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4:00 p.m. 1. CAUCUS
Executive Conference Room, Administration Building

5:00 p.m. 2. REGULAR MEETING
Council Chambers, Administration Building

3. CALL TO ORDER

4. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

5. INVOCATION

6. REVIEW OF MINUTES - March 14, 2011

7. PROCLAMATIONS
o Sexual Assault Awareness Month
Jeanne L. Newland, Director of Prevention/Outreach Services
Hope Haven of the Lowcountry
¢ Child Abuse Prevention Month
Mr. Charles Brown, CPS Supervisor
Department of Social Services

8. PUBLIC COMMENT

9. COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT
Mr. Gary Kubic, County Administrator
e The County Channel / Broadcast Update

Over
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g bcgovsc
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e Two-Week Progress Report
¢ Resolution / Fair Housing Month
¢ Recognition of Donation from New Hope Christian Church to Disabilities Foundation
for Camp Treasure Chest
Mrs. Mitzi Wagner, Director, Disabilities and Special Needs
e Update / Economic Development Task Force Meeting Held April 4, 2011

10. DEPUTY COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT
Mr. Bryan Hill, Deputy County Administrator
e Two-Week Progress Report
e Presentation / Earth Month / Think Green
Mr. Jim Minor, Solid Waste and Recycling Manager
e Update / Beaufort County (Lady’s Island) and Hilton Head Island Airport Master Plans
Mr. Paul Andres, Airports Director
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
Capital Improvement Projects:
Disabilities and Special Needs Adult Day Care Center
Hilton Head Airport Aircraft Rescue Firefighting Facility
Tire-Baler Building
e Coastal Watch Military Exercise
Mr. Todd Ferguson, Emergency Management Director

CONSENT AGENDA
Items 11 through 14

11. AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING FUNDS IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED
$1,000,000 OF HOSPITALITY TAX FUNDS TO BE AVAILABLE OVER A FIVE-YEAR
PERIOD TO HERITAGE CLASSIC FOUNDATION FOR THE PROCUREMENT OF THE
PGA HERITAGE GOLF TOURNAMENT TO BE HELD ON HILTON HEAD ISLAND,

SOUTH CAROLINA (backup)
e Consideration of second reading approval April 11, 2011
¢ Public hearing — Monday, April 25, 2011, beginning at 6:00 p.m. in Council Chambers of
the Administration Building, Beaufort
e First reading, by title only, approve occurred March 28, 2011/ Vote 7:4

e Finance Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred March 21, 2011
/ Vote 5:2

Over
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12. BEAUFORT COUNTY ZONING MAP AMENDMENT FOR R100 015 0000 0051 AND
R100 015 0000 015A (KNOWN AS THE VILLAGE AT LADY’S ISLAND PLANNED
UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD), APPROXIMATELY 35+ ACRES TOTAL, BORDERED
BY SAM’S POINT AND OYSTER FACTORY ROADS); FROM PUD TO LADY’S
ISLAND COMMUNITY PRESERVATION DISTRICT (LICP) AND LADY’S ISLAND
EXPANDED HOME BUSINESS (LIEHB) ZONING DISTRICTS (backup) (map)

e Consideration of first reading approval April 11, 2011
o Natural Resources Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred April
4,2011/ Vote 6:0

13. TEXT AMENDMENTS TO THE DISASTER RECOVERY AND RECONSTRUCTION
ORDINANCE (backup)
e Consideration of first reading approval April 11, 2011
e Governmental Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred April 4,
2011/ Vote 5:0

14. AN ORDINANCE TO ESTABLISH A MULTI-COUNTY INDUSTRIAL/BUSINESS
PARK, TO BE KNOWN AS THE CYPRESS RIDGE MULTI-COUNTY PARK, IN
CONJUNCTION WITH JASPER COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA; TO PROVIDE FOR A
WRITTEN AGREEMENT WITH JASPER COUNTY AS TO THE SHARING OF THE
REVENUES AND EXPENSES OF THE PARK; TO PROVIDE FOR THE
DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUES FROM THE PARK AMONG TAXING ENTITIES
HAVING JURISDICTION OVER THE PARK; TO PROVIDE FOR A FEE IN LIEU OF
AD VALOREM TAXATION; AND OTHER MATTERS RELATED THERETO

e Consideration of first reading approval April 11, 2011
e Governmental Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred April 5,
2011 / Vote 5:0 (ordinance) (exhibit A) (taxes)

15. LOWCOUNTRY HOME CONSORTIUM CONSOLIDATED PLAN AND ANALYSIS OF
IMPEDIMENTS
e Public Hearing Announcement Only
e Monday, April 25, 2011, beginning at 6:00 p.m. in Council Chambers of the
Administration Building, 100 Ribaut Road, Beaufort

PUBLIC HEARINGS
Items 16 and 11

6:00 p.m. 16. TANGER HILTON HEAD OUTLET CENTER 1 / FIRST AMENDMENT TO
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN BEAUFORT COUNTY AND COROC /
HILTON HEAD |, LLC, A DELAWARE LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY (backup)
e Public Hearing Only
e Second reading approval occurred March 28, 2011 / Vote 8:3 (Stone/Tile) and 11:0

(Signage)

Over
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

e Monday, April 25, 2011, beginning at 6:00 p.m., in Council Chambers, of the
Administration Building (public hearing 2 of 2)

e First reading approval occurred March 14, 2011 / Vote 8:3 (Stone/Tile) and 11:0
(Signage)

o Natural Resources Committee discussion and recommendation to approve occurred
March 14, 2011 / Vote 4:3

BURTON WATER EXTENSION PROJECT APPLICATION (backup)
¢ Consideration of resolution adoption to occur April 11, 2011

COMMITTEE REPORTS
PUBLIC COMMENT

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

ADJOURNMENT
Cable Casting of County Council Meetings
County TV Rebroadcast The County Channel
Charter Cable CH 20

\I)/Ivozdayd 388 p.m. Comcast CH2
S f r:jes &y 12:00 p.m. Hargray Cable CH9 & 252
Sa udr 3y 6'.30 p.m. Time Warner Hilton Head Cable | CH 66

uncay =-am Time Warner Sun City Cable CH63

Over



Official Proceedings
County Council of Beaufort County
March 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, March 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 Steven Baer,
Rick Caporale, Gerald Dawson, Brian Flewellingg William McBride, Stu Rodman_and Gerald
Stewart. Herbert Glaze arrived at 4:20 p.m. Laura VVon'Harten arrived at 4:45 p.m.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

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

INVOCATION

Councilman Stu Rodmandgave thexlnvocation.

MOMENT OF SIKENCE

The Chairman_.called for a moment of silencerin'remembrance of Darrell Blain Hylton, age 68,
husband offTheresa Hylton, whoidied March 10, 2011. He was a Solid Waste & Recycling
Operations Forman and‘County employee since 1997.

Mrs. Winifred R. Murray, ‘age 77, wife of Port Royal Town Mayor Sam Murray, who died
March 6, 2011.,She was a retired veteran school teacher.

Mrs. Gloria Simon, age 85, avife of Probate Judge Francis Simon, who died March 5, 2011. She
was a mother and community volunteer.

REVIEW OF PROCEEDINGS OF THE REGULAR MEETING HELD FEBRUARY 14,
2011

It was moved by Mr. McBride, seconded by Mr. Dawson, that Council approve the minutes of
the regular meeting held February 14, 2011. The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale,
Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville and
Mr. Stewart. ABSENT — Mr. Glaze and Ms. VVon Harten. The motion passed.
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PROCLAMATION

The Chairman proclaimed March 2011 as Disabilities Awareness Month and encouraged our
citizens to recognize the many contributions made by people with disabilities in their
communities, and to work together to promote increased opportunities for people with
disabilities. Mrs. Gardenia Simons-White, board member, accepted the proclamation.

Mr. Glaze arrived at 4:20 p.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT

The Chairman recognized Mr. Roberts Vaux, legal counsel representing Doug and Lou Ellen
Robertson, who stated Bluffton Town Mayor Lisa Sulka'sent\a letter dated March 7, 2011 to
Chairman Newton requesting County Council to consider a proposal to realign the intersection of
Bluffton Parkway at Buckwalter Parkway / Bluffton Parkway Phase 5B Realignment., As a sort
of an introduction, Mr. Vaux had tried to find out"where that item was discussed and a resolution
adopted by Bluffton Town Council, and it was not. The IssueAvas taken up in executive session
under a legal briefing regarding the Parkway realignment. We, who own property and live in
Bluffton, had no input in it. We have been down this road before. County Council hired experts
and engineers; and as a result, adopted a propesal. That does nat mean it can never be looked at
again, but there ought to be some good reason, other than benefiting'one individual, in order to
realignment it. Mr. Vaux understands the County does not have the'money to build the Parkway.
It does not have the money to design the Parkway,and certainlysdoes not have the money to hire
another engineering firm to'restudy and redo it'ffom scratch, 'We ask that you simply ignore the
request. The request_ does not'come to Council as a matter of resolution. Bluffton Town’s
request comes to County, Council as a result of ‘@ secret action taken in executive session by
Consensus.

COUNTY ADMINISTERATOR'S REPORT

The County Channel / Broadcast Update
Mr. Gary Kubie, County Administrator, was absent from today’s meeting.

Mr. Bryan Hill, "Deputy County Administrator, announced at 9:00 p.m. tonight, The County
Channel will premiere thefnew episode of Coastal Kingdom, “Winter in the Lowcountry.” The
next in our award-winning series looks at how animals’ adaptations and behaviors help them
survive even the coldest winter months. Highlights include pelican diving, fox, squirrel, and a
red-tail hawk. Coastal Kingdom is produced in partnership with the LowCountry Institute, and
hosted by naturalist Tony Mills.

The County Channel is wrapping up production on a video produced with the Sherriff’s Office.
The video will feature the SWAT team, the Bomb Squad, and highlight some of the unique
training exercises they do to prepare for their extremely important and sometimes dangerous job.
The video will be used as a public outreach tool, and to inform the citizens of Beaufort County
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just how fortunate we are to have these people on our side. The video will also be able to be used
by the Sherriff’s Office as a recruitment tool.

Two-Week Progress Report

Mr. Hill submitted the County Administrator’s Two-Week Progress Report, which summarized
his activities from February 28, 2011 through March 11, 2011.

Presentation / Boundary Street and Ribaut Road Traffic Signal Network

Mr. Colin Kinton, Transportation and Traffic Engineer, statéd about a year ago he gave a
presentation on the progress of the county signal networking in southern Beaufort County. In
that he reported that we had networked 100% of our signals 1o southern Beaufort County and
discussed with Council the county’s plan to begin our networking and retiming in northern
Beaufort County. Tonight Mr. Kinton will report.en what staff has accomplished over the last
year in northern Beaufort County. Tonight’s preSentation will focus on three separate projects:
Northern Beaufort County Signal Networking, Boundary ARibaut Signal Networking, and Signal
System Re-timing.

Project 1 - Northern Beaufort County ‘signal,networking involved the networking of seven
signals. This project was completed in August 2010, Expenditures totaled $33,170. The funding
sources were $11,159 from the county general fund'and $22,560 from SCDOT.

Project 2 - Boundary / Ribaut'Signal Networking involved the networking of 15 signals on
Boundary Street and Ribaut Road. \ This project .was recently completed. Expenditures totaled
$81,274. The funding 'sources were $30,558 from the county general fund, $22,688 from
SCDOT, and the County Transportation Group (CTC) approved $28,028 from the one cent sales
tax projects. Staff has scheduledhe network,completion of all but four signals in 2011.

Projects 4 and 2 physically netwark,the signals to the county’s computer network through our
servers using fiber optic technology.. This offers improved monitoring of the signals. It allows
quick response to public inquiries. It provides the ability to monitor alarms and outages -- if a
signal malfunctions, notification occurs via cell phone. It provides traffic count data collection
over the netwark. It provides improved trouble-shooting and quick deployment of timing
revisions resulting in, reduced time in the field. It provides the ability to deploy special timing
plans. It minimizes demand on emergency personnel.

Project 3 - Signal ‘System Re-timing involves the retiming of 19 coordinated signals.
Expenditures totaled approximately $92,021. The funding source was monies paid by SCDOT.

The new timing plans are specifically for the Boundary Street / Ribaut Road corridor. There are
seven coordinated plans throughout the day and weekends. Installation provides the ability for
future traffic response, used now on US Highway 278, based on fluctuations and traffic demand
throughout the day. Coordination is based on predominant traffic flows both north and south on
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Ribaut Road and east and west on Boundary Street throughout the day. We can influence special
timing plans to handle congested traffic such as Parris Island graduations.

Mr. Kinton has conducted a before and after analysis. The average number of stops reduced
37%, average travel times reduced 10%, and total delays reduced 36%. The increase in system
efficiency / level of service, i.e., how have we improved the level of service on Boundary Street
and Ribaut Road, has improved an average of 4.5% to 18.6% over the before conditions. This
resulted in a benefit cost ratio of 7:1 with an annual savings of $279,637.

The Signal Operation is the result of a partnership with the MUS Division, SCDOT, City of
Beaufort, and Emergency Management Division. We now have 'more than 69 existing traffic
signals in Beaufort County of which 100% are networked in‘southern‘Beaufort County and 64%
networked in northern Beaufort County.

The next project to be accomplished during 2012¢include, hopefully, networking 94% of the
signals in northern Beaufort County. Staff is looking toward werking with SCDOT to network
the three signals Beaufort County maintains in Jasper‘County/along US Highway 278. Staff is
going to be expanding its vehicle / system detection“=- automatic traffic counts deployed
throughout the network -- as well expanding the emergengy, pre-emption on Ribaut Road /
Boundary Street intersection and SC Highway,170.

The County is working with SCDOT using federal'money to rebuild the signals / mast arms in
the greatest need. At present Bay Street at CarteretsStreet'is underway to rebuild with mast arms.
Ribaut Road at Lady’s Island Drive is underwaywith construction starting later this week. Later
in 2011 staff will start the design.and construction of master arms at Charles Street at Bay Street,
Charles Street at Graven Street, and Charles ‘Street at Boundary Street, which are three
intersections greatest in“need of /rebuilt. With the widening of US Highway 278 mast arm
installation will occur at US Highway 278yat Buek Island Road (funded), US 278 at Rose Hill
(funded), and'US 278 at Buckwalter Parkway (funded).

Beaufort,County (L ady"slsland) Airpert Master Plan

Mr. Paul Andres, Airports Director, provided Council a brief update on the status of the Beaufort
County Airport (Lady’s Island) Master Plan that is in progress. For the Lady’s Island Airport
there have been several updates to what is referred to as the Airport Layout Plan (Layout Plan)
which talks about development at the Airport. However, the last full Master Plan for the Lady’s
Island Airport was completed more than 30 years ago. As a result, it was agreed that a full
Master Plan was needed for that Airport and that process began in June 2008. To date, the
Inventory Forecast Facilities Requirement and Development Alternatives Chapters have been
completed and have been presented to the Airports Board. They were presented in April 2009 at
which point one main topic of concern that came out was the potential impact for environmental
concerns to salt marsh regarding an expansion of the runway. Also there was a concern that City
of Beaufort officials be included and advised in this process as we proceeded forward.
Subsequent to that the consultant had a change in the planner who was assigned to do the work;
and once a new planner was back on board, they were able to make a presentation to the
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Beaufort City Mayor and Beaufort City Manager in January 2010 at which point, shortly
thereafter, the planning process resumed. Regarding the remaining steps in the Master Plan, the
Environmental Overview is in progress, the Airport Layout Plan is being finalized, and the
Capital Improvement Plan, which is the financial component, is yet to be developed. At the
conclusion of that, the deliverables that we will receive is a full Master Plan Update for the
airport which will also include the current version of the Airport Layout Plan. The consultant
estimates to have this completed by July 2012.

The two key components in the Plan follow. First, at present ourfunway safety areas do not
meet FAA standards. They are 170 feet to 175 feet too short. This is the overrun area off the
end of the runway. Any time you do any work now at an Airport,ithe FAA wants all safety
deficiencies addressed and corrected. That is something we will needto'take a look at. Second,
at present the critical design aircraft is a Beach King Twin Engine Turboprop. According to
FAA design circulars, it requires approximately 444«<feet of runway to operate. That would
involve just under a thousand foot extension to the‘existing runway. The consultant looked at
different scenarios in order to achieve this additional runway, length and of ‘those, the one
alternative that had the least overall impact, was to extend the runway to the north into the salt
marsh approximately 1,000 feet. It would allow the airport to meet the current and forecast
demand for aircraft activity. It does, however, have significantimpact to the salt marsh and that
is a critical issue. It will not involve land-acquisition or acquisition,of any residential or business
properties. There is a cemetery on the south side of,US Highway 21 and as well as US Highway
21 immediately to the south. If the runway were to, be extended, that area would have
tremendous impact in that regard. It also allows future precision approaches to be preserved at
least to the north end of the airport. Another important consideration is it does not present a
conflict with airspace for Marine Corps Air Station.

Regarding development of the terminal area, the ‘consultant looked at phased development to
accommodate expected growth,.in based aireraft.» ltems that are included: a full length parallel
taxiway thesentire length of the runway, construction of additional T-hangar and conventional
hangars,4apron expansion;, improved. parking to the terminal facility, expanding the terminal
building, relocating the fuel facility, andseonstructing a helipad. Since this Plan is still a work in
process, some of these projects will shift from one stage / one phase to another as this process is
refined — Stage,1 covers zero to five years, Stage 2 six to ten years, and Stage 3 eleven to twenty
years.

As to the remaining step,once the Airport Layout Plan is approved, the following task may be
immediately carried out to complete the Master Plan. Finalize the draft Airport Layout Plan set.
Address any edits / comments on draft Mater Plan chapters completed to date (Inventory through
Alternatives).  Finalize draft Environmental Overview chapter. Complete the Capital
Improvement Program chapter. Make final the County presentation. Submit Master Plan to
FAA for review and approval.

Mr. Rodman requested Council receive monthly updates on the status of the Hilton Head Island
Airport Master Plan, environmental assessment, design, trees, etc.
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Bluffton Parkway Phase 5B Realignment

Mr. Hill, Deputy County Administrator, referred to a letter dated March 7, 2011 from Bluffton
Town Mayor Lisa Sulka to Chairman Weston Newton regarding a formal request to reconsider
the alignment of Bluffton Parkway. The County has completed a process that allowed voters to
understand the parameters of this project as well as allowed significant amount of time to receive
for public due diligence. Public hearings were conducted in March 2002. County Council
approved in January 2008 staff moving forward with our roads program. It included was all
municipalities as well as County Council. This program was a greup effort that provided for
projects throughout Beaufort County, north and south. Staff believes everything has been vetted
and is in the process of moving forward. Staff needs some diréction en the next step regarding
this letter.

Mr. Newton commented there has been an administrative review of this issue and a
determination that further review is not necessary. 4However, from the political side we do have
a municipality that has requested that we review'the alignment., Mr. Newton’s sense is to send
the issue, specifically, the whether to reconsider the alignment, tosPublic Facilities Committee.
Florence & Hutchinson was heavily involved in developing this right-of-way plan that was
approved. And if we now are going tovengage in a reconsideration of process, what is it going
cost? Who is going to pay for it? What areithe parameters ofthat review? Mr. Newton asked
Mr. Glaze, as Public Facilities Chairman, to have members ‘take the matter up, not the
substitutive review at this juncture, purely the idea of whether we are going to reconsider this
alignment and, if so, how that process would unfold'and, specifically, where the resources would
come from to engage in that process.

Mr. Anthony Barrett, Bluffton Town Manager, said there are two compelling reasons, maybe
even three, that we ask ‘County Council to reconsider this alignment. One reason is time has
changed. The second is that we'are undersa,Code review. This whole area is under review in
terms to become a growth center for our town.”'We are deciding, just as County Council is with
its Codegwhere growth should be and where growth should not be. Probably the third reason
woulddbe that this is an opportunity to getfree right-of-way, which is, to Mr. Barrett, compelling.
We know that this is not samething that is going to be done tomorrow. The County does not
have money.toydo it. The Town does not have any money to do it. But with the Code revision
we think it is appropriate at this time to take it under advisement again.

Mr. Rodman said it'seems‘that having some resolution would be important to the Town as they
undergo their planning process and from the County perspective it seems that this project is
many, many years out'when money is available. It does seem, however, kind of a “chicken and
egg” or a “catch 22”. He cannot see that we should do anything ourselves, from a financial
standpoint, but it is important from a planning standpoint and time is critical. It does not do the
Town any good to have a decision delayed for a couple of years. Perhaps, the committee will
need to understand whether or not the Town would fund any money before the committee could
make a determination.
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Mr. Newton stated there has actually been a determination made and federal permits drawn on
the current realignment. If there is going to be a change in that process, what is it going to cost?
But, more importantly, if you are going to reconsider that, just getting the consultants to analyze
the Town’s proposal, is going to have some price tag. Where those monies come from he would
be curious of.

Report / County Council Annual Planning Session (Retreat)

Mr. Newton summarized the annual planning session that took place March 3, 4 and 5. The
meeting was held at the B/J Water and Sewer Authority building. <The meeting location was held
at an open and public-donated facility. Council did not go out of thescounty, and did not incur
any additional expense. However, in full disclosure a portion of the:BIJWSA property on SC
Highway 170 is in Jasper County. At the retreat Coungihprioritized its aetion items, wrestled
with some big ideas, and had a good vetting of the issues that'were on the table to be dealt with.
From here Mr. Lyle Sumeck, the facilitator, will prepare the report materials andireturn those to
administration for a quick turnaround in terms of editing and then disseminatedto all members
of Council. Mr. Newton hopes that process this year will shappen in less than 30 days and
brought forward to Council post-haste so that not only can we publish that information, but so
that we can use it as benchmarks for ougadministrative staff:and as Council’s guidepost moving
forward in the next year. Mr. Newton thought it was a productive retreat and appreciates
everybody’s participation and indulgence, as. we, went through What were long sessions,
especially the all day, ten-hour session Friday.

Report / 2011 National Association of CountiesL egislative Conference

Mr. Newton reported the, 2011 National Association of Counties Legislative Conference was
held March 6, 7 and 8 in'Washington, DC. Councilmen Paul Sommerville, Jerry Stewart and he
attended the conference again,this year.mEheyshad the occasion, as part of the coordinated
events, to meet with Senator Lindsey Graham, Representative Joe Wilson, Representative James
ClyburngRepresentative Tim Scott,sand Senator DeMint’s staff. Among the topics we visited
with them, of course, is transportation and where we are in the overall program. Many of those
gentlemen helped identify, prioritize the needs, and made available project funding in the last
few years. “We brought them all up to speed on where we were with the St. Helena Island
Library at Penn Center as well as recent activities with regard to Mitchelville and how both of
those projects tietinto the Gullah / Geechee Trail and the bigger picture of tourism. Another
topic discussed was theyHeritage Golf Tournament. Senator Graham specifically engaged, at the
Hilton Head Island Chamber of Commerce Breakfast held October 10, 2011, in a discussion of
the Heritage Golf Tournament and its importance to Beaufort County. It was insightful to hear
their suggestions and their offer of assistance with regard to the golf tournament. Without
exception, our representatives and senators in Washington underscored the importance of the
Heritage Golf Tournament, not only to Beaufort County, but to the State of South Carolina.
They offered whatever assistance possible, and we have passed that information along to the
folks at the Heritage Golf Tournament.
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County Council Modified Meeting Schedule

It was moved by Mr. Flewelling, seconded by Mr. Sommerville, that Council amend its 2011
meeting schedule to provide for holding a caucus beginning at 4:00 p.m. and holding the regular
meeting beginning at 5:00 p.m. The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson,
Mr. Glaze, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville and Mr.
Stewart. ABSENT - Ms. Von Harten. The motion passed.

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

Mr. Newton stated at the retreat Council discussed the challenges thatireassessment presents and
what limitations exist under the law. Mr. Kubic advised Counclil, at that point in time that he had
asked Mr. Ladson Howell, staff attorney, to communicate,with the Attorney General to better
understand what limitations existed under current state law"as it relates'toa roll-forward of
millage. A state law provides for a rollback of millage and does not clearly delineate what
limitations, if any, many exist on roll-forward.

While in Washington, DC we had the occasion, by circumstance, to visit for a few minutes with
our Attorney General Alan Wilson. Weyraised the question‘with him that we were going to be
making a request that his office research and issue an opintenywith respect to our question
concerning future tax collections in Beaufort County. Attorney Genéeral Alan Wilson asked that
we represent in making the request, given the limited reseurces their office has, that this request
is coming by official action of Council.

It was moved by Mrd Rodman, seconded by Mr. Stewart, that Council adopt a resolution
authorizing the County Attorney 10 request a legal opinion from the Honorable Alan Wilson,
Attorney General for the State of Seuth Carolina, as to whether or not counties will be allowed to
roll-forward their millage so_that the overall.assessed tax base will achieve the same amount of
collected tax€s necessary for appropriated funds.

Mr. Rodman commented the Town ofsHilton Head Island has had a discussion with their
Municipal Association and‘they have received some feedback that they were favorable of doing
this.

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

Parksand Leisure Services Department New Operating Hours

Mr. Hill, Deputy County Administrator, commented as a follow on to his January 24, 2011
memorandum to Council addressing 15 budget concepts, one of which was a reduction of hours
in certain areas, administration believes it is time to go forward with a reduction in hours of
operations in the Parks and Leisure Services Department at some recreation facilities effective
Monday, March 21, 2011. The new hours are as follows: (i) Buckwalter Recreation Center:
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11:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday closed on Saturday and Sunday. (ii) Burton
Wells Recreation Center: 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Thursday, 8:00 a.m. to 6:00
p.m.; Friday, 10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. Saturday; closed on Sunday. (iii) Charles “Lind” Brown
Activity Center: 10 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Friday closed on Saturday and Sunday.

Pet Adoption

Mr. Bryan Hill, Deputy County Administrator, reported Animal Sheltersand Control has received
$2,590 from PetSmart Charities for the events at PetSmart this last quarters, These events include
regular day-to-day adoptions, the three-day adopt-a-thon held ind=ebruary, and the Santa Paws
three-week event in December. This money goes into the Spay/Neuter. fund for our free clinics.
Mr. Hill thanked Public Safety Division Director William: Winn, Department Director Toni
Lytton, and all Department employees for their efforts in Keeping our euthanasia rate down in the
County.

DEPUTY COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’'S REPORT

Two-Week Progress Report

Mr. Bryan Hill, Deputy County Administrator;submitted his Two=\Week Progress Report, which
summarized his activities from February 28,2001 through March 11, 2011.

New Bridge over Beaufort River / U.S. 21 /'S.C. 802 Construction Proj ect

Mr. Rob McFee, Division Director-Engineering ‘and Infrastructure, reported the new bridge over
the Beaufort River will be a 4,200-foot bridge. TThe contractor is United Contractors, Inc. of
Great Falls, South CarolinasThe cost is $34,573,368. The completion date is August 2011. The
contractor has completed drilled‘shafts, footings,sand columns. The contractor is continuing to
set girders and pour deck spans.

S.C. Highway 802 Roadway. Construction Proj ect

Mr. Rob McFeg, Division Director-Engineering and Infrastructure, 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. The completion date is December 2010.
Final asphalt surface was‘placed on the Lady’s’ Island section from Meridian Road to US
Highway 21. Shell Point grading operations and asphalt base operations continue.

SC Highway 46 and Simmonsville Road

Mr. Rob McFee, Division Director-Engineering and Infrastructure, reported this project involves
the widening of SC Highway 46 to the Bluffton Branch 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 Carolina. The cost is $7,503,367.03. The completion
date is May 2011. Pipe placement, curb and gutter and sidewalk construction is complete.
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Asphalt base is 95% complete. Work was performed on SC Highway 46 roundabout this
weekend.

Disabilitiesand Special Needs Adult Day Care Center and Administration Center

Mr. Rob McFee, 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. The contract is Emory J. Infinger and Associates of Charleston, South Carolina. The cost
is $6,436,974. The completion date is March 2011. Geothermal well"and roof installation 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 involves
a 7,200 square foot facility with two equipment bays and administrative space.” The contractor is
Creative Structures of Knoxville, Tennessee. The castis $1,787,638.43. The completion date is
March 2011. The contractor is finishing the last of the interiorawvork.

Tire-Baler Building

Mr. Rob McFeg, Division Director-Engineering and,Infrastructure, réported this project involves
an 11,000 square foot receiving facility for, recyclables;, tires apd other selected solid waste
streams. The contractor is Beaufort Construction. AFhe cost 15$491,022. The completion date is
May 2011. Erection of steel trusses, roof and‘insulation system is complete. The contractor is
working on interior office spaceand concrete flatwork is underway.

Bluffton Parkway Phase 5A Roadway

Mr. Rob MeFee, Division Director-Engineering and Infrastructure, reported this project involves
the construction of 2.31 miles of'a new four-lane divided highway between Burnt Church Road
and Buckingham Plantation Road. Theseontractor is Cleland Construction of Ridgeland, South
Carolina:" The project cost is $11,578,720. The contract completion date is July 2012. Clearing
has been completed and embankment operations are underway.

Plantation Business,Par k

Mr. Rob McFeg, Division Director-Engineering and Infrastructure, reported this project involves
the construction of 0.5 miles of a 22-foot wide connector road between Westbury Park Way and
Simmonsville Road. The contractor is Cleland Construction of Ridgeland, South Carolina. The
project cost is $1,017,385.72. The contract completion date is April 2011. The contractor is
now placing culvert. Ninety-percent of paving has been completed and final surface course will
be placed later this month.
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Radio Shop

Mr. William Winn, Division Director-Public Safety, stated in 1990 when Beaufort County put in
its first analogue 800 MHz radio system, one of the requirements placed on Savannah
Communications and Motorola was that they had to construct a maintenance facility on Beaufort
County property at their expense with no charge to Beaufort County or increase in our
maintenance rates. They agreed to do so in exchange for a ten-year contract with the stipulations
that any time either one of us cancel the contract we would pay off each other as necessary. Mr.
Winn displayed a photograph showing the first part of radio shop building, constructed in 1990.
At the completion of the first 10-year cycle, Beaufort County again elected to ask Savannah
Communications and Motorola to expand the building and in 2001twe bays were added. In the
last two months Beaufort County has negotiated with Savanhah Communications and Motorola
to add on a maintenance facility for our new mobile dataqprogram which:will be coming on line
in the next two to three months. In the three contractsthat Beaufort County has,signed, the value
of the building is approximately $300,000. It is fully equipped with all the technelogy we need
in there to maintain our systems. Supplies, backup and parts Storage is also maintained at this
facility.

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

This item comes before Council under the Consent/Agenda. Itwas discussed at the September 7,
2010 Public Safety Committee.

It was moved by Mri Caporale, seconded by Mr.'Sommerville, that Council approve on second
reading an ordinance to previde/for a Home Detention Center Program as an alternative to
incarceration in_certain areashin BeaufortsCounty. The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Baer, Mr.
Caporale, Mr. DawsonyMr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr.
Sommeryille, Mr. Stewart:and Ms. Von Harten. The motion passed.

The Chairman announced that.a public hearing on this issue would be held Monday, March 28,
2011 beginning,at 6:00 p.m. in Council Chambers of the Administration Building, Beaufort.

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

Ms. Von Harten will vote against the motion. Her comments apply to both dirt road paving
contracts, #43 and #44. She is getting to the point where she thinks Council is sending the wrong
message by paving roads when we are trying to decrease the amount of impervious surface in
Beaufort County. This is going in the wrong direction. We cannot pave every single road in
Beaufort County, and she does not want to. Ms. VVon Harten believes Council should start going
in a different direction.
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Mr. Dawson responded to Ms. VVon Harten’s comment. He begs to differ with her in that we still
have many citizens in the rural parts of this county who have, for generations, suffered under the
source of dirt roads. When it rains, it is muddy, slippery, nasty, and sometimes even impassable
and dangerous. It is easy for someone to say they we should not be paving any more roads if you
live on a paved road. We have to be cognizant of the fact that we have a lot of citizens who are
privy to that and they deserve the same affordability of living on a paved a driveway and roads.
As an example Mr. Dawson had called the Public Works Department on March 11, 2011,
following the heavy rainfall earlier in the week, about one particular read where children could
not walk from the end of the dirt road to the main road to board the scheol bus because of the
muddy road. This particular road is a county maintained dirt road and was graded the week
before the rainfall. The County is going to spend money onedwvay onthe other — Public Works
grades the road, it rains, the road becomes impassable, Publi¢ Works then,puts down either rocks
or any product in order to harden the surface. We are stilliSpending money.

Ms. Von Harten did not say we should not fail tomaintain those roads and improve,them, she
does not think we should be paving more roads." We should, maintain what ‘we have. She
understands it costs more to maintain dirt roads over the course’of time, but it is money spent in a
different way. Right now we are putting $1.5 million between these two contracts (#43 and #44)
into outside firms, engineers, construction,people. That moneyis going to be gone quickly and it
is going to go towards getting that result, but,that money is gaing to be gone. If we took that
same money and applied it to maintaining those roads over the long haul that would provide jobs
for people with low skills and it would keep some money.in our community and jobs for people
who really need it over the long haul. It is just a different approach. We need to maintain our
dirt roads. It is going to cest; It isjust a different'way of using that money.

Mr. Flewelling pointéd out the winning bidders on both of these contracts, #43 and #44, are local
firms.

It was moved by MraMcBride, 'seconded by Mr. Baer, that Council award a contract in the
amount of $1,167,172.55:t0 REA Contracting, LLC / Andrews & Burgess, Inc. to design and
build Dirt.Road Paving Contract #43. lbwill be funded by BCTC/TAG funds from the following:
MiddlefieldnCircle, 3322T-54728; Jasmine Hall Road, 3322T-54729; Ballpark Road, 3322T-
54730; Ihley Road, 3322T-54731. The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson,
Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville and Mr.
Stewart. NAYS = Ms. Von Harten. The motion passed.

BEAUFORT COUNTY DESIGN BUILD CONSTRUCTION FOR DIRT ROAD PAVING
CONTRACT #44 —FISH HALL ROAD, JESSICA DRIVE, NED COURT (COUNTY
COUNCIL DISTRICT #2)

It was moved by Mr. McBride, seconded by Mr. Baer, that 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:
YEAS - Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr.
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Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville and Mr. Stewart. NAYS - Ms. Von Harten. The
motion passed.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

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 SCHOOLSASA LIMITED USE IN
SMALL ASSEMBLY AND WORSHIP USESAND REMOVES SIZE REQUIREMENT)

The Chairman opened a public hearing at 6:11 p.m. for the purpose of, receiving information
from the public regarding a text amendment to thesdZoning and Development Standards
Ordinance (ZDSO), Article V, Table 106-1098. General Use Table and Section 106-1247
(allows schools as a limited use in small assembly and warship uses and“removes the size
requirement). After calling three times for public'comment and receiving none, the Chairman
declared the hearing closed at 6:12 p.m.

It was moved by Mr. Sommerville, aseNatural Resources Committee Chairman, that Council
approve on third and final 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. Baer, Mr: Caporalepivr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr.
Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr.aNewton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart and Ms. Von
Harten. The motion passed.

AN ORDINANCE TO PROVIDE FOR A DAY WATCH PROGRAM AS AN
ALTERNATIVE TO INCARCERATION 4N CERTAIN CASES IN BEAUFORT
COUNTY

The Chairman opened a“public hearingsat 6:13 p.m. for the purpose of receiving information
from the public on an ordinance to/provide for a Day Watch Program as an alternative to
incarceration in, certain cases in Beaufort County. After calling three times for public comment
and receiving none, the Chairman declared the hearing closed at 6:14 p.m.

It was moved by Mr. Stewart, as Governmental Committee (formerly Public Safety Committee)
Chairman, that Council approve on third and final reading an ordinance to provide for a Day
Watch Program as an‘alternative to incarceration in certain cases in Beaufort County. The vote
was: YEAS - Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride,
Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart and Ms. VVon Harten. The motion

passed.

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

Community Services Committee

Alcohol and Drug Abuse Board
Mrs. Bette Goettle

The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr.«Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr.
McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart and Ms. Von Harten. Mrs.
Bette Goettle garnered the ten votes required to serve as a member.of the Alcohol and Drug
Abuse Board.

Mr. Charles Hammel

The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale; Mr..Dawson,»Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr.
McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart and Ms. Von Harten. Mr.
Charles Hammel garnered the ten votes required to serveas a member of the Alcohol and Drug
Abuse Board.

Mr. K.Z. Najaka

The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. DawsongMr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr.
McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr: Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr, Stewart and Ms. Von Harten. Mr.
K.Z. Najaka garnered_the eightvotes required to serve as a member of the Alcohol and Drug
Abuse Board.

Disabilitiesand Special Needs Board
Mrs. Nancy Pinkerton

The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr.
McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Redman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart and Ms. Von Harten. MTrs.
Nancy Pinkerton:garnered the ten votes required to serve as a member of the Disabilities and
Special Needs Board:

Finance Committee

Accommodations Tax Board
Mr. Dick Farmer

The vote was: YEAS - Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr.
McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart and Ms. VVon Harten. Mr.
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Dick Farmer, representing at-large, garnered the eight votes required to serve as a member of the
Accommodations Tax Board.

Natural Resources Committee

Development Agreement: Tanger Outlet |

Mr. Sommerville, as Natural Resources Committee Chairman, stated members debated for more
than an hour today and discussed whether or not we should amend, and in what way, our
Development Agreement with Tanger Outlet | (Tanger) to deal with a situation that has evolved
over the last year and a half regarding outparcels — stone and tilezuse at the Olive Garden
restaurant (Olive Garden) as well as the positioning of signage at Tanger I. Mr. Sommerville
believes that at least eight members of Council were atdteday’s discussion. This issue comes
forward as a committee recommendation, on a vote offfour to three, to amendithe Development
Agreement to permit the Planning Director and County Administrator to approve,or disapprove
two items. One item is the use of natural stonesand tile, on amoutparcel for the Olive Garden,
which are approved items in the Zoning and Development Standards Ordinance. The second
item has to do with the positioning of signage.

Mr. Tony Criscitiello, Planning Director, commented at the Natural Resources Committee held
earlier today, members discussed two amendmentsyto the Development Agreement in regard to
Article VIII, Section D. The first issue has,to do“withythe ability of the County, through the
Administrator and Planning Director, to approve the opportunity to install in the Olive Garden
tile on the roof and natural stone as building materials. As pointed out, those are approved
materials under Appendix B, Seetion 4, paragraphs A.1 and A.2 of the Zoning and Development
Standards Ordinance (ZBSO). The direction coming forward from Council in the amended
Development Agreement would jprovide the authority to the County Administrator and the
Planning Director to approve those two materials. With that said, the majority of the issues
associated with the Oliver Garden would be“handled by the administrative function that the
Planningd Director waould, perform:, The second issue is signage, with regard to the
implementation of the ZDSO, in the'signage section, i.e., the ability of the developer to properly
sign the“buildings in relationship to the actual tenants in the buildings on the wall space. It
makes sense for. the signage to occur with regard to our implementation of our ordinance without
modification. We have no ability to modify that without a text amendment. Normally how this is
handled, in regard to,large developments like this, is though a Planned Unit Development (PUD)
and then there is a mastersSignage plan that accompanies that PUD that specifically details how
the signage is going to be handled. In this instance it did not happen. Consequently, we are
faced with a situation‘that in order for us to meet the deadline, we are under pressure to have a
grand opening by the end of March, and we are forced in a very important way that the
Development Agreement be amended in regard to the materials for the Olive Garden and then in
regard to the signage on the major component of the commercial development.

Mr. Sommerville summarized the Committee meeting held earlier today. These text
amendments would accomplish two things. It would allow the County Administrator to approve,
by our current ZDSO, materials in the building and secondly, the signage, which Mr. Criscitiello



Minutes — Beaufort County Council
March 14, 2011
Page 16

mentioned. At the meeting Mr. Sommerville explained in great detail that the Olive Garden, the
outparcel purchaser at Tanger, has spent about a year and half, made five presentations to the
Southern Corridor Review Board (Southern CRB), and made major changes based on their
recommendations. Mr. Sommerville passed around copies of the rendering of the five different
versions that the Olive Garden presented to the Southern CRB just to show the number of
changes that were made based on recommendations made by Southern CRB. Mr. Sommerville’s
point was that Southern CRB suggestions were taken seriously by the Olive Garden over this
year and half period and these five presentations and major changes were made. At the end of
the five presentations and a year and half, it came down to the Southérn CRB determination that
they did not like natural stone and they did not like tile, even though they are approved in the
ZDSO. They certainly have the right to not like it, they have the right,to reject it, and they have
done that. Council, on the other hand, has a Development Agreement. which it entered into
several years ago with Tanger and we have a right todamend that Agreement to permit our
Planning Director to make that determination. Mr. Semmerville sat through all of the Southern
CRB meetings where this issue was discussed. Hefthought there was a lot of give and take on
both parties. A number of changes were made; but at the end, of the day we have to decide
whether or not we, as a body, are going to exercise our right*to amend that Development
Agreement as it is being recommended here, as was a committee recommendation to this body,
or we are not. If we are not, then wepare denying the Olive, Garden the right to build their
branding on this particular site and that 1S what is comes down-toyarchitectural branding. They
have given, given and given and they cannot givesanymore without'completely compromising
their architectural branding. This issue comes forwardyas a committee recommendation. It is
controversial. It was controversial at the committee meeting="He is certain it is going to be
controversial here. Mr.«Sommerville feels ‘strongly in support of this amendment to the
Development Agreement for the purpose stated.

Mr. Newton has no problem,with the Olive Garden. In fact, many of his constituents expressed
an interest in wanting the Qlive Garden built,.and they want it here. Perhaps, there is some
confusion about the facts. There, is no deadline of March 31, 2011 as it relates to the Olive
Garden. £They are not'going to get the restaurant built by March 31 and unlikely break ground
regardless of what happens here. Mr. Semmerville’s suggestion that we are denying the Olive
Garden the right to build, perhaps, misses the issue -- at the Columbiana Mall there is an Olive
Garden with.ne,stone and noitile. Mr. Newton does not think it denies anybody anything except,
perhaps, their desire to build stone and tile at this location at a very heavily traveled corridor in
Beaufort County.“ The signage issue makes sense. It is a Tanger issue. It does not give them any
more square footage of signage, but clarifies confusion in the ordinance and Development
Agreement relative to'the way signs were calculated. The amendment before Council requires
three readings, two public hearings, and going forward is to allow the Planning Director and
County Administrator the right to approve stone and tile. It does not say they absolutely will
approve stone and tile, and if Council is narrowly split, they may be very concerned about
approving stone and tile. Mr. Newton is not a fan of bureaucracy. We all stated at our retreat we
wanted to try to streamline the process. We run the risk of getting caught up in the emotion
saying, “we are in a recession and these folks are going to build a restaurant so let’s go lay down
the regulatory bar and let them build”. They do build other places without stone and tile. From a
lawyer’s perspective, but also as a member of Council and whose district this project is in, he
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does not like to make up the rules as we go approach. We established a Southern CRB. We
decided what their authority was and the scope of their authority under the Development
Agreement. We now have an applicant who does not like the result from the Southern CRB. We
had a meeting January 24, 2011 where Tanger legal counsel and three members of Council’s
Development Agreement Committee made a recommendation to tighten down the language to
acknowledge that approved materials in our ZDSO were appropriate for consideration and to
suggest that it go back to the Southern CRB for their review and consideration. We all agreed
that that was appropriate. In fact, Tanger agreed that they got everything they had bargained for
at the point in time they negotiated this Development Agreement with Beaufort County. There
are a lot of different opinions about whether the County’s two Cerridor Review Boards should
exist or should not exist. Its existence is the balance of interests of various parties and protecting
our corridors. Once created by state law, Council does not sit in review of them. Mr. Newton’s
concern is we open Pandora’s Box today and we invite anybody, who does not like a decision
from the CRB to stand in front of Council and request@pproval, too, of thelr project and can you
find an exception that fits their project. Mr. Newton does not, believe government waorks where
the ends justify the means. There is a process. We ought to adhere to that process, clarify what
our intention was when we entered into this Development Agreement, and send it back to the
Southern CRB with an expectation that they will do the job as it has been instructed. Mr.
Newton will not vote in favor of this amendment. He is in favor of the signage issue and is
delighted to support that by way of clarificatien. This other issuesbegs a bigger question and he
does not think Council ought to be substituting the County AdminiStrator’s and the Planning
Director’s judgment for that of the Southern'CRB.

Mr. Stewart remarked based upon Mr. Newton’s comments and the earlier discussion today in
Natural Resources Committee, he requested a division of the motion - signage and Olive Garden
Restaurant. He agrees wholeheartedly with Mr. Newton’s views on setting the precedent and the
way we proceed from a“policy position. Mr. Newton had an amendment alternative that went
back to what we agreed to with Tangersrepresentatives, that we would send it back to the
Southern CRB.He thinks we deserve and we'should do that. Mr. Stewart would like to see that
amendment going forward,— sending, the issue back to the Southern CRB and if they choose to
opposé It at that time,” Council ‘thenyConsider its alternative as opposed to handling it
independently tonight without the Southern CRB having to weigh in and make public its final
decision with respect to this issue.

Mr. Baer commented about the signage. There have been verbal assertions made that the
signage place has not changed, just relocating signs. There is nothing in the text that says that.
There are no pictures.” The diagrams that were in the handout were never provided to Council.
Mr. Baer has no idea‘what he is being told is correct or not. Anyone trying to trace this issue
through the minutes or history will not have the vaguest idea why Council decided this. The
signage issue is really easy to solve. Provide the complete documentation of what it was before
and what this wording is now. We only have the now words, not the before words. Provide the
missing figure and provide some photographic examples or sketch examples of what is proposed
and this will sail though quickly. But, here we have an applicant, who has known for months
what signage requirements are needed and for some reasons it only got to Council last week.
Now Council is being asked to rush and to do the people’s business without adequate
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information. He will vote against the signage whether or not the motion is divided. As to the
stone and tile issue, the plans for Tanger are actually quite nice. He would probably vote for the
stone and tile. However, procedural he will vote against the signage until Council receives more
information.

Main motion.

It was moved by Mr. Sommerville, as Natural Resources Committee Chairman (no second
required), that Council approve on first reading the First Amendment to Development
Agreement between Beaufort County and COROC, Hilton Head'l, LLC, a Delaware Limited
Liability Company - Tanger Hilton Head Outlet Center | — which ineludes two text changes to
the Development Agreement: (i) Stone and Tile - Article XIlI, Section.D is amended with the
replacement of the last sentence in that section, “Design xeview and appreval consistent with
Chapter 106: Appendix B, Section 4, subparagraph Ad and Subparagraph ‘A.2.0f the ZDSO for
any Development of the Property shall be the reSponsibility of and madée by the Planning
Director and County Administrator and not be<subject to corridor review pursuant to Section
106-581 of the ZDSQO”. (ii) Signage - Atrticle XII, Section.C,Building Signage Used by Tenants
in the Outlet Center, paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) “Exhibit B=2(a).”

Mr. Stewart called for a division of the question signage issue and the stone and tile issue.
There are now two main motions.
Main motion (stone and tile)

Council approve on“first. reading_the First Amendment to Development Agreement between
Beaufort County and CORQ@C, Hilton Head I, LLC, a Delaware Limited Liability Company -
Tanger Hilton Head Outlet Center I'= ArticleX1ll#Section D is amended with the replacement of
the last senténce in that sectiony. “Design review and approval consistent with Chapter 106:
AppendiX B, Section 4,,subparagraph A.1 and subparagraph A.2 of the ZDSO for any
Development of the Property shall be the responsibility of and made by the Planning Director
and County»Administrator and not be subject to corridor review pursuant to Section 106-581 of
the ZDSO".

Main motion (signage)

Council _approve on first reading the First Amendment to Development Agreement between
Beaufort County and“COROC, Hilton Head I, LLC, a Delaware Limited Liability Company -
Tanger Hilton Head Outlet Center | — Article XII, Section C, Building Signage Used by Tenants
in the Outlet Center, paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) “Exhibit B-2(a).”

Mr. Sommerville commented the Olive Garden does not have stone and tile at the Columbiana
Mall which prompted him to ask the Olive Garden headquarters the reason. Their answer he was
given follows: They currently have 750 restaurants in total. Their current branding is called
Tuscan farmhouse. There are 250 to 300 restaurants that currently are Tuscan farmhouse
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branding. The remaining 450 + / - are not. They are non-prototypical. Olive Garden has a plan
in place to retrofit every one of those or close them. He specifically asked about the restaurant at
Columbiana Mall and was told it was as old unit, 20+ years old, 9,100 square feet, and their
current prototype is 7,500 square feet. It is a ten year old branding. And it will be a renovated
interior and it will either be externally retrofitted with stone and tile or it will be closed within
two years. It is true they have restaurants that have not been brought up to standard and they say
they are going to bring them up and he will take them at their word.

The Development Agreement Committee report that came forward, as'MrsNewton has correctly
stated, was to essentially add some reinforcing language and send‘it back to the Southern CRB.
Mr. Sommerville said at the January 24, 2011 Development Agreement Committee meeting that
he would follow up with the Southern CRB, would attend‘their meeting, and explain to them
what we were doing and what was coming forward. He did.that, They made it clear to him they
do not want to see it anymore. They have seen it five times. They have ‘made many changes
from which we should all be eternally grateful, but‘they are not going to change,their mind on
the stone and tile. They do not want to see it again, period. The Olive Garden representatives
have been through this a year and a half. He thinks that,is beyond unreasonable. He does not
fault the Southern CRB, they have done their job, and“their job is done. They have said to
Council, “If you want stone and tile, you approve it. We do not like it, even though it is
approved in the ZDSO.” Sending it back topSouthern CRB Is an, exercise in futility. It is an
insult to the folks who are trying to do business in'Beaufort County. ‘Doing business in Beaufort
County has been deservedly criticized. It is\wery difficult,to do business in Beaufort County. A
lot of people would rather take a beating than do business‘in Beaufort County. We are trying to
change that image. This.iS a critical part of that willingness on Council’s part to change. He
does not agree with thedamendment; it is setting @ horrible precedent. First of all the only reason
we are able to dosthishis because we have a' Development Agreement. But, how many
Development Agreements have done in the last six years, three or four? Anybody who goes
before the Southern CRB without a developmentsagreement would not fall under this category.
The Development Agreements have exclusive‘domain, we have the right to negotiate them, and
we havegthe right to renegotiate them. Under the circumstances, this one is crying out to be
renegotiated, granted it came, forward onsa split decision. He respects the people who disagree
with him, but this is an area where we have fundamental disagreement. Is this a horrible
precedent we are setting or is this something we need to do because it is our responsibility to do
it? We have an obligation ta folks that try to do business in Beaufort County to be reasonable
with them at some point and assume responsibility for this as a body and correct it, fix it, or at
least provide another alternative to solve the problem. He feels very patiently about this issue
and is certainly going to vote in favor of it.

Ms. Von Harten remarked there is an author who spoke here recently, James Howard Kuntsler,
who wrote Geography of Place. He came here as a personal favor of some of the people in the
City of Beaufort and said he would return to help us understand a little bit more about what we
need to do to maintain our sense of place. It is exactly decision points like this when we decide
one way or the other where we are choosing to retain our sense of place or choosing to surrender
it. One of the goals in the Comprehensive Plan is to help Beaufort County retain its sense of
place. Part of that is retaining its natural beauty and a part of it is not allowing chain industries
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to come along our corridors and put in these cookie-cutter establishments that look exactly the
same in Colorado or Oregon or Pennsylvania. If people want to eat at the Olive Garden, it is not
because they have stone and tile. The Darden Restaurant Groups also has other restaurants. If
that look does not suit them, if the Lowcountry look that we want along our corridors is not
suitable for the Olive Garden, maybe they could build the Bahama Grill there or one of their
other restaurants. They are successful. They can figure it out. The fact of the matter that
nationally branded look is not what many of us want for the Lowcountry. She will vote against
the motion.

Mr. Rodman stated since it is an ordinance and requires three readings and time is somewhat
important to them, it makes sense to move this along even if people are against it. He will vote
in favor of it. It seems clear to him from what Mr. Sommerville has saidhthat the Southern CRB
IS not going to change its mind at this point in time. \When we were putting the Development
Agreement together, it would seem that if this had beef discussed at that point.in time and there
was discussion about national branding, in his mind conjures up the fact that there,would be
some similarity / some modification to the way campanies woeuld brand themselves. If there
might be multiple different ones that might want something and might not necessarily appeal to
the CRB, but if it meets our overall requirements, if seems to Mr. Rodman it is okay. It also
seems to Mr. Rodman it was discretionary at that point in time for us, in the Development
Agreement, to say to the Southern CRB, 'youare going to handle to main buildings, but Council
will handle the outbuildings. Given that we farm that decision out to'them, it seems we have the
ability to pull that back in. Given that we davery few ofithese and'it is a very isolated case, Mr.
Rodman is not overly concerned with the precedents Mr."Rodman will support the motion.

Mr. Newton commentéd we did have the national branding discussion. We did, actually,
recognize that thereswould be national branding on the site consistent with our ordinance. That
is why he thinks sending it back to the Southemn CRB with clarification language actually
reflects what the intention“of\the partiesawere. at the time we entered into the Development
Agreement.«Aesthetics,are a subjective determination. Somebody has got to make them if we do
not want#o have just-anything and everything appear in our corridors. We ought to respect the
procesS and send it back'to the Southern”CRB. If they so no, perhaps they have abused their
discretion and exceeded the bounds upon which we have given them to do so and there are
mechanisms implace to seek redress rather than Council changing the rules.

Mr. McBride remarked the issue before Council is about a company that has submitted at least
five different design‘plans«o the Southern CRB and each time it got slapped back to them. This
IS a case where a company tried very, very hard to meet the spirit of the law in Beaufort County
and we have a Board that continued to be adamant about having things a certain way. His
concern is the attitude and belief that Beaufort County is very unfriendly to businesses. This is
another example that shows Beaufort County is anti-business. We cannot continue to provide
adequate employment for people in this County as long as we give the impression to outside
businesses that we are unfriendly and unwelcome in Beaufort County. He will support the
motion.
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Mr. Stewart agrees that we are unfriendly to business, etc. But making an exception in this case
is not going to solve the problem. 1t is going to come up the next time and the next time. We
have to get to the root cause of the problem and solve that. This is putting a band aid on it for
one particular case that is before us today. This is not the way to do it. He is opposed to it
because we should respect the Southern CRB, since the issue has been before them, not to say to
Mr. Sommerville that they are not going to change their mind. We need to send them a very
specific statement that we are authorizing or saying that this is an acceptable mode and let them
make their decision and force them to come back to use with a decision,

Motion to amend by substitution.

It was moved by Mr. Stewart, seconded by Mr. Newton, that‘Council retain the existing lanqguage
in the last sentence in Article XIII, Section D of the Planned\Unit Development, “Owner and
Developer(s) shall, except as otherwise described in‘this Agreement, be subject to corridor
review in accordance with Section 106-581 of the ZDSO.

Mr. Stewart recommends sending the matter back to the Seuthern CRB to decidesproperly and in
an appropriate manner and the issue will be resolved.

Mr. Sommerville commented Southern CRBuhas denied it five times and they know stone and
tile is permitted in the ZDSO. At the Natural Resources Committee we had a fairly lengthy
discussion as well about context. That subject has not ceme up in‘this meeting. But part of the
problem that caused us to get where we are, issthat in thewinitial Development Agreement
discussions, going back severalhyears ago, the Development Agreement Committee agreed the
four outparcels would not have to be architectural contextual with Tanger I. Unfortunately, we
did not convey that message to the Southern CRB in the Development Agreement so when they
looked at it, they did not understand it or they chese to ignore it. They made the outparcels
contextual with Tanger. What this does, itaddresses that issue specifically, head on. We can say
it shall be permitted and not be wiewed in context, but they still have the right to review it in
context and they still*have,the rightito say we do not like stone and tile. This does not require
them 40 do anything. [t just simply reaffirms what the Development Agreement Committee
decided several years ago that it is not necessary to consider context. We do not want you do
consider context. As Mr. Rodman commented earlier, we could have excluded these four
outparcels from Southern CRB review back then, but we had no idea would be there. Tanger
could not tell us.“All of us were a little apprehensive about giving carte blanche to anything that
came down the pike, sowwe'said it would be subject to the Southern CRB.

Mr. Rodman spoke against the motion to amend because it delays the process. As this moves
forward to second and third and final readings, assuming Council passes it, will clearly be a tight
vote either way. It opens up the opportunity for the Chairman and Vice Chairman, if they want
to, to both visit with the Southern CRB and, perhaps between now and third and final reading,
there would be an opportunity to see if there can be some meeting of the minds without sending
this all the back and delaying the process. He will vote against the amendment.
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Mr. Stewart pointed out the fact that this motion to amend is what came forward and voted for by
majority in Development Agreement Committee. As the Chairman pointed out, this amendment
was agreed to by Council and Tanger’s counsel and representative, at a January 24, 2011,
meeting that they agreed to and thought this was the appropriate way to go forward. It is very
important to understand that this is what came out of the Development Agreement Committee,
this is what was to be moved forward to Natural Resources Committee and voted on there, which
it was not, and ultimately to get Council if it was approved or disapproved.

Mr. Caporale views the issue as Council trying to arbitrate matters of taste,for a long time. It is
not working for him. One half of the buildings along US Highway 278 he would have turned
them down, too. After the last five years, he has a much more liberally attitude about how we
should be approaching these problems. He will vote against the amendment

The vote on the motion to amend by substitution: XYEAS = Mr. Baer, MraNewton and Mr.
Stewart. NAYS — Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr£Flewelling, Mr. McBride, M. Rodman and
Mr. Sommerville. ABSTAINED — Mr. Glaze and'Ms. Von Harten. The motion failed.

The vote on the main _motion (stone and tile): Council approve on first reading the First
Amendment to Development Agreement.between Beaufort County and COROC, Hilton Head |,
LLC, a Delaware Limited Liability Companys=.Tanger Hilton Head Outlet Center | and, further,
amends Article XIII, Section D by replacing, the last.sentence in that section, “Design review and
approval consistent with Chapter 106: ‘Appendix B,. Section 4, subparagraph A.1 and
subparagraph A.2 of the ZDSO for any Development of the Property shall be the responsibility
of and made by the Planning Director and County Administrator and not be subject to corridor
review pursuant to Section 106-581 of the ZDSO”. YEAS — Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr.
Dawson, Mr. Flewelling,Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride,,Mr. Rodman and Mr. Sommerville. NAYS -
Mr. Newton, Mr. Stewart and Ms./\on Harten. The motion passed.

Mr. Baer asked for the right“diagrams and“photographs of examples and the delta, what is
differentsn this fromwhat it was before. He withdrew this objection to the signage issue and
will suppert the motion.

Vote on the main motion (signage): Council approve on first reading the First Amendment to
Development “Agreement between Beaufort County and COROC, Hilton Head I, LLC, a
Delaware Limited Liability Gompany - Tanger Hilton Head Outlet Center | and, further, amends
Signage: Article XIl,nSection C, Building Signage Used by Tenants in the Outlet Center,
paragraphs (a), (b) and (€) “Exhibit B-2(a).” YAES — Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr.
Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart
and Ms. VVon Harten. The motion passed.

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

PUBLIC COMMENT

There were no requests to speak during public comment.
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CALL FOR EXECUTIVE SESSION

It was moved by Mr. Rodman, seconded by Mr. Dawson, 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. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr.
Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville,
Mr. Stewart and Ms. Von Harten. The motion passed.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

RECONVENE OF REGULAR SESSION

It was moved by Mr. McBride, seconded by Mr. Glaze, that Council purchase.the conservation
easements on three parcels located on St. Helena dsland: (i).Orange Grove Plantation totaling
801 acres +/ - in the amount of $3,750,000 to4e split 50% each Beaufort County Rural and
Critical Lands Program ($1,875,000) and USDA ($1,875,000), (ii) Eddings Creek headwater
totally 28 acres +/- in the amount of $409,250 to be split 50% each Beaufort County Rural and
Critical Lands Program ($204,625) andhUSDA ($204,625); and (iii) Penn Center agricultural
land totaling 92 acres +/- in the amount of $484,500 to be split' 50% each Beaufort County Rural
and Critical Lands Program ($242,250) and USDA. ($242,250). *_The vote was: YEAS - Mr.
Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewelling, Mr.xGlaze, Mr. McBride, Mr. Newton, Mr.
Rodman, Mr. Sommerville, Mr. Stewart and Ms. \Ven Harten. "The motion passed.

ADJOURNMENT

Council adjourned at 6:59 pam.
COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

By:

Wm. Weston J. Newton, Chairman
ATTEST:
Suzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council

Ratified:
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

" COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY
GARY KUBIC BRYAN . HILL
COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
100 RIBAUT ROAD DEPUTY COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
CHERYL HARRIS POST OFFICE DRAWER 1228
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA 299011228 LADSON F. HOWELL
TELEPHONE: (843) 2552026 STAFF ATTORNEY

FAX: (843) 2559403
www.bcgov.net

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S REPORT
Monday, April 11, 2011

4:00 p.m.
County Council Chambers

INFORMATION ITEMS:

= The County Channel / Broadcast Update (Enclosure)

™ » Two-week Progress Report (Enclosure)
= Recognition of Donation from New Hope Christian Church to Disabilities Foundation
for Camp Treasure Chest
Mrs. Mitzi Wagner, Director, Disabilities and Special Needs

= Update / Economic Development Task Force Meeting Held April 4, 2011

Made with Recycled Paper
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DATE: April 8, 2011
TO: County Council

FROM: Gary Kubic, County Administrator GW(Q

SUBJ:  County Administrator's Progress Report

The following is a summary of activities that took place March 28, 2011 to April 8,
2011:

March 28, 2011

e Court hearing Re: Casaundra White
¢ Redistricting meeting

e County Council Caucus meeting

¢ County Council meeting

March 29, 2011

¢ Meeting with staff and Van Willis, Port Royal Town Manager, Re: Port Royal
Video Documentary / Cypress Tree Reclamation

¢ Meeting with Dr. Jane Upshaw, Chancellor, USCB, Weston Newton, Council
Chairman, and Dr. Earle Holley, Vice Chancellor for Finance and Operations,
uscB
Public Facilities Committee meeting
County Council FY 2012 Budget Workshop

March 30, 2011

¢ Meeting with Stephanie Cocarro, Website Administrator
¢ Meeting with Ed Hughes, County Assessor
¢ Meeting with Andrew Fulghum, Jasper County Administrator

March 31, 2011

o Tanger Outlet Grand Reopening and Ribbon-Cutting Celebration

Made with Recycled Paper



County Council
April 8, 2011

fm Page 2

April 1, 2011

Meeting with Edra Stephens, Director of Business Licenses

Staff meeting Re: Procedures for Receiving / Responding to Freedom of
Information requests

Beaufort Leadership Government day in Council Chambers

April 4, 2011

Meeting with Doug Henderson, Treasurer-Elect.

Staff meeting Re: Hospitality Tax / Department of Revenue (DOR) / County
Auditor's State Report

Meeting with Sharon Burris, Auditor and staff re: County Auditor's State Report
Economic Development Task Force meeting

Natural Resources Committee meeting

Governmental Committee meeting

County Council FY 2012 Budget Workshop

- April 5, 2011

Meeting with Mike Bostwick, Director of YMCA

Meeting with representatives of Haig Point Ferry Company, David Starkey, Chief
Financial Officer, Morris Campbell, Director of Community Services, and Dave
Thomas, Purchasing Director re: Haig Point Ferry System / Marine
Transportation Fee for all Support / Service Personnel

Meeting with Dick Stewart

Governmental Committee Meeting at Bluffton Library

County Council FY 2012 Budget Workshop

April 6, 2011

Agenda review with Chairman, Vice Chairman and Executive Staff
Meeting with Martin Goodman, Director of Small Business Administration

April 7, 2011

ICMA Webconference Re: “Fiscal Distress: Tools to Diagnose the Cause and
Apply the Right Solutions” at Beaufort Industrial Village #2

Made with Recycled Paper



County Council
April 8, 2011
Page 3

April 8, 2011

e Grand Opening of the RM Reimaging Education and Learning (REAL) Center at
Whale Branch Early College High School

¢ Meeting with Raymond Wenig, Board Chairmén, The Lowcountry Small Business
HUB Organization Re: Economic Development Alternatives
e Tour of SWAT building in Okatie

Made with Recycled Paper



FAIR HOUSING RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, April 11, 2011 marks the 43 anniversary of the passage of the U.S. Fair
Housing Law, Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, as amended, and the State of South
Carolina enacted the South Carolina Fair Housing Law in 1989, that both support the policy of
Fair Housing without regard to race, color, creed, national origin, sex, familial status, and
handicap, and encourages fair housing opportunities for al citizens; and

WHEREAS, the County Council of Beaufort County is committed to addressing
discrimination in our community, to support programs that will educate the public about the right
to equa housing opportunities, and to plan partnership efforts with other organizations to help
assure every citizen of their right to fair housing; and

WHEREAS, the County Council of Beaufort County rejects discrimination on the basis
of race, religion, color, sex, national origin, disability, and/or familial status in the sale, rental, or
provision of other housing services; and

WHEREAS, the County Council of Beaufort County desires that al its citizens be
afforded the opportunity to attain decent, safe, and sound living environment.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that County Council of Beaufort County
does hereby designate April 2011 as Fair Housing Month and, the County Council of Beaufort
County recognize the policy supporting Fair Housing in encouraging all citizens to endorse Fair
Housing opportunities for all not only during Fair Housing month but throughout the year.

Adopted this 11" day of April, 2011.

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

By:

Wm. Weston J. Newton
Chairman
Attest:

Clerk to Council



Memorandumv

DATE: April 8, 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 March 28, 2011 through April 14, 2011:

March 28, 2011 (Monday):

e Prepare and Organize Presentations
e Work on Budget
e County Council

March 29, 2011 (Tuesday):

e Meet with Dave Thomas, Purchasing, Monica Spells, Compliance Officer and Mark
Roseneau, Facilities Director re: Facilities Maintenance Service Contract
Preview Video Documentary / Cypress Tree Reclamation
Public Safety Committee Meeting
FY 2012 Budget Workshop

March 30, 2011 (Wednesday):

e Meet with Gary Kubic, County Administrator and Stephanie Coccaro, MIS
e Work on Budget

March 31, 2011 (Thursday)--Bluffton:

¢ Bluffton Hours
e Attend Tanger Outlet Grand Opening Ribbon Cutting Ceremony



April 1, 2011 (Friday):

Work on Budget Workshop Presentations

April 4, 2011 (Monday):

DA Meeting
Meeting with Gary Kubic, David Starkey and Alan Eisenman re: Hospitality Tax/DOR

Meeting with Gary Kubic, David Starkey, Alan Eisenman and Sharon Burris re: State
DOR/Auditor's Report

Public Safety Committee Meeting
FY 2012 Budget Workshop

April 5, 2011 (Tuesday)--Bluffton:

Bluffton Hours

Work on Budget Workshop Presentations
FY 2012 Budget Workshop

Meeting with Duffie Stone, Solicitor

April 6, 2011 (Wednesday):

Meet with Jay White, Liollio Architects re: St. Helena Library Design in Charleston
Meet with Doug Henderson, Treasurer-Elect
Telephone Conference with Mark Roseneau re: Bluffton Government Offices

April 7, 2011 (Thursday):

Work on Budget
Meet with Mark Roseneau re: Various Topics

Attend ICMA Webconference--"Fiscal Distress: Tools to Diagnose the Cause and Apply
the Right Solutions"

April 8, 2011 (Friday):

Work on Budget
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Earth Month Activities &

> April 2 > April 16
— Kidsfest at Cross Creek — Earth Day at the Port
10AM-2PM Royal Farmer’s Market
8:30AM-12:30PM
> April 5-20 > April 22nd
— Zero Tolerance Campaign _ EARTH DAVY!
In Beaufort
> April 15 > April 23
— Habersham Market Place — Soft Shell Crab Festival,
Earth Day 4PM-7PM Town of Port Royal
12PM-5PM
» April 30

Beach Sweep at Hunting Island State Park 10AM



ReRun Comes to Beaufort

« The SC DHEC Graphics Department designed a
Beaufort County “Recycle Guy” type character,
named ReRun

 The Recycle Guys are utilized nationwide In
recycling campaigns and educational efforts

« A portion of the Waste Management Education
Grant Funds were used to purchase a ReRun
costume for promotional and educational events
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ReRun In the Christmas Parade

b
. o
u if
%
i o

 ReRun participated in the Beaufort Christmas
Parade December 5, 2010. He was accompanied
oy Bottle Guy and Can Guy.

« Waste Management decorated a recycling truck
that followed behind the costumed characters



ReRun Helps Educate Children

Hobbit Hill Too Preschool’s
Class of 4 & 5 Year Olds
Learn How to Recycle at

the Shanklin Convenience

Center

ReRun joined In the fun at
this Year’s Kidsfest at the
Cross Creek Shopping
Center




2011 Zero Tolerance Campaign

“Awareness of Zero Tolerance for Litter”
Zero Tolerance Dates: April 5 — 20"

In preparation, Sgt. Barr has met with all shifts
distributing information and flyers.

Working together, with an attitude of “Zero
Tolerance,” we can make South Carolina the most
litter-free and visitor friendly area in the nation
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lllegal Loads — Continuing to Educate Our Citizens




Energy Efficiency and
Conservation Block Grant

American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act

Progress Report



United States Department of
Energy

Purpose: Development of energy
conservation and efficiency projects

Award date: 10/13/2009
Award amount: $636,000

Funding must be obligated within 18
months — 3 year project



Beaufort County Environmental
Advisory Team

« Members: Solid Waste & Recycling,
Purchasing, Facilities Maintenance,
Finance, Planning

 Meet monthly to monitor progress and
discuss reguirements

 Cooperate to submit quarterly reports on
performance and finances



Projects

* In-house recycling

 |nstallation of seven compactors at the
Bluffton Convenience Center

 Lighting retrofits and installation of
occupancy sensors



In-house Recycling $231,000

Recycling staff position — Quinn Fields
Collection truck

Supplies (carts and bins)
Skid steer loader (bobcat)




Court House — Jury

Court House - Vend
1st Floor

Administration Areas
Arthur Horne Building
LEC

USCB Downtown
Magistrates

Office Records
Management

Master of Equity

In-house Recycling Current Collection Sites

Engineering
Finance/Purchasing
Clemson Building
Animal Shelter
Public Works
Mosquito Control
Coroner’s Office
Fuel Pumps

Beaufort County
Library

USCB Library



In-house Recycling Current Collection Sites
Continued

* Hilton Head Library
« Bluffton Library

e \oter Registration
e EMS

e Planning

e Building Codes

e Code Enforcement
 More to follow



Ibs/Month

In-house Recycling 2010 - 2011
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In-house Recycling Benefits

e 15 tons of recycling diverted from the landfill
In FY 2011

— *Reduction in production of greenhouse gases

« /0 Metric Tons Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

e Reduction in 19 Metric Tons Carbon
Equivalent

e Reduction in 300 (million BTU) - Units of
energy

*Calculated using USEPA Waste Reduction Model
(WARM)



Compactor Purchases $168,000

e July 2010 - Installation of seven
compactors with receiving bins at the
Simmonsville Rd. Convenience center

* Use of Compactors s
Reduces the Number "% [
of Pulls & Saves Fuel go-- .
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Compactor Installation - Savings

Reduction in pulls by ~ 33%

— Comparing the Same Months for both Fiscal
Years 09 & 10

Cost savings to date = ~ $36,300

~ 346 trips from the Convenience Center
to the landfill eliminated

~ 1,400 gallons in diesel fuel



Lighting Retrofit - $164,000
Occupancy Sensors - $11,800

* Installation of energy efficient lighting fixtures
In six county facilities:

— Courthouse

— Detention Center

— Law Enforcement Center
— Human Services Building
— Library

— Public Works

* Installation of occupancy sensors in ~40
county facilities and ~133 restrooms



Overall Cost Savings
Lighting Project

~10 year life cycle
~$156,000 annual savings

~$1,560,000 life cycle cost savings

For the Initial $164,000 investment!!!



AIRPORTS
UPDATES



BEAUFORT COUNTY AIRPORT

« MASTER PLAN

= Consultant finishing ALP, Environmental
Overview, and Financial Plan

*= Presentation to Council
» Submission to FAA for Review/Approval



BEAUFORT COUNTY AIRPORT (CONT)

e TREE OBSTRUCTIONS

= FAA Resolving SCE&G Power Pole Issues
= Over 600 Tree Obstructions Remain

= Additional FAA Grant Funding Reguested
= Property Owner Litigation Ongoing




HILTON HEAD ISLAND AIRPORT

« MASTER PLAN

= FAA Review Ongoing
= FAA Grant Funding Requested for BCA/EA



HILTON HEAD ISLAND AIRPORT (CONT)

e TREE OBSTRUCTIONS

= Runway 21 On-Airport (1,400 Trees)
Pending Appeals

= Runway 21 Off-Airport (1,000 Trees) FAA
Grant Funding Requested

Avigation Easements Still Needed

= Runway 03 Off-Airport Tree Removal
Design to 34:1 Slope to Commence Soon




HILTON HEAD ISLAND AIRPORT (CONT)

= Runway 03 Off-Airport Tree Removal FAA
Grant Funding Reguested

AIRCRAFT RESCUE & FIREFIGHTING
FACILITY (ARFF)

= Completing Punchlist Items
= Scheduling Final Approval Inspections



HILTON HEAD ISLAND AIRPORT (CONT)

« RUNWAY SAFETY AREA DRAINAGE
IMPROVEMENTS

= On Hold Awaiting Town Permit

= FAA Concerns Regarding Plantings Other
Than Grass in the Safety Area



HILTON HEAD ISLAND AIRPORT (CONT)
e DESIGN PROJECTS

= Commercial Terminal Improvements
= Runway Lighted Sign Relocation

 PASSENGER FACILITY CHARGE (PFC)
PROGRAM

= Application Preparation to Commence
Shortly



2011/
AN ORDINANCE

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING FUNDS IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED
$1,000,000 OF HOSPITALITY TAX FUNDSTO BE AVAILABLE OVER A FIVE-YEAR
PERIOD TO HERITAGE CLASSIC FOUNDATION FOR THE PROCUREMENT OF
THE PGA HERITAGE GOLF TOURNAMENT TO BE HELD ON HILTON HEAD
ISALND, SOUTH CAROLINA

WHEREAS, the Heritage Golf Tournament is recognized as a tremendous economic
benefit each year to the economy of Beaufort County and the State of South Carolina; and

WHEREAS, the Heritage Classic Foundation provides economic support to many
deserving charities in Beaufort County; and

WHEREAS, the County Council of Beaufort County, South Carolina, which is the
governing body of Beaufort County, South Carolina (hereinafter called the "County Council™),
ordered that a public hearing on the question of the applying Hospitality Tax Funds in the
amount of Two Hundred Fifty Thousand Dollars ($250,000.00) per annum to the Heritage
Classic Foundation ("Foundation") for the purpose of procuring the PGA Heritage Golf
Tournament ("Tournament”) to be held on Hilton Head Island over a period of five (5) yearsin

an amount not to exceed One Million Dollars ($1,000,000.00), commencing with the year 2011,

be held in the

, on , 2011, and notice of such hearing has been duly published once a

week for three successive weeks in The Beaufort Gazette, a newspaper of genera circulation in

Beaufort County and The Island Packet; and
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED, by the County Council in a meeting duly

assembl ed:



Section 1. It is found and determined that each statement of fact set forth in the
preamble of this Ordinanceisin all respects true and correct.
Section 2. On the basis of the facts adduced at the public hearing held on

, 2011, it isfound and determined that Beaufort County should be authorized to

appropriate up to Two Hundred Fifty Thousand Dollars ($250,000.00) per year of Hospitality
Tax Funds to the Foundation to procure the Tournament to be held on Hilton Head Island over a
period of five (5) years, commencing 2011, for a final sum not to exceed One Million Dollars
($1,000,000.00).

Section 3. This appropriation is aso contingent on other governmental entities such
as the Town of Hilton Head Island and the State of South Carolina aso providing equal or in
excess of the financia support given to the Foundation by Beaufort County in such a manner as
to show their commitment to the Tournament.

Section 4. If in any year, the Foundation is unable to procure the Tournament, the
appropriation shall be automatically discontinued.

Section 5. The Chairman and other officers of the County Council are herewith
authorized and empowered to take such further action as may be necessary to fully implement
the action taken by this Ordinance.

DONE AT BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA, this day of , 2011.

Chairman
Beaufort County Council

(SEAL)



Attest:

Clerk
Beaufort County Council



2011/

BEAUFORT COUNTY ZONING MAP AMENDMENT FOR R100 015 0000 0051 AND R100
015 0000 015A (KNOWN AS THE VILLAGE AT LADY’S ISLAND PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT (PUD), APPROXIMATELY 35+ ACRES TOTAL, BORDERED BY SAM’S
POINT AND OYSTER FACTORY ROADS); FROM PUD TO LADY'S ISLAND
COMMUNITY PRESERVATION DISTRICT (LICP) AND LADY’S ISLAND EXPANDED
HOME BUSINESS (LIEHB) ZONING DISTRICTS.

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

Adopted this day of , 2011.

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

BY:

Wm. Weston J. Newton, Chairman

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Ladson F. Howell, Staff Attorney

ATTEST:

Suzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council

First Reading:

Second Reading:

Public Hearing:

Third and Final Reading:

(Amending 99/12)
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2011/

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA, TO AMEND
CHAPTER 22, CIVIL EMERGENCIES, ARTICLE IV, DISASTER RECOVERY AND

RECONSTRUCTION:

e Sec. 22-104 - Recovery management structure.

Sec. 22-105 - Recovery plan.

([ ]
e Sec. 22-106 - General provisions.
e Sec. 22-109. - Disaster and recovery emergency permitting and zoning policy

and procedures.

Sec. 22-111 - Temporary housing.

e Sec. 22-115 - Recovery and reconstruction strategy.

Whereas, Standards that are underscored shall be added text and Standards

lined-through shall be deleted text.
Adopted this day of

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Ladson F. Howell, Staff Attorney

ATTEST:

Suzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council

First Reading:

Second Reading:

Public Hearing:

Third and Final Reading:

(Amending 2008/28)

, 2011.

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

BY:
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Wm. Weston J. Newton, Chairman
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Sec. 22-104. - Recovery management structure.

(1) Recovery task force. A recovery task force is hereby established that is
comprised of the following officers and members:

(@) The county administrator who shall be chair;

(b)  The directorof-public-services division director of engineering and infrastructure
who shall be director and vice-chair;

(c)  The deputy-county-administrator-of-community-services division director of

community services who shall be deputy director, and who shall act as vice-chair in the
absence of the vice-chair;

Sec. 22-105. - Recovery plan.

(1) Recovery plan content. The recovery plan addresses policies, implementation
actions and designated responsibilities for such subjects as impact assessment
(disaster assessment), continuation of government, public information/community
relations, human services (short-term), individual assistance, volunteers and donations,
debris management, re-entry security, health and human safety, repair and restoration
of public infrastructure and buildings, building inspections and permits, rebuilding,
construction, repairs, restoration, temporary housing, redevelopment (planning and
zoning ordinance enforcement), economic preservation and restoration, mitigation,
recovery administration and finance, county employees, mortuary operations, mutual
aid protocols, pre-disaster equipment and facilities deployment and such other subjects
as may be appropriate to expeditious and wise recovery.

(8) Recovery plan validation. The recovery plan shall be validated annually and/or
following a disaster event. In order to facilitate an organized and comprehensive review
of the plan, review checklists have been created for each of the recovery functions. The
checklists include action items that should be reviewed and completed each year by the
agency/department responsible for implementing the recovery function, in conjunction
with the support agencies assigned to that recovery function. Once the review checklists
have been completed, they should be turned in to the deputy county administrator for
public service and land management. The division director of engineering and
infrastructure will then make a report to county council regarding the status of recovery
operations for the year. (Appendix A)
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Sec. 22-106. - General provisions.

(2) Powers and procedures. Following the disaster declaration and/or determination
that a local emergency exists, and while such declaration or determination is in force,

the director of the recovery task force {the-Beaufort-County-Director-of-the public
services-department) (the division director of engineering and infrastructure) and the

deputy director of the recovery task force {the-Beaufort-County Deputy-Administratorof
Community-Services, (the division director of community services in the absence of the
director) shall have authority to exercise powers and procedures authorized by this
article, subject to extension, modification, or replacement of all or portions of these
provisions by separate ordinances adopted by the Beaufort County Council. The
emergency management director shall have oversight and control of issuing any
curfews (section 22-107), coordinating re-entry procedures (section 22-108), and all
other short-term emergency matters.

(2) (g) Make recommendations regarding moratoriums on buildings, land use
regulations and permits, subject to Beaufort County Council ratification, as provided
under subsection 22-109(3) (22).

Sec. 22-109. - Disaster and recovery emergency permitting and zoning policy and
procedures.

(6) (a) Green card—No restrictions. A green card denotes minor damage to property.
Card information will include permission to make these minor repairs without having to
obtain a zoning or building permit. Structures with minor damage can be made habitable
in a short period of time with minimal repairs. Damage may include doors, windows,
floors, furnaces, air conditioners, water heaters and other repairable damages. Fhe

I line indi f thi : . I 1l
replacement-cost-of the-structure-at the- time-of damage.

(6)(b) Yellow card—Limited entry. A yellow card denotes major damage to the property.
Card information will include instructions on how to apply for a zoning and building
permit. Owner will not be allowed to occupy the structure, occupancy will be allowed
only when structure is classified with a green card with no restrictions. Structures with
moderate damage can be made habitable with extensive repairs. This category may
include damage to the following portions of a structure: foundation, roof structure, wall
sections and any other major components of the property. Fhe-baseline-indicator-of-this

category of assessment is more than 11 percent but less than 75 percent of the
replacementcostof-the-structure-at the-time-of- damage-

(6)(c) Red card—Unsafe. A red card denotes that the property has been destroyed.
Card information will include that the structure is unsafe and may not be occupied.
Buildings posted with this placard shall not be entered under any circumstances except
as authorized in writing by the department that posted the building or by authorized
members of damage assessment teams. The individual posting this placard shall note
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in general terms the type of damage encountered. This placard is not to be considered
a demolition order. Structures with major damage are considered destroyed and a total
loss, meaning that damage is determined to be of such an extent that repair is not

feasible. The baseline indicator for this category of assessment is 75 percent or greater
than-the-replacement-cost-of-the-structure-at-the-time-of damage-

(13) Issuing emergency zoning and building permits. When an emergency is officially
declared, the following procedures will be implemented when issuing permits:

Damage 0—11 percentdamage (n_No restriction on use or occupancy). No plans are

required, no permit is required, and no inspection activity other than damage
assessment is required.

Damage-11—49 percent (4 Use and occupancy restriction). A plan may be required for
repairs or a detailed list of work to be done may be required. Development plan review

is not required if there is no change in footprint of the building. Emergency building
permit(s) is required. An affidavit stating that the owner or his/her authorized agent shall
comply with all county codes will be required. Building inspections are required prior to
work beginning and during construction.

Damage 50—74-percent (¢ Use and occupancy restriction). Flood regulation standards
shall be implemented. This standard is based upon Beaufort County Flood Map

standards adopted by the County to qualify for FEMA disaster planning and
reconstruction funding. Flood mapping in place at the time of the disaster will be the
standard for decisions. County building official, or other designated representative, may
review decisions, where information is incomplete, and/or in conflict with reality, or in
error. General requirements: Plans may be required for repairs. If pre-existing structure
is in compliance with zoning, and structure is not located in a flood zone or it is elevated
to the proper base flood elevation, there is no change in the use or occupancy and there
will be no expansion, plans will not be required. The building must be brought into full
compliance with all applicable codes: zoning, building and flood regulations.
Development plan review is not required. Building plan review is not required. An
emergency building permit is required. An affidavit stating the owner or his/her agent will
comply with all county codes is required. Building inspections are required prior to and
during construction.

Damage>75percent (¢ Unsafe). If structure is not demolished, plans are required. A
structural engineer report is required. Zoning and development permits are required. A
building permit is required.

General requirements: Plans and structural analysis may be required for repairs. If pre-
existing structure is in compliance with zoning, and structure is not located in a flood
zone or it is elevated to the proper base flood elevation and there is no change in the
use or occupancy and there will be no expansion the building may be repaired after
obtaining the building permit; or the building must be brought into full compliance with all
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applicable codes: zoning, building and flood requlations. Development plan review may
not be required. Building inspections are required prior to and during construction.

(26)(c) Field inspectors will judge extent of damage both residential/commercial

structures. based-upoen-this-scale-of values—Minor<-1H1-percentMajor>11-percent;
but < 74 percent; Destroyed &ge; 75 percent

(24) (b) 1. Will not be-detrimental not have a long-term detrimental impact te on the
immediate neighborhood;

PROPOSED TEMPORARY HOUSING REVISIONS (THROUGH (d)

Temporary use permits may be issued for a period of one year following the declaration
of local emergency and may be extended feran-additionalyear, on an annual basis te
for te a maximum of five twe years from the declaration of emergency, provided such
findings are determined to be still applicable by the end of the first year. If, during the
first or any of the subsequent four years erthe-second-year, substantial evidence
contradicting one or more of the required findings comes to the attention of the director,
the temporary use permit shall be revoked.

(c)  Single Family Residence Repair or Replacement. A temporary use permit shall
also be granted subject to the provisions of Sec. 22-111(4) to allow the property owner
of a single family residence that has been deemed as having “no restrictions on use or
occupancy” Bamaged-0-to-10-percent pursuant to Sec. 22-109(13) to live on his or her
property until such time as the damaged house can be repaired or re-built. This
temporary housing permit shall be good for one year and may be renewed each year for
a maximum of five years.

(d) No Grandfathered or Nonconforming Status Acquired. No use initiated pursuant
to the provisions of this section may claim grandfathered or nonconforming use status.
Ant use initiated under this section must terminate after five years, if not before.

Sec. 22-111. - Temporary housing.

(2) Pre-disaster site planning. Each year, as part of the recovery plan update
process, the-deputy-county-administratorfor-community-services the division director of
community services will be responsible for overseeing a planning process to determine
the best sites for the placement of potential temporary housing units. The county will
focus on using county-owned property and perhaps existing mobile home parks for
locating temporary housing developments. This site identification will take place on an
annual basis. This process will be coordinated with the affordable housing, planning,
zoning, building codes, GIS and other departments as deemed necessary. The results
of this annual planning process will be compiled in a selection report and presented to
county council by the county administrator.
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4) PROPOSED TEMPORARY HOUSING REVISION (4)

Other. The county is also considering adopting an ordinance that will allow homeowners

issue temporary use permits to residents te-place which will allow for the placement of
one (1) temporary housing unit on their property owned by them {thatmay-be-occupied
by-the property-ownerand-histherfamily-onhy) in the event that the property owner's

house has been damaged but has been deemed as “having no restriction on use or

occupancy” er-destroyed-in-an-ameount-greater Damage 0-10-pereent as set forth in Sec.

22-109(13) above. This will allow the property owner and his or her family to live on-site
until such time that the damaged house can be repaired or rebuilt. This temporary
housing unit shall only be occupied by the property owner and his or her family.

Sec. 22-115. - Recovery and reconstruction strategy.

At the earliest practicable time following the declaration of local emergency in a major
disaster, the director and the recovery task force shall prepare a strategic program for
recovery and reconstruction based on the pre-disaster plan and its policies.

Q) Functions. To be known as the recovery strategy, the proposed strategic
program shall identify and prioritize major actions contemplated or under way regarding
such essential functions as business resumption, economic reinvestment, industrial
recovery, housing replacement, infrastructure restoration, and potential sources of
flnancmg to support these functlons Ihese—aetrens—s#a”—be—traeked—m—the—Beau#eFt

=0 O -
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ORDINANCE 2011/

AN ORDINANCE TO ESTABLISH, PURSUANT TO SECTION 4-1-170 OF
THE CODE OF LAWS OF SOUTH CAROLINA 1976, AS AMENDED, A
MULTI-COUNTY INDUSTRIAL/BUSINESS PARK, TO BE KNOWN AS
THE CYPRESS RIDGE MULTI-COUNTY PARK, IN CONJUNCTION
WITH JASPER COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA; TO PROVIDE FOR A
WRITTEN AGREEMENT WITH JASPER COUNTY AS TO THE
SHARING OF THE REVENUES AND EXPENSES OF THE PARK; TO
PROVIDE FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUES FROM THE PARK
AMONG TAXING ENTITIES HAVING JURISDICTION OVER THE
PARK; TO PROVIDE FOR A FEE IN LIEU OF AD VALOREM
TAXATION; AND OTHER MATTERS RELATED THERETO.

WHEREAS, Beaufort County, South Carolina (“Beaufort County”) and Jasper County,
South Carolina (“ Jasper County”) (collectively, the “Counties’ and together with any additional
counties that become parties to the MCP Agreement described below, the “Member Counties’),
as authorized under Article VIII, Section 13(D) of the South Carolina Constitution and Section
4-1-170 of the Code of Laws of South Carolina, 1976, as amended (the “Act”), propose to
establish jointly a multi-county industrial/business park within the geographical boundaries of
one or more of the Member Counties (the “Park™); and

WHEREAS, Article VIII, Section 13(B) of the South Carolina Constitution provides that
nothing in the State Constitution may be construed to prohibit any of the counties in South
Carolina from agreeing to share the lawful cost, responsibility, and administration of functions
with one or more governments, whether within or without the State of South Carolina; and

WHEREAS, in order to promote the economic development of Beaufort County and
Jasper County, the Counties have initially agreed to include in the Park properties located in
Jasper County and described in Exhibit A hereto (the “Initial Property”) and as more particularly
described in Exhibit A to that certain Agreement for the Establishment of Multi-County
Industrial/Business Park to be entered into by the Counties as of such date as may be agreed to
by the Counties (the “MCP Agreement”); and

WHEREAS, the Park shall be known as the “ Cypress Ridge Multi-County Park”; and

WHEREAS, the Counties have agreed to the specific terms and conditions of the
arrangement set forth in the MCP Agreement; and

WHEREAS, the Counties now desire to establish the Park to include the Initial Property;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BEAUFORT COUNTY COUNCIL
ASFOLLOWS:
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Section 1. Establishment of Multi-County Park; Approval of MCP Agreement;
L ocation of Park; Change of Park Boundaries.

@ There is hereby authorized to be established, initially in conjunction with Jasper
County, a multi-county industrial/business park to be known as the “Cypress Ridge Multi-
County Park” and to include therein the Initial Property. The form, provisions, terms, and
conditions of the MCP Agreement now before this meeting and filed with the Clerk to County
Council be and they are hereby approved, and all of the provisions, terms, and conditions thereof
are hereby incorporated herein by reference as if the MCP Agreement were set out in this
Ordinancein its entirety.

(b) The MCP Agreement is to be in substantially the form now before this meeting
and hereby approved, or with such changes therein as shall not materially adversely affect the
rights of Beaufort County thereunder and as shall be approved by the officials of Beaufort
County executing the same, their execution thereof to constitute conclusive evidence of their
approva of any and all changes or revisions therein from the form of the MCP Agreement now
before this meeting. The Chairman of County Council, for and on behalf of Beaufort County, is
hereby authorized, empowered, and directed to do any and all things necessary or proper to
effect the establishment of the Park and the execution and delivery of the MCP Agreement and
the performance of al obligations of Beaufort County under and pursuant to the MCP
Agreement and to carry out the transactions contemplated thereby and by this Ordinance.

(c) As of the date of enactment of this Ordinance, the Park shall consist of the Initial
Property located in Jasper County. It isrecognized that the Park will from time to time consist of
non-contiguous properties within each Member County. The boundaries of the Park may be
enlarged or diminished from time to time as authorized by (@) an ordinance of the Member
County in which the property to be added or removed from the Park is actually located, and (b) a
resolution (or comparable action) of the governing bodies of all other Member Counties.

Section 2. Payment of Fee-in-lieu of Taxes. (a) In accordance with Article VIII,
Section 13(D) of the South Carolina Constitution, the area comprising the Park and all property
having asitus therein is exempt from al ad valorem taxation. All owners and lessees of property
situated in the Park will pay a fee in lieu of ad valorem taxes as provided for in the MCP
Agreement. The fee paid in lieu of ad valorem taxes shall be paid to the county treasurer of the
county in which such property islocated. That portion of the fee from the Park property located
in a Member County and alocated pursuant to the MCP Agreement to the other Member
Counties shall be paid to the respective county treasurer (or other designated official) of the other
Member Counties in accordance with the terms of the MCP Agreement [it being intended that
the distribution shall be made once annually as near April 15 asis practicable]. Payments of fees
in lieu of ad valorem taxes will be due on the due date for taxes for a particular year. Penalties
for late payment will be at the same rate as late tax payments. Any late payment beyond the due
date will accrue interest at the rate of statutory judgment interest. The Member Counties, acting
by and through the appropriate official, shal maintain all liens and rights to foreclose upon liens
provided for counties in the collection of ad valorem taxes.

(b) Nothing herein shall be construed to prohibit any Member County from
negotiating and collecting reduced feesin lieu of taxes pursuant to Title 4, Chapter 29 or Chapter

{10090-42 / 00032244 / \V} 2



12, or Title 12, Chapter 44 of the Code of Laws of South Carolina 1976, as amended, or any
similar provision of South Carolinalaw.

Section 3. Sharing of Expenses and Revenues. Sharing of expenses and revenues
of the Park by the Member Counties shall be as set forth in the MCP Agreement.

Section 4. Distribution of Revenues to Taxing Entities. Revenues from the Park
shall be distributed to and within the Member Counties as set forth in the MCP Agreement.

Section 5. Governing Laws and Regulations. In order to avoid any conflict of laws
or ordinances between the Member Counties, the ordinances of each Member County will be the
reference for such regulations or laws in connection with Park premises located within such
Member County. Nothing herein shall be taken to supersede any applicable municipal, state, or
federal law or regulation. The Member County in which a parcel of Park premises is located is
specifically authorized to adopt restrictive covenants and land use requirements for each such
parcel at that Member County’s sole discretion. The ordinances of a Member County shall in no
way apply to Park property not located in such Member County.

Section 6. Admission of Additional Parties. The MCP Agreement may be
amended from time to time to add additional counties or other political subdivisions located
within South Carolina or outside South Carolina, subject to any limitation contained in Article
VI, Section 13 of the Consgtitution of South Carolina or Title 4, Chapter 1 of the Code, by
ordinances or comparable action of the governing body of each Member County. Upon approval
of al Member Counties, the MCP Agreement shall be amended to admit such political
subdivision as a party thereto, with such rights and obligations as shall be provided in the MCP
Agreement as so amended and applicable law.

Section 7. Savings Clause. If any portion of this Ordinance shall be held void or
otherwise invalid, the validity and binding effect of the remaining portions shall not be affected
thereby.

Section 8. General Repealer. Any prior ordinance or resolution, the terms of which
are in conflict herewith, is, only to the extent of such conflict, hereby repeal ed.
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Section 9. Effectiveness. This Ordinance shall be effective after third and final
reading

BEAUFORT COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA

By:

Chairman of County Council
Beaufort County, South Carolina

ATTEST:

Clerk to County Council
Beaufort County, South Carolina

First reading: , 2011
Second reading: , 2011
Public hearing: , 2011
Third reading: , 2011
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EXHIBIT A
Initial Property

[Located in Jasper County]
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Cypress Ridge MCIP

Tax D # Acreage |Owner

1/048-00-01-006 49.83|Gopher Hill Holding LLC taxed by County $52.78 Ag use |taxed by DOR $28,650.69 for School portion only Exemption will be over for 2011

2|048-00-01-013 0.33|Town of Ridgeland - water tower exempt

3/048-00-01-030 5.26|Jasper County - Road exempt

4|048-00-01-012 11.26|Jasper County - Road exempt

5/048-00-01-007 25.52|Gopher Hill Holding LLC taxed by County $55.43 Ag use

6/048-00-01-005 19.09 | Gopher Hill Holding LLC taxed by County $40.19 Ag use

7/048-00-01-008 28|Jasper County exempt

8/048-00-01-009 65.16|Jasper County includes road exempt

9/048-00-01-039 5|Jasper County exempt
10|048-00-01-037 3|Samuel Mock taxed by County $467.79 land
11]048-00-01-010 97 |Jasper County exempt
12|048-00-01-036 7|Jasper County - Brown Campbell exempt
13|048-00-01-026 1.41|Jasper County - Ohio Gratings manufacturing taxed by DOR $6,004.95 Exempt for 3 more years
14]048-00-01-033 2|John & Timothy Roberts taxed by County $311.86 land
15|048-00-01-032 2|Jasper County exempt
16|048-00-01-034 3.24|Jasper County exempt
17|048-00-01-035 3|Jasper County taxed by County $467.79 land
18|048-00-01-029 1.24|Jasper County exempt
19|048-00-01-012 11.26|Jasper County exempt
20|048-00-01-028 27.14|Haven Homes manufacturing taxed by DOR $68,706.74 for School & County 100% taxable
21|048-00-01-011 0.06 | Town of Ridgeland - sewer lift station |exempt

367.8
GRAND TOTAL $104,758.22

041111-item14-taxes-jaspercounty-mcip.xls 4/7/2011 4:05 PM




2011/

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA, TO APPROVE
THE FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN
COROC / HILTON HEAD I, LLC, A DELAWARE LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY AND
THE COUNTY OF BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA PURSUANT TO SECTION 6-31-30
OF THE CODE OF LAWS OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 1976, AS AMENDED.

NOW, THEREFORE, Beaufort County Council adopts this ordinance so to amend the
COROC / Hilton Head I, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company all of which is more fully
set forth in the document entitled First Amendment to Development Agreement, a copy of which
is attached hereto and incorporated by reference herein as if set forth verbatim.

This ordinance shall become effective upon filing of an executed First Amendment to
Development Agreement with the Beaufort County Clerk to Council.

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: March 14, 2011
Second Reading:

Public Hearings:

Third and Final Reading:

(Amending 2009/12)



R-2011-5

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the need to address quality of life issues for the County of Beaufort, and
addressing the concerns and issues of LMI residents is a priority for the County, and
infrastructure has been identified as a priority community need for the County of Beaufort, and

WHEREAS, the County of Beaufort wishes to address this need by making application
to the South Carolina Department of Commerce, Division of Grant Administration for
Community Infrastructure Funds.

WHEREAS, the completion of this project would directly benefit approximately 40
houses in the Burton community, a majority of which is low-to-moderate incomes;

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

1. County Council hereby endorses the Burton Water Extension Project because it will
greatly improve the quality of life for the residents of Beaufort County.

2. The County Administrator, Gary Kubic shall be and is authorized to prepare and
submit a Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Community Infrastructure Application
in the amount of $500,000 for the Burton Water Extension Project.

Adopted this 11" day of April, 2011.

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY

By:

Wm. Weston J. Newton, Chairman

ATTEST:

Suzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council



Committee Reports
April 11, 2011

COMMITTEES REPORTING

1

Community Services
® Minutes are provided from the March 21 meeting. No action is required.

Finance
® Minutes are provided from the March 21 meeting. No actionisrequired.

Governmental

@® Minutes are provided from the March 22 meeting. No action isrequired.

@ Minutes provided April 25 from the April 4 meeting. Actionisrequired. See main agendaitems #13.
® Minutes provided April 25 from the April 5 meeting. Actionisrequired. See main agendaitems #14.
@ Bluffton Fire District

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

04/11/11 John Oram At-Large Appoint 6of 11

Natur al Resour ces
® Minutes provided April 25 from the April 4 meeting. Action isrequired. See main agenda item #12.
@ Southern Corridor Review Board

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

04/11/11 Pearce Scott Representative Town of Bluffton Appoint 6/11

*  Joseph Hall is moving from architect seat to representative Town of Hilton Head Island seat in
accordance with correspondence dated November 18, 2009 from Tom Peeples and in accordance with
County ordinance 2009/29.

Public Facilities
@® Minutes are provided from the March 29 meeting. No actionisrequired.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS

1

Community Services

William McBride, Chairman

Gerald Dawson, Vice Chairman

= Next Meeting —Monday, April 18 at 4:00 p.m., BIV #2

Executive
Weston Newton, Chairman

Finance

Su Rodman, Chairman

Rick Caporale, Vice Chairman

= Next Meeting—Monday, April 11 at 2:30 p.m., ECR
= Next Meeting—Monday, April 18 at 2:00 p.m., BIV #2
= Next Meeting —Monday, April 25 at 2:00 p.m., ECR
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Governmental

Jerry Sewart, Chairman

Laura Von Harten, Vice Chairman

= Next Meeting — Wednesday, April 20 at 3:30 p.m. (Tentative)
= Next Meeting—Monday, May 2 at 4:00 p.m.

Natural Resour ces

Paul Sommerville, Chairman

Brian Flewelling, Vice Chairman

=> Next Meeting — Monday, May 2 at 2:00 p.m.

Public Facilities

Herbert Glaze, Chairman

Seven Baer, Vice Chairman

= Next Meeting — Tuesday, April 26 at 4:30 p.m.

Transportation Advisory Group
Weston Newton, Chairman

Stu Rodman, Vice Chairman

=> Next Meeting — August 2011
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COMMUNITY SERVICESCOMMITTEE
March 21, 2011

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

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

ATTENDANCE

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

County staff: Morris Campbell, Division Director. =, Community Services, Teny Criscitiello,
Division Director - Planning and{ Development; Ladson Howell — County “Attorney; Dave
Thomas — Purchasing Director.

Public: Sierra Beale, Beaufort Jasper' EconomichOpportunitys, Commission; David Bennett,
Bennett and Reindel Companies Affordable Housing; Ed Boyd, Beaufort Housing Authority;
Aaron Crosby, Daufuskie 1sland Council; ‘LeRoy/Gilliard, Executive Director Beaufort Jasper
Economic Opportunity. Commission; Chris Hutton, Loweountry Regional Transportation
Authority Board member;, Barbara Johnson, Lowcountry Council of Governments Affordable
Housing Manager; Fred Leydas Alliance for Human Services Facilitator; Sarah Marshall,
Beaufort-Jasper Economic Opportunity-Commission, Director of Community Services, Mark
McCain; Lowcountry Regional »Transportation, Authority Board member; Dick Stewart,
Lowcountry Regional TransportationtAuthority Board member; David Tillman, Daufuskie Island
resident; "‘Robin Townsend, Binyah“Feundation; Pete Townsend, part-time business owner
Daufuskie ISland

ACTIONITEM

1. Discussion, —«Request LRTA to Provide to Beaufort County a Proposal
Relative to Establishinga Marine Division Within LRTA

Discussion: Mr. Hutton said the goa today is to have the Community Services
Committee request LRTA formally provide a proposal to describe the needs and requirements of
LRTA to establish a marine transit authority within the larger body. He then deferred to Mr.
Crosby to give a presentation describing the benefits of such an operation.

Mr. Aaron Crosby gave a presentation to the Community Services Committee proposing
a regiona marine-based transportation system. Mr. Crosby, a member of the Daufuskie Island
Council, said this proposal is not about a Daufuskie Island ferry, but to get away from that and
recognize it is a regional system based on the premise that Beaufort County does not sit in a
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vacuum. It is adjacent to a large metropolitan area with 10 million tourists annually and the
subsequent opportunities to link the maor centers. Mr. Crosby explained the regional
transportation system would be created using waterways from the City of Beaufort to Tybee
Island — touching on River Street, Hilton Head Island, Daufuskie Island, St. Helena Island, etc.
Mr. Crosby reviewed the stakeholders he seesin this system.

1. County stakeholders. Beaufort County, Jasper County, Allendale County, Hampton
County, Colleton County, Chatham County, Effingham County, Bryan County and
Liberty County

2. Loca key stakeholder: Savannah, Tybee Idsland, Coasta Region Metropolitan
Planning Organization, Hilton Head Island, Town of Bluffton, City of Beaufort, City
of Hardeeville, Ridgeland, Port Royal, Ridgeland, Daufuskie Island, St. Helena
Island, Savannah River COG, Savannah Conventiomyand Visitors Bureau, Georgia
Department of Transportation, Chatham Area Transit / Lowcountry Regional
Transportation Authority, Chambers of Commerce, SouthyCarolina Department of
Transportation, Lowcountry Council of Governments, “Seuth Carolina Parks,
Recreation and Tourism, Gullah-Geechee Corridor.

Mr. Crosby explained this marine transportationisystem builds upon resgurces already in
existences such as key historic sites in the,area and landings. The project would not start from
scratch. Existing landings could easily be tapped into. Existing landings he mentioned were the
City of Savannah — River Street, Chatham County'= Hutchinson, Island, Tybee Island, Beaufort
County — Pinckney |slandgDaufuskie |slandiand St."Helena Island, Hilton Head Island — Harbour
Town, City of Beaufort — Downtown Marina, Town of Bluffton and Jasper County — Field’s Cut.
Of those, Tybee Idland and Field’s\Cut need to‘be built. He'then displayed an illustration of a
terminal, but said at first, passengers may have wait outdoors if that is what it takes to start.
Ultimately the terminal would be/@akin,to a full-blown transportation system. The system would
not target one particular groupr‘such as tourists, residents or workers, but rather it would serve
and beneéfit from a‘combination of all the groups. This blend of users lends itself to different
types of scheduling for'workers compared with'tourists. In order to cater to a full spectrum it
means a pretty full schedule. Visitorsweuld not be the largest users of the ferry system contrary
to what is thought based on this being atourist destination. Worker trips will be the backbone.
Mr. Croshby explained this system supports economic development by getting people to and from
work, as well asproviding transit in order to stimulate the economy by easing accessibility of
certain areas. Mr. Crasby provided that early morning runs could accommodate the workforce,
while mid-day runs could acecommodate tourists, shoppers and locals. A late afternoon run would
accommodate returning workforce and a late evening run would be used for tourist-related
events. According to the presentation, ridership is anticipated to be about 8% for resident trips,
about 29% for visitor trips, about 55% worker trips and about 8% for special events. Based on a
2005 study there were a projected 1.6 million one-way passengers annualy for a regiona
system. Those projections were based on surveys performed during the course of the 2005 study
commissioned by the Chatham Area Transit (CAT). Daufuskie Island ferries historically
transported more than 600,000 one-way passengers in a year. Mr. Crosby noted when the resort
was running and there were jobs on Daufuskie Island, people went back and forth accounting for
that 600,000 one-way passenger trips. The benefits of this marine-based system are that it will
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create hubs to stimulate economic growth, it creates jobs regionaly, it alleviates road congestion,
provides for socio-economic development and interconnects existing transit systems, Mr. Crosby
explained. He told members of the committee that right now the Lowcountry Regional
Transportation Authority (LRTA) main hub iswell off U.S. 278. He suggested rather there could
be one multi-modal transportation hub on Pinckney Island to seamlessly transition from one
mode of transportation to another. Instead of driving al the way through Bluffton to say get to
St. Helena, they could hop on a boat instead. This will create new jobs regionally by opening up
new areas to development and alleviate road congestion. Obviously jobs would be created for
captains and boat mates, but it extends beyond. He then mentioned spinoff industries. For
example, he noted the opportunities that arose after a bridge t0 Hilton Head Island was built.

Mr. Crosby briefly spoke of tourism economics playing into this system. Tourism is a
major economic factor in the area. Tourism drives the economysin a way many at the meeting
understand deeply, Mr. Crosby said. Assuming people in Savannah will get on a boat to visit
Hilton Head but they will stay in Savannah, people will still have a'greater economic impact on
Savannah. He explained if they did, they waould extend their stay in thexarea and estimates on
their spending for a day trip are at about half ofythe daily.expenditure =yroughly $100. The
following statistics were cited. Savannah'’s tourism expenditures are 6,130,000 overnight visitors
in 2009, $1.63 billion in expenditurés and an average length of stay at 2.2 days. For Hilton Head
Island, the tourism expenditures are 2,016,000 overnight visitors in 2008, $1.4 billion in
expenditures and an average length of stay at»5.2 days. Mra, Crosby spoke about creating an
opportunity for those visitors to travel to nearbysplaces viasboat, making it an enhanced
experience. Mr. Crosbymotedwith the new Daufuskie Island Plan and Code in place this would
have an impact on Daufuskie‘lsland; the plan notes the need for a ferry system. If the ferry
system traveling to and.from Hilton Head and Savannah justhappened to stop in Daufuskie, it
could account for about $2 billion of economic impact regionally based solely on construction,
and about $40 _million in“additienal “preperty tax revenue annualy for Beaufort County from
Daufuskiedsland build out. Beaufort Countyswould net shoulder the burden. The purpose of this
meeting IS to encouragesthe development of a regiona ferry plan, get it out of the hands of
Beaufort County and into LRTA’s hands. LRTA is the state-chartered transportation authority
with the ahility to reach into pockets otherwise out of Beaufort County’s grasp. There are myriad
opportunities for, funding — revenue from ticket sales, tax increment finance districts, grants, etc.
He also stated for the Committee’s information that the current ferry operator does not want to be
the sole provider. Heconcluded by saying they ask the County to review the idea of a regional
marine-based transportation system and then to ask LRTA to review then come up with a
proposal.

Ms. Von Harten asked if this explains why there are not many native islanders living on
theisland. Mr. Crosby answered that elderly people who need medical care are not able to easily
access and so they leave and the youth leave because there is no economy. Putting in place a
transportation system to facilitate economic development will help youth return, Mr. Crosby
said.

Mr. McBride stated there was an informal meeting prior to this presentation for the
Chairman of Finance and himself on the subject and this discussion at the Community Services
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meeting is a follow. At the first meeting, the group informally asked LRTA to look at the
situation and LRTA expressed they wanted aformal request from a Council body. The request is
for LRTA to look at the system and determineif it would be feasible.

It was moved by Mr. Sommerville, seconded by Mr. Caporae, that the Community Services
Committee asks the Lowcountry Regional Transportation Authority to look at the feasibility of
establishing a regional marine subdivision of LRTA, then returns to the Committee with a

proposal.

Mr. Rodman spoke in favor of the proposa and gave a,brief presentation, of which a
description follows. He stated there is a possbility of @ public-private partnership. As
background, Mr. Rodman offered that he took an interest in Daufuskie Island back in 2009 and
said he was intrigued by a regional Savannah study. The study examined regional, multi-mode
transportation. Mr. Rodman noted there are severa people in Savannah interested in Daufuskie
with a thought process that there are a large number of people wha stay for a short time, while
Hilton Head has a smaller number who staydonger. To the extent that a small number of their
visitors would stay an extra day, it would add atremendous amount of opportunities to their
tourism. Having a way for people to get to places such as Daufuskie, our beaehes, golfing, etc.
would encourage the extra night’séstay. Mr. Rodmangsnoted the bankruptcy. is coming to a
conclusion after two years with no‘action; he expects other interests will begin looking at the
property. For the transportation system,, he offered three ‘possible lines — one for Savannah to
Daufuskie Island, one for Hilton Head Island to Daufuskie Island and the Haig Point Line. The
Savannah Line, from Savannah to Daufuskie Island, would beginin,2012 and be a primary route
for visitors, workers and residents, serve alarge, untapped tourism opportunity, and the strategy
for landings and parking would be fairly straightforward. The'Hilton Head Line, from Hilton
Head Island to Daufuskieilsland, would begin in 2014, be a secondary route for visitors, workers
and residents and serve a, smallergpuntapped “tourism opportunity. Mr. Rodman noted an
opportunitysto addwa Hilton"Head Island —Ft. Fremont connection, but he said it was uncertain
how to.deal with landings, mainland parking and the competitive landscape. A third line, the
Haig Point Line, will connect to Hilton Head Island and remain the primary connection for
residents. This would start in 2016 and would be optional, according to Mr. Rodman. Mr.
Rodman then reviewed a proposed dailyferry schedule for the three different lines.

Savannah/Daufuskie | Boat #1 = Boat #2 (8 months) —
(County dOCk) _| 8 roundtrips (225 passenger boat) 2 (commuter) and 2 (River Street) cruises
Savannah Line ('12) (225)
Hilton Head/ | Boat#3— Boat #4 Boat #5 Boat #6 - connecting
Daufuskie (Marine 8 “roundtrips (150 | (8 months) — (4 months) — 4 Ft. | County Dock and
Village) — Hilton passenger boat) 2 Ft. Fremont | Fremont Marine Village
ag ! , roundtrips and | roundtrips  and
Head Line (' 14) 1 Beaufort | crew boat
cruise  (with | (30 passengers)
stops)
Embarkation/Haig Boat #7 — 12 roundtrips Boat #8 — Harbourtown Water Taxi
Point — Embarkation | (50 passenger boat)
Line (' 16 optional)
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Mr. Rodman then discussed proposed actions for the County in relation to Daufuskie
Island. In the short term, the County could develop a County dock for a Savannah ferry and
barge, as well as consider tax incentives to encourage development of Daufuskie Island. In the
medium term, the County could develop the historical Daufuskie ferry landing on Pinckney
Island and provide a ferry dock in the Marine Village. Mr. Rodman observed that Daufuskie is
slipping into oblivion, the current County and Beaufort County School District funding to sustain
it are excessive for a decreasing number of people, and while a comprehensive marine
transportation system will not assure development, development will not occur without
comprehensive marine transportation.

Ms. Von Harten asked who would be responsible for paying for a feasibility study, to
which Mr. McBride replied that at this time, theredSino money attached. He explained the intent
for the meeting isto ask LRTA to take alook and see if it would be pessible, then to come back
with a proposal.

The vote was:. FOR — Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Dawson, M. M cBride, M. Sommerville and
Ms. Von Harten. ABSENT — Mr. Glaze. The motion passed.

Recommendation: Lowcountry Regional Transportation Authority examines the
feasibility of establishing a regiona marine subdivision of LRTA and returns to the Community
Services Committee with a proposal.

INFORMATIONALATEM

3. Discussion,— Housing Pr ojects Status Report

May RiverVillage:A partments

Mr. Criscitiello explained the May RiverVillage Apartments are a $5 million affordable
housing devel opment, okayed\by the Development Review Team in February. He explained Mr.
Bennett is theprincipal involved in the development. Construction is slated to begin in March.
This presentationiis just for the Community Services Committee's information, Mr. Criscitiello
explained in response to a question by Mr. Sommerville. He showed an elevation of the
buildings as well as'the planting plan to give the Committee members context. According to the
presentation this is an affordable, multi-family development located on Bruin Road off Burnt
Church Road in Bluffton.“There will be 68 apartment homes in five residential buildings. The
buildings will be brick exterior and cement board interior (hardy plank). The development will
have a clubhouse and ancillary amenities. A variety of floor plans provide 700-800 square-foot,
one-bedroom units; 1,000-1,200 sguare-foot, two-bedroom units and 1,200-1,300 sgquare-foot,
three-bedroom units. The apartments will have energy efficient appliances and individual heating
and central air-conditioning. 51 of the 68 apartments will be rented to households who earn 60%
of the median income, and the remaining 17 of the 68 units will be rented to households earning
50% of the median income in Beaufort County. Rentals will be as noted below. The 2010
Comprehensive Plan quotes Housing and Urban Development (HUD) criteria for affordable
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housing as rents that families with incomes of 80% of median incomes can afford. Based on that
standard, the range of housing income goes from $30,750 to $49,200 depending on family size.

One-bedroom units $515 - $615 per month
Two-bedroom units $615 - $735 per month
Three-bedroom units $705 - $795 per month

The State Housing Finance and Development Authority reserved tax credits for this
project amounting to $850,000 as an annua tax credit. The.County laws and State laws that
provide relief on the imposition of impact fees through anfexemption for Affordable Housing
projects, amount to $161,055. These impact fees were for‘road and fire impact fees. The County
Attorney reviewed the County and State statutes and signed off ‘en the legality of the exemptions
from impact fees. In essence, affordable housing developments do not pay impact fees aslong as
no public infrastructure is required to serve the development, or if‘the infrastructure is required,
payment is funded by the developer directly gather than through impact,fees. The DRT met on
February 16, 2011 and rendered its approval of the project. Mr. Criscitielle also noted this was
part of the Affordable Housing Implementation Council authorized through the Affordable
Housing Chapter of the Zoning and Development Standards Ordinance (ZDSO). A traffic impact
analysis found that no additional transpertation infrastructure is needed to accommodate the
devel opment.

Mr. Sommerville said he was confused and‘asked if the'state exempts affordable housing
from housing fees whytis the Committee voting and Mr. Criscitiello explained there is no vote.
Theitem isfor information.

Mr. Baer asked"if the impact on school\or number of kids in the units have been
examined. MraCriscitiello saidlthose are not part and parcel, and that there are no school impact
fees. Mr« Baer asked what the impact wouldsbe on the schools of this development, but Mr.
Criscitiello said he could net provide that information at this time.

Ms."Ven Harten commended thexdeveloper for including one-bedroom units. She said
many people have told her there are few in‘the area for reasonabl e prices.

Mr. Flewellingrasked what guarantees are in place to ensure this development remains in
the range of affordable housing. Mr. Bennett explained that in conjunction with the state tax
credits, the development is required to sign a land-use restriction agreement, which is recorded
against the land associated with the development. The land-use restriction agreement remains in
effect for 30 years.

Mr. Caporale asked about the income ranges used to determine rental rates and if they are
locked into the agreement or would they flow with the median income at the time. Mr. Bennett
explained the median income is adjusted annually by HUD. The land is a 5.99 acre parcel, Mr.
Criscitiello said.
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Mr. Caporale asked Mr. Bennett for his opinion on why there are not more of the
affordable housing projects in Beaufort County. Mr. Bennett explained the process is very
difficult. He has been working on this development since early 2008, got $900,000 in home
funds from HUD, obtained state tax credits, conventional financing with Coastal States Bank and
these all took a very long time to assemble, he said.

Mr. Caporale asked what the projected rate of return may be for the development. Mr.
Bennett said the investor, Boston Capitol Properties, is purchasing the tax credits and their
quarterly IRR is measured at about 9% on an after-tax basis.

Mr. Sommerville referenced the County Attorneysadding a caveat to the South Carolina
Development Impact fee that no publicly funding infrastructure,.can be required, and he asked if
there should be any other caveats. Mr. Howell clarifiedthat wasastatutory caveat.

Mr. Baer said he is glad this is being built for residents“and he asked if there are
regquirements to be a County resident or other‘reguired documentation. M, Bennett explained it
isall very compliance oriented, and there is a requirement fora host of documentation from each
prospective resident including the first two pages of ‘atax return, Social Security eards, etc.

Ms. Von Harten asked if there isalimit to how many people can live in a one-bedroom
apartment and if the next-door neighbors can get notification, when construction begins as a
courtesy. Mr. Bennett answered the first by saying there is an implied occupancy rate of 1.5
people per those apartments. Mr. Criscitiello, answered the,second guestion by telling Ms. Von
Harten meetings areosted and gpen to the publie:

Mr. Dawson commended Mr. Bennett for\his hard work to get affordable housing and
told him he appreciated histaking the prerogative.

Lowceuntry Council of Gevernments

Mr..Campbell explained in addition to the affordable housing project, the County has
been working on, affordable housing and partnering for about 10 years with severa agencies
related to housingyprojects. Lowcountry Council of Governments (LCOG) is the fiscal and
administrative agent for home funding. Beaufort County is a part of the Lowcountry Consortium,
consisting of the counties in the LCOG region, and as part of that is alocated $X annually for
affordable housing. The other agencies are the Beaufort-Jasper Economic Opportunity
Commission (EOC) and Mr."Campbell introduced the Director Mr. Leroy Gilliard, who gave the
Committee a status report.

Mrs. Barbara Johnson said Beaufort County spent a good deal of funds to improve
affordable housing. The Lowcountry Regional Home Consortium is made of four counties:
Beaufort, Colleton, Hampton and Jasper counties. The Consortium’s activities benefit low to
moderate-income individuals. Beaufort County has the highest median income. To qualify for
low-income as one person in Beaufort County one must make $37,200. For two people in the
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household it is no more than $42,500. A three-person household is $47,800. When the
Consortium began in 2006, affordable housing focused on construction of homeownership unit.
Over the years, that objective changed. Now, it is homeowner rehabilitation. HUD changed focus
to more rentals and tenant-based rental assistance. Beaufort Housing Authority is the only
authority in the region to work with the consortium, and they are administering two years of
tenant-based rental assistance. At thistime, LCOG is identifying projects for the new year.

Mrs. Johnson reviewed progress in Beaufort County thus far. Habitat for Humanity
constructed four new units on Prince and Haymar Streets, spending $71,200 of home funds.
Beaufort-Jasper Economic Opportunity Commission (BJEOC) had an allocation of $224,000 and
did 10 units plus. Lowcountry Habitat has four units under construction at Penn Center. Beaufort
Housing Authority has two-years of alocation forf tenant-based rental assistance totaling
$150,000, and the authority completed one year for ‘$50,000.“United Methodist Relief Center
applied for three Elderly Transportable (ET) units, with one in Jasper County and two in
Beaufort County - $51,000. The United Methodist Relief Center cameyback to the Consortium
for three additional units - $61,200, but there has\been no activity on that project, yet. The Town
of Bluffton has six new units and has some neighborhood stabilization money to partner with
Consortium funds. The Consortium alocated $150,000, but construction has net begun. Jasper
County Neighbors United will work together with the Consortium for nine homeowner rehab
units. $225,000 has been allocated and is-awaiting final approval. The City of Beaufort housing
rehab in the Northwest Quadrant allocated $150,000 and is,awaiting final approval. Down
payment assistance is aregional activity, but so farinBeaufort‘County $110,000 has been spent.
Tota allocation for Beadfort County has been $1,292,400,:and the other three counties combined
account for $1,183,805. A few projects are in the€ourse of review and a few are on the pipeline.
Mrs. Johnson stated thefinal amount left is a moving target because there are five years to spend
funds and two years to aloeate money. Right now,there is about $175,000 and some projects are
identified butsnet.at the committées. They,are working on the 2012 annual action plan and have
projects qdentified, but they are unsure about the allocation considering the economic
environment. Last year, heme fundallocation was$760,773 and the Consortium hopes to get the
same allocation.

Mrs. Johnson listed some of the Consortium’s activities. The affordable housing activity
for new construction - either homeownership, rental, single-family rehab, rental rehab.
Emergency repairs-are something that cannot be done. Down payment assistance and tenant-
based rental assistance.

Mr. Sommerville asked if $37,000 is for a family of one and if it includes transfer
payments. Does that include government payment to that individual or is it just income earned?
Mrs. Johnson stated it is gross taxable income; supplemental assistance programs such as food
aid are not included.

Ms. Von Harten inquired about the rehab programs. She said she knows about the ones
for elderly, but asked if there are programs for others. Mrs. Johnson stated there is no age
requirement, it is based on income.
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When asked by Ms. Von Harten what she would like to see in 2012, Mrs. Johnson said
she would like to see more affordable housing rental developments.

Mr. Dawson reviewed that with the weak economy new homes are less likely so the focus
shifted to rental-based assistance. He encouraged those present to notify constituents in their
district who qualify for housing rehab or rentals to contact Mrs. Barbara Johnson with LCOG at
843-726-5536.

Beaufort-Jasper Economic Opportunity Commission

Mr. Gilliard said BJEOC has had a long partnership with the County. BJEOC's
operational philosophy is to target the people who own homes; and this is generally those who
are elderly. Challenges in trying to provide repairs for those homes are that many are in a state of
disrepair beyond fixing. Mr. Gilliard also gaved@n example of twoypeople who are on Socia
Security and have sufficient money to afforddthe house, but as they: age the medical expenses
take away from repairing the houses. Thisis particularly the case after onedies. Mr. Gilliard said
mobile homes are the maor low-income housing In. this areasand it has been so for years. The
state is the only source of income to aid in repairingmobile homes. If somethinghappened to the
house today, there could be up to $6,000,for repairs, but if it happens over a period of time there
is no funding for repairs. He said the Countyshas assisted in'the past. Many of the things they do
are weatherization type repairs. When doing weatherization repairs, BJEOC has to document
how much infiltration occurs before and ‘one year aftenrepairs ta document the monetary savings
to afamily.

Mrs. Marshall. began by reviewing housing resource and referral dollars provided to
Beaufort County Council te,assist homeless and'those who are at athreat of becoming homeless.
This includesgrental, utility;, smortgage, assistance. The program is designed to stabilize
individuals and families in their existing homes, ‘@nd to prevent homelessness. In situations
wheregpeople are aready homeless; BJEOC assess specific circumstances or barriers. With the
County-allecated housing resource and referral funding, $15,000, BJEOC assisted those who
were homeless or at threat; In additionyto creating a resource management. More than 168
individuals wereassisted with'basic needs as pertaining to housing by leveraging with additional
funding. She reviewed a wide variety of the services provided from counseling to installing
wheelchair ramps. This particular program provided much relief for Beaufort County’s most
vulnerable residents, Mrs. Marshall said. While BJEOC was able to provide the extraordinary
issues of prevention andintervention as it relates to homeless in the county and to do so in a
meaningful way. The funds from this group, because they were not tied to aspects such as
income or purpose, they were able to meet the needs. These funds allowed flexibility. With the
growing economic difficulties, BJEOC is faced with new customers who have new problems,
new challenges and new needs. Many have never applied nor received governmental assistance.

Ms. Von Harten asked how Committee members could help when approached by
someone who is homeless asking for help. Mrs. Marshall said BJEOC is a resource, but they do
not always have the resources to deal with the uniqueness of people who do not have photo
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identification, for example. Sometimes, there is a gap in services preventing someone from
receiving money from rehab or other place because of certain needs existing. She told members
about a client who received a letter from the South Carolina Department of Health and
Environmental Control saying he had to vacate her place because her outhouse was inoperable.
Because she occupied the home for more than two hours daily, she had to move out, get a port-a-
potty and address the deficiency within a specific timeframe or abandon her homestead and be
displaced along with her 14-year-old child. These dollars were earmarked to get a port-a-potty in
order to proceed, but when calling the vendor he donated the structure when realizing it was for a
home and not a construction site. Mrs. Marshall said they were:able to provide indoor plumbing
for the house last year.

Mrs. Marshall stated often they refer people togheltersin Savannah, Charleston or other
nearby areas with better job opportunities, but she.noted many-people do not want to leave the
area

Mr. Caporale asked if there is a count of homel ess people in Beaufort County. Mr. Leyda
said there are 206 by the last count, of those 95 fit the HUD definition.

Mrs. Sierra Beale briefed the Committee members on the housing rehabilitation program.
12 homes have been rehabilitated using Housing Consortium funding. There are three more
homes being reviewed or in the application process. Mrs. \Beale noted there is additional
assistance, weatherization, etc. accounting for about, $15,000 In _addition to the Consortium
funds. The application process'is quite rigid and time-consumingto'get the project started. This
is income driven, sofapplicants'must show the year long tncome for the household. Applicants
have to be on the property deed. After the application is submitted, BJEOC conducts a home visit
to review the applicant-submitted list of suggested problems. If the home cannot be brought up to
HUD standardsBJEOC |ooks fer other funding avail able to address the issues. If it is more than
what candbe done, theproject is unfortunately, abandoned, Mrs. Beale said. Unfortunately, this
has happened. BJEOC then distributes letters requesting bids for contractors to provide a
proposal based on what BJEOC saw and issues they noticed. Bids are open, then reviewed before
the applicant is offered the chance to select a contractor. Toward the end of the process, BJEOC
reviews all aspeets to ensure nothing changed such as a transfer of deed or income. The report is
then submitted tQ pay the contractor. Mrs. Beale said the people who receive the services are
tremendously grateful)often senior citizens or peoplein their 40's.

Mr. Gilliard added that BJEOC spends approximately $22,000 per house to rehab.
Weatherization runs at about $9,000 per house. 77 houses were done last year.



FINANCE COMMITTEE
March 21, 2011
The electronic and print mediawere duly notified in
accordance with the State Freedom of Information Act.
The Finance Committee met on Monday, March 21, 2011 at 2:00 p.m. in the conference room of

building two, Beaufort Industrial Village.

ATTENDANCE

Finance Committee members: Chairman Stu Rodmang Vice, Chairman Rick Caporae, and
members, Steven Baer, Brian Flewelling, WilliamdMcBride, Paul Sommexville, and Jerry
Stewart attended. Non-committee member Gerald Dawson was al so present.

County Staff: Milton Boswell, Assessor's Office; SharronBurris, Auditor; Alan Eisenman,
Financial Supervisor; Bryan Hill, Deputy County Administrator; Alicia Holland, Financia
Supervisor; Ed Hughes, Assessor; ColimyKinton, Engineer; Gary Kubic, County Administrator;
Monica Spells, Compliance Officer; DavidiStarkey, Chief Financial Officer; Dave Thomas,
Purchasing Director; William Winn, Director of Public Safety.

Public: Bill Baker, Citizen; Ann Bluntzer; Executive Director;Open Land Trust; Garrett Budds,
Director of Land Protection, Opeén Land Trust; Doug Henderson, Treasurer Elect; Larry Holman,
Beaufort Black Chamber of Commerce; Tom McNeish, Elliott Davis, LLC,;

Media: Joe Croley, Hilton Head Association of Realtors; Josh McCain, Beaufort Gazette/lsland
Packet.

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

INFORMATION ITEM

1. Consider ation of Contract Awards
e » GTT Opticom GPS Equipment

Discussion: Mr. Colin Kinton, County Engineer, reviewed this item with the Committee.
The Traffic Engineering and Traffic Management Departments propose expanding and
improving the Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) components along SC 170 utilizing funds
remaining from the 2003 SC 170 widening sales tax collections. The initial project phase
includes expansion of the existing emergency vehicle pre-emption system utilized at traffic
signals in southern Beaufort County.

A sole source proposal was requested from Temple, Inc. who is the exclusive provider of
the GTT Opticom Emergency Pre-Emption equipment utilized by the County. Temple's prices
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proposal is for $115,046.40 and would include the following eight intersections, emergency
vehicles and sales tax:

SC 170 at US 21 (Boundary Street)
SC 170 at Burton Hill Road

SC 170 at SC 280

SC 170 at Castle Rock Road

SC 170 at Savannah Highway

SC 170 at Agent Boulevard

SC 170 at Cherry Point Road

SC 170 at Riverbend

The equipment provider has agreed to reduce the€quipment price to meet our budget and
include proprietary control management software that'alows networked data eollection, review
and adjustment of the equipment.

Funding for this project will be from account #13276-54450 Other Improvementsin the
amount of $115,046.40. Available fundsin this account total $210,243.

Mr. Kinton presented to the Committee.a map of the area which showed the locations of
the proposed addition of intersections.

It was moved by Mr. Caporale, seconded by Mrd Flewelling that the Committee approve and
recommend to Council the purchase of the GTT Opticom Equipment from Temple, Inc in the
amount of $115,046.4@ to be funded from account.#13276-54450 — Other Improvements.

Mr. Baer wanted tQ know if this is the account the County withdrew funds for the fishing
pier at Broad Creek | anding.

Mr. Starkey repliedithis isthe,SC Highway 170 fund from 1992-1993. It is the remnants
of what was in that fund. The fishing pier and a number of other improvements came out of that
fund.

Mr. Stewart believed there were some restrictions as to the use of those funds. Mr.
Starkey stated it fits since it islocated on SC Highway 170.

The vote was — FOR: Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporale, Mr. Flewelling, Mr. McBride, Mr. Rodman, Mr.
Sommerville and Mr. Stewart. The motion passed.

Recommendation: Council approves the purchase of the GTT Opticom Equipment from
Temple, Inc in the amount of $115,046.40 to be funded from account #13276-54450 — Other
Improvements.

2. Consideration of Contract Awards
e Auditing and Consulting Services
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Discussion: Mr. Dave Thomas, Purchasing Director, reviewed this item with the
Committee. Beaufort County issued Request for Proposals (RFP) to firms capable of providing
an independent audit and consulting services for five years, beginning with an audit of the
financia statements for fiscal year ending June 30, 2011 through June 30, 2015. The evaluation
committee consisted of the following three members from the County’s Finance Department:
David Starkey, Chief Financial Auditor, Alan Eisenman, Finance Supervisor, and Alicia
Holland, Finance Supervisor. The evauation committee interviewed the top three firms and
selected Elliott Davis, LLC as the number one ranked firm. The final evaluation ranking is as
follows:

1. Elliott Davis, LLC, Columbia, SC

2. Holland, Henry & Bromley LLP, Savannah, GA

3. S. Preston, Douglas & Associates LLP, WhitevillesNC
4. Webster Rogers LLP, Summerville, SC

Funding would come from account #12000-51160 —/Professional Services, for fiscal
years 2011-2015. Pricing submitted is as follows:

Audit Pricing for | Elliott Davis, | Hollandw, Henry, | S. Preston, Douglas & | Webster
each Fiscal Year | LLC & Bromley, LkP | Associates, bisP Rogers, LLP
2011 $49.500 $55,000 $48,000 $85,000
2012 $50,700 $57,000 $49,000 $86,900
2013 $52,100 $60,000 $50,000 $88,800
2014 $53,300 $62,000 $51,000 $91,000
2015 $54,600 $65,000 $52,000 $93,000
Total $260,200 $299,000 $250,000 $444,700

Mr Stewart inguired as to how long Elliott Davis has been doing the audit for the
County. Mr. Starkey replied six years.

Mr. Stewart wanted to know /If there is a timeframe on switching firms. Mr. Starkey
stated thereis acommittee that picks the firm. Six yearsis not outside the ream of ordinary.

Mr. Stewart ecommented he is pleased with what ElliottDavis performance. He also stated
in his past experiencesit has been a seven-year timeframe for auditing firms. We need to develop
apolicy, if we do not currently have one, to set some standards for us to adhere to.

Mr. Dawson pointed out that ElliottDavis was not the lowest bidder and inquired as to
why they were the most qualified.

Mr. Starkey’ s response was that the least expensive bidder was not interviewed due to the
packet of information they provided, which made them appear to be the least prepared. The
Finance Team looks at other counties and whether they do a single audit and looks at their audit
approach. Mr. Starkey, Mr. Eisenman, and Ms. Holland all agree you have to mix it up.
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Mr. Kubic stated he had the opportunity to bring in ElliottDavis with the County six years
ago. This is a one-year contract. Each year thereafter we will be back in discussion regarding
their performance. He e looked at the price differentia and thought with the change in the
Treasurer’s Office and the history and knowledge that ElliottDavis has acquired, over the last six
years, that in addition to their auditing services, we have also employed them as a consultant to
help us through some of these processes. We are expecting the same type of delivery of services
by them for our Treasurer-elect. It is wise to continue with ElliottDavis for this year.

It was moved by Mr. McBride, seconded by Mr. Stewart that.the Committee approves and
recommends Council award a contract for auditing services to Elliott Davis, LLC, the top ranked
firm, with the anticipated cost for the first year of $49,500. Additionally,recommend four annua
renewals subject to approval of Council. Total anticipaied ‘cost for five years is $260,200.
Funding would come from account #12000-51160 — Professional Services, fonfisca years 2011-
2015. The vote was — FOR: Mr. Baer, Mr. CaporaeMr. Flewelling, Mr. McBride, Mr. Rodman,
Mr. Sommerville and Mr. Stewart. The motion passed:

Recommendation: Council approves a contract. award for auditing services to Elliott
Davis, LLC, the top ranked firm, with the anticipated ‘cost for the first year of $49,500.
Additionally, recommend four annual renewals subject to approval of Council. Total anticipated
cost for five yearsis $260,200. Funding would come from account #12000-51160 — Professional
Services, for fisca years 2011-2015.

3. Discussion.ofiBend |ssuance‘infan Amount Not to Exceed $10 Million for
Rural and Critical L ands Program

Discussion: Mr."Redman stated in speakingswith Mr. Starkey, Chief Financial Officer,
one thing we want to protect against isthaving anegative fund balance at the end of this fisca
year.

Mr. Starkey commented the 2006/Rural and Critical Lands bond referendum has a $4.8
millfon halance. We do not want to the fund balance to become negative prior to the end of a
fiscal year hecause you do not want to show a negative fund balance in your CAFR. In speaking
to the representatives of the Beaufort County Open Land Trust, they said that by the time all of
their potential purchases would go through, it would be after the end of the fiscal year.

Mr. Rodman stated the second issue is the timing of taking down the last $10 million,
which is influenced by the expenditure rate. He does not believe that as a Council, given it was
voter approved, we have an option to move without their input. But we have alittle leeway in
looking at the economy and the tax bills to have some weigh in as to when that money is spent
and how it impacts the tax bill.

Mr. Starkey presented to the Committee a chart of the associated tax impact. Assuming
we borrowed the last $10 million, we never know what the actual rates are going to be. What
happens is we put out a detailed report of all our financial information, then a number of
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financial houses will then bid based on our credit rating and a number of other factors. We take
the best bank that gives us the cheapest rate of interest, netted with a premium. The chart he has
provided is a prediction based on the bond market. Assuming our mill value rate, estimated for
tax year 2010 and fiscal year 2011, stays at $1,742,286 and we borrow $10 million at 4% and
every year pay the bonds, it works so that each layer has its own percentage so we assume it is
4% level, and we pay down the principle at alevel rate which does not happen, but for estimation
purposes, we come up with this schedule. Essentially, the first year debt service would be about
$900,000 and then would drop in $20,000 increments. What that does to the value of a $100,000
home that is owner occupied, would be a .52 mill increase, which'would trandate to $2.07
increase on a full year's tax base. That assumes that we borrow thé money July 1 and have two
debt service payments in that fiscal year. Thereafter, someoneawho has a vacation home would
pay $3.10. Over the life of the 20 years, it is estimated¢to be approximately $32.60 for a
$100,000 owner-occupied property for the entire loan_ and $48.91 for non-owner occupied,
$100,000 home. Once we get the particulars of that particular bond, an exactischedule could be
provided.

Mr. Rodman stated commercial properties would be at the 10.5% rate;and would be
roughly twice that of the owner-occupied. Mr. Rodman wanted to know if this would reflect on
personal property such as cars, etc. Mr. Starkey stated the actual, increase to a small amount.

Mr. Baer stated in weighing this we will have to see what the.ether millage increases are
for al of the other things we are contemplating, such as.land purchases for the Commerce Park
and other things going on. Mr. Hill stated that information should:be provided mid to late April.

Mr. Flewelling wanted t@ know how long.of a processit isto issue the last $10 million to
fund the Rural and Critical LandsProgram. How much lag time is there?

Mr. Starkey stated how. it‘typically,works €ouncil is required to have three readings and
hold a publiesearing., During that point in‘time staff starts preparing the actual reports that are
sent out ta'the ratingagencies. Keep.in mind that it costs money to go through that process. How
the County has done each and every,one of the Rura and Critical Lands borrowings is by
coupling itwith borrowing other monies for other projects. Part of it would have to deal with
how quickly it,gets through Council, ‘@nd the other part deals with what else, if anything, Council
decides to continue doing going forward. That is what |eads to the question of whether we keep
going after they getito the end of the $4.8 million.

Mr. Flewelling wanted to know if there are any other anticipated borrowings. Mr. Starkey
stated the only other things that would not play into this would be refinancing of bonds. If the
trend continues where the interest rates are much lower than we borrowed ten years ago, we will
keep that process going and refinancing the bonds. It saves the taxpayer money in the long run.

Mr. Kubic stated if we were hard pressed we could pursue a bond anticipation note, but
that will cost a little extra money. We have about five CIP projects — courthouse renovations,
potential purchase of the Myrtle Park property for governmental office south of the Broad River,



Minutes - Finance Committee
March 21, 2011
Page 6 of 22

additiona monies for a coroner’s facility, Commerce Park property, and maybe a smaller
purchase.

Mr. Rodman stated it behooves us to come to some final determinations as we work
through the May timeframe.

Mrs. Ann Bluntzer, Beaufort County Open Land Trust Director, stated of the $4.8 million
left in cash for the Rural and Critical Lands Program, Council has aready approved $3.8 million
in projects that will close after the fiscal year. This program takes@bout a year from start to
finish. When we look at future projects, there is a possibility of over $27 million worth of
potential projects, all of which fal in the County’s Greenprint Map. Knowing that the real estate
prices are at historic lows, it does present a very unique and@reat opportunity to take advantage
of these land conservation purchases. These monies were approved by the voters, 70%. To put it
behind too much we are going to lose more and morefopportunities. What might be helpful, if
Committee and Council approve this, is to time it so'it does get lumped with:bending for other
projects. It isimportant for the Open Land Trusts/as we are negetiating, that we have something
to stand on, not putting everything on hold.

Mr. Rodman wanted to know if it would make sense to start to move the ordinance
through, such that its third reading coincideswith the timeline of our budgets.

Mr. Kubic asked Mr. McBride for clarificationilt is Mr. Kubic thought, however, that if
Council started with the $10 million issue, ‘and asftime moved:forward and in the movement
through the three reading_ proeess jumped to $40 million, it would be considered a substantial
difference and would reguire ado-over. Mr. McBride agreed.

Mr. Kubic stated'itis better to be closer to the'budget when Council begins discussion at
first reading.

M¢r. Rodman stated if wewere to take it Council for first reading in mid April that might
all fit.

Mr.Flewelling added CI P purchases need to be run through the Planning Commission.

Mr. Kubi¢ stated the'aspect of funding Rural and Critical Lands as a bond anticipation
note is a borrowing :mechanism. You borrow the $10 million as a note. You make that
commitment whether the final decision bond market is $10 million or greater. If it is greater, the
note isrolled into the greater value. If no other CIP goes forward then the note can be rolled over
five years, then at the sixth year it has to be treated as a bond. He would report out to Council on
March 28. He may make the recommendation in his Administrator’s Two Week Report.

It was moved by Mr. Sommerville, seconded by Mr. Stewart, that the Committee approve and
recommend County Council approves, for first reading, no later than the end of April, the
issuance in an amount not to exceed $10 million for the Rural and Critical Lands Program. The
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vote was — FOR: Mr. Baer, Mr. Caporde, Mr. Flewdling, Mr. McBride, Mr. Rodman, Mr.
Sommerville and Mr. Stewart. The motion passed.

Mrs. Bluntzer spoke to the Committee regarding the Rural and Critical Lands Retreat
held March 10. Board members discussed how the remaining $15 million from the 2006 bond
referendum should be spent, how to manage the current properties owned, and the program going
forward. It was a very efficient four hours. Pametto Bluff hosted the event. Mr. Tony
Criscitiello, Planning Director, and his staff helped facilitate the day.

Recommendation: County Council approves on first reading, no later than the end of
April, the issuance in an amount not to exceed $10 million for Rdral and Critical Lands Program.

4, Financing Discussion — Heritage Golf T our nament

Discussion: Mr. Rodman presented the Committee a three-page PowerPoint relative to
the Heritage Golf Tournament (Tournament). There was a meeting two weeks ago where he, the
County Administrator, Council Chairman Newton, Hilton Head Mayor and some folks from the
Heritage attended.

Last summer Council approved a $L.million loan coupled with a contribution from the
Town of Hilton Head (Town) and $4 million‘useef Heritage reservesin order to fund it for this
year. The Governor has made it a priority and has asked.the head of PRT (Department of Parks,
Recreation and Tourism) and the Secretary of Congress tortake [eadership in trying to resolve
this, which they are doing./Astime has gone along, the PGA (Professional Golfers' Association)
has identified requirements that they have for pratecting the Heritage long term.

e They want to [eokyout five years — whetherit has to be 100% for al five years remains
to be seen. They want to see asignificant’amount of that money. Part of that is because
theyare going into their contract negotiations with CBS (Columbia Broadcasting
System) coverage.

e The PGA wantsto make surethat it is a quality tournament. The way they judge that is
by.maintaining the reserves.

e The PGA wants to'see the contribution levels maintained. The current contract expires
at the end of the Tournament. If they do not have another sponsor, we may have some
more timey If there Is another sponsor standing in the wings, we could be four-five
weeks away fromflosing the Tournament.

There are alot‘Of people working on thisissue and alot of people are becoming more and
more concerned. We are waking up to the fact that we may be at the end of this journey. The
state is taking a heavy lead working with the tournament to try to come up with a multi-year
sponsor. There have been some discussions with people, who might want to come in and do it at
a deep discount, which may or may not help for the long term. Everyone agrees that we need to
have a backup plan. The South Carolina Heritage would be the name of it and it would represent
and promote not only our local areabut the Statein total. Representative Bill Herbkersman has
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put forward a shell bill. The thought processis that there should be some degree of underwrite by
local folks.

Mr. Rodman presented some numbers he thought to be appropriate. The local underwrite
numbers he proposed were $7 million from the Town of Hilton Head Island, $3 million Sea
Pines Resort, and $2 million he County, totaling $12 million over afive-year time period. This
would be about one-third of what is needed over five years.

If, in fact, we had local contribution, then it would be fair to say‘te the state that perhaps
they should contribute. The Secretary of Commerce has maded point that he believes the
Tournament is underutilized for bringing businesses here and having those businesses bring
customers here. Over time that ought to be able to build ups Those ‘companies bringing people
here could put in $.25 million or $.5 million, etc. to advertise their own products. Secondly, PRT
spend $12 million to $14 million promoting the state. 4t'would not be unreasenable for them to
consider putting some funding forth. Lastly, the Budget Control Board acts as the financial arm
of the state and has the ability to provide moniesfutside of the year-to-year budgets. Given the
fact that there is a sizable amount of money at riskzto the state, they could, at least, be
approached.

Mr. Rodman distributed to the' Committee the Clemson Study -- The Heritage, A
summary of the economic impact of the VVerizon Heritage Golf Tournament. They came up with
$82 million as the benefit in 2010 of the Tournament., Their numbers include $72 million in
spending, $35 million in wages, 1,115 in jobs, $8million‘of, state taxes, and $4 million local
taxes. Outside of that is thewrealestate portion'which is divided into two portions — value of the
property and the propefty tax impact. There is some impact. There are aso the charitable
contributions (1.2 million). A lot of that materializes because of all who volunteer their time.

Mr. Rodman stated there.dsan oppertunity.for promoting the State of South Carolina and
the Lowcounty. It isieur primary,economicengine. Most new residents flow here from the fact
that they €ame here as tourists. That, in turn, drives the demand for homes, which drives values
and triggers new construction and taxes.

Mr.“Redman stated there is an interesting piece in terms of economic development. In
terms of the state,and under the current Secretary of Commerce really sees this as an opportunity
for promoting the state. He believes, to a lesser extent, that there is an opportunity to do that on
the local effort. Some business people in the area are beginning to say they ought to do
something on those lines. There was an article in the Savannah newspaper today that talks about
the Alliance and how it is important to Savannah as a community. It is not really a gift of
monies, but is the purchase of media time. It is us advertising ourselves. One of the issues we
may want to deal with in time is whether or not we want to join with the Town of Hilton Head
Island in splitting the Golf Channel. 90% of the media guide goes to CBS. There is a lower
amount that goes to the Golf Channel which includes Thursday and Friday coverage and
summary runs. In talking with the Chamber representing some of the places they could best use
money, golfing was one of those. It is a big industry for us and is an industry that has been
struggling.



Minutes - Finance Committee
March 21, 2011
Page 9 of 22

Mr. Rodman stated an approach that Council may want to consider is increasing the $1
million that we have in the form of aloan, by $1 million, over five years, conditional on their
being alarger package that would fund the entire Tournament for multiple years. It could follow
along the same terms that we had in the origina ordinance. They pay it back when they get a
sponsor in excess of $4 million. It could be converted into a term loan over five years or the
County could use it to buy media. If we were going to take this approach, the logical thing would
be for this Committee to send it forward today so that the three readings would end about the
time of the PGA contract ending. During that three reading period, therewould be a lot of things
happening in terms of the PGA getting a sponsor, the Town coming together, the actions of Sea
Pines Resort, and see what the state does. It will be a movingdarget, over the next four to five
weeks. He two success oriented outcomes: (i) the PGA does find a sponsor in which case the
County would incur no costs; or (ii) we end up having the South Caralina Heritage, in which
case we protect jobs, wages, and taxes, while also pramoting ourselves and eould possible see
some economic development. If we decide on thedGolf Channel piece, it could be looked at
$300,000 a year.

Mr. Caporale commended Mr. Rodman for his great 1deas. The opportunities identified
are real opportunities. He would put this.in context of discussien of economic development. We
have not gotten there yet and have not madesome decisions that we need to make about how we
are going to fund economic development."He notisaying he is in‘faver’of anything like this, but
certainly is not opposed to it. He would be more‘inclined to support it if we could have that
dialogue of how we are going to support economicidevelopment. Are we going to go back and
look at our business licenseifee,ordinance? This‘@l has to be put in that context. Where is the
money coming from? What ‘are we going to, agree to as a body in regard to economic
development? Whateverithat answer, it is the answer we all will support or reject this kind of a
proposal.

Mr. Baer stated it is anice pitch, but he follows the hard numbers. He had asked many
guestions©n March'9, 2011 and has yet to receive an answer. He would like to see their balance
sheet. The last one Council, saw was,last August, which was in their Accommodations Tax
applicationsHe would a so'like to see exactly how our $1 million s this year would play. That is
al he is prepared to focus on at thiS point. We have to do something to modify that existing
ordinance to heable to give / loan them the $1 million this year. Amongst other things, his
concern is that the County isnot receiving afair share of the expensive TV minutes or the dollars
from those. He has yet to.see where the other folks, who are making money on this event, are
sharing the pain. In the Clemson Report, there were $65 million in hotel and restaurant revenues
being made. Is the Marriott or the hotel groups here locally putting in any funding? Until he sees
afinancial package for this, heis not ready to go any further. Mr. Baer stated he understood their
finances as of last year. The sheet he works with is Exhibit A in their tax application and oriented
their data in a different arrangement. They spend $10.6 million. They take in $4,149,000. They
have $2,240,000 in purses. They have $623,785 in facility fees. They have TV underpinning in
the amount of $3,723,000. If we make them aloan, do we get our fair share of the revenues they
get back from that TV underpinning or do we get the drags which are the Golf Channel minutes.
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In looking out for the taxpayer’s interests, we want a fair deal on this. We want it to go forward
this year, but we have to work the numbers to make sure we are getting afair deal.

Mr. Rodman stated his thought was that during this period of time while we are going
through the readings that we provide an opportunity to sit down with the folks of the PGA to
answer some of the questions we may have. In regard to the TV piece, they would be delighted if
we were to convert our $4 million to advertising. He does not know if that isin our best interest
or if we have the time to respond beyond the Golf Channel. It generally takes some time to put
together aquality national advertisement.

Mr. Baer stated if they are going to sell those minutes that‘meney should be used to pay
back our loan not build a stash for future years.

Mr. Rodman started he does not know what they have sold and does not believe they
have sold much of anything. The questions are veryavalid, but it is something we cannot answer
this afternoon. We could make a good shot at_answering those as we move through the next
couple of weeks.

Mr. Rodman introduced Mr. Bill Baker, a retired Nawy Captain and resident of Hilton
Head Island, who distributed a handout ‘of *his thoughts on the sponsorship solutions and spoke
before the Committee. He suggested using sales taxes during the’week of the event and
escrowing them with the Lowcountry Foundation, atax exempt jorganization. If there is $82
million worth of business done within this, week, at"9%,sales tax, that should cover the
tournament. It might be a.simple matter of writing an ordinance for the County and getting the
state to agree to that ordinance. Then set the money aside and at the end of the day write a check
for the cost of the todrnament. Anything in escrow could be set aside by the County, the Town
and the State for a rainy.day fund, or a pool of money to increase a purse, or could be given to
local charities. It is a smple idea and would be one where if you are a sales tax provider to the
County and_the State;,during that, week, one's business would increase for the week. The same
would bedtrue for al of the restaurants on Island and off Island. Malls will get lots of tourist
business during that week. It, should be,something Council should consider. Sharing the painis a
good idea. I it is set up byaprivate, nonprofit, like the Lowcountry Foundation and identify and
individual, 'group, or committee to act as auditors for this event, then there will be away to turn it
all around. Atthe end of the tournament, the Governor, the Mayor and the County executives can
present a check:“Ifywe do a good marketing job, the additional fund could be used for that
purpose. The State'could devote monies out of their tourist budget. We would have a building
process that would benefit everyone and give the local business community a chance to enjoy
and give back revenue. Also if a private citizen does not want the tournament to go away and the
County provides them with a private, nonprofit entity, for them to make a donation and receive a
tax deduction from it, how much more impact is there for a private citizen to do so.

Mr. Rodman stated some of the sales tax stuff is controlled by the State. The State may
be in a position to do something.
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Mr. Baer stated it isagood idea. Certainly the increase in sales taxes that week caused by
the Tournament is fair game. The foundation is a good idea as well. We should look at what we
can do in the Accommodations Tax area. What range we have and how we can petition the State
to increase the Accommodations Tax to generate the funds to pay for this. The people, who are
coming in are in the hotels for the Tournament, meaning they fall under Accommodations Tax.
He stated he is leery using Hospitality Tax dollars for this event. Using Hospitality Tax dollars
hurts us, but using sales tax dollars hurts all of us even more.

Mr. Stewart stated that $.06 out of the sales tax goes to the'School District and he is
unsure if they will be willing to give up that delta. They wouldénot give it up for Greenline
redevelopment. Also, $.01 goes to roads. If you look at the Hospitality and Accommaodations
Taxes most of the monies are already going back to the chambers.

It was moved by Mr. Sommerville, seconded by Mr. Caporale that the Committee
approves and recommends Council authorize a $1,00,000 commitment to be made available over
a five-year period to Heritage Classic Foundation fer the precurement of the Hefitage Golf
Tournament, contingent upon the South Carolina Heritage eption being implemented by the
various parties. The South Carolina Heritage option includes a back-up plan of the General
Assembly Shell Bill, local underwrite of $12 million, $7 millien from the Town of Hilton Head
Island, $3 million from Sea Pines Resort, $2umillion from the County, and South Carolina media
buys of $18 million from South Carolina companies, PRT and Budget.ahd Control Board)

Mr. Stewart asked for some insight regarding the private meeting that took place last
week, behind closed doors.

Mr. Rodmangstated there was about an ‘hour discussion on where the PGA was and
whether there were any. sponsors coming forwards*There have been a couple of people of
interest, but there does not appear to be,anyonemmediately on the horizon. We then spoke
about the backup. The two concepts that came out of that was perhaps the Town, the County, and
Sea Pines'Resort ought to. figure out what each might consider, and then use that and go to the
state ta‘'show what we are prepared to do lecally.

Mr. Stewart stated at that meeting the intent was that Senators Graham and DeMint,
Representative Clyburn, and others were to be on a conference call and recommending /
suggesting names of potential sponsors they were going to be talking to. Has there been any
development from that? Also, the Governor and others at the State level have shown no support
for the Tournament.

Mr. Rodman stated al of the discussion about who the sponsor(s) might be fals into the
categories of South Carolina and PGA trying to find a sponsor. The only part he has been party
to is the backup plan and how the three entities mentioned might come together. That might be
the only plan. Also, the Tournament is not in a position to discuss publicly who they are talking
to.
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Mr. Baer thought the recommendation to be “loosey-goosey”. He is not ready to vote in
the affirmative for this. He wished we had an intense task force to figure out how to fix this
problem. Heis very frustrated.

Mr. Rodman wanted to know if he would walk away from the tournament. Mr. Baer
stated no one has presented a rational plan and we are not part of a process to produce a rational
plan. We have been talking about his since August 2010. We have known of the problem since
last August.

Mr. Flewelling stated he, too, will have to vote against thisdHe is not completely opposed
to the idea of the County’s participation in the financia aspects'of the Tournament, but it is too
unknown at this point. There are so many variables to this equation‘that we are really giving a
blank check. He is not willing to do that at this point. If ave can nail it‘down and know exactly
who the other players are and their levels of commitment 10 see if we are taking a fair share with
apotential return on investment, then he would be willing to sign off oniit.

Mr. Sommerville stated we are in critical times,in terms,of saving or ot saving the
Tournament. He wants it to be known that Council wants to‘be a participant in this even though
we are struggling to figure out exactly how that might be.

Mr. Stewart agrees with Mr. SommervillesHe is willing ta vete for it in order to move it
forward for further discussion; but if it were up forfinalvote tonight, he could not vote for it. To
say we are going to fund this through economic development.-.that does not cut it. We cannot
even decide what we are geingito do for economic development, but yet we say we are going to
use this for economic development purposes. That is a hard thing to swallow.

Mr. Rodman stated, it is a tool to devote te”improve economic development without
taking any monies from economic development.

The votedwas — FOR: Mr. Caporale, Mr. McBride, Mr. Rodman, Mr. Sommerville and Mr.
Stewart. OPPOSED: Mr. Baer and MruFlewelling. The motion passed.

Recommendation: Council authorize a $1,00,000 commitment to be made available over
a five-year period to Heritage Classic Foundation for the procurement of the Heritage Golf
Tournament, contingent upon the South Carolina Heritage option being implemented by the
various parties. The South Carolina Heritage option includes a back-up plan of the General
Assembly Shell Bill, local underwrite of $12 million, $7 million from the Town of Hilton Head
Island, $3 million from Sea Pines Resort, $2 million from the County, and South Carolina media
buys of $18 million from South Carolina companies, PRT and Budget and Control Board).

INFORMATIONITEM

5. Monthly Financial Report



Minutes - Finance Committee
March 21, 2011
Page 13 of 22

Discussion: Mr. Bryan Hill, Deputy County Administrator, introduced this item to the
Committee. The County Administrator had challenged the Finance Team to develop a process
for understanding County numbers. This is a work in progress. He thanked all of the parties
involved in getting us to the point where we have one sheet of paper to show all of the impacts of
a shift or a change. We are trying to compare last tax year to this year. This document will
provide information relative to how we can move forward with our financia model. He
introduced Mr. Ed Hughes, Assessor, to speak on the Assessor’ s portion of the document.

Mr. Hughes stated his portion deals with applications, ATI’ s and appeals.

e Applications are down for tax year 2010; however, the review percentage of approvals
is also down.

e ATI is an issue before the General Assembly to dissolve them and go back to the
original ATI, which first took place in tax year 2008. That would have significant impact to not
only Beaufort County, but the School District and theimunicipalities as well. The market values
presented on the summary are market values in total. The,2010 value was $2,083,328,302, while
the 2009 value was $1,141,039,493. Assessed value was $61,145,273 in 2009 and $118,432,172
in 2010.

e Appeds are 4,941 in 2010, down frem 14,578 in 2009.,1n a year of reassessment we
had a large number. Many appeals are “frequentiflyers’ (those thatvappea yearly). Also, there
are a number of property owners, new to Beaufort County, who appeal based on their tax notice.
The deadline for appeds every year, except, fordhose wersend notifications, is January 15.
Average market value changeds, We changed @pproximately 1 in 3 in 2009. We have not dug
through the pile for 20210 yet. We still have 800 .appeals carried over from 2009. Our Beaufort
County Tax Equalization,Board has now scheduled a series of nightly hearings, twice a month,
from now until late fall."There are approximately 100 cases that will go before the Board. They
involveissues of evaluationand.assessment,administration.

Mr. Sommerville spoke to the 6,12 parcels for ATI’s and wanted to know if that number
was an'increase or decrease over the previous year.

Mr.“Hughes stated south of the Board River realized a decrease while an increase
occurred northiofithe Broad River. We did lose a significant tax base as a result of the decline in
market values, predominantly, south of the Broad River.

Mr. Sommerville inquired as to the difference between market value and market tax
value. Mr. Hughes stated market value is the assessor’s appraised value, while market tax value
isthe cap value.

Mr. Flewelling stated in looking at market value and assessed value he noticed it is a
significant increase.

Mr. Hughes stated this is a work in process. That box is misleading because we are only
reporting the gross number represented by ATI’s for the year. It is not anet amount increase. We
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are not adding a billion dollar value to the base. We are reporting the market value of the ATI's
and the assessed value of those ATI’s.

Mr. Kubic asked that Mr. Hughes provide the Committee with a definition of each.

Mr. Hughes stated the market value is the assessor’ s opinion of value as of December 31,
2007. That would be a fair market value, not influenced by any duress, foreclosure proceedings,
or transactions between relatives. The taxable value is the prior year Assessor’'s market value
from the 2004 reassessment, capped at 15%. Assessed value is either themarket value in the case
of an ATI or the capped taxable value multiplied by either the 6% or 4% assessment ratio.

Mr. Flewelling stated if he understands correctly the 2010 market value is the total value
market price for al of the 6,712 properties that changed hands."Mr. Hughesstated he is correct.

Mr. Flewelling stated a column that might be‘of value to Council would be what the pre-
transfer value of those properties total, were. Thatswould tell uswhich way the market’is going.

Mr. Stewart inquired as to the number of parcels offATI there were in 2009 and asked
that to be added to the spreadsheet. Mr. Hughes stated there is an increase in a number of
identified properties as ATI parcels in 2010,for two reasons:” We are getting smarter at using
Matron and digging out transfers. We have had alot of transfers asiitsrel ates to second transfer
out of foreclosure (bank sales and short sales subject tosmarket value appraisal under the current
ATI legidation).

Mr. Rodman wanted to know how many parcels would have been raised, rather than
decreased. Mr. Hughes,stated when you do a‘comprehensive county-wide reappraisal it is
virtually impractical to“get,them @l right. In starting the appeal process and reviewing other
properties that the taxpayer hasivettedvin, defense of their particular fields where we find an
appraisal or informatien on the file that produced an inaccurate appraisal. A majority of them are
correct, but'we do have some. One major problem with the capping legislation revision in market
value,@s a result of Act'388; is we aways started the next reassessment the day after we mailed
the noticesyAt that time we discover the anomalies and inequities we are going to capture during
the next cycle, In the case of Act 388, we cannot do that. The only time we can do that isif we
have an ATI.

Mr. Rodman stated.f they take away ATI, we will lose that ability.

Mr. Hughes stated if we had to undo all of the ATI’ sthat we did in 2008, 2009, 2010 and
the ones we have forecasted for 2011, what would that do and what would be the fiscal impact to
Beaufort County, the school district, and the other players who levy taxes? In Beaufort County, it
isasignificant impact. What we are currently doing in relationship to these gross numbersis Mr.
Boswell is producing the assessment roll for 2011, predicated on today’s snapshot (taken last
Friday). That snapshot included all of the appeals we finally closed on the books, al of the
approved 4% applications, and the new construction/improvements added to the file as of that
date. That has been extended through Manatron to develop the critical assessed value figures.
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Those numbers are now being boiled down to each of the respective tax entities/tax districts,
including those impacted by tax and increment financing. That information will be presented to
Mr. Starkey so he can better forecast for this year the direction we are headed, less any changes
to the ATI. As staff completes new construction and finishes up the review of 4% applications,
they will go through the same process again, regenerate new numbers out of Manatron and
present those to Finance.

Mr. Rodman stated the reason he asked about the ones that may_have gone up is because
our policy is that if we find one that should have increased, we leavelit where it is. Mr. Hughes
concurred. What happens is that the capping preserves inequities. It is a preservation of
inequities that is discovered if the property is not subject tomew eonstruction, change in tax
status, or ATI. We preserve the inequity from one cycle assessment yeanto the next cycle, in the

cap.

Mr. Rodman stated it occurs to him that there is an incentive for people to come and
make an appeal, making us do alot of work. If, in‘fact, we arenot going to discover’'something,
perhaps it should be increased. Is that something we should be, thinking about? It seems if
someone is going to have an appeal and we were to discover@a significant error in their favor, we
should have a mechanism to go back and fix that.

Mr. Hughes stated we currently ‘do, threugh our BeaufortyCounty Tax Equalization
Board. They would have to take it to the Board, where,at which time we would recommend to
the Board that we have an evaluation error and theseason. The Board is empowered to increase
the Assessor’s Office is nots

Mr. Rodman.stated if we find out that a particular property was undervalued do we have
any mechanism of correcting that? Mr. Hughes replied not currently. Mr. Rodman stated it is not
fair to the remaining tax payers.if/\we discover an error and do not fix it.

M¢r. Hughes stated if an“error is discovered and it is related to an asset that escaped
taxation we do have recourse. If it'is an admitted tax it is put on the roll. If we identify why it
washot put,on the prior year rolls we can go back that far.

Mr. Radman stated it Is something we need to think about and look to see if it is an
inequity to all taxpayers.

Mr. Hughes stated often times people know there is an error and we never hear from
them.

Mr. Caporale stated at the Retreat, Council asked that the Assessor put together some
samples of properties to show us where we might be headed when reassessment comes and how
amillage rollup might impact homeowners in various price ranges. How is that coming?

Mr. Hughes referred the question to Mr. Boswell who stated they will get it before
Council.
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Mr. Caporale wanted to know if the Assessor has ever done a workshop to walk Council
through the steps in the assessment of a property. Mr. Hughes stated he has not done that with
Council, but has done so with the Tax Equalization Board.

Mr. Caporale wanted to know if anyone else is interested in such workshop. He stated he
continually receives questions in that regard and feels it would help him to better understand the
numbers on the tax bill.

Mr. Baer thought it would be very useful.
Mr. Rodman suggested an hour session on the front end of a Finance Committee meeting.

Mr. Baer stated he currently has some constituents asking about how the appraisal in the
community was done because some parcels are marsh lots while others are nland, but they all
seem to have the same formula and same base valueasMr. Hughes stated he wouldibe happy to
enlighten Council on the mass appraisal scope of work.

Mr. Sommerville wanted to know what information, on the status report would be
different month to month.

Mr. Hughes stated the number of\ applications will remain static. The number of
applications pending review, appeals and market valtie numberswill change.

Mr. Hughes stated another box needed to be included into the financial standard
operating report is andnerease in the tax base as it'relates to new construction.

Mr. Flewelling stated, at’ somespoint intime we will need to see the current year
information infordento see the trend that 1sbeing reported into the system. He would like to get
trend datafrom the deedsisigned'in 2011.

Mr.aHughes stated it would n@t come into play until the following year. Mr. Flewelling
stated the information lets us know where we are heading.

Mr. Hill elarified that Council would like to see the pre-transfer value and the number of
2009 parcels. Couneil eoncurred.

Mr. Hill continued to say this is a start for us. We will change this form as we move
forward. Staff is trying to get the information to be as accurate as possible to help us in our
budgeting process as we move through a single year, to a three year, to a five year budget
process. He thanked Mr. Hughes and Mr. Boswell for the information provided.

Mr. Hill introduced Mrs. Sharon Burris, Auditor to review the homestead exemptions
portion with the Committee.
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Mrs. Burris stated Mr. Starkey has discovered a way to pull numbers from Manatron in
regard to al of this information. However, she likes paper. With it she is able to go back and
find information that she is unable to retrieve from Manatron. In regard to homestead
exemptions, the exact figure for January and February 2010 was 533 applications, amounting to
$1,036,000 in assessed value. Of those, 30 were half homesteads and 503 were full homesteads.
Five hundred three was the number of applicants that received the full $2,000 and $36,000 is the
amount paid in half homesteads.

A person can apply for the homestead exemption up to January 15,of the following year.
If the homestead was not carried over to the following year, it hasto be taken on a case-by-case
basis. Often we give the homestead to the person if it were a County. error. State law prohibits
from going back for reimbursement more than one year. At this timeywe are accepting 2011
homestead exemptions.

Mr. McBride wanted to know how an individdal qualifies for half homestead.

Mrs. Burris replied one of the qualifications foryreceiving, the homestead exemption is
ownership of the property is fee simple. The deed tells the percentage each owner of a piece of
property hasin regard to ownership. There are aso third homesteads and |ower percentages.

Mr. Flewelling wanted to know if the'number she provided, $1036,000, was an increase
in value or a decrease. Mrs. Burris replied it is the amount of total value of the property that
qualifies for the homestead exemption. Example: lifa property.is worth $100,000 and qualifies
for the full homestead, whattisyin the value column is the $50,000 qualified for, multiplied by
4%, which is an assessment in‘vaue of $2,000.%The $50,000 is the taxable value allowed to be
taken off for afull hemestead. It'ts multiplied by4%, because they have to be receiving that tax
rate, equaling $2,000.

Mr. Semmerville inquired about the over 65 exemption. Mrs. Burris stated that is the
same as the homestead exemption.\Homestead exemption is the senior citizen’'s discount in the
State of South Carolina

Mrs, Burris stated Mr. Starkey reports 47,563 automobiles were billed January and
February 2010 aecording to figures pulled from Manatron.

Mr. Starkey staied per Manatron datain tax year 2010 there are 47,563 billed for January
and February with a total assessed value of $23,944,176 for automobiles. The personal property
piece for 2010 was 52438 for an assessed value of $150,860,620. The autos number will change
greatly, monthly, because as each month’s DMV hillings go out, the number will increase and so
will the assessed value. The persona property numbers will stay somewhat the same; however,
there can be appeals.

Mr. Stewart asked Mr. Starkey to fill in the blanks on the Financial Standard Operating
Report for February and send it to Council.
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Mr. Stewart reviewed the Treasurer’s section of the report. The total rea and persona
property billed, which includes the 52,438 in billings, as of February is 178,715. That translates
to the general fund amount billed, net of TIFs, as $70,552,416. That number can change based on
the fact that as appeals are processed through the system you get more 6% to 4% filled out.
Furthermore, the amount of general fund collected, from tax year 2010, is $64,257,400, net of
TIFs. Also, the genera fund amount for autos amount billed is $962,795 of which $385,524 has
been collected as of February 28, 2011. After January 18, 2011 all tax bills have fees attached to
them. It is an indicator to the County of how many late payers we are getting. Since January 18,
for genera fund purposes, net of TIFs, the County has collected $1,703,915. That leaves us,
assuming al appeals have been processed, with about $6,295,016 16 collect. That number will go
down either through collected monies or whether through the appeals process.

Mr. Starkey then reviewed the Finance portiongof the Financiah, Standard Operating
Report for February. He reviewed the numbers for thefad valorem revenue fer operations, debt
and personal property and reviewed the net revenues over expenditures (fund balances) for
operations, debt and persona property. In regard to general operations, we are approximately
$1,164,518 ahead of where we were last year at this time. However, the million dollars of credit
card fees were not corrected by the Treasurer until last June, so in net we are approximately
$100,000 ahead at thistime. Debt and personal property have larger millages. The debt sectionis
up by about $7,174,402 from last year.

Mr. Rodman stated in regard to a workshep fer, explanation purpose, we may want to
consider doing a half hour televised explanation.

Mr. Kubic stated the first steps are always more difficult. It is evaluation. One of the
exercises in the process of exchanging information is that the general public has an opportunity
to see it. As we repeat ourselves on definition of infermation, it is his hope that the educational
process will get out into the community:As an administrator, it gives him the opportunity to take
away the argument'that data’is not being fully disclosed. It is a collaborative effort of the two
el ected representatives plus the twoadministrative representatives, which is very important.

Mr.Rodman stated his observation is that accountants seem to go from new to old in
doing spreadsheets, while others go from old to new. He wanted the Finance Team to make that
change. Also;itis easier to dea with rounded numbers.

Mr. Baer commented that the fund balance is not the same as cash balance. Our cash
balance, which can beused in hurricanes, is considerable lower than our fund balance, by at least
$2 million.

Mr. Hill stated he was instructed by the County Administrator to provide to Council a set
of data definitions, which he has yet to do so. The timeline for this report is the 20" day of each
month and data should be coordinated with Mr. Starkey and he so same data will be provided
monthly.

Status: No action required. Informationa purposes only.
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Date: March 9, 2011 From: Steven Baer - Beaufort County Council,
District 2
Subject: Thoughts on the Heritage Financing

To: Gary Kubic, Weston Newton, County Council:

Based on the Heritage's request to trigger our $1 Million loan to them_from County Hospitality
Tax reserves, we will soon begin discussions regarding our possiblé actions. Recall from our
discussion last fall, that while | felt the Heritage was a good things I did have some reservations
as to its efficiency and whether its beneficiaries paid their fair share, particularly since the
Heritage was now asking for taxpayer funds.

According to our Ordinance 2010/16 (regarding the pessibledoan) passed om9/13/10: A. These
funds shall be used for reserving a 2011 Tournament date with the PGA; 'B. This loan shall
not be subordinate to any other loan the Heritage ClassiCyFoundation may enter into to
further facilitate the expediting of the Tournament.

According to the Ordinance - Section E,,Beaufort County doeshave some options.

In trying to analyze this from the viewpoint of, a County taxpayer, in preparation for our
discussion, | reviewed some of my old spreadsheet data below/ (based on Exhibit A of the
Heritage Foundation's Tax Application recelved on 7/29/10;.and the Clemson Study). At this
point | find that it has so manysrapidly moving parts, that it makes our Beaufort Commerce Park
discussion look simple,

Aswe gear up for our analysis and discussion, here aré some questions we should be asking:

1. Haveany of the numbersin the Exhibit A view below changed substantially? Note that
indhe past | argued that the admissions charges were too low, and other expenses seemed
very high for what should be anausterity budget. It would be very useful to see an
update using the | atest numbersin this format.

2. How much revenue is expected from admissions fees?

3. Hasthe facilityausefee changed - to what? Isthe facility contributing afair share of the
COsts?

4. Hasthere been any contribution from the restaurants and hotels that make much of the
money - how much?

5. Hasthe Chamber of Commerce made any contribution - what?

6. Have any efforts been made to close the accommodations tax collectable gap caused by
the short term rental rule?
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7. The $4 million of TV time (actually $3.723 million on Exhibit A) is a complex item. Our
Ordinance appears to give Beaufort County the option of converting the unpaid loan
balanceto TV time, and selling this TV time, provided that it has not been previously
sold. Section E of our Ordinance seems in retrospect to be very imprecisely worded.
How much do we get of thistime, what isit really worth, and how much will it cost (e.g.
production costs) for usto make use of it? Furthermore, if the most valuable parts have
been previously used or sold off, are Beaufort County taxpayers getting a residue of low
value, and should that impact our decision?

8. For the longer term, is there the ability to increase eitherthe Town or County
Accommodations Tax to provide funds for the Heritage? Thetheory hereisthat HTaxes
include food and other items purchased by our residents, while ATax,is more closely
derived from visitors. | also note that in traveling in the Northeast | amcharged over 15%
in taxes on hotel rooms.

9. If any Heritage Foundation action for use of our $1 Milliomloan is aimed at the 2012
Heritage, it would seem to violate the terms of Ordinance 2010/16, which clearly states
that the scope is 2011. Advance planning for 2012 isanextremely good idea, but it will
require arevised or new Ordinanceifit is to involve Beaufort County funds. Thiswould
be a good opportunity to tighten the wording, of Section E to state that Beaufort County
will havefirst call on the proceeds of al TV time.to repay any loans. We should also
clearly limit our scopeto 1 year at atime.
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2011 Exhibit A
Revenues $4,149,963
Admissions $1,384,602
Pro-Am Fees $536,725
Non title Sponsor $1,671,740
Concessions $321,166
Advertising $9,500
Inc, Other, Misc $226,230

New Other Revenue

Total Expenses $10,586,588
Marketing $265,229
Printing $103,940
Prizes $241,259
Transportation $226,021
Outside Services $146,200
Equipment Rental $689,212
Lodging $132,000
Food and Béverage $442,586
Security $109,600
Commissary $130,194
Travel'and Entertainment $60,800
Rent $110,000
Saleries and Wages $715,355
Real estate Operating Costs $36,000
Insurance $124,150
Other $465,257
All Expenses without Fac.Fee, Purse, $3,997,803
TV

Facilities Use Fees $623,785
Tournamnet Purse** $2,242,000
TV Underpinning** $3,723,000

All Expenses Above $10,586,588
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Net Total | -$6,436,625
Short Term Guarantee ltems** $5,965,000

Supporting Data

Badges 27,435
Individuals Attending 42,591
Attendance Person Days 143,105
Avg. Adm Revenue/Badge $50.47
Avg Adm Revenue/Person Day $9.68

e The cost datain the upper part of the spreadsheet is based on'Exhibit A of the Heritage
Classic Foundation $1,000,000 Tax Appli cation received from Bonnie Hinnant, The Club
Group, Ltd., July 29, 2010.

e The supporting datais from the Clemson Study, and calculations based on it.
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The electronic and print mediawas duly notified in
accordance with the State Freedom of Information Act.

The Governmental Committee met on Tuesday, March 22, 2011 at 2:00 p.m., in the Council
Chambers, Administration Building, 100 Ribaut Road, Beaufort, SC.

ATTENDANCE

Governmental Members: Chairman Jerry Stewart, Vice, Chairman Laura Von Harten and
members Rick Caporale, Brian Flewelling, Herbert Glaze and Stu Rodmany, Member Gerald
Dawson was absent. Non-committee members William McBride and Paul “Sommerville aso
attended.

County Staff: Lt. Col. Neil Baxley, Beaufort County “Sheriff’s Office; Bryan Hill, Deputy
Administrator; Sherry Jones, Public Safety; Donna Ownby;, Emergency Medical Services
Director; William Winn, Division Director — Public Sefety.

Media: Kyle Peterson, Island Packet / Beaufort Gazettepdaime Dailey, WTOC,; Brittany Shane,
WSAV

Public: Aubrey Cheatham, Project.\Manager CRA, Inc.; Dave Hunt, Program Manager CRA,
Inc.; Tom Margetta/911 \Dispatch subject matter ‘expert CRA, Inc.; Town of Port Royal Mayor
Sam Murray; Hal Newman;,, EM S/Eire subject matter expert CRA, Inc. Representatives from
Fire, EMS and Dispatch attended the meeting.as well.

Mr. Stewart chaired the meeting.

INFORMATIONAL ITEM

1. Presentation — Emergency Medical and Fire Support Study CRA, Inc.,
Consultant

Discussion: Mr. Stewart began the meeting by noting the Committee’'s name change
from the Public Safety Committee to the Governmental Committee. Thisis a specia meeting to
deal with the report and findings of the Emergency Medical and Fire Support Study analysis. He
then gave those present some background on the evolution of the subject for today’s meeting —
the Emergency Medical and Fire Support Study by CRA, Inc. The decision for a meeting on this
topic goes back a year ago as the result of some incidents involving Beaufort County EMS.
Today’ s report istimely in that it is prior to the budget decisions, Mr. Stewart said. He informed
those present there will be a question-answer session at 10:00 am. on March 23, 2011.
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Mr. Winn said this process has been going on for months and this is the final analysis of
the Beaufort County Emergency Medical System and Fire Service. The management team
overseeing the study on behalf of the County consisted of EMS Director Donna Ownby, Deputy
Director of EMS Hal Youmans, Chief Barry Turner, Bluffton Fire District, Chief Bruce Klien,
Lady’slsland / St. Helena Fire Department, Sheriff’s Office Lt. Col. Neil Baxley and Emergency
Management Director Todd Ferguson. The study began by examining a 911 call as it comesinto
the dispatch center and requests a response for emergency medical service. From the time the
telephone rings to the time a unit arrives at the location, provides care to the patient and responds
to where they are going then returns to the station are involvedd The study examined the
Emergency Medical Service (EMS) perspective, as well as the Fire Service and Dispatch Center
perspectives. Mr. Winn explained al three play a critical part in the response to emergency
medical situation. The emergency medical system involves all three of those services in its
response and patient care. All three pay a critical rolesin how fast theyresponse is and the
information available on arrival, and how the patient is'treated and transported later. This study
examines al three facets and makes recommendations on improvement. Staff will take the
information provided and begin bringing to the Governmental Committee in installments. Those
will be broken down by things to do up-front and decisions t0 make before proceeding, and it
will last over the next several months.

Mr. Dave Hunt introduced each of the members of the evaluation team. He is a director at
CRA and the program manager of this projecty,bringing 25 yearssin fire/lEMS/HazMat/law
enforcement and tech assistance to the federal government for catastrophic planning, as well as
several state and local governments. Aubrey Cheatham istheproject manager with a background
in military law enforcementrand,as director of ‘public safety for a Virginia county. Ha Newman
has a background in the United States and Canada in EMS as well as being a former EMS
director. Tom Margettaiis the director of Public'Safety and 911 Center in Boca Raton, Florida
and focused on the Dispatch Center portion of the study. Mr. Hunt said during the team’ s trips to
Beaufort County they had great responsefrom the professionals in the community.

CRA'’s presentation was @syfollows. CRA initiated the study with a meeting with the
County’s Emergency Medical Fire Study Analysis Committee. For the main data gathering
portion of 'the study, there was a 10-person team dividing into five teams of two people to
examine the different issues CRA was asked to address. CRA visited every fire and EMS station,
the headquarters, Beaufort| Memorial Hospital, met with private EMS providers, law
enforcement, Dispatch Center and met with the medical director. CRA observed operations and
analyzed systems, reviewed protocols, interviewed line staff and supervisors, conducted three
follow-up site visits, collected and analyzed 10 years of emergency response data then conducted
mapping analysis using GIS tools. Communications Center analysis was conducted by the team’s
observations in comparison with the required procedures and protocols in standard industry
practice, as well as reviewing personnel and training records management. Mr. Hunt added that
they examined the use of existing dispatching systems, the processing proficiency, application of
emergency medical dispatch protocol and use of computer aiding dispatch and mapping systems.
The team aso reviewed agency staffing, policies and quality assurance and improvement
programs, EMS response vehicles, reviewed maintenance records, observed condition of



Minutes — Governmental Committee
March 22, 2011
Page 3 of 20

vehicles, assessed responder satisfaction with vehicles and met with County maintenance
provider to review records and analyze replacement plans.

CRA aso examined the delivery model of EMS system by looking at: EMS staffing and
functions. Mr. Hunt said the strength of the County system is in the dedicated staff that are
extremely open. Beaufort County provides a chalenging geographic environment, covering a
large coverage area and extremely limited road system with all the islands. Despite the
challenges the level of service and overall response times in the County are good, Mr. Hunt said.
To clarify the scope of the study, no findings cover the Town of Hilton Head Island or the
military installations.

In Beaufort County, EMS services are provided on a'third-system model. Mr. Hunt
explains this means EMS is not part of fire service or lawfenforcement. The EMS service is
managed by Beaufort County’s Division of Public Safety.4T his,coverage is,supplemented by the
various fire service providers who respond to EM S calls within their areas. The fire departments
range, in EMS support, from first responder to paramedic response. There is‘@avery challenging
and robust capability that prevents a lot of issuesi“Mr., Hunt explained the purpeseof the study
was to analyze interagency coordination and cooperation, quality*and quantity of EMS services
and the overall strength and efficiency of operations; to propose solutions to any challenges; and
to provide a roadmap to future EMS delivery. CRA lookedhat 25 separate areas and for the
purpose of the report out, distilled into three overarching areas. 1. Anadyze EMS system
including response times, coverage, quality, administration and efficiency and recommend how
EMS should be provided in the County. 2. Reviewnthe operational capabilities of the fire
department medical first responder programs. 3. Review the eurrent dispatch procedures for
EMS and fire respondersyidetermine if precedures and staffing are adequate in the
communications centetgand review emergency medical dispatch capabilities. CRA’s primary
findings were: 1. Todensure consistent, quality delivery of EMS, continues management of the
system by the County isrecommended. 2. Beaufort €ounty is providing a sound level of service,
but call processing time and turnout timeneed improvement to lower the total response time. 3.
The Countyshoul@sfocus on Dispatch callprocessing time to reduce overall Fire and EMS
responsetimes. They found the'911 system collected al the information from the caller, then
processed the call and digpatch the units#Mr. Hunt said. The recommendation is to dispatch a
unit‘as saon,as there is aloeation and nature of call available.

EMS Findings

Mr. Cheatham saidéwhen talking about the EMS system and response times one of the
things used was the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 1710 Standard. There are no
mandatory national EMS response time standards, but NFPA 1710 is a national consensus
standard as a benchmark for non-fire-based EMS. NFPA 1710's EM S response time standard has
three components: call processing time plus responder turnout and travel time equa the total
response time. Mr. Cheatham said because there is no standard many localities set their own
based on topography, population, geography, etc. Response times range from four minutes to 20
minutes. Call processing time is the time from receipt of the call in the E911 center to dispatch of
appropriate responders. Responder turnout time is the time from responder notification to the
time responders being travel to the emergency scene. Travel time is the time it takes to get from
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the station to the scene of the emergency. The items examined by CRA are numbered and
presented as they were at the presentation.

1. In regard to population and service in respect to other systems. Strengths were support
provided to regional EMS events, special teams, anchor agency for the South Carolina Regional
Disaster Team, provide direct tactical media support to the Sheriff’s Office Special Response
Team and host training events with Lowcountry EMS Council, and EM S employees serve with
compassion, dedication and professionalism. Findings were that Advanced Life Support (ALS)
EMS response times of 10 minutes, 53 seconds on average compare‘favorably to similar EMS
systems; present level of service measure by travel time is withifi acceptable ranges; and call
processing time and turnout time need improvement to lower total response time. Mr. Cheatham
said the response time is remarkable give the topography @nd geography of the county. The
recommendations for those are to focus overall response time improvement efforts on call
processing time and turnout times; good strategies for tmpreving turnout times are responder
education and to create incentive programs to encodrage responders to meet the standard. The
financial impact would be aminimal cost for awards.

2. Review the response times for ambulances anddfirst responders, and determine its
efficiency. Findings were that responsetimes to medical calsifor service can be improved; call
histories of EMS and Fire from 199 through August 2010 were used for anaysis, aam
processing time standards for NFPA 1710z 60 seeonds to process and’dispatch call 90% of the
time, and 90 seconds to process and dispatch call“99%,0f the time; Beaufort County Dispatch
consistently falls short of meeting the standards; Average alarim processing time for medica call
by agency (see table 1); responder turnout time standard: 60 seconds to being travel to scene of
emergency from the time of notification 90% of the time; most fire and EMS medical units are
taking more than 60.8ecends to coordinate their response and begin travel to the scene of a 911
cal haf of the time; average turnout time for mediea calls within the standard by agency (see
table 2); travel time standards —fire first,responder or basic life support (BLS) response to a
medical call.isfouriminutes 90%,of the time.and EMS ALS response to a medical cal is eight
minutes 90% of the'time; Beaufort, County ALS travel times are quite remarkable given the
geography and topographya Mr. Cheatham said some of the strength of Beaufort County’s
systemisthat it provides ALSresponseto every cal it runs. In many other localities, BLS shows
up first, them may provide ALS depending on the need. In Beaufort County however, Fire serves
asthefirst responder and al receive ALS service. The average response time is about 6 minutes,
2 seconds for an ALS unit to arrive on scene and about 4 minutes, 58 seconds for fire
department/first response«to arrive on scene. The recommendations were: to reduce call
processing time and dramatically reduce turnout time dispatchers should notify responders of a
call for service immediately even if not all of the call information is available at the time.
Dispatchers can provide supplemental information while responders are en route. Mr. Cheatham
said dispatch actually began folding the recommendations into the process last fall.

3. In reviewing the current location, determine if additional station locations are needed
and where; and 4. Review the current EMS station locations and determine if they are properly
located. CRA found EMS units 1, 6, 8, 9, 25 and 26 have appropriate station locations and do not
recommend any additional locations. Mr. Cheatham offered the caveat that there are some other
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recommendations for the Bluffton area to be discussed later. There were some problems with the
first due response area out of primary response area for agencies. They responded, first due, to
calls outside their emergency response zone, or pre-designated area of responsibility. That is not
unnecessarily unusual when one areais busy for there to be a call on those nearby for assistance,
Mr. Cheatham explained. In 2006, an EMS move-up policy was instituted in Beaufort County.
This meant when a call for service occurred an EMS unit was dispatched, then all other units
would get up and move locations to spread out and cover. However, data says this does not
change response time. The recommendation is to discontinue the move-up policy and monitor
the impact of that on response times. There were some other findings CRA presented. In the St.
Helena Isand EMS #5 has a large area southwest of their currentéstation location that contains
hot spots for medical calls for service outside of the 8-minute travel time; average travel timein
EMS #5's area of responsibility is 9:03; two areas of hot spots within the response area do not
fal in the 8-minute travel distance from the station. Hot spotSare areasthat statistically receive
more calls for service than average. Mr. Cheatham reférenced two maps showing the hot spots
and area within the 8-minute travel distance, and one with fire department 4-minute travel time
response areas but that does not cover alot of thedrea,He said the recommendationsare to add a
new EMS station on St. Helena Island southwest of EMS #5 station as popul ation increases and
average overall response times increase to an unacceptable level; current calls for service
volumes (661 annually, or about 1.8 per,day) do not indicate an,urgent need to add service at this
time. The financial impact will be the cost of,the property if not otherwise owned by the County,
construction for a 6,000 square-foot, one-story EMS station estimated between $541,000 and
$730,000, building operating and maintenance costSpALS-equipped ambulance estimated at
$150,000 plus operating and maintenance cast, and personnel.eost for six medics estimated at
$360,000. CRA found EMS#2(Burton area) had medical call hot spots outside of the 8-minute
zone; response areas foEM S #3 (Burton area) may need to be altered in the future as population
growth in Beaufort Gounty increases; current average travel time between January 1, 2010 and
August 31, 2010 were 6:44minutes for EM S#2 and 7:26 for EMS#3. This area between EM S #2
and #3 appears to be in ano-man’s landyMr. Cheatham said. The recommendation is to add an
EMS unit tosthe Burton 894 fire station as population increases and average overall response
times increase to an unacceptable,level above current overall response time averages. The
financia Impact will vary. If the firestation can house the apparatus, cost would be an ALS-
equipped ambulance plus operating and maintenance, as well as the personnel costs for six
additional ‘medics at approximately $360,000 plus benefits. However, Mr. Cheatham added that
if problems are addressed in Dispatch it could shave two minutes off the time. Mr. Newman said
he realized talking about call time and travel time that it sounds clinical, but he reminded those
present that two minutes when you are waiting on the other end becomes increasingly important.

6. Determine the efficiency of the Quick Response Program as used by EMS, to include
determination of additional units and/or turning the program over to fire service. CRA found the
Beaufort County EM S Quick Response Program provides a needed service in remote areas of the
county and is appropriately managed by Beaufort County. They recommend the Quick Response
Program continues under the direction of Beaufort County EM S, and that a fourth quick response
vehicle with senior crew chief be stationed north of the Broad River for field supervision when
headquarters staff is not available would provide enhanced oversight of service delivery.
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9. Review EMS ambulance staffing by shift times and number of personnel in regard to
current calls for service. The findings were that EMS staffing is appropriate for the number of
calls of service (6,135 calls with an average response time of 10 minutes and 53 seconds);
current shift schedule has significant overtime expenses, but other costs would be costly and
have secondary negative impacts. The recommendations is to retain the current shift schedule
because it is the most cost efficient; to lower overtime costs consider 12-hour shifts for 2-3-2
schedule. This would entail hiring additional personnel. Mr. Cheatham said there were some
savings, but by the time benefits, training, care and feeding are included it would be at a revenue
neutral situation. He also added it would demoralize current staff whe calculate overtime as part
of their salary.

21. Determine the efficiency of forecasting EMS alls and locating units based on
forecast to include need for specia shift ambulance. The consistent “het spots’ are located
outside the response zones for EMS units in Bluffton and Ladly’s Island; emergency travel times
to these areas degrade the average travel time for the entire EMS system. CRA, recommended
EMS call data from Lady’s Island and Bluffton should be monitored by EM S to determine why
they often respond outside of their primary response areas, conduct,forecast anal ysis (regression)
by taking the initial visual data along with appropriateeconomic and topographic data to
quantify observations further. Again, stgp the move-ups andtake alook at it to see what is going
on, Mr. Cheatham emphasized. The financiahimpact is estimated at $5,000-$10,000 for unit level
regression analysis.

Mr. Caporale said Hilton Head was net incldded in the study and he asked Mr. Winn to
clarify why. Mr. Winn saidiHilton Head Island participated by providing information about the
response on Jenkins Island and Daufuskie Island as well as taking alook at the EMS system, but
did not want to participate financialy.

Mr. Caporale also asked.to expand.on the,comment about gathering of data prior to the
dispatch of the callaMr. Margetta said it 1s‘a practice called pre-alerting and he explained that
once a digpatcher hasthe.address and nature of a call the unit is sent and information is provided
as thednit travels. Thiswasinot happening in Beaufort County. Mr. Hunt expanded that thisis a
different staffing model wherein there are two dispatchers, each listening to the call, one has a
conversation with the caller while the other dispatches a unit as soon as they have information to
get the unit enroute.

Mr. Caporale noted many times it was mentioned that travel time on St. Helena and
Lady’s Island exceeded the 8-minute standard. He asked if travel time is captured in the average
response time, and Mr. Cheatham confirmed. Mr. Caporale said boundaries of response lines
were mentioned and wondered about moving them in order to improve response. To this, Mr.
Cheatham said changing those boundaries can often be as contentious as changing school
boundaries, but it could be considered. Mr. Caporale asked if redrawing the boundary lines is a
recommendation, and Mr. Cheatham said it is something to the side but it could be considered.
Mr. Newman said the recommendation was to initialy implement the other recommendations
and then evauate.
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Mr. Stewart asked CRA representatives to explain what a hot spot means. Mr. Cheatham
said it is an area with a statistical anomaly, outside of the averages consistently with more calls
for service.

Mr. Stewart said there was not much explanation on Bluffton, and that is a great concern
for the residents there and many feel they also need to have improved response times along the
U.S. 278 and 170 corridors. There are tails sticking out with response time concerns, he
explained, and then asked CRA to spend more time discussing. Is that anomaly worthy of
repositioning?

Mr. Cheatham explained that obviously there is good coverage with an 8-minute response
travel time, but when you have a unit out on a call then next closest person may fall outside.
However, the call volumes are not such that it would warrant adding more service there, but it is
addressed in terms of using some reserve apparatus lecated there for service when the system
gets busy. Mr. Stewart pointed out it matters to the people calling on the other end.

Mr. Flewelling said response times were discussed at-length as related to the 1710
standard, but said he wonders if the difference between raral and urban areas is considered.
Living in arural areathereisalower level of service than inanurban area. He asked if thereis a
different standard for those two different ‘areas on the national Tevel. Mr. Newman answered: yes,
very clearly and some jurisdictions have rural response times of aretnd one hour. He said it
would be great to add more ambulances, but therens a cost associated with doing so and
alternatives can be examined in order to also Improve service:

Ms. Von Hartendaid, based,on the rural/urban distinction, from what she understands the
overarching goal is to get peopleto move into thecities in order to have high concentrations of
people to provide services efficiently and have vibrant'cCities. Cities are economic engines and we
want to discourage too many people frem. spreading out into the rural areas and expecting the
same level ofsserviceas they would receivein municipalities. She said she isinteresting in, asthe
end goalcreating a structure through service provision that would recognize that there is a
different level of service — suburban, rural, exurban and a rura. The rural one may be an hour;
the Countyshas to do what'it takes to create the Comprehensive Plan and this is where the hard
decision making comes in, Ms. Von Harten said.

Mr. Sommerville said CRA talked about reducing processing time and said he assuming
part of the dispatchershjobds to determine what the need is for the call and second to figure out if
it isalegitimate call. This all takes time as not al situations are as obvious as a heart attack. As
the processing time isfeduced, are the chances of sending the wrong response or responding to
an illegitimate request increased? Mr. Newman said the judgment is al part of the training and
the job, but it is sometimes difficult to determine the nature of the call. Mr. Margetta added that
one cannot take the risk of judging a call’s truthfulness while taking the call; there are too many
horror stories of making the wrong decision when doing that. A unit must be sent, every call
must have a response.
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Mr. Sommerville noted young people do not call each other but text. He asked what
happens if someone texts 911. Mr. Margetta said that is currently not available, but that it is
coming in the next generation of 911 systems. The deaf community is pushing very hard for this

capability.

Mr. McBride said there is a first responder system and often it is the EMS and Fire
arriving at the same time. Was whether this is a waste to send both vehicles considered? Mr.
Hunt said it is common and often it is logical and necessary to do so. One recommendation is to
reinstitute emergency medical dispatch, which allows the dispatcherto prioritize the calls into
advanced life support, basic life support, priority and basic life support non-priority cals. There
needs to be an active protocol and dispatchers trained in thisgotherwise it would operate at a
liability, Mr. Hunt explained. This was implemented in the Gounty, but not maintained so itisin
the process of restarting.

Ms. Von Harten said there are many “Cracker Jack” specialty teams like the Lady’'s
Island/St. Helena department with national awards, but she said she heard over the years that
certain departments have certain skill sets lacking in other departments so they rely on the first.
There is an informa cooperation going on, and she said she would hate to take that away by
being so rigid in protocol. She added that she would like to'make use of the talent available and
make sure it is distributed across County ‘Sefvice areas.

Mr. Hunt said a lot of what she referred tolieswithin the fire districts, which have many
good quality response teams, but it is not within the‘scope ofitherstudy. He did say if addressing
the emergency medical dispateh, prioritization‘effcalls, then resources will be reserved for cals
where they are truly negded.

Mr. Newman said everything brought up in teday’ s presentation is addressable. He noted
the excellent programs at' various departments and said an informal linkage aready exists
between departments; services and agenciesand if that is formalized it would just enhance the
service.

10. Review and determine ambulance maintenance and determine quality of ambulance
maintenance. Mr. Newman took over this portion of the presentation. CRA found that the EMS
fleet is rapidly aging; many ambulances passed the maintenance/warranty curve; vehicles have
high mileage and Increasing down-time for electrical and air conditioning system breakdowns.
The recommendation is the enhance current relationship with First Vehicle Services (FVS) by:
including FVS in the design of new EMS vehicles, vehicle operations training sessions by FVS,
using lessons learnedsand best practices through FVS nationa database as the basis to prolong
the use of existing vehicles; use engine hour meters on al EMS vehicles; renegotiate agreements
with FVS to secure more realistic mileage ceilings (i.e. 150,000); place new chassis under
existing box. The financial impact for engine hour meters is $235 per unit. Mr. McDaniel with
FVSisacertified vehicle operator educator and expressed a willingness to become involved with
training, Mr. Newman said.
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16. Review EMS administrative practices and make recommendations. Mr. Newman
broke the findings and recommendations down by subsection. CRA found EMS staff views
promotions as subjective and sometimes arbitrary and recommends EMS works with Beaufort
County Human Resources to develop a promotional exam system for positions and address
Veteran Status and possession or absence of college / associate degrees. Second, it aso found
some administrative practices contribute to low employee morae, and the recommendation is to
put in place a career ladder with incentives and recognition, implement positive EMS activities,
hold open houses at Fire and EMS stations and implement a clearly defined progressive
disciplinary process. There would be a nominal financial impact forfawards. The third finding
was that the EMS recovery rate is only about 35% (below the national average of 60%). CRA
recommends a change in EMS billing rates; increase BLSrate to exceed 2010 Medicare
allowable rate; stop charging for “treatment and non-transport”; solicit EM S billing vendors; use
athird party EMS revenue recovery vendor at a cost of 5-8% of net receivables; eliminate fiscal
technical position if third party vendor is used; and implement resident subscription program for
Beaufort County coordinated by an EMS revenue récovery company. The financial impact for
these recommendations would be an increased EMS revenue of, $300,000 or more per year after
paying vendor fee, and $300,000 additional revenue passible from'the subscription program.

Mr. Caporae asked if the County went through a thirdyparty for this service aready and
Mr. Winn informed him that it isin the process of coming about.

Mr. McBride asked for clarification on the “stop charging for ‘treatment and non-
transport.”” Mr. Cheatham said that means If\someone turned.it-in for insurance payment they
would not receive anythinggandithe idea is if the/County shows up on the scene, treats someone
and goes back in servieé no invoice is generated. Insurance companies only treat if there is a
transport from the scene to a hospital. It seems like the right thing to do and there is some
revenue, but it is the hardest to come by because it isininsured. The real expenses in that system
are on the vehicles and the wear and tear:

My, Stewart acknow! edged the treatment of “treatment and non-transport” has been a sore
point.

Mr.“McBride asked for further explanation on the subscription program. Mr. Newman
explained hethinks the subseription program is viewed as an additional means of fundraising,
not a means of ““ifyyou aren’t subscribed, we aren’'t responding.” The subscription program
essentially would be semething along the lines of a household $50 fee, and if there is a call the
EMS will transport and charge insurance so whatever is leftover will be waived. Or if for some
reason insurance doesmnot pay the fee, a subscriber would have the fee waived.

19. Review the County EMS training program. The strengths of the EMS training
program are innovative training and continuing education programs. More specifically those
include: Burton Fire District — Captain Randy Wells' medico-legal courses and outsourced
“finishing school” for EMTs, Lady’s Island — Chief Bruce Kline' s leadership course and modern
training facilities, and both extended invitations to EMS and fire partners in the county. CRA
found EMS training resources are not sufficient to meet needs and it recommends using EMS
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personnel to conduct additional training; computer work stations for Advanced Cardiac Life
Support (ACLS), Immediate Trauma Life Support (ITLS) and Pediatric Advanced Life Support
(PALS) recertification online courses; assign each EMS Shift Supervisor with one training
session a year in collaboration with Training Coordinator; implement a Preceptor Program; align
EMT basic, intermediate, paramedic continuing medical education with practice and certification
level; continue to develop a cadre of assistant instructors, conduct BLS and ALS training
together, but use break-outs for area-specific topics, fund the Training Coordinator’s
membership in the Nationa EMS Educators Association; create/maintain a master training
plan/strategic plan for Training Section; and implement a Field Traihing, Office Program. The
financial impact of the above is negligible. Second, CRA founddthe training facility does not
meeting the needs of EMS, and it recommends use of additionalyspace adjacent to current
training facility; implement online continuing medical education training to meet CME
regquirements; and convert space in the apparatus bay at headquarters to allow for skills labs. The
financia impact is about $50,000 for new computers and proper venting.

20. Review EM S organizational structureto determine its efficiency and if ityprovides the
needed administrative and manageria support. CRA breke the findings and recommendations
down by subsection. First, CRA found the current organizational structure does not clearly
define the roles and responsibilities of key administrative staff, and recommended a review and
revision of job descriptions for EM S personnel, supervisors and the Deputy Director. Second, it
found current EMS structure does not provide adequate administrative’and leadership personnel
resources. The recommendations were to review/revisejob descriptions and title for the Deputy
Director, fiscal administrator and EMS superviser; convert. fiscal administrator position to
administrative assistant; supervisors should nat. e routinely considered first line responders or
counted as first response vehicle; recommend the following Command staff for EMS: Deputy
Director of Administration and Deputy Director ‘of Operations. The financial impact would be
the compensation of a 'second Deputy Director as an added cost, but it can be minimized by
increasing the revenue from eontractingsEM S billing services and transition of fiscal technical
position to administrative assistant and not filling the vacant secretary position. The third finding
was therefis a lack of uniform ‘gpplication of policies or standard operating guidance (SOG).
CRA recommended: review, policies andsprocedures, and write directive of SOGs, then EMS
leadership 'and field crew representatives should evaluate and validate each guideline; EMS
Administrative staff and representatives of field crews should evaluate directives to ensure they
accurately reflect,the intent of the policy or Standard Operating Guidance. The financia impact
would be the investment of staff time.

Mr. Caporae requested clarification on taking supervisors from first line responder or
first response vehiclesMr. Cheatham explained the supervisor should not routinely be the first
person sent to the scene. However, he acknowledged if the system is busy they are available for
that but it should not be routine; they need to be supervising.

22. Review current type of ambulance used within the system and determine their
efficiency. CRA found Type | transport vehicles are rapidly aging and many passed the
mai ntenance/warranty curve (3-4 ambulances are in queue for replacement). He explained Type |
vehicles are cabin in the front with a box behind. He added a replacement program was put in
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place, but due to fiscal restraints vehicles have not been replaced. CRA recommends working
with First Vehicle Services (FVS) consider leasing other types of ambulances as short-term pilot
projects to test their suitability. For example, Mr. Newman discussed the Mirage EX Sprinter as
a Type Il ambulance on a Mercedes Benz Sprinter chassis. They also recommended considering
leasing options to cover the acquisition of new vehicles including biomed/medica and
communications equipment aboard. The financial impact of these would depend on the lease and
it would be predictable budget expenditure.

Mr. Caporale wanted to know if these costs were compared with'what the County already
spends on ambulances. Mr. Hunt said the County is in the process©f having several brought on-
line in the next year, and he cited page 74 of the study as it has an extensive examination of costs
and leasing benefits. Mr. Hunt clarified that CRA was not recommending the County switch to
leasing, but only that it isworth considering.

25. Determine if EMS should be contracteddo a private provider. The finding was that
the private sector EMS models are successful in“some regions, but there are ‘severa inherent
challenges. The recommendation isto not contract with aprivate sector ambulance company, but
to establish MOUs with private ambulance providers for‘mass casualty incident response /
system overload. The financial impact would be the provision of mobile/handheld radio
equipment for private providers to facilitateemergency communieations. Mr. Newman noted the
County’ s long-standing relationship with the military, which havetheirown EM S system.

Mr. Stewart stated he got the impression_the fire districts have a very good training
program in comparison tosthesEMS. Mr. Newman said he found the EMS had an adequate
training program, whereas the Fire Department had a robust ‘and innovative training program. He
added CRA heard universal praise for the continuing education program provided by Beaufort
County EMS.

Mr. Cheatham,said thereare several challenges EMS faces with space requirements and
they haveto do the same'trai ning program multiple times because they do not have the facilities.
It is not that they are not'doing the training, but the issue is to have the space for training such as
skills drills:

Mr. Stewart clarified he was trying to point out that in some instances that happened prior
to this study there were some implications that perhaps EMS was not adequately trained. He said
he does not think thatiis what CRA is saying. Mr. Cheatham confirmed, and added they do a
quality job. Mr. Newman interjected that Beaufort County has great medics, and the clinica
review from the emergency room confirms this; they just lack resources for training. Mr.
Newman suggested increasing the sharing.

Mr. Hunt told the Committee that the best EMS system in the United States can have a
bad call, but that does not mean the system is bad or that the medic is bad.

Mr. Glaze asked for elaboration on sharing.
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Mr. Newman said the different departments should share their resources. He gave the
example of Chief Kline's leadership training program and making it countywide. The
recommendation is to leverage the existing resources and talent. Mr. Hunt added that another
recommendation is the County EMS trains the fire responders as EMS responders. That is
another level of augmentation of space and resources to be able to do that and get a common set
of protocols and medical direction.

Mr. Cheatham explained when asked by Mr. Stewart about findings on page 161 of the
report that people in EMS have Type-A personalities and have their own'expertise and needs. As
aresult, he gave this example: afire chief goes to dispatch and tells them to make a change. But
the fire chief may not realize this has an effect on the law enforcement officer or EM'S units. So
having a group of all these folks to deal with operationa issues and'share what works/does not
work would be very valuable.

Mr. Stewart noted a lot was brought out in.the report about having a Medica Director.
Mr. Hunt said that will be addressed.

Mr. Caporae asked how to get beyond the perceptions that promotions are arbitrary and
subjective. Mr. Newman said the entire crew should be involved as job requirements and
descriptions are put together. Like anymorganization, get maximum involvement. CRA
representatives emphasized it isimportant 1o haveset guidelines.

Fire Findings

5. Review the use of the First Responder. Program as provided by each fire department
and determine its efficient and operational capability. CRA found emergency medical responseis
not consistent among fire departments due to separate’response protocols; medical capabilities of
first responders vary from limited medical,trainingto advanced life support. Mr. Hunt explained
that within Beaufort:«€ounty there are elght separate fire districts, each of which determines the
level of EMS capabilitysthey have., Because of the range, it creates some issues. To address
those, it was recommended to use medical doctor approved EMD protocol to have dispatchers
prioritize medical cals for'service (Priority 1, 2, 3); all fire departments should follow the same
EMS protocols for dispatching consistency; assign ALS FD personnel to staff an ambulance.
Some fire districts provide ALS for their area and CRA commends that and recommends that
should it continue things should be realigned so people operate under the same protocol. The
financial impact of this would be a minimal training cost to implement call prioritization;
minimize cost of fire department ALS personnel performing duties on ALS response unit by
hiring them as part-time EMS employees. CRA noted the strength of Beaufort County fire
departments is that they provide quality first response service to medical calls for service. CRA
also found that fire department first responders are medically trained, appropriately certified and
provide effective response to calls for medical service. The recommendations are to continue fire
response to all priority 1 and 2 medical calls for response and to priority 3 when EMS requestsit;
EMS should provide first responder training to fire departments; and training beyond the first
responder level for fire departments should remain optional. No financial impacts were discussed
for this recommendation.
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8. Determine the impact of changing the medical license of Burton Fire Department and
Bluffton Fire District. Provide recommendations on whether this should continue or be
consolidated back into the County medical system. The findings follow. First, EMS Medica
Director should be active in directing daily EMS operation. The benefits of this are the Medical
Director gets to know the medics, they are constantly aware of concerns arising, provide in-
service training, etc. Mr. Hunt explained. The recommendations for that are to select on Medical
Director to serve al Beaufort County programs (EMS and Fire); Medical Director should be
accountable for his/her contract with EMS, and implement a system to, validate hours dedicated
to that function; Medica Director should have increased direct’ involvement with EMS
management team and field medics;, and Medica Director shodld work with other medical
directors of surrounding communities to ensure consistency with Standard Medical Orders,
policies and procedures. Mr. Hunt said there would be a minimal cost. He added that right now
the Medical Director is Dr. Afolabi Oguntoyinbo and CRA, met, with him and want to emphasize
they are not saying he is not a qualified individual too this. He is a former, emergency room
doctor in the county and there are no concerns with the medical protocols within the county; they
are appropriate. CRA also found Fire departments and EM S within Beaufort County do not all
share common protocols and the recommendations were to create eonsistent patient care protocol
within the County emergency response system; and County»EM S and Fire department personnel
should train together to foster better working relationships and eonsistency in care.

15. Determine the feasibility of Rire‘and,EMS operating frent-line ambulance or fire
service operating back-up ambulances. CRA\ found oppertunities exist for fire and EMS service
collaboration in the operation of reserve EMS AL Sdransport.apparatus. The recommendation is
for MOU between BeaufortsCounty EMS and Bluffton Fire Department to operate the reserve
ambulances at the Bluffton Fire Department statiens. Mr. Hunt said this gets back to the Bluffton
issue, and added they/find there are opportunitiesfor fire and EMS service collaboration through
this. CRA aso recommended that /@ ambulances arereplaced, one of the units should be moved
to reserve status at the Fripp Island FireiDepartment. There would be a low financial impact for
equipping, maintaining and operating the reserve ambulances.

Mr. Stewart said hethought Fire.could not transport. Mr. Hunt explained that the Fire
Department, does not have a transport license, but the County does. Mr. Cheatham explained
because theyswould be operating the County vehicle, they would be operating under the
County’s licenses, Mr. Hunt said they could maintain separate licensure but it would be easier if
everyone was undenthe same license.

23. Determine if EMS should be transferred to the fire service. This was an issue that
may have been a generating point for this study and there was considerable disagreement in just
every corridor on this issue, Mr. Hunt noted. He said most Beaufort County officials did not
recommend that the fire district perform the EMS operations in the capacity of a transport
ambulance service in the way it’s configured. Right now there are eight separate fire departments
under eight separate fire districts, some dictated by state, some local and some specia purpose
tax districts. Each has their own protocol. The recommendation is to have greater County control
of EMS. The official recommendation is to continue to use the present third-service emergency
medical service model managed by Beaufort County; fire districts should not be license to
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perform ambulance transports of inter-facility patient transfers, but should continue to respond to
emergency medical calls; Burton and Bluffton Fire Districts may choose to continue ALS
services but should do so under a shared County Medical Director. There is no applicable
financial impact.

Mr. Rodman asked what the national mix is of separate fire districts.

Mr. Hunt said nationally is a bit different than this scenario and said the trend nationally
is for small fire districts to consolidate. However, fire districts such @sithose in Pennsylvania
exist for each town, and the costs are not sustainable for the tax base. He said Beaufort County
has a different model. It is not necessarily that a cost crisis willdforce.consolidation. The process
is not impossible, but it is certainly not a simple legal process to consolidate. Further, Mr. Hunt
explained there is no one model. Mr. Cheatham said begause,of the cest\of a fire-based EMS
system many counties are moving away from it to contractedsEM S service s0,it depends on the
locality what works. Mr. Hunt said in an idea world'the County would havecontrol of Fire and
EMS under one consolidated agency, but he said heisnot sure that model would'bebest for here.

The Committee briefly spoke on Bluffton and the service coverage by Fire of some EMS
roles. Mr. Hunt explained that some of the Fire departmentsinBluffton area have people trained
in ALS so that service is offered, but not every fire truck has ALS on it nor can Fire transport
patients. The suggestion is to maybe add an ambulance to one of theFire stations and therefore
be able to transport. Right now, if the first'due ambulance is not available it is generally left to
other ambulances to determine who is closest and who should.respond. This goes on 24 hours a
day and they must awaysthave an ear open/This is a constant stressor that should be a
responsibility of Dispateh, but Dispatch does not have thosetools. Mr. Hunt said the County isin
the process of implementing those tools however.

Ms. Von Harten asked, about the:fire department and salary level saying there has been
discussion about helding back on increasing salaries for years for certain departments because
the fire cammissioners say. they do not need the increase even though there is a study to say they
need an increase. Mr. McBride said he dees not think they said they did not need an increase.
Ms.®Von Harten said the firefighters need an increase, but the commissioners know it is not
politically viable to request one.

Dispatch Findings

Mr. Tom Margetta introduced himself and said he has worked in 911 centers for 21 years
and considers it a privilege. He started by saying al the problems identified are solvable in the
Dispatch Center; they only need time, attention and money. One of the problems CRA came
across is that there is no national model in the United States for a 911 center. He cited national
trends in high turnover and retention challenges in dispatch centers, and these are reflected in
Beaufort County as well.

7. Review current dispatch procedures for Fire and EMS. The findings follow. First there
is a single dispatch tone for a designated service/department (in both EMS and Fire
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Departments). The County basically blasts out one tone across the radio system to wake up all
units all of the time, and this is ineffective and puts a great deal of pressure on everyone, Mr.
Margetta said. The computer-aided dispatch emergency responder run orders, from the beginning
to the turnover for mutual aid is important, and if there is no pre-work done the system is left to
having the units decide and dispatch is not doing its job. The recommendation is to provide units
assigned to each fire station with a unique radio paging tone to ensure units know when acall is
specifically directed for them; implement specific unit radio paging tones for each EMS unit and
alert them via their individua tones; build CAD emergency responder run orders from first-due
through turnover to mutual aid; and once system upgrades are completed, use AVL to identify
the nearest available unit if first-due unit is already on another calld CRA aso found that the use
of communications codes creates confusion. The recommendations are to eliminate most
dispatch codes; use plain language: does not violate HIPAAfand improves communication and
provides clarity; adopt a common language protocol. Thefinancial impact would be minimal for
implementing plain language. The third finding was that theeurrent Dispatch:Center procedures
for Fire and EMS can be improved. The recommendations are to consistently‘name all available
apparatus to match CAD unit, Radio Alias andsverbal radio‘call sign; procure aFire station
alerting system to replace and/or augment the current paging metheds and discontinue the use of
the stand-by automatic moving of units, and run-number generation of stand-by incidents; build
the unit recommendation files in Computer-Aided Dispatchy(CAD) Run Area Orders down
through full unit exhaustion or to the'point where neighboring jurisdictional mutual aid is
required. The financial impact of this is about $150,000 for total Tmplementation and installation
of IP-based Fire Station Alerting.

Mr. Stewart statederdeubted the Shexiff’s Office would move away from codes and
guestioned whether thisWwas a realistic recommendation. Mf. Hunt answered that it is because it
is a national standard to use common language for all communications. It is commonly
understood, particularlyin stressful situations. The model used has a limited use of codes and is
based on one from Virginia ‘I here arestimes when the use of codes is important such as for
officer safetys

11. Determine if  current system.is adequate and if not provide recommendations on
dispatch improvements. CRA found the division of labor in the Dispatch Center is not optimal,
and shift times do not maximize efficiency. Mr. Margetta said Dispatch is understaffed about
40% of the time,when emergency calls come in. He suggested a call-based staffing as more
predictable. The recommendations were to combine Fire/EMS to one radio console, and a
dedicated teletype consolefand combine Sheriff-South and Bluffton Police Department to the
same radio console; increase minimum staffing per shift to eight; stagger shift times to better
allocate resources to sneeting typica demands; ensure shift management is consistent so that
every employee understands expectations; ensure standard operating procedures are continually
updated. Consultants discussed various scenarios for dispatching to different calls and how radio
callswould play out. Mr. Margetta added that the recommendation is from 10 am. to 10 p.m. for
more staffing because there is a historic call volume increase during these hours. No financial
impacts were listed. Mr. Margetta explained the current staffing minimum of six is very low for
the call volume coming into dispatch, and that the problem with minimum staffing is that it often
becomes the normal staffing and thereby overworking employees.
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12. Determine if Fire and EMS should be dispatched on a single channel and provide
methods for accomplishing. CRA found the current dispatch of Fire and EMS units on separate
radio channels is adversely affecting coordinated response by Fire and EMS units.
Recommendations were to consolidate. Recommendations were to consolidate dispatching
information to one tone-out of initial information, and one central radio point of contact for
supplemental information and unit tracking; combine Fire/EMS to one radio console; if Fire
units require operations radio talk-group, the closest call-taker to the console can assist with
monitoring the assigned talk-group. A modification on thiswill be attempted in that the units will
be dispatched on one channel and as they arrive on the scene a.gplit will occur. Mr. Margetta
added that he would like to see dispatch consolidated to one channel to completion, but how it is
being carried out is more of aloca decision. He also recommends use of tactical channels when
needed. The layout for dispatch, which had many Americans with Disabilities Act concerns, was
recommended as follows. Recommendations continued withxthe need to provide accurate daily
roster of available Fire Department and EM S units 10 the Dispatch Center including the stations
to which units are assigned. Mr. Margetta said_this is dispatch 101 and people need to know
players on the field in order to properly dispatch.
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13. Determine’if two fire dispatch channels should be operated. CRA found fire dispatch
is currently separate from EMS dispaich; Fire Departments are dispatched on a single radio
channel; current fire dispatch procedures underutilize the Mobile Digital Computer technology to
log or transfer information. The event numbers on the CAD assignments have to stay consistent
in order to share information. Once the link is broken, the CAD does not understand the calls are
linked and it only adds information into one call instead of both. The recommendation is, based
on call volume, there is no need to split the fire dispatch services further or add additional fire
dispatch radio channels at thistime. No financial impacts were listed.
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14. Determine the number of dispatch personnel assigned to each shift to meet current
SO requirements and numbers needed for 450,000; 500,000; and 550,000 calls for service. The
consultant found definition of calls for serviceis not universally agreed upon among departments
served by the 911 Communications Dispatch Center. The 450,000-550,000 could not be
independently supported as applicable to Beaufort County. Mr. Margetta said by a standard
definition of a call for service where a citizen calls for service, the County is nowhere near those
numbers. To get the 450,000 and above numbers you would have to be in a city about the size of
Seattle, he explained. He added there needs to be a separation of calls'such as door checks and
traffic stops from real emergency calls for service. Mr. Margetta'then referenced data from a
graph. Calls coming in were compared for 2009 and the firstame months of 2010. For 2009,
incoming were 181,707 and in 2010 that same type incréased to 203,281. Outgoing calls
increased from 70,150 in 2009 to 80,411 in 2010. Lastlyabandoned callsiincreased from 6,954
to 22,991 in 2010. Mr. Margetta said he was very concerned about the abandoned phone calls
showing on the report. An abandoned call is one ot answered before the caller hangs up. It
could be caused by a cell phone inadvertently calling, then the, person hangs up, but he said a
fourfold increase in only the first nine months of the next year'it'is a significant problem of not
answering phone calls. The recommendations were to glabally define and track calls for service
in a manner described in the report; Association of Public-Safety Communications Officias
International (APCO)’s Project RETAINS,formula would “handle Dispatch Center staffing
concern; clarity work assignments for each position in order to have valid data. No financia
impact was listed.

Mr. Caporae askeduifaDispatch can seedhe numbers dialing and if there are repeated
phone calls by the samé number some of that could be the cause for such an increase. Mr.
Newman answered that a percentage of that couldbe explained in such away, but it is still avery
large increase. Mr. Caporale also referred back to the recommendation to shift staffing levels
from six to eight and questioned whyne. financial impact was listed. Mr. Margetta said the
recommendation isto,recommend the Project RETAINS study, a software toolkit as marketed on
APCO’ s website. Mr.:Margetta saidithere are aready 44 people budgeted for the dispatch center,
but heanticipates the Project RETAINS will recommend a number much higher than 44.

Mr.:MeBride said hewas under the impression if someone called 911 and hang up before
the call is answered, 911 calls back.

Mr. Stewart questioned the data on abandoned calls. He said it is so high someone must
be wrong, someone did calculations incorrectly. He suggested if one digs into it he bets there
really was not that big/of an increase but something wrong with the data.

17. Review Emergency Medical Dispatch procedures for accuracy and efficiency. CRA
found the current EMD program is not effective due to the lack of trained personnel and program
management. Mr. Margetta acknowledged changes are being made to get training up to
standards. Recommendations were to appropriately fund the issued directive about EMD
certification to complete training of all remaining employees to become APCO EMD certified
within a year; Task Master Sergeant of Administration with starting internal quality assurance
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program to review calls processed under EMD program; consider early planning for the
conversion of flip cards to a computer-based program (APCO MEDS software); fully utilize the
Unit Recommendation/ Determinant Descriptor section of the EMD program telephone triage to
assign proper level of Fire/EMS response to call for service. Financial impacts for the above
recommendations are APCO EMD in-person course at $379 per person, online EMD six-week
course at $429 per person, discounts for APCO members ($20) and for in-house instructor ($79),
installation, licensing and one year maintenance of 14 workstations of APCO MED software at
$50,000 would be likely offset by a reduction of unnecessarily dispatched units. Mr. Margetta
reiterated that everything in the Dispaich Center was solvable @andwmany of the current
technologies exist but proper use of them needs to be carried out. He added there is a great
attitude of cooperation and teamwork, and it is remarkable.

18. Review call processing procedures for Fire/EMS calls and makerecommendations for
improvement. First, CRA found emergency responders insthe field and Public Safety staff
reported that CAD time stamps and benchmarksd@re unreliable. The recommendation is to
enhance or upgrade the CISCO CAD and prepare for. SQL server conversion required for the
next released major upgrade (see Appendix H of the study);diseontinue Field Unit telephone
contact to the Dispatch Center for unit time information; and train personnel on how to obtain
correct times for their reports. Mr. Margetta said all the infermation is already on the computers
in the field and calling into Dispatch is unnecessary. Second, CRA found talk group labeling on
the Motorola Radio System does not include radio,switch position identification or “at-a-glance”
distinction for the dispatchers. The recommendation fer this finding is to re-label talk group
identifiers for at-a-glance identification to the dispatcher-andhinclude radio switch position on the
display if it is common acressyusers of the talkégroup. No financial impact was listed for the
second finding. Third, theradiolDalias file is not currently programmed for quick identification
of the radio user and the recommendation is to program the radio database appropriately. No
financial impact was listed. Fourth, CRA foundwMotorola Instant Radio Replay (IRR) is
available only on a single stand aone,workstation in the Dispaich Center, Recording by
telephone line" onlyaresults in difficulty reproducing a true “Dispatch’s Ear” sound profile.
“Dispatch’s Ear” was explained asthe call plus background noise, other dispatchers talking, calls
coming'in, etc. going on‘at the time ofacall, or otherwise a reproduction of what the dispatcher
really heard. Recommendations are to expand IRR capability to al radio consoles for immediate
access from a radio dispatcher without leaving hisher console; and purchase four to six
additional Last Message Replay licenses. The financial impacts would be $80-100 per LMR
license and $450 for.installation done by NICE, but County IT staff can do it at no charge.

24. Determine the best method of using the three new Fire/EM S Dispatch consoles. CRA
found the current wise and layout of available Dispaich consoles is not optimal.
Recommendations were to combine Fire/EM S to one radio console, with the possibility of future
combined Fire/EMS split by North and South jurisdictional boundaries as call volumes increase
and radio traffic becomes too heavy. No financial impact was listed.

Mr. Stewart noted there has been some concern in the past, especially in the press, about
the time for response and maybe there was a difference of opinion on what time was actually
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used. Mr. Cheatham answered that if looking in the right fields in the CAD it has the proper
times.

Mr. Margetta said how the Dispatch Center is rearranged is up to the local officials, but
he suggested making it consistent so people show up to work at the same place each day. He also
noted there is a nationwide push to professionalize the dispatch position by getting licensure, pay
and retirement benefitsin place.

Mr. Rodman asked if the tone is really the same across thescounty. Mr. Margetta
explained there are two different tones — unit alerting and radio alert toning. The unit alerting is
going out to everyone. He added that it is a serious stressor.

Mr. Rodman asked for clarification if the current system,is for the dispatcher to throw the
information out and whoever wants to respond, does as©pposed to the dispatcher assigning, say,
unit A. Mr. Margetta said after the first unit, yes. He added that it will take'work to set up the
system, but it will be in place when needed if groundwerk is done prior.

Ms. Von Harten said there needs to be some intensive work done to set out a roadmap for
how to upgrade the Dispatch services. She asked about the total cost and how soon it could be
implemented. Mr. Margetta answered that depended on the recommendation she referred to, but
al are listed in the study. Ms. Von Harten alsonasked about training’programs in conjunction
with the Technical College of the Lowcountry.

Mr. Caporae said.inrhis, experience there is little Mr. Winn misses. He added that he
heard criticism about the cost ofthis study, but he believes it is a good investment and it
establishes Beaufort4County has'good service and good people. He asked with regard to the
changes, there is a series proposed, are they laid outiin the most logical order or process of these
changes. Mr. Hunt then explainéed thatyas.they laid out the changes they listed “low-hanging
fruit” that weuld bereasily implementable, rapidly implementable, medium term and long term
projects.

Mr. Stewart notified those present and watching on television that at the April 4, 2011
meeting theyawould discuss what has already been implemented and then focus on a new
timeline for hew'to proceed.

Status: This matterswill appear before the Governmental Committee at its April 4, 2011
meeting.

TABLE 1
Agency Average Alarm Q(I)e;rercn ez Alarm Process 90 sec
Processing Time 00% Fractal 99% Fractal

FireMedical Calls For Service
Beaufort FD 00:02:32 6% 16%
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Bluffton FD 00:02:43 5% 13%
Burton FD 00:02:36 7% 17%
Fripp Island FD 00:02:54 7% 13%
Lady's FD 00:02:39 6% 15%
Sheldon FD 00:02:43 7% 14%
TOTALS 00:02:41 6% 15%
CallsFor Service
Back-up/Reserve Unit 00:02:56 17% 30%
1- Beaufort Unit 00:02:28 9% 20%
EMS 2- Unit 00:02:30 9% 21%
EMS 25- QRV stationed out of 00:02:29 15% 24%
26- QRV Stationed in Sheldon 00:02:30 13% 22%
3- Burton/ Sheldon Unit 00:02:35 8% 18%
EMS 5- Unit 00:02:37 8% 17%
EMS 7- Lady's Unit 00:02:33 10% 20%
8- Bluffton Unit 00:02:39 8% 16%
9- Bluffton Unit 00:02:41 7% 14%
6- Bluffton Unit 00:02:32 9% 20%
Generic Unit used for EMS when run
orders are not used (not assigned to a
specific EMS unit) 00:04:29 9% 16%
TOTAL 00:02:45 9% 19%

TABLE 2.
Agency A_verage Turnout | Turnout 60 seconds

Time 90% Fractal

Beaufort FD 00:01:19 37%
Bluffton FD 00:02:43 5%
Burton FD 00:02:36 7%
Fripp Island FD 00:02:54 7%
Lady's FD 00:02:39 6%
Sheldon FD 00:02:43 7%
TOTALS 00:02:41 6%
Back-up/Reserve Unit 00:02:56 17%
1- Beaufort Unit 00:02:28 9%
EMS 2-Unit 00:02:30 9%
EMS 25- QRV)stationed out of 00:02:29 15%
26- QRV Stationed in Sheldon 00:02:30 13%
3- Burton/ Sheldon Unit 00:02:35 8%
EMS 5- Unit 00:02:37 8%
EMS 7- Lady's Unit 00:02:33 10%
8- Bluffton Unit 00:02:39 8%
9- Bluffton Unit 00:02:41 7%
6- Bluffton Unit 00:02:32 9%
Generic Unit used for EMS when run orders are not
used (not assigned to a specific EM S unit) 00:04:29 9%
TOTAL 00:02:45 9%




PUBLIC FACILITIESCOMMITTEE
March 29, 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 29, 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, William"McBride, Stu Roadman and Jerry Stewart
were present. Non Committee Member Rick Caporale was also present.

County staff: Paul Andres, Airports Director; Bryan Hill, Deputy County. Administrator; Bob
Klink, County Engineer; Gary Kubic, County Administrator; Rob McFee, Division Director —
Engineering and Infrastructure; Monica, Spells, Compliance Officer; David Starkey, Chief
Financial Officer; and Dave Thomas, Purchasing Director:.

Public: Anthony Barrett, Town of Bluffton; Pete'Buehanan, Chairman Airports Board; Lewis
Hammet, representative for Reed Development; «Karen, Jared, Traffic Engineer, Town of
Bluffton; Wes Locker, Florence &\Hutchison;Jonathan Mullen, lawyer; John Reed, CEO Reed
Development; Doug Robertson, Ports Authority Commissioner and property owner; Richard
Titus, Beaufort County. Transportation Committee; Gary Wiggin, Vice President of Land
Division, ReediBevel opment; and Steve Wil son, Beaufort County Transportation Committee.

INFORMATION ITEMS

1. Consideration of Contract Award
e Hilton Head 1sland Airport Passenger Facility Charge (PFC) Application

Discussion:“Mr. Paul Andres, Airports Director, reviewed this item with the Committee.
The Airport is coming forward with a request to use Talbert, Bright, and Ellington, Inc. to
prepare the appropriate program applications to establish a new passenger facility charge (PFC)
program for the Hilton Head Island Airport. This would be a $4.50 ticket up-charge to all
passengers leaving the Airport. It would encompass the entire airway system. The reason of
looking at this program is to capture lost revenues that were advanced from the General Fund for
previous capital projects which include the control tower land acquisition, the control tower
construction costs, some additional costs for the new fire fighting vehicle purchased in 2003 and
to cover the cost for the runway overlay and widening project which alows us to bring C130
aircrafts into the Airport. Also, the intent for the future is for this to cover the capital
improvements recommended in the recently completed Master Plan Update. The local matching
fair would be covered from monies collected from this program. It is anticipated that the program



Minutes - Public Facilities Committee
March 29, 2011
Page 2 of 14

will last 8-10 years in duration and if the passenger loads remain around 50,000 per year, it will
generate approximately $225,000 worth of revenue annually. The Airports Board endorses
establishment of a new PFC program at the Airport. The funding will initially come from
previous PFC monies that had been collected under a previous program. The entire cost of this
program development is fully reimbursable from revenues generated under the new program.
Staff recommends that the Public Facilities Committee approve awarding a contract in the
amount of $49,958 to Tabert, Bright, and Ellington, Inc. to prepare the application needed to
establish a new PFC program for the Hilton Head Island Airport.

Mr. Flewelling inquired as to whether we currently have a program. Mr. Andres replied,
“no”. We used to have a program, but collection authority expired in 2007.

Mr. Flewelling asked about the money left in‘the account. Mr. Andres stated there was
money left in the account which is now being transferred to applyito other appropriate Airport
financial account.

Mr. Flewelling inquired of per passenger.change under the previous program. Mr. Andres
stated it was $3 per ticket.

Mr. Baer stated we have a secondycontractor and wanted to know why they were not
offered this. Mr. Andres stated the other contractor we are going to be working with primarily for
the Beaufort County (Lady’s Island) Airport."A let of this'werk applies to the Master Plan
Update which was completediby Talbert and Bright.

Mr. Baer stated it seems Separable and wanted to know if a second contractor could have
executed it. Mr. Andres stated he believes they coul d.

Mr¢Baer wanted to know it a bid was solicited from the second contractor. Mr. Andres
stated that could not be,done due,to it not“being permissible under federal law. You have to
negotiate with one contracter; and ifyan acceptable contract is not reached, then you break off
negotiationsiand go to the second contractor.

Mr. Baer stated there are some ominous words on page 1 where it says “a county share of
the five year capital improvement projects and of the five year capital improvement projects in
the new master plan, 47.5% are for general aviation”. Does that mean we will continue as we
have in the past to have commercial passengers pay the for general aviation expansions.

Mr. Andres stated the actual program has not been developed. He stated when he meets
with the consultant they will identify the specific projects that are eligible for PFC
reimbursement. It may or may not include anything on the general aviation side.

Mr. Baer stated in the past we did have general aviation projects paid for by PFC. Mr.
Andres stated that is correct and stated in this case it requires airline concurrence.
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Mr. Baer stated going forward that is something we need to be sensitive to. We want to
preserve the Hilton Head Island Airport. One big issue if fee differential. As we tack on these
fees, Hilton Head Island Airport becomes more expensive. That will drive commercia
passengers away.

Mr. Rodman wanted to know if thisis done at alot of airports. Mr. Andres replied that it
is extremely widespread. Almost every airport has a PFC program in place.

Mr. Rodman stated it is not something that US Air is going to object to. Mr. Andres
agreed in the affirmative. Congress is trying to eliminate FAAygrants at medium to large hub
airports in favor of alowing them to increase PFC charges and pay for their improvements that
way.

Mr. Rodman stated US Air was interestedhin the external lights and the upholstery
refurbishment and inquired as to where we stand onthose. Mr. Andres stated we have quotes. He
has to meet with the new US Airways termina manager to have him,articulate exactly the
lighting issues he has. He is also meeting with thefurniture consultant next week. One thing we
might look to for PFC funding is the furniture replacement.

Mr. Rodman inquired as to the length of the process. Mr. Andres replied several months.
Part of this processinvolves a public hearing.

Mr. Rodman inquireghas to where'we stand in regard to our, Environmental Assessment.
Mr. Andres stated weare avaiting,a decision regarding funding from the FAA.

Mr. Andres informed the Committee that all of the out light bulbs and fogged lenses have
been replaced. Also lighting has beenre-aimed inan effort to improve the situation.

Mr. Caporale‘inquired as te the locationvef the bathrooms. Mr. Kubic stated the request
was to'consider developingia facilityspost with TSA so if someone had a child they would have
privacy to change them. Typically, there are standby areas, so we will probably put a unisex
facility that would satisfy.

Mr. Caporaleithanked Mr. Andres, Mr. Buchanan and the Airports Board for the energy
they have brought to'this project to find new resources of revenues for the Airport. He also spoke
of some recent clean upat the Airport, saying it is looking much better.

Mr. Andres commented the signage is well placed for the detour around the highway
construction that is occurring. Improvements have been made to the signs which include low
illumination lighting.

It was moved by Mr. Rodman, seconded by Mr. McBride, that the Public Facilities Committee
award a contract in the amount of $49,958 to Talbert, Bright, and Ellington, Inc. to prepare the
application needed to establish a new PFC program for the Hilton Head Island Airport. The vote
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was. APPROVE — Mr. Baer, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Flewdling, Mr. Glaze, Mr. McBride, Mr.
Rodman and Mr. Stewart. The motion passed.

Status. The Public Facilities Committee awarded a contract in the amount of $49,958 to
Talbert, Bright, and Ellington, Inc. to prepare the application needed to establish a new PFC
program for the Hilton Head Island Airport.

2. County Transportation Committee (CTC) Presentation

Discussion: Mr. Rob McFee, Division Director 4 Engineering and Infrastructure,
presented the Committee with a PowerPoint presentation on Beaufort County’s Dirt Road Paving
Program. The County’s C Program began in 1946 with the original intent to pave farm-to-market
dirt roads on the state system. Funds come from a 2.66 cent per gallon user fee on gasoline sales
that are deposited in the County Transportation Fund,and allocated to the counties. C-funds are
apportioned as shown below:

« Y3intheration of county land areato the total land areain the state.

« Y3intheratio of county population to thetetal pepulation of the State.

« Y3in the ratio of rural Gfwural road mileagé in the county to the total rural road
mileage in the state.

This Committee discussion serves as anpannua update in regard to the County
Transportation Committeen(€IC). The CIC has done,a wonderful job in maintaining the
momentum. The CTC was established in 1993 and our members appointed by the Legidative
Delegation. It is through their effarts where we ¢ome up with'the four-year program and rate all
of the roads. He providedithe Committee with'alist of CTC members. There are currently three
vacancies.

Since the program startedhin 1993,°316xdirt roads totaling of 90.41 miles have been
paved,‘and 125 roads totaling 69.72xmiles have been resurfaced. That is better than any other
CTC in the State. This commitiee hasmaintained its focus since 1993.

Mr. McFee presented the Committee with a listing of the County dirt road paving
projects which is asfellows:

Fiscal Y ear Contract # Number of Roads Mileage
1993/94 — 1996/97 1-10 53 16.24
1997/98 — 2000/01 11-17 62 16.78
2001/02 — 2004/05 18-30 109 19.89
2005/06 — 2008/09 31-41 67 21.15
2009/10 — 2012/13 42-48 25 16/35

Totals 316 90.41
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Mr. McFee presented the Committee with the State and County Road Resurfacing which was as
follows:

Fiscal Year Number of Roads Mileage
1993/94 — 1996/97 14 6.54
1997/98 — 2000/01 17 6.21
2001/02 — 2004/05 76 30.54
2005/06 — 2008/09 18 11.52
2009/10 — 2012/13 36 12.35
2009/10 — 2012/13 25 15.87
(approved not resurfaced)

Totals 186 83.03

Mr. McFee aso presented the following contractsto the Committee:

Road Paving Program
FY 2009/10 — 2012/13
Contract #42
Name of Road District Miles
East River Drive 7 0.4
West River Drive 7 0.7
Central Drive 7 0.5
Rose Island Road 5 0.7
Totals 2.3
Roead, Paving Program
FY 2009/10 — 2012/13
Contract #43
Name of Road District Miles
Middleford Circle 6 0.9
Jasmine Hall, Road 6 0.9
Ballpark Road 6 0.3
Ihley Road 6 0.6
Totals 54
Road\Paving Program
FY 2009/10 — 2012/13
Contract #44
Name of Road District Miles
Pritchard Street 4 0.1
Fishhaul Road 2 0.8
Jessica Drive 2 0.1
Ned Court 2 0.1
Forman Hill Road 4 0.8
Totals 1.9
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Mr. McFee stated the average cost was $1.75 million. The C Funds can only be used for a
minimum of 50" right-of-way road improvements, other than the 25% proviso previously
mentioned. On the facilities that meet the need and objective criteria that the committee has
established for paving. If the 50" right-of-way cannot be met, Tag Funds will be used for the
method of funding.

Also, the evaluation form consists of three categories which are as follows:

1. What is on the road? How many dwellings? Businesses? Churches? School Bus Route?
Are there any minor roads branching out from thisroad?

2. How much effort does it take to maintain this4#oad? This score is given by Beaufort
County Public Works Department?

3. How much doesiit cost to pave this road?

He presented an example of the evaluation sheet — road improvement rating.
The process for project implementation isasfollows:

1. Qualifying roads are groupedifor the next four years into severa contracts based on
location, cost and priority.

2. Right-of-Way Acquisition: Minimum»50' requirediright-of-way shall be donated to
Beaufort County by the homeowners voluntarily.

3. Engineering,Permitting and Construction: Theyroad will be designed, permitted and
constructed by a design-build team sel ected and supervised by Beaufort County.

Mr. McFee stated we are getting to a pointiin Beaufort County where some roads we will
never pave. Some folks do'not, want them,paved. We need to have al our suite of tools up to date
with regard to a rocking program for theroads we will never pave and those we cannot justify
pavingdWe began a rocking program last year. Fort Fremont on St. Helena was rocked. That will
be anothentool that we are developing,as we move forward. We have paved 316 roads thus far,
but looking into the future we need to make sure we are addressing the other needs as well.

The projectacceptance and fina inspection will be performed by both Beaufort County’s
Engineering Department and Public Works Department. The paved road will be accepted and
maintained by Beaufort County Public Works thereafter and as-built plans turned in to Beaufort
County Engineering Department for records.

Mr. Baer stated we had a road in the north were a lot of people wanted paving but one
individual did not. Isthat paved? Mr. Glaze replied no.

Mr. Glaze inquired as to the length of time the process is to fill the current vacancies on
the committee.

Mr. McFee stated the Legidlative Delegation Assistant, Ashley Sanders, is the best person
to contact regarding serving on the committee. The vacancies that have recently been filled took
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several months.
Status: No action required. Information only.

3. Town of Bluffton Proposal to Realign Intersection of Bluffton Parkway at
Buckwalter Parkway / Bluffton Parkway Phase 5B Realignment

Discussion: Mr. Rob McFege, Division Director — Engineering and Infrastructure, spoke
before the Committee. He presented the Committee with overview map, realignment map, aerial
map, right-of-way plans, and documentation presented to the Transportation Advisory Group
(BTAG) July 23, 2007.

Mr. Wes Locker, Florence & Hutchinson, spoke before the Committee. The final right-
of-way plans have been completed and turned into the County.“There have been a couple of
public meetings and a public hearing showingdhis alignment to the public. The permit status of
environmental assessment was approved in 2008. The permit is complete, but has yet to be
submitted due to needing direction from the County:

Ms. Karen Jared, Town Transportation Engineer, stated the two intersections will have to
stay because there are two developments at those locations. Either scenario will have both
intersections staying. What she likes @bout ‘thehalignment ‘is we have the road more centrally
located between the two intersections, with roundabeuts at beth,of those intersections to help
with signal spacing.

Mr. Stewart stated the portion of the parkway that goesout to SC Hwy 170 is coming out
where the roundabout isloeated. Ms. Jared stated that is correct.

Mr. Stewart stated there is a trafficylight a that location. Ms. Jared replied in the
affirmative.

Mr. Stewart stated if'we go to'what is currently approved, that traffic light would remain
and the road would be shifted to the south. Ms. Jared agreed with his statement.

Mr. Stewart stated the second roundabout would be where Lake Point Drive is located.
Ms. Jared concurred.

Mr. Stewart stated i1f'you go north of Lake Point Drive, there is another stub out. What is
it intended to be? Ms. Jared stated she is not certain. Mr. Flewelling pointed out that there is
another one to the north of that as well. The Committee concurred that there is also a third stub
out.

Mr. Gary Wiggin, Vice President of Land Division for Reed Development, stated they
are access points. Mr. Stewart inquired as to the intent for those access points.
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Mr. Wiggin stated the whole reason for this proposal was because objections were raised
a al of the public meetings. It is falling on deaf ears, nonstop. There were severa objections
when Reed Development began raising their concerns with how it was laid out verses what Reed
Development has insofar as agreements on that property.

Mr. Kubic inquired as to who the parties are for the agreements he is referring to.

Mr. Lewis Hammet, representing Reed Development, stated when the whole Buckwalter
Tract was brought into the Town of Bluffton (Town), it was under International Paper’s name.
Mr. John Reed had about 2/3 of the tract under contract, but lnternational Paper brought forward
that development agreement and annexation. Mr. John Reed later closed on the property. The
original road was going to run well to the south where the entrance to Hampton Hall exists now.
In 2001 they came back looking at development plans!

In meetings with the Town, we amendedthe Devel opment Agreement, Concept Plan, etc.
to choose a specific route that the County ended up building the road on. T hat process was done
with the Town. The Town has exclusive jurisdietion for road planning, comprehensive planning,
including traffic planning, as well as permitting and zoning'and devel opment agreements in the
said area. The road was moved upthere and there were‘specific provisions. The Town wanted
one other option for the intersectionto study it for 1.5 years, but decided not to do so. Specific
provisions in that recorded agreement; in the amendment to the Development Agreement and in
the deed covenants when given to the Town, saidit, would stay,there; and if it ever moved, it
would be with the consentrofithe land owner:

He does not believe the traffic engineers'ever |ooked at the underlying legal agreements.
He sent to al an update on the legal background. We have deed covenants, agreements,
comprehensive planning and,zoning that fix it, al subject to input by the property owner. Mr.
John Reedfand hisrelated entities have aways been willing to work towards an agreed upon
plan. M«. Reed gave thewhole road, from Hwy 270 back.

On another agreementywith the Town, Mr. Reed agreed to donate another right-of-way
(1.2 miles), with the only provision being that the location be somewhere acceptable to him. Last
year, in talking'with County officials, it was suggested that he get this looked at to make sure the
Town was on the same page which resulted in a process, last several months, of meetings,
discussions, and designiexercises of what would happen on both sides of the road, plus going
through the requirements far Intersection and curve design to make sure it met all needs and
came up with this proposal. This is the proposa Bluffton Town Mayor Lisa Sulka sent to be
looked at. No response was ever received from the County. The road was pulled down and
eliminates amajor corner, takes more land and destroys land on the other side.

He pointed out that after the second sales tax vote failed and it looked like this road was
not going to be built Mr. Reed sat down with the Town, who was also in communication with the
County, to figure out how this road could be built without sales tax. Voluntarily they amended
al of the agreements to add about $1,000 worth of development fees to everything that was
going to be built in the future (those that were not permitted) within Buckwalter. Mr. Reed got
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other devel opment partners and others who had purchased land to sign up for the extrafee so that
the road could be built. It needed to be built. Also, the commercia value was dependent upon it
being built and located in the way discussed with the Town. The County is developing under
those that own that land, under those covenants, under that development agreement, and under
the comprehensive plan. That has been a major issue. To put it anywhere without the consent of
Reed Development is breaching the contract, breaching the covenants. It is not a normal County
road. It is subject to awhole lot of things that have happened over time.

Millions of dollars have already been spent and it affects millions of dollars in value for
what happensin the future. That is why it works better for Reed Development, it works better for
the Town, and that is why the Mayor sent the request to have this looked at. These issues have
never been fully flushed out. Every time they have been'raised, they have been raised to people
who were not considering it and, instead, considered it someoneelse's problem. All of this land
has been on hold. Without knowing where the road'would be located, it has been very difficult to
deal with. The proposed plan has been worked out with the Town'and its engineers and Reed
Development’s engineers as meeting all of the County’s requirements, as well as Reed
Development’s and the Town'’s. If we do not do this, there are al sorts of problems that nobody
has considered. Someone should consider this. M¥. Reed has worked with governments for 30
years and has been pretty successful at it. There is'millions and millions of ‘dollars tied up in
needing this decision made. This has neveribeen |ooked at.

Mr. Gary Kubic, County Administrator, stated that“isynot true. He stated he sat in
meetings with Mr. RobertsonpMr. Reed, Attorney Wilson,(who wasirepresenting Mr. Reed at the
time), County consultants, County. engineers, .and{former - Town Mayor Johnson where this was
discussed three or four times. At least twice was with the'two major property owners. You
cannot say that the County. did not try to vet this, because we did. Mayor Johnson is not Mayor
Sulka, but he was present at these meetings and\had the same opportunity to indicate what
Mayor Sulka did, and did not do it. It wasnot done in a vacuum. He pointed out that Attorney
Lewis Hammet was not present at those meetings:

Mr. Hammet stated a response Was never received to the specific issues dealing with the
covenants, |egal,requirementsand breach of, contract.

Mr. Kubic'stated what he Is saying is that former Bluffton Town Mayor Hank Johnson,
who was representing the Town at that time, may have chosen not to respond to it or to argue the
PUD and the covenants, butte was present.

Mr. John Reed stated he did not come asking for any favors. There is a written
agreement. The first he heard about this (plan) was at a public meeting. He stated they were not
called prior to that public meeting. He stated at the public meeting that it was unacceptable. It
has been unacceptable al aong. He said Mr. Klink and the engineers of Florence & Hutchinson
informed him that they did not know about the agreement that the Town had. He could
understand that they were not aware of it when it was done, so to say there was no meeting is
incorrect. There was a public meeting where this was objected.
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Mr. Kubic stated he is not disputing his right to argue about the contract or attorney
Lewis Hammet’s right to state the position. All he wants to do is provide clarification that the
decision that is presently on the table as to the location of 5B was not made in a vacuum. There
were opportunities for both property owners. There is a difference of views between two
property owners. The County did try to vet it with the Mayor, at that time. If there was an
impression left with Council that we did not respond as a County that is not entirely accurate.

Mr. Stewart, speaking to Mr. Hammet, asked, “If this was built and 5B were done, who
would pay for the road”? Is it a County or a Town road? Mr. Hammet stated under their
agreements they have always left that up to the Town and the'County. When they signed up for
the feesto build all of thisit was with the County with parti€ipation from the Town.

Mr. Stewart stated the way it is perceived right now it'isigoing to be a County road. Mr.
Hammet stated he believes that to be true.

Mr. Stewart stated if it is a County road and the County is responsible for it and will have
to maintain it and deal with it, who will be building the rotaries / roundabouts. It seems to him
that he who pays for it, ownsit, and maintainsit, getSisome&ay., If they are notigoing to, then he
suggests the Town build it. If it is adfown’s road, they build it, and pay for it, and then the Town
can do what they want. If the County. IS going to build it'and.it is County money being used, then
the County has the say. Whatever those contracts were, unfortunately, they were done and if the
Town cannot live up to it, then so be it. "Right now all he seesismajor costs, major changes with
the lighting configurationgrotaries, the changes to the road and decisions being made requires the
County to pay.

Mr. Reed stated they only recommended. one rotary. The other was a decision of the
County. The main reason fonthiswhole thing hasto.do with the current configuration.

Mr. Stewart stated we do have a designiconfiguration and it has been approved. It has
been vetting with the public; the state; the County, everybody involved. The process has been put
to the point where we are gaing to buy already acquired land for rights-of-way. It seems that we
are down to the.end hour and ‘are making some significant changes.

Mr. Hammet stated we think that we have aroad that meets the design and the covenants.
If you buy a house in Sea Pines that has covenants on it, your contractual obligations change
because you are buying and developing there. They run to successors and assigns. They are
binding on anyone in that corridor. Those were all done at public meetings. The County had
representatives at the major Town meetings while these development agreements were done,
when the road was moved up, and when the deal was worked out. They did not vote, but were
there to give input. This was passed by everybody, at the time.

Mr. Stewart stated if he is buying a house in Sea Pines, but does not like the covenants or
the conditions change, he has the right to withdraw from buying the house. The County has the
right here to say we do not like the covenants and withdraw and not build the road.
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Mr. Hammet says this would end up saving millions of dollars over what the County is
about to do. The Town has always been in agreement with this. They are here to make sure
people know the background.

Mr. Stewart stated he went to many of the public meetings and never saw this presented.
Where was the discussion?

Mr. Hammet said there was an aternate plan that brought the road to the presented
location. It was sent with the April 2007 package that went out to the County, explaining the
legal backgrounds and offering an aternative that met design réguirements.

Mr. Kubic commented if you ask, “How did the aligament get before, Council, that it
approved, it was from a call he had placed with Florence & Hutchinson and Mr. Starkey.” He
told Mr. Starkey that if the County were going tobuild a road the first and foremost concept we
would look at, besides location, would be to make sure it was designed to SCDOT regulations.
The placement of the road, distances, and curves was commensurate with the safety standards,
imposed by law that we, as a County, have to follow. The reason for that wasito make sure where
that line was, was defensible if and when an accident were'to occur and someone would ask if
the roadway or engineering was defiCient and led to theinjury of the general public. He tried to
protect the deep pocket. That was the instructions he gave to the engineer and never talked to
them thereafter. Once that process was vetted,, he asked the engineer if based on the “dot”
(intersection) and for purposes of economic develepment andinterests of adjoining property
owners could the “dot” beimeved north or south to accemmodate the interest of any individual
that had a property right adong that alignment. At does not, do any good for the County to
arbitrarily pick a “det” when it could elsewhere and satisfy all” of the safety consideration and
enhance property owner’s, ability to market their land. The margins of wherever that was he
would have recommended to Couneil,that they eould accommodate the interest of the two
primary property owners if 1t.could be madewithincertain margins. The engineers said there was
not enough wiggle roams \We thenitook the debate to the property owners in a series of meetings
to takethe area and decide whether or not post intersection of there was the ability to move the
road alittle bit to accommodate the property owners and enhance those opportunities. Insofar as
Attorney Hammet making recommendations as to the covenants and requirements of the law, he
stated he is notyqualified t@ speak for Council. The County Attorney can have those
conversations to seeiif they are of like mind as to the significance of that legal agreement and
how it may carry ‘over to successors. That clarification needs to be made. The second
clarification that needs to be' made is between dueling engineers. We always talk about dueling
attorneys, but there are aso dueling engineers. Dueling engineers can agree to disagree. He
stated he took the letter the County received from the Town, commissioned by Mr. Reed, and
gave it to Florence & Hutchinson and said, based on these conclusions ,could you compare it
with the analysis that you performed. We will supply that analysis because like dueling attorneys
there are dueling engineers. There are differences of opinion. Mr. Kubic spoke about what he did
originally and subsequently with the | etter.
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Mr. Barrett read into the record the letter dated March 7, 2011 from Town Mayor Sulka
to Chairman Newton after being asked severa times to state the Town's position. The letter
follows:

As discussed at previous meetings this letter is our forma request to
reconsider the alignment of the Bluffton Parkway. We fedl strongly the alignment
presented by Thomas & Hutchinson on behalf of redevelopment is the better
alignment. There is several readings we fed this is the appropriate alignment for
this road. This aignment will center the intersection of Bluffton Parkway and
Buckwalter Parkway more evenly between the existing intersection of Bluffton
Parkway, Buckwalter and Lake Point Drive, Buckwalter Parkway intersection.
The revised alignment will minimize intersections and major horizontal curves.
Utilization of the power line easement provides more cemmercial development
opportunities. The revised alignment minimizes right-of-way acquisition costs.
The developer may be interested inddeveloping a portionyof the realigned
roadway. The realignment minimizes potential for litigation from the property
owner. While we agree some of the costsincurred in the redesign wilhbe lost. The
savings achieved through the right-of-way donatien will outweigh the design
costs aready incurred. In fact, we believe thesavings realized with redesign
factored in will be in excess'of $1 million. To clarify the ninth amendment to the
Buckwalter development agreement, section 14-B,\provides that upon find
determination of the Bluffton phase 5B route, university. investments will enter
into a good faith efinexnegotiations with the Town,and Beaufort County regarding
compensation or the phase 5B right-of-way. It 1s understood and agreed that if
the final right into the Bluffton Parkway 5B is acceptable to the Town, Beaufort
County and affected property owners, specifically University Investments, the
right-of-way will “besdonatedmGiven physical constraints alone these revisions
would be pursued. In addition, theyreduced \right-of-way costs for the revised
alignment improves the roadway geometry and may improve the potential
additional costs savings through development construction. We feel strongly these
arguments regarding realignment of Bluffton Parkway are compelling there
should be fact and decision made by the County as well as considered by staff.
We look ferward to working with you on these revisions to benefit the citizens of
Bluffton andyBeaufort County. We look forward to having the opportunity to
present this “matter to the appropriate council committee, followed by a
presentation to full Gouncil.

He aso stated times have changed. The County is going through a Code revision. The
Town is going through a Code revision. This particular area is a mgor growth center for the
Town. The Town is trying to determine where we do and do not want growth. This is an area
where the Town wants commercia growth. We have to figure out how we are going to service
that growth with roads, etc. Secondly, he stated the alignment is straighter and safer. Apparently
there is some disagreement about access. He does not see why that cannot be worked out. If this
were approved, then if a project came forward, the Town would require them to have access with
the appropriate transportation the facility put there. The Town wants to work to get this done.
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The Town knows the County has no money to do it. The Town has no money to do it. Thisisa
future thing that we need to plan for. This County has done so much in terms of transportation. It
was not done from money from County residents, but because we have the pleasure of being
both County and Town residents. We all have a stake in finding out where the future of this road
should be placed.

Mr. Doug Robertson, adjacent property owner, spoke before the Committee. The PUD
was approved in 1998. He stated they were asked to leave access to the Bluffton Parkway. At
that time it was called, the east-west corridor. To be able to annex into the Town, International
Paper had to agree to give land for the east-west parkway. At was supposed to be an alternate
routeto US 278. It was all part of the overal Buckwalter Plan. When Mr. Reed bought it, it al of
a sudden moved around. Later on, when that did not work, it was moved upward and slightly off
of the property line. These 600 homes that helped pay for the road with the impact fees, paid
taxes, paid gas taxes, paid sales taxes, paid impact fees, and paid County taxes, have not been
able to connect. According to County EngineerBab Klink and County, Transportation Engineer
Colin Kinton, they cannot force anyone to go across someone’s land‘and connect. This is 200
acres zoned commercial. This configuration is silly. It was designed by Mr.'Reed and his group.
That was to improve his commercia in the public center. Basicaly, if this@aignment does not
come down where it was originalyfplanned and whereiit was during public review, then there
will not be a connection. The land will be valuel ess. Thishas been going on fiveto six years.

Mr. Rodman asked him what wauld be thelideal connection. Mr. Robertson stated there
are three ideal connectionsrand he demonstrated them en the map. Since 1955, when we first
owned this property, there has aways been a dedi cated easement. It does not even connect to the
Bluffton Parkway. There is currently. a complaint in to open that easement back up.

Mr. Stewart asked'if the exit hejis showing onto Buckwalter is the only entrance and exit.
Mr. Roberison agreed.

Mr. Stewart stated itis inapproepriate to have all those homes funneled out of one entrance
/ exit. He'thinks that is bad. There should at least be more access points to al of those homes.
Whatever the County does, there has to be more access points as part of an overal plan.

Mr. Reed agreed that there needs to be more access points. When he worked with Mayor
Johnston, there was an agreement to give three accesses. He stated they do not mind them having
access points. The agreement with Mayor Johnson was to honor where the road went. He stated
they have worked on it ever since they found out and agreed to the three right-of-ways. There is
an agreement between Mayor Johnson and the County about right-of-ways. All he is asking is
that the current agreement be honored. He stated they will not give up and cannot afford to give

up.

Mr. Caporae stated Mr. Barrett is here representing Mayor Sulka. Mr. Barrett said
clearly that he believes an amicable agreement could be reached between Mr. Reed and Mr.
Robertson. He suggests Mr. Barrett to try to expedite that and then bring it back before the
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Committee. It sounds as if Mr. Reed is willing to negotiate something. Mr. Robertson aso
appears to be in anegotiable mood.

Mr. Stewart stated it seems to him that when we were going through the original
development process there was some concern with respect to using the right-of-way under the
utility lines. The utilities had baulked at that. Are the utilities in agreement? Mr. Wiggin replied
that Mr. Reed owns the property. It is an easement.

Mr. Kubic stated they had reservations of what can go underneath the power lines. We
adhered to them and we look at what could be done with priyvate parties and a public road with
utilities.

Mr. Stewart believes we need to hear from theutilities.

Mr. Kubic stated he would like Attorney Howell to discuss with Attorney Hammet the
agreements referred to in today’s session as t0 what his opinion may ‘be)At the same time, we
will instruct our consultant to meet with Thomas & Hutton to vet the engineering specifications

as to compliance with legal requirements of SCDOT and allow those commenits to come before
this Committee as well.

Status: Thisitem will be brought forth'at the next Public Facilities meeting.
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	The county administrator who shall be chair;
	(b)  The director of public services division director of engineering and infrastructure who shall be director and vice-chair;
	The deputy county administrator of community services division director of community services who shall be deputy director, and who shall act as vice-chair in the absence of the vice-chair;
	Sec. 22-105. - Recovery plan.
	(1) Recovery plan content. The recovery plan addresses policies, implementation actions and designated responsibilities for such subjects as impact assessment (disaster assessment), continuation of government, public information/community relations, h...
	(8) Recovery plan validation. The recovery plan shall be validated annually and/or following a disaster event. In order to facilitate an organized and comprehensive review of the plan, review checklists have been created for each of the recovery funct...
	Sec. 22-106. - General provisions.
	Powers and procedures. Following the disaster declaration and/or determination that a local emergency exists, and while such declaration or determination is in force, the director of the recovery task force (the Beaufort County Director of the public ...
	(2) (g) Make recommendations regarding moratoriums on buildings, land use regulations and permits, subject to Beaufort County Council ratification, as provided under subsection 22-109(3) (22).
	Sec. 22-109. - Disaster and recovery emergency permitting and zoning policy and procedures.
	(6) (a) Green card—No restrictions. A green card denotes minor damage to property. Card information will include permission to make these minor repairs without having to obtain a zoning or building permit. Structures with minor damage can be made hab...
	(6)(b) Yellow card—Limited entry. A yellow card denotes major damage to the property. Card information will include instructions on how to apply for a zoning and building permit. Owner will not be allowed to occupy the structure, occupancy will be all...
	(6)(c) Red card—Unsafe. A red card denotes that the property has been destroyed. Card information will include that the structure is unsafe and may not be occupied. Buildings posted with this placard shall not be entered under any circumstances except...
	(13) Issuing emergency zoning and building permits. When an emergency is officially declared, the following procedures will be implemented when issuing permits:
	Damage 0—11 percent damage (n No restriction on use or occupancy). No plans are required, no permit is required, and no inspection activity other than damage assessment is required.
	Damage 11—49 percent (u Use and occupancy restriction). A plan may be required for repairs or a detailed list of work to be done may be required. Development plan review is not required if there is no change in footprint of the building. Emergency bui...
	Damage 50—74 percent (u Use and occupancy restriction). Flood regulation standards shall be implemented. This standard is based upon Beaufort County Flood Map standards adopted by the County to qualify for FEMA disaster planning and reconstruction fun...
	Damage >75 percent (u Unsafe). If structure is not demolished, plans are required. A structural engineer report is required. Zoning and development permits are required. A building permit is required.
	(16)(c) Field inspectors will judge extent of damage both residential/commercial structures. based upon this scale of values: Minor ≤ 11 percent; Major > 11 percent, but < 74 percent; Destroyed &ge; 75 percent
	(24) (b) 1.  Will not be detrimental not have a long-term detrimental impact to on the immediate neighborhood;
	PROPOSED TEMPORARY HOUSING REVISIONS (THROUGH (d)
	Temporary use permits may be issued for a period of one year following the declaration of local emergency and may be extended for an additional year, on an annual basis to for to a maximum of five two years from the declaration of emergency, provided ...
	(c ) Single Family Residence Repair or Replacement. A temporary use permit shall also be granted subject to the provisions of Sec. 22-111(4) to allow the property owner of a single family residence that has been deemed as having “no restrictions on us...
	(d) No Grandfathered or Nonconforming Status Acquired. No use initiated pursuant to the provisions of this section may claim grandfathered or nonconforming use status. Ant use initiated under this section must terminate after five years, if not before.
	Sec. 22-111. - Temporary housing.
	(2) Pre-disaster site planning. Each year, as part of the recovery plan update process, the deputy county administrator for community services the division director of community services will be responsible for overseeing a planning process to determi...
	(4) PROPOSED TEMPORARY HOUSING REVISION (4)
	Other. The county is also considering adopting an ordinance that will allow homeowners issue temporary use permits to residents to place which will allow for the placement of one (1) temporary housing unit on their property owned by them (that may be ...
	Sec. 22-115. - Recovery and reconstruction strategy.
	At the earliest practicable time following the declaration of local emergency in a major disaster, the director and the recovery task force shall prepare a strategic program for recovery and reconstruction based on the pre-disaster plan and its polici...
	(1) Functions. To be known as the recovery strategy, the proposed strategic program shall identify and prioritize major actions contemplated or under way regarding such essential functions as business resumption, economic reinvestment, industrial reco...
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	UBinding Agreement.U This Agreement serves as a written instrument setting forth the entire agreement between the parties with respect to the subject matter hereof and shall be binding on the Counties, their successors and assigns.
	UAuthorization.U  (A) Article VIII, Section 13(D) of the Constitution of South Carolina provides that counties may jointly develop a multi-county industrial or business park with other counties within the geographical boundaries of one or more of the ...
	Article VIII, Section 13(B) of the South Carolina Constitution provides that nothing in the State Constitution may be construed to prohibit any of the counties in South Carolina from agreeing to share the lawful cost, responsibility, and administratio...
	ULocation of the ParkU.
	UFee in Lieu of Taxes.U  Property located in the Park shall be exempt from ad valorem taxation. The owners or lessees of any property situated in the Park shall pay in accordance with this Agreement an amount equivalent to the ad valorem property taxe...
	7. URevenue Allocation Within Each of the Counties.U   (A) Except as any Member County may otherwise provide from time to time by ordinance, and notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, Park Revenues generated from the Non-Incentive Property s...
	(C) Any distribution of Park Revenues must be in accordance with applicable law, including as of the date of original execution and delivery of this Agreement Section 4-1-170 of the Code, Article VIII, Section 13(D) of the Constitution of South Carol...
	8. UFee in Lieu of Ad Valorem Taxes Pursuant to Code of Laws of South Carolina.U  It is hereby agreed that each Member County is entitled to have heretofore entered or to hereafter enter into any one or more negotiated fee-in-lieu-of-tax agreements, i...
	9. UAssessed County Valuation.U For the purpose of calculating bonded indebtedness limitation and for the purpose of computing the index of taxpaying ability of school districts of Section 59-20-20(3) of the Code, allocation of the assessed value of p...
	10. UGoverning Laws and Regulations.U In order to avoid any conflict of laws or ordinances between the Member Counties, the ordinances of each Member County will be the reference for such regulations or laws in connection with Park premises located wi...
	11. USouth Carolina Law ControllingU.  This Agreement has been entered into in the State of South Carolina and shall be governed by, and construed in accordance with, South Carolina law.
	12. USeverability.U  In the event and to the extent (and only to the extent) that any provision or any part of a provision of this Agreement shall be held invalid or unenforceable by any court of competent jurisdiction, such holding shall not invalida...
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