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

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

4. REVIEW OF MINUTES - February 14, 2011

5. PROCLAMATION
¢ Disabilities Awareness Month
Ms. Gardenia Simons-White and Ms. Algreda Ford, Board Members

6. PUBLIC COMMENT

7. COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT
Mr. Gary Kubic, County Administrator
e The County Channel / Broadcast Update
e Two-Week Progress Report
e Introduction / Monica Spells, Compliance Officer, Purchasing Department
e Presentation / Boundary Street and Ribaut Road Traffic Signal Network
Mr. Colin Kinton, Traffic Engineer

¢ Beaufort County (Lady’s Island) Airport Master Plan
Mr. Paul Andres, Airport Director
¢ Bluffton Parkway Phase 5B Realignment

Over
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¢ Report / County Council Annual Planning Session (Retreat)

e Report / 2011 National Association of Counties Legislative Conference

e County Council Modified Meeting Schedule (Enclosure)

¢ Resolution to ask for Attorney General’s Opinion in Regard to “Roll-forward” Taxes

8. DEPUTY COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT
Mr. Bryan Hill, Deputy County Administrator
e Two-Week Progress Report
e Construction Project Updates
Mr. Robert McFee, Division Director, Engineering and Infrastructure
One Cent Sales Tax Referendum Projects:
New Bridge over Beaufort River / U.S. 21/ S.C. 802 Construction Project
S.C. Highway 802 Roadway Construction Project
S.C. Highway 46 and Simmonsville Road
U.S. Highway 278 Resurfacing
Capital Improvement Projects:
Disabilities and Special Needs Adult Day Care Center
Hilton Head Airport Aircraft Rescue Firefighting Facility
Tire-Baler Building
Motorola Building
Mr. William Winn, Division Director, Public Safety

CONSENT AGENDA
Items 9 through 11

9. AN ORDINANCE TO PROVIDE FOR A HOME DETENTION PROGRAM AS AN
ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATION IN CERTAIN CASES IN BEAUFORT COUNTY
e Consideration of second reading to occur March 14, 2011 (backup)
e Public hearing announcement — Monday, March 28, 2011 beginning at 6:00 p.m. in
Council Chambers of the Administration Building, Beaufort
e First reading approval occurred February 28, 2011 / Vote 11:0
¢ Public Safety Committee discussion occurred September 7, 2010

10. BEAUFORT COUNTY DESIGN BUILD CONSTRUCTION FOR DIRT ROAD PAVING
CONTRACT #43 - MIDDLEFIELD CIRCLE, JASMINE HALL ROAD, BALLPARK
ROAD, IHLEY ROAD (COUNTY COUNCIL DISTRICT #6) (backup)

¢ Public Facilities Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred March
1,2011/Vote 5:0

e Contract Award: REA Contracting, LLC with Andres & Burgess, Inc., Beaufort, South
Carolina

e Contract Amount: $1,167,172.55
e Funding Sources: County Transportation Committee and $10 Motorized Vehicle Fee

Over
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11.

BEAUFORT COUNTY DESIGN BUILD CONSTRUCTION FOR DIRT ROAD PAVING
CONTRACT #44 - FISH HALL ROAD, JESSICA DRIVE, NED COURT (COUNTY
COUNCIL DISTRICT #2) (backup)
e Public Facilities Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred March
1,2011/Vote 5:0
e Contract Award: REA Contracting, LLC with Andres & Burgess, Inc., Beaufort, South
Carolina
e Contract Amount: $620,376.30
e Funding Sources: County Transportation Committee and $10 Motorized Vehicle Fee

PUBLIC HEARINGS
Items 12 through 13

6:00 p.m.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17

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)

e Consideration of third and final reading to occur March 14, 2011 (backup)

e Second reading approval occurred February 28, 2011 / Vote 11:0

e First reading approval occurred February 14, 2011 / Vote 10:0

e Natural Resources Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred

February 1, 2011 / Vote 4.0

AN ORDINANCE TO PROVIDE FOR A DAY WATCH PROGRAM AS AN
ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATION IN CERTAIN CASES IN BEAUFORT COUNTY
¢ Consideration of third and final reading to occur March 14, 2011 (backup)
e Second reading approval occurred February 28, 2011 / Vote 11:0
o First reading approval occurred February 14, 2011 / Vote 10:0
e Public Safety Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred February
7,2011/ Vote 4:0

COMMITTEE REPORTS

PUBLIC COMMENT

EXECUTIVE SESSION - Negotiations incident to proposed contractual arrangements and
proposed purchase of property

. ADJOURNMENT

Cable Casting of County Council Meetings

Over
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County TV Rebroadcast

The County Channel
Charter Cable CH 20
Comcast CH?2
Hargray Cable CH9 & 252
Time Warner Hilton Head Cable | CH 66
Time Warner Sun City Cable CH 63

Monday 4:00 p.m.
Wednesday 9:00 p.m.
Saturday 12:00 p.m.
Sunday 6:30 a.m.

Over




Official Proceedings
County Council of Beaufort County
February 14, 2011

The electronic and print media was duly notified in

accordance with the State Freedom of Information Act.

The regularly scheduled meeting of the County Council of Beaufort«County was held at 4:00
p.m. on Monday, February 14, 2011, in Council Chambers of the Administration Building, 100
Ribaut Road, Beaufort, South Carolina.

ATTENDANCE

Chairman Weston Newton, Vice Chairman D. Paul Semmerville and Councilmen Rick Caporale,
Gerald Dawson, Brian Flewelling, Herbert Glaze,, Williamy McBride, Stu “Rodman, Gerald
Stewart and Laura VVon Harten. Steven Baer abseént.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

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

INVOCATION

Councilman Herbert Glaze gave the Invocation.

REVIEW OF PROCEEDINGS OF THE REGULAR MEETING HELD JANUARY 24
2011

It was moved by Mr. MeBride, seconded by Mr. Glaze, that Council approve the minutes of the
reqular.meeting held January 24, 2011. The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr.
Glaze, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart
and Ms. Von\Harten. ABSENT - Mr./Baer. The motion passed.

PROCLAMATION

Beaufort Irish Festival

Chairman Newton proclaimed February 25 — 27, 2011, as Beaufort Irish Festival weekend Ms.
Meg Godley accepted the proclamation.

PUBLIC COMMENT

The Chairman recognized Mr. David Tigges, representing the Hilton Head Island / Bluffton
Chamber of Commerce, who relayed that entities position with regard to the purchase of the
Beaufort Commerce Park this Council is considering. This past Friday, the Board of Directors
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met and unanimously voted to support the County’s ownership of the Beaufort Commerce Park.
We believe it is in the best economic interest of Beaufort County. We also, with 1,600 members,
most of who are in southern part of the County, want to convey an attitude that we believe
whatever is best for north of the County is also in the economic interest of south of the County
and vice versa. Additionally, he is CEO of McNair Law which has eight offices in the State of
South Carolina and an economic development practice of more than a dozen attorneys. Based
upon the work that they do, Beaufort County is behind the competition and the rest of the state.
It is Mr. Tigges’ personal opinion that we need to compete with the rest of the counties in this
state, the counties in Georgia and North Carolina.

Mr. Tommy O’Brien, a Beaufort resident, stated by and large4nost Citizens of Beaufort County
are against the purchase of the Beaufort Commerce Park. Ifthe newspaper questions, “So why
did the Network buy this property in 2006”? Ask yourselfithis\question, “How many jobs have
been created since the Greater Beaufort/Hilton Head Economic Partnership, Inc. was formed”?
Goose egg. Zero. None. Nada. Nothing. Remember, the date 2006. » The Greater
Beaufort/Hilton Head Economic Partnership, Inc.<issnow called the Lowcountry Economic
Network (LEN), but it still does business under the Greater’ Beaufort/Hilton Head Economic
Partnership, Inc. Why, on March 10, 2006 did the Greater Beaufort/Hilton Head Economic
Partnership, Inc. pay Richard H. Stewart $2,917,969.74? "How many Council members knew
that? Is that not the same amount of the loanyfrom the five banks? This mortgage was satisfied
March 24, 2006. He bets a number of Counecil members knewabout it. Matter of fact, Mr.
Stewart was on County Council at the time‘when the public formed this partnership and he got
that $3.0 million. Mr. O’Brien does not know.why/Mr. Stewart/got the $3.0 million. Was it for
the 200 acres? Somebodyon Ceuncil knows. “We have also spent almost $3.0 million in ten
years, just in cash, notfincluding the money fram the stormwater utility and other monies for
infrastructure development for just that area that has_produced zero jobs. None. How many
more millions of dollarstof\taxpayers’ money do you have to waste before you are voted off
County Council?_Because all oftyou can beyvoted’off. Every single one of you, who vote for it,
can be votedioff. He would prediet if you are‘up for election next time and you vote to purchase
this landgyou will be voted, off.

Mrs. Jane Kenny, a Bluffton resident, commented a couple of weeks ago she saw an article in
Bluffton Today;, “Beaufort Commerce Park is a step in the right direction.” She was interested
so she read it." She is very perplexed. She thought we elected County Council to conduct the
peoples’ business.. Yet, here, In this little article that is written by Mrs. Kim Statler, who is with
the Lowcountry Economie/Network, it talks about the County Council taking $2.5 million of the
taxpayers’ money and buying property and then, in the long run, Mrs. Statler says, “that if
businesses are willingto commit to this property, that the County will reduce the cost of the land
or even give it away all together.” This is the peoples’ money. County Council is taking the
peoples’ money, buying property, and then giving the property away to a private business. It is
confusing to Mrs. Kenny and also very distressing because that is our money. This Lowcountry
Economic Network is put forth as being a private-public partnership. That seems to be a bit of
an oxymoron. Maybe County Council has become so enamored of the Obama Administration,
bailing out and purchasing businesses and getting the government involved in running private
enterprise, that you are trying to bring that to South Carolina. We do not want any of that. We
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would like our free enterprise to be free. It appears from this article that what County Council is
proposing is taking over $2.5 million of the peoples’ money, and then promptly picking winners
and losers, and becoming very involved in free enterprise where you have no business being
involved. If any of our public officials are involved in any way as investors, as stakeholders, as
members of the Network and you are going to vote on it, the people are going to have some
questions regarding the ethical issues here. She knows Council is voting on this issue this
evening. She did read in the paper where it has already been decided. According to The Island
Packet the votes “are there.” She implored County Council, who is supposed to be conducting
the publics’ business, to please examine its motives.

Mrs. Carlotta Ungaro, President of the Beaufort Regional Chamber of Commerce, talked about
streamlining the permitting processing. Economic development is about removing barriers for
business. In Beaufort County, unfortunately, we do have,a permitting process that could use
some work done on it. We have come up with a list offaction‘items we would like the County to
consider implementing, at least some of them, to help streamlipe the process. We,have met with
elected officials, staff and Mr. Kubic, who added an item te our list, to weork with local
governments to develop a training class so our developers and industry can know how to get
through the process better. Some of the other items include: Supporting a case manager to
handle projects. Supporting tracking prejects online internally and externally. Have predesigned
working meetings with staff to make sure a preject is doable and identify challenges so they can
address them quickly. Supporting a concurrent permitting process used by local jurisdictions.
Use point-allocation system. Let staff have the abtlity te. make decisions on variances that are
10% to 25% less (Beaufort City uses this tool). Supportlocalyjurisdictions obtaining delegated
review authority from appropriate, state agencies'relying on professional engineering statements
of compliance. This is‘used by our neighbors ih Georgia to help speed up the process and to
relieve some of the“pressures that our local bodies_have when getting those permits done.
Supporting form-based code and’' moving that process through. We would love to start the
process. Most of these changesirequire some,type.of action by County Council.

Mr. James Pennell, a‘Beaufort Cityiresident, voiced his personal opposition to the purchase of
the Beaufort Commerce ‘Park. He appreCiates that the members of Council and most of the
citizens "of 'the County would like to" promote good economic conditions / good economic
development. We would like our young people to be able to stay here in Beaufort and have good
jobs. His concern,is that this particular venture, although he is sure it was formed with the very
best of ideals and'the very hest of intentions, does not have a good track record of achieving the
goals that we want it te_achieve. It is not clear why spending more of taxpayer / government
money is going to be able to turn that around. He is also surprised that several months after the
County had to lay people off in the Engineering Department, it turned out that there was extra
money (it was admirable having extra money), in a fund that would be used for capital repair of
County buildings. He understands that changing money from capital funds to operating funds is
not the same thing he would do as a homemaker. Again, for the people who are out of a job,
maybe that distinction is not quite a clear as it is to the members of Council.

Mrs. Mary Lou Lineberger, one of the organizers of the Bluffton Tea Party, is opposed to the
County purchasing the Beaufort Commerce Park. The Lowcounty Economic Network boasts the
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creme of the crop in local banking and industry, but has not succeeded in refinancing the
property or attracting new business. What makes anyone believe that politicians or County
officials will have better luck or skill in today’s market? County Administrator Gary Kubic has
publically stated he is seeking ways to trim the budget and is looking into selling off County-held
properties with the hope to return these properties to the tax rolls and fill the budget gaps.
Therefore, is this the proper time to add to the County holdings and place additional burden upon
the taxpayer and the budget? As far as obtaining state and federal grants, the state has an $800
million budget shortfall and the federal government is essentially bankrupt. And, of course, that
IS the taxpayers’ money also. The best thing government at all levels canndo to help business is
to stay out of the way of private industry. By allowing the freeé market economy to take its
course, the Beaufort Commerce Park can still be offered at‘whiteyelephant prices with the
existing tax incentives. The taxpayers of the County should not“have to bear the cost of
purchasing property so that a business may obtain it at either a\low or ne.coest. Mrs. Lineberger
says, “No to the bailout.” Do not place the burden of4@ poor business decision,on hardworking,
responsible taxpayers. If the County is looking todemploy more people, how about effectively
ridding the County of illegal’s? There will be many more johs,available to say. nething about
reducing the burden on our schools, healthcare services, and faw, enforcement. Finally, she
thinks Councilman Jerry Stewart should recuse himself from this vote, since he is Chairman of
the Lowcountry Economic Network.

Mr. Merritt Patterson, a Beaufort City resident, displayed several photographs while speaking to
Council. He applauded Beaufort County for, taking an interest in,economic development. It is
what he has been doing all of his life and what hisffamily hassbéen doing for many generations
here in Beaufort. Toward that'end, he knowssthere has been a lot of focus on the Beaufort
Commerce Park. He taok that spotlight saying there are some economic developments going on
around town. For Gouncil thought = if he were toproduce 100 new businesses that do not exist
today and had 10 persons each, that would equate t0 1,000 new jobs. What does that mean? He
developed Beaufort Industrial \illage thatshas 20 businesses which did not exist 10 years ago.
The property'was purchased for approximately'$1.2 million. It is 42 acres. He also developed
Riverwalkin Jasper County which issabout three times the size. He is working on a 54-acre park
in Port Royal and a 28-acre park on Lady’s Island. Economic development does occur. This has
occurred inythis same time period over the last ten years. Some of those are brand new
businesses thatinever existed here. Economic development is important. The County should be
involved in it.“The question IS, “At what point should they be involved”? Whether you buy the
Beaufort CommercesPark or/not, the really bang for your buck is, “Can you support businesses
like this, small enterprisesdhat have actually been producing jobs”? The tax base went from $96
a year to many thousands of dollars a year just in that one park alone. He did that with no
assistance from anybody. No job leads nor references for any jobs at all, purely, out of the free
and open market. Along with Council supporting any other larger scale economic effort, he
thinks there needs to be a focus — what can you do on these smaller scale projects. Beaufort is
not Greenville; it is not Spartanburg; it is not Charleston; it is not Savannah. Referring to a
photograph of the Beaufort Industrial Village, Mr. Patterson commented it is where these people
work every day and it fits into the environment. A little more focus is needed there. If we are
going to help jobs, let’s try to get that ten-person enterprise. One thousand jobs, is as big as it is
ever going to get in Beaufort. There are options for economic development. He is neither for



Minutes — Beaufort County Council
February 14, 2011
Page 5

nor against the purchase of the Beaufort Commerce Park. He just did not want his little project
to be left out.

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S REPORT

The County Channel / Broadcast Update

Mr. Gary Kubic, County Administrator, announced more than 100 people turned out in cold,
damp weather last Thursday for the ribbon cutting ceremony for US 17 Highway improvement
project. The once deadly roadway has been widened to four lanes@nd has undergone many other
major improvements. The County Channel recorded the ceremeny andhbad remarks by Chairman
Newton, Councilman Dawson, Representative Kenneth Hodges, Senater Clementa Pinckney,
former Transportation Secretary Buck Limehouse and Mrs. Emily Stewart;, who represents the
group — Advocates for Change on Highway 17. The B.J). Scott Choir of Huspah Baptist
performed. This is an example of a public infrastrueture project that was stated atithe celebration
where the partnership not only involved committing funds of $200 million (impact fees, federal
and state dollars), but an integral part of this was that the veters~of Beaufort Gounty, in part,
through the penny sales tax referendum, to support transportation projects made this section
possible.

The County Channel was there for the opening piteh of a double-header between Fisher College
of Massachusetts, and your USCB Sand Sharks. The teams played last week, and our broadcast
team was there in full force. We utilized the broadcast truckjmand recorded the game with four
cameras, full graphics, and‘play=by-play announc¢ing. The games were streamed live on USCB’s
website, and they will bé playedback on The County Channel later this week.

Three-Week Progress Report

Mr. Gary Kabic, Deputy County, Administrator, submitted his Three-Week Progress Report,
which summarized hisactivities from January 24, 2011 through February 11, 2011.

DEPUTY COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’'S REPORT

Three-Week Progress Report

Mr. Bryan Hill, Deputy.«County Administrator, submitted his Three-Week Progress Report,
which summarized his activities from January 24, 2011 through February 11, 2011.

U.S. Highway 17 Widening

Mr. Rob McFee, Division Director-Engineering and Infrastructure, reported the U.S. Highway
17 project is a design-build contract for the widening of six miles of divided highway and major
intersection in Beaufort County. The contractor is Phillips and Jordan of Knoxville, Tennessee.
The project cost is $100,471,305. The project is complete. The contractor will return in March
to place final open graded friction course asphalt riding surface.
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New Bridge over Beaufort River / U.S. 21/ S.C. 802 Construction Project

Mr. Rob McFee, Division Director-Engineering and Infrastructure, reported the new bridge over
the Beaufort River will be a 4,200-foot bridge. The contractor is United Contractors, Inc. of
Great Falls, South Carolina. The cost is $34,573,368. The completion date is August 2011. The
contractor has completed drilled shafts and footings, set mainspan girders last week, and deck
pours continue,

S.C. Highway 802 Roadway Construction Project

Mr. Rob McFee, Division Director-Engineering and Infrastrdcture, reported this project involves
the widening of 5.2 miles of SC Highway 802 (two sections). The contractor is Sanders Bros. of
Charleston, South Carolina. The cost is $10,852,393.4The completion date is,December 2010.
Final asphalt surface was placed on the Lady’s’dsland section from Meridian Road to US
Highway 21. Shell Point grading and asphalt base operations continue.

SC Highway 46 and Simmonsville Road

Mr. Rob McFee, Division Director-Engineering and Infrastructureyreported this project involves
the widening of SC Highway 46 to the BlufftonsBranch Library and Simmonsville Road to
Bluffton Parkway for a total of 2.15 miles. SCDOT Is administering this project. The contractor
is REA Contracting of Columbia, South Carelina«The cost iss$7,503,367.03. The completion
date is May 2011. Pipe placement and storm drain basin construction is complete on SC
Highway 46. Asphalt_ base is 88% complete. Curb, gutter and sidewalk work is 96% complete.
Simmonsville pipe placement is 98% complete.

Disabilitiesand Special Needs Adult Day:CareCenter and Administration Center

Mr. RobfMcFee, Division Director-Engineering and Infrastructure, reported this project is a
25,000 square foot multi-use facility with client activity and program areas and administrative
space. Thecontract is Emory J. Infinger and Associates of Charleston, South Carolina. The cost
is $6,436,974., The completion date is March 2011. Installation of roof system is underway.
Geothermal welhyinstallation Is complete. Interior metal studs, equipment placement and
fenestration work'is underway.

Hilton Head Airport Aircraft Rescue Firefighting Facility

Mr. Rob McFee, Division Director-Engineering and Infrastructure, reported this project is a
7,200 square foot facility with two equipment bays and administrative space. The contractor is
Creative Structures of Knoxville, Tennessee. The cost is $1,787,638.43. The completion date is
March 2011. Final landscaping is underway. The contractor is finishing the last of the interior
work.
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Tire-Baler Building

Mr. Rob McFee, Division Director-Engineering and Infrastructure, reported this project is an
11,000 square foot receiving facility for recyclables, tires and other selected solid waste streams.
The contractor is Beaufort Construction. The cost is $491,022. The completion date is May
2011. Site work and foundation system is complete. Erection of steel trusses in underway.
The County has received funds through the Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant to
begin an Office Recycling Program. The two grants together create the opportunity to collect,
process, bale and then market recyclables collected from County facilities.\n addition, a program
to collect waste tires and hold them for transport to a tire recycling facility has been in place for
many years without the proper holding area under roof togprevent, them from becoming a
mosquito breeding habitat. On May 10, 2010, Council awarded a, contract to Beaufort
Construction, Inc. to design and to build the new Tire/BalenFacility.

The County will have the ability to divert office paper, being, collected under.an,Energy grant,
and office paper is $200 a ton. The County, School District and,other partners generate a lot of
paper. Paper will be brought to this facility and then preparedfor transport. Aluminum cans and
electronic waste, too, can be managed at this facility. Effective July 2011 landfills will no longer
accept any electronic waste. At present the County’s sponsors two electronic roundups annually.
Perhaps four roundups annually could be‘hadvat this facility. Or perhaps have the ability to drop
off electronic materials any day it is open.

Mr. Caporale questioned what will happen whendandfills stop”accepting electronic materials.
How is the County going to forceypeople to usethose special events?

Mr. McFee replied mot any more than we force ‘people now to properly dispose of hazardous
waste or any other controlled substances. It is by a system of outreach and education to let
people know that this is not'accepted anymore.and‘it has to be recycled.

Mr. Caparale asked if'there is any data available on the amount of electronic materials turned in.
Mr. McFee replied data iS.available andshr'will provide the information to Council in an email.

US Highway 278 Proj ect

Mr. Stewart askedfor an/update on the US Highway 278 widening project. It is his
understanding there has,beén a change in date for letting the contract. How does that impact the
SC Highway 170 project and the right-of-way acquisition? He assumes by these dates slipping
means a Transportation Advisory Group (BTAG) meeting and consideration is going to slip as
well. What is the progress on the St. Gregory frontage road?

Mr. McFee replied St. Gregory the Great Catholic Church frontage road is still in litigation. US
Highway 278 letting has been pushed back to August 2011. In preparation for this, SCDOT last
week accepted an invitation to speak to Council at its February 28 meeting to explain exactly
how it is we reached this point as well as the other work we do together such as guideshare
funding. There are some advantages, but there are certainly some disadvantages with regard to
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being able to predict what the impact will be on SC Highway 170. As staff has been saying for
quite some time, until we have a hard number on US Highway 278, based on the new approach
(a reasonable approach) it is very difficult to move forward with other projects because we do
not want to over encumber ourselves. It is a pay-as-you-go kind of affair. That does affect us on
SC Highway 170. We are working with SCDOT to try to mitigate that in a number of different
ways.

HILTON HEAD ISLAND AIRPORT RUNWAY 21 ON-AIRPORT TREE
OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION AND
CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING INSPECTION SERVICES

This item comes before Council under the Consent Agenda‘ It was ‘diseussed and approved at
the January 25, 2011 Public Facilities Committee.

It was moved by Mr. Stewart, seconded by Mr. Elewelling,.that Council award. a contract to
Wilbur Smith Associates in the amount of $97,072 to provide professional CA/CEI services for
the Runway 21 On-Airport Tree Obstruction removal Projectat the Hilton Head/Island Airport.
Funding will be from expenditure code 13480-54301 (Tree Obstruction Removal) — FAA Grant
#30 (95%). Additional State Grant Funding of 2.5% is pending..T he remaining 2.5% ($2,426.80)
will come from the Hilton Head Island Ailrport’s Operating Budget. The vote was: YEAS - Mr.
Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr.GlazepMr. McBride, Mr.Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr.
Sommerville, Mr. Stewart and Ms. VVon Harten. ABSENIL.— Mr. Baer. The motion passed.

WALLACE CREEK BOAT LANDING FLOATING DOCK ADDITION

This item comes before €ouncil under the Consent Agenda. It was discussed and approved at
the January 25, 2011 Public'Facilities Committee.

It was moved by MraStewart, seconded by Mr. Flewelling, that Council award a construction
contract.to Alpha Construction Company, Inc., Savannah, Georgia, in the amount of $140,400.00
for the'Wallace Creek Boat Landing DocK addition. the County has been granted a budget from
SCDNR ofwup to $149,000 for renovations to Wallace Creek Boat Landing. FY 2007 CIP
Contingency. Account #11437-56000 with a current balance of $349,549. The FY 2007
Contingency Fund. would then be reimbursed from the SCDNR grant. Account #11437-56000
(2010 General Obligation Bonds Fund Contingency). The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Caporale, Mr.
Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville,
Mr. Stewart and Ms. Von Harten. ABSENT — Mr. Baer. The motion passed.

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 (THAT ALLOWS SCHOOLS AS A LIMITED
USE IN SMALL ASSEMBLY AND WORSHIP USES AND REMOVES SIZE
REQUIREMENT)




Minutes — Beaufort County Council
February 14, 2011
Page 9

This item comes before Council under the Consent Agenda. It was discussed and approved at
the February 1, 2011 Natural Resources Committee.

It was moved by Mr. Stewart, seconded by Mr. Flewelling, that Council approve on first reading
a_text amendment to the Zoning and Development Standards Ordinance (ZDSO), Article V,
Table 106-1098. General Use Table and Section 106-1247 that will allow schools as a limited
use in small assembly and worship uses and removes the size requirement. The vote was:
YEAS - Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr.
Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart and Ms. Von Harten. ABSENT — Mr. Baer. The

motion passed.

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

This item comes before Council under the Consent Agenda. Itywas discussed and approved at
the February 7, 2011 Public Safety Committee.

It was moved by Mr. Stewart, secondedsby Mr. Flewelling, that.Council approve on first reading
an ordinance to provide for a Day Watch Pregram as an alternative to incarceration in certain
cases in Beaufort County. The vote was: "YEAS =Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling,
Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Redman, MraSommerville, Mr. Stewart and Ms. VVon
Harten. ABSENT — Mr. Baer. The motion passed.

BEAUFORT COUNTY ZONING MAP AMENDMENT / REZONING REQUEST ON
PORT ROYAL ISEAND ZONING MAP AMENDMENT/REZONING REQUEST FOR
R100-21-20 AND 416 (8.29 ACRES TOTAL), EROM RURAL WITH TRANSITIONAL
OVERLAY AND RURAL-RESIDENTIAL WITH TRANSITIONAL OVERLAY TO
COMMERCIAL SUBURBAN

It was' moved by Mr. Sommerville, ass#Natural Resources Committee Chairman (no second
required), that Council deny a rezoning request on Port Royal Island for R100-21-20 and 416
(8.29 acres total), from Rural with Transitional Overlay and Rural-Residential with Transitional
Overlay to Commercial Suburban.

Mr. Glaze commented a few storage facilities are located in this area. Several area residents had
contacted him that they did not receive notification from the County regarding this rezoning
request. Is the Natural' Resources Committee recommending denial of the rezoning request?

Mr. Newton replied the matter is before Council by way of a February 1, 2011 Natural Resources
Committee recommendation that resulted in a 3:1 vote to deny the rezoning request. The motion
before Council at this moment is a Committee recommendation to deny the rezoning request.
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Mr. Sommerville remarked this is issue confusing. Normally, consent agendas are to approve
something. However, this is a committee recommendation to disapprove. If this Committee
recommendation becomes the vote of Council, then the zoning will not change.

Mr. Flewelling stated this issue is in the heart of Mr. Glaze’s district. How does he feel about the
rezoning request?

Mr. Glaze replied that he agrees with the Natural Resources Committee recommendation of
denial.

Ms. Von Harten understands the applicant has been working with“the, County for some time to
rezone this property. She would like to hear the background.

Mr. Sommerville remarked the applicant went to staff and asked for a rezoningand indicated that
the purpose of the rezoning was to make a mini-warehouse conforming. The applicant indicated
that he was having difficulty with refinancing/the property because it was non-conforming
property and it was his desire to have it become conforming. Fhe Planning Commission voted to
rezone the property. Then the matter was brought before'the Natural Resources Committee and
Mr. Criscitiello, Division-Director Planning and Development Division, summarized the
applicant’s position which was that he wanted it rezoned because it had residential storage
facilities and its non-conforming status hurt.him inwegard to bank‘leans which allow refinancing
of the facility.

The Natural Resources Committee recommended that the applicant go back to the Development
Review Team (DRT) and ask for a special use permit from the Zoning Appeals Board. That was
passed unanimouslysby the Natural Resources Committee and it was reported out in Committee
Reports at the October 11, 2010 Council meeting.| Council voted to support the position of the
Natural Resources Committee which was teshave.the applicant go back to the DRT to initiate the
process of special usespermit forhis mini-warehouse. Time passed; that did not happen. The
PlanningdDirector wrote the applicant a letter and asked him if he intended to do as was
suggested, by the Natural'Resources Comimittee and Council, i.e., go to the DRT and start the
process for a special use permit. The/applicant indicated he did not wish to do that, that instead
he wanted the property rezoned and at that time he mentioned he wanted to put in a store.

Then the issue cameback to'Natural Resources Committee because members said to him, at the
time, that if you are turned down by the Zoning Appeals Board to come back and we will
consider it. That was also reaffirmed at Council. When the applicant said he did not want to go
to DRT and did not want to get a special use permit, it came back to Natural Resources and
members voted to deny to the request for rezoning. There were four reasons given at the original
Natural Committee by staff why it was inappropriate: (i) the request would allow multiple uses
that may or may not be appropriate for the property in the future. (ii) the county had not yet
created a vision for the particular area and as form-based zoning moves forward we will have
charrettes in the area and the community will have input. Of course, that has not happened yet.
Marine Corps Air Station will have input because it is right outside the gate of Laurel Bay. (iii)
the City of Beaufort, in whose growth boundaries this property exists, has asked us specifically
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in a letter from the City Planning Director Libby Anderson to County Planning Director Tony
Criscitiello to postpone rezoning that property, which the certainly have the right to request us to
do, until such time as Beaufort / Port Royal Metropolitan Planning Commission is seated and has
a chance to act upon that particular request. (iv) it will be in the receiving area, once approved
by Council, for the transfer of development rights.

Ms. Von Harten commented Council has had several like issues to come before it where people
are experiencing difficulties with their bank loans and other financial situations, because banks
do not like it when the property owner has a special use permit. They want to have the actual
zoning in place in order to provide financing. It seems we have some issues with our local banks,
perhaps national banks. But if we want to really help out businesses, she wishes there were some
way we could fill this gap so that the businesses that do get a specialuse permit can get the
financing they need. Right now with a special use permit'it.is her understanding one cannot get
financing. We need help from our local banks or else we need'to fill that gap.

Mr. Sommerville had a private meeting with applicant for two heurs on a Saturday morning and
he asked the applicant that very question, “Are you saying yeu cannot get it refinanced”? The
applicant replied, “He cannot get it refinanced interest only, but could get refinanced with an
amortizing loan.”

Mr. Flewelling stated it seems like we have a lot ofieconomic development opportunities. This is
one, although we are probably talking about a small stere that would hire four or five people.
Every one of the jobs, as Mr. Merritt Pattersondspoke toduring public comment, adds up
incrementally to serious economic developmentéover the long haul. He would hate to have his
rezoning request denied today and forestall economic development in that area for some
unforeseen future until we have| charrettes. If\you_look at this property, it has also been
commercial property. He would hate to see the owner have to wait until there is a charrette,
which is undoubtedly, mostlikely, going to:confism what it already is —commercial property. He
will vote in«opposition,to the denial. He is tn-favor of changing the overall district from Rural
Residential to Commercial,Suburban:

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

The Chairman passed the gavel to the Vice Chairman in order to receive committee reports.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

Community Services Committee

Beaufort Memorial Hospital Board
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Mrs. Terry Murray

The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride,
Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart and Ms. Von Harten. ABSENT — Mr.
Baer. Mrs. Terry Murray garnered the eight votes required for reappointment to serve as a
member of the Beaufort Memorial Hospital Board.

Dr. James Simmons

The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride,
Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart and Ms. Von Harten. ABSENT — Mr.
Baer. Dr. James Simmons garnered the eight votes required for reappointment to serve as a
member of the Beaufort Memorial Hospital Board.

Disabilitiesand Special Needs Board
Mrs. Algreda Ford

The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Caporale, Wir. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride,
Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. SommervillepMr. Stewart and MsaVon Harten. ABSENT — Mr.
Baer. Mrs. Algreda Ford garnered the six votes required for reappointment to serve as a member
of the Disabilities and Special Needs Board.

Parksand L eisure Servieés Board

Ms. Von Harten asked Coeuncil to'postpone consideration of voting on the reappointment of Mr.
Arthur Middleton and Mr. Allan Stern until the February 28, 2011 Council meeting.

This item was postponed until ‘February 28, 2011.

Natural Resour ces Committee

B/J Water and, Sewer Authority

Mr. Sommerville;assNatural’Resources Committee Chairman, nominated Mr. James O’Neal and
Mr. Skeet Von Harten to_.serve as members of the B/J Water and Sewer Authority. According to
the Template Ordinance, Section 2-193, Membership, “No reappointment can be considered
more than 30 days prior to the expiration of a particular term. Since Mr. O’Neal’s and Mr. Von
Harten’s terms expire July 2011, Council will vote on their reappointments June 13, 2011.

Coastal Zone Management Appellate Panel

Mr. Sommerville, as Natural Resources Committee Chairman, nominated Mr. Carroll Crowther,
to serve as a member of the Coastal Zone Management Appellate Panel.
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Historic Preservation Review Board

Mr. Sommerville, as Natural Resources Committee Chairman, nominated Ms. Rita Igleheart,
representing Historic Beaufort Foundation, and Ms. Sally Murphy, representing northern
Beaufort County, to serve as members of the Historic Preservation Review Board.

Planning Commission

Mr. Sommerville, as Natural Resources Committee Chairman, nominatechMr. Robert Semmler,
representing Port Royal Island; Mr. Park Sutler, representing At<Large; and Mr. John Thomas,
representing At-Large, to serve as members of the Planning Commission.

Rural and Critical Lands Board

Mr. Sommerville, as Natural Resources Committee Chairman, nominated »Mr., Malcolm
Goodridge, representing District 11; Ms. SelenasBrown, representing District 2; Mr. Ed Pappas,
representing District 10; Mr. Jacob Preston, representing District 4;"Mr. Steve Riley, representing
District 1; and Ms. Joseph Vercellotti, representing District 3, to serve as members of the Rural
and Critical Lands Board.

Zoning Board of Appeals
Mr. Sommerville, as Natural Resources Cammittee Chairman, nominated Mr. Tim Rentz,
representing at-large northern Beaufort County; and Mr. Cecil Mitchell, representing Lady’s

Island, to serve as members of the Zoning Board'ef Appeals.

Public Facilities Committee

Airports Beard

Mr. Glaze, as Public Facilities Committee Chairman, nominated Mr. Will Dopp, representing
proximity. to,Hilton Head Island Airpart; Mr. Paul Jorgensen, representing proximity to Beaufort
County Airport; Mr. Norman Kerr, representing active/recently retired commercial pilot; Mr.
Leonard Law, representing proximity to Hilton Head Island Airport; Mr. Joseph Mazzei,
representing active ypilot/aircraft owner Hilton Head Island Airport; Mr. Jared Newman,
representing proximity. 40 Beaufort County Airport; Mr. Richard Wirth, representing
qualifications; Mr. Derek Gilbert, representing Beaufort Regional Chamber of Commerce; and
Mr. Joseph Zimmerman, representing Hilton Head Island Town Council, to serve as members of
the Airports Board.

Mr. Rodman nominated Mrs. Anne Esposito, representing qualifications, to serve as a member of
the Airports Board.
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Solid Waste and Recycling Board

Mr. Glaze, as Public Facilities Committee Chairman, nominated Mr. Gordon Bowers,
representing Solid Waste District 7 — Lady’s Island, to serve as a member of the Solid Waste and
Recycling Board.

Public Safety Committee

Mr. Stewart, as Public Safety Committee Chairman, nominated M, Andrew Corriveau,
representing design professional/contractor/building industry; Mr. Don Dean, representing
design professional/contractor/building industry; and Chief Bruce Kline, representing design
professional/contractor/building industry, to serve as members of the"Construction Adjustments
and Appeals Board.

Burton Fire District Commission

Mr. Stewart, as Public Safety Committee Chairman, nominated'Mr.xThomas Peeples to serve as a
member of the Burton Fire District Commission.

Daufuskieldand Fire District Commission

Mr. Stewart, as Public Safety Committee Chairman, nominated Ms. Patricia Beichler to serve as
a member of the Daufuskie Island Fire District Comimission.

L owcountry RegionaldTransportation Authority

Mr. Stewart, as Public Safety Committee Chairman, nominated Mr. Chris Hutton, representing
at-large, to serve as a member ofthe Lowcountry.Regional Transportation Authority.

Proposed Towing and Wr.ecker Services Ordinance

Mr. “Stewart;,, as Public Safety Committee Chairman, reported members discussed a proposed
towing and wrecker services ordinance. Mr. Ladson Howell, Staff Attorney, brought forward a
proposed ordinance for members to review. Members heard extensive comments by Sheriff
Tanner as well asimany of the tow truck owners and operators in the area. There were a lot of
very good comments, aclot of ideas and thoughts to take under consideration. Some
modifications to the proposed ordinance will be brought forward at the next meeting. This will
be an ongoing discusSion and process. Mr. Stewart does expect it to be finalized in a rapid
manner. It will receive serious consideration from the Committee.

The Vice Chairman passed the gavel back to the Chairman in order to continue the meeting.
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CALL FOR EXECUTIVE SESSION

It was moved by Mr. Caporale, seconded by Mr. Glaze, that Council go immediately into
executive session for the purpose of negotiations incident to proposed contractual arrangements
and proposed purchase of property. The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr.
Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart
and Ms. VVon Harten. ABSENT — Mr. Baer. The motion passed.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

RECONVENE OF EXECUTIVE SESSION

PUBLIC HEARINGS

Without objection from Council, the Chairmant announced he would combine, the text
amendments to the Zoning and Development Standards Ordinance, Daufuskie Island Code, for
purposes of the public hearing and vote as those matters are intérrelated.

TEXT AMENDMENT TO THE %ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
ORDINANCE (ZDSO), APPENDIX S. DAUFUSKIE ISEAND CODE (ADDS A NEW
APPENDIX WITH DEVELOPMENT, STANDARDS FOR "DAUFUSKIE ISLAND
COMMUNITY PRESERVATION DISTRICT)

BEAUFORT COUNTY#ZONING MAP AMENDMENT FOR DAUFUSKIE ISLAND
(CHANGES THE ZONING DISTRICTS TO IMPLEMENT THE NEW DAUFUSKIE
ISLAND CODE)

Mr. Sommerville, as NaturalyResourcesnCommittee Chairman, commented these two items
pertain to the new Daufuskie Island Code “which adds an Appendix S to the Zoning and
Development Standards asi\well as.a map amendment for Daufuskie Island.

The Chairman opened a public hearing at 6:01 p.m. for the purpose of receiving comment from
the public “onz, (i) text amendments to the Zoning and Development Standards Ordinance,
Appendix S. Daufuskie Island Code (adds a new appendix with development standards for
Daufuskie Island" Community Preservation District) and (ii) Beaufort County Zoning Map
amendment for Daufuskieflsland (changes the zoning district to implement the new Daufuskie
Island Code). After calling three times for public comment and receiving none, the Chairman
declared the hearing closed at 6:02 p.m.

It was moved by Mr. Sommerville, as Natural Resources Committee Chairman (no second
required), that Council approve on third and final reading: (i) text amendments to the Zoning
and Development Standards Ordinance, Appendix S. Daufuskie Island Code (adds a new
appendix_with development standards for Daufuskie Island Community Preservation District)
and (ii) a Beaufort County Zoning Map amendment for Daufuskie Island (changes the zoning
district to implement the new Daufuskie Island Code). The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Caporale,
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Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr.
Sommerville, Mr. Stewart and Ms. Von Harten. ABSENT — Mr. Baer. The motion passed.

TEXT AMENDMENT TO THE ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
ORDINANCE (ZDSO), APPENDIX D. COMMUNITY PRESERVATION AREAS
(DELETES ALL INTERIM STANDARDS RELATED TO BRIGHTON BEACH,
BUCKINGHAM, BLUFFTON/MAY RIVER/HIGHWAY 46 CORRIDOR, AND
DAUFUSKIE ISLAND, INCLUDING SECTIONS 9 AND 10—PAUFUSKIE ISLAND
BUFFER DISTRICT AND GATEWAYYS)

The Chairman opened a public hearing at 6:03 p.m. for the purpose of receiving comment from
the public on text amendments to the Zoning and Development Standards Ordinance, Appendix
D. Community Preservation Areas (deletes all interimgStandards relatedyto Brighton Beach,
Buckingham, Bluffton-May River/Highway 46 Caorridor, and Daufuskie dlsland, Including
Sections 9 and 10—Daufuskie Island Buffer District and Gateways). After calling three times
for public comment and receiving none, the Chairman declared the hearing closedat 6:04 p.m.

It was moved by Mr. Flewelling, seconded by Mr. Dawson, that Council approve on third and
final reading text amendments to the Zening and Development.Standards Ordinance, Appendix
D. Community Preservation Areas (deletesmall interim standards related to Brighton Beach,
Buckingham, Bluffton-May River/Highway 46 »Corridor, and" Daufuskie Island, including
Sections 9 and 10—Daufuskie Island Buffer District andiGateways). The vote was: YEAS - Mr.
Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze 4Vir. McBride; Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr.
Sommerville, Mr. Stewartand Ms. VVon Harten. ABSENT — Mr. Baer. The motion passed.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT NEEDS ASSESSM ENT

Mrs. Michelle Knight, Community & Econoemic.Development Director, stated the public hearing
is required to'solicit public comment on the S:C. Community Development Block Grant Program
(CDBG)dfor Beaufort County. Thiswill put the County in a position to be able to pursue CDBG
funding for the coming year., On February 21, 2011 Council’s Community Services Committee
will 'meet for. the purpose of ranking priorities and bringing it back to Council for approval. The
ranking from last year is as follows: infrastructure (water sewer drainage), community facilities,
housing and econemic development.

The Chairman opened a public hearing at 6:07 p.m. for the purpose of receiving information on
the Community Development Block Grant needs assessment. After calling once for public
comment, the Chairman recognized Mr. Steve Curles who stated last month the Community
Services organization along with Together for Beaufort County Poverty Coalition documented
206 homeless individuals in Beaufort County. Of that number 27 families have school-age
children. These numbers gave support to the conclusions many in the service industry already
know that there are people in our community who need our help. The experiences that help give
us a greater inside into the complexity of these problems. The solution will not be a quick fix,
but we plan to network with existing resources while continuing to explore options including
such things as where people can come to get out of the extreme weather and a hospitality site
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focusing on personal care and nutrition. The projects are going to cost dollars and we would like
Council to consider future CDBG as a possible funding source for this.

Mr. Glaze stated several District constituents had planned to attend the public hearing to
comment on the lack of fire hydrants which has resulted in the cancellation of their insurance.

After calling three times for public comment and receiving none, the Chairman declared the
hearing closed at 6:08 p.m.

AN ORDINANCE TO APPROVE THE APPROPRIATION QF FUNDS NECESSARY TO
ACQUIRE REAL PROPERTY KNOWN AS THE BEAUFORIT COMMERCE PARK
AND TO PROVIDE THE SOURCE OF SUCH FUNDS FOR ACQUISITION

Mr. Stewart, as Chairman of the Public Safety Committee, members had“asked Mr. Kubic to
negotiate with the bank for this deal, and he game back with a funding mechanism: to
appropriate $2.5 million from various sources, including a Department of Agriculture grant. The
matter passed out of committee and on to Finance and has,passed on first and second readings in
council with a significant majority of votes.

Mr. Rodman said there was sufficient cash omshand to fund it out of existing capital improvement
funds. There will be additional projects in the future, and they will need to consider additional
bonding. Once it’s bonded, it’s about $5 per:$100,000 inyproperty yaluation.

Mr. Starkey said it is $.56" per'$100,000 for 4% properties for the first 5 years. After that, it
declines as the principle'is paid off.

Mr. Rodman said it would be about $25 for a non-resident and for a business, $40 per $100,000.

The Chairman openedya public hearing at 6:10 p.m. for the purpose of receiving information
from thefpublic regarding, an ordinance to approve the appropriation of funds necessary to
acquire real property knownas the Beaufort Commerce Park and to provide the source of such
funds foracquisition. After calling once for public comment, the Chairman recognized Mr. Bill
Bootle said hexfavored the purchase. He has heard about letting the bank recover the land from
the Lowcountry Economic Network, and he wondered what a CEO considering coming to
Beaufort Countyto move in‘a business would think upon finding out that the county bailed on
the Lowcountry Economie/Network and let the bank take the land. CEOs might wonder what the
county was going to da to their businesses.

Mr. Chuck Schaller, Beaufort Memorial Hospital, said he is secretary of the board of
Lowcountry Economic Network. He has been in industrial development throughout his career
and knows that all such projects involve close cooperation between government agencies and the
private sector. This project is extremely important for the Lowcountry. The county taking over
the property is extremely important. The Lowcountry needs to get away from dependence on the
military and tourism. Lowcountry Economic Network is looking for people to come here. He
urged the council to pass the resolution to benefit the county and businesses that come here.
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Mr. Jon Rembold said he was representing Ward Edwards. They support the purchase of the
park. Lowcountry Economic Network has overseen the park over the years, and it is the only
shovel-ready site for industrial use in the county. The location gives it a better chance to benefit
from the changes at the MCAS. There will not need to be an extended permitting time. Rural and
Critical Lands purchased 17,000 acres of land for conservation. Given that, he thinks $2.4
million to $2.5 million is justifiable for economic development.

Mr. Matt Green, Buckwalter Place, said he feels it’s time to geét Serious about economic
development and get businesses and jobs to the county, especially. in the economic downturn.
This is a true public-private partnership and a good step for the.county to take for the future.

Mrs. Kim Statler, Lowcountry Economic Network, toldycouncil that“she, did not ask every
member of the Lowcountry Economic Network te speak, but many “hawve attended. She
introduced council and the public to “the people I’m accountable to on a daily-basis.” She listed
the organizations that are involved. She wantéd the publicito know that the Lowcountry
Economic Network didn’t “dump this in the county couneil’sdap because we have a foreclosure
situation.” Two years ago, they had approached the county, and she had concerns about the
interest rates then. They have “been in dialogue about this situation” since that time, and she has
been waiting for it to be taken care of and attract jobs to the region. CareCore came to Bluffton
because Bluffton owned the land, she said.'She‘advised council to “remember what worked.”

Mr. Leroy Blackshear, Jasper County Councilman; said signifiCant strides have been made in
economic development, in partybecause of LLewcountry Economic Network. Jasper County
Council believes that both Jasper and Beaufort counties feel the impact of what happens in the
other: “jobs don’t kmew eounty boundaries,” he noeted. He said representatives from the Brown
Campbell Company in Cypress Ridge Industrial Park would discuss how working on land the
county owns has been of benefit to them:He believes Beaufort County can see similar success
with a Beaufort Industrial Park. He submitted a letter of support for the Jasper County Council
for the record.

Mr. Chance,Raehn, Thomas and Hutton, said he is the industrial group leader and economic
development leader for his\company, which is often involved in site selection for various
projects. Communities are different, but there is a valuable opportunity with this industrial park.
It would usually“be,$30 million to $60 million per acre to fully entitle a park without the
infrastructure and entitlements that already exist at the park under consideration, so $2.5 million
is “well worth that money.” He went on to site figures as to county ownership of industrial sites
and parks in South Carolina. For a prospect that is “looking to move and move fast,” being able
to deal with a “county or municipality is very high on their list.” He feels the benefit outweighs
the cost.

Mr. John Nastoff, general manager of Brown Campbell in Ridgeland, said the company is a
metal fabricator. The company has eight divisions and is headquartered in Detroit. They opened
operations in Ridgeland in 2008. They employ 7 people and have sales of $3 million. They were
looking for areas to grow. The close proximity to the port was attractive to them. Their goal is to
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get to 20 employees. The county lured them to the area, as did the flexible plans for the
development of the land and their building. It needed to be economical, and the county put
together a plan with funds from the state and county. Today they have made it through the major
part of the recession and turned a profit in the second year. The area needs to get into industrial
businesses, he feels. They are a “green” business and all their products are recyclable. He invited
council to tour his facility.

Mr. Brad Samuel, SCANA Corp, said he works in economic development for six South Carolina
counties, including Beaufort County, and the other five counties alldavesindustrial parks, some
have multiple, and some have spec industrial buildings. They have the opportunity for utility tax
credits if the land becomes county-owned. This does not preclade them from offering the same
deal to other industrial parks in the county.

Mr. Jim Rozier, former Berkeley County Council Chairman; said that county lost their naval
base and 32,000 jobs. They invested $7 million inthe Mount Holly Industrial'Park. They got it
shovel-ready and made it the most expensive property in the county. Now there are 14 industrial
parks in Berkeley County. He believes in investing 1n the fatures, In his 16 years there, they
brought in $8.5 billion of industrial investment, created 43,000 jobs, and had $14 million a year
in fee in lieu of taxes from industry.\He cited other figures,of their success and suggested
Beaufort County do the same.

Mr. Dean Moss, BJWSA, said this issue is important toshim. He was not representing BJWSA.
He’s worked on economic development for more than 20yearssin this county. Beaufort County
has had to challenge the perception with the state that they did not want economic development.
He said the county has'50% free and reduced lunches, the lowest wage rates in the state, the
highest reliance on seésidential property tax in the 'state, and one of the highest high school drop-
out rates. The economic development model to date has been to build residential communities
and golf courses and encourage ourism. The jobs for this are $8 an hour jobs, he said. He said
council needs to determine if it wants the jobsthat pay well, and if they do, if they are willing to
follow most of Beaufort County’s neighboring counties and establish a county-owned industrial
park. Af se, he believes there’s no betterndeal than this. He said they should consider this “with a
ten-year horizon.” Finally, ‘he\said that public discussion and consideration of letting the bank
foreclose on the property in arder “to pick it up at a better deal is not worthy of this council” and
he feels “it’s a'¢ynical effort.” Local banks did the deal in good faith.

Mr. Charles Marshall saidde has no problem with the Lowcountry Economic Network but does
with the council. He and his partners own another industrial commerce park, started 4 months
before the park under discussion. For seven years, he has received the council award as the
largest private employer. He is asking for proper due diligence. He would like “equal billing and
oversight.” He expects to be treated equally. His park has 58 shovel-ready acres, zero impact
fees, paved roads, water, power, etc. The problem in Beaufort County is an educational problem,
he feels, and poorly educated people are unemployed. Now the jobs he had to help people fill out
applications for have “unfortunately gone overseas.” He said council should be focusing its
energies on bringing in small cottage industries with 15 to 25 jobs where the employees “don’t
need to be rocket scientists.”
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Mr. Pete Hamaker, president of Dixie Poly Drum Corporation in Yemassee, employs about 50
people after about 20 years, and they have plans elsewhere in the US. He is a resident of
Pinewood as well, which is near the park. He is not in favor of the sale of the park to the county
because he feels there are “a lot of unanswered questions.” He discussed his concerns with
Councilman Sommerville about the Lowcountry Economic Network finances and where the
money has gone that had come from the county, the sale of land, donations, and membership
fees. The questions should be looked into before the county buys the park. He said the county
owning it but Lowcountry Economic Network being in charge of it‘does\not seem like a good
idea, since their management “hasn’t worked out thus far.” The money might be better spent in
industrial block grants to bring in small companies as Mr. Marshall suggested. The park to this
point has been a losing proposition. His company looked at‘Beaufort‘County before they chose
Hampton County but didn’t not move in because the £rulesy regulations;, and fees were not
conducive to an industrial company moving in at thatdime.” He favors growth,and industry but
does not favor the county owning it and feels they should support the other parks. He said a
councilman had 300 e-mails against this from veters, and he asked council to keep in mind that
they’re working for those who voted for them.

Mrs. Ann Ubelis, co-founder of the Beaufort Tea Party, said inyresearching this park, she found
the financial information on the park to e “extremely unsettlingand scarce.” According to the
Lowcountry Economic Network web site, “Councilman Stewartis the chairman of the
Lowcountry Economic Network, and she questioned whether he should recuse himself from this
vote. The Lowcountry Economic Network “baasts.a crop of loeal bankers and industry,” but, she
said, they have been unsuccessful in re-financing the park or in attracting new business in the
years they have owneddt. She cannet access a business plan. She feels this is not the proper time
for the county to add an, additional burden on taxpayers and its budget. She explained what
would happen in the event of foreclosure. The county can continue to offer incentive tax credits
and the fee in lieu of taxes. LLowecountry Economic Network’s website has no published financial
reports for 2008 or 2009. Lowcountry Econemic Network receives $270,000 from the county
annually<and should“have greater \accountability to the taxpayers of the county, she feels.
Lowceuntry Economic Network wantstheé county to purchase 45% of their holdings, which she
finds “amazing.” There has'been no disclosure of the terms of the purchase, which in an ordinary
sale would make it null and void.

Mrs. Carlotta Ungare, Beaufort Regional Chamber of Commerce, asked for the council’s support
in buying the park.“There’s been a lot of discussion of property taxes being raised. She cited
national statistics that taxpayers pay $.87 for every county dollar spent on county services
provided for them. For industry and business, the contribution for services provided is $3 to $7
per county $1. The best way to lower property taxes is to diversify the economy, she said.

Mr. William Hall and a partner own Seacoast Document Systems in the commerce park. He said
they’re the only business in the commerce park at this time. They paid to fast-track the process
but it was laborious. They don’t know what the effect of the Beaufort Commerce Park sale will
be on their business and as taxpayers. As a taxpayer, he is not sure government should be doing a
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commercial activity like development. What they pay for the land, create staff, support, etc.
needs to play a part in their consideration. He asked for due diligence.

Mr. Gary Fordham, Beaufort City Councilman, said the industrial park was originally started by
a group of individuals, and the worst thing he can think of is for county council to buy the
industrial park. He feels the government “has no business being in the business of economic
development.” He asked why the county would acquire the industrial park. He suspects private
developers sold the park to the Lowcountry Economic Network. He urged council against
acquiring the park and said if he were required to vote for such a deal, he.would know what he
was voting for.

Mr. Fran Heckrotte owns a property management company‘in Beaufort,and has no employees
but sends business to other businesses. She commended Gouncilman Sommerville for responding
quickly to her e-mails and endeavoring to answer herfquestions. She is a Republican but not a
Tea Partier; however she agrees with what Ms. Ubelis previously stated. Investing without full
investigation does not go well, she said. There @are no,financial, statements on the Lowcountry
Economic Network site. Her taxes go to the county-for, the' future of Beaufort County. The
county is investing taxpayers’ money. She would vote against this because details of the
foreclosure and Lowcountry Economig,Network’s, Dick “Stewart’s, and the South Carolina
Commerce’s roles are unknown. There'should be full transparency on this matter and little
information is available.

Mr. Richard Lindler, Carlisle Associates Architects and Engineers in Columbia, specializes in
industrial work. It is important toxlook for land‘under the county’s control; investors like that and
don’t want any surpriseS. He urgedithe council to vote “yes,” in its own best interests to remain
competitive. He submitted an article for the record about a purchase in Kershaw County to attract
industry.

Mr. MauricefUngaro said the economy needs 1o be diversified throughout the county beyond the
building©of homes, which has been the sole method for a long time. There need to be good jobs
so people can stay in Beaufort County: The industrial park on Boundary Street is not an
industrial_park, he said. All the jobs are retail and restaurant jobs, which is not economic
development. The location of the Beaufort Commerce Park is “fantastic” for its intended use.
Being next to the?/AICUZ, it’s not good for building homes. With the F-35 slated to come here, it
would be a good spot.for Lockheed offices and training facilities.

Mr. Howard Heckrotte said he has followed the Lowcountry Economic Network’s process and
searched the South Carolina Commerce department website to find the Beaufort Commerce Park
but there is no listing available. On the site locator, he didn’t come up with the Beaufort
Commerce Park, either. The Lowcountry Economic Network “probably hasn’t done the best job”
of marketing this park to industry. The county permitting process is the first thing the businesses
consider, and it can be a long, arduous process. The process is supposed to be quicker if the
county takes over the industrial park, but he questions whether that is fair to established
businesses which spent a lot of money and time to get their own permits. Greenville County took
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more than 20 years working with their technical college before they brought in the auto plant and
he agrees with others that small businesses should be brought in first.

Mrs. Lisa Presnell said she has no connection to Lowcountry Economic Network. She doesn’t
feel that taxpayers’ money should not be spent to compete with private enterprise in Beaufort
County. Many of those businesses who choose not to move to Beaufort County, in her
experiences as a realtor, do so because of the sub-standard educational system and the glut of
unskilled workers. “You cannot fix our problem by buying this park,” she feels. There is money
in a fund, but it doesn’t have to be spent, and when there’s a pending financial deficit, spending
$2.5 million is not a good idea. As a realtor, she asked if they move forward, not to purchase
until they have a current appraisal.

Mr. Tripp Presnell, a banker, said he and his wife, a realtafwould benefit frem the influx of new
business, but he’s against this purchase by the county because it is a bailout, of the bank and
Lowcountry Economic Network, which is a privateforganization, even thoughtit xeceiyves public
funding. He is against the county competing with 1ts own constituents if they purchase, market,
and sell the property at a loss “in the name of economic development.” Though this is accepted
and prevalent in the state and throughout the country,“he feels it is “morally and ethically
wrong.” It’s not in the taxpayer’s bestyinterests to purchase the park. Beaufort County is not
Berkeley County. Across ten economic ‘secters, manufacturing ranks last in Beaufort County,
according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, he said and “the Beaufort Commerce Park is not
going to change this.” As a commercial lender, he has never heard any complaints from business
owners who might potentially locate here aiout & lack of property for their businesses; they
complained about the lackfof education and sKilled workers available to them and government
bureaucracy. Industry is on the decline throughaut the country, and Beaufort is ill-suited for it.
The fastest growingsectors would not locate in the Beaufort Commerce Park, and if the county
wants to attract jobs, they should ‘endeavor to attract businesses in these sectors. He feels most
council members have madentherr-decisions._on’ this project already and are influenced by
influential people whowwill benefit from the county’s purchase of the property. These people do
not represent “the average taxpayer in Beaufort County,” he said.

Mrs. Jane Kenny said the council was elected to conduct the people’s business and she’s
disturbed that as Mrs. Statler said, they will purchase land for $2.5 million and then “give that
land away” to. “businesses of your choice.” She’s impressed by those businesses who are
employers currentlyswithout/help from the government. She encouraged them to postpone their
vote and “let the people_tell you what they want.” If they want to attract business, they should
“get out of businesses way.”

Mr. John Perrill, a local banker, briefly reviewed the history of the park since 1960. He asked
why the council would want to purchase the park when “80 of the most influential people in the
county” have been unable to sell any land to businesses except for two. He reiterated that Mr.
Hall, one of the businesses there in the park, had to wait 18 months for approval, which can be
done much more quickly in other counties, so businesses tend to go there. He feels there are
better ways to spend money and there is an impending deficit. He feels due diligence needs to be
done on the number of jobs it will create, what the payroll will be, what the county employee
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headcount will be when there have been layoffs. He asked the real value of the property. “There
are so many failed real estate deals out there,” and he asked “why the county has to pick this one
up. “ It could be sold to MCAS and create a good partnership. The most current financial
information and appraisal are from 2007, and they can’t be accurate. He asked council to vote
“No.”

Mr. William Godfrey said he has observed that all who have spoken at the meeting for the
county’s purchase of the park have something to gain. Those who _have spoken against the
purchase have nothing to gain. He feels this should influence the council®s decision. He doesn’t
feel government should be involved in the development of property.

Mr. Ernest Marchetti said “Amen, amen, amen,” to those who had spoken against the motion to
purchase the property. He feels government should nethbe “involved “inithe development of
property. There needs to be a current appraisal on_the property before they, do anything, as
property no longer has the same value it once did.

Mr. Herb Gray, Carolina Door and Millwork, said the business has 30 acres in the Beaufort
Commerce Park. He thinks economic development needs to move forward in the county. If
Lowcountry Economic Network’s modek.isn’t working, the'county might need to step forward.
He needs to be competitive, though, and ‘he’dyshave to compete against the county .He wants the
county to take the existing businesses into consideration.

Mr. Walt Lineberger said he is not present to advotate a sidéxThere are “people who represent
political activists with 4000 people in their database.” Some have appointed members to keep
track of the council and how it'votes, he said. The council members “are these organizations’
friends if they vote the way they like”: for free markets, limited spending and government. South
Carolina has “the regrettable reputation of being ‘the worst of amongst the worst state in the
union for good ol’ boy cronyism¢” ¥ Beaufort. County residents know what has been discussed in
this room, “there would, be an‘uproar.” He said there are things going on which are “beyond the
ethics ofsnormal voters.” Thousandsiof people are paying attention to council now and are being
converted, to political activism. He warned the council members about what he feels are potential
issues in‘future political primaries.

Mr. Brantley Harvey, local lawyer and former Lt. Governor, said he was one of the original
purchasers of the'Beaufort Commerce Park, which was a good idea then, and a lot of businesses
and individuals put theirdémoney into it for the purpose of attracting jobs. He supports the
council’s first two votes and feels the park is needed as a tool for jobs for young people in
Beaufort County. It will require “an attitude of encouragement.” “It’s not a panacea, but is one
step,” he said, toward having jobs in Beaufort County.

Mrs. Edie Rodgers, a Beaufort City resident and former State Representative, said she sent an e-
mail to the council people. She pointed out that Mr. Rosier had said they set their prices higher
than private enterprises did, on purpose, because they did not want to compete. She feels this is a
“smart move” and that council will consider that in their decision. She has learned that the
county has $11 million set aside for property repairs on buildings the county owns; she found
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this “surprising.” The idea of dipping into that for the purchase of this park gives the impression
that “this is a slush fund.” It also doesn’t appear to be good that they will purchase something
“and then give away anything or build spec buildings.” She asked that they consider tabling this
until they have done research into the true costs.

Mr. Raymond Enslow said he is concerned that no one on the council can tell them how many
years it would take for the Beaufort Commerce Park to create jobs. Also, in the current economy,
he’s not clear on the costs to the taxpayer. He’s been a real estate broker and he can’t believe an
appraisal hasn’t been done on this property. He thinks they need tosstop*long enough to get an
appraisal on the property. If it’s going to cost the taxpayers, “it would be nice to know the exact
figures.”

MOTION TO EXTEND BEYOND 8:00 P.M.

It was moved by Ms. Von Harten, seconded by Mf. Caporale, that Council extend its meeting
beyond 8:00 p.m. The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Caporale,Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze,
Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart and MS. Von Harten.
ABSENT — Mr. Baer. The motion passed.

Mr. Rodman said the Finance Committee’sypurpose was to-advise council on the financial
aspects of the deal. For discussion, he said“themmatter should go"to Mr. Newton and Mr.
Sommerville.

Mr. Newton passed the gavel to the Vice Chairman in order to' make a motion.

Mr. Newton said hesvants to promote job creation.\However, he has been unable to reconcile his
reservations from the year before when this was first proposed. He said he is not philosophically
opposed to county-ownership of dustrialyproperty. To be competitive economically, owning
industrial orcommercial commerce parks Isan appropriate activity. He is concerned about the
effect of@ foreclosure omithe Lowecoeuntry Economic Network. However, as a custodian of the
taxpayers’. money, he believes councilneeds a full understanding of the value of the property.
He does not\believe taking time to get a current appraisal prejudices the current discussion. He is
not willing“toy,support a tax increase to acquire the property. The current model with the
Lowcountry Econoemic Network needs to be reviewed and tweaked if it is not working. He does
not believe thereis sufficient information available to council to move forward at this time. Mr.
Newton feels he wanted, results from the Lowcountry Economic Network, and he wants to see if
it is headed in the right direction to create jobs.

It was moved by Mr. Newton, seconded by Mr. Flewelling, that Council postpone acquisition of
the Beaufort Commerce Park until April 15, 2011 to obtain a current appraisal and review the
model, structure and funding of the County's current economic development effort including the
Lowcountry Economic Network.

Mr. McBride, as Parliamentarian, ruled the motion debatable.
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Ms. Von Harten said the appraisal does not matter “because the bank wants what it wants.” It is
her understanding the *“Lowcountry Economic Network is still liable for the amount it owes,
regardless.” She feels “an appraisal is a non-issue.” There is a lot of misinformation in the
public. Many of those who have spoken at the public hearing have not been at council committee
meetings when Network members came with lists of people wanting to do business in Beaufort
County who cannot make the numbers work because the incentives in Beaufort are not
competitive with other states and counties. She said the playing field is not level and acquiring
the park will do that.

Mr. Stewart said he agrees with some of what Mr. Newton said. The bank financing of the park
may require expediency. Another issue is whether this is being approached in the right manner.
He feels there should be a full airing of how Beaufort©County IS \approaching economic
development. He doubts this can be done in 60 days. He réeommends goingiforward. There are a
lot of parameters to work out and that will require a significant amount of work. He will vote no
on the motion “because we’ll come back to it in 60 days and be no closer to a selution.”

Mr. McBride was surprised by the motion because of previousd@ebate and the consensus to move
it forward or vote against it. The banks may choose not'to wait, and the property might not be
available to the county anymore. He saidymany counties in the state own industrial parks. He said
the way to get jobs into the area is to own theyproperty, to show it,to perspective tenants, and to
get them to move into it. It does not bother him if,they sell the“land for less than fair market
value “because that’s what counties do to get industriahdevelopment.” He will not vote for the
motion because he thinks “this might be a time-delay killing tactic,” he said.

Mr. Sommerville reviewed the two elements in the motion. He asked rhetorically how the review
of the model would e done. He agreed with Mr. Stewart’s point that 60 days is not a reasonable
amount of time for that to happen: In regard to the 'need for a current appraisal, that can be done
in 60 days, he feels, though'such@an appraisal.is. “alittle short on comparables.”

Mr. Flewelling said he'hasia recent appraisal on an industrial park in Lobeco.

Mr. Caporale said he thinks the motion is the best possible one to be made “given all that we’ve
heard here ‘tonight.” His constituents “spoke overwhelmingly against the purchase,” so he had
come to the meeting planning to vote against it on their behalf. He said the chairman’s motion
shows “patience, tolerance and wisdom for the gravity of the question.” Even if the motion was
just to get an appraisalyhe‘would feel that important because those in favor and opposed to the
purchase have all spoken in favor of getting one. He said he is surprised council does not have
confidence in what it could accomplish in 60 days. He thinks it is quite possible to do this
evaluation in far less time than 60 days. Decisions that affect more people and involve a lot more
money have been made in less time. He said “there’s a lot at stake here,” and this motion “takes
a lot of the controversy out of this.”

Mr. Flewelling said a current appraisal is essential, and he feels they cannot, in good conscience,
make a decision involving a $2.5 million purchase without one. A review of the Lowcountry
Economic Network and economic development in the future may take longer than 60 days, but it
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will lead council to a decision on how they want to proceed on this purchase, and they will have
to make a vote then. Even if the property is foreclosed, Councilman Flewelling stated, “It will
certainly take more than 60 days.” The property will still be available and owned by Lowcountry
Economic Network.

Mr. Sommerville said the appraisal is straightforward; the evaluation is less so, and he would
feel better if there were “a less amorphous statement.” He offered the opportunity for
amendment.

Ms. Von Harten said she would like to hear from Mrs. Statler abaut what happens if it goes into
foreclosure and how much they are responsible for paying.

Mr. Flewelling said this speaks to the main matter and not'the motion at hand.

Ms. Von Harten asked why they need an appraisal “if the appraisal doesn't matter?”
Mr. Sommerville said discussion of a motion does not permit publie.comment.

Mr. Newton said he could speak to legalymatters.

Ms. Von Harten asked how much LowecountrysEconomic Network would still owe if the
property is foreclosed.

Mr. Newton said “nobodysknows,until it’s actually been sold at the courthouse steps.” He went
on to explain the legalgrocesses and timelines of a foreclosure. He said if it is sold on the steps
and the banks are outbid by less than the debt; or even if the bank gets it, “the delta is a
deficiency judgment” that then is awarded against LLowcountry Economic Network. He explained
that his motion pertains to. getting-a current_appraisal in part as it concerns the deficiency
judgment.

Mr. Semmerville asked ifithe timing'of 60°days considers what the banks can do in that period.

Mr. Stewart'said “we’re here at the ninth hour” and no one has asked for an appraisal before. He
said Mr. Kubic had an appraisal that he thought was acceptable, and Mr. Stewart asked Mr.
Kubic to speak tothat appraisal.

Mr. Kubic said they had $2.5 million as a purchase price. He told council at that committee
meeting that he had ah appraisal he thought was from 2009 for $3.1 million, and he thinks he
said that if it had depreciated $1 million, the park and every adjoining property “are in deep
trouble.” The difference between 2009 and current appraisals would be the installation of the
stormwater management system which in most case is an enhancement on the property.

Mr. Stewart said the committee at that time accepted what Mr. Kubic offered and did not ask him
to go and get an appraisal.
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Mr. Kubic said he felt it was part of his preparation to say he did not have a current appraisal, so
he gave full disclosure on the documents he presented to council.

Mr. Sommerville said he recalls him saying that, but he thinks the appraisal was for $3.7 million
or $3.8 million, and Mr. Kubic said that he cannot recall and that could be correct. He said he did
not believe Mr. Flewelling was at the meeting.

Mr. Rodman spoke in favor of the motion. He is a strong proponent of economic development
and would give two to three times as much for this property. But to him, the question is whether
purchasing this land is the best use for $2.5 million. An appraisdl Is appropriate and probably
should have been asked for sooner. He would like to see details on the relationship between the
county and Lowcountry Economic Network and the balance‘sheet. The ease has not been made
for the purchase, and the model is not working. He feelsithat\for many: reasons they have not
been successful, even in good times, so particularly when companies are not investing and going
offshore. In addition, other properties are coming on the market as companies vacate their
existing properties. Regardless of what happens, the property will be available for economic
development: what is the right price and who is the right buyer? He.does not believe foreclosure
is the right path. The three players are the Lowcountry Eeonomic Network — which is insolvent,
the banks — which he feels have overreached, and the county,— which can help with interim
funding. If the motion is approved and the 60 days are taken, he would like the Lowcountry
Economic Network to consider seeking Chapter 11yprotection.

Mr. Glaze said he has been approached by both sides. He isteonsidering Beaufort County as a
whole. He cited the number of fereclosed houses in the county and other economic issues. He
asked, “What guarantees they have and questioned whether the $2.5 million could be used to
“maintain the econemicistatus of the individualsi\who are working now,” which is economic
development. He believes 60 days.is enough time for the process and added that they want to
avoid procrastination. If the 60.days are voted for, he will support economic development, and
will vote forfit, but ifithe vote on, the county purchase were taken immediately, he would vote
against economic development. Making enemies or potential re-election does not matter to him;
what matters is that he does “the right thing.”

Mr. Stewart said if the council votes for the 60-day extension for review on economic
development, he respectfully/requested that Mr. Newton create “a specific statement as to how
this will be carried out,” including timing, schedules, etc.

Mr. Sommerville agreed that there needs to specificity in the motion regarding the review
process of the current‘model for economic development. It is vague, and he feels that the matter
will go to a committee who will put specificity in that part of the motion.

Mr. Sommerville asked council to discuss, if the motion passed, where it goes from here. Staff
will handle the appraisal portion. The review and evaluation would be council’s to do. There was
no disagreement with Mr. Sommerville on either of these statements.
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Mr. Dawson said he agrees with Mr. Stewart’s approach in that Mr. Newton should guide
council in the process of review because they had ample time to answer the questions that have
been asked tonight and time to have asked Mr. Kubic to get an appraisal, but this was not done.
As chairman, Mr. Newton should lead council in the direction they should be going regarding
economic development. If council does not get serious about economic development, they are
doing the citizens of this county a great disservice.”

Mr. Newton said ten months ago, he raised the same questions, with nosresults. He supported the
concept on first reading to further discussion. On second reading they were,told there would be a
one-eighth of a mill tax increase. They also heard that a deficieney judgment could “cripple the
Lowcountry Economic Network.” Council also heard that the oroperty was worth $3.7 million,
which led him to wonder why they were worried about a deficiency. judgment. He feels they
need an appraised value and that council is capable of looking“at what other, areas do, how they
are comprised, etc. He feels it is “unfair to say that iffyou’re*not in favor of this, you’re not in
favor of economic development.” He does not think this is the only possibilitys He feels they
should know the value of what they might be buying.

Mr. Sommerville said it is at the Chairman’s discretion to'determine which committee this matter
will go to.

Mr. McBride said he is convinced that some council.members will not ever vote for this and are
using this 60 days “as a delay tactic.”

The vote was: YEAS_ & MranCaporale, Mri{Flewelling, Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr.
Sommerville and Mr. Stewart. "NAYS - Mr. Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride and Ms. VVon
Harten. ABSENT <Mr.aBaer. The motion passed:

The Vice Chairman passed the'gavel'back to,the Chairman in order to continue the meeting.

PUBLICCOMMENT

The Chairman recognized Ms. Fran Heckrotte, a Beaufort resident, who is opposed the County
purchasing thexBeaufort Commerce Park.

ADJOURNMENT

Council adjourned at 9:01 p.m.
COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

By:

Wm. Weston J. Newton, Chairman
ATTEST:
Suzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council
Ratified:
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COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S REPORT
Monday, March 14, 2011

4:.00 p.m.
County Council Chambers

INFORMATION ITEMS:

= The County Channel / Broadcast Update

Two-week Progress Report (Enclosure)
» |ntroduction / Monica Spells, Compliance Officer, Purchasing Department

* Presentation / Boundary Street and Ribaut Road Traffic Signal Network
Mr. Colin Kinton, Traffic Engineer

o Beaufort County (Lady’s Island) Airport Master Plan
Mr. Paul Andres, Airport Director

¢ Bluffton Parkway Phase 5B Realignment (Enclosure)
¢ Report / County Council Annual Planning Session (Retreat)

« Report /2011 National Association of Counties Legislative Conference (Enclosure)

ACTION ITEMS:
¢ County Council Modified Meeting Schedule (Enclosure)

¢ Resolution to ask for Attorney General’s Opinion in Regard to “Roll-forward” Taxes.
(Enclosure)
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Memorandum

DATE: WMarch 11, 2011

TO: County Council

FROM: Gary Kubic, County Administrator 6&‘6@(&

SUBJ: County Administrator's Progress Report

The following is a summary of activities that took place February 28, 2011 through
March 11, 2011:

February 28, 2011

¢ Conference call with Staff Attorney Ladson Howell re: St. Helena Branch Library /
Brown property
o County Council meeting — Hilton Head Island Library

March 1, 2011

¢ Penn Center's Executive Committee meeting re: St. Helena Branch Library
¢ Public Facilities Committee meeting

March 2, 2011

e Alcohol and Drug Abuse Accreditation Orientation Briefing Preceding
Reaccreditation Survey by Rehabilitation Accreditation Commission

March 3 - 5, 2011
e County Council Annual Planning Retreat
March 6 - 9, 2011

e 2011 National Association of Counties (NACo) Legislative Conference,
Washington, DC

March 10, 2011

e Agenda review
¢ Rural and Critical Land Preservation Board Retreat at Palmetto Bluff
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March 11, 2011

¢ Meeting re: Development of Widgeon Point Park



Lisa Sulka
Mayor

Fred Hamilton Jr.

Mayor Pro Tempore

Council Members
Michael Raymond
Oliver Brown
Allyne Mitchell

Anthony Barrett
Town Manager

March 7, 2011

Mr. Wm. Weston J. Newton
Beaufort County Council Chairman
PO Box 1938

Bluffton, SC 29910-1228

Re:

Bluffton Parkway Phase 5B Realignment

Dear Chairman Newton,

As discussed at previous meetings, this letter is our formal request to reconsider the
alignment of Bluffton Parkway. We feel strongly the alignment presented by Thomas &
Hutton on behalf of Reed Development is the better alignment. There are several
reasons we feel this is the appropriate alignment for this road:

1.

6.

This alignment will center the intersection of Bluffton Parkway and Buckwalter
Parkway more evenly between the existing intersection of Bluffton
Parkway/Buckwalter and Lake Pointe Drive/Buckwalter Parkway intersection.
The revised alignment will minimize intersections in major horizontal curves.
Utilization of the power line easement provides more commercial development
opportunities.

The revised alignment minimizes Right of Way acquisition costs.

The developer may be interested in constructing a portion of the realigned
roadway.

Realignment minimizes any potential for litigation from the property owner.

While we agree some of the costs incurred in the original design will be lost, the savings
achieved through Right of Way donation will outweigh the design costs already
incurred. In fact, we believe the savings realized with re-design factored in will be in
excess of $1,000,000.

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

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

Sandra Lunceford
Town Clerk



To clarify, the 9™ Amendment to the Buckwalter Development Agreement, Section 14
(B) provides that upon final determination of the Bluffton Parkway Phase 5B route,
University Investments will enter into a good faith of negotiations with the Town of
Bluffton and Beaufort County regarding compensation for the Phase 5B Right of Way. It
is understood and agreed that if the final routing of Bluffton Parkway Phase 5B is
acceptable to the Town of Bluffton, Beaufort County, and affected property owners
(specifically University Investments) the Right of Way will be donated.

Given fiscal constraints alone, these revisions should be pursued. In addition to the
reduced Right of Way costs, the revised alignment improves the roadway geometry and
may provide for potential additional cost savings through developer construction.

We feel strongly these arguments regarding realignment of Bluffton Parkway are
compelling and should be factored into decision making by County Council as well as
considered by staff. We look forward to working with you on these revisions for the
benefit of the citizens of Bluffton and Beaufort County.

We look forward to having the opportunity to present this matter to the appropriate
Council committee for discussion followed by a presentation to the full Council.

Sincerely,
L

Mayor Lisa Sulka

CC:  County Council Members
Town Council Members
Town Attorney Terry Finger
Anthony Barrett, Town Manager
Marc Orlando, Deputy Town Manager
R. E. Fletcher, Director of Engineering
Karen larrett, Transportation Project Manager
Gary Kubic, County Administrator
Ladson Howell, County Attorney
Rob McFee, Director Engineering and Infrastructure

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

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




ofthe hlghWay translt, federal alrport and .
-~ fror i expert panellsts what to expect in 2011, -
§eehow youi'can prepare: yotir' county for the
lmpact of these ‘thahges and getsugsestions
- onhowto lobbv members of Congress for the

c‘hanges you need. {Stoﬁ‘ Llaison Bob Fogel,
202/942-4217}

. Aﬁordable Care Act: Preventlon and Public
Health investments -

Two Issues critical to your oommunlty S health ‘
“are prevention and costs. Attend this session

" to hear about the strategy being developed by
 the Naﬁonal Prevention, Health Promotion and

- Public Health Couricil and consider the preventlonr L

and public health investments outlined inthe -
Affordable Care Act (ACA). Speakers will ldentlfy
thé funding opportunltles avallable for programs
that promote good health in your county, {Staf
l.rolson. Anliu Cardwetl 202/.942-4267}

e Govemment lnlﬂaﬁves to I.ower lall and
PrlsonPopulaﬁons R

In this session, you'll hear about three related
legistative initiatives to lower jai| and prison

_ populatians that are now pending in Congress.
Panelists will demonstrate the impact of justloe
relnvestment at the county level, showing
" how you may be able to reinvest the potential
savings of a reduced Jail population back into
your county budget. Join this workshop for ideas
. on bringing these programs back home. (Staff
Liaison: Donald Murray, 202/ 942-4239).

* Renewable Energy Siting Issues: What You
Need To Know

Renewable energy facilities suggest opportuni-
ties for new jobs, reductions in energy costs
and benefits to the environment, but before
we see growth in the energy sector, we need to
address the limits of the current infrastructure..

Come to this sesslon to hear about the directions

'avlatlon programs. Attend this workshop to leam

declgned foryou loln refirefnent expertsto see
how you can calculate your incoime needs, leam
o about dlfferent sources of income and recognize - - .
- the benefits and risks of différent distribution op-
" tions. “This workshop will slmplrfy your plannlng

and reduce the risks of unnecessary surpnses

- (Staﬁ" Ualson. l.isa Cole, 202/942-4270)

e Cloud Compuﬁngz How |tlmproves Servloes

and Reduces Costs .
What's the buzz about cloud oomputlng? How
will this technology beneﬁt my county? Come

to this workshop to her about the experlences
- of participants in NACa's cloud oomputing pilot
. program. County. oﬂldals and representahves

" “doud computing” and will demonstrate how

it can Improve communications and, ultimately,
save your county money. {smﬁ Liaison; Nancy .

. Parrish, 202/661-8824),

* Workforce Development ina Changlng
Economy: The Future of WIA

Across the country innovative publlc/prlvate
partnerships are developing to change the way
adult education, workforce training and post
secondary education work together to address
the needs of both underemployed adults and
employers. Attend this session to hear how the
Workforce Investment Act and other legislation
are being leveraged to grow businesses and job
opportunities both nationally and locally. {Staff
Ligison: Deseree Gardner, 202/942-4204).

Educational Session bldck n

_Monday, March 7 - 10:45 am, ~12:00 Noon

"~ providing

o meetlngconstmcl!onandaltemaﬂveaccess Co
- requirements and supporting Safe Harbor clalms .

- <that represent new accommodations for disatiled -

L “persons; (Staff Lialsons: Jackie Byers, 202/942 .
E _':42850ndMarﬂind3anz,202/942-4260)" SN

& The Fedéral Benefits Debate fof Incariarated

, Veterans and Military Servrce Members-

1syour county experlenoing increasing numbers :
of military service membersand veterans j in

 the criminal justice system? In some cases, this
" “may be the result of the loss of federal benefits,

particularly for mental health and co-occurring
disorders that contribute to repeated contact with
the justice system. This workshop will identify
unmet needs in this population, examine the
legislative and programmatic debate around these
benefits and describe and demonstrate current
efforts to assist veterans, service members and
their families. (Staff Liaisons: Maeghan Giimore,
202/942-4261 and Jim Sawyer, 202/661-8868).

* Lessons Learmed: What You Want to Know
About Disaster Recovery -

Have you ever considered what will be your top
challenges if your county faces a disaster? This
workshop provides practical information from

* both NACo members in communities that have

experienced recent disasters and nationally rec-
ognized experts on disaster recovery. Learn how -
you can lnltiaoe an effective d‘saster preparaﬁon L

' plannlng, garnmg public sup J_go

o _ strateglestomiﬁﬁt&«themds

For answers to your questions ... E-mail nacomeetings@naco.org



S ]

Parrish zoé/ssz-asu) '

- By thls summier, many cou ofﬁdaiswillbe
oompieteiyinvoived in the pracess :

. ‘re-districting. Representatives froim NACo, state -
. legislature, industry and the U.S, Census Bureau -

* will explain hiow this year's redistricting differs
Aromthe 2000 cycle. They'll describe how best

you can use staff, techinology, data and other .

“resources to not only complete the ]ob hut also
- “get the mast out of the process for your county,
(Staf Liaison' Bert Jarreau, 202/?942-4248)

Tuesday, Man:h 8 10 45 a m 12‘00 Noon :

.. The Eoonomlc Development Mminlstraﬂon
. and YourCommunity ’

'+ Join thisworkshop to leamn bow the prioriﬁes »
and initiatives of the U.S. Department of Com-
‘merce’s Economic Deveiopment Admimstraﬁon s
{EDA} impact county government. EDA officials

- will demonstrate the importance of oomprehen-
sive negional planning and describe the process
for your application of economic development ‘
grants. (Staff Liaison Daria Daniel 202/942-
4212).

* The Next Farm Bill: Advocating for Rural
County Priorities
Water, wastewater and broadband
infrastructure; rural business programs and
housing; renewable energy; support for farmers;
regional development strategies - all are county
concerns traditionally bolstered by USDA’s grant
and loan programs that face an uncertain future
as Congress considers the reauthorization of
the upcoming Farm Bill. Attend this workshop
~.,_ tohear about the future of rural and farm
nd learn from rural county officials,
staff and representatives of the

il guide you'in identifying avallable gra

ts. They'll share valuable insights into future

P federal spending priorities for homneland security :
(Staff Liaison Daien Harris, 202/.942-4236) ‘

' I(lds and Gangs The Prevenﬁve Potenﬁal of
" Federal Youth Legislation *~ -
- The House Judiciary Committee adopted the
- Youth Promise Act in the 111th Congress.

With support from more than 200 House .

members, the iegisiation focuses on prevention
- and early intervéntion with youth involved in
" the justice system. In this workshop see how
_funds authorized under the Act are used by

focal governments to implement evidence-
‘based prevention and intervention strategies.

. Representa;ives from Multnomah County, :
~Oregon will outiine what they're  doing to réduce.
dellnquency among youth_ (Staﬁ Liaison: Donaid -

Murmy, 202/942-4239)

*Out with the Wash: Proposed Clean Water Act

Changes

" Facing Congress are a host of proposed changes

to the Clean Water Act that will have direct

impact on your county government. These range - ’

from new regulations and legislation govern-
ing pesticides and stormwater management to
pending court cases on navigable waters issues.
Speakers from Capitol Hill, the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), and the legal system -
will review these proposals and discuss how
they may affect your county. (Staff Liaison: Julie

Ufner, 202/942-4269).

“» Tools You Can Use to Promote County Govern-

ment

Essential for effective governing Is an informed
public, and raising public awareness is one of
President Glen Whitley's initiatives in 2010-2011.
To further that initiative, President Whitley has
authorized an array of tools and materials for you
to use in your county, including public service
announcements talking pomts brochures and-

' rksbop iueyfederal ‘and oongressiohal ofﬁciais _

cation deadiings and filing nequire- i at | S 1 i
Tuesday, March‘s 2 4S p.m. -4‘00 p.m

e e Keeping Cool When the Heat IsOn"
- |ncreasinglv. county officials are oonfronted by
~ angry citizens, “gotcha® joumalists and camera-

phorie wleldingbioggers and poiitial opponents.

. The temptation is to lash out and “let them
T have it,” ensuring tinwanted media publicity and

internet notoriety. Media relatiens and ﬂsbening '

éxperts will shane tipsonligwtorespondtoemo- .
- tionally charge arguments and diffise explosive .

situations. Leam about the impact ‘of Social -

- Media and the consequefices of losing your cool ,
* .when underpressure {Stoﬁyoison J’m_fhiiipps, -

« County Offidials Focus on Clarity!

Learn how to frame a community issue that
motivates peopie to respond in a positive way.
Trudy Rice, 2010-2011 Ralph L. Tabar NACo
Extension Fellow and Community Development
Educator at Kansas State University’s Research
and Extension, will lead this interactive session
‘and offer a toolkit you can use to engage

your public in ways that will bring clarity and
constructive solutions to community issues.
(Staff Lialson: Trudy Rice, 202/661-8805).

* The New Political Landscape: What to Expect
from the New Congress
The votes are counted and the races are calle

Visit NACo’s web site at www.naco.org for up-to-date conference information




2011 NACo Legislative Conference

Program-at-a-Glance
As of Feb. 10, 2011

Saturday, March 5, 2011

8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.
Registration
Convention Registration Desk (Lobby Level)

8:30 am. - 9:30 a.m.
Agriculture and Rural Affairs Steering Committee: Agriculture Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Maryland A/B (Lobby Level)

8:30 am. - 9:30a.m.
Public Lands Steering Committee: Federal Land Payments Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Virginia (Lobby Level)

8:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.
Technology Summit: County Survival Strategies in Tough Economic Times
Room: Lincoln 3/4 (Exhibition Level)

8:30 a.m. - 6:00 p.m.
NACCED Committee and Board Meetings
Room: Washington 3 (Exhibition Level)

~8:45a.m. - 11:30 a.m.
NACCTFO: Motivating New Employees
Room: Washington 5 (Exhibition Level

9:00 a.m. - 10:156 a.m.
NACRC: General Session, Walking the Social Media Tightrope — Legal and Privacy Aspects of Social Media
Held Off-Site: Washington Marriott, 1221 22nd Street NW -

9:00 a.m. - 11:00 a.m.

Finance and Intergovernmental Affairs Steering Committee: County and Tribal Government Relations
Subcommittee Meeting

Room: Delaware A/B (Lobby Level)

9:00 a.m. - 11:00 a.m.
Audit Committee Meeting
Room: McKinley (Mezzanine Level)

9:00 a.m. - 11:00 a.m.

Justice and Public Safety Steering Committee: Homeland Security and Emergency Management Subcommittee
Meeting

Room: Thurgood Marshall South/West (Mezzanine Level)

9:00 a.m. - 11:30 a.m.
NACHFA Meeting
Room: Hoover (Mezzanine Level)

9:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.
NACE Executive Advisory Committee Meeting
Room: Jackson (Mezzanine Level)



Saturday, March 5 — Continued

9:45a.m. - 10:45 a.m. . )
Agriculture and Rural Affairs Steering Committee: Rural Development Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Maryland A/B (Lobby Level)

9:45a.m. - 10:45a.m. .
Public Lands Steering Committee: Federal Land Management Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Virginia (Lobby Level)

10:30 a.m. — 12:00 Noon
NACRC: Land Records GIS Integration, A New Initiative with Many Possible Benefits
Held Off-Site: Washington Marriott, 1221 22nd Street NW

10:30 a.m. - 12:00 Noon
NACRC: Elections Administration “Election Class” Mail and Mail Voting Experiences
Held Off-Site: Washington Marriott, 1221 22nd Street NW

10:45 a.m. - 12:45 p.m.
Environment, Energy and Land Use Steering Committee: Meeting On Resolutions
Room: Thurgood Marshall North/East (Mezzanine Level)

11:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon
Agriculture and Rural Affairs Steering Committee: Food Safety Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Maryland A/B (Lobby Level)

11:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon
Justice and Public Safety Steering Committee: Law Enforcement Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Thurgood Marshall South/West (Mezzanine Level)

11:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon
Public Lands Steering Committee: Gateway Communities Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Virginia (Lobby Level)

11:00 a.m. - 1:00 p.m.
Finance Committee Meeting
Room: McKinley (Mezzanine Level)

11:30 a.m. - 1:30 p.m.
NOBCO Board of Directors Meeting
Room: Washington 4 (Exhibition Level)

12:00 Noon - 1:00 p.m.
Transportation Steering Committee: Highway —~ Highway Safety Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Maryland A/B (Lobby Level)

12:30 p.m. - 1:30 p.m.
Health Steering Committee: Behavioral Health Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Lincoln 6 (Exhibition Level)

12:30 p.m. - 2:30 p.m.
Finance and Intergovernmental Affairs Steering Committee: Elections Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Delaware A/B (Lobby Level)



Saturday, March 5 — Continued

1:00 p.m. - 2:00 p.m.
Transportation Steering Committee: Mass Transit-Railroad Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Maryland A/B (Lobby Level)

1:00 p.m. - 2:00 p.m.
Justice and Public Safety Steering Committee: Juvenile Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Thurgood Marshall SouthWest (Mezzanine Level)

1:00 p.m. - 3:00 p.m.
NACo Programs and Services Committee Meetlng
Room: Coolidge (Mezzanine Level)

1:00 p.m. - 3:30 p.m.
NACCTFO: Counties in a Federal System
Room: Washington 5 (Exhibition Level)

1:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m.
NACHSA Meeting
Room: Lincoln 5 (Exhibition Level)

1:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m.
Western Interstate Region Board of Directors Meeting
Room: Virginia (Lobby Level)

1:30 p.m. - 3:00 p.m.
NACRC: Land Records RESPA
(" Held Off-Site: Washington Marriott, 1221 22nd Street NW

1:30 p.m. - 3:00 p.m.
NACRC: Elections 2010 Census Results and 2011 Redlstnctlng
Held Off-Site: Washington Marrioft, 1221 22nd Street NW

1:45 pm. - 2:45 p.m.
Health Steering Committee: Public Health and Healthy Communities Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Lincoln 6 (Exhibition Level)

2:00 p.m. - 3:00 p.m.
NACo Officers and Regional Representatives Meeting
Room: Hoover (Mezzanine Level)

2:00 p.m. - 3:00 p.m.
Transportation Steering Committee: Ports Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Maryland A/B (Lobby Level)

2:00 p.m. - 3:00 p.m.
Justice and Public Safety Steering Committee: Corrections Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Thurgood Marshall South/West (Mezzanine Level)

2:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m.
Environment, Energy and Land Use Steering Committee: Joint Land and Solid Waste Subcommittee and Water
Quality Subcommittee Meeting

(ﬁm Room: Thurgood Marshall North/East (Mezzanine Level)



Saturday, March 5 — Continued

2:30 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. _ . _
Finance and Intergovernmental Affairs Steering Committee: Fiscal Policy Subcommittee Meeting ﬁ
Room: Delaware A/B (Lobby Level) ‘

2:30 p.m. - 4:30 p.m.
NABCO Business Roundtable (BRT) Meeting
Room: Washington 4 (Exhibition Level)

3:00 p.m. - 4:00 p-m.
Health Steering Committee: Health Reform Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Lincoln 6 (Exhibition Level)

3:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m.
Transportation Steering Committee: Airports Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Maryland A/B (Lobby Level)

3:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m.
Justice and Public Safety Steering Committee: Court Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Thurgood Marshall South/West (Mezzanine Level)

3:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m.
County Government Works Campaign/Public Awareness Working Group
Room: McKinley (Mezzanine Level)

3:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.
NACA Executive Board Meeting ”
Room: Jefferson (Mezzanine Level) /N)

3:16p.m.-4:45p.m.

NACRC: Records Management How to Secure Funding or Special Fees to Fund Your Technology and Archive
Conversion Needs :

Held Off-Site: Washington Marriott, 1221 22nd Street NW

3:15 p.m. — 4:45 p.m.
NACRC: Court Administration/Clerk to Board/Vitals and Passports, A Discussion on How to Take Effective Minutes
Held Off-Site: Washington Mariott, 1221 22nd Street NW

3:30 p.m. - 4:30 p.m.
Welcome to First Time Conference Attendees
Room: Harding (Mezzanine Level)

4:00 p.m. - 5:30 p.m.
Green Government Advisory Board Meeting
Room: Lincoln 2 (Exhibition Level)

4:30 p.m. - 5:30 p.m.
Policy Coordinating Committee Meeting
Room: Maryland C (Lobby Level)

5:30 p.m. - 7:00 p.m.
NACo/State Assaciation Legislative Staff Roundtable
Room: Coolidge (Mezzanine Level) ‘ "\



Sunday, March 6, 2011

7:30 am. - 8:30a.m.
(m\ Non-Denominational Worship Service
Room: Washington 6 (Exhibition Level)

7:30 am. - 8:30 a.m.
Guif Counties and Parishes Oil Spill Task Force Meeting
Room: Balcony A (Mezzanine Level)

8:00 a.m. - 10:00 a.m. -
Healthy Counties Advisory Board Meeting
Room: McKinley (Mezzanine Level)

8:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon
NACo Deferred Compensation Advisory Committee Meeting
Room: Maryland C (Lobby Level)

8:30 a.m. - 9:30 a.m.
NACo South Region Meeting
Room: Balcony B (Mezzanine Level)

8:30 am. - 9:30 a.m.
NACo West Region Meeting
Room: Coolidge (Mezzanine Level)

8:30 am. - 9:30 a.m.
NACo Central Region Meeting
“" Room: Harding (Mezzanine Level)

8:30 am. - 9:30 a.m.
NACo Northeast Region Meeting
Room: Hoover (Mezzanine Level)

8:30 a.m. - 9:30 a.m.

Health Steering Committee: Long-Term Care Subcommittee; Human Services and Education Steering Committee:
Aging Subcommittee and NACAP Joint Meeting

Room: Lincoln 3/4 (Exhibition Level)

8:30 am. - 11:30 a.m.
GIS Committee Meeting
Room: Maryland A/B (Lobby Level)

8:30 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
Registration
Convention Registration Desk (Lobby Level)

9:00 a.m. - 10:00 a.m.
Labor and Employment Steering Committee: Meeting as a Resolutions Committee Meeting
Room: Lincoln 2 (Exhibition Level)

9:00 a.m. - 10:30 a.m.
= Community and Economic Development Steering Committee: Housing Subcommittee Meeting
(™™ Room: Lincoln 6 (Exhibition Level)



Sunday, March 6 — Continued

9:00 a.m. —10:30 a.m.
NACRC: Land Records Roundtable and Legislative Update
Held Off-Site: Washington Marmiott, 1221 22nd Street NW

9:00 a.m. - 10:30 a.m.
NACRC: Court Administration/Clerk to Board/Vitals and Passports Roundtable
Held Off-Site: Washington Mariott, 1221 22nd Street NW

9:00 a.m. - 11:00 a.m. -
Environment, Energy and Land Use Steering Committee: Joint Air Quality Subcommittee and Energy
Subcommittee Meeting

Room: Thurgoed Marshall North/East (Mezzanine Level)

9:00 a.m. - 11:45a.m.
Telecommunications and Technology Steering Committee Meeting
Room: Washington 5 (Exhibition Level)

9:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon
Finance and Intergovernmental Affairs Steering Committee Meeting
Room: Virginia (Lobby Level)

9:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon
Transportation Steering Committee Meeting
Room: Washington 3/4 (Exhibition Level)

9:00 a.m. - 12:30 p.m.
Agriculture and Rural Affairs Steering Committee Meeting
Room: Lincoln 5 (Exhibition Level)

9:00 a.m. - 12:45 p.m.
Justice and Public Safety Steering Committee Meeting
Room: Thurgood Marshall South/West (Mezzanine Level)

9:30 a.m. - 10:30 a.m.
Northeast Counties Caucus Business Meeting
Room: Hoover (Mezzanine Level)

9:30 a.m.: - 12:30 p.m. .
Public Lands Steering Committee Meeting
Room: Delaware A/B (Lobby Level)

9:45a.m. - 10:45a.m.

Health Steering Committee: Health Disparities Subcommittee; Human Services and Education Steering
Committee: Education, Children and Families Subcommittee and Welfare, Social Services and Immigration
Subcommittee Joint Meeting

Room: Lincoln 3/4 (Exhibition Level)

10:00 a.m. - 11:00 a.m.
State Association Meeting Planners Roundtable
Room: Jefferson (Mezzanine Level)

10:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon
NACIO Business and Membership Meeting
Room: Jackson (Mezzanine Level)



Sunday, March 6 — Continued

W’*m:oo am. - 1:00 p.m.
- Labor and Employment Steering Committee Meeting
Room: Lincoln 2 (Exhibition Level)

10:30 a.m. - 12:00 Noon
Community and Economic Development Steering Committee: Economic Development Subcommittee Meeting
Room: Lincoln 6 (Exhibition Level)

10:45 a.m. — 12:00 Noon
NACRC: Records Management PCI Compliance and Roundtable
Held Off-Site: Washington Marriolt, 1221 22nd Street NW

10:45 a.m. - 12:00 Noon
NACRC.: Elections Administration Roundtable
Held Off-Site: Washington Marmiott, 1221 22nd Street NW

11:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon

Health Steering Committee: Medicaid and Indigent Care Subcommittee and Human Services and Education
Steering Committee: Welfare, Social Services and immigration Subcommittee Joint Meeting

Room: Lincoln 3/4 (Exhibition Level)

12:00 Noon - 1:30 p.m.
Essential County Technology Committee Meeting
Room: Harding (Mezzanine Level)

(W 12:00 Noon - 1:30 p.m.
NACo Membership Committee Meeting
Room: Maryland A/B (Lobby Level)

12:00 Noon - 2:00 p.m.
NACRC: Board of Directors Meeting
Held Oft-Site: Washington Marriott, 1221 22nd Street NW

1:00 p.m. - 3:30 p.m.
NABCO Business Meeting
Room: Washington 6 (Exhibition Level)

1:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m.
Health Steering Committee Meeting
Room: Lincoln 3/4 (Exhibition Level)

1:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m.
Environment, Energy and Land Use Steering Committee Meeting
Room: Thurgood Marshall North/East (Mezzanine Level)

1:30 p.m. - 2:45 p.m.
State Association Deputy Directors Meeting
Room: Johnson(Mezzanine Level)

a~ 1:30 p.m. - 3:00 p.m.
(m NACIO Roundtable Discussion on Public Affairs Issues
Room: Jackson (Mezzanine Level)



Sunday, March 6 — Continued

1:30 p.m. - 4:00 p.m.
Community and Economic Development Steering Committee Meeting
Room: Lincoln 6 (Exhibition Level)

1:30 p.m. - 4:30 p.m.
Human Services and Education Steering Committee Meeting
Room: Delaware A/B (Lobby Level)

2:00_p.m. - 3:00 p.m.
NACIRO Business Meeting
Room: Balcony A (Mezzanine Level)

2:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.
Information Technology Committee Meeting
Room: Thurgood Marshall South/West (Mezzanine Level)

2:30 p.m. - 4:45p.m.
NACA Idea Exchange and General Membership Meeting
Room: Maryland C (Lobby Level)

3:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m.
NACo Board of Directors Forum
Room: Virginia A (Lobby Level)

3:16 p.m. - 4:30 p.m.
State Association Communcations Roundtable
Room: Jefferson (Mezzanine Level)

3:30 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.
Alabama Delegates Caucus and Hospitality
Room: Virginia B/C (Lobby Level)

4:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.
North Carolina Association of Black County Officials Meeting
Room: McKinley (Mezzanine Level)

4:30 p.m. - 5:30 p.m.
Northeast Counties Caucus Reception
Room: Coolidge (Mezzanine Level)

4:30 p.m. - 5:30 p.m.
Policy Coordinating Committee Meeting
Room: Lincoln 2 (Exhibition Level)

4:30 p.m. - 5:30 p.m.
LUCC Steering Committee Meeting
Room: Lincoln 5 (Exhibition Level)



Sunday, March 6 — Continued

_5:00 p.m. - 6:30 p.m.
(@m\ Minnesota Federal Issues Briefing
Room: Harding (Mezzanine Level)

5:00 p.m. - 6:30 p.m.
Florida Delegates Reception
Room: Hoover (Mezzanine Level)

5:30 p.m. - 6:30 p.m.
NACA Reception
Room: Balcony B (Mezzanine Level)

7:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m.
LUCC/RAC Reception
Held Off-Site: Smith & Wollensky, 1112 19" Street NW

Monday, March 7, 2011

7:00 a.m. - 9:00 a.m.
RAC Steering Committee Meeting
Room: Lincoln 2 (Exhibition Level)

7:30 am. - 8:30 a.m.
lllinois Counties Association Delegate Breakfast Meeting
Room: Jefferson (Mezzanine Level)

(" 7:30 am. - 8:45am.
Affiliate Council Meeting
Room: Hoover (Mezzanine Level)

7:30 a.m. - 9:30 a.m.
NCCAE Meeting
Room: Lincoln 4 (Exhibition Level)

8:00 am. - 10:00 a.m.
LUCC Membership Meeting
Room: Washington 4 (Exhibition Level)

8:00 a.m. - 10:30 a.m.
Veterans and Military Service Task Force Meeting
Room: Washington 3 (Exhibition Level)

8:00 am. - 3:00 p.m.
Registration
Convention Registration Desk (Lobby Level)



Monday, March 7 — Continued

9:00 am. - 10:15a.m.
Educational Session Block |

Cloud Computing: How It Improves Services and Reduces Costs
Room: Delaware A (Lobby Level)

Workforce Development in a Changing Economy: The Future of WIA
Room: Delaware B (Lobby Level)

A New World in Transportation
Room: Maryland A (Lobby Level)

Affordable Care Act: Prevention and Public Health Investments
Room: Maryland B (Lobby Level)

Government Initiatives to Lower Jail and Prison Populations
Room: Maryland C (Lobby Level)

Renewable Energy Siting Issues: What You Need to Know
Room: Virginia A (Lobby Level)

Looking Ahead: Public Finance Developments that Benefit County Government
Room: Virginia B (Lobby Level)

How Am | Going to Retire?
Room: Virginia C (Lobby Level)

10:30 a.m. - 1:00 p.m.

NACo Board of Directors Meeting

NACoRF Board of Directors Meeting

Room: Thurgeod Marshall Ballroom (Mezzanine Level)

10:45 a.m. - 12:00 Noon
Educational Session Block Il

It's All About the Numbers: Records Management in an Integrated Jail System
Room: Delaware A (Lobby Level)

Redistricting in a Nutshell
Room: Delaware B (Lobby Level)

Foreclosure: Support for Home Owners and Communities
Room: Maryland A (Lobby Level)

A New Day - A New ADA
Room: Maryland B (Lobby Level)

The Federal Benefits Debate for Incarcerated Veterans and Military Service Members
Room: Maryland C (Lobby Level)

Lessons Leamed: What You Want to Know about Disaster Recovery
Room: Virginia A (Lobby Level)



Monday, March 7 — Continued

=~ Year One Review: Federal Partnership for Sustainability
(" Room: Virginia B (Lobby Level)

11:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon
NDCO Executive Committee Meeting
Room: McKinley (Mezzanine Level)

11:30 a.m. - 1:30 p.m.
NOBCO AAALI Project Session -
Room: Washington 5 (Exhibition Level)

12:00 Noon - 1:15 p.m.
NAHCO Meeting
Room: Lincoln 2 (Exhibition Level)

1:00 p.m. - 1:30 p.m.
Women of NACo Leadership Network Meeting
Room: Lincoln 3 (Exhibition Level)

1:30 p.m. - 3:30 p.m.
Opening General Session
Marriott Ballroom (Lobby Level)

3:30 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Funding Opportunities and Resources
(@m\ Room: Maryland A (Lobby Level)

3:30 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.
NACCA Seminar and Business Meeting
Room: McKinley (Mezzanine Level)

3:45 p.m. - 4:45 p.m.
California Caucus
Room: Hoover (Mezzanine Level)

3:45 p.m. - 5:30 p.m.
North Carolina Caucus
Room: Thurgood Marshall West (Mezzanine Level)

4:15 p.m. - 5:30 p.m.
Pennsylvania Counties Caucus
Room: Jackson (Mezzanine Level)

4:30 p.m. - 6:00 p.m.
NDCO Membership Meeting and Reception
Room: Lincoln 2 (Exhibition Level)

5:00 p.m. - 6:00 p.m.
California Delegation Reception
Room: Balcony B (Mezzanine Level)

(mM 5:00 p.m. - 6:00 p.m.
South Carolina Association of Counties Reception
Room: Harding (Mezzanine Level)



Monday, March 7 — Continued

5:00 p.m. - 6:30 p.m.
County Leadership Institute Reunion
Room: Coolidge (Mezzanine Level)

5:00 p.m. - 7:00 p.m.
NCRCO Membership Meeting and Reception
Room: Lincoin 4 (Exhibition Level)

§:30 p.m. - 6:30 p.m.
North Carolina Reception
Room: Thurgood Marshall South (Mezzanine Level)

6:30 p.m. - 7:00 p.m.
New Mexico Association of Counties Delegates' Reception
Room: Balcony A (Mezzanine Level)

Tuesday, March 8, 2011

7:30 am. - 8:30 a.m.
Arts and Culture Commission Business Meeting
Room: McKinley (Mezzanine Level)

8:00 a.m. - 3:30 p.m.
Registration
Convention Registration Desk (Lobby Level)

8:30 a.m. - 10:15a.m.
General Session
Marriott Baliroom (Lobby Level)

10:45 a.m. - 12:00 Noon
Educational Session Block Il

Tools You Can Use to Promote County Government
Room: Delaware A (Lobby Level)

Federal Debt and Fiscal Responsibility:What Reform Efforts Mean to Your County
Room: Delaware B (Lobby Level)

The Economic Development Adminstration and Your Community
Room: Maryland A (Lobby Level)

The Next Farm Bill: Advocating for Rural County Priorities
Room: Maryland B (Lobby Level)

What's New with the Older Americans Act?
Room: Maryland C (Lobby Level)

Homeland Security in 2011: Federal Initiatives to Secure Your County
Room: Virginia A (Lobby Level)

Kids and Gangs: The Preventive Potential of Federal Youth Legislation
Room: Virginia B (Lobby Level)



Tuesday, March 8 — Continued

.. Out With the Wash: Proposed Clean Water Act Changes
(" Room: Virginia C (Lobby Level)

12:15p.m. - 2:30 p.m.
Attendee Luncheon
Marriott Ballroom (Lobby Level)

2:45 p.m. - 4:00 p.m.
Educational Session Block IV

The New Political Landscape: What to Expect from the New Congress
Room: Delaware A/B (Lobby Level)

Keeping Cool When the Heat is On
Room: Maryland A/B (Lobby Level)

County Officials Focus on Clarity
Room: Virginia (Lobby Level)

2:45 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.
Veterans and Military Services Task Force Meeting
Room: Washington 3 (Exhibition Level)

3:00 p.m. -4:00 p.m.
NACo Women'’s Leadership Network
Room: Suite 1021, Center Tower

4:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.
U.S.-Mexico Border Counties Coalition Legislative and Business Meeting
Room: Harding (Mezzanine Level)

6:30 p.m. - 9:00 p.m.
NACo President's Reception
Marriott Ballroom (Lobby Level)

Wednesday, March 9, 2011

8:00 a.m. - 9:00 a.m.
North Carolina Congressional Breakfast Meeting
Held Off-Site: Capitol Hill Club

8:00 am. - 9:30 am.
Wisconsin Counties Association Breakfast Caucus
Held Off-Site: U.S. Capitol Visitor's Center, Congressional Meeting Room North

8:00 am. - 9:30 a.m.
Ohio Congressional Delegation Breakfast
Held Oft-Site: Raybum Office Building, Room B340

8:00 a.m. - 10:00 a.m.
«~ Alabama Congressional Delegates Breakfast Meeting
(m Held Off-Site: Russell Senate Office Building, Kennedy Caucus Room SR325



Wednesday, March 9 — Continued

8:30 a.m. - 10:30 a.m.
Minnesota Congressional Breakfast Meeting
Held Off-Site: Library of Congress James Madison Building, Monipelier Room




County Council of Beaufort County

201
Regular Meetings
Date Time Meeting Description Location

January 10, 2011 4:00 p.m. Council Chambers

January 24, 2011 4:00 p.m. Council Chambers

February 14, 2011 4:00 p.m. Council Chambers

February 28, 2011 4:00 p.m. Hilton Head Island Library

March 14, 2011 4:00 p.m. Council Chambers

March 28, 2011 4:00 p.m. Caucus Executive Conference Room
5:00 p.m. Regular Council Chambers

April 11, 2011 4:00 p.m. Caucus Executive Conference Room
5:00 p.m. Regular Council Chambers

April 25, 2011 4:00 p.m. Caucus Executive Conference Room
5:00 p.m. Regular Council Chambers

May 9, 2011 4:00 p.m. Caucus Executive Conference Room
5:00 p.m. Regular Council Chambers

May 23, 2011 4:00 p.m. Caucus Hilton Head Island Library
5:00 p.m. Regular

June 13, 2011 4:00 p.m. Caucus Executive Conference Room
5:00 p.m. Regular Council Chambers

June 27, 2011 4:00 p.m. Caucus Executive Conference Room
5:00 p.m. Regular Council Chambers

July 25, 2011 4:00 p.m. Caucus Executive Conference Room
5:00 p.m. Regular Council Chambers

August 8, 2011 4:00 p.m. Caucus Executive Conference Room
5:00 p.m. Regular Council Chambers

August 22, 2011 4:00 p.m. Caucus Executive Conference Room
5:00 p.m. Regular Council Chambers

September 12, 2011 4:00 p.m. Caucus Hilton Head Island Library
5:00 p.m. Regular

September 26, 2011 4:00 p.m. Caucus Execut.we Conference Room
5:00 p.m. Regutar Council Chambers

October 10, 2011 4:00 p.m. Caucus Execut.lve Conference Room
5:00 p.m. Regular Council Chambers
4:00 p.m. Caucus

October 24, 2011 Hilton Head Island Library
5:00 p.m. Regular
4:00 p.m. Caucus Executive Conference Room

November 14, 2011
5:00 p.m. Regular Council Chambers

:00 p.m. i R

November 28, 2011 4:00 p.m Caucus Execut.lve Conference Rocom
5:00 p.m. Regular Council Chambers

December 12, 2011 4:00 p.m. Caucus Execut.lve Conference Room
5:00 p.m. Regular Council Chambers




R-2011-

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, property values in Beaufort County have decreased drastically in the last
few years; and

WHEREAS, the South Carolina Code of Laws provides a formula for counties to use in
calculating rollback taxes in those reassessment years where values have increased by new
construction or prosperous economic conditions; and

WHEREAS, the South Carolina Code of Laws does not address a calculation for "roll-
forward" taxes during the time of poor economic conditions.

NOW, THEREFORE, County Council of Beaufort County hereby resolves that it
authorizes the County Attorney to request a legal opinion from the Honorable Alan Wilson,
Attorney General for the State of South Carolina, for the purpose of clarifying what rights
Beaufort County may have in protecting its taxpayers during these trying economic times.

Adopted this day of March, 2011.

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

By:

Wm. J. Weston Newton, Chairman

Attest:

Suzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council




Memorandumv

DATE: March 11, 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 28, 2011 through March 11,
2011:

February 28. 2011 (Monday)--Bluffton Hours:

Bluffton Hours

Telephone call with Lyle Sumek re: County Council Retreat
Work on Allocation Budget Requests

County Council - HHI Library

March 1, 2011 (Tuesday):
e Attend Penn Center's Executive Committee Meeting re: St. Helena Library
e Attend Allocation Meeting with David Starkey, Billie Lindsay, Fred Leyda and Barbara
Childs

"‘March 2. 2011 (Wednesday):

e Attend Alcohol and Drug Abuse Orientation Briefing Preceding Reaccreditation Survey
by Rehabilitation Accreditation Commission
Bluffton Hours

¢ Attend Evening Retreat Meeting in Bluffton

March 3, 2011 (Thursday):

e County Council Retreat



March 4, 2011 (Friday):

¢ County Council Retreat

March 5, 2011 (Saturday):

e County Council Retreat

March 7, 2011 (Monday):

e Meet with David Starkey, Chief Financial Officer
o Meet with Monica Spells, Compliance Officer
¢ Attend Disabilities and Special Needs Upfits/Upgrades Meeting

March 8, 2011 (Tuesday):

DA Meeting

Attend St. Helena Library Presentation re: Budgeting Through Completion
Meet with Jim Minor, Public Works re: Waste Management Proposal
Meet with Donna Ownby, EMS Director re: 2012 Budget

Meet with Dan Morgan, MIS & GIS Director

March 9, 2011 (Wednesday):

Meet with Morris Campbell, Community Services Director

Meet with Gregg Hunt, Mosquito Control re: 2012 Budget

Meet with Dan Dennis, Dennis Corporation re: Final Invoice Review
Attend Waste Management Meeting at Public Works

March 10, 2011 (Thursday):

Agenda Review

Meet with Phil Foot, Detention Center Director re: 2012 Budget
Meet with Audra Antonacci re: 2012 Budget

Meet with Tony Lytton, Animal Shelter Director

March 11, 2011 (Friday)--Bluffton:

¢ Bluffion Hours




2011/

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

WHEREAS, §24-13-1510, et seq., Code of Laws of South 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 of such 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 (§24-13-1510, et seq., Code of Laws of South Carolina, 1976, as
amended.);

SECTION 2. Pursuant to §24-13-1530, 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 §24-13-1540, Code of Laws of South 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,
§24-13-1510, et seq., Code of Laws of South 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

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 28, 2011
Second Reading:

Public Hearing:

Third and Final Reading:
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY
BEAUFORT COUNTY ENGINEERING DIVISION
102 Industrial Village Road, Building #3, Beaufort, SC 29906
Post Office Drawer 1228, Beaufort, SC 29901-1228
~ Telephm(g-zss-noo Facsimile: 843-255-9420

QEAUFORT CY

TO: Councilman Herbert Glaze, Chairman; ic Facilities Compittee

VIA: Gary Kubic, County Administrator
Bryan Hill, Deputy Administrator
David Starkey, Chief Financial Offiter
fru

Rob McFee, Director, Engineering & Infras
Dave Thomas, Purchasing/Diréct

FROM: Bob Klink, County Engin

SUBIJ: Beaufort County Design Build Construction for Dirt Road Paving Contract #43 RFP #2906/110129
Middlefield Circle, Jasmine Hall Road, Ballpark Road, Ihley Road (County Council District #6)

DATE: February 22, 2011

BACKGROUND. Beaufort County issued a Request for Proposals from qualified firms to design and build the Dirt Road Paving
Contract #43. The following two firms responded and provided proposals for the project on 2/10/11.

PROPOSER ADDRESS __ AMOUNT
REA Contracting, LLC with Andrews & 42 Jeter Road, Beaufort, SC
Burgess, Inc. 40A Shanklin Road, Beaufort, SC $1,167,172.55
APAC Southeast with 47 Telfair Place, Savannah, GA
(m Coleman-Snow Consultants, LLC 1691 Turnbull Ave, Charleston, SC $1,314,200.00

The Design-Build proposal process differs from a typical construction bid, in that the proposers outline how they would accomplish
the project within a specified cost. In this regard, proposals are reviewed on the basis of the “value offered” rather than solely on the
lowest price. A committee consisting the County Engineer, Engineering Construction Manager, Construction Engineer and General
Support Superintendent reviewed the proposals and interviewed the two firms.

After the interviews, REA Contracting/Andrews & Burgess, Inc. was selected as the proposer providing best value for the
design and construction of this project. This team’s proposal was also reviewed for compliance with the County’s Small &
Minority Business Subcontractor Ordinance. It has beendetermined that they made a “Good Faith Effort” andare in

compliance with respect to Beaufort County’s requirements regarding the Small & Minority Business Subcontractor Ordinance

. On the basis of the qualification of the firm and the value offered, the committee recommends award of a design/build contract
to REA Contracting, LLC/Andrews & Burgess, Inc. The project will be funded by BCTC/TAG funds from the following
Middlefield Circle, 3322T-54728; Jasmine Hall Road, 3322T-54729; Ballpark Road 3322T-54730; Ihley Road 3322T-54731.

RECOMMENDATION. The Public Facilities Committee approve and recommend to County Council approval of a cotract
award to REA Contracting, LLC/Andrews & Burgess, Inc. to design and build the Dirt Road Paving Contract #43 in the amount

of $1,167,172.55.
REK/DS/mjh
Attachments: 1) Location Map
2) SMB Information

cc: Eddie Bellamy
- (contrac/43.rds/desbldpfcapp)
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY
BEAUFORT COUNTY ENGINEERING DIVISION
102 Industrial Village Road, Building #3, Beaufort, SC 29906
Post Office Drawer 1228, Beaufort, SC 29901-1228
Telephone: 843-255-2700 Facsimile: 843-255-9420
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TO: Councilman Herbert Glaze, Chairmap, Bublic Faciljties mittee

VIA: Gary Kubic, County Administrato <
Bryan Hill, Deputy Administrator, 4 )
David Starkey, Chief Financial Offcer %
Rob McFee, Director, Engineering & I t
cFee, Director, Engineering ay'ras A

Dave Thomas, Purchasing Djrégdtor ¢

FROM: Bob Klink, County Enginetr ¥

SUBI: Beaufort County Design Build Construction for Dirt Road Paving Contract #44 RFP #2906/110130
Fish Haul Road, Jessica Drive, Ned Court (County Council District #2)

DATE: February 22, 2011

BACKGROUND. Beaufort County issued a Request for Proposals from qualified firms to design and build the Dirt Road Paving
Contract #44. The following two firms responded and provided proposals for the project on 2/10/11..

PROPOSER ADDRESS AMOUNT
REA Contracting, LLC with Andrews & 42 Jeter Road, Beaufort, SC
Burgess, Inc. 40A Shanklin Road, Beaufort, SC $620,376.30
APAC Southeast with 47 Telfair Place, Savannah, GA
Coleman-Snow Consultants, L1.C 1691 Turnbull Ave, Charleston, SC $604,800.00

The Design-Build proposal process differs from a typical construction bid, in that the proposers outline how they would accomplish
the project within a specified cost. In this regard, proposals are reviewed on the basis of the “value offered” rather than solely on the
lowest price. A committee consisting the County Engineer, Engineering Construction Manager, Construction Engineer and General
Support Superintendent reviewed the proposals and interviewed the two firms.

After the interviews, REA Contracting/Andrews & Burgess, Inc,, was selected as the proposer with the best overall value for the
design and construction of this project and provides more construction and ergineering than the APAC/Coleman Snow team.
This team’s proposal was also reviewed for compliance with the County’s Small & Minority Business Subcontractor
Ordinance. It has been determined that they made a “Good Faith Effort” andare in compliance with respect to Beaufort

County’s requirements regarding the Small & Minoiity Business Subcontractor Ordinance.

On the basis of the qualification of the firm and the value offered, the committee recommends award of a design/buld contract
to REA Contracting, LLC/Andrews & Burgess, Inc. The project will be funded by BCTC/TAG funds from the following: Fish
Haul Road, 3322T-54732; Jessica Drive, 3322T-54733; Ned Court 3322T-54734.

RECOMMENDATION. The Public Facilities Committee approve and recommend to County Council approval of a caitract
award to REA Contracting, LLC/Andrews & Burgess, Inc. to design and build the Dirt Road Paving Contract #44 in the amount

of $620,376.30.
REK/DS/mjh
Attachments: 1} Location Map
2) SMB Information

cc: Eddie Bellamy

{ (contract/44.rds/desbidpfcapp)



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 }ined-through
shall be deleted text.

Adopted this day of , 2011,

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

BY:

Wm. Weston J. Newton, Chairman

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Ladson F. Howell, Staff Attorney

ATTEST:

Suzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council
First Reading: February 11, 2011
Second Reading: February 28, 2011
Public Hearing:

Third and Final Reading:

(Amending 99/12)
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TABLE 106-1098. GENERAL USE TABLE

|

Priority Areas

Land Use

U |s |CR

Cs

RD

LI

P

RC

Additional
Standards
(Sce Section)

Use Definition

INSTITUTIONAL USES

Assembly and
worship, large

L (L |Y

106-1246

Museums, libraries, aquariums, cultural or arts centers, historic sites and churches
with or without schools (except Sunday schools occupying no more than 50
percent of the floor area) as part of the complex and having 15,000 or greater
square feet of floor area. (NAICS 6111, 8131, 8134) Places of worship may
establish "on-site” social programs such 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 structures
may not exceed the allowable floor area ratio for the use / district. Additionally,
the floor area of all accessory uses may not exceed the floor area of the principal
building. (NAICS 624210, 624410, 813212, 8134)

Assembly and
worship, small

106-1247

Museums, aquariums, cultural or arts centers, historic sites and churches with or
without se schools (except Sunday schools occupying no more than 50 percent of
the floor area) as part of the complex and having less than 15,000 sq. ft. of floor
area. In the rural district, there shall be no minimum lot size for this use when less
than 15,000 sq. ft. of floor area;and/er-when-ne-sehoeHs-invelved. (NAICS
6111, 8131, 8134) This use includes all cemeteries. (INAICS 81222) Places of
waorship may establish "on-site" social programs such 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 ali principal and accessory
structures may not cxceed the-allowable-flaor-area-ratio-for-the-use-/distriet
15,000 square feet. Additionally, the floor area of all accessory uses may not
exceed the floor area of the principal building. (NAICS 624210, 624410, 813212,
8134)

Colleges and
professional
schools

106-1248

Colleges, universities, and professional schools; other advanced education.
(NAICS 6112, 6113)

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

Size. Small assembly and worship uses are less than 15,000 square feet, with or without a ne schodl. ‘

(@)
(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
DRT finds that access to an adjoining local street is safer, and provides improved desi gn, benefitting the county.

Rural dzstrzct In the rural dlstnct there shall be no minimum lot size for thlS use. When—the—use—proposes—a—selwol—(exeept—for

e_sse

(©)
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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, §24-13-235, 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 (§24-13-235, et seq., Code of Laws of South Carolina, 1976, as amended.);

SECTION 2. Pursuant to §24-13-235, et seq., Code of Laws of South 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,
§24-13-235, et seq., Code of Laws of South 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.
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SECTION 7. This Ordinance shall take effect upon third reading approval.

Adopted this day of , 2011.

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

BY:

Wm. Weston J. Newton, Chairman

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Ladson F. Howell, Staff Attomey

ATTEST:

Suzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council

First Reading: February 14, 2011
Second Reading: February 28, 2011
Public Hearing:

Third and Final Reading:
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Committee Reports
March 14, 2011

A. COMMITTEESREPORTING

1. Community Services
® Alcohol and Drug Abuse Board

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

@ Disabilities and Specid Needs Board
Nominated Name Position / Area / Expertise | Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required
2/28/2011 | Nancy Pinkerton At-Large Reappoint 10of 11
2. Executive
® Minutes are provided from the February 28 meeting. No action isrequired.
3. Finance
® Minutes are provided from the February 21 meeting. No action isrequired.
@Accommodations Tax Board
Nominated Name Position/ Area / Expertise | Reappoint / Appoint Votes Required
2/28/2011 Dick Farmer At-Large Reappoint 8of 11

4. Natural Resources

® Minutes provided March 28 from the March 14 meeting. Actionisrequired.

5. Public Facilities

® Minutes are provided from the March 1 meeting. Actionisrequired. See agendaitems#10 and #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
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Natur al Resour ces

Paul Sommerville, Chairman

Brian Flewelling, Vice Chairman

= Next Meeting — Monday, April 4 a 2:00 p.m.

Public Facilities

Herbert Glaze, Chairman

Steven Baer, Vice Chairman

= Next Meeting — Tuesday, March 29 at 4:30 p.m.

Public Safety

Jerry Sewart, Chairman

Laura Von Harten, Vice Chairman

=> Next Meeting — Tuesday, March 22 at 2:00 p.m.

Transportation Advisory Group
Weston Newton, Chairman

Su Rodman, Vice Chairman

= Next Meeting — August 2011
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
February 28, 2011
The electronic and print mediawere duly notified in

accordance with the State Freedom of Information Act.

The Executive Committee met on Monday, February 28, 2011 at.3:00 p.m. in the Large
Conference Room, Hilton Head Island Branch Library, 11 Beach City Road, Hilton Head Island,
South Carolina.

ATTENDANCE

Executive Committee Chairman Weston Newton and members Herbert Glaze, William McBride,
Stu Rodman, Paul Sommerville and Jerry Stewart were present. Non-committee members Steven
Baer, Rick Caporale, Gerald Dawson and Brian Flewelling were present.

County Staff: Morris Campbell, Division Director — Community Services, Bryan Hill, Deputy
County Administrator; Gary Kubic, County Administrator; Suzanne Larson, Public Information
Officer; David Starkey, Chief Financial Officer.

Media: Richard Brooks, Bluffton Today; Joe Croley, Hilton Head Association of Realtors and
Kyle Peterson, Island Packet / Beaufort Gazette.

INFORMATION ITEM

1. Discussion —Essential ver sus Non-Essential Services

Disecussion: Mr. Newton wel comed these who were present and said this meeting would
be spentdiscussing atopie. from thelast meeting. At the January Executive Committee meeting
the members asked administration tobegin shaping a definition of “essentia versus non-essential
services.” The documents from the January 24, 2011 meeting are referenced extensively in this
meeting. Mr. Newton explained documents included in the Executive Committee meeting
documents forJdanuary 24, 2011 from Mr. Hill (See Figure 1), visited at the last Council meeting,
listing the 15 items recommended to bring the appropriation from $104 million down to $97.5
million. While Mr."Hill’s’list is more specifically for the Finance Committee, the Executive
Committee’'s goal is ta Jook at the bigger picture about what the pathway forward is relative to
Council’ s position onthe listed items and 6% reduction.

Mr. Rodman said he thinks the Committee should decide whether they conceptually
agree or disagree with the listed items. He went on to say, in any sense, the process falls into the
mode of when staff hears what the Council feels about items, they are folded into the proposed
budget — whether it balancesit or not. He suggested instead that the Council should react to what
staff brings forward as a budget as opposed to getting mired down in the line items.
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Mr. Newton said he thinks Mr. Hill and Mr. Kubic are looking for: “our anticipation is
$97.5 million appropriation and here are the items needed to get there,” then they need the
blessing, suggested amendment or regjection by Council. The County administration seeks an
answer to the suggested reductions, as provided by Mr. Hill, at the meeting rather than during the
budget process, Mr. Newton asked. Mr. Kubic said that is accurate.

Mr. Kubic said the administration anticipates a process of change, a transition, due to the
general decline of the economy. This does not just have one pathway, but several, he added.
First, the County will try to better understand what is really happening in, the real estate market
for residential and commercia properties, and more importantly how to account for, report and
model to have better forecast capabilities the status of the real state,market to be ahead of the
change — up or down. The second portion is the current budget and eurrent level of services
discussed during the budgetary process. What are those units'ef government, how well do they
perform and what are the associated costs? The mostdrecent evolution of that is to determine
what differentiates the administrative view of essential service versus a non-essential service.
Mr. Kubic noted administration recognizes thereiSa bridge between their definitionof essential
service and the policy makers' definition. He said he hopes the County will employ a process of
asking department heads to review their services countywide and determine how they would
define essentia versus non-essential. Mr. Hill then reviewed the report and offered a viewpoint
as a second portion of the report. Those suggestions were aggregated into the report circulated
amongst Council members. Council will hear‘anvexplanation of theyprocess and the meaning of
the columns “essentia” and “non-essentia,” then '€ouncil will" offer the policy makers
definition of what are essential services and'what are non-essential services. In the mean time,
the administration went aheadyand began anticipating if It could ask Council in a series of
workshops to explore thé second letter, written in January, that lists by concept 15 ideas, deemed
as margina budgetary adjustments. Those 15 marginal budgetary adjustments could then begin
discussion on, and come to,a consensus to implement as early as April 1. These are targets and
the beauty of implementing them on April 1 ist0 reduce the current budget, or at least the
appropriationgdownward to mateh the level“of expenditures and be supported 100 % (in theory)
by the collection of receipts for this fiscal year. So, there are two things going on at once. The
essenti@ / non-essential coneepts are more'long-term policy decisions to set forth a pace to carry
the County through 2012 and 2013.

Mr. Kubie noted 2013 contains a reassessment that will in al likelihood, with current
indicators, affect'the mill value with a reduction. Current mill value equals somewhere around
$1.7 million, he saidk, Hypothetically, if the reassessment based on the current economic
conditions would reduce the value of a mill, say $200,000, and the County now has a 40-mill
requirement there would be an $8 million swing for the County. What about the School Board?
The Fire Districts? Everyone has skin in the game, he explained. Part of the larger process is to
try to begin finding a standard operating reporting procedure to educate all of us, particularly the
members of the community and more importantly the other administrators in other agencies. Itis
very difficult to condense into asimple process, Mr. Kubic said.

Mr. Kubic added he thinks he would like to have Mr. Hill talk about the report compiled
before the Executive Committee today, and at some later time such as the Retreat take the 15
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ideas and decide upon a manner to review them. He suggested a workshop dealing with three
ideas per workshop to totally vet the concepts. Mr. Kubic lobbied for the workshops saying he
wanted to give the department heads an opportunity to explain why, for example, the
convenience centers’ hours could be adjusted as not only a cost-savings measure but also for
mai ntenance.

Mr. Baer said looking at Figure 1, he added items 1 — 8 and it is only a savings of about
$3.3 million. To get from $104.5 million to $97.5 million, the County needs to find $7 million.
Mr. Kubic answered that the administration aready adjusted appropriations for vacant positions,
deleting that appropriation for an additional $2.5 million. He added that Mr. Baer isright; that is
the kind of step-by-step building block process to get to the target. Mr. Baer said the first eight
items are good, in that they are alist of actions and savings. Second, Mr.Baer said on the second
chart he sees $101,728,000, so it is not anywhere near the $97.5,million target, yet.

Mr. Kubic explained they began with an appropriation, a number on apiece of paper, but
the real number is actual cash. However, hypothetically, that isthe budget and how itiis done; so,
they appropriated $104.5 million. Then, the appropriations were deleted by $2.5/million on the
vacancy factor. This does not mean we do not rehire essentia positions, but that they have to go
through a stricter level of scrutiny since the County is not‘@lewing those salary codes to have
available funds. So, the County targets'active employees and matches an appropriation to it.
$104.5 million minus the $2.5 million for. vacaneies equals $101.5xmillion, closaly aligning to
the second chart.

Mr. Newton said heswanted to spend some time talking about the memo dated January
24, and given what thedadministration suggested (these concepts be discussed in some manner
such as a workshop' in, advance of the budget, preparation) whether it changed members
perspectives.

Mr. Rodmanpsaid he assumes if the members discuss the 15 items, some will have a
consensus agreeing one item would,be a good item to consider while other items may be more
painfuld In the course of discussions, imembers may also suggest a handful of other items not
thought“ofyprior. He added he thinks 1t makes sense to go down the list, get some level of
discussion and.then the administration can useit for the next pass.

Mr. Newtonystated he thought the administration staff wanted the Executive Committee
to begin processing the topics now, not in April or May. Mr. Kubic confirmed. Mr. Newton
further said Mr. Kubic suggested workshops including al of County Council rather than just the
Finance Committee meetings. He asked for thoughts. He suggested a workshop because if it was
a Finance Committee and there was less than a full complement Council there but enough for a
guorum of Finance, an item may pass Finance only to not be accepted by the mgority of
Council.

Mr. Rodman and Mr. Dawson answered that was fine.
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Mr. Rodman said Mr. Kubic suggested having more frequent meetings in the next few
months to examine those parameters in a workshop environment. He said he thinks they are
stepping into a mode of half workshops and half committee meetings going into the next few
months.

Mr. Kubic suggested at the initial workshop, he will task those 15 items detailed on
Figure 1 involving cost and have each department head or staff associated with those provide a
short overview to provide a flavor of the topic. Then, the Council members can decide the items
for more detail. The last items on Figure 1 are more theoretical in termSofypolicy.

Mr. Newton and members of the Executive Committeethen hashed out possibilities for
scheduling the workshops. Mr. Newton said Mr. Glaze is noté@available until after 4:00 p.m. for a
workshop. He asked if there are better times than others. Mr. Glaze answered that Mondays and
Tuesdays are better for him.

Mr. Rodman stated there are discussions about, starting'Council meetings later than 4:00
p.m., so if Monday works perhaps those workshops could\be conducted before Council meetings.

Mr. Newton asked how much time Mr. Kubic wantedaMr. Kubic said two hours would
be agreat start.

Mr. Hill said Mr. Baer was absolutely correct,, The County budget went from $104.5
million down to $101.7 million, as shown onithe second sheet..The 15 items listed in Figure 1
add up to the amount needediHowever, Mr. Hill noted thereis a $700,000 differential because
the County is ultra-conservative when doing budgeting. The sheet totals about $3.5 million,
which gets the County elose to the $97.5 million,target. He explained if you go straight from
$104.5 million without“deducting the mid-year adjustment for vacancies it would not add to
$97.5 million. If you do, it'does.

Mqr. Newton said in the next discussion of essential versus non-essential, as discussed last
year during the budget process and retreat; new reporting issues and trends suggest the total tax
base'in Beaufort County will be down based on the reappraisal program effective December 31,
2013. In‘addition to the reappraisd, the value of the mill may very well be down. That is
separate and apart from the tatal tax base value being down, but predicated at least in part on the
shift from 6% t0'4%,properties. The last reported number was 2,600 in the last 18 to 24 months.

Mr. Hill said the shift from 6% to 4% is about 1,300 per year, and he added Mr. Starkey
and he are looking at/data from the Assessor’s Office. Last year, it was about 1,300 with this
year being about the same. He went back to one item on Figure 1, and said the cuts are only
under the purview of Mr. Kubic and exclude elected officials. He said they are going forward
with cuts under Mr. Kubic's purview, but have not spoken to the Magistrate, the Clerk of Couirt,
the Sheriff, etc.
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Mr. Newton said the target of $97.5 million is purely predicated on 4%-6% shift and the
rate of collections projected for the fiscal year 2011-2012 budget. It does not have to do with
reappraisal, yet, Mr. Newton said. Mr. Hill confirmed.

Mr. Newton said then the great unknown is essential versus non-essential. If today’s tax
base is roughly $45 billion market value, what will that number decrease to after reappraisal?
Mr. Hill answered, using 10% it goes down to $41 billion. He said there are not numbers to
definitively state it will be 10%, 20%, 25%, etc. but they are looking at numbers daily, and thisis
why the standard operating report was created for financia reporting®o-help gather information
prior to the 2013 date for reassessing values.

Mr. Newton said the thing making this reappraisal mere challenging is not just that there
has been alossin value ... Thelossin vaue creates a challenge, in andof itself, as Mr. Rodman
said: if value goes down 42% and causes the correspending.roll-up in mills,of 42%, it would
affectively be an even swap from where it was originally. Mr. Newton said as he mentioned last
meeting, Jm Wedgeworth suggested his research shows an average of 42% decline on Hilton
Head Island, but that is an average. There are properties.listed on.the books for a value of $10
million that perhaps are worth less than $150,000. It isthe'loss in value coupled with the 4%
from 6% shift, among others, creating,a real challenge for the County, Mr. Newton said. He
asked how far along the Assessor is, and whether he started doingithe reappraisal.

Mr. Kubic said he would prefer Mr."Hughes provide that infermation. He aso referred to
Mr. Newton’s mention of “roll-up” versus “roll-dewn.” He,said Mr. Starkey is exploring the
probability of whether thesCounty can roll-up,«wWhich is something most people do not fully
appreciate, and maybethe State Legidature did not anticipate as they wrote the property tax
reformation. Mr. Hill§ Mr. Starkey and he agreed they think it is necessary for County Attorney
Ladson Howell to write'the Attorney General to begin setting forward the concept of a roll-up.
He said they do not want te assume the County can do something, when in fact a challenge may
prohibit it. That iswhat they want to start doing with getting challenges on the table, Mr. Kubic
explained:

Mr.aNewton said the concept hefts trying to get his hand around, without using any dollar
values, is"if '$$97.5 million  is the ‘@ppropriation, the reappraisal process just equalizes the
properties that are going to be paying that $97.5-million bill. However, because of the loss in
value of the millkadleng with the loss in value of the property it may require a very dramatic tax
increase to be able to produce those same dollars. And, or there may be legal hurdles or obstacles
to even do it in the first place.

Mr. Baer said, “millage increase.” A roll-up, Mr. Newton clarified. Mr. Baer said it
would not be atax increase, but a millage increase. Mr. Newton corrected it would be a millage
increase and a corresponding tax increase.

Mr. Baer asked why it is atax increase to collect $97.5 million from a lower vauation in
order to raise the mills. Mr. Newton explained it depends on what happens in the reappraisal
program. If they are $2-million or $3-million worth of properties no longer included on the value
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of Beaufort County anymore, and if a home value goes down less than the “average,” depending
on what the tax increase is, a homeowner could see very dramatic increases. Generally, those
properties are the $100,000- to $300,000-properties so the lion's share of the taxpayers in
Beaufort County perhaps would be confronted with atax increase by roll-up. Mr. Hill agreed.

Mr. Sommerville noted there was one element he has not heard discussed — the difference
between taxable and assessed value. There are many properties in Beaufort County paying their
taxes based on the taxable value, which was capped under Act 388, as opposed to the assessed
value. Those folks will get a tax increase if the millage rolls up; ther@is\no way around it, Mr.
Sommerville explained. He said he never heard anyone offer numbers of how many people that
accounts for. He went on to further explain that a driving force behind Act 388 was to protect
“the little, old lady from losing her property.” What BeaufortdCounty will end up doing if it rolls
the millage up, is give atax increase to al those people indthat category ‘and some of those could
be draconian.

Mr. Newton stated it depends on the perCentage, a great unknown. In“2013, Beaufort
County could be confronted with some very significant challengesfrom a budgetary standpoint.

Mr. Caporale joked, “we don’t have to wait that long.”

Mr. Newton explained the issue to explore today is, “if itsturns out the maximum
appropriation the County could have, for purposes ofydiscussion; is $80 million. How would
Beaufort County close the gap from $97.5 milliondwhere itawas to $80 million? Not knowing
what the appropriation isthes€ounty is left'with looking a what are the essential and non-
essential services. Mr. Newton compared it to the example of federal government’ s suggestion of
shutting down and the federal penitentiary will not'turn off the lights and send inmates home.

Mr. Kubic added the opportunityste, better inform the citizens as to the complexity of all
the moving parts. For,example, if, hypothetically the value of property in the South (south of the
Broad River) drops but the Northistabilizes, one of the exercises to learn is how to redirect
development efforts south of the Broad River, which may then based on economic factors be
completely, different from: those north of the Broad River. By increasing the capability to
understand'what is going on, there are many other opportunities not traditionally discussed but
are important'simply because this information begins to get into jurisdictions not necessarily
controlled by the County but may have an effect. This is a component of the comprehensive
redevelopment effortsithe«County may aso include as a by-product of this analysis. We are
talking about numbers, but the challenge becomes: “Will you al allow Beaufort County’s fate to
be driven based on autside factors, or do we begin to tear apart and discover how to better
control our own outcome?’ That is, in a way, what is exciting about bringing more data to the
Council and public; it takes the budgetary discussion to another level.

Mr. Baer stated a good comment was made about elected officials and he cited a chart
comparing 2010 to 2011. Most elected officias went down from 2010 to 2011, according to the
chart. However, the Sheriff’ s Office increased by about $1.2 million out of $20 million, Mr. Baer
said.
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Mr. Kubic explained that is primarily due to the compensation plan and different issues.
He said they just wanted to distinguish that the administration is only dealing with what he
handles at the moment.

Mr. Flewelling thanked Mr. Kubic and asked when the Committee may get the Assessor
Mr. Hughes in to provide relative numbers. He added he is interested to find out how many “are
busting the cap” up or down by the devaluation and the appraisal data available.

Mr. Kubic said they want to add a process to that, so each time'the Finance Committee
meets Mr. Hughes gives areport supported by CFO Mr. David Starkey and Auditor Mrs. Sharron
Burris. Thisisrelevant now, especially with the dynamics in thé reahestate market, he said. The
administration expects once Council hears a certain part will‘say, “I"want to see this. | want to
seethat.” The staff will mold collectively a process of reperting.

Mr. Flewelling said he has an expectation the cap will minimize a et of the problems
anticipated. Because of the cap, some values willsnot be impacted quite as bad but itwill still be
some very difficult, challenging yearsfor us.

Mr. McBride said he realizes Mr. Kubic does not have direct control over the elected
officias, but he asked if they are not expected to also contributeto bringing the budget in line.
Mr. Kubic answered, absolutely. He added they are aware they needitertighten their budgets, but
for this exercise he said he could not presume something. There needs to be an exchange
between elected officials.

Mr. Caporale asked on the topic of elected officiasif it would be wise for the Chairman
to advise the other elécted officials in writing about what the potential may be for cuts this year,
aswell aswhat kind of support the Council wants.

Mr. Kaubic Said that was taken care of and offered to provide memos of his discussions.
He added he primarilysfocused on Sheriff Tanner, talking about no change or a lower
appropriation for his staff. However, it.is’hard from the Administrator, beyond the numeric, to
talk < abauty,, Council’s challenges in the districts regarding public safety. He said one
accomplishment recently completed was a homework assignment in December asking Council
members what ISimost important in their respective districts. Several of those noted public safety
as atop concern. That is a benchmark series that was matrixed and is being reviewed. Another
aspect of thisis thenew sefvices and the new amount for reinvestment. Mr. Kubic said he does
not want to leave the impression the County is ssimply retracting from being creative in terms of
how it reinvests in itself or whether or not it wants to introduce one ambulance in another area.
Those are things the County administration is trying to prepare for. So the discussion is not only
about what is going on in real estate, what is essentia and non-essential, but also about having
the ability to redefine the County and reinvest in itself. Mr. Kubic added he does not believe, as
an administrator, that the County because of all the changes should be fearful of moving ahead.
Rather, the County needs to understand if it does go what are the up and down-side of the
decisions.
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Mr. Kubic further explained that he looks at cuts in a different way. First, prioritize.
Then, figure out what is out in the margins that can be controlled, but is, quite frankly, out there.
This is why we are reviewing essential and non-essential services. He said his definition of an
essential service is what people cannot provide for themselves. Whatever that is, it fits his
definition. Non-essential services are the things in the margins, to go before the others.

Mr. Caporal e asked about the cap and if the current appraised value is based on values as
of December 2007. Mr. Newton answered it is from December 2007. Mr. Caporale noted since
that time, property values continued to decline and he is not suré hoew, why or where the
opportunity is for the cap to kick in if the actual values declined asamuch as 30% or 40%.

Mr. Kubic answered by saying that question will haveto be addressed by the Assessor.

Mr. Caporale said he probably misunderstood and thought someone said there are homes
“busting the cap.” Mr. Kubic stated he never said that, but there may be some.

Mr. Newton explained that the cap would exacerbate andthe folks who would otherwise
be capped because of a decline in overall values may seeatax increase because their valuation is
below, as a result of the cap, the overall average decrease in the cap. Those folks will see a tax
increase and Mr. Hill’ s point was that it maysnot be as dramati¢ because of the cap.

Mr. Flewelling agreed and went on to explaimnsthe total appraised value of the County
might not be as affected by an actual declinein the market because some properties are protected
by the cap, so if there is_ammoverall decline inwalue the properties protected will not decline.
However, he said he thinks there will be many,instances where the declined value will burst
through the cap valuel Those peoplewill be hit dramatically.

Mr. Newton said the peaple protected by/the cap, if there is a millage rate roll-up to
generate the. same ameunt of money, may seeavery dramatic tax increase. Mr. Flewelling added
it would beinordinate, a higher percentage of their value rather than one not affected by the cap.

Mr.Caporale further commented on the memo listing the 15 suggested cuts and said a
great deal of work and discussion going into the document. He said he assumed these items are
all things the administration believes are doable.

Mr. Kubic expeunded that Mr. Hill asked department heads to review and find ways in
the margins to begin‘to Capture cost differences. The memo is the product of that. Mr. Hill
clarified that they do believe the items are practicable, but the administration does not want to
implement without the Council members’ inpui.

Mr. Caporae said given that he is unsure these 15 items necessitate as much discussion
as they are getting. He cited some items which are not clear such as “review al office lease
agreements ($150,000 reductions).” Those may garner more explanation. But there are others
such as “ convenience center hours of service” for which he knows exactly what they mean.
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Mr. Newton asked Mr. Hill to explain the two different charts presented and what they
represent relative to the overall effort before the Executive Committee moves forward. The first
chart is the current level appropriation applying Mr. Kubic's recommendation as to what
constitutes essential and non-essential services.

Citing the provided documentation, Mr. Hill said the first chart lists essential and non-
essential services. There is no other definition other than this is what the administration views as
essential versus non-essential, particularly at what level it is provided. It is a draft, he said. The
second chart is the description of services. Mr. Hill said instead of having, the Council members
review 600 entries, he summarized it to 52 lines from the Librarys/PALS, Public Works, Public
Service, Public Safety, etc. and showing what the staff deemed as hon-essential. He explained
they deemed it as non-essential under the division column.@nd an “FTE number” and also an
administrative column with an “FTE number.” That is justsstaffiversus the administration view of
what is essential and non-essential .

Mr. Newton clarified that the second chart'is a subset of staff’s own input, not defining
whether libraries are essential versus non-essential, butywithin the library programs what that
department determines as non-essential services.

Mr. Rodman said when comparing What happens in the'public sector and what happensin
the private sector in general, government tendsyto eliminate pasitions but keep most of the
employees and look in other places whereas,in the business environment often they look at the
performance of employees when cutting. He asked if“MryKubic began to look at the low-
performers in terms of censidering terminating them as part of balancing the budget and
improving through selective hiring.

Mr. Kubic answered, that evaluations are important and if based on evaluations there are
considerations of reorganization jpossibilities and accomplishing through those means.

M. Newton said he would get with Clerk to Council Ms. Sue Rainey to coordinate the
next workshops on Mondays .and Tuesdays after 4:00 p.m.

Status:, Workshops will be scheduled on Mondays or Tuesdays after 4:00 p.m. to further
discuss items proposed to help reduce the County’ s budget.
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Figurel
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6.

The purpose of this memo is to provide you with information on how we are formulating our
FY2012 budget process. Duc to economic constraints, administration has developed a receipt
projection of $97.5 million or a 6.6% decrease in FY 2011/12 General Fund appropriation.

Budget concepts:

Adjust agency allocations from $10 million to $8.5 million (-10/12%)

Convenience center / hours of service ($5.9 million to $5.1 million)
e Current 84 hours / Proposed 60 hours
= Closure on Wednesdays and Sundays (compactor maintenance opportunity)

Schedule Library Hours to operate 40 per week ($3.5 million to $3.3 million)
e Schedule to operate during peak hours

Adjust PALS operational hours ($3.5 million to $3.2 million)
e Athletic hours (1 1-8p.m. M-I)
e Saturday hours depending on season
e PALS recreational centers: Reorganize Rec center staff to athleties for
coverage

Review all office lease agreements ($150k reduction)
e Myrtle Park
=« DHIEC
= Penn Center
e l.obeco
e Dale Community Center

Adjust travel allowance by ~20% ($430k to $350k)

CcC:

10.

11.

Adjust telecommunications costs by ~20% ($1.4 million to $1.2 million)
Adjust overtime allocations by — $150k (non public safety)
Review allocations to outside municipalities
Analysis of employee buyouts

e Age

e Service
Review and renegotiate all professional service agreements
Review surplus county property

e [.and

e kEquipment
Create a reserve policy by County ordinance

Review “GASB 457 retiree hospitalization

Review “GASB 547 enterprise allocations

Thank you.

Gary Kubic
Elected Officials
Suzanne Rainey
David Starkey
Suzanne Gregory




FINANCE COMMITTEE
February 21, 2011
The electronic and print mediawere duly notified in
accordance with the State Freedom of Information Act.
The Finance Committee met on Monday, February 21, 2011 at 3:00 p.m. in the conference room

of building two, Beaufort Industria Village.

ATTENDANCE

Finance Committee members. Chairman Stu Rodman, Miee Chairman William McBride, and
members, Steven Baer, Brian Flewelling, Paul Sommerville, and Jerry Stewart attended. Member
Laura Von Harten absent. Non-committee member/Rick Caporale, Gerald Dawsen and Herbert
Glaze were also present.

County Staff: Milton Boswell, Assessor's Office; Morris Campbell, Community Services
Division Director; Todd Ferguson, Emergency Management,Division Director; Bryan Hill,
Deputy County Administrator; Ed Hughesy, Assessor; Gary: Kubic, County Administrator;
Monica Spells, Compliance Officer; David Starkey, Chief Financial Officer; Dave Thomas,
Purchasing Director; William Winn, Directorof Public Safety.

Public: Doug HendersongTreasurer Elect; Dick Stewart; David Tedder, Attorney representing
Beaufort Memorial; Riek Toomey, Beaufort Memorial Hospital CEO.

Media Richard Brooks, Bluffton Teday; Joe Croley, Hilton Head Association of Realtors; Kyle
Peterson, Beaufort Gazette/lsland Packet.

Pledge of Allegiance: The:Chairmanied those present in the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.

INFORMATION ITEM

1. Offi,Agenda Item / Comment from Mr. Dick Stewart

Discussion: MraBRick Stewart spoke before the Committee. He stated there are a lot of
rumors going around about the Commerce Park and his involvement in it. Therefore, he is here
today to clarify a few things. He distributed a handout to the Committee. He informed the
Committee of afew property transactions. He spoke in regard to the Crystal Lake property which
he donated to the County a number of years back. The County has acquired some adjacent
properties, including the Butler Marine property, now being used as a construction site. He also
spoke in regard to TCL in saying there was a house on Elliott Street, adjacent to TCL, that came
on the market. He mentioned to Mr. Tom Litzel, TCL President, and learned that TCL wanted to
purchase the house and was working through the state process. He, himself, was looking at
purchasing the house. TCL was unsure if they would get approval for purchase or how long such
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approval would take so he stated he contracted to purchase the property and agreed to sell it at no
profit to TCL if they received approval. He stated he bought the property and held it without
renting it while TCL went through the state process, which took six and eight months. Some four
and five months after closing on the property, TCL completed the approval process and bought
the house. In regard to Habitat for Humanity, he contracted to purchase two buildings on a
commercia lot at 616 Parris Island Gateway. Prior to closing, Habitat contacted him and asked
him to sign the contract over to them as a location for the Restore and Office operations. He
stated he signed the contract to them at no cost, and lost his investment in due diligence and
research. The Lowcountry Economic Network office space — since’ being asked by Beaufort
County to participate in the public/private partnership for economic development, he donated
office space and money to them, and has served on its Board of Directors. The Lowcountry
Economic Network Beaufort Commerce Park is the item @etting thexmost play today. As a
member of the Board he encouraged the Lowcountry Ecenomic Network to purchase the Park.
He stated he has never owned any interest in the Park. Also, no member, of his family of
extended family has owned any interest in the Park. Nether he nor any member of his family has
ever had an interest in any of the entities that purehased |and in‘the Park. When the purchase was
negotiated with the seller, the contract had a drop dead, datedorclosing. He stated it was his
perception and that of others that obtaining the extension weuld be possible, but expensive. The
five local banks that agreed to providedoans for the purchaseiwere experiencing delays getting
all of the paperwork approved and ready torelose. He stated he agreed to provide short term, six
months, bridge financing to buy the property and'alow the bankstimeto put in place longer term
loans. He loaned $2,917,969.74 for the purchase on March 10, 2006 and was repaid two weeks
later on March 24, 2006 when the bank’ s |oans were compléted..The payment was in the amount
$2,926,603.73, which includedhinterest of $8,633:99 on the'loan. That was at the same rate that
the banks were charging. At the time he provided bridge financing, he thought his partners,
Beaufort County, were cemmitted to economic devel opment.

Status: No action required.
2. Consideration of‘Contract Award — Purchase of Mobile Data System

Discussion: Mr. Dave Thomas reviewed with the Committee the contract award for the
purchase of a Mobile Data System. Beaufort County’s Public Safety Division is currently
working on replacing our current mobile data system which was last purchased in 1999. The
County’s current system is 11 years old and is no longer manufactured by the supplier.
Additionally, equipment warranty and repair parts are not available. After testing, research, and
cost analysis, staff is recommending to purchase the mobile data system from the following
vendors. CISCO (Creative Information System Company) for the required mobile computerized
assisted design and mapping software. GETAC for the laptop computers, Net Motion for the
required Virtual Private Network (VPN) software, and Hewlett Packard (HP) for the servers
(from State contract). CISCO currently provides our 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), the automated vehicle location (AVL), and
provides access to the National Crime Information Center (NCIC) connections. Data coverage
services to support this equipment will be purchased from Verizon (under State contract) from



Minutes - Finance Committee
February 21, 2011
Page 3 of 21

next year's genera fund budget, which will total approximately $144,000. Mobile data
equipment providers and cost are as follows:

GETAC (Laptop Computers) $1,494,576
CISCO Software (Mobile CAD, Mapping) $ 538,695
Net Motion (VPN Software) $ 116,625
HP (Servers from State Contract) $ 35,000
Total for First Year $2,184,896

Funding is as follows: $100,000 from account 11435-54424 Renovations — EMS, part of
amount borrowed and not needed for ongoing projects; $515,635 from account 11437-54200
Upgrade Radio Equipment, remaining balance not needed, because project,is complete; $4,519
from account 11439-54204 Specialized Capital Equipment. — EMD, remaining balance not
needed because project is complete; $309,366 4from account 11435-56Q000. Contingency,
$310,150 from account 11436-56000 Contingency;. $650,028 from account 22437-56000
Contingency; and $295,198 from account 11439-56000 Contingeney.

Staff recommends the Committee to approve and recommend to County Council for
approva of the purchase of software and replacement equipment,for the County’s new Mobile
Data and Computer System in the amount of $2,184,896.

Mr. William Winn, Division-Director, Public Safety;, reviewed with the Committee a
PowerPoint presentation ontthe Mobile Data \System. A mobile data unit is a laptop in an
automobile and connectéd to the County Dispatch Center to‘provide information. It transmits the
callsthat are in the Dispatch Center and takes them directly to the car, providing information that
the Dispatcher is lookinga on the screen to the efficers within the vehicle. It provides the
mapping and the aerial photographsin each one ofthe vehicles. It lets the officers in the vehicles
see that at his pleasure and lets him pull“up the longitude and latitude available for landing
helicopters, etc. It provides aeria photographs that show the woods and surrounding areas in the
event _the officer is invelved with:asman hunt or search and rescue operation. It takes the
locations for the calls and al the 911 calls and as it transmits the data to the car it places an X on
the map showing where that current address is. If it is a 911 call it takes the longitude and
latitude of the'call and placesit on an X in the car. The officer can pull up the aerial photographs,
allowing them hewsthey can respond to a particular incident. It provides response times for the
officers. At the end of, the‘call, if the officer decides to make a case, the officer will call the
Dispatch Center and ask for a case number which is transmitted to the vehicle. | aso provides the
run times for that call. For the fire trucks and ambulances, it provides the run times that are
required by state DHEC. For EMS calls it also provides the call information required by the I1SO
for thefire service.

The mobile data center also provides the law enforcement officer’s access to the National
Crime Information Center and through that process they can look up wants and warrants, if
wanted in another location, and can provide access for the divers license and car tag information
from the SCDOT. This can be done without going through the Dispatch Center of having he
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dispatchers call, look up the information, and then call back. It also has the capability of goingin
and looking at who is in the Detention Center. For the fire service, they also have access to the
same type of information except they are denied the law enforcement access. They use it for
search and rescue. Some of this will be expanded down to our Marine Search and Rescue
operations.

Every so many years, an assessment of the mobile data system is conducted. The last
assessment was in 2007. In that particular year there were $1,357,276 transmissions on the
system we are currently using. We were averaging on that date of about'$113,106 per month. A
transmission is when an officer calls in and wants to find out whatfis going on. There have been
increases each year in the usage of the system and further the ability as we are adding capability
of the system to increase the transmission data. The currentéystem weare operating today is a
Motorola system, purchased in 1999. It was put in and operated in 300 unites. The system is 11
years old for about 90% of the laptops and 3 years old for about 10%. There.are currently five
different models of laptop, all made by GETAC, of which 90% use external wireless cards to
access some hotspots in the County, as part of“our,backup \system done with the Motorola
system.

The infrastructure was built in1999. The replacement parts are no longer made. The
system is considered obsolete by Motorola Fhey are not manufacturing any more. Last year they
advised us they would no longer be supporting the maintenanee” contract or operational
capability. With the 300 units we have in the modemsin.the car, all 300 are no longer made. No
parts have been made available for them. There are not parts.available for them. They are not
digital, they are analog. Theteehnology that connécts the CAD system to the laptop systemis old
technology that was devéloped in 1999. It is no lenger supported by Motorola. The company that
wrote that for Motorelais no longer in business: The person who wrote the software has been
deceased since 2009. The system malfunctioned three months ago, and the only way we were
able to get it back up was thatwe foundia.back up’disk that took it back to day one, then rebuilt
parts of it. There ishe,supportforthe software.

Of the maintenance program operated each month about 90% of the parts for the mobile
data'terminals are no longer available. In the last three months, because we were unable to get
parts, 10 had to be taken out of service. 90% of mobile data termina have no battery backups.
When an officer'shuts the car down, the laptop is lost. Overall, the system has been degraded. It
has become unréliable. There have been times where parts had to be taken down for two to three
daysto serviceit.

Also, there will be no longer parts, software support, and maintenance contract for
Motorola Premier. The maintenance contract was approximately $187,000 a year. We are on our
own for this system from this point forward.

Mr. Winn stated realizing a year ago that we are going to have to begin replacing this
system and that this day would come we worked with Motorola to try to develop a state system
into the Beaufort County area. We found that not to be feasible and found that they did not have
enough capability and also they’d be doing away with the state system. We felt any investment
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on that was not available and had to look for alternates. Users around the southeast, South
Carolina users, and State 911 were contacted. We found that everyone was leasing the
infrastructure. The company of choice was Verizon. Had meetings with Verizon, brought in
GETAC laptop, put in some software we would be using and did a county-wide test to make sure
they could produce and provide us with the coverage needed. Their system has passed all of our
tests.

He also stated |ess expensive laptops were looked at and ten were bought for EMS. Some
experiments were done which falled and all ten need to be replaced. They could not take the
additional software changes that have been issued by DHEC. In£EMS, the regulations that we
operate from are issued by DHEC. Under the Sheriff's Office, the,regulations are issued by
SLED. For NCIC the regulations come in from the FBI. From the fire,service, the regulations
come in from 1SO. We have to take all of these regulatiens and makea system that fits these.
About nine years ago, we were notified of a securitybreach. Beaufort County was given 72
hours to make a change. That change cost us $22,000. We have to be careful about how these
changes come in and how they work. This affects@ll of the systems in South Caralinal We found
that if we replaced our infrastructure with what is new and coming, a preliminary work session
with Motorola was done who came back with an estimateiof $16 to $20 for the LTE systems.
This would be a transition to 4G as it became available. We found it to be better to |ease some
type of infrastructure rather than purchase'it.,, The company of choice is Verizon, because they
provide the 3G capability in Beaufort County andhare also in theproeess of going to 4G. It aso
has the ability to use the 105 — 110 hotspots.around the,County. We found that Verizon has met
the FBI and SLED security requirements for mobile'data. Itiis,desirable to them to maintain that
security requirement. We feelreenfident that Verizon will be able to provide the services needed
and meet al of the security requirements involved.

Also, another option of eliminating the entire system was explored. To do that would
require eight additional dispatchers — tweo,per shift. That runs about $480,000 per year. This is
recurring, annualy:"Ehe difficulty in finding qualified and compatible candidates for dispatch is
tough. There are currently four openings. These folks find out what they get involved in and
don't want it. He stated he estimates in,order to get the Dispatch Center ready for two more per
shift'wouldibe about $500,000. One problem though is the lack of space.

He isproposing a Verizon 3G Network. Terminal service will be used to house CISCO.
CISCO is the creative radio company out of Florida. They provide the compute rater dispatching
system. What they provideds called Maobile CAD. The Net Motion Server is a software package
that was offered to us by Verizon. When doing a comparison of leasing verse purchasing we
realized we could purchase the Net Motion Software and pay for it in three years rather than
paying $4,500 for the rest of the life of that program. What Net Motion does is when you move
from one Verizon tower to the next one, there is a switch in the radio and this program keeps the
computer from shutting off or losing its connection. It holds it as the radio system makes
connection from one cellular tower to the next. Also, Motorola is in the process of going to
4G.All of our vendors are prepared to move up to 4G with them. There would be no additional
software problems or infrastructure problems that we would have to pay for, unless we
purchased a system. Verizon has the current state contract which is a good price for us. The
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mobile data computers are a GETAC B300 ruggedized laptop. It has the latest processed, 4G
memory, internal wires, and fanless enclosure. All of these products are compatible. The main
reason of looking at the GETAC laptop is because of maintenance. This is the same company
that provides our laptop’ s today. The laptops we are using today are almost nine years old. They
have come in and agreed to take our people and bring them up to level 11 maintenance, with us
providing all factory maintenance for GETAC at our shop. They will conduct the training and
bring them to that level, a their expense. They will also provide $20,000 worth of parts in
Beaufort County so that we can maintain them. This will be factory maintained, meaning we
don’'t have to keep shipping parts back to California. In the event thatwe have a motherboard
issues or a critical malfunction and have to ship the laptop back te California, they have agreed
to pay the cost. In essence, they have agreed to give us a five year, bumper to bumper warranty
on each laptop. At the end of five years we will still haved@ good laptop up and operational.
When looking at the $5,000 we are paying for each laptep, which alsa includes sales tax and
divide them over the nine years. It comes out to the same thing if we were to buy a less
expensive laptop. Where we save the money is indmaintenance. This provides,us to keep the
vehicles out of the shop and on the street.

Proposed maintenance — MIS will provide part ofiit,@and CISCO will provide the updates
to Mobile CAD and mapping.

Mr. Baer stated the radio link is fromthe laptop to the world—does it require connection
to the vehicle antenna. Mr. Winn stated the GPS insideef the laptop will require an antenna, but
that isincluded.

Mr. Baer wanted to know if. there would be conversion costs years out to go to 4G. Mr.
Winn stated yes if we decide to ga there. He continued by saying they ran atest the other day on
the highest way to get in or,the most volume wouldihiave to be transmitted and information was
being received at the car in‘threesecondssif that is'the case, he stated he does not see the need to
go to 4G.

Mr. Baer wanted to, know ifither $2,184,000 in the CIP. Mr. Starkey replied in the
affirmatives, The only thing that will come out of the general fund on a yearly basis is the
$144,000 for the Verizon coverage.

Mr. Baerstated there/are four items in contingency that add up to over $1 million dollars
and wanted to know what.€ontingency that is. Mr. Starkey stated those are monies either from
contingencies we have borrowed or from projects that completed under budget whose monies
converted back into contingency.

Mr. Baer inquired as to how much contingency was left. Mr. Starkey stated after this
expenditure there would be approximately $1 million dollars.

Mr. Kubic added there will be fewer and fewer opportunities on contingency. The reason
for that is we are changing the system and will be going out to bid and size our bonds based on
actual pricing, so we will target a contingency based on solicitation. The previous methodology
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will no longer be in existence. We estimated on some of these projects many years ago. We are
seeing this accumulation. We are whittling away, but are not longer going to use that process.

Mr. Flewelling asked Mr. Winn to describe the location of the $300 computers.

Mr. Winn stated 175 went to the Sheriff for all front line response vehicles, they go to the
front line response vehicles for the fire service (fire engines and command vehicles), and they go
on al of the EMS response ambulances and supervisory vehicles. We assign the equipment to
the municipalities because of security requirements having to be under'Sheriff Tanner.

Mr. Fewelling wanted to know what communication we, have with the Town of
Hardeeville for the properties they have annexed in Beaufort/County. Mr. Winn stated currently
we are working with Jasper County to interlink our 911 system'to coordinate the 911 calls better.
That isin the process today and is part of the regional system. We are gettingyready to go out to
bid this week for that system. Hardeeville has been‘notified of the changes and,they are doing
their change over through the state now to be compatible. We aso just interlinked the Jasper
County dispatch center with ours to a cross patch through,theitsystem. Any one of their vehicles
can contact ours if they are not upgradable. We should be at 100% capacity for any Jasper
County unit to come into our radio network. For mobile data, Jasper County uses a different
CAD vendor than we do, but they are asopusing Verizon. On the State level, one concern in
moving forward in mobile data across South Carolina is to achieve theihteroperability capability
with mobile data as we have in radios. We are tryingmnow to set those standards and work on
that. He stated we just received our FCC approval for Seuthu€arolina 700 MHz plan which will
be part of the requirement fer'seome of this interoperability. He stated personally he believes that
we are two to three yearS away from setting the final standard because of the economy situation
and everyone not having,clear guides as to whichyway they are going to move forward. Just as
we have achieved the radioiside, we want to achievethe mobile data

It wasimovedwby Mr. Baer, seconded by Mr. Sommerville that the Committee approve
and recommend Councilhapprove the purchase of software and replacement equipment for the
County’s new Mobile Data and ComputerSystem in the amount of $2,184,896. The vote was —
FOR: Mt. Baer, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. McBride, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville and Mr. Stewart.
ABSENT: Ms. Von Harten. The motion passed.

Recommendation: Council approves the purchase of software and replacement
equipment for the County’s new Mobile Data and Computer System in the amount of
$2,184,896.

3. Discussion of Beaufort Memorial Hospital Property Full Road Access to U.S.
Highway 278 and Buckwalter Parkway.

Discussion: Mr. David Tedder, representing Beaufort Memorial Hospital, stated this
Committee met two weeks ago and examined the proposed intergovernmental agreement among
the County of Beaufort, the Town of Bluffton, and the Beaufort Memorial Hospital regarding
road design and construction of Buckwalter Commercial Park frontage road. Several questions



Minutes - Finance Committee
February 21, 2011
Page 8 of 21

arose and were discussed. Most were regarding an access point at Buckwalter Parkway. Since
that time, Engineer Steve Andrews has been working with the County’s Engineering
Department. The Town of Bluffton has discussed this and is in support of this and the acceptance
of the roundabout, and is wants this to move forward. He stated since the last meeting he has
provide chronology and backup data on how we went from 1999 to 2011 with road studies,
traffic analysis and what needed to be done which shows this frontage road has been out there for
12 years. He distributed a handout of the proposed changes of the intergovernmental agreement
related to the comments received at the last committee. He stated he incorporated in to the
whereas clause the discussions with County Council and county staff 4hatiled to the senses that a
traffic roundabout should be considered as an alternative to a full access four-way intersection at
the Buckwalter Parkway. We are now currently soliciting4propesals for the design of a
roundabout suitable. It is recognized in the intergovernmental agreement that the roundabout
may require additional property from across the street from,the Bluffton Parkway.

Page 4, Section 1 - A. — the acknowledgement that we are agreeing that a traffic
engineering firm with substantial experience in_ designing roundabouts will be'selected by the
Hospital and County after obtaining at least three propesals andithe cost will be added to the
approved professional’ s services fees was added to the intergovernmental agreement.

Page 4, Section 1 — C was changed to clarify the road design and time table for the design
parameters.

Page 5, Section 2 — A an acknowl edgement,of what the Ceunty-Ordinance, Section 82-88
provides language to say if land is dedicated to the'County for a system improvement thereis an
impact fee credit available, therefore the language to the extent.ef additional land from property
owners, across the street, isrequired, they will required a traffic road facilities development fee
credit was added to the intergovernmental agreement.

Page 5, Section 3— B and'C |anguage was inserted so that it was clear that the associated
roundabout and access 1S includes as part of the cost'the Hospital is asking credits back for. In

Page 5, Section 3 — D languagewas.included so that the impact fees generated from tie-
ins to the system improvement iSavail abletothe Hospital as repayment.

Mr. Stewart stated a the lastymeeting we talked about this in respect to the Access
Management Plan for Buckwalter Parkway, and his understanding was that we were going to get
some modification / amendments proposed since we never considered roundabouts in the
original Plan"and,are not putting in something that was not associated with it. Is this consistent
with what is being proposed? Does it meet the requirements of the Engineering staff with respect
to the distance from the dighted intersection of U.S. 278? Do we foresee a kind of traffic
congestion / problem with people backed up on U.S. 278 at high traffic periods because of the
traffic circle?

Mr. McFee stated insofar as the amendments to the Access Management Plan, the County
Administrator has the staff recommended changes in order to more clearly codify the use of
roundabouts. He stated he does not believe a roundabout is in the engineer’'s transportation
toolbox. In order to make sure they are in the engineer’s transportation toolbox, it is under
review. In regard to the performance of a traffic circle at that location, once more specific
information isreceived it will be easier to tell.
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Mr. Stewart wanted to know if a traffic circle will be a full service intersection. Mr.
McFee stated it will allow full access.

Mr. Stewart stated it seems it is not meeting the 2,000 feet between signals. Mr. McFee
stated it is an issue of semantics. As far as functionality is concerned, and solving the problem
with regard to access and safety, this is appropriate. Mr. Stewart’s concern is the location of the
roundabout. Is the distance from U.S. 278 a sufficient distance?

Mr. Tedder stated we need to move forward on this. ThedHospital has done al the due
diligence under the ordinance. The Hospital has dealt with the engineers and has asked for their
recommendation on atraffic engineer to hire. The way this iswritten'it says how we are going to
incorporate those recommendations into this. If it does not call for afull,roundabout and full
access is unachievable, it is doubtful that the rest of the Hoespital Board will vote to buy this
property. Thiswill then go away. He would like to move forward with a processithat includes an
improved traffic analysis under the guidance of the County, with the assistance of the Town of
Bluffton. The Hospital needs some confirmation to maveforward'in conjunction with our public
partners to get this figured out. It is consistent. The Aecess Management Plan calls for a full
access point there, without alight.

Mr. Baer stated he will submit hisione page of questions. Hestated it is unclear that the
location of this roundabout is the best location for al the people who are going to use it. Moving
it closer to Sea Turtle Cinema so that it is a'multiuse roundabout makes more sense. He would
like some unbiased study ofsthat:

Mr. Tedder stated the Master Plan for the property across the street from the proposed
site shows an intersection that has aready been approved. The Hospital has taken into account
what is happening across the'street. What, has been done to accommodate the Theatre is at the
behest of the«Countysengineers and the Town, provide a stub out to run down the 14 to 25 acres
below thefproposed site to.the Theatre parking area, so they will be connected.

Mr., Baer would liketo see that in diagram form. Mr. Tedder stated they provided
Planning Department with those diagrams.

Mr. Baer'stated this item was presented as an off agenda item on January 4, 2011. Then
we received a presentati ondFebruary 7, 2011, where handouts were given at the meeting. Today
again handouts were given out at the meeting, different from the ones received last Friday. Our
job is due diligence for the tax payers. He stated he wants this to happen, it is a good use. In
doing due diligence for the taxpayer, if the materials were provided a week before January 4
when this appeared as an off agenda item, giving us a month to ask and add questions we would
be voting on this in Council now. Instead it is coming to us in pieces. How can we vote on this?
Mr. Tedder stated he has provided materials in a timely manner to County staff. Whether they
got to Council before the meeting or not, he does not know. Today was the only time he has
provided documents at the meeting. He stated he is trying to provide Council with information.
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Mr. Stewart brought forth the fact that the roundabout will be more costly and will
require acquisition of land that had not been factored. The County is being asked to accept this
and accept the additional cost of the County. He stated he would like to see this done, but there
are so many uncertainties that are hitting us at the last minute, that we do not know. We don’t
know what thisimpact will be. We have already projected impact fees into the future for existing
projects on the books.

Mr. Rodman stated the location of the roundabout that is a current permitted access and
what we are talking about is whether it is expanded or updated to a tréffie.circle or asignal. Mr.
Tedder stated the 2007 Traffic Management Plan shows an intersection (C1) that includes turn
lanes in both ways and acceleration lanes out both ways. We@re proposing to expand out the
area required to be used, due to a roundabout taking up mare space. His understanding is that
under the 2007 approved Traffic Management Plan, there.cannot be a sighalized intersection at
that point. It is a full access only, with turn lanes. Indordersto address the County’s concerns,
Bluffton’s concerns, and the Hospital’ s concerns, we'looked at the Traffic Impaet Analysis done
for this project and acknowledged it needs to betupdated. In those discussions, thespotentiality
for the need of a roundabout, rather than a stop sign intersection'was determined desirable. We
are trying to move forward adding that study onto our study so we can justify that. That
additional cost is to be included in the design and permitting portion of this. If it turned out that
future traffic studies did not justify the roundabout, would the Hespital be comfortable with the
current access — stop signs, accel eration and deceleration lanes. Mr. Tedder stated it islikely, but
it is contingent on the Hospital having access to the new traffic study, so they can do their due
diligence. The Hospital does not want to design a failureforithe €ounty. He continued by saying
that if the Hospital Board getsite.a point and sees where it will not work, they will not purchase
the property.

Mr. Rodman clarified that before the Hospital buys the property, they will have to
understand that the traffic piece will work: Mr. Tedder stated this information and the permitting
of the road are'prerequisites for closing onthis property.

Mr. Stewart wanted to know what.it would take to move the traffic circle further south. Is
thatimpassible to do? Weare already going to be incurring additiona costs, above and beyond
what we envisioned it to be.'Let’s do'it now versus doing it less than appropriately and be sorry
for it in the future. Why can’'t the engineers get together? Why can't the traffic circle move
further south on theParkway/so it is further removed from the intersection?

Mr. Tedder replied money. At least two or three properties would have to be condemned
to be able to do that. They will not want to have their property condemned.

Mr. Baer stated they will get better access. Mr. Tedder stated he is not speaking for the
people, but it is his understanding they do not feel that way.

Mr. Kubic stated he asked Mr. Rob McFee to come up with the engineering changes so
that a text amendment could eventually be proposed. His position, as administrator, is that he
does not like putting in traffic lights. Y ou are stopping traffic. We spent money on Buckwalter
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and Bluffton Parkway to move traffic from one end to another, continuously, at a certain speed
as a parkway or mgjor thoroughfare. We did not want a major roadway where curb cuts would
occur every five feet. We passed the Access Management Plan and designated that C1
intersection. When the Hospital came forward, his recommendation was if it reasonable to
assume you’'d have more trips and they wanted a backdoor, that something other than a traffic
light should be introduces. He stated he was trying to keep al sides moving forward. He does not
want the Hospital to withdraw the project. He sees it as an economic development. He agrees
with Councilman Stewart in understanding if a roundabout is better. We have tried to keep five
to six items moving at the same time, recognizing that the only static piece we have is the Traffic
Management Access Plan that has identified a Cl intersection at that location. He stated he does
not like crossovers on medians. If it was his choice and a roundaboeut couldn’t be done, he'd
suggest right turn in, right turn out. Unfortunately that will net meet theiHospital’ s expectations.
When he first learned about the project, he instructed Mg, McFee to take a look at all of the
options for backdoor frontage connectivity, which included Ishand West, the Hespital, Sea Turtle,
and the property across the street from the C1 intersection to see what would be feasible. They
came back with alot of different recommendations. All of it came back to trying some alternate
would be a very expensive proposition. As a fallback position, &fter the last meeting he does
have the text changes that deals with distance and size and néw tool in our toolbox, but he stated
he has to follow through appropriate (steps in introducing a, text amendment. The Planning
Department is currently looking at it. I1t'wilh,then go to the Planning Commission. It may take
some time. He recommends us to find a way to allow the process to,eontinue so that we do not
jeopardize a potential investment in the area. He'is hoping there Is'a way to alow all of those
things to go to the next step. In any event, if the traffic analysis.is going to require some type of
study and the Hospital feelsitiisinot going to work, the project won't be going forward anyway.

Mr. Sommerville stated if the Hospital does not purchase this property and move forward
with this project, we don’t know if or when that property will be developed. We know the money
will comein if the Hospital purchases'italf. they do not, we do not know if it will ever comein.
there is money theresithat will'only be available if the Hospital buys. The Traffic Management
Access Plan he assumes the Town of Bluffton, Beaufort County, and SCDOT are the parties. Mr.
McFeeStated it isjust Beaufort Countys, ltwas devel oped with Beaufort County and the Town of
Blufftonasia signatory.

Mr. Sommerville stated if we want to amend that all it is going to take is action from the
two councils. The only reason we would have to amend it is if we decide put in a traffic light.
Right now that is notybeing contemplated. Mr. Kubic stated a modification would have to be
made if the plan is not accepted at face value. We have an ordinance. Anything that is different
than the ordinance would require an amendment.

Mr. Sommerville stated the current Traffic Management Access Plan allows usto putina
roundabout. Mr. McFee stated the Plan does not allow us in a signdl. It is silent on all other

aspects.

Mr. Sommerville wanted to know if improvement of an intergovernmental agreement
requires three readings and a public hearing. Mr. Tedder stated the County has been approving
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intergovernmental agreements by resolution. Chapter 82 provides for an agreement to be
presented to the Council for approval.

Mr. Sommerville stated when this leaves Committee; it goes to Council for one reading
by resolution. There are aways some unanswered questions that can be answered between now
and the next Council Meeting, February 28, 2011. He stated he is scared to let this languish in
Committee.

It was moved by Mr. Sommerville, seconded by Mr. Flewelling, that Committee approve and
recommend to Council approval of 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.

Mr. Flewelling stated he would appreciate it if Mr. Baer would send his list of questions
to all of Council to make sure they are fully answered. Mr. Tedder asked if he has permission to
respond directly to those questions to all Couneil- members or, should it be sent to staff. Mr.
Rodman stated he could send it to everyone.

Mr. McBride concurred with Mr, Sommerville in that Itis time to move this forward. The
Hospital has been working on this and trying,to find property forimany months. They have done
what they were told they needed to do to bring thisforward and meetithe spirit of the compliance
of our ordinance in place. It would not be fair to themito delay them any longer. We can move
this forward with a recommendation for approval ©f Cauneil. with the understanding that any
additional questions Couneilthas will be submitted to the Hospital Board or whomever the
appropriate person is and the answers to be recelved before it goes before County Council. If the
answers are not satisfactery, we will have a vigorous discussion at County Council before a vote
is taken.

Mr. Rodmanstated before the Hospital is going to purchase the property they want to
make sure that the“roundabout will work or that the access point will work. Mr. Tedder
concurred. Mr. Rodman continued Ry saying he believes that to be a couple months of work to
figure that out. Mr. Tedder stated at the Natural Resources Committee, they presented the critical
path on getting this done. The Hospital is not buying the property, closing on the property, until a
wetland permit is,0obtained for the crossing that must be obtained to get to the point of where the
roundabout goes. Itis important to know what to design, because it has to be taken in to account
for the submission of the core and OCRM. No, the Hospital is not going to buy this property if
they cannot have suitable access that functions properly. It needs to work properly.

Mr. Rodman the Hospital is asking for a credit against impact fees, up to the amount they
will front in to pay for the study and the building of the road. Mr. Tedder stated that is correct.

Mr. Rodman stated we know we will come short on the 1% sales tax and have prioritized
and have projects underway that assume most of the impact fees. How will the Hospital get paid
if the impact fees don’'t materialize? Mr. Tedder stated the Hospital acknowledges that thereis a
possibility that we may not get paid back for decades. That is why they ask that the certificates
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be issued. They anticipate receiving the impact fees for anyone that ties in, because they are
using the infrastructure the Hospital has provided. The Hospital also asks the County and the
Town to use their best efforts in finding other money to help out. The Board understand that
there is a possibility of being out some money for awhile, but anticipate that the impact fees at
full build out would be sufficient to cover everything but the roundabout.

Mr. Rodman wanted to know if anyone is uncomfortable with concept of the Hospital
front ending the money and getting paid back in the future. Mr. Caporale stated he is not
uncomfortable with it, but the question arises that if the impact feesddegin to accrue, do we get
into a scrap as to how they are proportioned. Mr. Flewelling added he is very comfortable with
the idea of using impact fees to pay for specific improvements related to that project, but he
would like to identify which properties would be drawn down (the properties the future impact
fees would be used from). He wants specificity. Mr. Aledder stated he could provide that
information. Mr. Caporal e stated it would satisfy his coneern‘as well.

The vote was — FOR: Mr. Flewelling, Mr. M€Bride, Mr. Rodman, and Mr. Sommerville.
OPPOSED — Mr. Baer and Mr. Stewart. ABSENT - MsaVonHarten. The motion passed.

Mr. Baer’s questions and concerps are attached to the minutes.

Recommendation: Council approvesan intergovernmental agreement among the County
of Beaufort, the Town of Bluffton and Beaufort Memerial Hospital regarding road design and
construction of Buckwalter Commercia Park'frontage road.

4, Review of Second Quarter Results

Discussion: Mr."Kubic stated this is a building block processis awork in processto give
a flavor of what department heads aresgoing tostalk about and the format we would like to
suggest. It isddy no'means a final, version.“The theory is to report at least once a month on the
previous snonth and to show the pregression and the accruals is designed to do severa things.
We arg'going to develop the pertain areas’of information that Council needs to see on a 30 day
period andhhow it may be affecting the County. We also believe strongly that there should be a
standardized method of presentation‘that includes presenters as well as hard copy reporting so
that we can learn about what is going on. The current hard copy presenters would be the
Assessor, Finance Director, Treasurer’s Office and Auditor’s Office. He believes we need areal
estate information explosien covering severa fields and aspects as to what is going on in our
community. That would include ATI, foreclosures, property values, etc. the primary point of this
exercise as ateaching.alearning moment is to lead into what may happen to the value of the mill.
It is so significant in this community because all of the public agencies al rely on it as their
primary source of income. Building permit fees have now been replaced by foreclosure fees as a
lead receipt for the general fund.
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o Assessor Second Quarter Results

Discussion: Mr. Ed Hughes, Assessor, reviewed the second quarter results with the
Committee. He stated his report will focus on the three As — Assessable Transfer of Interest
(ATI), 2009 and 2010 appeds, 4% residential assessment ratio. The first topic he spoke about
was the tax year 2011 ATl market analysis. The anaysis conducted is the first sweep in
identifying those properties that are subject to market value appraisals. Secondly, the dollars and
percentages are reflected only in that subgroup and should not bé extrapolated to apply to the
entire County tax base. It does, however, show a trend. 6,7124prapexties that had a transfer of
interest that occurred sometime in 2010 has been identifies. These properties will be reapprai sed
for the current 2011 tax year. A lion share of those propertiesiwere southof the Broad River —
4,921. The remaining 1,712 was north of the Broad River. He spoke about taxable value of the
properties which is not the assessed value, but is the assessor’s value on whichythe assessment
ratio would apply. It is neither the capped value, orinthe case of ATI transactions where market
value is established in the 2009 reassessment it is the'market value, There was an tncrease north
of the Broad River of about $50 million. The 2010 taxable vaue was $362,914,987 and the 2011
taxable value was $414,101,869. South of the Broad River is a different story. In 2010 the
taxable value was $1,759,412,495 and in'2021 it dropped nearly $105 million to $1,653,176,017.
He presented those values in the form of percents= south of the BroadyRiver -6.05%, north of the
Broad River 14.10%, and countywide ATI -2.62%.

He presented to breakdown of north of\.the Broad River which was as follows. Burton
22.9%, Town of Port Rayal 9.6%, City of Beaufort 12%, Lady’s Island 11.7%, St. Helena Island
12%, Fripp Island 2%, and Sheldon 37%. South 'of the Broad River’s breakdown is as follows:
Bluffton unincorporated=18.9%, Town of Bluffton -5%, Town of Hilton Head Island -2.9%, and
Daufuskie Island 6.5%.

M¢. Hughes spoketo appeals. We received, as aresult of the 2009 reassessment, atotal of
15,248  appeals. All but'950 are complete. Thos 950 remain outstanding and are additional
protéctsthat are moving to the Tax Equalization Board or the Administrative Law Court. The
major issue for 2010 was the decline in market value. We received around 4,600 appeals and
changed about one-third of them. The change impact reduces the assessed value on average of
16.

Mr. Rodman stated we only adjust in one direction. It seems that if someone makes an
appeal and it should have been higher than we ought to increase it. All we have is an incentive
for everyone to file for an appeal, nothing to lose. Mr. Hughes replied that at one point in time
the assessor was permitted to do that, however that is not the case. The Tax Equalization Board
is permitted to do so.

Mr. Kubic stated his hope is that as we go through this and get really familiar in the next
three to four meetings that one of the outcomes would be suggestive legislative changes.
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Mr. Hughes spoke about the 4% assessment ratio. AT the end of the second quarter for
2010, we had received 3,789 applications. The filing deadline for 4% applications for tax year
2010 was January 18, 2011. We still had approximately 1,300 applications that were pending. On
average 11% are disqualified. In 2010 tax year, 1,400 were removed / purged. As of tax year
2009 there was approximately 45,668 4% properties, as of October 31, 2010. There was dlightly
less for tax year 2010 at 44,811 4% properties as of December 31, 2010.

Mr. McBride wanted to know of the 1,400 accounts removed from the 4% ratio, what
percent challenged the removal. Mr. Hughes stated he has been challenged on the removal where
property owners are renting the property for more than 14 days in the calendar year. He stated
there is a case going to the Court of Appeals on that. Up until 2005, if a property was rented for
business or profit, it was prohibited from receiving the 4%. 12?2005 our code adopted the Internal
Revenue code relative to the declaration of income on renting.a residential, property. So, if it is
rented for 14 days or less, in the calendar year, the property owner does noforfeit the 4%. There
will often be information that comes to the Office anonymously or staff throughyvacation rental
by owner who discovers a property that is rented. Form letters go out asking thetax payer to
provide specific information regarding the rental and give them“a drop dead date in which to
respond. Those are the ones that were challenged.

Mr. Baer stated an issue he recelves,from his constituents often is when someone puts
their home in a trust where they change their ownership agreementythey still believe they are
4%, but as soon as they do that, it drops out of 4%. They. are not informed about it. They are out
a large amount of money for a large amount of time. " MryHughes stated that information is
posted in the Office. He alsowrete a letter to the. County Bar Association about that specifically.

Mr. Stewart stated the problem he is getting is that they are using out of state attorneysin
Georgia.

Mr. Kubic said to keep in, mind the'difficulty is that we are not encumbered or required
by law tofdisclose ever single facet, of the 4,000 pages dealing with real estate transactions in
South Carolina. You asan individual have the responsibility to hire good people to ask a lot of
guestions. A lot of tax payers are under the impression that staff can disclose all facets of the
law, whichisridiculous.

Mr. Hughes\distributed, to the Committee, an Office procedure document for when an
application is receivedianddthe various steps taken on reviewing the application, along with the
internet information and data available, including being subscribed to LexisNexis.

Mr. Rodman stated he was talking to someone who brought up one of the things people
are doing is a couple filing a separate federal tax return and each claim a different house as
primary. Is that widespread? Is it something that needs to be addressed |legidlatively? Mr. Hughes
stated it is being addressed legislatively. There is a pending Senate bill out there. Mr. Hughes
stated in his Office they believe the law is specific to marriage penalty. If either spouse has a
resident in either South Carolina or another stated and are receiving a benefit as a result of legal
residency, they must choose one or the other. Y ou don’t get both.
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Status: Informational purposes only.

o Finance Second Quarter Results

Discussion: Mr. David Starkey, Chief Financial Officer, reviewed with the Committee
the 4% to 6% comparison for tax years 2005 — 2009. There has been an increase of about 15,000
4% properties from tax year 2006 — tax year 2009 and a decrease of about 16,000 6% properties
over that same period of time.

He then presented the Committee with a PowerPoint présentation on the second quarter
financials. Our General Fund performance as of December 34, 2010, compared to December 31,
2009 is dmost level. As of December 31, 2010, we aredat $48.5 milliomas opposed to $48.8
million December 31, 2009. It is a less than 1% difference. Our revenues, most of which are ad
valorem taxes, are actually down as of December 31§ 2010. They were $49.5'million as opposed
to $52.4 million December 31, 2009. The ad valarem collections did level as of Wdanuary 18,
2011, the last day taxpayers could pay without a penalty,, but.they.leveled to what we were the
previous year. Our debt service fund performance is eschewed. Currently our expenditures
within the Debt Service Fund for fiscal,year 2011, as oppased to fiscal year 2010 are up $3.7
million, as opposed to $2.8 million. This was budgeted for. Thexdebt service payments for our
2010 bonds have come due therefore our Debt Service payments are higher. As such, millage did
increase from 3.62 to 4.57 this fiscal year. Rurthermorepour debt revenues are $15.1 million this
fiscal year, as opposed to $5.4 million last fiscal year. Not enlyswas that due to the increase in
millage, but we also refinancetheur 2002 bonds this fiscal year. We did a similar thing with out
2001 bonds a few fiscal years ago. Essentially,what we did was borrow monies at a lower
interest rate one fiscal year and pay off our 2002 bonds so once they become callable 10 years
later we will pay them off and essentially our payments would be at a lower interest rate going
forward. What that has donejisfcreater$9.1 million more dollars in revenues, $8.1 of which
relates to thetrefinancing and the remainder mostly relates to the premium received on the
transactiofn. Our collection rate, if you leveled off, we are down 6% in the debt service fund as of
December 31, 2010. That leveled off in January to last year’s levels. The premium received as a
part‘of the 2002 bond refinancing willimore than likely offset any further declines in tax base for
this fiscal year. The purchase property fund had budgeted increased expenditures of $1.7 million
as of December 31, 2010 as opposed to $1.4 million December 31, 2009. That related to the fact
that the $48.8 million borrowed a few years back has finally come due - $28.8 million related to
the Debt Service Fundiand&$20 million related to the referendum voted Rural and Critical Lands.
Because of that, millage was raised from $2.13 million last fiscal year to $2.76 million this fiscal
year. As such revenues have increased to $2.8 million this fiscal year, as opposed to $2.3 million
last fiscal year, as of December 31. If you compare apples to apples, the collection rate on this
fund is down approximately 7%. It did recover again, as of January 18, 2011, but if the current
trend of property values and appeals continues (same applies for General Fund), then the fund
bal ances of those two funds will more than likely be affected.

Mr. Sommerville wanted to know where the money is coming from and whereiit is going.
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Mr. Starkey replied they are Rura and Critical Land. That is what is paying the debt
service for the so far $80 million that has been borrowed from the two referendums out there.
Going forward, remember thisis the fund that relates to the payment of those particular bonds.

Mr. Starkey stated with 4,600 appeals outstanding and 1,300 appeals outstanding and
1,300 4% applications outstanding — this all affects our tax base. In which, at this point in time,
with all the Manatron data it looks like in the trend analysis that we are looking at about another
500 properties shifting from 6% to 4% in tax year 2010. Comparable to last year there was 1,300
that shifted from 6% to 4%. That means that every time a taxpayer shifts from 6% to 4% their
property tax bill goes down by one-third for the County and the schools |oose out completely. As
we go forward, we have to be very cognizant and tack on the generahappeals of property values
and the ATI trend that the Assessor has shown us. That very well“can_have some significant
impacts on our revenues. That all being said, he showed an analysis ef real and persona
properties, excludes autos, billed to collected last tax yéar and this tax year. We are $38 million
collected as of December 31, 2010 as opposed to roaghly $39.8 million collected last year. The
billed amounts, net of Tiffs, of $71.3 million and&$7Llast year'are artificially high, based on the
fact that the numbers do not begin coming down untilsthe appeals are processed and the 4%
applications are processed. As the year wears on, those billed amounts will shrink, as the appeals
go through and as the 4% applications go through. In any onegiven year, if someone sells their
house, that property automatically convertsite 6%. Our tax rolls pick up that activity and asit is
processed going forward, the billed amounts starts,going down. \We geta clear picture at the end
of the tax year in October. Up until that pointin time, and as appeals are outstanding the numbers
billed are artificially high.

Mr. Baer wanted'to know if, he takes the difference in the two bars (dide 6), last year we
are $31 million short; and this year we are $33 'million short. Mr. Starkey stated last year we
were at 56% collected as of tax year 2009, and thiswear we are 53% collected as of December
31, 2010. That did improve. Hecontinued. by saying the billed numbers changed as of January
18, 2011. They actually went'down in both'this tax year and last tax year. As they process the
appeals the billed amounts go dewn. We amost completely leveled off as of January 18, 2011
the last‘day one could pay taxes without. apenalty.

Mr.“Redman wanted'to know’if the collection include or exclude what is collected from
prior years. Mr. Starkey stated it is current tax year only.

Mr. Starkey stated auto tax collections for fiscal year to date were $1.4 million, roughly
40% of budget as of December 31, 2010 as opposed to $1.7 million as of December 31, 20009.
Autos are billed on a monthly basis. The Auditor gets the rolls from the DMV and each month’s
tax bills go out.

Mr. Sommerville commented that if heisreading it correctly, that means there are alot of
people driving on expired tags. Mr. Starkey stated there are some issues out there as well. It
might be timing issue, based on some tax bills getting out late. That is something we have to
keep monitoring.
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Mr. Starkey spoke in regard to Capital Improvement Project (CIP) funds. We expended
roughly $3 million dollars in CIP from September 30 — December 31, 2010 in which our
retainage changed very little. Meaning we were expending it mostly on the projects they were
determined for. Some money has since come back into retainage since December 31, 2010,
which was reflected in Mobile Data System presentation.

Rural and Critical Land monies tied to the purchase property fund were expended in the
amount of approximately $4 million between September 20 and December 31, 2010. The last
$10 millionis up for borrowing in that Rural and Critical Lands referendum passed in 2005.

Mr. Sommerville wanted to know if that is total borrowingsyMr. Starkey stated that is
borrowed and not spent at this point in time. There has been $80 million borrowed. They've
expended all but $4.9 million as of December 31, 2010.

Mr. Starkey gave an update on the TIFs which will have a very big impact as we hit the
reassessment in 2013. Our New River TIF revenues have been steadily increasingevery fiscal
year. As of December 31, 2010 we are looking at*$5.2 million in revenues, That is about
$400,000 more than the previous year. Because of the extraordinary amount of increment that
this TIF has had, it is estimated to conclude at the end of fiseal year 2013. It was originally going
to conclude in 2024. That is great for us, That General Fund alecation to that particular TIF is
amost 1 mil. That will be very important as we goito the next reassessment.

Mr. Flewelling stated he is interested'to know how many-properties we are projecting to
be below the capped val uesirs Starkey stated hé does not believe the state ever thought, when
they made the roll back.€a culationithat we would potentially ever be in a situation like this. That
is where without any.guidance wewill have to get.an Attorney General’s opinion.

Mr. Starkey stated the Bluffton County TIEs estimated to conclude mid fiscal year 2016.
The General Fund alecation of that TIF isapproximately .22 mils.

Mr. Flewelling stated we havetalked before about bonds having call dates, are these the
call dates. Mr. Starkey stated as of December 2012 we will be able to call a very large portion,
but will not be able to get it @l. As of January 2013, that next year’s TIF collection will comein
full. We will be able to pay it off in full the next payment. In the mean time we basically have an
escrow fund that'we have to put the moniesin and are not alowed to tap into.

Mr. Starkey stated ad val orem tax rates are down for all three funds. Collection rates have
improved by January 18, 2011, however with 5,900 outstanding value appeals for tax years 2009
and 2010 and another 1,300 4% applications, those numbers will definitely need to be monitored
as we go forward. We are seeing a downward trend in that property value. That could lead to
further issues down the line. In conclusion, the General Fund balance is vulnerable if the rate of
expenditures, the effects of these deals and the property value decline continues. Going forward
items include mil rollup for reassessment 2013 which would impact the County, Schools,
municipalities, fire department, and PSDs. That is something we have to be on the lookout for,
especialy with the trend data. We are also looking at slower payments. Comparing last year to
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this year, there was a 3% difference in who paid as of December 30, 2010 as opposed to January
18, 2011. If you look at prior fiscal years, our collection rates are going down. That leads to
budgetary constraints and the importance of looking for new revenues and increasing other
current revenues.

Mr. Baer asked about the reserve fund. Mr. Starkey stated at this point the number is up
compared to where it normally is as of June 30. The revenues come in a bell curve fashion. So
far in taking last year's reserve of roughly $18 million, it is roughly $1 million ahead. Last year
at the end of the fiscal year, our General Fund went down by $2.7 million:

Mr. Kubic suggested Council to consider setting a reserve number. If the appropriation
cannot be sustained by the collection in a 12 month period and a reserveiis fixed, we will have to
layoff and reduce in areal time sense, rather than allowing it'to continue.xThat is the beauty of
having a defined reserve policy. In other areas at the end of ‘the year you cannot take down the
reserve. It would have to either be taken down whendt occurs or not.

Status: Informational purposes only.
o Standard Operating Precedures Related to Reporting

Discussion: Mr. Hill, Deputy County. Administrator, statedsthe County Administrator
has tasked him with trying to take all of the detailsanthmake it into'a simplex model so that we
can project data at a more efficient manner. We have been iniecemmunication with the Treasurer-
elect and members of the Treasurer’s staff to help facilitate the information provided by Mr.
Starkey and Mr. Hughes into asimple format. Thisis a start of trying to get the data in afashion
that we can show the'effect of the mil value on amonthly basis. The Auditor will also be a part
of this process and will providing us with what is billed and several amounts on automobiles and
personal property. He stated, he, the Treasurer/elect, Deputy Treasurer have spoke about
receiving infermation,on the properties currently outstanding. Finance will then come in and tie
in al of the numbers. This Committee will see where we are at a current state. He presented the
Committee with a financial standard operating report format.

Mr.“ Kubic added if staff does not receive the information from the Auditor and
Treasurer’s Office, he is not having his staff put figures in this chart. His expectation is that the
data must come from the feeder departments. He wants the Auditor here to present her part and
the Treasurer-elect 10 report his part of the data. He stated it is the real estate factors that he is
concerned about. If the mil value results in a decrease of 100,000, that is a $4 million swing. It is
significant.

Status: Informational purposes only.
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5. Consideration of Reappointments and Appointments
. Accommodations Tax Board

It was moved by Mr. Flewelling that the Committee approve and recommend Council nominate
Mr. Dick Farmer, representing at-large, for reappointment to serve on the Accommodations Tax
Board. The vote was — FOR: Mr. Baer, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. McBride, Mr. Rodman, Mr.
Sommerville and Mr. Stewart. ABSENT: Ms. Von Harten. The motion passed.

Recommendation: Council nominates Mr. Dick Farmer
the Accommodations Tax Board.

reappointment to serve on



PUBLIC FACILITIESCOMMITTEE
March 1, 2011
The electronic and print mediawere duly notified in
accordance with the State Freedom of Information Act.
The Public Facilities Committee met on Tuesday, March 1, 2011 at 4:30 p.m., in the Executive

Conference Room of the Administration Building, Beaufort, South Carolina.

ATTENDANCE

Public Facilities Committee Members: Chairman Herbert Glaze, Vice Chairman Steven Baer and
members Gerald Dawson, Brian Flewelling, .and Stewart. Non Committee Member Paul
Sommerville was also present. Members William McBride and Stu Redman were absent.

County staff: David Coleman, CIP Manager; Bob Klink, County Engineer;"Rob McFee, Division
Director — Engineering and Infrastructure; David ‘Starkey, Chief Financia “Officer; and Dave
Thomas, Purchasing Director.

Public: Jeff Ackerman, Carolina Engineering; Steve Andrews, Jenny Horn, SGA Architecture;
Mildred Simpson; Allan Williams; and Edger Williams.

ACTIONITEMS

1. Consideration of Contract Award
e:Design BuildyConstruction for Dirt Road Paving Contract #43

Discussion: Mr. Rob McFee, Division Director — Engineering and Infrastructure,
reviewed this item with the Committee. Beaufort County issued a Request for Proposals from
qualified firms to design and build the'Dirt Road Paving Contract #43. The following two firms
responded and provided proposals for the'project on 2/10/11.

REA Contracting, LLC with Andrews & Burgess, Inc. $1,167,172.55
APAC Southeast with'‘Coleman-Snow Consultants, LLC $1,314,200.00

The Design-Build proposal process differs from a typical construction bid, in that the
proposers outline how they would accomplish the project within a specified cost. In this regard,
proposals are reviewed on the basis of the “value offered” rather than solely on the lowest price.
A committee consisting of the County Engineer, Engineering Construction Manager,
Construction Engineer, and General Support Superintendent reviewed the proposal and
interviewed the two firms.

After the interviews, REA Contracting/Andrews & Burgess, Inc. was selected as the
proposer providing the best value for the design and construction of this project. This team’s
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proposal was aso reviewed for compliance with the County’s Small and Minority Business
Subcontractor Ordinance. It has been determined that they made a* Good Faith Effort” and arein
compliance with respect to Beaufort County’s requirements regarding the Small and Minority
Business Subcontractor Ordinance.

On the basis of the qudification of the firm and the value offered, the Committee
recommends award of a design/build contract to REA Contracting, LLC / Andrews & Burgess,
Inc. The project will be funded by BCTC/TAG funds from the following: Middlefield Circle,
3322T-54728; Jasmine Hall Road, 3322T-54729; Ballpark Road, 3322T-54730; lhley Road,
3322T-54731.

It was moved by Mr. Flewelling, seconded by Mr. Dawson, that the Public Facilities Committee
approve and recommend to County Council a contract award in the amount of $1,167,172.55 to
REA Contracting, LLC / Andrews & Burgess,dne. to design_and build Dirt Road Paving
Contract #43. It will be funded by BCTC/TAG funds from the following: Middlefield Circle,
3322T-54728; Jasmine Hall Road, 3322T-54729; Ballpark Road, 3322T-54730; lhley Road,
3322T-54731.

Mr. Dawson stated in the past)ithe Committee received a list of subcontractors contacted
for these bids. He noticed there is no mention of subcontractors in the packages and questions
why not.

Mr. McFee repliedranlist of the active contractors has been,provided. If the Committee
wishes to see additional paperwork, it can be included in future data packages.

Mr. Dawson theught it would be good to see the number of subcontractors solicited and
the number of those that responded. Our,concerniisto foster business for minority local source.

Mr. Flewelling agreed with,Mr. DawsonaT he problem, in the past, was receiving copies
of aform letter that had 'gone out ta 35 different people and addresses. That could be made into a
one page composite sheet.

Mr. DavesThomas, Purchasing Director, added in working with the County’s new
Compliance Officer, we will be putting forth more reports.

Mr. Glaze stated the proof of contacting subcontractors was provided previously, but
contributed to a surplus of paperwork. We needed to cut back on paperwork. He suggested
anyone that wants to view that information, to stop by the Purchasing Department.

Mr. Flewelling stated what he did gain from the information previously provided was that
he could call a nonresponsive business and inquired as to why they did not respond. Mgjority of
the time their response was that it was too large of a project.

The vote was:. APPROVE — Mr. Baer, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, and Mr.
Stewart. ABSENT —Mr. McBride and Mr. Rodman. The motion passed.
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Recommendation: Council awards a contract in the amount of $1,167,172.55 to REA
Contracting, LLC / Andrews & Burgess, Inc. to design and build the Dirt Road Paving Contract
#43. 1t will be funded by BCTC/TAG funds from the following: Middlefield Circle, 3322T-
54728; Jasmine Hall Road, 3322T-54729; Ballpark Road, 3322T-54730; lhley Road, 3322T-
54731.

2. Consideration of Contract Award
e Design Build Construction for Dirt Road Payving Contract #44

Discussion:  Mr. Rob McFee reviewed this itemawvith the Committee. Beaufort County
issued a Request for Proposals from quaified firms tofdesign and build the Dirt Road Paving
Contract #44. The following two firms responded and provided proposals for the project on
2/10/11.

REA Contracting, LLC with Andrews & Burgess, Inc. $620,376.30
APAC Southeast with Coleman-Snow Consultants)LLC $604,800.00

The Design-Build proposal gprocess differs from‘a typical construction bid, in that the
proposers outline how they would accomplish the project within a specified cost. In this regard,
proposals are reviewed on the basis of the “value offered” rather than solely on the lowest price.
A committee consisting of the County Engiheer, Engineering Construction Manager,
Construction Engineer,sands General Support  Superintendent. reviewed the proposal and
interviewed the two firms.

After the interviews, REA Contracting/Andrews & Burgess, Inc. was selected as the
proposer providing the best value forsthe design and construction of this project and provides
more construction and engineering than the,A PAC/Coleman Snow team. This team’s proposal
was also reviewed for.compliance with the County’ s Small and Minority Business Subcontractor
Ordinance. It has been determined that they made a “Good Faith Effort” and are in compliance
with respectyto Beaufort County’s reguirements regarding the Small and Minority Business
Subcontractor Ordinance.

On the basis,of the qualification of the firm and the value offered, the selection
committee recommendsiawardof a design/build contract to REA Contracting, LLC / Andrews &
Burgess, Inc. the project will be funded by BCTC/TAG funds from the following: Fish Haul
Road, 3322T-54732; JessicaDrive, 3322T-54733; Ned Court, 3322T-54734.

It was moved by Mr. Dawson, seconded by Mr. Baer, that Public Facilities Committee approve
and recommend Council award a contract in the amount of $620,376.30 to REA Contracting,
LLC / Andrews & Burgess, Inc. to design and build the Dirt Road Paving Contract #44 to be
funded by BCTC/TAG funds from the following: Fish Haul Road, 3322T-54732; Jessica Drive,
3322T-54733; Ned Court, 3322T-54734. The vote was. APPROVE — Mr. Baer, Mr. Dawson,
Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, and Mr. Stewart. ABSENT — Mr. McBride and Mr. Rodman. The

motion passed.
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Recommendation: Council award a contract in the amount of $620,376.30 to REA
Contracting, LLC / Andrews & Burgess, Inc. to design and build the Dirt Road Paving Contract
#44 to be funded by BCTC/TAG funds from the following: Fish Haul Road, 3322T-54732;
Jessica Drive, 3322T-54733; Ned Court, 3322T-54734.

INFORMATIONITEMS

3. Road Abandonment — Part of Bostick Road

Discussion: The background of this item is as follews: Bostick Road is a County-owned
right-of-way (r-o-w) located in Salem Plantation Subdivision. Although shown on numerous
plats asa 60’ r-o-w, the street itself was never constructed.

A recent survey by David Gasgue, RLS; has brought to light @n error or omission in the
original subdivision surveys that have resulted in a misrepresentationyof Bostick Road, the
misrepresentation being that the r-o-w is 60’ wide, In redlity, the r-o-w width varies and is less
than 60’ .

Bostick Road is situated between Blecks C and D of,Salem Plantation Subdivision. These
Blocks were surveyed at different times by different surveyars. While each survey labels Bostick
Road as a 60’ r-o-w, neither surveyor actually-surveyed the r-o-w area. In reality, the space
between the two blocks, whieh,would correspond to the r-o-w, isless than 60'.

Additional fagtors contributing to the ‘confusion over r-0-w width are the survey changes
applied to Lot 15-C. This is the only lot in Block C adjacent to Bostick Road. The lot was
originally surveyed as beingi144.71" wide at its'widest point. A subsequent survey reduced this
figureto 144.7°. A third survey restoredthelet to itsoriginal width.

As a result of the errors outline above, contemporary surveys of Lots 1-D and 2-D are
shown with *Areas of Confusion”. These areas reflect the fact that the Bostick Road r-o-w varies
in width, muehof it being less than 60™. Obviously, may potential purchaser of either lot would
have reservation about these “Areas of Confusion”. To remedy this situation the owners of Lots
1-D and 2-D, Alan Williams, Mélanie Williams, and Mildred Simpson, have proposed three
alternative solutions:

1. The County quitclaim the platted “ Areas of Confusion” to the property owners

2. The County quitclaim a 10'-wide strip aong the entire length of Bostick Road, thus
reducing the County’ s r-o-w to 50’

3. The County quitclaim a 13.38 -wide strip of land along the entire length of Bostick
Road, the 13.38' corresponding to the widest point of the “ Areas of Confusion”

The County Staff Attorney has recommended Solution #2: that the County quit claim a
10’ -wide strip of land running the entire length of Bostick Road to the owners of Lots 1-D and 2-
D.
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Mr. McFee reviewed this item with the Committee. He began by apologizing, saying the
exhibits provided were less than clear. He presented an exhibit that showed it in a clearer fashion
and pointed out the areas to the Committee. He showed Bostick Road, saying it does not
currently exist and is currently grass/dirt. It is a right-of-way, but no pavement exists. He showed
the areain question, in regard to ownership. The narrative demonstrates the different surveyors at
different times and the width of the r-o-w, all which creates a level of confusion that can be
resolved by the County recommending the abandonment of this r-o-w to the adjacent property
owners.

Mr. Allan William pointed out Lot 1 which was the original lot, Lot 2, owned by Ms.
Simpson, and Lot 3 owned by Joe Morgan. He also pointed, out the original r-o-w posts. He
wants to put a house on the property. They would at least Tike'it to go back to the original 45’ r-
o-w, but would prefer the entire thing be abandoned.

Ms. Mildred Simpson stated the recommendation has been Solution #2 — a 50’ r-o-w is
the remainder right-of-way. What is being asked i1s,a 40’ r-o-w to eliminate any confusion in the
original platting. She stated they would like the r-o-w'to be 45" as opposed t040'.

Mr. Glaze stated it was his intention to postpone the abandonment, in that there was an
additional option that was not provided to Cauneil. He would like to make sure Council has time
to look at that option before moving forward.

Mr. Flewelling wanted to, know if‘the delay was geing to cause any trouble for Mr.
William who replied no, it has been going on for years. He'aso stated Solution 3# is more to
their advantage.

M« Baer wanted to know why:the,County Attorney recommended Solution #2. Mr.
M cFee stated he will“askithe County Attorney.tolbe present at the next Committee meeting.

Status: Thisitem willhbe brought forth at the next Public Facilities Meeting.
4, RPurchasing 101'— Doing Business with Beaufort County

Discussion: ‘Mrn, Dave Thomas, Purchasing Director, reviewed this item with the
Committee. The Purchasing/Department has moved from Building 2 to Building 3. He stated
the Department wants to be open and transparent to the community and is doing so with the
internet. The contract information, business opportunities will be listed on the internet. Vendors
and contractors will fill out vendor applications and download them from the internet. They will
be able to view vendor lists, current and other vendor links. Also, with the new Compliance
Officer, more purchasing events will be created i.e. workshops for our local vendors — small and
minority business community. He then reviewed with Council the Purchasing Department’s
website, request for quotes, invitation for bids, as well as request for proposals, request for
gualifications and request for information. He also went over some “helpful hints’. This
included topics such as pre bid and pre proposal meetings. He stated his job is to make sure the
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vendors and contractors are successful in presenting their responses and also to check their
documents for compliance. The Department also checks on local preference if there is a
matching bid and on references/experiences. The Department meets with staff in an evaluation
committee then it is brought back to the appropriate committee of Council.

Status: No action required. Information only.
5. Burton Wells Regional Park Update

Discussion: Mr. Jeff Ackerman, Carolina Enginegringy and Ms. Jenny Horn, SGA
Architecture, reviewed this item with the Committee. MS. Horn provided an update to the
Committee. She presented an overview map and the overall master plan for the Burton Wells
Regional Park (Park). The part she has undertaken is the 69 ‘acres to the east of Burton Wells
Road. She stated last summer they went through.a series of community workshops to get the
community feedback on what they’'d like to’ see happen on the €9 acres. Out of those
community workshops, data was pulled to form a program for the Park. Out of that, a definite
expansion of the existing pond/lake current out there was a definite need for activities, a dog
park area on the northern part, an open lawn/grass amphithéatre for outdoor events, and on the
south portion a lake pavilion are all‘heeds addressed. She al'so pointed out the location of the
playground/splash area and a future road leading to open Spaces on the more eastern portion of
the Park. Part of the community workshop-included skate parks and covered basketball court
areas to be provided. The graphic she presented illustrated what, they are looking to do in the
first stage of constructionromsthe 69 acre portion of the,Park. In the construction documents,
they are looking at providing the expansion tocthe Take (6.7 acres), a dog park, existing
basketball court to remain, additional parking, the lake pavilion and additional parking on the
south property. The picnic pavilion is located on, the north site and the south site will be bid
alternates to the project. Also provided,will be a perimeter fence on the edge of Burton Wells
Road for security purposes inand out of the Park.

Mr. Ackerman, stated what 1S\being presented are the actual construction drawings that
are currentlyyout to bid. Thereis alot'ehinformation on these drawings, because these drawings
are what the park improvements will be built from. He showed the northern entrance into the
Park and the lacation of the asphalt paving, shaded dark. He stated the lighter area on the
parking areas and pathways are pervious.

Ms. Horn stated the path from the parking is also asphalt in order to take on the heavier
duty traffic anticipated going to the amphitheatre.

Mr. Flewelling inquired as to the number of people who will be able to comfortably sit
in the amphitheatre.

Ms. Horn stated approximately 300 people. It isintended to be a natural seating area.

Mr. Ackerman presented the lower portion of the site. He showed the existing pond and
the new contouring that will take place. Also, he presented the boathouse, and the lower parking
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which ismostly pervious surfaces. Mr. Ackerman presented the lower portion; southern
access point and the lower portion of the parking area where an asphalt paved entrance will be
and the lighter areas presented again are pervious paving. A smaller retention pond will be
created due to the inability of draining the area back to the main pond.

Ms. Horn stated we are looking at replanting the island and anything disturbed will be
seeded in this base bid. The lake pavilion — parking lot planting with some accent planting
around the building will be added. She showed the bid alternate to the planting plan.

She also presented to the Committee the site electrical which is basically the parking.
The bid aternate will be pedestrian path lighting that €irculates around the amphitheatre.
Another bid alternate is pedestrian path lighting.

She spoke about floor plans and pointed eutithe location of,items at the lake pavilion,
the picnic pavilion and the floating dock area. . She aso presented the signage details that went
out for construction to correspond with alot of the rural recreation signsin.the County now.

Ms. Horn reviewed the project schedule with the Cammittee which hasbeen advertised.
The pre bid conference will occurdMarch 16, 2011, with bid opening on April' 5, 2011. She
stated the hope is to get a notice to proceediin June. Thereisabout 180 day construction period.

Mr. Baer wanted to know if thereiis a budget goal theyare working toward. Ms. Horn
stated yes they were givenrabudget. That iswhat the base,bid accounts for.

Mr. Flewelling stated it is wonderful. He believes it will be a rea gem for northern
Beaufort County.

Status: No action required. Informational purposes only.
6. US 17 Ribbon Cutting Ceremony Held February 10, 2011

Discussion: Mr. Rob. McFee reviewed this item with the Committee. The Ribbon
Cutting Ceremony,occurred February 10, 2011 with numerous dignitaries who attended — Mr.
Dawson, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, as well as SCDOT Commissioner Craig Forest,
John Walsh with the Deputy’ sOffice, Director of Engineering for SCDOT, and numerous other
State legidators. It was'a eald day, but we had a meaningful ceremony. The roadway means a
great dea to Beaufort County, as does the history of the facility. It was a very unforgiving
roadway. It is now a very safe, attractive facility. The only thing lacking on the project is an
overlay of what is known as open graded friction course which is an interstate grade overlay
which alows water to run through the first inch and a half, getting it away from the contact
service. It creates less mist from traveling trucks and has better braking, skid resistance
characteristics. It isalso quieter.

Mr. Dawson inquired as to the timeframe of SCDOT putting the top layer on. Mr.
M cFee stated March 15 will resume the surface paving season, so it will be thereafter.



Minutes - Public Facilities Committee
March 1, 2011
Page 8 of 8

Mr. Flewelling pointed out that the only other thing missing is four-lane connectivity all
the way to Jacksonboro. Mr. McFee stated that is under active construction with Lane
Construction out of Connecticut.

Mr. Baer wanted to know if much impact is being seen from the oil price increase in the
cost of road projects. Mr. McFeereplied in the affirmative. Mr. McFee stated the asphalt index
and fuel index are adjusted monthly on ours and SCDOT contracts. The percentage rise we all
have seen at the pumpsis adirect translation to contracts.

Mr. Glaze commented that U.S. 17 is an excellentgroject and is an example of monies
well spent.

Mr. Dawson stated the project is an outstanding and magnificent piece of work by
SCDOT. The event was well attended by individuals from Columbigloca dignitaries, as well
as local community representatives and the general community. He thanked al of the people
involved from SCDOT officias, the contractorPhillips Jordan, and county staff — Mr. McFee,
Mr. Kubic, and Mr. Kinton. It was a collective effort,which ineluded community involvement.
To everyone involved, thank you.

Status: No action required. Infermationenly.
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Thoughts, Comments and Questions on BMH Access Road Project - February 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.

2 - Road and Traffic Design:

- It is not clear to me that the plan presented (2/7/11) is the best design for all thegqpeople of the area. Questions
include:

- What is the plan for this road? Is it a hospital driveway, or afull service accessS Rd. to the Buckwalter Parkway as
envisioned in our 1% project book?

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

- What is the best traffic design to cover al the usersin the area?

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

- It has been said that the proposed rotary violates our Countysaccess management plan. It has also been said that it
seems designed for some other unknown land access purpese across Buckwalter parkway. That'is hoet a bad thing,
but given the high traffic movie/restaurant complex nearby, it seems that this read needs to be designed to cover all
nearby purposes.

- Where is the traffic study for the project?

3 - Funding:

- A frontage road at Buckwalter Commercial was onthe 1% project list at somepoint in time. (It wasin the July 26,

2010 report.) However, that list lumped al the frontage roads into a single $2,228,047 project. It is not known if any
remaining money is available in that 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.

- What isthe total cost of the project, andcost to County?

- How much is the hospital asking for: $200;000, the full road construction cost, or some other number?
- Where is that money proposed to.come from? Whatwillsitdisplace?

- What impactdeeswill beigenerated by this project?

4 - Presentation and Approval Methods:

- This appears to be a worthwhile project that' 1 would like to see succeed. However, it is an example of how not to
present complex material to CC for arapid 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.

e First appeared Jan. 4, 2011 as an off agendaitem at end of Natural resources Committee meeting.
o Next appeared as apresentation 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
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