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A Report of the Special Projects Committee Meeting 

May 18, 2021 

 

 

A meeting of the Special Projects Committee was held on Tuesday, March 18, 2021, at 10:30 A.M. 

at the Authority’s Administrative Office in Conway, South Carolina. In accordance with the 

Freedom of Information Act, notices setting forth the date, time, and place of the meeting were 

mailed to the news media. 

 

Present was Committee Chairman Norfleet Jones and Committee Members Pam Creech and 

Michael Hughes. Other Board Members in attendance were Chairman Bo Ives and Board Members 

Amos Berry, Sam Johnson and Carl Schwartzkopf.   

 

The following were also in attendance: Danny Knight, Executive Director; Jan Bitting, Director; 

Esther Murphy, Director; Mike Bessant, Director (via conference call) and staff members Nannette 

Powell and Cecil Terry.  There were no members of the public or media in attendance. 

 

Committee Chairman Jones called the meeting to order and Mr. Hughes rendered the invocation. 

Ms. Creech led the group in the Pledge of Allegiance.    

 

Committee Chairman Jones asked for any revisions to the Agenda as contained in the Meeting 

Packet. 

 

Ms. Creech moved to approve the Agenda as presented.  There was a second by Mr. Hughes 

and the Motion was carried. 

 

Draft Amendment to HCSWA Purchasing Policy 

Chairman Jones then asked Mr. Knight to proceed with the agenda. Mr. Knight offered a brief 

overview of when the Special Projects Committee was formed.  He indicated the first meeting of 

the Committee was held in February 2021 and stated the Committee was charged with addressing 

the following five issues: 1) Work Force Groups, 2) Employee Recognition, 3) Diversity Update, 

4) Bidding and Contracting Rules and Regulations and 5) Upper Management.  Mr. Knight stated 

everything on the initial list had been completed with the exception of the Bidding and Contracting, 

which would be discussed today.   

 

Mr. Knight advised the group when the initial discussion began he contacted Attorney Stan Barnett 

and requested his assistance in determining the benefits to the SWA if the Purchasing Policy was 

revised. He commented that many counties rely on the State Ethics Commission guidelines, which 

were included in the Committee Packet.  Mr. Knight commented that in summary, Mr. Barnett 

indicated the advantages of barring SWA Board Members and employees from benefitting from 

contracts between the SWA and a business in which they have a financial interest avoids: 1) the 

risks of allegations, supported or not, of bribery; 2) the inherent advantage the official’s business 

will enjoy because of the official’s role in managing and running the SWA; and 3) the perception 
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by the public and competitors that an official is benefitting financially in their private business 

from membership on the Board or employment at the SWA. Mr. Knight advised the Committee 

that Mr. Barnett indicated there were two options the Board could choose from.  The first would 

be an outright prohibition of the SWA contracting with any business in which a Board Member or 

employee has a financial interest.  Mr. Barnett advised this would provide the maximum benefit 

in the three areas described above.  Mr. Knight stated the second option would be to simply require 

the same limitations on Board Members and employees as currently govern the conduct of county 

council members as provided under the statutes.  He indicated the second option would allow the 

Board or Executive Director to determine which contracts could be bid on and which one could 

not.  Mr. Knight stated he believed the first option offered the most clear cut direction. 

 

Mr. Knight commented that it was his recommendation to the Committee to approve and 

recommended to the full Board that the following verbiage be included in the SWA Purchasing 

Policy as a new section to be added before the “Bid Evaluation” section on page 3 of the Policy: 

 

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST. No employee or HCSWA Board member and no 

immediate family of an employee or of an HCSWA Board member may bid on an HCSWA 

contract, or contract in a no bid process, to provide the HCSWA goods or services.  

“Immediate family member” shall include spouses, children, siblings and their spouses, 

parents, grandparents and grandchildren.  Any purchase or contract within the purview of 

this Purchasing Policy in which an HCSWA Board member or employee is financially 

interested, directly or indirectly, or which is in any other manner in conflict with state or 

local ethics laws, as they may be amended from time to time, shall be void upon discovery 

of the conflict of interest as defined above.  The wording of this section shall be included 

in all invitations for bids, requests for proposals and all contracts of any kind for the 

purchase of goods and/or service by the HCSWA.  The Purchasing Agent and/or the 

Executive Director shall have the authority, upon discovery of any of the above-described 

conflicts of interest, to declare the contract void.  All contracts executed by the HCSWA 

shall contain language making it clear that in the case of a declaration that any such 

contract is void, the HCSWA shall not be liable for any penalty or cost of any kind. 

 

Mr. Knight stated if this is approved by the Committee/Board, this same information would then 

be included in bid documents. 

 

Mr. Hughes stated he had read through the information and concurred with Mr. Knight’s 

recommendation that it would be best to utilize the first option.  Mr. Hughes commented that the 

concern with the second option is that it would open the door to subjectivity that would lie on the 

Executive Director or the Board.  He commented that if the SWA did not do an outright prohibition 

public opinion would be strong with people assuming that the Board and/or staff members were 

receiving a preference. Mr. Hughes said he concurred with staff’s recommendation. 

 

Ms. Creech stated she agreed with Mr. Hughes and commented that people already have a mindset 

regarding the good ole boy system.  She commented that having participated on several 

boards/committees, she has heard comments from the public indicating members were benefiting 

from their positions.    Ms. Creech stated she has been approached in the past from individuals 

requesting her assistance with job vacancies and/or bids and she has always denied assisting 
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anyone.  She indicated she believed assisting in such a manner was unethical and agreed with Mr. 

Knight’s recommendation for a total ban.  

 

Chairman Jones concurred and stated he believed option two would lead to finger pointing 

at/accusing.  General discussion ensued regarding the negative effects to employees and Board 

Members of not adopting the recommended amendment. 

 

Mr. Hughes moved to recommend to the full Board amending the HCSWA Purchasing 

Policy to include the new section entitled “Conflicts of Interests” as detailed above.  There 

was a second by Ms. Creech and the Motion was carried. 

 

Mr. Knight commented that the Committee’s recommendation would be sent to the full Board and 

included in the May 25, 2021, Board Packet for the full Board’s consideration. 

 

Chairman Jones asked if there was any further business to come before the Committee.  Mr. 

Hughes suggested that the Special Projects Committee consider performing an employee 

satisfaction survey to cover all of the items previously addressed by the Committee.  Mr. Hughes 

proposed that the survey be an anonymous survey of SWA employees to receive their 

input/feelings on their job, the Board, the organization as a whole – to obtain insight on the feelings 

of the employees.  Mr. Hughes suggested that the information go directly to Mr. Jones as Chairman 

of the Committee and that the Committee not involve staff in the process.  Mr. Hughes commented 

that he was unsure if the SWA had performed this type survey before but indicated that he had 

performed several at Waccamaw EOC and at Horry Georgetown Technical College.  Mr. Hughes 

stated that when he was at Tech they would perform these surveys typically before training in order 

to receive feedback that could potentially affect what training would be performed.  Mr. Hughes 

stated he had copies of several previous surveys and had begun to create a survey for the SWA.  

He indicated if the Committee agreed he would complete the survey and forward it to the 

Committee for their review and input.  Ms. Creech commented that she believed that was a good 

idea and commented that she believed employees needed an outlet to discuss their likes, dislikes, 

make suggestions and express how things are going without any repercussions.  Chairman Jones 

stated he did not have a problem with this as long as everyone is aware of the motivation of the 

answers.  Mr. Hughes commented that he believed the survey he was creating would not create 

any motivations.  He stated the questions straight forward would not be suggestive.  Mr. Hughes 

commented on the many employee surveys he has performed in the past which had been attorney 

reviewed and were not biased.  

 

Ms. Creech moved that the Special Projects Committee perform an Employee Satisfaction 

Survey.  There was a second by Mr. Hughes and the Motion was carried.  

 

Mr. Knight asked if the Committee wanted this item to be sent to the full Board.  Chairman Jones 

stated he did not believe it needed to go to the Board.  He indicated that one of the reasons for 

developing the Special Projects Committee was to discover these type things and indicated that 

once the survey was completed the results would be shared with the full Board.  

 

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 10:50A.M. 

 


