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district five

OF LEXINGTON & RICHLAND COUNTIES

Minutes/February 13, 2012

The Board of Trustees of School District Five of Lexington and Richland Counties met at Lake
Murray Elementary School with the following members present:

Mr. Robert Gantt, Chairman

Mrs. Beth Hutchison-Watson, Vice Chairman

Mrs. Ellen Baumgardner, Secretary

Mrs. Jan Hammond

Mrs. Kim Murphy

Mr. Jim Turner '
Mr. Ed White

Dr. Stephen Hefner, District Superintendent

The following staff were in attendance:

Ms. Helen Anderson, Chief Instructional Services Officer

Dr. Angela Bain, Chief Human Resource Services Officer

Dr. Karl Fulmer, Chief Financial Services Officer

Mr. Michael Harris, Director of Student Services

Mr. Keith McAlister, Director of New Design and Construction
Mr. Buddy Price, Director of Office of Community Services

Chairman Robert Gantt called the meeting to order and gave welcoming remarks.

The Invocation was given by Reverend Ken Kelly, REFUGE Church. The Pledge of Allegiance
was led by Gresham Gunter, student council president at Lake Murray Elementary School.

The School Board Spotlight was led by Robert Gantt and Beth Watson. )
A welcome and brief overview of Lake Murray Elementary School was given by Claire Thompson,
principal, and Carmen Stone, school improvement council chair.

During the superintendent’s report, Dr. Hefner gave an update to his Vision 2015, an update on
the state and federal accountability systems, presented information on the STEAM Conference
and the District's food policy; Dr. Fulmer gave an update on the cost of the legal appeals at
Chapin High School (Exhibit B); Keith McAlister presented Dutch Fork High School's Phase 2
Plan (Exhibit C) and information on geothermal wells at the new high school and CATE Center
(Exhibit D).

During the public participation time, Craig Young spoke regarding the policy on candy and issues
with the School Board and Leadership.

Buddy Price presented the proposed board meeting schedule for 2012-2013 (Exhibit J).

A = Absent
AB = Abstain

www.lex5.k12.sc.us

N = No
X =Yes

1020 Dutch Fork Road * Irmo, South Carolina 29063 * (803) 476-8000 R = Recuse



Michael Harris presented proposed revisions to board policy JICDA-R "Code of Conduct” (Exhibit

K).

A = Absent
AB = Abstain
N = No

X = Yes

R = Recuse
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1. M. Gantt S. Hammond

Enter executive session to consider the following: a)
selected employment items (Exhibit A)

2. M. Watson S. Hammond X X X X X X X
Approve the agenda
3. M. Hammond S. Baumgardner XX || X || X | X

Approve the selected employment items (ExhibitA)

4. M. Watson S. Hammond X X X No X X X

Approve the administration’s recommendation to proceed
with the Phase 1 renovations to Dutch Fork High School in
the budget amount of $3,350,000 and the renovations to
Irmo High School in the budget amount of $1,450,000
(Exhibit E)

5 M. Watson S. Hammond X X X X X X X

Accept the administration's recommendation to proceed with
the kitchen renovations for Leaphart Elementary School,
Seven Oaks Elementary School, CrossRoads Middle
School, Irmo Middle School and Irmo High School (Exhibit
F)

6. M. Watson S. Baumgardner X X X No X X X

Approve the administration's request to proceed with the
replacement of the roof at Chapin Elementary School
(Exhibit G)

7. M. Watson S. Hammond X X X X X X X

First reading approval of proposed revisions to board policy
JFAA/JFAB-R "Admission of Resident/Non-Resident
Students” (Exhibit H)

A = Absent
AB = Abstain
N = No

X =Yes

R = Recuse
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8. M. Watson S. Baumgardner X X X X X X X
Table the first reading of proposed revisions and addition to | ¢
____policies to the next meeting (Exhibit [)
9. M. Baumgardner S. Watson X X X X X X X
Approve the minutes of the January 23, 2012 board meeting
10. M. Baumgardner S. Hammond X X X X X X X
Adjourn at 9:40 p.m.
L]
L)
A = Absent
AB = Abstain
N = No
X=Yes

R = Recuse




For the Record by Ellen Baumgardner, February 13, 2012

| submit the following documentation from the Office of School Facilities. The
first one is dated June 9, 2010. It is signed by H. D. Coogler stating the final
drawings and specifications are adequate. The same conclusions were also
stated on the April 28, 2011. The same conclusions were addressed in the
January 6, 2011 letter as well.

These documents created by professionals show the project at Chapin High has
been available for construction since those dates. Build America Bonds were
available at that time.

Attachment_!__ Is Included with
the minutes of the 2—(3 ~/

meeting, at the request of Board
Ao gw/m

pursuant io 8.C. Code Ann. §30—4-90(a) (4)
and Board Policy BEDG, The Board majority
did not approve, disapprove, or otherwise
act upon the contents of this attachment.

Item “For The Record” requested by Ellen Baumgardner for attachment to the Minutes
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Together, we can.

Attachment __9? ___Is Included with
the minutes of the _ 27372 —
June 9, 2010

, meeting, at the request of Board mgmber
Mr. Luk 2 McCary, AIA, NCARB LEED AP BD+C /N M‘WZ”\—'

Steven . & Wilkinson pursuant to 8.G, Code Ann. §30-4-90(a)(4)
Past Of ice Drawer 7 and Board Policy BEDG. The Board majority
Columt |a, Seuth Carolina 20202 - —— did not approve, disapprove, or otherwise

v s act upon the contents of this attachment.

(li’e: “hapin High School \\ ;

\dditions and Renovations
_exington/Richland Counties School District Five

23 g 2 __cq.__,\.__‘_.*__"._\(, ?’/

it
i

This will confirm our review and approval of the Final Drawings and Specifications and our
permis :ion to proceed. This authority to proceed is contingant upon approval of all required
constri ction permits as required by Section 602 and Section 603 of our South Carolina School
Facilitic s Planning and Construction Guide (Guide). Please send confirmation when all required
permit have been approved and raceived.

The final drawings and specifications on the above referenced project are considered

functio 12lly adequate in accordance with the rules and regulations of the Office of School Facilities
(OSF).

You are hereby notified that the primary responsibility for compliance with applicable state
and lo a statutes, regulations, building codes, fire and health regulations and local ordinances
rasts v ith the architects and engineers as agents of the owner,

This approval does not constitute any grant or waiver for any Law or Code restriction.

Please keep in mind that the Guide requires that certain transmittals be forwarded to the
Office f School Facllities during bidding and completion of the project. In addition, the OSF
Inspe: tion Program Manual requires that the owner and his agent inform this office of
the in ;pectors to be employed for this project within two (2) weeks of contract award.
Furthe¢ rmore, this office is to be informed of the date of the Pre-construction Inspectors

Coord nation Meeting.
SincerelD
H. D. Coogler Jr.,OP.)E.?)ﬂj/

Office of School Facilities
HDC/p h

¢cc:  D-. Merbert Berg, Superintendent, Lexington School District Five
Mr. Dan Shirley, OSF Program Manager

South Carolina School Boards Insurance Trust

Offics of School Facifities 3710 Landmurk Drive, Suite205 Columbia, South Carolina 29204
803.734,4839; Fax 803.734.4857; 1.-mail: heoogkr@ed sc.gov

«tor The Record” requested by Ellen Baumgardner for attachment to the Minutes.

ltem
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA il May 02 200
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION -

1429 Senate Street
Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Mick Zais
Superintendent

April 28,2011

Mr. Luke McCary. AIA. NCARB LEED AP BD+C 5 ,
Stevens & Wilkinson Attachment _'——ﬁs-'lfgljj’%wnh

the minutes of the

Post Office Drawer 7
i ber
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 mee;l:ﬂg at the reguest of Board mem
in Hi .C. .§30-4-80(a)(4)
Re:  Chapin High School pursuant to 8.C. Code Ann § (4
Add?tions §nd Renovations and Board Policy BEDG. The Board ma;orrty
ing i ; St B did not approve, disapprove, or otherwise
Lexington/Richland Counties School District Five act Upon the contents i SR

Dear Mr. McCary:

This letter is being sent to update our permission to proceed letter of June 9, 2010. Items identified in your
letter of January 6, 2011, have been addressed satisfactory with your memo of March 24, 2011, and revised on April
11, 2011, to include additional information. This authority to proceed is contingent upon approval of all required
construction permits as required by Section 602 and Section 603 of our South Carolina School Facilities Planning and
Construction Guide (Guide). Please send confirmation when all required permits have been approved and received.

‘The final drawings and specifications on the above referenced project are considered functionally adequate in
accordance with the rules and regulations of the Office of School Facilities.

You are hereby notified that the primary responsibility for compliance with applicable state and local statutes.
regulations, building codes, fire and health regulations and local ordinances rests with the architects and engineers as

agents of the owner.
This approval does not constitute any grant or waiver for any Law or Code restriction.

Please keep in mind that the Guide requires that certain transmittals be forwarded to the Office of School
Facilities during bidding and completion of the project. In addition, the OSF Inspection Program Manual requires
that the owner and his agent inform this office of the inspectors to be employed for this project within two (2)
weeks of contract award. Furthermore, this office is to be informed of the date of the Pre-construction

Inspectors Coordination Meeting.
Sincerely,
H 1 v / ' ¥
ol \'! § P b
Jiov/ Il e ‘}

H. D. Coogler]r., ]é] J
Office of School Facilities

HDC/pyh
cc: if[f:Stephen Hefher, Interim Superintendent, Lexington/Richland Counties School District Five

Mr. Dan Shirley, OSF Program Manager

Olffice of School Facilities © 1429 Senate Street. Room 1114 Columbia. South Carolina 29201
,Telgphone: 803.734.4839: Fax: %03.734.4837; E-mail: heoogleridied.sc.gov

.........................



. EXHIBIT B

d) Aﬁaﬁhmant_i{__ls Included with
the minutes of the .Jig

d|st|"|ct f|ve meeting, at the requ %B;;\Sﬂmember
OF LEXINGTON & RICHLAND COIUNTIES ﬂ_j

February 7, 2012 pursuant to S.C. Code Ann, § 30-4-20(a)(4)
and Board Policy BEDG, The Board majority
TO: Stephen Hefner, Ed.D. did not approve, disapprove, or otherwise
Superintendent act upon the contents of this attachment.
FROM: Karl E. Fulmer, Ed.D.

Chief Financial Services Officer

RE: Updated Estimated Cost of Kim Murphy’s Lawsuit Delaying
Renovations at Chapin High School

Combining all the costs referenced below, the lawsuit by Ms. Kim Murphy has cost the school district in
excess of $12.3 million.

As a result of the protest and subsequent lawsuit the costs associated with the delay of the Chapin High
School renovation project continue to increase. A summary of those costs are as follows:

e The school district’'s management company estimated construction costs for the
renovations and additions to Chapin High School to be approximately $38,000,000 with
a 15% market adjustment to $32,300,000 based on current market conditions and
economy. Due to litigation and contested permits, the project was delayed. Bids were
received on November 3, 2011. The low bid for the project was $43,400,000. This bid is
consistent with the current market based on recently received bids in neighboring
school districts.

We now know that the litigation and contested permits delaying construction have
increased construction costs by approximately $11,100,000.

e To date our retained professional staff estimates they have incurred extra costs due to
expenses related to attending meetings and drafting alternative designs at the request
of the Corp of Engineers during Ms. Murphy’s administrative protest. That estimated
amount is $103,479.

e Attorney fees related to the protests and lawsuit continue to accumulate and currently
total $561,710. In addition, the District has been billed $320 433 to date relating to the
permit protests.

e Architectural fees currently total $131,267.

» To date, total staff time devoted to the wetlands litigation is approximately 1319.5
hours or $72,867.

e To date, fees for Tidewater Environmental Services total $37,809.

ltem “For The Record” requested by Beth Watson for attachment to the Minutes.

www.lex5.k12.sc.us
1020 Dutch Fork Road ¢ Irmo, South Carolina 29063 « (803) 476-8000



Dr. Stephen Hefner
February 7, 2012
Page 2

In addition, the project will require the issuance of approximately $45,000,000 of 20-year General
Obligation Bonds. Ms. Murphy’s lawsuit has delayed the issuance of these bonds, which places the
district at risk for increases in interest rates. Prior to its sunset, the Build America Bonds Program (BAB)
program had provided unprecedented subsidies to the district to offset bond interest expense.

The BAB program was not renewed for 2011. The district should expect bond cost to increase. Ross,
Sinclaire & Associates, LLC estimates the impact at this time to be approximately $6,346,100 over the life
of the planned borrowing.

With tHese additional costs, and the expectation of further costs, it is almost certain that one or more of
the projects remaining to be funded will be affected.

Attachrment _,_,5,___,.,. le Included with
the minutes of the ___ 2.3~ (2

meeting, at the rfg;i? of Board member
__&ZQ SO\

pursuant to 8.C. Code Ann. §30-4-80(a)(4)
and Board Policy BEDG. The Board majority
did not approve, disapprove, or otherwise
act upon the contents of this attachment.

hment to the Minutes.
ltem “For The Record” requested by Beth Watson for attac



hment Is Included with
Attachme ._L i

the minutes of the P )

meeting, at the requeswd member
sA WAL

pursuant to 8.C. Code Ann. §30—4-90(a)_(4)_
and Board Policy BEDG. The Board majority
did not approve, disapprove, or otherwise
act upon the contents of this attachment.

Judge Dismisses Latest Chapin High Appeal

In a ruling on February 9, Chief Administrative Law Judge Ralph King
Anderson, III issued an Order in favor of Lexington-Richland Five and
the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control
affirming the Department’s issuance of the storm water permit that was
challenged by School Board Member Kim Murphy and two other
petitioners. The permit is needed to complete the long-delayed
expansion and renovation project at Chapin High School.

Judge Anderson concluded that Lexington-Richland Five has fully
complied with the requirements of law and that Murphy and the other
Petitioners did not show they suffered any direct, personal injury caused
by DHEC's issuance of the permit.

He went on to say, “while she is the only Petitioner who lives in the same
watershed in which the unnamed tributary is located, she lives on
Wateree Creek upstream from where the tributary flows into the creek.
Her testimony regarding injury from pollutants downstream from her
property was not reliable or competent.”

This is the seventh court ruling against Murphy in regards to
the Chapin High School project. Two Administrative Law Court Judges
and the Supreme Court of South Carolina have denied Murphy’s motions
seeking to stop the construction of the project until all court proceedings
have been completed. The Supreme Court of South Carolina heard
argument regarding Murphy’s original appeal on January 11, 2012 and
that decision is pending.

Item “For The Record” requested by Ed White for attachment to the Min utes.



Attachment __j__ is il}),cluc?fi with
the minutes of the A3~/ —
meeting, at the request of Board mem

: UMMM 80(a)(4)
da Ann. §3084-80(8,
pursuant to 8.C, CO, A 5
SRR and Board Policy BEDG, The Board majority

i therwise
2 did not approve, disapprove, or o
e aict uponpt,he contents of this attachment.

On the Record statement/document for Agenda ltem #9 (b)(1) — Update on cost of legal
appeals at Chapin High School (Exhibit B). In regard to the June 9, 2010 letter from

Department of Education, Office of School Facilities and statement that Ms. Baumgartner
placed “on the record:”

“You (District 5) were granted permission to move forward but plans and specifications were not
ready in June of that year and in fact I will put the document on the record that in J anuary 14,
2011 -- after the Build America Bonds expired (January 1, 201 1) -- the Department of Education
said your plans and specifications do not meet the criteria to place out for bid.”

See attached Department of Education, Office of School Facilities, letter denying approval to

advertise for bid dated January 14, 2011 and their letter dated September 15, 2011 authorizing
approval to bid.

Item “For The Record” requested by Kim Murphy for attachment to the Minutes.

(D4 25:27)



(4/14/2011) Hpward Cooger Jr. - Chapin High School | —— Pagel)

| X The low- wrkvest Boild Amenica Pord
pyegranws expired on Jdanvary 1, Zoll.
This letter froim C6F 3how s that

From: Howard Coogler Ir. Detrict S did not meet OSF5 evitevia
TELE ey, 4o aduerhse +He project fov Did on
e nasoi to2sam | Sanvary (4 200\ and+hey “thevebic
Suagect' Chapin High School nissed Hhe opporunity Ho @ualidy

_ Lv Hhis proaviwi- OSEF voval was
ank you for your letter of January 6th, in which you gmv‘ us with an update on

the status of the Chapin High renovation project. In reviewing the letter, we remain

concerned not only about the still unissued permits, but with twa design issues as well.

1 t])ave address each of our concerns below. ot avantéd owtil Seet. 15, zol

6y plans and wpces weve comp lete-

First, with regard to the roof deck, you indicate that are "trying to ve the issue#rh L

with minimal impacts to design™. However, at this point neither you nor this Office Ao oV
ows what the impacts on design will be. We do not believe it is appropriate for this ‘gﬁ

Office to approve any project to be advertised when there is an unknown and lettevis
tially significant design consideration still unresolved. ‘As a result, we wish to see e nadl,
design solution to this issue before giving permission to advertise. at erd.,

, we were and remain concerned about the condition of the 40 year old duct
board in the building. Furthermore, given the extent of the required above ceiling work
on this project, there will no doubt be significant disruption of the duct board. In
dition, there is the fact that you do not yet know the amount or location of the

Third, regarding the status of project permits, the process has advanced since
T mber 16th. However, we wish to know the results of the DHEC meeting before
ng.

In conclusion, once OSF has received, reviewed and approved revised plans addressing
e roofdt_ac_k issue; the specifics for an "add alternate" for duct board? and, a report
ith a positive outoome from the DHEC meeting of the 13th—we will reconsider
ranting approval to advertise. However, I would be remiss if I did not point out that

Yy approval to advertise at this time would carry with it the provision that bids could
not be opened until all permits are approved and the court case on the stream

itigation/disturbance issue resolved.
Attachment ,__8__ is Included with
the minutes of the A 32—

meeting, at the request of Board member
Hl : L L
d)fﬁce ofDSchouI :fr’ 'f'r: PE pursuant to 8.C. Code Ann. §30-4-80(a)(4)
$ Departmen - i and Board Policy BEDG. The Board ma_;orlty
© et Biluetion did not approve, disapprove, or otherwise

act upon the contents of this attachment.

Item “For The Record” requested by Kim Murphy for attachment to the Minutes.
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& Attachment_.q_._,.. yincluded with
:9 the minutes of the =" 27372
meeting, at the request of Board member

ki (rwiphe

STEVENS & WILKINSON pursuant to S.C. Code Ann, § 30~4-80(3)(4)
ARC.H’ECTURE ENGINEERING INTERIORS and Board PO“CY BEDG.The Board majority
i did-rotaEpprove; disepprove, oF otnerwise

1501 IMain 5t. Columbia, SC 29201 act upon the contents of this attachment.

Post|DHice Drawer 7 Columnbia, 5C 29202
T 8(3.765.0320 F B03.254.6209
wwwistevens-wilkinson.com

a
JaTPary 6, 2011
i

Office of School Facilities
Attention: Howard Coogler

9 Senate Street, Room [ 114
Columbia, SC 29201

RE{ Chapin High School
IN: 07178.00

Dedr Mr. Coogler:

B J‘_ow is a record and response to a conversation we had on December 16", 2010, in reference to
a Jeltter and supporting materials sent to you on December 15, 2010 requesting permission to
advertise the Chapin project for bid. The original numbering dnd text is below followed by any
updates and notes from the discussion we had. I have included an update on the permitting

pTJ ess and any nnresolved issues.
I

incorporated into the construction documents as per the information transmitted on June
2, 2010 and June 29, 2010,

1

jl - All items brought to our attention as part of the OSF ﬁview comments have been

i a. No comments from OSF. A spreadsheet was sent to OSF prior to the initial

| approval for bid advertisement

2. The athletic practice fields have been modified through the process with the Corps and
DHEC. One field has been eliminated from the project leaving only 2 practice fields. 1
have included an updated site plan for your information.

a. No comments. Updated information has been submitted.

3. The scope of work in the tennis and track areas has increased from resurfacing to a
complete rebuild. New storm drainage, power and lighting has been designed in these

| areas.

a. No comments or concerns from OSF. No additional information required.

4. The scope of work in the fine arts building has been increased to include new light ing in

. this area. This is a result of sprinklering the facility.
a. No comments or concerns. No additiona! information required.

5. Inthe Administration add/ alternate (Sheet A1041a), room 1010b has been changed from

| “storage” to “data”. This is at the District’s request to improve the data system if the full
renovation of the administration area is taken.

| a. No comments or concerns. A revised shect A104[a has been included for your
| [ information. '

< ul{Lr WUESINMN s 3LUTIONS
!
1

_i Item “For The Record” requested by Kim Murphy for attachment to the Minutes.



Attachment L Is Included with

the minutes of the
meeting, at the request of Board member

N
e pursuant to-8C. Code Ann. §30—4-90{a)‘(4)_
(3 and Board P@licy BEDG. The Board majority
; did not approve, disapprove, or otherwise
act upon the contents of this attachment.

f&. In the main campus, the scope of work has increased to include new data, speakers and
clocks in all spaces instead of only heavily renovated spaces as included before. The

i drawings have been modified to include some measures taken in every space to secure
. any “free air” cabling that might be encountered during the renovations.

"| a. No comments Or concerns

|

i7. Per information provided by the acoustical consultants, door seals and mechanical noise
reducing measure have been added to the arena style gym. This report was just received
materials to the roof system, This is currently being taken into consideration, but no
decisions have been made to the implementation.
location and affect on the construction. Currently, we are looking into quieter
units and/ or adding 2 layers of gypsum board to the exterior side of the roof deck.
$736. The addition of gypsum board in this location will not affect the rating of
the roof deck. Our structural engineers are evaluating the impacts of the additional
result oFarmiistake by the acousticat@agineer and we are trying resolve the issuc ?
; Wi esign “Hiere should only be minor changes to the ra
| stroe ! awings if any at all and we will transmit to OSE any M
8. Per the District’s request, we are putting in an
board in the main building. This was a recent red
a. OSF expressed concern about this addition. Your concem was that we were not \
previously doing any work in these areas. T explained.that in fact we were Cceilvs \ ?
building currently. This new addition is a result of fhe District wanting to get a l’b
price on updating the system while construction costs are still down. Already in
and replacement, the only addition will be a description of add/ alternate scope.
i Currently we are trying to get field verification of the amount and location of duc
complied we will transmit to OSF.
P. We received comments from DHEC at the end of November. 1 have attached their |
dr.ains and a hose reel and providing clarifications, The District has also requested some
minor revisions to the equipment types and locations. I have included a revised kitchen
a. Nceessary information was included. No concerns or additional information was
requested. | am in the process of compiling the information to transmit to DHEC
take place until approximately 2 years into the project so this should not affect the
schedule.
| incorporate comments from the District on the sequence of construction. These drawings
| arcbased on a March 2011 construction start date,

the beginning of December. The consultant has also asked to look into adding rigid
a, OSF expressed concern over what additional materials would be added, their
The roof above the upper concourse area is rated | hour using UL Assembly
weight and will addres ctural concerns accordingly. This change is a
: modifications to the plans St |
nclude x:cglacing all d_uct
est and ba<"not been incorporated into
| the construction documents yet.
sprinklering the entire campus and replacin ,m@z uct board in the main e
‘ the plans and specifications are instructions on how to handie duct board repair
; board as no complete drawings exist. Once the information has been received
We are currently addressing their comments which mainly includes relocating floor
! plan for your information.
|
]
f} hy January [8™ Per the phasing of the project, the kitchen construction will not
0. The construction life safety plans have been updated to reflect the new schedule and
l a. No conicerns. Additional information was included in the packet.
i

|+ Item “For The Record” requested by Kim Murphy for attachment to the Minutes.
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on our conversation this moming,
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ledge, we should be receivin

its shall be submitted with fi

modified to maintain the existing toilet facility.

Attachment_Ll_— Is lnc1ude/d 2\fv_'rth

the minutes of the ——.e2 713~

mesting, at the request of Board member

K (MNP

pursuant ‘t@._c. Code Ann. §30-4-90(2)(4)

and Board Policy BEDG, The Board mg;oriw

did not approve, disapprove, or otherwise
on the contents of this attachment.

act u
11. In the media center the plans for the base and add sa‘:ftl ate renovations have been

a. Since this 1s a reduction in scope, will increase the amount of plumb_ing ﬁ)&tures,
and will result in no work being done in the restroom I did not previously include
arevised plan. However, a floor plan will be included with this letter for your — M/

records.

I 2. Permit status is listed below:

a. Stream Mitigation/Disturbance Approval: SCDHEC issued the 401 certi'ﬁcat'fon
and the Corps of Engineers has issued their permit based on the 401 cemﬁca.t on.
Currently, the 401 certification is being appealed and going through the hearing

process in Administrative Law Court. (Copy of Corps permit included)

a@

L. Court hearing is currently in progress. .
b. Lexington County Land Disturbance Permit: Verbal Approval given, letlter in
transmit. Lexington Richland Five attorneys are trying to set up a meeting with

SCDHEC Stormwater Section to discuss the issue of the NPDES Genera! Permit
coverage in lieu of the appeal of the 401 certification.
i Lexington County letter received and included

@

il

1. The District’s attomeys and S& W are meeting with DHEC on the 13® of

January to discuss the permit,

c. SCDHEC Water Construction Permit: Currently under review by City of

Columbia. (Preliminary comments received)
1. Review of resubmitted materials based on review comments should be

completed this week.

O,

d. SCDHEC Sanitary Sewer Construction Permit: Currently under review by
SCDHEC. (Preliminary comments received)
1. Review is complete. Approval is included
e. SCDOT Road Widening Encroachment Permit: Need NPDES General Permit

coverage letter from SCDHEC in order to make submittal. SCDOT has already

issued a preliminary approval letter.

i. Permit is contingent on DHEC stormwater permit. Plans have been

reviewed and awaiting letter.

f. Town of Chapin Zoning: Plans were issued through the Town in order to be

reviewed by Lexington County,

.. Latest site plans and landscaping plans have been delivered to Town of
Chapin and are currently in the review process. Previous site variations
have already been through their o ffice therefore this should be a fairly

short process. '

I will transmit the remaining permits once the majority
ave been received as to not send multiple separate documents. To the best of my

v

¢ these in the next few weeks. Per the OSF section below,
nal construction review documents.

SECTION 602 REQUIRED CONSTRUCTION PERMITS AND APPROVALS
602.1 The design professionals shall be responsible for oblaining all design-related permits and

apprpvals. Copies of permits and approvals shall be submitted to OSF along with final review
dpcuments.

l
|
[

|
l
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However later in the OSF guidelines section shown below, any permits that were not transmitted

at the time of construction document review may be submitted during the bidding process.

|

|

|

|

i

SI#JZ']‘ION 803 REQUIRED TRANSMITTALS ' |
803.1 The following administrative records of the Bidding Phase shall be sent to the OSF: i
80312 During the bid period the following shall be sent to the OSF: J
808.2.1.1 Addenda (with a code impact statement from the design professionals) i
805.2.1.2 Revised drawings (with a code impact statement from the design professiopals) |
808,2.1.3 Any approvals from other state agencies not previously submitted Il
|

i Chapin High School project has suffered significant delays because of the complications

T
froin the DHEC 401 water quality permit, for which permit has been issued but is currently being;

ealed. The District would like to advertise the project once e i ues'
have been resolved in relation to the permits and that any outstanding approvals could be
recbived before the construction start date. OSF guidelines allow approvals to be transmitted |
during the bidding process, however currently your office has deemed that the project is not |
readly for bid. Please advise what remaining permits and approvals OSF will require before
isguing approval to proceed.

P{E?se contact me if you have any questions or require any additional information. Thank you.

Attachment_Li__ is included with

the minutes of the 273 7R
meetinme request of Board member

Sin(sferely.

ARB, LEED AP BD+C

. pursuant to §.C. Code Anny/§ 30-4-90(a) (4)
cot Akil Ross, Principal Chapin High School / File and Board Policy BEDG. The Board ma}g ity

did not approve, disapprove, or otherwi
act upon the contents of this attachment

|
|
|

-
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Mick Zais 1429 Senate Street
Superintendent Columbia, South Carolina 29201

September 15, 2011 ¥

¥ Appeoval 4o aduevtise Bof bid wis
e

; IA, NC LEED AP BD+ G 5
Mr. Luke McCary, AIA, NCARB LEED AP BD+C B(ckh‘?’ed ‘oy OST yinhi S{?f.‘)"’- !5_)

Stevens & Wilkinson

Post Office Drawer 7 2oll = Amanths afder 8oiid Amevica

Columbia, South Carolina 29202 E)O!"dsl 10(_0‘_ "h 46(&’%‘1‘ F} YO6Vavn

Re: Chapin High School ex il‘(ﬁd: FD!%“?‘T!Z’:" 5 di ha‘f"’
Addition and Renovation ucdhfly Lor his »fograw\ becavse

Lexington/Richland Counties School District Five 2ivr P}ans anad c&s did net
meet OSFEs critevia. prior +o
“he. programs expwation date of
This will confirm our review and approval of the Final Drawings and Specifications and our

permission to proceed. ‘ﬂhuavy \} 26l

The final drawings and specifications on the above referenced project are considered functionally
adequate in accordance with the rules and regulations of the Office of School Facilities (OSF).

Dear Mr. McCary:

You are hereby notified that the primary responsibility for compliance with applicable state and
local statutes, regulations, building codes, fire and health regulations and local ordinances rests with the
architects and engineers as agents of the owner.

This approval does not constitute any grant or waiver for any Law or Code restriction.

Please keep in mind that the Soutk Carolina School Facilities Planning and Construction Guide
requires that certain transmittals be forwarded to the Office of School Facilities during bidding and
completion of the project. In addition, the OSF Inspection Program Manual requires that the owner
and his agent inform this office of the inspectors to be employed for this project within two (2)
weeks of contract award. Furthermore, this office is to be informed of the date of the Pre-
construction Inspectors Coordination Meeting.

Attachment.__12__js ingluded with | ISincercly,
the minutes of the . R 73—/ 2—

meeting, at the request of Board member | _&
ki (MWephy] , \ )

pursuant to S.C. Code Ann.§ 30-4-90(a) (4) | El

and Board Policy BEDG. The Board majority gi‘f&ei%osgcﬁg i I i:acﬁ o

did not approve, disapprove, or otherwise
HDC/pyh act upon the contents of this attachment.

cc:  Dr. Stephen Hefner, Superintendent, Lexington/Richland Counties School District Five
Mr. Dan Shirley, OSF Program Manager '
South Carolina School Boards Insurance Trust

Oflice of School Facilitics 1429 Senate Street, Room 1114 Columbia, South C. arolina 29201
Telephone: 803.734.4839; Fax: 803.734.4857; E-mail: heoogler@ed.sc.gov
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Kim Murphy
February 13, 2012

On the Record statement for Agenda Item #9 (b)(1) — Update on cost of legal appeals at
Chapin High School (Exhibit B) and Mr. Ed White’s “on the record” statement claiming
that I caused additional costs for the Chapin High School project.

I would like to go on the record that that is absolutely false information and misleading
information in Exhibit B and what Mr. White has put on the record. And Mr. White is fully
aware that there is no additional penalty for losing the Build America Bonds because District 5
did not qualify for Build America Bonds. The project was not ready to go.

Plans and specifications were not complete. We have already submitted documentation from
Office of School Facilities that documents that.

In addition, all the alternates were added to the project, which is wonderful... that’s in addition.
In addition to that we have had an increase in scope on the project.

Again, this is false information.
) Attachmem_lﬁ(— ls lng_iudgd with

the minutes of the _
meeting, &t the request of Board member

[ wehy
pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 30-4-90(a) (4)
and Board Policy BEDG. The Board ma_;or:ty
did not approve, disapprove, or otherwise
act upon the contents of this attachment.
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Kim Murphy
February 13, 2012

On the Record statement for Item #14 — Approval of roof replacement at Chapin Elementary
(Exhibit G)

I’1l go on the record now. I’'m not opposed this project but I’'m opposed to approving it right now
without having the information in front of us to show us how it relates to our budget.

P
Attachment _..LS__ Is Include a{#hh

the minutes of the g2~
meeting, at the request of Board member

V)
pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §30-4-90(a)(4)
and Board Policy BEDG. The Board majority
did not approve, disapprove, or otherwise
act upon the contents of this attachment.
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Kim Murphy Item “For The Record” requested by Kim Murphy for attachment to the Minutes.
February 13, 2012

On the Record statement for Agenda Item #12 (Exhibit E) - Approval of Irmo High School
Phase 1 Plan and Dutch Fork High School Phase 1 Plan

I would like to go on the record that I am not opposed to the projects. I voted “No” for 3 reasons:

1. The voters approved (and were sold on) specific projects on the bond referendum based on
many, many public presentations from District 5’s school board members and administration
during the bond referendum campaign. Even automated phone calls were used to get the
public to these meetings. Specific project information was advertised for over a year to the
public by a displaying of renderings, charts and PowerPoint presentations as well as
disseminated through email, newspapers, fliers, at schools and on the District’s website.
Though the specific Ballot question was worded so vaguely, which allowed the District to
alter the projects, voters were led to believe that their money was going to used on specific
projects. Therefore, since the bond referendum plan has been changed so significantly by the
board majority and monies are being re-allocated to projects not included in the
presentations, it is my belief that we have an obligation, as board members, to present to the
public the proposed changes to the bond referendum plan and allow for the public’s input
before moving forward with approving new projects. The board majority of Gantt, White,
Baumgardner and Watson have voted against holding such public input meetings.

2. The school board is being asked tonight to approve almost $5 million of bond referendum
monies for parking and driveway projects -- none of which were advertised in the bond
referendum and a large portion of the proposed projects are related to athletic improvements
verses improvements to the academic facilities -- the main thrust behind the bond referendum
campaign for theses two schools. The proposed projects are not being discussed in any
manner in conjunction with improvements to academics.

3. The board is being asked to approve almost $5 million in capital projects using bond
referendum monies, but we are only being provided with a very basic one-page rendering of
the each project, an aerial photo of each of the two schools and a two-sentence
recommendation from the administration. No “program” has been presented to indicate the
specific task of the architect, there is no documentation as to the impact on the bond
referendum monies that remain unobligated or that were initially designed to address
overcrowding issues such as those at Chapin Middle School but are now proposed to be used
for non-academic facilities, and there is no information related to additional fees that will be
charged to District 5 by the architect for the additional cost to design these new projects and
additional cost by the Construction Management firm to oversee the new projects — even

when asked by a board member.
Attachment _/ﬂ is included with
the minutes of the R ] >7 2,

meeting, at the request of Board member
K (Y WeLhe)

pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §30-4-90(a) (4)

and Board Policy BEDCG. The Board majority

did not approve, disapprove, or otherwise

act upon the contents of this attachmert.

(D5 14:04)



