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MINUTES OF STATE BUDGET AND CONTROL BOARD MEETING

August 5, 2003             10:00 A. M.
The Budget and Control Board (the Board) met at 10:00 a.m. on Tuesday, August 5, 2003, in the Governor's conference room in the Wade Hampton Office Building, with the following members in attendance:

Governor Mark Sanford, Chairman;

Mr. Grady L. Patterson, Jr., State Treasurer and Vice-Chairman;

Mr. Richard Eckstrom, Comptroller General; 

Senator Hugh K. Leatherman, Sr., Chairman, Senate Finance Committee; and

Representative Robert W. Harrell, Jr., Chairman, Ways and Means Committee.


Also attending were Budget and Control Board Executive Director Frank Fusco, Chief of Staff Stephen C. Osborne, and Division Directors Joseph Rogers and Peggy G. Boykin; General Counsel Edwin E. Evans; Governor’s Chief of Staff Luther F. Carter; Governor’s Deputy Chief of Staff for Administration William E. Gunn; Deputy State Treasurer Sandy Agee; Comptroller General’s Chief of Staff Nathan Kaminski, Jr.; Senate Finance Committee Chief of Staff Robby Dawkins; Ways and Means Committee Chief of Staff Don Hottel; Board Secretary Delbert H. Singleton, Jr., and other Budget and Control Board staff.  [Secretary’s Note:  The Board met immediately following a meeting of the Education Assistance Authority, ex officio.]

Adoption of Agenda

The Board adopted the Budget and Control Board agenda after amending the agenda to delete blue agenda item #3(i) concerning a permanent improvement project and regular session item # 2 concerning a discussion on the FY 2002-03 budget.

Minutes of Previous Meetings
The Board approved the minutes of the June 17, 2003, Budget and Control Board meeting pending review and approval of corrections as suggested by Comptroller General Richard Eckstrom concerning regular session item #2 regarding the COLA for the Retirement Systems; acting as the Educational Facilities Authority for Private, Nonprofit Institutions of Higher Learning, approved the minutes of the June 17, 2003, Authority meeting; acting as the Trustees for the State Retirement Systems, approved the minutes of the June 17, 2003, meeting; and, acting as the Tobacco Settlement Revenue Management Authority, approved the minutes of the June 17, 2003, Authority meeting.

Blue Agenda


Mr. Harrell asked Governor Sanford whether the moratorium that was put into place three months ago is still in affect.  Mr. Fusco responded that information has been presented to the Board members and asked whether the Board was in a project-by-project mode.  Mr. Eckstrom responded that his understanding of the moratorium was to give time for Board personnel to conduct a space utilization review.  He stated that he has seen the review, but that his personal feeling is that the review does not provide ample detail.  He said that the review does not contain a complete accounting of all of the existing vacant or underused office space throughout state government.  He said obtaining a complete accounting of this vacant or underused space was the primary objective of the study.  Mr. Eckstrom stated that it is his hope that staff would return to the project and complete it by providing the information.  He suggested that the Board continue to delay dealing with property acquisitions until the study is completed.  He indicated that he had further suggestions and that he would be happy to provide guidelines in terms of an approach Board staff could take.


Mr. Harrell asked Mr. Eckstrom how much longer would he suggest that the moratorium continue.  Mr. Eckstrom responded that it should continue for as long as it takes to have the study completed.  Mr. Harrell questioned how the Board would proceed in handling items on the agenda concerning property transactions and permanent improvement projects.  Governor Sanford said that he has looked at the report and he has found it wanting.  He said that in some instances it missed entire buildings that, for example, have come up during budget hearings.  He said the report was also a very passive report that did not have the needed level of detail.  He said that he does not think the Board has an accurate picture of what space is available in terms of the existing leases and purchased space.  Governor Sanford said that the Board should not have an out right moratorium, but should proceed on a case-by-case basis.  Mr. Harrell said that he agreed that the Board should continue the review that was started and take matters up on a case-by-case basis.  Mr. Eckstrom stated that the items should be compelling and that he hoped agencies would not bring routine matters to the Board until the study is complete.  Governor Sanford said that the relevant issue is, given the budget crisis, how can we do more with the things we currently have.  Mr. Harrell noted that the Board had held up the State Housing Authority building for a while and perhaps the Board could do a review of that building or any others that staff feels the Board needs to look at for the August 20 meeting.  Mr. Harrell said that anything that looks critical or that looks like money would be put at risk should be put on the list for the August 20 meeting.


Mr. Eckstrom also commended the staff for the work that was done on the report.  He said that the Board did not make the objections clear enough and that a very honest effort went into preparing the report.  He said his disappointment is the Board’s lack of effort on the front end of providing direction for the staff and for that reason he has drafted written guidelines he wanted to provide to the staff.


In further discussion on the Blue Agenda, Mr. Fusco asked whether the Board wanted to adopt the Blue Agenda in whole.  Governor Sanford noted that the Blue Agenda had property items that the Board had just discussed.  Mr. Fusco commented that the property has been looked at under the criteria that have been outlined.  


Governor Sanford asked for clarification of the property description for blue agenda item 4(b) concerning the location of the property to be acquired by the Department of Natural Resources (DNR).  The Department provided information concerning the location of the property in Hilton Head Island.  Concerning this same item, Mr. Eckstrom asked whether the State had to participate in the purchase and whether the State’s commitment could be honored if it paid $100,000 instead of $200,000.  The DNR representative said that DNR is not legally obligated to spend the money.  He said that DNR has a verbal agreement to share the cost of the project with Hilton Head Island.  He commented that the Heritage Trust Advisory Board has approved the expenditure of the funds in an attempt to make funds go further by partnering with other local governments in the acquisition and protection of these special properties.  The DNR representative stated that this has been done in the past and that there are other projects pending.  He said that if DNR does not fulfill its commitment it would prevent them from making future commitments.  Governor Sanford said that would be a good thing because budgetary issues have to come back to the Board.  Mr. Eckstrom further commented that his question is not whether the State should participate at any amount, but whether the State should participate at the amount of $200,000.  He stated that he can appreciate the protection the State feels that it would provide to the property to protect it from development or over-development.  He stated, however, that the Board could double the use of these funds by cutting the outflow in half and contribute $100,000 instead of $200,000.  He said that by doing so this would provide additional resources that could be used by the Heritage Land Trust Fund for other things.  The DNR representative noted that the commitment was made in 1998 and that the funds are going to be used to develop public recreation facilities.  Governor Sanford said that the Board does not want to reverse a commitment that has been made at the State level with a local municipality, but that this raises for him the issue of boards and commissions.  He said that there is no real estate expertise on the Heritage Trust Advisory Board.  DNR stated that the Advisory Board weighs the property on the basis of natural or cultural significance, the property is ranked in order of importance, and the staff does the real estate transaction.  He also noted that most of the Advisory Board members are agency heads.


In further discussion, Governor Sanford questioned whether item 4(c) concerning a National Guard Armory in Bishopville was a new item.  Mr. Harrell said that it was not a new item and that it should be the last of the armory items.  Also, in relation to item 4(e) Governor Sanford asked how appraised value works.  Carol Routh with the Board’s Property Management Office explained that the Board’s requirements are that a State certified appraiser or MAI appraiser must appraise the property a state agency is going to acquire or sell.  She said that once the appraisals are done the appraisals are sent to the Property Management Office and are reviewed by an appraiser on staff to make sure the appraisal standards are adhered to.  Governor Sanford said that he did want to do anything to slow down the school site, but that the appraisal price seems low.  Bill Barfield with the Department of Disabilities and Special Needs said that the property is excess property located on Farrow Road.  Governor Sanford said that he is familiar with where the property is located, but that he wanted to make sure that there is market compensation back to the taxpayer.  Mr. Barfield said that the number given by the appraiser is the lowest number they would expect to receive and that they would put the property out for bid to make sure they get the perfect value.  Governor Sanford asked whether the property would be sold at closed or open bid.  Ms. Routh stated that the property would be sold at open bid by putting out a bid package and opening the sale to anyone who was interested in bidding on the property.  Mr. Fusco commented that at an open bid the School District would not be guaranteed to get the property.  Mr. Harrell stated that he would prefer the School District receiving the property, but he would rather sell it to them at the appraised value.  He commented that the blue agenda item presently before the Board simply puts the matter out for bid and the highest bid buys the property.  Mr. Eckstrom asked whether the State intended to sell the timber on the property.  Mr. Barfield said that the Forestry Department has come out and given an estimate as to the value of the timber.  He indicated that they could sell the land with the timber on it or harvest the timber depending on what the buyer wanted to do.  Senator Leatherman commented that what would be done is to offer the property as a package to which Mr. Barfield responded that was correct.  Mr. Eckstrom asked whether the appraised price included the estimated value of the timber.  Ms. Routh stated that the appraised value of $1,081,520 for the property includes $938,000 for 67 acres and $143,520 for the timber at $2208 per acre for 65 of the 67 acres. 


With regard to blue agenda item #7 concerning procurement certification, Mr. Eckstrom stated that he was concerned about the increase in the baseline certification.  He said he questions whether now is the time for the State to lift its controls given the current budget environment.  He noted that the State has already eliminated most of its auditing capabilities by cutting the budget of the State Auditor and that he does not think the Board wants to send the message that controls are not important. 


Senator Leatherman said he wondered how, after factoring in inflation, the $25,000 certification request compares to the $5,000 certification limit when the certification limit was put into the Procurement Code.  Voight Shealy, the Materials Management Officer, said that he did not know what the inflation mark would be, but doubted that it would be $25,000.  He said that since 1993 $10,000 would be a more reasonable estimate.  He said that his office has spent the past 18 months talking to state agencies as well as vendors to determine how the State could proceed with its smaller procurement transactions.  He said that the request would relieve his office of the smaller activity and the agencies would be able to manage that activity in house.  Mr. Shealy said that it has been pointed out in some of the MAP Commission meetings he has attended that that the agencies may be better able to keep procurement activity within the State and with South Carolina vendors if they do it in house.  Mr. Eckstrom asked how would that change.  Mr. Shealy responded that the agencies would select vendors locally and that they would have more authority locally.  He noted that the Materials Management Office would continue to manage the procurement activity above $25,000 and continue to audit agencies for procurements below $25,000.  Governor Sanford said that the Board should defer action on this item until the MAP Commission comes out with its report at the end of the month.  He said that the Board could take the matter up in 60 days.


Upon a motion by Governor Sanford, seconded by Mr. Harrell, the Board agreed to defer consideration of granting procurement certification for goods and services, consultants, and information technology to the non-certified state agencies for 60 days.


Upon a motion by Governor Sanford, seconded by Mr. Harrell, the Board, with exception of blue agenda item #7, approved all items included on the blue agenda.  Blue agenda items are identified as such in these minutes.

State Treasurer:  Bond Counsel Selection (Blue Agenda Item #1)

The Board approved the following notification of the assignment of bond counsel for conduit and other revenue issues for which Board approval is requested:

CONDUIT ISSUES:

	Description 

of Issue
	Agency/Institution 

(Borrower)
	Borrower’s 

Counsel
	Issuer’s 

Counsel

	$11,000,000 AMH Development, Inc.
	SC State Housing Finance & Development Authority
	Nexsen Pruet Jacobs & Pollard
	Lewis M. Levy

	$5,000,000 Canebreak Development Partners, LLC
	SC State Housing Finance & Development Authority
	McGuire Woods Battle & Booth
	Lewis M. Levy

	$18,000,000 CRS Residential
	SC State Housing Finance & Development Authority
	Howell & Linkous
	Lewis M. Levy

	$8,000,000 Affordable Multi-Family LLC
	SC State Housing Finance & Development Authority
	Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd
	Lewis M. Levy

	$7,000,000 Delphi Community Housing III (Columbia)
	SC State Housing Finance & Development Authority
	Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd
	Lewis M. Levy

	$5,000,000 Delphi Community Housing III (Greenville)
	SC State Housing Finance & Development Authority
	Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd
	Lewis M. Levy

	$5,000,000 Delphi Community Housing III (Spartanburg)
	SC State Housing Finance & Development Authority
	Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd
	Lewis M. Levy

	$4,000,000 Delphi Community Housing III (Greer)
	SC State Housing Finance & Development Authority
	Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd
	Lewis M. Levy

	$14,000,000 Collegiate Properties, Inc.
	South Carolina Jobs-Economic Development Authority


	McGuire Woods Battle & Booth
	McNair Law Firm

	$10,000,000 FPCRC, Inc.
	South Carolina Jobs-Economic Development Authority
	Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd
	McNair Law Firm

	$32,000,000 The Episcopal Church Home
	South Carolina Jobs-Economic Development Authority
	Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd
	Parker Poe Adams & Bernstein

	$65,000,000 Columbia Convention Center Hotel Corporation
	South Carolina Jobs-Economic Development Authority
	McNair Law Firm
	Parker Poe Adams & Bernstein

	$10,000,000 NewLeaf Assisted Living, LLC
	South Carolina Jobs-Economic Development Authority
	McNair Law Firm
	Haynsworth Sinker Boyd

	$2,225,000 Stretch Associates, Inc.
	South Carolina Jobs-Economic Development Authority
	Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd
	McNair Law Firm


OTHER REVENUE ISSUES:

	Description of Issue
	Agency/Institution
	Approved Bond Counsel

	$60,000,000 Mortgage Revenue Bonds, Series 2003A
	SC State Housing Finance & Development Authority
	McNair Law Firm



Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 1.

General Services Division:  Easements (Blue Agenda Item #2)

The Board approved the following easements as recommended by the Division of General Services in accordance with Code Sections 1-11-80, 1-11-90, and 1-11-100:

	1.
	County Location:
	Richland County

	
	From:
	Budget and Control Board

	
	To:
	City of Columbia

	
	Consideration:
	$1.00

	
	Description/Purpose:
	To construct, operate and maintain a water main across Gills Creek.


	2.
	County Location:
	Pickens County

	
	From:
	Budget and Control Board

	
	To:
	Western Carolina Regional Sewer Authority

	
	Consideration:
	$1.00

	
	Description/Purpose:
	To construct, operate and maintain a sanitary sewer main beneath Georges Creek (1st crossing).


	3.
	County Location:
	Greenville County

	
	From:
	Budget and Control Board

	
	To:
	Western Carolina Regional Sewer Authority

	
	Consideration:
	$1.00

	
	Description/Purpose:
	To construct, operate and maintain a sanitary sewer main beneath the Saluda River (2nd crossing).


	4.
	County Location:
	Pickens County

	
	From:
	Budget and Control Board

	
	To:
	Western Carolina Regional Sewer Authority

	
	Consideration:
	$1.00

	
	Description/Purpose:
	To construct, operate and maintain a sanitary sewer main beneath a wetland area of Georges Creek (3rd crossing).


	5.
	County Location:
	Pickens County

	
	From:
	Budget and Control Board

	
	To:
	Western Carolina Regional Sewer Authority

	
	Consideration:
	$1.00

	
	Description/Purpose:
	To construct, operate and maintain a sanitary sewer main beneath Georges Creek (4th crossing).


	6.
	County Location:
	Pickens County

	
	From:
	Budget and Control Board

	
	To:
	Western Carolina Regional Sewer Authority

	
	Consideration:
	$1.00

	
	Description/Purpose:
	To construct, operate and maintain a sanitary sewer main beneath the Saluda River (5th crossing).


	7.
	County Location:
	Greenville County

	
	From:
	Budget and Control Board

	
	To:
	Western Carolina Regional Sewer Authority

	
	Consideration:
	$1.00

	
	Description/Purpose:
	To construct, operate and maintain a sanitary sewer main beneath the Saluda River (6th crossing).


	8.
	County Location:
	Anderson County

	
	From:
	Budget and Control Board

	
	To:
	Western Carolina Regional Sewer Authority

	
	Consideration:
	$1.00

	
	Description/Purpose:
	To construct, operate and maintain a sanitary sewer main beneath the Saluda River (7th crossing).


	9.
	County Location:
	Spartanburg County

	
	From:
	Budget and Control Board

	
	To:
	Spartanburg Sanitary Sewer District

	
	Consideration:
	$1.00

	
	Description/Purpose:
	To install, operate and maintain a 12” gravity sewer line across the North Tyger River.



Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 2.

General Services Division:  Permanent Improvement Projects (Blue Agenda #3)


The Board approved the following permanent improvement project establishment requests and budget revisions which were reviewed favorably by the Joint Bond Review Committee:

(a) 
Summary 12-2003:  JBRC Item 1.  Budget and Control Board


Project:
9758, Hayne Laboratory Building – Chiller Replacement


Request:
Establish project and budget ($425,600 Other, State Energy Office Loan funds) to replace two chillers in the Hayne Laboratory for the Department of Health and Environmental Control.  The existing chillers are more than 20 years old and cannot be repaired.  (See Attachment 1 for annual operating cost savings.)

(b) Summary 12-2003:  JBRC Item 4.  College of Charleston


Project:
9590, Berry Residence Hall Roof and HVAC Replacement and Interior Renovation


Request:
Increase budget to $5,650,000 (add $350,000 Revenue Bond funds) to cover increases in the cost of project materials to replace the roof and HVAC system and to renovate the interior of Berry Residence Hall at the College of Charleston.

(c) Summary 12-2003:  JBRC Item 5.  College of Charleston


Project:
9605, Communications Infrastructure Construction


Request:
Establish project and budget ($450,000 Other, Tuition funds) to install cable equipment on St. Philip Street to serve the data, telephone, video, security camera, and student residence internet needs on the east side of campus at the College of Charleston.  The project is needed because of the upcoming removal of existing aerial cable with the demolition of College Lodge.  The installations will provide communications to many planned buildings in this section of campus and will replace patched cable routes throughout the campus that exceed maximum distances allowed and require special equipment and repeaters to provide adequate service.

(d) Summary 12-2003:  JBRC Item 7.  USC – Columbia 


Project:
9955, Gambrell Hall Roof Replacement


Request:
Establish project and budget ($650,000 Other, Renovation Reserve funds) to replace the 41,795 square foot built-up roofing system on Gambrell Hall at the University of South Carolina.  The 25 year-old roofing system continues to leak and will be replaced with a gravel roof.

(e) Summary 12-2003:  JBRC Item 8.  Technical and Comprehensive Education


Project:
9871, Tri-County – Cleveland Hall Deferred Maintenance


Request:
Establish project and budget ($1,200,000 Other, Local funds) to perform deferred maintenance in Cleveland Hall at Tri-County Technical College.  The work will include mechanical, electrical and interior renovations and renovations to address life safety and code compliance issues.

(f) Summary 12-2003:  JBRC Item 10.  Department of Mental Health


Project:
9683, Morris Village Fire Retardant Treated Wood Truss Replacement


Request:
Increase budget to $5,390,900 (add $500,000 Other, Property Sale funds) to provide for additional repairs and renovations within the 22 buildings at the Morris Village campus while the buildings are vacant as defective fire retardant treated wood in roof trusses and decking is replaced.  The additional work will include upgrading emergency power circuits and generators to comply with DHEC licensing requirements and replacing deteriorated sliding glass doors, frames and floor coverings.  Renovations to address other deferred maintenance needs, including HVAC equipment replacements and emergency power upgrades, are also being conducted while the buildings are vacant.

(g) Summary 12-2003:  JBRC Item 13.  Department of Juvenile Justice


Project:
9530, Fire & Life Safety Renovations


Request:
Increase budget to $3,964,901 (add $500,000 Capital Improvement Bond funds) to renovate four dormitories on the Birchwood campus of the Department of Juvenile Justice.  The renovations will include painting, floor finishing and hardening of buildings to include new ceilings, secure light fixtures, new alarm systems, and other general upfitting.  Also included in the entire project is the installation of a security camera system in facilities, already in process.

(h) Summary 12-2003:  JBRC Item 14.  Department of Natural Resources


Project:
9856, Sumter – Belle’s Mill (Tuomey Tract) Acquisition


Request:
Establish project and budget ($20,000 Federal funds) to cover the cost of an appraisal, environmental study and other investigative studies required to adequately evaluate property prior to purchase.  The Department of Natural Resources is considering the purchase of an approximately 3,270-acre tract of land to serve as a protective buffer to the Manchester State Forest and Shaw Air Force Base in Sumter County and to protect the habitat from development.  The total projected cost for this project is $5.5 million.


Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 3.

General Services Division:  Property Transactions (Blue Agenda Item #4)

The Board approved the following property acquisitions:

	(a)
	Agency:
	Lander University

	
	Acreage:
	.48± acres and a 2,200 square foot building

	
	Location:
	402 Calhoun Avenue in Greenwood

	
	County:
	Greenwood County

	
	Purpose:
	To provide space for development of a new campus entrance boulevard to allow for better access to the main campus.

	
	Appraised Value:
	$130,000 as of 1/3/03

	
	Price/Seller:
	$130,000/Lander Foundation

	
	Source of Funds:
	Other – Institution Funds

	
	Project Number:
	H21-9516

	
	Environmental Study:
	Approved

	
	Additional Annual Op Cost/SOF:
	Demolition of the building and landscaping of the property are estimated at $25,000.  Both will be paid from Institution Funds.

	
	Approved By:
	JBRC on 6/4/03; CHE on 5/22/03


	(b)
	Agency:
	Department of Natural Resources

	
	Acreage:
	32± acres

	
	Location:
	North of Port Royal Sound in Hilton Head

	
	County:
	Beaufort County

	
	Purpose:
	To purchase an 11.23% undivided interest in property 
to protect the state’s significant natural and cultural resources at the Mitchelville Fish Haul Site.

	
	Appraised Value:
	$1,800,000 as of 3/27/03

	
	Price/Seller:
	$200,000 for 11.23% undivided interest/Town of Hilton Head Island

	
	Source of Funds:
	Heritage Land Trust Fund

	
	Project Number:
	P24-9740

	
	Environmental Study:
	Approved

	
	Additional Annual Op Cost/SOF:
	Additional annual operating costs for monitoring and management are estimated at $1,000 and will be paid from the Heritage Land Trust Fund.

	
	Approved By:
	JBRC on 6/4/03


The Board also approved the following property conveyance:

	(c)
	Agency:
	State of South Carolina

	
	Acreage:
	5± acres and a National Guard Armory

	
	Location:
	547 South Main Street in Bishopville

	
	County:
	Lee County

	
	Purpose:
	To transfer a surplus armory to a political subdivision.

	
	Appraised Value:
	N/A

	
	Price/Transferred To:
	N/A/Lee County and the City of Bishopville

	
	Approved By:
	N/A

	
	Additional Information:
	Request pursuant to Joint Resolution R31, S294.


The Board also approved the following property sales:

	(d)
	Agency:
	School for the Deaf and Blind

	
	Acreage:
	.11± acres and a 1,167 square foot residence

	
	Location:
	531 Norwood Street in Spartanburg

	
	County:
	Spartanburg County

	
	Purpose:
	To dispose of surplus real property.

	
	Appraised Value:
	$75,000 as of 3/21/03

	
	Price/Purchaser:
	$80,105/Milton Thompson

	
	Disposition of Proceeds:
	To be retained by SCSDB.

	
	Approved By:
	N/A

	
	
	

	(e)
	Agency:
	Department of Disabilities and Special Needs

	
	Acreage:
	67± acres

	
	Location:
	Off U.S. Highway 21 adjacent to the Midlands Center

	
	County:
	Richland County

	
	Purpose:
	To dispose of surplus real property.

	
	Appraised Value:
	$1,081,520 as of 6/3/03

	
	Price/Purchaser:
	Not less than appraised value/To be determined

	
	Disposition of Proceeds:
	To be retained by DDSN.

	
	Approved By:
	N/A



The Board further approved the following other real property transaction:

	(f)
	Agency:
	Department of Health and Environmental Control

	
	Acreage:
	19± acres and 106,461 square feet of commercial space

	
	Location:
	1650 Two Notch Road in Lexington County

	
	County:
	Lexington County

	
	Purpose:
	To obtain a first priority mortgage in the amount of $1,000,000 from BB&T and Carolina Steel & Wire Corporation in an effort to recover DHEC funds spent 
for environmental cleanup of the property.

	
	Appraised Value:
	N/A

	
	Price/Received From:
	N/A / BB&T and Carolina Steel and Wire Corporation

	
	Approved By:
	N/A



Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 4.

General Services Division:  Reporting of Previously Approved Real Property Transactions (Blue Agenda Item #5)

The following transactions were reported as information pursuant to the Board’s procedures approved on May 12, 1998, for real property transactions.  The General Services Division received no objections from any Board members on these transactions.

I.  Exchange of Property by the Myrtle Beach Air Force Base Redevelopment Authority
Exchange of approximately 9.3 acres of land of equal value at no expense, with the Myrtle Beach RDA receiving 9.3 acres from the Ross Family of Greenville, NC, and the City of Myrtle Beach receiving 9.3 acres from the RDA, so the City can maximize an area it wishes to use to create a public park, as described more fully in the letter of June 12, 2003, to all Board members (copy attached as part of agenda item).

II.  Sale by Myrtle Beach Air Force Base Redevelopment Authority
Sale of approximately 101.5 acres of land with some improvements by the Myrtle Beach RDA to Leucadia International Corporation for $15,551,518, to return property to the community for private use, creating new jobs, adding property to local tax rolls and other related benefits, as described more fully in the letter of June 12, 2003, to all Board members (copy attached as part of agenda item).

The Board received as information a Reporting of Previously Approved Real Property Transactions concerning the exchange of approximately 9.3 acres of land by the Myrtle Beach Air Force Base Redevelopment Authority and the sale of approximately 101.5 acres of land with some improvements by the Myrtle Beach RDA.


Information relating tot his matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 5.

Division of Insurance and Grant Services:  Authorization for Disbursal of Funds from Barnwell Decommissioning Trust Fund (Blue Agenda Item #6)
A trust agreement dated March 4, 1981, among Chem-Nuclear Systems, LLC (grantor), the Board (beneficiary), and the South Carolina State Treasurer (trustee) establishes an interest-bearing trust fund to provide funding for decommissioning and closure of the Barnwell disposal facility.  Pursuant to direction from the Board, Chem-Nuclear deposits $4.20 per cubic foot of waste disposed into the trust fund to cover the costs of these activities.

Decommissioning and closure work is conducted under supervision of the Department of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC).  In 1991, DHEC directed Chem-Nuclear to begin decommissioning certain areas of the site.  Since then, the Board has authorized several disbursements from the trust fund to reimburse Chem-Nuclear for the work.  The work has consisted of permanent capping of closed disposal trenches; groundwater sampling, analysis, and modeling; and surface drainage contouring.  

Prior to initiating each phase of decommissioning work, Chem-Nuclear requests Board prior approval for disbursal of funds from the account to cover that phase of work.  As work is completed, Chem-Nuclear submits specific requests for reimbursement describing the work that has been done.  Requests for reimbursement include personnel time records, contractor invoices, receipts for purchase of materials, and certification from DHEC that the work described in the documentation has been completed.  Attachment 1 is the Board’s “Procedures for Reimbursing Chem-Nuclear for Site Closure Expenses,” September 15, 2000.  

Chem-Nuclear has requested that the Board approve the disbursement of up to $4.6 million to cover construction of the Phase 6 cap ($3,500,072) and for enlargement of the west pond surface water drainage area ($1,043,037).  Board staff reviewed the request in consultation with DHEC and recommended that the Board approve the request.  Attachment 3 of the agenda item is Chem-Nuclear’s request of April 9, 2003.


The Board authorized disbursements from the Decommissioning Trust Fund of not more than $4.6 million to Chem-Nuclear in accordance with the Board’s procedures for reimbursing Chem-Nuclear for site closure expenses.


Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 6.

Procurement Services Division:  Increase in the Baseline Certification of Non-Certified State Agencies  (Blue Agenda Item #7)

South Carolina Code Ann. Section 11-35-1550 grants every state agency a baseline procurement certification of $5,000.  Beyond that limit, Section 11-35-1210 authorizes the Board to grant increased procurement certification to state agencies thereby authorizing them to process their own procurements within assigned limits.  After consulting with state agency officials, staff recommended that the Board grant certification to the non-certified agencies to $25,000 for goods and services, consultants, and information technology.


The Board deferred consideration of granting procurement certification for goods and services, consultants, and information technology to the non-certified state agencies for 60 days.


Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 7.

Procurement Services Division:  Procurement Certifications (Blue Agenda Item 8)

In accord with Section 11-35-1210 and as recommended by the Procurement Services Division, the Board approved procurement certification for the following limits for a period of three years:

1.
Medical University of South Carolina:  goods and services, $100,000 per annual commitment; consultant services, $25,000 per annual commitment; information technology, $100,000 per annual commitment; construction contract award, $100,000 per commitment; construction contract change order, $50,000 per change order; architect/engineering contract amendment, $15,000 per amendment.

2.
Employment Security Commission:  goods and services, $25,000* per commitment; consultant services, $25,000* per commitment; and information technology, $25,000* per commitment.

3.
Department of Revenue:  goods and services, $25,000* per commitment; consultant services, $25,000* per commitment; information technology, $25,000* per commitment.

* Total potential purchase commitment whether single-or multi-year contracts are used.

Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 8.

Executive Director:  Revenue Bonds (Blue Agenda Item #9)

The Board adopted the following proposals to issue revenue bonds:


a.
Issuing Authority:
Jobs-Economic Development Authority

Amount of Issue:
$19,000,000 Economic Development Revenue Bonds

Allocation Needed:
- 0 -

Name of Project:
CCU Student Housing Foundation

Employment Impact:
creation or maintenance of permanent employment for 22 people; creation of temporary employment for approximately 90 people


Project Description:
470-bed student housing facility


Note:


negotiated private sale


Bond Counsel
:
F. Mitchell Johnson, Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, P.A.


(Exhibit 9)


b.
Issuing Authority:
Jobs-Economic Development Authority

Amount of Issue:
Not Exceeding $35,000,000 Economic Development Revenue Bonds

Allocation Needed:
- 0 -

Name of Project:
CHS Development Company

Employment Impact:
40 – 50 new jobs within 24 months

Project Description:
renovation and expansion of, or construction of a new building adjacent to the old Charleston High School to be used for offices and/or classrooms space, the construction of a parking garage and the construction of approximately 10,000 square feet of leasable commercial space and other improvements, machinery, equipment, apparatus and office furnishing located on land owned by the Health Sciences Foundation of the Medical University of South Carolina, a nonprofit corporation

Note:
private sale for public distribution thereafter

Bond Counsel:
William M. Musser, McNair Law Firm, P.A.

(Exhibit 10)

c.
Issuing Authority:
Jobs-Economic Development Authority

Amount of Issue:
$33,000,000 Health Facilities Refunding Revenue Bonds (refunding involved - $33,000,000)


Allocation Needed:
- 0 -

Name of Project:
The Episcopal Church Home

Employment Impact:
maintenance – 290 (198 full-time equivalents)


Project Description:
refunding of Charleston County, South Carolina revenue                                     bonds issued on behalf of The Episcopal Church Home


Note:


negotiated private sale


Bond Counsel:

F. Mitchell Johnson, Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, P.A.


(Exhibit 11)


d.
Issuing Authority:
Jobs-Economic Development Authority

Amount of Issue:
Not Exceeding $10,000,000 Health Care Facilities First Mortgage Refunding Revenue Bonds (refunding involved - $8,000,000)

Allocation Needed:
- 0 -

Name of Project:
Laurel Crest Retirement Center

Employment Impact:
retain 54 full-time and add 7 full-time

Project Description:
(i) refund the outstanding bonds of the South Carolina Jobs-Economic Development Authority $14,330,000 original principal amount Health Care Facilities First Mortgage Revenue Bonds (Laurel Crest Retirement Center Project), Series  1993, (ii) refinance a construction loan incurred by the Borrower to pay the cost of acquiring the equipping a six-bed special care assisted living facility, and (iii) pay certain costs of issuance of the bonds

Note:
negotiated private sale

Bond Counsel:
Robert S. Galloway, III, Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, P.A.

(Exhibit 12)


e.
Issuing Authority:
Jobs-Economic Development Authority

Amount of Issue:
$14,500,000 Economic Development Revenue Bonds

Allocation Needed:
- 0 -

Name of Project:
University of South Carolina Aiken Student Housing

Employment Impact:
4 new jobs

Project Description:
acquisition and construction of a 316-bed student housing facility to be owned initially by Collegiate Housing Properties, Inc.  The Borrower intends to transfer the project to Aiken Student Housing Foundation upon satisfaction of certain conditions.  The project will be managed by the University of Aiken.  The borrower is a nonprofit corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of Florida and will own the project, initially.  The Foundation is a nonprofit corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of South Carolina and will own the Project upon completion of the transfer described above.  The project will be located on the campus of the University at 471 University Parkway in the City of Aiken in Aiken, South Carolina

Note:
negotiated private sale

Bond Counsel:
Josiah C. T. Lucas, McGuireWoods

(Exhibit 13)


f.
Issuing Authority:
State Housing Finance and Development Authority

Amount of Issue:
Not Exceeding $60,000,000 State Housing Finance and Development Authority Mortgage Revenue Bonds (refunding involved - $33,000,000)

Allocation Needed:
- 0 -

Name of Project:
N/A

Employment Impact:
N/A

Project Description:
N/A

Bond Counsel:
M. William Youngblood, McNair Law Firm.

(Exhibit 14)


Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibits 9 through 14, respectively.

Insurance and Grants Services:  State Health Plan Benefits and Contribution Rates Effective January 1, 2004; Experience Rating of Optional Employer Groups Effective July 1, 2004; Offering of TriCare Supplement to Qualified Enrollees; Employer Option to Offer Insurance Benefits to Permanent Employees Working a Minimum of 20 Hours/Week (Regular Session #1)

Because of rising health care expenditures in the State Health Plan, Plan “impact” in the amount of $162.5 million is necessary to pay claims and maintain a zero reserve balance during the 2004 calendar year. This is the equivalent of $65/subscriber/month. With no increase in the employer contribution for 2004, this impact must be obtained predominantly in the form of benefit changes that result in savings to the Plan, an increase in subscriber contributions, or some combination of the two. It was proposed by Insurance and Grants Services that the bulk of this impact be achieved through Plan changes resulting in estimated annual savings of $102.1 million and subscriber contribution increases of $54.9 million, averaging $21.95/subscriber/month, effective January 1, 2004.

It was further proposed by Insurance and Grants Services that optional employer groups, whose participation in the Plan is authorized under Section 1-11-720 of the South Carolina Code of Laws, be subject to separate experience rating effective July 1, 2004, and that the program be authorized to offer an employer-paid supplemental policy for employees who qualify for TriCare insurance coverage and agree to disenroll from the program. Finally, it was proposed that employers be allowed the option to reduce the number of hours worked weekly for permanent employees to qualify for insurance benefits from the current 30 hours/week to 20 hours/week.

This agenda item is divided into four parts: 1) Benefit and Subscriber Contribution Changes, to become effective January 1, 2004; 2) Experience Rating Optional Employer Groups, to be implemented July 1, 2004; 3) An Insured TriCare Supplemental Policy, employer-paid, for retirees of the uniformed services now employed by a State employer and who disenroll from the State’s insurance program; and 4) Reduction in Minimum Hours to Qualify for Insurance, from the present 30 hours/week to 20 hours/week for permanent employees, to be provided at the option of the employer.

1) Benefit and Subscriber Contribution Changes  The State Health Plan, like the health insurance market in general, has been subject to accelerating health care expenditures. To date this calendar year, claims payments per person have increased 12.6% over the same period last year. Medical claims during this period have increased 9.1%, while pharmacy claims have increased 20.7%. In order to pay claims throughout 2004, the Plan will require $162.5 million predominantly from increased subscriber contributions, benefit changes designed to bring about reduced costs to the Plan, or a combination of both. 

Section 1-11-710 (A)(2) of the South Carolina Code of Laws requires that the Board approve by August 15 State Health Plan benefits and contributions for the upcoming calendar year. In formulating recommendations for the Board to consider, the Division of Insurance and Grants Services considered discussions with representatives of major constituent associations, Board member staff, Plan actuaries, key Plan contractors, as well as the final report of the State Health Plan Financial Advisory Committee, established by proviso in the FY 2003 Appropriation Act (see Attachment 3 for this agenda item). 

The recommendations, which are detailed on Attachment 1 of the agenda item, achieve the necessary impact on the Plan (the equivalent of $65/subscriber/month) by increasing subscriber contributions per month an average of $21.95 effective January 1, 2004, making Plan changes to become effective January 1, 2004, to save an estimated $40.85 in claim cost per subscriber per month, and $2.20 from experience rating of optional employers effective July 1, 2004. 

The structure of the proposed contribution increase ($17.02/month for Enrollee Only and Enrollee/Children levels, and $34.04/month for Enrollee/Spouse and Full Family levels) recognizes the large number of households with two spouses as State Plan participants in which one is enrolled with Enrollee/Children coverage and the other with Enrollee Only coverage. This pricing structure caps the additional cost on any such household at $34.04/month and thus lessens the effect on these families in comparison to other methods. Recommended contribution levels are founded in the relative claims expense for different participant types. Claims costs for covered spouses are materially higher per person than for subscribers, and children are substantially less expensive as a group than either subscribers or spouses. Around 71% of Plan subscribers have either Enrollee Only or Enrollee/Children coverage, while 29% are enrolled in either Enrollee/Spouse or Full Family coverage levels.

These proposed contributions were shown in Attachment 2 for this agenda item. 

2) Experience Rating Optional Employer Groups  Of the 539 employers participating in the program, 346 are authorized under Section 1-11-720 of the S.C. Code of Laws, which provides that participation is optional for those employer types identified. Such employers are predominantly counties, municipalities, special purpose districts, and local service organizations contracting with State agencies (see Attachment 4 for this agenda item). Their subscribers comprise 11.6% of the overall Plan population.

Claims experience for optional employer groups in 2001 and 2002 was 10.8% higher than that for State agencies and school districts, and this experience is consistent with that of prior years. In the aggregate, at their participation level and claims experience, the optional group employers are driving up overall Plan costs by 1.25%. It must be noted, however, that the experience of optional employers is not uniform. There are individual optional employers that have claims costs which exceed the Plan average by as much as 50%, and others whose experience is at or better than the Plan norm.

Using methodology common to the insurance industry, it was proposed that, effective July 1, 2004, optional employers be rated on their claims experience. Employers with fewer than 100 covered lives would be rated together according to their aggregate claims experience. Those who have between 100 and 500 lives would be rated giving 50% credibility to their own experience and 50% to the aggregate for that group. Each employer with over 500 lives would be rated giving 100% credibility to its own claims experience. If the recommendation is approved, optional employers will be notified of their new rates to be effective July 1, 2004, no later than February 2004. The immediate impact on the Plan over the last six months of calendar 2004 would be $2.20/subscriber/month, or $5.5 million.

3) An Insured TriCare Supplement Policy Retirees of the uniformed services who currently work for the State are eligible for TriCare coverage provided by the U.S. Department of Defense. For these persons enrolled in the State Plan, TriCare coverage is secondary and the State Plan is the primary payor. There now exists a group TriCare supplemental policy that requires no medical underwriting and does not base individual premiums on age. This policy is marketed by the Association & Society Insurance Corporation (ASI) and underwritten by The Hartford. It is the only such policy sold in the state at this time that does not require medical underwriting and does not base individual premiums on age.

It was proposed that employers be allowed to purchase this supplemental coverage for their employees who are eligible for TriCare and who disenroll from the State program. The State Health Plan would neither gain nor lose from this transaction since the Plan would lose both the contribution income and claims liability for the persons who choose TriCare. Employers, however, would benefit from the reduced employer contribution necessary to purchase the supplemental coverage. The savings to an employer would average $2333/subscriber/year, based on the Plan’s overall enrollment mix. (See Attachment 5 for this agenda item)  Assuming 3% of all active employees are eligible for TriCare, and that 75% of those eligible will choose the supplemental coverage, the annual savings to employers would be approximately $9.24 million. Employees that selected this option would receive, between TriCare and the TriCare supplement, 100% coverage of almost all covered expenses with no premium cost.

4) Reduction in Minimum Hours to Qualify for Insurance  Currently employees must work a minimum of 30 hours/week to qualify for insurance benefits. It was proposed that individual employers be permitted the option to reduce this threshold to 20 hours/week. With the opportunity to continue to receive insurance, it is thought that a number of employees may voluntarily reduce their work hours, saving the employer 1/3 of salary costs when a 30-hour/week employee moves to 20 hour/week status. 

Appearing before the Board on this matter were Rob Tester, Director for the Employee Insurance Program, and Bill Hickman with Gabriel, Roeder, and Smith, the State’s actuary.  Governor Sanford asked what happened to cause the current situation.  Mr. Tester stated that the program’s incomes go up about 17% to be able to pay claims based on anticipated increased expenditures.  Governor Sanford asked what are the expenditures that have gone up and why are they up.  Mr. Tester said that drug claims are currently up about 20.7% and medical claims are up about 9.1%.  Mr. Tester stated that medical claims are up due to an increase in physician office visits, which are up about 12%, and that this is a primary cost driver.  He said that on the drug side the primary reason is additional volume and some element of increased price.  He said that on the medical side the increase is predominantly due to volume and intensity and is not unit cost driven.  He indicated that the State is not paying more for the same type of services, but the State is paying for a lot more of those services and the State is paying for more intense services.  He explained that there are two elements driving the cost, additional services and additional intensity of services.  Governor Sanford asked what are the changes in the population that would cause concurrent medical changes to take place.  Mr. Tester said the population is aging and there is more technology available.  Governor Sanford commented that there is mandatory retirement to which Mr. Tester responded that retirees are in the system too.  Mr. Tester noted that as fewer new employees come into the system the average employee age is being driven up.  Governor Sanford said that those are huge trends that are seen over 5, 10, and 20 years and asked why is that so unique this year.  Mr. Tester said that he does not think this cost growth is unique to this year.  Governor Sanford asked why have State employees seen a growth in their premiums in the last couple of years unlike in years past.  Mr. Tester stated that in 1999 there began an acceleration in the growth in cost, but that from the mid to late 1990s the cost was stable, growing at about 5% to 6% a year.  He said the costs have gone up in recent years to higher percentages with the underlying trend being in the teens.  

Governor Sanford asked whether based on the current trends if State employees could expect to see for the next 10 years similar increases.  Mr. Hickman responded that the numbers the State is seeing are at least as good and a little better than other plans he has seen because of the operation of the State’s program.  He said that generally medical costs are going up as the population continues to age and health plans are making some really hard decisions.  He said that his firm recently completed a survey that shows about 80% of large public and private sector plans are addressing these problems the way this recommendation is being made.  He said he recognizes this is not the solution but it is what is being done to keep the plans solvent.  Mr. Hickman said that the trend of thinking is that as long as the plans are not national, more decision-making is going to have to happen at the point of care by the patient through education and cost sharing.  He stated that the idea is to have the patient make an informed decision as to cost regarding the options available to him.  Governor Sanford said that this plan does not do that and only creates a new premium for services.  Mr. Hickman said that almost no plan does it, but that there is a move to consumer directed plans and that is where people are told they have a certain amount of money to spend.  Governor Sanford asked why was the consumer directed plan not offered as an option.  Mr. Hickman stated that in general the consumer directed plans are insensitive and that he is not aware of any plans that are really functioning as he described.  He said that most of the large employers that have some control over trends are moving in that direction.  Governor Sanford asked what has to been done to keep employees from being in the same position next year.  Mr. Hickman stated that the expenses are there and have to be covered and that employers are picking up a share of the cost and employees will have to pick up the rest to the extent the employer does not cover the cost.  Governor Sanford asked what is the percentage that the State pays and what is the percentage that the employees pay.  Mr. Tester said that currently the State pays 76% and the employee pays 24% and that last year the State paid 81% and the employee paid 19%.  He said that last year and this year the number of participants for the entire increase saw the percentage go down and with the present recommendation, the State would pay 72% and the employee 28% next year.  

Senator Leatherman commented that he was hearing two different discussions, one on increased costs in health care and another on increased premiums that the employee pays.  He stated that back in the 1990s the State picked up the tab for the increases, but the increase in premiums was still present.  He said that his constituents told him that if the decision came down to a pay raise for them or carry their health insurance, they preferred that the State pay for their health insurance for them.  He stated that the reason the employees’ premiums are going up is because the State does not have the money to pay for the premiums as it has in previous years.  Mr. Harrell also commented that premium costs are going up for employees because they are going up everywhere.  He said that this is a problem all over the country and is not unique to South Carolina and its health insurance plan.  He said that the Board will probably have to look at some of the other ideas that have been talked about in order to bring costs under control because the plan is getting to a point of not being affordable.

Governor Sanford asked what are some of the extraneous things that can be shed or reduced that would lower the cost of the plan.  Mr. Tester said that the recommendation is designed to help reduce costs.  Governor Sanford said that from an actuarial standpoint in looking at the third recommendation, it seems that lowering the minimum number of hours to qualify for insurance would raise the cost for the existing participants in the insurance pool by adding new participants.  Mr. Osborne commented that staff has looked at the experience rating of people by age and by people who were part-time and found that most people working permanent part-time are of a younger age category whereas the biggest users of the health system are above age 45.  He stated that staff believes the plan would not have a negative impact because the plan would bring people on who would be paying premiums, not the larger users, which would have a slight positive affect from the standpoint that people in their 20s and 30s do not use the health care system as much as people in their 50s and 60s.  He said that most of the people who work permanent part-time are of that age bracket.  Governor Sanford commented that would be true if the plan was a system borne by the employee, but 76% of the cost is borne by the State.  Mr. Osborne said that the plan would receive premiums for the lesser users of the system.  Governor Sanford stated that would possibly make it less expensive for the plan, but more expensive for the State which then takes away available resources that could be allocated to avoid the shift that is taking place from the State to the employee.  Mr. Osborne further stated that the other tool in moving from 30 hours per week to 20 hours per week for eligibility to qualify for insurance benefits is that some agencies believe by employees moving to 20 hours per week they can save 25% of the employee’s salary.

Governor Sanford asked Sam Griswold for comments on the issue.  Mr. Griswold said that there are other options than those that had been presented.  He commented that one option with one exception is the creator of the bills that are paid by the State.  He said that there is no pass through of the cost increase back to the providers of services with the one exception of chiropractors.  He asked why would the State not want to do that.  Mr. Tester said that is not true and that the pharmacy contracting arrangements are recommended for change and that $5 million is being taken out of that area.  He said that the fundamental answer to the question is that the hospital and physician discounts are very aggressive in that the State is getting discounts approaching 50% of charges.  He stated that the private market has been looked at and that there is not a lot more room for discounts without losing providers from the networks.  The president for the Association of State Retirees commented that the main concern his group has concerns reduction in benefits and State retirees are on fixed incomes.  He said many of the retirees are on Medicare and that they are concerned about the drug portion of the plan.  Mr. Tester replied that the plan represents a balanced package.  He said that roughly two-thirds of the impact is being passed on to the user and that is appropriate to do and still provides a competitive package for employees.  He noted that 30% of the employees do not use the system at all and that it is equitable to pass as much of the cost on to the user and keep the plan as competitive as possible.  Mr. Tester said that he feels that has been done with the recommendation.

Senator Leatherman commented that with regard to the portion of the recommendation concerning chiropractic services his constituents are telling him that they would like for that provision to stay the way it is in the current plan and not stop after six visits.  Mr. Eckstrom said in that respect he would like some clarification because he has gotten calls from chiropractors around the State who are of the belief that that focused review consists of patients receiving referrals from physicians.  He said that the sticking point seems to be the requirement that patients have to go through physicians before seeing a chiropractor.  He said that he has explained to chiropractors who have called him that chiropractic practitioners will perform the focused review.  Mr. Eckstrom said that, after hearing that explanation, the chiropractors who called him no longer had a problem with the use of the chiropractic practitioner.  Mr. Tester said this is not a “gatekeeper” situation where one would have to go to a physician to get referred to a chiropractor.  He commented that the contractor, American Specialty Health, who currently contracts with Blue Cross, would have its staff chiropractors conduct a utilization or concurrent review after six visits by a patient.  He said that the staff chiropractors would continue to review the care for its efficacy and continue to authorize treatment.  He noted that the chiropractors that conduct the review are licensed chiropractors.

Senator Leatherman asked where does the patient have to go and who pays for it.  Mr. Tester said that after the patient hits the six visits threshold there would be a required authorization for continued payment.  He said that the patient would make a phone call through Blue Cross and American Specialty Health.  He said that the chiropractor would send documentation to the contractor in a similar manner that happens with doctors being reviewed for surgery authorization.  Senator Leatherman further asked whether the patient has to do anything other than make a telephone call.  Mr. Tester said that it would be driven by the chiropractor and the chiropractor would have to call to get the authorization and that the patient would not have to call.  Upon being questioned by Senator Leatherman and Mr. Eckstrom concerning the payment for the service, Mr. Tester responded that there is an additional administrative fee involved for which the plan pays.  He said the cost is $.98 per subscriber per month.  Responding to a question from Mr. Eckstorm, Mr. Tester stated that the patient is not billed for the focused review because it is built into the premium and that it is a plan administrative service just like Medi-Call and other various utilization management programs.  

Senator Leatherman further commented that if the administrative fee for the chiropractic services was going to be $.98 per subscriber per month and the service was going to remain at $2.60 per subscriber per month it is a “no brainer” to leave the cost for the service where it is.  Mr. Eckstrom asked Mr. Tester to explain the increase in categories of medical services that are being sought under the plan.  Mr. Tester said that this year chiropractic is the second leading professional specialty and has passed OB-GYN in terms of money paid to professional specialties paid by the state plan.  He said that there is a 24% increase for payment in chiropractic services this year and that only family practice is being paid more than chiropractic services.  Mr. Eckstrom asked what was the increase in the cost of pharmaceuticals.  Mr. Tester stated that pharmaceutical costs have increased 20.7% so far this year.  Mr. Tester added that overall professional office visits are up 12.5%.  He said that oncology is seeing more growth than chiropractic and that chiropractic is the second leading growth area and is the second overall payment specialty behind family practice.

Governor Sanford asked Mr. Tester why he earlier said that the drivers in the system were pharmaceuticals at 20.7% and medical visits at 9.1% when in fact there were other reasons.  Mr. Tester said that the chiropractic would be a component of the medical and that he was speaking generally.

In further discussion, Governor Sanford asked Dr. Ray Greenberg if he had any pearls of wisdom to suggest how solve health plan issue.  Dr. Greenberg said that it should be appreciated that speaking as provider the State’s plan is not the generous payer.  He said that in fact there are some providers that are looking at dropping out of the state health plan and that the State should be very careful about having adequate reimbursement rates for those providers who provide good access.  He stated this problem is not unique to South Carolina or to the state system and that inflation is affecting health care costs.  He said that one thing that has not been mentioned is that there is a shortage of health practitioners that is driving up costs above the rate of inflation.  He said shifting the cost to the person who is using the service over the long term and have them pay for it as they use it is going to make people understand this is not a free service or that something they pay for in their paycheck.  He said that as employees utilize the services they have to be made accountable and that is the only thing that is going to control the high rate of growth.  He said with regard to chiropractic he has no expertise to comment on the issue.

Adrianne Huffman, a lobbyist for the Chiropractic Association, was asked by Governor Sanford to make comments about the discussion.  She stated that eight out of ten people will have back pain during their lifetime and that chiropractic services help keep state employees well in the workplace.  She said that chiropractic services are helping to keep state employees healthy and from seeking more expensive medical treatment services.  Mr. Eckstrom asked to what extent might there be a shift from other more expensive services to chiropractic services that are not as expensive to the plan and asked whether the State measured if there has been a gain or loss in that area.  Mr. Tester said that is the reason that a hard dollar limit is not put into the plan.  He said that most plans put a $500 limit on chiropractic services, but that chiropractic services under the State health plan would be reviewed after six visits.  Dr. Carter commented that it is critical for the plan to stay afloat and make certain the plan is not jeopardized in years ahead.  Dr. Carter suggested in subsequent years the Board should be provided with the recommended plan during the first part of the summer and should be provided data from comparable plans to look at the trends they are pursuing to try to deal with the costs.

Mr. Harrell commented that the plan covers more than just state employees and that it covers about 10 percent of the State’s population.  Governor Sanford asked how does the coverage go beyond state employees and retirees.  Mr. Harrell explained that teachers are in the system and a lot of counties and local governments around the State.

Governor Sanford said he does not like coming to the meetings and given a choice that has to be made at that moment.  Mr. Fusco said that a study was done last fall and that there is continuous scrutiny of what the State is doing compared to other states.  Governor Sanford said, however, that as a new administration one does not have the wisdom as some of ones peers and when it is a new and unstudied issue that falls into your lap that has enormous political consequences given the number of state employees and dependants out there.  

Governor Sanford said that past administrations have borrowed from the fund and asked to what extent is the fund hurt from an actuarial standpoint.  Mr. Tester said that there has been no borrowing from the fund from the early to mid 1980’s.  He said that by statute and sound business practices there should be reserves that are equal to a month and a half of claims or about 12.5% of the claims total should be set aside for the outstanding liability.  He stated what has happened over the years is that as claims have grown and budget obligations increased the target for the reserves has been reduced to first half of the month and a half and now to zero.  Mr. Eckstrom asked what Mr. Tester meant by the target.  Mr. Tester explained that the target is the budgetary target of $65 per month that is targeting zero reserves.  Mr. Eckstrom pointed out that the statute is silent as to a dollar amount to target, but instead refers to a number of days of claims that have to be maintained in a reserve account.  Mr. Tester stated that has been modified by temporary proviso the last few years.  Governor Sanford asked whether that is not borrowing if the statute requires that there be a month and half reserves and it is eliminated.  Mr. Tester said that he supposed one could say it was borrowing, but that no actual cash is taken out of the account.  Governor Sanford said that money never got to the account that could have been borrowed from and that would be borrowing.  Mr. Eckstrom commented that would be tantamount to borrowing.  Mr. Eckstrom also asked what would be the dollar amount of reserves that would be required to put the state plan on par with a private plan.  Mr. Tester said he believes the month and a half was a proxy for outstanding liability that now is $110 million.  Mr. Eckstrom noted that the $110 million reserve requirement has not been met.  Mr. Tester said there are $110 million in outstanding claims that are being paid without the reserve.  Governor Sanford asked whether that would impact premiums because a discount factor would have to be built in.  Mr. Tester said that the account is going from zero reserves to zero reserves and the $65 per month equivalent does not take into account any growth in reserves.

Mr. Harrell said that had the General Assembly not made the decision to go from 45 days to half of that and from that to zero, the General Assembly would have been required to put in $55 million in one instance and an additional $110 million into the system.  He said it is not the case that money has been pulled out of the account for general fund purposes.  He said that the reason the General Assembly did so is to prevent having to have more premium increases ($44 more dollars according to Mr. Tester) for state employees.  Mr. Eckstrom asked whether eliminating reserve requirements is being considered for private insurance companies.  He also asked whether his understanding was correct that claims could not be paid until payday rolls around.  Mr. Tester said that the State is paying claims, it has cash, and that the accounting department is managing cash to pay claims timely.  Mr. Tester said that he did not think that eliminating reserve requirements was being considered for private insurance companies.  Governor Sanford said that Ernie Csiszar, Commissioner for the Department of Insurance, would not be able to pass any private plan that had this type of reserve.  Mr. Tester indicated that he agreed with Governor Sanford’s comment.  Mr. Fusco stated that the State plan is a self-funded plan and that most of the large businesses are self-funded.  Mr. Hickman commented that virtually all of them are self-funded.  He said that the purpose of the reserve is not to cover cash liability, but to cover incurred liability.  He said that theoretically if the plan were to shut down there would be claims running out for which the plan is liable.  Mr. Harrell said that the General Assembly in an effort to not have premiums go higher allowed the reserve to go to zero recognizing that the plan will not be shut down.  He said that the General Assembly could always require the plan to go back to 45 days which is what is required in the private sector, but that in the private sector there is a chance they are going to go out of business and you have to have the reserves to pay the claims.  He said that in this case the State is not going to go out of business and that the reserves can return to 45 days by having the subscribers pay $44 more or the General Assembly has to fund $110 million.

In further discussions, Governor Sanford stated that when the plan comes up for consideration again he wants to see more than one option available to the Board.  He said that he wanted to see the State move to the forefront of tailor made plans.  Senator Leatherman said that in the private sector the insurance company presents options that are available concerning services and premiums that employees may choose from and that some of the options need to be before the Board for consideration.  Mr. Eckstrom commented that dental plus is an example of a program that offers the type of option being discussed and that the Board should explore whether something of that nature would be available for basic medical services.  He said that the rate of increase has to be moderated and that the Board cannot return to this discussion each year.

Governor Sanford asked whether the Board’s choice was the recommended plan or nothing.  Mr. Tester said that the $65 per month equivalent needs to be achieved through this recommendation or some modification of the recommendation.  Mr. Harrell explained that under Attachment 1 for this agenda item the Board could decide not to do any one of those things and add the costs back to the premium.  Mr. Eckstrom asked whether the middle column has the same affect on the single plan as it has on the full family plan.  Mr. Fusco stated that the middle column has an average.  Mr. Eckstrom said that since the middle column is an average it cannot be added to the increase of $17.02 for employee only or $34.04 per month for full family.  Mr. Harrell said that one cannot add the exact dollar amount, but the principal is what he was talking about.

Upon a motion by Senator Leatherman, seconded by Mr. Patterson, the Board (i) approved to become effective January 1, 2004, the Plan of Benefits changes and other actions in the State Health Plan as shown on the proposed State Health Plan Changes (Attachment 1 of the agenda item) to achieve estimated annual savings of $95.6 million, or $38.25 per subscriber per month; (ii) approved the increase in subscriber contribution rates in all State Health Plan options in the amounts of $19.04/month for Enrollee Only coverage and for Enrollee/Children coverage, and $38.08/month for Enrollee/Spouse coverage and Full Family coverage effective January 1, 2004. (The average increase is $24.55/subscriber/month and will generate additional annual income of $61.4 million); (iii) approved to become effective July 1, 2004, experience rating for employers who have the option to participate in the Plan under Section 1-11-720 of the South Carolina Code; (iv) approved for persons who disenroll from the State program the payment of premiums, not to exceed the premium of the least expensive qualified product, for TriCare supplemental insurance products that do not medically underwrite individual coverage and that do not base premiums on an individual’s age; and (v) approved a change to eligibility standards to permit employers the option to reduce the number of hours worked for a permanent employee to qualify for insurance benefits from 30/week to 20/week; and (vi) did not approve the implementation of a focused review process for chiropractic services.  Governor Sanford, Mr. Patterson, Senator Leatherman and Mr. Harrell voted for the motion.  Mr. Eckstrom voted against the motion because of the deletion of the chiropractic option from the recommendation.


Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 15.

Medical University Hospital Authority:  Resolution Authorizing the Medical University Hospital Authority to Enter into Equipment Leasing Agreements (Regular #3)

The Medical University Hospital Authority (the Authority) was established pursuant to Act No. 116 of 1999 (the Act) and was granted certain powers, including, among others, the power to lease personal property for corporate purposes and the power to make contracts and incur liabilities.  South Carolina Code Ann. Section 59-123-60(E)(3)(d) of the Act provides that “The issuance by the Authority of any bonds, notes, or other obligations or indebtedness, except as provided in this subitem, shall be subject to the approval thereof by resolution of the State Budget and Control Board”.

The Authority has advised the Board that in the normal course of its operations, it enters into scores of equipment lease and equipment lease purchase transactions.  The Authority believes that it will create an administrative burden for both the Authority and the Board to require a separate authorizing resolution for each leasing transaction.  

In an effort to eliminate the administrative burden, the Authority proposed that the Board adopt a resolution that would eliminate the requirement that the Authority seek a separate authorizing resolution for each leasing transaction.  The authorization would be limited to the acquisition of equipment and shall not extend to the acquisition of real property and permanent improvements thereon, including structures, buildings and fixtures.  The adoption of the resolution will not eliminate the Board’s authority to review the issuance of any bonds or notes on an issue-by-issue basis.

Mr. Patterson asked the Board to recognize Dr. Greenberg.  Dr. Greenberg said that the issue dates back to the original legislation that created the Authority three years ago and has come to light by bond counsel looking at the issuance of bonds for the expansion of the Hospital.  He said that the legislation talks about the Board having the requirement to include indebtedness and does not specify bond indebtedness.  He said the question has been raised as to whether that includes indebtedness for things such as leases for equipment for the new facility.  He said that the Authority is seeking clarification of this matter.  Dr. Greenberg stated that it is his hope that the Board would not want every item of equipment that is to be leased to be brought before the Board, but rather delegate the authority to the institution.  He said the amount of leasing per year is roughly $5 million and he does not expect that to change every time and that it is an important part of managing the cash flow of the organization.  

Mr. Patterson asked whether this will require legislation.  Mr. Youngblood said that ideally there would be a technical amendment to the legislation in which the legislature would require the Authority to come to the Board for bond issuance, but not for every equipment lease.  Mr. Harrell said that it was the intent for the Authority to come to the Board for approval to issue bonds and not for approval of equipment leases.  He said that he would not mind sponsoring a bill to clarify the intent of the legislation.  Dr. Carter suggested approving the item for one year based on a date certain period relative to the resolution which would give the legislative session time to act in the spring.

Upon a motion by Mr. Harrell, seconded by Mr. Patterson, the Board, in accord with Code Section 59-123-60(E)(3)(d), adopted a resolution authorizing the Medical University Hospital Authority for a period of one year to enter into equipment lease and equipment lease purchase transactions with the condition that the authorization is limited to the acquisition of equipment and shall not extend to the acquisition of real property and permanent improvements thereon, including structures, buildings and fixtures.


Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 16.

General Services Division:  Lease Renewal for Public Service Commission (Reg. #4)

Regulation 19-447.1000 requires that leases, which commit one million dollars or more in a five-year period, be approved by the Board and reviewed by the Joint Bond Review Committee.

The SC Public Service Commission currently leases 31,707 square feet of office space in the Saluda Building at Synergy Office Park, 101 Executive Center Drive in Columbia.  This lease expires August 31, 2003, and the agency has worked with the General Services leasing staff to secure a lease to meet its current needs.  The agency wishes to renew the lease to provide offices for its staff of 88.  The proposed lease, to begin September 1, 2003, is for a term of five (5) years with an expiration date of August 31, 2008.  The rental rate is $12.00 throughout the term.  This rate includes all property operating expenses.  Annual rent will be $380,484 and the total rent over the five-year period is $1,902,420.  The rental rate will decrease from $16.92 to $12.00 effective May 1, 2003, upon approval of the lease renewal, saving PSC approximately $52,000 during the remainder of the current term.

Because of pending legislation relating to reorganization of the Public Service Commission, a lease amendment has been executed that would allow the physical separation of the advisory and advocacy staffs should that become necessary and would allow for a reduction in the square footage leased should the Board determine such reduction would be appropriate.  This amendment will in no way impinge upon the State’s right to exercise the cancellation provision in the lease should state-owned space become available.

The Public Service Commission has secured this property through coordination with the General Services’ Leasing Unit to obtain fair rates, terms and conditions.  The State’s process is designed to meet the requirements of Regulation 19-447.1000 and the proposed lease terms and conditions are consistent with the state standard lease.  Adequate funds are available and a financial plan has been submitted.  The Joint Bond Review Committee approved this proposed lease on May 1, 2003.

Mr. Fusco commented that the recommended action addresses the question that if there is restructuring in the future the Board will decide how much square footage and where these entities will be located.  Governor Sanford said that he wanted the Board to be very clear on understanding that if the lease was approved and there was restructuring of the commission there is a clause that the Commission would be able to move out of the building without any difficulty.  Governor Sanford asked Dr. Carter whether there were other scenarios in which action could be taken after the approval that could still involve restructuring and therefore precipitate the need for change in the space.  Dr. Carter responded no and said that if the entity moved into State space that would cancel out the cancellation clause in the lease and that the lease as written protects the State.

Governor Sanford further asked what was the square feet per employee because it seemed a little high.  Carol Routh with the Division of General Services said that the square feet per employee is a little over 300 square feet which includes the common areas, restrooms, halls, lobby areas and smaller conference rooms.  Governor Sanford said that common areas as a rule are generally included in all commercial space.  He said that the square feet is high by industry standard which would be 200 square feet per employee.  Senator Leatherman commented that under the amendment to the lease the Board could go back and adjust the amount of the leased space.

Upon a motion by Senator Leatherman, seconded by Mr. Patterson, the Board approved a lease renewal for the Public Service Commission at 101 Executive Center Drive in Columbia for a term of five years to begin September 1, 2003, with an expiration date of August 31, 2008, and with annual rent of $380,484 for a total rent of $1,902,420 over the period, subject to the inclusion of the relocation amendment that has been added to the lease.


Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 17.

General Services Division:  New Lease for Medical University of South Carolina (R5)

Regulation 19-447.1000 requires that leases that commit one million dollars or more in a five-year period be approved by the Board and reviewed by the Joint Bond Review Committee.

The Medical University of South Carolina (MUSC) currently operates its College of Health Professions (CHP) in seven locations across campus.  This fragmentation and lack of space limits the College in its mission to train students in the health-related professions and MUSC is seeking to consolidate the College.  MUSC has submitted capital funding requests to the legislature and the Commission on Higher Education (CHE) on the project the past three years and CHE has recognized the need for consolidated space by rating the project a score of 100 out of 110.  With the budget situation and the lack of funding of capital projects in the near future, MUSC is proposing that the project be accomplished through a 20-year lease.  MUSC’s Health Sciences Foundation (HSF) has created the CHS Development Corporation (CHS), a non-profit corporation, for the sole purpose of developing and financing the project.  The Corporation will borrow from the SC Jobs Economic Development Authority, which will issue bonds, and contract for construction of the facility. Repayment of the bonds will come from the long-term lease with MUSC that will be cost neutral to the HSF and CHS.  This project will include the renovation of the old Charleston High School into classroom and office space, construction of a 40,000 square foot addition, and the construction of a new parking garage.

The property to be developed consists of approximately 1.9 acres with frontage on both Ashley and Rutledge Avenues.  The project plan centers on the renovation of the historically significant Charleston High School building, owned by the HSF and now vacant and unused.  An addition of approximately 40,000 square feet of classrooms and offices will also be added to create a facility of approximately 80,000 square feet to serve as the consolidated home for the College of Health Professions.  A parking garage with a capacity of 600 to 800 spaces, with mixed-use retail/services space planned on the first level, will also be constructed on property for which MUSC has already received Board approval to sell to the HSF.  Construction of the garage will help alleviate the existing need for 2,000 additional parking spaces at MUSC.  The HSF issued a Request for Proposals on the project in November 2002 and received six responses.  Pursuant to an evaluation committee recommendation, negotiations have begun with Keenan Development Associates of Charleston, LLC, to construct the facilities.

The proposed lease with CHS Development Corporation will be for a term of 20 years.  The rent will be determined by the construction and financing costs.  The total project borrowing is not expected to exceed $35 million.  The final figures will not be known until a development agreement is signed and the bonds are priced.  Total annual rent is not expected to exceed $2.75 million.  At this rate, the total rent over the 20-year period is not expected to exceed $55 million. MUSC plans to use parking revenues, lease income from the mixed-use space in the parking garage, and student tuition to make lease payments.

The Medical University will secure this property through coordination with General Services to obtain fair rates, terms and conditions.  The State’s process is designed to meet the requirements of Regulation 19-447.1000.  Adequate funds will be available and a financial plan will be submitted.  MUSC is requesting Board approval to enter into a long-term lease agreement with CHS Development Corporation provided that the final terms of the lease are approved by its Board of Trustees and the General Services Division and that the term of the lease does not exceed 20 years and annual rental payments do not exceed $2.75 million.  The lease was approved by the Commission on Higher Education on May 1, 2003, and by the Joint Bond Review Committee on July 31, 2003.  Dr. Greenberg, president of the Medical University appeared before the board on the matter.

Upon a motion by Mr. Harrell, seconded by Senator Leatherman, the Board approved a new lease for the Medical University for the project at Rutledge and Ashley Avenues in Charleston for a term of 20 years and annual rental payments not to exceed $2.75 million, with the final terms and conditions to be approved by MUSC’s Board of Trustees and the Board’s General Services Division.


Information related to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 18.

General Services Division:  Permanent Improvement Projects (Regular #6)

The Board was asked to approve the following permanent improvement project establishment requests and budget revisions which were reviewed favorably by the Joint Bond Review Committee:

(a) 
Summary 12-2003:  JBRC Item 3.  Clemson University


Project:
9815, Rowing Facility Construction


Request:
Establish project and budget ($100,000 Athletic funds) to begin design work and obtain cost estimates to construct an approximately 18,000 square foot rowing facility at Clemson University.  The facility will be a pre-engineered building and will house a locker room, weight room, coaches’ offices, and lounge for the women’s rowing team.  The building will also provide a finish line viewing tower and a trailer storage bay.  The existing facility has no office space and locker room space is inadequate for the 80-member women’s rowing team.  The total projected cost for this project is $1,750,000.

(b) Summary 12-2003:  JBRC Item 6.  USC – Columbia 


Project:
9929, Russell House Carolina Mall Renovation


Request:
Increase budget to $730,000 (add $350,000 Other, Auxiliary Revenue funds) to provide funds for additional renovations to the basement area of the Russell House Carolina Mall at the University.  The increase will provide funds for new mail boxes to expand the mail center, for the installation of a new security system, and for renovating space for ten additional offices to accommodate the card service offices.

(c) Summary 12-2003:  JBRC Item 9.  Technical and Comprehensive Education


Project:
9873, Horry-Georgetown – Grand Strand Campus – Old Gym Renovation


Request:
Establish project and budget ($200,000 Other, Local funds) to begin design work to renovate the old gym in Building 200 on the Grand Strand campus.  The old gym will be renovated to house two science labs, four classrooms, and faculty offices.  The College has experienced unprecedented growth in recent years and additional labs and classrooms are desperately needed.  The total projected cost for this project is $1,750,000.  (See Attachment 1 for additional annual operating costs.)

(d) Summary 12-2003:  JBRC Item 11.  Department of Public Safety


Project:
9563, Headquarters Building Acquisition


Request:
Increase budget to $25,986,143.30 (add $867,602.30 Revenue Bond funds) to provide for additional renovations at the new DPS Headquarters Building in Blythewood.  Various technology upgrades will be done to accommodate a radio room, a command and control center and other related support facilities.  Additional power lines will also be added to accommodate DPS’s designation as an alternate command center by the SC Emergency Management Division/State Emergency Operations Center in the event of a catastrophic failure of the primary site on Fish Hatchery Road in West Columbia.

(e) Summary 12-2003:  JBRC Item 12.  Department of Corrections


Project:
9660, MacDougall Farm – Egg-Laying Facility Construction


Request:
Establish project and budget ($1,758,120 Other, Bank Loan funds) to construct a 56,504 square foot egg-laying facility at the farm at MacDougall Correctional Institution to expand the successful egg-laying operation from 10,000 to 120,000 eggs per day.  The new facilities will include three buildings to house 40,000 layers per house and two brooder houses to grow the pullets that will be needed.  The combined cost savings and operating margin for this egg-producing expansion will result in a five-year payback and generate by-products, including fertilizer manure.  (See Attachment 2 for annual operating cost savings.)

(f) Summary 12A-2003:  JBRC Item 1.  Budget and Control Board


Project:
9760, South Carolina Law Enforcement Officer’s Memorial Construction


Request:
Establish project and budget ($500,000 Other, DPS Revenue funds) to construct a memorial on the State House grounds to honor state and local law enforcement officers who have lost their lives in the line of duty.

(g) Summary 9-2003:  JBRC Item 4.  Budget and Control Board


Project:
9751, Richland County – Shop Road Property Acquisition


Request:
Increase budget to $2,020,000 (add $2,000,000 Other, State Fleet Revenue funds) to purchase an 11.1-acre parcel of land on Shop Road with approximately 178,000 square feet of warehouse space to house the State Fleet Management, Surplus Property, Central Supply, and Agency Mail functions of General Services.  The existing facilities for these four groups are inadequate and not sufficient for housing these functions.  In addition, State Fleet Management is currently located in downtown Columbia in an area of significant new development.

(h) Summary 9-2003:  JBRC Item 5.  Department of Natural Resources


Project:
9740, Beaufort County – Mitchelville Fish Haul Acquisition


Request:
Increase budget to $205,000 (add $185,000 Other, Heritage Land Trust funds) to purchase an approximately 11.23% undivided interest in 32 acres of undeveloped land along Port Royal Sound known as the Mitchelville Fish Haul site of Hilton Head Island.  This acquisition will protect one of the state’s significant cultural resources and provide public recreation, education and research opportunities.

Governor Sanford commended Jon Ozmint, Director of the Department of Correction, for the egg laying facility.  Upon a motion by Senator Leatherman, seconded by Mr. Eckstrom, the Board approved the above-referenced permanent improvement project establishment requests and budget revisions which have been reviewed favorably by the Joint Bond Review Committee.


Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 19.

Future Meeting


The Board agreed to meet at 10:00 a.m. on Tuesday, September 30, 2003, in the Governor’s conference room in the Wade Hampton Building and agreed to hold a special call meeting on August 20, 2003, at 11:00 a.m. in the Governor’s conference room in the Wade Hampton Building to address any matters related to the year-end closing of books and accounts.

Executive Session


Upon a motion by Mr. Eckstrom, seconded by Mr. Patterson, the Board agreed to consider the following items, which had been published previously, in executive session, whereupon Governor Sanford declared the meeting to be in executive session:


1.  Executive Director

Economic Development (2003 Ceiling Allocations)

2.  Human Resources

Appointments (State Employee Grievance Committee)

Report on Matters Discussed in Executive Session 


Following the executive session, the meeting was opened, and the Board voted on the following item that had been discussed during executive session:

(a)
Executive Director:  Economic Development (2003 Ceiling Allocations) (E#1)


Upon a motion by Mr. Eckstrom, seconded by Mr. Patterson, the Board in accord with Code Section 1-11-500 et seq. and upon the recommendation of the Department of Commerce, granted the following tentative ceiling allocation from the state pool and deferred all remaining ceiling allocation requests until later in the calendar year:




State Education Assistance Authority, $50,000,000.

(b)
Human Resources:  Appointments (State Employee Grievance

Upon a motion by Mr. Eckstrom, seconded by Mr. Patterson, the Board approved the following recommended reappointments to the State Employee Grievance Committee:


Dawn Dawson-House, Department of Parks, Recreation, and Tourism, two-year term; Janie Rouse, Department of Corrections, two year term; Tamerat Worku, Department of Juvenile Justice, two year term; and Dale Van Wagner, Department of Mental Health, three year term;

and the Board approved the following recommended appointments to the State Employee Grievance Committee to be effective when training by the Office of Human Resources is completed:


Barbara Anderson, Housing Finance and Development Authority, three year term; Stephen Cantrell, Forestry Commission, two year term; Milton Cooley, Department of Social Services, two year term; Rick Elam, Department of Vocational Rehabilitation, two year term; Chuck Lee, State Museum, three year term; Lisa McCloud, Commission for the Blind, three year term; Lawrence Nichols, Clemson University, two year term; Romi Robinson, Employment Security Commission, three year term; William Sloan, Department of Disabilities and Special Needs, two year term; Diana Smith, Wil Lou Gray, three year term; Ella Wider, University of South Carolina, three year term; and Karen Woodfaulk, Commission on Higher Education, three year term.

State Budget and Control Board Meeting as Trustees for the South Carolina State Retirement Systems

Adoption of Agenda


The Board adopted the agenda as proposed for the Board meeting as the Trustees for the South Carolina State Retirement Systems.

Executive Session


Upon a motion by Mr. Eckstrom, seconded by Mr. Patterson, the Board, acting as Trustees for the Retirement Systems agreed to consider the following item, which had been published previously, in executive session:

1.  Trustees for Retirement Systems
Legal Briefing (Statement of Investment Objectives and Policies)

Report on Matters Discussed in Executive Session 


Following the executive session, the meeting was opened, and the Board, acting as Trustees for the Retirement Systems agreed took the following action on the item that had been discussed during executive session:

Retirement Systems Investment Panel:  Legal Briefing (Statement of Investment Objectives and Policies) (Executive Session Item #1)


Acting as the Trustees for the South Carolina Retirement Systems, the Board received a legal briefing on the Statement of Investment Objectives and Policies.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 11:50 a.m.


[Secretary's Note:  In compliance with Code Section 30-4-80, public notice of and the agenda for this meeting were posted on bulletin boards in the office of the Governor's Press Secretary and in the Press Room, near the Board Secretary's office in the Wade Hampton Building, and in the lobby of the Wade Hampton Office Building at 9:52 a.m. on Monday, August 4, 2003.]

