton Fire District Commission 
 
 Committee members postponed making a decision on filling Ms. Patricia Fennell’s 
vacant seat.  
 
Burton Fire District Commission 
 
It was moved by Mr. Flewelling, seconded by Mr. Dawson, that the Public Safety Committee 
approves and forwards to Council for reappointment Mr. Thomas Peeples to the Burton Fire 
District Commission. The vote was: FOR – Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. 
Glaze, Mr. Rodman and Mr. Stewart. ABSENT – Ms. Von Harten. The motion passed. 
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 Committee members postponed making a decision on filling Mr. Ricky Felts’ vacancy. 
 
Daufuskie Island Fire Commission 
 
It was moved by Mr. Flewelling, seconded by Mr. Rodman, that the Public Safety Committee 
approves and forwards to Council for reappointment Ms. Patricia Beichler to the Daufuskie 
Island Fire District Commission. The vote was: FOR – Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. 
Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. Rodman and Mr. Stewart. ABSENT – Ms. Von Harten. The motion 
passed. 
 
Lowcountry Regional Transportation Authority 
 
It was moved by Mr. Rodman, seconded by Mr. Flewelling, that the Public Safety Committee 
approves and forwards to Council for reappointment Mr. Christopher Hutton to the Lowcountry 
Regional Transportation Authority. The vote was: FOR – Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. 
Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. Rodman and Mr. Stewart. ABSENT – Ms. Von Harten. The motion 
passed. 
 
 Recommendation: Council approves the reappointment of the following: Mr. Andrew 
Corriveau, Mr. Don Dean and Mr. Bruce Kline to the Construction Adjustment and Appeals 
Board; Mr. Thomas Peeples to the Burton Fire District Commission; Ms. Patricia Beichler to the 
Daufuskie Island Fire District Commission; and Mr. Christopher Hutton to the Lowcountry 
Regional Transportation Authority. 
 
INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 
 

1. Discussion – Upcoming Legislative Session 
  
 Discussion: Mr. Stewart noted there are many topics of interest going before the state 
Legislature. The Local Government Fund – What is happening with that? Will the County get 
any monies this year? Discussion of cuts to or elimination of the Local Government Fund is 
taking place at the sub-committee level in the House Ways and Means Committee. Mr. Stewart 
stated he knows the proviso for last year’s budget moved forward with their C-funds for the 
roads. To spend part of the money on state highways would impact the counties. There is 
Department of Natural Resources funding, which would affect the Waddell Mariculture Center 
and other environmental aspects in the Lowcountry. There is the Voter ID topic, House Bill 
3003, a part of that was to eliminate the satellite offices for early voting. This would be a 
negative for places like Sun City in the southern part of the county. School funding, 
reapportionment, immigration, a whole hodgepodge of things people are interested in hearing 
about, Mr. Stewart said.  
 
 Rep. Herbkersman said he wanted to start with the aid of subdivisions (03:03.3), which is 
in his subcommittee. The vote was to correspond with the cuts in the budget, the across-the-
board cuts to the subdivision. It was a 4:1 vote. Rep. Herbkersman said he had the dissenting 
vote because he thought they had cut enough on that, and quite frankly the amount of money 
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coming out of Beaufort County then coming back hurts our County a bit more because of the 
disparity in funding. Talking about the funding formulas, there is a committee bill related to 
funding equity for the Education Funding Act, bringing about $6.5 to $7 million more into 
Beaufort County based on that formula. Rep. Herbkersman said hopefully this is the first of 
many and as a committee bill it is much stronger. House Bill 3003 – Voter Photo ID passed the 
House, requiring a person to produce a photo ID in order to vote. As far as eliminating satellite 
offices for voting, Rep. Herbkersman said it was to be worked out in Conference Committee as it 
was something overlooked. In order to get a clean bill out, there is a desire to not have 
amendments. Rep. Herbkersman then spoke briefly on Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 
funding and how it relates to Waddell. He said Waddell is basically out of sight, out of mind with 
something around $3 million funneled to it over the course of some years. The Senate Bill 
coming through would redirect the funding stream from fishing licenses away from the total 
funding source for DNR, part of that goes into Waddell, according to Rep. Herbkersman’s 
understanding. He added there has been a lot of luck bringing the coastal caucus down to 
Waddell to show the value of the work done. Rep. Herbkersman said when the revenues pick up 
a little bit, he assures revenues to Waddell will pick up. As far as DNR funding, he said he 
adamantly opposed to any type of change to the funding stream from the licensing fees.  
 
 Mr. Stewart noted Beaufort County Detention Center Director Phil Foot was in the 
audience and there is an issue of transfer of inmates, topics with correctional institutions, over-
runs, etc. He asked if there will be anything to affect Beaufort County, or if the County will be in 
good shape?  
 
 Rep. Herbkersman said he worked with Solicitor Duffie Stone about having a localized 
grand jury. Beaufort County is about 150 miles from Columbia so the whole grand jury process 
is out of Columbia. Rep. Herbkersman stated the Solicitor expressed he feels there could be a 
savings by doing it here. Rep. Herbkersman then changed subjects to say many of the other 
counties are having problems with holding prisoners, along with who is responsible for funding 
of that. It is something to be addressed. “Let’s not waste a good recession. If we can’t figure it 
out in a recession, we certainly can’t when we have funding,” he said.  
 
 Mr. Stewart asked if there is any chance of annexation reform this year, to which Rep. 
Herbkersman replied there is. Stakeholders have sat down, the real estate folks are on board, but 
he noted the only holdback is the municipal association. Rep. Herbkersman said he asked for a 
hearing on the item and expects to have one by the end of February. Mr. Stewart said he 
understands the municipalities’ issues are the “donut holes” again. Rep. Herbkersman agreed. 
Mr. Stewart stated he thought that was worked out. To this, Rep. Herbkersman said he thinks it is 
where Mr. Stewart and the Association of Counties come in, to discuss with the few detracting 
municipalities.  
 
 Mr. Rodman said there has been some discussion on educational funding and getting rid 
of Education Improvement Act (EIA) categories and talk of folding poverty language into the 
Education Fund Act (EFA) formula. If they eliminate the categories and there is money there, 
will it still flow through some sort of EIA distribution or will it lop over in the EFA?   
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 Rep. Herbkersman said he thinks it would go to the EFA because if the EIA would be 
gutted, the funding mechanisms will be, too. There is a hearing tomorrow at the House Ways and 
Means Committee on the funding mechanism, specifically dealing with the small amount of 
wealthy people compared to those who are low-income.  
  
 Mr. Rodman said he raised the question because if money is taken from the EIA and 
rolled into the EFA, the County is underwater and therefore still losing. He stated a better way to 
do it is to keep the EIA but distribute on a per student basis. Rep. Herbkersman added there is a 
big movement on that topic right now, and there is a bill going through a Senate subcommittee 
tomorrow dealing with that – adding the poverty index and other items such as English as a 
Second Language (ESL).  
 
 Senator Davis, who just walked into the room, said there is no movement toward or 
discussion of having the EIA dollars, which are distributed on a per capita basis, somehow 
subjected to weighting, reallocation or EFA. In fact, it is just the opposite. The discussion is EFA 
dollars should be folded into a single funding stream, distributed on a per capita basis, and  
subject to some additional weightings for poverty or English as a second language. Senator 
Davis said there is no sentiment that the EIA per capita distributions would somehow be subject 
to that formula. What you will see happen is the index of tax-paying ability. The Committee 
recommended that component of the EFA, currently the aggregate assessed value of all 
properties in the county, is the index of tax paying ability. Really it is not a measure of a 
locality’s tax-paying ability because it carves out local government’s ability to tax that property. 
The first $100,000 on residences cannot be taxed, the so called Tier I reimbursement. A 
secondary $50,000 on ownership for those 65-years old or older cannot be taxed. Act 388 
exempted primary residences entirely from school operating taxes. What the committee decided, 
and has hence been introduced on a bipartisan basis in the Senate, is to have the index of tax-
paying ability figured or computed, not based on an assessment, but by looking at the capital 
streams flowing from the state to the counties to reimburse the localities for not being able to tax 
that. Then take that income stream and capitalize it given the millage rate in that district to figure 
out what the assessed value would be at the millage to yield the money being paid. “Does that 
make sense so far?” Senator Davis asked. So, what would happen once the index of tax-paying 
ability is computed in that manner and then have the EFA formula work as it is otherwise 
comprised? Beaufort County ends up getting a little more than $1 million, whereas we got none 
last year. Senator Davis noted an interesting dynamic is when weighting factors of poverty and 
English as a Second Language are introduced into the EFA for some reason the money coming to 
Beaufort County goes down to about $700,000. That is contrary to what his expectations were 
having talked with Superintendent Valerie Truesdale and other educators who said having a 
weighting factor would increase the amount of EFA dollars coming to the County. Senator Davis 
said the numbers he saw thus far do not bear that out.  There is not, under any circumstance, 
going to be a situation where dollars distributed per capita by statute for the EIA somehow going 
into the EFA, Senator Davis said. 
 
 Mr. Stewart noted one of the big concerns is the 6% to 4% transfer in property 
assessment as it heavily impacts Beaufort County. He went on to further say he assumes it also 
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affects other coastal counties with many secondary homeowners. Is there anything in any of 
these proposals to help rectify or correct for the change happening over the last couple of years? 
 
 Sen. Davis asked if it is in terms of the behavior of people deciding to migrate from 6% 
to 4% or in terms of reimbursing the counties as a result of what happened, to which Mr. Stewart 
said he meant the latter. Sen. Davis said he would be surprised to see any modification of the 
reimbursement formula resulting in state dollars coming down to locals.  
 
 Rep. Herbkersman said they are looking for a corresponding rate in the sales tax and 
income tax dollars for those people changing to see if those folks are actually moving into the 
homes. He said he thinks the sales tax correlation will be hard to quantify right now, just because 
of the economic timing.  
 
 Mr. Rodman asked if the base student cost will go down.  
 
 Sen. Davis said it has to because in the General Fund there is a reduction from last year’s 
appropriated $5.1 billion to $4 billion estimated available this year. A billion dollars worth of 
cuts have to be found, so you have to go where the money is – education and Medicaid. Together 
those along with corrections comprise about 78% of the budget. Yes, there will be some coming 
out of education, Sen. Davis said. Now, the lion’s share will come out of Medicaid – about $600 
to $700 million, he speculated. The real impact to South Carolina is actually going to be larger 
than that because if you account for the General Fund appropriation reduction, but you also do 
not have the $3 of federal money to match every dollar spent on Medicaid. Say it is $600 million 
cut from the Medicaid budget to help make up the deficiency of the General Fund, Sen. Davis 
provided. It is an additional $1.8 billion lost from the federal government in matching dollars. He 
said he does not think people have really comprehended the exact effect with the multiplier 
effect on hospitality, long-term care, disabilities, etc.  
 
 Rep. Herbkersman added he thinks the numbers Sen. Davis provided are very accurate. 
For example, last year the Commission for the Blind with stimulus dollars hired 75 people and 
this year there are not stimulus dollars so they are scrambling to find out what to do. In 
testimony, we are asking them for their position on the budget cut and their budget, Rep. 
Herbkersman said. He added this will be “a little bit hairy.” 
 
 Sen. Davis said two years ago former Governor Sanford said please do not use the 
stimulus dollars to expand the Medicaid population, increase the number of people in this pool 
because you will be locked in at that population and not be able to decrease when federal funds 
are cut off; this will force us to deal with that population in years to come and that is exactly 
what we are seeing now. The state has 800,000 people in Medicaid who have expended the 
Medicaid rolls. People argued this made sense because the state gets $3 for every $1 spent. Now, 
the chickens are coming home to roost and South Carolina has a population it cannot by law 
decrease because we accepted the money, Sen. Davis said. 
 
 Mr. Stewart said he wanted to expand on the budget issue and referred to Sen. Davis’ 
reference to the Legislative breakfast with the School District where the issue kept coming up on 
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how much money the School District is losing with EFA, EIA funds, etc. and how much it hurts 
that the County does not get the same proportional amount of cuts. Mr. Stewart stated the point 
that is missed is that the County is being cut, but the cuts are in different areas – local aid to 
government, library funds, disabilities and special needs funds, roads, etc. These are things 
affecting the County’s budget outside of the School District. He said he is not sure what the exact 
number is but stated he thinks it is about 10% of the County’s operating budget lost over the last 
two or three years because of these cuts. 
 
 Rep. Herbkersman stated they are just allocating the funds available, without an increase 
in tax. There is a finite number of dollars and the state is trying to figure out how to best utilize 
those. Mr. Stewart stated he was just using the term “cut” loosely, but stated Rep. Herbkersman 
was correct in that it is actually an “allocation.”  
 
 Mr. Stewart asked Sen. Davis if there are other issues in the South Carolina Senate and he 
said he knows there is discussion on the Voter ID. Sen. Davis stated they spent two and a half 
weeks in the Senate debating raffles and ended up Thursday giving second reading to a bill 
allowing 501 (c)(3)’s to conduct raffles so long as 90% of the proceeds go to charitable purposes. 
This will sail its way over to the South Carolina House, he said. Next, the Senate still needs to 
ratify a union cart check amendment that the voters passed by an 86% vote last election to 
ensure, as part of our State Constitution, that votes on whether to unionize are made by secret 
ballot. The rational there is if there is something in a state’s constitution, even something passed 
at the federal level, the supremacy clause will not control. There is an example of a case in 
Oregon where they had the right to die as part of the Oregon Constitution; that was not 
superseded by federal legislation. The Supreme Court said if it is part of the state  constitution it 
is endemic to what a state is, therefore the supremacy clause of the U.S. Constitution will not 
control it. To maintain the competitive advantage we have in regard to being an at-will work 
state, South Carolina passed that constitutional amendment. Now, it has to be ratified by the 
Senate and the House making it the next order of business. Behind this topic will be the Voter ID 
Bill, followed by some form of an immigration reform bill, a tort reform bill and then budget and 
reapportionment.  
 
 Mr. Stewart asked if the Senate will deal with annexation, and Sen. Davis said there is a 
chance, but to be honest if there are contentious portions probably not. Though he did note this is 
a two-year session so the item may be examined in the session. 
 
 Sen. Davis concluded that there is nothing but hard news this year and he fears that 
people do not fully understand the impact of what will happen. Just the lack of Medicaid dollars 
alone with the programs the state will have to cut and people who are on psychotropic drugs will 
have to go to generic drugs and there will not be money for other, very worthwhile programs. 
Providers will probably get a 5 to 6 point reduction on their reimbursement rates. It will have a 
ripple effect all through the County.  
 
 Status: No action necessary. This was informational purposes only. 
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2. An Ordinance to Provide Adequate Control Over Wrecker Service Operations  

in the Unincorporated Areas of Beaufort County 
 
 Discussion: County Attorney Ladson Howell addressed the draft proposed ordinance 
before the Public Safety Committee for wrecker service operation. He said this is simply a “take-
off” of the ordinance passed by Horry County a few years ago. It contains many provisions this 
County may not want to adopt. Mr. Howell noted in the first draft, the most important feature to 
the operators was the fee arrangement; in this instance the County arbitrarily picked a number by 
checking with an average tow operators used in Beaufort County. He added it is comparatively 
higher than Horry County’s. He said many factors affect this, such as competition. He said he 
was surprised to know there are at least 40 tow companies operating in Beaufort County. Mr. 
Howell said due diligence was done by checking with the South Carolina Highway Patrol, and 
the Committee has copies of their rotation agreements as well as how they handle tow trucks on 
a rotation basis. Members of the Public Safety Committee also got a copy of the Sheriff 
Department’s document for rotation criteria as well as a list of the tow companies included. With 
that, he said the ordinance is a fairly lengthy document covering a myriad of topics. Mr. Howell 
said in his discussions with Horry County he asked what the impetus was for their ordinance, and 
they answered it was spurred by citizen and visitor complaints. Horry County’s ordinance has 
already been amended; in fact it occurred on February 1, 2011 as related to towing vehicles to a 
nearby staging area, making multiple tows. Prior, there was no regulation, no documentation of 
fees, no way to pay a portion if a driver arrived before the tow truck left to avoid tow, no 
addressing whether a vehicle owner could get personal items out of the car, etc. Mr. Howell said 
he is not sure if this draft ordinance addresses the impetus for Beaufort County pursing a wrecker 
service ordinance.  
 
 Mr. Caporale asked Mr. Howell what the amendment to the Horry County ordinance was, 
to which Mr. Howell answered; it was a loophole not requiring tow companies to tow back to 
their personal compound thereby making it hard for people to know where their vehicles were 
towed. One of the important parts of the ordinance under discussion is the fact that property 
owners who utilize this regulation are required to post their private property, Mr. Howell 
explained. If it is not posted, then it would be an illegal tow.  
 
 Mr. Caporale asked about page 12 of the draft ordinance “Suspension or revocation of 
business license” and if all the violations listed would it preclude the operator from getting a 
license. Mr. Howell said it would not and added this would tie the wrecker service ordinance to 
the business license, as all departments in Beaufort County have been striving to do.  Mr. Howell 
noted Horry County has done this.  
 
 Sheriff Tanner said he thinks Mr. Howell did a diligent job rewriting the Horry County 
ordinance, but asked that the Sheriff’s Office be removed from this ordinance. He said he does 
not think they need to be a part of the ordinance. Different sections of the ordinance speak on the 
relationship between the Sheriff’s Office and wrecker companies; this is and should be 
completely tied to Business License. This is where the County should focus. He added the only 
thing to concentrate on is trying to establish some fair fees among companies licensed by the 
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County and outside of that, the ordinance should be one page. Sheriff Tanner stated there are a 
lot of section codes, currently state laws, which address most of the issues within this ordinance. 
He added there are some conflicting issues within the ordinance as they related to state law. The 
proposed ordinance covers many issues already covered by state law, Sheriff Tanner said. He 
went on to explain he wants to be removed because this matter is a civil problem, not a criminal 
problem. If there is a crime committed as a result of a wrecker service, the Sheriff’s Office will 
investigate the crime. The Sheriff’s Office has a policy dealing with wrecker rotation within the 
office, as well as the relationship with tow-truck companies and operators. He added they do not 
worry about the types of equipment on the trucks, but they are concerned about whether there is 
a vehicle that is stolen or not, improperly parked or not, etc. Those policies have been in effect 
since 2005, Sheriff Tanner stated. Sheriff Tanner once again reiterated many of these matters are 
covered under state statute. He explained tow trucks are regulated through the Highway Patrol, 
under statute. He stated he thinks this is a lengthy ordinance that could be better defined as it 
relates to fees and attached to the business license.  
 
 Sheriff Tanner referred to the proposed ordinance under the “Section for Non-consensual 
Towing from Private Property, Paragraph (g),” and quoted, “if a vehicle owner returns to reclaim 
his or her vehicle while the tow truck is on the scene, but before the vehicle is physically 
connected …” Citing the above text, he said of all the complaints he fields, if there is any bone 
of contention it is held in what he just read. The frustration is when the tow truck driver is 
hooking up or has hooked up to a car. Sheriff Tanner said this is a reaction to someone who was 
killed in Edgefield. This is “us overreacting and trying to create an ordinance we feel will rectify 
any future problems. This ordinance won’t do anything but probably confuse the situation,” he 
said. Sheriff Tanner suggested instead abiding by state laws and that the regulatory side of 
wrecker services in the County should be under the Business License Department, along with a 
fee established. He stated the County should not put itself in a position where it will over-
regulate and be unable to regulate. Sheriff Tanner said this ordinance does not address the heart 
of the problem – a wrecker shows up to tow a car and the owner arrives. The Sheriff went on to 
discuss the tension during such an event. He added he thinks the ordinance should be reviewed 
as it related to the South Carolina state laws.  
 
 Sheriff Tanner mentioned a meeting he had with the Town of Hilton Head where this 
ordinance was briefly discussed. He said they expressed the desire that if there will be an 
ordinance, it is created in conjunction with the municipalities – overlying all of Beaufort County, 
not just unincorporated areas. 
 
 Mr. Stewart thanked Sheriff Tanner for his input and he stated today’s goal is a fact-
finding mission. Referring to uniformity among all Beaufort County government entities, Mr. 
Stewart noted if it is tied to business licenses and fees those are not uniform, which is another 
topic to sit down with the municipalities to discuss. Mr. Stewart reviewed Sheriff Tanner’s 
comments for clarification, saying the state statutes cover virtually most of the content of the 
proposed ordinance with the exception of the fee structure. He included not only the fee structure 
but what happens at various times in the process, i.e. has the car been attached to the tow truck. 
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 Sheriff Tanner noted a few statutes he suggested the County consider as it moves 
forward. Those were: private property tows regulated under South Carolina law, and public-
property tows. He used the example of Edgefield, because he said that is the catalyst for this 
ordinance. Edgefield is a private community that never went to the process to plat the property or 
register the property with the Registrar of Deeds, which would have turned their roads into 
public roads. Having a public road gives authority to local law enforcement, the Sheriff 
explained. Those not platted properly mean local law enforcement can only enforce DUI and 
reckless driving.  Sheriff Tanner went into more specifics of the situation in Edgefield and how 
the lack of platting played into enforcement. Sheriff Tanner noted many communities in Beaufort 
County are also planned unit developments never platted nor registered, as was Edgefield. He 
also told the Committee members they need to consider parking lots. If parking lots are private, it 
is a part of the property. However, if a public road feeds access to that parking lot, it can be 
platted and registered with Beaufort County to become a public parking lot in law enforcement’s 
definition thereby giving law enforcement jurisdiction. If it is not public, the Sheriff’s Office 
cannot enforce. The requirements for towing then mean it is done by the property owners. Sheriff 
Tanner said to tow a vehicle off of private property, a vehicle must be tagged for seven days, 
according to state law. If it is on private property a determination on whether a vehicle is 
improperly parked is up to the owner or property owners association as it is a civil matter, the 
Sheriff explained.  
 
 Mr. Caporale mentioned that despite lacking jurisdiction, they are able to confiscate 
property and essentially disable someone without any due process at all.  
 
 Sheriff Tanner stated he will keep going back to Edgefield because this meeting was 
prompted as a result of it. He said the Edgefield planned unit development (PUD) was approved 
by Beaufort County Council, and it should have never been based on the layout and how it was 
implemented. He said the roads are too narrow and impassable by the majority of vehicles. He 
stated there are many communities that were designed poorly.  
 
 Mr. Stewart stated that topic has been discussed some. The Zoning and Development 
Standards Ordinance (ZDSO), development agreements, covenants, etc. and what is allowed. 
What should a POA be allowed to enforce and implement? He stated he thinks it is important to 
air this discussion in public, so the public understands. There are many aspects here and it is 
important to try to educate about all the nuances and issues pertaining to this, Mr. Stewart said. It 
is not a simple problem with a simple solution.  
 
 Mr. Flewelling told the Sheriff he believes this is a start to trying to figure out something 
everyone in the community can work with, identify the problems between public and private 
property as it pertains to the County’s obligation and rights to enforce its laws. He added he 
thinks the idea is not to create more work for the Sheriff’s Office, but to create less work so there 
is less conflict because of a standard guideline he hopes will be adopted by all municipalities and 
jurisdictions.  
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 Sheriff Tanner said he is not concerned with having more work. Mr. Flewelling said he 
understood and clarified by saying the ordinance will more clearly define so the Sheriff’s Office 
would not be called in instances such as Edgefield.  
 
 Mr. Flewelling asked about boots under South Carolina law and whether they are 
allowed. Sheriff Tanner answered he does not recall reading anything about boots.  
 
 Sheriff Tanner and Mr. Flewelling began talking about specifics related to the “Edgefield 
case,” but County Administrator Gary Kubic interjected to caution them to refrain from directly 
speaking to a case.  
 
 Sheriff Tanner commented that he did not mean to be flippant earlier when he said, “if 
only you had talked to me first…” He added that there are many facets of this ordinance that do 
not apply or should not be a part of it. He reiterated the County should use the existing state 
laws, and the ordinance should focus on the business license. The state law is the state law, and it 
will be enforced by the Town of Port Royal, the Town of Yemassee, the City of Beaufort, etc. 
The civil actions in this ordinance would fall under the Business License Department and the 
Sheriff said he has nothing to do with that.  
 
 Mr. Stewart explained he never intended to pass an ordinance from the Public Safety 
Committee today, but rather this is the first of many discussions. He apologized for not getting 
the Sheriff involved at the beginning.  
 
 Mr. Howell asked the Sheriff for access to Lt. Col. Neil Baxley or some other person on 
his staff for assistance on the ordinance, with respect to implementation of this ordinance as it 
affects state law. The Sheriff agreed. Mr. Howell stated this was meant to start the discussion. 
For example, it took about five meetings at the committee level to pass the Animal Control 
ordinance.  
 
 Mr. Kubic said he is having a déjà vu because in some of the areas where he worked prior 
to Beaufort County the same thing happened. He said he recalls because of the intensity of 
competition there was an accident and a need for several tows, and as the drivers raced to the 
scene one was involved in a vehicular homicide. The litigation brought forward tied to the 
largest, deepest pocket to be found – the county. As a result, the county where Mr. Kubic worked 
looked at four key areas: what are the existing police powers addressing this service; can the 
state and local commerce section adequately provide, through the business license, for a series of 
requirements; within the business license, what are the minimum standards; how can the 
taxpayer property be maintained and kept safe. Quite frankly when you stop thinking about the 
aspects of bringing in the input, a piece can be derived at that is fair, Mr. Kubic stated. The 
process of bringing comments together, the component parts, has been done. Mr. Kubic 
mentioned in the commerce section, through the business license, the County utilized the 
thoughts and experiences of law enforcement about what was the reasonable level of standards 
for those in the towing industry.  
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 Mr. Stewart added he thinks being involved with the Business License aspect and when 
talking to municipalities, it may be a good time to incorporate the idea this could be tied to 
business license fees. He said this could be used as a way to standardize the business license. The 
floor was then opened to the public in attendance in order to give them an opportunity to 
comment. 
 
 Jeffrey Robinowich, Morris Garage and Towing, Inc. of Bluffton, said one thing on 
everyone’s mind is the purpose of a boot. He stated the purpose of a boot, 100% as a towing 
operator, is for-profit because the reason a tow company is there for an illegal park is because of 
some type of danger or road blockage. There is no way a boot helps that situation because if an 
emergency vehicle comes the person cannot move the car to get it out of the way, he explained.  
 
 Mr. Flewelling asked Mr. Robinowich if he reviewed the proposed ordinance, and Mr. 
Robinowich stated he had. Mr. Flewelling then asked if he had any comments about the fee 
structure and whether it is fair enough for him to make a profit. Certainly, Mr. Robinowich 
answered.  
 
 Mr. Robinowich said on the private-property side it is tough because they are not 
regulated by anyone. HOA’s have rules the towing service has to do, and this reflects how much 
the fee will be. If a tow company has to come into a private property 12 times a day; the only 
time you get paid is during a tow so that tow will be more expensive. He stated following the 
Edgefield incident, he prefers to not patrol areas anymore. He only goes out if security calls him 
to make a tow, and said he will not make any of those decisions to avoid getting himself in a 
position arguing with a car owner. He said he does not want to have to know all the covenants; 
he is a tow-truck operator.  
 
 Mr. Fred Krum, owner of Earl’s Body Shop, said he appreciates the opportunity to share 
his comments on the draft ordinance. He stated he has 10 years experience on both sides – a tow-
truck owner and as a payee for $1,500 for a three-day towing and storage fee. Outrageous, he 
asked. “Darn right, it is outrageous,” he said. He explained he went to the City of Beaufort police 
about it, but there was no resolution at the city level. He said he talked with the police, 
representatives from the Sheriff’s Office, the South Carolina Highway Patrol and thinks the 
County may need additional guidance and supervision in some areas in order to protect the 
people and establish reasonable towing fees. However, he said he submits: if you take the 
Sheriff’s Department regulations, the State Highway Patrol regulations, 90% of what is in this 
ordinance will be addressed. He handed Mr. Howell three pages of “constructive criticism” and 
said they are his personal opinions. He asked whether this proposal is for the City of Beaufort, 
Beaufort County or who. He referenced the proposed ordinance that alludes to the current system 
being inequitable. He said many people in this room would say the equitability of the rotation is 
in question at times. The third comment he made was that price guidelines can be a slippery 
slope. He said he is not sure price fixing can be done legally, although price guidelines can be 
established, i.e. South Carolina Highway Patrol. Last, he asked: what is the purpose of the 
ordinance – to eliminate the “bad actors” or to control the towing business? He said he thinks the 
regulations in place, the Sheriff’s Office and those from the state, are good regulations.  
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 Mr. Dan Neighbors, Auto Care Towing and a tow truck driver, said there is a section in 
the proposed ordinance allowing the County to inspect books, without warrant or probable cause, 
which he does not think is a good idea. He stated tow-truck drivers and tow company owners are 
the best people to decide the way to run a tow-truck company. He pointed to Mr. Howell and 
said it was obvious he never ran a tow-truck company because he did not recognize the 
regulation was superfluous. He added business licenses are already graduated based on how 
much money the company makes each year. Comments he made indicated he felt the fees would 
keep increasing. Mr. Neighbors asked if a dispute was the reason for the ordinance why was a 
tax increase being added, and stated the system seems to work fine. The state does truck 
inspections yearly, he noted. He concluded by saying just because there are disputes about how 
much a tow-truck driver charges for a particular tow, does not mean everyone owning a tow 
truck needs to have rates regulated. If there is a problem with the amount he charges, he 
suggested taking it to court. Mr. Neighbors reviewed several scenarios with various costs 
associated.  
 
 Mr. Flewelling said inspection of books is already covered in the business license, so this 
is nothing new. Mr. Neighbors interrupted to say he thought it was a bit intrusive. Mr. Flewelling 
then asked Mr. Neighbors what he thought about the fee schedule, and he answered the County 
should not regulate what the tow-truck companies charge. He added if there is a dispute, the 
courts should handle it. Mr. Neighbors did not support the idea of “people sitting in a room who 
don’t know a thing about driving a truck regulating.” 
 
 Mr. Baer stated he was recently towed by a very fair and nice driver. He stated that 
despite the fee being fair it is a moment of stress and there is only one person present. Some type 
of cap regulation is needed, Mr. Baer said.  
 
 Mr. Neighbors argued it is almost impossible to have a cap regulation because every tow 
is different. He cited tows of vehicles in a ditch, upside-down, and another of a vehicle in the 
side of the building. Mr. Baer suggested creating classes of tows.  
 
 Mr. Anthony Gurganious, Gur’s Wrecker and Towing, stated he thinks the County is 
trying to make everything level for all those present, but he agrees with Sheriff Tanner in that 
there are a great deal of South Carolina guidelines under which to operate. He asked Sheriff 
Tanner if they need to get an event number in order to tow someone’s car, and the Sheriff said 
yes, then he reviewed the procedure. As far as fees and guidelines go, he said he thinks the fee 
referenced is more of a starting out fee and if there are other things a driver must do those would 
be an “add-on.” If everyone has an invoice they use, there are spots to add these services. He 
noted highway patrol requires tow-truck operators to do so. He stated he is more than willing to 
attend further meetings to “hash this out.” He stated everyone needs to be on the same plate. 
 
 There being no further comments, Mr. Stewart said he thought the Public Safety 
Committee accomplished its goal by getting information on the table. The draft ordinance will go 
back to the County Attorney Mr. Howell and he will consider the comments.  
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 Mr. Howell said at this time, he will meet with Lt. Col. Baxley and he is inclined to leave 
out tow-truck companies towing wrecked vehicles because the issues are the private property 
issues, by and large. He said the Sheriff and his crew enforce the public areas of the County. The 
real problems are with the private tows from private property.  
 
 Wayne Cairns asked about wording that inferred different business licenses are needed 
for different jurisdictions and whether they would qualify under similar classification as semi-
trucks. Mr. Stewart said as far as the County is concerned you have to have a business license in 
that area. 
 
 Status: For information only. The draft ordinance will come before the Public Safety 
Committee following County Attorney Mr. Howell’s changes following this discussion.  
 

3. Update - Public Safety Division 
 
 Discussion: Mr. Stewart introduced Public Safety Division Director William Winn, 
whose various departments gave an annual presentation on their activities. 
 
Mosquito Control 
 
 Gregg Hunt said Mosquito Control has some new aircraft. For example, Mosquito 
Control got an OV-10 Bronco this January, and three C-131F Convairs this fiscal year. These 
replaced older models. He gave examples of those sold at various actions, one for $26,200 in 
August 2010, one for $10,700 in December 2010 and two others on GovDeals in mid-February. 
Mr. Hunt showed the Committee pictures of the new aircraft being reconfigured in the hangars 
and also mentioned acquiring a new pilot. He added they participated in EMD / EMS rescue 
training in April 2010. Mr. Hunt reviewed the threat of the West Nile Virus in Beaufort County 
and showed areas it was present, environments conducive to it spreading and the lab for testing. 
Mr. Hunt noted August and October were peak months for complaints of mosquitoes and this 
coincides with peak mosquito times.  
 
Animal Shelter and Control  
 
 Ms. Toni Lytton reviewed many of the Animal Shelter and Control Department. statistics 
from the past year. The Animal Shelter took in 802 fewer animals than the prior year. Euthanasia 
percentages for 2009 were 71%, while this year it was down to 61%. Ms. Lytton said adoptions 
also increased from 18% to 28%.  
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Animal Shelter and Control Statistics for 2010 

Animals Admitted – 
4,632 

Dogs: 2,283 Cats: 2,225 Other: 124 

Animals Adopted – 
1,312 

Dogs: 774 Cats: 467 Other: 71 

Animals Reclaimed –  
261 

Dogs: 242 Cats: 16 Other: 3 

Animals Euthanized – 
2,862 

Dogs: 1,161 Cats: 1,685 Other: 16 

Cruelty Cases 338 
After-Hours Calls (Emergency Calls) 70 
Animals Left at Front Gate 355 
Miles Traveled by Animal Control  90,442 
Complaints to Animal Control  2,283 
Follow-up Patrols 1,170 
Patrols (No Complaint) 639 
Tickets Written By Animal Control 231 
  
 She also mentioned the Animal Shelter has a new sewer system, which took the place of 
four septic tanks at the Shelter. She added the largest addition to the Shelter was the “cat porch.” 
The office also got a “face lift” so the Animal Control officers each have their own phones and 
computers. Lowe’s has a program called Helping Heroes, which helped the Animal Shelter raise 
money and get products – a new refrigerator, new paint and shelving. In the last year, the Animal 
Shelter began working with all the local rescue groups in Beaufort County and some outside the 
county. The Animal Shelter is also a PetSmart Partner, which has aided in 285 adoptions through 
the PetSmart store. In 2010, the Animal Shelter conducted four spay-neuter clinics for cats and 
dogs. In conclusion, Ms. Lytton said a Shelter Manual is ready and she passed it out to members 
of the Committee.  
 
Building Codes and Enforcement 
 
 Mr. Arthur Cummings notified Committee members of the permit counter changes. In 
2010, the Building Codes and Enforcement Office issued 609 permits to-date and cited the state 
of the economy and housing market for the slump. The Bluffton office is closed, so all permits 
and applications are sent to the Beaufort office. An inspector goes to Bluffton to work in the 
southern portion of the County. The Office conducted 2,800 field inspections through December, 
and as the permits issued show, many of these have to do with renovations, additions and repairs. 
A lot of the commercial activity is in southern Beaufort County – Tanger, Panera Bread 
Company, Longhorn, etc. Mr. Cummings also said the fire code official is responsible for fire 
inspections and monitoring the Click2Enter program – access to gated communities. Mr. 
Cummings reported all of the supervised gates are now in compliance with the ordinance in 
unincorporated areas of Beaufort County. The fire code official is still working with 
municipalities to get compliance, and Mr. Cummings added they are trying to make sure 
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everything is uniform. The fire code official also works closely with the Business License Office, 
going out before an existing business opens he conducts an inspection before the license is 
issued. He then gave the following statistics: All the unincorporated electrically supervised gates 
have complied with the County's Gate Access Ordinance for Click2enter and Knox Key System; 
126 Business License Inspections; 102 Existing Building Inspections; 241 New Construction;   
38   Fire Plan Review;  62 Gate Access Inspections. Mr. Cummings then went on to review the 
Codes Enforcement Division. These employees are responsible for trash, litter, unsafe structures 
and noted they have been diligently working to remove many of the dilapidated structures. This 
year Codes Enforcement has issues 66 notice of warnings, 32 citations and removed 31 unsafe 
structures. The Sign Enforcement Department had these statistics to report for 2010: 210 signs 
were inspected, 669 signs were confiscated, 127 notices of warnings issued and 13 citations were 
issued.  
 
 Accomplishments for the year follow. The five-year update to the All Hazard Mitigation 
Plan was approved by FEMA. The department is in the process of completing the application to 
be submitted to the NFIP for a lower class (6) rating under the CRS Program. The regional 
representative from FEMA is scheduled to visit in March to evaluate our program and will assist 
with the application.  If successful, this will mean a 20% discount in flood insurance premiums 
for homeowners with flood insurance policies. Clyde Smith, Hakim Bayyoud, Wilmot Schott, 
and Arthur Cummings have been certified as Green Professionals through the National Home 
Builders Association. The department received recognition from the International Code Congress 
as the first and only department in the state (13th in the nation) to be accredited by the 
International Accreditation Service. In partnership with the Town of Hilton Head, each 
inspector’s laptop is equipped with software for rapid damage assessment in the event of a 
hurricane or other disaster. 250 flood zone determinations were issued and responded to 95 
Freedom of Information Requests. 
 
Detention Center 
 
 Mr. Phil Foot said he broke the presentation into programs the Detention Center runs and 
external ones. He explained the Detention Center opened in March 1992 with an original rated 
capacity of 192. With implementation of double-bunking in 2000, the rated capacity changed to 
239 and building a small addition in 2003 made the rated capacity 255. This makes the 
operational capacity 204, which is 80% of the rated capacity. Last year, 5,591 inmates were 
booked and the average population was 215. January was the highest month with 238 average 
daily populations. December was the lowest with 200. The average length of stay (ALS) has 
maintained at 14.5 days, he said. Other statistics for 2010 were mentioned as noted below. 
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82 attempted suicides 452 disciplinary hearings held on inmates 
7 incidents of inmates assaulting Correctional 
Staff (officer was injured) 

Food Service provided 249,804 meals 

43 inmate vs. inmate confrontations Handled 14,985 visitors 
109 reported Use of Force Transported 224 inmates to State Prison 
46 Code Reds (most serious code) Added an off-site remote Electronic 

Security connection to the facility’s 
Electronic Security.  

 
 Mr. Foot noted this was the highest rate of suicides they have had, doubling from last 
year. He said one of his biggest areas of concern when talking about state budget cuts is the state 
prison; this would push into the counties. Then he mentioned some of the year’s 
accomplishments. They implemented Alcohol and Drug Therapy meetings that have an average 
attendance of 15 people, Adult Education won state awards for first place for amount of 
WorkKeys Career Readiness Certificate credentials awarded to individuals in a county jail, 
second place for GED’s awarded to individuals in a county jail, and in the last GED testing an 
individual scored in the top 5% of the state. Mr. Foot highlighted the SMART BCSO (Success, 
Motivation and Responsibility Training) run by the Beaufort County Sheriff’s Office in the 
schools. In this program students have to take a tour of the Detention Center to basically give 
them an eye-opener showing they are heading down the wrong path, Mr. Foot said. Another 
program the Detention Center supports is the Solicitor’s Office Juvenile Pretrial Intervention 
Program, for juveniles who are in trouble but are trying to avoid the charge. If they make it 
through the program their offense will be wiped off; part of that program is a Detention Center 
tour. Mr. Foot mentioned the Day Watch Program, Beaufort County’s Adult Education Program, 
and several in-house work programs such as the home-based education program, kitchen detail, 
laundry unit, janitorial services, first echelon maintenance and assistance with Building Codes 
preparing mailers. There are outside work programs as well, such as the Public Works 
Department ground maintenance, Animal Shelter cage clean-up, Mosquito Control basic laborer, 
and the S.C. Department of Transportation trash clean-up. Other programs provided by the 
Detention Center are Alcohol and Drug Therapy, a recreational and law library, Alcoholics 
Anonymous, S.C. Vocational Rehabilitation interviews; free HIV testing provided by the S.C. 
Department of Health and Environmental Control, parenting skills provided by the Child Abuse 
Prevention Agency (CAPA), HIV/AIDS education classes and compulsory TV programs. Mr. 
Foot also reviewed religions services provided at the Detention Center.  
 
Emergency Management 
 
 Mr. Todd Ferguson reviewed several statistics for the Emergency Management 
Department and said they were fairly busy this year. In dispatch, the calls for service totaled 
452,695. He explained this number reflects the actual dispatches not the number of calls 
received. Those broke down as Beaufort County Sheriff’s Office - 303,315, Beaufort Police 
Department - 61,134, Port Royal Police Department - 13,682, Yemassee Police Department - 
9,562, Bluffton Police Department - 34,621, Beaufort Fire Department - 2,786, Lady’s Island/St. 
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Helena Fire Department - 2,169, Burton Fire Department - 3,166, Sheldon Fire Department – 
696, Fripp Island Fire Department – 230 and Bluffton Fire Department - 5,385. He then showed 
a picture of dispatch illustrating how dispatchers can view the scene of an accident before 
dispatching by using traffic cameras. This year, dispatch added three dispatch stations, 
completed installation from 800 MHz analog to digital, began the implementation of AVL, 
expanded our Emergency Medical Dispatch Program,  52% of the Dispatchers are certified and 
began implementation of recommendations of CRA Study. 
 
 The Traffic Management Department had a total of 6,805 processed calls, incidents seen 
by traffic management. He noted there were 4,437 car stops and explained that is the officer 
safety program so a camera follows an officer when he makes a stop on the highway. 1,046 
disabled vehicles were spotted, and accidents were at 780. Other statistics provided were: Debris 
– 158; Abandoned Vehicles North – 118; Abandoned Vehicles South – 150; Miscellaneous Calls 
– 116; Media Contacts - 3,973. Mr. Ferguson said the media contacts are mostly the radio 
stations. He went on to explain many of these items would otherwise be taken care of by police 
officers, but with traffic management addressing them officers can remain on patrol. Highlights 
in Traffic Management last year: added four cameras to the Intelligent Traffic System, U.S. 21 at 
Gardens Corner, U.S. 17 at Bull Point, moved camera on U.S. 17, Gardens Corner cameras are 
100% funded by SCDOT, S.C. 802 at Butler Marine, Intersection S.C. 802 at S.C. 280 Shell 
Point, installed permanent Highway Advisory Radio outside of Marine Corps Recruit Depot 
Parris Island along with two flashing lights, and a joint project between Beaufort County and 
Parris Island. Beaufort County is also part of the state’s 511 system. 
 
 Mr. Ferguson reviewed the April 30, 2010 Air Rescue Plan, charged by the state to 
develop a comprehensive plan. It took about one year of planning and is a pilot program for 
Beaufort County. It is a collaboration of federal, state and local governments, Jasper County, 
nonprofit organizations, Beaufort County EMS, Beaufort County Mosquito Control. 
 
Emergency Medical Services 
  
 Mrs. Donna Ownby explained EMS was established in 1974 with two van ambulances 
covering the entire county, and EMS has come a long way since. She said EMS implemented a 
bariatric transport system in order to safely and effectively treat and transport bariatric patients. 
This provides enhanced capabilities for bariatric patients and improves safety for EMS personnel 
and patients during bariatric transports. The bariatric stretcher is much wider and holds up to 
1,600 lbs. This makes it less embarrassing for the patients to be picked up by EMS, and makes it 
easier for the paramedics to get them into the ambulance. When a call comes into dispatch, the 
dispatcher asks for height and weight. For those more than 400 lbs., a bariatric stretcher is sent.  
Mrs. Ownby also reviewed STEMI program, which upgraded training to recognize the different 
types of heart attacks, Fly Out Program / Lifenet, and focused on stroke alert and recognition. 
She said all reports are now Electronic Patient Care Reports, utilizing the National EMS 
Information System (NEMSIS). Data is sent to DHEC within 24 hours now. The Beaufort 
County Regional Assistance Team is one of four teams in the state and all equipment and 
supplies are obtained through a Department of Homeland Security grant. This gives the 
department the ability to respond to large incidents or disasters. She mentioned trying to work 
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with the other three RMAT teams to ensure their equipment is the same. One of the problems 
coming back in after a disaster is finding a place to stay. Then tents are self-contained and help 
to assess the rest of the County. Mrs. Ownby reviewed specifics of the trucks and other supplies. 
The County has two new ambulances purchased by the County, with delivery expected in March. 
EMS responded to 15,912 calls in 2010. She also briefed the Public Safety Committee members 
that EMS has a new debt collection company, which has capacity to take credit card payments 
that are more convenient for clients, who can also pay over the phone. She elaborated on other 
programs Beaufort County EMS does, including Public Education – Presentations on heart 
attacks in Sun City; A What To Do Before the Ambulance Arrives Course; Stroke Symptoms 
Awareness; Car Seat Safety Agreement with Beaufort Memorial Hospital Labor and Delivery to 
instruct new parents on how to install car seats; Instructor certified as a “Nationally Certified 
EMS Educator” and “Advanced Cardiac Life Support (ACLS) Experienced Provider.”  
 
 Mr. Winn reminded the Council members present that if Mr. Cummings is successful in 
working with Stormwater in their application for flood insurance rates, Beaufort County 
residents could see a 20% reduction in insurance rates. The second thing Mr. Winn mentioned 
was a caution related to closing state prisons due to budget cuts. He reminded those present that 
for every prisoner sent back to Beaufort County, there is a $75 per day cost for the County.  
 
 Mr. Stewart asked for an update on the EMS study and when it would be concluded. Mr. 
Kubic answered that the study was submitted to administration for review. An opportunity has 
been extended to the participating agencies to comment, which were sent on for incorporation 
into the study.  
 
 Mr. Kubic said his view on various comments is that this is similar to an audit procedure; 
the auditor does his findings and the responder has a chance to respond. There is a 30-day period 
to work on scripting all the agencies, advisory boards, County Council, video documentation, 
etc. to explain for delivery to outside organizations. The product will come in about 30 days, Mr. 
Kubic said. One thing that is premier is that Mr. Kubic said he asked CFO David Starkey to take 
every recommendation and “cost it out” in terms of how many dollars it would cost, then convert 
into millage. Once that is noted, it shows public safety has a cost. He said he thought the results 
of the study were interesting and showed collaboration among different entities.  
  
 Status: No action necessary. This was for informational purposes only.   
 
 
 
 
 




