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The Honorable Greg Pearce, Chair

The Honorable Seth Rose

The Honorable Gwen Kennedy 

The Honorable Jim Manning 

The Honorable Calvin "Chip" Jackson

County Council District 6

County Council District 5 

County Council District 7 

County Council District 8 

County Council District 9
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Richland County Development & Services Committee 

April 24, 2018 5:00 PM

2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29201

1. CALL TO ORDER The Honorable Greg Pearce

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES The Honorable Greg Pearce

a. March 28, 2018

3. ADOPTION OF AGENDA The Honorable Greg Pearce

4. ITEMS FOR ACTION

a. Conservation Commission manage County-owned
historic and conservation properties [N. JACKSON]

5. ITEMS PENDING ANALYSIS: NO ACTION
REQUIRED

a. Council Motion: Move forward with the feasibility of
placing a hospital/emergency care facility in the Lower
Richland Community. Note: It is mentioned in the
Renaissance Plan but no solid documentation has been
presented. This motion will start the process of working
with the healthcare community of developing a plan and
placing a facility in the Lower Richland community [N.
JACKSON]

6. ADJOURNMENT
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Special Accommodations and Interpreter Services Citizens may be present during any of the County’s 
meetings. If requested, the agenda and backup materials will be made available in alternative formats to 
persons with a disability, as required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. Sec. 12132), as amended and the federal rules and regulations adopted in implementation thereof. 
Any person who requires a disability-related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or 
services, in order to participate in the public meeting may request such modification, accommodation, 
aid or service by contacting the Clerk of Council’s office either in person at 2020 Hampton Street, 
Columbia, SC, by telephone at (803) 576-2061, or TDD at 803-576-2045 no later than 24 hours prior to 
the scheduled meeting.
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Richland County Council 

DEVELOPMENT AND SERVICES COMMITTEE 
March 27, 2018 – 5:00 PM 

Council Chambers 
2020 Hampton Street, Columbia, SC 29204 

 

 

 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: Greg Pearce, Chair; Jim Manning, Gwen Kennedy, Chip Jackson, and Seth Rose 

OTHERS PRESENT: Yvonne McBride, Norman Jackson, Bill Malinowski, Paul Livingston, Dalhi Myers, Joyce 

Dickerson, Brandon Madden, Michelle Onley, Tracy Hegler, Jamelle Ellis, Kim Williams-Roberts, Dale Welch, Brad 

Farrar, Trenia Bowers, Larry Smith, Quinton Epps, Tim Nielsen, and Nancy Stone-Collum 

1. CALL TO ORDER – Mr. Pearce called the meeting to order at approximately 5:00 PM.

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

a. February 27, 2018 – Mr. C. Jackson moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to approve the minutes as
distributed.  

In Favor: C. Jackson, Pearce, Manning, and Rose 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

3. ADOPTION OF AGENDA – Mr. Manning moved, seconded by Mr. C. Jackson, to adopt the agenda as
published. 

In Favor: C. Jackson, Pearce, and Rose 

The vote in favor was unanimous. 

4. ITEMS FOR ACTION

a. Conservation Commission manage County-owned historic and conservation properties [N. JACKSON]

– Mr. Pearce stated he thought this item had come up previously. He inquired about the history of

the item.

Ms. Hegler stated it came up in a related manner in June/July, as a result the Rowing Center was put 

under the Conservation Commission’s management. This was also following a prior motion by 

Council to put the management of Pinewood Lake Park under the Conservation Commission. That 

was the action taken previously from a motion that was more in line with this one. The motion was 

more encompassing, but the action of Council was to just put those 2 entities into the Conservation 

Commission. The item is here before you again. In the report the committee will see where staff 
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tried to identify the properties that may fit within the context of the Conservation Commission’s 

mission. 

 

Mr. Pearce stated staff has inventoried all of the properties. The 2 alternatives recommended by 

staff are (1) to approve the motion for Richland County Conservation Commission to manage all 

County-owned historic and conservation properties or (2) to consider motion and make no changes 

to the current management structure for County-owned properties. 

 

Mr. N. Jackson stated when the motion was made to put Pinewood Lake Park, a historic 

property/value, under the Conservation Commission….it fits the mission of the Conservation 

Commission managing historic properties. That is why he said all historic properties that fits that 

mission should be under the Conservation Commission. We should put all or none. They shouldn’t 

put one and leave the rest out there. To be fair put all of them that fits the Conservation Commission 

mission under the Conservation Commission. 

 

Mr. Pearce expressed that he did not know what to do with this item. 

 

Mr. C. Jackson requested Ms. Hegler to explain the logic or rationale behind grouping the properties 

the way they did on the chart located on p. 13 of the agenda. 

 

Ms. Hegler stated this is just staff’s “stab” at the properties the County currently owns. They 

classified them as Historical & Cultural, Natural/Recreational in use or those that are unused at the 

moment and totally natural. They also in the report noted if there was a board or a body that was 

managing them already. For example, if you look under Historical & Cultural there is the Township 

Auditorium, Hampton-Preston, Woodrow Wilson, John CB Smith House and Hopkins Elementary. 

That is staff’s impression of those being historic structures and staff noted who they are managed 

by. Of those that are Natural/Recreational in nature: Pinewood Lake Park and the Rowing Club, 

which are already managed by the Conservation Commission. Operational Services works with RCRC 

on a boat ramp out at the Rowing Center. Operational Services works on Bonuck Road on Lake 

Murray. Neighborhood Improvement has a potential park at property in the Spring Hill area. The 

County also has property on Decker Boulevard at the former Zorba’s. The remaining are mitigation 

tracts, which are not utilized in real manner. These tracts are natural in nature. 

 

Mr. C. Jackson inquired if asked someone from the Conservation Commission, under the Historical & 

Cultural grouping, if they are involved with these, although they may not be managing them, what 

would there answer be. 

 

Mr. Epps stated they have very little involvement with those properties. They do, at times, give 

grants and work with Historic Columbia and advise them on various things. One of the 

Commissioners did advise them on certain displays they have and helped them to get those displays 

done better. 

 

Mr. C. Jackson stated, for clarification, but there is no management responsibility or roles. 
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Mr. Epps responded Historic Columbia manages those properties. It is his understanding they are 

funded through H-Tax funds. 

 

Mr. Pearce stated the County appoints board members to the Historic Columbia Foundation Board. 

The Columbia Historic Foundation used to be the Richland County Historic Commission. The Richland 

County Historic Commission deeded over their control to the Columbia Historic Foundation. They 

manage those properties on behalf of the County. The Township Auditorium operates as an 

Enterprise Fund and has a Board, which the County appoints to. 

 

Ms. Hegler stated the County has a conservation easement on 3.2 acres on Blue Ridge Terrace. 

 

Ms. Stone-Collum stated the Blue Ridge Terrace property is a conservation property that was 

acquired years ago through the Forfeited Land Commission. It is a small parcel with a conservation 

overlay. 

 

Ms. Kennedy requested the address for the Blue Ridge Terrace property. 

 

Mr. Malinowski stated on p. 11 of the agenda under “Issues” it says, “The main issue is the County’s 

capacity to manage properties already effectively handled by non‐profit boards, such as Historic 

Columbia Foundation (HCF) and the Township Board of Directors.” He inquired as to why we should 

reinvent the wheel on the ones that are being effectively managed already and begin incurring costs 

for management. 

 

Mr. N. Jackson inquired as to what the mission of the Conservation Commission is. 

 

Ms. Hegler stated it is to oversee and further conservation, preservation, historical and cultural 

assets of the County. 

 

Mr. N. Jackson stated all the properties owned by the County was managed by non-profit 

organizations through H-Tax funding from the County. One was singled out and sent to the 

Conservation Commission for management. The Conservation Commission did not have the staff or 

the means to manage it. That is not what they do. That is not their mission. His point was that if you 

are going to single out one property and say that property should go under the Conservation 

Commission, but by the mission of the Conservation Commission, if you are putting one, you should 

put all. You should not single one property out and say we just want this property under the 

Conservation Commission, but we won’t consider the rest. If they were managed by a non-profit 

organization, similar to the others, he thinks they should all be treated the same way. That is why he 

made the motion. You cannot just have one and not talk about the others. That is off the table. He 

stated it seems unfair. There is an uproar in the community about what took place and what is 

happening. The Conservation Commission was not designed to manage and operate properties. 

They usually give grants and assist those organizations to manage the properties.  

 

Mr. C. Jackson stated where he was going with his line of questions was he was trying to determine, 

of the ones not listed here as already being managed by the Conservation Commission, who they 

were being managed by, what their purposes were and whether the Conservation Commission had 
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any involvement with them, so the technical definition of being managed by them would be 

answered in his mind. That is why he only asked about the first 5 because the next group, all of 

them, except for a couple, are managed the Conservation Commission. The bottom group are 

managed by the Conservation Commission. He was trying to ascertain whether or not managed by, 

but involved with and participating in, etc. by the Conservation Commission was more than was 

being indicated on the list in order to understand Mr. N. Jackson’s motion. He stated he believes he 

heard Mr. Epps and others say that under the first grouping, they are involved but they are not 

managed by. In his mind, the only one that is a question is #5 - Hopkins Elementary, Old Hopkins 

Presbyterian Church. The others are functioning, operating, and being managed by organizations 

that have expertise in those areas. Historic Columbia clearly would have expertise in an area of 

managing the Hampton-Preston and Woodrow Wilson. The Township Board would have expertise in 

doing its work. Just like the Library would or any others. He does not have any heartburn with those. 

The only one he has a question about would the Hopkins Elementary, Old Hopkins 

Presbyterian Church. 

 

Mr. Pearce inquired what a portion means. 

 

Ms. Hegler stated it is a part of a parcel, not the whole parcel. 

 

Mr. Pearce stated, as he recalls, the John CB Smith House is over on the Palmetto Health property. 

He inquired as to what they use that for. 

 

Ms. Hegler stated staff was going through and finding County-owned property that they felt like fell 

into this motion. 

 

Mr. Pearce stated that Palmetto Health manages the John CB Smith House, so that is another one. 

He inquired at the Hopkins Elementary, Old Hopkins Presbyterian Church. 

 

Ms. Stone-Collum stated she was surprised to find this property. The parcel the school is on is owned 

by the County. On the property is the small Old Hopkins Presbyterian Church. It is a historic building 

and not used as a church. The school contracts with a private individual to mow and take care of it. 

 

Mr. Pearce stated you could say Richland School District I is managing that property. 

 

Mr. C. Jackson inquired if there is any information regarding how well or not well the management 

of Pinewood Lake has been going, as it relates to the supervision by the Conservation Commission. 

He inquired if it has been a problem. Is it working? Is it not working? Is it too early to tell? Is there 

any feedback on it? 

 

Mr. N. Jackson stated it was managed well when it was under the non-profit organization. Since it is 

under the Conservation Commission it has not been managed well. As a fact, on April 10th some of 

the seniors who play bingo have invited the County Administrator and Council members out to the 

park to see what is going on. The foundation that was handling has been handling it for 

approximately 4 years. He understands they hired a staff person, but the staff person is really for the 

large tracts for the eco-tourism piece. The Commission itself had made a motion to allow the 

9 of 55



 

Development and Services 
March 27, 2018 

-5- 
 

Foundation to manage certain and the County manage certain parts. There is some 

misunderstanding with the staff and who should manage it. Staff said the Conservation Commission 

did not want to manage it, but the Conservation Commission said that is not true. They would like to 

keep the Foundation doing the daily operations and the commission handle repairs, cleaning the 

property, etc. Some people came and spoke about it and there are some more that want to come 

speak because they are not satisfied with the Conservation Commission’s handling it. 

 

Mr. C. Jackson inquired if we could consider doing a joint or dual role of management, as apparently 

is being done in other instances here under the Historical & Cultural group. Unfortunately, he had 

only been on Council approximately 3 months when this happened; therefore, he did not know 

enough at the time the decision was made. He stated his concern is that Pinewood Lake Park get off 

the ground and functioning in a manner which will make all of proud. If it needs some more direct 

management assistance by someone other than the Conservation Commission, but we think the 

Conservation Commission makes a good neutral third-party to manage it, would we not be willing to 

consider having a joint oversight between the two groups. 

 

Mr. N. Jackson stated that is what the Conservation Commission recommended. Not the staff, but 

the commission. 

 

Mr. Malinowski stated, for clarification, he understood Mr. Epps to say Richland County does not 

have any management responsibilities for the entities under the Historical & Cultural heading. 

 

Ms. Hegler stated that is correct. Those are all done though H-Tax. 

 

Mr. Malinowski stated he would like to hear from the Conservation Commission and/or staff on their 

viewpoint on how well or poorly Pinewood Lake is being managed. 

 

Mr. C. Jackson stated when he referred to joint management he did not mean joint management 

with the Conservation Commission. He stated #4 on the list is joint management between Palmetto 

Health and the Ronald McDonald Charities. He meant joint in that sense. 

 

Mr. Rose stated he would like to see how the meeting between staff and the seniors at Pinewood 

Lake Park goes and see what the Administrator’s recommendations are after the meeting. He 

recommended moving this item to the next committee meeting and ask Mr. Seals to update us as to 

how the meeting went. In addition, to ask for staff’s input. 

 

Mr. Rose moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to defer this item until the April committee meeting 

and get a recommendation from Mr. Seals. 

 
In Favor: C. Jackson, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, and Rose 
  
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

   

 b. I move to declare “bump stock” “bump fire stocks” “trigger crank” and “gat crank” trigger devices 
illegal in Richland County. NOTE: In 2010 the US Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and 
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Explosives declared a “bump stock” is a firearm part is not regulated as a firearm under the US Gun 
Control Act or the National Firearms Act [MANNING] – Mr. Pearce inquired if Mr. Smith had any 
comments regarding this item. This item would require an ordinance. 
 
Mr. Smith stated what is being posed from Mr. Manning’s motion is that the County adopt the same 
ordinance, which the City of Columbia has adopted. 
 
Mr. Pearce stated the proposed ordinance will ban, in a technical sense, these particular items. 
 
Mr. Smith stated, in effect, it bans possession of any item which has the ability to increase the fire 
power of a firearm. In effect, if it enhances the ability to shoot faster then that’s what this attempts 
to prohibit someone from having possession of. 
 
Mr. Rose moved, seconded by Mr. Manning, to forward to Council with a recommendation to 
approve this item. 
 
In Favor: C. Jackson, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, and Rose 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

   

 c. Develop an overlay for Garners Ferry Road and Sumter Highway Corridor eastward, for setbacks, 
signage, borders, shrubbery, and other appearances to keep the rural character [N. JACKSON] – Mr. 
N. Jackson stated the citizens of the Lower Richland community have always advocated to keep the 
rural character of the area. They did not want it to be another Two Notch Road. They wanted it to be 
different. For example, as you travel to Hilton Head Island, the signage, the setbacks and everything 
is slightly different. The signage is low. The color scheme is similar to natural colors. If you create an 
overlay similar to that for that corridor it will be tune in keeping the rural character. 
 
Mr. Pearce inquired where Mr. N. Jackson wanted to start this on Garners Ferry Road. 
 
Mr. N. Jackson stated he wanted it to start from Lower Richland Boulevard toward Sumter. 
 
Mr. Pearce inquired of Ms. Hegler if this is something the County does. 
 
Ms. Hegler stated the County has a number of overlays. She was glad to hear where Mr. N. Jackson 
wants to start from. As you can see in the report, a lot of that is already zoned rural. She reminded 
the committee the County is updating the Code and we could do it at that time. 
 
Mr. Pearce inquired if it is something that can be taken care of with the Code. 
 
Ms. Hegler stated we could do it as an overlay, which sets a separate set of requirements on top of 
the underlying zoning district or we could handle it through the zoning regulations themselves. 
Council could reconsider how they do signs everywhere. 
 
Mr. Rose moved, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, to consider this item during the Code rewrite. 
 
In Favor: C. Jackson, Pearce, Kennedy, Manning, and Rose 
 
The vote in favor was unanimous. 

 

   

5. ADJOURNMENT – The meeting adjourned at approximately 5:29 PM.  
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2020 Hampton Street * P.O. Box 192 * Columbia, SC 29202 
803-576-2190 

 

RICHLAND COUNTY  
GOVERNMENT 
 
Community Planning & Development 

MEMO 
To Richland County Council 
From Tracy Hegler, AICP, Director of Community Planning and Development 
Date April 19, 2018 
Subject D&S Item Follow-up from 3/24/18 Meeting 

 
During the March 24, 2018 meeting deliberations the D&S Committee moved to defer the below motion 
to the April 24, 2018 Committee meeting along with receiving a recommendation from the 
Administrator.  
 

Conservation Commission manage County-owned historic and conservation properties [Norman 
Jackson].   

 
During deliberations, Councilwoman Kennedy also inquired about the location of sites listed in the 
briefing document within her district.   This companion document transmits a reply to Councilwoman 
Kennedy’s request: 
 

One site from the list generated by staff is within District 7 -  R09411-05-71 is on Blue Ridge 
Terrace slightly less than a mile north of Monticello near Haskell Heights.   
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MEMORANDUM  

 
On October 18, 2016 Richland County Council (Council) voted to transfer the management and 
operation of the Pinewood Lake Park (Park) to the Conservation Department effective July 1, 
2017.   Further clarification from County Administrator Gerald Seals stated, “The management 
and operation of the Pinewood Lake property will be absorbed by Richland County Government 
through the County’s Conservation Department, effective July 1, 2017.” This was communicated 
to the Park’s previous management Pinewood Lake Park Foundation (PLPF) via the attached 
letter from the County Administrator.1 
 
Attempting to negotiate the arrangement was taxing on RCCC and its staff. In February 2018 
Richland County Conservation Commission (RCCC) voted to adopt a Statement of Operations at 
Pinewood Lake Park.  This outline of how the Park is to be operated was forwarded to County 
Council upon a motion unanimously adopted by RCCC to alert Council to a severing of the 
relationship between Richland County and PLPF. 

RCCC hoped in good faith to continue a relationship with PLPF for volunteer coordination.  
RCCC, however, felt no clear alternative existed for its motions of March 19th.  RCCC reached 
this position based upon three troubling weaknesses in the operation of the Park. 

Difficulty in the Management Relationship 
 
The Administrator’s communication to PLPF emphasized that “The Conservation Department 
will work with volunteer and nonprofit organizations such as the Pinewood Lake Foundation to 
ensure that local community involvement with the property is uninterrupted during this 
transition.” 2  RCCC has found this relationship not suitable for a professionally managed 
facility adhering to the highest standards of service Richland County taxpayers should expect. 

 Failure to Execute a Contract RCCC has followed its own standards by insisting PLPF’s 
use of the Park be governed by a contract outlining the roles and responsibilities of each party.  
PLPF has not signed the contract nor has it returned comments on how the draft should be 
changed.  RCCC admitted the effort was unsuccessful in its unanimously adopted motion 
alerting Council that its efforts to negotiate such a contract had failed.  This failure effectively 
severs the relationship between RCCC and PLPF. 

 No Clear Line of Responsibility Staff communications with PLPF has left troubling 
confusion over the roles and responsibilities at the Park. The management of the Park suffers 
from the lack of clear lines of responsibility.  PLPF receives directives, authority and suggestions 
from outside the normal line of management and this creates confusion in achieving the County’s 
goals for the property.  More troubling, RCCC has been unable to install clear lines of inventory 
control, financial and expenditure standards and risk management at the Park.  RCCC has been 

                                                           
1 See attached memorandum 
2 See email of October 17, 2016 
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given responsibility for the Park but the PLPF has not transferred these matters to the County.  
RCCC cannot allow for this separation to continue in attempting to fulfill its responsibilities to 
the taxpayers. 

No Previous Experience Richland County is new to a type of facility like Pinewood Lake 
Park.  This inexperience has created a situation where RCCC staff has moved to install 
procedures and policies aimed at successful management of the Park.  Its Manual for 
Management of Conservation Lands outlines how a facility such as the Park will be managed.  
The current situation is inconsistent with these policies. 

Inappropriate Communications from PLPF As the relationship between RCCC and PLPF 
has deteriorated, RCCC staff has received numerous accusations and inflammatory 
communications from PLPF.  The charges in these communications are vehemently denied and 
have resulted in an inability to work in a cooperative fashion.  RCCC staff is working in the 
interest of county taxpayers and within legal parameters and will not be subjected to willfully 
misleading statements aimed to confuse the issue and create division amongst the parties 
involved.  Copies of these communications are available upon request. 

Also troubling was PLPF’s public statements that a County budget request was falsely submitted 
by staff.  RCCC records and meeting minutes clearly show the budget request as submitted was 
approved at its regular monthly meeting.3  In addition, despite PLPF’s statements to the contrary, 
a Planning position was placed in the budget with 60% of the employee’s time being dedicated to 
the Park. 

Financial irregularities 

Before October 2016, RCCC was not involved with the Park, outside of its move to provide 
$100,000 from its capital reserve fund for the purchase of the property.  Media reports on 
contracts and spending irregularities left RCCC uncomfortable with the financial management at 
the Park.4  RCCC wanted to ensure strict conformance to county management practices given the 
bright spotlight on the Park. 

In December 2016 RCCC requested an audit of the current management structure and finances 
and clarification of the ownership and status of the dam in light of the flooding of October 2015.5  
No response was received and no audit was conducted. 

A number of irregularities have occurred in the financial management of the Park: 

November 2016 RCCC was alerted to disputed invoices totaling $85,976.10 dating back 
to May 2015. RCCC staff met with the County’s Grant Manager who detailed difficulties in 
providing reimbursements to the Foundation because their submittals did not meet the 
Hospitality Tax (H-Tax) Guidelines.   

                                                           
3 RCCC Meeting Minutes available upon request. 
4 Collective articles available upon request 
5 See attached RCCC Audit Memorandum dated December 13, 2016 
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May 2017 Numerous comments by a member of Council stated that a $150,000-line item 
existed in the county budget each year for 5-years for the Park’s operation and maintenance. No 
line item for $150,000 was discovered in the Richland County Budget or County Council 
records.  This indirect line of authority created a clear disruption in the Park’s operations and an 
unsubstantiated assumption by PLPF of its financial support by the County. 

During the budget process, $75,000 in H-Tax funds were awarded to the RCCC to be 
passed through to the PLPF for promotional activities.  Council Norman Jackson allocated an 
amount of his discretionary H-tax funds to the PLPF which was unknown to the RCCC 6.  The 
allocation of these funds was inconsistent with Council, Administration and RCCC goals for the 
Park and the PLPF relationship. 

RCCC authorized a letter requesting the County Administrator charge the H-Tax Grant Manager 
with administering the $75,000 in H-Tax funds to PLPF.  Administration requested the RCCC 
“hold off on the letter until we could determine our direction from these efforts” and that was 
done.7  

February 2018 RCCC was copied on a letter from Chao & Associates regarding a cease 
and desist letter they received from the County Administrator for the Pinewood Lake Park – 
Phase II project.8 RCCC approved a Memorandum to Council regarding the damaged dam and 
recommending reallocating funds from Pinewood Lake Park – Phase II to repair the dam if the 
current owner, Pinewood Lake Park Foundation, would donate the property to the county.9 

The instability of the dam and the potential liability from its failure is extremely troubling to 
RCCC.  The dam must be improved and this improvement must take precedence over other 
capital projects at the Park. 

March 2018 An email was directed to the PLPF regarding the County’s review and 
determination of its inability to pay certain invoices as submitted 10.  Particularly troubling is an 
invoice for janitorial services.  The invoice is not in keeping with Richland County standards and 
it runs counter to directions from RCCC to PLPF. 

In addition, this invoice runs counter to communication by RCCC staff to PLPF during a meeting 
on January 30 2018, where it was “made clear” the maintenance, cleaning, long range 
management, repairs, garbage, utilities and other related day-to-day operations will all be 
handled exclusively by the county and are not the responsibility of PLPF.  

H-Tax reimbursement has been and continues to be an issue with PLPF.  This unsatisfactory 
arrangement continues despite numerous efforts by staff to educate PLPF about what H-Tax 
funds can and cannot be used for at the Park.  

 
                                                           
6 See attached RCCC Minutes June 2017  
7 See Email dated October 10, 2017 
8 See attached Pinewood Lake Letter, Chao & Associates 
9 See attached RCCC minutes from February 2018 
10 See attached what dated March 13, 2014. 
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Need to Professionalize Conservation Lands Management 

RCCC has a conservation lands inventory approaching 4,000 acres.  These sensitive properties 
offer wonderful resources for the community but are in need of a professional management 
structure.  Over the past several months a committee of RCCC has drafted a Conservation Lands 
Management Manual.  RCCC is committed to managing its properties in a form that emphasizes 
stewardship, multiuse and sustainable revenue generation. 

PLPF’s management at the Park was established in an ad hoc fashion and has not followed the 
principles of stewardship endorsed by the RCCC.  With plans being developed for other 
properties, it is important that the fundamentals of the system be followed to ensure that all 
conservation lands are managed in a responsible manner.  Our plans may at some point allow for 
a contractual relationship with a non-profit organization.  But this relationship needs to be 
bettered structured, more tightly managed and the potential organization must adhere to the 
principles of a successful partnership we have endorsed. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: RCCC respects the potential of Pinewood Lake Park to meet a need in 
the community.  We intend to manage the facility to the highest professional standards expected 
for Richland County facilities and to the stewardship principles RCCC has established for itself.  
RCCC requests a final decision from Council regarding the management of the facility. 
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Subject:

Council Motion: Move forward with the feasibility of placing a hospital/emergency care 
facility in the Lower Richland Community. Note: It is mentioned in the
Renaissance Plan but no solid documentation has been presented. This motion will start the 
process of working with the healthcare community of developing a plan and placing a facility 
in the Lower Richland community [N. JACKSON]

Notes:
Councilman N. Jackson’s motion was made at the March 20, 2018
Council meeting. Staff is currently reviewing the briefing documentation and will
included in the May A&F Committee agenda packet.

Richland County Council Request for Action
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